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I. Introduction


Republicans claim that oil drilling in the United States is an economic must and would not have detrimental environmental effects.
 Democrats claim that offshore drilling will cause an environmental impact 
 that is more detrimental then the economic impacts as the effects of offshore drilling will not be beneficial for five to ten years and only lower gas prices by a few cents.
 Presidential Candidate Barack Obama is quoted as saying “It's not going to provide short-term relief or medium-term relief or in fact long-term relief. It won't drop prices in this administration or in the next administration or in the administration after that,” although he has now agreed to drop the drilling ban in order to have short term help.
 Also within the issues of oil drilling is the debate of whether to open up drilling in Alaska’s Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.
 With these misrepresentations present within the news on a daily occurrence it is important to determine the actual effects of offshore drilling rather than relying on politicians and the news. This paper will explain the process of oil drilling and analyze each of the positive and the negative environmental aspects of such drilling. 


This paper has seven sections. Section I is the Introduction. Section II deals with the process of offshore drilling which is much the same as the process for land drilling. This is relevant to the analysis of the paper to understand the affects of drilling in general. The III section deals with the drilling statutes and case law that is relevant in the United States, in order to understand how these statutes and the case law affect the drilling process. Section IV deals with the benefits and the effects of offshore drilling analyzing weather offshore drilling should be done. Section V discusses the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge, how some are advocating allowing offshore drilling in the national park as well as how these advocates plan to do this. Section VI discusses the impacts and benefits of drilling in the Arctic National Wildlife Reserve. Section VII is the conclusion.  The determination of this paper is that each and every operation that will have an effect on the environment needs to have the pro’s and con’s carefully weighed in order to determine if the actual operation will help society more than it will harm the environment. 

II. Process of Offshore Oil Drilling
 
In order to find offshore oil a drilling expert must first identifying a trap.
 Potential traps are identified by analyzing seismic survey data but whether they contain oil or gas won't be known until a drill bit penetrates the structure.
 There are two types of traps: anticlinal and fault.
 The oilfield glossary basically describes an anticlinal trap as a type of structural hydrocarbon trap whose closure is controlled by the presence of an anticline.
 The trap has an arch-shaped fold in rock in which rock layers are upwardly convex.
 The oldest rock layers form the core of the fold, and outward from the core progressively younger rocks occur. Anticlines form many excellent hydrocarbon traps, particularly in folds with reservoir-quality rocks in their core and impermeable seals in the outer layers of the fold.
A syncline is the opposite type of fold, having downwardly convex layers with young rocks in the core.
 While the same site describes a fault trap as a type of structural hydrocarbon trap in which closure is controlled by the presence of at least one fault surface.
 Stratigraphic traps form where changes in rock type can retain hydrocarbons.

After a trap is found then a test drill is done by directing the drill bit to a precise location requires sophisticated computer technology.
 A navigation device installed above the drill bit feeds back information which enables the exact position of the well to be measured and monitored.
 A steer able motor within the drill pipe can be remotely controlled to adjust the direction of the drill.
 Once oil is found then a permanent area for drilling is used. 

Permanent offshore drilling is done by an offshore production platform that is referred to as a “rig”.
 There are generally four types: submersible, jackup, drill ship and semi submersible.
 Submersible rigs are rarely used and can be floated to shallow water locations then ballasted to sit on the seabed.
 Jackups rigs are usually towed to a location.
 Their legs are then lowered to the seabed and the hull is jacked-up clear of the sea surface.
 Drill Ships look like ordinary ships but have a derrick on top which drills through a hole in the hull.
 Drill ships are either anchored or positioned with computer-controlled propellers along the hull which continually correct the ships drift these are used to drill wells in deep waters.
 Finally is the Semi submersible which is a mobile structure with its own locomotion.
 Their superstructures are supported by columns sitting on hulls or pontoons which are ballasted below the water surface and provide excellent stability in rough, deep seas.
 The contractors then start the actual drilling of oil from the platform (the industry calls this “spudding”).
 Diamond Offshore drilling explains the process: 

