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EXPLORATION AND PETROLEDM DEVELOPMENT
OF THE U.S. OUTER CONTINENTAL SHELF:

A MOVE TOWARD SELF-SUFFICIENCY

H. R. Hirsch

Corporation Exploration Manager
Mobil Oil Corporation

I very much appreciate this opportunity to participate in
this your first annual conference on "The Present and Future
of Coasts." I would like to congratulate the founders and
members of the Coastal Society for taking affirmative ac
tion to "promote knowledge, understanding, and wise use of
coastal environments."

This morning's subject, "U.S. Offshore Oil: Plans, Policies,
Problems" incorporates two of the most important issues of
the 1970's: energy and environment. Not only are these
issues important they are controversial, emotional and some
times personal because they directly affect our life styles.
On the environmental side, we want clear air, clean water,
and unspoiled ground. On the energy side, we want adequate
amounts of gasoline, fuel oil, natural gas, and the myriad
of other products derived directly or indirectly from petro
leum, and we want these things at low cost. In short, we
want the things that cheap energy can provide, like economic
laws of supply and demand.

The natural-gas industry is a prime example of how these
various desires have combined to create serious problems for
a large segment of the population. Initially, natural gas
contributed only a small portion of the total energy supply
—about 4% in 1920. The major expansion in the use of natu
ral gas occurred after World War II, with the development of
the present one-million-mile U.S. natural-gas pipeline net
work. Today, this fuel provides nearly one-third of our
total energy needs or about equal to that of domestically
produced crude oil and natural-gas liquids.

There are two ma<- reasons for the tremendous growth in nat
ural-gas consumpfi >n. First, the Federal Power Commission
established unrealistically low well-head prices for natural
gas which gave substantial cost advantage over other fuels.
This simply encouraged consumers to use natural gas rather
than higher cost alternates. Second, as an easy-to-use,
clean-burning fuel natural gas became environmentally pre
ferred, which further increased demand.

Not only did the low well-head prices, relative to other
fuels, increase demand, they did not provide sufficient
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incentives for the producing industry to aggressively search
for new supplies. Shortages were inevitable.

Gas production peaked in 1973 at 22.6 TCF,* slipped to 21.6
TCF last year and is expected to decline further to about
20.0 TCF this year. The decrease in gas supplies is expec
ted to result in the second consecutive year of delivery
curtailments this winter. Last year, curtailments amounted
to about 1 TCF and are expected to rise to 1.6 TCF this year.
This curtailment level is the equivalent of more than 1 mil
lion B/D* of distillate and residual fuels during the cold
months.

The oil-supply picture is much brighter but only because we
are able to meet demand through imports. Unfortunately, as
we found out two years ago, the-oil supply situation is com
plicated by world politics. The Middle East countries own
most of the free-world's oil reserves and virtually all of
the excess producibility. As we become increasingly depen
dent upon those countries for our supplies, we also become
increasingly dependent upon them for our economic well-being,
to say nothing of the national security implications. For
200 years, the United States has largely controlled its own
destiny. Now our destiny might be in the hands of others.

Consider for a moment that the United States is now consu
ming oil at the rate of about 16 million barrels per day.
It is estimated that by 1985 our requirements will increase
to about 21 million barrels per day, and this assumption
incorporates steadily increasing utilization of nuclear,
coal, and other energy forms. These demand figures, 16 mil
lion barrels per day now and 21 million barrels per day by
1985, compare to a current U.S. indigenous production of
crude oil and natural-gas liquids of 10.1 million barrels
per day which has declined from a 1970 high of 11.3 million
barrels per day. These divergent curves, demand increasing
and supply decreasing, should make it obvious that the effi
cient, rapid, and orderly development of new energy re
sources, coupled with sound conservation practices is of
prime importance to the nation.

While it is true that new Alaskan North Slope production
will commence in 1977, the anticipated volumes will only
arrest the natural decline for a few years. Unless we are
prepared to accept greater and greater dependence on imports
we must accelerate the exploitation of our undiscovered pe
troleum resources.

