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File #: 26-026 Version: 1 Name:
Type: Resolution Status: Agenda Ready
. . ) BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
File created: 1/8/2026 Departments: DISTRICT 3
On agenda: 1/13/2026 Final action:

Adopt a resolution expressing the County of San Mateo's strong and unequivocal opposition to
the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management's proposed 11th National Outer Continental Shelf Oil

Title: and Gas Leasing Program, and authorizing and directing the President of the Board of Supervisors
to approve submission of a comment letter in opposition.
Sponsors: Ray Mueller, Jackie Speier
Attachments: 1. 20260113 r_Offshore Qil Drilling, 2. 20260113 a SMC Letter of Opposition
History (0) sard Memao
Special Notice / Hearing: None
Vote Required: Majority
To: Honorable Board of Supervisors
From: Ray Mueller, Supervisor, District 3
Jackie Speier, Supervisor, District 1
Subject: Opposition to Bureau of Ocean Energy Management's 111" National OCS il and
Gas Leasing Program
RECOMMENDATION:

Adopt a resolution expressing the County of San Mateo’s strong and unequivocal opposition to the
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management’s proposed 11th National Outer Continental Shelf Oil and Gas
Leasing Program, and authorizing and directing the President of the Board of Supervisors to approve
submission of a comment letter in opposition.

BACKGROUND:

There have not been any new offshore drilling leases issued in California since 1984. Although
California has 27 offshore platforms and artificial islands where oil is currently produced, all are
located in southern California and all date from the 1950’s. In fact, due to Congressional moratoria,
Presidential actions, and consistent opposition from the States of Washington, Oregon, and
California, the entire Pacific Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) has not been included in any National
OCS Program since the 1987-1992 Program.

https://sanmateocounty.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?I1D=7800426 &GUID=8FE555AE-DDD2-4455-8ADD-9675F 775637 1&FullText=1 1/4
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"In 1994, Republican Governor Pete Wilson, responding to public opposition to offshore oil drilling after
a series of spills, signed a law banning new drilling in state waters, which extend three miles from the
California coastline.

In January 2025, two weeks before leaving office, President Biden permanently banned new drilling
across 625 million acres of America’s oceans, including all federal waters off the California coast. In
response, a coalition of Republican-led states and the oil industry sued and, in October 2025, a
federal judge struck down the ban. The case is currently on appeal.

On January 20, 2025, President Trump signed Executive Order 14154 and announced a policy of
“Unleashing American Energy” that would move to “restructure the nation’s energy future to block any
transition away from fossil fuels.” The President’s stated aim was to make it easier and cheaper for
companies to produce oil and gas and for the government to halt clean energy projects that had been
approved.

On November 24, 2025, the Department of the Interior unveiled “Unleashing American Offshore
Energy <https://www.doi.gov/document-library/secretary-order/so-3445-unleashing-american-
offshore-energy>,” which directs the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) to propose by
October 2026 the 11th National Outer Continental Shelf Oil and Gas Leasing Program (Proposed
Leasing Program).

The Proposed Leasing Program would offer as many as 34 potential offshore oil and gas lease sales
across 21 of 27 existing OCS planning areas, covering approximately 1.27 billion acres from the
Bering Sea to the Gulf of Mexico, including the entire San Mateo County coastline, home to an
immense variety of precious flora and fauna, including 36 species of marine mammals, 180 species of
seabirds and shorebirds, 525 species of fish and an abundance of invertebrates and algae.

The 60-day public comment period for the Proposed Leasing Program closes on January 23, 2026.

On December 2, 2025, in Resolution No. 081531, our Board approved the County’s participation in
the Offshore Oil Coalition Coordination Effort, a regional effort initiated by the County of Santa Cruz to
oppose federal offshore drilling.

DISCUSSION:

The Proposed Leasing Program fails to comply with a host of longstanding state and federal laws and
policies, including, but not limited to, the National environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Endangered
Species Act (ESA), the Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA), the National Marine Sanctuary Act
(NMSA), the Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA), the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA),
and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). It also fails to address the laws, goals, and policies of
affected states and local governments as required under federal law, by ignoring adopted climate
mitigation goals, regional policies to conserve energy and/or to move away from fossil fuels, and local
land use policies.