A conduit made from lengths of steel pipe permits drilling fluids to move between the rig—at the water’s surface—and the sea floor. This conduit is called a “riser.” The riser is fitted with ball-and-slip joints that permit the long string of riser pipe to move up and down and bend slightly with the wave-induced movement of the rig. The well is drilled using a length of slender steel pipes and other tools that, connected, comprise a “drill string.” At the bottom of the string of pipes is a hole-boring device called a “drill bit.” Heavy sections of pipe, called “drill collars,” add weight and stability to the drill bit. Each ordinary pipe in the string is about 30 feet long and weighs about 600 pounds; drill collars can weigh 4,000 Pounds or more per 30-foot length. As drilling proceeds, and the well gets deeper, the drilling crew adds new sections of drill pipe to the ever-lengthening drill string. Hydraulic devices keep constant tension on the drill string to prevent the motion of the rig and riser from being transmitted to the drill bit. The drill string is lowered through the riser to the sea floor, passing through a system of safety valves called a “blowout preventer” (BOP, pronounced “B.O.P.”). This stack of multiple safety valves is designed to contain any natural pressures that the drillers might encounter beneath the Earth’s surface. Its purpose is to prevent a possible “blowout”—an uncontrolled eruption of oil, gas or wellbore fluids due to excessive natural pressure.

The process causes much of the pollution that leads to the controversies of oil drilling. The process is important to understand if anyone is going to understand the controversies for drilling of oil. Also important to note here is that drilling on land is very similar except the contractors do not need a floating platform. What sort of environmental affects can drilling have? 

In order to demonstrate the damage and benefits of offshore drilling this analysis  focus on Louisiana and its struggle to deal with offshore drilling and the environmental impacts and benefits. Louisiana is also an important starting point because the state is a coast of the Gulf of Mexico where offshore drilling has been consistent since the 1930’s.

III. Drilling Statutes and Case Law


Legislation on from drilling has become prevalent because of oil spills and other environmental effects. From 1933 to 1969, offshore drilling in the Gulf of Mexico, Atlantic Ocean, and Pacific Ocean increased steadily.
 This continued until January of 1969, when there was a large oil spill in the Santa Barbara Channel which caused a changed the dynamics of OCS mineral activities.
 Apparently the spill was a result of inadequate information about the sea floor and geologic conditions in the areas.
 Lease sales in the Pacific were postponed for five years, as were those in the Atlantic and Alaska at which time, the Gulf of Mexico became the only active offshore drilling area.
 The United States government has put many restrictions on offshore drilling. One of the most important restrictions is the Costal Zone Management Act (CZMA) of 1972.
 

The CZMA was passed to “"preserve, protect, develop, and where possible, to restore or enhance, the resources of the Nation's coastal zone for this and succeeding generations.”
 The federal consistency provisions of the CZMA give states the power to ensure that federally conducted or approved activities, including Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) activities, comply with the states' federally approved coastal management program.
 CZMA authorized the Secretary of the Interior to lease the area for oil and gas drilling through competitive bidding.
 The CZMA has been used in conjunction with states in order to protect sensitive ecological areas. Louisiana is one such state. 

In 1978 the state of Louisiana passed such a similar state law called the State and Local Coastal Resources Management Act (SLCRMA) which was in an effort to “"protect, develop, and, where feasible, restore or enhance the resources of the state's coastal zone."
 Louisiana passed this statute because the state was having a hard time coping with the loss of wetlands on the coasts.
 The one main difference in these statutes is the use of the phrase “directly affecting”
 (used in the SLCRMA) and “affects” (as used in the CMZA).
 Originally the CZMA had used the phrase “directly affecting”. The legislative history shows that this change was implemented to expand the activities covered by the federal consistency provisions and was drafted to overrule Secretary of the Interior v. California.
 The provisions now generally cover leases of federal continental shelf tracts and superjacent waters.

Secretary of the Interior v. California dealt with the department of Interiors sale of oil and gas leases on the outer continental shelf off of California.
  Basically the court needed to determine whether the lease of oil and gas was “directly effecting” the coastal zone under § 307(c) (1) of the Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA).
 Section 307 (c) (1) states: “[e]ach Federal agency conducting or supporting activities directly affecting the coastal zone shall conduct or support those activities in a manner which is, to the maximum extent practicable, consistent with approved state management programs.”
 The court determined “that the Secretary of the Interior's sale of outer continental shelf oil and gas leases is not an activity “directly affecting” the coastal zone within the meaning of the statute.”
 After this case legislation changed the directly affecting to a more general term “affecting” as this would be easier to prove than directly affecting. Louisiana retained the term “directly affecting” an in using this has found that it is difficult to prove that any environmental affects have injured the environment.  What are the affects of offshore drilling? 

IV. Benefits and Environmental Affects of Offshore Drilling


The four major environmental concerns for offshore drilling are: emissions of air and water pollutants, noise and disturbance of wildlife, the extensive development of the area and finally oil spills.
 The routine operations of drilling muds, hydrocarbons, and nitrous oxide; dredging; oil spills; pipeline and structure emplacement, all of which cause inescapable adverse impacts.
 

