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"Turning and turning in the widening gyre

The falcon cannot hear the falconer;

Things fall apart, the centre cannot hold;

Mere anarchy is loosed upon the world,

The blood-red tide is loosed, and everywhere

The ceremony of innocence is drowned;

The best lack all conviction, while the worst

Are full of passionate intensity...."
-William Butler Yeats

"The dream is gone, but the baby is real....
-The Smiths, circa 1984

"If we choose to be plagued by big nightmares,
we are entitled to offset them with equally blg

daydreams. " -Anonymous
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Introduction

Santa Barbara County enchants its visitors. Blessed with
the attractions of a mild, temperate climate and a spectacular-
ly diverse natural setting, the residents reap the aesthetic
rewards of living with the ocean. One cannot help but sense
the feeling of uniqueness which underlines the area's atti-
tude; an.intangible but significant "something" enriches the
area with an added value, an importance.

) The people who came to live here, especially during the
post-WWII housing boom, were less concerned with living close
to economic and business centers than with improving their
gquality of life, But Los Angeles is a growing megalopolis,
and its "leapfrog" suburban expansion has been moving steadily
northward. Santa Barbara stands directly in the path of an
advancing urban tide: we are now where Thousand Oaks was a
dozen years ago and where San Luis Obispo will likely be in
another dozen years.5 While generally supportive of economic
growth, when faced with ‘the possibility of being absorbed into
the "Ventura mentality" which holds that all growth is good
because it produces jobs, County residents innately realize
that growth does not come free and that one of the first prices
to be paid 1s some encroachment on the natural environment.6

It is ironic that. Santa Barbara's natural abundance

should extend beneath the soil, where vast reserves of oil
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and natural gas lie, and where County control over mineral
rights seems to end. It is with this issue, the question of
local control of oil development, that the blessing of abun-
dance ?urns bitter. Conflicting societal objectives have
createi a jigsaw puzzle of contradictory Congressional statutes
whose i;plementation must suffer from a lack of authority, -
and it }as become painfully apparent that local action on

its own‘has little chance of obtaining effective redress for

'
the costs of continued economic growth as exacted from the

natural environment.7
My{major concern within this study on the implementation
of local protective regulation is not whether our local ad-
ministrétors are acting in!a responsible fashion, but instead
to examine the historic basis for the identification of both
energy and environment as "problems" on the governmental agen-
da and the peculiar ways in which our cultural attitudes and
values ﬁave shaped the way we define and image the perceived
causes éf these intertwined issues. "By focusing on the char-
acterisiics of protective regulatory policy, I will attempt

to apply both knowledge of the problem and knowledge in the

political workings of the system designated to solve it.
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Foreward

The American Dream has been set in a disarming context
of abundance. Scarcely two centuries old, our nation has
grown from a scattering of tiny seaboard colonies to the most
powerfq} country in the world. Such an exponential rise was
largelylmade possible by the North American continent's vast,
untappeh reserves of natural resources: land, water, coal,
0il, timber, game, minerals--alQ were plentiful, all coveted
by the-"rugged individual" who would make his own fortune.

In‘the struggle for its' realization, the American Dream
has touéhed on a wide variety of economic, political, and
social ?uestions, but by far the most pervasive and absorbing
issue has been (and remains) the drive for personal and na-
tional economic advancement, At the present time, it must
be admitted that as one of the more developed nations of the
world, the United States has reached a level of affluence
where all reasonable and rational demands for eccnomic goods
have been (or can be) satisfied. Consequently, the imagined
virtues of any further economic growth may be illusory, as

growth does not come free.1

ii)



@]

daa Y-y T = PN PN e g o W

B THEEE o U

Ouﬁ nation's past good fortune has certainly colored the
way we p}rceive and define our problems; the powerful values
set within the concept of abundance have conditioned us to
take a characteristically short-term view with regards to

2

issues of resource supply,” and it appears that the dream which

has cargied us so far is showing signs of dissolution. The
persist;nt, unsettling presence of certain divisive issues
has begun to erode the ingrained American belief that indi-
vidual and national economic "improvement" will eliminazs
related noneconomic problems. We may do well to ask our-
selves how long economic growth cabe sustained.

In ‘this sense, the broad issue of energy needs for a
growing economy has taken on an interesting, affective bias. -
Energy is not simply a commodity to produce goods or power;
it is an expression of our culture in terms of how we choose
to expldit it, produce it, and use it,3 and the recent ex-
plosiveéemergence of the environmental movement and the near-
simultaheous "energy crisis" illustrate how our modern culture
has come face-to-face with the unpleasant laws of economics.
We have awakened to the rather unsavory fact that there are
limits to growth.

‘ 0il is a finite, diminishing resource. That fact is a
reality around which everything else must revolve; but in the

study of policy analysis, it becomes readily evident that, for

cultural, irrational reasons, the manner in which people choose

to define a particular problem often bears 1ittle resemblence

¥i
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to the actual facts. One powerful, albeit irrational focusing
phenomenon concerns the "paranoid style" as suggested by
Richard Hofstadter. He explains that in some cases, differing
interpretations of a problem arise out of a human tendency

to oversimplify the complexities of reality. Problems become
much easier to fathom if they can be'imaged in terms of abso-
lutes--black.and white, right and wrong. By eliminating the
hazy "grey area" of objectivity, people can effectively in-
vest their energies in a more satisfying, clear-cut image of
the "enemy". (War is a perfect example of this behavior.)

Analysis, by contrast, seeks to employ the mind's cre-
ative resources to perceive the many dimensions of a problem
in a logical, empirical fashion. Unfortunately, the predict-
able sequence known as "cause-and-effect" does not work in a
political setting. Lasswell states that:

' "Politics is the sphere of conflict. It is
the process by which the irrational,
poisgnous bases of Eociety are dbrought
out into the open."
As politics begins with conflict and ends in a bargained so-
lution, political solutions are not rationally the best, but
must be the most emotionally satisfying.

Our nation's strong conservative tradition reflects this
emotional bias. American liberalism has consistently stressed
reform only as a means to preserve: politicians realize the
importance of maintaining the prevailing "emotional consensus”

of values held by their electorate and therefore change is

seen as threatening. Incrementalism is bound to prevail over

V!
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wholesale problem redefinition.

In the case of the volatile energy/environment issue,
the definition of the problem has taken on a wide range of
variations due to the unsavory fact that people do not like
to sacpifice personal comfort or personal freedom of choice.
Economﬁcs, as the study of choices, can shed much meaningful
light én the confusion of issues and policy choices which
constitute the problem of continued‘economic growfh in a

context of diminishing returns.

—tale o s
ol
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CHAPTER I

The Illusion of Choice

Américans have always.admired giant economic organiza-
tions wpile at the same time fearing them. Thé rise of big
busines%, while making poésible the many comforts énd con-
vienianées of our modern dbnsumer culture, also meant that
the control of our society would rest in the hands of in-
creasingly fewer people. Property, with its' sacred position
within #he bounds of our national laws, is immune to the

generar'public's power as translated by the democratic pro-

cess. This relative immunity within the political sphere

contributes heavily to the American public's fickle misgivings

i
about their new economic order.9 Almost by default, our con-

l

fllctlng desires for economic freedom and fear of economic
power ﬂgve created a polltlcal "vacuum" in regards to the pro-
tection of collective goods;: our national obsession is be-
ginniné to backfire.

When Calvin Coolidge expressed his view on the business
of America, he was reflecting our society's fundamental image
of government as a business promoter. As a capitalist demo-
cracy, this specific function has served the interests of

growth in the belief that economic expansion will benefit

society as a whole., Unavoidably, our present state of devel-



opment is dependent on continued growth, as a capitalistic
economyfcannot "stand still."10 All economists who have
studied capitalism--Smith, Marshall, Marx, Keynes--agree on
this necessity for expansion.

Infthé last few decades, the United States economy has
experieéced expansion on an unprecedented level. Taking hold
in the ?arly "50's and continuing into #he "60's, the phenome-
non of éustained growth became the happy rule rather than a

11

welcome? exception.”~ While benefitting from this situation

in a material sense, the American public's paradoxical atti-

|
tude togards big business demonstrates how people both desire

the rezérds of growth while resenting the power of the insti-
tutiohs,which make it possible. Certainly, the emergence of
the modern corporation has done much to color public opinion
in this  regard.

Thé modern, vertically-integrated corporation became
dominan% in American business during the late nineteenth
century. By steadily building up capital reserves and eli-
minatiné the independent "middlemen" from the means of pro-
duction, some businesses were able to gain control over the
entire manufacturing and distributing processes particular
to their trade. The key characteristics of this new behavior
became that of the more dominant firms restricting supply
in order to sell at a desireable price, a process that gives
the large firms access to broad powers over soclety in a

political context that foregoes controlling that power

through noneconomic institutions.12
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Big business underwent another significant transforma-
tion dq?ing the mid-nineteenth century,the so-called "Manager-
ial Rev?lution." In short, the "revolution" constituted.the:
divorce of management from ownership.13 Consequently, the
locus of power within America's giant firms has become simul-
taneously elusive and highly concentrated, as the hierarchical
structu%e's chain-of-command reduces the individual worker's
sense o} personal respon51b111ty for the effects of his job;
one's work is not so much dependent on making decisions as it

is follpwing orders from above.