♦Editor's note: TCF = Trillion Cubic Feet; B/D = Barrels
a Day.
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Although estimates vary widely, there is a consensus among
experts that U.S. offshore areas offer the best opportunity
for reversing our declining supply picture. There are two
primary reasons for this assessment. First, geophysical
measurements and geological projections from the onshore
into the offshore suggests that subsurface rock formations
in some offshore areas are similar to those containing large
oil accumulations elsewhere in the world. Of course, this
can only be determined for sure by drilling wells. Second,
most of the historical onshore producing areas have been ex
tensively explored. While important discoveries continue to
be made, these are usually small and do not make a signifi
cant contribution to supply in relation to the large fields
discovered earlier in the exploration cycle. Consider for a
moment that there is not an inexhaustible supply of new pe
troleum deposits. Each new field discovered reduces by one
those remaining to be discovered just as each barrel produced
leaves one less barrel to be ultimately produced. Simply
stated, that's what is happening in our major producing areas
in the southwestern and western U.S.; the producing capabil
ity of the present fields is declining and there are an
insufficient number of new discoveries to offset the decline.

At this point, I hope that I have established the need for
large quantities of new U.S. petroleum supplies and that the
offshore areas offer the best opportunity for supplying this
need. Now, I would like to briefly review the history of
offshore development and then discuss the current picture.

Drilling in the marsh lands and offshore waters of the U.S.
dates back to the 1930*s. Offshore oil and gas exploitation
as we know it today got its start in the mid-1950's. The
first rig capable of drilling in 40-foot-water depths was
constructed in 1954, and it was in that year that the Federal
Government held its first offshore-lease sale.

Since that time, there have been more than 40 Federal off
shore-lease sales in the Gulf of Mexico and west-coast
offshore. Some $15 billion have been spent by the industry
in the form of bonus bids paid the Federal Government for
offshore leases. This $15 billion purchased some 11.0 MM*
acres for an average-per-acre cost of $1,400. In the first
1954 sale, the average bid amounted to $300 per acre. In a
Gulf of Mexico sale, one combine paid $37,000 per acre for
one 5,760-acre tract or a total of $212 million for the tract.

It is worthwhile to note that the $15 billion paid for leases
covers the right to drill wells to see if oil or gas might be

•Editor's note: MM = Million
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present and if successful, make the additional large capital
investments required to develop and produce the new field
In the case of the $212 million lease, three dry holes have
now been drilled and the outlook for recovery of that invest
ment is very poor.

Another estimated $10 billion have been spent on exploration
drilling and field development of the federal leases. The
total before-tax revenue received from the oil and gas pro-
duced-to-date is only about $19 billion with $3 billion of
that amount paid back to the Government in the form of pro
duction royalties. Obviously, industry is still in the red
after 21 years insofar as the recovery of exploration and
development cost of offshore resources is concerned. While
this does not mean that the Outer Continental Shelf opera
tions will not be profitable ultimately, it is clear they
have not been the bonanza commonly assumed by many outside
of the petroleum industry.

Today the offshore oil and gas industry spans the globe.
More than 9.5 million barrels of oil per day are being pro
duced from the offshore areas of the world. The Middle East,
Venezuela, U.S., and Africa — in that order « account for
the bulk of this offshore production. Important new offshore
discoveries have been made in such places as Brazil, Mexico,
Spain, and Indonesia.

The North Sea is emerging as one of the most important oil
and gas provinces in the world. The first oil production
has just recently come on stream from the U.K. North Sea.
If current projections by <he British government are realized,
the U.K. should be selfsufficient by 1980 which will do much
to alleviate their economic woes. It is interesting to note
that there are now some 60 million acres under oil and gas
lease in the North Sea. The United States with a vastly
greater total Continental Shelf only has about 11.5 million
acres under lease.

Oil and gas operations in U.S. waters are now being carried
out in Alaska's Cook Inlet, off the west coast and in the
Gulf of Mexico—by far the most important area is the Gulf of
Mexico.

Although only a very small portion, about 2%, of the nation's
Continental Shelf has been leased, the offshore now supplies
around 17% of domestic crude oil and 20% of domestic natural-
gas production.

Despite a few highly publicized incidents, the offshore petro
leum industry has a very fine safety record. Over the past
25 years there have been some 19,000 wells drilled off the
U.S. coast and only four of these have resulted in significant
oil spills. Only one of the four, that of Santa Barbara in
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1968, caused severe beach pollution but that was of a tempo
rary nature. None of the spills have evidenced permanent
ecological damage.

As mentioned previously, bonus bidding for U.S. federal off
shore leases has been the method commonly used heretofore.
The lease sales have been very competitive and prices have
spiraled upward.

