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Responsible Agency: U.S. Department of the Interior, Minerals
Management Service

Abstract: This environmental impact statement considers the adoption of a
proposed 5-Year (January 1987 to December 1991) Outer Continental Shelf

(OCS) oil1 and gas leasing schedule of 42 o0il and gas lease sales in 21
planning areas on the 0CS. The proposed schedule consists of 4 sales in

the Atlantic Region, 12 sales in the Gulf of Mexico Region, 6 sales in the
Pacific Region, 15 sales in the Alaska Region, and 5 small annual supplemental
sales. The proposal also includes the deferral from leasing during this
5-year program of 14 subareas in the Atlantic, Gulf of Mexico, and Pacific¢
Regions. An alternative to this proposal is examined which would defer

from leasing during this b-year program an additional 13 subareas within

the various regions. A third alternative examines the effects of adding a
single sale in the Straits of Florida planning area to the proposed schedule,
bringing the total number of sales to 43 (the Atlantic coast portion of

this planning area is proposed to be deferred from consideration for

leasing in this 5-year program). A fourth alternative proposes to have a
sale every two years in those areas which would have a sale every three

years under the proposal. This would increase the number of sales to 48.

A fifth alternative considers the effect of the implementation of an acceleration
provision in all planning areas having a sale every three years. This

would allow more rapid development of necessary resources in order to provide
for changing geologic information or economic conditions but would .not
increase the number of sales expected in the program. A sixth alternative
examines the deferral of leasing during the 5-year schedule of six planning
areas. A no action alternative is also examined in which it is assumed

that no new 5-year program would be approved.

Impacts on the environment could be caused by oil spills, discharges of
drilling fluids, muds, cuttings, formation waters, and sanitary wastes, and
emissions of pollutants from platforms, refineries and well blowouts.
Additional impacts could be caused by physical alteration of the seafloor
and land use competition and social and economic disruption in affected
coastal areas.

The proposal could have low impacts on water quality while air quality
could have very low to low impacts except in Southern California where
levels could be moderate. Benthic communities are expected to have low
impacts except in the South Atlantic where locally moderate levels could be
reached, and in the Gulf of Mexico where very high levels could be reached
if operations took place on very sensitive habitats. Very low to low
impacts are expected to fish resources in most planning areas, except in
the North Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico, where levels could be moderate.
Marine mammals are expected to have low impacts except in Alaska where
impacts could reach high levels in parts of some planning areas. Coastal
and marine birds and endangered species may experience impacts from very



low to very high depending upon the location and timing of operations
within different planning areas. Coastal habitats are expected to have
very low to low impacts except in the Central Gulf of Mexico where moderate
impacts may occur to wetlands.

Impacts to employment and demographic conditions and coastal land uses are
expected to be very low to low throughout most of the OCS, possibly
reaching high levels in Southern California. Commercial fisheries may
experience very low to low impacts except in the Gulf of Mexico where
moderate impacts might occur, and in the North Aleutian Planning Area where
some high levels might occur. Socio-cultural and subsistence use patterns
may experience impacts ranging from very low in southern Alaska to high in
northern Alaska areas. Archaeological resource impacts are expected to be
very low to low. Impacts to marine vessel traffic and ports are expected
to be very low to low throughout most of the OCS with some moderate levels
in Southern California, and up to high levels in northern Alaska. Very low
to low impacts to military operating areas are expected except in Southern
California where levels could reach moderate.

A detailed environmental analysis specific to each planning area will be
prepared to consider the effects of each sale in the adopted schedule.

States Where the Proposed Action is Located: The proposed program includes
sales offshore the following States: Maine, New Hampshire, Massachusetts,
Rhode Island, Connecticut, New York, New Jersey, Delaware, Maryland, Virginia,
North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, Florida, Alabama, Mississippi,
Louisiana, Texas, California, Oregon, Washington, and Alaska.

For further information regarding this statement, contact:

Daniel T. Henry

Minerals Management Service
Department of the Interior
18th & C Streets, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20240
(202) 343-6264

Comments on this Draft EIS are due on May 8, 1986. Comments should be

addressed to Deputy Associate Director for Offshore Leasing (Mail Stop
644) at the above address.
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SUMMARY

Proposed Action

The proposal, (Alternative I), consists of adopting a 1987-1991 schedule of
42 0OCS o0il1 and gas lease sales in 21 planning areas on the OCS. The pro-
posed schedule lists 4 sales in the Atlantic Region (2 sales in the North
Atlantic and 1 sale each in the Mid-and South Atlantic Planning Areas); 12
sales in the Gulf of Mexico Region (5 sales each in the Western and Central
Gulf of Mexico Planning Areas and 2 sales in the Eastern Gulf of Mexico
Planning Areas); 6 sales in the Pacific Region (2 sales each in the
Southern California and Northern California Planning Areas and 1 sale each
in the Central California and Washington-Oregon Planning Areas); and 15
sales in the Alaska Region (2 sales each in the Beaufort Sea, Chukchi Sea,
Navarin Basin, and Shumagin Planning Areas, and 1 sale each in the Norton
Basin, St. George Basin, North Aleutian Basin, Gulf of Alaska, Cook Inlet,
Kodiak, and Hope Planning Areas).

Included in the total number of sales are 10 frontier exploration sales
offshore the Atlantic, Washington-Oregon, and Alaska with the aim of
increasing the schedule's flexibility in responding to changes in economic
conditions and/or improved geophysical data. The schedule also includes
five annual supplemental sales involving a limited number of selected
blocks, i.e., drainage and development blocks and blocks on which bids were
rejected in the preceding fiscal year. In addition, 14 subareas within 6
of the planning areas are proposed to be deferred from leasing in this
5-year program,

Alternatives Considered Include:

(a) Alternative II - Subarea Deferrals

The Secretary identified 13 additional subareas for consideration for
deferral from leasing in this 5-year program. This alternative provides
a discussion of the potential impacts avoided if any or all of these
subareas were deferred from leasing.

(b) Alternative III - Hold a Sale in the Straits of Florida

This alternative would add a sale in 1991 to the leasing schedule as
outlined in Alternative I in that portion of the Straits of Florida
Planning Area south of the Florida Keys. The Atlantic coast portion
of this planning area is proposed to be deferred from consideration
for leasing in this 5-year program.

(c) Alternative IV - Biennial Leasing

This alternative proposes a biennial rate of leasing in those planning
areas which have triennial sales under Alternative I, the Proposal. This
alternative adds a lease sale (in addition to the sales scheduled

for Alternative I - the Proposal) in the following planning areas:
Mid-and South Atlantic, Eastern Gulf of Mexico, Southern and Central
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California, North Aleutian Basin, St. George Basin, Navarin Basin,
Norton Sound, Chukchi Sea, and Beaufort Sea. The purpose of this
alternative is to evaluate the potential effects of a faster rate of
leasing than that presented in the proposal.

(d) Alternative V - The Acceleration Provision

This alternative evaluates the implementation of the acceleration
provision in all planning areas which have a triennial leasing rate as
described under Alternative I. The planning areas where such an
accelerated leasing rate would be considered are: Eastern Guif of Mexico;
Southern, Central, and Northern California, North Aleutian Basin, St.
George Basin, Navarin Basin, and Beaufort Sea. It is assumed that all
triennial sales are accelerated to a biennial pace, but no new sales
above the number proposed in Alternative I- the Proposed Action would
be added to the schedule. The Secretary would not accelerate a sale
unless he makes a finding that acceleration from triennial to biennial
leasing is permissible on both environmental and multiple-use grounds.

(e) Alternative VI - Defer Leasing in Six Planning Areas

This alternative proposes the deferral from leasing during this 5-year
program in the following six planning areas: North Atlantic, Southern,
Central, and Northern California, Washington and Oregon, and North
Aleutian Basin. The leasing schedule for the other planning areas is
assumed to remain the same as in Alternative I.

(f) Alternative VII - No Action

Under this alternative it is assumed that the Secretary takes no
action to implement a new 5-year leasing program, and, therefore, that
no oil and gas leasing would occur for the foreseeable future,

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

Impacts on the physical, biological, and socioeconomic environments are
generally caused by the following impact producing factors: (1) oil
spills, acute and/or chronic; discharges of drilling fluids, muds, cut-
tings, formation waters, and sanitary and domestic wastes; and emissions of
gases and pollutants from platforms and refineries, and from well blowouts
with and without fires. (2) Physical alterations of the seafloor, disrup-
tion of the benthic environment and fishing gear conflicts due to platform
and pipeline emplacement; service vessel traffic; and general offshore and
onshore oil/gas related activities. (3) Land use competition between
industry requirements and tourism, recreation, and transportation; changes
in demographic and employment conditions; and disruption of sociocultural
and subsistence patterns.

Alternative I, the Proposed Action, is expected to have only a low impact

on water quality, both offshore and onshore, in any of the four OCS
regions. Similarly, very low to low impacts are expected on air quality,
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with the Southern California Planning Area, where a moderate air quality
impact level could be expected, being the exception. Intertidal and sub-
tidal benthos, as well as plankton, are expected to sustain low or very low
levels of regional impact, except for the South Atlantic where locally
moderate, and the three Gulf of Mexico Planning Areas where locally very
high levels of impacts on subtidal benthos could be expected. Impacts on
fish resources generally are estimated to vary from very low to low in most
planning areas. Only in the North Atlantic and in the three Gulf of Mexico
Planning Areas impacts are expected to be moderate. Very high impact
levels, however, could occur for red king crabs in the North Aleutian Basin
Planning Area. With the exception of the Alaska OCS Region, where expected
impact levels on marine mammals range from very low to high, only low
impact levels are expected for these animals. Coastal and marine birds
could sustain a moderate level of impacts in the Alaska OCS Region and in
the Central and Western Gulf of Mexico Planning Areas. Expected levels of
impact for the endangered right whale range from very low to very high in
the Atlantic OCS Region. Other endangered/threatened species could sustain
a moderate level of impact in the Gulf of Mexico OCS Region. In the Alaska
0CS Region, impact levels for these animals could be expected to range from
very low to very high, with sea otters and fur seals being especially at
risk. Low to moderate levels of impact could be expected for estuaries,
wetlands, and seagrass beds along the Gulf of Mexico coast. Elsewhere,
only very low to low impacts are expected on these habitats. Areas of spe-
cial concern, i.e., submarine canyons in the North Atlantic Planning Area,
and coral reefs and hard bottom areas in the Gulf of Mexico could sustain
moderate and very high levels of impact, respectively,.

Employment and demographic conditions are expected to sustain only very low
to low impact levels in the Atlantic, Gulf of Mexico, and Pacific OCS
Regions. In the Alaska OCS Region, impact levels could range from very low
to moderate. Coastal land uses and water services and supply could sustain
a moderate impact level along the Atlantic and portions of the Alaskan
coast. Moderate to high impact levels could be expected along the Southern
California coast. Commercial fisheries could sustain moderate impact
levels in the Gulf of Mexico. The rid king crab fishery in the North
Aleutian Planning Area could expect high impact levels. Impact levles for
recreation and tourism resources are expected to range from very low to
low, except for portions of the Alaskan coast where impact levels could be
moderate. Archaeological resources could sustain very low to low impact
levels, Subsistence use patterns would sustain low to high impact levels
in the northern portion of the Alaskan OCS Region and low to very low
impact levels in the southern portion of the Alaskan as well as the Pacific
0CS Region. Socio-cultural systems in the Alaskan OCS Region are expected
to sustain impact levels ranging from very low to moderate. Marine vessel
traffic, ports, and offshore infrastructure could experience moderate
impact levels in the Southern California Planning Area and levels ranging
from low to high in the northern portion of the Alaskan OCS Region.
Eleswhere, impact levels of very low or low could be expected. Low
conflicts with military uses of the OCS could be expected in the Gulf of
Mexico OCS Region and low to moderate levels of impact on military uses in
the Southern California Planning Area. In the remainder of the Pacific and
in the Atlantic OCS Region, impact levels are expected to range from very
Tow to Tow.
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Summary of Impacts of Alternative III

Adoption of Alternative III would not alter the expected level of impacts
from those due to the proposal for all planning areas except the Straits of
Florida Planning Area. Impacts of this alternative on the Straits of
Florida Planning Area itself are summarized as follows: MWater quality
(offshore) and air quality are expected to sustain a low level of impact.
Water quality (onshore) is expected to sustain impacts ranging from moderate
to high. Marine vessel traffic and offshore infrastructure, military uses,
archaeological resources and employment and demographic conditions (on a
regional level) are expected to sustain very low levels of impact.
Employment and demographic conditions (on a local level) would have impact
levels that range from very low to low. A low level of impact would be
expected for recreational resources and a moderate level of impact could be
expected for coastal land uses and water services. The following resources
could be expected to sustain a low level of impact: intertidal benthos,
plankton, marine mammals, seabirds, endangered and threatened species, and
estuaries and wetlands. Moderate levels of impact are expected for sub-
tidal benthos and whales. A high Tevel of impact is expected for fish
resources. Areas of special concern and marine sanctuaries would have very
high levels of impact. ‘

Summary of Impacts of Alternative IV

Impacts on all resources of the physical, biological, and socioeconomic
environment in all four OCS Region are expected to remain the same as for
those identified for Alternative I. Exceptions are that in the Navarin
Basin Planning Area impacts on subsistence and sociocultural systems could
increase from low to moderate. In the Norton Basin Planning Area impacts
to salmon and pinniped resources could increase to moderate and to high on
sociocultural systems.

Summary of Impacts of Alternative V

Adoption of Alternative V would not alter the expected level of impacts
from those due to the proposal for all planning areas. Under this alter-
native there would be the same number of sales and resultant OCS activity
as under Alternative I but some sales would be held earlier. Impacts on
all resources are expected to remain the same as for the proposal.

Summary of Impacts of Alternative VI

Adoption of Alternative VI would defer leasing in six planning areas--
North Atlantic, Washington and Oregon, Northern California, Central
California, Southern California and North Aleutian. Thus, under this
alternative for these six planning areas, impacts on all resources of the
physical, biological, and socioeconomic environment would be avoided. The
impacts on all other areas are expected to be the same as under the propo-
proposal.

Summary of Impacts of Alternative VII




Selection of the No Action alternative would avoid impacts from oil and gas
exploration, development, and production activities identified under
Alternative I.

0i1 and gas resources that would have been available would not contribute
to the national energy reserves. The energy potential of the foregone o0il
and gas would have to be replaced by alternative energy sources or
increases in import levels from foreign sources.

XX,



The table on the following page presents the schedule of sales for the Pro-
posed 5-Year OCS 011 and Gas Leasing Program. This schedule differs from the
schedule evaluated in Alternative I - the Proposed Action only in the
following respect: the one proposed sale in the South Atlantic Planning

Area, the two proposed sales in the Southern California Planning Area, and
the two proposed sales in the Navarin Basin Planning Area are each scheduled
one year later than indicated in the schedule of sales evaluated in
Alternative I. These recent schedule changes, due to administrative con-
siderations, and any further revisions to the schedule made after public review
of the Proposed Program and this Draft EIS will be reflected in the Final
EIS.

xxi.
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I. PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE ACTION

A. Purpose

The Department of the Interior (DOI) is currently preparing a new 5-Year
Outer Continental Shelf (0CS) 0i) and Gas Leasing Program for 1987 through
1991. The proposed leasing program consists of a schedule of 37 oil and
gas lease sales and 5 annual supplemental sales to be held in 21 of the

26 planning areas established on the OCS (see Chapter II).

The Proposed Program will contain a schedule of proposed lease sales
"indicating, as precisely as possible, the size, timing, and location of
leasing activity" and program policies selected by the Secretary, while at
the same time reflecting the provisional nature of the Proposed Program
stage of the development of the new program. The sales resulting from the
program are designed, among other purposes, to "result in expedited
exploration and development of the OCS in order to achieve national econo-
mic and energy policy goals, assure national security, reduce dependence on
foreign sources, and maintain a favorable balance of payments in world
trade..." (OCS Lands Act (OCSLA) Amendments of 1978). The requirement to
issue such a program was established through the 1978 amendments to the 0CS
Lands Act by the addition of a new provision--section 18.

Section 18 mandates that DOI issue a program which identifies the size,
timing, and location of leasing and provides for the receipt of fair market
value for lands leased and rights conveyed. Section 18 spells out in
detail both the factors to be considered in the formulation of the new
leasing program and the public consultation process which is designed to
provide further information to be considered. The requirements of

section 18 have been interpreted by the October 6, 1981, and July 5, 1983,
decisions of the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia
Circuit. The July 5, 1983, decision upheld the 1982 leasing program
currently in effect.

Three successive versions of the new program are developed and submitted
for review, The Draft Proposed Program was submitted to the Governors of
coastal States and the public in March 1985. The Proposed Program will be
submitted for review to those same parties and to the Attorney General and
Congress. This environmental impact statement (EIS) is being prepared on
the Proposed Program. Following the public comment and review process
under section 18, a Proposed Final Program will be prepared and submitted
to the President and Congress.