Such bureaucratic procedure stifles the free flow of
informa}ion. Organizational rules and regulations replace
personai values and ethics; who is responsible for what in
such a situation becomes increasingly vague. In such a setting,
responsibility is hard to pin down. What makes matters more
complicated is the fact that our businesses' heavy capital
investments make it very difficult to alter the economic |
course %e have decided to %ake. Because of the huge fixed
costs fér a large corporation, it is often technically dif-
ficult to cease production just because costs perﬂzit of out-
put outweigh gains, Technically-advanced industries depend
on fairly steady and predictable levels of demand to insure
low costs per unit of output.14

Every facet of American life has been touched by this
attitude, as a renewed spirit of abundance has driven out any

cautious "rainy-day" sentiment; people are consuming and con-

suming like never before, What we may not wish to realize is



that by insisting on unlimited economic fredom of personal
choice, we are steadily eroding the number of choices left
open to us for the future.

Oedigus Rex faced a similar problem. A tragic Greek
figure, ﬁe lived under an illusion of choice, believing that
his decigions were each made according to his own free will,
But choiée, once made, not only decides man's immediate sit-
uation, it also determines the range of options oﬁen to him
in the future.15 When the foundations of our economic expan-
sion are:closely examined, we can discover where the hidden
costs foﬁ this "free ride" of consumerism are comming from,
and the énswer is not an easy one,

Our failure to invest both petroleum reserves and the

quality 6f our natural environment with their intrinsic finite

~gYalues is at the heart of the problem. To truly pay for our

growth w% must recognize the real costs, not just the per-
ceived oﬁes. As Paul Barkely put it, "the solution has become
the'probfem," for if the fréedom to choose the kind of envi-
ronment én which we want to live is to be preserved, our
freedom of choosing to destroy it must be restrained,16

The attempt to implement conflicting societal objectives
through fhe governmental policy process is unfolding before

our very eyes, Our dislike for any committment to major be-

havicral change, and indeed its political impracticality, has

framed the "solution" in ambiguous terms. This "pass-the-buck"

attitude stifles the implementation of protective regulatery
policy since the problem is wrongly couched in terms of being

external to society itself.

D



Where did this definition arise? Anthony Downs suggests
that th? emergence of any new issue into the mass public
consciousness is contingent upon the belief that government
can "do.something" to solve its the problem is visualized as
being beyond the scope of personal responsibility.17 In the
case oﬁ environmental det;rioration resulting from increased
petrole;m "production" ( I‘would argue to call it reduction
insteaé of the other straﬁgely misleading term), the publics
awareness stems from the eﬁotionally satisfying identification
of the "villian"--in this case the huge multi-billion dollar

9
oil indpstry.

O%l and the natural environmeht are collective, public
goods, belonging (in theory) to all. The benefits incured
by destroying collective goods most often acrue to only a
few people,'making the rewards to each rather high. It doesn't
even m%tter whether the total costs of this destruction are
in excéss of their total benefits--what matters is who gets

the be&%fits and who incurs the cosfs.18

Ié our federal system of national, state, and local au-
thoritf levels, it is possible for a state or group of states
to impose a cost on a particular region fhrough the authority
of the federal government so that the cost recipient does
not have direct control over its imposition.19 The regional
nature of this conflict provides local politicians with ample
fuel for their campaigns against the "enemy": politically, the

Republicans argue for faster energy production (as if using it

Up more rapidly will make the real problem go away), while the
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Mary Poppins at the head of Exxon the problem would go away.

. L '
Democrats say the crisis is a function of the oil companies

manipulgtions of the economy--that if you could somehow put

20

Obviously, these partisan views both skirt the real issue, but

these irrational appeals play to our sense of injustice and

) i

our desire for easy answers. The impacts are real, not in any

sense imaginary. -
| :

InfSanta Barbara Couﬁ%y, the costs for national petroleum
production come to increased trafficj noise; housing demand;
reduced tourism (and its impacts on the business tourism sus-
tains); the fishing industry; scientific research; and air pol-
lution, much of which is beyond the authority of the state or

county to control.21

But to regard this environmental pollu-
tion as a purely external negative factor would be to ignore
its direct linkage with material advantages most of us enjoy.
Hugh Heico calls this the J"democra'l:izati.on of privilege",
wherebyfthe elites' environmental deterioration becomes the
"common 3ﬁian's" improved st;hdard of living.22

Wifh this in mind, we can better understand why our so-
ciety féils to assign higher values to the finite resources
of our collective goods. It would appear that the best way
to even out the economic equation and finance the use of col-
lective goods would be to tax each user. There are, however,
slmost insurmountable political problems in trying to get the
demand for a public good translated into effective demand;

that is, making the line between consumed good and consumer

clear.,
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The structure of our highly individualistic society
proviées strong incentives for "rational" man to conceal
his d%mands for collective goods in the hope that he can
satisfy them without having to pay for it.?3 What this
means, in terms of carrying out the desire to protect our
natur%l environment, is fhat the public opts to turn the
problém over to government and foregoes self-regulation-
throué& economic controlf And government, as regulator,
faces the difficulty of attempting to solve the problem
of diﬁinishing natural resources without any demands for
behavi%ral change from those who would "have their cake
and eat it, too."

We can see that there are great forces resisting
change in both the public and private sector. Individual,
organizational, and societal obstacles to problem recogni-
tion piay a major role in the eventual outcome of agreement
as to Low issues are deflned; in general, there emerges
an emoalonally pleasing perception which incorporates the
shared%fears, illusions, and cultural biases of the affected
populafion. This subjective definition causes problems of
its own as soon as it is used as a basis for governmental
ﬁolicy; the almost inevitable discrepancies between the public's
expectations for governmental regulation and the actual (or

perceived) outcomes of the government's programs can be illus-

trated by tracing the "issue-attention" cycles of energy and

environmental policy and their implementation within the federal

system.
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« Two Sides of the Same Coins

The Emergence of the Energy/Environmental Issues
¢ _

3
:

Soioften in the course of history, it takes a major
dispste% or crisis for society to overcome -its stubborn re-
sistence to change and eff;;t a significantldeparture from
its idedlogical status guo. In the case of environmental
policy,’buch a crisis situation was reached in the late
19‘0;5. y In one instant, ag intense, well-publicized focusing
event pr%vided'the nation with an undeniable link between the
problem bf finite energy reserves and the finite nature of a
habitablg physical environment.24

The, Santa Barbara oil spill of 1969 dramatically ex-
posed th? dangers of outworn, inappropriate values. Faced
with an‘;rgent national need for increased domestic oil pro-
duction.iincluding 0il located within environmentally sensitive
areas, the federal government is forced to respond to the
public néed for 0il in the absence of economic controls which
would reflect petroleum's inherent value as a finite resource,
and in the absence of the environment's representation within
the cost/benefit index which guides the economic pricing control
system.25 The history of domestic 0il production gives us a

background to this "double-bind" situation as it points out the

seriousness of the nation's need for reliable energy sources,
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Wltb the successful completion of WWII came the redirec-
tion of hewly-developed wartime technology. America returned
to her P?eoccupation with the business of capitalism.

Spawned by heavy government investment, the new lndustrial
eXpansio? created thousnads of new jobs, providing a healthy
consumer; base and economic prosperity. The standard of living

for th $ 11
e average person climbed to new heights, and the growing

) )
mi - it v
ddle-class found that it was at last able to aehieve what

came to b ' .
e known as the American Dream; a private house in

suburbla.with the necessary addition of a private means of
26

transportation--the automobile.
An expanding industry, coupled with the nation's growing
reliance on inefficient, wasteful private transportation
created an almost insatiable demand for energy, especially
petroleum. By 1960, net petroleum imports exceeded domestic
productlen. y Foreign fuel was cheaper than domestic, but the
1ncrea51ngly tenacious pos1t10n of America in world affalrs

during the Cold War years caused federal authorities to con-

sider the tactical advantages of self-sufficiency. This fear

of dependence on "unreliable” foreign oil led to the Eisenhower

administration's decision to firmly define federal jurisdic-
tal shelf with the passage of the

n of the outer continen
£ 1953-28 The federal

ntal Shelf Lands Act o

nat vast gtores of petro
and the OCSLA eliminated

tio

Quter Contine
leum would be

government realized t
securlitys

e national
ne production of oil beyond

needed 10 increa
state interf

m shore.

erence in 5

any possible
” Jr.hree—mile 1imit 10
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The administration's distrust of foreign fuel supplies
was abu;rptly confirmed in 1973, OPEC, an association of ma-
jor middle-eastern oil exﬁorting countries, decided to express
its diépleasure with the United States' support of Israel
by imposing an oil embargo.29 Suddenly deprived of its major
foreigq energy source, the U,S. government embarked on a
study éf alternate strategies to prevent such.a disastrous
politigél/economic caup ffom happening again. |

Wﬂile the government grappled with the technical aspects
of the problem at hand, the public experienced this inter-
nationél incident in a very direct wayr tourturously long
gas 1inés, gas rationing, skyrocketing fuél prices, and the
frustra%ion of the "red flag"--no fuel. Accustomed to cheap,
plentiful gasoline, the people of America were outraged.

