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Alternative Schedules-

A. Alternative 1 Proposed: Pr_ogram (June Schedﬁle)

DOE, Production Goals

a

B. Alternative 2
C. Alternative 3 - Status of CZM Programs

D. Alternative 4 — Avallability of Envirormmental
. Information

E. Alternative’

S
[

State of California Proposa-l

F. Alternative 6 - Sensitivity of Other Resources

o}
i

G. Alternative 7 - Availability of Technology

H. Alternative 8 - Trahsportation and Processing of
- Alaskan 0il and Gas :

T. Alternative 9 - State of Alaska Proposal
J. Alternmative 10 - No Future OCS Leasing
K. Alternative 11 -~ Addition of Hope Basin

L. Alternatlve 12 - House Select Comma.ttee on the QCS
Staff Proposal

M. . Other Modification:

L. Delay Atlantic c-‘.:ﬂp's" for more information

2. Other
Technical Changes

A. Switch sale dates for #52 North Atlantic with $69
Gulf of Mexico

B. Consolidate sale preparation for Gulf of Mexico sales
C. Revise Mid—.-Atlantic/Soﬁth Atlantic boundaries
D. Consolidate South Atlantlc and Blake Plateau areas

E. Move North Aleutian Shelf northern boundary from
56° 30" north latitude to 57° north latitude -

F. Revise Chukchi/Beaufort houndary

G. Other modification

15



III. Adopt Annual Natiomwide Reoffering Sale

v. Reschedﬁle at earliest

possible date any sale delayed by

litigation (including 1979 Beaufort Sea sale)

V. Identlflcatlon of envn.rorme_ntally preferable

alternative(g)

alternative(s)
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7.

Alternative Schedules

A. Alternative
B. Alternative
C. Alternative

D. Alternative

E. Alternative
F. Alternative
G. Alternative

H. Alternative

I. Alternative
J. Alternative
K. Alternative

L. Alternative

M. Other Modification:
1. Delay Atlantic saleg for more information
2. Other - FooTNoTE CHUKCMH] SALE wite BE

 HELD 1 F TECHNBLOGY 15 AvsitagLe FoR
Technical Changes £XPLORATisn FDEUELSPMENT

A. Switch sale
Gulf of Mexice

B. Consolidate

C. Revise Mid-Atlantic/South Atlantic boundaries

D. Consolidate

E. Move North Aleutian Shelf northern boundary from
56° 30" north latitude to 57° north latitude

[
[

Proposed Program (June Schedule)
2 - DOE Production Goals

Status of CZM Programs .

3 -

4 - Availability of Envirormental
Information

5 - State of California Proposal

6 — Sensitivity of Other Resources

7 - Availability of Technology

8 - Transportation and Processing of

Alaskan 0il and Gas

AQYT @ F THE '
9 p?ta%e of Alaska Proposal- MeVE Kov:iay,

Te 4-3%
10 - No Future OCS Leasing
11 - Addition of Hope Basin wa- 11%§

12 - House Select Committee on the OCS
Staff Proposal

dates for #52 North Atlantic with #69

sale preparation for Gulf of Mexico sales

South Atlantic and Blake Plateau areas

CREER B BIBl LI

F. Revise Chukchi/Beaufort boundary w
G. Other modification w N, % 44-&. m

Luid R Lthee



III. Adopt Annual Natiorwide Reoffering Sale éM

IV. Reschedule at earliest possible date any sale delayed by .
litigation (including 1979 Beaufort Sea sale) ' 4

V. Identification of envircrmentally preferable

alternative(s) - W o X é&ﬁ

ternitive(s)

£ece® Lt

~deo -8
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I. Alternative Schedules
A. Alternative 1 - Proposed Program (June Schedule)® EM
B. Alternative 2 - DOE Production Goals

C. Alternative 3 - Status of CZM Programs - IA

I

'D. Alternative 4

:

|

Availability of Envirormental
Information

E. Alternative 5

l

State of California Proposal

F. Alternative 6

Sensitivity of Other Resources W

G. Alternative 7

1

Availability of Technology

(o]
i

H. Alternative Transportation and Processing of

Alaskan 01l and Gas
I. Alternative 9 - State of Alaska Proposal
J. Alternative 10 - No Future OCS Leasing
K. Alternative 11 - Addition of Hope Basin _PRA

L. Alternative 12 - House Select Committee on the OCS R
' Staff Proposal ]

M. Other Modification:

i. rDe'l_ay Atlantic sales for more ,informat-ic_)n_
2. Other

IT.. Technical Charges

A. switch sale dates for #52 North Atlantic with #69 EM. FW. PBA. LW
Gulf of Mexico T

B. Consolidate sale prepara‘doﬁ for Gulf of Mexico sales EM, FW, LW, PBA
C. Revise Mid-Atlantic/South Atlantic boundaries EM, FW, LW, PBA

D. Consolidate South Atlantic and Blake Plateau areas EM, FW, IA, PBA, LW

E. Move North Aleutian Shelf northern boundary fram

56° 30" north latitude to 57° north latitude EM, LW, PBA {FW-No)
F. Revise Chukchi/Beaufort boundary ‘ EM, FW, LW, PBA
G. Other modification EM-Delete contingency sale

from option.

*LW proposed modification of alternative 1 - see specific comments.



Pl

ITI. Adopt Annual Nationwide Reoffering Sale EM, FW, IA, LW, PBA

LV.  Reschedule at earliest possible date any sale delayed by

litization {including 1979 Beaufort Sea sale) EM, FW, IA, LW, PBA
V. Tdentification of enviromuentally preferable
alternative(s) . PBA (VIII, IX & X)
- alternative(s)
EM (IX)-

LW (1X)

‘I
}












Alternative VII
1980

A62 Gulf of Mexico
55 Gulf of Alaska
62 Gulf of Mexico
46 Kodiak

. 1981

53 Central & Northern
California .
A66 Gulf of Mexico -
56 South Atlantic
60 Cook Inlet
66 Gulf of Mexico
59 Mid-atlantic

1982

67 Gulf of Mexico

68 Southern California
52 North atlantic

57 Norton Basin

69 Gulf of Mexico

70 8t. George Basin

1983

71 Beaufort Sea

72 Gulf of Mexico

73 California

74 Gulf of Mexico

75 North Aleutian Shelf
76 Mid-Atlantic :
77 Gulf of Mexico*

1984

78 South Atlantic/Blake
79 Gulf of Mexico

80 California

81 Gulf of Mexico

82 North Atlantic

83 Navarin Basin

1985

84 Gul Mexico
85 Beau. ..t Sea

ranle 3. (continued)

Alternative VIII

1980

A62 Gulf of Mexico
55 Gulf of Alaska
62 Gulf of Mexico
46 Kodiak

1981

53 Central & Northern
California

266 Gulf of Mexico

56 South Atlantic

60 Cook Inlet

66 Gulf of Mexico

89 Mid-Atlantic

1982

67 Gulf of Mexico
68 Southern California
52 North Atlantic = -
69 Gulf of Mexico

1983

71 Beaufort Sea
72 Gulf of Mexico

- 73 california

74 Gulf of Mexico
76 Mid-Atlantic
71 Gulf of Mexico* .

1984

78 South Atlantic/Blake
79 Gulf of Mexico ,
80 California

81 Gulf of Mexico

82 North Atlantic

1985

84 Gulf of Mexico

Alternative IX

1980
262 Gulf of Mexico

55 Gulf of Alaska
62 Gulf of Mexico

1581

53 Central & Northern

California
A66 .Gulf of Mexico
56 South Atlantic
60 Cook Inlet
66 Gulf of Mexioco
59 Mid-Atlantic

1982

67 Gulf of Mexico
68 Southern California
52 North Atlantic ,
69 Gulf of Mexico

1983

—_—

46 Kodiak

Leasing Schedu/""3lternatives

Alternative X

1980

No action

L

No action

1932

No action

BETE)

No action

71 Beaufort Sea (includes

. landfast ice areas

only)

72 Gulf of Mexico
73 California .
74 Gulf of Mexico
76 Mid-ptlantic
77 Gulf of Mexico*

1584

57 Norton Basin
78 South Atlantic/Blake

79 Gulf of Mexico

B0 Califiornia

81 Gulf of Mexice
82 North Atlantic
B3 Navarin Basin

1985 -

84 Gulf of Mexico
Hope Basin

- 1o

z,o action

1985

o action

Alternative XI
1980 -

A62 Gulf of Mexico
55 Gulf of Alaska
62 Gulf of Mexico
46 Kodiak

1981

53 Central & Northern
California

A66 Gulf of Mexico -

56 South Atlantic

60 Cook Inlet -

66 Gulf of Mexico

59 Mid-Atlantic

1982

67 Gulf of Mexico

68 Southern California
52 North Atlantic

57 Norton Basin

69 Gulf of Mexico

70 St. George Basin

1983

71 Beaufort Sea

72 Gulf of Mexico

73 California

74 Gulf of Mexico

75 North Aleutian Shelf
76 Mid-Atlantic

77 Gulf of Mexico*

- 1984

78 South Atlantic/Blake
79 Gulf of Mexico

80 California

81 Gulf of Mexico

82 North Atlantic

83 Navarin Basin

1985

B84 Gulf of Mexico
85 Chukchi Sea
Hone Basin

Alternative XII

1980

Gulf of Mexico

- B62 Gulf of Mexico

62 Gulf of Mexico
46 Kodiak

1981

Gulf of Mexico .
53 Central & Northern
California
A66 Gulf of Mexico -
56 South Atlantic
60 Cook. Inlet
66 Gulf of Mexico
57 Norton Basin
59 Mid-atlantic

1982

Beaufort Sea

67 Gulf of Mexico

68 Southern California
Gulf of Mexico

52 North Atlantic
Navarin Basin

69 Gulf of Mexico

70 §t. George Basin

1983

71 Beaufort Sea
72 Gulf of Mexico
73 California
St. George Basin
74 Gulf of Mexico
75 Noxth Aleutian Shelf
76 Mid-atlantic
17 Gulf of Mexico

1984

78 South atlantic/Blake

79 Gulf of Mexico
Mid-aAtlantic

80 Ccalifornia

81 Gulf of Mexico
"Gulf of Mexico

82 North Atlantic

83 Navarin Basin

1985

84 Gulf of !’ 0
85 Chukchi & -

ve



H

Alternative T
13880 .

A62 Gulf of Mexico
55 Gulf of Alaska

62 Gulf of Mexico

46 Kodiak

mew

53 Central & zongmg
California

A6 Gulf of Mexico

56 South Atlantic

60 Cook Inlet

66 Gulf of Mexico

59 Mid-Atlantic

1982

67 Gulf of Mexico

68 Southern California
52 North Atlantic

57 Norton Basin’

69 Gulf of Mexico

70 St. George Basin

1983

71 Beaufort Sea

72 Gulf of Mexico

73 california

74 Gulf of Mexico

75 North Aleutian Shelf
76 Mid-Atlantic

77 Gulf of Mexico*

1984

78 South Atlantic/Blake

79 Gulf of Mexico
80 California

81 Gulf of Mexico
82 North Atlantic
83 Navarin Basin

1985

84 Gulf of Mexico
B85 Chukchi Sea

* Contirgency Sale

Table 3.

Alternative IT

1980

A62 Gulf of Mexico
55 Gulf of Alaska .
62 Gulf of Mexico
46 Kodiak

1981

~A66 CGulf of Mexico

53 Central & Northern
California

56 South Atlantic

60 Cook Inlet

66 Gulf of México

59 Mid-Atlantic

1982

67 Gulf of Mexico

6% Gulf of Mexieo
Gulf of Mexico

52 North Atlantic

68 Southern nwrhoae.w

71 Beaufort Sea

70 St. George Basin

1983

72 Gulf of Mexico

74 Gulf of Mexico

Gulf of Mexico
76 Mid-Atlantic
78 South Atlantic

Gulf of Alaska
57 Norton Basin

1584

73 Gulf of Mexico

81 Gulf of Mexico

© Gulf of Mexico

B2 North Atlantic

80 Southern California
Baaufort Sea
St. George Basin

1985

84 Gulf of Mexico
85 Chukchi Sea

.bm@m..wsm Schedule wwﬁmws\ ‘..J.mm

Alternative IIX

1980

A62 GUlf of Mexico
55 Gulf of Alaska
62 Gulf of Mexico

46 Kodiak ’

1981

53 Central & Northern
California .

A66 Gulf- of Mexico

56 South Atlantic

60 Cook Inlet

‘66 Gulf of Mexico
59 Mid-ptlantic

1982

67 Gulf of Mexico
68 Southern Califorhia
52 North Atlantic-
69 Gulf of Mexico

1983

71 Beaufort Sea
72 Gulf of Mexico
73 california

" 14 Gulf of Mexico

76 Mid-atlantic
77 Gulf of Mexico*

1984

78 South Atlantic/Blake

19 Gulf of Mexico

80 California

.. 81 Gulf of Mexico -

82 North Atlantic

83 Navarin Basin

70 5t. George Basin

75 North Aleutian Shelf

1985

57 Norton Basin
84 Gulf of Mexico
85 Chukehi Sea

Altel.

_cive IV
”.S 80

A62 Gulf :of Mexico
55 Gulf of Alaska

62 Gulf of Mexico

46 Kodiak'

1981

53 Central & Northern
California

266 Gulf of Mexico

56 South Atlantic

60 Cook Inlet

66 Gulf of Mexico

59 Mid-Atlantic

1982

67 Gulf of Mexico

68 Southern California
52 North Atlantic.

57 Norton Basin

69 Gulf of Mexico

72 Gulf of Mexico

- 1983

71 Beaufort Sea

73 california

74 Gulf of Mexico

75 North Aleutian mﬁmpm
76 Mid-Atlantic

77 Gulf of Mexico*

70 St. Geprge Basin

1984

78 South Atlantic/Blake
79 Gulf of Mexico

80 Califorria

81 Gulf of Mexico

82 North Atlantic

83 Navarin - -

1965

84 Gulf of Mexico

85 Chukchi Sea

Alternative Vv

. 1980

- A62 Gulf of Mexico

55 Gulf of Alaska
62 Gulf of Mexico.
46 Kodiak :

1981

A66 Gulf of Mexico
56 South Atlantic
60 Cook Inlet

66 Gulf of Mexico
59 Mid-Atlantic

1983

67 Gulf of Mexico ,
68 Southern California
52 North Atlantic

57 Norton Rasin

69 Gulf of Mexico

70 St.- George Basin

1983

53 Central & Northern
California

71 Beaufort Sea

72 Gulf of Mexico

74 Gulf of Mexico

75 North Aleutian Shelf

76 Mid-Atlantic

77 Gulf of Mexico*

1984

78 South Atlantic/Blake
79 Gulf of Mexico .

80 Southern California
81 Gulf of Mexico

82 North Atlantic

83 Navarin Basin

1385

B4 Gulf of Mexico

85 Chukchi Sea

wwwmﬁ:,m tive VI

1980

A62 Gulf of Mexico
55 Gulf of Alaska
62 Gulf of Mexico
46 Kodiak :

1981

53 Central & Northermn
California

A66 Gulf of Mexico

56 South Atlantic

60 Cook Inlet

‘66 Gulf of Mexico

59 zpmsbﬁ.mbnpn

1982

67 Gulf of Mexico

68 Southern California
52 North Atlantic

57 Norton Basin

69 Gulf of Mexico

70 St. George Basin

1983

71 Beaufort Sea
72 Gulf of Mexico
73 California

74 Gulf of Mexico
76 Mid-Atlantic

77 Gulf of Mexico*

1984

78 South Atlantic/Blake
79 Gulf of Mexico

80 California

81 Gulf of Mexico

82 North Atlantic

83 Navarin Basin

1985

84 Gulf of Mexico
85 Chukchi Sea

£e
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Plate 2, {continued)¥
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Plate 2. OC8 Areas Under Consideration for hmmmu_..sm ~ June 1979*.
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Plate H.

PROPOSED OCS OIL AND GAS LEASE SALE SCHEDULE

JUNE 1979
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The tables showing budget and manpower estimates include resource
requirements. for pre-sale and post-sale activities for those sales
included in each alternative, and for the management of the leases
. issued to date. The tables show the estimates required by section 18(b)
of the OCS Lands Act, as. amended.:  In addition, a general category,
General Administrative Activities, is included to cover those OCS related
costs not specifically required by section 18(b) but necessary in order
to fully reflect the cost of managing the program. It should be noted
that after FY 81, these tables reflect initial estimates and have not
been evaluated through either internal or Office of Management and
Budget processes and are subject to refinement. Table 4 provides a sxmma.ry
of estimates of appropriations and staff for all alternatives..

Relatlve rankings of est:.mates of rescurce potentlal and.- mcmstry
interest in explorata.on for each of the potential leasmg areas  is. shown
on Table 5.

B. Summa’ry of Erﬁrirofn‘_nehtal Consequences

A summary of the potential env:.rom]ental ccinsequences of Alternative
I is presented in this section. This summary is pr:.marlly based on
information which can be found in the FES.

Rev:.ew of comments. on the DES 1nd1cated that the concerns raised
most -often on the June proposed S5-year leasing schedule involved the
follcxm_ng issues: marine resources, sub515tence resources, and lJ.festyle
in Alaska; marine mammals ‘and seabirds in Central and Northern Caluoma,
air quality and recreation in Callform.a, the lack of ex._qt_ng arctic _
‘technology and possible consequéences of oil spills in sea ice conditions;
and camlative effects to endangered whale species. A more detailed '
description of the specific envircrmental effects of Altérnative T
appears on pages 50-63 of the FES. '

- A major factor which could have envirommental. consa:_{uences and
which is inherent in the production of OCS oil and gas is oil spill

risk. The number {statistically probable mumber of oil spills greater
than 1,000 barrels) reflected in the tables regarding characteristics

of each alternative, represents the total of the anticipated number of
oil spills for each OCS region based on estimated volume of oil and

mode of ‘transportation to shore, i.e., pipeline or tanker. It is assumed
that the spills occur over the life of the field, a 25 to 30 year pevriod.

- The statistically probable number of oil spills greater than 1,000 barrels

does not account for spllls orlgmat;\.ng from existing leases or fram oil

':meorts

Based on volume of oil estimated and historical experience, slightly
more than 33 oil spills greater than 1,000 barrels are statistically
probable as a result of development stemming from sales included in
Alternatives I, III and IV. A spill freguency chart for each CCS region
appears on page 146 of the FES. A similar amount of total spills would result from.
Alternatives V, VI and VII. However, these alternatives would result in
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reduced risk of spa.lls to specific regions. (Alternatlve V would recuce
spill probability for California by 1.3; Alternative VI would reduce the
probable muber of spills in the southern Bering by .23; Alternative VII
would reduce the prcbable muber of spills in the Arctic by 3.77.)
Alternative IT would result in a similar mumber of total spills being -
prcbable, but the distribution would vary (1.3 less prcbable spills in
--Callfornla, 2.3 less in the Bering; .23 more in southern Alaska; and -
3.59 more in the Arctic). Alternatives VITI and IX would result in
significantly less spills being probable~~a total of 19.43 and 22.33,

' 'respectlvely-whlch would reduce spill llkel}hood in Alaska.

Oll spllls pose potential adverse effects to re@reatmn, through
fouling of beaches; to commercial fishing, through fouling of gear, area
closures, tainting and possible effects to fish stocks; and to marine
- and coastal ecosystems. Fish larvae, benthic orgam_sms, sea ducks,
pelagic birds, and marine mammals are marine organisms part:.cularly
susceptible to 03.1 spills.

Commercial flsherl% resources in all of the OCS leasmg areas are-

judged to be at least moderatsly ‘sensitive to oil’ spills. However,
the Gulf of Alaska, Kodiak, North Aleutian Shelf and Norton Rasin have a
markedly smaller risk of oil spills than other regions due to relatively
low projected amounts of oil. All-OCS areas are also adjacent to waterfowl
~ populations and have scme populations of pelagic birds. . However, based

on available, but limited data on levels of pelagic bird. population and
waterfowl breeding areas, the North Atlantlc, offshore California, Gulf
of Alaska, Kodiak, North Aleutian Shelf, St. George Basin, Navarin
Basin, Norton Basin and the Chukchi and Beaufort Sea areas are believed
o be the most sensitive to oil spill effects on bird populatmns.
Likewise, on the basis of previous sale-specific endangered species
consultations, the North. and Mid-Atlantic, Southern California and all
Alaskan areas are judged to be relatively high sensitivity areas for
endangered species. Central and Northern California, and all Alaskan
areas except Cook Inlet and Navarin Basin are considered the most sensitive
to endangered marine mammals due to the abundance of breeding populations.
A more detailed discussion of the possibility of oil spills and their
demage capability is found on pages 144-150 of the FES; potential effects
on endangered species, particularly whales, are discussed on pages 237-
255, and effects on commercial fisheries are discussed on pages 206-220.
Section 7 consultation for endangered species will occur, as appropriate,
for a partlcular species as individual lease- sale decisions are made.
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Endangered spec:.es of greatest concern, regarding the proposed
five-year leasing schedule, include whales' which can be affected on a
cunuzlative basis as they migrate through and spend port:x.ons of the year
in several OCS areas. For example, gray whales winter in the northern -
- Pacific and migrate through the Berlng Sea to the Arctic, and scme
migrate through the Gulf of Alaska and the Kodiak leasing area as well.
Therefore, they could be subject to effects in up to eight separate
leasing areas. At least one oil spill is probable in each of these areas
‘over the approximately twenty-five to thirty-year period from exploration
through production.. However, it is. impossible to predict whether individual
whales or whale populations Inlght be subjected to multiple, simultaneous
spill incidents. These species would certainly be subjected to noise
from exploration, and from development and production where it occurs,
~in - each of the various regions. However, the cumilative effects of such
exposure cannot now be assessed, especially in view of the lack of
understanding of the extent to which noise affects whales. - Because of
these factors, as well as the general lack of information regarding
various OCS effects on whales and on whale distribution, and differences
in behavior among species, effects on whale populations, especially in
- the cumiative sense, cannot be assessed in any definitive manner at

this time.. :

Wlth_ln t‘ne various OCS regions there are also unigue or unusual -
resources, habitats or assemblages of organisms which could be adversely
affected by oil spills or other oil and gas development-related activities. -
These include coral reefs ard hard bottdm commnities (South Atlantic,
Gulf of Mex:.co, California), canyonheads (Mid- and North Aflantic),
islands serving as discrete and.prolific breeding grounds for pelagic
birds and marine mammals {California, Aleutian Islands), major migration
routes (North Aleutian Shelf) and others. These unique or especially
productj.ve areas are most well defined outside of Alaska where the data
base is greater. In many cases, these resources are discrete and limited
enough that tract selection and mitigating measures for particular lease
sales can reduce, though not eliminate, potential adverse envirormental
consequences. - A more detailed discussion of the effects on special
areas, such as estuaries, canyonheads , and live or hard-bottom areas,
are found on. pages 221~236 of the FES.

In addition to the potential of oil spills, development activities

- will cause: chronic oil discharges and accidental spills of oil-related
substances; the release of chemicals in drilling muds and formation

waters; smothering effects of drill cuttings; and sedimentation and
smothering due to pipeline burial. By and large, these effects will

occur in very localized areas around drilling platforms and pipelines.
These effects are also amenable to mitigation through control of discharges,
tract selection, and by placing struchures so as to avoid adverse effects
to particularly sensitive and productive resources or areas.
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Multiple use conflicts are also difficult to assess in the absence
of specific sale proposals.  Recreation.is principally affected by oil
spills. All areas outside of Alaska are judged to be relatively hlghly
sensitive to the effects of oil spills on recreation, although -
the type of sensitivity differs. Some areas, such as the Mid- and South

Atlantic and Southern California, experience heavy recreational use

- along their entire shorelines. If an oil spill. does redch the shore_.
there is a high risk that a recreational beach would be affected.
areas where beach use is more. limited, as in Northern California and
North Atlantic, a spill affecting a beach would have a greater consegquence
because of more restricted beach access, although the chance of atffecting
a beach may be considerably less. TFor example, on August 14, 1979, oil
from the Bay of Campeche blowout began washlng ashore on Texas beaches.
Visitation on those beaches was down 25% in August and 23% in Septamber _
compared to- the previous year. -Also, recreation ard tourism are interrelated.
Many local coastal economies are heavily dependent on:the quality and’
attractiveness of ocean and bayfront recreation areas. This effect on
recreation is more fully: discussed on- pages 256—271 of the FES.

: In adda.t:.on to o:.l spllls and othar poliution events which may

: affect fish stocks, the commercial fisheries of the OCS could be further
‘affected by OCS development. The greatest conflict is expected to .
involive gear damage and loss. However, compensation is available through
the Fishermen's Contingency Fund. There will also be short-term and
long-term removal of potential flshlng groumis from use due to placement
of - s‘cructures a.nd plpel:l.nes. : .

In areas other than northern Berlng and Arct:.c reglons, where
commercial fighing is minimal, at least mcderate conflicts are. anu.c.‘.pated
Use conflicts may be higher in the North Atlantic and the Santa Barbara
Channel portion of Southern California due to the denszl.ty of harvesting
activities, and in Kodiak, due to crab potting, which is particularly
susceth.ble to-losses: and for which replacement may be problemmatic, at
least in the short-term. These conflicts are discussed on pages 206-220
of the FES. Subsistence harvesting of fish and marine marmals in Alaska
may also be affected by the proposed lease sale through-conflicts in
- resource use or from oil spills. Sales in the North Aleutian Shelf,
Navarin Basin and Chukchi Sea areas may pose the highest relative risk
~ to these resources and their harvesting.” The effects on subsistence

economy are discussed on pages 287-9, 295-300 of the FES. :

The placement of structures on the OCS can also contribute to-
navigational conflicts resulting in a higher potential for accidents,
- including those involving oil, ING, and hydrocarbon product tankers.
This potential conflict can be amelicrated to scame degree by control of
structure placement and by navigation schemes. However, ship traffic is
not always confined to navigation lanes and increased density of obstruct:l.ons
will result in increased potential for collisions. Due to the lcw
density of traffic in Alaska, the risk posed by OCS structures is relatively
low. The Mid-Atlantic, Gulf of Mexico and Southern California areas may
pose the highest risk due to platform density and/or traffic density
relative to potential leasing areas. Traffic separation schemes being
proposed by the Coast Guard will serve to reduce this conflict.
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Effects on local and regional economies, infrastructure land use,
and other socio-econcmic factors are expected to be generally low to
moderate. Outside of Alaska,. all coastal regions adjacent to CCS areas
have some degree of industrialization, and the economic bases in the
urban areas are diverse.. Projectad levels of OCS—related activities are
not expected to produce major changes or growth in econcmic sectors or
t0 regional employment or population. Depending upon the exact location
of onshore facilities, sane land use conflicts, and social and fiscal
effects on camumities could be expected. -

In Alaska, major commitments of land to new industrial uses and
large influxes of workers, relative to the existing population, can be
expected. Based on experience in the North Slope development, and in
response to anticipated local and State desirves and pressures, it is
antlc:Lpated that. facility development will be isolated from any nearby
commnities and interaction restricted through the establishment of
enclaves. These enclaves should reduce potential adverse effects to
.subsistence commmnities. The most sensitive areas of subsistence J..J.festyle
. that could be affected by OCS development are, in order, Chukchi Sea, J
~ North Aleutian Shelf and St. George Basin. Effects of socio~econcmic -

development, particularly on subsz,stence ;o in Alaska are treated on pages

285-300 of the FES. ,

" The Maxlne Manmal Protectlon Act, the Endangered Spec:.es Act, and

other statutes and treaties are designed primarily to.protect certain - :
species ‘of fish and wildlife. For example, both’ of the statutes mentioned
above . contaln a spacific examption to allow Native Alaskans to hunt

those species for subsistence purposes. These statutes, amongest others,
have been censtrued as specifically imposing on the Federal Government a
trust I'@SpOl’lSlbllJ.ty to. protect Native Alaskans: right to subsistence hunting.
The responsibility requires the Secretary tH be c:ognlzant of the needs

of Native Alaskans' culture, and to protect the species necessary  for
subsistence purposes. The Secretary cain discharge his trust responsibility
primarily by complying with the two above-cited Acts. Decisions regarding
~ compliance for- partlcular spec:.es will occur as 1nd1v1dual lease sale

' dec1510ns are made,

At the program level Alaskan Natives are prunarlly mncerned that
no sale be scheduled until local coastal zone management plans are in
effect so.that the Natives' culture may be protected from the onshore
and offshore development wfuch follows a. dec::.s:ton to lease tracts in a
given sale area. . .

Effects on marine and coastal organisms, and possibly on ecosystems,
can be expected as a result of the proposed OCS oil and gas lease sales.
Oil spz.lls which are statistically probable, would have the greatest
potential for severe impacts. 0il spills will result in mortality o
individual organisms, and possibly reductions in population. Oil spills
occurring in particularly sensitive areas-—such as those: entrained in an

enclosed wetland or estuary-—or affecting a small and particularly



34

sensitive population~--such as rafting pelagic birds, or bird or marine-
mammal breeding areas--could result in long-te_tm populatlon declines.
P0pulatlon declines have been observed in pelagic birds in the North Sea-
~ which have been attributed to oil spill events (though not confined to
offshore 0il development). Entrained fuel oil has resulted in closures
of wetlands from harvesmlg molluscs and shellfish for several years
{although no similar experience ex:Lsts with crude oil) . Adverse lorig—
term effects on populations are not apparent as a result of 30 years of
.Gu];E of Mexico oil and gas developneut, the Santa Barbara oil spill, or:
Ve tanker spills of refined oil. However, the complexity’ of factors
involved in population size and diversity and the absence of ccmplete
baseline data do not permit a definite conclusion that no such long-term
effects have or cannot result from oil spills. Effects on coastal
ecosystans are discussed on pages 189—191 of the FES. ‘

Slmllarly, while d:l.scharge of drilling fluz_ds and long—tem pollut:;.on
(from day to-day operations such as deck drainage and exhaust) caused by
ocs develo;xnent can be expected to have scme short-term and very locahzed -
effects, experience in the Guif of Mexico has not shown any apparent :
long-term adverse effects on populations. However, a conclusion that no
such effects will occur is not possible. Thus, long—term pollution and
its possible effects on the marine and coastal ecosystems and possibly
qpon - scme ‘individual populations are-a risk of 0CS development. The FES
discusses the possible effect of hydrocarbons (in the food web), drilling
- fluids, and heavy metals on the marine envirorment on pages 181-188. A
very detalled dlscuss:l.on of: th;Ls issue. appears in Appendlx 8 of the FES.

o Another 1ssue of concern relates to potentz.al effects’ on a:.r quahty
National.ambient air quality standirds have been established for the
major types of pollutants that endanger human health and welfare. of -
these, carbon monoxide, particuilates, sulfur dioxide, ozone and m.trogen
dioxide may be associated w:.th OCs development act.mv:.t:.es.

In Southern Callfornla most coastal areasr ‘from Point Conception
south to Mexico, experience concentrations of ozone which are above the
national standard. Air quality is within the standards in scme areas,.
but the Los Angeles and San Diego areas have critical problems with exhaust
- emissions. Pollutants, such as m.trogen oxides and part:_culates exceed .
national standard concentrations. Almquality problems exist in Central
and Northern California. Scme coastal areas experience higher ozone
levels .than permitted by the standard. Other pollutants are within
standards except for the urbaniZed area near San Frahcisco Bay where
exhaust emissions and industrial sources create air quality problems.

‘The human health effects of poor air quality, such as eye and respiratory
disorders as well .as headaches and nausea, are well known as are air :
quality effects on agricultural crops in Southern California.
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The prevalllng winds in both coastal northern and southern California
_could tra.nsport CCS air emissions onshore, and this in turn could aggrevate
existing air quality problems. The proposed U.S. Geological Survey
regulations will require controls and other mitigation measures where
determined to be necessary to prevent significant effects to any onshore .
area. In summary, it is possible that at times exploration and develogment
activities oecurring on the CCS may s:.gnlflcantly affect onshore air
quality in coastal Californid. However, in those instances where a
significant effect results, the lessee will be required by Interior to
control the emissions. In addition, the State also has resmns:tb:.l:.t:.es
for requlation of onshore emissions. The FES discusses air quality effects
_ furthez: on pages,153—55 272-9 325, and 372—-3.

S ’I‘he env:.romnental effects of leasmg in deep water. (greater than
300.feet) has been a concern that has been raised. Acceleration of
deepwater leasing may necessitate the use of new subsea technology which

same believe has not been thoroughly tested. None of the proposed
alternatives spec:flcally address deepwater leasing. Most of the leasing
areas contain port:.ons that are in deeper water, and if selected later,

might be included in a particular sale. At that time a detailed assessment
will be made of this issue. Historically, the Department has relied on

_ its OCS regulations and operating orders, particularly Orders 2, 5 and 8,

t6 insure that new technology was adequately tested. Deepwater drilling

technology 1s more fully d:.scussed in Appendix 6 of the FES.
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C. Alternat:l_ves
1. Aiterhatix)*e, I (June :Proposed? Program)
a. Des_rcriptibrr_lj ' -

_ Alternative I is the propesed program as submitted to
Congress, the Attorney General and the Governors of the affected States
in June 1979. It was developed largely in response to President Carter's
2nd Energy Message on April 5, 1979, the camments received on the March
draft proposed program, the requirements of Section 18 of the OCS Lands.
Act, as amended, and DCE's production goals. This alternative has 30
sales over the 5-year period plus one contingency sale. It reflects a
mixture of lease sales among proven oil and gds producing areas and:

 frontier areas., Primary emphasis. is placed on the early sehédaling

of Alaskan frontier areas where the resource potential is believed to be
high. - - A o .. .
‘I‘ablé 6 illustraies_ characteristics associated with this alternative,
and Table 7 shows the estimates of appropriations and staff necessary °
to implement it. o : , o :
| b. D:_'.;iwsSiOn
(1) Benefits’

' The major benefit associated with this option is

Cthat it would: 'op.én up frontier areas with high resource potential to

exploration faster than any other alternative except Altermatives XTI and
XIT, thereby resulting in an early assessment of the OCS oil and gas
resources in these areas. It provides for entry into seven frontier
areas which increases the probability of locating cammercially recoverable:
deposits .of oil and gas. Further; if economically recoverable hydrocarbon

-supplies are found, it will-also result in the development of new domestic

supplies faster than all other options, excluding Alternatives XI and XII.
Alternative I has a net econcmic value of $74.7 billion. Alternative I
also provides for a mixture of sales in areas where the resource potential
is known {(i.e., Gulf of Mexico) and sales in those frontier areas where
the hydrocarbon potential is thought to be high. . :

When campared to the other alternatives, th:.s option rarks fourth,
along with Alternatives ITTI and IV, in terms of potential recoverable

- total oil and total gas resources. The identical rankings of characteristics:

for Alternatives I, III and IV are because Alternatives III and Iv
include the same sales as Altermative I, but their timing is different.



37

08/9/¢

‘SOORUITISO Oy

OUT PIIoIoRg ST punog oq Aew TTo ou ey KrTTqedord sy ‘st Jepn =~mmpwsaumm DOYSTI, 218 STIRUTISS S0INOSTyy
*gosP0 TIR UT 0192 JO PuTiex v UT S3INSeX X SATIPUISITUsx

m RN Y Y EEEEE RN NN I N N R .mvmm.ﬁg
¥ ciesscescressetssanarssecetes e PIUIOITTED
.HAH Frs s e s LR s EPrs e rersrEert 8..H,xm.2m0 m:ﬂ.ﬁ.ﬂmu
w sevesassssnnense IR NN ] L i -\.u..ﬂu.qm..ﬂﬂwm

Tothay 1od sotes Jo I5qunN

61
A

4
LT
¢t
g

£T
81

b1
0t
1T
€T
9
S

-6

6T

PT
LT
ct
ST
¥

6

0T
1Z

Asaang TeoTboTos) AXgsnpur

TETIUS30d S0IN0say

UOTIRIOTAXH UT
Jsaxeju Arsnpur

—— Wt o o.-..co.oooo-o.n-ownuouus-n-o-oo &O.m
mmmlﬂ llllllllllllll 2% % s eSS SN AR ﬂguxﬁﬂﬁ
.vwm.ﬁ ........ TR R RN theerasss CH.H@.PMZ
Wmmn_” ------- RN wva.ﬂm\Oﬁ%H“m ﬁsom
mmm-m llllllllllllll LI B B M.Hmﬂm %ﬁusmg HEOZ
Nmm._” Aes s s sB L sER RS AR REIRNENIRESEERSS &@HO@MV -n«m
Nwm._.. R N NN AN .c..-o-o-..._.. UO3ION
Ommjﬁ -------- sPassranscans e chosasnerrenae VHM.HMUOVH

,umww shuTYURY SATIRTaN/SoTrg JI9TIUO0II JO DUTWT]

¢ {cv 61 ~95"vh)
€ (TES - §89)

v Awmvw - £0T9)
¥ (0ELT —~ 0892)
Z (z - 8

|4 {(cz - 8f)
£ (67,2 - 1T°6£)
g {€°L5 - 2OT)

t (86% 0T - mwovv
id (09Ty - T888)

SOATIRUIS]TY IBYIO (MOT O3 xmasv

WM bupuwy

T xX mbaumcumuam putpntoxs

SeATIRWISITY X037 obuey

(ol R oy ssressenses serrsesans T 0T «STTTdS
1TO uo ToqUINN STRdoxd mﬁﬂmoﬁpmaumum
1S reeesesieTeol Yoo ouIoTIeTd 3O IequUNN
yeed TTsTTeM uoTIoNpoxd 7 Iusdorsasq Jo ISAUNN
7807 i N MmN
L seesesestereete s opaty IOTIUOIE JO TORUN
¢ tesvsenscsisassan seeseisvs aates 70 TOQUON
T°Ze ‘" (soxoe UOTTTTW) PRISII0 S6waIOY UMWTXEW
L'Vl TTTTTUTTTY (suOTTTITA §) SNTRA OTWOUOOH 9N
gge'se 0 YT ¥+ (399] OTAUD UOTTTTX}) SeD TR30L
ON@@ EEI LI EEEEENT *ﬁﬁm..ﬁm(.ﬁuﬂmn ﬁQ...nH.H.H.Ev .H._..O .H.mn_.nu.H_

1 SATIRUWISITY - | . TEOTASTaERs seo pue T10

"I SATIRUISITY JO SOTISTIRoRTRD ‘9. TR



38

BT .

0T  “ou”

€T g

00ST  6°60T

WZ  9°CE

vez €€l

T g

0T g

z T°

z9 62

9T £°6

€19  6°ch

122 GULE

AL

00T  €£°¢7

€ £z

99 - £/

T L

g9 9°9p

ard UorirTd
G86T Ad

USRI FTEIS pire vorpetadorddy petewtasy -, STORL

[

T

oL 0 avwu v L oLt LuLlL L ei Libwl Yerl SISt LTIFT
T G vT G* €T e zT v T €
or & 0T S 0T 87 0T S 0T &
€1 8" T L ort 9 8 g L £
00ST  €760T 8SPT G POT pZFT  0°TTT TvZT  T°%6 THET  S°88
9z L°pE 9c  G'SE 9% 9°0¥ 9%z  0°S 9%z  T°2S
PEL €T vEZ ST €£7 8T AX AN At LA S 4
¥T g T §° €T - p° eT v T €
0T g 0T . 5 0T " 0T s oT &
¢ T z T ¢ 1 ¢ T z T
29 6°C. 29 6°C 79 6°¢ 29 62 29 9°z
9%T  ¥°6 9T 6 9T 66 oFT 1T 9T = 8°01
€19 Gy €9 T'T¥ L6S  T°8E 9% L'zE 9 €70t
LZ¢  S'6E LZZ . T°0b lz2 6w ATANN 4 7 AR A4
LZT - T 54 S Ak 4 ST S 43 | eIT  §°TT 2T 6°01
00T  €°62Z 00T -~ 0°92Z. 00T L°O€ 00T - 9°Ch 00T  €°Th
£ £°2 € £z R 3 e € z'e
9v9  T'LP wE9 9'hh €99 0°9S . 609  0°S¥ 809  L'Zy
T L 6 9° 8. .§° 9o ¥ S - T
S€9  ¥'ov SE9  0°bb GE9 &°gg €09 9'%Y €09 §°Z¥
ITd CUOTITM  dd  UOTTI™.  4rd ,,cOﬁMHﬁaﬁ R coHMMdu 3 ;
- ¢ e 5 . e — )
7861 Ad £86T Ad ¢86T Ad 1861 A&d 0867 &d

1)
| , X TOTTOL
UOTH = TPIOOD SO
SMe
RIS
WTH
t Kreusy

1108
ICITOTTOS
UCTIVUTPIOOD S
SMd
5980
Wd
1SOTITATR
SATIBTISTUTUL
RIS

598N
ISUOTIRIH
ase
astazsd

Te308
£0s1
- W
IseTPIS Bt
SUBwET
TEIURUCITAL

5050
Haki
uoTIRIOLD

Te3on,
SMa
$9350
*UOT] BULIOTT
BOINOSE

BIATHE

I BATIEUTSY




39

A significant feature of Altermative I is the timing of sales and
the pace at which proposed leasing would occur  offshore Alaska. This is
an important consideration for two reasons. First, this alternative
proceeds at a pace which, with same additional budgetary and persomnel
resources, can be met by the Department. First and second sales in an
area are spaced at 3-year intervals while second and third sales are at
2-year intervals. This segquence provides for a steady level of activity
which allows the Depariment to benefit from the exploratory results from.
one sale before the next sale is held. This alternative differs markedly
from Alternative XIT where several of the frontier Alaskan areas are
scheduled earlier in the program and where repeat sales are included at .
one year inteirvals, Second, it appears that the most prospective unexplored
areas are offshore Alaska. .The sale dates in Alternative I proposed for
these areas are designed to provide for a close integration with the
envirormental studies program. : o '

As campared to Alternative X (cease leasing, use other sources, and
conservation) , this alternative avoids the envirormental, social and
ecoromic costs associated with that option (see pp. 342 and 27-33 in the
FES). - | K ' ' , .

