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V. REVIEW AND ANALYSIS OF COMMENTS
RECEIVED

A. INTRODUCTION:

1. Summary of Comments on the Draft EIS
(DEIS): During the DEIS comment period, various State,
Federal, and local governmental agencies, organizations,
communities, and individuals provided written statements
and oral testimonies. The only comments received from
the oil industry were written comments from BP Alaska
Exploration, Union Texas Petroleum, the Alaska Oil and
Gas Association, and the Alaska Support Industry Alliance.
More than 50 comments were received from the Teetl’it
Gwich’in Council; more than 40 comments were received
from individuals and representatives of environmental
organizations. There were 134 written comments received,
22 of which had comments that required a written
response. Public hearings were held on the DEIS in the
communities of Nuigsut, Kaktovik, and Barrow and the
city of Anchorage. Twenty-three individuals testified at
these hearings. The staff analysts responded to 227
separate comments derived from written submissions and
41 comments from oral testimony.

Of the 227 written comments responded to, 72 were from
Federal Agencies, 4 were from the oil and gas industry, 9
were from the State of Alaska, 21 were from the North
Slope Borough (NSB), 16 were from Native organizations
and communities, and 67 were from environmental
organizations.

All oral-testimony comments that warranted a response,
because they raised substantive issues, were from Native
Alaskans or employees of Native organizations and/or
communities. The comments from Native organizations
and individuals were almost entirely in opposition to the
proposed lease sale. Comments received from the State
supported MMS working directly with North Slope
communities in resolving their concerns.

Statements and oral testimonies requiring responses are
noted in Sections V.B.2 and 3, respectively. The primary
issues raised during the DEIS comment and public hearings
period addressed the following concerns:

(1) The need for a 50-mile (mi) deferral alternative around
Cross Island.

(2) The lack of a 50-mi deferral alternative around
Kaktovik, and that any Kaktovik deferral should reach to
the Staines River.

(3) Opposition to any leasing offshore the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge (ANWRY); all blocks in the area offshore
of the ANWR should be permanently deleted from any
Beaufort Sea lease sales; the cumulative effects from oil
development and potential oil spills would threaten the
ANWR; potential infrastructure effects on the ANWR; and
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concerns that effects of offshore development and facilities
design in core caribou calving areas in the ANWR.

(4) The MMS downplayed the importance of traditional
knowledge in the DEIS.

(5) The communities need impact assistance from
anticipated development and in evaluating proposed
Federal activities.

(6) The concerns about the inability to clean up oil spills in
ice conditions; effects of noise from seismic activities and
from oil spills on bowhead whales and other marine
mammals, and effects on subsistence-harvest activities.

(7) The effects of industrial activity on polar bears.

(8) The concerns with unproven technology to construct an
arctic subsea pipeline.

2. Changes to the EIS in response to
Comments on the DEIS:

a. Alternatives: Two alternatives have been added
to the Final EIS (FEIS) (Secs. I1.D and E) and are analyzed
in Sections IV.E and IV.F. These alternatives are the Cross
Island Area Alternative (Alternative IV) and the Area
Offshore of the ANWR Alternative (Alternative V).

(1) Alternative IV, Cross Island Area
Alternative: The Cross Island Area Alternative would
defer 43 blocks out of the 363 offered by Alternative I and
51,251 hectares (ha) out of 688,000 ha (Fig IL.D-1). The
deferred area comprises about 7 percent of the area offered
by Alternative I. Alternative IV.a would offer for leasing
320 blocks or 636,749 ha.