The quadrupling of oil prices and the lack of adequate
prepararion for a transitipn to a period of relative energy
scarciﬁy left the U.S. government facing a critical juncture.
On November 27, 1973, President Nixon signed the Emergencf
Petrole;m Allocation Act wﬁich called for governmental regu-
lation %f pricing and gave authority for rationing., It also
established Project Independence, an idea to free the U.S.
from foreign oil by 1980.30 The public, however, was not
supportive of the rationing measures. After liberalizing
the quotas several times to please consumers, and then aban-
doning them altogether, Nixon's program had already distorted

the allocation of resources and made it very difficult for
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" for the nation to adjust to the inevitablepdepletion of o0il,ll

This at%itude insured that the concept of a reserve plan in
case of another fuel shortage would become more and more ap-
pealing, both to the federal government and to the nation's
big o0il producers, who expected large government subsidies
and oth;r forms of financial incentives to comply with the
plan, :

In'January of 1975, President Ford gained Congressional
approval to create a domestic strategic petroleum reserve
(SPR).32 Under the direction of the newly-created Federal
Energy Administration, the SPR was to decrease the nation's
vulnerability to world oil market fluctuations by creating a
standiné surplus of 0il which could temporarily offset an
"embargo" situalion.

Not everyone agreed that this was the answer; the 1976
Carter édministration chose to rely instead on a national

I s i .
campaign almed at energy conservation. A nationwide media

campaigﬁ encuuraged the public to save energy whenever possible,

focusing on the responsibility of the individual for treating
0il as a finite resource.33

Energy, when defined as a finite resource, carries an
intrinsic value unrelated to price. However, this view lost
favor with the public since it implied the need for a broad-
based behavioral change within society itself, something we

Americans often Tind difficult to accept. That many Americang

chose 10 believe that the energy crisis was contrived and



|
"artificial"” exemplifies the strength of the public's

cultural}image of energy as an "inaliable right" rather than
an irrepiaceable commodity. A Gallup poll taken in 1979
showed that only 44% thought the crisis was serious, and 77%
thought the shortage was caused by the 0il companies. As

]
leverage ‘with a suspicious public, Carter pushed for the Wind-

34 with the end of the Carter administration,

fall Pro%its tax.
however,%there came a return to the "free-market" approach
to energy value.

The Reagan administration's stance has been to swing the
pendulumiback by focusing on energy production and supply-side
economicé. The present government rejects the 1976 doctrine
that enc&uraged conservatinn; instead, officials now insist
that "beﬂavioral changes", such as driving iess, lowering the
thermostat, etc., actually increase our vulnerablity by "using
up" the eésy ways to conserve energy during emergencies.35
(Energy's inherent value as a finite resource ceases to be of
any impor&ance in the context of international distrust and
mutual Su%picion.)

At ﬁhe present time, the FEA does not have a specific

goal set as the ultimate size of the SPR. Arguments call

for a minimum of 50 million barrels to the high of 1 billion.>

The high goal is the most desireable, but difficult to achieve,

due to the great financial burden involved in aquiring and
storing the surplus., Congress has looked to the private

business sector as the potential implementor, for if the

12
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private oil companies could accomodate the oil storage them-
selves,;the FEA's burden would be greatly reduced.

In the National Energy Policy Plan, the pieces of Reagan's

energy policy are codified. It spells out the present con-
servative administration's rejection of the government's

role as regulator and intervener; our nation's current policy
stands %s a classic reaffirmation of the historic role of
government as promoter of economic growthe’

To bring about big businesses' cooperation, and insure
proper utilization of government funds, prefferential treat-
ment is given to the major oil firms, whose vast capital re-
sources are needed for the sake of efficiency. The granting
of offshore leases 18 under the jurisdiction of the Depart-
ment of the Interior, whose policies have been criticized for
unfairly favoring the larger firms. The Interior Dept. allows
both joint bidding and joint ownership, which makes it very
difficult for smaller firms to aquire choice sites, as the
larger firms can pool theif resources and outbid them. Congress
courted their favor further by granting favorable subsidies
to support domestic oil's price.38 These encouragements guar-
anteed an enthusiastic response.

The growing centralization and consolidation of oil pro-
duction which has resulted was not regarded as essentially
"bad". In the conservative national mood, it meant that less
government participation was needed in the implementation of

ral policy. Critics of centralization are quick to point

(4]

fed

out that the new energy diversification programs being :-

13
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sponsored by the major oil producers (synfuels, nuclear fusion,
etc.);is another example of how America's giant corporations

stifle competition and assure the preeminence of 0il as our

39

majorSenergy source for the near future.
We are, it seems, suicidally hooked on an "oil binge".
Our hlstoric national drive for economic growth, in league
with dur cultural illusi;ns of abundance, have tinged our
perceﬁtion of progress to the point where we can hardly define
costs from gans. As an economy grows, more time, energy, and
money'must be spent for information and control, highways,
open épace, and the reduction of pollution and other environ-
mentai costs., At this time, all such expenditures are added

to the GNP (Gross National Product) even though they are costs

incurred to restore a level of living, rather than to improve
Lo

[

4

Myopic" best describes our short-term view of serious

it,
econo?ic and social problems; they tend to be defined as mere
"maladjustments" and so stimulate no in-depth questioning of
our ldng-standing value systems. It took a serious crisis to
shocktthe national mood into a higher level of awareness as to
our ultimate responsibilities for the costs of growth.

The "setting for this érama was Santa Barbara, California.
Largely as & response to the federal government's incentives
for increased domestic oil production, several major firms had
established extensive exploration end drilling operations in

48

the shallow waters of the Channel. The local population d'z-
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displayed mixed feelings about this increased industrial
activity, fearing for théir beautiful environment while,
at the same time, desiring the benefits of local economic
growt@.

5uring the 1960's, 0il development met with continued
commuQity resistence. quever, the small local citizen's
groupé opposing oil interests were largely ineffective in
achie%ing any real assurénce of limited production. The
oil induétry displayed a‘general disregard for their fears,
contemptably dismissing them as "products of uninformed and

41

misdirected minds." " On January 28, 1969, they would be
forced to eat their words.

The workers on Union 0il Company's well A-21, on Plat-
form "A", located 5.1 miles from the Santa Barbara coast,
had begun drilling a new well when suddenly, they struck a
pockeé of high-pressure natural gas which boiled to the
surfaée, engulfing the platform in a noxious cloud. Franticly,
in an'iffort to stop the ieak, a "plug" was forced down in-
to thg rupture. However, the ocean floor is riddled with
natur%l fissures, through which the gas then escaped. Bub-
bling‘to the surface uncontrollably now, the gas carried
with it large amounts of o0il: estimates range as high as
70,000 barrels worth.az News of the blowout reached the city
residents later in the day, but the real impact came when the
miles-long oil slick arrived at the shore, coating the beaches
and everything else with a gooey layer of tar and oil,

The damge to the community caused by the "69 blowout

can be assessed in two ways: by the actual physical damage
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aﬁd the perceived damage. In terms of physical damage,
there éas extensive property damage to boats and marine
facilities, beach damage from the coating of tar, and the
loss of hundreds, perhaps thousands, of seabirds and other
marine animals which perished in the oi.l.)"'3 These were im-
portan€ in and of themselves, but the most lasting impact
was left in the minds of the people, both in the affected

i ;

community and in the minds of the national audience who

shared in this experience through the unifying power of the

mass media,

chally, the most obvious result of the emoticnal out-

rage was GOO, or Get 0il Qut!, Inc. GOO was a militant,

community-based -organization dedicated to the complete and
uncompromising removal of all oil development in the Santa
Barbara|Channel.uu Their unconditional attitude harnessed the
public's initial anger and frustration; they certainly made
themselyes felt. 1In the Qords of an oil industry spokesman,
the forﬁation of GOO was "...the worst outcome of the oil
spill."us
On the national level, extensive media coverage of the
disaster carried the emotional message of outrage to the rest
of the country. There, it merged with other elements in the
gtream. of national consciousness, such as the heightened
awareness of the abuses of pesticides which Rachel Carson's
Silent Spring exposed. The prevailing mood of "crisis" made

people feel that the time for change was "now or never,"
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In addition. the impetus for policy change was aided by the
politiéal situation within Congress. The early 1970's was
a time;of great congressional reform. The number of commit-
tees aéd sub-committees increased and the size of congression-
al staffs grew to include new policy analysis experts}f6
Cémmittees and sub-cdmmittees are the focus of power
in policy initiation. The availability of workable policy
altern%tives stemmed from these legislative groups' relatisn-
ships with a slew of new, highly mobilized environmental
intereét groups, such as Friends of the Earth and the Envi-
ronmental Defense Fund. The situation was ripe for prospec=-
tive pélicy "entreprenuers" to advance specialized environ-
mental 'legislation.
Tﬁe convergence of a national awareness of an environ-

mental "problem,

a supportive political "mood," and the
availaéility of policy alternatives made possible the passage
of thezrevolutionary environmental legislation of the 1970's.
These three "streams"; political, problem, and policy, came
togethér under the general understanding that government
could Jdo something" to solve the newly-realized issue of
enviroﬁmental deterioration.