B. Need For the Action

Section 18 of the OCSLA directs the Secretary of the Interior to develop
and maintain a 5-year program of OCS lease sales to meet the purposes of
the Act, as amended. One of the principal purposes of the Act is to
establish policies and procedures which will result in expedited explora-
tion and development of the o0il and gas resources of the OCS in order to
achieve national economic and energy policy goals. In 1984, the United



States imported about 30 percent of the crude 0il1 which it consumed.
Disruptions in o0il1 imports which the United States has suffered make clear
the relation of foreign and national security policy and economic policy
with respect to the oil import issue. The disruptions of 1973 and 1979
both arose in the international arena, and both had substantial
recessionary effects on the U.S. economy. The most recent National Energy
Policy Plan, issued by the Department of Energy in October 1983, recognizes
this connection. The National Energy Policy Plan sets forth as the general
goal of national energy policy the fostering of an adequate supply of
energy at a reasonable cost. Adequate supply is explained in the Plan as
requiring a "flexible energy system that avoids undue dependence on any
single source of supply, foreign or domestic, and thereby contributes to
national security . . . (and) further implies freedom of choice about the
mix and measure of energy needs to meet our industrial, commercial, and
personal requirements." The National Energy Policy Plan recognizes 0CS
leasing as an important element in the Nation's effort to pursue the
assurance of long-term energy supplies.

OCS o0il1 and gas produced at a cost lower than prices set by the world oil
market contributes to the Nation's economic productivity. The greater the
amount of OCS o0il1 and gas produced at costs less than world oil prices, the
greater is that contribution. Economic productivity is increased by
allowing firms a range and sequence of opportunities that will allow an
economically efficient path of investments in OCS exploration and produc-
tion. In general, this will increase the amount of o0il and gas discovered
and produced, thus benefitting the economy.

A substantial percentage of our oil supply is imported. In the 1970 to
1980 time period, domestic o0il and gas production represented approximately
50 to 60 percent of the total energy supplied to the U.S. economy, of which
imports of 011 and gas supplied approximately 11 to 18.5 percent. The

U.S. Department of Energy projections to the year 2000 indicate that
imported oil and gas will continue to supply an estimated 14.6 percent of
our total domestic energy in the year 2000. Imported gas constitutes only
3 percent of the 14.6 percent. Although this percentage has decreased from
a high of 18.5 percent in 1975, in 1980, in absolute terms, imports are
projected to increase to 13.4 quad Btu in 1990 (a level which they were at
in 1975) and are projected subsequently to rise to 13.6 quad Btu in the
year 2000, Domestic production of o0il and gas is projected to decrease
from 19.5 quad Btu to 17.4 quad Btu in the 1985-2000 time period.

Leasing and exploration of OCS o0i1 and gas resources provide an important
way of helping to slow the long-term decline of proved domestic hydrocarbon
reserves, The hydrocarbons produced from the OCS in Fiscal Year 1984
represented about 12 percent of domestic production of 0il1 and about 25
percent of domestic natural gas production. In addition to benefitting
from the use of domestic oil and gas to fuel the general level of economic
activity, the American people benefit in their roles as owners, through the
Federal Government, of the resources of 0CS. As owners of OCS oil and gas,
the American peoplie benefit from production of any OCS resource costing
less to find and produce than the price at which it can be sold.



Aside from the effects of a potential supply disruption, the importation

of foreign o1l reduces the economic well-being of the American people. In
1984, the gross cost of importing crude o0il1 and refined petroleum products
amounted to over $59 billion. Those imports accounted for almost 50 per-
cent of our balance of trade deficit in that year. The recent growth in
U.S. Gross National Product (GNP) of about 6.8 percent for 1984 resulted in
U.S. oil demand exceeding that of 1983 by about 3.5 percent. The lag in
demand for oil is caused in a large part by substitution and conservation
effects which have yet to run their course.

Disruption of supplies of oil from abroad causes disruption in the produc-
tion and consumption of goods and reduces economic productivity. This
causes decreases in income and increases in consumer price levels. The
1984 Office of Technology Assessment (OTA) Report, U.S. Vulnerability to an
0il Import Curtailment, estimates that a significant disruption of oil
imports could result in a reduction of the GNP of 3.5 to 6.2 percent,
accompanied by increased unemployment of 1.7 to 2.3 percent.

Measures to assure that our national energy needs will be met have economic
costs. The economy needs to adjust continually, balancing the costs of
those measures against their economic benefits. The OCS leasing program
can help to meet both national energy and economic needs by helping to
reduce 0il imports and providing a source of domestic supply in periods of
future disruptions and higher prices.

It is possible that world o0il prices in the 1990's will be sufficiently low
to render uneconomic many of the oil and gas prospects remaining to be
leased on the 0OCS. On the other hand, oil prices may not decliine or remain
low for very long. Higher 0il1 prices would increase the number of good
prospects for discovery of o0il and gas on the OCS. The rate of leasing

and investment in exploration would be higher. The resulting production
would help the economy use less, high cost, imported oil, thus increasing
its economic productivity.

Over the long run, OCS oil1 and gas resources will make a contribution to
economic productivity if investment and production decisions can adjust
quickly to changing world energy markets. An OCS leasing program can help
meet the Nation's energy and economic needs by providing opportunities for
investments in exploration and development when they are economically
timely. Such a program would allow increases in leasing and investment if
world oil prices were to increase to higher plateaus, while allowing a
lower investment and production rate during periods of lower prices.
Allowing a shift from imported to domestic 0il when prices increase reduces
the economic costs of abrupt changes in the world o0il supply.

The continuing dependence of the United States on oil imports for a
substantial part of our 0il1 consumption creates a number of national
security concerns. The potential for a suppiy disruption imposes political
limits on the flexibility of our foreign and national security policy,
including our ability to respond to foreign security threats. Our depen-
dence on foreign nations for so essential a commodity as o0il creates the
potential for the United States to be drawn into dangerous political and



military situations involving those nations. Dependence on o0il imports
entails dependence on extended supply lines (tanker routes) which present a
target for attack and, thus, add to our defense burden.

Information benefits are another type of benefit from OCS leasing, explora-
tion, and development. Information benefits are the benefits to the
Nation, beyond economic benefits, of added information about the extent of
0i1 and gas resources on the OCS. The generation of information benefits
is one of the specified purposes of the 1978 OCSLA Amendments. Section
102(9) of the Amendments states that one of the purposes of the Act is to
"insure that the extent of 0i1 and natural gas resources of the Quter
Continental Shelf is assessed at the earliest practicable time." It is of
the nature of 0i1 and gas resource assessment that only drilling can con-
firm the existence and size of a deposit. On the 0CS, drilling for oil and
gas is essentially tied to leasing and, thus, to the 5-Year leasing
program,

In addition to meeting national energy needs, the 5-Year Program must,
under section 18(a)(2) of the OCSLA, as amended, be prepared and maintained
in a manner consistent with the principle that the timing and location of
exploration, development, and production of o0il and gas bearing phy-
siographic regions of the OCS be based on consideration of:

(1) Existing information concerning the geographical, geological, and
ecological characteristics of such regions;

(2) An equitable sharing of developmental benefits and environmental
risks among the various regions;

(3) The location of regions with respect to, and the relative needs of,
regional and national energy markets;

(4) The location of regions with respect to other uses of the sea and
seabed, including fisheries, navigation, existing or proposed sea-
lanes, potential sites of deepwater ports, and other anticipated uses
of the resources and space of the 0CS;

(5) The interest of potential o0il and gas producers in the development
of 0i1 and gas resources as indicated by exploration or nomination;

(6) Laws, goals, and policies of affected States which have been speci-
fically identified by the Governors of such States as relevant mat-
ters for the Secretary's consideration;

(7) The relative environmental sensitivity and marine productivity of
different areas of the 0CS, and

(8) Relevant environmental and predictive information for different
areas of the 0CS.

Finally, section 18(a) requires the Secretary, on the basis of the above
information and to the maximum extent practicable, to select the timing



and location of leasing so as to obtain a proper balance among the
potential for environmental damage, the potential for the discovery

of 0il1 and gas, and the potential for adverse impacts on the coastal
zone. Those section 18 factors bearing on environmental impacts are
analyzed and discussed in this statement. However, this document is only
one tool used by the Secretary in carrying out his responsibility to
strike the proper balance, to the maximum extent practicable, between

the potential for environmental risk, the potential for discovery of
hydrocarbon, and the potential for adverse impacts on the coastal zone as
required by section 18(a)(3).

C. Administrative Events Leading to the Proposal

The initiation of development of the new lease sale schedule was announced
in letters to the Governors of coastal States and to interested Federal
Agencies, dated July 5, 1984, and in a Federal Register Notice published on
July 11, 1984 (49 FR 28332). Responses were requested on several specific
topics:

(1) Information and methodologies relating to the eight specific fac-
tors requiring consideration under Section 18(a)(2);

(2) Suggestions for any possible planning area boundary revisions;

(3) Suggestions for possible changes in the leasing process to allow
it to adjust as new information becomes available;

(4) From industry only, rankings of planning areas by resource poten-
tial and interest as well as information on technologica! feasibility
of operations and appropriate timing of leasing in each planning area.

The July 1984 Notice also requested information regarding environmental
concerns and risks, other uses of the OCS, information pertaining to the
location of OCS Regions with respect to energy markets, and information on
the laws, goals, and policies of affected States.

More than 150 comments were received. Many Governors were concerned about
possible impacts to their States as a result of OCS development, especially
impacts on tourism and recreation, community infrastructure, the commercial
fishing industry, air quality, pristine coastlines, wetlands, sensitive
offshore biological resources, endangered species, and other uses of the
0CS including defense and navigation. Many Governors requested that speci-
fic areas be deleted from the leasing program to protect some of the
resources of concern, and some made requests on the timing of OCS sales in
nearby Federal waters. Several industry commenters stated that equitable
sharing requires more opportunities to explore promising areas outside the
Gulf of Mexico.

The Secretary's selection of a Draft Proposed Program was announced in let-
ters to the Governors of coastal States and to interested Federal Agencies
dated March 19, 1985, and in a Federal Register Notice published on

March 22, 1985 (50 FR 11585). The new Proposed 5-Year Program includes




37 lease sales in 21 OCS planning areas covering the period 1987 through
1991 and 5 annual supplemental sales. It schedules proposed lease sales
"indicating, as precisely as possible, the size, timing, and location

of leasing activity" and program policies selected by the Secretary. The
Proposed Program will provide guidance for presale steps for sales to be
held beyond the current schedule. Sales will continue to be held in accor-
dance with the current schedule until the new program receives final appro-
val,

Under section 18(c)(2) of the OCSLA and 30 CFR 256, the Proposed Program,
and the analysis on which it is based, will be submitted for review to the
Governors and local governments of coastal States and to other parties, and
a Notice on the Proposed Program will be published in the Federal Register.
Comments of the Governors and localities and of others on the Proposed
Program and the draft EIS will be considered in the preparation of the
Proposed Final Program,

D. Regulatory Framework

1. Department of the Interior Responsibilities

The following is a discussion of the laws and regulations which prescribe
DOI's responsibilities in administering the OCS 0i1 and Gas Leasing
Program.

a. Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act

The OCSLA of 1953 (67 Stat. 462), as amended in 1978 (P.L. 95-372; 92 Stat.
629), established Federal jurisdiction over submerged lands on the 0CS
seaward of State boundaries (generally 3 geographic miles seaward of the
coastline). Under the OCSLA, the Secretary of the Interior is responsible
for the administration of mineral exploration and development of the OCS.
The Act empowers the Secretary to grant leases to the highest qualified
responsible bidder(s) on the basis of sealed competitive bids and to for-
mulate such regulations as necessary to carry out the provisions of the
Act.

The Act, as amended, provides guidelines for implementing an OCS o0il1 and
gas exploration and development program. The basic goal of the Act is to
expedite exploration and development of OCS minerals in order to achieve
national economic and energy policy goals, assure national security, reduce
dependence on foreign sources of 0il, and maintain a favorable balance of
payments in world trade. With respect to implementing a leasing program,
this goal is constrained by the following considerations: (1) the receipt
of fair and equitable return on 0il and gas resources; (2) preservation and
maintenance of competition; and (3) balancing orderly energy resource
development with protection of the human, marine, and coastal environments.

The Secretary of the Interior has designated the Minerals Management
Service (MMS) as the administrative Agency responsible for the leasing of
submerged OCS lands, and for the supervision of offshore operations after
lease issuance. Regulations administered by the MMS govern the leasing of



mineral deposits on the OCS and the granting of rights-of-way for pipeli-
nes, and the conduct of mineral operations are contained in 30 CFR Part
250, and are supplemented by OCS Operating Orders on an area-specific
basis.

(1) Information and Coordination

The OCSLA, as amended, provides a statutory foundation for the Department's
policy of coordinating OCS activities with affected States and, to a more
limited extent, local governments,

Section 18 of the OCSLA requires a detailed review process in developing
the leasing program schedule. This review involves significant par-
ticipation of affected States, Federal Agencies, and the public, as well as
submission of the program's schedule to the President and Congress before
the Final 5-year OCS 0i1 and Gas Leasing Program can be approved by the
Secretary of the Interior.

Section 19 of the OCSLA sets forth the framework for coordination and con-
sultation with affected States and local governments for each proposed
lease sale. Governors of each affected State are invited to submit recom-
mendations regarding the size, timing, or location of a proposed sale or
with respect to a proposed development and production plan. The Secretary
must accept these recommendations if he finds that they reasonably balance
the national interest in obtaining o0il and gas supplies in a balanced
manner with the interests of citizens of the affected State.

Under section 26 of the OCSLA, as amended, the Secretary must make
available to affected States a summary of data to aid them in planning for
the onshore impacts of OCS oil and gas activities. The summary includes
estimates of oil and gas reserves in areas leased or to be leased; esti-
mated size and timing of development if and when 0il1 and/or gas is found;
pipeline locations, if any; and the general location and nature of antici-
pated onshore facilites.

In addition, section 26 requires transmittal to each affected State of an
index of all relevant actual or proposed programs, plans, reports, EIS's,
and other lease sale information.

Further coordination in the OCS Leasing Program is implemented through the
Regional Technical Working Groups, which include State representatives, who
participate in MMS's Intergovernmental Planning Program for OCS 0il and

Gas Leasing, Transportation and Related Facilities. The Technical Working
Groups carry out a program that was established to provide a formal
mechanism for regional coordination and planning of three elements of the
0CS program administered by the MMS: (1) the leasing process, (2) the
Environmental Studies Program, and (3) OCS oil and gas transportation
planning.

(2) Offshore 0i1 Pollution Compensation Fund

Title III of the OCSLA Amendments (92 Stat. 629) established in the
U.S Treasury an Offshore 0i1 Pollution Compensation Fund to indemnify
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claims for economic 10ss arising out of or directly resulting from oil
pollution. Fees, levied on oil obtained from the 0CS, are designed to
ensure that the Fund is maintained at a level not less than $100 million or
more than $200 million.

Claims may generally be asserted by any claimant for: removal costs; dama-
ges, including injury to or destruction of real or personal property; loss
of use of real or personal property; injury to, destruction of, or loss of
use of natural resources; loss of profits or impairment of earning capaci-
ty; and/or loss of tax revenue.

Owners/operators of nonpublic vessels transporting OCS oil and owners/
operators of offshore facilities are held strictly liable for claims
attributable to 0i1 pollution from their vessels or facilities. Except in
cases of gross negligence, willful misconduct, or violation of Federal
regultions, liability is limited in the case of vessels to the greater of
$250,000 or $300 per gross ton; and in the case of an offshore facility,
1iability is limited to the total of cleanup and removal costs, and

$35 million in damages.

(3) Fishermen's Contingency Fund

Title IV of the OCSLA Amendments established this fund in the U.S. Treasury
to compensate commercial fishermen for property or economic 1oss due to
activities associated with oil and gas exploration, development, or produc-
tion on the OCS. Damage or loss that occurs in non-0CS waters may be eli-
gible for compensation if the item(s) causing the damage or loss was (were)
associated with OCS o0il and gas activities.

The fund is available without fiscal year limitation as a revolving fund to
carry out the purposes of the OCSLA. Each holder of an exploration permit,
lease, easement, or right-of-way for the construction of a pipeline, or a
prelease exploration drilling permit in effect on or after June 30, 1982,
shall pay assessments to the fund. No holder, however, shall be required
to pay in excess of $5,000 for any lease, permit, easement, or right-of-way
in any calendar year.

Damages or losses are presumed to be caused by items associated with OCS
0il and gas activities, provided the claimant established that: (1) the
commercial fishing vessel was being used for commercial fishing and was
located in an area affected by OCS oil and gas activities; (2) the 5-day
report was filed; (3) no record of an obstruction in the immediate vicinity
is in the most recent National Oceanic and Atmospheric

Administration (NOAA)/NOS nautical charts or weekly Notice to Mariners;
and, (4) no proper surface marker or lighted bouy marked the obstruction.

(4) Best Available and Safest Technology

According to section 21(b) of the OCSLA, all new drilling and production
operations and existing operation, wherever practicable, must use the best
available and safest technology (BAST) which the Secretary determines to be
economically feasible. This requirement can only be waived when incremen-



tal benefits are clearly insufficient to justify increased costs. Like-
wise, it is the responsibility of an operator on an existing operation

to demonstrate why application of a new technology would not be practica-
ble. This requirement is applicable to equipment which, if it failed,
would have a significant effect on safety, health, or the environment,
unless benefits clearly do not justify the costs.