This deferral was requested by the Alaska OCS Region
Offshore Advisory Committee (AOAC), the City of
Nuigsut, the NSB, the Arctic Slope Native Association,
and environmental groups. The area proposed for deferral
is designed to provide a buffer within a defined 10-mi
radius around Cross Island—a location viewed by the
community of Nuigsut as their primary staging and harvest
area for the bowhead whale and other marine mammals—to
minimize space use and potential noise disturbance
conflicts between petroleum activities and subsistence
whaling by the residents of Nuigsut. The blocks offered in
the Cross Island Alternative have been offered in other
OCS lease sales and lie immediately offshore of active
State and Federal leases, including the Northstar Unit.
Currently, the U.S. Department of Defense (USDOD), U.S.
Army, Corps of Engineers (COE) is in the process of
issuing a developmental EIS for the Federal portion of
those resources produced from the Northstar Unit.
Alterative IV.b analyzes protective mitigating measures for
the Cross Island area in lieu of deferral.

(2) Alternative V, Area Offshore of the
ANWR Alternative: This alternative would defer 122
blocks out of the 363 offered by Alternative I and 250,164
ha out of 688,000 ha (Fig I.LE-1). The deferred area



comprises about 36 percent of the area offered by
Alternative I. Alternative V would offer for leasing 320
blocks or 636,749 ha.

This alternative analyzes two options to protect areas
offshore the Refuge. Alternative V.a analyzes the deferral
of an area offshore the ANWR extending from the
Federal/State OCS boundary out to the seaward limit of the
sale area, from the eastern limit of the sale area (extending
to 12 mi west of the community of Kaktovik) westward to a
point approximately 146° W. longitude. This deferral area
includes all of the Kaktovik Deferral Alterative
(Alternative III) analyzed in the DEIS and additional areas
to the west and north to 146° W. longitude. (The Kaktovik
Deferral, Alternative III, would offer 278 blocks or
519,419 ha). Alternative V.b analyzes three proposed new
stipulations and three Information to Lessee (ITL) clauses
developed for the area offshore the ANWR in lieu of
deferral.

More than 40 individuals raised the issue of protecting the
ANWR, largely in response to a Sierra Club letter on this
subject. More than 50 individuals responded on behalf of
the Teetl’it Gwich’in Council to protect the Porcupine
Caribou Herd (PCH). The U.S. Department of the Interior
(USDOQI), Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) raised
concerns regarding (1) compliance with the Refuge
Conservation Plan, which prohibits activities within the
Refuge without FWS permission, and (2) the effects of oil
spills on the Refuge. At the AOAC meeting in August , the
FWS also requested that this area be deferred until more
information is available on the effects of OCS operations
off the ANWR. This deferral alternative was requested by
the AOAC, the City of Kaktovik, the NSB, the Arctic
Slope Native Association, and environmental groups.

b. Mitigating Measures: For the complete text of
the mitigating measures, see Section ILF. Significant
changes in mitigating measures between the Draft and
Final EIS’s consisted of a major addition to one existing
stipulation, the development of four new stipulations and
two new ITL’s, and revisions to four ITL’s, based on
comments received on the DEIS and from
recommendations made by the AOAC.

Stipulation No. 4, Industry Site Specific Bowhead
Whale-Monitoring Program. This stipulation was
modified from the Draft EIS in response to a suggestion by
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
(NOAA) to revise the range of avoidance behavior of
bowhead whales to indicate subsistence hunters’
observations of effects out to 35 mi (from 24 kilometers
[km]). No other changes were made to this stipulation.

Stipulation No. 5, Conflict Avoidance Mechanisms to
Protect Subsistence Whaling and Other Subsistence

Activities. The principal difference in this stipulation from
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the DEIS version is a change to the title of the stipulation
to recognize that this measure is really a conflict avoidance
stipulation, and a change to the wording in paragraph 2.
The change identifies mechanisms to the lessee, such as a
conflict avoidance agreement, to indicate that lessees make
every reasonable effort to achieve consultation with
affected communities and the NSB to assure that
exploration, development, and production activities are
compatible with whaling and other subsistence- hunting
activities and will not result in unreasonable interference
with subsistence harvests. No other changes were made to
this measure.