Critically, the entire 40-mile San Mateo County coastline and the Afio Nuevo State Marine
Conservation Area are both within the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary, designated in 1992
to protect marine ecosystems and cultural and maritime resources while promoting sustainable use.
Oil and gas drilling is permanently banned in those areas under federal law. Any federal effort to lease
OCS tracts inside of a National Marine Sanctuary is precluded, or any attempt to modify any of the
applicable government documents would trigger a public process involving extensive comment
opportunities and require public hearings.

California’s State Marine Reserves Network also protects Montara State Marine Reserve and Pillar
Point State Marine Conservation Area in San Mateo County’s coastal waters. The need for
precautionary management of these sensitive sites to protect them from routine discharges,
accidental offshore oil spills, and/or transportation spills associated with OCS leases has been well-
documented.

https://sanmateocounty.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=7800426 &GUID=8F E555AE-DDD2-4455-8ADD-9675F7756371&FullText=1 2/4
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" Oil spills are an inevitable part of offshore drilling and can damage entire ecosystems and
communities. Since 1969, at least 48 large oil spills (over 10,000 barrels or 420,000 gallons) have
.occurred in U.S. waters. Hurricanes and other natural disasters can also cause major oil spills.

Each stage of offshore oil and gas development poses significant environmental risks, in addition to
oil spills:

Oil exploration: Before drilling even begins, industry surveys saturate the ocean with
devastating noise pollution to locate and estimate the size of offshore oil reserves. Seismic
blasting emits loud explosions that can harm and can kill fish and marine mammals, while
interfering with their hearing, communication, navigation and feeding.

Oil drilling: The routine operations of offshore drilling releases thousands of gallons of “drilling
muds” that pollute the ocean with heavy metals, petroleum derivatives and other toxins. Drilling
also pollutes the air through the release of volatile organic compounds.

Processing and transportation: Oil production requires onshore infrastructure for storage,
processing, and transportation, resulting in pipelines and petrochemical plants built in coastal
areas and frontline communities. Oil production also contributes to plastic pollution as over
99% of plastics are made up of chemicals derived from fossil fuels.

Environmental justice: Oil refineries pollute the air with carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, and
other toxins, threatening public health and disproportionately impacting lower-income and
communities of color. The oil industry also contributes to the extensive loss of coastal wetlands
leaving communities more vulnerable to flooding and extreme weather.

Climate change: The largest source of greenhouse gas emissions from human activities in
the U.S. is burning fossil fuels. Offshore oil and gas drilling releases billions of metric tons of
carbon, exacerbating climate change and fueling increasing heat, hurricanes, floods, droughts,
wildfires, rising seas, and ocean acidification.

Offshore drilling also poses enormous economic risks, in particular to our coastal fishing, recreation,
and tourism industries, all of which depend on a clean and healthy coastal environment. According to
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, in 2021, California’s marine economy
generated $51.3 billion in gross domestic product and $26.7 billion in wages, and ocean tourism
alone provides nearly 10 times the number of jobs as the offshore oil industry.

In San Mateo County, millions of residents and visitors benefit from and enjoy our pristine coastline
and scenic resources, including beaches, coastal waters, and Highway 1, all of which would be
jeopardized by offshore oil and gas development.

The cost of oil spills in the future, while sure to be devastating, can be hard to estimate. We can,
however, look at the cost of the most recent large spill in California, which occurred in Huntington
Beach in 2021. That spill caused significant economic impacts, including millions in settlements for
cleanup and damages, lost tourism revenue from beach closures (affecting fishing, surfing, events like
the airshow), and substantial fines and penalties for Amplify Energy ($12 million in criminal damages,
$95 million to the victims).

COMMUNITY IMPACT:

Adopting the Resolution authorizing and directing the Board of Supervisors to approve submission of
a comment letter in opposition to the Proposed Leasing Program is consistent with the County’s long-
standing and unwavering commitment to protecting San Mateo County residents and our coastline
from the environmental and economic impacts associated with offshore oil and gas development.

FISCAL IMPACT:

There is no fiscal impact associated with adopting this Resolution authorizing and directing the Board
of Supervisors to approve submission of a comment letter in opposition to the Proposed Leasing
Program.

https://sanmatéoéounty.Iegistar.com/LegislationDetaiI.aspx?ID=7800426&GUID=8FE555AE-DDD2-4455-8ADD-9675F7756371 &FullText=1 3/4
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January 13, 2026

Ms. Kelly Hammerle

Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (VAM-LD)
45600 Woodland Rd.