{2) Costs

B The erwiroméntal' consequences of Alternative I are
discussed in detail in part B of this section.” e

'As previously discussed, a major cost and envirommental effect. :
associated with production of OCS oil and gas is oil spill risk. Alternative
I, along with Alternatives IIT and IV, ranks third in comparison with -
the other opticns in terms of the greatest mumber of statistically '
probable oil spills. Slightly more than 33 oil spills greater than'
1,000 barrels are statistically probable as a result of Alternatives I,
IIT and IVv. Although oil spill risks exist, methods to reduce the
likelihood of an oil spill are available and include strict enforcement
of lease sale stipulations and OCS operating orders. In the event of -a
spill, at least some economic cémpensation will be available through the
Offshore 0il Spill Campensation Fund 1/. The Geological Survey's OCS.
operating: orders regquire that oil spill equipment be maintained by
industry operating on the OCS and include procedures for notifying
govermment agencies in the event 'a spill occurs. In addition, the
National Contingency Plan requires that oil spill equipment be maintained .
by both the goverrment and industry operating on the OCS.

' Tn addition to the potential of oil spills, development activities

" as a result of implementation of Alternative I may affect human and
marine envirorments. In general, these effects will be localized near
drilling platforms, pipelines and onshore production facilities. Many
"of the potentially adverse effects can be reduced and controlled through
both the development of site-specific lease stipulations and enforcement

of Geological Survey's OCS operating orciers.

1/ The Fund is managed by the Secretaries of Treasury and Transportation, and
the structure of the Fund has been established by the Coast Guard £inal ]
requlations published March 19, 1979. However, the Treasury regulations
dealing with fee assessment and collection are only in proposed form.
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Effects on local and regional econamies, infrastructure, land use,
and other socio-economic factors are expected to be 1low to moderate for
this alternative, with the most pronounced effects being on Alaskan areas
which are relatively undisturbed and contain resources important for
subsistence uses. In Alaskan areas bordering the Bering Sea and the
Chukchi Sea, all alternatives except Alternatives: VIIT and X will result
in camitments of land to new industrialized uses, and non~indigenous
population: increases can be expected. These infrastructure and social
effects upon subsistence cultures in and around the area of development,
however, can be reduced by isolating industrial development from nearby
comunities and restricting interaction through the establishment of
enclaves..

Alternative I will also result in increased conflicts with other
uses of the sea and seabed, most notably with navigation and commercial
fishing. WNavigational conflicts could arise fram the proposed placement
of exploratory, development or production structures in transportation
corridors, thereby increasing the potential for boat/structure accidents.
These potential effects can be ameliorated to scme degree by control of
structure placement, slant drilling, subsea completions and designated
sealanes. Further, it is the role and responsibility of the Coast Guard -
to ensure safe navigation under the Ports and Waterways Safety Act.
Following passage of the 1978 Amendments to that Act, the Coast Guard
initiated studies on all OCS areas which may result in the designation
of safe access routes if the studies indicate they are necessary. If
safe access routes are designated under the statute in leased. OCS areas,
all lease rights within the area would be subordinate +o the paramount
rights of navigational safety. o o

The greatest potential conflict involving commercial fishing is
expected to involve gear damage and loss, but compensation is available ..
through the Fishermen's Contingency Fund, administered by the Secretary of
Commerce. Final regulations implementing this Fund were published on
January 24, 1980, and the Fund is now fully operational. Both short-
term and long-term losses of potential f£ishing grounds are also expected
as a result of the placement of structurés and pipelines. These potential
conflicts may be relatively high in the North Atlantic, Kodiak, and in
the Santa Barbara Chammel. Otherwise, these conflicts are expected to.
be moderate in Alaska, with the exception of the northern Bering Sea and
Arctic Ocean regions where camercial fishing is minimal. Subsistence
harvesting of fish and marine mammals in Alaska may also be affected by
Alternative I through either conflicts in resource use or fram potential
oil spills. Sales in the North Aleutian Shelf, Navarin Basin, and
Chukchi Sea may pose the highest relative risk to these resources and
their- harvesting. '



41

Potential constraints related to the adoption of Alternative I as
the final leasing program also involve the transportation and processing
01.? potential finds-of Alaskan gas. .The DOE does not believe that gas
. will be produced from any Alaskan OCS areas except Beaufort Sea and Cock -
Inlet. If this were the case, total gas expected fram the S5-year schedule
‘would be reduced 18% to 20.22 trillion cubic feet. Production from the
Beaufort Sea area would probably be connected by spur pipeline to the
proposed Alaskan natural gas pipeline terminals at Prudhoe Bay and be
transported by pipeline to the lower 48 States. The remaining Alaskan
CCS gas production, expected to be about 2.2 billion cubic feet per day
around 1990, could be reinjected during the early vears of production
from each field. Most of this gas could probably eventually be transported
by ING tankers or by pipeline to the lower 48 States. The method of
transportation would be determined upon consideration of the exact
~ location, size, and extent of the gas find, future gas markets, envirormental
considerations ard the development of ING receiving and regassification
capacity of the west coast. '

At present, there are no ING plants on the west coast although one
has been proposed and conditionally approved by the Federal Energy Regulatory
Camission for the Point Conception, California area. Its capacity is
projected to be between .9 and 1.2 billion cubic feet per day. There
are, however, three ING receiving terminals currently in operation in
the U.S. located in Massachusetts, Maryland and Georgia.. An additional
ING plant has been approved for Louisiana. Together, the latter four
facilities will have a capacity of less than two billion cubic feet per
~day. This amount is similar to gas production expected from the Alaskan
OCS in early 1990 under Alternative I. Because of cost and safety
factors, it is unlikely that large volumes of ING could be tankered
through the Panama Canal. Thus, the shipment of Alaskan OCS gas by LNG
tanker may require major construction of ING receiving terminals on the
west coast, and/or near the U.S. in Canada or Mexico. Another option
is to export the gas: Even assuming that the gas could not be produced
or transported, for several of the Alaskan areas DOE recommended that
leasing proceed solely on the value of the oil. This issue is discussed
further on pages 45-50 of the FES.

Air quality effects, as discussed in Section ITI-C., are a concern
primarily in California. Many coastal locations currently experience
violations of ozone standards and standards for same other pollutants.
Prevailing winds in coastal areas will generally transport any CCS air
emissions onshore. Since portions: of this area already experience:
severe. air quality problems, emission controls from OCS-related or
other development will be critically important in meeting air standards.
. The Geological Survey's proposed air quality regulations issued May 10,
1979, cover this situation. Final regulations are expected in February
1980. Other.sale areas either because of air currents or existing
onshore petroleum facilities are not expected to experience any major

' change in air cuality. If approved activities on the OCS significantly
affect the air quality of any State, the Interior regqulations will require
necessary controls of emissions.
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The costs for Alternative I, as discussed above and in the intréductoz:y
section, range from minor inconveniences to socio-economic and socio—
cultural effects to possible major envirommental effects. In general, many
of the potential effects related to OCS activities can be curtailed or
reduced to a significant degree through tract selection, lease sale
stipulations tailored to the specific conditions of the sale area and by
post-sale regulation. As the plamning process advances for a particular
sale, and decisiormaking progresses, the definitions of potentially -
adverse effects become more site-specific and dmproved mitigation measures
can be developed.. '
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2. Altermative IT (DOE Production Goals)
a. Description

Alternative IT reflects a proposed schedule developed
by the Department of Energy with slight modifications in the timing of
sales in order to allow sales to be scheduled consistent with the timing
criteria discussed under Alternative I. In contrast with Alternative I,
this alternative proposes the addition of six.sales=-three in the Gulf of
Mexico and one each in the Gulf of Alaska, Beaufort Sea and St. George
Basin—and the deletion of 3 sales—California, Navarin Basin and North -
Aleutian Shelf--resulting in a net gain of three sales over the S5-year
period. It also excludes the Blake Plateau area from consideration.
This alternative focuses on increasing the mmber of sales in the Gulf
of Mexico where the petroleum potential is proven and places emphasis on
two Alaskan areas thought to be high in resource potential-—-the Beaufort
Sea and St. George Basin. : _ :

Table 8 illustrates characteristics associated with this éﬁlternative,’
and Table 9 shows the estimates of appropriations and staff necessary
to implement it. . ' ' -

b. Discussion
(1) Benefits

_ ' A major benefit of Alternative IT is that it maximizes
the net econcmic value of the schedule as a whole. Sales are scheduled
taking into account certain leasing constraints, including, among Others,
gechazards, rig availability, transportation, and facility siting. This
alternative, when campared to Alternative I, results in an increasé in

net economic value.of $3.1 billion. Since it was initially developed by
DOE, it is compatible with their fimal production goals for oil and gas.
Alternative IT ranks higher than any other alternative, except Alternative
XTI, in terms of estimated total oil and total gas resources. It also
provides for a greater mumber of sales {(33) than any other alternmative
except Alternative XIT and it concentrates these sales in areas of known
‘potential resources (e.g., Gulf of Mexico). This, in turn, has added
benefits. First, it allows the Department to concentrate its manpower

and funding resources used for cbtaining envirommental and geophysical

data in fewer areas and similarly, permits industry to focus its geophysical
' data gathering in fewer areas and perhaps require less onshore infrastructure
investment.

Envirommental consequences for this alternative are similar to
those described for Altermative I with the exceptions of the California -
and Alaskan areas. Reduced overall envirommental effects, including
air quality concerns, are expected in California due to the elimination
of sale #73, a sale designated as California under Alternmative I.
Alternative I includes California sales in 1983 and 1984, without specifying
the location in California, thereby raising the possibility that either
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the Southern California or Central and Northern California areas could

be considered for each of these sales. Since Alternative IT includes

only one Central and Northern California sale, potential effects to this
area may be somewhat less. This would result in less effect on marine
mammal pupping . grounds and pelagic bird rookeries in the Farallon Island
area and to marine and -coastal resources of Central and Northern California
in general. Further, potential air pollution problems posed by the
transfer of oil would be reduced and there may alsc be less competition
with commercial fishermen for onshore facilities. . '

In Alaska, since Navarin Basin and North Aleutian Shelf are not
included in Alternative II, potential ‘adverse envirormental and social
effects to these areas are eliminated or substantially reduced for the
5-year period. However, since this option proposes successive sales in the
Gulf of Alaska, St. George Basin and Beaufort Sea, the additicnal effects
can be expected to offset envirommental benefits gained through the
deletion of the Navarin and North Aleutian Shelf sales. This issue -
is more fully discussed under cogts.

{2) Costs

: The major cost associated with Alternative II is :
that it does not allow for an early assessment of OCS oil and gas resources
in two frontier areas where the resource potential is believed to be
high-—Navarin Basin and North Aleutian Shelf. Further, this option
places increased reliance on two as yet untested Alaskan areas——the
Beaufort Sea and St.. George Basin. Given the uncertainty of resource
potential, it may be better to include a wider selection of frontier

Three sales per year for 1982, 1983 and 1984 are proposed for the
Gulf of Mexico, and they would be drawn from the same pool of unleased
potentially productive tracts. It is expected that these sales would
encampass the same amount of total acreage as that proposed in the Gulf .
of Mexico sales in Alternative I thus resulting in increased administrative
costs for potentially leasing the same amount of acreage. Further, this
option could result in smaller individual sales in the Gulf of Mexico.

As mentioned earlier, Alternative II proposes successive sales in
the Gulf of Alaska, St. George Basin and Beaufort Sea, and these additional
etfects may offset envirormental benefits gained through the deletion of
the Navarin Basin and the North Aleutian Shelf sales. In particular,
the same number of sales would be proposed for the ‘Southern Bering Sea
as would be in Alternative I. Therefore, the effects on that region
would not be expected, at least at this level of analysis (and in the
absence of oil spill trajectories) to be substantially different than
those described for Alternative I. The Beaufort Sea is more critical
for subsistence uses and waterfowl, and because of its restricted nature
due to ice conditions, possibly more critical for marine mammals, than
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is Navarin Basin. The Gulf of Alaska is also relatively highly sensitive

to oil spills and other effects on marine mammals and birds. Thus,

while Navarin Basin and the North Aleutian Shelf are amitted from Alternative
II, it may, because of its emphasis on other Alaskan areas, result in

more consequences to marine marmals and birds (particularly waterfowl)

and to subsistence use of resources, than would Alternative I.

Alternative II proposes two sales in the Beaufort Sea where. the
cumulative effects resulting from both Prudhoe Bay activity and exploration
at the National Petroléum Reserve must be considered. The onshore area
supports a population which is 87 percent native. Although the Inupiat
Eskimos are familiar with oil and gas development activities, increased
social and cultural effects can be expected with this alternative. The Inupiat
- culture is closely linked to the subsistence lifestyle, particularly
with regard to Bowhead whales. While this alternative, as campared to
Alternative I, will increase the socio-economic and soclo-cultural
effects to the Beaufort Sea region and consequences  to the Inupiat
culture, it is difficult to attribute these potentially adverse effects
to any one cause. Nonetheless, the Department has a trust responsibility
+0 Native Americans, and these cumilative costs must be seriously considered
prior to any decision regarding the proposed final leasing program.
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- 3. Alternative IIl (Status of Coastal Zone Management Plans)
a. Description \

Alternatlve IIT is a schedule Wthh delays proposed sales
in the Bering Sea and Nortoh Sound regions in Alaska in order to allow
time for district coastal zone management plans to be developed. This
alternative is identical to Alternative I except it postpones the proposed
Norton Basin sale 2-1/2 years, the North Aleutian Shelf area sale 1 year,
and the St. George Basin sale 2 years. :

Alternate timing of sales for coastal zone management reasons was
also considered for the lower 48 States. All States which are currently
and actively involved in development of State coastal zone management
programs are anticipating Federal approval prior to the end of fiscal
year 1980, providing the State program meets the requirements of the
Coastal Zone Management Act, as amended. It is questionable if New _
York and Florida will receive approval within the time limitations for -
Federal funding, and Georgia is not presently participating in the
Federal program. Both California and Alaska have federally approved -
State coastal zone management programs which provide for the development
of local coastal management plans. The deadline for completion of
California local plans is January 1981. Sale #53, according to all
alternatives except Alternative V, is- proposed for spring 1981, and thus
local plans are expected to be campleted pr:l..or to the proposed sale.

The Alaskan coastal zone management lsSue, however, involves a

markedly different situation. The State anticipates 40 distxict plans,
-and 20 are expected to be completed by early 1981. The remaining 20 -

plans could require up to 7 years to complete.  The issue of concern is:
that in Alaska, large portions of the shoreline are "unorganized," meaning -
no local govermment exists, and thus planning and zoning expertise is
limited. wWhile the lack of district plans is not crucial since the

State coastal zone management program is in effect, in unorganized areas
coastal zone management funding offers an incentive to become organized,
establish district plans, and prepare for potential onshore impacts of

0CS development.  In the Bering Sea region, only one coastal resource
service area has been formed in an area adjacent to Navarin Basin.

Since the Navarin Basin sale is not proposed until late 1984 in Alternmative
I, sufficient time is probably available to complete coastal planning
prior to the sale. Areas adjacent to Norton Basin, St. George Basin and
North Aleutian Shelf have not yet initiated any efforts which would

enable them to beccme eligible for coastal zone management funding.
Alternative ITI has been developed for the above reasons and in response
to State and local govermment caments which highlighted similar concerns.
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Table 10 illustrates charactérlstlcs associated with this alternative,’

and Table 11 shows: the estimates of appropr:.at:.ons ard staff necessary
to Jmplanent it. ,

b. Discussion
(1) Benefits

‘Alternative IIT provides additional time and incentive
for the organization of coastal resource service areas and development

. of district coastal zone management: plans, which, upon approval, could

insure local goverrment mvolvanent in enclave siting de01510ns and other -

land use decisions.

Benefits of this altermative are similar to those of Alternative I

" with the excepticn that sales in Norton Basin, North Aleutian Shelf and.
. St. George Basin are delayed. Potential adverse envirommental effects in

these areas will be alleviated but only on a short-term basis (2 -3
years) Net envirommental effects over the long-term could possibly be
reduced through the development of district coastal zone management

~ plans which reflect ecologically sound land use plamning and siting of
industrial, on-shore support facilities. '

2 Costs

The weakness of Alternative III 1.s that an assessment
of potentlal 0il and gas resocurces in Norton, St. George and North

~Aleutian Shelf will be delayed 2 - 3 years resulting in further delays

in developméent should these areas be hydrocarbon prone. In cmparlson _
with Alternative I, this delay results in a loss in net economic value-

of 8.7 bllllon.

Major costs as described for Alternative I are appl:.cable to this
alternative éxcept for a possible reduction in land usa impacts.
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4. Alternative IV (Availability of Envirommental Information)
a. Deécrip_tion :

_ - Alternative IV is identical to Alternative I except it
delays the proposed St. George Basin sale from December 1982 until late
in 1983. This alternative was developed in order to assure availability
- of oceancgraphic and meteorologic data for use in modelling of oil
spills, instead of using preliminary data as would be required under
Alternative I. ' _ ' : '

- The possibility of delaying sales to acquire additional emvirormental
information was explored for all proposed sales with particular attention
given to the frontier areas. "The proposed envirommental studies, together -
with currently available information, are expected to provide enocugh
useful information for sale decisiommaking in all cases. However, as a
result of the consultation process in Section 18 of the OCS Lands Actk,
~ as amended, and NEPA. concerns were raised regarding the availability
. of envirormental information for three areas——St. George Basin, Central
and Northern California, and the North Aleutian Shelf. Alternatives V and
VI, respectively, have been developed for the latter two proposed sale

By scheduling the St. George Basin in 1983, an additional year of
. Studies information will be available on regional geohazards, pollutant .
transport and living rescurces as campared with Alternative I. The gechazards
studies involve reconnaisance regicnal surveys to identify the general
nature’of gechazards in the area. Tract-specific high~resolution studies
-are conducted by the Conservation Division of the Geological Survey to
evaluate the potential impact of gechazards on oil and gas. activities.
The pollutant transport studies are used for the risk analysis modelling
used in the envirommental statement. The living resources studies are
used in the evaluation of fishery resources and endangered species
(whales}. TFor this reason, Alternative IV was developed.

_ ',Tablé 12 illtistrate_s‘ characteristics associated with this alternative,
and Table 13 shows the estimates of appropriations and staff necessary
to implement it.

b. Discussion - -
{1) Benefits

N A benefit of this alternative is that it will alldw
the collection and analysis of an additional year of studies information
in regional gechazards, pollution transport and living resources for St.
George Basin, a biologically productive area.

The delay might result in fewer impacts to biological rescurces of :
the sale area particularly if the additional information was useful +o
tract selection and lease sale stipulation decisions (i.e., deletion of
specific tracts for envirommental reasons or the development of site-
specific environmentally protective lease stipulations).



Ugrire

: : *sTeak Fone n.n@ﬁuusooonoﬁo%onmuoﬁzmgmm,m@mmﬂmmu.mnm.@mm_ﬂo% mmoﬁ@.ﬁmmuumsmﬁsoamz@
anTes UT S9sSesXoUT buljiesiyo Aue 3091391 30U Op Sjusunsnlipe @sayg ‘uoTlionpoid JO s1TIoUSq OTWOUOD® 92U} Ut sAeTsp
JOF JUNCODR 03 (IUMCOSTP $0T) SnTeA Juasaid U SSO{ oU3 3ID9TIeX 03 peisnlpe Ueaq SeY SU[eA DTUOUCOD 18U SULyyx
_ , _ . *STIRUTISD O3
OUT peIoloel ST punoi o Aew Tto ou eyl LTTTqeqoad sy3 ‘ST el , ‘SOIUTISS POYSTI, OI8 SIJRWTISY DOINOSNIxx
_ *SOSRO IR UT 039z JO DBUuTlel v UT SITNSSX X SATITUISITUx

T EE R E R N A A A R I A B B B L I L mxmmﬁa
w R E R EEEE I I I AN B NN I B N L m..ﬁ.ﬁownﬂ.ﬁs

.H.H. -.aoo-.o..n-orno-ca..---,-.8%2“0 N.—.cﬂ.w
@ AR EE R NI A AN I R RN B I I LA O L nu..ﬂn_.:m._...UAW

o

uotboy I15d sSTes 3O IOy

) m.ﬁ VH , @._.‘ : — R R R N &O&

N O.H ’ h...m mmm..—... ------- P N N N Y L L EUV—.SSU

wlm HH NH qmmﬂl llllllll S 6 % A A A S AN SEEsEBSY S ERE Y .ﬂ\—I-H.HMNsz

M.._.- m.ﬂ mnﬂ , wummn_” N I N A A N N I I ] -.mxdﬂm\opﬂu.%.—wuwm ﬁﬂom

N.M w w mmmn—.. e PP R A s AL NFSETATSERS MH@EMM%H“HJ@EE!MOZ

m m m . mmmﬂ. D R N A X I A R @.@.H%O cﬂwm

m.H m OH Nmmlﬂ ...... EIN B N B B NN R N R R R R B R R B I R I A CB-HOZ

ﬂ , m._” mn—.-. . .HN Ommx_” -c.-oacc-a..o-n-..-ononno--o-uooo-,-vﬁ.mg

mvgmamoﬁmoﬂomo gmﬁ.@cH noﬁmuoaaxm 5 nmmwmmcg mbﬂm._”wM\memm Hmﬂcoﬁmmomﬁ;ﬁ@
T2TIUS]04 S0INOSY - _ ‘aseIo3ul  Arasnpur -

(€p-6T -95°¥Y) | . s
. TT0 30 TOQINN STqEIOII ATTEOTISTIZIS
mmmw N\Wm ------------------ DR go.u...“m.._”m NO -H@Q.ﬁgz
(bcvy ~ €019) vZ6b **STTEM uoTIoNpoid 8 Jusuwdoroasg JO ISXUNN
(0£LT - 0892) : 7807 Treneers Trerct grTeM Krorerordxy JO JXSqUN
. AN..... mV h. ----- -.-..-o-u- mmmécﬂmﬂﬂouﬂm .u.o.u.gﬁﬁﬂz
AMN mm; Om ou-ocw....ctono.o-n-.o-.-|¢- WQH“M.W MHO ..H@QC.BZ
Mm.hm T°6£) 1°z¢ *** (s9I0R UOTTTTW) POI9II0 SBeaIdy UMIUTXEW
£°LS

Zon) " Treterettt (SUOTTTT &) SnTeA OTUDUood JoN
Pyl L RE¥ +ils !

Ammwoom Fsens e

.8@.3»

o

i

(zeS

i

§'07) . geetez x# (3997 OTONO UOTTTTIR) SeD P30l
HmeV Omww sSsessrsIE TR ¥ Amﬁmg co..ﬂ.ﬁnﬁx-ﬁﬂ.mw -Hn.ﬁo HSQH_

g PO NG M

N

UITM Buueg X SATIRUIS}TY Hutpnioxs : )
. SOATIPUIS]TY X0J obuey

‘AT PATREWISATY JO SOTISTISIOEIRYD 'z OTdel

SOATIEWISITY JOUI0 THGT O3 ubty) Al SATARIENTY * . TS01351I®3s 89 pue 110



54

S

i
#

ueLl  ¥BLL SoL1 L et 18941 LTLPL 9691 676¥%T 88T B E€ST STST  L°TPT Lol
T p1 G* $T G° €1 _ ZT h Tt ¢ A TOTTOS
0T 5 0T G* 01 g* 0t eyt 0T G* 0T G* UOTTIeu FPIOOD 0
€T 8" €1 8° 1T L 0T 9° 8 g L £ Sd
ZIST  0°%0T ZIST  9°%01 OL¥T  8'HOT LTFT  0°80T - ZIET  6°86 TPZT  6°88 s950
9%e 9°ZE 9% L*¥E 9%z Aty 9%z . ¥ OV 9T ¥ €S oz T1°2S WIg
, o . . 2Axeiumg
ait AN At ) v¥e . 9°¢T Zve - LUET 8€T 0°vT €z 0°GT €2 €°%T =30
BT G A G* 4 SR b €T e ZT G* 1T € 203TOTTOS
01 G* or. §* 0t G* 01 ¢ 0T g 0T 6" UOTFBUTPICCD $00
e T 2 T° Z T z T Z T 4 T _ aind
2L 0t A T°€ 0L T'¢ L9 1€ 29 6°2 29 9°C sosn
9FT  £°6 9%T  ¥°6 Wl 66" 9T 676 9T - 0°TT 91T 80T VT
: _ : . tSRTI TATAON
mhwﬂuﬁﬁmﬂﬁgm
_ TeISURs
LV9 . 9°8E LY9 9°8¢ £09 0°L€E £9s . 0'9¢ 8%  9°tE 9%  €°0¢ - 5980
_ : b : :suoTywasdQ
aseo]
asTATadng
rAX4 L°SE . TET  ¥'8E rA% 8°1¥ Lzz vTw 2z 9°9% A AN AN A% Te30L
ZET ¥TT . ZET TUET ZET ' T°9T LZT 6'TIT LZT  T°HT ZIT 6°0T $o8N
00T g ez 00T  £°GZ 00T . L°'G2 00T  S°0f 00T  P'eh 00T  €°'TF . WBE
_ | | _ : 1s9TPNIS pue
SIS
TEIUSWUIOITAUY
£ €z € £z € £°C € £z . € £°2 £ a4 sosn
_ o | feyeq
UOTIRIOTARY
699 . F'8F 699  T°6b 199  6°9%y 199  2°5S P9 €°9% 809  L'T¥ Te30L
TE o TT L 6 9 8 [N 9 A G z* ST
859 LLy 869 g8y 859  €79% . €99  L°¥§ GEY 6°GP €09 47 §9sA
. o . : IUOTIVWTOTUL
L - o Dt e - R L A o e rgletcieity
4nd  UOTTTTW  grg uoTTi™ dld UOTTTT  gfd UuoT(T™ = dLd  UOTIT™ dLi UOTTTTW .
8 R P BV S - .8 $ TATIOY
$8617 Ad y86T Ad £86T Ak 2861 1861 A4 086T X4 :
T P P R _ p DATITUISITY
SRR FFe3s. pue voreTadonddy pojewrysy - €T STCRL |



55

: Other benefits, as descr:.bed for Alternative I, are appllcable to
this alternative.

{2) Costs

‘ : Alternative IV would result in a one—year delay of
develognent and production of pote.nt:.al hyd:cocarbon resources, and as
compared to Alternative I, results in a loss in net economic value of

$.3 billion. Otherwise, this ‘alternative will only minimally affect the -
enviromental, social and economic consaquences as described for Bltermative
I, and thus, for all pract:.cal purposes, other costs can be expected to-

be identical.
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5. Alternata_ve v (State of California Proposal)
a. Descrlptlon

Alternative V reflects Alternative T with modifications.
to the proposed sales offshore California in order to acquire additional
envirormental information. In contrast with Alternative I, this alternative
proposes to delay Central and Northern California sale #53 from 1981
until 1983, to delete California sale #73 proposed for 1983, and to -
designate the 1984 proposed California sale #80 as a Southern Cal:.forn:f_a
sale. Thus, it results in 29 sales ove.r the 5-year period.

As mentioned under Alternative IV, during development of alternative
schedules particular attention was directed at the frontier areas in
evaluating the potential need for additional envirommental information. -
- Strictly speaking, Central and Northern California is not a frontier
area sinCe it has a limited history of leasing but no “development;
however, for purposes of program development, the Central and Northern
Cahforn:.a area was considered a front:.er area.

The Central and Northern Cal:.form.a area supports abundant coastal
and pelagic birds and coastal sea mammals. These species are known to
‘be highly susceptible to oil spill effects and have suffered documented
high levels of mortality. (e.g.; birds) in prev:.ous o0il spill incidents.
These partlcular effects are demonstrated in contrast with other effects
which are hypothesized. Additionally, for pelagic birds, reproduction
rates are low and thus populations, as opposed to individuals, are more
susceptible to reduction through oil caused mortahty than same other
marine populatz.ons

The State of Callforn;x.a suggested a delay of two years in. order. to
provide for the camletion of a seabird and marine mammal study being
conducted by the University of California at Santa Cruz, prior to the
.. completion of the FES. Thus, Alternative V was developed. This study,
an aerial sutvey of populations; is scheduled o be campleted in June
- 1981, with an interim report due in April 1980. The interim report
will be used in the FES under Alternative I, and the final seabird and
marine mammal study results will be used in the review of exploration
- and development plans. This study supplements existing literature, an
ecological characterization study already prepared by the Fish and -
Wildlife Service (FWS) and a seabird nesting and seasonal use survey
being conducted by the FWS. The availability of the results of the FWS
studies, together with existing literature ensures that there will be
adequate information for the DES as proposed under Alternative I.

Tabie l4illustrates characteristics associated with this alternative,
and Table 15 shows the estimates of approprlatx.ons and staff necessary
to implement it.
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b. Discussion
(1) Benefits

A benefit of this alternata_ve is that it would
prov1de an additional two years for campletion of the seabird and marine
mammal study in the Central and Northern California area.  Depending on
the final results of this study, this alternative could possibly reduce
overall envirommental effects in Central and Northern California particularly
if the results indicate-‘that, existing information on marine mammals
or seabirds was either incorrect or incomplete. For example, this study -
may indicate that certain tracts should be omitted to provide protection
for seabird or pinneped concentration areas, including rockeries and
pupplng grourds, or the results-could prov:.de better information useful
in development of’ mitigation measures..

In general the overall emn_ronnental effects, mcludlng air quality
effects, can be expected to be reduced by adoption of this alternative '
since it provides for ohe less sale off California than Altermative I,
~ and an additional two years of studies on marine mammals and seabirds” .

before a sale off Central and Northern California is scheduled. Assuming
“that the California sale which has been deleted would have been off
Central and Northern California, p‘Otential effects to this area may be
somewhat less. This would result in less effect on marine mammal pupping
grounds ‘and pelagic bird rookeries in the Farallon Island area and to
marine and coastal resources of Central and Northern California in
"general. Further,. potential air pollution problems posed by the transfer
of oil would be reduced and there may also be less competlin.on with
camnercmal flshexmen for onshore fac:Ll:Ltles.

Another benefit of Alternative V is that the number of exploratory
wells is less than those required for all other alternatives except
Alternative II and Alternative X. Smlarly, the estimated murber of
development and production wells needed is lower than other altermatives
excluding Alternatives VIII, IX, and X. Alternative V would also require
- the lowest number of platforms of any of the alternatives except Altermative
X. ©0il spill risk under this alternative is slightly reduced, ranking
eighth when compared- to the other -alternatives.

Other benefits as descrlbed for Alternatlve I are applicable to
this alternative.

(2) Costs

Alternative V would result in a 2-year delay in
exploratory activities which are needed to assess the hydrocarbon potential =
of Central and Northern California. Projected oil resource estimates
for this area are 222 million barrels. Thas, assuming c:cm\ercially
econamic deposits are found, this alterhative will result in delays in development
and productlon, and as canpared to Alternative I, this alternative would
result in a loss in net econamic value of $3.6 billion.
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Another potential cost of Alternative V is that, compared to
Alternative I, it affords little flexibility in terms of sale location
off California. Alternative I does not designate the exact location
of the 1583 or 1984 proposed California sale but rather denctes them as
California sales., This was done because the Depariment expects that
drilling in the near future may provide important information that will
be valuable in determining the 1983 and 1984 sale locations. Alternative.
V does not provide for consideration of this additional information.

Other costs are similar to fhose described for Alternative I. '
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6. Alternative VI (Sensitivity of Other Resources)
a. Descriptidn

Altermative VI is identical to Altermative I except it

- amits the p;:oposed' North Aleutian Shelf sale from the 5-year program.

_ This alternative was developed because of the sensitivity of other marine
resources in the region. The area supports significant biological :
resources and is in proximity ‘to important breeding habitat, migration
routes and feeding areas for marine mammals, including endangered whales,
and populations of waterfowl and birds. Shoreward of the area is the
Izembek Lagoon,- a National Wildlife Refuge, which is a major migratory -
stop for significant portions of the world populations of black brant,
cackling Canada geese, Stellar's eiders and speckled eiders. The Unimak
Pass serves as the major migratory gateway to the arctic for many species
of fish and marine mammals, including endangered whales. Additionally,
the area is located at the southern edge of one of the largest bottom-
fish fisheries in Alaska. : :

Alternative schedules were considered which would amit rather than
delay certain sales from the S-year program in order to provide time for
acquiring additional information useful to decisiommaking. Envirommental -
and geologic hazards information is expected to be available early
enough for use in decisiommaking in all of the proposed frontier areas
included in Alternative I. Pour years of data would be available for
consideration in an ES for the North Aleutian Shelf -if a sale was held
in 1983, as proposed under Alterpative I. However, because of the sensitivity.

. of other marine resources in this area, consideration was given to

cmission of the sale fraom the schedule to provide for long-term studies
which would more thoroughly assess potential envirormental effects. If -
such studies were conducted during the S-year pericd 1980-1985, even
though the sale arez was not on the S-year program, this alternative
should provide long—term envircrmental information useful in any future
decisions regarding a potential sale in the North Aleutian Shelf area.

Table 16 illustrates characteristics associated with this alternative,
and Table 17 shows the estimates of appropriations and staff necessary
to implement it. -

b. Discussion
(1) Benefits

' The benefit of this altermative is that it would
provide additional time for conducting long-term studies concerning ,
coastal ecosysterms, the importance of the area as a migration route for
coastal and marine organisms, and potential effects associated with oil
spills. The results of these studies could be considered in any future

 sale decisions.and the po_ssible effects of oil and gas activities on

‘he other marine resources may be lessened. It is believed that the
envirommental consequences of this alternative would. be the same as for
Alternative I, except that patenfial effectd: in. the North Aleutian Shelf
area would be reduced substantially during 1980-1985. Since it appears
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_ this area may be a concentration point for many marine mammals and

birds, this altermative would allow more time to consider possible
‘marine sanctuary status for the area priofr to its consideration for sale
should it be reconsidered for leasing after May 1985. There are, however,
currently no active candidates for marine sanctuary designations in the
North Aleutian Shelf area. 3 | : :

-purther, it is not possible to conclude that all envirommental
effects in the North Aleutian Shelf area between 1980 and 1985 would be
eliminated. It should be ndoted that envirormental consequences in St.

' George Basin may result in adverse effects to the same populations as
would a sale in North Aleutian Shelf area. In the absence of spill ,
trajectories and other site-specific analyses, the extent of such effects
cannot be determined at this stage. Additionally, the irdividuals and
populations of marine manmals and birds which could be affected by a
North Aleutian Shelf sale sperd portions of the yeax in other Alaskan
areas. Thus, this altermative would probably not eliminate all effects -
+o the resources of the North Aleutian Shelf area during the period -
covered by the leasing program. (Altermatives VIII and IX consider
amission of St. George Basin in addition to North Aleutian Shelf and
other areas.) ' : L _ ' o '
Another potential benefit is that this alternative provides additional
time for the organizatjon of local goverrmental entities and development
and approval of district coastal zone managenent plans. This action,
coupled with long-term enviromental studies, could possibly result in a
reduction of ecological effects, particularly if the district plan -
utilized studies data and reflected envirormentally sound land use
ol ing and zoming. . | _

(2) ‘C’béts‘ _

The disadvantage of this alternative is that it
irdefinitely delays -an assessment of potential hydrocarbon reserves in
the North Aleutian Shelf area. 'In comparison with Alternative I, this
deletion results in a loss of net econcmic value of $.3 billion. This
area ranks fourth in.terms of industry's interest in exploration and

 sixth in its assessment of resource potential for the 22 proposed sale
areas. '

Other costs related to this alternative are identical to those
described for Alternative L. '
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7. Alternative VII (availability of Technology)
a. Description

: . Alterpative VIT is identical to Alternative I except it
omits the proposed 1985 Chukchi Sea sale and subs thutes a Beaufort Sea
sale. This alternative was developed for technological reasons. A

_‘Chukchl Sea sale would imvolve tracts in the shear zone and pack ice areas.
Currently, o-peratlng technology does rot exist for OCS activities seaward-
of the landfast ice zone. Altermative VII was déveloped in order to :

 provide additional experience in an area similar to the Chukch:e_ Sea but
where operating conditions are less severe.

Table 18 illustrates characteristics associated with th:.s alternatlve,
and Table 19 shows the estunates of "appropriations and staff necessary
to J_mplement it.. , ,

_b Discussion
(3.) Beneflts

: 'I‘hz_s altematlve has several advantages. FJ_rst it
would allow for the concentration of envirommental and geologic hazards
‘studies. in the Beaufort Sea area, thereby ensuring a more comprehensive
data base than would be the case in the Chukchi area. Second, it provides
industry additional time and operating experience under similar, but
less severe, arctic conditions to develop. the necéssary technology for . .
working in pack ice and shear zone-areas. Third; infrastructure, mcludlng
transportation facilities, would be available thus offsetting the economic
investment which would be required to develop offshore operatlng techmlogjy
Alternative VII, as campared to Alternative I, results in ah increase in
net economic value of $.8 billion.

Envirommental benefits can also be expected, particularly in the .
Chukchi Sea area where adverse envirommental effects will be substantlally
reduced or eliminated.during. the 5-year period. Oil spill risk is
substantﬂ.ally less in the Beaufort Sea than in the Chukchi Sea’ resulting
in a lowered potential risk for sp::.l].s for this alternative as compared
to Alternative I. Since less oil is expected from a third salée in
Beaufort Sea, reduced effects to biclogical, stcial and cultural resources
. ‘can be expected. However, this must be weighed agalnst potentlal cunulative

effects to the Beaufort Sea area. -

Other benefits would be similar to those dlscussed for Altexnatlve
T except with regard to the pace of leasing in frontier areas which is
somewhat reduced by omitting the Chukchi sale. The Chukehi Sea is
more critical for subsistence use (fish and marine mammals) than the
Beaufort Sea,. and therefore, there would be reduction in subs:.stence—-
related effects as well. -
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(2) Costs

The major dmadvmtage of this alternative is that
it 3_ndef1m.tely delays potential development in the Chukchi Sea, an area
ranked tenth by industry and second by Geolog:l.cal Survey in terms of
estimated resource potential.

Another dlsadvantage is that the delet_'l_on of the Chukchi Sea area
frem consideration in the 5-year program could serve +o thwart industry's
incentive to develop technology for operating in pack ice and shear zZone'.
areas. This must be viewed as a disadvantage when consideration is given
to long—-term 0CS oil and gas activities which eventually will necessitate
such teckmolOgy

While the oil sp:Lll risk is relatively low with this alternative,
ranking 9th when compared to all the other alternatives, this benefit is
somewhat offset since the Beaufort Sea J_slands are more heavily utilized
by waterfowl than the Chukchi Sea islands.

Socio-economic a.nd s’oc10—cu1tural effects for the Beéufort Sea region
as a result of this alternative are the same as' those described for Alternative
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_ 8. Alternative VIII (Tranépc)rtation and Processing of Alaskan
Oil and Gas) : : : A : :

a. Description

o Alternative VIII provides for a slower pace of leasing -
and includes 25 proposed sales. In contrast with Alternative I, it
proposes the amission of five frontier area sales from the 5-year program—-
St. George Basin, North Aleutian Shelf, Navarin Basin, Norton Basin and
Chukchi Sea. o .

This alternative was developed largely in response to comments :
received from the States of Califorria and Alaska regarding transportation:
and production concerns on the west coast. As discussed under Alterhative
I, that alternative is expected +o result in production of greater
amounts of oil and gas than can currently be processed on the west. :

- coast, and lack of transportation and facilities for processing of oil
and gas from the Bering Sea and Chukchi Sea areas could be a potential -
- constraint. Thus, an option providing for a slower pace of leasing with
less oil and gas to be transported and processed was developed. It
should be noted that due to market constraints, DOE does not expect any .
gas production cutside of Cook Inlet and the Beaufort Sea. ‘

. Table 205._].lustrates_- characteristics agsociated with this alternative,
and Table 21 shows the estimates of appropriations and staff necessary
to implement if. ; " o : ' , I

b. Discussion
(1) Benefits

All envirommental, social and econcmic effects as ,
discussed under Section III-B and under Alternative I for the Bering Sea
and Chukchi Sea areas would be substantially reduced, if not eliminated,;
under this alternative, These areas are known to support significant
. biclogical resources including sea birds, breeding areas for migratory
waterfowl, and breeding and migratory corridors for many species of fish

Another major benefit of this alternative is that oil spill risk is
the lowest of any of the alternatives with the exception of Altermative X,
" the no future OCS leasing alternative. Potentially 19.4 oil spills in
excess of 1,000 barrels would be statistically prdbable under Alternative -
VIIT. - .

Onshore envirommental effects in Alaska would also be substantially
reduced since all of the areas considered tp be least prepared for

onshore infrastructure and where approved local district coastal zone
management district plans do not exist would be cmitted fram the S-year
program. Projected reductions in oil and gas resocurces will significantly
alleviate concerns regarding transportation and the current shortage of
licuified natural gas facilities. - .
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Addlt:.onally, this alternative would el:.mlnate exploratory operations
in the Chukchi Sea which has the severest ice conditions of any of the
OCS: areas. The number of estimated development and production wells
necessary for. this alternative would be lower i-han any other alternative
except Alternatlve X.

This alternatlve will also result in the ooncentrat:.on of the
Department's pre-sale plamning manpower and financial resources in
fewer geographical areas and result-in the lowest administrative costs
for any of the alternatives excluding Alternatlve X.

( 2) Costs

The major cost of mxplanentat:.on of this alternative
is that the slower pace of leasing, particularly in frontier areas, will
significantly reduce the prcbability of £inding and developing new
domestic energy supplies. Under Alternative VIIT, only two new frontier .
areas would be included in the program. ' Compared to the other alternatives,
 Alternative VIII ranks the lowest, except for the no action alternative -

{Alternative X}, in terms of estimated total gas and third lowest for
- total oil resources. In comparison with Alternative I, this alternative
. results in a loss in net econcmic value of $17.4 bllil_'x.on. -

_ Alternatn.ve VIIT prc\ades the least amount of” acreage, 27. 9 II'L‘LlllOD.
acres, offered for lease when campared to the other alternatives. In
this respect, Alternative VIII is not responsive to the directives of
~ President Carter's 2nd Energy Message to the natlon which he dellvered
~ on Aprll 5, 1979. ' _ : :
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9. Alternative IX (State of Alaska Proposal)
a. Description

: Alternative IX is a schedule which contains 28 sales
dur:.ng the 5-year period and was developed largely in response to carments
including a proposed schedule, submitted by the State of Alaska.