Even within the circles of the "protectionists", there
was disagreement over the implementation of environmental
protection. Some accepted the federal function of regulation
and saw intervention as a way to allocate public resources

and preserve sensitive areas from exploitation. OCthers
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remained suspicious of any large institution as the "protector,"”

Those who believed that the existing political structure was
capable éf balancing environmental protection and economic
productivity were ultimately victorious over skeptics, who
blamed cépitalism for promoting uncontrolled economic growth.u7
The fruit of their labor was the passage of NEPA in 1970.

NEP& was signed into law by President Richard Nixon
on Januagy 1, 1970. 1It symﬂolized a major shift in the way
people believed their government should view the environment;
for the first time, the American citizen's right to a clean
habitat was legally established.

NEPAl set out to protect this right through the formation
of the federal Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The
EPA required that any major federal, state, local, or private

development using federal funds or federallgy-leased lands

(such as the 0CS) which "significantly affected the quality

O

of the human environment" would have to submit an Environ-
mental Impact Statement (EIS) to a designated lead agency.u8
The ﬁIS is, in essence,va piece of policy analysis used
as a foruﬁ for debate. Even though it is intended to provide
a thourough account of all the projected adverse impacts of
a proposed project, one cannot help but notice the glaring
ambiguity of the most crucial terms: "major action", "seri-
ously", "significant"--these determining factors all leave
ample room for differsnces of interpretation, and *he leakage

of discretionary authority allowed by these unclear terms

would later cause great problems for the local agencies



charged with implementing it.

fhe major obstacle confronting the implementation of
envirdnmental protection along the Santa Barbara coastline
involves such ambiguity. Because our political representa-
tives manage conflict, they must practice compromise., 1In
such % setting, it is generally an agreed-upon practice to
overeﬁphasize the importance of issues and program impacts,
as th% plan you ask for will almost never be granted in full,

Geprge Orwell had this to say about "the language of
politios":

!

"Political language is designed to make lies
sound truthful, murder respectable, and g&ge
an appearance of solidity to pure wind."

While his interesting opinion may or may not be valid, polcy
analysis teaches us that the clarity of program goals is

of utmost importance for successful implementation. What
does fﬁis mean in terms of solving the inevitable conflict
through our democratic system?

The environmental prptection laws of the 1670's were
creative and imaginative, it is true, but they also suffered
from inconsistency and incoherence. We have seen how the
cultural attitudes which shape America's preoccupation with
continued economic expansion were able to dictate the defi-
nition of the energy "problem": now, we c€ee the results of
this intrinsic blas as it worke its' way through the conflict
Letween an expansive national energy policy and 2 protective

paticnal environmental progrem,



CHAFTER III
Fower from Above

As a response to the federal government's passage of

NZPA, the California state legislature enacted the California

Enviro&mental Quality Act (CEQA) in 1970. CEQA asserted that
the mai;tenance of the environrent was a matter of state con-
cern.- ' Resembling NEPA in policy, it required that state

and local agencies using federal funds on building projects
which had "significant" impacts to submit an Environmental
Impactwﬁeport (EIR), to the Governor's COffice of Planning.SO

Following CEQA's enactment, the process of developing

n
Hy

worxable guidelines fo

H

policy implementation began. At first,
here was minimal local iaveclvement during this primary for-
mulation period, as most projects fell under federal juris-
diction: From time to time, County administrators would

chip infwith "ad hoc" advice, but there were no real regu-
lations established for the use of outside experts to better

/4
.

inform the decision-makers.-

A landmark Supreme Court decision radically changed the
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local énvironmental review, *¥

T#e Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors knew that
they were ill-prepared to meet this new workload. While
they awaited the arrival of state guidelines, a temporary
moratorium was placed on all development, and the Board
insisf}d that all applicants for building permits first
turn iﬁ an EIR. Unfortunately, no one then employed by the
County%was really ready to deal with the bureaﬁcratic
paperwork involved in the review of an EIR; indeed, there

9

was coésiderable confusion over just what an "adequate" EIR
was, or even who should be responsible for preparing one.g3

Until these questions could be answered, the Supervisors
knew they would be under intense pressure from the developers.
The moratorium was not received well, and the Board had to

N
act quickly to resolve the conflict.Ji

A%tion came in the e§tablishment of the Environmental
Qualit? Advisory Administration (EQAA). Originally intended
as an ;dvisory body to thé Board, in the interest of "exped-
iency“; the Board elected itself to the position. (The sup-
erviso}s became advisors fo themselves!?!) The Board absorbed
the EQAA'S duties of assessing the EIR's and Negative Declar-
ations; which were statements declaring that a project had
no significant effect--an exemption from review.bg

It soon appeared that the Board had bitten off more
than they could chew. The time-saving policy of accepting

developer-preparsed EIR's was roundly criticized by GCC and

"N
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and other environmental groups, who felt that these reports
would ée inherently biased in favor of developemnt and did
not contribute an adequate investigation of the facts. The
large numbers of Negative Declarations which were accepted
during this interim phase was also looked upon as an outcome
of inaéequate time allotments; the Board was simply inundateg
with mére red tape than if could handle and was fudging on
its du‘éies:.;'6

It was clear that the environmental review process needed
a major overhaul, The Boérd agreed to establish a seperate
Office of Environmental Quallty (OEQ) to handle the provisions
of CnQﬂ Albert F. Reynolds, former executive assistant to
the Admlnistrator of San Diego County's Environmental Devel-
opment Agency, was hired as OEQ's coordinator.

qunolds felt that CEQA provisions for full public dis-
closure were sadly lacklng in the o0ld system, and he set out
to nake his office an effective vehicle for the communication

1 t
of ideas between the county government, the general public,

and tﬁé developers. By doing so, much of the frustrating
misinf&rmation and lack of information associated with bureaa-
cratic business could be elimina‘ced.S8 Reynolds felt that
the sheer complexity of his office’'s work required the con-
solidation of 9( procedural control: he wished to reduce <the
o
nunber of actors involved in the decision-making process.J!
neynolds was firmly ageainst the County's acceptance of

develcper-prepared EIRs and advocated the hiring of expert

consultants at the developers' expanse. By making the means

g.D jE;" ;’ i .J' )
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of polic& analysis distantly removed from the objects of
its resechh, Reynolds felt a more informative, objective
Y study w?uld result. The cost of "doing business" should
not be egacted from the public, but from the interested
parties %ishing to gain from developing public resources.,
Prdblems were not long in comming. As Francis Sar-

{

guis, President of GOO pointed out, "anything that modifies
l

a libertine situation will be regarded as an unfair re-

n60 The OEQ found itself under attack from oil

straint.
developers, County employees, and the pro-development
segment Ff the County populgtion. especially the North County.
As he struggled with the ages-o0ld conflict between govern-
mental régulation and free enterprise, Reynolds was perhaps
consbled; he must have been doing his job very well to
have com%-under such criticism. An ineffectual agency would
not haveiaroused such indignation in pro-growth circles, who
were cer%ainly not in favor of having to pay for the costs
of growt?. |
In i977, Supervisors Yager and Wallace proposed that
the OEQ %e remade into an independent department to better
handle the increasingly complex and diverse workload of en-
vironmental review. That same year, the OEQ became the
Department of Environmental Review, with Reynolds as Director.é
The creation of the DER did nothing to allay the Tfears

of the developers, who continue to question the impartiality



!
of protective regulation to the present day. Pro-growth
intere;ts charged that the DER was actually a "no-growth”
agency, as the costs of preparing EIRs are absorbed by the
applica?t and drive up the cost of development. William
Didline, a Santa Maria contractor, exposed the character-
istic'p%o-growth mindset éﬁen he stated that:

 "Al Reynolds' philosophy is that social

and economic factors are not a concern...
3 They look at air pollutian and all that

crap but theyégon't look at the social-
economic,..," -

Apparently, this man could not see the connection between
air pollution and its' inherent cost to society., Is there
no yg;gé, social-economic or otherwise, in clean air?
Because industrial development is seen as more "de-
structive" in general than private land development, the
DER's aftivities in this area were usually more popular
with the general public, It is much easier to internalize
"the enemy" when it happens to be a huge corporate entity.
However? the sheer complexity involved in regulating these
giant c?rporate entities requires a moré&lexible, imaginative
implementation of procedures.
Industrial development to Santa Barbara County means
0il. 0il is this area's most important natural resource,
and it is a commodity much in demand by domestic industry.
While +the EPA in 1971 banned petroleum refining in this area,
D B

petroleum exploration and "processing" are permitted.”” Rlsing

m

to the challenge, the DER became the coordinator of the
lengthy review process for oil production, but its real power

$o-e v X 3 S e
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?o enforce environmentai protection is tied to the perplexing
mix of f;deral, state, and iocal policies dealing with this
sensitiv? subject area.