(5) Air Quality

Section 5(a)(8) of the OCSLA provides that the Secretary shall promulgate
and administer regulations to provide for compliance with the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) pursuant to the Clean Air Act (CAA)
to the extent that OCS activities significantly affect the air quality of
any State. This has been accomplished through 30 CFR 250.57 (45 FR 15128,
March 7, 1980) and administered by MMS as a postsale activity. Those regqu-
lations in 30 CFR 250.57 protect onshore air quality and insure that OCS
activities do not prevent attainment status, thus providing for compliance
with the NAAQS pursuant to the CAA.

b. Other Laws

This section includes a brief summary of Federal laws which directly or
indirectly relate to the OCS mineral leasing program responsibilities of
the DOI. The discussion relates only to those portions of the law
affecting OCS activities, and includes responsibilities and jurisdictions
of Agencies and Departments other than Interior,

(1) National Environmental Policy Act of 1969

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (42 USC 4321 et seq.)
requires that all Federal Agencies shall utilize a sytematic, inter-
disciplinary approach to protection of the human environment, which will
ensure the integrated use of the natural and social sciences in any
planning and decisionmaking which may have an impact upon the environment.
The NEPA requires the preparation of a detailed EIS on any major Federal
action that may have a significant impact on the environment, any adverse
environmental effects which cannot be avoided or mitigated, alternatives to
the proposed action, the relationship between short-term uses and long-term
productivity of the environment, and any irreversible and irretrievable
commitments of resources involved in the project.

1979, the Council on Environmental Quality published regulations which
established uniform regulations for implementing the procedural provisions
of the NEPA. These regulations (40 CFR 1500-1508, revised July 1, 1980),
are aimed at accomplishing three principal goals: (1) to reduce paperwork
and improve the quality of EIS's, to reduce delays, and to make the impact
statement more useful to decisionmakers and the public; (2) to produce
better decisions which further the national policy to protect and enhance
the quality of the human environment; and (3) to emphasize the need to
focus on real environmental issues and alternatives. A procedure, known
as "scoping," was established to identify the scope and signficance of
important environmental issues associated with a proposed Federal action



through coordination with Federal, State, and local agencies, the public,
and any interested individual or organization prior to the development of
an impact statement. The process is also intended to identify and elimi-
nate from further detailed study issues which are not significant or which
have been covered by prior environmental review.

(2) Endangered Species Act of 1973

The Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C 1531-1543), as amended,
establishes a national policy designed to protect and conserve threatened
and endangered species and the ecosystem upon which they depend. This Act
is administered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) and the
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). Section 7 of the act, governing
interagency cooperation, requires Federal Agencies to formally consult with
NMFS and FWS when there is reason to believe that a species which is on the
1ist as endangered or threatened (or is proposed to be listed as such) may
be affected by a proposed action. Agencies must ensure that proposed
actions are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of a
threatened or endangered species, and/or to result in adverse modification
or destruction of their critical habitat.

Under section 7, formal endangered species consultation with both NMFS and
FWS as appropriate, is required to provide a threshold examination and
biological opinion on the 1ikelihood that the proposed activity will or
will not jeopardize the continued existence of the resource, and on the
effects of such exploration activities on the endangered species. The
biological opinion may include recommendations for modification of the pro-
posed activity. If insufficient information is available, as a result of
the threshold examination, to conclude that the proposed activity is not
likely to jeopardize the species or its habitat, the Federal Agency is
notified in writing. The affected Agency is then required to obtain addi-
tional information, and if recommended by NMFS or FWS, will conduct
appropriate biological surveys or studies to determine how the proposed
activity may affect the endangered species or its critical habitat. After
such additional information is received, NMFS or FWS would conclude the
consultation process by issuance of a formal biological opinion.

(3) Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972

The Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) of 1972 (16 U.S.C. 1361 et seq.),
as amended, establishes a national policy designed to protect and conserve
marine mammals and their habitats. This policy is established so as not to
diminish such species or population stocks beyond the point at which they
cease to be a significant functioning element in the ecosystem, nor to
diminish such species below their optimum sustainable population. The
Marine Mammal Commission is responsible for reviewing and advising Federal
Agencies on the protection and conservation of marine mammals. The
Commission has a Committee of Scientific Advisors which provides advice on
actions needed to fulfill the purposes of the Act.

The Act authorizes the Commission to make recommendations on the prohibi-
tion of the taking and importation of marine mammals and marine mammal
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products, except as expressly provided for by an international treaty, con-
vention, or agreement to which the United States is a party. The Act pro-
vides certain exemptions to the taking of marine mammals by Alaska Natives
under certain conditions. Authority for administering the Act has been
delegated to both the Department of Commerce NMFS which is responsible for
all cetaceans and pinnipeds (except walrus), and to the DOI FWS, which is
responsible for walrus, sea otters, manatees, and dugongs.

(4) Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWS)

The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. 661-666¢c), as amended,
was established in 1934 to promote the national policy of conservation of
wildlife, fish, and game resources. The Act provides that wildlife conser-
vation shall receive equal consideration and be coordinated with other
features of water-resource development programs through the effectual and
harmonious planning of development. The Act authorizes the DOI FWS to
administer its provisions. It requires interagency consultation with FWS
on any projects which would impound, divert, channel, or deepen a channel,
stream, or other body of water for whatever purpose, including navigation
and drainage.

(5) National Historic Preservation Act

The National Historic Preservation Act (80 Stat. 915, 16 U.S.C. 470), as
amended, established a program for the preservation of additional historic
properties throughout the United States, and established the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation as an independent Agency to advise the
President and Congress on historic preservation matters, recommend measures
to coordinate Federal historic preservation activities, and comment on
Federal actions affecting properties included in, or eligible for, inclu-
sion in the National Register of Historic Places.

Properties are listed in the National Register or declared eligible for
1isting by the Secretary of the Interior. Section 106 provides for a
public interest process in which a Federal Agency proposing an undertaking,
the State Historic Preservation Officer, the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation, and interested organizations and individuals participate.
This process is designed to assure that alternatives to avoid or mitigate
an adverse effect on a National Register or eligible property are ade-
quately considered in the planning process.

Section 1(3) of Executive Order 11593 (May 13, 1971 36 FR 8921),
"Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment," requires that
Federal Agencies in consultation with the Council institute procedures to
assure that their plans and programs contribute to the preservation and
enhancement of nonfederally owned historic and cultural properties.

(6) Federal Water Pollution Control Act

The Federal Water Pollution Control Act (FWPCA) (33 U.S.C. 1251-1367), as
amended, established a policy to provide for water pollution control acti-
vities to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological
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integrity of the Nation's waters. These activities are administered by the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

The Clean Water Act of 1977 (91 Stat. 1566 (1977)) amended the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act. Title III of the Act requires EPA to
establish national effluent limitation standards for existing point source
of waste-water discharges which reflect the application of "best practical
control technology currently available." These standards apply to existing
0CS exploratory drilliships, semisubmersible vessel, and jackup rigs used in
exploration activities. The Act also requires EPA to establish regulations
for effluent limitations for categories and classes of point sources which
require the application of "best available control technology economically
achievable."

Section 311 of the Act, as amended, prohibits the discharge of o0il or
hazardous substances into the navigable waters of the United States which
may affect natural resources, except under limited circumstances; and
establishes civil penalty liability and enforcement procedures to be admi-
nistered by the U.S. Coast Guard.

Title IV establishes requirements for Federal permits and licenses to con-
duct an activity (including construction or operation of facilities) which
may result in any discharges into navigable waters. Section 402 of the Act
confers authority upon EPA to issue permits for discharge of pollutants of
the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits issued
by EPA. The NPDES permits apply to all sources of wastewater discharges
from exploratory vessels and production platforms operating on the 0CS.

(7) Deepwater Port Act of 1974

The Deepwater Port Act of 1974 (88 Stat. 2126), as amended, was enacted to
regulate commerce, promote efficiency in transportation, construction, and
operation of deepwater ports in waters beyond the territorial waters of the
United States.

The Secretary of Transportation is delegated the authority for the
1icensing of deepwater ports. Deepwater ports are defined as "any fixed or
floating manmade structures other than a vessel, or any group of such
structures, located beyond the territorial sea and off the coast of the
United States, and which are used or intended for use as a port or terminal
for the loading or unloading and further handling of o0il1 for transportation
to any state."

The Coast Guard, under this Act, has the authority to ensure the safety of
the offshore facility and vessels that may be traveling near it.

(8) Clean Air Act

The CAA (69 Stat. 322 (1955) (42 U.S.C. 7401-7642)), as amended, authorizes
the EPA to provide for air pollution prevention and control: specifically,
(a) to protect and enhance the quality of the Nation's air resources so as
to promote the public health and welfare and the productive capactity of
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its population; (b) to initiate and accelerate a national research and
development program to achieve the presentation and control of air pollu-
tion; (c) to provide technical and financial assistance to State and local
governments in connection with development and execution of their air
pollution prevention and control programs; and (d) to encourage and assist
the development and operation of regional air pollution control programs.

The Act authorizes EPA to establish national/primary ambient air quality
standards and regulations for implementation of enforcement of these pri-
mary standards within air quality control regions of each State, as well as
NAAQS for hazardous air pollutants.

The Act requires that the Federal Departments or Agencies having jurisdic-
tion over any property or facility or engaged in any activity resulting in
the discharge of air pollutants comply with all Federal, State, interstate,
and local requirements in the control and abatement of air pollution.

(9) Coastal Zone Management Act

The Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) of 1972, as amended

(16 U.S.C. 1451-1464), is administered by NOAA. It establishes a procedure
for each coastal State to develop a management program for the sound mana-
gement of State coastal resources. The Act provides Federal grants for
both development and implementation of these programs; in order to be
implemented, each program must be approved by the Secretary of Commerce.

It also creates a grant and loans program for participating States that
must deal with the coastal zone impacts of OCS oil and gas and other energy
development.

Section 307 of the CZMA contains the Federal consistency provisions which
impose certain requirements on Federal Agencies to comply with approved
State coastal zone management programs.

Section 307(c)(1) requires Federal Agencies conducting or supporting acti-
vities directly affecting the coastal zone to be consistent to the maximum
extent practicable with the State's coastal program. The Supreme Court
ruled in 1984 that this provision does not apply to DOI's OCS preleasing or
leasing activities.

Section 307(c)(3)(A) prohibits Federal Agencies from issuing a license or
permit for any activity that affects land use or water use in the State's
coastal zone until a State with an approved coastal zone management program
has agreed, or is presumed to agree, that the activity subject to the
license or permit, is consistent with the approved program, or until the
Secretary of Commerce has overridden the State's objections to the activity.

Section 307(c)(3)(B) of the CZMA consistency provisions is very important
to OCS resource development., This provision requires that no Federal
license or permit for an activity described in detail in an OCS Exploration
Plan or Development and Production Plan which affects land use or water use
in the coastal zone may be approved until a State with an approved coastal
zone management plan has concurred in the consistency determination made by
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the lessee, is presumed to concur, or until the Secretary of Commerce has
overridden the State's objections.

(10) Port and Waterways Safety Act

The Port and Waterways Safety Act (86 Stat. 424 (1970)

(33 U.S.C. 1221-1232), as amended, was enacted to promote the safety of
ports, harbors, waterfront areas, and navigable waters of the United
States. The Act was amended by the Port and Tanker Safety Act (92 Stat.
1471 (1978)). As amended, the Act provides for "protection of navigation
and vessel safety and protection of the marine environment." The Secretary
of the Department in which the Coast Guard is operating is authorized to
carry out the purposes of the Act.

The Act authorizes increased supervision of vessel and port operations to
reduce vessel or cargo loss; or damage to life, property, or the marine
environment and prevent damage to stuctures in, on, or immediately adjacent
to the navigable waters of the United States or the resources within such
waters. It also requires that the Secretary insure that vessels operating
in U.S. navigable waters comply with all applicable standards and require-
ments for vessel constuction, equipment, manning and operational proce-
dures, and that the handling of dangerous articles and substances within
navigable waters be conducted within established standards and require-
ments.

(11) Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act of 1972

The Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act (MPRSA) of 1972

(86 Stat. 1052) (33 U.S.C. ) was enacted to regulate transportation and
the dumping of material into ocean waters and to prevent or strictly limit
the dumping into ocean waters of any material which would adversely affect
human health or welfare, the marine environment, ecological systems, or
economic potentialities.

Title I of the Act is administered by the EPA. Section 102 of the Act pro-
vides that the EPA may issue permits, after public notices and hearings,
for transportation of material for the purpose of dumping into ocean
waters, after a determination that such dumping will not unreasonably
degrade or endanger human health, welfare, or the marine environment.

Title III of the Act relates to the designation of marine sanctuaries. The
Department of Commerce is authorized to designate as marine sanctuaries
those areas which are determined necessary for the purpose of preserving or
restoring such areas for their conservation, recreational, ecological, or
esthetic value. The Act requires consultation with affected State(s) prior
to any such designation of a marine sanctuary.

(12) Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act

Section 810 of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation
Act (ANLICA), (16 U.S.C. 3120) creates special steps a Federal Agency
must take before it decides to "withdraw, reserve, lease, or otherwise per-
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mit the use, occupancy, or disposition of public land." Specifically, the
Agency must first evaluate three factors: the effect of its action on sub-
sistence uses and needs, the availability of other lands for the purposes
sought to be achieved, and alternatives which would "reduce or eliminate
the use, occupancy, or disposition of public lands needed for subsistence
purposes." If the Agency concludes that its action "would significantly
restrict subsistence uses," it must notify the appropriate State agency,
regional council, and local committee. It then must hold a hearing in the
vicinity of the area involved, and must make three findings:

that (A) such a significant restriction of subsistence uses is
necessary, consistent with sound management principles for the utili-
zation of public lands, (B) the proposed activity will involve the
minimal amount of public lands necessary to accomplish the purpose of
such use, occupancy, or other disposition, and (C) reasonable steps
will be taken to minimize adverse impacts upon subsistence uses and
resources resulting from such actions. 16 U.S.C. 3120(a)(3).

In People of the Village of Gambell v. Clark, 746 F.2d 572 (9th Cir. 1984)
(Gambell 1), the court ruled that the "lands and waters" of the OCS were
"public lands" for the purpose of this section. The court later ruled that
the provisions of section 810 should not be applied in a staged manner,
despite the staged decisionmaking approach set out in the OCS Lands Act and
relied upon by the Supreme Court in Secretary of the Interior v,
California, 464 U.S. 312, 325-342 (1984). People of the Village of Gambell
v. Hodel, Civ. No. 85-3877 (9th Cir. Oct. 25, 1985). As a result of these
rulings, the Interior Department prepares an analysis under section 810 of
ANILCA for lease sales and plans of exploration and development/production
for activities offshore of Alaska. The provisions of ANILCA do not apply
to the 5-Year Program at this stage because the Department does not make
any of the prescribed decisions.

c. 0OCS Orders

The 0OCS Orders are administered by the MMS and are designed to supplement
regulations governing drilling and production operations. A summary of
these Orders is presented below.

0CS Order No. 1. This Order requires identification of the operator, block
designation, and well number on platforms, structures, wells, and mobile
drilling units. It requires that the U.S. Coast Guard District Commander
determine what aid-to-navigation devices are needed for subsea objects that
are hazards to navigation or to the deployment of commercial fishing
devices. It requires that equipment of sufficient size or of such a nature
that it could be expected to interfere with commercial fishing gear, if
dropped overboard, be marked, wherever practicable, with the owner's iden-
tification.

0CS Order No. 2. This Order details drilling operation rules and permit
requirements including those for mobile drilling units (including fitness
and ability to withstand oceanographic and meteorologic conditions). It
includes criteria relative to well casing and cementing; blowout preventer
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equipment; mud program; supervision, surveillance, and training; and
establishment of field drilling rules.

0CS Order No. 3. This Order establishes plugging and abandonment proce-
dures which have general application to all wells drilled for o0il and gas.
A1l casings, wellhead equipment, and pilings must be removed to a depth of
at least 5 m (15 feet) below the ocean floor unless another depth is
approved by the Deputy Regional Director,

OCS Order No. 4. This Order sets forth criteria for demonstrating the
capability of a well to produce paying quantities of oil or gas.

OCS Order No. 5. This Order deals with production safety systems on all
OCS platforms and structures and regulates quality assurance, subsurface
safety devices, and safety equipment. It requires plans, applications, and
reports in the use of the best and safest technologies. Design, installa-
tion, and operation of pressure vessels, flow lines, and other safety
equipment, as well as training, record keeping, failure reports, etc., are
also regulated by this Order.

0CS Order No. 6. This Order sets specifications for workover procedures,
including testing and wellhead fitting, valves, and casing heads. It rela-
tes to production operations only.

OCS Order No. 7. This Order requires that the lessee prevent pollution of
the ocean, prescribe certain pollution control measures, and prohibit
disposal of any waste materials into the ocean that will create conditions
which will adversely affect the public health, 1ife, property, aquatic
1ife, wildlife, recreation, navigation, commercial fishing, or other uses
of the ocean. Disposal of waste materials is regulated by EPA pursuant to
the Clean Water Act.

OCS Order No. 8. This Order establishes requirements applicable to plat-
form and structure design and installation. It requires consideration of
environmental conditions which may contribute to structural damage. This
Order applies to production operations.

0CS Order No. 9. This Order provides approval procedures for o0il and gas
pipelines on the OCS. A1l pipelines and related equipment must be designed
and maintained with high-low pressure sensors, automatic shut-in valves,
checkflow valves (to control backflow), and metering systems. This order
also requires adequate provisions for cathodic corrosion protection,
trawling compatibility, hydrostatic testing, storm scour, and other
environmental stress in OCS pipelines. Procedures and schedules for regu-
lar inspection of pipelines, along with recordings of such inspections, are
stipulated.