Thls alternative dlffers from Alternative I only in the Alaskan OCS,
except for same miror tJma.ng changes in the Gulf of Mexico. It cmits
consideration of sales in the southern Bering Sed, in St. George Bagin
and North Aleutian Shelf, as well as proposed leasing beyond the landfast
ice areas in the Arctic. This latter action results in the omission of
Chukchi Sea and pack-and shear ice zones in the Beaufort Sea. Further,

- in contrast with Alternative I, it delays the proposed Kodiak sale until
1983 and Norton Basin until 1984, delays of two years and one year
respectlvely. This option also proposes the addition of a new frontier
. area sale in 1985, Hope Basin, an area of transition between the Bering
Sea and the arctic conditions of the Chukchi Sea. In summary, this
option mainly delays and cmits sales proposed under Alternative I based
on the availability of envirormental information, the availability of
technology to conduct OCS activities under severe arctic conditions, and
the status of coastal zone management planm.ng.

Tahle 22 1llustrates characterlstlcs associated with this alternmative,
and Table 23 shows the est:mates of approprlatlons and staff necessary to.
J_mplement J_t ' :

b. DlscuSSJ.on
(1) Beneflts

A major beneflt associated with this alternative is
that it would s:.gm_flcantly reduce the potential env:_rormental social
and economic effects in the southern Bering Sea:region. This area is _
widely recognized as an envirommentally sensitive region. The cmission
of the proposed St. George and North Aleutian Shelf sales would reduce
possible effects on important breeding habitats, migratory routes and
feedlng areas for seabirds, shorebirds, mgratory waterfowl and many
marine mammals, including endangered species of whales. Potential
adverse effects on extensive bottom fisheries and the. coastal salmon and
~crab flsherles would also be reduced.

In similar fashion, beneflts can he expected in the Chukchi. Sea
area because if a sale were held there, new onshore service support and
transportation facilities would be needed. Effects on subsistence
harvesting of fish and marine mammals in the Chukchi. Sea area would also
be reduced. However, both of these benefits may he scmewbat offset by
inclision of the Hope Basin area.
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Onshore communities in the St. George Basin, North Aleutian Shelf
areas would have additional time to becaome involved in coastal zone
management plarning, thus potentially lessening the effects of onshore
development {i.e., support facilities). It is difficult at this time to
project benefits attributed to this factor because district coastal zone
planning has not been initiated.  However, net envirommental effects over
the long-term could possibly be reduced through the develorment of district
coastal zone management plans which reflect ecologically sound land use
planning and siting of industrial, onshore support facilities.  The
additional time provided in Alternative IX prior to the proposed sale
in Norton Sound may enhance the ability of local goverrments to participate
in the planmning for onshore support facilitiés. However, this will be
largely dependent upon the extent of local involvement in coastal zone
management planning., = - .

Alternative IX opens up a new: frontier area, Hope Basin, for assessment
of 0il and gas resources. This has two berefits. Assuming the area is
hydrocarbon~prone, it would provide for early development and production.
Secondly, it would provide a transition area between the Bering Sea and
the severe arctic conditions in the Chukchi Sea, thus giving industry '
additional time and experience for development and refinement of technology

related to working in pack ice and shear zone areas.

Ancther benefit of this option is that the number of statistically
prcbable oil spills greater than 1,000 barrels is slightly over 22, a figure
lower than all the other alternatives except Alternatives VIII -and X.

The potential threat of oil spills being widely dispersed by spring ice
break up is reduced, and the potential for spills in pack ice and shear

/

zone areas is lessened since these areas of Beaufort Sea and the proposed- Chukchi

Sea sale are not included in the altermative.
(2) Costs

: Omitting proposed sales in the North Aleutian Shelf,
St. George Basin, Chukchi Sea and those areéas beyond the landfast ice
zone in Beaufort results in an indefinite delay of an assessment of
hydrocarbon resources in these areas. This alternative also delays a
proposed sale-in Kodiak for 2 years and one in Norton Sound for a year,
thus also resulting in delayed exploration and production of potential .
resources in these areas. Alteérnative IX, as compared to Alternative I,
results in a loss in net economic value of $15.8 billion. In camparison
with the other alternatives, this alternative ranks tenth in térms of
estimated total oil resources and tenth in estimated total gas rescurces.

Alternative IX would result in potential envirormental, social and
economic effects on the Hope Basin region. This area is important to”
marine mammals since it serves as a calving and pupping ground for some
species and is adjacent to the Bering Strait, a major migratory pathway
for many cetacean and pinniped species, including endangered whales.
Marine mammals utilizing the area include sea lions, porpoises, seals,
walrus, whales and polar hears. Hope Basin alsc serves as a major
breeding area for seabirds and is important +o the migratory patterns of
many species of waterfowl and shorebirds. These organisms may be very
sensitive to oil spilis and could be affected by OCS activities.
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The Hope Basin area was significant in the pre-historic period because.
‘of its role as a land bridge for migration into North America. As evidence
of the archeological importance of the region, a new national monument—-
the Béring Sea Land Bridge National Mommrent--is slated for creation to
preserve any artifacts associated with man's early arrival in North . -
America. Archeological resources, if they . exist offshore, will need o be

~ The economy and -lifestyle of the Hope Basin/Kotzebue Sound area is
very traditional. Subsistence hunting and fishing use is high. Socio—
econamic effects are expectad to be similar to those for other Alaskan
frontier areas, except Kotzebue is developing a tourism .industry based
on natural crafts and lifestyle displays depicting traditional Eskimo
culture. Same effects to the Hope Basin area have already occurred as a
result of mining exploration and development. Potential effects related
to OCS development could be partially compensated through enclave development
and careful siting of onshore facilities in order to- avoid adverse
consequences to the Kotzebue tourism industry.
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10, Alternative X (No Future OCS Leasing)
a.-"Descrip-tion ' ‘

: : Alternative X ceases leasing OCS areas for oil and gas
development begimning in May 1980. Thus, the proposed schedule for. this
option calls for no action for each year during the 5-year program. The
United States would rely instead upon a combination of conservation of -
energy resources and development of alternative energy: sources to' replace
its dwindling oil and gas reserves: Energy alternatives could include,
in the traditional arena; increased onshore oil and gas exploration and
increased coal production. Development of other alternative energy ,
sources, such as solar, thermal, or nuclear power could also contribute .
to the replacement of the energy resources which could otherwise be
produced by the offshore oil and gas leasing program.

Table 24 illustrates characteristics associated with this alternative,
and Table 25 shows the estimates of appropriations and staff riecessary
to implement this alternative.

b. Diséussion
(1) Benefits

o Alternative X would not cause any of the enviromnental
effects of future OCS oil and gas leasing activity because it involves
no further leasing. ' o y ‘

A potential benefit of Alternative X ig that it might serve as. a
catalyst in bringing new energy alternatives on line (i.e., solar).

(2) Costs | B

Alternative X would necessitate develomment and use
of other alternative measures to meet national energy needs. Such
measures could range fram the direct reduction of U.S. energy consumption
to the utilization of other energy sources, i.e., increased imports, '
solar or nuclear energy, or additional production of onshore oil and gas
resources. Additional altermative energy sources include oil shale, tar
sands, coal gassification and tight gas reservoirs.

Alternative X doces not meet nor make any effort to address DOE's
final oil and natural gas production geals. Further, this altérnative is
rot responsive to President Carter’s directives to reduce cur reliance
on expensive imported resources; a goal of the Carter Administration is
to reduce imports of foreign oil by 4.5 million barrels per day by 1990.
As compared to Alternative I, this alternative results in a loss in net
econamic value of $74.7 billion. :
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_ Reduction of consumption or conservation alone do not appear to be
viable substitutes for continueéd OCS development as described on page 33
of the FES. The DCE in establishing the production goals discussed

the potential of this alternative and found it inadequate. This issue
is discussed in greater depth on pages 17-21 of DOE's publication

entitled Federal Leasa.ng and Outer Cont:mental Shalf Enerqgy Production
Goals, June 1979. ' ,

AdVerse_ enviromnental effects can be éxpected, but to a large -
extent, such effects will depend upon the type, degree and location of
alternative energy production. ‘It is likely that the lower 48 States
would be particularly affected for several reasons. First, the greatest
‘mumber of refining centers as well as oil-handling ports exist in the
lower 48 States. Second, the Rocky Mountain States contain a substantial
amount of -altermative energy resources-—such as oil shale. Although a
" benefit of Altermative X is that potentially adverse socio-econcmic and
cultural effects related to Alternative I would be eliminated, these
impacts would be offset by land develomment, infrastructure, employment,
and non-indigenous population increases associated with the development
of additional coal extraction, increased muclear and LNG plant construction,
oil shale processing or facilities associated with other alternative
energy sources. A fuller discussion of these effects appears on pages
27-33, 92 and 342 in the FES.
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11. Alternative XI (Addition of Hope Basin) -
~ a. Description

Alternative XTI provides for entry to eight frontier
areas and calls for 31 sales plus one contingency sale over the 5-year
period.’  Altermative XT is identical to Alternative I except that Hope
Basin has been added to the 1985 sales. : . '

The Department previously planned to have the leasing program
approved in March 1980 and to have it cover the period March 1980 through
February 1985, In order to ensure that the envirommental analysis
conducted under NEPA was given full consideration in the development of
the leasing program, a decisicn on the proposed final program was delayed

- until after the FES was campleted. This, in turn, delayed final approval

until May 1980, and provides an opportunity for the leasing program . to
cover the period June 1980 through May 1985. The addition of three
months will permit the scheduling of an additional sale. Hope Basin,
while not as. prospective as many of the Alaskan areas included in the
proposed program, does have evidence of hydrocarbon potential. A May
1985 sale date would also provide sufficient time for collection of -

necessary envirormental and geotechnical data..

This aiternativé’ is an aggressive schedule but is realistic and
achievable with additional administrative and funding support. It is

-also responsive to President Carter's 2nd Energy Message to. the nation
.and reflects a mixture of sales in proven and frontier areas. The State

of Alaska believes that the Hope Basin OCS area is appropriate for '
leasing late in the 1980-85 pericd. , L ' '

Table 26 illustrates characteristics associated with this alternative,
and Table 27- shows the estimates of appropriations and staff necessary
to implement it. : :

a. Discussicn
(1) Benefits

: Benefits of Alternative XI are similar to Alternative
I with the following exceptions. It will provide more estimated total
oil and gas than any other alternative except Alternatives IT and XIT.
It will offer more acreage for lease than any other alternative except
Alternative XII, and it ranks third, when compared to the other alternatives
in terms of the murber of sales.

The major benefit expected is that it will provide for entry into
eight frontier areas, more than any other alternative. Assuming commercially
econanic. deposits of hydrocarbon resources are found, this option will
result in the development of new domestic energy supplies faster than
all other alternatives, except Alternatives IT and XII. As campared to
Alternative I, this alternative results in an increase in net econcmic
value of $.2 billion. : :



oy
feal

08/9/¢

SPIRUTSS SU3

OUT poIoioR] ST PUNOT 3 Kan TTo ou Jeyn A3rTTaedoxd oy3 'ST JeyR ,'SOIBWTISO PONSTI, I8 SORBWTIED D0INOSTiyy

*S958ED ﬂm ut ooz jo burjex e UT S3TNSAI X m>ﬂm5fmuaf

Dn—.- o.o-.-t..osn:-to-o-o.--o-oo-u-ooo- m&mﬁ\a

¢ nn-ooot-o..o,-..oc-vo-o-&o-nu-ct mgowx_ﬂ.ﬂs
..H-—... TEE LR esosea T EEEEE RN 85“0 M”.H.S.-.U
@ YRR sasseesn AR ERE RN R LA U..ﬂ.u.qm.ﬂu.ﬂc

uoThay Jo2d £9TeS JO JoUINN

6T
4

b1
LT
AN
S

£1
8T

2.

0t
1T
€T
9

-G

6
61

Asamg H.@Uﬂmanmu Arsnpug

TeT3Us]0d 90IMOsSy

vl
LT
AN
61
14
6

0t
1¢

UOTFeI0TdXd Ut
aserojur Arsnpur

mmmH-.-.-a-o-.n-oo.o-..o-qm-. ------- awen m&om
mmm.ﬁ -------- amssmse s ¢ B s drsane 'ERETE EUUMSM.B
wwmﬂ ------- P T N RN R I I N ] CHHM>MZ
@mmﬂc.- ------ tarasarenns . QMMHN\UHNCMHUQ Qﬂﬂom
mmm.ﬂ RN I I AN A SR NH@E@ ﬁﬂﬂmg 5|HOV~ .
Nwmﬁ.o' ........ T T R R R RN I R meOQU .Um .
Nmmﬂo' ....... saessavsanne vessessveseree O] TION

.Hmmw sbusUeY 2ATIeTod/S9Tes TBTIUoAL 3O BUTUTT,

[4

MmN H NN

(€761

(zZ€ES
(vZyy
{0ELT

(z

(62
(6°LZ

- {€°LS
(86h° 07
(091%

SOATITUIOITY AOU30
PTM BUTSUed

xX SATIRWISATY buTpnioxs

SOATIEWTS} Y 103 obuey

~-9G*1%) veesave sessans veasas I (oo Mo._.. <sTTIdg .
| 110 _3O_Ioqumy STqedold TTe0TISTIEAS
- mmmu .................. P swiopeTd IO TOCUNN
- £0T19) mﬂmz uoTIONPOAd 8 JuBudoTaAs] JO TN
-Q892) @eoz "ottt - sTToM AroreroTdxd o ToqUnN
- mV ,o.-...o.--...-.. SYeIy HUHPCOM& 10 TOUMN
— .mmV -..q-J---.......-.-oo-o mmﬂmm MO H@QEﬂz .
- 1°6€) i ﬁmmnom UOTTTTW) pox9330 9bes1ov WruTXeW
- Z0T) Tesrmesee (SUOTTTTA &) SnTeA OTunUOod I8N
- G°0p) TRttt e (3093 OTgMO UOTTTLI}) SED TE¥3QL
- Hmmmv. s ansane s vy ﬁm._”mw.HH.mﬂ ﬁO.n._..HHEv 10 .ﬂmuOB
—(#MO0T 03 UbTY) I¥ saTieuwresTy . SOTASTIEIS s°) pue TT0
: i
“IX OATIRUISITY JO SOTISTIORORILUD °9Z OTdEL
7



84

CLOLL Q Qﬂr
At ¢
£T Ch
0IST  §°OTIT
oz - 9°zE
veZ €€l
2 o
0T G
4 T*
9 6°C
9T €6
£L9 . 6°CP
LZT SIS
AN AL
00T  €°€2
£ €2
959 6°L¥
T L
S99 Z°Lb
dpd  UOTITT
5861 A

. syuswexTnboy mwuum @zw,QOﬂumﬂonH&mﬂ_@mumEﬂpmm /7 STYEL

UELL g LVL VL E L VKL LULL L w2l [sfei= N1 LY e N Lol L LV [REE AW N
ial g* 7T G* €T A e 1T £ ‘O3TOTI09
0T g* 0T g* 0T w* 01 g* 0T G* - UOTIV.0I00D SI0
€T g T L 01 9° 8 G- L € S
S0ST  L°60T C€9YT 67901 pevT  TURTT ZTET  8°86 92T 6°88 5930
e £ og 9y  T1°8t 9%e A 9%z 8°49 9%¢ 1°es W
_ : Armung
pEZ  9°'€T gz L°ET £E€C T°FT AN Y T€2 £ PT TvIoL
BT G ¥r - g° €T v ZT A TT € IMTOTTOS
0T G* 0t G° 0t o 0T g* 0T G* UOTIRUTPIOOD S0
rd T Z T 'z T Z T 'z T SMa
Z9 6°Z z9 62 Z9 . 6°Z . Z9 6'C z9 9°¢ 8930
91 9°6 O%T L6 9T - 20T 9P 1 71T 9%T 801 W
) “mmﬁﬂba.uum
AATILTISTUTUDY
Tersu=h
€9  G'Eh €9 T'Th L6S T*8¢ 681 9°¢g 9% £°0€ $95(0)
- : tsuoTarIadn
a5e27
asTATedng
LZZ 6° 0¥ ez 9'ey Lz b 8% LT 9°8% AR A4S =308
et Al At Ler vl LT ZvT LZT 2 VT AN 6°0T 5980
00T L°92 00T ©¥°82 00T Z Ve 001 i 00T £ . Rogr
s , um.m...amvj.uw pue
SIUE3 215
HSCQ&QOHH\EM
£ €2 € €' € €2 £ £z € z°2 $O50
: _ H=al-lqf
uoTIRIOTIRE
TS9 GLY 679  0°SH €59 Z'LS 59 Z'or 809  L'gV Te30L
g L 6 9* g8 . Gg° 9 Ve S A SMI
09 8° 9% 0%9 ¥ ¥ GeY LM98 GE9 8 ¥ £09 G ¥ _ SOsSn
: . - UOTIBUICTUT
: - ; . , - _ I ; SoINOSoY
a3 CUOTIT™ 0 4nd  UOTTTMW gid UOTTTTW ard - UuoTTT™ did  UOTTTTU
e _ _ & . g o $ ¢ TATIOVY
¥86T Ad £86T Ad 7861 Ad 96T A 08617 Ad
DATITWIDITY



85
{2) Costs

The major costs associated with Alternative XI are
envzromentally—orlented since onshore support facilities would need to
- be developed in the Hope Basin area and because this altermative has the
second hj_ghest potential for oil spill risk, 33.7 statistically probable
spills in excess of 1,000 batrels. Biological resources sensitive to -
oll and gas OCS activities in Hope Basin include marine mammals. Several
species of seals, walrus, sea lions, porpoises, whales and polar bears .
are known to utilize the area which is also an. important calving and
pupping area for some of these species. The Bering Strait is a relatively
narrow migratory route for many of the cetacean and pinniped species,
including endangered whales.- Hope Basin is also-a prime avian habitat
since it is an important migratory route for waterfowl and shorebirds
-and a breeding area for seabirds. The species mentioned above may be
vwosensz.tlve to oil spills and oould be affected by OCS activities.

: The Hope Ba_sm area was s_a.gn:__flcant in the pre-historic period, as
mentioned in Alternative IX, because of its role as a land bridge for
migration imto North America. As. evidence of the archeclogical importance
of the region, a new national monument-—the Bering Sea Land Bridge
National Momument--is slated for creation to presexrve any artifacts
assoc:.ated with man's early arrival in North America. Archeologlcal
resources; if’ they exist offshore, w:.ll need to be protected

Social, cultural and econoric consequences” to the native people of

- the Hope- Basm/Kotzebue Sound area are also ant1c1pated with Alternative
XI. Subsistence hunting and fishing are high in this area and could be -
affected by 0il and gas activities. Kotzebue is develdping a. tourism
industry based on the uniqueness of the area in terms of traditional

