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Staff Reocrt 

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. 

II. 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 certificatio~ is included as Attachment 1. 

Staff Recommendation: 

The Co11111ission finds, and declares, as follows: 

I. Objection: 

The Commission objects to the Consistency Certification made by Union Oil Company of 
California because the Plan of Exploration affects the coastal zone and does not meet the 
poli~ies 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 enforcable 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 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. 
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 oil field in a manner consistent with the CCMP. 
Union has the right to appeal this objection within 30 days to the Secretary of ColTITierce 
on the grounds described in 15 CFR Part 930, Subpart H. 

II. Findings and Declarations 

A. Project Description. 

Union Oil Company of California proposes to drill two exploratory wells on lease OCS 
P-0203 located in the eastern Santa Barbara Channel 504 feet from the northbound shippi11~ 
lane within the VTSS buffer zone and within the boundaries of the Channel Islands Nation~l 
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 extenc: 
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 oil from the Hueneme Field. In 1969, Mobil drilled 4 exploratory wells on the 

~~lease between the proposed well-site and platform Gina. Exxon has drilled 1 exploratory 
1~~~0~well southwest of the drill-site on an adjacent lease. Union originally proposed to dril1 
~cJ~'.·v-~within the sea lane itself but revised the dri11-~ite loc.~tion ~fter.consuit~ti?n with MMS 
"t\"'' i}v~,vi·t>..and U.S. Coast Guard. The present proposed 1 ocat1on requ1 res direct1ona 1 dr111 ing angles 
~}~ up to 40°. Information will be used to decide whether to develop the Hueneme Field and 
~J.x.v1 where to install a platform. In all likelihood, Platform Gina will no_t handle productio• 

Nfo\· from this field. (Exhibit 9) 
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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. All 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 Goy.ernor in 
1975 OCS 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 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. 

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 oil and gas leases 
within its boundaries. The implementing federal regulations proliTDiting oil and gas 
development do not extend to the 16 pre-ex1st1ng 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 oil or 
gas field extending within the 6 n. mi. ~rea. 

3. No oil 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 "exception_?" to the Coastal 
Act. Union concluded that its project was approvable because it met ~he "exceptions" of 
the Coastal Act. Union, however, failed to discuss exception #3. (Attachment 1, p. 8) 
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The Co1T1T1ission submitted the "exceptions" to N.O.A.A in DEIS comments as suggested fedE>. , 
regulations governing the sanctuary. NOAA rejected the Commission's coll'l!lents, as we!T ...... · 
the Co1T1T1ission 1 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 exercis.e 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 
11 probably lies wholly within the six-nautical mile boundary." (Attachment 1, 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 
sanctu3ry. However, the explored portions to the east establish a structure most likely 
confined within sanctuary boundaries. There is no evidence from any exploratory drilling 
that establishes the existence of an oil 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.Jies 
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 1as not committed itself to production development outside the sanctuary boundary. 

3. Pr~vious 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, objectec: 
in 1. The Commission objected to Chevron's lease #205, located one parcel west of Union 1 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 Co1T1T1ission has concurred with 24 POE's and 2 POD's; and objected to 
1 POE located in the Santa Barbara Channel. (Exhibit 6.) Based on this record, the 
Commission finds that it has exercised its consistency review authority cautiously, 
tarefully weighing the national interest for oil independence with its mandate to protect 
coastal resources. 

C. Coastal Zone management Act and Consistency Review 

Commission Consideration of the National Interest 

The ColTITlission considers the national interest when it reviews federal licenses and 
permits in the following manner. The Commission's approved CCMP includes not only the 

~·· .-1: ... 
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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 oil 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 CZMA. The Commission also believes 
its record of 24 concurrences ver~ 2 objections in the Santa Barbara Channel 
demonstrates that the Commission has adequately considered the national interest to 
promote oil 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 Wi1dlife 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 C~lifornia is considered a part of the California sub-species. Anacapa Island 
(located 4.8 nautical miles from the proposed Union well-sites) is the .Q!!ly stable 
breeding colony of the California brown pelican in the United States. Pre"Sently, the 
Channel Islands are the northernmost pelican breeding colony. Previously, 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 Island). 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 island to another, Anacapa is 
the most stable and important pelican breeding area in California. 
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The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service divides the California brown pelican into four gener · 
breeding populations: 

Southern California Bifiht Population: This consists of the ' breeding colonies of t e 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 historicall been the most im ortant 
ree ing areas in the Southern Ca ifornia Big t. 

Gulf of California Population: This group breed mainly on the • desert islands in the middl~ 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 
Magdalena area. 

Mexican 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 breeding population has been estimated to comprise from 6 -
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 breedin!J 
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 Oil Spills on Pelicans and Other Seabirds: Section 30232 

The Coastal Act requires protection from oil spills in Section 30232, quoted in the Oil 
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 fr ,, 
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 (Expibit 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 ?O's, large drops in the 
brown pelican populations occurred as a result of eggshell thinning due to pesticide 
contamination (DDT & ODE) 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 colonie?.pass 
southward through and out of the study area by the(end of December" t'+-0'\ vwJ.4.L.. ~ • 