On a local level, the delegation of jurisdiction assumes
highest importance. In our federal system, jurisdiction is

"granted; from above, so local power is dependent on seizing

: :
and utilizing to the fullest extent any and all grants of

authority.

One of the most important delegations of authority came
with the 1953 OCSIA. State jurisdiction of the ocean was set
from the mean tideline to three miles seaward; from the three-
mile lim%t on, the federal ﬂepartment of the Interior assumed
control. County Jjurisdiction within the state zone is limit-
ed to the narrow stretch of beach between the mean tideline

4

and the limits of the county lines.

In ;972, the United Stétes Congress approved the Coastal
Zone Nanagement Act, which granted federal funding for the
"planniné and implementation of water and land use management
programs to coastal areas," States were explE?itly given the
go-ahead to make independent coastal plans.Lw

California acted quickly to advance this grant of
authority. In the same year, the voters passes Proposition
20y or the California Coastal Zone Censervation Act.uDThis

landmark piece of legiclation stipulated that development

within one thousand yards of the mean tideline had to be
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revieweﬁ by a Coastal Commission. The combined federal-state-
local r%view process was completed. State government could
now det?rmine the fate of its coastline with the implied
backing of the federal system. How successful the local
sector would be with its attempts to preserve environmental
qualityiwould depend upon the kind of support it could count
on i‘rom§ above.,

It:would be much easier for Santa Barbara County to
enforce its chosen anti-industrial stance if only the federal
governmeat were not affected by conflicting goals. Faced
with the dilemma of an urgent national need for increased
domestiL 0il production, ihcluding 0il found in environment-
ally sepsitive areas, the federal government is forced to
"play along" with the existing structure of the review process,
all theiwhile encouraging and reassuring private sector in-
dustry és to its right to develop the nation's much-needed
energy reserves in the namé of public service. This "Catch-22"
situatién led to the reorganization of the DER into a newer
and moré consolidated department, the DRM. How this came

about, and its implications for the future of o0il regulation

in Santa Barbara County, are the subjects for the next chapter,



CHAPTER IV

O A,

Abdication of Authority:
The Consequence of Conflicting Legislation
}

The local agency charged with the implementation of
NEPA poiicy in Santa Barbara County is the Department of
Resourcg Management (DRM).  The difficulty it faces stems
from thé fact that when laws/uses conflict, as in the man-
date to "protect and develop", there is no way to solve the
resultipg conflict through the democratic political system.
Thusly, the control of public resources, the uses of the
ocean and its mineral resources, is being slowly privatized
by the rbehind-the scenes" nature of legal and private ne-
gotiatiéns allowed by the abdication of democratic authority
inherent in conflicting legislation.

Thé DRM is further deflected from its attempte to carry
out thejrepresentation of public interest due to the nature
of protéctive regulatory pblicy itself:t those being regu-
lated ténd to view themselves in an adversarial relationship

j
and either fight the agency, using legal menas, or try to

a
"capture" it through private bargainings.é'

The most illustrative example of this dilemma involves
the ongoing struggle for control between the DRM and Exxon,
Inc., the United States' second-largest corvoration. A more
informative picture of the present controversy emerges with

en examination of motives and mindsets.

AT
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As éxplained in the previous chapter, the control over
the defiéition of the "energy problem" rests largely with
America's business interests and is, at least in principle,
supported by the public. A short-term concern with immedi-
ate goalg has resulted from our mutual preoccupation with
economicgexpansion.

g;;dg certainly possesses adequate resources to back
up its' corporate interests; with over $33 billion in assets
(as of 1975) and showing profits in excess of $2.5 billion
a year, Exxon's financial reserves demonstrate how the ‘bulk
of our nation's industrial and political power is held by
the very few.gg With such a,lérge stake in continued oil pro-
duction, Exxon has arrived at a definition of our energy

problem which best suits its own interests. '

Donalld Cornett, the Environmental Conservation Manager
for gzzggas Western Division; explains the nation's energy
dilemma i; terms of how fast new oil sources can be discov-
ered and éxploited. "That pétroleum is a vital commodity is
not the issue," said Cornett, in a disarmingly convincing
statement which nevertheless skirts the fact that oil won't
last forever. Said Cornett, "The issue is how we get it,
where we get it, and when we get it."éq (This sounds amazingly
close to the Informzl definition of the word "politics"!)

Ser Aresnit A
JCE ORRMPR AT



T WEENET —w

o
“ ]

-\\‘) 2
Becausefimports make up one-third of U.S. consumption, or

about 15 million barrels per day, Cornett stresses the need
to incrése domestic productién, as "sources of imports are
politicélly unstable and unreliable in times of national
emergengies. w0

Egégg's adversarial relationship with the DRM comes out
clearly?in Cornett's attitude towards protective regulation.
He statéd that, in the Santa Barbara Channel, "...we are still
trying to develop fields we found seventeen years ago...but
have beén continually frustrated by federal, state, and local
bureagpratic maneuvering."?k His "how dare they!" attitude
is repf)sentative of private businesses' generéi dislike of
any gov%rnmental interference.

In response to th;s conservative attitude, the Reagan
adminisﬂration promised to ‘get government off the backs of
busines% as well as the states and local communities. But
the fedéral government has withdrawn its power in areas where
its authorlty is genuinely needed. Santa Barbara feels this
particularly in oil pollcy.ji'2 There has been very little ela-
boratioq of long-range environmental goals during the 1980's,
largely 5ecause environmental interests must now fight to
retain the achievements of the previous decade.

The DRN has responded to these pressures by altering
both its tactics and its internal organization. By tracing
the relationship between Exxon and the DRV, we can sec lLow

-he emerging complexity of the envircnmental review process
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combinediwith the nation's growing conservative mood to effect
significént political changes within the agency's bureauﬁ
cratic structure.

The arrival of the eighties saw phe DER facing a greatly
expanded program of oil exp}oration and productian. The
national;mood had shifted perceptibly from its initial state
of alarﬁ:and enthusiasm for_environmental protection and was,
by 1980, suffering from gradual attrition of interest.

Ronald Reagan's rise to the Presidency in 1980 and his appoint-
ment of pro-growth James Watt as Secretary of the Interior

were clepr indicators of where the new administration's
prioritfes stood. - Reagan, the classic Republican, favored

a returq to supply-side market "controls" to growth rather

than gofernment intervention.

Thﬂ response of envirqnmental groups to the new admini-
stratioq ranged from vague alarm to total dismay. But ironic-
1y, Waté's appointment helped to rekindle some of the "lost
spirit"zfor environmental defense: there emerged a direct
correlafion between the administration's stated policy goals
on energy development and the rise in membership of environ-
mental groups, most notably the Sierra Club and the Nature

Conservancy.7LL This "backlash" effect helped to stimulate
awareness of the growing threat to local control over the
fate of the natural habvitat.