- Eskimo. lifestyle and crafts. Any potential onshore -support facilities
or other oil and gas related development near Kotzebue could adversely
affect the tourism industry. These effects, however, could be scmewhat
offset by the careful siting of onshore development, including potential
use of enclaves and lease sale st].pulata.ons tailored tO the specific
COI‘Ldlthi’lS of H0pe Bagsin,

~~~~~
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12. Alternative XII (House Select Camittee on thé OCS Staff Proposal)
a. Deséription

Alternative XIT is the leasing schedule proposed in the

January 1980 report of the House Select Committee on the Outer Continental

Shelf. It was developed by the Committee staff and the major thrust of
Alternative XIT is accelérated OCS oil and gas development. This. alternative
has 38 sales plus 3 contingency sales over the S-year pericd and, as :
campared to Alternative I, provides for additional sales in known hydrocarbon
areas. (e.g., Gulf of Mexico) and in frontier areas, ‘particularly Alaska.

This alternative includes the following changes to Alternative I:

-~ Adds 5 Gulf of Mexico sales (beginning in 1980).

~- Drops the 1980 Gulf of Alaska sale- (Representative Forsythe does

- not support this deletion). :

— A@vances' the September 1982 Norton B_asiri sale to Novembér 1981.
—- Adds a Beaufort sale:.‘in_ “19_8_2.- | -
~- Adds a Navarin sale in 1982.
-~ Bdds a Zhanchug-St. George sale in 1983.
7'-—'Add.s a Mid-’-Atlé;ntiC'Sa,ie in 1984. |
— Adds 2. cont:.ngency séles. : __
'_ - Adopts second phaSe',cdnStiment'nléchanisxn; -

. Other staff re'ccmziendations-relating to the 5-year program include
the following: . S

-— The estimated appropriations and staff requirements for the
proposed June S~year leasing program. should be met and increased to the
extent that such program may be further accelerated. o

== The schedule for envirommental studies relating to all proposed
frontier lease sale areas should be accelerated. ' :

~~ The northern boundary line for the North Aleutian Shelf area should

be moved northward by 30' to 57°.

Table 28 illustrates characteristics associated with this alternative,
and Table 29.shows the estimates of appropriations and staff necessary to
implement it. : : : )
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~ For purposes of thig analy51s, the above reccxrmendatlons are conhsidered
a part of the Committee's proposed schedule with the exception of the
change to the North Aleutian Shelf boundary which .is addressed as a
proposed technical adjustment in Section IV.C.3. of this document.
Further information concerhing the Camittee report, including specific

- timing of the proposed sa}_es, is presented in Secticon IT. C of this
document

b‘. Discussion'
(1) Benefits -

- Alterna.t:l.ve XIT would provide more estimated total
oil and gas resources than any other alternative assuming the frontier

. dreas’ included in this alternative are hydrocarbon prone. It also may’
“provide overall production earlier: than would be the case under Alternative
T since Alternative XIT includes 5 additional sales in the Gulf of =
Mexico, a known productlve area. In camparison to Alternative T, this .
alternat:.ve results in an mcrease in net econom:.c value of $27. 3 billion.

- Alternatlve XIT also cal]s for earller and multlple sales in-
frontier areas where the resource potential is believed to be high. For
example, Norton Basin in 1981 and Beaufort Sea in 1982, as opposed to
1982 and 1983, respectively, under Alternative I, would result in an
earlier evaluatlon of the resource potential of these areas. Similarly,

- maltiple. sales in St. George Basin, Beaufort Sea and Navarin Basin would-

‘mean that if cammercially recoverable deposits of oil and gas are found,
production may begin earlier. . ‘According to the risked estimates for

total oil and total gas of the ©.S. Geologlcal Survey, both the Beaufort
Sea: and Navarin Basin are two very. proma.s:l.ng OCS areas. Addlt:x_onally, T
as evidenced in the Committee report and in. the. Committee record, industry -
has indicated that it has the financial capability to meet this accelerated:

" leasing schedule, and that the needed manpower, capital and equ:n.pment
will be generally available (Commnittee report p. 119).

_ Alternative XIT includes 16 sales dur:.ng the: 5—~year period in the

Gulf  of Mexico, an area which not onily contains known oil and gas
resources but also is a region of the country where the envirormental
effects of 0il and gas develomnent are better understood than in other
areas which have had less experience.

(2} Costs’

The poten‘u.al envu'omnental effects of Altemat:.ve XIT
are smn_la:c to those described for Alternative I except in the Gulf of
Mexico, the Mid-Atlantic and the Alaskan regions. To the extent that
Alternative XIT results in the leasing of more acreage and subsequent
production in the Gulf of Mexico than in Alternative I, the envirormental
effects would be greater. With respect to the Mid-Atlantic, the additional
sale can be expected to result in slightly 1nc:reased envirermental, socio-
economic and socio-cultural effects.
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_ Alternmative XIT also places heavy reliance on sales in Alaska, 11
sales over the S5-year pericd. The addition of 3 sales in frontier areas,
one each in Navarin Basin. St. George Basin,. and the Beaufort Séea can be
expected to-have moderately incressed envirormental, and perhaps curulative,
effects in these areas. As discussed under Alternative ITT . the Bering

Sea and Norton Scund regions are unorganized in regard to district coastal
zonhe management efforts, and planning capabilities are very limited.

Increased socio-cultural and socio-economic effects in Alaska are
also expected with Alternative XTI, in comparison to Alternative T. In
particular, it is expected that subsistence activities may be affected
more than as anticipated with Alternative I. Additionally, the Marine
Mammal Protection Act, the Endangered Species Act, as amended, among other
statutes and treaties which protect fish and wildlife have been construed

- as specifically imposing on the Federal Goverrment a trust responsibility
o protect Native Alaskan's rights to subsistence hunting. Thus, the
Department must be: cognizant of the needs of Native Alaskans' culture
and to. protect the species necessary for subsistence purposes. '

Another consideration is the potential cumulative effect of oil:and
gas exploration and development in the Beaufort Sea area since Alternative
XIT proposes sales there in 1982 and 1983, Cumulative effects of ocs
oil and gas activities in this area, as described. for Alternative II, are
also applicable to Alternative XII. ' - '

o Altenw.a‘d-._ve-XII -has a somewhat greater risk to the enviromment in
terms of oil spill risk with potentially slightly more than 37 spills’™
statistically probable in excess of 1,000 barrels. ‘ :

‘Alternative XII accelerates the proposed timing of somé sales in the
-Alaskan frontier areas. . This acceleration would also necessitate expediting
the envirommental studies and planning specifically in those frontier areas, |
- An obstacle to this relatss to the logistics of data collection efforts’
in Alaska where the majority. of the frontier areas are. The problem is
not inadequate funds, but rather it relates to relatively short field seasons,
a limited numberzof qualified scientists and geophysicists who have an .
understanding of the various Alaskan ecosystems and geologic structures; -
and a fixed nuber of research vessels equipped to work in the Alaskan
enviroment. - For example, adding a Zhemchug-St. George sale in 1983
would allow only one field season for collection of geological hazard
data prior to the sale. ' R

-Similar problems would also exist for the Norton Basin, Navarin Basin
and Beaufort Sea sales,. but would be related to the status of envirormental
studies, the status of socio-econamic studies, and the adequacy of public
involvement in the OCS process. All three of theseé latter areas support
endangered species, and adequate time must be provided for endangered species
consultation and the subsequent biological opinions. This issue is of
particular concern in Navarin Basin where envirormmental studies related
to endangered species will not be campleted until the end of FY 82.
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Another potentlal constraint relates to the avallablllty of
envirormental studies program information in Navarin Basin, Norton
Basin and Beaufort Sea. The. envirormental information collected for the
1979 Beaufort sale was limited to nearshore areas: The next Beaufort
sale would potentially include areas outside the area studied for the
1979 sale, and scheduling the sale in 19 82 would not provide for necessary
field seasons to collect new information. The Navarin Basin area is
particularly ‘devoid of envirommental data, and moving the sale forward
does not allow collection of any additional envirormental study information
other than one regional gechazard study planned in FY 80, for use in the
draft ES. In Norton, envirormental studies have been contracted and
will consist of field work in the spring and summer of 1980. Results.
are expected in early 1981, but because of the need for these field
seasons, studies cannot be accelerated to meet an. earlier ES deadline.
Earlier scheduling would also mean that the results of socic~economic
studies would not be available for the env:Lromental statement on Navarin
Basin, .and no new information beyond what is being collected this fiscal
year: would be available for the draft ES on Beaufort.

Potential constramts also relate to the field seasons avallable

- for the collection of geohazard data. Earlier scheduling would permlt '

~only one field season for data collection in Norton Basin. - Should ice
conditions .in the harsh Alaskan envirorments prevent field acuva.tles,
the data would not be available. Holding the Beaufort Sea sale late in
1982 would provide one season of over-the-ice geohazard data collection,
which is used to supplagent the gechazard data collected during the
summer months. This scheduling would also place two Beaufort sales
relatively close together. This problem is alse of concern in Navarin .
Basin where’'a sale held in September 1982 would possibly permit the use-
of tract SpeC:LflC geohazard data collected during only part of one. fleld
season. .

Anoth‘er potential constraq.nt 'related_to. Alternativ'e pam is the
offering and size of 5 additicnal Gulf of Mexico sales (as compared
to Alternative I). The House report indicates the early sales in the

Gulf of Mexico would be approximately 600,000 acres each and the later
sales would be 1 million acres or more in size. It is not apparent
that additicnal. sales necessarily results in increased oil and gas

production. = If industry interest through.the Call for Nominations indicates

that larger offe:r:lngs are warranted, then the Department may:consider

" increasing the size of sales. This would be more efficient from an
administrative standpo:.nt than havumg smaller but more frequent sales.
Further, since there is not time to prepare an ES, a Gulf of Mexico sale
could only be held in June 1980 if it were a sale which reoffered

tracts for which the bids were not accepted or tracts which did not
receive bids since sale #51. While reoffering unsold tracts is basically
a good idea, in this case there would be little to offer since we have
been regularly reoffering tracts in the Galf of Mexico.
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Alternative XIT provides for three contingency sales which can com-
pensate for sale delays due to unanticipated reasons, e.qg., litigation,
the need for additional information. The House report suggests these.
sales be located in areas vhere the most information is ‘available,
where development activities have occurred and where State and local _
goverments have had previous experience iGth oll and gas activities and
‘onshore effects, The report also recommends that as these sales are
utilized, planning should comence for additional back~ip sales as
necessary. While the inclusion of additional contingency sales provides
the benefit of having back-up sales in place, the costs appear to outweigh
the benefits, States and industry would have o plan for all sales, '
including contingency sales. Also, contingency sales could undermine
the clarity and reliability of the schedule. Additionally, for the
concept to be successful, the Federal agencies involved in planning for
OCS sales would need to assume that ‘the contingency sale would be held
and proceed with planning. At that point, assuming planning is camplete,
it would be both logical and a cost-efficient use of public resources.
{(financial and manpower) to hold the sale if all other considerations _
lead the Secretary to that. decision. This is true even if no other
sales have been deleted. from ‘the schedule. Thus, as we have discussed
elsewhere, the contingency sale concept does not now- appear as useful
as when first considered. B _ _ :

As mentioned above, the House report indicates that contingency

sales should be held in areas where the most information is available

and whexe previous development has occurred. For purposes of this

analysis, it is assumed that this implies. the use of contingency sales -

in the Gulf of Mexico and possibly Southern California. The House
- report dees: not provide an indication of the. size of contingency sales,
- However, having more frequent sales would not necessarily result in

leasing more acreage but would have higher administrative costs. This
issue as it applies to the Gulf of Mexico has been previcusly discussed.
With respect to Southern California, the results of drilling to date
have been discouraging. Assuming that at least one of the California

sales listed for 1983 and 1984 would include acreage off Southe¥n California,
there would not be any additional ‘acreage available for leasing consideration,
talking into account the potential for oil and gas producticn, and envirommental
and multiple use factors. S _ S .

Alternative XIT also proposes the deletion of the Gulf of Alaska 1980,
sale, as proposed under Alternative I, because of low industry interest.
 However, Representative Forsythe has expressed his support to proceed

with this sale. Since considerable resources have already been spent

on preparing for sale #55, and much of the pre-sale plannir.lg work has

been completed, it appears that stopping the process at this point for |
non-envirommental reasons could undermine the reliability of the schedule. -
The expected benefits in temms of freeing up resources for other OCS areas
are, in contrast, very small. :
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IV. Teclfmz_cal Adjustments o Program

Since the decision was reached on the JLme proposed prog:am, a
number of technical adjustments have been proposed to address both
administrative and technical issues. They are discussed below.

A, Rescheduling of Sale #52 - North Atlantic.

The Call for the second North Atlantic sale, sale $#52 (August 1982) :
was delayed by 2 months.because of the uncertainty over the timing of sale
#42. - In order to provide adequate time for the pre-sale planning steps
to occur, the recamendation is that the proposed sale date for sale #52
be switched with the proposed sale date for the Gulf of Mexico sale
#69. Sale #69 would then be scheduled for August 1982, and Sale #52

for October 1982.

B. Consolidation of ES Preparatlon for Gulf of Mex:.co

For the years 1979, 1980, and 1981 a joint Call for Nominations
-and a joint enwvirommental impact statement was (or is being) done

for each of the two scheduled Gulf of Mexico sales. This procedure
Has streamlined the administration of the program, has reduced needless
paperwork and has received public support. It is proposed that this
procedure be adopted for the Gulf sales scheduled for 1982, 1983, and
1984 - as well. In 1983 when there are potentially three sales because of

orie contingency sale, only the :Elrst two {Sales #72 and £#74) would use
this procedure. .

= C. Boundary‘ Chan@es, o _ _
Proposed boundary changes are illustrated on. Plate: 3.
1. Mid and South Atlantic Boundary

Under the June 1979 proposed leasing schedule, the boundary between
the Mid-Atlantic and the South Atlantic leasing areds was the 35° north
latitude line. This line was roughly in the middle of North Carolina.

This line has proved to be impractical from both a geologic and

- administrative standpoint. Recognizing this, the Department has already
modified its operations by dividing the areas at 36.5° north latitude, It
is recommended that this- change be incorporated in the final leasing
program.

2. South Atlantic and Blake Plateau

_ In the June 1979 proposed leasing schedule, the boundary between
the South Atlantic area and the Blake Plateau area was defined as the area
seaward of 200 meters water depth (betiveen 28° and 35° north latitude). The

extent and begimming point of the Blake Plateau area have never been :

defined. - Administratively and env:tronmentally there is no canpell:.ng
reason to split the two areas.
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Plate 3.
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The adjustment recamended is to eliminate the distinction
between South Atlantic and Blake Plateau and to list it as one area.
This would remove any definitional problems and is consistent with the
way the two other Atlantic areas are treated. '

Sale #78 would simply be called "South Atlantic" and. carry a
footnote stating that "this area includes in addition what was formerly
called the Blake Plateau.” This would help to ensure that.any data
collection efforts would include the deep water portion of the South
Atlantic area, as well as the area within the 200 meter line. It would
also provide a useful transition to the consolidation of the two areas.

3. North Aleutian Shelf®

In reaching a decision on the proposed leasing program, an
attempt was made to reduce potential impacts to the Bristol Bay area by
identifying a new area, the North Aleutian Shelf. The cbjective was to

~have as small an area as possible and still include all geolcgic styuctures

identified to date. The North Alettian Shelf area was described as the

~area north of the Alaska Peninsula and Unimak Island that is east of

l65° west longltude and sout‘n of 56° 30' north latlmde.-

As a result of ccxrments rece:.ved on the proposed leasing .
program and further discussions with the Geological Survey, it has been

“determined that we have inadvertently deleted a portion of a geologic

prospect. In order to correct this error, it is proposed that the North
Aleutian Shelf be the area north of the Alaska Peninsula and Unimak Island
that is east of 165° west longitude and south of 57 north latitude. This

- new area description will still accamplish the objective of providing

protection to the exceptional marine resources in the adjacent area.
4. Chukchi/Beaufort

An eastward shift in the boundary line between the Chukchi and
Beaufort Seas is recamended in order to facilitate both envirommental
and geologic assessment. The Chukchi Sea area previously extended on its
eastern boundary to 160° west longitude; the Beaufort Sea area was
defined as being east of this point. The proposed revision would move
the boundary line to 156° 30' west longitude, with the Chukchi Sea line
to the west of that line and the Beaufort Sea to the east. This change
is consistent with the definition of the call area used for CCS sSale .
#71, the second Beaufort Sea Sale. :
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V. Natiorwide Reoffering Sale -

‘A. Background

In order to expedite the reoffering of tracts whose bids have heen rejected
or tracts which did not receive bids, an annual natiomwide reoffering sale
is proposed. This sale would be limited to only those rejected bid
or no bid tracts which had been offered for sale the preceding year. Leasing
of any reoffered tracts could advance near-term domestic oil and gas
‘production by 2 to 3 years with attendant econanic and security benefits.

In general, the expedited reoffering of tracts can result in some
additional leases being issued. For example, in sale #51 -~ Gulf of
Mexico, eight tracts were reoffered for sale after being rejected in
sale #45 eight months earlier. Four of the eight tracts received bids
and all bids were higher than the previous bids. (Bids increased from
$7.6 million to $10.4 millicn or 36 percent.) Three of the four tracts
were léased. While not directly comparable, experience with the Mid-
Atlantic sales may also support this conclusion. In sale #49 there were
eight tracts that were reoffered for sale that had either received no
bid or were rejected from sale #40 held 2-1/2 years earlier. Five of
the six no bid tracts were leased. One of the two rejected bid tracts
was leased. The same pattern may occur in the Beaufort Sea. All of the
tracts not réceiving bids in the just completed first Beaufort Sea sale
have been rencminated by industry for the second Beaufort Sea sale
scheduled 3 years fram now. = o _—

~ The closest example of a sale such as proposed here was sale 51
held in 1974. OFf 258 tracts offered, only 43 received bids and 19 were
leased (18.9 and 7.3 percent respectively) . S :

Although scme rej ected bid tracts and most no bid tracts will not

" . receive bids when reoffered in anpther lease sale, we expect that a

meaningful nmuber will receive bids and can be leased. The best evaluation
available suggests that a maximum of 10 percent-of the tracts in such a
sale might be leased. This acreage can help increase the effectiveness

of the OCS program with little increase in costs and other rescurces.

B.. Pr_bposal-

This option would add one additional sale, national in scope, for each
year of the schedule starting in 1981. The national reoffering sale (National RS)
would be scheduled between Rpril and July (inclusive) of each year. It would
exclude the Gulf of Mexico because tracts there are already capable of
. being reoffered quickly. This timing would allow all sales in the
previous year to run their full course, including Attorney General
review and lease award. The National RS would reoffer for lease all
tracts that had not received bids or had a rejected bid in a past calendar
vear sale. Tracts previcusly reoffered would not he included.
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Admlm_stratlvely, this sale would use scme abbrev:.ated procedures
but still fulfill all legal reguirements,

° In each envirormental statement prepared for individual OCS sales
other than in the Gulf of Mexico, BIM would include the reofferlng of
the tracts as pa.rt of the proposed action.

° After all sales from the previous year had been held, an envirommental
analysis would be- prepared by BIM to determine if any significant. changes
had occurred requiring the preparation of a supplemental environmental mpact
statement. If a supplemental ES was found to be necessary,. the tracts requiring
the supplemental ES could be deleted, the area requiring the supplemental ES
could be excluded from the reoffering sale, or the entire sale could be
cancelled. :

. ° When we send out the proposed notice of sale and ask the Governors
for comments on the size, timing, and location of each individual sale, we
would also ask for comments on the potential reoffering of tracts. The
Office of the Solicitor advises: that this would oonstltute canpliance with
sectlon 19 of the OCS Lands Act, as amended..

° Consistent with -the pola.cy of strong Federal-State coordination, the
States affected by the reoffering sale would be sent a letter notifying
the Governor of the reoffering sale and enclosing BIM's envirormental analysis.
and -any new data. This would be sent about 5 months before the sale is actually

held. This would be the second time a Staté was notified about-a reoffe_rlng
sale.

° Absent the identification of any new issues, tracts would be reoffered
with the same stipulations as before.

® Each tract would be reoff_eréd using the same bidding system as before.
® DOE would be sent the proposal to review as per its statutory aut’riority.

° A SID would not necessarily be prepared for the reoffering sale but
any matters requiring Secretarial decision would be sent to the Secretary
in the decision memorandum.

° USGS would recampute its evaluation of each tract given new price or
. other data and if new geophysical information was available, a complete
reevaluation of the tract would be made. This latter situation is not likely.

° The reoffering sale would be held in Washirigtoh, D.C. or a field
location, as appropriate. :

C. Discussion

No dramatic results should be expected fram such a sale. Only a
 small percentage—10 percent is estimated--of the total tracts offered could
be expected to be leased. This would still, however, increase leasing, and

speed up development.
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The size of such a national sale can be estimated at about 680 to
850 tracts (3.9 to 4.8 million acres) . The unleased trdcts in the last
four calendar years wers and estimates* for the next three are:

Year Unleased Tracts

1976 280

1977 © 147

1978 - 334

1979 : - 317 (preliminary)
1980 ‘ 680 est.

1981 760 est.

1982 850 est,

Using very rough projections from past data, it is conceivable that
such a 680-tract sale might result in 68 leases and $129 million in high
bids . . . :

It is not unusual for sales of tracts to be held and reheld quickly.

For example, Texas and Louisiana hold sales quarterly and monthly respectively.
We follow this practice in the Central and Western Gulf of Mexico. Alaska
plans to reoffer the tracts not leased at the Decamber 1979 Beaufort Sea

sale this April. '

Given the administrative adjustments mentioned earlier, it should

be possible to hold the sale and camply with the letter and spirit of.
the OCS Lands Act, as amended, NEPA and other statutory- regquirements.
The five-year leasing schedule would also contain a footnote to indicate
that each national sale would consist of the tracts from the prior -

calendar year. This would satisfy the requirement of section 18 .that
" the schedule indicate as precisely as possible the size,. timing, and
location of sales, . Finally, while not absolutely necessary, the Solicitor's
Office suggests that BIM requlaticns (43.CFR 3315) be amended to clearly
allow the reoffering sale. ‘

- To conduct the reoffering sale, the BIM and QS Washington staffs will
have to assume additional coordinating and operational responsibilities.
New administrative procedures will have to be developed. Lease issuance. ,
fram a reoffering sale is likely to overlap with field office preparations
for other sales resulting in an additional burden for the involved RIM
and GS field offices. Nonhe of the above is unresolvable. - Holding a reoffering
sale will mean a modest increased administrative burden and costs for the
BIM and GS. The estimates of appropriations and staff provide for this sale.

* The estimate was derived hy multiplying the estimated tracts offered in that
year (taken from tracts in an ES or likely tract selections) by .58. Tn the
last seven sales held ocutside of the Giulf of Mexico, 620 of 1,075 tracts were
not leased (58 percent). ‘ - '









news release

QFFICE OF THE SECRETARY : Powers (202) 343-9311
| Newman (202} 343-3171
For Release June 18, 1980

-FIVE-YEAR OGS LEASING SCHEDULE APPROVED

Final approval of the 5-year plaﬁning schedule for o0il and gas leasing on the
Quter Continental Shelf (OCS) was announced today by Sectretary of the Interior
Cecil D. Andrus.

Except for two modifications-—advancing two of the pre-sale milestones for

~ sale 53 - Central and Northern California, and delaying the proposed dates of three
‘reoffering sales by one month-~the schedule remains the same as amnounced March 28
and submitted to the President and the Congress April 4.

=

With regard to sale 53, the Secretary said that a great deal of concern has been
expressed in California about the inclusion of three of the five sedimentary basins
presently under study in an envirommental statement. The decision whether to include
these basins in a sale will be made following completion of the final environmental
statement and announced at the time of the issuance of the proposed notice of sale.
"When the concerns that have been expressed are compared to current resource informa-
tion it causes me to question whether these basins should be offered for lease,” '
Andrus said. :

Secretary Andrus has determined that it is possible to accelerate the completion
of the final environmental statement and the proposed notice of sale; the final state-
ment will be released in September 1980 and the proposed notice of sale in October

"1980. This will allow an earlier decision on an issue of great concern to many
residents of California.

With respect to the reoffering sales, a proposed Notice of Sale has been added
as part of the planning process. This has resulted in three of these five sales
(RS-2, 4, 5) being scheduled one month later tham shown oun the March 1980 schedule.

The final program, which covers the period June 1980 through June 1985, includes
a total of 36 potential sales or an average of a little over seven sales each year.
Five of the sales are annual reoffering sales designed to reauction tracts offered
for lease in the previous calendar year outside the Gulf of Mexico for which bids
were not received or high bids were rejected as inadequate.

"The program I have approved will contribute significantly to our national effort
to find new domestic sources of oil and gas and to obtain an increased degree of energy
independence," Secretary Andrus said. "It is designed to help meet U.S. energy needs
as envisioned by the 1978 Amendments te¢ the O0CS Lands Act and the National Emergy Plan,
as set forth in the Department of Energy's 0CS production goals for 1985, 1990, and
1995.

"With the exception of the Kodiak sale, the final program alsc provides for the
earliest possible timing, based on compliance with applicable statutes, of informed
decisions on sales in frontier areas, pr1nc1pally in Alaska, where OCS leasing has
not previously occurred.,”

(more)
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The program continues the caveat on availability of technology which Secretary °
Andrus applied to the potential 1985 Chukchi Sea sale when he announced the proposed
final leasing program in March. The holding of the Chukchi Sea sale in its proposed
1985 time slot remains dependent upon a reasonable assumption that technology will
be available for the exploration and development of the tracts included in the sale.

"As I have consisteatly stressed, our aim in developing this program over the
past 20 months has been to provide for a careful balancing of our need to find and
produce o0il and gas domestically with our need.to protect the human, coastal, and
marine enviromments, I believe this program achieves that objective.

"I hope my frieands in State and local government and in the emvironmental com-
mupity, as well as in industry, will work with me to make this program a success. It
represents one of the most economically-valuable and env1ronmentally-ben1gn sources of
domestic energy available to this country today.

"I have worked hard to make Certain that the program provides to the public the
financial return and the environmental protection it requires and deserves. It would
be a crime to prevent us as a Netion from realizing the immense benefits of this
unique asset, and force us into deeper dependence on OPEC and greater rellance on
much more costly and risky domestic sources gf fuel.®

The schedule inclades 11 sdles in the Gulf of Mexicd, 6. in the Atlantic, 4 off
California, 10 off Alaska, and 5 reoffering sales. Seven of the sales would be in
frontier areas off Alaska where leasing has not previously taken place.

The lease sale schedule by years is as foliows:

1980: A62 Gulf of Mexico; 55 Gulf of Alaska; 62 Gulf of Mexico

1981: 53 Central and Northern California; RS-1; A66 Gulf of' Mexico; 56 South
Atlantic; 60 Cock Inlet; 66 Culf of Mexico; 59 Mid-Atlantic

1982: 67 Gulf of Mexico; RS-2; 68 Southern California; 69 Gulf of Mexico;
57 Norton Basin; 52 North Atlantic; 70 St. George Basin

1983: 71 Beaufort Sea; 72 Gulf of Mexico; 61 Kodiak; 73 California; RS-3;
74 Gulf of Mex1co, 75 North Aleutian Shelf; 76 Mid- Atlantlc

1984: 78 South Atlantlc 79 Gulf of Mexico; RS-4; 80 California; 81 Gulf of
Mex1co, 82 North Atlantic; 83 Navarin Basin

1985: 84 Gulf of Mexico; 85 Chukchi Sea; 86 Hope Basin; RS-5
(The RS sales are reoffering sales.)

Before making his decision to-give final approval to the schedule, Secretary
Andrus considered comments from members of the Congress, State officials, oil
companies, and others suggesting timing and other changes in the program.

" "Many legitimate concerns were expressed in these comments but there were no
over-riding new factors presented which persuaded me that a major change in the
proposed final program should be made,'" Secretary Andrus said. "This is especially
so since most of the comments suggesting a delay in a sale or removal of certain
areas from a proposed sale were more pertinent to the individual sale decisions
that will be made according to the schedule I have just adopted. They will be given
careful consideration when those future decision points are reached,"

Maps are attached showing the location of the offshore areas referenced in the
final schedule. A detailed schedule is also attached showing the timing of the pre-
sale steps and the expected month for each proposed sale.

X X X
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United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

JN 12 B
Memorardum
To: The Record
Fram: Assistant Secretary--Policy, Budget and Administration

Subject: Record of Secretary's Decision on Proposed Final OCS Oil
and Gas Leasing Program

This memorandum has been prepared, pursuant to 40 CFR 1505.2, to record
Secretary Andrus' decision of March 20th at which time he selected a
proposed final 5-year OCS oil and gas leasing program.

Section 18 of the OCS Lands Act, as amended, requires the Secretary of

the Interior to prepare an OCS oil and gas leasing program to implement

the policies of the Act. The statute requires, amorng other things, that
the leasing program consist of a schedule of proposed lease sales irdicating
as precisely as possible, the size, timing and location of leasing

activity which the Secretary determines will best meet national energy
needs for the 5-year period following its approval.

On March 28; the lease schedule decision was announced. This proposed
final schedule consists of eleven sales in the Gulf of Mexico, six in
the Atlantic, four off California, 10 off Alaska and five reoffering
sales. The proposed final schedule is included with the attached copy
of the April 4, 1980, submission to the President which was prepared
pursuant to secta.on 18{(d) (2) of the OCS Lands Act, as amended.

The proposed final schedule is the result of a multi~stage process

which started in October 1978 and is contimiing at this time. The central
theme of that process is review and coamment by interested parties. As

a result, the decision ammounced on March 28 was a result of pertinent
materials and information gathered over a considerable period of time.
These include, among other things: the responses to the requests for
information made in October 1978; the material sent to the Secretary ‘
by the memorandum of February 21, 1979, fram the Deputy Assistant Secretary--
Policy, Budget and Administration; the comments received on the draft
proposed program sent to the Governors of affected coastal States in
March 1979; President Carter's Energy Message of April 5, 1979, and the






Fact Sheet on it; the final OCS production goals prepared by the Department
of Energy sent to Interior by letter of May 17, 1979; the material sent

to the Secretary by memorandum of May 29, 1979, froam the Assistant
Secretary--Policy, Budget and Administration; the enwvirormental statement
prepared on the proposed 5-year oil and gas lease schedule and the

caments received on it and on the proposed program of June 1979, including
recamendations for both more and less ambitious leasing programs; the
material sent to the Secretary by memorandum of February 14, 1980, fram

the Deputy Assistant Secretary--Policy, Budget and Administration (includes
Secretarial Issue Document); the relationship between national enerqgy
policy and the 5-year leasing program as set forth in the memorandum of
March 6, 1980, from the Deputy Assistant Secretary--Policy, Budget and
Administration; and the schedule proposed by NRDC and described in the
memorancum of March 6, 1980, froam Deputy Assistant Secretary-Pollcy,

Budget and Administration.

Secretary Andrus considered eleven alternatives developed by Departmental

staff and one alternative developed by the staff of the House Select

Comnittee on the OCS. These alternative proposals are presented in the
Secretarial Issue Document along with an analysis, a table of characteristics,
and a table of -estimated appropriations and staff requirements for

each. He also considered the schedule proposed by NRDC and the recammerndations
of top policy advisors in the Department. Secretary Andrus noted on

his decision sheet, copy attached, that alternatives VIII, IX and X were
enviromentally preferable.

In addition, the Secretary considered, inter alia, the following items:

the timing of sales including, but not limited to, California sales #53,
#73, ard 480; Alaska sales #57, £70, #71, #61 Jrn: 483, #85 and #86;

and North Atlantic sale #52; inclusion of contmgency sales in the
schedule; dividing sale #53 into separate sales based on geologic basins;

and the inclusion of reoffering sales.

The economic and technical considerations and the statutory missions

of the Department which were considered and relate to the decision
announced on March 28, are set forth in the pertinent materials and
information which are listed earlier in this memorandum. Briefly, the
econamic considerations include the national econcmic benefits resulting
from OCS production, regional and national energy markets, and the
possible envirormental and econamic costs which could result from OCS

0il and gas activity. The technical considerations included, among other
things, the availability of technology, the timing and sufficiency

of information needed for sale decisions, local CZM plan implementation;
and adjustments of the boundaries of certain of the planning areas.

The statutory mission is as set out in the OCS Lands Act, as amended,
that is, to produce oil and gas fram the OCS in an envirormentally acceptable
manner, and to meet the other purposes and policies of the statute. The
Secretary also considered the regquirements of other statutes such as the
NEPA, the Endangered Species Act, and the DOE Organization Act.






! The essential considerations of national policy weighed for this decision
include the National Policy set forth in section 3 of the OCS Lands Act,
as amended, the relationship between National Energy Policy and the 5-
year leasing program, and the possible envirommental consequences of
selecting a particular program as described in the FES and Secretarijal
Issue Document.

Upon consideration of the information available to him, the Secretary
concluded that there are potentially large national econcmic benefits
which could accrue fram OCS 0il and gas production arnd that as advised
by DOE, regional markets were not a constraint in detemining the pace
or location of leasing. He also concluded that there did not appear to
be envirommental risks of such magnitude as to indicate that planning

for sales in any area on the schedule should not go forward. However,

his decisions on when potential sales could be scheduled in frontier
areas was made on the basis of when sufficient information could reasonably
be expected to be available for sale decisions, the time periods reguired
to meet the statutory regquirements of the OCS Lands Act, the NEPA, the
Endangered Species Act and the DCE Organization Act, and the time needed
to meet Interior's administrative policies regarding consultation with
other interested parties and the time needed to prepare materials for
plamming and decisiormaking.

=i

The availability of technology did nmot affect the selection or timing of
any potential sales. If pre-sale planning data for any of the sales

-, indicate that technological uncertainties in those areas are such as to

NI ~ make leasing of all or parts of them inappropriate in the proposed time-
frame, the areas or tracts in question can be renoved from leasing
consideration. The Secretary did decide, however, because of the extraordinary
ice conditions in the Chukchi Sea, that the schedule should include a
special note that the timing of that sale is contingent upon a reasonable
assumption that technology will be available for exploration and development
of the tracts included in the sale.

The status of State or local CZM plans did not affect the timing or
location of potential sales. There is no formal requirement that such
plans be in place before OCS activities proceed, and OCS planning activities,
including exploration and development plans and an EIS at the development
stage, are sufficient to thoroughly understand proposed activities

" and impacts affecting the coastal zone, identify and analyze State and
local preferences in consultation with those goverrments, and citizens,
and develop appropriate mitigating measures. Authority to control
activities in the coastal zone, as elsewhere onshore, resides with State
and local govermments independent of the status of coastal zone planning.






The Secretary made several adjustments in area boundaries so that
they would better reflect logical plamning units based on geologic
basins and the hydrocarbon potential of areas.

The manner in which the Secretary met the requirements of Section 18 of
the OCS Lands Act, as amended, is described in Enclosure 6 of the April
4 letter to the President.

Potential consequences to the enviromment exist and are described in both
the FES and the Secretarial Issue Document. All practicable means of
avoiding or minimizing envirommental harm fram the alternmative selected,
consistent with the elements of mational policy, have been adopted in
preparing the S5-year leasing program. The program is a schedule of
planning milestones leading up to sale- and site-specific decisions on
whether or not to offer tracts for lease and, if offered, what terms and
conditions to require. Thus, the texm "practicable means" in this context
means assuring that the pre-sale planning steps and the sale decisions
are organized and scheduled in such a manner that sufficient information
will be available for sale decisions and that all practicable mitigating
measures for post-sale events can be put in place when sale decisions

are made. In this regard, the sales are scheduled based on estimates of
the time required to assure that all necessary data for sale decisions,
including those having to do with the imposition of appropriate mitigating
measures, will be acquired by the time the decisions are made, and that
the pre-sale planning process will be conducted in a manner consistent
with law and public policy, allowing adequate cpportunities for affected
groups and individuals to cament and make recammendations regarding
decisions. In addition, there are in place, or there is the framework
for putting in place, criteria and requirements controlling the operations
of lessees in all OCS areas on the schedule. These criteria and requirements
are established in regulations, OCS Operating Orders, notices to lessees,
review of exploration and development and production plans, and the OCS
platform structural verification program.

Section 1505,2(c) requires that a monitoring and enforcement program
shall be adopted and summarized where applicable for any mitigation.
For ongoing mitigation measures such as the criteria and requirements
resulting fram OCS Operating Orders, the Department has an inspection
program. In addition it reviews exploration, drilling, production and
pipeline plans. These activities are extensive and, combined with
royalty accounting, currently cost in excess of $30 million anmally.
They are expected to contime through the 5-year program, as projected
in Enclosure 4 of the letter to the President of April 4, 1980. Other
site-specific, monitoring and enforcement programs will be designed for
future sales, as they have been for past sales, where particular situations
reqtnrlng such treatment are identified during the pre-sale planning for






United States Department ot the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY -
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

March 12, 1980

MEMORANDUM
TO: The Secretary
FROM: Executive Secretary

SUBJECT: b5-Year OCS Leasing Program

Your decision is requested on a final OCS 5-year leasing program to
be forwarded to the President and to the Congress under Section 18
of the OQuter Continental Shelf Lands Amendments of 1978.

Attachments:

1} Executive Summary of the Secretarial Issue Document
2} Decision Sheets |
3) Summary of Recommendations

4} Secretarial issue Document

5) Summary of Comments on the Final EIS

6) Comments and 5-Year Leasing Schedule Proposed by the Natural
Resources Defense Council

7) Memorandum from the Deputy Assistant Secretary - Policy, Budget,
and Administration, on the Relationship Between National Energy
Policy and the 5-Year leasing Program

8) Comments and Recommendations from Policy Officials
a} Assistant Secretary - Energy and Minerals
b) Assistant Secretary ~ Fish and Wildlife and Parks
c) Assistant Secretary - Indian Affairs
d} Assistant Secretary ~ Land and Water Resources
e} Assistant Secretary - Policy, Budget, and Administration
f) Solicitor

A copy of the FES is provided separately.












UNITED STATES DEPAR'IMEINT OF THE INTERICR

Office of the Secretary .
. Washington, D.C. 20240

FPebruary 14, 1980
Memoranduan
To:  The Secretary
Throughs Executive Secretariat
Fram: pzs t@»ssa.stant Sec:retary—-PolJ.cy, Budget and Administration

Subject: 5-Year OCS L_eas:n.ng Program

BAG{GROUND

The 5-year OCS leasmg program is be:l_ng prepared, pursuant to Section
18 of the OCS Lands Act, as amended. Under the process established by
that section, you are now asked to decide upon and transmit to the
President and the Congress your proposed final program.

This step follcws the prepa.rata.on of your proposed program last June and
its transmittal to the Congress, the Attorney General, and the Governors
of the affected coastal States, and general ava_'l_lab_lllty for mblic
comment. The proposed final program shall be accampanied by any comments
received on the June program, along with an indication of why any specific
recamendation of the Attorney General or a State or local govermment
‘regarding that program was not accepted. Subsequent to your decision, a
separate document will be prepared for transmittal to the President and’
the Congress which will represent the proposed final program. As discussed
later, a substantial mmber of camments were received from State and
local govermments. The Attormey Genéral did not comnent.

Your present decision also follows BIM's preparation of a draft énvironmental
statement (DES) on the leasing schedule, comment by interested parties on
the DES, - and preparation of a final envirormmental statement (FES) . The
FES was submitted to EPA on January 18, 1980, and EPA amnounced its
availability on January 28, 1980. A Secretarial Issue Document (SID)
has also been prepared to assist you in reaching your decision. In
addition to using the SID in reaching your decision, you should carefully
consider the treatment given many of the same issues in the FES. To
assist you in this, extensive references to appropriate parts of the ”'ES
are made throughout the SID. The SID and the FES are attached. A
summary of the camments received on the FES will be provided to you by
separate memorandum. :



L

In making your decision on a proposed final program you should consider
inter alia: the background material prepared for the June proposal,
dated May 29, 1979; caments received on the June proposal; the FES;
and other pertinent comments raised as a result of the envirormental
statement process. The transmittal to Congress and the President will,
however, only need to include responses to specific recommendations
submitted by any State or local govermment which you did not accept.
Technical comments on the DES and those concerning NEPA compliance have
been addressed in the FES.

The attachments to t_his memorandum are:’

Attachment 1 - June schedule
Attachment 2 - Maps of leasing areas
Attachment 3 - Secretarial Issue Document

Attachment 4 - Final Envirommental Statement

ALTERNATIVE 5-YEAR SCHEDULES.

Twelve alternative 5-year schedules have been developed for your
consideration as a result of the section 18 consultation, the process
conducted under NEPA, the establishment of production goals by the .
Department of Energy (DOE), a changs in the period of time covered by the 5-
year program, and the January 1980 report by the House Select Committee

on the OCS, Offshore Qil and Gas: The Five-Year leasing Program and -
Implezrmtatlon of the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act Amendments of

Rt Is)

1Y /B,

The provosed program adopted by you last June serves as the core alternative.
Alternative schedules have been developed to address the following

issues: DOE production goals; status of coastal zorie management programs;
availability of envirormental information; concerns expressed by the

State of California; sensitivity of other resources; availability of
technology; transportation and processing of Alaskan oil and gas;

concerns expressed by the State of Alaska; neo future OCS leasing; addition
of Hope Basin to the June proposed program; and concerns raised by the staff
of the House Select Committee on the O0CS. Also developed for your
consideration is an anmal natiomwide reoffering sale.

The proposed program published last June covers the pericd March 1980
through February 1985. The schedule includes planning for 30 potential
sales plus one contingency sale in the Gulf of Mexico. The schedule
contains 11 sales in the Gulf of Mexico, six in the Atlantic, four off
California, and nine off Alaska. Six of the sales, if held, would be
first ever sales in regions off Alaska. The June program is listed as
Alternative I. OQOther alternata.ves considered ares:



Alternative 2, 33 sales (DOE production goals). This is the schedule
prepared by DOE in developing OCS productmn goals, modified slightly by
switching St. George Basin and Gulf of Alaska sales with each other (1983
and. 1982 in the DOE schedule) and St. George Basin and Chukchi Sea

sales with each other (1985 and 1984 in the DOE schedule). These
changes were made in order to recognize DOI S criteria cencerning

timing of sales in frontier areas.

Alternative 3 30 sales (Status of Coastal Zone Managanent (CzM) programs) .
Modify the June schedule by delaying the sales in St. George Basin two
years from 1982 to 1984, North Aleutian Shelf one year from 1983 to 1984
and Norton Basin three years from 1982 to 1985 in order to allow more

time for district CZM plans to be developed, approved and implémented.

The shoreline areas adjacent to these leasing areas are unorganized and.
the villages have hot initiated CZM efforts. They therefore have limited

Alternative 4, 30 sales (Avallablllty of enhvirormental mformatlon)
Delay the sale in St. George Basin from 1982 to 1983 in order to assure
availability of -oceanographic and meteorologic data for use in modelling
of oil spills, instead of using preliminary data as would be required
under the proposed schedule.

Alternative 5, 29 sales (State of California proposal). Delay Central
and Northern Callform_a Sale #53 from 1981 until 1983, delete California
Sale #73 proposed for 1983, and des:Lgnate the 1984 proposed California
Sale #80 as a Southern California sale, in order to provide additional
ervirommental information on‘the Central and Northern California area.
An additional two years would prov:l.de for the completior of a seabird and
marine mammal smdy being conducted by the University of California,
Santa Cruz, prior to preparation of the site-specific FES. This study,
an aerial survey of populations, is scheduled.to be completed in June
1981, with an interim report due in April 1980. The interim report will
be used in the FES under the proposed program and the findl seabird and -
marine mammal study results will be used in the review of exploration
and development plans. This study supplements existing literature,

an ecological characterization study already prepared by the Fish and -
Wildlife Service (FWS), and a seabird nesting and seasonal use survey
being conducted by the FWS. The availability of the results of the

FWS studies, together with existing literature, ensures that there will
be adecquate information for t'ne DES under the timetable included in the
proposed schedule.

Alternative 6, 29 sales (Sensitivity of other resources). Omit the

North Aleutian Shelf sale from the schedule. Do not consider the area for
leasing until same future time because of the value and sensitivity of
other marine resources located there. Additional time will delay the
occurrence of envirommental effects and allow more extensive long-term
enviromental data collection and assessment.



Alternative 7, 30 sales {(Availability of technology). Omit the Chukchi
Sea sale and substitute a sale in the Beaufort Sea in 1935 in order o
permit more time to develop technology for shear zone and pack ice
conditions. -

Alternative 8, 25 sales (Transportation and processing of Alaskan oil

and gas) . Omit sales in St. George Basin, North Aleutian Shelf, Navarin

Basin, Norton Basin, and Chukchi Sea in order to reduce the amount of

Alaskan oil for which transportation will need to be developed and to
address possible problems with the availability of gas processing facilities.

Alternative 9, 28 sales (State of Alaska proposal). Omit sales in the L
North Aleutian Shelf, St. George Basin, and Chukchi Sea, delay the il
Kodiak Sale #46 frcam 1981 to 1983 and Norton Basin Sale #57 from 1982 to