0CS Order No. 10. This Order relates specifically to sulphur drilling pro-
cedures regarding well casing and cementing, muds, and blowout prevention
equipment. Specifics are given regarding drive or structural, conductor,
and caprock casings; a general mud program is outlined for testing equip-
ment and a monitoring system; and procedures are indicated for the
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installation and maintenance of blowout preventers and related well control
equipment.

0CS Order No. 11. This Order sets requirements for the maximum efficient
recovery rate for oil and gas from a lease and establishes production
rates. It also provides procedures to shut-in wells, due to over-
production or storms, and for producibility tests. This Order applies to
production only.

0CS Order No. 12. This Order sets forth reguirements for public inspection
of records. It details what information, which the lessee provides to MMS,
is considered public and how this information should be transmitted to MMS
in order for it to be made publicly available.

0CS Order No. 13. This Order specifies procedures for assuring the
accurate measurement of 01l and gas production and for commingling produc-
tion from different leases or operators. The requirements will permit
accurate determinations of Government royalties and an orderly transfer of
production between parties.

0CS Order No 14, This Order establishes guidelines for the approval of
suspensions of production and provides for diligent development of 0il and
gas resources. The intent of the Order is to allow sufficient time for
proper lease development while prohibiting unnecessary delays in the
exploitation of OCS resources. The environmental impacts of OCS develop-
ment are minimized by proceeding in an orderly, well-planned fashion.

2. Other Federal Agency Responsibilities

a. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

The FWPCA Amendments of 1972 (86 Stat. 816), created an NPDES which
applies to discharges into the territorial seas, waters of the contiguous
zone, and the oceans. The NPDES applies to fixed platforms and drillships,
and discharges from these sources require an EPA permit. The CWA of 1977
(91 Stat. 1566) further amended the FWPCA to provide that lessees or
operators may be held financially liable for damages due to oil spills. It
provides for a 1iability of up to $50 million for actual costs of o0il remo-
val and cleanup (except where there is no fault of the operator or owner),
as well as replacement or restoration costs of natural resources damaged or
destroyed by a spill.

The EPA is also primarily responsible for facilities related to transpor-
tation, such as terminal and storage facilities. Permits for discharges by
such facilities are issued by EPA or designated States according to
established effluent guidelines.

Control of air emissions under the CAA applies to all OCS activities,
including storage tanks, gas processing facilities, and other onshore
0CS-related facilities involving point source emissions. In most cases,
permitting authority under this Act has been delegated to the States, with
oversight responsibility retained by EPA. The DOI has the sole responsi-
bility for regulating emissions from facilities on the OCS.
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b. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps)

Section 10 of the River and Harbor Act of 1899 (30 Stat. 1151) prohibits
construction of any structure in or over any navigable water of the United
States, the excavation from or depositing of material in such waters, or
the accomplishment of any other work affecting the course, location, con-
dition, or capacity of such waters, unless the work has been recommended by
the Chief of Engineers and authorized by the Secretary of the Army. The
authority of the Secretary of the Army to prevent obstructions to navigable
waters of the United States was extended to artificial islands, installa-
tions, and other devices located on the OCS by section 4(e) of the OCSLA,
Structures for the exploration, production, and transport of o0il, gas, and
minerals on the OCS within areas leased for such purposes by the MMS, are
authorized by a Department of the Army nationwide general permit (33 CFR
330.5(a)(8)), provided those structures are not placed within the limits of
any designated shipping safety fairway or traffic separation scheme and
subject to the provisions of the fairway regulations in 33 CFR 209.135.

The work must follow the special conditions contained in 33 CFR 330.5(b),
and the Division Engineer may require individual authorization on a case-
by-case basis at his discretion. In addition, the placement of pipelines
and other related onshore activities in navigable waters of the United
States would require authorization pursuant to section 10 of the River and
Harbor Act of 1899, and the placement of dredged and/or fill material in
waters of the United States for construction of related onshore facilities
would require Department of the Army authorization pursuant to section 404
of the CAA,

¢c. Department of Commerce

The Department of Commerce, through the NOAA, is responsible for the pro-
tection of marine fishery resources and their habitats, for administering
the Coastal Zone Management and Coastal Energy Impact Programs, and for
providing recommendations to the Corps of Engineers.

The Department's responsibilities and authorities related to OCS activities
include those stemming from: the CZMA of 1972; the MPRSA Act of 1972, par-
ticularly as it relates to ocean dumping and marine sanctuaries; the
Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1976; the ESA of 1973; and the
MMPA of 1972.

d. Department of Transportation

The OCSLA grants authority to the U.S. Coast Guard to promulgate and
enforce regulations covering lighting and warning devices, safety equip-
ment, and other safety-related matters pertaining to life and property on
fixed OCS platforms and drilling vessels. Through the Coast Guard, the
Department of Transportation (DOT) advises the Corps of Engineers on the
issuance of permits and the placement of offshore structures. Under the
Ports and Waterways Safety Act, as amended (92 Stat. 1471), the Coast Guard
has the authority to establish necessary fairways and traffic separation
schemes in which OCS structures may be prohibited (See Section III.C.5).
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Under the FWPA, the Coast Guard approves the procedures to be followed and
the equipment used for the transfer of oil from vessel to vessel and bet-
ween onshore and offshore facilities and vessels. The Coast Guard also
conducts pollution and surveillance patrols to detect o0il discharges within
territorial and contiguous waters and has enforcement authority over viola-
tors. The Coast Guard also has strike team responsibilities should an o0il
spill occur (See Section IV.C.)

The Materials Transportation Bureau has the responsibility for establishing
and enforcing design, constructing, operation, and maintenance regulations
for pipelines downstream from the point of production or first processing.
The DOT's responsibility and authority are defined in a Memorandum of
Understanding between it and DOI.

e. Department of Energy

The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) within the Department of
Energy has the authority under the Natural Gas Act (NGA) (52 Stat. 821) to
issue certificates of public convenience and necessity for proposed pro-
jects involving the transportation or sale of natural gas for resale in
interstate commerce. A1l natural gas produced from the OCS is considered
to be interstate and, therefore, is subject to FERC jurisdiction.

The NGA, NEPA, and section 25(k) of the OCSLA all grant authority for or
require that FERC investigate the environmental effects of a proposed
offshore project, as well as the potential gas reserves, the need for the
gas, and the avaitability of capital to develop the resource. Also, FERC
is primarily responsible for administering and enforcing the Natural Gas
Policy Act (NGPA) of 1978 (92 Stat. 3350). As applied to OCS matters, the
NGPA provides new wellhead pricing controls for certain natural gas pro-
duced from the 0CS.

f. Interstate Commerce Commission

The Interstate Commerce Commission previously granted approval of the
tariff rates for transportation of o0il and common carrier pipelines. This
authority was transferred to the FERC.

g. Department of Labor

The OCSLA reiterates the authority of the Secretary of Labor to provide for
the protection of occupational safety and health, and describes the juris-
diction applicable to offshore facilities under the National Labor
Relations Act.

h. Attorney General

The OCSLA provides that the Attorney General, in consultation with the
Federal Trade Commission, shall comment with respect to preserving com-
petition on regulations proposed by the Secretary of the Interior, on the
acceptance of bids and issuance of leases, on pipeline permits, and on any
proposed leasing program.
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The Attorney General is authorized to comment on the assignment or transfer
of OCS leasehold interest, may intervene in any court action under the
OCSLA, may institute a civil action for enforcement of the OCSLA at the
request of an authorized Federal Agency, may bring criminal action under
the OCSLA, and may bring suit for payment in connection with the Offshore
0i1 Pollution Compensation Fund.

E. Results of the Scoping Process

Scoping is a means for early identification of what are and what are not
the important issues deserving of study in the EIS. The Council on
Environmental Quality Regulations (40 CFR 1501.7) established a formal
mechanism for agencies, in consultation with affected parties, to identify
the issues that must be discussed in detail in an EIS. Thus, the scope of
the EIS is established before the statement is written,

The scoping process for this EIS was initiated on March 22, 1985, with the
publication of a Federal Register Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS. The
scoping process consisted of, (1) a review of issues raised during the
development of the 5-Year Leasing Schedule currently in effect, (2) a
review of issues raised during the production of recently written EIS's in
OCS planning areas, (3) evaluation of environmental information by Regional
Office environmental staff specialists, and (4), an analysis of responses
to the Notice of Intent and the issuance of the Draft Proposed Program,

1. Issues

The EIS has been organized so that concerns expressed by Federal Agencies,
States, and the public are addressed under one of the following issues.

The following discussions describe where each of the issues is discussed in
this EIS.

Water Quality: This issue was raised in nine of the planning areas. 1In
addition, concern has been expressed about the effects of o0il spills and
routine operational discharges, concerns which can also be considered as
part of the issue of water quality. The water quality of the various
planning areas is described in Chapter III. Impacts on water quality in
each planning area from the proposal and alternatives are discussed in
Chapter IV.B.4. Related discussions can also be found in Chapter IV.A.4.,
"0il1 Spills," and IV.A.8.a, "Effluents and Discharges."

Ocean Dumping: The effects of OCS operations on ocean dumpsites, and the
effects on water quality from operations within areas used as dumps were
concerns in nine planning areas. Ocean dumping is described in

Chapter III, for each planning area. The relationship of the proposal to
ocean dumping in each planning area is described in Chapter IV.B.

Air Quality: Concern over the effects of the proposal on air quality was
raised for a number of planning areas but was of most concern in four
Pacific Coast planning areas. The issue is analyzed for every planning
area in this document. Air quality is described in Chapter III, "Air
Quality," for each planning area. The effects of the proposal on air
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quality are analyzed in Chapter IV.B, "Impacts on Air Quality," for each
planning area. Additional analysis of the issue can be found in Chapter
IV.A.4.d and IV.A.8.c.

Plankton: Plankton was not raised as a distinct issue. However, concern
was expressed in 19 planning areas about the effects of 0i1 spills and
routine operational discharges, and as plankton could be affected by such
impact causing factors, this document treats plankton as an issue. The
subject is described in Chapter III for each planning area.

The issue is analyzed in Chapter IV.B in Section a(4) in each planning
area discussion, Related discussions can be found in Chapter IV.A.4, "0il
Spills," and in IV.A.8.b, "Effects on Marine Life."

Benthos: Concern over benthic communities was raised in eight of the
planning areas, mainly in relation to the effects of 0il spills on the
benthos. The benthos of each planning area is described in Chapter III for
each planning area. Impacts on benthos are analyzed in Chapter IV.B for
each planning area in Subsection a(4), "Impact on Benthos," and additional
analysis can be found in Chapter IV.A.4. "0il Spills," and IV.A.8.b,
"Effects on Marine Life."

Fish Resources: Respondents to scoping raised concerns about the effects
of offshore operations, 0il spills, routine operational discharges, and
possible destruction of wetlands and other coastal fish nursery habitats on
the fish resources retied upon by commercial fishermen. Respondents from
19 of the planning areas expressed concerns about the fish resources in
their planning areas. The fish resources of each planning area are
described in Chapter III. Impacts are analyzed Chapter IV.B, for each
planning area in Subsection a(4). Related analysis can be found in

Chaster IV.A.4, "0i1 Spills," and in Chapter IV.A.8, "Effluents and
Discharges."

Marine Mammals: Concerns about marine mammals were expressed in 19 of the
planning areas. Concerns raised were the effects of an oil spill on the
animals themselves, on coastal habitats of the mammals, and the effects on
subsistence hunting and whaling which relies on the animals. Both marine
mammals and subsistence hunting in Alaska were discerned as issues.
Subsistence hunting is discussed later in this section. Marine mammals in
each planning area are described in Chapter III. An analysis of the
possible impacts on the animals from this proposal and each of the alter-
natives is provided in Chapter IV.B. Additional related analysis can be
found under the Subsections entitled: "Impact on Endangered and Threatened
Species" and, Impact on Marine Sanctuaries" in Chapter IV.B and under

"0i1 Spills", and "Noise and Other Disturbances" in Chapter IV.A,

Coastal and Marine Birds: In 17 of the planning areas, concerns were
raised about the effects of an 0il spill on coastal and marine birds; on
the effects of the proposal on estuaries, wetlands, and other coastal habi-
tats for birds; and on the effects of OCS related transportation activity
on bird nesting areas. A description of birds and their habitats is given
in Chapter III for each planning area. An analysis of the impacts of this
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proposal on them is given in Chapter IV.B in Subsection a(4) for each
planning area. Additional analysis can be found in Wetlands", Chapter
IV.A.4, "0i1 spills," and Chapter IV.A.7, "Noise and other Disturbances."

Endangered and Threatened Species: This issue and related concerns were
raised in 20 of the planning areas. Respondents were concerned about the
effects of oil spills on the species themselves and on their habitats, and
also about the effects of noise and other 0CS-related disturbances. These
species are described in Chapter III. An analysis of the impacts of the
proposal is presented in Chapter IV.B. in subsections entitled "Impact on
Endangered and Threatened Species", in section a.(4)(f). Related ana-
lysis can be found in Chapter IV.A.4, "0i1 Spills," and IV.A.7, "Noise and
Other Disturbances".

Estuaries and Wetlands: Concerns about estuaries and wetlands were raised
in nine of the planning areas, and numerous concerns about other topics
were related to this issue. The effects of 0il spills, pipeline construc-
tion, and coastal industrial expansion on coastal areas, and the effects of
the loss or alteration of estuaries and wetlands on fish resources, marine
mammals, coastal and marine birds, and marine sanctuaries were all men-
tioned in relation to this issue. Estuaries and wetlands are described by
planning area in Chapter III. Impacts on these resources are analyzed in
Chapter IV.B in section a.(4), for each planning area. Related analysis

is presented in Chapter IV.A.4, "0i1 Spills."

Areas of Special Concern: These areas were mentioned in relation to nine
planning areas. Concerns were that these areas could be affected by o0il
spills or 0CS-related traffic, or that the animal 1ife within them could
be adversely affected. These areas are described in Chapter III for each
planning area containing such areas. Analysis of potential impacts is
discussed in Chapter IV.B, under "Impact to Areas of Special Concern."
Additional analysis related to these areas can be found in Chapter IV.A.4,
"0i1 Spills," and in Chapter IV.A.7, "Noise and Other Disturbances."

Marine Sanctuaries: Concerns about possible impacts to marine sanctuaries
were raised in nine of the planning areas. Respondents stated that some of
these areas could be affected by o0il spills, by anchoring or other bottom
disturbing activities related to OCS operations, or that species using the
sanctuaries could be affected by OCS operations. Marine sanctuaries are
described, for those planning areas containing them, in Chapter III.
Analysis of potential impacts are discussed for each appropriate planning
area in Chapter IV.B. Related analysis can be found in Chapter IV.A.4,
"0i1 Spills,"” IV.A.5, "Manmade Structures," IV.A.7, "Noise and other
Disturbance."

Employment and Demographic Conditions: Respondents in 17 planning areas
raised concerns related to emptoyment and demographic conditions ranging
from OCS operations causing "boom and bust" conditions, straining present
public services, to the fact that increased population could cause
increased hunting pressure on game. Current employment and demographics
are described in Chapter III. Impact analysis takes place in Chapter
IV.B, in Subsection a(5)(a) for each planning area. Related information
can be found in Chapter IV.A.9, "Socioeconomic Assumptions."
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Coastal Land Uses and Water Services: This issue was a concern mostly in
the Gulf of Mexico and on the West Coast. Respondents in eight planning
areas mentioned concerns related to this issue. Replies to scoping brought
up the building of refineries and support bases and attendant zoning and
1and use changes, the effects of industrial growth in the coastal zone on
coastal habitats and wetlands, and the effects of coastal growth on water
supplies and quality. The issue is described in Chapter III for each
planning area. Analysis of impacts can be found in Chapter IV.B, "Impact
on Coastal Land Use and Water Services," in the Section a(3) of each
planning area analysis.

Coastal Zone Management: Coastal zone management concerns in itself, were
raised by some commenters. Relationships of this proposal to coastal zone
management plans is discussed in Chapter IV.B.a(l) for each planning area.

Commercial Fisheries: Respondents from 19 of the planning areas were con-
cerned about commercial fisheries. The effects of oil spills, routine
operational discharges, placement of rigs and platforms in fishing areas,
and the effects on fish resources from changes in wetlands and estuaries
were all mentioned as concerns. The industry is described in Chapter III
for each planning area having such fisheries. The effects of the proposal
on this industry are analyzed in Chapter IV.B, "Impact on Commercial
Fisheries," in Subsection a(5)(d), for each planning area. Related analy-
sis can be found in Chapter IV.B, Subsection a(4)(c), "Impact on Fish
Resources," and Chapter IV.A, Subsection 4, "0il Spills," and Subsection
6, "Vessel Traffic."

Recreation and Tourism: This was raised as an issue in 10 of the planning
areas. Respondents were concerned mainly about the effects of oil spills
and debris on tourist beaches and the effect of offshore rigs and plat-
forms on the visual aspect of coastlines. A description can be found in
Chapter III. An analysis of impacts can be found in Chapter IV.B, in
Section a(5) for each planning area.

Archaeological Resources: Archaeological resources were mentioned in nine
of the planning areas. The principle concern was that activities which
disturb the ocean bottom would damage prehistoric dwelling sites or
shipwrecks. A description of the resource in each planning area can be
found in Chapter III. Impacts on these resources are discussed in

Chapter IV.B, in Subsection a(5), for each planning area.