Because of the high risks involved in offshore exploration
and the large sums of money required, it has been the prac
tice for companies to join together in bidding. This al
lowed individual companies with financial constraints to
spread the risk over a larger number of tracts — not put
all of their eggs in one basket, so to speak. Recently the
Department of Interior has banned joint bidding among the
eight largest companies. Supposedly, this will increase com
petition but could have the opposite effect by limiting the
risk-spreading capability.

The major criticism of the bonus-bidding system is the large
amounts of money required at the front end. It is argued
that this siphons badly needed capital that could be spent
for later exploration and development and prevents entry of
independents and smaller operators. Proponents argue that
the bonus-bidding system is the best devised thus far. It
is fair, open to all, easy to administer and, most important,
compels through exploration and early development. Having
made the necessary large lease bonus investments, which re
quires a well financed and responsible organization, the
successful bidder is highly motivated to follow-up rapidly
with exploration drilling and field development. The ini
tial bonus discourages speculators that would acquire leases
for later resale. Bonus bidding also discourages companies
without sufficient financial resources to prudently develop
new fields or accept liability for possible oil spills, etc.
Because bonus bidding encourages intensive competition, the
system also encourages innovative technology. Results to
date also support the argument that bonus bidding maximizes
the value of the resource to the general public. Any other
system must meet these criteria or the public's interest
will not be served.

These are also strong advocates for having the Federal Govern
ment undertake exploration and development of the offshore
areas. These people fail to recognize the synergism afforded
by the present diversified interests. There are now over one
hundred companies engaged in offshore exploration. The di
versified approach to problem solving available from all of
these organizations has proven to be effective whereas a
single, stereotyped approach might prevail under the direc
tion of a single Governmental agency.
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In summary, I have attempted to make several points:

First: The U.S. has lost energy self-sufficiency as demand
increased more rapidly than supply. Although it will pro
bably be impossible to regain self-sufficiency in the fore
seeable future, economic standards and national security
considerations require that we close the gap as much as
possible.

Second: The offshore areas offer the best opportunity for
finding large fields that will significantly improve our
supply picture.

Third: The U.S. oil and gas industry has demonstrated over
a long period that we can safely and efficiently develop our
offshore resources with minimal environmental impact.

Fourth: The bidding system used in the past has proven ef
fective in maximizing the value of the resource to the pub
lic through competition. It has encouraged innovative tech
nology, discouraged speculation, and resulted in rapid follow
up exploration drilling and field development.

I would re-emphasize that:

Offshore economics are not the "jackpot bonanza" many people
believe and this myth should not lead to the suppression of
private enterprise and the substitution of Government bureau
cracy in the development of our offshore resources.

Rapid strides in offshore development have got to be made and
the petroleum industry has the technical expertise to under
take that task immediately. The industry is ready, willing,
and able to risk large sums of money in offshore exploration
**7eYelopment but the Price structure must be such that

sufficient capital is available to make the large investments
required.

Finally, two years after the Arab oil embargo, we, as a na
tion, are no closer to improving our self-sufficiency than
we were then. We, in the industry, think it's time to start
making progress.

na-
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Florida's Experience -

The Way We Were - And Shouldn't Have Been

Hal Scott, President
Florida Audubon Society

P. 0. Drawer 7
Maitland, Florida

ABSTRACT

Page 1

Proper development of the nation's petroleum resources depends
upon a realistic appraisal of all the costs and benefits antici
pated to result from Outer Continental Shelf activities and the
preparation of plans to deal effectively with negative impacts
before they occur. State involvement in the entire process is
essential.
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Any discussion of U. S. Offshore Oil: Plans, Policies,
Problems would be incomplete without considering the lessons
learned from Florida's experience during the exploration of
the Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) in that part of the eastern
Gulf of Mexico often referred to as the MAFLA (Mississippi,
Alabama, Florida) area. The applications of the lessons
learned from that experience to the forthcoming OCS oil and
gas lease sales in the Atlantic and the Gulf of Alaska may
enable us to develop our petroleum resources in those areas
in a more timely fashion. Prompt and proper development of
those resources is dependent upon a realistic appraisal of
all the costs and benefits anticipated to result from OCS
activities and the preparation of plans to deal effectively
with negative impacts before they occur.

My observations - which of necessity severely fault the
Bureau of Land Management - are offered as constructive
criticism. I see no point nor find any joy in merely
berating BLM for its past sins. My purpose is simply to
demonstrate that lack of communication and the failure to
cooperate fully with the affected states works to the dis
advantage of everyone concerned - the federal government,
the oil industry and the citizens of our nation.