In the early "80's, the DER was virtually undcr seige

by a barrage of proposed oll projects. The County

30
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Administration Office conducted a study of other counties’
procedur;s for environmental review and concluded that the
Review division and the Planning division should be merged
into a single department. This proposal gained Board ap-
proval in 1981,79

One’of the main reasonk for this move to streamline and
and inte;rate departmental functions was the State legislature's
imposition of restrictive time limits on the duration of the
local review process. AB 884 set the limit at one year; if
a review is not decided by that time, the proposal is auto-
matically approved.r?6 This constraint did much to stifle
the DER's regulatory powers, since protective regulation must
proceed in an aggressive fashion towards those being regulated.
The existence of a time limit diminishes the brunt of their
power. | |

Thezreofganization of the DER was also an undeniably
politicai maneuver, Becausé policy implementation ultimately
determin%s who receives (or is denied) benefits, bureaucracy
is inheréntly political., Decisions about the organization
of bureagcratic units are simultaneously decisions about
policies and programs.77

Local environmental groups came out against the move 1o

reorganize., The claimed that tle newly consclidated depart-

ment was a threst to the county's high standards of air, water,

-~
)

and land protection.’” They saw the recrganization as a move
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designed ultimately to make it easier for developers to get
through the review process, instead of making it harder.
The remoéal of Al Reynolds from his position of leadership
was anotﬁer evil omen; Reynolds had been made "interim
director" of the new department. but the search was on for
a new 1eader.79

Eventually, the Board settled on four potential candi-
dates: ﬁeynolds, Guzman, Hedburg, and Hetrick. Their final
selection was taken to be a gAge of their comq}ttment to en-
v1ronmental protection, :

Cn {uly 14, 1981, in an unusual split vote, the Board
voted j-é for Dianne Guzman. Kallman, Holmdahl, and Fletcher,
the same three supervisors who approved the creation bf the
DRM, supéorted Guzman over Reynolds. The split vote was un-
usual be'ause such decisions are usuzlly made unanimous so
that the ‘new official has aAstrong mandate of authority.8o
Supervis&r Bill Wallace said the decision was "symptomatic of
a ﬁro-gf&ﬁth, anti-environmént 'tilt'" he felt the Board had

taken siﬁce Holmdahl arrived in 1980.81

Thi§ sentiment found a voice in the local environmental
protection groups and planning organizations, as well as the
écademic community of UC3B., Cn July 22, eleven speakers,
including Prof. lMarc lNcGuinnes, denounced Guzman's appoint-

ment as & "pointless stupidity". !NcGulnnes went so far as

to describe Kzllman, Holmdahl, and Fletcher as a2 "collective
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James Watt."82

o Thése outbursts did little to alter the reality of
Guzman'% legal position as head of the DRM. Guzman set her-
self to' work out the formidable task ahead of her: +to in-
crease the efficiency of the DRM in order to handle the
expecteg onslaught of o0il development proposals which would

1nundate the agency in the next few years.

"Shccess" and "eff1c1ency" can be interpreted in many

ways. To bureaucrats, the two are interchangeable terms. For,

unlike a business venture, there are no quantifiable measures
|

of "profit" to determine performance in a bureaucracy. There

are only approximations of fulfilling stated goals. In the
h "
absence of clear and explicit goals, there can be A% standards

} .
by which to measure "success", and any direction can be inter-

preted gs "successful” if }t proceeds with the least amount
of friclion.

Oné way to reduce friétion is to eliminate "wasteful"
overlapging intra-departmental jurisdictions or functions.
Guzman &esires to remodel the environmental review process in
order to eliminate inefficiency and duplication, theoretically
to give more time back to the decision-making process. Says
Guzman: "We're not doing justice to our responsibilities when
we don't allow much time for decision-making., Now, compiling
an EIR takes up 85 percent of the zlloted time "83

There are also complaints from the applicants. The time-

consunling and "expensive" practice of requiring new EIR's for

33
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each subsequent piece of a project will most likely be phased

"~ out, 84 &n addition, Guzman points out the absence of appeal

provisions for applicants who differ on the "facts" of an
EIR--".L.there is no relief valve," says Guzman.
What Guzman may be overlooking is the fact that her

department has the ultimate responsibility to represent the

, ! -
intrinsic value of our natural environment and to protect it

|

against:unnecessary destruction. To do so, the environment

must be given the benefit of the doubt. Her statements bring

to mind an old adage: "The best way to aveid your responsi-

bilities is to say: 'I've got responsibilities'".

In the quest for orgénizational efficiency, concern over
responsibility to the developers' best interests might be
eclipsing the true uses of bureaucratic "red tape". While
appearipg to be wasteful,&overlapping jurisdictions within
a department serve the crucial function of keeping the organ-
izational lines of communication open. When there is only
one route to the top. in a heirarchical system, the nature
of supefior-subordinate relations stifles the free flow of
information which could point to problems within the system.

Another way Guzman seeks to eliminate friction is to
engage the direct support of superior agencies. On the nat-
ional level, the growth of the "intergovernmental lobby" il-
lustrates this desire to merge conflicting layers of government

. o e FOLE R
in the interests of harmony. 5 The possibilities for a



"vertical integration" of local, state, and federal bureau-
cracy}is embodied by the Joint Review Panel. The Panel
shares lead agency status for development projects among

the téree layers of government. The usual configuration
involves the federal Mineral Management Service or Interior
Department, the state Coastal Commission, and the Energy
Division of the DRM.86 Since federal, state, and local goals
differ} Guzman feels that including them all in a decision
"gives local government a way to play a role in things they
ordinafily'wouldn't"87,Implicit in this benefit is also an

]

implied loss of control, but the risk inherent in a local
agency:going it "on their own" without state or federal back-
ing islthe worst fear: they could be overruled and lose all
control,

Tﬂis is not an unfounded fear: 1local control has been

lost béfore in Santa Barbara County. When Governor Brown felt
, i i

that tﬁe DER was acting in an "unreasonably strict" fashion

by thwérting a permit for the ING Terminal Siding project, he
i

stripped it of its authority and imposed state jurisdiction

over the case.88

!

No matter what the unforseen implications of expressing
local feelings are, these prospects for change within the DRI
are but syptoms of a larger problem.
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agencies .designed to protect various interrrelated aspects

of the physical environmerrt has brought itself to the point

of negating its own purpose for the sake of this elusive
notion of "efficiency”.
While Guzman struggles with the DRM's internal organi-

zation, Exxon is using the tension between the EPA and the

Interiorzbepartment to get a legal foot through the proverbial

crack in;the door.,
0 -

In 1978, the EPA handed Santa Barbara County a mandate
to clean up the air, to come into attainment with federal
quality %tandards by January 1987, The County has failed to
meet the?.lz ppm ozone standard for seven years and stands

to face the imposition of sanctions, ranging from the with-
|

A hblding of federal funds to a motor vehicle inspection plan.s9

The reasop for noncompliance? On the 0CS, the Department of
the Interjior sets the standards for air quality--standards

§
lower th '_what the EPA desires, The Minerals Management

Service has the power to require greater controls offshore,

'
but Exxon: has successfully avoided this so far, appealing to

their funption of protecting the national interest (Strateigic

Petroleum Reserve Plan). And, with most of its heavily-pol-

luting equipment beyond the three-mile limit, Exxon escapes

having to adhere to more stringent local regulations.
But air pollution obviously does not recognize the

three-mile 1limit: it defies legal boundaries and drifts

36
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ashore, fouling the air in a different jurisdiction. In 1984,

. the Co%pty was hlt w1th eight maJor 1ndustr1a1 development

ok

'propos@ls, including Exxon s pland to develop marine tanker

termlnal facilities at Las'Flores, 0il and gas refineries at

Gaviota, doubling the number of platforms, and expanding the

~use of their strateigically-located Offshore Processing and

Treatment plant (0S&T), wﬁich produces the bulk of Exxon's
pollutlon and sits safely just within the federal three-mlle
llmlt.go

TQ% costs to the CouAty could be staggering, yet the
federal government refuses to share the revenues of oil
develoﬁhent in any meaningful manner. The County decided
to atteﬁpt to force the oil industry to offset these costs

; I
by paying for permit processing, impact reports, and the

other (@6ts incurred in accomodating oil growth.91
A Jittedly, the locaﬁ public was not about to lose the
benefi@? of increased industrial activity: when it comes to
jobs anh.profits, energy eonservation and the environment
take a back seat unless the appropriate pricing policies are

in place.92 In 1985, over 150 Santa Maria developers met for

an oil Vendors' seminar, and more had to be turned away. They

came to cet "expert advice" on how to make money off the expected

wave of oil production.93 Truly, one men's poison is another
man's bread and butter,
Predictably, the North County supervisors came up with

plans to "control" oil growth by taxing it. Folmdahl said
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each neM platform could generate up to $10 million a year for
the busﬁness community, while property taxes on the new rigs
would yblld $200 million between 1986 and 1991'9b These funds,
Holmdah& explained, could be spent on "road repairs." (How
fitting})
Th;se proposals miss the points air pollution, once
.created° cannot be "bought back". The only solution appeared
to Dbe to get Exxon to move its operations within County Jjur-
isdiction so that it could be monitored under local control,
Exxon balked, realizing that the County would have to apply
stricter standards in order to come to attainment with the
EPA. % ;
WhénAExxon's EIRs were submitted to the DRM, a long battle
began for local control. At stake were Exxon's threat to
take itd business offshore, beyond County control; the future
of our air quality: the Boérd's'credibility; and conflicting
demands of the federal government, all against a background
of "higﬁ finance."95
Egzhn's strategy was simple: to take the debate out of
the democratic system and intc the legal arena, where it had
the upper hend in terms of money and expertise. By triggering
icng, costly legal battles with the DRM, lots of precious
County time and cnergy could be rechanneled where it did the

7 oy e f A

least damage to 0ll interests

3
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Their stand wae taken on +the principle of “observance of
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the law"j the issue was who would control those polluting
1
industrial emissions on the OCS. The law says the Minerals