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 oil 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 Co1T111ission finds this project cannot be satisfactorily mitigated to meet 
the requirements of Section 30230, 30231 and 30232 of the Coastal Act. 

~~~s~ti~e Habitats and Biolo ical Productivit : Sections 30107, 3. 

a. Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas; Section 30107 defines an environmentally 
sensitive area as any area in which plant or animal life 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· 
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of Anacapa Island, which is a 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 environmentally 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 oil exploration and later development is a 
11 significant 11 disruption of habitat value. Due to the extreme sensitivity of the marine 
resources, the risk of a spill, and the need for development within the sanctuary of 
production facilities, the Commission finds that the project poses 11 significant11 

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

30230: Marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced, and, where 
feasible, restored. S~ecial protection shall be given to areas and 
species of special bio ogical 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. Co11111ercial 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.- I 

jl 
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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-se1n1ng. 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 fishing 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 
ex loratory drilling will conflict with comm ial · · g and remove fishing space, the 
Commission in s e eroposa incons1stent_with Section 30230 and 30231 of the Coastal 
Act • ' ~~ • 1.10 " 

F. Protection Against the Spillage of Crude Oil. 

l. Introduction. Regardless of the precautions taken against well blowouts and 
r_esulting 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 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 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 Disrersing Agents. Because of the location of this well in a recognized 
area of biologica 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 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. Oil 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 Co1T1Tiission 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 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. 



..,.!) -10-\4·,1~1 
"'' \•Jr .. riJ~u/ 

f: c)>t"" t\\)oli .... oil w"'- v• .. 
l('b-\- 0 .ru.lf'\.I , AT ~O"" y:.tf" , J, '"&»' ~ ... o~ wW 

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 oil spill cooperative will be able to apply more than 
one application of dispersants, if that, before the oil would contact the island. The 
Clean Seas oil spill cooperative has acknowledged, in written comments to the Cofllllission) 
that one pass over an oil spill will disperse only 10 tO 30 percent of the oil remaining 
after evaporation. Mechanical cleanup methods such as booms and skifllllers 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 oil spill plan to 
this Commission, it remains doubtful whether any mitigation can be considered adequate to 
protect the environmentally sensitive iesources at.this location. 

3. Oil 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, 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. "[he largest oil 
spill in history was from the Ixtoc exploratory w_g]J_, located in the Bahia de Campeche, 
Mexico, which demonstrates that oi 1 we 11 blowouts from exploratory op~rations ar___e 
possib~. {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 Separ3tion Scheme. Thus, thf 
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 drillfng 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 look under Section 30260 of the Coastal Management Program~ 
which allows special consideration for such facilities. (See Section J) 

G. Vessel Traffic Safety 

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 Ii 

l 

exploratory drilling due to its express reference to 11 platforms 11 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 Corrmission to 
adopt "maximum feasible mitigation" for .!!!Y oil and gas development, including exploratory 
drilling. Thus, in implementing Section-31r260, the Corrmission 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 Corrmission 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 Comnission 
required extensive mitigation measures, and based its concurrence on Chevron's willingness 
to implement them. The Conrnission 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 lp:", 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 Corrmission 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 Corrunission 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 offsho.re exploratory drilling affects the coastal zone. 

After a coastal zone effect has been demonstrated, the Conmission examines the project for 
consistency with Section 30253(3), which requires new development to be consistent with 
ARB standardr.. 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 byte task force's NOx emission study • 

. ~· 
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2. Record and make available to ARB fuel usage and 21ectromotive demand for each 
operating phase duri-ng well drilling activities. (This information 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. Therefare, the Commission finds the project 
satisfies Section 30253(3) of the Coastal Act, and the requirements of Section 307(f) of 
the CZMA. 

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 recognited 
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, Q!!ly Anacapa is easily accessible to the public by scheduled 
comme~cial boat service--rrom 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 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 2t 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 cf 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 requirements 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 ~ of the Coastal Act. 

3oz.6c 
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 OCS 
projects. Protection of coastal resources, recreational opportunities and navigational 
safety must be considered aspects of public welfare. The Commission has carefully weighed 
these competing factors in its decision as indicated below. 

As discussed in detail in Sections B and 0, 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 oil spill analysis of Section F, the Corrnnission 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 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 
spills. This one project will not promote a public interest that can outweigh the other 3 
major public interest factors. The Corrnnission'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 interest 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 oil 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 oil 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 re~sons, 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 more 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}. Oil 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 list 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 oil skimming device capable of open ocean use; 

3} bales of oil sorbent material capable of containing 15 
barrels of oil; 

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

Oil Spill Cooperatives (Major spills, second line of defense). Removal of spilled oil in 
coasta1 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 oil 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 Oil 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 Oil 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 oil 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 oil 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 p~tting 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 ~upervisorial or management personnel operating in the Santa Maria Basin. . 
Chevron sent their,oil spill "Containment and Cleanup Coordinator, Offshore Containment 
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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 oil spill 
containment and cleanup equipment. The Clean Seas oil 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 Oil and Gas 

Mobile expioratory 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 ass~ciated 
with the movement of the rigs and not the spillage of oil. Since 1955 there hav€ 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, 11 

••• , 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. 11 Representatives of the 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 Oil Spill Intelligence Report (Boston), Ixtoc I was the largest oil spill ever 
recorded. The oil 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·S. Potenth1 on and gas development impacts wftigated 
by NOAA's preferred sanctuary a1ternative 

REGULATION REASON FOR MITIGATION OF IMPACT 

1. No future leasing :within ·-Creates a buffer area providing 
6 nmi (11.lkml of north= 
ern Channel Islands and 

increased resoonse time for on 
spill cleanup efforts; 

Santa Barbara Island 
·-Increases the d~stance between 

potential sp111/io11utant dfs-
charge ioint (f.e., rigs and plat-
forms) 1nd sensitive resource areas 
thereby allowing for weathering and 
dilution of contaminants before"' 
reachf ng iniix> rtant marine 1 i fe con-
centration areas; 

·..Provides 1 buffer between noise and 
visual disturbances and fmp:>rtant 
aarfne life habitats; 

·-Reduces congestion by 1ddf tfonal 
supply vessels "'1ich w::>uld other-
wise frequent nearshore areas; 

·-Reduces ix> tential visual intrusion 
on aesthetic values of the National 
>bnument, the proposed marine 
sanctuary, and the proposed National 
Park; 

·-Reduces potential air ix>llution; 

2. Requirement of addi· ··Increases the probability that, ff a 
tional onsite oil spil 1 occurs, 1 t can be reached and 
spill containment controlled before drifting to sen-
equipment on exist- sitfve breeding ground and nesting 
ing leases areas .. 
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Project 
-
Location 

Oil 
Spills 

Res~Hrces 

VTSS 

I 

CHART OF COt1MISSION ACTION 

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

OCS lease 245 
(1979) 

Concurrence 

1 gas well 

4.3 n.mi. south of 
Santa Rosa Island 

Oil spill trajectory 
low probability of oil 
movement in the 
direction of Santa 
Rosa and gas lease 

Harbor seal and sea-
bird activty concen-
trated in March to 
mid-June. "Window 
can be established." 

Not located in VTSS 
or its buffer zones 

OCS lease 205 
( 1980) 

Objection 

1 oil well 

5.7 n. mi. north of 
Anacapa Island 

Location of drillship 
near shipping lane 
increases risk of oil 
spi 11. Trajectory 
presents greatest risk 
during fall when 
drilling could be 
possible. 
Endangered species 
(Brm'ln Pelican) breed 
at Anacapa. No window 
tan be established. 

Located in buffer zone 
of northbound lane of 
VTSS 

I~* OCS lease 202 Plan of Development, Platfonn Gina. 
'.~- No facilities located within 6 nautical miles of 
i Channel Islands or in VTSS. 
I~ 

OCS lease 205 
( 1982) 

Concurrence 

2 oil wells 

6.83 n. mi. north of 
Anacapa Island 
(surface location) 

Recognized risk near 
shipping lanes. 
E~tensive mitigation 
measures allowed 
Commission to find 
that project is 
approvable. 

Not located within 6 
n. miles of Channel 
Islands 

located in buffer zone 
of northbound lane, 4 
mi. HW of the "dog 
leg", or bend. 3 mi. 
margin of safety 
needed. 

OCS lease 204 
( 1978) 

Concurrence 

1 oil well on 204 

8 n. mi. north of 
Anacapa Island 

Reco9nized risk, but 
state of art contain-
ment included. 

Not located within 
6 n. mj. of Channel 
Islands 

navigation not 
reviewed because of a 
"vested right" prior 
to approval of the 
CCMP. 

OCS lease 203 

2 oil wells 

4.6 n. mi. north of 
Anacapa Island 

Increased risk due to 
shipping lane location 
Trajectory greatest 
risk in fall. 

Endangered species 
(Brown Pelican) breed 
at Anacapa Island. 
No satisfactory 
window. 

located in buffer 
zone of northbound 
lane within the dog 
leg. No.margin of 
safety. 
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OCS Consistency Revfews°Channel Islands. Area 

CC-1-78 Chnron :JSA, Inc. ll. .• ~ Union Oil POD 
OCS P-204 1 2081 ltld 209 OCS P-o216 
CClllll!iasion Concurrence Dec. 1) 1 Cor.minion Concurrence June 19 1 19!0 

2. CC-l-'i9 !lc;con Corporation i 15. CC-7-SO Chevron tF..A., Inc. 
OCS P-192, 19) 1 194 1 and 196 ~ OCS P-o205 
CClllll!ission Currence Feb. 21, 1979 Coimd.s•ion Obje~t.1on Aug. 19 1 1v 

). CC-)-79 Zxxon C-?rporation 16. cc-9-30 Chrrron US.\, Inc. 
CX:S P..222, 22), 2)0, 2)1, 2)2, anc1· 2)S OCS P-0)21. 
Coaaission Coneurrer.ee Maren 19 1 1979 ~ssicn Con~nee Sept. 16, 19etl 

1.. ce-i.-79 Sun l"Mduet.icn 17. cc-1o-ao !uaea, tac. 
ccs P-02!.0 CX:S P-0315 
Camission Concun'enee May 16, 19'1'9 Coaaission Conc:urr~c• Sept. 16, i~eo 

5. CC-S-79 Ch.vron USA, ?nc. 18. c:e-11-eo C:~alleng•r Minerals 
ocs P-0215 CX:S P-~3 
CClllll!islion Coneurrff.ee Cct.. ) , 1919 Camiissicn Concurrence Sept. 16, 19!0 

c~ CheYrOn USA' L-ic. 19. CC-12<0 Conoco, Inc. 
ocs ?~15 cx:s p..j)25 
Ccmm.ission Concur:-er.ee Sept. 16, !990 Cetr.mission Ccncu.."'T'er.:e Sept. 16, 19!0 

6. CC-S-79 Union Oil POIJ -----...... :o. CC-1!.-ro Conoco, Ync. , 
OCS P-202 ""\, OCS P...VJ)I. 
Carmission Conc-..:.rr~n:e ~ov. 7, ~979 _/' Coramission =~ncul"?",n:e Nov. 18, !?l30 --------------·-- -·--

7. CC-7-79 Mobil Oil 21. c::-1~-'30 Chwron '.JS.\, ::1c. 
ocs l'-o)21 OCS P...V317 
COlllllission Conc-.:.rr~n~e :i.-.:. ~. 1?79 C011S11i:111ion Concurrenc:t- Hov. iq 1 l?l!O 

CC-2-80 :M.amo!W/Cer.eral :>rillir.g, t.td 22. CC-1~ Chevron ~. !tie. 
OCS P-0321 OCS P-JJl.S 
Cormdssion Conc~nce ::b. 21, l~eo Ccc:mi::sion :onc-J..-rence Jar.. 2~, 1931 

a. CC-C-79 Ch9V':"':n !JS\, !:le. 2J. CC-17-<!0 Ch'!VT"On t:S.\, :nc. 
OCS P-2!.S ocs l'-0)~9. 0;50, anct 0'..151 

-tell\Eis::!on Ccnc-.ir:-er.:e :,b. 21, !9'!'0 Cor.:nis3ion Conc:"..:.rr~e1 Jan. 20, l~~l 

9. CC-9-79 C?:IM'On tIS.\., Ir.c:. 2l.. CC-18-CO Conoco, I..,c. 
CCS P-J58 OCS P-vJ22 
Ca=ission Conc:"J..-rmce .:an. 2l., l;!!O C.:anission Cone-.:rrence Ja.-:. ~. l'1!1 

fo. cc-1..ao Shell Oil 25. CC-19-30 Champli.'\ Pet.rolr.n Cc. 
OCS P--0361 OCS P-J)J) 
Cormdsaion Conc-.u-rence r,b. 21 9 1r,ao Conniuicn Coneurrenc1 Jan. 20, l?Sl 

ll. CC-J-SO Texaco, :t:ic:. 2~. CC-1-.31 C!:all~er ~era.1.s, Inc 
OCS P-OJi..6, and C2)l. CX:S P-o2L.S, and 0251 
C<immiss1on Conc-..i..~ce !ii.rel\ S, 19::0 Ccr.=issi:n Concurr!nce June 16, 1~:1 

12. C'"..-i...ao Ch~vren US\, !tie. 27. O:C-2~1 Che·.-ron !J!.\, Inc. 
CCS P""")l6 ,. ocs P-JJ;s, oJ~s. a.nd 0355 
COl!lllliss!.:n Cor.:-.1r."mc1t April 15, 19eo Cc=issi::t Ccncur:-eru:e Jur.e t:, :.e.a1 

lJ. CC-S~ C?:e·IT'O:-: L':.\, Ir.c. 
CCS P-')JlS 
Coc:nissicn Ccn:~'nc~ ~ay 2!, 19!0 

Source: Energy and Ocean Resources Division, 
California Coastal Commission 
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OBJECTIVES AND 

SEC. 302. The Congress finds that - . 
(a) There is a national interest in the effective manage­

ment. !:>enetic:ial use. prote::uon .• and development of the 
coastal zone. . 

(b) The coastal zone is ric~ in ~ van~ty of 1uuural. 
comme:i::fa.l. re;re:ltional. ecolog1c:il~ mdustnaJ. and esthe' 
resources oi immediate and potcnual value to the present 
and future well-being of the Nation. 

{c:) The increasing Jnd competing dema.nds upon the 
lands and waters of our coastal :one l)ccas1on~ by P~P­
uliltion growth and· economic development. 1~c:lud1ng 
requirements for industry. com~crc:c. rcs1dcnual 
development. recreation. extraction 01 .mineral rcsourc_:s 
and fossil fuels. tr::insport:i.t1on and nav1g:mon. w::ist~ dis· 
posal. and harvesting of fish. shellfish. and other !'.vmg 
marine resources. have resulted in the loss of living 
marine resou!'ccs. w1ldlife. nutrient-rich are:is. perma· 
nent and ad\'crse changes to ecolog1cal sys!ems. decre:r.s· 

O~ ·oac:• for public use. and shorehne erosion. ll'lll ,,.. •• , - 1· . 
(dl The coastal zone. and the tish. shellfish. llther _l\'tn@ 

marine resou~ces. and wildiiic therein. arc ecologu::illy 
fragile and consequently eJ1.m~mely vulnerable to dcstruc-
uon by man'.; alterations. . . 

. (cl Important ecologic:il. cultural. hrstonc,. and CS· 
theuc values in the coastal zone which arc :ssenual to the 
well-being of all citizens arc being irretnevably damaged 
or iost. 

- . demands ror food. enenrJ. ~e~. 
. ·tD New and =~pand.lllg dis sal t?':lnSOOrt:ition. and 1naus-
defense need.s. ~reatGlOO, wr~es ~mrona.l sea. :i.nd Outer Conti· 
tri:ii ac:wmes tn tne. reat • ':- as and :ire creatl!l:?; the 
oeo·t.:l..i Saeli .:ire pl.::i~i.n~ stress ~~~e~~ impor..:l.llt and ccmoet· 
need ior ~iu;:ion °1 S:.:1.::~ co · ean waters: · 
ing ~and vruue.s in co= ....... aoa oc . . . 

·GI Soec·al natural :ind sc::mc .:har:ictenst1cs are ~~ing 
'·::v .. ." 1'1 lann ...... ;ev·'opme:it that thre:m:ns :nese damage:l oy · ·P ...... "' -· · 

values. . d d ·ri· ro•"t ..... d 
~ [ri light •Ji .::omoeting i.:e:nan s an • cu =·" ... . 

ro i;Jro;~ct and :o ;ive h.1gh priority to natural systems '~ 
;he coastal zone. oresent state and lllcal insmutiona 
~rrangc:nents for pianni.ng lnd.rcgulating !Jnd :md water 
uses in such are:is are inadequate. . ~, 

{ • .,-1.e kcv to more .-ffcctive protection and use or .he 
land i a'r;d wc..ter resour~::s of the coastal zon.e is to en­
·oura.ze the states to exercise the:r fuil authontr over ~he 
lands -1nd waters in the ..:o:istal !One by ass1sunT .h~ 
st::ites. in cooper::iuon with Federal . and _oca 

. er vitaily affected interest:.. in aovernments a nd Otn• . . 
';evelopmg land and water us~ progr::ims for tne coastal 

;n-iudin~ unified policies. crnena. standards. Zone · · '-· · • ~ · · h : d :ind .11ater methods. and processes for 1.;e:rnng wit_ .an 
- JSC de ... ·sions .Jf more ~nan loc:il ;1g~111cance. 

ij) T~~e national ob.iec~ive ')i Jtt:i,mtn~ 1 ~~e.~.:er ~_:gr~ 
of energy sclf-suffic1::ncy wou1u ue ""' .... nc ..... "l 

rov1d;ng Federal financial J.ss1stance to mc::t state Jnd f oc:il ii~cds resulting from new or =~panded energy ~cttv1-
ty in "r aifecung the coastal zone. 

POLICIES OF THE CZMA 

OECI....\RATION OF POLICY 

Sre 303. The Congress finds and declares that it is tb.e national 
policy- . . 

tU to preserve, pro~ develop. and where possible. to restore 
or enh.:mce. the resources of the Nation's coastal zone for this and 
sua:eeding gecerarion:i; 

(2) ·to encourage and 8S!ist the states to exercise effectively 
their responsibilities in the coastal zone through the develop­
mect .:md implement.:ition of management prog-rru::ns to achieve 
wise use of the land and water resources of the coastal zone. 
giving full consideration to ecological. c:uitural. hisr:oric. and 
esthetic valu~ as well as to ceeds for economic development. 
which orogra,ms should at !ea.st provide for-

(Al the protection of natural resources. including ;J:et· 
lands. floodplains. estuaries. beaches. dunes. barrier islands, 
cor.U reefs. and fish anci wildlife and their ha.bit.at, within 
thP. coastal :one. 

lB> the ::nanagement of coastal development to minim.ix~ 
the loss of life and property c::iused by improper deveiopment 
in flood-prone. storm surge, geological hamrd. a.nd erosion­
prone areas and in areas of subsidence and saltwater intru­
sion. and by the destruction of natur::tl protective features 
surh as beaches. dunes. wetlands. and b!lrrier·i.slancis. 

<C> priority considenltlon being given to coastal-depend· 
ent uses and orderly processes for siting major facilities 
refated to n::itional defense. energy, fisheries development, 
recreation. po~..s and transportation. and the Joc:ition, to the 
maximum extent pr.ictic:ible, of new commercial and indus­
trial deve!opmentS in or adjacent to areas where sucb 
'1eve!opment already emts. 

1Dl public 3Ccess to t.'1e coasts for recreation purpos< 
(E) assistanCl! in the :-edeve!opment of deteriorati.iii; 

urban waten·ront.s :ind ports, and sensitive p~rvaticn .i.nd. 
restoration of historic. cultural, and e:st.hetic: coasud 
i'eiu:ures. 

(F) t.he coordination and si.mpli.fiC3tion of procedures in 
order to en:sure expeciiteci ;;overnment:J.i decis1onm:iking for 
the m::m:i.g~ment oi coast.al r'!!ources. 

1Gl continued consuit..lt1on and coordination with. and 
the giving of adequate consideration to the views of • .:Ufected 
Federal agencies, 

1El the giving of timely and effective notification of, and 
oppon:unities for public a..nd !~ governr.ient participation 
in, coasul management dec:sion.rr.ak.ing, and 

m assistance to support comprehensive planning, con­
servation. and management for living ::iarine resources, 
includin; planning ior the siting of ;:iollution control and 
aquac!llture facilities within the coasta.i zone, and improved 
c:>ordination between State a.ad Federal coastal zone ma.n· 
agement agencies and St..J.:e and wilc:!life agencies; and 

· (3l to encour:ige the preparation of special area man:igeme n t 
plans which provide for increased specificity in prou.icting signifi­
c:i.nt natural resourc~. reasonable coast.3..l-dependent economic 
growth, improved protection of life and propen:y in hazardous· 
areas. and improved predictability in govermental decisionmak­
in!'- and 

t4l to encourage the participation and cooperation of the 
public, state and !OC3.l governments, and interstate and other 
regional 3.1!:endes, as well as of the Federal agencies having 
p~ axTecting tile coastal :.one ; · gout ~"<LC.....-""""'~ 
of thJ.s title.· 
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Memorandum . - ~- .. 

To: Deputy Nanager, Field Operation~ Pacific OCS Region, 
Minerals Management Service. 1340 W. 6th Street. 
Los Angeles, California 900.~!~~2:9_7. " .. ·,.:·~ :::::.:.'..:,. ''· -.: __ ._ 

"-. ~ ·.. . ' ; . ' 

From: Superintendent• Channel Islands National Park. - ._ -, __ 

Subject: 655 DM 1 Review, Exploration Plan .-. OCS-P 0203 Nos. 5 and .. 6 : 
. ·';; .. ·• t -

We note with interest and some concern the fact that Union Oil intends 
to drill two further exploratory wells in -OCS-P 0203, one of those 
lease tracts which lies partially within the Channel Islands National 
Marine Sanctuary. , In fact, the tw·o wells wpuld be the first such· 

,· activity initiated within the sanctuary since its inception. Because 
of our responsibility for management of the sanctuary, as well as for 
administration of Channel Islands National Park, we wish to make the 
following comments. 

.. 

Channel !~lands 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 Oil's right to develop Tract No. 0203 (under 15 C.F.R. 935.6, 
allowing hydrocarbun exploration within the sanctuary as the res.ult 
of any lease ex~cuted prior to the effective date of the regulations) 
we were disappointed that Union's analysis of the various alternatives 
rtjected the possibilities of slant drilling from north of the shipping 