1984, and add Hope Basin to 1985. Omit the pack ice and shear zone areas
fran the Beaufort Sea Sale #71. The sale deletions are to allow additional
time for long-term envirormental data collections and. envirormental

impact analyses; the delay in Kodiak and Norton Basin is for additional
data collection and analyses, and with respect to Norton Basin it is _
also to provide additional time for local CZM planning; the addition of
Hope Basin is to add a new sale area which meets the planning criteria .
specified by the State of Alaska; the deletion of tracts located in the
pack ice arnd shear zone areas is to prov:.de additional time for developne.nt
of technology.

Alternative 10, no sales (No future OCS leasing). Cease OCS leasing in
1980 in order to reduce potential envirommental mpacts as presented in
the FES.

Alternative 11, 3l sales (Addition of Hope Basin). Add a Hope Basin sale
in 1985 to the proposed program. The June proposal covered the period
March 1980 through February 1985. The period covered by the final
proposal extends through May 1985 which makes it possible to add an
addltlonal sale area..

Alterpative 12, 38 38 sales (House Select Cammittee on the OCS staff proposal) .
Add five Gulf of Mexico sales {begimning in August of 1980}, Beaufort

Sea and Navarin Basin sales in 1982, a Zhemchug-St. George sale in 1983,
and a Mid-Atlantic sale in 1984. Move the Norton Basin sale from September
1982 to Noverber 1981. Delete the 1980 Gulf of Alaska sale. Add two
contingency sales. Adopt second sale constituent mechanism.

An additional alternative has been offered by the Natural Resources

Defense Council (NRDC). We have analyzed NRDC's alternative and our analysis
will be provided to you by sepdrate memorandum prior to our meeting on-

the 5-year program. The proposal is for 22 sales. Compared with your

June proposal, it would: ,(1) delete four sales off Alaska, one off
California and one in the Nort‘n Atlantic; (2) delay one California and

one North Atlantic sale; (3) limit an Alaskan sale and North Atlantic

sale to specific areas; and (4) add four sales in the Gulf of Mexico and
one in the Hope Basgin,

Table 1 illustrates characteristics of altermative leasing schedules and
Table 2 provides a sale-by-sale camparison of the schedule alternatives.

3/6/80



COMPARTISCN OF OCS PRODUCTTION ‘ESTII“’IATES

The ES ard the SID contain estimates of oil and gas production associated
with alternative leasing schedules. These estimates, developed by the
GS, differ markedly as shown below, fram those developed and reported in
earlier proposals for the 5-year leasing program. The earlier estimates

were prepared using data and analysis employed by the DOE J.n its preparation-
of final OCS production goals.

Production Estimates - DOE Basis - 0il Gas

' (million kbl.) (trllhon cu. ft.)
Proposed 5-Year Leasing Program - . 2600 6.7. -
DOE Proposed Lease Schedule/Production Goals 3000 7.1

Production Estimates — GS Bagis -

Alternative 1 (Proposed 5-Year Leasing _
Schedule) 6600 29.0
Alternative II (DOE Production Goals) 6700 30.0

The difference between the DOE production estimates and the GS estimates
presented in the FES is attributable to the following four factors:

® DOE and GS applied different assumptions about the rate of petroleum

discovery that would result fram each lease sale.. The G5 assumed that

20% of the recoverable resource estimate would be produced from each of
five lease sales in a frontier province. DOE assumed a legistic or S-
shaped curve relationship between the proportion of acreage leased and

the amount of resources that would be discovered. There is at present

no empirical basis for projecting with precision what the relationship
between acres leased and production realized may be in untested frontier
areas.

° The G5 and the DOE used different approaches in determining the
amount of resources which could be econcmically produced. The GS relied
upon past history and experience for its assmlptlons pertaining to economics
and technology. These assumptions were used in estimating the undiscovered
recoverable resources in each basin. The DOE, on the other hand, applied .
a camplex model to the GS estimates of recoverable resources that established
costs and econamic production for :Lndn.v:.dual 100,000-acre blocks in each
. OCS regiomn.

® The GS estimate of gas production is higher, in part, because
the Ssurvey assumed that gas production would occur in all Alaskan
provinces. DOE assumed that the absence of existing and plammed trans-
portation systems would probably present a barrier to the development
of gas resources in a muber of Alaskan provinces. DOE assumed Alaskan
gas production would take place only in the Beaufort Sea and the Cock
Inlet.

3/6/80
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° The GS based its production projections on more recent estimates
of recoverable resources for the QCS than were available to DOE at the
time it made its estimates. For those provinces where OCS sales are
planned, the increased recoverable resource estimates are 10.6% higher for
oil and 18.4% higher for gas. Additionally, major changes have occurred
in the province ranking by resburce potential.

These four factors are differences in the technical methods used in
estimating future production and differences in the resource estimates
rather than pollcy differences.

The proposed 5—yea.r leasing program is not expected to excead DOE's
productJ.On goals when uszng camparable data and estimating techniques.

1. On the basis of the estimates prepared in June u51ng DOE's
analysis, the proposed S-yeatr leasing program would provide about 87%
of the oil production goal and 94% of the gas.

2. On the basis of the USGS estimates set forth in the EIS and SID,
Alternative I (proposed S-year leasing. program) would provide about
98.5% of oil and 96% of gas ‘production achieved by the DOE modified
schedule. .

Even if the leasing program were to exceed the mumerical production
goal, it would be consistent with national energy policy. The policy
principle underlylng DCE's production goals is to seek increased OCS
production in order to decrease U.S. energy, Jmports. All econcomic

production possible, g:.ven nor-market constraints,. is desirable under
this prm01pl.e.

COMMENTS

Camments on the June program and the DES can be combined into two
general groups-—~caments on the timing and location of leasing; and
other comments which deal with procedures, content of the proposed
program Or DES, and canwpliance WJ.th section 18 of - the CCS Lands Act, as

. amended

Timing and Location of Leasing

Alaska-~The State of Alaska recaunends a less aggressive program offshore
Alaska. -Governor Hammond has prepared an alternative schedule which
groups sales into three categories based on technology, offshore and
onshore studies, transportation, potential resource conflicts, onshore
impacts, and the State's ability to participate in the planning process.
Altemmative IX:consists .of his proposal. Under the State's proposal,
early Alaskan sales in the schedule would be Gulf of Alaska and Lower
Cock Inlet. Navarin Basin, Norton Basin, Hope Basin, and Kodiak would
be delayed until late in the S5-year schedule; Chukchi, North Aleutian
Shelf, St. George Basin, Bristol Basin, and the ice shear and pack ice
zones of Beaufort would be cmitted. An important element in the
State's recommendation is coordination of Federal and State leasing



programs. The State's schedule for leasing in State waters includes
Cook Inlet (1980, 1981, 19_83), Norton Basin (1981, 1983), Chukchi.
(1983) and Beaufort (1983} .- The State alsc asks that you give serious
consideration to a new study area designation that allows planning and
assessment in certam frontier areas without those areas being subjected
to the political momentum that it believes sets in once an area is on
the schedules.

Naticnal and regional envirecmmental organizations, officials of local
Alaska goverrment, a spokesman for Alaskah fishermen, and others have
recomuended scheduling similar to that proposed by Governor Hammond.

These groups are especially concerned about envirormental risks, onshore
impacts, and whether the program proposed in June will allow for collection
and analysis of envirommental data in time to. support sale decisions.’

. NOAA recommended delet:.on of the North Aleutian Shelf and St. George |

Basin arveas from the schedule. Both Alternatives VITT and IX delete these
two areas. : : .

0il companies (Exxon, SOHIO, Mobil, and Shell) generally ésked' for a

. more aggressive leasing program off Alaska with sales moved up and more

frequent sales with emphasis placed on the areas with higher _pctentialﬁm
St. George Basin, North Aleutian Shelf, Navarin Basin, Beaufort Sea,
Chukchi Sea, and Bristol Basin. Alternative XIT addresses these concerns.

Califorﬁia—-State and local officials and envircmmental groups have _
questloned several aspects of the proposed schedule off Californmia. There

‘is, as you know, considerable opposition to Sale #53 (1981) and a great

deal of effort to delay it or delete it fram thie schedule. Concermis
are expressed about envirormental risks as campared to the relatively
small expected resources, adequacy and timing of envirommental and
seismic studies, and onshore mpacts.

Questions have also been raised about Sales #73 (1983) and #80 (1984)
because their location is identified only as being off California. You
may recall that this was done in order to maintain flexibility on
location decisions. Recamendations have also been received that the
California areas bhe broken up into smaller units based on geologic
basins. -

Alternative V delays Sale $#53 by 2 years, deletes California Sale #73
and identifies California Sale #8Q as Southern California.

Other issues raised concerning the timing and location of sales off
California include air quality, marine navigational safety, marine
sanctuaries, visual degradation, the effectiveness of oil spill
Cclean~up technology and deep water technology, threat to tourism,
endangered species and the transportation of production to markets.

North Atlantic--NOBA suggested delaying Sales #52 (1982) and #82 (1984)
until the results of Sale #42 are available in order t0 better assess
the risks of additional sales.




South Atlantic--North Carolina and Florlda have. both questioned the

timing of Sale #78 South Atlantlc/Blake Platean, because they believe the

envirormental studies may not be sufficiently advanced for & sale

in 1984. Plorida has also questioned whether there Wwill be sufficient

envirormental information for Sale #56 (1981}, especially those portions
of the tentative tract selectlon inh the Blake Plate&au. :

Gu_l_f of Mex:Lco—--There is general agreenent with the pacing of sales in the
Gult of Mexico although Florida is concerned about the adequacy of studies
in the eastern Gulf offshore Florida.

G'ener’al

Somé of the other issues raised, and discussed below, deal with aspects
difficult to separate fram questions -about timing and location. Thus,
the following discussion will overlap with the preceding section in

- same instances. : _

"Sare camnenters believed that you should have available for review
detailed infommation about individual sale areas before they are
included in the plamning scheditle.: For example, EPA commented that
the ES should analyze the probable extent, impact and possible
mitigating measures, as well as cost of mitigating measures, of the |
nmost probable catastrophic spill for each region so that regions could

 be excluded from planning if mitigation costs are prohibitive. This,

and other more detailed ques'tions, are more appropriately considered in’
individual sale ES‘'s rather than in an ES which evaluates the action of
putting a set of potential sales in a particular sequence on a planning
schedule. No evidence developed to date indicates that suitable '
mitigating measures will be so costly in any particular area as to

-~ preclude @cplorats_on and develognent

Compllan_ce with _Sectlon 13

Numerous comments were received which questioned the Department's
compliance with section 18 of the 0CS Lands Act, as amended. In order

to assure that all the issues raised were fully addressed, Appendix II

of the SID provides a detailed analysis of all comments received relating-
to this section. The following summary attempts to hlghllght same of
the issues raised and responses to them.

Weighing of factors—Section 18 of the OCS Lands Act; as amended, requires
inter alia that the management of the OCS be based generally upon the
factors listed in subsections 18(a) (1) ard (4) and that the timing and 7
location of exploration, development and production be based on consideration
of eight factors listed in subsection 18(a) (2) and three factors listed

in subsection 18{a) (3). Under section 18(a) (2} these factors are as .
follows: (1) existing information concerning the geegraphical geological,
and ecological characteristics of such regions; (2) an equtable shm:mg of
developmental benefits and envirommental risks among the various regions;

(3) the location of such regions with respect to, and the relative needs of,
regional and national energy markets; (4) the location of such regions with
respect to other uses of the sea and seabed, including fisheries, navigation,




existing or proposed sealanes, potential sites of deepwater ports, and
other anticipated uses of the rescurces and space of the Outer Continental
Shelf; (5) the interest of potential oil and gas producers in the development

- of oil and gas resources as indicated by exploration or nomination; (6) laws,

goals, .and policies of affected States which have. been specifically identified

by the Governors of such States'as relevant matters for the Secretary s

consideration; (7) the relative environmental sensitivity and marine pro—-

- ductivity of different areas of the Outer Continental Shelf; and (8) relevent

envirommental and predictive information for different areas of the Outer
Continental Shelf. Under subsection 18(a) (3) the three factors are as

- follows: (1) the'potential for envirommental damage; (2) the potential "

for the dlscovery of oil and gas; and (3) the potential for adverse-
impact on the coastal zone. The comment has been made by NOAA, New

York, California, Massachusetts, NRDC, and others, that the June program
and DES do not adequately explain how these factors were weighed.

this regard, one of the recurring suggestions is that the emnromiental
sensitivity of areas be ranked as areas were ranked for -their hydrocarbon
potential. We have. found, however, that it Is not meaningful to weigh
and rank, for example, the Georges Bank fishery with the bird colonies

of the Farallon Islands, the Pacific and Arctic whales, or the coral
banks of the Gulf of Mexico. Furthermore, no consensus on such a ra.rﬂ{lng :
exists. Given the absence of meaningful measuraments, non-ccmparabs.llty
of values, and lack of agreement among experts, we provided you in May
with a sensitivity matrix which went as far as we felt was credible in
displaying relative envirommental sensitivities of potential leasing

‘areas. In addition, pages iii-viii of the summary in the FES provides a

discussion of the envirvommental consegquences of the ten alternatives analyzed -
in the FES.. This includes risks of oil spills, potential effects on

unique or umisual” resources and habitats, development effects such as

the effects of drill- cutt:l.ngs ard muds, potentlal mult:.ple—use conflicts,
socio-economic effects and effects on ecosystems.

California suggested a matrix and parameters which were carefully evaluated.
While many of the parameters were judged to provide useful characterizations,
the matxix was not adopted, since on the whole it did not constitute a
more useful decisiommaking tool than the existing sensitivity matrix
developed prior to the decision on the June proposed program or the ES
matrix which was similar in apgroach. (A more detailed discussion of

the problems with the California matrix appears at pp. 363-4 in the

¥ES.) One assmnption'behind California's matrix was that differences in
gechazards among regions would cause different spill risks among regions.
While this seems intuitively reasonable, data do not exist to support’

this hypothesis. In fact, the available data indicate that while
gechazards can threaten the structural integrity of offshore emplacements,
there is no cbserved relationship between structural failure and spills.
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The issue has also been raised as to whetheér the proposed program results
in an equitable sharing of developmental benefits and envirormental risks
-among regions. The law and legislative history do not define “equitable.

" sharing" and as a conseguence reglonal interests have claimed that the
resources they are interested in protecung' are more important than the
ones elsewhere. We believe it is reasonable to interpret the congressional

- dJ.rectJ.ve as meanlng that no area with econamically recoverable deposits
of hydrocarbons is t0 be exempt from oil and gas. production if it can
be achieved Wlthout undue risks, In this regard it ig interesting to -
note that the repori: by the House Select Cammittee on the 0CS did not
conclude that any OCS avea’should be amitted from the S~year program for.
environmerital reasons. We alsc believe that developnental benefits are
not-only realized regionally as a result of production and refining
processes, but also are reaped generally by the consumer of the hydrocarbons
and the totality of citizens whose real J.nccmes, and perhaps natlonal
security, . are- mproved by the reduction in oil imports.

West Coast Reflne-r:z Capac1ty/Proce551ng of Alaskan Gas |

This issue, sanetimes referred to as. th‘e "West Coast Oll Glut," was- .
-raised by California and others. The question concerns whether there is
installed refinery capacity on ‘che west coast and transportation capacity
to other market areas sufficient to absorb production from offshore
California and Alaska which would be added to onshore west coast production
and the light crude which Califormia currently imports from Indonesia..
DOE in its reéport on OCS production goals concluded that this argumert

. should not 'affect your decisions on the pace of leasing off California
and Alaska. The recent decision by President Carter to approve the ™

" proposal by the Northern Tier Pipeline Company to build a west~to-east
crude oil pipeline proVides -concrete evidence that efforts are already.

““’45*’Way to address any tanporary imbalance on the west coast.

A related issue is the transportation and processing of potential
_Alaskan gas finds. While DOE assumed in its develorment of OCS productlon
- goals that das will not be produced from any Alaskan OCS area except
Beaufort Sea and Cook Inlet, BIM has assumed in its ES analysis that other
Alaskan gas will be produced. If the gas is produced, it will need to '
be shipped either by ING tankers or by pipeline to the lower 48 States.
There are currently no ING processing fagilities on the west coast,

though one has. been proposed and conditionally approved by the Federal
Energy Regulatory Camission for Point Conception, California. Because

of safety factors, it is unlikely that large volumes of ING could be
tankered through the Panama Canal. Thus, the shipment of Alaskan gas by
ING tankers may require major construction of ING receiving terminals on
the west coast, or near the U.S. in Canada or Mexico. Another option is

to export the gas. (A more detailed discussion of these issues appears
at pp. 45-30 of the FES. Y

It is important for the country to determine through exploratlon a more
precise understanding of the resources it has to draw upon to meet its

need for domestic energy supply. 7Plamning for transportation, refining,

and processing capacity to handle that supply can only proceed realistically
once the location of those hydrocarbons is known.
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Contingency Sales

NRDC and others have recammended more c:ontlngency sales which could be
substituted for frontier area sales. The House Select Committee report

 also rectmmended that two additional contingency. sales be added in .areas’

where the most information is available, where previous. develognent has -
taken place, and where State and local govermment have more experience
dealing with the related impacts. The March draft schedule included .
three contingency sales and the June proposal cne. While the concept of
contingency sales initially seemed sound, it now appears to undermine !
the clarity and reliability of the schedule. For example, onshore
planners, affected States and industry mist assume that all sales;
including contingency sales, will be held. Thus, while contingency .

- sales may. appear to give you desired flexibility, others must treat. them

as actual sales. It also can lead to inefficient uUse of scarte plaming
resources. It can be argued -that if we have the capacity to do the '
planning for contingency sales along with other sales, we should hold

them if the sale preparation activities support proceeding with the

sale. This 15 true even 1f no other sales have been deleted from the :
schedule. . _

S—Year Program as a Leas:tng Dec1$1on

California and the Sierra Club dlsagreed with DOT's statements that- _
(1) inclusion of a sale on the schedule is not a decision to lease, and’

(2) detailed evaluations of: impacts of oil and gas operations: in a.

particular locale should be left to the sale'ES which considers the actual
decisien to lease. The regulatlons for NEPA implementation clearly '
prohibit a decision on.a major Federal actionh, in this case the dec:LSJ.on

to lease a specific OCS area; until the ES analyses are perfoimed and -
the NEPA process campleted. Thus, the. 5-year program:cannot be considered
to be a leasing decision for proposed sale areas. Rather, the S-year
program should be viewed as a plamning tool that provides an identification
of areas where we will be initiating planning and studies which will be
valuable in any future decisicn regarding leasing. -

This. ccxrisnentﬁ;éppéafs to stem in part from the fact *:ha£ your schedule ,
has been quite reliable for the past 2 years, but it fails to recognize
not only the legal requirements but dlso that the tracts actually offered

. as a result of the final decision to lease are only a small part of the -

acreage included in the OCS area as a whole,  and scmetimes are apprec:Lably
less than the total tracts analyzed in the sale ES. Also, it is possible
that same scheduled sales will not be held at all, as was the case with -
the proposed Blake Plateau sale which appeared on your August 1977 schedule.
The actual leasing decision is based on information developed in the
sale ES, and the 5~year program anticipates that an ES will be prepared
for each potential sale. In the case of the Gulf of Mexico, BIM is now
preparing one ES covering the offering of tracts for two sales. This
should reduce administrative costs while still bringing envirormental
issues fully to the attention of decisiormakers.



'IECI—NIC‘AL ADJUSTMENTS IN PROGRAM

Smce the dec::.s:.on was reached on the June prOposeo. program, a number of
technical adjustments have been proposed to address both administrative-
and technical issues. These are minor adjustments and would not -
sn.gnlflcantly affect the envirommental impact analysis presented in the
FES. . The proposed adjustments are discussed below.

North Atlant:l.c s ales

The call for the seoond North Atlantic sale, Sale #52 (August 1982) ,

was delayed by 2 months because of uncertainty over the timing of Sale
#42,  In order to provide adequate time for the pre-sale plamning steps
to occur, the recommendation ig that the proposed sale date for Sale #52°
be switched with the proposed sale date for the Gulf of Mexico Sale #69. -
Sale #69 would -then be scheduled for August 1982, and Sale #52 for
October 1982." _

-Consolldatlon of Sale- Prepa.ra.tlon for Gulf of Mex1c:o Sales

For the years 1980 and 1981, we have planned on consolidating the sale
preparation for the two Gulf of Mexico sales proposed each year. Because

this approach reduces administrative costs while simultaneously fulfilling

Interior's statutory mandate, it is recommended that the same approach
be followed in 1982, 1983, and 1984. This procedure will produce a :
more canprehensive envirormental statement which parallels the gulf—w:.de :
calls for nom:_natlons which we are now- pursulng. .

-Boundarles of Leasmg Areas

Since. the proposed program was: prepared four boundary changes have
been suggested as. better reflecting the geology and other natural .
features of the OCS.

Mid and South Atlant:l.c--The ‘tentative tract selection for Sout‘n Atlantic -
Sale #56 (1981) includes tracts in the southermmost Mid-Atlantic area,
based on resource and envirommental planmng data. In order for maps

0 better reflect actual planning units in this area, the boundaries
should be revised by mv:.ng the MJ.d/South Atlant::.c boundary northward to .
36% 50" north latitude.

South Atlantic/Blake Plateau—-'I‘he’ Blake Plateau area has been defined as
' the area seaward of 200 meters water depth between 28° and 35° north
latitide. The extent and beginning point of the Blake Plateau area have
never been subject to definitive resolution. There is no persuasive
geologic or envirommental basis for separating this area fram the South
Atlantic area which is shoreward of it. The proposed revision is to
consolidate these two areas for pla.nm.ng purposes.  There is no other
location on the U.S. OCS where separate. leasing areas are des:f_gnated

by reference to a water depth demarcation line.

12



testing all prospective frontier areas, consigtent with Section 18, rather
than returning quickly to certain of those areas for second sales; based
on resource estimates which are relatively attractive and represent the
best information currently available, but are recognized to have a high
margin of error associated with them. ' '
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UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

MAR 12 1280

Mermorandum

To: Executive Secretariat

From: %e¥%l - colicitor

Subject: Proposed 5-Year OCS Leasing Program

We have reviewed the Secretarial Issue Document and find that the Document
canplies with the requirements contained in section 18 of the OCS Lards
2ct, as amended, for the preparation of a 5-Year 0il and Gas Ieasing
Program.

Alternative XTI camot be legally chosen at this time, because it was not
considered in the section 18 Program process. 2All other eleven alternatives
may be legally chosen. I understand that the Office of Policy, Budget

and Administration has recamended selection of alternative XI, and I

v concur with that recomendation.

7 77

Frederick N. Fergyson



Compliance with Section 18 of the OCSIA

Section 18 directs you to prepare a schedule of proposed lease sales
which you determine will best meet national energy needs for the next
five years, consistent with the principles of that section {Sec. 18(a)).
National energy needs consistent with those principles can best be met
by achieving the greatest value of OCS production (NEP II, DOE. production
goals) which can be cbtained with due consideration of economic, social
and envirommental values of the renewable and nonrenewable resources

_ contained in the OCS, and the potential impact of oil and gas exploration
on the other resource values of the OCS and the marine, coastal, and
human enviromments (Sec. 18(a) (1}).

OCS production is valuable to this country in all locations where the
benefits in oil and gas value outweigh the costs, where costs are broadly
considered as provided-in Sec. 18(a) (2). Information sbout the potential
value of production comes £rom existing geograph:l.cal and geological
information (Sec. 18(a) (2) (A)) and from the interest of potential producers
as indicated by exploration or nomination (Sec. 18(a)(2) (E)). You will
recall that a ranking of the 22 OCS areas by estimated resource potential
and industry interest in exploration was provided to you in June, based

on information requested from USGS and industry. o

Costs include:

(1) operator costs, 1ncludu1g costs of eﬂcploratlon, developnent and
production, and costs of transportat:.on to points of use reflecting

relative needs of regicnal @l and national energy markets (Sec. 18{a) (2) (C))

~

(2) costs imposed on other uses and users of ocean resources,
including costs which have a direct market value, such as damage
fishing gear, and costs which do not have such a direct market value,
such as preemption of space from fishing or navigation (Sec. lB(a) (2) (DY) 3

(3) costs experienced in light of laws, goals and policies of affected
States, either by operators who must modify operations-to meet such
State reguirements or as onshore impacts whose magnitude can be judged in
part by the degree to which they may not fully satisfy State goals and
policies (Sec. 18(a) (2) (¥});

(4) intangible costs imposed on sensitive and productive marine
envirorments, which do not lend themselves to easy measurement but can be
very sizeable (Sec. 18(a) (2) (G) ).



If the anticipated benefits outweigh the anticipated costs for an area,
then the proper balance between the potential for envirommental damage, )
the potential for the discovery of oil and gas, and the potential for e
adverse impact on the coastal zone (Sec. 18(a) (3}) is to schedule the
area for leasing consideration. This mests the equity standard of Sec.
18(a) (2) (B)~-equitable sharing means undertaking developmment comensurate
with production potential, as long as the costs of that development, broadly
construed, do not exceed the benefits. The costs as well as the benefits
involved will, of course, be much better known at sale time, but the
relative scarcity of information at this point is not a'basis for declining
to proceed with planning activities in an area unless the best estimate
which can be made now is that the costs in that area ocutweigh the benefits..

The timing of sales which best meets national energy needs is one which
moves into the most valuable areas first, where value is calculated as
benefits minus the full range of costs discussed above. However, sales

in each of those areas can only occur as soon as sufficient information,
including existing infomation concerning geographical, geological

and ecological characteristics (Setc. 18(a) (2) (A)) and relevant envirormental
-and predictive information (Sec. 18(a) (2} (H)) is available for decision.

This approach was the basic logic used to develop the alternative you
selected in June. Sales were schediuled by starting at the top- of the
resource potential rankings and determining the earliest date when

sufficient information would be available to permit a decision, in light

of anticipated costs, on whether to lease and under what terms and conditions.
Since that time, an ES has been prepared which provides a basis for a further
decision on whether the anticipated costs of OCS development are of such
magrutzldemthedlfferentareas to cause scme areas to be dmitted from
thescheé{uleortobemovedupordonmmthenetvalueranku:g

I do not believe, on the basis of the information developed to date, that
any area should be omitted or moved significantly in the net value rankings.
This. is not because same areas do not have more valuable or vulnerable
resources- than others, but because of the very extensive mitigating measures
¥ou have put in place under the OCS Lands Act, as amended, which reduce '
the risk of actual impact on those resources dramatically. I believe that
it is a matter for very serious consideration to omit certain sale areas
because thsy are a source of great concern to many people, but I cannot
recammend that you meke such cmissions within the carefully defined,

even handed framework of Section 18. :

I am reccmnendlrg Alternative XI because it follcws the logic laid ocut
above, extended from the June proposal to include Hope Basin as a result

of the later end date of the 5-year period. However, I do not believe that
further sale additions such as those propesed by DOE and. the staff of

the House Select Camnittee are appropriate. They do not, in my judgment,
allow sufficient time before first sales and between subsequent sales to
acquire, assemble, and analyze hecessary data for decisions—a. principal
determinant of Alternative XI. This includes information used to assure
receipt of fair market value (Sec. 18(a) (4)). Also, Alternative XI contains
what I consider to be a valuable diversification strategy of entering and
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United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

% 7 MAR 1980

Mamoranchan

To: . The Secretary

- Through: Executive Secretariat

L gV . - . .
Froms ~ Assistant Secretary--Policy, Budget and Administration

Subject: Recammendation - 5~Year OCS Oil and Gas Leasing Program

I recammend that you make the following. decisions:
- adoﬁt ﬁlternativéXI‘ as your S-year program;
~- adopt technical changes A through F; _
-— adopt the annual _natiomj_.de-reofféri_ng sale;.

~- reschedule at earliest possible date any sale delayed by litigation
(including 1979 Beaufort Sea sale) ;' ,

—- delete the 1983 Gulf of Mexico contingency sale—#77; and

— select Altematlvesml, IX, ¥, and the one proposed by NRDC as
the envirommentally preferable alternatives.

Your decision on the 5-year program should represent a careful balancing
between our national energy needs and the high standard of envircormental
protection called for hy the OCS Lands Act, as amended. I believe the
adoption of Alternative XI, together with an annual natiomwide. reoffering
sale, strikes this balance., Of the alternatives presented to you, this
is the most. ambitious. program in terms.of opening up new areas for
expleration. It adds Hope Basin. to your June proposal, an area which
has been suggested by the State of Alaska and Natural Resources Defense
Council as a possible candidate for leasing. Alternative XII, which was
proposed by the staff of the House Select Camnittee on the 0CS, includes
more sales and schedules same frontier area sales sooner than Altermative
XI, but does not allow sufficient time for collection ard analysis of
envirommental and geologic data and may not be adoptable without the
preparation of a supplemental envirommental statement which would delay
implementation of the S-year program.



Alternative XI allows all regions of the country to contribute to meeting _
. our national energy needs and share in the developmental benefits and .
envirormental risks by including all areas with significant evidence of ‘

hydrocarbon potential. Envirormental concerns identified to date have

been addressed through a careful linking of the studies program with the
timing of the pre-sale planning steps. It increases the chances of

having a large find on the OCS, similar to the Prudhoe Bay field, by
including the largest rmumber of frontier areas of all the alternatives.

It is administratively achievable which is an mportant factor in maintaining
a credible program.

The adoption of an anmial natiorwide. reoffer:i,rx; sale will be responsive
to the proposal of the staff of the House Select Comittee to include

a "constituent sale" and should provide for the prampt reoffering of
tracts whose bids have been rejected or tracts which did not receive
bids. '

I aLgorecamandthatyoudropﬂaeoneranalmngcpntingencysaleinthe
June proposed program--Gulf of Mexico sale #77. As discussed in the
sumnary memorandum, closer scrutiny of the contingency sale concept has
led us to the view that it undermines the clarity and reliability of the
schedule. Scarce resources must be allocated to the plamning for a sale
which may never take place. Purther, if the sale preparation activities
support: proceeding with. the cont:.ngency sale, the sale should be held
independent of whether another sale is deleted.

'Iamreeamendlngthatyouadoptallsmtechmcalchanges. One would
switch two sales in order to recognize the effects of delays in sale $#42
caused by Iitigation. The other five are designed to improve the program
by modifying or deleting boindaries. One of the boundary changes is to
move the northern boundary of the North Aleutian Shelf northward by one- .
half degree. This change would add a geologically important area to the
areayoudesz.gnatedlastJuneandweuldnbvetheboundarytolﬂSnules
fram the north shore of Bristol Bay instead-of 140 miles as it is now.

CEQ regulati_.-ons reguire that you identify the erw:r.rormentally preferable
alternative(s). I recommend that you select Alternatives VIII, IX and

X, and the one proposed by NREC as the envirommentally preferable

alternatives. As discussed. in the summary memorandum,.those schedules,

if adopted as your 5-year program, would generate less envirormental

risk than the schedule I am recommending. The schedule I amreccxmxemimg

is more respens:.ve to important national policy and economic issues and

is, in my view, more advantageous to the nation tha.n any of the envirormentally .
preferable alternatives.

Finally, a number of commenters addressed the matter of campliance with
Section 18. My recommendations are based on an explicit approach to

canplying with that section, as discussed in the attachment to this
memorandum.,

Attachment



APPENDIX I
Sumary of Camnents on Proposéd Program

“Numerous camients have been received on the proposed leasing program
which was transmitted to the Congress on June 18, 1979, to the Governors
of the affected States on.June 25, 1979, and to the Attorney General on -
June 28, 1979. The program was published in the Federal Register on .
July 23, 1979, with a general request for cament. All comnents were to
be submitted by September 21, 1979.

All comments _recéived have been sumarized and are organized in
the following manner: State govermment; local goverrment, J_ndustry
env:.romyental interest groups and the public.



A, State Govermment: Comments

1. Massachusetts - By letter dated Septembe_ 4, 1979, Governor
Edward J. King expressed the following- comments:

—— The Conmmealth is pleased that the proposed pregram schedules -
sales in the North Atlantic in a manner mch allows sufficient time for
the ¢ollection of envircmmental data and operating experlence necessary

to meet the reqtnrements of an accelerated program :

Ehnphas:.zed the mportance off sectlon 18 of the OCSIAA

. — Hoped that their camments would be helpful in preventing any
delay in implementation of the lease schedule by mdlcatj.ng where progtam
conrpllance with the Act would be strengthened

: - Supports the goal of exploratlon and. develognent of energy
resources in. the natJ.on s OCS with proper safeguards

—— Supports the size, tlma_ng and location of North Atlantlc lease
sales as.proposed 1.11 the 5-year program. :

- Supports Inter:x_or s policy of scheduhng the second lease sa_’l.e
in a frontier area within 2 1/2 to 3 years after initial sale.

— If proper e_nv:.romnental information is available by the second
lease sale, along with resource information and experience with operations,
the' interval between the second and thlrd lease sales should be shortened
to no more than two years.

— Noted the dispute and negotiations over the Canadian-American.
maritime boundary with regard to leasing of an additional 1.6 million
acres-on Georges Bank over the next five years, and the Commormealth
will assist in attempts to resolve the issue in a timely manner.

. —— Concerned about the failure of the Department of Energy to
set reascriable production goals based on the need to maximize OCS production.

| -- Concurs with DOI findings' (Tab B-2, p. 3).

-~ Feels that a primary problem of the DOE analysis stems from the
computer model used to generate the data and that based on its use, the
DOE recommended schedule is based on the maximization of net econcmic
values rather than the maximization of production.

—— DCE should revise its analysis to provide Interlor with deta:.led
information regardlng the maximm expected oil and gas production fram
each lease sale in each OCS regiomn.

~— Feels. that the net energy value is a truer measure of the value of
OCS production and DOI and DOE should use this measure.



- DOE a.nalysm places heavy emphas:.s on current manpowﬂer and
'budget levels in develeoping the leasing schedule

- DOI and DOE both place oo mich emphasis on the status quo in
developing alternative leasing schedules. and many factors' (technological

problems, legal requlranents P and EIS’ s) legltmlately constrain the rate
of leas:.ng. _ : . '

— Proposed program- reveals that administrative requlrements are
the primary determinant.in the leasing schedule and that other factors
- such as. the:need to .increase production and the factors in section 18 .
(a) (2) are of secondary maportance.

- Proposed program does not addrass the State's ear]_rer request
to demenstrate how the schedule responded to concerns other than its
own adrm.m.stratlve reqlurenents. . .

- If factors in section 18 reguire a- shJ.ft in DOT personnel or -
increase in budget, then Congress and the Adm:tm.stratlon should be
prepared to act accordlngly. ' :

— Proposed program ‘presents. v1rtually no data on the reg:.onal
developmental benefits or the regional envirommental risks as required
under section 18(a) (2) of the OCSLAA, and the Commorwealth re—enphas:x.zes
its previous objection to thls lack of consideration. :

- Beneflts and rlsks need o be assessed for each OCS. reglon.
- The developnental benef:..ts are clearly not equally dlstrlbuted

.— DOI has J.nadequately assessed the reglonal developnental benefits -
and envirormental risks and has not demonstrated that the schedule provides
for an equitable sharing of those beneflt's a.nd r:.sks among ocs reglons

- Proposed program does not prov:n.de the qua_'LJ_tatJ,ve and quantx_tatlve
information which is required to rank OCS regions by their relative
envirormental sen51t1v1ty and marine productlmty

- Proposed program contains. ‘little information on the marine
productivity of the OCS regions even though Massachusetts previously:
submitted data on the North Atlantic marine productivity and reference
for other regions, and the Secretary of Camerce provided addltlonal
lnformatlon to DOI by letter dated Jarmary 18, 1979. :

— Program has not drawn upon BLM's Envirommental Studies Program
and prev1ous EIS's to ccmplle data for use in rarﬂung the OCS regions
by marine productlva.ty

-— Re-amphasized that the env:.rorznental sensitivity analysis muast
glve a heavy emphasis to the presence of critical habitats, mclud:z.ng
spawning and nursery grounds, whelpu1g areas and rookerles.-

-- Oceanographic, meterolog:_cal and geologlcal processes, low energy-
high energy env:.rorments must be considered in evaluating environmental
sensitivity.
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-— OCSLAA requires DOI to consider the relative ranking of ©CS
regions by enviromental sensitivity and marine productivity, and such a
ranka_ng has not been developed nor is it clear how the Secretary considered
this issue and how it has affected the leasing: schedule.

_ - There is l:.ttle J_ndlcatlon of how the proposed schedule prov:.des '
a "proper™ balance bétween ‘the enviromment and the need for. energy as
requlred under section 18(a) (3) of the OCSLAA.

== Program wodld benef::.t from an explanatlon of how the lease schedule
meets: the requirements. of sect:.on 18(a) (3) and how envircrmental protection
and coastal zope impacts were oons:.dered in developlng the leasz.ng schedule
cptions. : ,

o — E}cpressed oOncern' regarding thée 50 Ldercent reduction in the -
env:.ronmental studies program budget over the S-year perlod. '

-— Feels. that additional mfomlatlon needs ’co be provided rega:cdlng
the. reglonal expenditure of funds so that the funding of envircommental -
studies in a spec:.flc reglon can be related to a partlcular set of leases
scheduled _ : :

- ‘I‘he Sec:r:etary should ut:.llze all avallable information provn.ded
- by the environmental studies program 1n carrying out reSpODSlbllltleS
under secticn 18(e).

--In front_ler areas, the envlromnental smdles program should be
an mtegral part of the decision on the size and locatlon of tracts.

2. Rhode Island =~ By letter received September 26 1979 Governor
J. Joseph Garrahy expressed the following com:erns o

-— Rhode Island: supports the a{pedltlous development of 0CS oil and
gas and believes existing legislation will ensure adequate safequards
for their f:.sh_mg J.ndustry, touri=sm and recreatlonal uses of its coastal

" == Of the four leasing options, .cption iI best achieves our national
goals and those of Rhode Island and provides an equitable sharing of
development benefits and envirommental risks to affected States.

—— Rhode Island will continue.to- oppos’e' any effort to reduce the
mmber of sales in the North and Mld—AtantJ.c arsas or any efforts o
delay such sales.

-- Requested that prlor to complet:.on of pla.ns for the lOC&thl’l of
exploratory or production wells, drilling ccompanies consult with representatives
of the fishermen to assure that interference with commercial f:Lsh:Lng is
- kept to a minimum.

— Consultation between the enerqy and fisheries representatives would
complement the best feature of the Intergoverrmental Planm_ng Program,
collaborative planrung : .
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3. Connecticut - By letter dated August 20, 19 79, Governor Ella

Grasso expressed the follow:.ng comnents-

- Thar:k_ed the Secretary for his le_tters regarding the proposed
5-year OCS oil and gas léasing program and Georges Bank sale.

~-— Informed us that Mr. Joseph Belanger, Connecticut's representative
to the OCS Policy Committee, had been asked to coordinate the review of -
these documents by appropriate State agencies and that the State's. '
substantive ccxrments would be forwarded to DOI by September 21, 1979.

By letter dated September 7, 1979, Governor Ella Grasso adv1sed the
Department of the follow:.ng views:

- == The staff of State agenc:.es glve the}.r unanimous support to the
proposed S-year program.

. ==1In hght' of our natron 's energy needs and the authorities provided
under the OCS Lands Act, as amended Governor Grasso adds her stronq
personal support

4. New York - By letter dated July 20, 1979 Governor Hugh Carey
e:ipressed the following coumments:

- Informed us that in regard o the Call for chnlnat:l.ons -and- Camnents _
on proposed Mid-Atlantic sale #59, the State Depariment of Erwa.romental
Conservatlon would be coord:s.rxatlng the State review. ,

— The State has a VJ.tal lnterest in &e development of potentn.al
offshore energy resources partlcularly with regard to the State's e

. existing marine tourism and recreation industry coupled with its need

for secure and’ adequate energy - suppl:.es.

- New York has cons:.stently supported the adoption of the S5-year
leasing program as a necessary step in orderly administration of the
Federal offshore lea31ng process

—_ Informed us’ that the State Department of Env:romnental Conservation,
the lead State agency for OCS matters, has been asked to coordinate State
and local government review of the proposed’ program.

- Apprec:l_ates opportunity to review proposed program and looks
forward to continued cooperata.on. _
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i By letter dated Septembef 25, 1979, Rohert F. Flacke, Commissioner
of the New York State Deparitment of Envirormental Consemtlon, mades
the follow:mg pomts on behalf of the Governor:

L— The State views the program as the cornerstone of the offshore .
leasmg process :

. -~ The final document should provide an integrated dlSCuSSlOIl of the
reasons for the selectlon and tnm_ng of speC1f1c proposed lease sales over
the 5-year period. ' -

- New York generally agrees with the proposed timing of sales in
the North and Mid-Atlantic, but is concerned about potentlal conflicts -
of OCS activities with the cammercial and recreatlonal flshz.ng industries
and the tourism and recreat...on J'.ndustrles.r

- The. State is. concerned also about the I’.‘lsks of developnent in
extranely deewater gedlazard areas orr the continental sloPe. -

- Adequate admln::_stratlve a.nd fa.nanc1al support must be glven by
the Federa.‘!. Govemvent to mt::.gatmg measures.

- Fundlng should be prov:.ded for the QCs State Part;.c:.patlon Grants

‘5. New Jersey By letter dated Octcber 1, 1979, David N. Kinsey,
Acting Director, Division of Coastal Resources, Department of Environmental
Protectlon, on behalf of: Governor Byrne, expressed the following Camments:

- -~ Letter also reflects New Jersey's mtlal conments: or the DEIS
for the S—year schedule. - .

- Preparat:s_on of the DEIS, as recamterﬁed by New Jersey and others; -
is a clear indication of the commitment of DOI to ¢Garry out the spirit
- of the OCSLAA. Wthh requlres coord:.natlon and consultation w:Lth affected
. States. - ,

. == Indicated.that DOI's earlier response that spac:Lng of first and
second sales in frontier areas at three-year intervals and successive

sales at two-year intervals will provide for.an " orderly flow of information
from one sale to the next"™ has not been the experlenCe to date in sales

off New Jersey's coast (sales #40 and. #49) .

o Infom!atlon fram 1mt1al exploratlon should be a.va:s.lable in a
timely fashion for inclusion in the DEIS prepared for each sale and may
requi‘re a more careful linking of the steps in lease sales. = -

- New Jersey's earls.er ocmnents support DOL's lele of advanced
_plannlng for the Alaskan OCS.

—— The proposed program and the DEIS do not fully respond to the
leasing sequence in the Alaskan OCS as recomended Governor Hammond
of Alaska. :
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- The proposed program and DEIS do not recognize and assess the
nearshore-offshore distinction in the Beaufort Sea and the Alaskan .
recamendation that several Alaskan OCS frontier basins be delayed

or postq:noned lndeflnltely untll safe technology is developed

—-— The Department should consider an alternate schedule for the
offshore areas of Beaufort and Chukchi Sea or the use of contingency sales..

-~ The contingency sale approach, introduced in the March 1979 draft
proposed program, is supported by New Jersey and they recommend that
contingency sales be used more extensively, particularly in frontier
areas such as North Aleutian- Shelf St. George Basin and Chukchi Sea.

-~ Part B Tab 6 of the background material for the proposed program
inadequately presents the information required under section 18(a) (2) of OCSLAA,
- specifically the relative environmental sensitivity and marine productivity
of the different areas of the 0CS as well as an equitable sharing of -
developmental benefits and erw:.romnental r:Lsks armng the regions.

—— The information presented in Part B, 'I‘ab &, has several deficiencies
of content and. approach ' :

- % the J.nformatz.on is quite general and l:um_ted '

~ ° matrix does not fac:LlJ_tate ccxnparlsa.ons of env:.romnental
sens:t.t:f.v:.ty among regions for an a.nalys:.s of sharlng of
'env:.romnental risks

® matrix does not appear to make use of mfonnatlon col'].ected
in the Env:.rormental Studies Program : Lo

° it is not clear how the. mdlcators of " envz.romnental con~
siderations” has been, or can be welghed and consn.dered in
‘establishing the S-year program

® matrix fails to indicate what we:i.ght or: value was ass:.gned
to coastal barrier islands : ,

-— Recammended that the enwviromental oonsiderations aspeots' of the
program be more fully developed into a working tcol for decisiommakers
and then completely- integrated with other eleaments of the program, as
requlred by sect:Lon 18. : _ _ ,

-~ Proposed program only includes estlmates of approprlatlons and
activities for the pre-sale phase of the Envn_rormental Studies Program.

-- The full cost of essential post-sale and monitoring studies must
be included in the program if the Envirommental Studies Program is to
he fully effective. :

= New Jersey locks forward to oontlm.led partlcz.patlon in the Federal
OCS program.
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6. Virginia - By letter dated July 2, 1979, Maurice B. Rowe, Secretary
- of Commerce: and Resources, on behalf of Governor Dalton, made the follow:_ng
' ccmnents-

< T‘ianked us for copies of the proposed program.

.= Infomed ug that Virginia's technical agencies would prov:.de
additional review of the f£inal program

— Thls extensive fomallzatlon of OCS leasmg and exploration
activities will materlally assist Virginia in participating w:.th DOT
Cin the development of major potentlal natichal rescurces. .

By letter dated September 25, 1979, Maurice B. Rowe, Seoretaxy of
Cormerce and Resources ’ expressed the follom,ng concerns

L — Industty's :mterest in the area offshore Nort:h Carolina and
their noninations for sale #56 underlires the importance of OCS matters
to V:quz.nla s tourlsm, fishing and marine 1ndustr:1.es and resources. :

== The Deparhnent of the Inter:.or hHas been J.neffectlve in its actions
to encourage the Department of Coammerce to take those actions the OCSLAA
calls for in regard to administrative assistance (funding authorized by
Congress but not appropr:.ated)

- All of the OCS exploratlon actlvz,tz_es are relevant to energy

" coneerns, and it is difficult to make wise dec:.slons when there is no
clear definition of the national interest. It is important that the.
relaticrship of OCS exgloratlon and development to national energy needs
be more clearly defined than the simple directive from the Presuient
encouraging the addltlon of more tracts to OCS sales.

== Virginia has been anxiocus to share in the benefits of OCS .

exploration and to serve in a capac:.ty of assistance to the Federal
Goverment

- Opportunity has not been clearly provided for the States to be.
of assistance in the decisiormaking activities or in the procedural and.
managaﬁent"phases of the sal’es.

L = Env1rormental concerns have not been clearly oons:.dered and met
in. such matters as completing the envirormental work prior: to holding
sales and should be more effectively handled for sale #56.

L - Flsh:l_'ﬂg oyster and shellflsh lndustry are extremely concerned
about oil spills.

' ~— Emphasis is needed toward capleting arrangenents to minimize -
conflicts betwen shipping and OCS exploration.

_ —-—- Requested DOI to include consideration of all previous V.u:'glnla
coments at this t::ne '