Manageﬁ%nt Service controls it. Onshore, the Air Pollution
Control: District (APCD) handles it. The APCD desired to be
the controlling agency, as the 0CS pollution easily becomes
County bollutlon.96

Deb Vrat, assistant Dlrector of the DRM, puts the problep

in termL of quantifiable ev1dence:
'

"The question 1s, how do you quantify the
obvious? - Models are being developed, but
they re not adequate to stand up in court,

What's 51gn1f1cant'° The federal govern-

' ment doesn't B;lleve (the pollution) is
y bad enough,"

The buréen of proof, instegd of resting on the oil industry,
rests o¢ the environment's protectors. Vrat says if the
County éan prove Ixxon is caucing impacts, then "they will
be happy to mitigate them , but not tefore."98 In his own
words, "...they're not out:to give away the candy store."
So;the struggle to protect the public's collective goods
is moveé into the legal arena, What does this mean in terms
of public representation in the decision-making process?
It appears that the people may have a voice in the internal
worlkin ngs of bureaucracy, but not in the bureaucracy's actual

functions, for our power there has been bargained away im the

private sec

Loy,

rf

In 1926, the County of Santa Barbare came to a2 tentative

setvtlement with Zxxon over its proposed develcpreht plan; the
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final previsions were hammered out close to the last hour of
the last‘day left of the DRM's one-year time limit. In the
agreement, Exxon agreed to scrap the O0S&T facility and elim-
inate two platforms from its plans. They also said they
would "voluntarily" limit the emission of NO's to 900-1400
tons perjyear, down from 2500 tons, "depending on the suc-
cess of gome experimental measures." 99 By getting rid of
the 0S&T, Exxon can meet a "net air quality benefit" re-
quired by the APCD for its onshore projects, even though

the ‘Beer i offshore! It seems strange that the 0S&T can

be used to gain benefits as an onshore influence, while it
can't beidefined as an onshqre influence for the County's
best interests! -

Due’to Exxon's threat to stop the negotiations and
expand their 0S&T without County approval, the Board backed
down froﬁ insisting that Exxon meet the APCD's conditions,
replacing them with language which will make it relatively
easy to avoid complying with any controls. Now, the County
can only.impose further "reasonable and feaseable" condi-
tions--scary terms in the courtroom, open to far-flung inter-

pretation.loo

Put simply, Santa Barbara County and the DRN. gave up

thelr control, their legal responsibility to regulate, in

order tc sncourage Exxon onshore. John Buttney, 31ill Wallace's
cid, s2id there was "a strong fecling that 1t was betier to
Vaue A S A w101

have thew onshore at any coste..




Joan Wells, of the County Planning Commission, feels
the DR&'S planning staff is bypassing the public hearing
process by "making policy directly with special interest
groups.'"lo2 And when the public is not involved, as in these
private negotiations, the bureaucracy must deal exclusively
with visted interests. ,

Rqbert Knecht deplored the settlement. Said Knecht,
"esto éarry these agreements all the way to a signed settle-
ment without public scrutiny was a major blow® to the demo-

103n

cratic process. No one seriously believes the court system

L

is the place to address these complex issues."”

Interestingly, the bureaucrats admire Exxon's straight-
forwardness, Although other oil companiés have agreed in
princiéle to stricter controls, such as Chevron, Dev Vrat
compares their promises to a "blank check...let's see us
try to;coléect on it." Chevron has not foreclosed_it's

M_th

plans gor the future to tée DR Exxon, by contrast, -

put all their cards on the table and fought for their side
in thefopenz Dianne Guzman admits to a profound respect for
her main adversary, Don Cornett, even though they fought
"tooth;and nail."105

Tﬁe possible outcomes of stronger County stance could

orever; it will probally never be known if the

48]

Hh

be debated

famous, drezded "offshore threzat" would have been carried

:
11 - =
ity may

Y -~ ~ -~ A A e o s+
out., ZIut the consequences of abdicating vested authro

|

be very serious indeed.
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In respénse to this subtleiloss of authority, a small group

of envi%onmentally-minded activists, headed by Concerned
About Oil (ca0), began what was to become "the fight for

local céntrol...1985". Thg people could, if they so chose,
withdraw the ‘power they haé invested in thie elected officials

and ins%ead set into law more restrictive oil policies.

——
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: CHAPTER V
v
: Free to Chooseg

Our national environemtal policy process is, in short,
so fraémented and uncoordinated that it is relatively for
Powerféi, well-organized ﬁusiness interests to influence
the various levels of bureaucracy. This was the central

fear, the main drive behind both NMeasure A.

4
The, environmentalié¢s behind Measure A were not so much

oppose£ to the projected increase in 0il production as they
were to the results of an unplanned and unconsolidated pro-
ductioﬁ.increase. If Exxon and the other oil interests had
their orn way and built their own seperate facilities, the

appearahce of the coastline was in for a drastic change.
' :

Thelmost frightening feature of Exxon's plans was their
z .

" reliance on marine tanker transport. If théir proposals went

|
through) Santa Barbarahs could expect an average of one tank-
er loading on the south coast per day, with each tanker carry-

ing up to 350,000 barrels of oil. (The "69 oil spill involved
)106

only abbut one-tenth that amount. Despite technological

advances, the question of another oill spill isn't an if

-
e

x|

1. The propesed £00% increase in industrial desve

e
107

y
a wne

=

on the ocean can only drastically iacreeze the odds.
The oppositlon was quick to rise to the challenge. Sparked

by visions of a smoggy, industrialized coastline, and incensed

43
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by the gévernment's apparent lack of consideration for the
fate of ; unique environment, the forces making up Concerned
About Oii were prepared to remodel the entire system of local
environm?ntal review. Their methods reflected a basic, deep-
seated animosity towards the high level of discretionary

authority held and abused by the Supervisars.
bl ;

The $ituation did not look good. The battle for the en-

!
[e2

vironment on the federal level was, for various reasons, loosing

its once-powerful edge; the.vague intentions of the 1970's
acts were pliable enough to warrant an unplanned development
of Santa;Barbara County. The new Republican administration
under RoAald Reagan desiredfto return the control of the

nation's collective resources back to America's private inter-

ests, Oil was needed foﬂthe zood of the nation; whatever
losses Santa Barbara would sustain were less significant than
the "gooé" achieved for the entire country.108

Aloné with GO0, CAOQ embérked on a scheme to alter the
vague, aébiguous nature of the County's established devel-

opmental:guidelines as embodied in the General Plan. Not a

binding document, the Plan was drawn up in the early "70's
in reSPOﬁse to concerns about haphazard, uncoordinated growth,
I'owever, the Supervisors are not required in any way to follow

its reccomendations. A high degree of discreticnary author-

n
npar 1 UC}
LNy

itie

ity remains even under the inTlusncs of the

LR, (R i = e a o BN s smea R = Ao B L -
Gal almed to remove come of the publice' power from 1ts

5

investiture with the Supsrvisors and place it instezd within

a codified body of law., A public initiative--leasure A--WAS
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to be ﬁhe vehicle for this transformation,
Megsure A gained a place on the November "85 ballot after
obtainigg the required number of signatures. If voted in,
it would have codified many of the General Plan's provisions
for controlled growth, eliminating the Supervisor's discre-
tion ongsome points, and circumventing the traditional review
procesé; The "Oil Initiative" required that:
1, The new onshore processing facilities be limited
to two (2) consolidated facilities, one on the
South coast and one on the North.

2. 0il and gas be tran%ported by pipeline.

3+ Only one marine terminal be aldowed to remain

= for emergency use onky.

s B f
b, Air quality standards be strengthened for on-
shore processing facilities.
5. Environmentally sensitive areas be protected
from any disturbance.110

V"In shobt, " said pro-initiative Supervisor Bill Wallace, "the
{

initiat?ve will force the County to live up to its own stan-
Eards."?il

Meaéure A's failure stems from the tendency towards
inertia'within our political system. Bureaucrats tend to like

what they can control, and they tend to opposé what they view

112

as intrusive, limiting feedback. John Davies, the organizer

that the

o
n
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shoulder-to—shoulder with the oil companies on anything, then

1 :
it shows there were real problems with the initiative."“3

Dianne Guzman expressed her own personal feélings and included
an in%ight as to how Neasure A may have been defeated even
before the polls:

"They (CAO) alienated the staff of the Energy Di-
; vision, and I know they alienated me. It was
{ the worst kind of criticism...it 1mp11ed that
we were ilnept. The contacts in the communlty
we had...had much to do with Measure A's repu-
tation and status..."114

s besme

e N

Dev %ﬂat added that the fact that "somecne could write an
IN1tl%tlve and undermine all our work" upset everyone in
The Dg'.115

Mégsure A was a highly technical and sophisticated doc-
umenth? It had to be in order to insure against any legal
discré%ancies, which Exxon's lawyers were very good at find-
ing., GCuzman, however, said trat ite very sophistication
made i unappealing to the bureaucracy. "It was too com-
pllCa >d...we were going ;o have to implement it if it passed.”
This is understandable from a bureaucratic standpoint: set