lanes, outside of the sanctuary boundary.· We feel that such an 4 
alternative would have been safer· than developing the wells within :-
the buffer zone (as is now planned), and would have best served to 
protect the integrity of the sanctuary. 

In addition, we are very specifically 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 endanger~d­
species utilizes the island throughout the year for both breeding and 
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run - from December through·· 
there is not tl1c 

roosting; its nesting period alone might 
Septembe::r. In fact, there is no time period when 
strong possibility of a spill affecting. this_bird's population. 

.... ---

For these same three reasons (i:e:f planning to ~rill within the Sanctuary, ·. 
planning to drill within the shi?ping lane buffer zone, and the possibility-~ 
of harm to the Anacapa Island pelican colony). the California Coastal 
Commission obj~cted to Chevron, USA's plans to develop OCS 0205 in the 
recent past. In spite of the conclusion found in Appendix D ("Coastal 
Zone Management Consistency Certification") of Union Oil's Exploratory 
Report, that the present plan is consiste:nt with the California Coastal· 
Zone !'1anagement Program, we remain very interested in the cormtents of the , ··.-·­
California Coastal Commission with respect to this plan, to see t.:hethcr 
it .rn.ree.s with such a consistency dctt•rminat.iou. '. · - - , __ 

In addition, while it seems that the Diamond M. General has most of the 
equipment called for in the above regulations, we request that you remind 
Union Oil of the obligation that there be 15 bales of oil sorbent material 
onsite (15 C.F.R. 935.6(b)(3)), as Yell ns that ~quipment which was listed 
on p<:!ge 3 of the Safety and Contingency Plan. 

Thank yo11 fer the opportunity to comment. Please keep us npprised of 
the fate of this particular exploratory plan. · 

..... 
t .. r.r: !'"l; 

Wil li;,m H. Ehorn 

If 
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COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT 
CONSISTENCY CERTIFICATION·-

The proposed activities described in detail in the Explor~ -
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 ~oastal Act. 

Section 30230, Protection of Marine Resources 

Marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced, and where 
feasible, restored. Special protection shall be given to 
areas and s~ecies of s~ecial 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 area 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 s?ecial concern because 
it has been identified as an endangered species. 

Union's proposed exploration activities on lease OCS-P 
0203, at a location 5.5 miles* north of Anacaoa Island, will be car­
ried out in such a manner that the living m~rine resources of the 
area will be adequately protected. The proposed project will not 
cause an unacceptable risk to these res.ources for the following 
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 geogra~hic 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= 
birds are adversely impacted by routine drilling operations, especi~ 
ally where the drilling site is over five miles from the areas where 

* "Miles" means statute miles unless otherwise indicated. AnA-cHMcAJT 
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these animals are concentrated. Section IV{E) (2) of this Report ..... 
contains a complete discussion of the scientific evidence concerning .. 
the impact of drilling muds on marine resources._ .. · .. ·· · "', .. : .. ·:>/·.""'·· 
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The U.S. Environmental Protection 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 
cuttings from operations conduct.ea more than 1,000 .feet from the 
State's 3-mile boundary ~o not affect the coastal zone_. · .. ~ ·: 

--· ' 
; ' -

2) The probability of a large oil·spill occurring as a re-
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 oil 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 siml.lar to those in the project area) 
is also provided in Section IV(E) (3). It indicates that most wind l 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 infrequent Santa Ana wind condi-
t - tions experienced during the fall and winter. • 

These analyses support the conclusion that the chance of 
an oil spill occurrence is extremely remote, anq that even if a 

r · 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) (~) of this Report, the State of Califor­
-~.:.'.:.i is 1'articularly concerned about th3 impact of OCS ex!;)loration 
activities on the endangered brown ??elican which inhabits, breeds, 
and fledges on Anaca9a Island. 

The question of how the brown pelican population 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 time of the 
year when the oil spill occurs •. · - .. 

I 
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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 
iowest 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 risk of harm would arise 
from the pro9osed 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 popu7, 
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 
ahd for the protection of human heal th 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 OCS-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 
l~ase 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 development or transportation of such ma­
terials. Effective containment and cleanup facilities and 
procedures shall be provided for accidental spills that do 
occur. 

ASSESSMENT:- The best available oil 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 
Cc- ...,_stal Commission in the past. On-board equipment will include: 

one Vikoma Sea-Pack Deployment Containment System 

1,600 feet of open ocean oil spill containment boom 

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

bales of oil 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 

Deployment time for this equipment would be immediate, 
utilizi~g 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 Environmen~al Report. 

The second line of defense, which would be employed if a 
spill of SO barrels or more bccurs, is mobilization of the Oil Spill 
Cooperatives and then, as indicated, also the federal, State, and 
local a<Jencies. The Oil Spi.11 Coonerative for the Santa Barbara 
Channel is Clean Seas. The Oil 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 Oil Spill Response Vessel, MR. CLEAN 
:, could be onsite in under 5 hours in typical weather conditions. 
The Tide-Mar VII barge, which has a ca~acity of 7,840 barrels, could 
respond to a request for assistance in approximately 8 hour~. 

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

FINDING: The pro9osed activities are consistent with the 
nnlicy to protect against oil spifls because: 1) all possible pro­
tective measures will be taken to prevent accidental spills; and 
2) in the unlikely event that an oil spill occurs, all available 
means will be taken to mitigate its impacts and to insure that it 
does not adversely impact the living 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 l 
shall be allowed within such areas. . , 

(b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sen­ I 
i 
i ... sitive habitat areas and 1_?arks 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 Islands 
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 e'xploration activities 
during the period of the year when brown pelicans are present in low 
nurr'-·ers (November and December) . This will insure that, in the re­
mote event that an oil spill occurs which reaches Anacar;>a Island, 
the imr;>act 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 Ana­
capa in June and July. 

Other important habitat areas are described in Section 
III(E) of this Report. They also will not be degraded by the pro­
posed 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 

Oil 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 
consul ta ti on 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 i -
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 
f aci li ties and to the environment resulting from offshore oil and 
gas resource recovery activities and vessel traffic in the Channel. 
The ex?ress purpose of the study was to develop a basis for Califor­
nia Coastal Commission use in making federal consistency determina­
tions relative to offshore drilling and production activities and 
construction. A complete description of the results of the study is 
presented in Section IV(D) (1) of this Report. One of the important 
con(.;lusions of the study is that-temporary .exploration activities 
within the buffer zones of the vessel traffic lanes do not pose an 
_::.;cceptablf!! navigational · · is open sea in ad· acent 
areas for maneuvering_ (Santa Barbara Channel Risk Management ro­
grarn, 1981; Chapter 9, Conclusions and Recommendations). The Coast 
Guard has indicated that such maneuvering space is available if the 
mobile exploratory drilling unit is separated by at ~east two miles 

__ alrng__the_axis __ of ____ the..-1'SS from-any- other rig-1 --tem9oracy~or pe-ii!ia-
nent, which .i.S ___ wi thin. 1000 meters. of_ the ___ traffic lane on the oppo-:-

__ s.,i_te.-side. of the lane. Union will cooperate - furry· 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 OCS-P 0203. 

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

D-6 

<(" - , ~ •• .... , ~ 

:.O· ,., . ·' c. 



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 Oil and Gas Association. In 
that pa?er, tha shipping 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 Proooses 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 ar~ 
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 the 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 expand within existing sites and shall 
be permitted reasonable long-term growth where consistent 
with this division. However, where new or expanded coast­
al-d~pendent industrial f acilitie~ cannot feasibly be ac­
commodated ·::onsistent 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 adve.rsely af feet 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 oil 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· into this 
exception the following conditions must be met: 
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l l) 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 oil or gas field extending 
underneath the buffer zone demonstrated by such explora­
tion; 

2) The applicant must have demonstrated that the most 
f 
t 
t 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 
prop.osed exploratory drilling project within the . six-nautical mile 
boundary consistent with the coastal program even if, in the opinion l . 
of the Commission, the requirements of Sections 30230 (Protection of 

f_ Marine Resources) , 30232 (Protection Against Spills) , 30240 (Envir­ l 

onmentally Sensitive Areas), and 30262 (d) (Oil and Gas Development) j 
are not met. I 

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

1) Lease OCS-P 0203 has been explored from adjacent leases I 
outside the six-nautical mile buffer zone and the likelihood t:hat l 
the Hueneme oil fi~ld extends under a substantial portion of the I 

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 conj unction wi tf1!I-..:;e- additLonal wells--on ·adjacent 
lease OCS-P 0202 (four by· Mobil and one by Humble) and extensive 
geophysical data, established the existence of the Hueneme Field--a 
nnrtheast-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 Eocen~ sand de­
velopment. 

i_ 
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l Based on this evidence, Union believes that the Hueneme 
oil field may extend under a substantial portion of lease OCS-P I 
0203. In fact, the most current geological interpretations indicate i 
that the largest hydrocarbon trap within this structure probably I 
lies wholly within the six-nautical mile boundary. I 

i i' 2. The Hueneme Field extending under lease OCS-P 0203 can I 
I be explored only from within the six-nautical mile buffer zone: I 

Union's current geologic interpretation shows the potentially larg­ I 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 I 
ductive, oil-bearing sand on the end of this structure nearest the 
Sanctuary boundary. Unfortunately, the sand encountered was not I 
thick enough to contain enough oil to merit field development. The 
purpose of this exploratory drilling is to ~etermine the extent and I 

I 
thickness of this sand on the other end of the structure to further 
delineate the field and define the exact magnitude of the .deposit. i 
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 ocs-P 0203-5 and 0203-6 will be delinea-· 
tion wells, designed to delineate the sedimentology of the southwest 
portion of the Hueneme Field: The previously drilled ex!)loratory 
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 OCS-P 0203-2 
confirmed the existence of a producible reservoir sand in the struc­
tural tra~ 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. Pro9osed 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 '!;)reductive 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 de9osits. It is possible that a reservoir of suffici­
ent size and productive capacity exists to merit development opera­
tions, including the utilization of ?reduction facilities located 
outside the six-nautical mi~e 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 oil spill that reached Anacapa Island. The 9robability 
of such an oil spi 11 occurring is extremely remote; nevertheless, 
Union has further minimized the possible 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 
develo~ment. 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 production operations will remain unavailable. This will ad­
versely affect the public welfare by depriv~ng 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
J?Orts Union's position that the proposed drilling activities on 
lease. OCS-P 020 3 do not pose unacceptable risks to the environment:·' 
of the project area or to nearby environmentally sensitive habitat 
areas. The already small risk orobabilities 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 s-pill imT?acts. 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 pro~osed activities require a site on or adjacent 
to the sea to be able to function, and meet.both the three condi­
tions for approval set out in the policy and the conditions created 
by the Commission for expl9ration on pre-existing leases in the 
Channel Islands Marine Sanctuary. 
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DEPARTMENT Of TRANSPORTATION 
M411..INQ ADO.,.US: 

UNITED STATES COAST GUARD co1utAND£R (mes) 
ELEVENTH COAST GUARD DlSTRXCT 
utUON SAIUll: llLDC. 
400 OC:EANGATE 

r LONG BEACH. CA. 90822 

~ © ~ u v; rs fn\ 16465/53 [ffi LS !.!::l ~ 22 October 1982 

OCT 251382 
Ms. Jane Cohen 

CALIFORNIA Union Oil Company of California 
COASTAL COWAISSION 9645 S. Santa Fe Springs Road 

Santa Fe Springs, CA 90670 

Dear Ms. Cohen: 

This letter confirms your discussion on 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 Oil 
Spill Plan the data listed below: 

1. Oil 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 oil 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 strategies 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 
submissiot1 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 one 
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. 

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 Cl5700, ·Seattle, WA 98115 
(5) LCDR L. E. Keisler, OMPA Pacific Office, RD/MPF 25 - Bin Cl5700, 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 

~) 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.O. 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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Memorandum 

To s Date Tom Tobin : November 4, 1982 

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

Richard tkCarthy, Geologist 
From 1 California Coastal Commission 

On October 26, 1982, I met \'lith exploration staff from Union Oil Company to 
review the plans of exploration for proposed \'Jells 203-5 and 203-6. During this 
three hour meeting, I reviewed drilling data, cross sections, seismic sections, 
cost projections, logs of existing wells, reservoir information, and ~ubsurface 
structural information depicting the entire play. (prospect) A summary of the 
technical data presented in this meeting is as follows: 
0 Two exploratory wells to be drilled from the same surface location are p~oposed. 
0 .The petroleum ola.v is located entire.ly within the marine sanctuar_y and appears 

to lie beneath the northbound shipping lane. 

0 The formation to be tested is the Hueneme sand located at a depth of approxi­
mately 5000 feet belo\·J sea level. 

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

0 The depth of water at the proposed drilling site is 780 feet. 

0 No submarine slumping exists on the sea floor at the proposed drilling location. 

0 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. 

0 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. 

0 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. 

0 Exxon \·!ell 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. 

' '1 
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~ Memorandum t 
! TOM TOBIN 
l Page Two 
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The purpose of the two proposed exploratory wells is to define the limits of the 
oil water contact and determine the thickness of the Hueneme sand between the 
two previously drilled wells. Not only must the limits of the reservoir be 
delineated, but an average thickness of the producing zone is needed to calculate 
the economic potential of the entire reservoir. 

0 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 limited, 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 
exploratory 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. 

0 The estimate of 75 to 90 days to complete both exploratory wells is a reasonable 
time estimate. 

0 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, 'fhe 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. 

0 P¥iy economical production from this prospect will require a waterflood program. 
Both production and injection wells must be drilled for proper development of 
the field. 

,,. . ~ ' ' ··- . 
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State of California, Georg9 Deukmejian, Governor 

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

December 1, 1983 

Timothy R. Thomas 
Union Oil Company of California 
Union Oil Center 
Los Ange~<~c;:A 90017 

/ ' .--· 
Dear Mr. Thopas : 

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 ob~ction to the Secretary of 
Commerce on the grounds described i:t Sub,~,~::j;,lI ~ f 15 CFR 930. 1

'\ s+,\nCeJ3~.ly I ,/ \ I . ····-·::.:;·<···, 
\ \ '- ././ } 
l \ ;.. ;' / 
\ I J \ \ 

\ l>1ICt-IAE~ L. ~:\SCHER 
~~xecutive Dirrctor 

Attachment I 

/ 

cc: Assistant Administrator, NO~.A 
Area Oil and Gas Supervisor, Minerals 

Management Service 

http:s+,\nCeJ3~.ly


'Jta .. 0 of California. George Deukmejian, Governor File Number: CC-12-82 
Date Received: 9/23/83 

3 Months Period Ends: 12/22/83 California Coastal Commission 
631 Howard Street, 4th Floor Hearing Date/Item No.: 11715/83, 7a 
San Francisco, California 94105 
(415) 543-8555 

Michael L. Fischer, Executive Director NOTED-DUNAWAY William Travis, Deputy Director 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON CONSISTENCY CERTIFIC 

APPLICANT: Union Oil Company of California 

FEDERAL PERMITS THAT RE~UIRE 
CONSISTENCY CERTIFICATI N: - 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 Pennit 
- Environmental Protection Agency NPDES Permit 

PROJECT LOCATION: Outer Continental Shelf, OCS-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 naut i ca 1 mi 1 es sou th of the City of Ventura 
(Exhibits l, 2, 3) 

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

STAFF REPORT 

I. 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 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. 

II. Applicant's Consistenc~ Certification and Findings. The applicant has 
submitted a letter to the Minerals Management Service, dated September 229 1983, 
that it intends as an equivalent to a consistency certification for its amended OCS 
Plan. The letter9 Appendix B, includes commitments not to propose any platform 
within the Marine San~tuary even if oil is found with.in the Sanctuary, to drill in 
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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 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 Oil 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 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 Oil Company of California proposes to drill two exploratory wells on lease OCS 
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 
lane itself but revised the drill-site location after consultation with the 
Commission staff, Commerce Department, MMS and U.S. Coast Guard. The present 
proposed location 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) 
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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. All substantive file 
documents, including the t"'eferences cited therein are hereby incorporated as a part 
of these findings. 

California, in addition to the Co11111ission, protected, recognized, and promoted the 
environmental resources of the Channel Islands and its offshore waters prior to the 
creation of the Coastal Co11111ission 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, in 1975, 
the Governor recommended to the federal government a 6 nautical mile exclusion area 
for oil 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 
prohibited new oil and gas leases within its boundaries. Union's lease was executed 
in 1968 prior-to revisions in federal OCS laws that recognized state participation 
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 leases 
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 11 status allowing oil and gas activities withing the Sanctuary 
boundaries. After Union's 1969 oil 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 11 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 oil or gas exploration shall be permitted within six nautical miles 
unless the lessee has first explored adjacent leased area outside the six 
nautical mil~ area. · 

2. Prior exploration outside the sanctuary must indicate a likelihood of an 
oil or gas field extending within the six nautical mile area. 
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No oil and gas development and production shali be permitted within the 
six nautical mile area, even if a tract is located entirely within the six 
nautical mile area. 

Union's consistency certification described the comments as 11 exceptions 11 to the 
Coastal Act. Union concluded that its project was approvable because it met the 
11 exceptions 11 of the Coastal Act. Union, however, failed to discuss exception #3. 