The first is the emissions of air and water pollutants such as nitrous oxide and hydrocarbons.
 Also the drilling process used drilling fluid, which is pumped down the drill pipe and into the hole at high velocity through nozzles in the drill bit.
 The fluid is usually a mixture of water, clay, a weighting material (usually barite), and various chemicals.
 The drilling fluid serves several purposes, first it raises the drill cutting to the surface for disposal; then provides the "weight" to keep the underground pressures in check; it keeps the hold stable by caking the wall with a thin layer of clay; and it cleans and cools the bit.
 The fluid is recycled through a circulation system where equipment mounted on the drilling rig separates out the drill cuttings and allows the clean fluid to be pumped back down the hole.
 With few exceptions, Australian wells since 1985 have been drilled using water-based drilling fluids, not oil-based.
 However, The Independent Scientific Research Committee (ISRC) concluded that "drilling waste discharges have generally been shown to have only minor effects on water quality and pelagic ecosystems".
 Evidence collected by the ISRC suggests that acute toxic effects of drilling fluids on marine organisms are only found at very high concentrations.
 "Toxic effects on the biota in the water column from such concentrations would only be present within a few tens of meters from the point of discharge and only for short times after discharge".
 As the plume of drilling fluid and cuttings falls to the seabed, it disperses, with 90 percent of it settling within 100 meters of the platform.
 Soluble waste concentrations will have fallen by a factor of 10,000 within 100 meters and suspended sediment concentrations by a factor of at least 50,000.
 Another important aspect is that offshore drilling creates noise and disturbances from seismic surveys, aircraft, and vessels, which lower water quality, and adversely affect marine, coastal and terrestrial mammals and birds, seafloor habitats, wetland and estuarine habitats, and the coastal wetlands themselves.
 Also offshore oil and gas exploration and production require extensive development of onshore infrastructure support facilities including ports, refineries, pipelines, navigation canals, transportation facilities, living accommodations for the offshore workforce and a myriad of other activities that directly and indirectly adversely affect Louisiana's coastal ecosystems.

Oil Spills are the biggest reason for not wanting to drill off shore. Particular areas of environmental concern in the Gulf of Mexico region should an oil spill occur, such as: impacts on the endangered sperm whale, the West Indian manatee, various types of turtles, marine and coastal birds, and wetlands.
 If "a large oil spill were to occur in shallow water and reaches of the coastal wetlands in any of the Gulf of Mexico planning areas, there is a reasonable possibility these resources may not fully recover even if remedial action is taken."
  

The benefits of offshore drilling are to reduce the United State’s reliance on imported oil 
 and by doing this reduce terrorism.
 If the United States opens up offshore drilling so that more domestic oil will be available then it will reduce our dependence on foreign oil.
 Also if the oil companies do not have to import the oil it will make the cost of crude oil dramatically cheaper.
 As the United States receives much of the foreign oil from countries that are linked to terrorism, like Iraq, the United States if they produced oil here would reduce the opportunity for terrorists to attack the United States.

Critics of drilling in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge (ANWR) claim that drilling should continue in the Gulf of Mexico because the operating costs for these oil companies are much lower and because less additional environmental degradation that would occur as opposed to starting anew in ANWR.
 The operating costs are lower because these areas are closer and already developed. 

V. Arctic National Wildlife Refuge and Drilling


The Arctic National Wildlife Refuge (ANWR) is located on the northern slope of Alaska. ANWR was established by a Public Land Order in 1960 and was originally named the Arctic National Wildlife Range.
 Public Land Order 2214 states that the land reserve is: 

For the purpose of preserving unique wildlife, wilderness and recreational values, all of the hereinafter described area in northeastern Alaska, containing approximately 8,900,000 acres is hereby, subject to valid existing withdrawals, withdrawn from all forms of appropriation under the public land laws, including the mining but not the mineral leasing laws, nor disposals of materials under the Act of July 31, 1947 (61 Stat. 681; 30 U.S.C. 601-604), as amended, and reserved for use of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service as the Arctic National Wildlife Range,

ANWR was then expanded by the Alaskan National Interest Land Conservation Act in 1980.
 

The Alaskan National Interest Land Conservation Act (ANILCA) or Public Law 96-487
 also added four purposes:

(i) to conserve fish and wildlife populations and habitats in their natural diversity including, but not limited to, the Porcupine caribou herd (including participation in coordinated ecological studies and management of this herd and the Western Arctic caribou herd), polar bears, grizzly bears, muskox, Dall sheep, wolves, wolverines, snow geese, peregrine falcons and other migratory birds and Arctic char [note that those residing in Alaska's North Slope rivers and lagoons are now classified as Dolly Varden] and grayling; 

(ii) to fulfill the international fish and wildlife treaty obligations of the United States; 

(iii) to provide the opportunity for continued subsistence uses by local residents; and 

(iv) to ensure water quality and necessary water quantity within the refuge.