Sterling, VA 20166-9216

Also submitted to https://www.regulations.gov via navigating to BOEM-2025-0483-0001

RE: Comments on 11th National OCS Oil and Gas Leasing Program Docket ID: BOEM-
2025-0483-0001 MAA104000 pursuant to Federal Register Number 2025-20760.

Dear Ms.Hammerle:

We write in strong opposition to the Draft Proposed Program (DPP) for the 11 National
Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) Oil and Gas Leasing Program. We specifically want to express our
strongest opposition to the inclusion of the Northern California OCS Planning Area, the Central
California OCS Planning Area, and the Southern California OCS Planning Area in the DPP for oil
and gas leasing disposition.

This proposal, coupled with ongoing efforts to reduce federal staffing and funding for
agencies that protect our environment, including for safety and oil spill response, is not only
dangerous but outright reckless. As we have repeatedly seen in California and other parts of the
country, offshore drilling is a ticking time bomb. Any expansion of offshore drilling in the waters
offthe coast of California and the spills that would inevitably accompany it would
be devastating to the communities we represent.

In April 2025, California officially became the fourth-largest economy in the
world, only behind the United States, China, and Germany in global rankings. Our economy is
diverse and robust, including sectors such as tourism, recreation, fisheries, deepwater port
commerce, and Department of Defense infrastructure. According to the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), California’s marine economy alone accounted for $51.3
billion in GDP and $26.7 billion in wages in 2021. The economic well-being of these sectors is
dependent upon a healthy and  clean coastline. Further  industrialization off our  coast will
inevitably pollute our beaches, spelling disaster for California’s economy and
detrimentally impacting the rest of the country, which relies on California as an economic engine.

California is all too familiar with the devastating impacts of oil
spills. The 1969 Santa Barbara oil spill remains the largest in our state’s
history—and one of the landmark spills in U.S. history. Immediate
damage to birds, intertidal organisms, beaches, and economy was
severe. That experience galvanized  Californians  and secured  an
unshakable commitment to protecting our coastline. The more recent 2015
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Refugio oil spill and 2021 Huntington Beach oil spill, reinforced our strong opposition to
any offshore drilling expansion.

The County of San Mateo includes 40 miles of the California coast, from Pacifica to the
Santa Cruz County line. Thousands of County residents rely on clean ocean waters and pristine
beaches for their livelihoods, including employment in the fishing, tourism and recreation
sectors. Millions of others enjoy and benefit from the beauty of clean waters and shorelines,
whether they are on the beaches, on the ocean or driving down scenic Highway 1.

As part of the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary, the San Mateo County coast is
home to an immense variety of precious flora and fauna, including 36 species of marine
mammals, 180 species of seabirds and shorebirds, 525 species of fishes and an abundance of
invertebrates and algae. All of these would be harmed by every stage of the offshore oil drilling
process and immeasurably damaged by an inevitable oil spill.

The bipartisan consensus against expanded offshore drilling in California has been clear
and consistent over five decades. This has resulted in current state laws that include a permanent
ban on new offshore o0il and gas drilling along California’s 1,110-mile coastline and a prohibition
on new leases for oil and gas infrastructure in state waters that enable increased oil and gas
production from federal waters. As stated inthe Bureau of Ocean Energy Management
(BOEM)’s Request for Information and reinforced by the comments BOEM received from our
state, “As a result of Congressional moratoria, subsequent Presidential actions, and consistent
opposition by the States of Washington, Oregon, and California to any activity off their coasts, the
Pacific OCS has not been included in any National OCS Program since the 1987-1992 Program.”

For these reasons and more, we write in strong opposition to the Proposed Program (DPP)
for the 11th National Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) Oil and Gas Leasing Program. We
specifically want to express our strongest opposition to the inclusion of the Northern California
OCS Planning Area, the Central California OCS Planning Area, and the Southern California OCS
Planning Area in the DPP for oil and gas leasing disposition. We appreciate your attention to this
matter.

For these reasons, San Mateo County opposes the Draft Proposed Program (DPP) for the 11th
National Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) Oil and Gas Leasing Program and the inclusion of the
Northern, Central, and Southern California OCS Planning Areas in the DPP for oil and gas
leasing. Should you have any questions about our position, please contact Connie Juarez-Diroll,
Chief Legislative Officer, at 650-599-1341 or via email at cjuarez-diroll@smcgov.org.