In the spring and summer of 1973 concerned and informed
citizens throughout this land of ours watched with interest
as the Department of the Interior moved toward a December
OCS oil and gas lease sale in the then untouched eastern
Gulf of Mexico. The beauty and productivity of the area to
be affected made of the proposed sale a test case of
Interior's ability to develop the nation's petroleum resources
in a timely fashion while avoiding the negative environmental,
social and economic impacts that apprehensive residents of
every coastal state feared.

Floridians, 75 percent of whom live in the state's 27,660
square mile coastal zone, had ample reason to be concerned.
Heavily dependent upon tourists, a large percentage of whom
flock each year to the state's warm Gulf beaches, and reaping
a substantial annual harvest from the area's bountiful
fisheries, they had much to lose and relatively little to
gain from development of the OCS.

By early August of 1973, however, the majority of Florida's
citizens seemed willing to accept the proposition that
exploration in the Gulf could be carried on in a fashion
which was compatible with existing uses if the Department of
the Interior would carefully analyze all aspects of the
proposed operation and guide it in ways designed to avoid
the conflicts anticipated.
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Any hope that the MAFLA sale would be conducted under such
enlightened conditions was abandoned after a careful reading
of the voluminous Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
the proposed sale demonstrated that Interior had little
understanding of the resources with which it was dealing
and was concerned with little other than getting on with the
]ob.

The critique of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
prepared by Dr. E. T. LaRoe on behalf of the Florida Audubon
Society, expressed the disappointment and frustration experi
enced by a large segment of the state's conservation community
which sought to deal intelligently with the problems associated
with offshore development. Dr. LaRoe wrote:

For the past two and one-half years the Florida
Audubon Society, aware of the imminent sale of
offshore leases in the eastern Gulf of Mexico,
has attempted to work in a rational fashion with
the petroleum industry and state and federal
governments to plan and develop regulations for
the offshore operations. The expansion of the
offshore industry into the as yet untapped areas
of the eastern Gulf can be expected to produce
a number of conflicts. These conflicts will be
maximized in Florida which is not only heavily
dependent upon tourism and recreational economic
benefits provided by the coastal zone, but which
also has a more densely populated and more heavily
used coast than other Gulf states. While Florida
Audubon does not feel that the offshore petroleum
industry is a desirable development, it does
recognize the present pressure for expansion. We
have also recognized the great role that proper
planning can play to at least partially resolve
the conflicts as well as reduce the environmental
risks and impacts involved. For the first time
in the development of a new offshore field, the
opportunity exists to plan in advance for the
proposed operations; we can observe the technology,
management and impact of offshore petroleum in
other areas and plan now for long-term goals defined
prior to our entry into the offshore arena. It is
with this awareness that Florida Audubon has parti
cipated in the planning and has awaited the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed
lease sale. We felt that this sale and this State
ment had assumed extreme importance, not only for
the future of Florida's resources and economy but
also because this was the first in a proposed
series of sales in virgin areas. The Florida,
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Mississippi, Alabama sale offered an opportunity
for innovative planning and regulation which
would lead the way to safe operations; this State
ment should serve as a model for future environ
mental impact statements for offshore oil along
the Atlantic, Pacific and Alaskan coasts.

It is especially because of this expectation that
we find the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
a very discouraging document. The Statement is a
diffuse, disorganized, and self-contradictory
document that gives only superficial, generalized
and uncritical treatment of the issues. The data
and conclusions are presented in a prolix and
fragmented manner which discourages efforts at
detailed analysis. It is in fact not a statement,
but a series of statements pasted together without
any editing. It attempts to overpower the reader
by its sheer bulk. It is an inconvenience and an
insult to the general public, concerned citizens
and knowledgeable experts to ask them to wade
through this and critically appraise it.

In December of 1973 Dr. Robert E. Smith, Director of the State
University System of Florida's Institute of Oceanography,
proposed "...a conference and workshop to discuss the state
of knowledge on and informational needs for the eastern Gulf...
In a letter to potential participants Dr. Smith wrote:

The concensus of opinion of a substantial number
of persons who have had opportunities to study the
(Final Environmental Impact Statement), and as has
been reflected in many of the critiques published
therein, is that the data base from which the
statement was prepared was inadequate for that
purpose. The critics conclude that there are not
sufficient data and/or information currently
available that would enable one to adequately
answer the variety of environment related questions
that should be asked about the eastern Gulf of
Mexico prior to the proposed oil exploitation.