ANILCA also authorized the original area or the refuge portion to be used for exploration.
 This area is not referred to as the “1002 Area” and encompasses 1.5 million acres.

Section 1002 of ANILCA addressed the portion of the original Range that was not designated Wilderness.
 Section 1002(a) and (i) specify that:   

The main goal is to provide for a comprehensive and continuing inventory and assessment of the fish and wildlife resources of the coastal plain of the (ANWR); an analysis of the impacts of oil and gas exploration, development and production, and to authorize exploratory activity within the coastal plain in a manner that avoids significant adverse effects on the fish and wildlife and other resources… Until otherwise provided for in law enacted after the enactment date of this Act, all public lands within the coastal plain are withdrawn from all forms of entry or appropriation under the mining laws, and from operation of the mineral leasing laws of the United States.
 
Also, Section 1002 of ANILCA outlines additional information that would be necessary before mineral leasing would be allowed or basically deals with the restrictions of ANILCA.
 The Secretary of the Interior could make a recommendation to Congress, based on comprehensive studies, that oil exploration in the area will not pose significant adverse effects to wildlife.
 At such time, congress could choose to follow the Secretary's recommendation and enact law to permit drilling in the 1002 Area, or it could choose to uphold the restrictions on oil and mineral exploration.
 Section 1003 of ANILCA states: “Production of oil and gas from the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge is prohibited and no leasing or other development leading to production of oil and gas from the range shall be undertaken until authorized by an Act of Congress.
” In essence if Congress approved of the oil drilling in ANWR then drilling could be done. 

VI. Impacts and Benefits of Drilling in ANWR

Most supporters of drilling claim that drilling in ANWR will reduce the United States dependence on foreign oil, reduce terrorism, and lower gas prices as the supporters of offshore drilling.

ANWR has an organization website that explains all about the park as well as issues the park has. The top ten reasons to support drilling by ANWR.org are listed on this site.
  This site is run by a lobbyist group called Arctic Power.
 “…1. only 8% of ANWR would be considered for exploration…”- First, ANWR is a area of 19 Million acres and only 1.5 million of those acres could be opened for drilling.
 “2. Revenues to the State and Federal Treasury”- Drilling in ANWR would produce billions of dollars for the state and federal treasury because of lease money, royalties and taxes.
  “3. Jobs to be created… between 250,000 and 735,000 ANWR jobs are estimated to be created by development of the Coastal Plain...”
 “4. Economic Impact,” which states that “between 1977 and 2004, North Slope oil field development and production activity contributed over $50 billion to the nations economy, directly impacting each state in the union.”
 “5. America’s best chance for a major discovery,” this could be the largest oil field in the United States.
 “6. North Slope production in decline,” the Prudhoe Bay oil field is reducing production because most of the oil has been retrieved.
 “7. Imported oil too costly,” the United States requires a huge amount of oil per year and at this point most of the oil is being imported from overseas.
 “8. No negative impact on animals,” for example in Prudhoe Bay the animals are showing no impact of being around the oil drilling constantly.
 “9. Arctic Technology,” because the technology has been improved for oil drilling the “footprint” on the land would be much smaller.
  And the final reason that ANWR.org agrees with drilling is “10. Alaskans support,” because 75% of the people in Alaska think we should drill.
 Of course some critics believe this is only because they get kickbacks in dollars from allowing the drilling.

There has been oil drilling in Alaska for a long period of time. Prudhoe Bay authorizes gives a proportion of their sales to the state budget so that they can utilized petroleum.
 Once Prudhoe Bay opened reserves rose from an average of twelve percent to over ninety percent.
 Presently, the figure has stabilized at approximately eighty-five percent.
 Because of this Alaskans do not pay income tax or statewide sales tax, due to a twenty-five billion dollar permanent fund established with new oil wealth in 1977
that has also allowed Alaskans to collect yearly payouts of up to $1,900 per year
as residents.
 With oil production down and budgetary shortfalls, Alaskans face severe cutbacks of the benefits and if ANWR is opened for drilling Alaskans will ensure continued retention of their financial benefits if oil leasing, development, and production occur in ANWR.
 Revenues from the bonuses, rents, royalties, and the sales of gravel and water, could generate billions of dollars for the federal and native landowners.

Peak annual royalties alone might range from $200 million to $2.5 billion
and have been declining for thirty-fifty years.