Stipulation No. 6, Permanent Facility Siting in the
Vicinity of Cross Island. This new stipulation was
developed for Alternative IV, the Cross Island Area
Deferral Alternative. Stipulation 6 prohibits permanent
OCS production facility siting within a defined 10-mi
radius around Cross Island, unless the lessee can
demonstrate that permanent facility site will not preclude
reasonable subsistence access for hunting of bowhead
whales. It requires lessees to follow process and
requirements for consultation with the Alaska Eskimo
Whaling Commission (AEWC) and the NSB and
mitigation of unreasonable conflicts established under
Stipulation 5. This stipulation was requested by the State
and the NSB in their comments on the DEIS and agreed to
by the AOAC. Stipulation 6 conforms to the State of
Alaska’s approach for leasing in the Beaufort Sea.

Stipulation No. 7, Planning for Activities Offshore the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge. This new stipulation was
developed for Alternative V, the Area Offshore of the
ANWR, to provide for protection of wildlife and habitats
(both land and marine), subsistence, recreation, and other
concerns identified by the FWS, environmental groups, the
Gwich’in Tribal Council, and individual commenters on
the DEIS. This stipulation applies to specific blocks
located in the eastern Beaufort Sea offshore the ANWR
and emphasizes restrictions or prohibitions on activities
with and adjacent to the ANWR. It requires that
exploration and development and production plans must
contain a description of proposed equipment-staging areas,
infrastructure, and other related activities and that lessees
demonstrate the ability to stage and mobilize equipment,
including oil-spill-response equipment, from locations
other than the ANWR.

Stipulation No. 8, OCS Pipelines Offshore the Arctic
National Wildiife Refuge. This new stipulation was
developed for Alternative V, the Area Offshore of ANWR,
to provide for protection of wildlife and habitats (both land
and marine), subsistence, recreation, and other concerns
identified by the FWS, environmental groups, the Gwich’in
Tribal Council, and individual commenters on the DEIS.
This stipulation applies to specific blocks located in the
eastern Beaufort Sea offshore the ANWR, and emphasizes




that production from an OCS facility offshore the Refuge
will not be allowed until a subsea pipeline has been
constructed in offshore areas of the Beaufort Sea or areas
with similar arctic conditions. It requires that any proposal
to construct a pipeline must address the methods for
construction, maintenance, monitoring and repair of the
pipeline under limiting seasonal conditions and restricted
access from the Refuge.

Stipulation No. 9, Protection of Polar Bears From
Proposed Development Offshore the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge. This new stipulation was developed at
the request of FWS concerns with regard to oil spills due to
subsea pipelines and polar bear protection during
development. This new stipulation addresses the need for
information on effects to polar bears to be included in a
Development and Production Plan (DPP) environmental
assessment. The purpose of this stipulation is to require
lessees to provide information on measures to be taken to
minimize effects to polar bears as part of their DPP; and
that lessees may be required to conduct project-specific
surveys related to polar bears. This stipulation applies to
specific blocks located in the eastern Beaufort Sea offshore
the ANWR.

ITL No. 22, Information on Activities on the Arctic
National Wildlife Refuge. This new ITL was developed
by MMS to highlight how existing regulations provide the
mechanism to protect the area offshore the ANWR Its
purpose is to inform lessees of land use restrictions within
the ANWR, and that the Refuge is managed by the FWS.

ITL No. 23, Information on Consultation on Activities
Offshore the ANWR. This new ITL was developed by
MMS to highlight how existing regulations provide the
mechanism to protect the area offshore the ANWR. Its
purpose is to inform lessees of MMS consultations with the
FWS regarding any OCS pipelines to be constructed
offshore the Refuge in formulating any special terms or
measures necessary to protect the ANWR.

ITL No. 5, Information on Bird and Marine Mammal
Protection. This ITL was modified from the DEIS as
suggested by NOAA to delete the phrase “. . .that specific
regulations must be applied for and in place and. . .” in
paragraph 5. No other changes were made to this ITL.