H

precedent and incrementalism are the usual-means of policy

progress.116

On: election day, Neasure A was beaten decisively. It

wasn't even close...62 percent opposed it.ll/ As an 0il Issue

£

In the course of
my work, I could gee how the traditional poliiical ideologies

;ad manifested themselves in the issue at hand-- lleasure i's
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questioning of who should make the decisions as opposed to
the ugderlying reality of where the powers of enforcement
actua%ly lie. It is my belief that the conservative forces
resisting change had a better understanding of the policy
process 1tself, while the liberal forces promoting change
had a ?ore idealistic conception of the channels of power.
Iﬁ Measure A had passed, the burden of enforcement
would have rested with the federal system. Power would have
to come from above. Consequently, when the conflicting
federal interests of environmental protection vs. national
securi%y must be compromised, the "higher" goal will prevail,
And, as society is basicaly supportive of the growth of
busine;s as an end in itself, our cultural values and per-
scnal desires will prevent any wholesale redefinition of
our "h[gher" goals, |

’ |
The question is, what happens now? Some 0il companies

appear?to be more concern%d about good public relations.
| f
There is an effort underway to convince a distrustful public

that there really is a personal side to multi-billion dollar
conglomerations; certain television ads, like the Chevron
"People do care" spots, aim to prove that "..there's a human
heart beating inside the industrialist's rapacious ches?,
zlong with a conscience, if not some rudimentary soul.” 1€

+ are Yeal

In the end, it must be remembered that there really Is
very little the County can do to enforce siricter eaviron-

mental cedes without sending the oil industry *o beat on the
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doors of a sympathetic federal agency, crying "Unfairl”

The environmental review process in Santa Barbara County
has evolved out of a long and difficult struggle with this
problem, and in the face of our society's inability to come
to terms with the realities of finite resources, I believe
our system has done a respectable job of integrating our
culture's contradictory desires.

We need to begin harmonizing these conflicting interests
and goals IN CONGRESS. If we could forget the rhetoric on
either gide, if we could ignore for awhile whether problems
or solutions are labeled "Republican" or "Democrat", per-
haps we could work out a viable compromise. Our addiction
to petroleum is blinding us to its dangers, while our national
faith 1In technology deafens our ears to pleas for restraint.
No one can predict whether technology will appear to save
us from eventual resource depletion: the rational approach
is a conservative one. B

‘Douglas Dowd puts the situation in a nutshell:

"Besides warfare, one cannot imagine a more
effective system for destroying life than that within
which we now function...it grows from the same social
mattix as the destruction of the environment; the dif-
ference is that destruction by war is deliberate
whereas that commin from our economic system is a
'by-product'. The social attitudes guiding each is
the sane--growth for growth's sake,"119

Y e : L, N T T T R TP PR . B T [ e
while oil develeopment iz only one of the factors likely to
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abundance" with a clear understanding of their claims to power.
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APPENDIX A ()

PRESENT AND FUTURE ROLE OF OFFSHORE DEVELOPMENT TO THE PETROLEUM INDUSTRY
) BY: D.E. CORNETT
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THANK YOU. [ APPRECIATE THE INVITATION TO COME AND DISCUSS A TOPIC AS IMPORTANT AS THE ROLE OF
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THAT PETROLEUM ]S A VITAL COMMODITY TO OUR SOCIETY IS NOT THE ISSUE!

0 AFTER ALL. OIL WILL BE OUR MAIN SOURCE OF €NERGY UNTIL WELL PAST THE YEAR 2000,

0 OVER ONE THIRD OF THE U.S. ECONOMY 1S BASED ON OIL AHD GAS AND THEIR BY-PRODUCTS.

0 ALTHOUGH CAL1FORNIA IS A MAJOR OIL PRODUCING STATE., IT IS A NET IMPORTER, GETTING

ONE-THIRD OF ITS DIL FROM ALASKA AND ABOUT 6% FROM OVERSEAS. &
4] IN FACT. CALIFORNIANS USE MORE GASOLINE PER PERSON THAN ANY OTHER PEOPLE IN THE WORLD. ONE

QUT OF EVERY NINE GALLONS OF GASCLINE CONSUMED IN THE U.S. IS BURNED IN CALIFORNIA.

£1.8 M B/D CA. CONSUMPTION]
[ .6 ALASKA] _
" [ .1 FOREIGN IMPORTS]
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0 WELL., WHERE IS THE OIL?
- IMPORTS ARE PRIMARILY FROM THE MIDDLE EAST WITH SOME FROM INDONESEA, MEXICO AND THE
NORTH SEA.
- DOMESTIC OQIL COMES MORE AND MORE FROM THE OCEAN.
) THE GULF OF MEXICO 1S THE BIG PRODUCER.
) PRUDHOE BAY IN ALASKA IS A BIG ONSHORE PRODUCER FOR THE CALIFORNIA MARKET: HOW-
EVER, THAT FIELD IS BEGINNING TO DECLINE.
- BUT OFFSHORE CALIFORNIA 1S WHERE THE EXPERTS CURRENTLY PREDICT THE HIGHEST

LIKELIHOOD OF SUCCESS IN FIRNRDING NEW FIELDS.

0 S0. WHAT WE ARE REALLY DISCUSSING Is WHEN SHOULD THE CALIFORNIA OFFSHORE OIL BE EXPiORED

OrR Dpe Ucen?
WHEN I BEGAN WOGRK FOR EXXON 22 YEARS AGO, THE U.S. HAD ENOUGH OIt TO RUN THE WHOLE

COUNTRY FOR 12-15 YEARS. TODAY THE NUMBER IS ABOUT 10 YEARS. WE HAVE NOT SUCCEEDED

IN FINDING ENOUGH OIL TO REPLACE WHAT WE HAVE USED.

ANOTHER WAY 7O LOOK AT THIS IS THAT WE HAVE YEV TO FIND MOST OF THE OIL WE WILL BE

USING IN THE YEAR 2000!

IN THE SANTA BARBARA CHANNEL WE ARE STILL TRYING TO DEVELOP FIELDS WE FOUND 17 YEARS
AGO. WE HAVE BEEN CONTINUALLY FRUSTRATED BY FEDERAL., STATE AND LOCAL POLITICAL AND

BUREAUCRATIC MANEUVERING.
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THE ISSUE IS HOW WE GET THE OIL, WHERE WE GET 1T AND WHEN WE GET IT.

0 WE GET IT IN TWO WAYS:
- IMPORTS
= DOMESTIC PRODUCTION
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0 rlmuwcmqm MAKE UP ONE-THIRD OF U.S. CONSUMPTION WHICH 1S APPROXIMATELY 15 MBD,

- AT PRESENT., FREE WORLD OIL AVAILABLE FOR IMPORTING IS PLENTIFUL BUT RESERVES ARE

DWINDLING., ("GLUT™ 1S TEMPORARY.)
- SOURCES OF IMPORTS ARE POLITICALLY UNSTABLE AND PROBABLY UNRELIABLE 1IN TIMES OF

HATIONAL EMERGENCIES.
- 14 THE PAST DECADE, IMPORTS COST U.S. 1 TRILLION DOLLARS.
- 1 AST YEAR WE SPENT ABOUT 1 BILLION/WEEK FOR IMPORTS.
DOMESTIC PRODUCTION COMES ABOUT FROM A HEALTHY OIL EXPLORATION INDUSTRY AND A CONTINUAL.

VIGOROUS SEARCH FOR OIL.

THIS MEANS DRILLING.
NOT DRILLING JUST ANYWHERE — BUT WHERE GEOLOGISTS PREDICT THERE IS oIL!
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AT THIS RATE OF DEVELOPMENT, [T IS, OBVIOUS THAT WE NEED TO FIND THE OIL FOR THE YEAR 2000 As

4

SOON AS wE POSSIBLY CAR.

A VERY SMALL PERCENTAGE OF THE 0CS HMAS BEEN EXPLORED. SEVERAL BILLION BARRELS OF 0IL AND
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TRILLIONS OF CUBIC FEET OF GAS ARE ESTIMATED TO AWAIT DISCOVERY Omﬂ:anMmomzub.

IT IS IN EVERYONE'S INTEREST THAT WE GO ABOUT FINDING THOSE FIELDS AS FAST AS WE n»zx
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The Oil Initiative
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facilities in the County, one on the South Coast
and one in North County

*Require that o0il and gas be transported out of
the County by pipeline

*Provide for use of one consciidated marine terminal,
with other terminals being phased out and removed

*Strengthen air quality controls for onshore
o ¢ .- facilities servicing.oil-and gas development:

*Protect environmentally sensitive areas
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WHAT THE INITIATIVE WILL DO

'*Limit new onshore pProcessing to two consolidated -

(805) 963-1596
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