Another issue with drilling is the allocation of the revenues between the state and the federal government could be one of the most contentious issues if development legislation passes.
 Although ninety percent of the federal share of revenues would pass to Alaska under the Mineral Leasing Act, which specifies an alternative disposition of revenues, a fifty/fifty split between the federal and state government.
 Alaska has indicated that they will dispute any revenue distribution scheme that deviates from the ninety/ten spilt that Alaska is entitled to.
 Those opposed to drilling have other reasons as well.  

Climate 411 is produced by the environmental effects defense fund on global warming and discusses the reasons not to drill in ANWR.
 First they argue that there will not be enough oil to support the amount the United States currently uses.
 The Energy Information Administration claims that once ANWR was set up and collecting oil it would produce 800,000 barrels of oil per day.
  While the USGA in 1998 study determined that maybe there could be 7.7 billion barrels a day in ANWR.
 (The statistics on drilling in ANWR depend on the study and can not be realized until drilling actually takes place.) At this point the United States burns through 21 Billion Barrels per day.
  Basically this would lesson the impact of importing oil but not reduce oil consumption. Secondly, drilling would not lower gas prices because the United States will be expected to consume more oil if more oil was available.
 Third drilling in ANWR would harm the environment.
 As the part of ANWR that is to be drilled is arctic tundra there is a very fragile environment that supports many animals and delicate areas.
 Finally, there are other places to drill.
 Offshore drilling is one of the other place opposed parties feel should be drilled before hand. Also, parties that are opposed to drilling in ANWR state that instead of trying to drill for oil we should be trying to find and/or use other forms of energy, such as wind or solar energy.
 Critics also say that the new drilling technologies are not as great as advocates claim. 

One study found that innovations in the techniques and research studies promoted by the oil companies to reduce damage to the tundra and to foster restoration efforts have only been minimally successful.
 In 1986, Chevron drilled an exploratory well on lands within ANWR, utilizing new techniques to reduce the impact of the drill pad on vegetation.
 But fours years later, the United States Fish Wildlife Service discovered during a reconnaissance visit, that only six percent of the drill pad had any vegetation on it.
  As stated in a 1991 report done by the Natural Resources Defense Council, "there are almost 1,500 miles of roads and pipelines as well as thousands of acres of gravel pads on the North Slope" and "[e]ven if successful techniques are developed for restoring these
facilities, the economic feasibility of doing so will remain a major issue."

More importantly is the issue of how to adequately drill for oil in ANWR. There are two major problems besides the environmental impacts.
 First is drilling requires water and ANWR does not have a lot.
 Secondly there are no roads in ANWR so they would have to put cement or gravel roads in the national park or make ice roads.
 As ice roads are not feasible because there is a shortage of water.
 If cement or gravel roads are put in there is no way to remove the roads once drilling is done which would leave a large footprint on the land, much like Prudhoe Bay.

Prudhoe Bay is the largest oil field in the in North America and is located on the North Shore of Alaska.
 Prudhoe Bay is the largest oilfield in North America, measuring 15 miles by 40 miles.
 It is located on the coast of the Arctic Ocean in northern Alaska.
 The main Prudhoe Bay field has a number of adjacent 'satellite' oilfields, some of which are Kuparuk ("Kuh-PARR-uck"), Endicott, Point MacIntyre, Milne Point, and Niakuk ("NY-uh-kuck".)
 The two major oil producers in there are BP (British Petroleum) and Phillips (formerly ARCO).
  There are also about five other oil companies with a financial interest.
  Prudhoe Bay and its associated fields produce nearly 1 million barrels (42 million gallons) per day and have produced approximately 15 billion barrels (630 billion gallons) of crude oil in its 25-year history, or nearly one-fifth of U.S. consumption.
 Critics of ANWR drilling claim that the oil industry has destroyed thousand of acres of habitat, caused declines in local wildlife populations, left hundreds of open pits containing industrial wastes, spilled gallons of crude oil, diesel and toxic chemicals into the water and pumped thousands of tons of air pollutants into the fragile arctic environment.