ITL No. 11, Information on the Spectacled Eider and
Steller’s Eider. This ITL was modified from the DEIS at
the request of the FWS to update the ITL to include the
threatened status of the Steller’s eider. No other changes
were made.

ITL No. 12, Information on Sensitive Areas To Be
Considered in the Oil-Spill Contingency Plans (OSCP).
This ITL was changed from the DEIS to correspond to the
State of Alaska’s Sale 86 lessee advisory, to add the phrase
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*. . .and for their importance to subsistence harvest
activities” to paragraph 1. No other changes were made.

ITL No. 15, Certification of Oil-Spill Financial
Responsibility for Offshore Pipelines Offshore the
ANWR. This ITL was renamed and modified from the
DEIS to incorporate proposed new regulatory requirements
for certificates of financial responsibility. Reference to
protection of the ANWR also is included in the measure,
although this ITL applies across the board for Sale 170.
The ITL was completely revised.

ITL No. 18, Information on Offshore Pipelines. This ITL
was changed to indicate the new Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) date. No other changes were made
to the ITL.

¢. Text Revisions: The analyses in Section IV and
the wording of stipulations and ITL’s in Section ILF have
been revised to reflect the concerns raised during the public
comment period. Other text changes focused on major
issues, as outlined in Section V.A.1. Of specific note was
the addition of two new alternatives, (Alternative IV, the
Cross Island Area and Alternative V, Area Offshore the
ANWR) and the rewrite of those sections dealing with
subsistence activities (Secs. III.C.2 and 3 and IV.B.9 and
10), the bowhead whale (Secs. I11.B.5 and 1V.B.6), and
sociocultural activities related to environmental justice
(Secs. IV.B.10). These sections incorporated new
information dealing with the effect of noise (particularly on
the bowhead whale) as well as sources of “traditional
knowledge.” Where comments warranted other changes or
presented new or additional information, revisions were
made to the appropriate text in the EIS; references to the
revised sections are presented in responses to specific
comments.

B. STATEMENTS, COMMENTS, AND
RESPONSES:

1. Statements Opposing or Supporting Sale
170: Of the 268 oral and written comments received on
the DEIS, a decided majority were negative towards the
sale as well as the document; the balance were
informational in nature, with only written comments from
industry plus one individual actively supporting the sale.
Comments received on the DEIS that provided new or
additional information or addressed the adequacy of
descriptive material or analysis are responded to in the
FEIS in Sections V.B.2, V.B.3, and V.C. Those comments
that express only opposition or support for a lease sale are
included in the decision documents (Sec. 1.A) prepared to
assist the Secretary of the Interior in making a decision on
whether or not to hold a lease sale; they are not presented
in this EIS. Following is a summary of concerns regarding
the DEIS and reasons for not holding the sale.




Concerns Regarding the Draft EIS and Reasons for
Opposing the Lease Sale Include:

Deferral Options and Sale Alternatives

-Lack of a 50-mi deferral buffer around Kaktovik
-Lack of a deferral buffer around Cross Island

-The no-sale alternative is inadequate

-Opposition to any leasing offshore the ANWR

Arctic National Wildlife Refuge

-Cumulative effects from oil development threaten the
ANWR

-Coastal Plain endangered due to potential oil spills
-Offshore development will create pressure to open the
ANWR

-Lack of lease stipulation prohibiting development on the
ANWR

Sociocultural and Subsistence

-Development would contaminate resources and destroy
Inupiat culture

-The MMS downplayed the importance of traditional
knowledge

-Communities want impact assistance

-Lack of input (peer review) into monitoring studies
-Native leaders want the formation of panels that will
monitor industry activities

Infrastructure

-Subsea pipeline from eastern Beaufort an unacceptable
risk

-Technology to construct an arctic subsea pipeline
unproven

-Potential infrastructure effects on ANWR resources
unacceptable

-Qil-transportation scenario unrealistic

Oil Spills

-Inability to clean up during periods of ice
-Effects on migrating bowhead whales
-Effects on other marine mammals
-Effects on fish