The Commission submitted the "exceptions" to NOAA 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 11 exceptions 11 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 
drilling that establishes the existence of an oil 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 outside the sanctuary boundary, the resource 
would have to be exceedingly rich to justify the technical problems that must be 
overcome. 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 Corrmission has 
concurred in three instances, objected in one. The Commission objected to Chevron 1 s 
lease 0205, located one parcel west of Union 1 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 1 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 1 s resubmittal for 0203 does not include a change in location. 

Union's plan differs from Chevron 1 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, requirin9 supply and crew boats to cross the sea lane to 
service the drill rig; and (3) the oil field "probably lies 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 reco9nize 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 oil and gas project meets the "public welfare 11 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 
discuss ion. 

D. 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 fo 11 owing: 

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 interference with surface 
water flow, encouraging waste water reclamation, maintaining 
natural vegetation buffer areas that protect riparian habitats, 
and minimizing alteration of natural streams. 
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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. California 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 .2!!11. 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. 
All 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 and natural area and is therefore closed to 
public visitation to protect the nesting habitat of the Brown Pelican. A state 
ecological reserve boa~ing closure zone has been esta~lished 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 oT"tli"eir birth) 

0 Southern California Bi~ht Population: This consists of the 
breeding colonies of t e Channel Islands and the islands off 
the northwestern coast of Baja, California as far south as 
Isla San Martin. Anacaha Island and Los Coronados (off northern 
Baja, California) have istoricall¥ been the most important 
breeding areas in 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 in the Bahia Sebastian Viscaino and Bahia 
Magdalena area. 

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. 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. 11 (page 14, The California Brown Pelican 
Recover~ Plan, by Gress and Anderson for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
approve 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. All 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 island are 
populations of Xantus 1 murrelet, pigeon guillemot, double-crested cormorants, black 
oystercatchers and occasionally brandts and pelagic cormorants. 

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

The Coastal Act requires protection from oil spills in Section 30232, quoted in the 
Oil Spill section of this recommendation. Its specific applicability to the 
environmentally sensitive habitat is highlighted here. An oil spill from Union's 
currently proposed exploratory project and potential development proposal could 
significantly impact arown Pelicans and other seabird$. 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 popuiation 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 1 s 
and early ?O's, large drops in the Brown Pelican populations occurred as a result of 
eggshell thinning due to pesticide contamination (DOT & ODE) off 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 availability. 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 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. Oil 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 
oil 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 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. Oil 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. 

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 El 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 El 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 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 11 endangered 11 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 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 colpny. 
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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 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 we11s 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 Conmission 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. 11 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 
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) intertidal organisms; and, to a 
lesser extent; 5) arch.aeologic/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 larval 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 OCS. 

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 lower than those that were acutely toxic. 

Comeosition and Fate of Drilling Fluids and Cuttings Proposed for Use in Union's 
ProJect. According to the Hooks, Mccloskey and Associates environmental report (May 
lO, 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 fn 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 ~rotection as a biologically sensitive area~ As a 
result, the Commission cannot fin , absent additional information to the contrary, 
that the discharge of the drilling fluids and cuttings will promote optimum 
aopulations of marine organisms (that is, the maintenance of natural species 
iversity, 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. ical Productivit Sections 

Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas. Section 30107 defines an environmentally 
sensitive area as "any area in which plant or animal life 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. 11 

Union's consistency certification states that 11 there are no known environmentally 
sensitive areas on or immediately adjacent to the lease 11 

• 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 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 Islands 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 oil exploration and possible later development 
is a "significant11 disruption of habitat value. Oil 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 .F) and the helicopter and 
vessel traffic associated with the project, the Commission finds that the project 
poses "significant 11 disruption to resources. 
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The second requirement of Section 30240(a) allows only resource dependent uses in 
environmentally sensitive areas. 11 Resources 11 refers to environmentally sensitive 
habitat 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 Oil 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 Productivitt. The Coastal Act requires protection of biological 
productivity in the fa lowing mandatory policy: 

30230: Marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced, and, 
where feasible, restored. Special erotection shall be given to 
areas and species of specia1 biological or economic sianifi­
cance. Uses of the marine environment shall be carrie 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-tenn 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 302·31 also require management of coastal waters to assure 
biological productivity and maintenance of optimum populations of marine life, 
including fisheries. The Co1TDT1ission 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 11 primary industry, 11 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 bio1ogical 
productivity of the fisheri.es resources. 

Offshore oil 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 Oil. 

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 o~curring at a drill site. Such~ spill may reach the coast of 

http:fisheri.es
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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 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 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 Dis~ersing Agents. Because of the location of this well in a 
recognized area o 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 Oil Composition/Dispersant Characteristics; 

B. Oil 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. 

Oil 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 connucting laboratory tests to determine the potential 
effectiveness of dispersants on the oil 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 will 
help determine the most effective ratios of dispersant to oil for use in dispersing 
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~n1s 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 detennine 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 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 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 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 oil remaining after evaporation. Mechanical cleanup 
methods such as booms and skirrmers 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 oil 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. Oil 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, 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 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 
ail°oil spill. Union has submitted oil spill trajectory data which is included in 
the upcoming revisions to their Oil 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 11 Physical Oceanography and Meteorology of the California 
Outer Continental Shelf11 

, 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 b~ 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 Oil 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 Conmission 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 platfonns under numerous statutory requirements (Section 
30250, CEQA, and NEPA). Furthermore, Section 30260 requires the Commission to adopt 
11 maximum feasible mitigation 11 for~ 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 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 11 dog leg", or bend 
in the VTSS. Union's project is located less than half a mile northwest of the same 
dog leg. In concurrin.g with Chevron's project, the Cqmmission 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 vessei 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 
Sailin Rules; Rule 10, Traffic Se aration Schemes, which are the international 

ru es o t e roa , 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) in 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 
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. 

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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H. Air Quality 

As a part of its approved CCMP, the Conmission 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 
EMO 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 
information 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 Corrmission finds 
the project satisfies Section 30253(3) of the Coastal Act, and the requirements of 
Section 307(f) of the CZMA. 

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 1 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, .Q!!ly Anacapa 
is easily accessible to the public by scheduled commercial boat service rrom 
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 2! 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 
dril1in~ 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 
OCS 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 oil 
activities in this area. Union has committed to producing outside 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 oil field being delineated would not yield the data Union needs 
to detennine 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. 
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 Co11111ission 1 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 wer.e 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 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. 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 Conmission 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 requirements, 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 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). 

Union has proposed mitigation for drill muds discharges. In a letter from J. S. 
Attebery, District Land Manager, Union Oil 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 
disposal for this drilling location. Union proposes to do a 
study 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 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 (OCS 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 Corrmission 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. 



- 24 -

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, Oil Spill Contingency Plan and Addendum. 

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

3. Administrative Record of Establishment of Santa Barbara Channel Islands Marine 
Sanctuary, and Subsequent Comments on NOAA 1 s 1981 Suspension of Implementing 
Regulations. 

~enera1 Management Plan for Channel Islands, 1980 National Park Service 

6. 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. 

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

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

4. 
History 
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Onsite Equipment (First Line of Defense~. Oil spill containment and cleanup 
equipment stored on an exploratory dril ing 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 list 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 oil skimming device capable of open ocean use; 

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

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

Oil Soill Coo eratives Ma"or sills, second line of defense). Removal of spilled 
oi in coasta or marine waters is underta en y t e 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 oil 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 Oil 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 Oil 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 oil 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 oil 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 oil spill ttContainment 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. 

E ui ment Use Trainin for Workers. Workers responsible for actual use of the oil 
spi equipment must receive an s on" training to use the equipment properly. 
Chevron has inhouse training procedures that include full deployment of all offshore 
oil spill containment and cleanup equipment. The Clean Seas oil 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 Oil 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 
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 OCS or, to our knowledge, in any 
other offshore area throughout the world. 11 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 Oil S~ill Intelligence Report (Boston), Ixtoc I was the largest oil 
spill ever recorded. he oil 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. 



J. S. Attebery 
District Land Manager 

Union Oil and Gas Division: Western Region 

Union Oil Company of California 
Southern California District 
1835 Knoll Drive, P.O. Box 6176, Ventura, California 93006 
Telephone (805) 656-7600 

un17~n 

September 22, 1983 

~.r. 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 Exploration 
Consistency Certification 

Dear ~.r. Grant: 

Union Oil 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 
Oil Spill Contingency Plan as part of the expedited disper­
sant approval mechanism. prilling is still planned for 
the November-mid-January time frame. 

Union has been engaged in discussions with the staff of 
the California Coastal C:::nnmission and with representatives 
of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 
Na-tional Ocean Service, over the past nine mont::-:.s. These 
ef for-ts were directed to resolution of some of t~e conflicts 
'l'lhich resu.:.ted in the Com.-nission's No~1ernber 17, 1982 objec­
tion to Union's consistency certification for our approved 
Exploration Plan for OCS P-0203, and Union's subsequent 
appeal thereof. Representatives of the M11S 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 Cor..mission 
which we believe should enhance the prospect of Co~mission 
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. 

2) 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 northbound 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 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 fron 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 days for the redrill (OCS 
P-0203-6), assuming it is necessary. 

3) Union has a genuine desire to coo~erate with 
:::oncer::-ied agencies 3.nd will rely on the 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 prc9oses to do 
a st~dv 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 request for 
consistency certification concurrence on the Commission's 
agenda for the second ~eeting in October~ Accordingly, 
we urge that the ~ms resubmit this Exploration Plan to 
the Commission as soon as possible. 

us.ly 
7·s. 1'.ttebery 
District Land Manager 

JSA 
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CHART OF C(JtlMI SS ION ACTION 

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

Project 

location 

Oil 
Spflls 

'----
Resources ,, 

...---

OCS lease 245 
(1979) 

Concurrence 

1 gas well 

14.3 n.mi. south of 
S~nta Rosa Island 

Oil spi 11 trajectory 
low probability of oil 
movement in the 
direction of Santa 
Rosa and gas lease 

Harbor seal and sea­
bird activty concen­
trated in March to 
n)i d-June. 11 Wi ndov1 
can be established." 

--- -1----

VTSS Not located in VTSS 
or its buffer zones 

OCS lease 205 
( 1980) 

Objection 

1 oil \-Je 11 

- - ---,--··-----

OCS lease 205 OCS lease 204 
(1982) (1978) 

Concurrence Concurrence 
-----+---------· -+ _ -t 

2 oi 1 \-Je 11 s 1 oil well on 204 
------- ---- -+------

5.7 n. mi. north of 6.83 n. mi. north of 
Anacapa Island Anacapa Island 

location of drillship 
near shipping lane 
increases risk of 0il 
spi ·11. Trajectory 
presents greatest ci::.k 
during fall when 
drilling could be 
I possible. 
Endangered species 
(Brm·m Pelican) brL:ed 
at Anacapa. No \'Ji11dlM 
can be established. 

located in buffer ,cone 
of northbound lane of 
VTSS 

--·--------·----------·-----\...------- "-• .---··-·-------

l\\ 
7< 
+ 
((I 

~ 

ll\ 

I , 

(surface location) 
- .. -----------------! 

Recognized risk near 
shipping lanes. 
Extensive mitigation 
n1easures allowed 
Commission to find 
that project is 
approvable. 

Not located within 6 
n. miles of Channel 
Islands 

located in buffer zone 
of northbound lane, 4 
mi. IHI of the "dog 
_leg", or bend. 3 mi. 
111argin of safety 
needed. 

1 

8 n. nrl. north of 
Anacapa Island 

Recognized risk. but 
state of art contain­
ment included. 

Not located within 
6 n. mi. of Channel 
Islands 

------------1 
navigation not 
reviewed because of a 
"vested right 11 prior 
to approval of the 
CCtlP. 

1 Um"i0 R~s,xe l .\1IT1~L 
OCS) ease 203 

\Y1?2J 
Obie.ituJ-A 

2 oil we~l ls 

4.6 n. mi. north of 
Anacapa Isl a1nd 

~ 

Increased risk due to 
shipping lane location 
Trajectory greatest 
risk in fall. 

Endangered species 
(Brown Pelican} breed 
at Anacapa Island. 
No satisfactory 
\·Ii ndO\'I. 

located in buffer 
zone of northbound 
lane within the dog 
leg. No m~rgin of 
safety. J 

.!-----------------
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EXHIBIT NO. 6 
APPLICATION NO. 

;V/(}A/ 

<! (!_ - /2 -f'z_ 

l SEC. 302. The Congress finds that -:-

l 
1 (a) There is a n:monal interest tn the c::fcc~1·1 e m.:in~ge· 

ment. benc:tic1al use. protc:~t1on. and dc:vctopmc:nt at tl'le 
coa1tal zone. . 

(b) The coast:il :one is rich in :i v:mety of natural. 
.:ommc:;-c:fai. rc:;:e:iuon3l. ecologicil. industnal. a~d esthe' 

1 resources oi immediate 1nd potc:nu::il •:a!ue to tne presc::it 
'1 

;ind iuturc: weil-betng ol :he Nation. ! 

(c) The inc:re:mng ;iml competing . .iemands upon 'he: 
lands 1nd waters of our coastal z.one uc:::i.s1oncd by P?P· 
uiatiun growth 1nd economic 1;i:vf!!oomc:nt. tnc!ud1ng 
:c:quirc:ments for 1r.dustry. comm,c:rce. rc:s1ac:nu:I 
devc:tooment. recrc::it1un. c::ttract1on 01 mtncr:i.1 resourc:.-s 
Jnd fo~.id Cuds. cr:lnsport:u1on 1nd nav11puon. ·.11:i.st~ dts· 
~osal. 1nd harvc:sung of iish. 'lheHfish. Jn~ othc:'. !~v1ng 

1 manne rc:sourc:s. ha\e r:suited 1n tne .ass 1lt l1v1ng 
m:mne rc:sourcc::s •. ..,tldlit'c:. numc:nt·rn:n .irc::is. pcrma· 
ncnt 1 nct Jdvc:rsc: cnanges to ecolog1cal ;ys~c:ms. dc:crc::is­
:nll 1ipcn ;p:ic: for i'UOi1c use. ;nd shor:_hn: c:rns1~n. 

(dl T!:c: coastal zone: . ..ind t.11~ ltsh. ~he!llish .• Jthc:~ ·.''"tn!J 
m:i.rine re5ourc:s. :ind wt!dutc: thc:r:zn. :ire .colv~1c::1H~ 
fngtie :ind ..:ons.:quc:ntiy ::1.t~emdy vulner:ible to dc:struc· 
\Ion bv man· s alterauons. , 

1 el "tmportant :colo~ic::il. cultur:it. h1stonc . .l~~ es· 
tt'.c:t1c v:uue:s 1n the ..:oastal zone which are ~::.ent1:i. ,(,)the 
. ..,ell-being ,Jf ail citIZC::'lS Jrc: ::ic::r:g .r:-:m:vably dam:igea 

DECLARA iION OF POLlCY 

.Soc. ~03. The Con~ finci3 J.nd deci.'J.re3 tt.:lt it !:! tbe c..:ltion:tl 
policy-

tll to p~er:e, protect, develop. 3.Lld where possible. ~ ~UJre 
or en.h.:lnce. the r~curces of tbe Nution's coast.'.l.izone ior this :md 
succeedi.cir gener:?tiort3; 

(2) Ul encou~e and assist the s<'..:ltl?S to e:tert:'.se effectively 
their :-esponsibiliti~ in the c:mst.11 zone 'hrou~h the develop. 
::neat .'.Uld impleme::it.:ition of :::l:l!lagemenc prog?"'..m!I ~o acrueve 
wtSa use ·if the iaad and w-nter resourc~ of the coastal ::one. 
g:ivin~ fuil consider:icion to e::olo~c.'.ll. c:.titur:il. his~onc. and 
esthetic ntlu~ as well a3 to neeci.3 fo::- economic deve!opment. 
wruch crogr;ims should :it least provide for-

( Al the 9rotecion of nacur:tl ::i?"..ources. including wet· 
lands, doodptmns. '-"5tumi~. be:ic.h~. dune!!. barner island:;. 
coral. :?.e!S. JJJd fun J.Dci wildlife imd their hab1t.:1.t. ·.vithln 
thP. coastal zone. 

LBJ the mao.::igement of cc:ist.:1.1 development to minimize 
d:e !oss of life :ind properr; c.-iu.sed by improper deveiopment 
i.n f1ood-prone. starm surge. geolog:c:U hazard, a.'ld erosion· 
prone areas J.nd in areas of subsidence and saltwater intru· 
sion • .:ind by che destn:c:ion of natcr::tl procective feo.ture!! 
surh ::is beac=:I?!!, duce!!. wet!ands. .:ind barrier islands. 

(CJ pnori:y consider.men bei.n~ given to coast.:1.1-depend­
ent uses .ind orde:iy ?t"OeeSS<?S for s1tt:g major facilities 
rel:ited :o ::;1t10nal defonse. cnenr;. f"i.snenes development. 
rec:-e:ltlon. poC""_c; and ~r:insport:mon. and :.:,e lcc:c.t;on. to the 