When the government is dealing with a National Park such as ANWR a major concern is the effect on wildlife. Arctic Power claims that “Oil and gas development and wildlife are successfully coexisting in Alaska’s arctic. For example, the Central Arctic Caribou Herd (CACH) which migrates through Prudhoe Bay has grown from 3000 animals to its current level of 32,000 animals. The arctic oil fields have very healthy brown bear, fox and bird populations equal to their surrounding areas.”
 Arctic Power also states that Steven Amstrup (a Alaska Fish and Game biologist)  has stated in a that oil and gas exploration has shown no major effect on polar bear’s habits, hibernating or otherwise.
 (Amstrup has also been quoted as saying "As the sea ice goes, that will direct to a very great extent what happens to polar bears."
)  The Polar Bears have recently been placed on the Endangered Species list and many people in Alaska are unhappy about this.
 They were placed on the list because the melting ice generated by global warming is causing the polar bears demise. Yet, when Secretary of the Interior Kempthorne placed these animals on the list, he found that the phenomenon of melting sea ice was a threat to polar bears despite the fact that their arctic population of about 25, 000 animals was close to an all time high.
 Secretary Kempthorne, also disallowed such a linkage between any one carbon dioxide source and the threat to the polar bears.
 However another source states that: 

The Arctic Refuge coastal plain is the most important onshore denning area for Beaufort Sea polar bears, which range along 800 miles of the Arctic coast. Most of the year, the bears roam along the sea ice in search of seals and other food. In the fall, pregnant females seek den sites in which to give birth and nurse their young. Denning polar bears are extremely sensitive to industrial activity. Females may abandon their dens if disturbed, which usually is fatal for cubs unable to fend for themselves.

However global warming is created by carbon in the air. If there were drilling in ANWR it would create more carbon unless the United States mandates a carbon decrease.
 So are the effects of oil drilling worth the risk of harming the environment? 
VII. Conclusion


There are pros and cons of offshore drilling and drilling in ANWR. In order to make an informed decision on the issues a person needs to know about the facts of these issues. If drilling should occur either offshore or in ANWR there needs to be a balancing act between what is legitimately harming the environment and what can be done to reduce the environmental impacts. There is a catch 22 regardless of what is done there will be a benefit and effect. The people need to make a decision about what is more important. If offshore drilling is to be continued then it is obvious from the damage to Louisiana costal areas that the government needs to implement a plan to build up these coastal areas in order to protect the environment. Also, if drilling is preformed in ANWR steps need to be taken to minimize the impact of such drilling in order to protect the environment and wildlife that is abundant in that area. Ultimately, it is vital to reduce our dependence on oil by investing in alternative sources of energy that will help to protect the environment. 

� Michael B. Gerrard, McCain v. Obama on Environment, Energy and Resources, 23 Nat. Resources & Env't 3, 4 (Fall 2008). 


� Id. 


� Alexander Marquardt, Obama shifts on Oil Drilling, CNN, (Aug. 8, 2008), available at  http://politicalticker.blogs.cnn.com/2008/08/01/obama-shifts-on-oil-drilling/ (last visited Oct. 6, 2008).  


� Id. 


� Stephen F. Hayes, To Drill, or Not to Drill: Will McCain change his mind about Alaskan oil? The Weekly Standard, (Aug. 25, 2008, Volume 013, Issue 46) available at http://www.weeklystandard.com/Content/Public/Articles/000/000/015/427xjuoj.asp?pg=2 (last visited Oct. 6, 2008). 


� Lamb, Robert.  "How Offshore Drilling Works."  Sept. 10, 2008.  HowStuffWorks.com., available at http://science.howstuffworks.com/offshore-drilling.htm (last visited Oct. 23, 2008).


� Id. 


� The Paleontological Research Institution, 1259 Trumansburg Road, Ithaca, NY 14850, available at http://www.priweb.org/ed/pgws/systems/traps/traps_home.html (last visited Oct. 23, 2008).


� The Oilfield glossary, 2008 Schlumberger Limited. Available at http://www.glossary.oilfield.slb.com/search.cfm (last visited Oct. 23, 2008).


�  Id available at http://www.glossary.oilfield.slb.com/Display.cfm?Term=anticline (last visited Oct. 23, 2008). 


� Id. 


� Id. 


� Id available at http://www.glossary.oilfield.slb.com/Display.cfm?Term=fault%20trap (last visited Oct. 23, 2008).


� Id available at http://www.glossary.oilfield.slb.com/Display.cfm?Term=stratigraphic%20trap (last visited Oct. 23, 2008). 


� Lamb, “How Offshore Drilling Works.” supra Note 6, at 1.


� Id. 


� Id. 


� Id.


� Lamb, “How Offshore Drilling Works.” supra note 6, at 1. 


� Naturalgas.org available at http://www.naturalgas.org/naturalgas/extraction_offshore.asp (last visited Oct. 23, 2008). See also Lamb, “How Offshore Drilling Works.” supra note 6, at 1. 


� Oil field glossary available at http://www.glossary.oilfield.slb.com/Display.cfm?Term=jackup%20rig (last visited Oct. 23, 2008). See also Lamb, “How Offshore Drilling Works.” Supra note 6, at 1. 