-Effects in general on subsistence harvest

Caribou

-Core calving area in the ANWR

-Effects of onshore development and facilities design
-Effects on caribou herd ranges and populations

Bowhead Whales

-Effects of noise on behavior (seismic activity)
-Lack of a seasonal drilling stipulation
-Effects of oil spills

-Quality of analysis and adequacy of data

Polar Bears
-Need for additional protection through expanded ITL’s
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-Effects of industrial activities and pollutants on denning
areas
-Cumulative effects of oil and gas activities

Steller’s and Spectacled Eiders
-Cumulative effects of industrial activities and pollutants

Fishes

-Effects of new causeways

-Effects of industrial activities on migration patterns
-Effects of industrial discharges

Water Quality
-Industrial discharges and effects on fish and wildlife

Other Issues

-Air quality (discharges and effects)

-No demonstrated need for the oil

-Effects on archeologic resources

-Climate change

-Coastal Zone Management conflicts

-Lack of stipulations governing (prohibiting) solid fill
causeways.

Those Supporting the Sale and their Concerns: The
Alaska Qil and Gas Association (AOGA), BP-Alaska
Exploration (BPX), The Alaska Support Industry Alliance
(The Alliance) and Union-Texas Petroleum (UTP), sent
letters endorsing the Sale. The AOGA’s comments were
very supportive of Alternative I and urged that the tracts
off the Refuge not be removed from the sale. The AOGA
stated that mitigation is a better answer to conflict than sale
deferrals. The BPX stated that the sale was of strategic
importance to the U.S.; BPX also pointed out industry’s
evolving waste-management practices, technological
advances, and planning activities. The Alliance also
believes the sale is in the best interest of the U.S. and
strongly supports Alternative I. The UTP supports offering
Alternative I. Regarding deferring tracts of the ANWR,
UTP states “it is difficult to justify the allocation of staff
and funds to evaluate prospective tracts when there is no
degree of certainty as to the availability of said tracts.” The
UTP also stated that the timneframe for conducting seismic
surveys should be extended through September. A letter
from one individual was received in support of the sale.
Mr. A.M. Johnson wrote that Alaska residents would
benefit economically from the sale, and that the oil
industry’s current ability to conduct *“postage-stamp”-sized
operations would reduce the impact on the environment.

2. Comments and Responses: The following is a
listing of all organizations that provided written comments
during the DEIS review period. The issues raised in these
comments are responded to in Section V.C. Comments
requiring a response either provided new or additional
information to be incorporated into the FEIS or addressed
the adequacy of written material in the analysis. Specific




comments in each letter are bracketed and numbered. The
MMS responses to the specific comments follow each
letter.

Federal Agencies
Marine Mammal Commission
U.S. Department Of Commerce
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
National Marine Fisheries Service
National Ocean Service
U.S. Department of the Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service
U.S. Geological Survey
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10

State Of Alaska
State of Alaska
Office of the Governor
Division of Governmental Coordination
Office of Management and Budget
Representative Reggie Joule, Alaska State Legislature,
Juneau, Alaska

North Slope Borough and Local Communities
North Slope Borough

Office of the Mayor
Native Village of Barrow

Alaska Native Organizations

Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission
Arctic Slope Native Association Limited
Barrow Whaling Captain’s Association

Canadian Native Organization

Ehdiitat Renewable Resource Council, Aklavik

Gwich’in Tribal Council, Fort McPherson, Northwest
Territories

Teetl’it Gwich’in Council, Fort McPherson, Northwest
Territories (MMS received 23 copies of the same letter
signed by 53 members of the Gwich’in tribe; they are
recognized as a single unit)

Porcupine Caribou Management Board, Whitehorse,
Yukon

Vuntut Gwitchin First Nation, Caribou Coordination
Department, Old Crow Yukon

Industry

The Alaska Support Industry Alliance
Alaska Oil and Gas Association

BP Exploration (Alaska) Inc.