Marine Vessel Traffic and Offshore Infrastructure: This topic is discussed
because respondents in numerous planning areas mentioned concerns about the
effects of OCS related vessel traffic on commercial fisheries and on vessel
traffic and transportation corridors. A description of current levels can
be found in Chapter III. Impacts on marine traffic and offshore o0il and
gas infrastructure can be found in Chapter IV.B, in Section a(5), for

each planning area.

Military Uses: Concerns were expressed in eight planning areas about the
effects of offshore operations on military and National Aeronautics and
Space Administration (NASA) use of OCS areas. A description of current
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levels of military and NASA use can be found in Chapter III. An analysis
of impacts expected from this proposal can be found in Chapter IV.B, in
Subsection a(5)(h), "Impact on Military Uses" for appropriate planning
areas.

Native Subsistence: This topic applies to Alaska planning areas and is in
response to concerns from 11 Alaska planning areas about the effects of the
proposal on subsistence hunting, fishing and whaling. The subject is
described in Chapter III. Impact analysis can be found in "Impact on
Native Subsistence" in Chapter IV.B.11-21. Related analysis can be found
in the Alaska planning area discussions on Impact on Sociocultural Systems.

Sociocultural Systems: This topic was also raised as a concern in the
Alaska planning areas. The topic is described in Chapter III. Impact
analysis of the proposal on this topic can be found in "Impact on
Sociocultural Systems" in Chapter IV.B, Sections 11 to 21, Subsection
a(5). Related analysis can be found in Alaska planning area discussions
on "Impact on Native Subsistence."

2. Alternatives

During the development of a 5-year leasing program proposal, a program
which requires that decisions be made on a schedule of lease sales, on the
configuration of planning areas, and on a presale process which will deter-
mine the size of sales, it would be possible to identify a myriad of alter-
natives for each of these three aspects of the proposal. However, the
number of alternatives which can be given thorough consideration is limited
by reasons of practicality. Therefore, an effort has been made, following
consideration of comments received on the Draft Proposed Program and
scoping comments, to formulate a proposal and identify a reasonable number
of alternatives which address the range of concerns expressed in these com-
ments.

a. Alternative I - The Proposed Action

The Proposed Action includes: a determination of planning area boundaries
within which sale proposals will be formulated, and identification of

14 subareas in 6 planning areas which are proposed to be deferred from
leasing in this 5-year program. (A 15th subarea, the Atlantic coast portion
of the Straits of Florida, was also deferred from any consideration for
leasing in this 5-year program. See Alternative IIl.); a schedule of sales
(annual sales in the Central and Western Gulf of Mexico, triennial sales in
14 other planning areas, 5 other sales in Alaska planning areas, and 5 annual
supplemental sales); designation of certain sales as frontier exploration
sales and others as subject to an acceleration provision; and a presale
system designed to focus lease sale offerings on promising acreage. The for-
mulation of the proposal in this manner thus responds to concerns expressed
for a slower pace of leasing (the current 5-year program is based generally
on a biennial pace of leasing outside the Central and Western Gulf of
Mexico). It also contains the provisions necessary to ensure sufficient
flexibility to adapt the schedule to the Nation's energy needs. The presale
system which focuses on promising acreage (described in detail in
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Section II.A.1.a and Appendix I) responds to concerns raised regarding early
identification and resolution of environmental issues, while not unne-
cessarily limiting industry's opportunities to explore. The promising
acreage presale system emphasizes the early resolution of environmental
issues, thus incorporating that feature of the tract selection presale system
by which environmental concerns were taken into consideration prior to selec-
tion of tracts for further study in the EIS. The inclusion in the Proposed
Action of the deferral of 14 subareas responds in part to comments received
on the Draft Proposed Program requesting the deferral of such areas. Further
consideration of this issue is provided under Alternative II,

The following alternatives retain aill features of Alternative I except as
noted.

b. Atternative II - Subarea Deferrals

The March 22, 1985, Federal Register Notice announcing the Draft Proposed
Program contained a request for comments as to whether subareas within
planning areas should be given special consideration during development of
the 5-year program or during the presale process for specific lease sales.
Numerous comments were received requesting deferral of subareas from the
new 5-year program in response to both the Notice and the July 1984 Notice
announcing the start of the program development process. Each of these
subareas, in addition to certain NASA and Department of Defense use areas,
were described, and the potential impacts which would be avoided should
they be deferred were evaluated (this evaluation is included as Attachment
5 to the SID for the Proposed Program). Upon consideration of the subarea
issue, the Secretary proposed to defer 15 subareas from leasing during the
5-year program (see Alternatives I and III). In addition, the Secretary
identified 13 other subareas which will be subject to further analysis and
comment before a decision is made as to their disposition in the 5-year
program. Impacts which would be avoided by deferral of these 13 subareas
are discussed in Alternative II.

c. Alternative IIl - Add a Sale in the Straits of Florida

Evaluation of this alternative provides consideration of the effects of
holding a sale in that planning area. The Atlantic Coast portion of this
planning area extending to about 42 miles south of Miami has been deferred
from consideration for leasing in this 5-year program. Only the remaining
portion of the planning area could be considered for leasing. Some
respondents from the o0il and gas industry were concerned that exploration
for 0i1 and gas resources not be restricted by current evaluations of
hydrocarbon potential, and that all planning areas should be given
consideration. The State of Florida also expressed concern about
establishing a planning area in the Straits of Florida. This alternative
will provide information on the effects of including a sale in the
remaining portion of the Straits of Florida planning area.

d. Alternative IV - Biennial Sales in Planning Areas which
have Triennial Sales under Alternative I
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This alternative is analyzed to address the concerns of those who think the
pace of exploration for o0il and gas resources on the OCS should proceed in
a more rapid manner. This alternative retains the annual pace of leasing
in the Central and Western Gulf of Mexico, but explores the effects of
having a more rapid pace of leasing in the 14 planning areas where
triennial sales are scheduled in Alternative I.

e. Alternative V - Apply the Acceleration Provision to All
Planning Areas which have Triennial Sales Under
Alternative I

This alternative evaluates the environmental effects of implementing an
acceleration provision should it be determined that national energy needs
warrant an acceleration of leasing. For analytical purposes, it is assumed
that leasing is accelerated to a biennial pace, but no sales would be added
to the number scheduled per planning area in Alternative I. Analysis of
this alternative responds to the concern that the 5-year program incor-
porate sufficient flexibility to adjust to major unforeseen developments
regarding the Nation's energy needs.

f. Alternative VI - Defer Leasing in Six Planning Areas:
The North Atlantic, Southern, Central, and Northern
California, Washington/Oregon, and the North Aleutian
Basin

This alternative was designed to provide analysis of the effects of having
a 5-year leasing schedule which has no sales in those areas in which a
number of respondents recommended that no leasing take place, and to
respond in part to those who wish to see a slower paced leasing program.

g. Alternative VII - No Action

This alternative required by CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1502.14(d)), discusses
the effect of choosing a course of no action, i.e., implementing no new
5-year leasing program. This alternative references Appendix C, which
discusses the environmental effects of alternative energy sources.

3. Issues and Alternatives Eliminated from Further Study
in this EIS

a. Issues

Although a wide range of issues has been identified as appropriate for ana-
lysis in this EIS, some issues raised during the scoping process were eli-
minated from further study in this EIS. The issue of phased development
was raised by some commenters. Phased development is taken to mean the
phasing of approval of development/production plans in a planning area in
order to regulate the number of production activities in place at any one
time, thereby reducing the potential impact on the environment at any one
time. This issue is not given detailed consideration in this EIS.
Decisions on the approval of development/production plans and incorporating
appropriate mitigating measures are not under consideration in this propo-
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sal. Approval of the 5-year program requires that decisions be made
regarding a schedule of sales, configuration of planning areas, and a pre-
sale process to determine the size of sales.

Similarly, the implementation of specific mitigating measures, i.e., lease
stipulations, is not given detailed study in this EIS. Several suggestions
were received that the 5-year EIS should examine the implementation of such
specific mitigating measures. The attachment of stipulations to leases is,
however, a matter that is appropriate for decision and is, therefore, given
thorough consideration during the presale process for each 0CS lease sale.

Mitigating measures that are already in place and which will apply to all

0CS leases, i.e., regulations and OCS orders, are discussed in Section I.D.

b. Alternatives

The Secretarial Issue Document (SID) describes focusing on promising
acreage as "a flexible approach whose results can range from areawide size
sales to tract selection size sales depending on MMS resource estimates,
industry nominations, environmental issues, and use conflicts. For this
reason, because the new program will itself contain substantial subarea
deferrals from leasing, and because it is extremely difficult to project
with any accuracy what the difference in sale sizes or configurations for
the acreage remaining in the program may be under a promising acreage pre-
sale system as opposed to a tract selection or areawide presale system,
neither an areawide nor a tract selection presale system has been treated
as a separate alternative.

A suggestion was made that planning areas be reduced to 2-3 million acres
in size. The EIS does not address this as an alternative. The division of
the potential hydrocarbon-bearing areas of the OCS into 2-3 million acre
planning areas would result in an unmanageable number of planning areas,
making the 5-year planning process even more complex and time consuming
than it currently is. Neither would a large increase in the number of
planning areas in itself contribute to the ability of affected States to
plan effectively for lease sales and their resulting effects. Rather than
treat this suggestion as an alternative, the EIS includes under

Alternative I a presale system that is designed to involve the participa-
tion of affected States at an early stage in the presale process, so that
sale proposals can be developed giving consideration to the States con-
cerns, and environmental issues can be identified and resolved early on. A
similar response is appropriate for other suggestions received to increase
or decrease the number of planning areas or to realign their boundaries.
Rather than examining numerous alternative planning area configurations as
a means of improving the presale planning process, a presale planning pro-
cess focusing on promising acreage has been incorporated into the proposed
action, and additionally, subarea deferrals have been made under
Alternative I and are given further consideration under Alternative II.

F. Environmental Studies

1. Objectives
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The objective of the OCS Environmental Studies Program (ESP) is to
"establish information needed for prediction, assessment, and management of
impacts on the 0CS and the nearshore area which may be affected .

(43 CFR 3001.7). The studies are designed to:

(1) Provide information on the status of the environment upon
which the prediction of the impacts of OCS o0il and gas development may be
based.

(2) Provide information on the ways and extent that OCS develop-
ment can potentially impact the human, marine, biological, and coastal
area.

(3) Ensure that information already available or being collected
under the program is in a form that can be used in the decisionmaking pro-
cess associated with a specific leasing action or with the longer term OCS
mineral management responsibilities.

(4) Provide a basis for future monitoring of OCS operations.
The purpose of the studies program is to ensure that the environmental
information on which decisions are based is the most definitive that can be
assembled at the time.

2. Relationship of the Environmental Studies Program to the Leasing
Process

The MMS offshore leasing program is a primary determinant of studies infor-
mation needs. There are many steps in the leasing process which require
environmental information. Prelease events include Area Identification,
draft and final EIS's, public hearings, and preparation of the SID.
Additional postlease events that require environmental data and assessment
are exploration plans, drilling permitting, transportation plans, develop-
ment and production plans, pipeline permitting, and lease termination or
expiration.

At each step of the offshore lease management process, a variety of poten-
tial resource use conflicts may be encountered. Consequently, basic mana-
gement questions serve to further define the information needs that
environmental studies must address. To focus the studies, several
multiple-use conflict questions have been formulated. Two basic questions
are fundamental: (1) What is the expected reduction in benefits derived
from man's use of the environment due to major multiple-use conflicts of
the proposal) and, (2) Can this loss be minimized by mitigating measures?
Use conflicts include subsistence living, commercial fishing, recreation,
social infrastructure, ecological relationships, air and water quality,
archaeological and historic resources, shipping conflicts, and environmen-
tal hazards to technology.

The 5-year lease sale schedule remains the major consideration for the

design and management of the studies program. To support the proposed
5-year lease schedule, a 5-year management plan will be developed for the
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ESP. This plan will consider the priorities for leasing expressed in the
proposed 5-year leasing schedule, the environmental issues related to that
schedule, the existing environmental data available through the ESP and in
the open scientific literature and existing programmatic guidance for
program management. The ideal e in a frontier area, provides a minimum
4-year period preceding a lease sale to obtain information needed for an
assessment of potential offshore impacts. For most second and third
generation lease

sales, a shorter period is plausible. It is apparent that not ail infor-
mational needs can be obtained prior to a lease sale. Since 0il and gas
production usually occurs 8 to 15 years after leasing, postlease studies
may continue to address environmental concerns and acquire additional
information for the development and production phase EIS's.

A formal assessment of regional and national information needs occurs
annually. Regional Study Plans (RSP's) are developed which identify
existing and potential offshore management decisions and related regional
information needs, the regional perspective on the priorities of these
needs and a brief description of rationale for specific studies to address
the identified needs. Development of the current fiscal year RSP is begun
2 years in advance. Regions solicit information from local, State, and
Federal Agencies and academic, industry, and environmental organizations to
assist in the formulation of issues of concern which may warrant further
study. The OCS Advisory Board Regional Technical Working Groups and
Scientific Committee contribute to this early identification of study
issues. Draft RSP's are prepared based on this collective imput and are
distributed widely for review prior to the preparation of the final RSP,

A set of criteria have been developed to provide an orderly process for
determining which proposed studies would be funded during any fiscal year.
These criteria consider the following topics:

(1) The MMS's mandate for conducting the study.

(2) Time available for conducting of study before scheduled
leasing or lease management decisions.

(3) Applicability of study results, methodology, or technology to
other OCS areas.

(4) Present availability and completeness of the data.

(5) Regional and/or programmatic importance of study issue.
A National Studies List is prepared using the identified criteria which
represents the sum of all environmental studies that will be procured
during the identified fiscal year. These studies are the initiated during
the identified fiscal year to collect information needed for the various
resource management decisions identified in the RSP.

3. History and Current Trends
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The OCS ESP was initiated in 1973 to support DOI's OCS 0i1 and Gas Leasing
Program. During 1973 to 1978, the OCS ESP consisted primarily of baseline
and monitoring studies that were designed based on information developed
through literature syntheses on the environmental and socioeconomic charac-
teristics of the OCS leasing areas and supplemented by special studies of
selected sites or topics of special interest. The baseline studies were
large-scale, multidisciplinary studies designed to characterize the nature,
abundance, and diversity of animal and plant populations, the physical
characteristics of the seafloor and overlying marine waters, and the con-
centrations of certain trace metals and hydrocarbons in the water, sedi-
ments, and selected biota prior to any OCS oil and gas activity in an area.
A series of monitoring studies, in concept, followed each baseline study to
provide information on changes in measurable environmental characteristics
relative to the baseline data as OCS oil and gas activities proceeded in
each study area.

In 1977, this baseline approach reviewed by decisionmakers who determined
that the program was not providing timely and appropriate information for
leasing decisions and by scientists who advised that the marine environment
was too variable for a statistically valid baseline to be determined in a
reasonable length of time. The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) began a
major effort to restructure the environmental studies planning such that
the information needs of the OCS minerals management decisionmaking process
would drive the OCS ESP. The National Research Council was contracted to
study the existing program and to recommend changes. Subsequent to the NRC
review, the BLM issued a program management document entitled "Study Design
for Resource Management Decisions: OCS 0i1 and Gas Development and the
Environment (October 1978)" which restructured the Environmental Studies
Program and required a clear relation between a study and OCS issues and
decisions. That guidance continues to be in effect today.

Appendix H, "Environmental Studies" provides a general overview of the

objectives and accomplishments for each of the regional programs and the
Washington office. Timeliness provided for the major program areas give
an indication of continuing emphases in the regional programs.

Since 1981 a growing emphasis in the program has been toward a better
understanding of oceanographic processes that influence the long-term cumu-
lative impacts of OCS oil and gas development activities. These studies
will be integrated closely with the monitoring programs currently being
implemented in support of increased development activity in the Pacific and
Alaskan Regions. Coastal wetland l1oss rates and processes are being
studied in the Gulf of Mexico Region as potential nearshore/onshore impacts
continue to receive greater attention. Increased emphasis is also being
placed on socioeconomic studies in the Gulf and Pacific Regions.
Socioeconomic and cultural resource studies continue to be a stable com-
ponent in the Alaskan Region.

Since 1982 increased emphasis has also been given to information dissemina-
tion and management. Support for publication of results in peer-reviewed
journals, information syntheses, and reviews of knowledge will continue in
all program areas. Additionally, the National Research Council will
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occasionally assist in this area as it did on the effects of drilling mud
discharges.

4, Information Distribution

Information gathered through the OCS ESP is received from the various
contractors in the forms of reports, maps, computer tapes, or other
records. Copies of all study products are maintained by the Regional
Offices for their use, and copies of the reports are distributed to
appropriate Federal and State agencies, repository libraries, and some
Timited general distribution organizations. Reports are made available to
the general public through the National Technical Information Service
(NTIS), and data are made avaitable through the National Oceanographic Data
Center of the Environmental Data and Information Service of the Department
of Commerce.

The MMS Regions hold various scientific meetings on a regular basis to
transfer up-to-date information to inhouse staff personnel and the
interested public, other Government Agencies, and industry. These meetings
take place as synthesis meetings for specific lease sales, technical
workshops, and Information Transfer Meetings. The degree of public
involvement depends on the type of meeting.