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‘ 7. North Carolina - By letter of Septenber 21, 1979 Governor Hunt
made the following points: : :

-~ The State is concerned that sale #78 is scheduled too soon
follcw:.ng sale #56 to allow for meaningful assessment of drilling aCtJ.Vl‘tJ.E‘.S‘

-— Requests that l'o_ng'- in advance of any futuré sale that a comprehensive
and current datad base be established prior to the Call for Nominations to
insure the opportunity for States and. others to have meaningful participation
based on facts not conjecture.

—— Delay deepwater exploration until technology is proven.

8. ‘Florida - By letter dated September 7, 1979, Governor Bob Graham
made the follow: follcw:ng points:

-— The State supports oCs operata.ons pI‘OV:LdJllg that cons:.derat;on is.

given to-its coastal enviromment.

B Concern is voiced as o whether' proper envmbrmental studles will

- be funded, processed and perfonned, the data a.nalyzed and the resulting

information sent to the States in time to meet various leasing deadlines..

— Florida objects to ‘the ‘proposed sale on Blake Plateau until physical-

_ mteorologlcal studies are made ard therefore selects Optlon 4.

‘=— Florida has no objectlon to the schedule in the South Atlantic

and Sastern Gulf of Mexico: providing the env:.ronmental studles are
canpleted before Notice of Sale. : '

— Dlsagrees with statement by Secretary Andrus that planning for

proposed sales can be started with a high degree of confidence.

—— The South Atlantic States have concerns about completion of
studies before '.sale #56 is scheduled and may object to the 'sale.'

- Concerned about the effect of the leasmg areas on the nature

‘and content of envirommental studles.

—— Object to any leasing south of 26° North until corrpleta.on of
at least three years of envirommental studies in Florida Bay.

— Unless the sales proposed in the 5-year sc:hedule are accurately
defined geographically and unless continuity of these areas is maintained
throughout the schedule, it is impossible for study plans. to provide the

necessary information because of lead times required for the studies.
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9. Alabama - By letter dated August 2, 1979, Thomas J. Joiner, Oil.
and Gas Supervisor, State 0il and Gas Board, expressed the following

- caments on behalf of Governor Fob James:

-- Commends the Secretary for the decision to increase the nimber

. of sales

e Concurs w1.th the schedulz.ng of at least 11 sales in the Gu]_f of Mexico.

- Concurs.wa_‘d'l the additional cont:.ngency‘ sale in the Gulf of Mexico.

e Concurs w1th the decision to prov:.de earlier consideration for the
Alaskan frontler areas. .

10. Iouisiana - By letter of September 12 3.979, Governor Edwards
made the following po:.nts*

-- The program's failure to meet the DOE productlon goals coupled :
with the period regquired to realize usable production from newly leased
tracts does not offer much encouragement in efforts to reduce dependency

- on foreign crude. Suggeste_d we ‘may -need o further enhance the 5-year

program.

- An: average of 180 drlllmg permits a day are delayed because
Federal regulatory agencies cannot agree. Federal agencies should get
their permitting procedures aligned by resolving the existent conflicting
jurlsda.ctlonal mandates

ll MlSSlSSlppl - By letter of Septenber i8, 19?9, Governor chh

' expressed the followmg views:

- Supported the proposed OCS oil and gas- lease sale ‘schedule
described for the Gulf of ’\'Iexs.co

- Requested that certain technlcal descriptions be incorporated into

the report.

- I.ooks forward to-contimled"participation in the review process.

12. Cal;.fomla - By letter dated Septamber 19, 1979, Governor
Edmund G. Brown, JTr. made the follcmng ocxments-

— Proposed program does not evaluate several critical factors requlred
by the CCSIAA. .

—— Schedule does not evaluate regions against each other and rank
them in priority as required by the OCSLAA.

~~. Schedule proposes leasing of vast offshore areas that prevent
a proper balancing of envirommental risks with resource potential.

— Future offshore California leasing should be tied (conditioned)
to the use of pipelines for transportation.
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—~ The OCSLAA require balancing of rescurce production and envirormmental
protection and such balancing indicates that basins offshore San Diego,
San Matec, Bodega Bay and Mendocino would be deleted because of low
resource potentlal and high envn_romnental risk.

-— Strongly urges substani:n.al modification in the final program re!
, reflect State concerns. :

- DOI has not shown how the factors mandated by Congress (section 18)
were analyzed together to determine the proposed schedule.

| — Interlor has failed to meet the requirement of section 18(a) of
OCSIaA which provides that the program shall indicate as precisely as
possible the size, timing and location of proposed leasing activity.

—— The broadly defined "California" area nor lease sale #53 conform
to the standard set in section 18(a) (2) of selecting OCS areas for
development on the basis of oil and gas bearlng physiographic reglons,
which clea:cly means: sed:mentaxy basins.

_ -—,_Cal_:.forn:l.a malntaa,ns ,that due to the lack of data on the environmental -
impacts of OCS development in Northern and Central California reflected by
the status of the Envirormmental Studies Program for this area, it is not
- possible for DOI to do the analysis required by section 18(a) (3) of the

QOCSLAR and make the. requ:nred balance. -

'_—-— ‘The: timing of a 1981 sale-in Central and Northern Cal:a.forma is
premature in light of sect:.on 18(a) (3). -

~— The location of proposed sale #53 is contr:azy tH the requireme_nts
of the Act because the balancing cannot seriously be done when such an

- extensive area is not d:.v:Lded mto five physiographic areas (area covers

fJ.ve sedmentary basms)

~— Option 4 of the. proposed schedule, filling 100% of the DCE's
production goals, best meets the requirement of section 18(a) (1) of
the OCSILAA, but even this option does not reflect consideration by DOI
of the value of the resources on the OCS and the potential impact on -
these resources -if 0CS development occurs because sale #53 is still
included and is scheduled for 1981 before the envirommental studies
on the area will be ccmpleted

, "-— Proposed schedule does not contain an evaluation of the tourist
or recreatlon J_ndustrles of Callfornla. '

-~ Impacts on the marine, coastal and hnman enviromments, per section
18{(a) (1) of the Act, have alsc been ovérlocked in the proposed schedule
but are discussed in the DEIS; not clear how DOI will incorporate the
DEIS analysis into its decisions on the proposed schedule.

—-— Concerned about minimizing potential conflicts between OCS
development and. other uses especially commercial fishing; sections 101.(13)
and. 102(7) of OCSIA express congressional intent to minimize conflicts,
biat this policy does not seem to have been carried cut by DOI in selectlng
CCS areas for the schedule.
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-~ California strongly disagrees with DOI approach regarding timing
and location and feels that all 8 factors of section 18(a) (2) must be
considered and compared in develo;_alng the fma__ program as to the timing
and location of lease sales.

: -~ The proposed program does not contain predlctlve mfonnatron, as-
requlred by law (section-18(a) (2} (#).

. — Concerns such as air and water quality, capacity of an area for
industrial development, or aesthetics in an area that supports a thriving
tourist or recreational industry are hot included as "envirommental
considerations,” thus leaving out Important concerns listed in Californmia’s
CZM program ard the laws, goals and policies of the State. :

—— The tables which rark -envirommental ‘sensitivity contain the same
deficiencies in scope of J‘nfonﬂation as mentioned in the preceding concern.

— DOI's envirormental studies are mentloned in the proposed program
but are not considered in the leas:.ng decision (Tab 7).

_ —— Many studies have not been completed in time to be used in the
: schedule or even in the EIS for specific lease sales.

-— Studies descrlbed by DOL as "campleted" in the proposed program
have not been made available to the State.

— The program contains oontradlctory information on the status and
descrlptlon of envirommental studies. -

—— The proposed. schedule does not seem to be based-on the factors

listed in section 18{a} (2) (B) and {G}.

- The definition of the leasing areas is so broad as to make any
meaningful ranking and camparing of areas impossible; the Northern and
Central California area covers fiwve offshore basins and ten in Southern
\ Cal;:.fomla.

. == The program should exphc:.tly include analysis of those specific
basin-level OCS areas where low petroleum rescurce potential and high
envirormental risks merit exclusion fram the schedule.

—— Three Califo:m:.é sanctuaries, Santa Barbara Chamnel Islands, Monterey
Bay and Farallon Islands—Point Reyes, are in the consz.deratlon process by
NORA for potential marine sanctuary designation.

~— Concerned about section 18(a) (2) (C) since "Interior and DOE seem
to indicate as much OCS acreage as possible should be leased off the
West Coast and Alaska, not because the production can econcmically be
transported to natiOnal markets, but because it can and should be transported
to Japan."

—— Interior has not met the OCSIAA requirements of section 18(a) (2) (B)
to consider the conflicting uses of navigation, existing or proposed
sealanes and potential sites of deepwater ports, and such an analysis of
conflicting uses should campare these uses at the same level of econcmic
detail as DOE used to support its oil production goals.
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—- Coast Guard-established sealanes offshore Southern california and
in the Santa Barbara Channel present a use conflict with OCS develorment,
and Interior has permitted leaSing in these lanes. - :

, —— Any use conflict analYSJ.S mast break down areas into s:.ngle basin
areas at least. ,

=~ There is no indication as to how Interior will incorporate the -
DEIS analysis, particularly regarding use. confllcts m the formilation
of the five-year leasing program.

. == 1t is not clear how industry's ranking of p'otential-- resources and
interest in exploration was used toc formulate the schedule (particularly
the Kodiak area} .

- Expressed concern regarding Interior's. cons:.da:atlon of State
and country govermlent recc:{mterﬁatlons on lease sale #53. '

-- The Interior Depar‘cment has not adequately consz.dered‘ the factors
l.l.sted in the OCSIAA of 1978 in develop:l.ng the proposed program.

— Requested that the records of the August 29 and. 30 House Select
"Committee on the Outer Continental Shelf hearings in San Francisco on
the S~year schedule and lease sale #53 be incorporated into the State's

. cammients on the 5—-year schedule when the flnal volume of hearings is
released .

~— Interior has not considered the Californmia Coastal Management:
Program nor’ does. the proposed S-year leasing program provmde a- "propex
balance" among the considerations called for in segtion 18{(a) {3}.

- == The background materials accompanying the Secretary's June 25,
1979, letter does not contain an analysis supporting the Secretary's
conclusion that he had "not ascertained any impediments to consideration
of OCS areas for leasing because of any State laws, goals or policies
which have been J.de.ntlfn.ed or because of prov:rs:t.ons of any coastal
zone management programs.”

— The Department in essence ignored the State's May 31, 1979,
caments on the draft proposed program to delete lease sale #53 from
the program; the State also recommended that tracts which were deleted”
fram sale #48, based upon the State's CZM program and for other State
policies, not be included in future sales.

~— California disagrees with Interior's interpretation that because
Congress specifically excluded an area near Point Reyes Wildernmess from
leasing, Congress intended that no other OCS area anywhere be excluded
from petcoleum leasing.
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—— OCS basins where petroleum resources are low and the potential
for envirommental damage and adverse impacts on the coastal zone are high
should be deleted fram the schedule.

-- California has previcusly informed Interior that specific OCS -
areas should never be leased due to their unique envircrmental velue (Santa
Monica Bay ard the OCS around Santa Barbara Channel Islands).

-~ The balancing é.na’.‘lysis required under section 18(a){3) of GCSLAA
cannot be conducted without defining discrete meaningful OCS areas.

- Sugge_s.ted that the Santa Maria Basin and the Eel River Basin
might be candidates for further consideration in the S5-year p‘rogra‘m.

- —— Alr quality requirements are epr.J.CJ.tly incorporated into California's
Coastal Zone Management. (CZM) program via two provisions of law (section.
307(£) of the CzM Act and section 30253(3) of the California Coastal
Act)

. == PFederal approval of Calz.fornla s CZM program. affords the State
the right to review OCS oil and gas activities for cons:.stency with the
California Coastal Management. Program (CC‘MP)

-~ State agrees with i-he DEIS statements concermng Callfornla air
quality but is concerned that the draft Federal air quallty control program
will not provide sufficient protection to the State's air quality; does
not meet congressional intent of OCSIAA; and, if finalized, would place
extremely sericus financial arnd health burden on California..

-— Requested that attention be directed to the State's comments on
the proposed Federal air quality control regulations submitted to the
Chief, Conservation Division, USGS, and that the contents of that
submission be incorporated by reference. '

-— It is the State's policy that pipelines are the preferred trans-
‘portation method for OCS crude.

—- The proposed schedule faiis to adequately address -envirormental
issues as mandated by the OCSLAA of 1978 and by the Natlonal Envirormental
Pollcy Act (NEPR) . _

— The DETS on the program was publlshed too. late to be fully discussed’
as part of the State's comments on the proposed schedule and thus the :
process of addressing envirormental issues has been fragmented, rather than
lntagrated, as NEPA requires.

—- The administrative record on the proposed S5-year schedule should
be held open to incorporate California's comments on the DEIS.

—-— Because of the failure to properly integrate the NEPA process into
the decisiormaking process, it is unlikely that the final leasing schedule
.will adequately address envirormental concerns, and thus, will violate -
both the OCSLAA and NEPA. :
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—— The:r:e is a technical. l:l.mlt to the amount of heavy crude which
California can reflne. ;

. —— Regardless of future CCS leasing activity, there will probably

be a crude oil glut on the West Coast by 1985 on the order of 800,000 BPD.

-~ It would be helpful to have ccmparisons of the envirormental risks
which are necessary to be mitigated in relation to the estimated producticon

which might be achieved for each of the OCS areas under consideration.

-— Recamends” that future Federal discussions of the 5~year program

provide the Federal assessment of envirormental risk in relation to

anticipated. pmductlon for each contemplated sale area and that conclus:.ons

. be-: presented in this context.

- Suggested that 'a matrix expressmg hazard and other develoment
constraints be developed for camparing individual lease sale areas
along with recoverable rescurce potential.

—— Recamended a- 6-—step scale of gignificance including fishing
grourxis and areas of special blologlcal importance for the significance
of marine resources..

— Suggested develogmentbf a matrix to analyze general onshore

impacts of OCS activities {air quality, secondary industrial developnent)

similar to the emnrormental risk characterization.

13. Oregon - By letter of October 18, 1979, Governor Victor Atiyeh
made the following points:

- Is pleased by increased mumber of sales in revised schedule.

-~ Requests opportunity to review lease sale #53 notice of sale
and subsequent plans for consistency with Oregon's management program.

14. Washington - By letter dated July 27, 1979, Governor Dixy Lee
Ray expressed the following comments:

-- Washington has no camments at this time, is grateful for being

kept informed on the lease sale program, and requesited DOI to continue to

include the State in reerews of the program.
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15. Alaska - By letters dated August 3, 1979, and Sepfanber 28,
1579, Governor Jay Hammond made the following points:

| -~ Requests deletions of the sale scheduled to take place in Bristol
Bay because of the importance of the area for fish and wildlife.

—— Opposes éarly scheduling of lease sales in frontier areas because
such placement severely restricts State and Federal timetables for
con‘ducting needed studies and to prepare for onshore impacts.

- == Opposes plac1ng new sales early in the schedule because that

would require that the Federal Goverrment initiate pre-leasing steps

prior to the ccmpletn.on of the public and State participation process
developed for review of the schedule. '

— The alternate Federal leas:r._ng schédule proposed by. Alaska is
conspicuous’ by its absence and is resiﬁ:mitted for consideration.

- The dlsparlty betiween the alternat:.ves ddentified in June and the
EEIS tends to hamper public understanding and queéstions their usefulness
as decisiomnaking tools.

-- The State intends to coordinate its offshore sales with the
~ Department's and asks for scheduling which permits such coerdination.

- Administer the program. without frequerit alteration in order for
. the State to structure its leasing program in a t:unely and coordinated
mamer.

—- Doubts whether the petroleum mdustry is. prepared to implement
the program comz.der:.rg constraints on Capltal and equlpment.

~— Wishes to know how product:.on will be transported to markets in
the lower 48 States.

— If oil is found in quantities anticipated, it appears unlikely

that refinery capacity in California will be expanded enough to acccmnodate
all resulting praductlon.

—-— Reconsider the Federal policy prohibiting the foreign sale of
Alaska crude oil.

— It is conte'.nplated that new ING facilities will be constructed
to process and transport gas; however, attempts to establish ING
receiving facilities have been largely unsuccessful due to the inability
to obtain requisite State and Federal permits and the DOE policy of opposing
new ING applications. :

~— Rapid hydrocerbon depletion is not in the best interest of the U.S,
Alaska OCS hydrocarbons will be more essential to the national econcmy
ard national security in the future.

2 T P AUy N .
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~— Socic-econanic impacts to the State are likely to be si_gnificant.

~~ The Federal Goverrment's attitude toward development of Alaska's
energy and mineral resources as manifested by the simultanecusly proposed
immoderate envirormental constraints and massive land withdrawals on
upland acreage and rapid development of offshore areas is inconsistent.
This portends future problems regarding the development of offshore
fac:.lltz.es and transportatlon and u’clllty systems.

-— The compressed timeframe of Septembe_r 1982 to February 1983 for .
three major ‘sales does not afford adequate time for sale preparatlon by
the Federal Govenment, the State or the oil :Lndustry

-- The ability of State govemnent to properly respond to an accelerated
leasing program is dependent upon adequate Federal assistance. CEIP funds
were authorized at too low a level, have not been appropriated, and are subject
to allocation after the State is well into the pre-leasing process.

-~ Alaska's position on leasing in Bristol Basin and the North -
Aleutian Shelf has been to request indéfinite postponement perding
acquisition of more camprehensive oceanographic and biological resources
informationh and develogment of district coastal managanent programs; a
position shared by NME‘S and FWS. : .

-~ New flnd.l.ngs regardlngs basic oceancgraphic propert:.es in the
Bering Sea need further scrutlny before leas:.ng :

~— The Federal Goverment_should revise its pre-leasing process by
adopting an interim designation that would allow certain investigations
to be authorized and funded without hlghly sensitive frontier areas being
prematurely scheduled as "lease areas.”

—— The State would like to work with DOI on the development of mitigating
measures. _

- Therchukchl Sea presents a. combination of several environmental
hazards to develcpment and a weak exw:romnental information base and is
therefore proposed for premature scheduhng

-- Suggests that Hope Basin and Chukchi Sea be united for planning
and researc:h purposes.

—— Ev:Ldence from Beaufort sale region indicates that five years of
envirormental assessment is barely enotigh to indicate the best approaches
for industry and govermment in frontier lease sales.

-~ Alternative DEIS-5 which substitutes a Beaufort sale for a
Chukchi sale is confusing because of State reservations about plamning
sales seaward of the outer adge of landfast ice at this time.
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By letter dated Decamber 3, 1979, Governor Jay s. Hammond made
the follcm:mg additional pomts-

— Enclosed comnents and resclutions from Mr. Norman Cohen, Rural
Alaska Camunity Action Program, Inc. (RurAL CAP).

—— RUrAlL CAP's Resolution 79-1, callj_ng for a 5-year moratorium on
leasing in and off Alaska, underscores the need for the Department’ to-
adopt a less aggress:.ve schedule than the proposed program.

— Stated that he bel:.eves the schedule wh:.ch the State has cons:.stently
advocated would satisfy same of RurAl, CAP's concerns while recognizing
the national pressures for development in offshore Alaska. -

—- Resubmitted the State's proposal.

— The State supports RurAl, CAP's Resolution 79-4 which requests
Federal agencies to coordinate their OCS research with the information.
requirements of cocastal service area boards in developl.ng coastal
management plans S

- — It is essential that BIM's sociceconcamic and emrlrormental studies
program be attined to the needs of local planning mterests and Alaska
is interested in m1pr0vu1g this coordlnatlon.
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B. Local Goverriient Comments -

1. County of San Diego, California - By letter dated August 22, 1979, Tom
Ham:.lton, Chamnan, Board of Supervisors, - expressed the follcmmg carmentss

. Pleased with the decision to prepare an EIS on the. leas:t_ng program
‘and felt that the final EIS"should be published’ pr:.or to suhnlssmn of-
~ the program to the President or Congress '

- Concerned about the limitations in the. ability of State and local -
govemnents to participate in the CCS leasing process because of the
length and variety of coastline, the need to monltor 0CS development
and litm.tatlons on avallable staff;

-— Grants frcm the Coastal Energy Impact Program cannot fully mitigate
the fact that responding to the akove issue would detract from the county S
abz_hty to deal w1th other isstes.

_ o ‘I‘wo lease sa_‘i_es, #73 and #80 should be ccmblned in- the mterest
'of eff:.c:.ency. h

- == Pleased with dec:.s:.on not to offer any tracts meilately off
San Diego coast in sale #48

Reccmnended that the follcwmg areas in southern Callfoma be
deleted fram the Call for Nominations for the lease sales scheduled in
the 5-year program: offshore of the Northern Chamnel Islands;- Offshore
Santa Barbara Island itself, offshore San Diego County and within the
Vessel Precautionary Area offshore the’ Ports of Los Angelés and Long Beach.

: 2 Planning Department San Luis Obrspo, California =~ By letter: dated
. September 17, 1979, Patricia Beck, Supervisor, Coastal Planhing, made the
following conments:

- Conments presented were approved by the County Board of Superv150rs
and sent to the Governor pursuant to section l9 of the OCSLAA.

-- County supports the California Coastal Cov:rmlssz.on staff analysis
. and recomendations. _

-~ Proposed schedule does rot adequately consider the follcm.ng factors .
required by the OCSIAA: ‘

° equitable shar:mg of develognental benefits and envirommental
risks among reg:.ons._ '

® other uses of the OCS
° laws, goals and policies of the affected States. ‘

° the relative envirormental sens1t1v1ty and marine product1v1ty
of various areas. :

@ an assessment of future possible impacts.
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'—— Areas of propocsed lease sales are so large that congressionally
- mandated factors cannot be adequately consideved.

~- Reduce the size of the leasing areas; proposed sale #53 copsists of 1. 3
m:l.lllon dcres,. f:Lve geolog:.c basins, and over 700 miles of ooastl:me.

— The promsed timing of sale #53 is premature since many of the
~ baseline envirommental studies are presently being considered for contract
: wh:.le the DEIS is being wrltten -

-— It is doubhul if the fz_shery analysz_s, the marine mammal and
_seabird survey, and the oceanograph:s.c and m:.nerologlcal data analysis
for sale #53 w1ll be -campleted in tJ.me for inclusion in DEIS._,_

_ - Felt that during the Call for Nominations for sale #53, the negative
naminations of envirormentally sensitive areas did not affect BIM's
recamendation of tracts o be mcluded in the envirormental rev:.ew pProcess.

~— Recormended that the normmt:.on Process be revz,sed 0 become more
“sensitive to environmental concerns and that the process be restructured:
so that industry would first nominate tracts on oil potent.'l.al and then
solicit negata.ve ncm:.nau.ons.

3. County of San Mateo Redwood City, Callforma - By letter dated
October 10, 19879, Wlll:r.am Rozar, Planner, Department of Envirormental
Services, offered the following comments: :

_ - Suhm.tted a resolution of the Board: of Supervisors of San Mateo -
' County which supports the California Coastal Commission comments regardx.ng
the proposed S=-year: leasz_m; schedule for OCS lease sale #533.

. ~= The proposed schedule for OcS lease sale #53 does not adequately
consider the emr:.rormental cr:.terla required by the OCSLAA

4. Western Alaska Villages - By petition dated. October 8, 1979, the
follow:.ng proposal was made: _

- Postpone lease sales in Nortom Basin for five years to allow
formulation of coastal zone management plans; local participation in
the call for Nominations, and plam'u.ng for CCS develognent
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5. Rural Alaska Commmnity Action Program, Inc. - By letter dated November
26, 1979, Mr. Norman A. Cohen sijm_‘_i_tted the following comments- to Alaska's
Governor Hammond, who subsequently sent them to the Department:

-~ The Alaska Federation of Natives, Alaska Native Foundation,
Alaska Legal Services Corporation and the Rural Alaska Community Action
Program, Inc. co-sponsored a 2-day "Rural Alaska Coastal Management
Conference," and the participants unanimously passed six resolutions

calll_ng for more control by coa,stal resource service areas. (coples enclosed) .

—- Reguested the,Governor to w1te Secretary Andrus :and' request a
' 5-year moratorium on all OCS lease sales off Alaska (Resolution 79-1) or
until coastal zone management district plans are in effect..

- =— Resolution 79-4 requests. Federal agencies to. develop methods to .
coordinate their OCS research w:.th information needs of the coastal . '
resourca serv:.ce area hoards.

e Sul:m:.tted fom:s 1llustrat1.ng the. status of d::.st:c::.ct eoastal ‘
maxiagement plans for five western Alaskan regions (Kotzebue Sound;
Norton Sound; Yukon-Kuskckwim; Bristol Bay:; and Aleutian-Pribilof).
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. C. Industry Comments

' 1. Bmerican Petroleum Industry - By letter of July 23, 1979, C J . DlBona
made the- followmg po:.nts- '

L -The natn_onal 1nterest would be better served. by earlier sohedullng '
of frontier areas, parﬂcularly those offshore Western Alasm :

_ | - Indust::y s procedures for br:.ngmg new OCS resources to market can
be campleted expediticusly only if necessary planning to meet financial,

eciipment, . and manpower requlrements can be carr:.ed out within a relauvely
constant t:uneframe

- Atla.ntlc Rlc:hfleld Comparny - By letter of September 20, 1979 E F.
L:Lvaudals, Jr., made the following pomts.

o The canpany is qe.nerally support_we of the lease schedule as
proposed and urges adoptlon of the schedule as pmmsed-

—— Industry is capable of ez@lorlng' and developlng the front:.er
areas in a safe, eff1c1ent and professlonal manner. ‘

—— Alaskan frontier lease terms should be longer than five years

since ecquipment requlred for this type of ezqolorat:.on 1s less readlly '
available than more conventional eqm.pment.

3. Exxon ~ By letter of July 6, 1979, John J. Loftls Jr., made the
followa.ng points:. :

-~ Further acceleratlon of Alaska area sales would be in the natlonal
J.nterGSt

- Reccmnended several changes ‘co the schedule dates. - March sale
dates are preferred since the successful bidder can use the summer season
for tract clearance surveys.

-— In lSSC and 1981, sales are ofrouped in sequentlal months sales
spread throughout the year would allow both 1ndustty and goverrment .
to more eff1c1ently utilize manpower. :
. — shorten the times between call for nominations and the lease sale.

‘_4 Houston 0il and Minerals Corp. — By letter of August 17 ].979, John
Gooch made the following points:

—- Pleased with the number of sales scheduled.

—-- The proposed increase in the budget and staff should accommodate

the additional workload resultlng from the upward revision of the ni.mber
of sales. . : :
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- Alleviate pernlttlng delays whlch are be:Lng encountered with

lncreasz.ng frecgiency

- Money is J_nvested J.n geophysical and strata.g}:aphlc testing on
tracts wh:.ch are Wlthdrawn ‘at the last moment.

| = Concerned about h:Lgh bid re]ectlon_._ .

5. Mobil Oil Corp. — By letter of September 21, 1979, A. H. Massad, made
the follcw:.ng points: '

-~ Additional lease acceleration must be made in.the prime Alaska
frontler areas to have any hope of reduc:.nq dependency on J_mported

crude oil in the near . future. _

"~ —— Alaska frontler sales should be initiated earller 1n the program
. ~— Mobil believes exploratlon and development can be ca:r.:r:.ed out
in Bristol Basin without 51gn_1f1cant erwuomental consequences or -
mults.ple use confhcts..
~—All of Brlstol Basin ehould be J.ncluded in the S—year OCS progra:m

— An alternate schedule is recomnended for Alaskan OCS areas which
w:Lll permit exploratlcn to be J.n;L?:.ated earlier than the June proposal..

— Altemate schedullng is proposed for other lease areas as well
- — Lease' terms should be ten years.

6. Shell 0il Company - By letter of Septenber 20, 1979, Jack Threet made
the follom.ng points:

- Urges the mclus:.On of earh_er and repeated sales in the hlgh
potent::.al geologlc basins off Alaska.

. == An acc:elerated sale program would encounter no sz.gnflcant :
constraints due. to manpower arnd eqlnpment requirements if carried out
as announced.

-— Proposed an alternate schedule for cons:LderatJ.on._

7. SCHIO - By letter of Septazber 14, 1979, C. C. s. Dav:_es made the
follcwmg points:

- Extend the northern- bounda:cy of the North Aleutian Shelf sale
area and advance the sale date.

— The company is pleased with the advancement of same of the
Alaska frontier ares sale dates.

— Chukchi. sale should be advanced.
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— Schéduling mist be reliable for plalmmg PUXpOSes -
— _Aﬁxeliorate the @:Cessively severe lease issuance conditions. .
— Retain the traditional size of Calimei'a initial lease sale are‘as.i“

8. Surmark Exploratlon Company- - By lette.r of September 19, 1979 Marion D.
Noble made the follow:.ng points:

- 'I‘he economic well be_mg of the country and nat:.onal secu.rlty
may rest upon ability to utilize OCS lands.

~— Areas which have a potential for oil that are in deep water or
ice infested areas must be offered early in such a manner that industry
will be encouraged to- develop the technology to operate in those areas.

— Speed up sales in basins with proven reserves, e.g., Santa Earbara.

L= Have mult:.ple sales in each of those frontier areas in wh:.ch
—1ndust:|:y has indicated their hlghest J.nte.rest. o

- Enccm:rage deep water exploraﬂon by increasing primary term of
_the 3.ease and changlng the bldd:a.ng systan by decreasing front-end costs.




25

D. Environmental Organization Comments

1. Envirormental Policy Center - By letter dated June 14,. 1979, Hope
Robertson, Washington Representative, expressed the following concerns:

-- Reiterated their strong support for the March schedule which
targeted St. George, North Aleutian Shelf and Chukchi for study with :
a later detemu_natlon for posmble sale areas. o

-— Proposed sales of concern include: the addition o_f- St. Gecrge -
1982; North Aleutian Shelf - 1983; deletion of Cook Inlet sale and sub~
stitution of Navarin Basin - 1984; and the Chukchi sale - 1985.

—— Urged the Secretary not to speed up the sale process J.n the
above-mentioned areas.

-~ Want thorough stx:ldy of Alaskan ecosystem and the developnent of.

. new technology to handle the adverse COI‘JdlthDS of the Alaskan oCs.

' ~- Need to have the ablllty to avoid any. ‘adverse 1mpacte on the
envirorment, J.ncludlng potentlal blow—-outs, before wae drill.

-~ Urged cons:l.deratlon of returning to orlglnal flve~year leasmg
program. ,

- Questloned if the concept of contlngency sales could be app}.led

to these more sensitive areas since this would enable env:.ronmental

studies to proceed without bemg locked 1nto holdlng sales in these

‘ ,controvers:.al areas

2. Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. - By letter dated September 21,
1979, Frances Beinecke,. A'tlant-ic"Coa"st Project, made— the following comments:

7 -—-Expressed great concern regardlng the early scheduh.ng of several

E Alaskan sales: St. George Basin - 1982; Navarin Basin - 1984; cChukchi Sea - -

1985; and North Aleutian Shelf - 1983, for which only Limited: envirormental -
or geological information exists and for which no avallable develognent
technology exists at the present time.

— C0merned about the. deletlon of the use of cont:x.ngency sales ,
for frontier areas, urged the use of contingency sales and recamended
that Chukchi and St. George Bagin be treated as conta_rx;ency sales.

~— Proposed program does not-meet the requirements of Section 18(a) (2)
or (a)(3) of the OCSIAa. since it does not properly balance "the potential
for envirommental . damage, the potential for the discovery for oil and gas,
and the potential for adverse J.mpact on the coastal zone." 18 (a} (3. -

-~ Proposed program does not J.ntegrate the information on emrlromlental
sensitivity/marine product:.v:.ty, te_cl’mlog:.cal availability, geological,

7 geoPhYSJ.cal and predlctwe information into the lease schedile. .
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-~ The Envirommental Studies Program is not used as a planning tool

“in proposing frontier area sale dates, particularly in St. George planning.

— Proposed program indicates a substantial reduction in the funding {
of the Environmental Studies Program between riow and 1985, ignoring the

- many decisions made after the lease sale and the need for additional

information through the exploratlon and development pmcess.
- Expressed support for the March schedule.

L= Strongly recammends the deletion of the North Aleutian Shelf
sale fram the S—Year Leasing program.

S == Unavallablhty of approprlate technologies at this tlme requires
that the St. George, North Aleutian Shelf, Navarin and Chukchl sales be
pushed back, if not deleted in the schediule.

. Recmmended that if St. George Basin is included in the progn:am

. that it be a later contingency sale and that the July 29 Federal Reg:.ster
Call for chnlnat'n.ons be ws.thdrawn. T

-— Expressed concern regardlng geolog:.c hazards. in deep offsh:ore

- waters including the deep areas of sale #59.

— cOnceJ:ned about the unavailability of envirommental information,
recomnaisance -information, partlcularly for the four above—mentloned '

Alaskan frontler sdle areas..

'~ The env1ronmental matrlx, Tab 6 of the background J.nformata.on. -

~ has major shortcomings since it is oo broad, allows no ‘camparison of
enviromental sensitivity of one region to another, has no capability

of weighing competing resource values within a region, and does not
compare, analyze or- welgh the fz_nal results.

-— The Env:Lromnental Studles Program lS niot g:.ven adequate attention
in the proposed leas:.ng schedule.

' —— The Area Descriptions sections on the Availability of Envirormental

cand. Geotecl'mlca.l Data is weak due to the paucn.ty of information on areas
- where studies have been conducted.

- = The schedulmg of St. George Basin should be consistent with BIM's

‘analysis of the availability of envirommental information.

~ Recammended that the program indicate the pre-lease, post-lease
and mmtorlng needs of . the Envirommental Studies Drogram, ‘and the funding

‘requirements needed to accompllsh thls

-— Strongly reccxrmended that the full cost of pre- and post—lease

-sale decisions be presented to the Secretary and Congress in the context

of the program..
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3. Clean Air Coalition - By, letter dated Septemnber 19, 1979, Beryl
Reichenberg, Chairman, Clean Air Coaliticn of San Luis Oblspo County,

- Callform.a, expressed the follom.ng Concerns:

— Because the lease sale areas are so large, the environmental

analysis required under section 18(a) (2) of the OCSLAA is superficial

and often meaningless.

-— The envirormental analysis provided in the schedule fails to .

 adequately consider air quallty uupacts and other factors including

pred_lct_tve J_nformatmn.

~— Impacts such as reflm.ng capacity and transPortata.on (tarﬂierlng)

will continue to have envirormental impacts on California, part:.cularly

in terms of air quality, and such impacts should be fully cons:l.dereci

-=— A more prudent basis for developlng a lease schedule would involve
substantiating resource estimates and properties of oil by exploratory

- drilling prior to schedule developnent and leasing since impacts could
‘then be fully addressed concerning resource values versus social, economic

and envirommental costs of development

~— The assmtpt:.on that the OCSLAA have provided t‘he legislative

- framework to ensure safe developnent of oil and gas has vet to -be
'substanta.ated '

- GS s prOposed OCS air quallty rules will not adequately protect

ronshore air quallty, partlmzlarly Lor San Lu:.s Oblspo Ccmnty

— Proposed schedule gives excessive weight to estimated but un—-
substant:.ated resource potential and o:.l industry preferences w1th httle
welght to env:.mmnental considerations.

— Requested that: lease sale areas be reduced in size; ledse sales
be delayed until long-term refining and distribution systems are assured;
tankering be considered only in extreme cases where production is so
far fram shore that a pipeline is uneconomical; resource potential and
properties of oil through exploratory drilling precede leasing; and
that no leaging off California occur until there is a framework for new
source review and emission control consistent with onshore regulations.




28

E. Public Comments

1. League of Women Voters of San Luis Obispo, California - By letter dated -~
September 19, 1979, Louise Radcliff, President, expressed the following
caments:

- Feels strongly that the proposed program does not fulfill the
requirements of the OCS Lands Act Amendments.

—~— BILM's envirommental analysis is malnly confined to marine impacts
and onshore impacts are of equal importance particularly in relatively
undeveloped, non—mdustrlahzed areas such as San Luis Obispo.

L~ Concerned about OCS- opera’c::.ons J.mpacts on air quality particularly
because of the county‘s low inversion layer.

- Proposed program gives llttle attentn_-on to air quality.

- Proposed program does not fully considetr the 1mpac’ts of 0CS
operations and anc:.llaxy facilities as they affect agricultural and
recreational econcmics (socio~econcmic onshore impacts) .

-~ Concerned that adequate mitigation measures may not be devised
and enforced, particularly in regard to USGS air quality regulations
which. the local Air Pollution Control District has said will not adequately
protect the county from OCS emissions. '

2. Anthony W. Kelley - By letter dated October 24, 1979, Mr. Relley
expressed full support of S-year leasing of the Outsr Continental Shelf.

3. Josephine T. Kelley = By letier dated October 24, 1979, Ms. Kelley
stated that she does support the 5-year leas:.ng schedule of the Oubter
Contlnental Shelf.




APPENDTX TIT
SECTION 18 - COMMENTS AND ANAIYSIS

Numerous coments were received on-issues relating to the requiremerts. of
section 18 of the OCS Lands Act; as amended, specifically subsections 18(a)
and (b). For convenience, we have addressed each subsection of section 18
using a format of subsection, commenter, camment and response.

Section 18(a):"...The ieasing program shall consist of a schedule of
proposed lease sales indicating, as precisely as possible, the size,
timing and location of leasing activity which he determines will best

- meet national energy ne@ds tor the S-year period following its approval
- Or reapproval.”

(Callfornla)

Ccmnent: Callfornla stated that lnterlor failed to meet th:!.s requlrement
since the proposed program does not indicate as prec:.sely as possible the

‘size, timing and location of proposed leasing activity. California

interprets subsection 18(a) (2) which refers to "oll- and gas-bearing
physiographic regions" as meaning sedimentary basins and thus believes
that the location of proposed sale #53 and other proposed California areas
do not confoim to the standard set in section 18(a) (2).

Response;  The program identifies sales off Califormia as e:.ther Central
and Northern California, Scuthern California, including Santa Barbara
Channel, or as. "California" sales. With respect to proposed sale #53 -
Central and Northewn California, tentative tract selection has already -
occurred and has resulted in the preliminary selection of 214 tracts.

The proposed sale area includes five separate sedimentary basins. The
OCS Lands Act, as amended, refers to "physiographic regions" which we
have interpreted in a broad sense for-several reasons. We believe that
the treatment of these basins as separate sale areas would place
unnecessary administrative burdens on the Department and others-and would
result in unnecessary expenditure of public and private funds in sale
preparation.. The time allotted to plamning for a sale, including
development of five individual envirormental impact statements, could
also result in delays in exploration and develcpment. The size of
proposed sale #53 is also consistent with those of previous sales held by
the Department {e.g., Gulf of Mexico). As plamning for the sale proceeds,
we will consider the effects of OCS develogment in each of the five areas
and. the appropriateness of leasing in each area, particularly during the
envirommental analysis process. Although the resources of an individual -
basin included in this sale may be relatively low, we believe that in

the aggregate a Central and Northern Califormia sale can make a significant
contribution to the nation’s energy needs. Furt'her, unkil exploratory
drilling takes place, the extent of reserves in a particular basin is

not known. Exploratory drilling may reveal that a basin is dry, or it
may reveal that it contains greater than expected amounts of hydrocarbons.
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Proposed sale #68 may include areas off both Southern California and in
the Santa Barbara Channel. As is the case with sale #53, all basins in
the sale proposal will be analyzed on an individual basis. The analyses
performed on proposed sales #73 and #80, which are identified as including
areas off California, will alsc include individual basin assessments.

Section 18(a) (2) : "Timing and location of exploration, develomment, and
product:.on of oil and gas among the oil- and gas-bearing phys:.ographlc
regions of the Outer Continental Shelf. shall be based on a consideration
of—="...the eight criteria listed in (a) t'hrough (Hy . '

(County of San Mateo, Redwood City, California; League of Women Voters,
San Luis Obispo, California; and Clean Air Coalition, San Luis Cbispo,
California; Massachusetts; New Jersey, California; Natural Resources
Defense Counc:Ll (NRDC))

Conments- A concern, expressed by several cammenters involved the
interrelationship of the eight criteria specifically mentioned in this
subpart and how they were considered and integrated into the proposed
program. One caimenter expressed concern that DOI had placed too mich
emphasis on industry's interest in developmeént, section 18(a) (2) (E).
Other commenters expressed general cohcerns that the proposed program
did not fulfill the envirormental requirements of the OCS Lands Act,
as'amended, and that the envirormental analysis under subpart lS(a) (2)
was- :Lnadequate, superficial and meaningless.-

Responses Subpart (a) (2) sets out factors relevant in establa.shlng the -
timing and location of lease. sales. Disagreement over the role these
factors should play in determining the leasing program may be due to
differing perceptions of the thrust of section 18, and the Amendments of
which it is a part. A primary cbjective of the program is to increase -
the contribution the U.S. OCS can fake in fulfilling natiomal energy
needs, consistent with a high standard of envirormental protection. The
legislative tools provided by the Act ensure that oil and gas development
can be conducted safely in all parts of the U.S. The factors in subpart
{a) (2} are not to be viewed as constraints which would preclude leasing
in an area, but rather as issues which need to be addressed in the
planning process or as factors which would affect the precise timing of
a sale. For example, the fact that one area is regarded as being particularly
enviromentally sensitive would not necessarily remove it as a possible
candidate, but rather would triggér the plamning for envirommental
studies ue} provide sufficient time for evaluation of study results.

Subpart (2) (B) which calls for an equitable sharing of developmental

benefits and envirommental risks supports the contention that no one region

is to bear the burden of supplying our nation with energy supplies, and
that all regions should contribute to energy supplies unless the environ-
mental risks are too high. If economically recoverable deposgits . are
located in an OCS area, then the area becaomes a candidate for leasing.

s we enter an.era of resource scarcity, the policy options and associated
tradeoffs became more difficult to evaluate. The fact that one of the CCS
areas has a biologically rich ecosystem which mlght be adversely affected
by an oil spill or that the scenic beauty of an area would be modified hy
offshore development are not sufficient reasons, in and of themselves,

to remove an area fram the schediile for leasing consideration. The

OCS Lands Act, as amended, provides for the development of offshore oil
ard gas resources and does so, with full regard for protection of the
envirorment, including the coastal zone, and legitimate concerns of the
coastal States. It is in this context the eight factors have been
considered, -
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Section 18(a) (2) (A) .. exn.stlngmfoxmat.}.on concerning the gecgraphical,
geological, and ecolog_lca_l characteristics of such regions.”

We have not received any camments expressly identifying weaknesses in
our treatment of this subsection. However, both Oregon and Mississippi
provided additional technical information appropriate to the "Area

' Descrlptlons“ sections of both the background material (Part B, Tab 7)

and the draft envirommental statement (Section III). This information
will be incorpcrated into the leasing program when the program is reviewed
in accordance with section 18{(e) of the OCS Lands Act, as amended. None
of the information provided indicated that the timing or locatlon of sales
ought to be changed. :

Section 18(a).(2) (B):".. .ah.-equitable sharing of developmental benefits
and envn.ronmenta.‘!_ risks among 'th"e various- regions.“ '

(Massachusetts New Jersey; Vlrguna, Cal:.fornla, Planning Depaz:tment
San Luis ObJ.spo, Callfomla) :

Ccmments- Massachusetts expressed the following concerns: the proposed
schedule inadequately assessed these criteria; the developmental benefits
were. not equally distributed; the schedule did not provide for eqm_table
sharing; and there is a néed to assess the benefits and risks associated
with each OCS regilon. . California expressed concern that the proposed
schedule did not seem to be based on the factors in this subpart while.
the Planmning Department, San Luis Obispo, California, stated that the
program did not adequately consider these criteria. New Jersey felt
that the envirommental matrix did not facilitate camparisons of the
envirommental sensitivity among regions, so that an amalysis could be
made of envirommental risks. Virginia expressed concerns about potential
o0il spill risks, particularly to their fishing and shellfishing industries.
Response: -~ Two basic processes were used to fulfill the envirommental
requirements regarding program development--the development of the back-
ground material, particularly an envirommental sensitivity matrix (Part B,
Tab 6: of Secretarial memorandum dated May 29, 1979) and the envivonmental
analysis conducted pursuant to the National Envirormental Policy Act (NEPR).
Because of the broad nature of a S-year plamning document, these analyses
are general in soane aspects. However, we believe they serve to meet

the requirements of the OCS Lands Act, as amended, and are valuable in
alertlng decisiormakers to the relative envirommental sensitivites of

the various proposed sale areas as well as the potential risks and
impacts associated with OCS development. Finally, more specific environ-
mental analyses will be conducted in each region pursuant to NEPA before
a decision is made regarding an individual sale.
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The information and analysis completed to date has heen used in
identifying the studies which will hé necessary for specific decision
points and for estmatmg the length of time it will take to prepare for
a sale decisioh. The directive to share developmental benefits and
envirommental risks requires the Department to ensure that all regions-

of the country with economically recoverable deposits of hydrocarkons .
participate in the leasing program to the extent that envirormental risks
are niot too high. This mandate addresses the historical inequity which

- has resulted fram over-reliance on the Gulf of Mexico. The proposed

program meets this mandate by J_ncludlng promising areas in the lease.
schedule where it now’ appears that leasing may be possible. The one
area which was not included in the proposed program where there is
evidence of hydrocarbon potential was Hope Basin. This onission was due
to the length of time the Bureau of Land Management estimated it would

“take. to conduct envirommental studies to be used in plamning for a sale.

Factoring this time estimate in with the necessary pre-sale steps, it
was determined that a sale could be scheduled in the spring of 1985,
which was cutside of the period of time covered by the proposed program.
Since the prc:uposed final program will cover the perlod June 1980 through
May 1985, an alternative schedule (Alternative XI in the SID) was deveéloped
which includés Hope Basgin. Although this specific alternative was not
considered per se in the FES, the Hope Basin effects were fully analyzed
under Alternative IX in the FES. It is also interesting to note that the
report by the House Select Cammittee on the OCS did not conclude that
any OCS area should be omitted from the S5~year program for envirommental
reasons. -

Section 18{a) {2) (C):"...the lpcation of such regions with respect to,

-and the relative heeds of, regional and national enerqgy markets."

(Callform.a, Alaskd)

-Conments. California and Alaska expressed concern regarding adeguate
consideration of the location of OCS regions to the relative needs of
regiconal and national enerdgy markets. In particular, California stated
that Interior and DOE seem to indicate that as much acreage as possible .
should be leased off the West Coast and Alaska, not because the production

~can economically be transported to national markets, but because lt can

and should be transported to Japan.

Response: The final envirormmental statement has been expanded to include
a discussion of the availability of transportation networks to bring
supplies to market,. part:x_mzlarly as it relates to Pacific and Alaska sales
(pages 45-52) ., Also included is an analysis of West Coast refinery
capabilities and an altermative schedule to address this concern. The
analysis indicates that DOE believes that existing or planned domestic
refinery capacity will not pose a constraint, even if offshore production
exceeds what has been estimated for the proposed program.
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DOE has thoroughly examined possible constraints on OCS production in
consideration of regional energy demand and supply and has concluded that

there are no constraints to 0CS production resulting from these considerations.

DOE also concluded that a lack of transportation facilities should not

-affect leasing plans off the West Coast or Alaska. Such findings should

not be misinterpreted to mean that DOI or DOE supports exporting this
production to Japan as this is a policy decision of international importance
outside the purview of this proposal. Rather, the DOE finding allows the
Secretary of the Interior to select areas for leasing based on a total
national energy pe_rspect.we unlimited by regional requlranents.

Further ; if the current policy on export of OJ.l to J apa.n continues and :
a significant find is made on the West Coast, the find will be the economic