Union Texas Petroleum

Environmental Organizations
Alaska Emergency Response Team
Alaska Waveriders

Alaska Wilderness League

Sierra Club
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Sierra Club, John Muir Chapter

Trustees for Alaska, et al.

Private Citizens
Ashby, Mark
Atharale, Anjali
Atharale, Neera
Atharale, Vinayak
Barrows, Jon
Benson, John P. and Linda K.
Bergner, Christine
Bishop, Debra

Brame, Scott

Bennett, Ron

Carter, James R.

Chriss, Dean M.

Clark, Jennifer

Coules, Dennis

Dale, Richard

Eyer, Steven D.

Fesler, Susan

Gregory, Alan
Greenland, Bobbie Jo
Heiman, Jeremy G.
Hunter, John

Isbister, David

Isbister, Marianne
Johnson, A.M.

Johnson, Eric

Lacey, Dave

Long, Bee

Lytle, Lili

Lyons, Steven

Mastin, Christine
Mavros, Steven
Mellinger, David K.
Miller, Pamela A.
Mollett, Nina

Moran, Philip

Naghski, David

Nicols, William

Olson, Marc

Opie, Meiti

Parker, Dara

Proescoldt, Kevin
Rawert, Kristine

Reilly, Dennis and Christine
Riley, Mike

Scottdivers, Connie
Swinton, Andrew

Taylor, Andy

Thompson, Margaret
Ulm, Brian

Vice, Daniel

Vining, Geordie
Voorhies, Bill & Marilyn
Zantek, Paul



3. Public Hearing Comments: Following is a list
of individuals who provided oral testimony at the Sale 170
public hearings. Individuals who had comments that were
responded to are entered in bold print. Comments
requiring a response either provided new or additional
information to be incorporated the FEIS or addressed the
adequacy of written materials in the analysis. Specific
comments in the oral-testimony transcripts are bracketed
and numbered. The MMS responses to the specific
comments follow each oral-testimony transcript.

Nuiqsut, Alaska, Thursday, June 24, 1997. 7:35 p.m.
Mark Ahmakak

Rosemary Ahtuangaruak

Lucy Ahvakana

Joseph Akpik

Thomas Napageak

Isaac Nukapigak

Ruth Nukapigak

Anchorage, Alaska, Friday, June 27, 1997. 12:00 Noon
Shawn Gail

Pam Miller

Theresa Obermeyer

Jeanne Patton

Jim Sykes

Kaktovik, Alaska, Wednesday, July 9, 1997. 6:20 p.m.
Isaac Akootchook

Susie Akootchook

Edward Rexford, Sr.

Marie Rexford

Lon Sonsalla

Merylin Traynor

Barrow, Alaska, Thursday, July 10, 1997. 7:40 p.m.
Maggie Ahmaogak

Amold Brower, Jr.

Karen Burnell

Van D. Edwardsen
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Beaufort Sea Sale 170
Organizations and Individuals with Written Comments Receiving Responses in the FEIS

ASNA = Arctic Slope Native Association, Limited

AWR = Alaska Waveriders

Bennett = Ron Bennett of Andover, Mass.

BJG = Bobbie Jo Greenland of Old Crow, Yukon

BPX = BP Exploration

Carter = James R. Carter of Anchorage, Ak.

Chriss = Dean M. Chriss of Wickliffe, Ohio

ERRC = Ehdiitat Renewable Resource Council, Aklavik, Yukon
FWS = U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service
GTC = Gwich’in Tribal Council of Ft. McPherson, Northwest Territories
Lyons = Steven Lyons, Anchorage, Ak.

MMC = Marine Mammal Commission

Miller = Pamela A. Miller, of Anchorage, Ak.