The OC ESP provides a significant source of information needed for the many
stages of the decisionmaking process for management of OCS resources. This
information is used for development of the programmatic EISs upon which the
5-Year O0CS 0il and Gas Leasing Schedule is based, for development of
regional environmental profiles and OCS EISs and other NEPA documents, for
evaluation of plans for exploration and development, and for planning other
studies conducted by the MMS, The information is also used by numerous
other persons in private industry, academic institutions, and Federal,
State, or other government agencies for many purposes.
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IT. ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION

A. Analysis of Alternatives

1. Alternative I - The Proposed Action

a. Description of the Proposal

The proposed action is the adoption, pursuant to section 18 of the Outer
Continental Shelf Lands Act (OCSLA), as amended, of a 5-year OCS o0il and
gas leasing program for the years 1987 through 1991 (as described in the
Proposed Program which was forwarded by the Secretary in early 1986,

to the Governor of each affected State, the Attorney General, Congress, and
appropriate Federal Agencies for their review and comment). The formu-
lation of a leasing program requires that decisions be made regarding a
leasing schedule, the configuration of planning areas, and a presale pro-
cess which leads to decisions on the size of individual lease sales.

(1) The Schedule

Over the period 1987 through 1991, the Proposed Program provides for

27 standard sales, 10 frontier exploration sales, and 5 annual supplemental
sales (see Table II.A.l.a-1) for a total of 42 sales. Thirty-seven of these
proposed sales would be single planning area sales where the size is determined
by focusing on promising acrage, while the proposed 5 annual supplemental sales
would be relatively small sales consisting of a few tracts in one or more
planning areas.

This contrasts with the current program (as approved in July 1982), which
provided for 40 standard sales and 1 reoffering sale. The new schedule
proposes the continuation of annual sales in the two highest-value,
highest-interest areas: the Central and Western Gulf of Mexico. It pro-
poses triennial sales in 14 other areas. This triennial pacing of sales
contrasts with the biennial pace in the current 5-year program.

The first OCS sale since 1964 is proposed for 1991 offshore Washington and
Oregon given the value of that area's resources and industry interest. The
sale for this area is proposed for late in the 5-year period to allow time
for the necessary environmental studies to be performed.

Base Schedule: The base schedule proposes 27 standard sales in 13 planning
areas. Eight of these standard sales are sales carried over from the current to
the new program,

The schedule proposes no sales in St. Matthew-Hall, Aleutian Arc, Aleutian
Basin, and Bowers Basin so as to concentrate management resources on other
areas with higher resource potential and industry interest.

Frontier Exploration Sales: Ten frontier exploration sales are proposed
offshore Alaska, the Atlantic, and Washington and Oregon to increase the
flexibility of the schedule to respond to changes in prices and other eco-
nomic conditions or improved geologic and geophysical data. These ten
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sales are proposed for the Gulf of Alaska (1988), Cook Inlet (1991),

Shumagin (1991), Hope Basin (1991), Kodiak (1991), North Atlantic (1988 and
1991), Mid-Atlantic (1989), South Atlantic (1989), and Washington and

Oregon (1991). (The 1987 Shumagin sale, Sale 86, regarding which a poll of
industry interest was taken in 1984, is carried over from the current schedule
as a standard sale. In these frontier areas, the assessment of o0il and gas
resources is incomplete, and at this time, industry interest appears low.
Sales 96 (North Atlantic) and 108 (South Atlantic) are sales carried over from
the current schedule, which are now designated as frontier exploration sales.

These frontier exploration sales will include an additional presale step:

a Request for Interest scheduled for 4 months prior to the Call for
Information and Nominations. Responses to each Request will be used to
help determine whether the approximately 2-year sale process should proceed
in those areas. The annual review of the program under section 18(e) will
also be used to determine whether to proceed with these sales. For pur-
poses of analysis in this EIS, these sales are assumed to be held as sche-
duled.

Supplemental sales: The schedule also includes an annual sale for a limited
number of selected blocks in areas other than the Central and Western Gulf of
Mexico: drainage and development blocks and blocks on which bids were rejected
in the preceding year. These sales will provide for: (1) the expeditious
offering of blocks in which serious industry interest can be reasonably antici-
pated, (2) orderly development of OCS resources (increasing the potential for
actual development and reducing the time necessary to bring new fields into
production), and (3) minimization of costs of delay. These blocks will only be
offered after compliance with the requirements of the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA), the OCSLA, and other applicable statutes. To comply with
NEPA, an environmental assessment (EA) would be written on these drainage, deve-
lopment, and rejected block sales. If each of the tracts had been covered in an
EIS within the last several years, the preparation of an EA regarding the
leasing of these tracts could well be sufficient to comply with the requirements
of NEPA. However, it may be necessary to prepare a new EIS or a supplemental
EIS if the EA finds that significant additional environmental information has
become available, or environmental impacts are identified which were not eva-
luated in a recent EIS. In this case, the subject tracts could be dropped from
consideration in the supplemental sale, or an EIS could be prepared regarding
these tracts prior to including them in a supplemental sale in the following
year. The environmental documentation for each of these sales would be released
prior to the Proposed Notice of Sale. If it is determined that an EIS is
required for one of these sales, revised presale milestones will be issued. It
is expected that supplemental sales would contain relatively few tracts. Since
the largest structure on the OCS covers only approximately 35 blocks, even if an
entire structure were offered, the number of drainage and devel-opment tracts
offered would likely be very small compared to the size of a standard sale. It
is impossible to anticipate, at this time, how many blocks and even which
planning areas would be involved in each supplemental sale. Therefore, no
separate resource or infrastructure estimates for supplemental sales have been
prepared. In this EIS, potential environmental impacts of proposed supplemental
sales are not quantitatively distinguished from impacts of the 37 promising
acreage sales in the proposal. However, the potential impacts of these supple-
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mental sales are assumed to fall within the range of impacts projected for the
proposal and Alternative IV-Biennial Leasing.

Acceleration provision: The DOI must plan for an unknown future with
limited information. Changes in the world energy market as well as
exploration results in frontier areas can dramatically affect the demand
for offshore leases. The statutory requirement to develop "a schedule of
proposed lease sales indicating, as precisely as possible, the size,
timing, and location of leasing which [the Secretary] determines will best
meet national energy needs for the 5-year period following its

approval . . ." must be applied with due recognition that what will be
known tomorrow may very well be different from what is known today.

To comply fully with the statutory requirement to meet national energy

needs over the 5 years of the program, the proposed schedule should have the
flexibility to respond to changing conditions. Thus, the new Proposed
Program includes a provision to accelerate sales in eight planning areas of
higher value and/or higher interest (but not so as to increase the total
number of sales in any planning area in the approved program). The areas
where such acceleration would be considered include: Southern California,
Eastern Gulf of Mexico, Central California, Northern California, Navarin
Basin, Beaufort Sea, North Aleutian Basin, and St. George Basin.

In the interest of analytical clarity, the environmental analysis of the
proposal is based on the annual pace of leasing in the Central and Western
Gulf of Mexico, a triennial pace of leasing in 14 other planning areas, and
6 other sales in the Alaska planning areas (see Table II.A.l.a-1). The
effects of invoking the acceleration provision in the subject eight
planning areas, as well as in other planning areas, is evaluated in
Alternative V.

The flexibility provision would be used only if warranted by changes in
economic conditions (for example, substantially higher o0il price expec-
tations such as might result from a serious 0il supply disruption) or
geologic data (such as could come from major new discoveries). The
question of whether to accelerate a sale in an area would be made on a
sale-by-sale basis, as part of the required review of the program under
section 18(e). No new sales would be added to the program in any planning
areas under this provision.

(2) Size of Lease Sales

It is proposed that the size of lease sales be determined by a presale pro-

cess which focuses on promising acreage. Focusing on promising acreage is

a flexible approach whose results can range from small, "tract selection"

size lease sales to larger sales. The results of the process will depend on MMS
resource estimates, industry nominations, environmental issues, and use
conflicts. Focusing on promising acreage also incorporates a consultative pro-
cess designed to provide for the early resolution of conflicts with State and
local governments and other parties.

Focusing on promising acreage modifies the areawide leasing approach by
providing for the tailoring of Call areas on a case-by-case basis to

IT.-3



exclude parts of the planning area. Focusing on promising acreage also modifies
the areawide approach by soliciting nominations for leasing.

In both the areawide and focusing approaches, potential bidders are asked
to outline areas or tracts in the planning area, within or beyond the area
of hydrocarbon potential depicted by MMS in the Call, which they believe to
have hydrocarbon potential and in which they might be interested in
leasing. A1l interested parties are requested to comment on possible
environmental effects and use conflicts. The scope of the information
obtained by MMS ranges from broad area information to tract-specific
information. In the focusing approach, other information may be solicited
in a more precise form. For example, information from potential bidders
has been requested on areas which had been deleted in past sales in the
same area.

The Area Identification step is a formal decision on the area whose
offering is analyzed as the proposed action in the EIS. The information
received from the Call, along with other information, is used to decide
what areas, if any, should be deferred from further consideration at that
point. In this fashion, focusing on promising acreage resembles the tract
selection presale system, in that information regarding environmental
issues and use conflict is used in the early focusing of the proposed
action.

The MMS uses the responses from potential bidders to identify promising
acreage, taking into account the collective judgment of the oil and gas
industry as well as its own. In the case of the initial areawide approach,
MMS added to that a broad area outline. The focusing approach, in part,
concentrates more on geological basins as identified by MMS and industry
responses to the Call, deleting areas where MMS sees no hydrocarbon poten-
tial or, where appropriate, resolves conflicts that have been identified. For
example, 61.2 million acres were deferred in the Area Identification decision
for Sale 111, Mid-Atlantic.

It is illustrative of the flexibility of focusing on promising acreage that
the decision on the proposed Notice of Sale for Sale 94 reduced its area
from the over 50 million acres identified for study to about 37 million
acres, based on coordination with affected States and other parties.
Projections of future outcomes regarding sale sizes, however, cannot be
performed with great precision because the "presale process" is an abstrac-
tion whose concrete implementation can lead to very different results in
different planning areas. The results of the presale process are likely to
differ both between planning areas and between sales in the same planning
area because they depend on the following variable factors: (1) MMS and
industry estimates of the amount and distribution of undiscovered oil and
gas resources in an area; (2) environmental and multiple-use con-
siderations; and (3) the results of consultations with numerous parties,
including coastal State Governors, under section 19 of the OCSLA. Al1l
three factors are subject to different perceptions by the various parties
who participate in the offshore leasing process.

The presale process presents opportunities to receive information on and to
conduct consultations concerning multiple-use and environmental considera-
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tions. Decisions on the size of the Call area and the Area Identification
provide the occasion for the early resolution of conflicts over these
issues. The focusing approach emphasizes the use of these early decision
points to resolve such conflicts that cannot be mitigated through other
means--especially with respect to lTow-resource, low-interest blocks.

The EIS's for sale proposals under the focusing on promising acreage
approach will continue to evaluate deferral options as well as measures
(such as stipulations) to mitigate potential advance impacts of
development. See Appendix I for a step-by-step discussion of the presale
process.

(3) Configuration of Planning Areas

In the July 1984 Federal Register Notice requesting comments on the
development of the new program, 24 OCS planning areas were depicted. The
March 1985 Draft Proposed Program established outer boundaries for planning
areas. It also reconfigured the OCS into 26 planning areas by dividing the
South Atlantic into two areas (South Atlantic and Straits of Florida) to
allow a more concentrated review of those areas under the provisions of
section 18; and by reconfiguring the planning areas offshore California
from two to three to allow a more concentrated section 18 review of those
areas as well as to respond to publiic comment.

The key factor in the reconfiguration of the areas offshore California is
that there are discoveries in the basin on both the south and west sides of
Santa Barbara County. It will, thus, be better for planning and adminis-
trative purposes to treat them together for the scheduling of lease sales
and analyzing in a single EIS potential impacts on air quality, transpor-
tation of oil and gas, and other environmental factors. The other four
basins offshore California are divided equally, i.e., two and two, to form
the new central and new northern California planning areas.

In addition to the above reconfiguration of planning areas, outer bounda-
ries were selected. The outer b0undar1'es° f the Washington-Oregon and
Northern California areas were set at 128° W longitude so as to encompass

the area of hydrocarbon potential in those regions. In the Beaufort Sea,
Official Protraction Diagram BS 7-8 was added so as to inciude that area

for consideration for leasing in the new program. See Figures II.A.l.a-1 and
I1.A.1.a-2,

Subarea deferrals: The proposed action includes the deferral from leasing
during the new 5-year program of 14 subareas in the Pacific, Gulf of
Mexico, and Atlantic OCS Regions. (The Atlantic coast portion of the
Straits of Florida is also proposed to be deferred from leasing although

a sale is not scheduled in that planning area under the Proposed Action,
See Alternative III.) The announcement of the Draft Proposed Program in
March 1985 included the request for comments on whether any subareas within
planning areas should receive special consideration during development of
the 5-year program or during sale-specific presale analysis. Numerous com-
ments were received in response to the July 1984 and the March 1985 Notices
requesting deferral from the 5-year program of many subareas of particular
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environmental concern or use conflicts. (These subareas are described in
Attachment 5 to the SID for the Proposed Program). Having considered the
requests for subarea deferrals and the analyses of potential impacts to be
avoided by their deferral, the Secretary proposes to defer 14 subareas
from the new 5-year leasing schedule. A further 13 subareas have been
identified for further analysis and comment in the Federal Register Notice
announcing the Proposed Program. Deferral of these 13 subareas is evalu-
ated in Alternative II of this EIS.

Following extensive consultation with State and local officials and members
of the public of the State of California, the Secretary proposes to exclude
eight subareas offshore California because the Secretary determined that it
was unlikely that consensus regarding OCS development offshore California
could be reached if these areas were not excluded from the 5-year program.
These eight areas are described below,

The ared off Pt. Reyes Wilderness - Consists of 110 blocks and is consistent
with the statutory prohibition against leasing in this area contained in
section 11(h) of the OCSLA. (Figure II.A.1.a-3)

Pt. Reyes-Farallon Islands National Marine Sanctuary - Consists of 157 blocks
and is consistent with the sanctuary established by NOAA. (Figure II.A.1.3-3).

The area in the immediate vicinity of Cordell Bank - Consists of 8 blocks that
encompass the 9l-meter isobath of this area. (Figure II.A.1.a-3).

The area offshore San Francisco Bay - Consists of 17 blocks immediately
outside San Francisco Bay. (Figure II.A.1.a-3)

The areas offshore Monterey Bay - Consist of 104 blocks. These areas
comprise an Area A which extends 10 miles from the California coast from
just north of Monterey Bay to just south of Monterey Bay. In this 10-mile
area, a deferral would be made, consistent with the Secretary's statement
in the summer of 1985 and because of the potential small effect on the view
from the coast. In Area B off Monterey Bay, the deferral is extended to
include an additional area, consistent with the Secretary's statement and
because of current low industry interest. The combined areas extend

48 miles offshore. (Figure II.A.1.a-3).

The areas offshore Big Sur - Consists of 460 blocks. These areas comprise
an A and B zone for the same reasons as discussed with respect to the areas
offshore Monterey Bay. The combined areas extend 131 miles offshore.
(Figure II.A.1.a-3).

Santa Barbara Ecological Preserve and Buffer Zone - Consists of 15 full and
partial blocks which were withdrawn from leasing by Public Land Order 4587
on March 21, 1969. (Figure II.A.1l.3-4).

Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary - Consists of about 175 blocks
and was designated by a Notice published in the Federal Register by NOAA on
March 30, 1981. (Figure II.A.l.a-4).
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The other six subareas which the Secretary proposes to defer from leasing
are as follows:

The San Nicholas Navy Operating Area - Consists of 160 contiguous
blocks south of Santa Barbara Island and west of San Clemente Island in the
Southern California planning area. (Figure II.A.1l.a-4).

The U.S.S. Monitor National Marine Sanctuary and Buffer Zone - Consists of
six blocks offshore North Carolina in the Mid-Atlantic planning area.
(Figure 1I1.A.1.a-5).

Gray's Reef National Marine Sanctuary - Consists of the six blocks occupied
by the sanctuary in the South Atlantic planning area. (Figure II.A.1.a-6).

Seagrass Beds Offshore Florida - Consists of 186 blocks in the area of
seagrass beds offshore the west coast of Florida in the Eastern Gulf of
Mexico planning area. (Figure II.A.l.a-7).

Florida Middle Ground - Consists of 23 blocks in the Eastern Gulf of Mexico
planning area. (Figure II.A.l.a-7).

Flower Garden Banks - Consists of two blocks covering coral reef formations
in the Western Gulf of Mexico planning area. (Figure II.A.1.a-8).

The potential impacts which may be avoided by deferral of leasing in these
subareas are described in Section IV.B under the analysis of impacts of
Alternative I for the appropriate planning areas.

b. Resource Estimates and Exploration and Development Information

(1) Resource Estimates

The resource estimates used in this EIS are conditional estimates which
assume the presence of economically developable hydrocarbons. The environ-
mental impact analysis in this EIS assumes the leasing and development of
0il and gas resources in the amount estimated. The resource estimates for
the proposal are the percentage of the conditional developable resources in
each planning area that can be expected to be leased and developed as a
result of the sales on this schedule.