The conference which resulted from Dr. Smith's proposal was
held in St. Petersburg, Florida on January 31 and February 1
and 2, 197«», and brought together a large number of scientists
whose knowledge of and familiarity with the affected area was
impressive. Faced with the fact that the lease sale had
already taken place and that any initial studies would have
to be molded in such a manner as to avoid conflict with
drilling plans (to which the Department of the Interior had
apparently given a much higher priority than determining the
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the environmental and social parameters of the eastern
Gulf), the participants prepared a list of four general
and 65 specific recommendations regarding the way in which
the proposed studies should be conducted.

Despite the fact that then Secretary of Interior Rogers C. B.
Morton in a letter to Governor Reubin Askew of Florida
written just before the lease sale occurred had promised
that the study would be "— comprehensive and responsive to
the concerns about offshore and onshore environmental impacts
from our OCS program," the study which was ultimately under
taken could hardly be termed either comprehensive or responsive.
Nor did it address nearshore and onshore problems.

Of the four general recommendations made by participants in
the MAFLA workshop, only one was followed. Important aspects
of the other three were ignored. For example, no firm
arrangements have yet been made for long-term storage or
archiving of geological, chemical and biological samples
obtained for baseline studies. Principal investigators are
able to keep and store voucher samples at their own expense,
but cannot dispose of them without BLM approval. As a result
irreplaceable specimens continue to lack the maintenance
needed to prevent their rapid deterioration.

Of the 65 specific recommendations in the Conference document,
2<4 were "allowed," eight were accepted in part, and 33 were
disapproved, of which 25 were rejected without any explanation
whatsoever. Among the recommendations which BLM refused to
fund were some that would appear to have clearly been included
in the written promises of the Secretary of Interior to the
Governor of Florida.

No nearshore, onshore or estuarine studies were approved. No
comprehensive long-term plan for the MAFLA study was ever
approved.

Little effort was made to profit from the considerable works
already performed by the Florida Coastal Coordinating Council
or to cooperate with it. BLM conceived its responsibility
to be an extreme-} narrow one and choose generally to consider
only those environmental impacts which by law it was required
to address. It failed miserably to communicate with concerned
state agencies who finally concluded that BLM responded only
to political pressure.

In all fairness it is necessary to note that the relationship
between BLM and the state agencies involved in the MAFLA
monitoring studies is vastly improved. The antagonism, the
delays in responding to inquiries, and the lack of communica
tion which was th^ hallmark of the relationship a year ago is
now - thankfully - a thing of the past.
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What remains unchanged, unfortunately, are the really
important aspects of the way in which BLM approaches OCS
development. It continues to ignore those problems which
may arise in state waters and onshore even though such
impacts are clearly related to OCS activities. Despite the
change in procedures for state participation set forth in
the Federal Register on November 14, 1975, there is still no
real provision for substantive input by the states. Sixty
days for state "review and comment" is more sound and fury
than substance.

During a press conference following an address to the Houston
Chapter of the American Petroleum Institute in April, I
responded to a question regarding the prospect of OCS develop
ment along the Atlantic coast by suggesting that, because of
the Department of the Interior's unwillingness to look at all
the costs associated with such developments, I anticipated
that the program would experience considerable hostility from
residents of the affected states. It was my opinion, I
remarked, that Interior was the greatest single impediment to
the timely development of the nation's offshore petroleum
resources. Regretfully, I must say that my attitude is yet
unchanged.

I do not find it difficult to deal with oil companies. On
the contrary, as a member of Florida's Big Cypress Oil Advisory
Committee, my very considerable experience with some of the
Nation's largest companies suggests that if one understands
the technology involved and presents a problem to the
companies' representatives, acceptable compromises can be
achieved that make possible development of the resource in a
manner that minimizes environmental degradation.

Interior, however (and BLM in particular), though many of its
personnel are capable and pleasant people whom I consider my
friends, seems incapable of providing the leadership the nation
needs so desperately if the OCS is to be developed in a
sensible fashion. Instead of initiating the needed changes in
regulations and legislation, it chooses to spend its time
opposing legislation aimed at overcoming the obvious inadequacies
that are inherent in its existing plans and programs.