Sincerely,

lotli

Noelia Corzo, President, San Mateo County Board of Supervisors
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CC:  San Mateo County Board of Supervisors
San Mateo County Executive



RESOLUTION NO. .

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, COUNTY OF SAN MATEO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

* * * * * %

RESOLUTION EXPRESSING THE COUNTY OF SAN MATEO’S STRONG AND
UNEQUIVOCAL OPPOSITION TO THE BUREAU OF OCEAN ENERGY
MANAGEMENT REGARDING THE PROPOSED 11™ NATIONAL OUTER
CONTINENTAL SHELF OIL AND GAS LEASING PROGRAM, AND AUTHORIZING
AND DIRECTING THE PRESIDENT OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS TO
APPROVE SUBMISSION OF A COMMENT LETTER IN OPPOSITION

RESOLVED, by the Board of Supervisors of the County of San Mateo, State of

California, that:

WHEREAS, the federal government has released the Draft Proposed Program for
the 11th National Outer Continental Shelf Oil and Gas Leasing Program (“Proposed

Leasing Program”); and

WHEREAS, the Proposed Leasing Program would offer as many as 34 potential
offshore oil and gas lease sales across 21 of 27 existing Outer Continental Shelf (OCS)
planning areas, covering approximately 1.27 billion acres from the Bering Sea to the Gulf

of Mexico, including the entire San Mateo County coastline; and

WHEREAS, offshore oil and gas drilling poses significant and well-documented
risks to coastal environments, public health, and local economies, and any expansion of
offshore drilling off the coast of California threatens devastating and irreversible harm to

coastal communities; and

WHEREAS, these risks are compounded by ongoing efforts to reduce federal

staffing and funding for environmental protection, safety oversight, and oil spill



preparedness and response, rendering offshore drilling proposals not only dangerous but

reckless; and

WHEREAS, California has repeatedly experienced the catastrophic consequences
of oil spills, including the 1969 Santa Barbara oil spill, the largest in the state’s history, as
well as the 2015 Refugio oil spill and the 2021 Huntington Beach oil spill, each of which

caused severe environmental, economic, and social damage; and

WHEREAS, in April 2025 California became the fourth-largest economy in the
world, behind only the United States, China, and Germany, with a diverse and resilient
economy that includes tourism, recreation, commercial and recreational fisheries,

deepwater port commerce, and Department of Defense infrastructure; and

WHEREAS, according to the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration,
California’s marine economy generated $51.3 billion in gross domestic product and $26.7
billion in wages in 2021, all of which depend upon a healthy, clean, and resilient coastal

and marine environment; and

WHEREAS, pollution or degradation of California's coastline would have far-
reaching consequences not only for the state but for the nation as a whole, which relies

on California as a critical economic engine; and

WHEREAS, the County of San Mateo encompasses approximately 40 miles of
California coastline, from Pacifica to the Santa Cruz County line, supporting thousands of
residents whose livelihoods depend on clean ocean waters and pristine beaches,

including workers in fishing, tourism, and recreation; and



WHEREAS, millions of residents and visitors benefit from and enjoy the County’s
coastline and scenic resources, including beaches, coastal waters, and Highway 1, all of

which would be jeopardized by offshore oil and gas development; and

WHEREAS, the San Mateo County coast is part of the Monterey Bay National
Marine Sanctuary and is home to extraordinary biological diversity, including 36 species
of marine mammals, 180 species of seabirds and shorebirds, 525 species of fishes, and
abundant invertebrates and algae, all of which would be harmed by offshore drilling

activities and immeasurably damaged by an oil spill; and

WHEREAS, for more than five decades there has been clear and consistent
bipartisan opposition to expanded offshore oil and gas drilling in California, resulting in
state laws that permanently ban new offshore oil and gas drilling along California’s 1,110-
mile coastline and prohibit new state leases that would facilitate increased production from

federal waters; and

WHEREAS, as acknowledged by the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, due
to Congressional moratoria, Presidential actions, and consistent opposition from the
States of Washington, Oregon, and California, the Pacific OCS has not been included in

any National OCS Program since the 1987-1992 Program; and

WHEREAS, this Board has been presented with and approves submission of a

letter in opposition to the Proposed Leasing Program.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY DETERMINED AND ORDERED that the
Board hereby expresses its strong and unequivocal opposition to the Proposed Leasing

Program.