In March 1985, the regional geologic assessments of resource potential were
completed, and using the model Prohibilistic Resource Estimates Offshore
(PRESTO), estimates of conditional undiscovered, economically recoverable
resources and their associated marginal probabilities were derived for each
planning area for use in the 5-year program analyses. These PRESTO evalu-
ations were based on economic conditions and projections as of the
beginning of 1984. They were also based on identified geologic prospects
and, due to gaps in the data in certain planning areas or limitations in
the analysis of the data, the PRESTO evaluations were supplemented with
hypothetical or postulated prospects which were created from empirical
geologic data in analog areas and extrapoiations of known trends.
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Percentages of the PRESTO mean resource estimates were subsequently allo-
cated to each sale in the proposal and alternatives and to intervening
sales to be held prior to the beginning of the 5-year program (1/1/87).

The total leased and unleased PRESTO resource estimates per planning area
were used in predicting sale-by-sale percentages of resources. The leased
lands and intervening sales were also allocated percentages of the total
resources. This method was followed assuming that the marginal probability
for each sale in a planning area will remain constant. These resource
estimates are conditional on commercial quantities of hydrocarbons existing
in the planning areas. Therefore, the reader should bear in mind the
marginal probability of the occurrence of hydrocarbons for each planning
area. A more detailed discussion of resource estimates is included in
Section IV.A.1. Table II.A.l.b-1 presents the resource estimates for each
planning area in the proposed action as well as the regional probability
for hydrocarbons, which is an indication of the 1ikelihood of commerical
quantities of hydrocarbons being present.

(2) Exploration and Development Information

Table II.A.1.b-2 represents the expected levels of offshore activity which
could result from the exploration and delineation of possible hydrocarbon
bearing formations, and the establishment of production platforms and asso-
ciated wells. Based on the sale-by-sale resource percentages, conditional
undiscovered economically recoverable resource estimates, and infrastruc-
ture estimates were derived, aggregated, and reported on a planning area
basis. Also included on the table are the estimated time periods during
which each type of activity can be expected to occur, a period which
generally starts with the drilling of the first exploratory well, at least
1 year after the first sale, and ends with the drilling of the final pro-
duction wells up to 25 years later. Production and maintenance activity
and platform removal activity would, of course, continue for a number of
years beyond the drilling of the final production well. The life of a
field, after all platforms are on production, could be up to 35 years. See
also Chapter IV.A. for further information on exploration and development
assumptions including drilling muds and cuttings, onshore facilities, and
0il spills.

It must be remembered that these numbers are estimates of development based
on estimates of resources, and are developed for evaluating the potential
levels of impacts which might occur from the adoption of the proposed
schedule., The likelihood of the listed development levels actually taking
place may be roughly judged by referring to the "Marginal Probability of
Hydrocarbons" column presented with the resource estimates in

(Table II.A.1.b-1). For instance, the projection of 18 exploratory and

26 development/production wells and 2 platforms in the North Atlantic must
be viewed in light of the 30 percent chance of the presence of commercial
hydrocarbons in the area (70 percent chance of no commercial hydrocarbons).
In other words, the likelihood of this level of development is relatively
Tow.

c. Projected Transportation
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Table II.A.1.b-1

Conditional oil and gas resource estimates for the Proposal (Alternative 1)

Marginal
Conditional Resources Probability
No. 0i1 Gas Million of Commercial
Planning Area Sales (Million bbls) (BCF) BOE Hydrocarbons
N. Atlantic 2 49 961 220 0.30
Mid-Atlantic 1 25 419 100 1.00
S. Atlantic 1 69 1294 299 0.25
W. Gulf of Mexico 5 437 6155 1532 1.00
C. Gulf of Mexico 5 1004 8286 2479 1.00
E. Gulf of Mexico 2 62 329 120 1.00
S. California 2 462 7126 591 1.00
C. California 1 207 292 259 0.65
N. California 2 231 1023 413 0.60
Washington/Oregon 1 58 1043 243 0.20
Beaufort Sea 2 627 627 0.70
Chukchi Sea 2 1152 1152 0.20
Norton 1 102 470 186 0.15%
Navarin 2 1920 2336 2336 0.27
St. George 1 135 1261 360 0.22
N. Aleutian 1 173 1258 397 0.20
Shumagin 2 48 1362 291 0.03
Gulf of Alaska 1 113 1751 425 0.08
Cook Inlet 1 179 298 231 0.03
Kodiak 1 95 1840 422 0.0%
Hope 1 145 1539 418 0.02
Totals 37 3,596% 19,057* 6,987*

*These are totals of risked developable resource estimates and not the sums of
conditional resource estimates in the columns above. See Section IV.A.l.
for discussion of aggregation of resource estimates.



Table IT.A.1.b-2
Exploration and Development Activity Resulting from the Proposed Program

No.
Exploratory No. Exploration & Delineation Wells Platforms Development/Production Wells

and Development/ No. First Last Period of most First Last Period of most First Last Period of most
Planning Area Delineation Wells Production Wells Platforms Year Year intense activity VYear Year intense activity Year Year intense activity
N. Atlantic 18 26 2 1990 1994 1992 1997 1997 1997 1998 2000 1998
Mid-Atlantic 9 11 1 1991 1993 1991-93 1996 1996 1996 1997 1998 1997
S. Atlantic 11 35 1 1991 1993 1992-93 1996 1996 1996 1997 1999 1997-98
W. Gulf of Mexico 713 912 76 1988 2000 1992-96 1992 2005 1995-98 1992 2006 1996-98
C. Gulf of Mexico 1246 1596 133 1988 2001 1992-97 1992 2005 1996-99 1992 2006 1997-99
E. Gulf of Mexico 19 36 2 1990 1995 1990-94 1995 1998 1995,1998 1996 2001 1996-2000
S. California 207 475 10 1988 1995 1991-93 1992 1997 1994-96 1992 1999 1996
C. California 11 30 1 1991 1993 1992-93 1996 1996 1996 1997 1999 1997-98
N. California 20 48 2 1990 1994 1992 1997 1997 1997 1998 2001 1998-99
Washington/Oregon 10 29 1 1993 1995 1995 1998 1998 1998 1999 2001 1999-2000
Beaufort Sea 22 61 2 1989 1994 1991 1998 1998 1998 1999 2002 1999-2001
Chukchi Sea 37 105 3 1989 1995 1991-92 1997 1999 1997-99 1998 2004 2001-01
Norton 10 18 1 1991 1994 1991-93 1998 1998 1998 1999 2003 1999-2002
Navarin 82 229 7 1989 1994 1991-93 1998 2002 1999-2000 1998 2006 2001
St. George 11 35 1 1991 1994 1991-93 1998 1998 1998 1999 2003 1999-2002
N. Aleutian 12 39 1 1991 1996 1991-92 2000 2000 2000 2001 2005 2001-04
Shumagin 9 30 1 1992 1996 1992-93 1999 1999 1999 2000 2003 2000-02
Gulf of Alaska 12 42 1 1990 1994 1990-91 1998 1998 1998 1998 2002 1998-2001
Cook Inlet 10 23 1 1993 1997 1993 2000 2000 2000 2001 2003 2001-02
Kodiak 12 42 1 1993 1998 1993 2001 2001 2001 2002 2007 2002-06
Hope 13 40 1 1993 1997 1993-96 2001 2001 2001 2002 2006 2002-06



(1) Introduction

The analysis of environmental impacts in all planning areas is signifi-
cantly affected by the assumption made concerning how oil and gas produc-
tion will be transported to shore and whether 0i1 and gas will be tankered
or pipelined to markets inside or outside of the planning area. The analy-
sis of 011 spills, which is presented in Section IV.A.4.a, incorporates
detailed assumptions concerning both how 0il and gas will be transported to
shore and how 0i1 and gas will be transported to markets. The column

headed "Transportation Modes" provides the transportation scenarios for each
planning area,

In analyzing the availability of transportation networks to deliver o0il and
gas to demand areas, both current and proposed networks were reviewed for
all OCS planning areas. In addition, data submitted by State and local
governments, Federal Agencies, industry, and the public in response to let-
ters to the Governors of affected States and to the heads of relevant
Federal Agencies, dated July 5, 1984, and a July 11, 1984, Federal Register
Request for Comments Notice were also used. The results of this analysis
have confirmed that the decision of whether to use pipelines, barges, or
tankers to transport OCS o0il and gas to shore is dependent on a number of
factors, including technological constraints, environmental preferences,
and economic considerations. The exact mode of transport cannot be deter-
mined until the amount of recoverable reserves is known and judgments are
made as to what is environmentally preferable and technically and economi-
cally feasible.

The present analysis is limited to examination of issues related to
transport of product among domestic market areas. There has been extensive
public debate for and against sale and transport of Alaskan crude o0il to
Japan. Such sales currently are generally prohibited by Federal law, If
authorized, OCS oil and gas resources could be delivered more cheaply to
Japan than to many domestic market areas.

(2) Transporting 0i1 and Gas Resources to Shore

At present, pipelines are generally used to bring o0il and gas ashore in
both the Gulf of Mexico and Southern California planning areas. The Guif
of Mexico is the only area with an extensive pipeline system, including a
network of 0il1 and gas gathering systems and trunk lines. In Southern
California, the only other commercially producing OCS area, pipelines are
desirable because, once installed, they generally do not adversely affect
air quality commonly associated with tanker terminal use. The State of
California also prefers pipelines due to its belief that there is a lower
risk of 0il spills. However, tankers are employed in the Gulf of Mexico
and Southern California in a variety of situations to transport oil to
refineries.

The specific transportation modes scenarios used have from 20 percent
(central Gulf of Mexico) to 34 percent (southern California) of 0il produc-
tion being tankered to shore. These percentages of oil production tankered
to shore reflect both early production prior to pipeline completion and
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possible production from fields which cannot use pipelines for economic,
physical (water depth), and environmental reasons.

In areas where there is currently no production, such as the Atlantic OCS,
an alternative transportation system may be required. Because of both the
size and location of potential Atlantic OCS fields, it is expected that all
Atlantic OCS crude would be transported via pipelines to common offshore
loading points and then transported to shore by tankers. The same is

likely to be true for any 0il found where the resources may not economi-
cally justify pipelines, for example, in Central and Northern California and
in the Eastern Gulf of Mexico. See the table in Section IV.A.4.a for
specifics.

As there is not yet any oil and gas production on the Alaska OCS, transpor-
tation systems there are still speculative. However, three basic networks
have been identified based on geography. The first involves o0il and gas
transportation from the Beaufort Sea, Chukchi Sea, and Hope Basin planning
areas. Produced crude oil is expected to be transported through subsea and
overland pipelines to the Trans-Alaskan Pipeline System (TAPS), where it
would be routed to the Valdez tanker terminal.

Ice-breaking tankers are still being considered as a viable option to pipe-
1ines in many of the planning areas in Alaska including the western portion
of the Chukchi Sea and Hope Basin. Tankering may be economically viable
and may be the form of transportation selected by industry in Alaska as it
was selected for example in the North Sea for marginal fields in their
initial stage of production,

The second o0il transportation scenario for Alaska encompasses possible pro-
duction within the St. George Basin, Norton Sound, Navarin Basin, and the
North Aleutian Basin planning areas. Transportation projections for these
planning areas feature a series of gathering and trunk lines feeding into a
central offshore or onshore terminal. Ice-breaking shuttle tankers would
be used to move the crude to an ice-free deepwater port on the southern
Alaskan peninsula for transshipment, As an alternative, it is possible
that potential OCS production from the North Aleutian Basin would be piped
directly to the transshipment terminal.

As another alternative, industry is currently indicating that ice-breaking
tankers could be used to transport the product directly to market, without
using any shuttle tankers, which minimizes the problems with potential
spills associated with unloading and reloading. The vessels can use a
variable pitch propeller system, which will give them power in the ice and
speed in the open water,

The transportation of crude oil from OCS operations in the Bering Sea would
require the construction of new tanker facilities. While weather con-
ditions are severe in these areas, sea conditions would not preclude the
use of conventional tankers during most of the year. The supply of

tankers is not expected to pose a constraint on development of leases
issued during the 1987-1991 time period.
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The third scenario includes the Shumagin Basin, Kodiak, Cook Inlet, and

Gulf of Alaska planning areas. If production from these OCS areas were to
occur, it would likely be moved through subsea pipelines to storage facili-
ties prior to being tankered directly to market. Some new tanker facilities
would likely be required.

There is currently no system available to transport natural gas from the
Prudhoe Bay area of the Alaska 0CS to the contiguous United States. Based
on current cost/price relationships and foreseeable technological advances,
the gas resources estimated for the Beaufort Sea and Chukchi Sea planning
areas are assumed in this analysis to be uneconomical. The Alaskan Natural
Gas Transportation System (ANGTS) has been proposed to carry North Slope
and Canadian natural gas to the lower 48 States. The pipeline is currently
delivering gas from north of Calgary, Alberta, to Iowa and Oregon. However,
the Alaskan and northern Canadian sections of the pipeline remain unbuilt.
Sponsors of the ANGTS have announced delay in the target ‘date for comple-
tion of the 1ine, citing inability to obtain funding. Some analysts argue
that the pipeline's estimated cost makes completion of the project economi-
cally impractical. Others contend that current economic conditions have
only delayed its completion. If completed, the pipeline would carry North
Slope and Canadian natural gas to markets as far as Chicago and

San Francisco. Another pipeline, the A1l Alaska Natural Gas Pipeline, has
been proposed to transport the North Slope gas to Kenai, Alaska, for pro-
cessing and transportation.

In the absence of a pipeline, other gas transportation systems are being
considered including liquefaction of natural gas (LNG) and conversion of
gas to methanol., Industry indicates that the technology exists to use
gathering lines to a grounded barge with prefabricated facilities for pro-
cessing, storage, and utilities and to then tanker LNG to a terminal. The
major problems lie in operating tankers in a hostile environment. Tankers
designed with ice breaking capability and otherwise modified for operations
in an arctic environment are believed to be feasible.

(3) Transportation to Markets

It is assumed that all Atlantic OCS crude o0il will be transported via
tankers to refineries in the Mid-Atlantic planning area. Existing

Atlantic coast refineries have a crude oil capacity of appropriately

1.4 million barrels per calendar day (bcd), and these refineries should have
no problem refining peak production from the Atlantic OCS.

The existing refinery and continental pipelines system in the Gulf Coast
imposes no constraint on processing and distribution of anticipated OCS
production. It is assumed that all Gulf OCS production will be landed

in the Gulf and processed and distributed in response to market conditions.
For a variety of reasons, more detailed analysis is required for West Coast
0CS production.

Specific assumptions are made to allocate 0OCS oil production between West

and Gulf Coast refineries. Forecast Petroleum Administration for Defense
District (PAD) V (Alaska, Hawaii, Washington, Oregon, California, Arizona,
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and Nevada) refining capacity is used as an upper bound on deliveries of
0CS oil. Both onshore and OCS production from California, Oregon, and
Washington are allocated to excess PAD V refineries. Alaska OCS oil and
outer Alaskan oil are allocated to excess PAD V refinery capacity propor-
tionately. The excess PAD V refinery capacity is calculated by subtracting
the estimated production in California, Oregon, and Washington from the PAD
V refining capacity. Most Alaskan and West Coast production not refined in
PAD V is expected to be delivered to the Gulf Coast area for refining. An
extensive pipeline system originating in the Gulf along with transport of
refined products by barge and tanker will allow delivery to market centers
throughout much of the country.

Explicit assumptions concerning future refining capacity and demand for
petroleum in PAD V will provide a basis for estimating how much West Coast
0CS o0il1 will likely be refined and consumed on the West Coast for refining
and use. The Department of Energy was consulted to obtain a forecast of
future petroleum consumption in PAD V. Across all petroleum consuming sec-
tions the demand for refined products in PAD V is estimated to be approxi-
mately 2.75 million b/d in the year 2000 and 2.6 million b/d in the year
2010.

The PAD V consumption forecast must be augmented by a forecast of future
export of refined products to have an estimate of total future PAD V
refining capacity. In 1984, PAD V had net product export of 122.7 thousand
b/d. Thus, net exports amount to approximately 4.5 percent of total refi-
nery production. Increasing the forecast demand for petroleum production
in the years 2000 and 2010 by 4.5 percent would increase the refinery pro-
duction estimate to 2.87 million b/d in 2000 and 2.7 million b/d in 2010.
The Department of Energy has not forecast expected future product exports
from PAD V. Estimates of approximately 2.9 million b/d in 2000 and 2.7
million b/d in 2010 will be used in allocating Alaskan and West Coast 0OCS
0il1 between PAD V refineries and refineries in the Gulf of Mexico.

The estimated total production in PAD V exceeds expected PAD V refining
capacity past the year 2010. Transportation of part of the PAD V surplus
by pipelines is expected. There are presently three proposed pipelines in
various stages”of the complex procedures for obtaining necessary permits.
The proposed projects include the Al1-American Pipeline from

Santa Barbara, California, to Midland, Texas, with a 300,000 b/d capacity;
the Pacific-Texas pipeline from Long Beach, California, to Midland, Texas,
with a proposed throughput of 900,000 b/d; and the expansion of the
existing Four Corners pipelines to a proposed capacity of 150,000 b/d from
Long Beach to New Mexico. For purposes of this analysis, it is assumed
that pipeline transportation for PAD V o0il will be operational by 1995,
The capacity of pipeline transportation assumed in this analysis is
500,000 b/d.