� Id. 


� Encyclopedia Britannica online available at http://www.britannica.com/EBchecked/topic/171631/drill-ship (last visited on Oct. 23, 2008). See also Lamb, “How Offshore Drilling Works.” Supra note 6, at 1. 


� Id. 


� Lamb, “How Offshore Drilling Works.” Supra note 6, at 1. 


� Id. 


� Info Please available at http://www.infoplease.com/askeds/spudding-oil-drilling.html (last visited Oct. 24, 2008).


� Diamond offshore available at http://www.diamondoffshore.com/ourCompany/ourcompany_offshorebasics.php (last visited Oct. 24, 2008). 


� Carolyn R. Langford, Marcelle S. Morel, James G. Wilkins, Ryan M. Seidemann, “The Mouse that Roared: Can Louisiana’s Coastal Zone Management Consistency Authority Play a Role in Coastal Restoration and Protection?” 20 Tul. Envtl. L.J. 97, 99 (Winter, 2006). 


� Id. 


� Id. See also Daniel Haier, Staff Writer, ‘69 Oil Spill Leaves Mark on SB Environmentalism, Daily Nexus, Published Friday, Jan. 28, 2005, Issue 67, vol. 85, available at http://www.dailynexus.com/article.php?a=8795 (last visited Nov. 14, 2008).


� Id. 


� Id. 


� Id. See also 16 USC § 1451, Congressional Findings (Section 301), also available at http://coastalmanagement.noaa.gov/about/czma.html#section302 (last visited Nov. 14, 2008). 


� Id.  See also 16 U.S.C. § 1452. Congressional declaration of policy (Section 303), also available at http://coastalmanagement.noaa.gov/about/czma.html#section302 (last visited Nov. 14, 2008).


� Id. 


� Id at 108.


� Id at 116. 


� Id Generally. 


� Id at 116. 


� Id at 113. See also 16 U.S.C. § 1456. Coordination and cooperation (Section 307), available at http://coastalmanagement.noaa.gov/about/czma.html#section302 (last visited Nov. 14, 2008).


� Id.


� Id. 	


� Secretary of the Interior v. California, 464 U.S. 312, 104 S.Ct. 656, (1984).


� Id.


� 16 U.S.C. § 1456(c)(1).


� Secretary of the Interior v. California, supra note 44, at 656.


� Langford, supra note 29, at 104.


� Id. 


� Id. 


� Jonathan Wills, M.A., Ph.D., M.Inst.Pet., for Ekologicheskaya Vahkta Sakhalina , A Survey of Offshore Oilfield Drilling Wastes and Disposal Techniques to Reduce the Ecological Impact of Sea Dumping, Sakhalin Environment Watch; May 25, 2000 available at http://www.offshore-environment.com/wasteenvimpact.html (last visited Oct. 31, 2008).


� Id. See also Energy Web Jargon Buster available at http://www.energyweb.net/oil/jargon/default.asp?u_letter=d&offset=140 (last visited Nov. 14, 2008). 


� Id.


� Id.


� Id. 


� Id. See also the Drilling Waste Management Information System available at http://web.ead.anl.gov/dwm/techdesc/discharge/index.cfm (last visited Nov. 14, 2008). 


� Id. 


� Id.


� Id. See also the Drilling Waste Management Information System available at http://web.ead.anl.gov/dwm/techdesc/discharge/index.cfm (last visited Nov. 14, 2008).


� Id.


� Langford, supra note 29, at 104.


� Id. 


� Id at 105. 


� Minerals Mgmt. Serv., Historic Shipwrecks in the Gulf of Mexico, available at�http://www.gomr.mms.gov/homepg/regulate/environ/archaeological/shipwrecks.html (last visited Oct. 29, 2008). This information came from a site that dealt with Historic Shipwrecks in the Gulf because they are worried about harming these historic sites and because of this are worried about the affects of oil spills and the offshore drilling activity. 


� An Outdated Ban, It's time to allow more offshore drilling. Wednesday, Jun. 28, 2006; pg. A24 available at http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2006/06/27/AR2006062701646.html (last visited Nov. 14, 2008). 


� Sara N. Pasquinelli, “TO DRILL OR NOT TO DRILL: THE ARCTIC NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE V. THE NEED FOR U.S. ENERGY INDEPENDENCE,” 33 GGULR 503, 515. 


� An Outdated Ban, It's time to allow more offshore drilling. Supra note 65, at 1. 


� Id. 


� Pasquinelli, supra note 66, at 515. 