Aincentive to develop ways to brmg the supplies to market. There is no

justlfa_catlon to invest capital in transportation facilities unless there
is scme assurance that the resources will be there to transport. :

Section 18(a) (2) (D):"..,the location of such regions with respect to
other uses of the sea and seabed, including fisheries, navigation, existing

- or proposed sealanes, potential sites of deepwater ports, and other

anticipated uses of the ‘resources and space of the Outer Continental Shelf."

(California; Plann:tm Deparb'nent, San Luis Obispo, California; New York;
Rhode Island) -

Ccmnents- Comments recelved from Cals.form.a stated that the proposed
program did not consider other uses of the sed and seabed in regard to
navigation, sealanes and deepwater ports,. and specifically that the
Coast Guard established sealanes offshore scuthern California and in the
Santa Barbara Channel which present a use conflict with OCS development.
California also stated that DOI has permitted leasing in these lanes,
thus setting a priority of ignoring its statutory responsibility in this
area of use conflict. The Planning Department of San Luis Obispo

believed these criteria were not adequately considered.

Several commenters (New York, Rheode Island, California) expressed concern
regarding potential conflicts of OCS act:.v:.tles with the ccmnerc1al and
recreational fishing industry.

Response: The Department of the Interior’ s action to pemmit leasing of
a particular area where Coast Guard sealanes are established does not .
necessarily mean use conflicts exist since subsea completions and slant
drilling are operational alternatives to eliminate such potential conflict.
Further, it is the Coast Guard's responsibility to ensure safe navigation
under . the Ports and Waterways Safety Act. Following passage of the
1978 Amendments to the Ports and Waterways Safety Act, the Coast Guard
initiated studies in all OCS areas which may result in the designation

of safe access routes if the studies indicate they are necessary. If
safe access routes are designated under the statute in leased OCS areas,
all lease rights within the area would be subordinate to the paramount.
rights of navigational safety. -The Department will continue to work
closely with the Coast Guard on these matters.
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We do not foresee irresolvable conflicts behneen OCS activities and fishery-
interests. Geological Survey's OCS Operating Orders, BIM's regm.latmns

for leasing and pipeline rights-of-way (43 CFR 3300}, Department of :
Commerce regulations for Title IV of the Fishermen's Contmgency Fund,
sale-specific lease stipulations, among other mechanisms, provide protective
measures -for fishery resources.- In addition, we believe the Intergoverrmental
Planning Program; on which both the State and fishery interests will be
representad, will offer an opportunity for reconciliation of potential
conflicts associated with exploratory and development activities. - Finally,
experience in the Gulf of Mexico shows that the flshlng and offshore.

oil and gas industries can live side-by-side--it is not necessary for one

to give way to the other.

 Section 18(a) (2) (B):"...the interest of potential oil and gé.s producers
in the development of 03.1 and- gas . resources as: mdlcated by exploration
or namination.” '

(Cal:x.fornla, Clean Air Coal:[.tn.on, Cahfornla, N'RDC)

Comments: California stated that it was not clea.r how the above criteria
were uséd to formulate the proposed schedule particularly for the proposed
Rodiak sale. Two camenters, Cléan Air Coalition and NRDC, expressed
concern that too much emphasis was given to estimated resource potential
and industry ranking while little weight was given to env;.romental
considerations.

Response: " The criteria were used to :Ldent:.fy areas where both the potential
for discovery and industry's interest in exploration were high. Ranking -
of this information revealed extremely low interest in exploration: and
resource potential in several areas, namely Florida Straits, southern
Aleutian, and Washington-Oregon. Upon consideration of this factor

along with other requirements of section 18, these areas were not included
in the schedule., The Kodiak Shelf area also received low rarkings, 19th
in resource potential and 2lst in industry interest. Howevetr, because
Kodiak was on the former OCS schedule and administrative planning is now
in fairly advanced stages, we believe it is a cost-efficient use of ° '
public and private funds to proceed with the sale. Moreover, its resource
potential could change once same exploratory drilling takes place.

Industry has expressed high interest in OCS sctivities in the Central

and Western Gulf, Bristol Basin, Beaufort Sea, Santa Barbara, Mid-Atlantic
and-St. George Basin. Their comments on the proposed program generally

reveal they are satisfied with the proposal for the "lower 48” but would

prefer a faster pace of leasing in the Alaskan frontier areas. The requirements
of the OCS Lands Act, as amended, and NEPA were carefully considered in
determining what the earliest possible date was to schedule sales in

 Alaskan frontier areas of high resource potentlal. Providing for a

- faster pace of leasing probably would result in having less envirommental

and geotechnical information at each point in the sale decision process.
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Section 18{(a) (2) (F):"...laws, goals and policies of ‘affected States which
have been specifically identified by the Covernors of such Stateés as
relevant matters for the Secretarv's consideration.”

- (California; Planning Department, San Luis Obispo, California; Oregon)

Comments: California stated the background information did not contain

an analysis supporting the Secretary's conclusion that we had not ascertained
any impediments to consideration of OCS areas for leasing because of

such issues or -provisions in any State coastal zone management. program.

The San Luils Obispo County felt adequate con31deratlon was not given

to this criterion. :

Response: In regard to. consa.deratlon of laws, ‘goals or policies of
affected States, we have not determined any absclute impediment to J.nclus:i.on
of any OCS area on the plamning schedule. Also, it would be inconsistent
with the Coastal Zone Management Act for any approved coastal plan to
include provisions which would preclude an entire area fram being considered
as a candidate for leasing., While the Governors of some affected States
have abjected to inclusion of some areas on the leasing schedule, when
thelr views are balanced against nat:.onal ahergy policy; there does not .
.appear to be any reason to exclude the areas from the plaxmlng schedule.

Section l8(a) (2) (G).2™. . .the re'lative enviromental sensitivit‘j and nlérine
productivity of different areas ¢f the Outer Continental Shelf."”

(Massachusetts; California; New Jersey;: Virginia; Planning Department,
San Luis Obispo, California; League of Wemen Voters, San Luis Obispo,
 California; NRDC; Clean Air Coalition, San Luis Obispo, California}-

Camnents: Massachusetts believed the envirommental sensitivity amalysis
contained little information on marine productivity, and it submitted
scme product:.vz.ty values for one OCS area. Massachusetts expressed
concern that consideration of these factors include heavy emphasis on
‘the presence of critical habitats including spawning and nursery grounds,
whelping areas and rockeries. Massachusetts also felt that the Act
requires a ranking of the OCS regions based on this factor. :

New Jersey expressed concerns that the matrix was too general, limited
and inadequate. They also believed the matrix did not appear to use
B}'_M's env:.romnenta.l smdles program information..

California stated that the proPOSed schedule did not seem to be based

on the requirements of this subsection. They also proposed another
matrix format camposed of parameters for OCS lease area comparisons based
on- gechazards, a six~step scale of significance for marine resources, and
other constraints and competitive uses.



_ Vls:g:.ma stated that envuomnental concerns had rot been clearly considered
prior to the holding of sales. The Planning Department of San Luis

Obispo did not believe this factor was adequately considered. The San
Luis Obispo League of Wamen Voters stated that the envirormental analysis
was too confined to marine m@acts. The Clean Air Coalition stated that
the analys:.s failed to cons:Lder air quality mxpac:ts.

NRDC stated the proposed program did not integrate the geologlcal ~
geophysical and predictive information into the lease:schedule. It also
stated that the matrix was too broad; did not provide a comparison

between the OCS regions; -did not contain capability of welghlng compet:.ng
resource values; and did not analyze final results.:

Response: Camments regarding a more quantitative analysis of marine
productivity have been seriously considered. = Accurate ‘measurements of
biological productivity can. only be made by assessmg basic or primary
productlvz.ty s the rate at which radiant energy is stored by producer
organisms in the form of organic substances which can be used as food
materials. Such rates would need. to be cbtained through biolégical sampling
in each of the proposed 0OCS planning areas using similar methodologles and
specifications,. and enough samples would need to be taken in each area to
have a statistically valid sample reflecting accurate area~wide productlv:.ty..
Average productivity rates could then bé cbtained. However, many limiting
factors such as salinity, temperature, tides, depth, circulation patterns,
waves and alterations in sedmenta::y processes effect the energy dynamics
of varicus oceanic areas at any given time. Very conservative and gross
primary productivity of open ocean marine ecosystems has been estimated
at 1,000 kilocalories per square meter per year. Given the probleans of
the absence of meaningful measurements, non-comparability of values, and
lack of agreement among experts, we have not included quantitative
productivity measurements in the matyix. Rather, we have chosen those
ecological indicators which we believe reflect the major sensitivities

of the various leasing areas. These indicators are useful in determining
what types of issues will need to be analyzed in plamnng for a sale.

Several commenters expressed concerns that the env:.romnental matrix did
not facilitate a ranking of the various OCS areas based on this criterion.
We believe that a ranking similar to that for hydrocarbon potent:.al or -
mdus’cry S interest in exploration would not be meaningful in terms of
comparing. the envirommental values of the specific biological resources of
each individpal OCS area. For example, it would not be meaningful to
campare the distinct Georges Bank fishery rescurces with those of the

Gulf of Mexico or the Alaskan OCS areas for several reasons. FPirst,
camparison and weighing of various fishery species in the Alaskan OCS
cannot be equated to the species of Gecrges Bank since, in general, they
are completely different resources, each with their cwn distinct values
(e.g., crabs in Bristol Bay vs. lcbsters in the North Atlantic). The
ecological conditions of any specific area are responsible for the value
or abundance.of organisms produced. Second, if the assumption was made
to compare cammercial fishery statistics for crabs in Bristol Bay with those
in the Mid-Atlantic, the results would be fallacious since the econcmic
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viability of an area is dependent on both the organisms and the level of '
exploitation which varies from area to area. Also, the econamic values -

- would fluctuate from area to avea dependent on supply and demand. Com-
parisons of catch statistics also are not true measurements of the resources
supported by an area since this information merely reflects where the

fish were landed rather than where they were caught. Thus, we do not
believe it is meaningful to compare statistics which lack a common
dencminator, For example, indicators of subsistence harvest are not :
comparable to commercial fishery landa_ngs. Similarly, it is. not meaningful
to compare by value or rank, the Pac:.f;Lc or Arctic whales with the coral
banks in the Gulf of Mexico.

The purpose of the envirommental matrix,.as set forth in Part B, Tab 6
of the background material dated May 29, 1979, was to illustrate how the
blologlcal resources of the varicus OCS. areas are vastly different and
unique unto themselves. The mi@—spem fic envirommental statements have
also attempted to illustrate this by assessing biclogical productivity
in 'a broad serse, giving consideration to fisheries data, the existence :
- and extent of especially productive biological habitats, and the 1mportance .
of various areas in the life cycles of different. types of spec:Les. '

In rega‘rd l_o,the use of’ B}‘_M s envirormental studies program information
in the envirommental matrik, scne information was used, but due to the
vast amount of information acquired' through this program, it was not

- feasible to include all of it in the matrix, We have determined that no
existing information obtained to date indicates that acs plamning should
be curtailed in any a.va.llable OCS area.

The emrlromental matrlx and paraneters squested by Callfornla were .
carefully evaluated. While many of the parameters were- judged to provide
useful characterizations, the matrix was not adopted since on-the whole
it did not constitute a more useful decisiommaking tool than the existing
sensitivity matrix developed prior to the decision on the June proposed
program or the ES matrix which was similar in approach. (A more detailed
discussion of the problems with the California matrix appears at pp. 363-
4 in the FES.) One assumption behind California’s matrix was that

- differences in gechazards among regions would cause different spill risks
among regions.  While this seems inhtuitively reasonable, data do not exist
to support this hypothesis. In fact, the available data indicate that
while gechazards can threaten the structural integrity of offshore :
emplacements, there is no observed relat:.onshlp bemeen structural failure -
and spills.

Some camenters stated that the envirormmental analysis was too confined to
marine impacts and should be expanded to include air quality and other
onshore impacts. Since the development of the 5-Year OCS 0il and Gas
Leasing Program is integrated with the FES for the proposed schedule,

to expand on such  impacts would be redundant since information is prov:l.ded
in Section IV of the FES.
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‘Section-18(a) (2) (H):".: .relevant envirormental and predictive mfonaatlon
for dlfferent areas of the Outer Continental Shelf.”

_ (Callfornla_: Planm.ng Dep.artfnent, San Luls Obispo, California;sNRDC)

Coamments: Several caments were made that the proposed program did not

. adeéquately address the: relevant env:s.romnental and predictive information
for different. arsas of the OCS (section 18 (a) (2) (H)).

- Response: The purpose of the envirommental statement on the proposed
schedule is to assess the envirommental impacts of the proposal and
alternatives to it., The DES attempted to utilize predictive information
in assessing potential impacts in sections IV, A.l1 and IV B.I. These

- sections of the DES have been supplemented in the FES to better explain
the relationship between hazards and 0il spill risk. Moreover, this -
information was utilized in developing the alternatives for the program
which are set out in this document.. Howaver, to a large extent, predictive
information requires site specificity. Such infommation 'will prove very
valuable at later 'stages in the OCS planning process when specific sale
‘areas are identified, Envirommental‘and predictive information. are also
an integral part of BIM's Envirormental Studies Program. . No envirormental
or predictive information has been identified which would indicate that
planm_ng for a sale in an area is inappropriate. Moreover, sales are .
scheduled with sufficient lead time so that deficiencies in DOI's available
enva.romnental and pred.l.ctlve mfonnatlon can be addressed. :

- Section lB'(a).(B} :“TheSecreta:cy shall select thetlm:ux; and location of
leasing, to the maximm extent practicable, so as o cbtain a proper balance .
_between the potential for enviromental. damage, the potential for the

discovery of oii. a:nd gas, “and the potentlal for adverse J_mpact an the L
coastal zone." .

‘ (Massachusetts New Jersey, Callfornla, NRDC)

Ccmnents- Three ccmaenters (Callfornla, New Jersey and Massachusetts) stated -
it was not clear How these factors were analyzed together and balanced in
detemmining the proposed program. Massachusetts stated that the program would
benefit from an explanation of ‘how envirommental protection and coastal

zone impacts were- considered in developing leasing schedule options, while
New Jersey suggested that the envirommental “aspects be more fully developed
into a working teol for dec:.sa.omnakers. California-also stated that the
proposed OCS areas were. too large to properly balance envirommental ,

. risks with resource potential; such balancing would result in the deletion
of 4 areas off its coast due to low resource potential and high risks;

there is a lack of data on envirommental impacts in northern and central
California, and thus it is not possible to sat::.sfy 18(a) (3); and the

timing of a 1981 California sale is premature in view of this objection.

NRLOC. stated that the proposed program did not meet the requirements of this ... .o

subsectlon .
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Response: We believe the proposed program reflects the balancing called
for in this subsection of the Act. Review of industry's intevest in
exploration of the various OCS areas along with its estimates of resource
potential lnd:l_cates, in general, high interest in OCS activities in the
Central and Western Gulf, Santa Barbara Channel, Beaufort Sea, Bristol
~ Bagin, North and Mld—Atlantz_c, and St. George Basin.. Major comments -
received from industry on the proposed program reveal that generally it

is satisfied with the proposed schedule for the 1owetr 48" States; but
would prefer & faster pace of leasing in the Alaskan frontier areas.
However, the Act recuires-the balancing of the potential for envirommental .
damages. along with. the other criteria in section 13(a) (2) and information
available to us-including comuents from envirommental groups and the
States were carefully considered in dete;r:mnmg ‘earliest possible sale .
dates in frontier areas. For eXample, the Bureau of Land Management's
~ Envirormental Studies Program has been carefully integrated with the
proposed schedule in order to assure that useful envirommental information
1s acquired for specific sale areds in a timely manner so it can be ,
utilized by decisionmakers.’ We also believe that the comprehensive set.
- of controls availsble to States to manage thelr coastal zone and the

~ continuous coordination with States by the Department of the-Interior
throughout the pre=-sale and post-sale process, will help prevent occurrence
of any. adverse effects from offshore developnent. - This balancing
requirement also has to be considered together with the directive to
provide for an equltable sharing of developmental benefits and envxomnental
r:.sks. All reglons are beJ_ng asked to bear their share of the burden.

Section. ('a) {4) "Leasj.ng activities s’h’all be | oonducted to assure r‘ec’eipt
of fair market value for the lands leased and . the r:.ghts conveyed by the

‘Federal Government "

- No comments were ‘received on. the proposed program e.xpressly related to
this subsectiori. However, one comment was received relating to. fair
market value in response to the draft ‘envirormental statement on the .

proposed program, and a response is prov1ded in the fmal env:.romnental
state:nent

Section 18(b) "The leasing program shall include estimates of the
appropriations and staff reguired to - (1) cbtain resocurce infommation
and any other information needed to prepare the leasing program required
by this section; (2) anmalvze ard interpret the exploratory data and any
- other information which may be campiled under the  authority of this Act;
(3) - conduct. envirommental studies and prepare any envirommental - impact -
statement required  in ACCOrCance with this Act and with section 102(2) (C}
of the National Envirormental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4332(2) (C));
and (4) supervise operations conducted glrsuant to éach lease in the
manner necessary to assure due diligence in the exploration and development
of the lease area and compliance with the requirements of appllcable law
and regulatlons, and Wlth the tems of the lease.”

(Massachusetts, New J ersey, NREC, California)
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Ccnments: California stated that the Depariment's OCS envirormental

studies program, while mentioned 'in the proposed program, was not considered :
in the leasing decision. Both Massachusetts and NRDC expressed concerns
about the substantial reduction, approximately 50 percent, in the funding

of the envirdrmental studies program over the S-year period. Massachusetts
also stated that additional information neads to be provided regarding

~ the reglonal expendltare of funds so that the funding of enviromental
studies in one regich can be’ ccmpared to a part:l.cular set of leases
scheduled. It also stated that in frontier areas; the envirommental

studies’ | p:ogram should be an integral part of the decision on the size

and location of tracts and that the Secretary should utilize all available
information provided by the: studies program in carrying out his respons1b3.lltles '
under secta.on 18(e). _ _

Nesw Jersey ,expres_s'ed- concerns. that the 'propose_d’prcgram only included
estimates of appropriations and. activities for. the pre-sale phase of

the envirommental studies program and stated that the full cost.of essential
post-sale and mmtorlng studies must be. included in the S—year program.

if the studles program is to be fully effect:x.ve. o

NRDC had smlar concerns to New Jersey s and strongly reccmnerﬁed that
the full cost of pre- and post-lease sale decisions be presented to the
Secretary and Congress. in the context of the program. . It also stated that
the envirommental studies program was not used as a pla.rm:.ng tool in .
proposing. frontier area sale dates, particularly in St. George Basin. .
Further, NRDC stated that the substantial reduction in funding of the '
studies program between 1980 and 1985 fails t0 recognize the many decisions .
- made after the lease sale:and the need for addltlonal urfomab.on through '
the exploration and developnent processes. - . :

'Response-'r' The emn_romnental studies program budget esin_mates have been

. revised to reflect the full costs of pre-, post- and mmtormg studies

currently planned for the sales in the 5-year program as well as sales

. recently held for which monitoring and/or post-sale studies are onhgoing

or planned. These revised estimates are included in the Secretarial -

. Issue Dociment and have also been calculated for each of the alternatives.
The revised studies program estimates continue to decrease during the 5- -
year per:.od because the envirommental’ studies program places emphasis on
preparmg foz: frOntler drea sales which dec:rease over time. .

Further, the budget est:x.mates do mot reflect the cost of preparl.ng for .

: 'specz.f:_c sales to be held after May 1985, although full FY 1985 estimates

are included in anticipation. of ‘a: contimiing program. - It should be

noted that with respect to the monitoring and post—-sale phases, much of

the financial burden for envirommental surveillance is placed on the .
lessee, either through lease stipulations or through reguirements associated
with exploration and development plans. In any case, the budget figures
after FY 81 reflect initial estimates and have not been evaluated through
either internal or Offn,ce of Managenent and Budget processes and are

subject to: ref:.nement. -
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The Se(_:’retarial Issue Document contains budget estimates for each of the

- alternatives. A regional expenditure breakout of funding for the envirommental

studies program, as suggested by Massachusetts, was not done because it

was not believed to be particularly usefiil or meaningful. For example,

some OCS areas have been extensively studied, and thus, program funding

for these areas would show small costs which certainly would not reflect
tha wealth of enva.rormental u:format:mn already gathered.

The env1romlental studies: program was-a’ crltlcal factor -in"the develognent :
of proposed sale dates. The proposed program was closely integrated

with the envirommental stiildies program so that envirormental studies

would help provide useful information in the planning leading to a sale
decision. The availability of envirormental infommation had a direct
effect upcn the time and location of sales, particularly in frontier

areas, as evidenced by the discussion of costs for Altermative XIT in

the SID.- The proposed program adopted by Secretary Andrus was designed

to ensure that sufficient data would be available to support each of the .
decision points for all sales. In several cases, alternative schedules
were developed to actommodate additional information expected through

the env:.rormental studies program (e.g. , Alternative IV, V).
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- United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTCN, D.C. 20240

- 6. MAR 1988
Memorandum
To: . The Secretary ”
Through: Executive Secretariat
From: Assistant Secr‘eté:r.y——Policy, | Budget and Administration-

Subject Comments and 5-Year Leasing Schedule Proposed by Natural
Resources Defense Council - '

This memorandum provides additional information which should be considered
together with the decision material dated February 14, 1980, relating to

the 5-year OCS leasing program. By letter dated February 8, 1980, the
Natural Resources Defense Council provided camments on the final envirommental
statement for the proposed S-year OCS oil and gas lease sale schedule. A
copy of its letter is attached (attachment 1). I have also attached an
analysis of its leasing schedule following the format utilized in the
Secretarial Issue Document (SID) dated February 14, 1980 {attactment 2).
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The Hon. Cecil D. Andrus
Secretary of Interior
18th ‘and C Streets, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20240

Re: OCS FPive Year Léasing Program
Deaxr Mr. Secretary:

The Natural Resources Defense Council has just completed
- its initial review of the Final Envirconmental Impact Statement
on the Proposed Five Year 0il and Gas -Leasing Program. In this
letter, we will give you our preliminary comments on the sug-
gested alternatives in the FEIS in order that they can be fac-
tored into your decision on the Program as early in the process.
as possible. We would alsc like to propose for your considera-
tion an alternative which combines many features of thoss al-
ternatives contained in the FEIS, but which we believe is pref-

erable to any of them.

First, turning to the substance of the FEIS, we are dis-
mayed to see that there are virtually no modifications in the
way the considerations in Section 18 are discussed. As we are
sure you are aware, comments on the DEIS from states and con-
cerned citizens were virtually unanimous in their comment that
the requirements of Section 18 had not been met. Section 18
requires that the timing and location of lease sales be based -
on consideration of, inter alia, the relative environmental-
sensitivity and marine productivity of different OCS areas and
relevant environmental information concerning marine resources

. in these areas. In addition, the Program must strike a proper

* balance between potential for environmental damage, potential
for discovery, of oil and gas, and the potential for adverse im-
pact on the coastal zone. The Program, as proposed in Alterna-
tive I, does not adequately consider or balance these environ-
mental considerations as required by the statute.- For these




reasons as detailed in our earlier comments on the June Pro-
gram and- the DEIS, we must strongly oppose Alternative I.

Recognizing the Administration's intent to have an aggres-
*sive Five Year Leasing Program, we would like to propose an
alternative which modifies and combines certain alternatives
contained in the FEIS which we believe is preferable to any
single one suggested therein. This combination is necessary
because the FEIS' various alternatives respond only to com-
ments about one region's sensitivity. They do not integrate
the concerns about all regions into any single alternative.

The alternative we zask you:to consider combines elements
of Alternatives II, V and I¥; it also proposes modifications
for the North Atlantic. The seguence of sales that we propose
is listed as an attachment to this letter.

First, our alternative would add three Gulf of Mexico
sales to those proposed in Alternative I, bringing the total
to 15.. This is consistent with DOE's proposal as outlined in
Alternative IX. Sales in the Gulf of Mexico are preferable to -
the frontier areas in Alaska because the infrastructure both
for processing and transportation is in place; the extent of
the resource is better known; and the natural gas in this region
can be fully utilized, which it cannot in most frontier areas
in Alaska where, according to the FEIS, gas would have to be
reinjected. Natural gas is an environmentally preferable energy
source because its effects on the marine environment are less
than petroleum.

Second, our proposed alternative incorporates your Alter-
native V, which schedules Northern California Sale 53 in 1983
and omits Sale 73. This responds to concerns of the State of
California and environmental organizations that the resources
in this area must be fully studied prior to & lease sale. This
region provides significant habitat for numerous marine mammals
and is also subject to seismic activity which must beée fully re-
. searched prior to the commencement of drillimg operations.

This alternative also locates Sale 80 in Southern California,
an area with large guantities of undeveloped resources and
available 1nfrastructure.

Thlrd, our alternative schedules Sale 52 in the North
Atlantic in 1985 and deletes Sale 82. Exploration resulting-
£rom Sale 42 must be fully conducted prior to leasing additiocnal
acreage in the North Atlantic. Also, we propose that all tracts
within 100 fathoms not be included in this sale as this repre-
sents the richly productive waters of the Georges Bank.



The Alaskan frontier areas contain extensive fishery re-
sources, marine mammals and bird life. The full extent and
vulnerability of these resources needs to be fully studied.
Our concerns for these areas stems from the fact that no clean
up technology is available for sea ice areas, no development
- or transportation technology is available for areas of - deep
water with sea ice conditions, no infrastructure is available
to process or transport any developable hydrocarbons, and trans-
portation for all areas but the Beaufort Sea has to be by
tanker, and anv gas will most probably be reinjected, not uti-
lized. These factors, coupled with no real knowledge that oil
will be found in these areas, leads us to recommend that they
not be depended on heavily in the Five Year Program.

Our recommendation is to adopt Alternatlve IX with one
modlflcatlon, which is deletion of the Navarin. It retains
sales in the Gulf of Alaska, Cook Inlet, Kodiak, Norton Basin
and the nearshore Beaufort Sea. It adds a Hope Basin Sale in
1985 to replace the proposed Chukchi Sea sale.

_ Our proposal, which consists of 29 sales, concentrates in
areas both where technology is available, the extent ¢f hydro-
carbon reserves are better known, and can be fully utilized.

As a primary purpose of this Program is to increase domestic
petroleum production in the short-term, we think it is advisable
to concentrate the Program in areas where this c¢an be assured
of happening quickly. The Bering Sea and arctic waters of Alaska,
except for the Beaufort Sea, are not such places. There are
many problems and uncertainties associated with developing these
areas quickly and getting potential petroleum to market.

We still have concerns such as protection of the Flower
Garden Banks, the Georges Bank fishery, the sediment-prone
slopes of the Mid=-Atlantic, and sensitive areas off of California.
Many of these concerns must be addressed before leasing in these
areas can safely proceed. We request that the Program identify
the sensitivities of these areas and state that these will be
addressed before lease sales are held.

The alternative that we propose does, we believe, provide
the opportunity for an aggressive oil and gas program which
provides the balance reguired by Section 18 of the OCS Lands Act
- and responds to the seribus concerns expressed by many states
and concerned citizens in thelr comments c¢n the June program
and the DEIS.
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We look forward to meeting with you on February 15 to
dlscuss this proposal more fully.

Sincerely,

(mwu.w MO_,

Frances Beinecke
Sarah Chasis
Atlantic Coast Project

Attachment
ces: Carcolita Kallaur
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Natural Resources Defense Council Proposal
a. Descripticn

The Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) proposal
reflects a combination of elements of Alternative II (DOE Production
CGoals), Alternative V {State of California Proposal), Alternative IX
(State of Alaska Proposal), and modifications in the North Atlantic
region. It calls for 29 sales over the 5-year period and places emphasis
on sales in areas where technology is available and hydrocarbon reserves
are known {e.g., Gulf of Mexico). In contrast to Alternative I, this
proposal: : . :

. —deletes six sales-—470 St. George (1982), 473 California (1983),
$#75 North Aleutian Shelf (1983), #82 North Atlantic (1984) , #83 Navarin
(1984), and #85 Chukchi (1985);

- 'delays two sales—#53 Central and Northern california two years
from 1981 to 1983, and #52 North Atlantic three years from 1982 to 1985;

— limits two sales--delayed sale #52 North Atlantic would exclude
water depths less than 100 fathoms (600 feet) to aveid the most productive
part of Georges Bank (nearly all of sale #42 was in water shallower than
100 fathoms), and sale #71 Beaufort Sea to nearshore areas to avoid difficult
ice conditions;

- adds five sales—four in the Gulf of Mexlco, 1982, 1983, 1984
and 1985, and Hope Basin in 1985 and

-—— designates sale #80'in 1984 as a Southern California sale.
' Table 1 illustrates characteristics associated with the NRDC
proposal, and Table 2 shows the estimates of appropriations and
staff necessary to implement it.

b. Discussion
{1) Benefits

A major benefit associated with this proposal is
that oil spill risk is the lowest of any of the alternatives with the
exception of Alternative X, the No Future OCS Leasing alternative.
Potentially 14.73 oil spills in excess of 1000 barrels would be statistically
prokable under this proposal.

Arother major ‘benefit is tﬁat the NRDC proposal would sx..bstantlally
reduce, if not eliminate, all envirommental, social and econcmic effects
for the southern Bering Sea and Chukchi Sea areas as described under
section III-B and under Alternative I in the Secretarial Issue Document
(SID). The southern Bering Sea region is widely recognized as an
envirormentally sensitive area. The dmission of sales in St. George
Basin, Navarin Basin, and North Aleutian Shelf would reduce potential
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Table 17 . Giaracterlstlcs of NRDC Proposal.

" Range for Alternatives
excluding Alternative X*

0il and Gas Statistics . NROC Proposal (high to low)

Total Oil (million barrels)** ............ 3370 : (8881 - 3370)

Total Gas (trillion cubic feet)** _ ..., 19,754 _ (40.5 = 19,754)

Net Econcmic Value (S billions)*** = 538 ‘ (102 - 53.8) {

Maxinman Acreage Offered (nulllon acres),.. 30.1 - 0 (39.1 - 27.9)

Number of Sales .......... teveesensassnses 29 . {38 - 25)

Nurber of Frontier Areas ,......c.ceceeess 4 ‘ 8 -2) .

Nurber of Exploratory Wells ., ........... 2333 - (2680 - 1730)

Nuibexr of Develomment & Production Wells,, 4231 - (6103 - 4231)

Nurber of Platforms , . ..... 550 - (685-532)

Statlstlcallg Probable Number of 0il’ '

- Spills 102 bbl. Ceerecsrssarsrasrnans 14.73 ‘ (44,56 ~ 14. 73)

: ' S Industry Interest Resource Potential
Timing of Frontier Sales/Relative Rankings Year in Exploration Industry Geological Survey

KodiaK. i vsevoooanverensanasassnsncsssnsaas 1980 21 19 18

NOLEON +sssvrasersessanceonannnenes veerees 1082 10 . 9 13

St. GROYTE venvensecsasannas Chesacsarenrens == . 9 5 -5

North Aleutian Shelf .....cceciviieianinnes == 4 ‘ 6 12

South Atlantic/Blake A D 11:1 , 15 B 13 17

NaVArin sveceseiocsnsencccans cretaseasnans = _ 12 : 11 14

ChukChi c.cieeniacvosannsacencesecnasanaas —— 17 10 2

HOPE vveenenansenssasssansacssasaseasasne 1985 14 R o 14 19
Nurber of Sales per Region

Atlantic -.oo..-oooo'-.---co-.ocooo-------o 5

Gulf of MeXiCO .i.esvecsescccssssnaserses 15

Califomia TR EEE RN EE N R NN N N RN N
AlaSk'a .l...l..'..l.l..'.lll..d...l‘.I.l-‘.

[z R )

*Alternative X results in a rating of zero in all cases. The ranges have been altered to include statistics
associated with this proposal.
“**Ragource estimates are "rlsked estnnates," that is, the probabn.ln.ty that no oil may be found is factored into
#-a estimates.
#%  net economic valve has been adjusted to reflef “the loss in present value (10% dn.scount) to acoount for
celavs m the economic benefits of production. Th. adjustments do not reflect any offsetting incr ‘es in value
e e misaa of 0l and qas realized as a result of productlon occurring in later year.
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NREC Af””:native‘ Table 2, Estimat ‘ﬁmmxxnﬁggipns and Staff Requirements | ‘
| “ - FY 80 FY 8L FY 82 FY 83 |  FY 84, FY 85

{ 8 S : $ . $ $ $
Activity : | (ML) | FTR [(Mil) FTP | (Mil) FTP | (Mil) FTP | (Mil) FTP | (Mil) FTP
Resource Information: ] _ _
USGS .o 42,5 | 603 | 44.7 | 603 | 54.7 | 653 45.3 1 653 47.7 | 653 47.7 | 653
FVS | 1 .2 5 .4 6 51 8| .6 9 71 11 1 1
Total - ‘42,7 | 608 45.1 609 55.2{ 661 | 45.9 _ 662 48.4 | 664 48.4 664
Exploration Data: ' | . _ | ' :
USGS - ‘ L 2.2 '3 2,2 3 2.3} 3 2,3 31 2.3 3| 2.3 3
Environmental Statements |
and Studies: . | 1 | N
BLi ' 37.2 | 100 | 38.4 | 100 | 26.8 100 25.0 { 100 | 25.2 1 100 23.2 | 100
UsGs ' 10.0 | 112 { 14.7 | 116 14.7 | 132 12.9 | 132 12,9 { 132 12,9 | 132

Total ’ s 48.1 | 212 | 53.1 | 216 41.5 | 232 37.9 | 2321 38.1 232 36.1 | 232

Supervise Lease Operations:

USGS 30.3 | 461 |32.7 | 461 |'36.1{ 567 | 37.1 | 607 | 38.7 | 647 | 41.0 | 647

General Administrative

Activities: ' ' , .
BLM ‘ | 10.3 | 146 | 10.4 | 146 9.4 | 146 9.2 | 146 9.2 | 146 9.1 | 146
USGS . ] 2.6 62 2.8 62 3.1 68 | 2.8 70,1 2.9 72 3.0 72
FWS : A 2 o1 2 .1 2 . 2 .1l 2 .1 2
POCS o S5 ] 10 S W} .5 10 «3 1o 5 10 .5 10
SOL .3 11 4 2 .4 12 A 12 .4 12 4 12
Total | 13.8 | 231 | 14.2 | 232 | 3.5} 238 | 13.0 | 240 | 13.1 | 242 | 13.1 | 242°
Summary: ‘ : - : '
-BLM 47.5 | 246 | 48.8 | 246 36.2 | 246 | 34.2 | 246 34.4 | 246 | 32.3 | 246
USGS - 88.5 1241 | 97.1 (1245 {110.9 {1423 | 100.4 |1465 | 104.5 }1507 | 106.9 |1507
Fws ' 3 7 3 8. .6 10 .7 11l .8 13 .8 13
POCS ' 5 10 5 10 3 10 5 1o 5 10 -3 10
S0L : o3 11 ! 4 12 .4 12 4 12 4 12 4 F 12

Total 137.1 |1515 [147.3 {1521 {148:6 [1701 | 136.2 {1744 | 140.6 |1788 | 1409 1788




effcct.., on important breeding hab].tats migratory routes and
feeding areas for seabirds, shoreblrds, and mlgratory waterfowl and
breeding and migratory corridors for many species of fish and marine
mammals, including endarngercd species of whales. Potential adverse
effects on extensive bottom fisheries and the coastal salmon and crab f
fisheries would also be reduced. Similar benefits would also be expected ‘
in the Chukchi Sea region because if a sale were held there, new onshore
service support and transportation facilities would be needed. Effects on
subsistence harvesting of fish and marine marmals in. the Chukchi Sea area
would be reduced, but both of these latter beneflts could be somewhat -
offset by inclusion of the Hope Basin area.

As described under Alternative VII (Availability of Technologyl in.
the SID, the Chukchi Sea has the most harsh operating envirormment of
any of the OCS areas and if a sale were held there, it would involve
tracts in the shear zone and pack ice areas. Thus, the cmission of the-
Chukchi Sea sale coupled with omissioh of those arcas seaward of the
landfast ice zone in the Beaufort Sea would provide industry additional
time to develop and refine operating technology for working in shear zone
and pack ice areas.

COnshore comunities in the St. George Basin and North Aleutian
Shelf areas would have additional time to became involved in district
coastal zone management (CZM) planning, thus potentially lessening the
effects: of onshore development. It is difficult to project benefits
attributed to this factor because district CZM planning has not yet been
initiated in these areas.

A benefit resulting from this proposal is that it opens Up a new’ : '
frontier area, Hope Basin, for assessment of oil and gas resources. : Y
.Assuming this area is hydrocarbon prone, it would provide for early '

develomment and production and further, would provide a transition area
between OCS working cornditions in southern Alaskan waters and the relatively
harsh conditions in the arctic.

This proposal calls for 15 sales in the Gulf of Mexico, one more
sale than that proposed for this region under Alternative II. This has
several benefits. It concentrates sales in an area of known potential
.resources, allows the Department to concentrate its manpower and funding
resources used for obtaining envirommental and geophysical data in fewer
areas, and similarily, it permits industry to focus its geophysical data
gathering in fewer areas and perhaps require less onshore infrastructure
investment. This proposal would result in the lowest mumber of estimated
development and production wells of any of the other alternatives except
Alternative X (No Future OCS Ldasing) .

. Reduced environmental, social, and econamic effects would be expected
~in the North Atlantic because one less sale would be held in this area

and because sale #52 would be restricted to those areas deeper than 100 fathams.
This latter action can be expected to reduce potential wuse conflicts

with commercial fishing in the Georges Bank area. Howmver, by restrlcts.ng

sale #52 to the area deeper than 100 fathoms, it cannot be concluded
~ that all potential adverse envirommental effects in the Georges Bank

area would be eliminated due to the proximity of Georgms Bank to the
proposed leasing area. N



The descfi'ption and benefits regarding Alternative V (State of
California Proposal) in the SID are equally applicable to this proposal.

(2) Costs

The major cost associated with this proposal is that
it would result in estimated total oil and total gas resources which are
substantially lower than any of the other alternatives, excluding

 Alternative X (No Future OCS Leasing). This is contrary to a major
objective of national energy policy to reduce dependence on imported
oil. The lowered resource estimates occur as a result of a combination
- of factors as described below. In camparison with Alternative I, this
proposal would result in a net econcmic loss of $20.9 billion.

Although this proposal includes four frontier areas in the S5-year .
program, a major cost is that it does not allow for an early assessment
of oil and gas resources in four Alaskan frontier areas where the '
resource potential is believed to be high--St. George Basin, North Aleutian
Shelf, Navarin Basin and Chukchi Sea, thus significantly reducing the
probability of f:l.ndlng and developing new' demestic energy supplies.
Further, the omission of a North Atlantic sale and a California sale,
- and a three-year delay in exploratory activities for sale #52 - North
Atlantic, as compared to Alternative I, also reduce estimated total oil
and total gas resources since these aréas are considered prospect:.ve.

The heavy rellance on the Gulf of Mexico: has scme major weaknesses with
respect to national energy policy. For example, increasing the number
of sales in the Gulf of Mexico ddes not necessarily result in either an
increase in the area offered or in increased production. While it was -
necessary to estimate the size of sales under each of the alternatives,
these estimates are by no means binding or indicative of any policy
position. As discussed under Part II.D. of the SID, if at the time of
tentative tract selecticon industry interest is higher than presently anticipated
and any envirommental issues can be satisfactorily addressed, Interior
will consider larger offerings. The difference between two sales a year
in the Gulf of Mexico versus three sales may in effect be insignificant
since virtually the same acreage may end up being offered under both
options. This is because the Department has moved to annual calls for
rominations which cover the entire Gulf of Mexico each time. Selling the
tracts in which industry expresses an interest in three sales rather than
two is likely to result in somewhat more acreage being leased, but probably
not mach. For purposes of this analysis, we have, however, assumed that
a greater amount of acreage would be leased in the Gulf of Mexico under
the NRDC Alterpative than unde:; other alternatives which only have two
sales a year.

The concentration of sales in the Gulf of Mexico at the expense of
frontier areas weakens the overall exploration strategy for finding new
resources. While there is a higher probability that resource estimates
are correct for the Gulf of Mexico than for frontier areas because of a
better understanding of the geology, the probability of finding a large
field similar to Prudhoe Bay in untested areas is better than in the
Gulf of Mexico. It is misleading to assume that Gulf of Mexico sales are

interchangecable with fronticr sales. The figures below illustrate the
differences in expected production of oil and gas and in net econcmic
value of holding four additional Gulf of Mexico sales versus the four
Alaskan sales this alterpative would delete--St. George, North Aleutlan
Shelf, Navarin and Chukéhi.



Production - Net Economic Value

oil gas ($ billion)
- (billion bbl) - (trillion cf)
4 Gulf of Mexico sales 7 .26 3.50 8.9
4 Alaskan sales 2.40 8.20 17.0

) Related to this point is the belief that the relatlvely larxge
basins in the Gulf of Mexico have been found and what remains are
geologically camplex, more subtle accumulations which will requlre a
greater exploration effort that has been necessary in the past. This
accounts for the relatively high number of exploratory wells estimated
necessary for this alternative. One cannot assume that oil and gas in
the Gulf of Mexico is readily available and that it flows easily at the
turn of the tap. In 1978, 309 of the holes drilled in the Gulf of -
Mexico were dry. : ' : o

Another cost relates to the cmission of the Chukchi Sea sale and
those areas beyond the landfast ice zone in the Beaufort Sea from

. . consideration in the S5-year program. This action would tend to reduce

- industry‘’s incentive to develop technology for operating in pack ice and
shear zone areas and must be viewed as a disadvantage when consideration
is given to the long-term need for such technology.

Costs relating to the two~year delay in sale #53 - Central arnd Northern
California and the flexibility of California sales, as described for =
Alternative V (State of California Proposal)- in the SID, are applicable to
this alternative. Similarly, costs regarding envirormental and
archeological resources, subsistence activities, and onshore support
facilities for the Hope Basin region; as described under Alternative XTI
in the SID, are applicable to this proposal.









Umted States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY -
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

MAR 6 1980

~ Meémorandum. 3
| To: The Secretaxy

Through: Executive Secretaa:ia_t . |
Frorm; Assistént Secretary - Policy, Budget and Administration

Subject: Relationship Be’meen Natjonal Energy- Pollcy and the S—Year Leasing
Program . '

The puipose of this memorandum is to advise you on the relatlbnship
between the S-year OCS oil and gas leas:l.ng program ‘and national energy
policy.

The Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) of September 1978 betweéen the
Department of Interior {DOI) and the Department of Energy (DOE) on

- establishment and use of production goals sets the framework for the
integration of the OCS oil and gas leasing program with rational energy
policy. This MOU provides for the develogment of OCS production goals
by the DOE which are to serve as "cbjectives for the mational production
of energy resources from Federal lands or interest in lands including
the OCS which are necessary to carry out national energy policy and to
enable- each Department to fulfill its responsibilities under section
801{b) (1) of the Department of Energy Organization Act." One-of the
factors to be considered in setting these goals is "the overall energy
strategy set forth in the current or most recent Annual Report and
National Energy Policy Plan.”

As one of the first steps in the development of the 5~year program, -
Acting Secretary of the Interior Joseph, on October 25, 1978, requested
- Enerqgy. Secretary Schlesinger to provide preduction goals for OCS oil and
gas. Draft responses tO the October 25 réquest were received from DOE
‘on an informal basis, prior to preparation of the Secretarial decision
material on the draft pfoposed program. As stated on page 3 of the
February 21, 1979, decision memorandum from Deputy Assistant Secretary

Policy, Budget and Administration to you, the advice from DO:.'. was as
follows:
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"The general guidance from DOE on the role of the Outer Continental
Shelf in our Nation's overall energy plan, both on a regional and
national basis, is that increased OCS production will be necessary
to reduce the gap between damestic supply and demand or at least
restrain its rate of growth. DCE finds that at both the national
ard regional levels, the market will not constrain OCS production.
That is, unlike the market for coal, the market for oil and gas is
such that all resources which can be discovered and economically
recovered can be sold in the U.S. The effect of increasing OCS
production is simply to decrease energy imports,  From the standpoint
of econamic efficiency, the maximum possible decrease in imports is
what DOE beliéves. is needed,. We are, therefore, asked to pursue

as aggressive a leasing polJ.cy as possible, while meeting other
statutory. and adm:.mstrat:.ve reguirenent.” .

This advz.ce, together w:.tn draft production goals, was formally transmitted
by George S. McIsaac, Assistant Secretary, Resource Applications, to

‘Deputy Assistant Secretary Meierotto on March 2, 1979. As stated in

that transmittal, the draft goals were consn.stent m.th the National Energy
Plan .

Due to the tJ.mJ.ng of the decision on the draft proposed program the

draft goals were not explicitly used in formulating that proposal, whereas
the general guidance was. On March 9, 1979, you sent the draft proposed
program.to the Governors of the affected States for theix coment by
April 20, 1979. On April 5, 1979, President Carter in his second Energy
Message to the Nation, directed you "to propose additional acreage to.

that in the new leasing schedule."

On May 7, 1979, President Carter transmitted National Energy Plan II to
Congress. With respect to OCS, the Presidential directive of April 5,

1979, "to propose. add:.tmnal acreage to that in the new leasz_ng schedule
was cited., _ .

on May 17, 1979, John O’Leary, Depthy Secretaryr of ﬂne__Deparﬁnent of
Energy, transmitted to Under Secretary James Joseph final OCS oil and gas
production goals to be used in developing the proposed. leasing program

- 'which was scheduled to be submitted to Congress the following month. The

supporting document, Federal Leasing and Outer Continental Shelf Enerqgy
Production Goals, cited the President's Energy Program, as announced on
April 5, 1979, as one of the three recent events which provided the
opportunity for formulation of a new approach to OCS lands management, that

- would enhance the Nation's ability to tap the energy potential of the

0CS and thereby contribute to the achievement of national energy policy -_
cbjectives. - In determining the role that OCS oil and gas resources should
play in addressing our Nation's energy requirements, the DOE utilized

preliminary consumption, product:.on and mport forecasts prepared for the
second National Energy Plan.



The DOE advised that national energy policy calls for increasing OCS
production to reduce the gap between damestic supply ard demand or at
least restrain its growth. That is, the use of energy sources other
than oil and gas as set out in the National Energy Plan will still leave
the U.S. dependent on imported oil, and damestic oil production is

- preferred to such imports to the fullest extent mss:_ble, although it
cannot reéduce imports to zero. -

The decision material on the proposed leasing program, dated May 29, 1979,
contained both the directive from President Carter and the final DOE
product.lon goals. Each of the alternative schedules presented was
analyzed in tems of its ablla.ty to meet the DOE production goals.

Your_proposed QOCS S~year leasing program was transmitted to the Congress,
the Attorney General and the President on June 18, 1979.  The proposed

o . did not fully meet the final production goals established by DOE,
but it'did closely approximate them (87% of the oil goal and 94% of
the gas goal): and did meet the Department's MOU camnitment to do everything
possible to achieve the goals in keeping with other statutory and
administrative requirements. Thus, the proposed program represented