Naghski = David Naghski of Cincinnati, Ohio

NOAA = National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

NSB = North Slope Borough, Office of the Mayor (2 Itrs: 7/15 and 7/25/97)
PCMB = Porcupine Caribou Management Board, Whitehorse, Yukon
SOA = State of Alaska, Office of the Governor

TFA = Trustees for Alaska et al., of Anchorage, Ak.

USGS = United States Geological Survey

UTP = Union Texas Petroleum

Public Hearings

NPH = Nuigsut Public Hearing Transcript

APH = Anchorage Public Hearing Transcript

KPH = Kaktovik Public Hearing Transcript

BPH = Barrow Public Hearing Transcript
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Post Oflice Box 1232 *  Barrow . Alaska 997231232 *__(907) 852-2762 * FAX (907) 852-2763

Arctic Slope
Native Association Limited

RE@EU\WE@

JUL 21 1997

REGIONAL DIRECTI
Minerals OR, ALASKA 0CS

t
ANCHORAGE. Aussx:m

July 17, 1997

Regional Director

Minerals Management Service — Alaska Region
949 East 36™ Avenue

Anchorage, Alaska 99508-4302

Dear Regional Director:

Plcase find enclosed the Arctic Slope Native Association, Ltd.’s (ASNA) written comments on the
draft Enivionmental Impact Statement relating to the proposed 1998 Outer-Continental Shelf Oil & Gas
Lease Sale #170.

Thank you for providing ASNA an opportunity to submit comments on the draft EIS. 1 hope that
this will help you in your evaluation of the potential effects of the proposed lcase sale.

With w;n)n\;zrés, 1 remain
Michael Kanisan Pederson (lfiupiaq Eskimo)

Natural Resources Specialist
Department of Natural Resourccs

Anaktyvuk Pass ¢ Atqasuk * Barrow °* Kaklovik * Nuigsut * Point Hope °* Point Lay * Wainwnght
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Post Oftice Box 1232 M Barrow . Alaska ¢ 99723-1232 - {907) 852-2762 ¢ __FAX{(907) 852-2783

Arctic Slope
Native Association Limited

COMMENTS TO THE
MINERALS MANAGEMENT SERVICE
ON THE

ALASKA OUTER-CONTINENTAL SHELF
BEAUFORT SEA PLANNING AREA
OIL & GAS LEASE SALE #170

DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

July 17,1997

Prepared By:
Michael Kapusan Pederson
Natural Resources Specialist
Department of Natura! Resources

Anakiuvuk Pags * Atqasuk * Barrow * Kaktovik < Nuiqsut ° Point Hope * PomtlLay * Wainwnght

ASNA, Arctic Slope Native Association



Comments to the MMS on the Alaska OCS Beaufort Sea Planning Area
Oil & Gas Lease Sale #170

PAGE )

INTRODUCTION

The Arctic Slope Native Association, Limited (ASNA) is the regional non-profit Tribal consortia
dedicated to and striving for Native self-determination, with headquarters in Barrow, Alaska. ASNA
provides services under a Public Law 93-638 contract to its Tribal members in the following communities
and are Federally recognized Tribes: Anaktuvuk Pass, Atqasuk, Kaktovik, Nuigsut, Point Lay (has IRA
status) and Wainwright. ASNA also operates and manages the Samuel Simmonds Memorial Hospital in
Barrow.

The Department of Natural Resources provides technical assistance to the six Tribal Councils within
the ASNA contract service area to ensure that there is adequate management and protection for the areas
Natural Resources, both renewable and non-renewable. The department has been involved in tracking
concemns, such as lease sales, and provides written and oral comments on issues affecting our Tribal
members. The Ifiupiat people’s concerns need to be addressed to help protect potential impacts from
future oil and gas exploration, which may lead to development and production, to our traditional way of
life. This includes a variety of subsistence activities that occur year-round, and includes bowhead
whaling, hunting of walrus and seals, hunting of migratory waterfowl and fishing. The continuation of
the traditional subsistence activities based on the [fiupiat culture is as important to us today as it was in the
past. Our people continue to have ties to the sea and marine mammal resources with countless
generations of Iiupiat people depending on those resources to provide food and clothing. Today, it is the
survival of our [fiupiat culture that we must face in looking at ways to overcome obstacles which may
limit our success as subsistence hunters.