m::..'timu:n •!.'tter.c ;ir:ic::c.1bte. uf .1ew commercial and indus· 
~r:ai deveici;:nentS in ~:- adjacent :.0 areas where sucn 
dev~!opr..ent :1lre:idy e~i:::ts, 

· Dl ;;uol ic .'.lccess co :.he ;;oasr.s for recrescion ;;u:-po:s~. 
'£! ;iss1st:inc-e in ~he rt!develooment of detenor:ltim; 

'.Jr~ ·.v:Jte~~nt= :ind ;:"J!"""~. ind $t!ns1:.ive p~....ervation J.'1ci 
~tor:m:rn or' '.~tcric. C".!itural. and e:stb.etic coastal 
.':?3.Ct!:·~~ ·-------

!~ :.~~ ~~or~~:'.:.~~~:-1 -~~~ ~i=.~ii.::.:.:::~!o:: ::'" ;:7'ace<l'..!!"'CS ~:: 
orc:t:~ :a 1!nsure t!.:t~ectu:-C ;.;o·/ern:ner:w.i c..:~:.s~on..rz:~k..:..."'li for 
the m::ir.::J.s;t.?r:?ent u( co:J.St.:il re~curce~. 

1Gi cont:~ued :cnsui::.lt10:. a.ad ccordinac:on with. and 
the spvin~ of J.dequa'e CO!l!iider::?.tion ~a c.l;,e ;·1ews .;f, .:i.ffected 
F etler:tl :igenct~. 

1Hl the grr:n:; '.Jf ~i.rnely J.nd effective noti.fic.:it:on of. and 
oi;:portunities for ;;ubiic J.:lci :cc.:U sovernr:ient ;::a.--ti::i;:ation • 
:n . .:c;istal m:in:ig-ement Jec:sion~ilin;;. ind 

! D 1SSJSt.:lnce :o su;:i9o:i: ccm;m~hens1vP. ;:ilanni.~;s. ·~On· 
se~::u.;on. J.nd ma.~a~emen: for li·rm:; ::iar:ne resources. 
illc!1Jdin:; planning for the Ji~U::g of ;J-Ollucion control a.'ld 
aquac::l~ure :"o.cilities within c!:e coast;:i,i zone. J.nd L"Tlproved 
coor:tinatlon be~·Neen St.3.te J.Od ?~aroi coastal zone man· 
a~ement .:tgenc:es and S:..-.:e ind wildlife :i.gencies; and 

· (3l ~o enc::iur:ige th:: ?repa::ition cf s9ecial J.rea management 
plans whic.'1 provide t"or incr!!:ised spec1fic:ty in ;:rotcc~ing sigmii· 
c:int natural resaun:es. reason::ib!e .:o;.1.St.'.l.i.Jel'.)endcm economic . 
groW"th, improved prot~:ion of life and ;mJp<?r.y in hazardous·: 
are3S, and improved pre-.iic~ility in govermenc.al decisicnmak· ' 
io~ J.nd 

t4J to encour:ii;e :t:i? pan:icipation and .;ooperation of the , 
public. St:l~e .ind iac:il ;;;ovcrnmenrs, ;uid i.ntcrst.'.lc.e and other 
regional ~encies. :is weil as of che Federal ~encies having 
p~ atTectmg ~he coastal :.on 

ofthutit!e. 

http:govermenc.al
http:e::olo~c.'.ll
http:c:mst.11
http:e:tert:'.se
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1~: 11oePLY n!F?ll 10: 

L7619-CHIS 

l 
•, 

United States l)cpartrnt.:nt of ~h~ Interior J 

l 
NATIONAL PAUK SEHVICE 

CHAN:>!ET. !SLA!'IDS NATIONAL PARK 
1901 SPINN1\Kr:!l DIUVl-: 

\"ENTU!~A. CAI.IFO R~l \ n:10u l 

1 
Junt? 9, 1982 l 

J 

~temorandu:a 

To: D~pucy ~~nagc~, Field Opt.:raticn, Pacific 0CS Region, 
Mlncrals Hanngcmcnt $l!rVi1:t.:, 1340 W. 6th St.rc~t. 

Los Angeles, Californi.':i 90017-1297 

From: Superinc~ndt.:nt, Channel lsl3n<ls Nacional Park 

Subj et: t: 655 DM l Revit.:w, Explvrncion Plan - OCS-P O:OJ No!-o:. 5 :w<l (: 

We note with interest and some concern che fact chat Union Oil intends 
t.v d:il l C\.IQ fUt"t'..ll~r e;xplor..itory Yells in OCS-P 0203, one of t:hoi;c 
le:ise tracts whi.;h li<::s partially wichin the Channel Islands N.:!tivn:.il 
~-!.1rine Sanctu<>ry. In f.:ici:, Che C'l•O wells '"'oul<l oe th•! firs:: sucii 
activity initintcd within che sanctuary since its inception. Because 
of our responsibilicy for m:in.:J.gcm.::nc of th1~ s;mccuary, .'ls .,,.ell ns fur 
..i<lmlni:;cr:-.tion .-,£ C!J;rnnel lsl.:.n<ls ~l.:iti,rnal P;,d<., .,..,! 1.1i:,;h ::o tnake the 
f~llowin~ c~m:::~nts. 

i..:ha:ir.cl r,~1ands Natiunill :1arine Sanctuary W.'.'lS io!SC.:.blishc:i co ;:'!'Ot.::cc 

and preserve the cxt:r;J0:-dinary e..:usyst:.l!r:l surrounding the isl.inds; the 
resou:ces of both thl:! sanctuary a.nd the ?ark are nationally rec:•:.gnized 
as ou::scancang. T:ier~!:ore, while we adrnowledt;f' the legitim;icy of 
Union Oil's right to J~velop Trace No. 0203 (unJ~r 15 C.F.R. 93~.6, 
allo,,..ing hydrocarbon t::~ploration within the s~nctuary ..is t:i1t:? r.:::sul.t 
of any lease executi::J pdar to th!:! effective d.J.te of the r~gul.-1::.i.ons) 
Wt.! were dis11ppoint:1.:d t:!i~it Uniou's .'.l11~1lysis of lhe •1:iti.0•1s a.1tet·n.it f.vf':; 

rejected the possibilit:i~s of slant drilling frnm nortL of the shipping 
lan~s, cut:side of the saGc:uary bounJary. We feel c~at: such a~ 
.:ilt:1:rnative would have been safer· chan d~veloping che wells wit:hin 
ch~ buffer zone (as is now planned), and ~culd hAve best served :o 
protect: ch.a integrity of th.:.! s.:mct.u;;ry. 

In addition, we are very specifically conc~rneJ that nn oil spill wo~ld 
affec"c Anacapa Island, which remain:; the only viablt! ncstJng an:.1 for·. 
t:he California bruwn pelican 1.;ichL1 :h0;; ?J~iltL-d St.~t:e:;. This ~nd;:rngereJ 

species utilize,!; the isl.1nd throughout chi;! year for both breeding :md 

EXHIBIT NO. g 
APPLICATION NO. 

U-ilrotfJ 

<!_ <2. -12--i-z_ 

«e cai;rornia co~"~1 C->mmi$;ion 
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roosting; its t-i<!stin~~ reri1.1d alu11e mlght run !' n.nn Deco.:::ib.:::- thrc·ugh l 
Septc:mbl;r. In fact. tb<.:r•.! is no time [Jl:?riod w:1.~n UH:r1.'. is not tlh: 

·i strong possibiliLY of a spill a~fecting :his bird's po?ulacion. t 
J 
i 
~ For the~c: ~;.:unl~ tllrl.!e re~f:ons (i.e .• pl.:Jnnint:~ to jrill wi.chi:1 the Sanctu.:iry, 
.l 
• l 
I planning to drill witl1in the shiµping lane buffer zone, and the possibility 

of h~rm to the ,\nacapa Island pelican colony), th'-' California CoasC.'.ll 

l Commission obj 1.:t.: t.ed to Chevro:-i, US,\':: pl.:-rns to dt'!velop OCS 0205 in the 
recent past. 1n spite of the conclu~;ion found in Arpendi;.: D ("Co•!Stal 
Zone !-!.:inar,c:ment Consistency .cert.i.fj1.:aLion") of UnLm Oi.l 's E:<plor;?tory 
Report, that th<.: present: pL1n ls l:Onsist1.'n::: with the Califor:'i:i Ccc,:-.::::l~ 

Zone M.:in<lge!':'lt.:n:= Progr:':m~ \YC rcm~iin V!:.!ry inLers=.;c,-:J in the c.:ommf·nt.:.~ t)i. ti: 1_: 

c~J_ifnrnia c,).i.=)t;1l Commi:::0ion 'Nith rL!Specc to ti~i~. plilfl, tu ~jl.'.P ~~'i1t'lhc!~ 

it .i~·~·t·e~; ·,.;itt. :iu<:li ;1 i.·,\111::;i~~tL'lt<~y cit.•tt.·rr11lr1 .. 1Lic't1. 

In :'ddition, whil·~ it· sc~ems th;it the DL::!!nund :'!. G•..!nt•r.c.1 '.:;is mo!:ii: of U:,~ 
l!c1uiprn<;nt callt:d for in the above rc:gulations, we n;lilH!St th.:it you r1;:mirhi 
lfoirn Oil of the ubligatiun til.'.lt th•..!t:"tl be 15 b<.it.:s of oil sorbent 11.:Jld:L . .ol 
Cil:ii'.:~ (15 C • .F.R. 935.6(b)(J)), ;.is ~;ell ,1;:; t!wt e<['1i!··:1;v11r ·.:!iic:h w:L li:;Lcd 
"n r,;1'-c•..! 3 of thl! S:.itL"t/' and Contingency Pl~,n. 

~·t~~1n!:. yi)U f1...jr the O?port~~nity to cnmmc:ic .. Plea~:c· kf.:er :1~~ ;:ppris~~d 1..< .. 
:_~!!.! [.~1Ll! Gf thi!) par~.ic:ul~:r exploratvry plan. 

http:til.'.lt
http:CoasC.'.ll
http:reri1.1d


File Number: CC-12-82 
Date Received: 9/23/83 

3 Months Period Ends: 12722/83 
Commission Action: Adopted staff 

recolTfllendation-,'""o--"'"s 
November 15, 1983 

REVISED FINDINGS ON CONSISTENCY CERTIFICATION 

APPLICANT: Union Oil Company of California 

FEDERAL PERMITS THAT RE~UIRE 
CONSISTENCY CERf1F1tAT1 N: - 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 

PROJECT LOCATION: Outer Continental Shelf, OCS-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 drillship, Diamond M General. 
Total Project Duration - 45-75 days. 

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 Oil Company of 
California because the activities described in 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 aRe, 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 eeYe+e~4A§ 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. 
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II. 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 letter 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 
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. 
III. Findings and Declarations 

A. Project Description 

Union Oil Company of California proposes to drill two exploratory wells on lease OCS 
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 
lane itself but revised the drill-site location after consultation with the 
Commission staff, Commerce Department, MMS and U.S. Coast Guard. The present 
proposed 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 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 Cornnission 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. All substantive file 
documents, including the references cited therein are hereby incorporated as a part 
of these findings. 

California, in addition to the Co1T111ission, 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, in 1975, 
the Governor recommended to the federal government a 6 nautical mile exclusion area 
for oil and gas operations. These actions demonstrated that the area must be 
considered an environmentally sensitive habitat area and an area of special 
biological significance. 

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 OCS laws that recognized state participation 
in the federal oil leasing and develo~ment process and hence is termed a 
"pre-existing lease". According tote 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 
develo ment plans under these leases ursuant to the Coastal Zone Mana ement Act. 
ery sma portions o tracts ease 1n are ln t e anctuary , and 

0357) but do not have "pre-existing lease" status allowing oil and gas activities 
within the Sanctuary boundaries. After Union's 1969 oil 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 Co1T111ission 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 likelihood of an 
oil 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 testimonv before the Commission described the 
comments as "exceptions" to the Coastal Act. YJnion concluded that its project was 
approvable because it met these so-called 11 exceptions 11 .-ef-tke-Geasta+-AetT -YR4eR, 
keweve~T-~a4+ee-te-a4seHss-e*ee~t4eR-#~T-+Re-beffffl4ss4eA-sHeffl4ttee-tke-lle*ee~t4eRsll 
te-NQAA-4R-9E~g-eemlfteRts-as-sH§§estea-~eaeFa+-Fe§H+at4eRs-§eYeFA4R§-tke-saRetHaFyT 
However, NOAA rejected the Commission 1s comments, as well as the CoTT111ission 1 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 and 
therefore Save notice that projects in such leases could receive objectio"il'S'""if 
warrantedy special circumstances. Thus, since the federal government rejected the 
testimony," exceptions" are not binding in any way on the Commission, and b8ffl~aR=i-es 
aFe-aev4see-tkat-tke-lle*ee~t4eRsll should not be viewed as a relaxation--oT 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 particular POE, especially one located in a 
hazardous ve~sel traffic safety scheme buffer zone. 

eYeR-4~-4t-4s-aSSHffiee-tkat-tRe-eMee~t4eRS-a~~+y-te-tk45-~Fe§eet;-YA4eR-Ras-f a4+ee-te 
estae+4sR-aR-a~~FeYae+e-~Fe§eetT--lHFR4R§-te-#~,-YR4eR-Ras-ffiet-tR4s-Fe~H4FeffieRt 
kaY4R§-e*~+eFee-bease-Q2Q2-te-tRe-eastT--tE*k4e4t-41--As-te-#2-aR8-#e-YR4eR-kas-Ret 
aeffi9RStFate8-tRat-tRe-f4e+e-e*teRes-w4tR4R-tRe-saRetHaFy-eeYR8aFy~--PFeseRt 
4Rf'el"ft1at4eR-4Ae4eates-tRat-t~e-¥4e~~-~~Fe~ae+y-+4es-wRe++y-w4tA4A-tRe-s4M-RaHt4ea+ 
ffl4+e-eeHReaFyTll--fYR4eRls-SeRs4steRey-GeFt4f4eat4eR;-~T-9Tt--YR4eR-Fe~Hests 
e*~+eFateFy-aF4++4R§-eeeaHse-tke-HRe*~+eFee-~eFt4eA-ef-tAe-§ee+e§4e-stFHetHFe-eaRRet 
ee-t<>eaeRee-ey-e4Feet4eRa+-eF4++4R§-:f'Feffl-a-.teeat4eR-8H4iS:i-8e-tke-~aF4Fte-gaRetHaFy~ 
HeweveF,-tke-e*~+eFee-~eFt4eRs-te-tRe-east-estae+4sR-a-stFYetYFe-ffiest-+4ke+y 
eeRf4Ree-w4tk4R-5aFtetHaFy-eeHFtaaF4esT--lkeFe-4s-Re-ey4eeAee-fFem-aRy-e*~+e~ateFy 
SF4+t4R§-tRat-estae+4sReS-tRe-e*4steRee-ef'-aR-e4t-PeSSHFEe-e*teRe4R§-BeyeRe-tRe 
eeHR8aF4es-e~-bease-Q2Q6-eHts48e-tRe-saAetHaFyT--~R-f'aet;-e*4st4R§-§ee+e§4e-faH+ts 
wR4ek-weH+a-he+a-tke-e4+-te-s~ee4f4ee-8eHR8aF4es--eeFFeeeFates-tRe-Gefff1'!4ss4eR 
~4Ra4A§-tkat-tRe-e4+-FeseHFee-+4es-wke++y-w4tk4A-saRetHaFy-eeHR8aF4esT-teMk4e4t-41 
reF-YR4eA-te-~F8SHee-eeeR8ffl4ea++y-f Feffi-8HtS48e-tke-saRetHaFy-eeHAaaFy;-tAe-Fe5eHf'Ee 
weH+e-RaYe-te-ee-e*eeee4R§ty-F4eR-te-§Hst4~y-tke-teeRA4ea+-~Pee+ems-tRat-fflHSt-ee 
eYeFeeffieT--YR4eR-kas-eefff1'!4ttee-te-~Feayee-eHts4ee-e:f'-tke-£aRetHaFyT-fA~~eR84*-8T-~~ 
~H 

3. Previous Commission Consistency Reviews 

six nauticai 

Chevron's POE for 0205 was the most similar to Union's ro osal. lRe-befflm4ss4eR-Ras 
eeReHFFe -TR-t Fee-TRstaReesT-e Jeete -TR-eRe~ e omm1ss1on o jected 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, requirin9 supply and crew boats to cross the sea lane to 
service the drill rig; and (3) the oil field "probably lies 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 gjS 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 environmentall~ sensitive habitat area and an area of special 
biological significance. Thetate 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. 
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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 (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 £!!.!.t 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. 
All 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. 

0 Southern California Bi~ht Population: This consists of the 
breeding colonies of t e channel Islands and the islands off 
the northwestern coast of Baja, California as far south as 
Isla San Martin. Anacaha Island and Los Coronados (off northern 
Ba'a, California have istoricall been the most im ortant 
ree 1ng areas in t e out ern a 1 orn1a ig t. 

0 Gulf of California Population: This group breeds 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 in the Bahia Sebastian Viscaino and Bahia 
Magdalena area. 
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o Mexican Mainland Poeulation: 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. A+tAeY§A-tAe-&eYtAeFR-~a+4feFR4a-B4§At-~e~Y+at4eR-f8F~s-tAe-ReiotAeFR 
eMtFe~e-e~-tRe-~e+4eaR-8Feee4R§-FaR§e;-PeseaFeReFs-ee+4eYe-tAe-~e~Y+at4eR-te-ee 
~y4-te-Y4ae+e;- 11 The Brown Pelican has a long-tenn historical presence in the Southern 
California Bight. It should not, therefore, be considered a founder ~opulation 
because of its location at the eri her of the subs ecies ran e. st pelicans may 
e expecte to ave ig er or at east equa ong tenn repro uctive 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 Recover Plan).;-8y-6Fess-aRe 
AReeFseR-~eF~tRe-Yr&;-- ts -aA - t t e- eFYtee;-a~~PeYe - Fa t YR~Ye+4sRee; 
l=eeioYaFy-;986t 

b. Other SiTnificant Sea Bird Poaulations. Anacapa, as a part of the Channel 
Islands, is a so an important bree in9 location for numerous other seabirds. All 
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 island are populations of Xantus 1 murrelet, 
pigeon guillemot, double-crested cormorants, black oystercatchers and occasionally 
brandts and pelagic cormorants. 

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

The Coastal Act requires protection from oil spills in Section 30232, quoted in the 
Oil Spill section of this recommendation. Its specific applicability to the 
environmentally sensitive habitat is highlighted here. An oil 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. 

As previously discussed, California brown pelicans observed in the Channel Islands 
area are a combination of the Southern Californi.a Bight breeding population and 
members of the Mexican breeding populations. Except when a bird is actually nesting 
eMR4-84t4R§-8Peee~R§-8eRaY4eF, there is no way an observer can discern whether an 
individual pelican is from a-memeeF-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 aPe~Re 12-13 weeks after 
hatching, so young can be found on the nests through September or earij"""'October. 
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Nuwbers 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 five tR~ee 
years (1979 - 83) Anacapa has been the largest colony in the Southern !a.Tffornia 
Bight. In 1978, 335 pairs nested, aAe in 1979, 1,258 pairs were counted on nests 
aAe 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 ?O's, 
large drops in the Brown Pelican populations occurred as a result of eggshell 
thinning due to pesticide contamination {QQ+-& ODE) 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 availability. 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. 

pe icans may p unge t roug 01 
oil as certain other birds do. 
draft final re ort Seabird-Oil 

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 
oil 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 leave 
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. Oil 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, tePmee (El 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 El 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 e+4m4Rate-a++ 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 11 endangered 11 Brown Pelican 
is unknown. 

Section 7 of the federal Endansered Species Act of 1973 requires a Biological 
ohinion by the O.s. Fish and Wildlife Service for a project that could jeohardize 
t e continued existence of Endan~ered or Threatened species or result in t e 
destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat of such species. Because of 
the proximit~ of Onion's eroject to the Anacapa Brown Pelican colony, this "section 
711 consultation is a re uirement. In November of 1979, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
ervice prepare a io og1ca p1n1on eoar ing i an as xp oration an 

Development Activities in Southern California. Althou~h the subject "Section 711 

consultation covered the oil and ~as exploration activities for those tracts leased 
rior to des Lease Sale 35 and t ose leased in des Sale 35 and 48 it did not 

s eci ica a ress nion s ro ect.. e consu tation a es an oints out 
t at t ere ,s ris to t e naca8a pe icans rom 01 sei s on tract 2 an ot er 
nearby tracts. The Biologica1pinion suggested specific oil spill measures that 
were necessar~ so that exploratory eroject would not 11 ~eotardize the eelicans 11 

• 

Accordin' to MS, all of these re~uirements have been ul i11ed by Onion. A new 
nsection 11 consultation for Onion s current proposal was not pre~ared by OSFWS and 
the original 1979 opinion still covers exploratory drilling on o o3. 

' 

However, the USFWS and the National Marine Fisheries Service NMFS both reviewed a 
env1ronmenta ocument y t e rnera s ana~ement erv1ce on nion s pro~ect. 

The OSFWS submitted a letter to MMS on June 9, 1 82 which expressed concern a out 
Onion's project and re~uested additional oil spill continsency conditions. The June 
4f 1982 letter from NM S expressed strong concern over dr111ins within the Sanctuary 
c ose to Anacapa. Although both letters recognized that activities on pre-existing 
leases were technically exempt from marine sanctuary rules, both agencies stressed 
that the biological resources would best be Trotected by siting outside of the 
vessel buffer zone and the Sanctuary area.t is obvious from the letters that both 
a encies ob'ected to the Onion pro'ect but were constrained b the Marine Sanctuar 
re u at1ons exem tin re-ex1stin eases. see ttac ments an • owever, 
un er t e , t e omm1ssion is not constraine ~ t ese exemptions an may Judge 
each project on its merits as it relates to the ceM . 
The specific concerns of the NMFS, USFWS and National Park Service provide 
sufficient evidence that the risks to the Brown Pelican population are unacceptable 
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under the In a June 4 1982 letter to the MMS renardinn Union's 0203 
proposa , 

We are very concerned with the ~roposed location of the wells, which are 
a~proximately one mile within t e existing boundary of the Santa Barbara 
C annel Islands Sanctuar ... While we reco nize that activities on existin 
ease tracts are tee nica t exempt ram such a an, we wou d st1 recommend 

that when exploring and deve oping an existinS lease, to the extent possible, 
all work be conducted from outside sanctuaryoundaries. This need to maintain 
the full sanctuar~ buffer zone is especially important in this instance since 
the Channel Islan nearest the prohosed site for exploratory drilling is East 
Anacapa Island, whose north shore as been designated not onl~ part of a State 
Ecological Reserve, but a "Natural Area" of particular bioiog1cal and 
geological significance. ~ 

We also have some concern with the proximity of the proposed drillin~ sites to 
the de$ignated 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. 

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 Is1and of the Channel .Isl ands National Park and at the southern 
boundary of the northbound shieTing lanes. The proposed exploratory wells 
~rovide the potential for an 01 spill in environmentall~ sensitive habitats. 
reviously 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 still have some 
validity. 

Biological concerns associated with development of this OCS tract are due to 
the nearness of Federal and stated Endangered California brown ee1ican nesting 
and roosting habitats on Anacapa Island and the potential for 011 spill 
traiectories directed by seasona1 currents and storm surges which mal carry a 
sur ace spill onto State of California designated Areas of Biologica 
Significance at Mugu lagoon and Point Muqu to Latigo Point. In addition~ the 
sfte is near trawl and i11net fisheries located in tne Ventura "flats" and 
is w1t in t e nown mi ration routes or en an ere marine mamma s ra and 

inni e s an cetaceans • o t ese io o ica issues are 
traJectory 

analtsis based on studies for Platform "Gina" which is located closer to the 
main and. The "Gina" study may not be relevant for it is located in an area 
which has reduced tidal ci rcu 1 a ti on. 

to continue in 
already leased tracts, it did not permit expansion of these activities into the 
boundaries of the Marine Sanctuary. Technicallt, P-0203 is a lease granted to 
Union Oil Company prior to formal declaration o the Marine Sanctuary. 
Restrictions were placed on drilling activities, speciflina the need for 
special oi1 containment equipment and supplies as speci ie in 45 CFR. 
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Due to the ro osed timin of the work {late fall and winter storm season and 
its c ose proximity to s iep1ng anes, env1ronmenta y sensitive a itats, 
endan~ered marine mammal migration corridors, and commercial trawling areas, 
additional environmental protections are needed. 

he followinq statements to MMS on 
etter states: 

We are verx specificallt concerned that an oil spill would affect Anacapa 
Island, which remains t e only viable nesting area for the California brown 
pelican within the United states. This endangered seecies utilizes the island 
throughout the bear for both breeding and roosting; its nesting period alone 
might run from ecember through sebtember. In fact, there is no time aeriod 
when there is not the strong possi i1ity of a spill affecting this bir 1s 
population. 

of 

In 

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. 11 The drilling of Union's 
exploratory well is clearly not a use appropriate within an "environmentally 
sensitive habitat area" and the project as proaosed in the vessel traffic buffer 
~poses a significant risk to the endangere 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 reco~nized the need for 
this seecial level of trotection and stated that thet believe this proJect to be 
inconsistent with the CMP. In their June 16, 1982 etter to the Commission, the~ 