In the past, concern has been expressed that the low gravity, high sulfur
crude oil found on the California OCS and the low gravity oil from the
Alaska North Slope could not be refined in most California refineries
without violating California air quality standards. Retrofitting refi-
neries to allow operations to meet air quality standards while processing
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lower quality crudes is expensive. Still, some California refineries are
currently being modified to handle the lower quality crude o0il expected to
be produced in the near future.

d. Summary of Impacts

Impact level definitions used in this summary and in the more detailed
impact analysis in Section IV.B. are found in Appendix A.

(1) North Atlantic

In the physical environment category, water quality could be affected by
0il spitls and well discharges. Impacts on air quality would be caused by
emissions from oil and gas installations.

A11 components of the physical enviroment category are expected to sustain
a low level of impact.

In the biological environment category, intertidal and subtidal benthos,
plankton, and fish resources could be affected by o0il spills, well
discharges, and placement of 0i1 and gas structures (rigs, pipelines,
platforms). Adverse impacts on marine mammals, seabirds, and endangered
and threatened species could result from oil spills, noises from seismic
surveying or vessel traffic, and encounters with vessel traffic. Estuaries
and wettands could be affected by oi1 spills and placement of 0il and gas
structures. 0il spills and placement of o0il and gas structures, in addi-
tion to well discharges, would also affect areas of special concern.
Marine sanctuaries would be impacted by oil spills and general OCS activi-
ties.

The following components of the biological environment category are

expected to sustain a very low level of impact: nonendangered marine mam-

mals, endangered and threatened species except the right whale, coastal

and marine birds, and estuaries and wetlands. Low levels of impacts are
expected for intertidal and subtidal benthos and plankton. Fish resources,
areas of special concern, and potential marine sanctuaries are expected to
sustain a moderate level of impact. The endangered right whale may experience a
high impact if its prime feeding areas in the Great South Channel should be con-
taminated by an 0il spill.

In the socioeconomic environmental category, employment and demographic
conditions are affected by general OCS activities. Coastal land uses,

marine vessel traffic and offshore infrastructure, and military uses are
affected by placement of o0il and gas structures. O0il spills and placement

of 0i1 and gas structures could cause an impact on commerical fisheries and
archaeological resources. Adverse effects could be produced by oil spills, tand
use competition, and placement of 0il and gas structures on recreational
resources.

The following components of the socioeconomic environment category are

expected to sustain a very low level of impact: regional employment and
demographic conditions, commerical fisheries, recreational resources, mili-
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tary uses, and marine vessel traffic and offshore infrastructure.

Employment and demographic conditions on a local level will sustain a very

low to low level of impact. Low levels of impact are expected for archaeological
resources. A moderate level of impact is expected for coastal land uses.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS: A discussion of projects and proposals considered
during the analysis of cumulative impacts can be found in Chapter 1V.B.
prior to the impact analysis for each planning area. In the physical
environment category, cumulative impacts are expected to be low for
offshore water quality. Onshore water and air are expected to sustain a
moderate cumulative impact.

In the biological environment category, cumulative impacts on intertidal
benthos, subtidal benthos, plankton and nonendangered mammals are expected
to be low. Moderate cumulative impact levels are expected for coastal and
marine birds, endangered and threatened species (expected the right whale),
and areas of special concern., Potential marine sanctuaries, estuaries and
wetlands, and right whales could sustain a high level of impact, and fish
resources would expect a very high level of impact in the cumulative case.

In the socioeconomic environment category, cumulative impacts would be low

for employment and demographic conditions and military uses. A moderate

level of impact is expected for recreational resources and marine vessel

traffic and offshore infrastructure. The impact level for archaeological
resources could range from moderate to high. Commercial fisheries could sustain
a high level of impact. Coastal land uses could expect impacts ranging form
high to very high.

(2) Mid-Atlantic

In the physical environment category, water quality could be affected by
0i1 spills and well discharges. Impacts on air quality would be caused by
emissions from oil and gas installations,

The offshore and onshore water quality components of the physical environ-
ment category are expected to sustain a low level of impact whereas impact
to air quality would be very low.

In the biological environment category, intertidal and subtidal benthos,
plankton, and fish resources could be affected by oil spills, well
discharges, and placement of 0il and gas structures (rigs, pipelines,
platforms). Adverse impacts on marine mammals, seabirds, and endangered
and threatened species could resuit from oil spills, noises from seismic
surveying or vessel traffic, and encounters with vessel traffic. Estuaries
and wetlands could be affected by oil spills and placement of 0il and gas
structures. 011 spills and placement of 0il and gas structures, in addi-
tion to well discharges, would also affect areas of special concern,
Marine sanctuaries would be impacted by o0il spills and general OCS activi-
ties.

In the biological environment category, the following components are
expected to sustain a very low level of impact: nonendangered marine mam-
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mals, coastal and marine birds, endangered and threatened species,
estuaries and wetlands, areas of special concern, and marine sanctuaries.
Potential physical disturbance of the U.S.S Monitor wreck is precluded by
the six block subarea deferral which includes the U.S.S. Monitor National
Marine Sanctuary and Buffer Zone. Low levels of impacts are expected for
intertidal benthos, subtidal benthos, plankton, and fish resources.

In the socioeconomic environment category, employment and demographic con-
ditions are affected by general OCS activities. Coastal land uses, marine
vessel traffic and offshore infrastructure, and military uses are affected
by placement of oil and gas structures. 0i1 spills and placement of o0il
and gas structures could cause an impact on commercial fisheries and
archaeological resources. Adverse effects could be produced by o0il spills,
land use competition, and placement of 0il and gas structures on
recreational resources.

The following components of the socioeconomic category are expected to
sustain a very low level of impact: employment and demographic conditions
(on a regional level), recreational resources, and marine vessel traffic
and offshore infrastructure.

Low levels of impact are expected for employment and demographic conditions
(on a local level), commerical fisheries, archaeological resources, A
moderate level of impact is expected for coastal land uses.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS: In the physical environment category, onshore water
and air quality would sustain a moderate level of impact. A high level of
impact is expected for offshore water quatity.

In the biological environment category, marine sanctuaries would sustain a
very low level of impact. Impacts on plankton, intertidal benthos,
subtidal benthos, and areas of special concern would be low. Non-
endangered mammals, coastal and marine birds and endangered and threatened
species (except the right whale) could sustain a moderate level of impact.
Impacts on the endangered right whales and on estuaries and wetlands could
be high. Fish resources could sustain a very high level of impact.

In the socioeconomic environment category, low levels of impact would be
expected for employment and demographic conditions, marine vessel traffic
and offshore infrastructure, and military uses. High levels of impacts are
expected for commercial fisheries and archaeological resources. Coastal
Tand uses and recreation and tourism resources could expect very high
impacts.

(3) South Atlantic

In the physical environment category, water quality could be affected by
0il spills and well discharges. Impacts on air quality would be caused by
emissions from oil and gas installations.

For the components of the physical environment category, the offshore and

onshore water quality is expected to sustain a low level of impact, whereas
impact to air quality would be very low,
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In the biological environment category, intertidal and subtidal benthos,
plankton, and fish resources could be affected by 0il spills, well
dischares, and placement of oil and gas structures (rigs, pipelines,
platforms). Adverse impacts on marine mammals, coastal and marine birds,
and endangered and threatened species could result from oil spills, noises
from seismic surveying or vessel traffic, and encounters with vessel traf-
fic. Estuaries and wetlands could be affected by o0il spills and placement
of 0il and gas structures. O0il spills and placement of oil and gas struc-
tures, in addition to well discharges, could also affect areas of special
concern, Marine sanctuaries could be impacted by oil spills and general
OCS activities.

The following components of the biological environment category are
expected to sustain a very low level of impact: estuaries and wetlands

and areas of special concern. Low levels of impacts are expected for
plankton, subtidal benthos, fish resources, nonendangered marine mammals,
coastal and marine birds, endangered and threatened species (expect the
right whale), and marine sanctuaries. Mechanical damage to Gray's Reef is
precluded by the six block subarea deferral which includes the Gray's Reef
National Marine Sanctuary. A moderate level of impact is expected for sub-
tidal benthos. The endangered right whale may experience a very high level
of impact due to disruption of its calving activities or harm to newborn
calves resulting from a large oil spill.

In the socioeconomic environment category, employment and demographic con-
ditions are affected by general OCS activities. Coastal land uses, marine
vessel traffic and offshore infrastructure, and military uses are affected
by placement of 0il1 and gas structures. O0il spills and placement of oil
and gas structures could cause an impact on commercial fisheries and
archaeological resources. Adverse effects could be produced by 0il spilils,
land use competition, and placement of o0il and gas structures on
recreational resources.

The following components of the socioeconomic environment category are
expected to sustain a very low level of impact: employment and demographic
conditions (on a regional level), recreational and tourism resources,
marine vessel and offshore infrastructure, military uses and archaeological
resources. Impacts on local employment and demographic conditions and com-
mercial fisheries are expected to be low. A moderate level of impact is
expected for coastal land uses.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS: In the physical environment category, impacts on water
quality (offshore and onshore) and air quality are expected to be moderate.

In the biological environment category, impacts are expected to be low for
plankton, intertidal benthos, and nonendangered marine mammals. Moderate
levels of impact would be sustained by subtidal benthos, fish resources,
coastal and marine birds, estuaries and wetlands, areas of special concern,
marine sanctuaries, and endangered and threatened marine mammals (except
for the right whale). The endangered right whale may experience a very
high impact.
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In the socioeconomic category, military uses would sustain a very low level
of impact. Marine vessel traffic and offshore infrastructure and com-
merical fisheries could expect a low level of impact. Impacts on
archaeological resources would range from low to moderate. Moderate impact
levels are expected for recreational and tourism resources. Employment and
demographic conditions could expect to sustain a high level of impact,
while coastal land uses would expect impacts to range from high to very
high.

(4) MWestern Gulf of Mexico

In the physical environment category, water quality could be affected by
0oil spills and well discharges. Impacts on air quality would be caused by
emissions from oil and gas installations.

The following components of the physical environment category are expected
to sustain a low level of impact: offshore and onshore water quality and
air quality.

In the biological environment category, plankton, benthos, and fish
resources could be affected by o0il spills, well discharges, and placement
of 0i1 and gas structures (rigs, pipelines, platforms). Adverse impacts on
marine mammals, coastal and marine birds, and endangered and threatened
species could result from oil spills, noises from seismic surveying or
vessel traffic, and encounters with vessel traffic. Seagrasses and
wetlands could be affected by oil spills, placement of 0il and gas pipe-
1ines, and dredging of navigational channels. 0il spills and placement of
0oil and gas structures, in addition to well discharges, could also affect
areas of special concern.

Plankton is expected to sustain a very low level of impact. Low levels of
impacts are expected for marine mammals, and seagrasses. Moderate levels
of impacts are expected for fish resources, coastal and marine birds,
endangered and threatened species, and wetlands. Very high levels of
impacts could occur on benthic organisms on the topographic highs which are
also areas of special concern, but benthos as a whole will sustain low
impacts.

In the socioeconomic environment category, employment and demographic con-
ditions are affected by general OCS activities. Coastal land uses, marine
transportation and ports, and military uses are affected by placement of
0il and gas structures. O0il spills and ptacement of 0il1 and gas structures
could cause an impact on water supply, commercial fisheries, and archaelo-
gical resources. Adverse effects could be produced by o0il spills, land use
competition, and placement of 0il and gas structures on recreation and
tourism,

The following components of the socieconomic category are expected to
sustain a very low level of impacts: employment and demographic con-
ditions, coastal land uses, and marine transportation and ports. Low
levels of impacts are expected for water supply and recreation and tourism,
archaeological resources, and military uses.
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Moderate levels of impacts are expected for commercial fisheries.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS: In the physical environment category, air quality
would sustain a moderate level of impact. A very high level of impact is
expected for offshore and onshore water quality.

In the biological environment category, plankton would sustain a very low
level of impact. Impacts on marine mammals would be low., Coastal and
marine birds and seagrasses could sustain a moderate to high level of
impact. Seagrasses could sustain a moderate level of impact. Impacts on
fish resources, endangered and threatened species, and wetlands could
expect a high level of impact. Benthos, areas of special concern, and
marine sanctuaries could sustain a very high level of impact.

In the socioeconomic environment category, low levels of impact would be
expected for employment and demographic conditions, coastal land uses and
recreation and tourism. Low to moderate levels of impact would affect
military uses. Air quality would sustain moderate impacts. High levels of
impacts are expected for commercial fisheries, marine transportation and
ports. Very high levels of impacts are expected for water supply and
archaeological resources.

(5) Central Gulf of Mexico

In the physical environment category, water quality could be affected by
0i1 spills and well discharges. Impacts on air quality would be caused by
emissions from oil and gas installations.

The following components of the physical environment category are expected
to sustain a low level of impact: offshore and onshore water quality and
air quatity.

In the biological environment category, plankton, benthos, and fish resour-
ces could be affected by oil spills, well discharges, and placement of o0il
and gas structures (rigs, pipelines, platforms). Adverse impacts on marine
mammals, coastal and marine birds, and endangered and threatened species
could result from o0il spills, noises from seismic surveying or vessel traf-
fic, and encounters with vessel traffic. Seagrassses and wetlands could be
affected by oil spills, placement of 0il and gas pipelines and dredging of
navigational channels. O0il spills and placement of oil and gas structures,
in addition to well discharges, would also affect areas of special con-
cern. There are no marine sanctuaries in the Central Gulf of Mexico.

In the biological environment category plankton is expected to sustain a
very low level of impact. Low levels of impacts are expected for water
quality, air quality, marine mammals, and benthos. Moderate levels of
impacts are expected for fish resources, coastal and marine birds,
endangered and threatened species, and seagrasses. High impacts on
wetlands are expected. Very high levels of impacts are expected for
benthic organisms on topographic highs and areas of special concern.

In the socioeconomic environment category, employment and demographic con-
ditions are affected by general OCS activities. Coastal land uses, marine
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transportation and ports, and mititary uses are affected by placement of
0il and gas structures. O0il spills and placement of oil and gas structures
could cause an impact on water supply, commercial fisheries, and archaelo-
gical resources. Adverse effects could be produced by 0il spills, land use
competition, and ptacement of o0il1 and gas structures on recreation and
tourism.

The following components of the socioeconomic environment category are
expected to sustain a very low level of impacts: employment and
demographic conditions, coastal land uses, and coastal water supplies. Low
levels of impacts are expected for recreation and tourism, marine transpor-
tation and ports, archaeological resources, and military uses. A moderate
level of impact is expected for commercial fisheries.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS: In the physical environment category, air quality
would sustain a moderate level of impact. A very high level of impact is
expected for offshore water quality.

In the biological environment category, plankton would sustain a very low
level of impact. Impacts on marine mammals would be low. Fish resources,
coastal and marine birds, seagrasses, and wetlands could sustain a high
level of impact. Benthos, and areas of high concern could sustain a very
high level of impact.

In the socioeconomic environment category, low levels of impact would be
expected employment and demographic conditions, coastal land uses and
recreation and tourism. High levels of impacts are expected for water
supply, commercial fisheries, marine transportation and ports. Military
uses would experience low to moderate impact levels. A very high level of
impact is expected for archaeological resources.

(6) Eastern Gulf of Mexico

In the physical environment category, water quality could be affected by
0i1 spills and well discharges. Impacts on air quality would be caused by
emissions from oil and gas installations.

The following components of the physical environment category are expected
to sustain a low level of impact: offshore and onshore water quality and
air quality.

In the biological environment category, plankton, benthos, and fish resour-
ces could be affected by o0il spills, well discharges, and placement of oil
and gas structures (rigs, pipelines, platforms). Adverse impacts on marine
mammals, coastal and marine birds, and endangered and threatened species
could result from oil spills, noises from seismic surveying or vessel traf-
fic, and encounters with vessel traffic. Seagrasses and wetlands could be
affected by oil spills, placement of 0il and gas pipelines, and dredging of
navigational channels. 0il spills and placement of 0il and gas structures,
in addition to well discharges, would also affect areas of special concern,.
There are no marine sanctuaries in the Eastern Gulf of Mexico.
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In the biological environment category, plankton and benthos are expected
to sustain a very low level of impact. Low levels of impacts are expected
on marine mammals, coastal and marine birds, endangered and threatened spe-
cies, seagrasses and wetlands, and fish resources. Very high levels of
impacts are expected on benthos in live bottom areas and areas of special
concern,

In the socioeconomic environment category, employment and demographic con-
ditions are affected by general OCS activities. Coastal land uses, marine
transportation and ports, and military uses are affected by placement of
011 and gas structures. O0il spills and placement of o0il and gas structures
could cause an impact on commercial fisheries and archaeological resources.
Adverse effects could be produced by oil spills, land use competition, and
placement of 0il1 and gas structures on recreational resources.

The following components of the socioeconomic environment category are
expected to sustain a very low level of impacts: employment and
demographic conditions, coastal land uses, recreation and tourism, and
marine transporatation and ports. Low levels of impacts are expected for
water supply and archeological resources, and military uses. A moderate
level of impact is expected for commercial fisheries.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS: 1In the physical environment category, air quality
would sustain a moderate level of impact. A very high level of impact is
expected for offshore and onshore water quality.

In the biological environment category, plankton would sustain a very low
level of impact. Impacts on marine mammals and seagrasses would be low.

Endangered and threatened species and coastal and marine birds could
sustain a moderate level of impact. Fish res