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board strongly opposes the inclusion of the
Northern California OCS Planning Area, the Central California OCS Planning Area, and

the Southern California OCS Planning Area in the Proposed Leasing Program.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board urges the Bureau of Ocean Energy
Management and the federal government to remove all California offshore planning areas
from the Proposed Leasing Program and to continue honoring California’s long-standing

commitment to protecting its coastline, marine ecosystems, and coastal communities.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board President is authorized to send a
letter to Bureau of Ocean Energy Management in strong opposition to the Proposed

Leasing Program.

* %k *x % * *
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From: yames Kremer [

Sent: Tuesday, January 13, 2026 4:08 PM

To: Public Comment

Cc: _City Council

Subject: CC Mtg. 1/12/26 Comment - For the record

[CAUTION: External Email]

Jim Kremer, resident of Sharp Park.
Council Meeting 1/12/26. Item 8. BBIRP Phase 2A.

I am submitting my Comments, somewhat clarified and augmented, for the record.

I’ve been involved in Pacifica’s long-term coastal planning since 2017. | appreciate all the work you
all are doing — both Council and also staff and GHD - but I’'m going push back again!

I remain skeptical of our city’s single-minded version of long-term coastal planning. Wouldn’t it

be prudent to simultaneously develop alternatives to hard armor to protect infrastructure, in

case IT proves untenable? | know this could yet happen, and | encourage that! It really should happen
simultaneously.

Whenever we reach a milestone like tonight, | am at a loss for what to comment on. Here is a smattering
of my concerns after reading about Phase 2A:

1. The forces threatening new wall failure do not all come from the ocean. Annual winter buildup of
hydraulic pressure from the land-side (rainfall driving groundwater in addition to surface runoff) has to go
somewhere. How well known are the possible pressure or flow outlets? Are some of them dire?

2.The Clarendon Gap is already a vulnerability. Is the vaguely described in the plan report as
“transition to the earthen levee” a weak link?

3. At a public workshop GHD staff agreed that even the S wall isn’t consistent with the

term nature based. (I noted that this was not mentioned in GHD’s presentation tonight!?) It’s not just
semantics - Artificial dunes on a hardened base seem unlikely to be self-sustaining —which is a big
reason natural solutions are desirable.

If these dunes DO prove transient, it adds to my next point -

4. Sand nourishment is recurrent, expensive, of questionable efficacy, & not even essential for
protection, as Dr. Halloway emphasized just now.

| worry that this is only in this plan to avoid public objections if the exposed rock apron alone were
proposed.



The wide beach in Fig. 8 (shown tonight in the Hybrid slide) is certainly fanciful.

>> Engineers do the best they can, & | respect this. But there is always an element of uncertainty in
such plans, whether new or time-tested.

Let us remember when San Diego County spent 17.5 M$ to add sand to 12 beaches in 2001. Within
5years it failed when most sand moved offshore in one winter storm. So they tried again- at twice the
cost. The second sand was also lost within 5 years. We can assume both these efforts
used competent state-of-the-art engineering.

[Note added after Monday’s meeting, FYI: Surprisingly, since the North American Atlantic coastal shelf
is wider and more gradual than our Pacifica borderlands, sand renourishment is fraught there as well -
“FIMI,” a USACE mega sand nourishment project, was years in the planning, and completed a complete
renovation/elevation of sand dunes + beach + nearshore subtidal bathymetry along the much of Fire
Island (Fire Island Inlet to Moriches Inlet along the south-facing Atlantic shore of Long Island NY) costing
$200 Million. Approximately 5 years after completion, major losses of sand offshore from storms for
some major reaches threatened homes in some communities, and the project was repeated (by prior
commitment!) to repair the previously restored sand configuration. Q.E.D.]

5. Lastly, within the lifetime of this wall or at the end of our Permit, state Coastal Regulatory Policy may
again reject armoring, precluding further maintenance.

Will this project have to be removed?

Willit just disintegrate in place?

Is either acceptable?

Will we wish we had other plans?

Thank you.

-- Jim Kremer, Ph.D.

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of Pacifica. Unless you recognize the
sender's email address and know the content is safe, do not click links, open attachments or reply.
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