stated that they "have consistently recommended the deletion of lease tracts within 
six nmi of the northern Channel Is ands ••• to rovide a buffer between otential oil 
an as ex oration an eve o ment an areas conta1n1n va ua e as we as 
e icate s. ttac ment natura ,resource
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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 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 9rganisms 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. 

ao The Effects of Drilling Fluids and Cuttings on the Marine Environment. The 
Channel 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) intertidal 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 larval 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 cle•r. 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 OCS. 

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 lower 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, Mctloskey and Associates environmental report (May 
lO, 10$2) 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 arotection as a biologically sensitive area. As a 
result, the Coirmission cannot fin , absent additional information to the contrary, 
that the discharge of the drilling fluids and cuttings will promote optimum 
aopulations of marine organisms (that is, the maintenance of natural species 
iversity, 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. Environmentall Sensitive Habitats and Biolo ical Productivit : Sections 
30107, a 

Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas. Section 30107 defines an environmentally 
sensitive ar(fa as "any area in which plant or animal life 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 lease11 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 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 Islands 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 oil exploration and possible later development 
is a "significant" disruption of habitat value. Oil 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. 11 Resources 11 refers to environmentally sensitive 
habitat 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 Oil 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 sensitiv.e 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 erotection shall be given to 
areas and species of special biological or economic sianifi­
cance. Uses of the marine environment shall be carrie out in a 
manner that wfll sustain the biological productivit~ of coastal 
waters and that will maintain healthy populations o all species 
of marine organisms adequate for long-term commercial, 
recreational, 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 dril 1 ing 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. 
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De 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 Cormiission 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 biological 
productivity,of the fisheries resources. 

Offshore oil 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 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 tr~wling and purse-seining. Most of the fishing activities occur within three 
to six miles offshore the north side of Anacapa Island. +ke-9ef'al":Eff!eflt-e:f:-F:j.sk-aAe 
fiaffle-~as-Peeeff!ffleF1eeEi-eej-eeUeirt-~e-:EA:is:."Pe3-eEr€; ·.· -· ·· --·- -- -

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. 
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E. Protection Against the Spillage of Crude Oil. 

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 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 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 
shill 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 Age.!!:!:l 

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 4s 
eNFFeAi+y-FeY4s4R§ its oil spill contingency plan to include special dispense use 
measures, as requested by the Regional Response Team. Commander L.A. Onstad of the 
11th O.s. Coast Guard District testified at the November 15, 1983 hearin that the 
mater1a su m1tte ~ nion meets t e concerns o t e e~1ona esponse earn. e 
Commission concurs with the Coast Guard's analysis and t erefore finds the plan 
com~lete. s4M-Rew-seeiteAs-eest§Aee-~e-Re+13-tffi13FeYe-iAetF-Fes13eRseT--+Re-seei4eAs 
w4+ -eeYeF-iRe-fe++ew4Rg-~e~4es+ 

-----AT---eM13eeiee-Q4+-beffi13es4i4eRfQ4s13eFsaRi-bRaFae~eF4si4est 

-----8T---94+-&134++-ARa+ys4st 

-----bT---Rese~Fee-iAfeFffia~4eRt 

-----QT---Q4s13eFsaRi-Res13eRse-&~Fa~e§test 

~R4eA-Aas-yei-te-eeffi13+eie-tR4s-weFk-aA8-iReFefeFe-Ras-Re~-SHBffi4ttee-a-eeffi~+e~e 
YeFs4eA-ef-4ts-FeY4see-e4+-s134++-eeRt4R~eRey-13+aR-~e-ihe-be1HR14ss4eR-~eF-FeY4ewT 
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Q4+-s~4++s-~ese-tRe-§Featest-~RFeat-te-tRe-BPeWR-Pe+~eaR-~e~~+at;eA-eA-ARaea~a 
~s+aRe-aRe-a++-~eteRt4a+-Pes~eRse-~PeeeaYPes-~eF-the4P-~Feteet4eR-ffiHSt-ee-~PeseRtea 
te-tke-Gemm4ss4eR-feP-aee~Hate-FeY4ew-ef-tke-~Fe~esa+T--S4Ree-tkese-esseRt4a+ 
e+eJReRts-ef-ijR4eRls-s~4++-Pes~eRse-~+aRR4R§-RaYe-Ret-eeeR-~PeseRtee,-tke-Gefflffl4ss4eR 
aees-Ret-RaYe-syff4e4eRt-4RfePmat4eR-te-eetePff!4Re-tke-eeRs4steRey-ef-tk4s-~Fe~esa+ 
w4tk-Ga+4fePR4als-Geasta+-MaRa§effieAt-PPe§Paffils-Pe~Y4PemeRt-~ep-lleffeet4Ye-e+eaRY~ 
fae4+4t4esTllT 

Union has completed 4s-eYPPeRt+y-eeR9Het4R§ laboratory tests to determine the 
potential effectiveness of dispersants on the oil 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 w4++ help determine the most effective ratios of 
dispersant to oil for use in dispersing this type of oil. In addition to the 
effectiveness testing program, Union has indicated to the 4s-wePk4R§-w4tR-tRe 
Commission and the Department of Fish and Game that if this pro4ect were approved, 
it would te ~evelop a toxicity testing procedure to help determ1ne 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 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 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 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 oil 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 4f Union has develoted aeye+e~s dispersant techniques and provided a 
complete syem4ts-a-eem~+ete4 oi spill plan to this Commission, the Commission 
nevertheless finds that no 4t-Fema4Rs-eeHetf~+-wRe~ReF-aRy mitigation can be 
considered adequate to protect the environmentally sensitive resources at this 
location. 

3. Oil 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 
hearin~, both Union and the U.S. Coast Guard acknowledTed to the Commission that the 
possib11it~ tAeFe-4s-a+ways-~Re-eAaRee of an oil spil always exists, eeeYPF4R§T 
and this risk must be weighed against the value of the resources that could be 
damaged. The largest oil 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 VTSS 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 Oil 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 
earth 1 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. Canel us ion 

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 
inabilit of current technolo to ade uatel rotect uni ue coastal resources:--
RteR-s- at Yfe-te-sY ffitt-a- tRa - t - ~t · - eRttR§eRey- &RT ee ect1on 

F. Vessel Traffic Safety 

Union 1 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 S~ates 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 11 platforms 11 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 
11 maximum feasible mitigation" for~ 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 nur.~rous 
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 det~rmined that existing data did not justify placement of 
temporary structures in the buffer zone. The Conmission 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 Conmission 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. 

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 Conmission has determined that over 38 percent of the 
vessels that passed by the drilling rig (306 out of 793) were YeePee out of the 
traffic lane in the Separation Zone between the lanes whe"flPassing 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 
11 rules of the road 11 

, 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) in cases of emergency to avoid immediate danger; 

(ii) to engage in fishing within a separation zone. 

Because the 306 vessel captains wRe-+eft-the-+aRe-te-~~t-a-§FeateF-e4staAee-eetweeR 
the4F-Yesse+s-aRe-tRe-P4§ were not fishing, it could m~st be assumed that they 
considered the rig an immediate danger. The 11th D.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. Eighty-two mariners out of the 793 who passed in the northbound lane 
responded to Chevron 1 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. Qyt 
ef-tRese-~9y-±9-sa~e-tRe-eF~++-F~§-~FeseRtee-a-Ra:aF8-4A-e+eaF-weatReFy-WR4+e-~6 
sa4e-a-Ra:aF8-eM4stee-eA+y-wReFe-Y4s4e4+4ty-was-FeeYeeaT 

In addition to its location close to the dog leg, Union 1 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 
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. 

The Commission has given serious consideration to the connnents of the Coast Guard. 
However, the Commission, after consulting with the Coast Guard as reguired by 
Section 30262, must reach its own decision. At resent, existin data does not 
~us.ti y p acement o temporary structures rn t e u er. e ommission as a lowed 
Chevron's drilling to proceed to provide additional data that may result in a 
revision of that policy. As stated above, the CMA has not yet completed its 
analysis of the study results. 

The risk of drilling in the buffer zone is tarticularly great in this proposal, 
where Onion would drill in the southern buf er of the northbound lane, necessitating 
support vessels to cross the lanes to service the ri~. Althoufh the representative 
from the Minerals Management Service testified that obi1 dril ed its well in the 
buffer zone on this lease "with no proey1em~," Oni?n's hrop9sed location in the 
southern buffer results in cross traffic, rncreasrn~ t e risk. Furthermore, 
Onion's location in an area of special bio1osical significance and an 
environmentally sensitive habitat make the rlsks unacceptable in this case. 

Regardins the proposed moving of the lanes to accommodate Chevron's Sockeye field, 
the Comm1ssion finds that it cannot deviate from its policl prohibiting exploration 
in the buffer zone, particularly when the drilling would a so occur in the Marine 
sanctuary; the risks of drilling in this location are simply too high. sfoce 500 
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meters is an internationally accepted distance for a safety zone; the Commission 
finds this distance is mandatory when unigue resources are at stake. 

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 Corrmission 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 Corrmission 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 
EMO 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 
information 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. 

~Re-ARB;-4R-Ret-e~~es4A§-a-eeAs4steAey-~efffi4t-at-tR4s-t4ffie;-eees-Ae~-eeAeese 
tRat-tRe-~fe~eet-a~~+4eaAt-Ras-lflet-tRe-8HfeeR-e'-ffi4t4§at4R§-~eteRt4a+-aeYeFse 
a4f-~Ha+4ty-4ffi~aets-PesH+t4A§-,Peffi-tR4s-~Pe~eet;-aAe-tA4S-a§eAey-eM~Fess+y 
PeseFYes-aAy-aAe-a++-+e§at-Pt§Ats-aAe-Pemee4es-wRteA-4t-etRePW4se-Ras-4A-tR4s 
ffiattefv 

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 CZMA. 
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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 National 
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 Anac~pa 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, .Q.!!.l.y Anacapa 
is easily accessible to the public by scheduled commercial boat service TrOri1 
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 wi 11 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 2t 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 living near Anacapa Island. Viewed alone, the exploratory 
drillin9 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 
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ocs 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 oil 
activities in this area. Union has committed to producing outside 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. 

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 1 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. 

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: 

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 vesselse 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 oil and gas it believes the field contains. 
While the Commission recognizes that the development of oil and ~as resources is an 
extremely imyortant element of the public welfar~ and promotes t e national interest 
in eneray se f-sufficiency, it also recognizes that everr development cannot be 
ap~rove merely because it involves the extraction of oi • In s\ecial casesfi public 
we fare considerations that promote environmental protection wil outweigh t e 
national interest in oil development. The Department of Treasury commented on the 
impacts of particular oil and gas projects on the national interest with re~ard to 
Exxon 1s development of the Santa Ynez Unit. The Santa Ynez Unit, unlike this 
groject, involves a major oil field with the potential of develotin~ 3oo-4oo million 
arrels of oil and 600-?oo billion standard cubic feet of gas. t is the laraest 

project ever proposed for the bes. Even so, the Department of Treasury state that: 

Unfortunately, our analltic tools are too blunt to discern the national 
security contribution o an individual project of this size. Rough 
calculations show the hydrocarbon production and various revenue streams 
generated by that production to be relativelR small and inconsequential from a 
national income account basis. As long as t e problem is limited to one 
specific project, proving national security dependence is unlikely. 

Therefore, if the national securit~ imeacts are difficult to discern from such a 
larTe project, the* are even moreiff1cult to guantify the benefits of Onion 1s much 
sma 1er project. lthough the commission in no wax discounts these benefits to 
national security and national interest, it finds 1n 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. +Re-GeH1H4ss4eA-eeRs4eeFs-tRe-Rat4eRa+-4RteFest-wReR-4t-FeY4ews-feeeFa+ 
+4eeRses-aRe-~eFffi4ts-4R-tRe-fe++ew4R§-ffiaRReF~ 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 significonce 
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, 
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 mana ement beneficial use, rotection and develo ment of 
the coasta zone. Section 03 furt er sets ort t e nationa o ic a to 
preserve, erotect, deve op an w ere eas1 e to restore or en ance, t e resources 
of the Nation 1s coastal zone for this and succeedin enerations ••• " +Re-6eH1H4ss4eA 
as-eaFe ~ y-wet§ e -t ese-eeffi~ettR§- aetePS-tA-tts- eetsteA~ 

The Co1T1T1ission 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 oil and gas project meets the "public welfare" test of 
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Section 30260. +k~sT-~Ae-beF!iR4ss4eA-8ee4s4eA Under section 30260 of the Coastal Act 
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 Co1T1Tiission 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 olic to rotect uni ue livin marine resources: 

ar1ne rotect1on, esearc an anctuar1es ct o esta is ed the 
Marine anctuary an es1gnates ocean areas av1ng ist nct1ve conservation, 
recreational, ecological, or aesthetic values as marine sanctuaries." The 
Presidentiai desisnation of the Santa Barbara Channel Islands Marine Sanctuary shows 
federal interest in preserving these waters' distinctive guaiities. 

(3) . National Parks and Recreational Act of 1978. 1980 amendments established 
the Channel Islands National Park. Attachment E is a letter from the National Parks 
Service regarding Onion's proposal. 

4 Ports and Waterwa s Safet Act underline the Con ressional intent to 
enhance navigation an vesse sa et~ in t e nation. e ct a so protects resources 
in the marine environment, as provi ed in the Statement of Policy at the beginning 
of the statute: "Navigation and vessel safety and protection of the marine 
environment are matters of national importance." Marine environment is defined to 
include recreational, economic and scenic values of navi~able waters. The Act 
authorizes establishment of vessel traffic systems to ac ieve its goals. The Santa 
Barbara Channel VTSS furthers this obJective of vessel safety and protection of the 
marine environment, a national objective that would be thwarted by Onion's project 
location in the buffer zone of the VTSS. 

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. Ne4se-¥Pem-TRSHStPTa+-eeYe+e~lfleAt 1 -~4sk-e¥-e4+-s~4++s; 
aAi-aeeitieAa+-RY~aR-tAtPHS4eR-aPe-tAeY4tae~e-w4t~-et+-aeYe+e~ffleAt~ 

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 oil 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 island tRe-eeRtam4Rat4eR if it does occur, it will be from fresh oil 
which is the most toxic. 
The Conmission 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 proj~ct 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. +Re 
Semm4ss4eR!s-PeeeFe-ef-a~~PeYa+s-4R-iRe-SaRta-8aFeaFa-GRaRRe+-4R-§eAeFa+-aRe-w4tR 
~Pe-eM4st4R§-+eases-4R-tAe-saRetHaPy-4R-~aPt4eH+aF-am~+y-eemeRstFates-4ts-eeAeePR 
feF-tRe-~He+4e-we+faFe-4R-eReP§Y-se+f-sHff4e4eReyT 

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 Conmission 
finds that Union's oil spill containment and cleanup equipment and procedures 
represent the maximum feasible mitigation consistent with Section 30260, because 
Union has submitted a final oil spill contingency plan. S4Ree-tA4s-~+aR-ts 
eYFPeRt+y-~e4R§-PeY4see-~HFSYaRt-te-Ceasi-~YaFe-Pe~Y4PeffieRtST-tAe-GefflH4Ss4eR-Ra5 
4Raee~Yate-4Rfefl!ffai4eR-te-ma~e-a-8eieflHl4Rat4eR~ However, as the public welfare 
analysis above concludes, this mitigation does not ade9uately protect the public 
welfare and national interest in Treserving unique living resources. Regardless of 
the measures taken, if a large oi spill occurs and is headed toward Anacapa Island, 
no technology can keep the oil from impacting the Brown Pelican population. If 
chemic~l 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 Oil 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 mu~s 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 life 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 (OCS P-0202) or to Platform 
Gina (OCS P-0216). However, EPA advised Union that this would not be permissible 
(Gene Bromley, personal communication). 

f 

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 Corrmission 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 Corrmission 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 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, Oil Spill Contingency Plan and Addendum. 

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

3. Administrative Record of Establishment of Santa Barbara Channel Islands Marine 
Sanctuary, and Subsequent Comments on NOAA 1 s 1981 Suspension of Implementing 
Regulations. 

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

5. General Management Plan for Channel Islands, 1980 National Park Service 

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

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

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

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

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

Onsite E ui ment First Line of Defense • Oil spill containment and cleanup 
equipment store on an exp oratory ri ing 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 occuro 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 list 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 Qil skimming device capable of open ocean use; 

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

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

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

Oil S ill Coo eratives Majors ills, second line of defense). Removal of spilled 
oi in coasta or marine waters is un erta en y t e 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 oil 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 Oil Spill Response Vessels. Clean Seas currently has a 136-foot oil spill 
response vesse1 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 ColTITlission staff is currently working on potential 
improvements through the Oil 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 oil 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 oil 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. 
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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 11 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. 

Equitment Use Training for Workers. Workers responsible for actual use of the oil 
spil equipment must receive "hands on" training to use the equipment properly. 
Chevron has inhouse training procedures that include full deployment of all offshore 
oil spill containment and cleanup equipment. The Clean Seas oil 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 Oil 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 
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 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 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 Oil Still Intelligence Report {Boston}, Ixtoc I was the largest oil 
spill ever recorded. he oil 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. 



J. S. Attebery 
Distnet una Manaoer 

Union Oii and Gas Division: Western Region · 

Union Oil Company of California 
Southern California District 
1835 Knoll Drive, P.O. Box 6176, Ventura, California 93006 
Telephone (805) 656-7600 

un17~n 

September 22, 1983 

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 Exploration 
Consistency Certification 

Dear Mr. Grant: 

Union Oil 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 
Oil Spili Contingency Plan as part of the expedited disper­
sant approval mechanism. prilling is still planned for 
the Noveinber-mid-January time fra..~e. 

. .. 
Union has been engaged in discussions with the staff of 
the California Coastal Commission and with representatives 
of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 
National Ocean Service, over the past nine rnont~s. These 
efforts were directed to resolution of some of t~e conflicts 
~hich resu:ted in the Comntission's November li, 1982 obj~c­
tion to Union's consistency certification for our approved 
Exploration Plan for OCS P-0203, and Union's subsequent 
appeal thereof Representatives of the ~11S and the U. S. a 

Coas~ 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 



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

documents to the California Coastal Commission tor ~o~sii;;tency 
certification concurrence. Please be advised th~t Qn~g~ 
has made certain additional cornmi tments to the Commission 
which we believe should enhance the prospect of qg~~§~~@n 