� Pasquinelli, supra note 66, at 550. 


� Id. 


� U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service: Arctic National Wildlife Reserve available at http://arctic.fws.gov/plo2214.htm (last visited Oct. 31, 2008).


� Id.


� 94 Stat. 2371, Dec. 2, 1980, 96th Congress.


� Id. 


� Id. 


� Id. 


� Pasquinelli, supra note 66 at 507.


� Id. 


� Id.


� Id.


� Id. 


� U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service: Arctic National Wildlife Reserve available at http://arctic.fws.gov/anilcabits.htm (last visited Oct. 31, 2008).


� Arctic Power available at http://www.anwr.org/ANWR-Basics/Top-ten-reasons-to-support-ANWR-development.php (last visited Oct. 29, 2008). See also ANWR.org available at http://www.anwr.org/topten.htm (last visited on Nov. 16, 2008). 


� Id. 


� Id.


� Id. 


� Id. 


� Id. 


� Id. 


� Id. 


� Id. 


� Id. 


� Id. 


� Id. 


� Id. 


� See Generally, Pasquinelli, supra note 66. 


� Id at 520.


� Id. See also Ángel González and Hal Bernton, Windfall tax lets Alaska rake in billions from Big Oil, The Seattle Times, Aug. 10, 2008 available at http://seattletimes.nwsource.com/html/localnews/2008103325_alaskatax07.html (last visited Nov. 16, 2008).


� Id.


� Id.


� Id. See also González, supra note 99, at 1.


� Id. 


� Id. 


� Id. See also González, supra note 99, at 1. 


� Id. 


� Id at 521.


� Sheryl Canter, Why Drilling in Alaska's ANWR Is a Bad Idea


September 11, 2008, Climate 411 available at 


http://blogs.edf.org/climate411/2008/09/11/anwr_oil_drilling/?gclid=CKiKkIuFm5YCFQUHQQodpAP46A (last visited Oct. 29, 2008). 


� Id. 


� Energy Administration Information (EIA), The Effects of Alaska Oil and Natural Gas Provisions of H.R.4 and S.1766 on U.S. Energy Markets, available at http://www.eia.doe.gov/oiaf/servicerpt/aong/anwr.html (last visited Oct. 29, 2008).


� USGA, Arctic National Wildlife Refuge, 1002 Area, Petroleum Assessment, 1998, Including Economic Analysis, available at http://pubs.usgs.gov/fs/fs-0028-01/fs-0028-01.htm (last visited on Oct. 29, 2008). See also Sheryl Canter supra note 108 at 1. 


� Energy Information Administration. (EIA), Petroleum Based Statistics, updated September of 2008, available at: http://www.eia.doe.gov/basics/quickoil.html (last visited on Oct. 29, 2008). See also Sheryl Canter, supra note 108, at 1. 


� Sheryl Canter, supra note 108, at 1. 


� Id. 


� Id. 


� Id. 


� Id. 


� Pasquinelli, supra note 66, at 531.


�  Id. 


�  Id. 


� Id. 


� Id at 512.                    


� Id. 


� Id. 


� Id. 


� Id. 


� Gary Hoefs, What is Prodhoe Bay? Available at  http://www.d.umn.edu/~hoef0049/prudhoe.html (last visited Nov. 1, 2008).


�  Id. 


�  Id.


�  Id.


�  Id. 


�  Id. 


�  Id.


� Pasquinelli, supra note 66, at 530.


� Arctic Power available at http://www.anwr.org/ANWR-Basics/Top-ten-reasons-to-support-ANWR-development.php (last visited Nov. 14, 2008). 


� Arctic Power available at http://www.anwr.org/Politics/ANWR-Wilderness-Legislation-Initiated-in-Congress.php (last visited on Nov. 14, 2008). 


� JIM CARLTON, Is Global Warming Killing the Polar Bears? The Wall Street Journal, Dec. 14, 2005, available at http://online.wsj.com/public/arcticle_print/SB113452435089621905-vnekw47PQGtDyf3iv5XEN71_o5I_20061214.html (last visited Nov. 14, 2008).


� Roger Herrera, Polar Bears Are Now Political Animals, available at http://www.anwr.org/Politics/Polar-Bears-Are-Now-Political-Animals.php (last visited Nov. 14, 2008). 


� Id. 


� Id. 


� Natural Resources Defense Council, Why destroy America's foremost wildlife refuge for less oil than we consume in a single year? available at http://www.nrdc.org/land/wilderness/articrefuge/facts1.asp (last visited Nov. 14, 2008). 


� JIM CARLTON, supra note 137, at 1. 








PAGE  
1