the Department's best effort to make the supply contribution envisaged
for it in the National Energy Plan 1I, as interpreted to us through the
DCE production goals; which were based on forecasts prepared for the Plan,

and through the Pres:.dent's guidance of April 5 which was :anorporated
in the Plan. -

A chronology of events .(attacrmént 1)_.- and pertinent docmnents are attached.

Attachments



Attachment 1

Chromlogy of Events

° September 1978 - MOU signed between DOI and DOE concerning the
establishment and use of production goals for energy resources on
Federal lands (attaciment 2).

° October 25, 1978 - DOT requested of DCE, among other things, an
‘analysis of the needs of regional and natlonal energy markets as
‘they relate to the location of OCS regions; and OCS production
goals as ‘called for in above mentioned MOU (attachment 3).

~ ° December 4, 1978 - DOE advised DOI of the status of DOE/DOX
- discussions and that a draft energy goals producticm report would
" be provided in late Decen‘ber {(attachment 4).

° March 2, 1979 - DOE transmitted. to DOT a draft report of "Pederal
Leasing and Outer Comnnental Shelf Energy Production Goals!
(attachment 5).

° March 9, 1979 - DOI reguested comments from Governors on draft
proposed 5—year program; comments due April 20, 1979.

- ° March 13, 1979 - DOI-DCE Leasing Liaison Ccmruttee met. Deputy
Secretary O'Leary stressed to Under Secretary Joseph the importance
to national energy policy of meeting the production goals.

°‘Apr:|.l 5, 1979 ~ President Carter, in his second Energy Message,
directed the Secretary of the Interior to propose additional
acreage to that in the draft proposed program (attachment 6).

° April 17, 1979 - DOI formally responded to DOE's draft "Federal .
Leasing and Quter Continental Shelf Energy Production Goals"
(attachment 7) .

o~ May 7, 1979 - President Carter submitted National Energy Plan II
to Congress. o

° May 17, 1979 - DOE formally transmitted "Federal Lea51ng and Quter
Continental Shelf Energy Production Goals™ (attachment 8).

° June 18, 1979 - Interior announced proposed S-year lease sale
schedule.

Attachments



Comments and. Recommendations from Policy Officials

a) Assistant Secretary - Energy and Minerals

b) Assistant Secretary - Fish and Wildlife and Parks
c) Assistant Secretaxy - Indian Affairs

d) Aés_istant Secretary ~ Land and Water Resources

e) Assistant Secretary - Policy, Budget, and Administration
Q Se fi'c"'flbr- \



United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY -
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

March 10, 1980

Memorandum
To: The Secretary
From: Assistant Secretary--Energy and Mineral

-

Subject: Recommendations for the Proposed 5-Year OC
Leasing Program

After careful consideration of the 13 options set forth in-
the SID for the 5-Year OCS Leasing Program, I am recommending
that you select option 1, the program as proposed in June,
modified sllghtly by ellmlnatlon of the contingency sale.
The options which would allow for rescheduling salés delayed
by litigation and for holding nationwide reoffering sales
eliminate the need for a contingency sale. While there are
no technical or administrative reasons for not adding the
Hope Basin (alternative 1l1) to the June proposal, the heavy
tilt of the proposal toward Alaska without yet another sale
and the low resource potential of that area argue against
this option.

Our positions on the technical changes (II) are indicated on
the attached sheet. In addition, we believe you should

adopt the annual nationwide reoffering sale (III), and the
proposal which would allow you to reschedule, at the earliest
possible date, any sale delayed by litigation {(IV). Finally,
with regard to the identification of environmentally preferable
alternatives (V), alternative VIII, alternative IX, and the
proposal by the Natural Resources Defense Council are the
most. preferable. Of these, option IX offered by the State

of Alaska is the most realistic in balancing env1ronmental
issues with the need for oil and gas.

It is clear that the environmental and technical issues

associated with the Alaskan frontier areas present by far

the most significant issues in the proposed program. Factors
related to environmental sensitivity, availability of environmental
data, availability of technology, completion of coastal zone
management programs. and transportation and proce531ng are
addressed by a series of options that would, in general,

delay or omit a number of Alaskan sales. These are generally
valid concerns that reflect the high level of uncertainty’



.

inherent in moving into the Alaskan frontiers. However, the
delays proposed for leasing in these areas are relatively
short in comparison to the time required to explore these
areas, plan for and initiate development, and commence
production. This time frame will likely range from six to
ten years; and many of the problems will not start to unravel
until we are certain that commercial petroleum resources
exist and, equally important, whether an area tends to be

gas prone or oil prone. Many of the concerns will be addressed
by a firm commitment to the needed planning, program, and
monitoring resources.

Thus, if you elect alternative 1 or alternative 11, I urge
that the program document contain a strong statement that
recognizes the problems of the frontier areas and indicates
"in some detail the steps the Department will be taking to
assure that development and production will proceed only
when all effects have been adequately studied and considered.
Among the points that should be made are:.

° Envirconmental studies in each area will continue until
adequate information is available to make informed
decisions on leasing and, subsequently, on exploration
and development.

¥ The long lead times anticipated for commencement of
production will allow for completion of needed studies
and coastal zone management plans prior to approving
development and production plans.

® Detailed environmental reports will accompany frontier
area development and production proposals for State and
public review, and frontier area development environmental
impact statements will be prepared for each area.

. Careful scrutiny of proposed operating technology in

all areas will take place through the Geological Survey's
Best Available and safest Technology Program, with
opportunity for regular public input.

Y When. environmental and technical conditions so warrant,
lease cancellation authority will be used.

® Careful monitoring of all exploration and development
activities will take place to identify potential problems
and initiate mitigating and enforcement measures.
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To give more teeth to these points, I believe it may be
necessary to place greater emphasis on the environmental
studies program in Alaskan areas, perhaps with a shift of
some resources from the more established areas, and to
continue to enhance the Geological Survey's capability to
anticipate and evaluate technical operating problems in
frontier areas. This combination of long lead times,
technical and envirommental planning, continued public
lnvolvement, and careful monitoring and enforcement should
result in acceptable operations.

Attachment
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Alternative Schedules -

A.

B.

- -

Alternative 1 - Proposed Program {June Schedule)
Altemé.tive 2 = DCE Production Goals
Altermative 3 ~ Status of CZM Programs

Altemat:.ve 4 - Ava:.la.bﬂ.ity of Emflrormental
Infonnatmn

Alternative 5 - State of California Propc_asa.l
Alternative 6 - Sensitivity of Other Resocurces

' Alternative 7 ~ Availability of Technology

Alternative 8 - Trazsportat:.on and Processing of
' Alagkan QOil and Gas

- Alternative 9 - State of Alaska Prooosal .

: Alter:_nauve 10 - No E‘uture-Ocs Leasing

Alternative 11 - Addition of Hope Basin

.'Alte.rnat:l.ve 12 -~ House Select Committee on the CCs

Staff Proposal

' Other Mcd:.f:.catm

1 Delay Atlant::.c sa.les for more information
2. Other

Technical Changes

A,

Switch sale dates for #52 North Atlantic with #69

Gulf of Mexico

B.

C.

Consolidate sale preparation for Gulf of Mexico sales

Revise Mid-Atlantic/South Atlantic boundaries

D. Consolidate South Atlantic and Blake Plateau areas

B.

Move North Aleutian Shelf northern boundary from

56° 30' north latitude to 57° north latitude -

F.

Revise Chukchi/Beaufort boundary

G. Other modification

ASEM

ASEM

ASEM

_ASEM

ASEM -

"Delete contingen
~sale from option
ll o



./’_“\

III. Adopt Anmual Natiorwide Reoffering Sale

IV. Reschedule at earliest possible date any sale delayed by
llt_}.gatlon (including 3.979 Beaufort Sea sale)

V. Identification of enviromentally preferable
alternative(s)

16

ASEM

ASEM

IX

- alternative(s)



o

United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
) WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

Memorandum

To: The Secretary

Through: Executive Secretariat

From:  Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks

Subject: 3-Year OCS 0il and Gas Leéasing Schedule

We have reviewed tle subject proposed schedule and offer the following
comments and recommendations:

- We believe that decreasing dependence on foreign energy supplies is
essential to maintain the well-being of this Ndtion. In attaining that
goal we recognize that conflicts in natural resource allecation will
arise. Resolving these conflicts will require careful analysis and
prioritization of the total value of all resources to the Nation.

Petroleum development is only one of several possible uses of the 0CS
and should not necessarily be.considered an overriding use. TIf development
of multiple resourceées is to occur simultaneously, care must be exercised
that excessive detriment to one resource is minimized in development of
others. If such detriment cannot be minimized then development of one
resource at the expense of others should be curtailed. When subsequent
knowledge is gained, and techmoleogy developed which results in an acceptably
low level of disruptiom w1th1n the resource mix, then development could
again proceed. :

The Service has, on numercus occasions in the past, recommended that the
whole of Bristol Basin and St. George Basin be removed from consider-
ation on any proposed leasing schedule. Examination of the current
proposed schedule reveals, however, that entry into Bristol Basin, -
titled North Aleutian Shelf, will commence with the call for nominations
in March 1980 and a sale date of October 1983. 5t. George Basin has
already undergone tentative tract selection for the proposed sale date
in December 1982. The vast concentration of anadromous and marine fish,
shellfish, marine mammals, waterfowl and seabirds coupled with the
continuing total lack of infrastructure for industyial development in
these areas. mandate that this Service again make a recommendation for
deletions in response to the present proposal.
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While industry is to be congratulated on the apparent lack of signifi-
cant disruption during exploratory operations in the Northeast Gulf of
Alagka and Lower Cook Inlet, the Service is not prepared at this time to
approve rapid leasing in the more biclogicelly valuable Bristol or St.
George Basins. The Service recognizes that these areas offer high
prospvects for commercially wvaluable oil and gas discoveries. Leasing in
such areas is tantamount to rapid exploration,. development, and production.
That exploration is a relatively innocuous activity seems to be borne

out by experience in the Northeast Gulf of Alaska and Lower Cook Inlet.

We have as yet, however, little experience in the greater impact-producing
activities of development and production in frontier aress. Lessons
learned in Upper Cock Inlet and Prudhoe Bay will be of substantial value
'in developing other Alaska regions, but the great diversity of Alaska
‘dictates that additional lesrning is. necessary before entering basically
different, and, in the case of Bristol and St. George Basin, substantially
more’ ecologically complex areas as identified in the Draft Environmental
Statement for the 5-Year Leasing Program.

Not only are there unknown complexities of ecological interaction in
these areas, but there are also significant known biological resource
values that warrant ultimste protection from disturbance, Both the
Bristol and St. George Basins comprise the major migratory corrider for
marine mammals and migratory waterfowl between the Bering Ses and the
 Aretic and Pacifie Oceans. The Unimak Pass serves as passage for
waterfowl, shorebirds, and marine mammals twice annually {(north in the
spring and scuth in the fall) where millions of animals are crowded
-together in and around this pass and the surrounding waters. Birds
‘protected by the several International Migratory Bird Treaties utilize.
the passagewsy to reach nesting areas on the Yukon Delta. They return
through the passageway to- reach most provinces of Canada, every state in
the U.S. -and Mexico, -all countries of Central and South America, virtually
all Pacific Islands, Australia, New Zealand and Antaretices. Of the 170
bird species identified, 100 of them are water dependent. Marine mammsls
protected by the Marine Mammal Protection Act coneentrate in these aress
both seasonally and year-round: and more specifically the Alaska fur seal -
is found in sbundance on the Pribilef Islands. The resource problems of
the Beaufort Sea are compounded grestly in. the St. George and Bristol
Basins. The Unimak Pass and its surrounding waters support maiy more
species than those of controversy in the Besufort. Almost all of these
species are valued by soeilety and protected by Acts and Treaties that
' dictate a high standard of care, with litile to no allowablée risk to
their survival or habitat requirements. We do not know that. potential
~ biological risks to these resources can be mitigated with the present

" knowledge of ecological interactions or with technologdy presently
utilized by the oil and gas industry. We camnot emphasize: these
limiting factors too strongly.

Consequently, the U.3. Fish and Wildlife Service recommends that the
gchedule be instituted as proposed with the exclusion of Bristol and St.



George Basins. This arrangement will insure progressive-development of
thé remaining offshore areas while still providing a sufficient level of
protection for two of the most superlative biological regions in Alaska.
Removal of these areas from the schedule at this time will provide not
only a significant level of protection for the highly valuable living
resources of these areas in the near term, but will also permit the
accumulation of additional critical knowledge of fromtier infrastruc-
ture, to be gained elsewhere (Norton Sound, Kodiak, Navarin), for rational
development in the long term.

For the 5-Year Leasing Schedule configuration, the FWS. recommends the
adoption of Alternative VI, which omits the Northern Aleutian Shelf from
the schedule, with the deletion of St. George Basin as well. This
reduces the number of sales to 28 and we view the annual reoffering
sales as candidate sales to:increase the number of sales higher than the
29 total sales as proposed in Alternative VI,

We further recommend the following technical changes to be adopted to - -
accommodate administrative and technical difficulties:

(A) Switch the sale dates for #32 North Atlantic with
#69 Gulf of Mexico;

(B) Consolidate sale preparations for Gulf of Mexico sales as long
as the biologically unique and valuable areas of the Gulf of
Mexico remain adequately highlighted in environmental impact

" agsessment '

(C) Move the Mld/South Atlantic boundary northward to 36.5%north
: latitude;

(D) Consolidate the South Atlantic¢ and Blake Plateau areas for
planning purposes;

(E) Because of our concerns for envirommental damage to the Northern
Aleutian Shelf ecosystem we do not recommend any oil and gas
"activities in the Bristol Bay atrea; therefore, we do not
recommend an expansion of the call area by 30 degrees; and

(F) Revise the Chukchi/Beaufort call areas with the extension of
the Chukchi eastern boundary to 156°30' west longitude and
- define ‘the Beaufort as west of this point. -

As mentioned above the FWS favors adoption of the Ammual Nationwide
Reoffering Sale which would include only those tracts offered for sale

the preceeding veaxr. These tracts, having already undergone epnvirommental
assessment, should be reviewed for suppleméntal envirommental analysis

if necessary. Also, the rescheduling of sales delayed by litigationm,

once adjudicated by the courts, is supported by the Fish and Wildlife
Service.



The FWS agrees with the discussion for identifying the environmmentally
preferable alternative. and concurs with the conclusions of this section.
The two main sources of oil pollution to date are discharges of crude
0il from tankers and discharges of fuel oils from ships of all types.
The seriocus consequences to birds are well documented. This is not to
say that 0CS c¢il and gas development does not have its envirommental
consequences or tradeoffs because of toxic drill rig effluents, but
rather to recognize the working controls on OCS drilling activities that
are. so influential in avoiding catastrophic oil spills.



United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

March 5, 1980

Memorandum
To: The Secretary
- Thru: Executive Se¢retary
From: Assistant Setretéry for Fish and Wildlife and Parks

Subject: 5-Year OCS 0i1 and Gas Leasing Schedule

Attached as a supplement to my memorandum. on the 5-Year 0CS
011 and Gas Leasing Schedule is a description and table, in 7
a form analogous to the SID presentation, of my “"Alternate VI-A".

ROBERT L. HERBST

Attachment



Alternative_VI—A

Brief Deécription

Alternative VI-A differs from Alternative VI as it not only omits the
~ proposed North Aleutian Shelf sale, located at the seaward edge of
Bristol Basin, but also omits St. George Basin from the 5~Year program.

This option was developed because of the envirommental sensitivity of
the North Aleutian Shelf and St. George Basin. The area supports signi-
ficant biological resources. Shoreward of the proposed North Aleutian
Shelf sale area is the Izembek Lagoon, a National Wildlife Refuge, which
ia a major migratory stop for significant portions of the world popu-
_lations of black brant, cackling Canada geese, Stellar's eiders and
speckled eiders. Both the Bristol and St. George Basins comprise the
major migratory corridor for marine mammals and migratory waterfowl
between the Bering Sea and the Arctic and Pacific Oceans. The Unimak
Pass serves as passage for waterfowl, shorebirds, and marine mammals
twice amnually {(north in the spring and south in the fall) where millions
of animals are crowded together in and around this pass and the surrounding
-waters. .Birds protected by the several Intermational M;gratory Bird:
Treaties utilize the Passageway to reach mesting areas on Yukon Delta.
Marine mammals protected by the Marine Mammal Protection Act concentrate
in these areas both seasonally and year-round and more specifically the
Alaska fur seal is found in abundance on the Pribilof Islands.

Major Characteristics

Table III-A~VI-A illustrates the major factors associated with this
Alternative. .

Estimates_of Approp;iations and Staff

Table III-B~VI reflects the most recent estimate of appropriations and
staff necessary to implement ‘this alternative.

Discussion

Major*Benefits

This alternative will insure progressive development of the remaining
offshore areas while still providing a sufficient level of protection

for two of the most superlative biological regions in Alaska. Removal

of these areas from the schedule at this time will provide not only a
significant level of protection for the highly valuable living resources
of these areas in the near term, but will alsoe permit the accumulation

of additional critical knowledge of frontier infrastructure, to be

gained elsewhere (Nortom Sound, Kodiak, Navarin), for rational development
in the long term.



Table I1TI-A-VI-A -

Alternatives

~ Difference with
Alt, I ... L
St, George VI VIA VI VIA I
Total 01l 320 6580 6260 40 - 360 6620
(million barrels) :
Peak Ofl production/yr. .112/1991 | . |.126/ <2.285
{(million barrels/day) ‘ €2,271  1€2.159 .014/1991 1991
Total Gas . 1.24 |- :
{trillion cubic feet) 28,718 27.538 16 1.40 28,938
Peak Gas production/yr. .32/1991 o | .36/
(billion cuble feet/day) | 10,27 §.9.95 1.04/1992 | 1992 | «£10.31
Maximum acreage offered/ 1/1 31.1/ - 30.1/
number of sales (million acres) 29 : 28 1/1 2/2 ¢ 32,1/30
Wells-exploratory/ - 12/80 _
development and production 2070 2058 | 12/10 24/90  12082/4924
Platforms 2 546 544 1 3 547
Statistically Probable _ _ |
No. of 01l Spille»103 bbl. 1.84 33.32  } 31,48 .23 2.07 33,55




United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

MAR 10 198D
Memorandum

To: Executive Secretariat
Attention: Bruce Weetman

- From: Assistant Secretary - Indian Affairs

Subject: Proposed 5-Year OCS Leasing Program

In regards to the above Program, the Bureau of Indian Affairs favors
Alternative III (status of Coastal Zone Management Plans) This

~ alternative will allow the Alaskan Natives sufficient t1me in which

to formulate local coastal zone management plans.

Of the technical changes listed, the consolidation of the South Atlantic
with the Blake Plateau is preferred. We would also favor adoption of an
annual nationwide offering sale and the: rescheduling.at earliest possible
date any sale delayed by litigation (including 1979“Beauf0rt Sea'saTe).

If we can be of further ass1stance to you concern1ng this report, p1ease
advise.

N emaai T . - ST . - - —_— —



United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

FEB 29 1950

Memorandum -
To: Executive Secretariat
From:  “Assistant Secretary - Land and Water Resources

Subject: Recommendations on Proposed 5-Year Leasing Program Secretarial
Issue Document

This memorandum is in response to your reguest of February 15, 1980, for
the comments and recommendations of the Assistant Secretary for Land and

Water Resources on the 5-Year QCS Leasing Program Secretarial Issue
Document.

LEASING SCHEDULE

Using the proposed June schedule as the basis; this office recommends the
following adjustments in the schedule;

o Sale 70 St. Georges Basin--Delay one year to 1983 so that
' env1ronmenta1 1nformat1on can be developed more fully.

o Sale 85, Chukchi Sea-—De]ete.from 1980-1985 lease schedule,
and reschedule in following five-year period. The basis for
this recommendation is to permit further development of
information concerning drilling and production technology, oil
spill cleanup technology under pack ice conditions, and
transportation technology. Even with the five-year Tead time.
incorporated in the June schedule for this sale, it is
problemmatical whether sufficient environmental information
will be available for the extensive offshore region in question.

o Substitute a Sale in Hope Basin for Sale 85 {Chukchi) in the 1985
schedule--The State of Alaska has requested the inclusion of the
Hope Basin in . the sale schedule, and preliminary assessments
suggest that the Hope sale is a feasible alternative to the more
risky Chukchi region given the state of technology and environ-
mental information which will be available at the time of pre-lease
sale preparation.

o Sale 75, North Aleutian Shelf--Delete the sale because of the risks

to the Brastol Bay salmon fishery and other resource values in the
area.



The recommendations set forth are partialiy responsive to the concerns of
Alaska with regard to the pace of development in the 0CS, and also recognize
the Timits on technological and environmental information available for the
more fragile operating areas. An additional factor in this recommendation.
acknowiedges the Timitations on the Bureau's capacity to meet the study needs
for sales propused_in areas that have received little study in the past.
Unlike areas in the Atlantic or Pacific where scientific and environmental
research has been conducted for several decades, arctic waters are near1y
devoid of systematic, well- des:gned and focused research.

The effects of adopting the adjustments to the lease schedule as we recommend
on the production goals acreage, etc., are shown in an attachment to this
memorandum.

TECHNICAL'ABJUSTMENTS'IN'THE'PRGGRAM

This 0ff1ce recommends the adoption of a procedure which will permit the
consolidation of sale preparation.

Boundaries of Leasing Areas

This 8ff1ce recommends that the Mid/South Atlantic boundary be moved northward
to 36~ 50" N Lat;. that the South Atlantic/Blake Plateau be merged'igto a single
administrative unit; that the Chukchi/Beaufort line be moved to 156  30' W. Long;
and that the boundary for the North Aleutian Shelf be moved northward 30'.

This Offfcefrecommends that an annual reoffering sale be held each yéar.

'Litigation'ne1ays

This Office recommends that sales de1ayed by 11t1gat1on be reoffered as soon

as possible fo]1ow1ng any remedy necessary to satisfy the requirements of the
court. ,

COMMENTS

Need for Pre-Lease Study Activities in Anticipation of Second Five-Year Schedule

The current S-year schedule should be viewed as the first iteration of a re-
curring process of planning and scheduling 0CS leases. The environmental
studies program must have sufficient flexibility to formuiate and conduct
~generic and area- spec1f1c studies -in advance of immediate prelease activities.
The endangered species issues we are encountering for whales and marine mammmals
in the Beaufort area are mere precursors of similar problems that will be
encounteraed in other Alaskan sales in the Arctic. This O0ffice recommends that

T Gk el ETT T emermmoc e s -
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the environmental studies program be reviewed in cenjunction with the final
5-year schedule, and that a plan be formuTated to enable the 1mp1ementat1on
of longer term stud1es which are needed to avoid future delays in the leasing
schedule,

Size of Calls

- This Office recognizes the need for sales of significant acreage and resource
potential to meet the Administrations oil import reduction goa]s There are,
however, practical Timits to the acreage which the BLM and GS is capable of
administering through its study program. In formu]at1ng the size of calls in
the areas designated in the 5-year schedule, we recognize that a balance must
be struck between the capacity of theDdepartment to produce high-quality
sales information which will withstand judicial secrutiny and the desire to
maximize the acreage offered for development.

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS

Attached to this memorandum are the recommendations of the Bureau of Land
Management. To the extent that they are not inconsistent with the recommenda-
tions outlined in this memorandum this office fully supports the Bureau's
recommendations.

Attachments
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Characteristics of LWR Alternative

as Statistics

Total O
Total G
Net Eco

i1 (Million barrels)®* . .cececescocass
as (trillion cubile feet)** [N NN NI N N
nomic Value (8 billions) ,eeececcnesnans

Maximum Acreage Offered (million acres) .......

Number
Number
Number
Number
Number
Statist
Spill

Of Sales L3 3N BN BN B I SN BN BN BN NE BN N S BN BB RN B BE BN RN B BN N N NN
Of Frontier Areas ,...eesececsescsossss
of Exploratory wells AasatEN ARSI EBERNIEBEEON
of Development & Production Wells ,,....
Of Platfoms L N B BN BE BE BN BE B BN BE- R BE N AR BE B NN BN NN BN N BE N NN N
icallg Probable Number of 0Oil

s bbll S ADEPPIEPRAPA NSRBI D O ENS D

5326
24,988
31,1

29

2072

4710
41

26,08

Frontier Sales/Rélative Rankings Year

Industry Interest

Resource Potential

Timing of in Exploration Industry Geological Survey
lcodialc [ B BE B R S N B BN BN BB B RNCNE BN NN RE RN RN BN BN AN BN B BB BN N N 1980 21 19 18
Norton LS BN I R N R SRR B B I B RE T B B AN BN B RN R RN N Y B B B BN N AN 1982 10 9 13
St. George LU RS B BB BB BN O BN B BN BN RE BN O B BB AN PN B BN NN ) 1983 9 5 5
North Aleutian Shelf sV s s EIBEIRBERRSRANOISE S - 4 6 12
South AtlantiC/Blake RN R EEEEE RN 1984 15 13 17
Navarin LU B B B B B N BB BN BN B R B DR BN BN BN B BN RN BN OREBE N BN BN B ] 1984 12 11 14 :
ChUkchi S E A S A D AP RA NI PR NN P AN T AN R - 17 10 2
Hope LI I I B BE IR N B R B N BB B R BN B OB OBE K BN BB B B L B BN NG B O NN ] 1985 14 14 19

Number of Sales per Region
Atlantic LR I I L B B BB B N N N BN 6
Gulf of Mexico aRESSsNSINENIEBRAEERIRBOROEN 11
California PE N F PR LSRR IIREBRABAEORSOREBDERSL 4

8

A1a81ca LI BN N B BN NN B RE B BN R BN B B BN N BN Y BN BN B B BN NN R N BN BN RN

the estimates,

*% Resource estimates are "'risked estimates," that is, the probability that no oil may be found is factored iInto
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_ : 3300 (541)
United States Department of the Interior
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
W’ASHINGTON, D.C. 20240
Memorandum ' MAR 7 1980
To: Assistant Secretary - Land and Water Resources
From: Director, Bureau of Land Management

Subject: BLM Recammendations on the Five-Year OCS Oil and Gas Leasing
Program

The Bureau has reviewed the various OCS leasing program decision documents.
Our recommended leasing schedule discussed below, reflects our position

on the leasing schedule alternatives as well as on the many technical and
program modification: optlons addressed in the decision memorandum. Particular
attention was given to the issue of balancing the need for offshore hydro-
carbon development with envirormental protection. The operational aspects

of the varicus leasing alternatives were closely examined, given our lead
responsibilities in preparing for and conducting the lease sales.

- The BLM Recommended Leasing Schedule

Our recammended leasing schedule, which appears as an enclosure, is a
variation of the June 1979 Proposed Schedule. In terms of the alternatives
presented in the decision memorandum, our preferred option is a
cambination of a modified Alternative 1 plus Alternatives 4, 6 and 11.

It incorporates many of the technical and program nndlflcatlons discussed
in the decision memorandum,

The BIM recommended leasing sc:hedule includes the follo‘wing :mportant elements:

1. The June 1979 program is shown as modified to include 31 scheduled sales
 in the following areas:

Gulf of Mexico - 12 Sales
n

Atlantic - b
California - 4 "
Alaska - 95 w

Total 31 Sales
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2. We recommend that Alternative 1 be further amended by the incorporation!
of all the technical adjustments discussed in the decision memorandum.
This would include switching the 1981 sale dates for Sales #52 and #69 to
reflect the two months lost from the Sale #52 leasing process because of
the delay in using the Call. for Nominations and Comments. The switching

of sales would delay Sale #52 from July to September and. advance Sale #69
fram September to July.

Three joint calls/tract selections/ES preparations are already underway for
pairs of Gulf of Mexico sales. - This practice has been useful in reducing
administrative burdens and should be continued,

There are four propcosed chandes to the boundaries of sale areas discussed
in the decision nemorandmn. We recammend that all the proposed changes be
made. ’

3. The St. George Basin Sale #70 would be delayed about 10 months from the

-proposed Decenber 1982 sale date to October 1983. This change, Alternative 4

in the decision memorandum, would assure the availability of additional
env1mrmenta1 information over the entire sale area.

4. The Noz"ﬂ'!em' Aleutian Shelf Sale_ #75 would be delete_d fran the schedule,
per Alternative 6. The area has significant marine resources-and serves as
migration routes for waterfowl, fish, and marine mammals, including endangered
whales. Deletion from this schedule would allow long~term studies of potenti”
envirormental impacts. It would allow time for assessment of onshore and .
offshore impacts associated with St. George Sale #70, an ad;;acent sale area
seaward of the Northern Aleutian Shelf area.

5. A Hope Basin sale would be pmposed for 1985 per Alternative 11.

While not an area of high resource potential (ranked 14th among sale areas
by industry and 19th by USGS), the addition of the sale to the schedule
would allow entry into another Alaska frontier area in a timeframe which
is adequate for completion of required environmental studies.

6. The changes discussed above would make cur proposal more responsive

to the State of Alaska's expressed concerns than the June 1979 leasing
schedule:. The deletion of Sdle #75 and the addition of the Hope Basin sale
were recomendations of the State. The delay of Sale #70 fram 1982 to
1983 partially meets the State's concern for slower paced sales in that
area. Similarly the State's réecommendation to delete the Chukchi sale is
partially adopted by the scheduling of that sale near the end of the
program period. Further, we advocate a gradual entry into Chukchi area

by the offering of only nearshore tracts in the first lease sale, if the
nearshore resource potential is sufficient to warrant such a sale design..
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7. Gulf of Mexico Sale #77 appears as a scheduled sale in 1983 rather
than as a contingency sale as shown on the June 1979 schedule. Our

‘proposal contains no contingency sales. We agree with the discussion in

the decision memorandum which suggests that contingency sales do not
actually increase flexibility nor do they make best use of the planning
rescurces at the State and Federal levels.

8. We: recamaend that the fn'st national reoffering sale be held in
1982 r:_ather than 1981. Our reasons are discussed at some length below
but essentially, we have concerns about potential adverse effects on
bidder behavior during the two Alaska sales proposed for 1980.. Since
there are only two non~ Gulf of Mexico sales in 1980 to feed tracts into
a reoffering sale, a first such sale in 1981 might not produce adequate
results to test thzs leasing concept. _

9. We would like to restate our earlier POSlthn than any ammved
leasing program portray pre-lease activities conducted during the
pericd 1980-1985 for sales proposed for late 1985 and beyond. -
Offshore leasing will not likely end on May 31, 1985. A leasmg
program document should display activities as'part of an ongoing
program ‘in order to present a picture of the Department's plans, and.
recuiréements to reviewers and participants in the program. Assuming.
a continuation of the pattern of holding six sales per year, a more
cawmplete portrayal of the program would show some activity through
1985 for about fifteen ocutyear sales. No great amount of detail need
be shown nor would: it be necessary to continue the schedule pericd to

- 1987 to show proposed sale dates.

Such a portrayal would prove bemef:.c:lal in at least three identifiable
ways. First, it would give affected States, the industry, and other
interested parties advance notice of our intentions. For example, this
meporandum and the variocus schedules discussed in the decison documents
talk to the "deletion™ from the program of North Aleutian Shelf Sale #75.
However, it would be more: accurate to describe such a decision. in terms
of a. sale delayed beyond 1985, with studies and environmental assessments
continuing towards a possible: declslon to lease sanetlme in the second
half of the decmde.

Second, a more camplete schedule format would avoid potentjal delays to
outyear sales because key early leasing events were cmitted from an :
approved schedule. The two Alaska sales. proposed. for 1985 are J.llustratlve
of this potential problem. Early decisions must be made and the calls
depicted on 1980 ~ 1985 schedule in order to meet proposed sale dates in
early 1985. Given a total leasing process time of close to four years

ard perhaps a full year to revise an approved program, there will always
be sales near the end of the progrvam pericd or at the beginning of the
next, for which early commitments must be made and early leasing steps
undertaken m order to meet- a proposed sale date. .



Finally, a full schedule showing ocutyear proposals would give a more
complete picture of the agency's program, budget and staffing requirements.
The Department would be able to make a mach more consistent presentation

~ than is now the case with the leasing program and the Bureau's four-year

authorization being sent to Congress at about the same time but showing
different numbers for dollar or program requirements.

10. It is reasonasble to assume that opponents of offshore leasmg w111

continue to bring litigation to delay lease sales. We recommend that
any approved leasing-program package contain a policy statement that

a sale delayed by litigation or for any other reason, will be rescheduled

for the earliest possible date. : _

‘Ihe' Annual Reoffer:i.ng Sale

| The Bureau is in agreanent with the concept of a- national reoffering sale

{RS}. We ocould handle the administrative burdens of such sales although :
some additicnal analysis would be required to work out the details reg:ard.mg
the coordination among: our: field offices: However, we do have some-
reservations concerning the impact of siich & sale on the effect:.veness of
the leasing program and the receipt of fair return to the government such
that we: canmt mccmnend that a dec:.smn be made to schedule the first RS

our most ser:.ous concern about schedulmg an RS now for a 1981 sale date’
involves the potential effect of that decision on bidder behavior for - '
proposed Sales $55 and #46 later this year. There has been very little time
allowed and no ccuplete econanic analys:.s done of thcse effects.

An RS might. lntmduce eleents into the bidding process: analogous to
sequential bidding. There would be two bidding sessions; the lease

- sale arnd the later reeffermg session at which bidders would have

considerable knowledge of the bids, bidding patterns, leased acreage,. -
the Government's tract evalunations; and our acceptance/rejection

- criteria. Since fimms know this and know that all other firms know this,

bidding strategy and game theory become important considerations and -

can affect how firms bid at the first session. For example, some f£irms

may feel it is to their advantage to hold back from the first offering

at the reqular sale. There ¢ould be such effects on bidding at the-1980
sales even though there may be a later determination not to hold a reoffering
sale in 1981. We do not know how great the effects might be, but it may

be more prudent to delay a decision on the reoffering sale for one year

until we have more time for analysis of the concept and- the results of

the first attempt at sequential bidding under consmeratlon for use at

a fall 1980 Gulf of Mexico sale. .

We are also concerned that a 1981 sale- m:.ght not produce adequate results
and so tend to condenn the concept without it having been given a fair

- chance for sucess. .



The proposal was not presented in the earlier program package

nor treated in the ES. Therefore, crucial industry reaction to

the reoffering sale is not available for consideration. Industry response
may not be overwhelming if the rather poor results of the 1974, Sale Sl
experiment are any indication of the level of future industry interest
in reoffered tracts. Further, a sale in 1981 would include the no-bid
and rejected bid tracts from only the two Alaska sales proposed for 1980.
A first reoffering sale in 1982 on the other hand, could include tracts
fram four non-Gulf of Mexico lease sales proposed for 1981 and so would
likely be a larger sale with a potential for more pramising results in
terms of the acreage receiving bids and the dollar amounts of the bids.

Discussion of Other Alternative Leasing Schedules

By recommending a- leasing program which is a cambination of four of the
alternatives presented in the decision documents, the Bureau has
essentially stated its position and given its rationale for recommendations
on all alternatives. A few of the alternatives not recommended warrant
addltlmal ccmnent.

£ Two myor alternatz.ves could not be supported since they do not meet the
- legislative mandate of the OCS Lands Act Amendments to balance orderly
resource development with environmental protection. At one end of the
spectrum, the "no action"™ alternative would preclude further resource
development. While this alternative has the potential for being identified
as the environmentally preferred option required by CEQ regulations, it
does not allow for a balance to be achieved. Similarly, the ambiticus
leasing program contained in the House Select Cammittee proposal could

be carried out only by cutting short the envirommental assessment and
studies programs in order to meet the advanced sale dates. BAgain, the
balance required by the law could not be easily achieved since under this
option, accelerated resource development would take overwhelming precedence
over protection of the environment.

As mentioned above, the Bureau's recommended schedule is responsive

to the comments of the State of Alaska and incorporates many of the
pieces of the State's proposed schedule. Our proposal does not reflect
the comments of the State of California which recommended delays and
deletions of sales off the coast of that State. We believe that our
proposal more closely reflects national energyy goals as well as a proper
and equitable distribution of the costs and benefits of offshore energy
development among regions. Finally the NRDC proposal, while quite
responsive to the comments of both California and Alaska, does not call
for sufficient entry into frontier areas and so cannot meet the production
goals set for offshore resources. It represents a position weighed too
heavily on the side of environmental protectlon to the detriment of
orderly resource development, a position not in balance nor in accord with
the intent of the OCS Lands Act Amendments.
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In conclusion, we believe that cur recommended leasing schedule represents
a reasonable balance between resource development and envirommental
protection. It reflects our positions on all of the relevant issues
discussed in the decision documents. One related issuve not discussed

that has emerged during our review involves the need for the close meshing
of early leasing decisions and the design of our studies program.
Virtually all of the altermatives, including cur own proposal, involve
entry into large frontier sale areas off Alaska. The potentlal Call areas
are very large and could scmetimes encompass two or more regions with
totally different envirommental characteristics requiring maltiple sets
of studies and perhaps, miltiple envirommental impact statements.

Such large Calls strain our ability to collect and analyze environmental
data required for subsequent leasing decisions.. If geological and:
envirommental factors indicate that it could be desirable to restrict

the area of a Call for Neminations and Comments, the Department may wish
to consider such a restriction very early in the planning process to.
better focus attention and resources on a smaller, more manageable area.
We are beginning to assess alternative approaches to this issue and have
started discussions with our field offices as to how to get an' advarice
warning of potential problems with large Call areas and requisite studies.
We intend to involve Departmental staff in early discussions so that all
parties are fully aware of the issues and our approaches to resolving them.



North Aleutian Shelf--Several oil companies have recammended that the
rorthern boundary of this area be moved northward one-half degree in
order to include scme areas with high potential. The GS agrees that

this is necessary in order to substa.ntlally .cover prospectlve geologic
structures,

Chukchi/Beaufort——An eastward shift in the boundary line between the
Chukchi -and Beaufort areas is recamended in order to facilitate both
envirommental and geologic assessment. The proposed revision would move -
the boundary line to 156° 30' longitude, with the Chukchi Sea lying to
the west of that line and the Beaufort Sea to the east.

~ ANNUAL NATIONWIDE REOFFERING SAIE -

In order to expedite the reoffering of tracts whose bids have been
rejected or tracts which did not receive bids, an annual natiorwide
recffering sale is proposed. This sale would be held each year and
would include only those tracts which had been offered for sale the

preceding year in areas outside the Gulf of Mexico and had either received |

no bid or a bid that was rot accepted. Inclusion of such a sale would
avoid the sitmation which currently exists outside the Guif of Mexico of
having to wait 2 or 3 years before being able to reoffer tracts. The
practice would be similar to ones followed by Texas; Louisiana; and
Alaska. Alaska plans to reoffer the tracts not leased at the Decamber
1979 Beaufort Sea sale this April.

LITIGA’.I‘ION DELAYS

As a result of the rigid procedures which must be followed to schedule
sales, opponents of CCS leasing may seek to prevent leasing in certain
areas by merely delaying a sale beyond its scheduled date. If this is
accomplished they would then maintain that the sale could not be held until
a new subsection 18 program is. approved with a new date for the sale. To
prevent this situation, which we do not believe to be consistent with

the OCS Lands Act, as amended, we recammend that you approve rescheduling
at the earliest possible date any sale which is delayed as the result of
litigation. We would specifically include in this category the only sale
from the 1977 schedule which has not yet been campleted, the 1979 Beaufort
Sea sale.

ALTEmATIvE ENERGY SOURCES

The OCS Lands Act, as amended {CCSLAA) calls for you to prepare a
schedule indicating the “sizey timing, and location of leasing activity
which [you] determine will best meet national enerqy needs" for the
next five years, consistent with the principles of Section- 18 of the
QCSLAA. The DCE has advised that national energy policy calls for
increasing 0CS production in order to reduce the gap between damestic
supply and demand or at least restrain its rate of growth. Pursuant

to the DOI/DOE Memorandum of Understanding, DOE developed energy production

goals that are consxste.nt w1th and an integral part of the Nax.lonal
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Energy Plan. The DOE informed us that the production goals and accampanying
policy advice were intended to guide us in the development of the S-year
program. Use of energy sources other than oil and gas as set out in the
National Energy Plan will still.leave the U.S. dependent on imported

oil, and damestic oil production is preferred to such imports to the
fullest extent possible, although it cannot reduce imports to zero. The
relatmnshlp between the June proposed program and national energy

policy is described more fully in a memorandum to you from me.

Additionally', to insure full NEPA coverag_e.. of alternatives', a no leasing
option was analyzed in the ES. The discussion of this option in the ES
provides references to other documnents where the envirormental impacts ..
of OCS leasing versus other energy sources are analyzed. The sum of the
foregoing materials provides information on the planned use of alternative
energy sources to meet the national needs and on the relative envirormental
impacts of these sources. of supply.

SELECTICN OF THE ENVIRONMENTALLY PRE‘EERABIE ALTERNATIVES

The CEQ regulations require identification of the envirormentally preferable
alternative or alternatives. The alternative leasing schedules fall
logically into three broad groups, based on production progect:s.ons and
estnmates of” envirommental risk.

Group ard Total 0il Statistically Probable Spills fram
Alternative (barrels x10°) Nurber of 0il Spills Tankering of
Schedules {1000 barrels or Foreigm Qil
T greater) From OCS

Activities

1. 1, 11, 111,
v, v, VI, VIi,
House Select

Comittee 26.2 30 to 45 Least
2-’ VIII, IX; . .
NRDC _ 3.4 to 4.6 15 to 22 Greater
.x o 0 . Greatest

Arranging these groups by the statistically probable mumber of oil

spills associated with resulting OCS lease activity——an important indicator
of envirommental risk--shows Group 1 to have more potential for harm

than Group 2, and Group 2 moxe than Group 3.

Alternatives in Group 1 also tend to have a greater variety and broader
geographic distribution &f envirormental effects directly associated
with them than sales in Group 2. Alternative X, which constitutes Group
3, has the least variety of impacts associated with its selection—
primarily oil spills from tankers importing foreign oil to replace oil
that would otherwise be produced by domestic OCS production.

3/6/80
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The variety and geographic diversity of possible effects encampasses the

wide spectrum of marine, coastal, and human resources which are differentially
put at risk as a result of different levels of activity and different
enphasis.in gecgraphic locations in each of the schedules. The Group 2
schedules significantly reduce or delay envirormental effects off Alaska
compared to the Group 1 schedules. There would be less disruption of

Alaskan Native subsistence culture; less likelihood of disturbance of -

Alaskan endangered species, including the Bowhead whale; and lessened
conpetition between the fishing and oil and gas nﬂustra.es for Alaska's

port space and wharfage.

In schedules VIII and IX, these lesser effects off Alaska are simply
reductions from the Group 1 potential. In NRDC, some additional offsetting
effects can be expected in the Gulf of Mexico where substitute sales are
scheduled, but these effects are not of the same potential magnitude as
those avoided, because of less expected production and envirommental .
sensitivity. Alsc, NRDC provides added protection to California and the
North Atlantic by delaying or cmitting sales in those areas.

Alternatives irnwolving schedules from Group 1 would only be environ-
mentally preferable if the adverse envirommental effects of oil imports
were greater than those of OCS production, - Adoption of a Group 2 or 3
schedule would increase the possibility of spills from tankering of
foreign oil, while selection of a Growp 1 schedule would lessen, but not
eliminate such effects. There is same evidence to suggest that substituting
OCS oil production for tankered imports reduces the risk of very large
o0il spills along U.S. coasts, However, the estimates of oil spills
greater than 1,000 barrels which appear in the FES and SID pertain to
potential spills fram OCS operations only and do not reflect changes in
spills of foreign oil from tankers in U.S. waters due to backing out of
imports by CCS production. While continued OCS leasing may ultimately
prove to be envirommentally supericr; especially in light of improvements
in envirommental protection in OCS activities, the more conservative
approach at this point is to regard the schedules of Group 2 and 3 as
being envirormentally preferable because they, in themselves, are less
likely to damage the envirorment fran 0il spills than the schedules in
Group 1.

Although it is necessary to identify the envirormentally preferable

alternative or alternatives, implementation of an envirommentally

preferable alternative is not necessarily most advantageous to the

nation. Factors other than envircommental effects, such as law or national

policy should be considered. For example, section 102 of the 1978

Zmendments to the OCS Lands Act SpEleleS, inter alia, that. the purposes

of the Act are to Y
preserve, protect, and develop oil and

- natural gas regources in the Cuter '
Continental Shelf in a manner which is
consistent with the need (A} to make
such resources available to meet the
needs as rapidly as possible, (B) to
balance orderly energy resource develop-
ment with protection of the human,
marine, and coastal envirorments,
(C) to insure the public a fair and
equitable return on the resources of
the Outer Continental Shelf, and (D)
to preserve and maintain free enter-
prise campetition....
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Moreover, the requirements in President Carter's National Energy Plan II
should also be considered. Alternatives which. provide for leasing and
development of OCS o0il and gas yield important economic and national
security benefits fram reduction of oil imports. It is appropriate in
selecting a program to weigh these benefits against the cost of environ-
mental effects as compared to the ervironmmentally preferable alternative(s).
For example, each of the three schedules in Group 2 would gererate |
econamic benefits amounting to about $57 billion, or about $18 billion
less than the $75 billion that would be achieved through- the reduction
of oil imports under leasing alternatives such as I or I1. Alternative
X would forego the entire $75 billion of economic benefits generated by
Alterpatives I and II. It would be appropriate to choose a leasing
program such as Alternative I if the costs of adverse envirormmental
effe¢ts under Alternative I are judged to be less than the benefits
which would be achieved. '

It is difficult to estimate and assign values +o all the ernvirormental
effects of OCS activity. However, the single most damaging envirormental
effect by far would be a major spill of oil in a coastal area. All of
the available evidence shows that the envirormmental damages of even the
largest coastal oil spills are mot likely to exceed $100 million. Thus,
even if large oil spills are rot reduced by substituting OCS production
for tankered imports, the costs of the envirormental impacts likely to
result from contimied OCS leasing are far less than the net economic

 benefits.

OPTIONS FOR DECISION

You are being asked to make a decision on whether you wish to adopt

one of twelve alternative schedules as the proposed f£inal leasing

program. You are also being asked whether you wish to have certain
technical changes made, to adopt an anmual natiorwide reoffering sale,
and to reschedule at the earliest possible date any sale delayed by
litigation (including the 1979 Beaufort Sea sale). Your decision on these
three issues will apply, as appropriate, to whatever alternative schedule
you choose. Finally, you are being asked to identify the alternative or
alternatives which you consider to be envirommentally preferable.
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