concurrence. 

1) Unicn has agreed' that it will only seek to d~v~iop 
the field proposed to be confirmed by this delineation 
drilling from a platform located outside the boundary 
of the Channel Islands National ~arine Sanctuarv. ,. 

2) uriion 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 northbound VTSS lane. The study· 
is expected to cost .±$75,000. Union believes that 
the st'..ldy 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 northbounC:_,. V':!:'SS lane, at a point 
where vessels should logically be involved in a turn 
which would move them away fror:i. 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 
for~ations of twenty-two days; this estimate is 
shortened to eighteen days for the redrill (OCS 
P-0203-6), assu~ing it is necessary. 

:l - I 
\ Union has a genuine desire to coo9erate with 

~oncer~ed agencies ~nd will =ely on the 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 ?rc~oses t~ do 
a st~dv to 1etermine the nature and extent of ~arine 
life in the water colurn..-ri in the vicini tv of the 
surface location. The study should indlca te if ad.di­
ti onal protection can be achieved through dilution 



Mr. William Grant Page 3 
Mi:i.erals 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 request for 
consistency certification concurrence on the Commission's 
agenda for the second ~eeting in Oc~ober~ Accordingly, 
we u~ge that the ~J1S resubmit this Exploration Plan to 
the Commission as sooh as possible. us.ly 

7· S. 1'. ttebery 
D~strict Land Manager 

JSA 
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UNITE~ ~'tAH~§ 8~!iitUttMfi.ntf Qfi IH3MMERCE 
National Oca:!1tnic and AtmPPPh'-fliQ Ad~ioif;tration 
NATIONAL MARINI' FISHERl!;fi SERVIQE .. L .__ 

Southwest Region · 
300 South Ferry Street &; 
Terminal Island, Californie 90731 O.~b 

- • Ct;.-. 

June 4, 1982 F/SWR.33 :JJS ~~ 
1503-06 

Mr. H. T. Cypher 
Deputy Manager 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Mineral Management Service 
1340 W. Sixth Street, Room 160 
Los Angele~, CA 90017-1297 

Dear Mr. Cypher: 

We have reviewed the environmental document regarding proposed exploratory 
wells on OCS Lease Tract 0203 (Union Oil Company of California) in the Santa 
Barbara Channel. 

We are very concerned with the proposed location of the wells, which will 
be approximately one mile within the existing boundary of the Santa Barbara 
Channel Islands Marine Sanctuary. To our knowledge this will be the first 
exploratory drilling activity to occur within the Sanctuary since the April 30, 
1982, reinstatement of the ban on future OCS 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 especially 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 
biological and geological significance (.see enclosed map and regulations). 

We also haYe eome concern with~the proximity cf the proposed drilling 
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. 

If a decision is made, based upon these considerations, to relocate the 
proposed 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. 
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• 
To minimize physical conflicts of drilling with commercial fish:i.ug 

operations we rec.ommend that local commercial fishing organizations be notif:i.ed 
as soon as possible. As a minimum the organizations to be notified should 
include those listed in the May 26, 198Z, Minerals Manageme.nt Service draft 
.. Application and Permit lsauance Procedures for Geophysical Survey Perm.its"' 
under the boundary heading Point Conc!:_P'tion to th~ Mexican _!!order. 

f Commercial fishermen also have expressed concern as to the effects of 
exploratory operation.s on trawl' grounds a.s a result of substrate alteration 
from dumped equipment. as well as abandonment procedures which can result in 
large cement chunks being left onsite. In some instances such debris has 
prevented further trawling in previously utilized areas. We, therefore, 
strongly recommend that upon completion of drilling all bottom obstructions be 
removed and the sites be restored, as nearly as feasible, to their original 
state. ' 

We do have concerns for those whale species identified in our. September 
17, 1980, Biological Opinion which was issued pursuant to an Endangered Species 
Act, Section 7 consultation between our respective agencieet. The Biological 
Opinion addressed U~S. Geological Survey supervised activlties relating to 
exploration of tracts that were leased in Lease Sale Number 53. 

The. Biological Opinion contains the information necessary for the 
completion of your environmental analy.sis as well as our recommendati1:ms for: 
reducing the impacts of mineral development off the California Coast. We note 
that the li.st of endangered or threatened species within the plan of 
exploration is complete. No critical habitat has been established for any of 
the subject species w1 thin the area of the proposed act:l.on. 

Should you have any questions regarding our comments, please conte-:::t Mr .. 
James J. Slawson, of my staff~ telephone FTS 796-2518. 

Since.:r..ely yours, 
// . j,; " / / 

' ,.ll / 
~ JI It,,. .. / . )~~, __ ,-(......,...~ /'1 I ~;,' l ,.. • / l. * ... ;ot-~ ,.,. 

.tloy8 .s • .Anders/, Jr .. 
~/1ng Regi.on.a).. D:i.rector 

·t/· . I . 
I 

Encl 

cc: 
,,~. . . 
, ~LM, M. Wl!l.rhurst 

CDFbG, De Nitsoe 
FWS, J. Wolfe 

http:act:l.on
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United States Dcparhnent of the Interior 
FISH AND WILDI.JFE SERVICE 

ECOLOGICAL SERVICES 
24000 Avi.la Road 

Laguna Ni 92677 NOTE.D-DUNAWAY 
~$ ~ANAGEMffl'r 

~J'I' f\C OCS Rt Stlir. 
~~ ~,_c,\ RECEIVED G'to'lt /'(t-

June 9~ 1982 'JUN 111982 

Memorandum 

To: Deputy Minerals Manager, Field Operations 
Minerals·Management Service, Pacific OCS Region 
Los Angeles, CA 

From: Field Supervisor (ES-LN), I..aguna Niguel P CA 

Subject: Union Oil Company, OCS-P-0203 (Nos. 5 end 6) 
Environmental Report for Exploratory Wells in 
Santa Barbara Chanue:l, Ventura County, California 

The Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) prov:ides the following 655 DH l review 
comments on the Exploration Plan (EP), nnd Environmental Report (ER) for 
pool delineation wells in OCS P-0203 located in the Santa Clara 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 prop_osed 
exploratory wells provide the potential for an oil spill in environmentally 
sensitive habitats. Previously NS has expressed concern for endangered 
species and sensitive habitats near P-0203 !:!xploratory wells due to the:lr 
encroachment. into the shipping lanes and the proximity of the wells to the 
then proposed Channel 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 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 eurgee which 
may cartj A surface spill onto State of California designated Areas of 
Biological Significance at Mugu I..agoon and Point Mugu to Latigo Point. In 
addition, the site is near to trawl and gillnet fivheries located in the 
Venture iliflats" and is within the known migration routes for endangered 
marine mammals {gray and ee:f. whales, pinniped11, and cetacean.s). All of 
these biological issues are discussed :ln the ER. However, the ER rel:.f.es 
on oil spill trajectory analysis based on studies for Platform "Gina" 
which is located closer to the mainland. The "Gina •r study may not be 
relevant for it is located in an area which has reduced tidal circulation 
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because of its more protected location in relation to the Chsnnel Islands 
and mainland., 

Although Congressional action authorized oil/gas activities to continue in 
already leased tracts, it did not permit expansion of these activities 
into the boundaries of the Marine Sanctuary. 'I'echnicnlly, P-0203 is a 
lease granted to Union Oil 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 as 
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, environmentally sensitive habi­
tats, endangered marine mammal migration corridors, and commercial trawling 
areas, additional envi.ronmental protections are needed~ 

If Union Oil Company is willing to pro\ride additional environmental pro-· 
tection to the sensitive marine habitats, it is possible some action can 
be taken. 

FWS suggests the following: 

l) An auxiliary vessel (supply boat) with additional Clean Sea.s 
Inc. oil spill containment equipment shall be anchored in close proximity 
to the semi-submersible rig during explc;iratory drilling. 

2) With any expans:i.on of exploratory and/or production dr-1.lling, a 
monitoring program shall be fully implemented prioi· to, during, and after 
the period of time for oil and gas operations to provide additional informa­
tion about OCS activities impacts. 

3) A meeting should be arranged by the applicant and/or ¥.d.ne.rala 
Management Service with concerned Federal, State, and local agencies and 
private individuals and groups to discuss environmental concer.na if these 
exploratory wells are converted to production purpos~s. 

If you have any questi.ons on the above; please contact John Wolfe. st 
FTS 796-4270. 
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We not.e 
t.u tl:ill t 

Unirt.:d Starts Dc:paruncnt of ~la: Int<:rior 
NATIONAL PAkK SERVICE 

CHk"\NEI. ISLA.SOS NATIONAL PAR"' 
1:101 si•INN,\Kr:n omvr: 

... ENTtlkA, CAI.ifo"OR~IA 3:JOUI 

Di:puty Z.Ianag1.n.· • r'ie.Ld Op~r;:ition. Pac Hie uCS R.eginn, 
Minerals N•m<:1gcment Scrvii:t: .• 1340 w. 6th Strct?C, 
Los /.ngelcs, C.:tlifornia 90017-1297 

Superinl:li!ndcnc, Channel Islands National l'ark 

6$5 DH l Rcvii::w, Expluriltlon Plan - CCS-i? OZOJ Nos. 5 aud (, 

with interest and some concern the fact chat Union Oil intends 
cwo fui:t.her explor.:itory wells in ocs-r 0203. one oc tho~a 

j le.ise tracts whi~h lii:s partially w.t.chin the <.;hannel Islands N.-:cicm.::i.1 
/''""\ ~!..1-rine Sanctu.:.ry. !n f.:icc, the t\o·o wells would be the f:irst such 
\·:....;_• activity initiated w.i.chin the sanccuary since its .i.nccpt.i.on. Becouse 
' of our responsibility for m."lm1gc:nc:nt of the ~anctu.ary. as well :is fvr 

admini:;crntic.m •Ji Ch;rnncl ls.l.::n<l:; ~1.:iti•>n:il P~rk .. 1.;c wish co r.i:1ke ::he 
f~llowin~ com::~nc~. 

(;haunel !f~lands Nationni !1'lrine Sanctuary wns t:<st.:ihlishc:l ::o ;"!:'Otecr:. 
anJ preserve th!! cxtr:.in:-uinary e~usy:steci surround.i.ng the isla.nds; the 
resources cf both the sanctuary ~nd the park are nationally rcr.•:ignize'1 
as outstanding. Therr::fore, while W'!? aci<nowl~dbE? the legit:imac:y of 
Union Oil's right to tlevelop Trace No. 0203 (unJer 15 C.F.R. 93;,6, 
~llowing hydrocarb~n £::-:ploration within the s::.nccu;.iry .;s the r-::sult: 
of .'.lny lease executej prior to the effectjve d.:ice of the r~sulnt:icns) ' 
we Wl..'C'C ciisuppointi.:tl th~rt Union's •m;ilyi;is or the v:1t·io•1S id tl!rn.:it ivc-:; 
rejected the possibilit:it!S of slant drilling fr(.lm north of the shipping 
l:?nes, cu;:side of the soir.:.:uary bounuary. We .f-?e1 ti".a t such ar: 
alt ... rnative would hav~ I.teen safer· than d.:velcping the wells wi::hin 
Cht buffer zone (as is now planned), and ~ould hAve be~t served:~ 
protect the iutegrity of the s.:incLunry. 

In addition, 'W'e are very specific:Illy concl'!rneJ that a.n oil :>!'ill wo•:ld 
affec"t Annc;:ipa Island, which remain:; the only viable ne~tlng art:.1 for 
ch.e Californi.:i brown pcl ic.nn ;.;i::hia :h1:: Uni tt:d St~:. cc::. !his cndangereJ 
species utilizes the isl.:rnd throughout th~ year fo':' both br_e~ding (•nd 
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roosting; its 1H!stin1_; i:·eriod <Jll11111 might run f ::-1 . .>:n Dccl!mb..?:- thrcug.h 
September. In f.:ict. t:!H.:ri~ is :10 time period w: .. m thcr1.· is not tli.~ 
strong possibiliLy of a spill a~fcccing :his bird's po?ulation. 

For these ~:.:tml? thr~~ rel.'!~;ous (Led, pl:inning tu drill 1.1lthia the !>:Jnct.uL.lry, 
planning to drill witl1in the shiµping lunC! buffer zone, and che possibility 
of h.::.rm to the Anacap.::i Island p.::licnn colony), the Califor:;iu Co<i:::t:ll 
Commission obj -.:c lt!<l to ~hevron, US,\'~: pla:is to J<.:velop OCS 0205 in the 
recent past. In spite of the conclusion found jn ;\pp1.mdh: D ("Coi.!St:1l 
Zone H.::inagcmcnt Cnn~istcnc:y .Cei-tlfjcaLio1~") of Uni1l!1 Oll's Exp.lor;itory 
Report, that t:b~ rresm:t pl.1n is consist<-nt with the Cali:"o•~1i:1 C:~;:; .. :;~ '. 
Zone M~n.:.g.e?:lent Pr-ogr:im, we rcm:d.11 very int..e:n:su:,l i.n tbc c:omrr.,~nt·~ ot ti:•..: 
C.:llifrirnia Co.i:;t;:l Crnnrrd~:~ion with respect to tl:i:; plnri, to ~;l:" ~.-1 .. ·Lia:r 
it .11·:·1•cs , · .... 1u, :;uc:!i ;1 1:,J111;ii-;t<'1tc:y dl·t .. rml11.1Li<'11. 

In <J.ddition, \Jbil~ ir s<:~ms th<1t thli! DL"!mund I·!. Gcni:ra.l 1:;.is mo~:: of U:...: 
~~1uipm.:.:nt c.:ilJt:J for in the abo\'e rcgulll.ticns, we n:titWSt th<it yuu ri.:mind 
U1iil'n Oil of the vbligatiun tl1.:it th•.:!rc b~ 15 b.;lcs of oil sorb~nt m.'.1t<!ri.;;l 
c.11:iite (15 C • .F.R. 935.6(b) (3)), ;.is '>lcll ns th<.it "''tuir:r.l·nr -.Jl1it:h w.1..; li!.:tt:J 
un f;ag<.; 3 of th~ S:dcty and Contingen.:~r Pl:,n. 

Thank y<Ju for the cpport1:ni ty t:o cmruncnr:; Ple3: 0 1.· k<.·c.·p 11.s ;:ppris.,d ..... : 
~ii~ L::Lt: of thi~. par~ic:ular exploratory. plan. 

"'' I : ~ !'";~ 
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:.;c of Californlr1 

·\. e n1 o r a n d u m 

Date: .Jim•· J(, 
~-- r-;:1 r ~\ r;· r=i 

1 {(·' \·.·: \\ \\, 1CJ@ 
.- • .. 'J '.'.:.J \I ·,; \5 D 

' . 
_/ 

J ~~: l : ': 

C.·i1 j forn::i l:oa1;tal C •:n:1'l ''iS t,Jt1 

G J l 1!0 w :1 r d :; l r ·.· ,, t 

S :-1 11 F r .~J i 1 c i : : t - t 1 , C. ' : : . 1 r r 1 i 1 • ) .' .. 1 t ) ; 

At t 11: M:1ri (,~·t t·Ji 1.'!1t.r 

Depc1rtment of Fish and Game 

I .. ~jec! 1 
OCS Plan of i':xplorot ion for 1,i'.J:»~ OCS-·P-020:1 ;;,,.,, 5 and 6, Union Oil Company, 
~~,1nt .J Bar~ .. 1r·a (''naiHlP l 

\./ <! i: .1 v" r" ~' i e "'c: J t Ii e ~' u ti j e c t i' l <1 :1 L> f E Y. p l n r &J ~ i r. 11 ~-or t he <l r i 1 l i n r, of ~ wo 
1·::pl-1r:1t::1ry w·:ll!i, lnc,-:l··d ap~>rc1.<imatt-ly seven rr.iles southwest n( Port H11cn<>'TI!? 
:111l fiv1• n11d n1ie--:1.1]f ::1i)1•,; :1,'l·Lii-·11orthc,1st of ,\;1.1capa lnlnnd, to t.:valunte '1 

pot1·11tial s.:1urc•: .,11 !1y<!i"'•.':Jrll'"l r1,!1ources. Th<' proposed activity is within six 
• i a 1 1 ! i .- '1 l : Ii i 1 1 · ( n m i ) n t" l li " t: l 1 .i : i 11 '· l 1 s l n 11 d ,; M. ir· i 1w S ri n c t 11 n r y . I t i n o u r 
1111d"r'il:1:1.!i11:: tli.11 ll:" li:111 1)il !°'ltt1r" (Ji] .111·1 ;;:i:; :11·tiviLi1·~ within tlH' 

S:1n· ll.\ilt;.' w.1:; ri·i11•;I :.i_1•d ii:; Lill' N:1t1on.d Ocr·,1nic :me! At1:1ospheric Administration 
1•;1 .\1·r1 ·rn, l'n;:1 

• ·:·:,,· sit« 1 ... il!;c, within lh" lni(f1:1·<.•J1lC' rletnil1~d in tl1" 

r:"··:t.il ,·:.,n11ni:. .. i:111'.-; .l:1n11nry i), !"~\()policy tn protr:ct 1111iqu'' n~!J01ir1:es withi:1 

cs'.;11>li·-::1(·d ')t<1L1: Ec,•]ogil':1! iz, .. :l':·v,•s 01;1d dc.•;ignnted "H:u:ur.11 Ar('.'.ls". 

Our 111.11 ·1 ('<>11c.·1 !i~; wi I Ii r"''l""-·t t<> thl' lt>1:.1t i1"11 .if the proposed \..'Cl ls Lic11r. 0n 

tl11·ir cl<>~-··: p1:>xi1nit.y tu the e~tahlishcd 1 .. >rthhound v1·s!:Pl tt-;,iffic lane .1!l wc.:ll 
:J!; tl11•i r 1-.•J .11 ive ·i .. :1:111·:;<; to i1ti:1c:1pa 1 nla11d, rt <ll'r.iRn:ilcrl Are;1 o[ Spr.•c ial 
::;,,1,~.;:,ic·:;l Sii>,:1ific;1nc1~ w!1icli l1arh()r!l :1 majill- br.~r:ditg populatin11 of tiir> 

cnJ.i:1g1!rcJ C.:iJifur:ii.:; ln1H111 \H.'lican. Tn<! propo:;ed wells arP. loc,1tcd wi~hin the 
)()[_) 1aPter 'Jt:·;~;el tr.1ff'ic but'h·:- zon·· nnrl nppe;ir rr, hr> innnecli.1t1•l· ndj;ic•'nt t () 

thf' traftic 1:1\\•~. Ji ii; 1111r ··1·i11i"'t1 ti1:1t ~lie r1n1poserl nctivity in this 
10.-;1tion w1J11id ·1".111" Li;~i:•'.l' :.il;111 normal ri:;k <if collisioll with vesr;e>'. tr;iffic 

""hich could r,_.·, .. lr in ;i 1;aj"'r 11il spill cl'~'"' L> An,1capa Island. This 
l:)~·ntion, t\i-•::-cf9rc, o..:,uld appear to he 111cc1n.-;istent witi1 Section 30262(d) of 
t\\,_. C.r1:1"t:-il Act which t;tntc~;, 1n part, tliul pl:1tforms .'Jhnll not be sited tn 

W1~ li«'J" cu11siJ:r~·11t1y r<"·cu1m11<'•ndcd tile 1kl•.'tio11 nf lC'nse tracts within six nrn1 of 
tli·· 1i,)rth1:n1 Ch.inncl 1o.l.:inds. \·ie continue t.u C'On!;idl'r this recommcndati.on 
11<'1'<'.'-:,:iry tc) pr.ivide :1 buffer lw1 ·~'<'L'i't p»lci:tial oil :im! g;1s ex.pl· cation .1nd 
dev .. Jn111:1t'nt .ind nn•a,; containing v.1lll.'.lbl•• .1!; w1·ll as d0lic:itc nat11r;jl 

re:>tl:ir< es. Th(• huf'f,.r znn<' 1••,1il·I pr11vidP .111 11dded t im<> intcrv:1l during which 
1:ai :tl an I L:::;. d "Cini .:ii 11::w:i~ awl :- i ._.:m :1:' 1•q1111>1;11"ilt cnulJ respond to ;1nd 

.. 11 < • '" • : • : : t 1 il 1 y '" "1 t n i 11 :1. 1 '1 t ;, p i I 1 lw f .> t'< • i r "''Ou 1 rl ~'( · n c h ti 11' i ~ L111 d >Ii o I"-' • 

'l' I " · ; 11 ' i t ' · " ; " : t :1 i 1 1 ":" : 1 : • : • , ,J " ! " . lt1 1 q • 1 ·-~ s I'' "1 : ; ': " .i I" 1 b i L t i e ~ f, 'r . 1 !; m: 1 l l ( I • ! s s 
rl1:11; '1 l1.1rt-t']:~) nil :;1>tii .-lili~r·.1;· 1·l) !11' ;j(l·c111:1f.·. 
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C•t :.:.·ri1r.•l1J:' (·ifrctt (:\} U~1;)L'h.i; !'1\.\t~· -.ti pt:i.i.;~~ir 1n:l \"1'.>•HirG .-·.art"1~· fJJ202~: 
t."-11;.:~;~~r~·:·;;:~. ~"nt·ll ~1\Jfllr.:it~f>t l!·Jf;.1r1vBl~o;l i!, ~\'t.}.~~-~)Je ~c1 7 1 ~~frr1i~ i~l!'l inr ~~1,tG· U 
d(·~·1r»i11;; rl"f,,,r(.ir1?. thi!. i:.'>t>l l(l, f"i!:lHHI.' :.l)~:p(nsl ilf. '' 71r\;i(~lil :'i'•l'i'>r:;:-:;Ctlrl;,i ior, 

1r1 !:'.)}f, i·~r.~.JJ, \..i~~ ... : .. r(· JYT<:t<:r}~ ly ·,r}Yt,:•l\'e:J ~~ith the: C«··i"it ~;;} Co~_s.t f~tt~il,i1:Jl \,:1 1.~~·j 
f)\;1;. i \)' C.u;1\ l (•J ;:,C>l..I<~ it) OEH.igr1in1.: ~ pt'(1!.f~U t.p l•h! a);) r.ud1 :i.n{:in:.~t ~\Ill, ·.i,.,,:, 
t!:t- r.\.itc:("~·1\f11) cc111(·!ur.i<)n of tld~, p1 or,:«i:u 1 1.,•(.> f»:pect ~: .. r!t 1ir1 infniwi·cl ,fri·i ;<); 11 
:-q;.11 i; .i :it~ •.:.\) r:pnf .• :d of f',r) ll i r1;~ { l u::l~. r «n ~'t' i!>ticle, 

:;;;.1;.,:):' '.'':>•: li.; .. ·1 ~1\>('r.tic.11~., l"i<·:11.<· r.011111~1 'I>. i\. L ~'. .. ·11) f'.n\'i1(!;:-.·1d1Ji 
1 
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Plans of Exploration within or near 6 nautical miles of Channel Islands : 1 * ·*· 
--~~V,J((/T)____EQ( - -------~~n__AfneYtdcJ 'fb6 

------~" -
OCS lease 245 OCS lease 205 OCS lease 15 

( 1979) (1980) ( 1982) 
Concurrence Objection Concurren 

-----------· --- -~-------------------t 
l·otl-well I 2 oil well 1S 1 gas well Project 

-
4.3 n.mi. south o f 5.7 n. mi. north of 6.03 n. mi. no rth of 
Santa Rosa Island 

Location 
Anacapa Island Anacapa Island 

(surface lotat ion) 

---·----- -· ---·f--- -- -

Oil spill traject ory Location of drillship Recognized ris k near 
Spi 11 s 

Oil 
low probability o f oil near shipping lane shipping lanes 
movement in the increases risk of 0il Extensive mitt gation 
direction of Sant a spil 1. Trajectory measures a llm ed 
Rosa and gas leas e pt·esents greatest chk Conuuission to find 

during fall when that project 1 s 
drilling coultl be approvable. 

---1~s i bl~. ____ _ ·-·---- --
Resources Harbor seal and sea­ Endanget~d species Not located w1 thin 6 ,, 

bird activty con cen­ (Brown Pelican) br~ed n. miles of Cl annel 
trated in March to at J\nacapa. No wirid<M Islands 
mid-June. "Wind 0'11 can be established. 
can be es tab l i sl1 ed. 11 

Not located in VT SS VTSS Located in buffer 1011~ located in buf fer zone 
or its buffer zon es of northbound lane ot of northbound lane. 4 

VTSS mi. mi of the "dog 
leg", or bend 3 r.ti . 
111argin of safe ty 

·.i 
U.Ut"Y\ fo€ 

OCS lease 204 I OCS dease 203 
( l 9 78) 1cn2-J 

Concurrence ob\evu;-~-. 

2 oil wells 1 oil well on 204 ___ .. ______ 

8 n. mi. north of 4.6 n. mi. nort ' of 
Anacapa Island Anacapa Island 

' 

Increase'd risk d ue to 
state of art contain-
Recognized risk; but 

shipping lane lo at ion 
ment included. Trajectory great st 

risk in fall. 

. 
Endangered speci s 

6 n. mi. of Channel 
riot located within 

(Brown Pelican) reed 
Islands at Anacapa IsJan1 

No satisfactory 
\'Ii ndo\'t. 

--1 located in buffe navigation not • zone of northbou1 d ' reviewed because of a 
"vested right" prior · 1 ane within the ~ 

'Og leg. No m.~rgin ~ I·'• to approval of the 
f ii safety. CCflP. 
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OBJECTIVES Mm 

SEC. JO:?. The: Congress find~ th:it -:-
ta) There 1.s a n:ition:il intel'~t in the e:r;c~1ve :nan;ige· 

mcnt. ))cnc:lic:1:il use:. protc::uon. and devc.opment 01 the 

c:o:utal zone. . 
(b) Th: c:o:ist:i.f zone: is :i:~ in ~ v:me!y of n:it~~l. 

commC'ci:tl. re::e:ition31. ccolog1c::I •. industn:U. and c:str.c:' 
resourc::s oi immediate Jnd pot~tz:il v:i.!uc :o the: present 
:ind future "'ell·being oi the: N:i.u~n. 

(c:} The: inc:r:asmg Jnd competing <Jc:m::nd.s upon the: 
lands :ind waters ilf our :::>astaf z.onc: llC:C:::l.StOn~ o; p~p­
uiatiun growth :ind° ~anomic: c:velopmc::u... inc:.udang 
~equirements for ir.liu.ury. ;::omm_erc:e. n:s1acnt1:il 

' development. rccre:l!lon. e:ttr:ii::ion 01 .mmc:r::I r~ourc.:s 
:ind fouil fuc:is. tr:lflS;>ort:lllun .:ind nav1g:1t1on. "Nast~ dis· ·1 

J posal. :ind harvcstin~ vf tish. shellfish • .:ind othc: ·!v1ng 
i ni:mne rc.sourc::s. ha\C resulted in the loss at !Ivins ; 
i m:mne rcsourc:::.s. wiidlifc:. nutnc::tt-m:n :trc:is. pc:-m:i· 
J ni:nt :ind· .ld\·ersc cr.ani;es to ecoiog1QI sys~ems. de.ac:ls­
' ing l)pcn sp:ic: ror puoi1C: use. ~nd shor:tan: crrm~n. 

(dl Thec:oast:il zom:: . .10d tne t1sh. she!ltish. <Jthe~ .1\'1n~ 
marine rc:sourc::s. :ind w1ldiiie th:~:m . .:irr: :colo~1c:illy 
fragile :ind ·:ons~lJc:iti~· e:r.t~emdy vulnerable to dcstruc:· 
uon bv m:in's alter:mons. . 

let '1m .. 0nant e-:oio~ic:il. cultural. h1stonc. a.nd CS· 
them: v:u:c:s in the 1:oast:tl zone which :ire :$:.c:nu.:! to the 
,.,eil-bcin~ .Ji all dti.te:1s :ire ~e:ng i::-emevably dam:iged 

. ) 

?OUCIES OF T'.!E cz:tA 

OECL-\RA TION OF ?OLlCY 

SE:C. :o3. The Co~ finds ol.Cd decb:i..'"es t~:: it is t!:e c.:ition::U 
poLiC"J-

11> to ~er:e. prot~ .. develop • .1.0d where possible. :o ~tore 
or enb.:mc:e. the =-~curces of t.!le Nation's c::as~ .::one ior this :!..tld 
sua:eediLq geoer-tion:s; 

(:!} to encour::i;e and assist the ~..::ltes to enrc:'.se ezTectiveiy 
their :-esponsibiliti~ ill the coost:U :one through the develop­
:neat and implement:ition of ::?:l!la.gement prog'Z""..m.s co :icnieve 
WlSU use ·Jf the iand and water resour::e:i cf the c:oast<l.i =one. 
givin~ fuil eonside::itioo to e:::oio:pc:ti. C"..titur:d. hisi:or.c. and 
esthetic: vs.Lu~ .lS well as to needs to: econo01ii: deve!opment. 
wiuch cro~ should at least ?:-ovide for-

!AJ the prctec:ion of naC"..ir:ti resoun:es. including wet­
lands, tloodpiai:a:i. estu:lri~. be:iches. ciune::i. bamer islan~ 
coral reefs. :u:id fl.sh il.Ilci wildlife a.:;d their bai:utat. ·.vitb.in 
thP. ceastal :one. 

Ul> t.+le m:m:igeme!lt of cc::ist:U development to minimize 
t!:e loss of life :ll:!C1 property c:iused by improper cieve!opmen: 
in flood-prone. :;tarc:t surge. geolog:!o.l !'..azaci. and erosion­
prone areas and i:o areas of subsidence a:td saltwater i.."ltr.l­
sion. and by the destn.:c:ion of natur.:.i prcteetive features 