I recently accepted - in good faith - an appointment to the
OCS Advisory Board to the Secretary of Interior. It is my
hope that through that body I will be able to help convince
the Department that substantive changes in the way it manages
its OCS programs are imperative. Unless it initiates such
changes from within, I am convinced that they will be accom
plished from without, accompanied by all the trauma normally
associated with such a development.
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The federal-state relationship in OCS development must
provide real opportunities and mechanisms for state input
and decision-making.

1. The state should be involved in the process from its
inception. It should be promptly made aware of informa
tion concerning oil exploration activities of both
federal and private interests that might affect it.
State input should be solicited at sufficiently early
a stage that its recommendations can be incorporated in
the original plans for development.

?. With the information regarding the location and size of
potential offshore reserves, the state, with BLM's
assistance, should initiate comprehensive studies
concerning onshore facilities required to support off
shore work. The environmental impacts (which should
include socio-economic impacts) anticipated should be
identified and plans made to control them.

3. With complete involvement of the state BLM should be
responsible for collecting environmental and socio
economic baseline data. The information amassed would
be of value to the state in preparing its plans and would
be the source of the data required for a useful environ
mental impact statement. Such information must include
all impacts anticipated to result from OCS development,
including those affecting state waters and coastal zones.

1. Decisions regarding the leasing programs should be based
on information previously obtained regarding anticipated
impacts. BLM should keep the appropriate state officials
fully informed regarding the status of its leasing plans
at all times.

5. Selection of the areas to be offered for lease should be
made in cooperation with the affected state. The selection
process should include the promulgation of any special
operating regulations and lease controls deemed necessary
to minimize the risk of negative impacts. It is imperative
that any such special conditions be agreed upon prior to
the lease sale and that they be addressed in the environ
mental impact statement.

6. State cooperation in the preparation of the environmental
impact statement should be solicited to assure that adequate
consideration is given to matters of moment to it. For
example, the sections dealing with nearshore and onshore
impacts should be much more complete than is generally the
case now.
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In the interest of achieving a more sensible leasing
process it may be necessary to separate the exploratory
and production phases of OCS development. There are, I
suspect, other ways in which the Department of Interior
could restructure its plans and programs that would enable
environmental and socio-economic baseline data to be obtained
and utilized before leasing takes place. Whatever the
procedural changes ultimately adopted, they must result in a
leasing program in which decisions are made on the basis of
adequate information.

That decisions are still being made in the absence of adequate
data is manifest in the Joint Statement by Florida and Georgia
to the OCS Policy Advisory Board dated October 22. 1975. The
representatives noted:

The States of Georgia and Florida strongly
support the need and desirability of Outer
Continental Shelf exploration and development
to help meet our nation's energy needs. We
strongly endorse a program of considered and
deliberate OCS development including good and
sufficient environmental and other safeguards.
However, it is our belief and contention that
present knowledge does not provide even a
minimally adequate understanding of the poten
tial impacts of the proposed action and we must,
therefore, point to several problems.

The South Atlantic OCS is a frontier area and one
in which sufficient information on which to base
adequate environmental safeguard decisions does
not now exist. Georgia and Florida feel that
baseline environmental information should be
available in time to be used in making leasing
decisions. We are concerned because the Bureau
of Land Management has two activities in motion
which superficially appear to be related but
which, in reality, are unrelated. These
activities are the leasing program and environ
mental studies. As now scheduled, the environ
mental studies process results in information
which cannot be used in the leasing decision
making process.

Furthermore, the states' interest in nearshore
and onshore environmental and economic impacts
of offshore leasing and development are not
presently considered in the evaluation process.
State governments need to make rational trade-off
decisions; the range of information necessary to
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assist in these decisions is not included in
the baseline study design.

The states have had no direct input into
either leasing schedules or environmental
studies schedules. Therefore, we feel that
the studies necessary for us to make considered
decisions are the responsibility of the federal
agency which has imposed these time constraints
upon us.

We request that the Department of the Interior
take appropriate action to have baseline study
results considered in leasing decisions. We
further request that the Department of the
Interior assure opportunities and funding to
design and conduct research on onshore and near-
shore impacts. Only through these actions will
the states or the Department have the information
needed to make rational decisions and inputs to
the leasing decision-making process.

In redefining the role of the coastal states in the OCS leasing
process it is important to recognize that simply plugging their
input into the existing processes is not enough. It is the
process itself which must, in the best interests of this nation,
be restructured.
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