suC'h :is beaches. dunes. wetlands. :md barner isl::inds. 

<C) pnori:y cons1der:mon bei..'l~ give!l to coast:U-depend­
ent uses and orde:-!y p~.sas tor .siti::g major fac:tlities 
rel::itee to ::auon:il defense. ~ner:,rf, i:.sheries development. 
rec':"'!:it1on. poe".s and tr:insport.-:ition .. .:ulCi tbe loc:.t;on. to the 
m:.:.:r.imu:n <!Xtent i'r::ic:ic.-ibi!l, ..:::"new corn:ne:ci:il and indus­
~::-:::i.i cievetoi::rnenc.s in :::: adjacent to are:is where :sue' 
dev>?!opr:-:ent :Jlre::idy e:tfat.s. 

·DJ ;>ublic .:iccess to :he ~ts fer :-eo-estion ?Urpos~ 
• Ei a.ssu:t.ln~ 111 ~he :-ccievelopment of deterior:itin~ 

ur'~ w::iter·:'ronc:: ::ind ;:x.>r""..S. :ind scn.s~::·1e pre-...e::-vaticn a.."lci 
!?!t.or:rnon oi i'...ts:cri:. <=".!itural. and dt.'letic ccas::tl 
.·~!!tu:~. __ _ 

'~ ·.he --;~or.-:1!'!::.:fr~:: ~z:~ ~i.::pi~";::=::;::::. :( ~~oc~:.::""...s .. ~:: 
c:-ct:r to t!r.sur~ e:t;>ect~ .;o·:ern:nf!r:WJ cei..:..slcn.'l::lk.!.-:g :or 
the m::i.r.::i~'!!':'!e:H .::ii coa..st.:iJ ri?~cu:-ces. 

1G1 cont::iue<l :cnsui!..lt10::. a:ld i:oor::fr:::i::on with. an::! 
the 1.r1vin:; of .ldeq~:.e cocs1de:-:::.:ion ~ "-~e views d . . iffecteci 
Feder:il 3ge.:m~. 

1'Hl the i;i":ng 'Jf :i...-nely :u:d effective no:i.fic.::.t:on of. :i.nd 
opportunitie:> for ;:iubiic: i::id :oc.:tl ~overn.e:ent ;:a::i:i;::a:ion -
:n. ccZ1S::tl m:ir.:ige~en! Jec:sionr=::i.i.;in:;. :u:d 

tI/ :J.Ss1sunce :o support ccc::.;m:!hens1ve ;:ilan::ii."l~. ·:en· 
se~-::it.:cn .. and rnn."l~~!'TH?T"l~ f::_,:- Li.".r?::; :::.:?.~:::e :esc~:-:.es . 
in::!udin;; pL.annin; ior the :!iti.ng of ?Oiluuon control :i.'ld 
aquac:.:lture :".ac:ilities within t!:e ccast;i.i zone • .lnd i.":lprov~ 
coor:ii:::::i.t:on between St.3.te and F e-de:-a.i coastal :one ma:1-
:i~ement :igenc:ies a.'ld S:...:i.:e J.nd wilc!!iie 3gencies; and 

· W :o encou::i.ge t!le p:ep:ir:it:on cf speeal area man:igei:ner.t 
plans whic~ proVld'.? for inc:rc:i.sed specu";c:ity in protcc:ing sign!li· 
o.nt n:itur;ii resour.:e:s, reas.Jo:ib!e ;:o~t;ij-de?endent economic . 
growth, improved protee:ioa of li.fe and proper:y in ha::lrdous· i 
areas. :iod impro'led preciiC"..:i.bility in gove:-cent:U d~..sior.n:a..'t· 1 
illl'i. :1nd 

1-ll to encour-~e ~he pnr:1c::pation and ·:OOper::ition o( the . 
pubiic: • .st.:t:e and loc.::J ~overnm1mts, a.:Jd i.'ltCrst.'.lte and .:it.':e:­
n;giona.l ~encies. :is weil as of the Federal ~encies ha·nn~ · 
p~ at!ee:i.n; :.'le coastal :one. ;,., ~i ou: ~ ~~ · • 

of t.tu.:s uue. EXHIBIT N 0 · b 
APPLICA TION NO. 
-,..,,,,.,,,,..~~-:;:;"~l'i:'i;::;"-·­1

r1,N1ut1.J 

e (!_ - 12 -~'--
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• 

Union Oil Company of California (App~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 oil 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 Sect)on 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 
ag~ncies 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 I) 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 Hof 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 )nt.erestcd 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 co:npeting national 



objectives or purposes contained in Sections 302 or 303 
.of the CZMA. (pp. 7-B.) 

(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 II 

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, 
the~efore, 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.) 

~r"":°"""'~-·~-"'";-~ - ···-·----- - --··•·1--·---·-·"' ____ ...,.. __ ..,.,.._., . .._,__,,,_ --·---~---..----~-----:.----···- .. ·· · .... ·.: . ---·-... . -' 



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 (OCS) 
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 (SanGtuary), 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, 19a3, from the same surface location on OCS 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 oper~tions was 504 feet from the southern boundary 
of the northbound shipping lane within the adjacent buffer 
zone. Appellant's Exploration Plan l; 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. l, FWS 
Biological Opinion Regarding Oil 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. S 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 f.or 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 
qpsed its objection on its determination that the Appellant's 
exploratory drilling activities failed to meet the enforceable 
policy requirements of the Califorpia Coastal Act [Section 
30000 et ~· of the California Public Resources 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 VTSS. The.Commission requires that structures 
be rocated a minimum of 3 miles from the •aog leg" to ensure 
the safety of vessel traffic through the VTSS, 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 adequately 
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 111 14. 

The Commission also determined that the Appellant's proposed 
exploration activiti~s are located in and would adversely 
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affect environmentally sensitive habitat and marine areas and 
species of special biological or economic significance, 
prot~cted by Sections 30230 and 30240(a) of the CCA. Id. In 
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 J, 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 VTSS could not be satisfactorily mitigated to meet the 
provision of Section 30232 of the CCA which requires effective 
oil spill containment and cleanup facilities and procedures. 
The Commission concluded that the Appellant's Oil 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 Commis~ion's objection to 
the Secretary of Commerce (Secretary) on. December 17, 1982, 
under Subparagraphs A and B of.Section 307(c)(3) of the CZMA. 
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, mediat~d 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 Oil 
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 Oil 
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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conr1rmed oy its exploratory drilling only from.a 
platform located outside the boundary of the Sanctuary; 

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 
&ovember 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.~/ The Commission concluded that no oil exploration 

!/ 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 damagi"ng; ( 2) to do 0Ll1crwise would adversely affect. 
the public welfare; and (3) adverse environmental effects are 
mitigated to the maximum extent feasible. 

-~ .... 



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. Id. 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 CZMA, 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 CZMA or are otherwise necessary 
in the interest of national security. The Secretary has 
reserved the authority to decide such appeals. Department 
Organization Order 25-SA, Section 3.0l(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 publ~c 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 Hof 15 CFR Part 930). 



Grounds for Sustaining an Aepeal 

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 require­
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 C FR 9 3 0 • l 2 2 • 

The regulations governing my consideration of .an appeal 
provide: 

[T]he 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 [CZMA]. 

15 CFR 930.12l(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 · 



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 Com.mission 
{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 off shore 
oil 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 
E'.ederal 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 contribution to the national interest. 

15 CFR 930.12l(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 Effects 

The two major adverse effects identified in the Administrative 
Record are those associated with the risk of an oil 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 ~emporarily located in the buffer zone of 
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the VTSS.~/ 

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. In 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. Oil 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 ~reposed 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 
(Id. 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 oil 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 oil 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. In 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 
Artacapa Island are ext~emely 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 aA 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 Coa$tal 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, Oil 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 Oil 
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 ~raff ic 
over the identified transportation routes •. 
Appellant's Supporting Statement at Exhibit D, 
MMS Environmental Assessment, app. 1, FWS, Biological 
Opinion Regarding Oil 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 oil spill might affect Anacapa 
Island, which it noted "remains the only viable nesting area 
for the California brown pelican within the United States." 
Id., 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 
oil 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 
oil and gas exploration and development areas and areas 
containing valuable and delicate natural resources. Id., 
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 VTSS. Commission's Revised 
Finqings 18-21. The Commission cited the unanalysed data 
collected 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 
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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 Oil Spill Risk Assessment .2-3; and Appellant's 
Exhibit B, vol. l, Oil 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 forward 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 oil 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 oil 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 Conunission 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 oil spill occurring as a result of 
a collision between the Appellant's exploratory drilling rig 
a.nd a vessel transiting the VTSS, 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 contribution 
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 (SOOm) buffer zone 
adjacent to Traffic Lanes has been reconunended 
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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••• 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 VTSS 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 VTSS. 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 VTSS. Commission's Revised 
Findings 20;- Appellant's Suppor·ting 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,N I find that the Appellant's proposed drilling 
activities will not have a significant adverse effect on 
vessel traffic safety in the VTSS. Relatedly, I find the 
risk of an oil spill as a result of a collision between 
Appellant's drilling rig located in the buffer zone and a 
vessel tran$iting 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 isla~ds of the Sanctuary that were leased 



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 deyelopment 
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 to 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 
~~oposed 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 ~reject are difficult to 
quantify, the effects· even though small are favorable.a 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 oil and gas activities help reduce our dependence on 
foreign oil. The Department noted that even maintaining the 
current ratio of imported to domestic oil 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 affec~ substantially our national 
economic situation."· ~etter from Daniel K. Benjamin, Acting 



Assistant Secretary for Policy, to John V. Byrne, Administrator, 
NO~ (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 
CiMA 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 oil, 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 necess·ary 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 oil sources, 
favorably affecting the balance of payments and creating 
jobs. Therefore, based on the information in the record, I 
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 t~e 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 i~ served by the actions 
of the State of Califo~nia in designating the area a~ an 
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Ecological Preserve and an Area of Special Biological 
Sig~if icance, 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 Island, 
pursuant to Title III of the Marine Protection, Research, and 
Sanctuaries Act of 1972. -

Weighing 

Having 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 930.12l(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 oil 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 VTSS for a relatively short 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 estimated to 
contain approximately 31 million barrels of re~overable oil 
(supra, p. 16), and I have recognized that th~re is a national 
interest in protecting the endangered brown pelican and i~s 
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 national 
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 wel~ 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 

.. 
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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 hyd~ocarbon 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. l. 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 oil and gas 
development, but permit development of the tracts in 
which the oil and gas industry has already invested. 
FEIS at Section G at G-38. 

4; The regulations at 15 CFR 935.6 governing Rhydrocarbon 
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 pf these regulations are prohibi~ed. 

[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 crite~ia: 

1. 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 ~ithin the 
buffer zone would take place only fro~ 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 Mfchael L. Fischer, Executive Director, Commission, 
to JoAnn Chandler, Director, San~tuary Programs Off ice, NOAA 
(Feb. 1, 1980). Alth~:mgh 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 930.12l(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 
~ndangered 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. In 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, Oil Spill Contingency Plan B-11-43. The 
record in this appeal indicates that, ~lthough 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 oil spill or 
risk of injµry to the pelicans ~nd their feeding, nesting and 
breeding grounds occurring du~ing 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 a·n oil 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 find 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. 

-,-. cu •W. ~---·-,.,..---~ ... ~:. 



Third Element 

To sptisfy 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 930.12l(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(£) of the 
CZMA. 

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. SS 13ll(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 
i~ 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, l984). ' 

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 viqlate the requirements of the Clean Water Act. 

The Clean Air Act 

The Clean Air Act, 42 u.s.c. §7401 et~., 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 projec.t will be conducted in compliance with 
the Clean Air Act.· Letter from William D. Ruckelshaus to 
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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 CZMA. 
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 930.12l(d). 

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 consistency objection to 
Appellant's 9roject that: 

. ' 
[T]here is no feasible. 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 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 further 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. 
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 tha~ would permit the Appellant to conduct 
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the project consistently with the 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 CZMA. 

Ground II: National Security 

The second statutory ground (Ground II) for sustaining an 
appeal requires 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 93·0.122. 

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 
tpat it is "factually ill-equipped to argue the point, and defer[s] 
to the advice of the relevant [Federal] agencies." Appellant's 
Supporting Sta~ement 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 ~ational se6urity 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 En:rgy stated that exploration for new 
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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' 
oil allocation to the International Energy Agency, and would 
lessen the need to draw down the Strategic Petroleum Reserve 
during an oil 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 E~onomic 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 oil. 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. Interi,or commented that failure to 
develop the Appellant's oil reserves of approximately 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 estimated 
t~ contain only one-~enth as much oil as the SYU directly 
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supports national defense or security objectiv~s, and that 
such interests will be sign if icant.ly impaired if the driJ. '.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 requirements 
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. 

~&M,-*~o 
Secretary of-~~~~~ 

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 93003 

-In Reply Refer To: 
MMS-Ma1I Stop 

December 17, 1984 

_NlHE.D ·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 Oil 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 Oil 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. 

Enclosures 



United bi.. ..... tes uepanment or tne . 
MINERALS Mt.NAGEMENT SERVICE 

PACIFIC OCS REGION, VENTURA DISTRICT 

I 4 5 NORTH BRENT STREET SUITE 202 

VENTURA. CALIFORNIA 93003 

.ier1ur 

In Reply Re rer To: 
MMS-Maol Stop November 16, 1984 

Union Oil Company of California 
~Ir. Bren C. Dehn 
District Operations Manager 
P. 0. Box 6176 
Ventura, California 93006 

Dear Mr. 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 Buff er 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, 

District Supervisor 
Vsnturo District 



Union Oil and Gas Division: Western Region /;j;tJ.iJJ'llRE: £, 
Union Oil Company of California 
Southern California District 
1835 Knoll Drive, P.O. Box 6176, Ventura, California 93006 
Telephone (805) 656-7600 

REliEIVEIJ 
DEC . 1'1198~ . un16'n 

J. S. Attebery December 13, 1984 
District Land Manager 

Mr. James W. Wright 
District Supervisor 
Minerals Management 
Pacific OCS Region, 

Service 
Ventura District NOTED WRIGHt 

145 North ~rent Street - Suite 202 
Ventura, CA 93003 

Re: OFFSHORE CALIFORNIA 
Santa Barbara Channel 
OCS P-0203 
Vessel Traffic Study 

Dear Mr. Wright: 

Union Oil 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, 

C 
N OIL COMPANY OF CALIFORNIA )s ~~ 

!· '00l~~7 J t S. Attebery 
District Land Manager 

JSA/as 
08655 
Enclosures 

cc: Bren C. Dehn 
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STATE OF CALlfOl!NIA GEOf!GE OEUKMEJIAN, Go,...mo, 

Cl>' IFORNIA MARITIME ACADEMY 
P.C >X 1392 
VALLEJO, CA 94590 
707--+U-.5601 

Dear Cap ta in: 

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 lit 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. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

J. S. A lTL:'OtRY. 

November 19, 1984 
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S'l' A TE 'OF CAllfORNIA ~ OEUKME.llAN, Go .. mor 

CALIFORNiA MARITIME ACADEMY 
P.O. BOX 1392 
• · •.EJO, CA 9.4590 

~-5601 

December 4, 1984 
.. ,_ --· 

Mr. J.S. Attebery 
District Land Manager 
Union Oil and Gas Division 
Western Region 
Union Oil Company of California 
P~O. Box 6176 
Ventura, CA 93006 

Dear Mr. Attebery: 

Following our initial meeting at Q1A on Nove..."lber 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 River) 50 
Port Angeles (Puget Sound) 200 
SW Alaska (Valdez) 100 

Shipped November 19 to those listed below 

U.S. Naval Station, San Diego 100 copies 
U.S. Naval Station, Long Beach 100 
U.S. Naval Station, Bra'!lerton 50 

Additionally 200 copies were h~nd carried to the U.S. Naval Pilots in 
San Francisco on November 18, 25 copies were hand carried to tl1e Port 
Hueneme commercial pilots on Nove.~ber 20, 25 copies were hand carried 
to the U.S. Naval Pilots in Port Hueneme on November 20. 

http:study.of


··' 

.. -
J.S. Attebery 
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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 Cioast Shipping (Union Oil) 50 copies 
Exxon Shipping 50 
Cllevron Shipping· 100 

1be questionnaires shipped on November 17 went by Federal Express for 
delivery~ MJnday, November 19 (except Valdez delivery was November 22). 
All other questionnaires were sent by U.S. Postal ~ress M:til, 
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. 

RLH/dls 
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.Date of Passage Ship Ca11 Sign 

Dead Weight Tonnage Propulsion MV SS GT Sea Speed 

( )Daylight { )Darkness Visibility Good 
{over 10) 

Fair 
(4-10) 

Poor 
(under 4) 

Fog 
(1 or less) 

Wind speed.at time of passage (in knots) and direction 

long(lO+) medium(S-10) short(5-or less) Range in nautical miles at which the drilling ship 
was first plotted. on radar. 

• 
Distance in nautical miles at which the drilling 
ship was sighted visually. · · 

Time and distance the drilling ship was passed 
abeam. 

What distance do you consider to be adequate 
for safety when abeam of the drilling ship? 

Was it necessary for you to maneuver within 
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 
5 miles of the dri11ing ship in order to 
safely avoid other traffic? 

long(lO+) 

Time 

.1 to .5/ 
2.5 or more 

Yes ---
Yes No 

medium(S-10) short(5-or less 

Distance 

,5 to 1.5/ 1.5 to 2.5 mi/ 
miles 

No 

STRONGLY AGREE(SA), AGREE(A}, UNDECIDED(U), OISAGREE(O), STRONGLY DISAGREE(SD) 

**The location of the drilling ship is a hazard to safe SA A u D SD 
navigation under fair weather and good visibility conditions. ~ 

**The location of the drilling ship ~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 saf~ty 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. 

- - • ..r' - ·- - - .I: - ... .. • ~ - L...-u- ~ ,..,...,..+.;+.;.o,.c m:ti,,..;no 

SA A u 0 SD 

SA A u D SD 

SA A u D SD 

SA A u D SD 

"A A II n sn 
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