It is the intent of these written comments to protect the subsistence resources and those associated
activities important to our Ifiupiat people that might be impacted by oil and gas activities in the Beaufort
Sea Planning Area. This includes the protection of all traditional uses by the Ifupiat residents, and
includes various subsistence uses, Native allotments, hunting and fishing camps and cabins, historical and
cultural areas as well as the continued use of access routes. It is the spiritual side of subsistence that
allows us to continue to fight those efforts which try to limit our subsistence lifestyle. We are guided by
the wisdom of our elders, the knowledge of the resources and the spirits of our ancestors, which have
allowed us to hunt for food to feed our families for several generations.

“I got my first whale in 1967. I can't explain the feeling. It's a very beautiful feeling. 1 give the thanks to Him. [ try
to honor Him anyway that [ can. He’s the one that provided the whale. Without His help, we would not have it.
Before we go out, we pray for His help, and for our safety. We all try to acknowledge His help. It is hard to express
the beautiful feeling when we catch a whale. 1 thank God, for without Him, haw could we catch it?"

Simeon Patkotak, Sr., Whaling Captain & Elder, Uidig, Spring 1995, Vol. 9, Issue |

THE BEAUFORT SEA

The Beaufort Sea is home to a variety of migratory waterfowl, several species of marine mammals
and several species of fish that are used for subsistence purposes by the Ifiupiat people residing in the
communities of Kaktovik and Nuigsut. Each spring, as the ice leads open up, bowhead whales migrate
along the western Beaufort Sea coast from Pt. Barrow to the eastern Beaufort Sea in Canada, where the
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summer feeding grounds are. As this migration occurs, beluga whales follow along with migratory
waterfowl, such as sea ducks and geese. Later, as the ice moves out to sea, seals and walrus also rmigrate
east along the ice edge. The Beaufort Sea coast is also home to several colonies of waterfow!, which use
the coastal habitats as breeding grounds. Polar bears are known to have dens in the area and are also used
for subsistence purposes. Caribou used the coastal areas as insect relief areas, and as calving grounds.
The coastal area is a heavily traveled migration route for several species of animals, not only of marine
origin, but often traversed by terrestrial animals as well.

BEAUFORT SEA LEASE SALE #170

This lease sale is directly in the vicinity of Cross Island and Flaxman Island. For many years, Cross
Island has served as a base camp for the Nuiqsut whaling captains and their crews. It is one of two islands

that can be used for subsistence bowhead whaling. The area surrounding Cross Island should be deleted

from the lease sale. Both Cross Island and Flaxman Island have an historical and cultural context to the

[fupiat people of the North Slope. There are elders who are alive today who were bom and raised on

these islands.

The lease sale area is also in the vicinity of Kaktovik, whose residents use the Camden Bay area for

subsistence hunting and fishing. This area should also be deleted from the lease sale.

It is imperative that the oil industry have on-site capable clean-up resources available to avold any

type of blow-out, especially at sea. An oil spill can threaten the Arctic marine ecosystem primarily
through effects on marine mammals, migratory waterfowl, and coastal stocks of migratory fish. These

species are the main biological products of the Arctic Ocean and are used heavily for subsistence purposes

by the indigenous residents of the North Slope. A high potential for an oil spill increases in the Arctic
when exploration and development is considered at offshore areas. Residents are unsure about the
adequacy of available oil-spill clean-up technology. In winter, and even during the short open water
season, ice conditions can be very unpredictable. The force of the moving ice pack is also tremendous.

SUBSISTENCE

The subsistence activities of the Ifiupiat people on the North Slope is a very important aspect of our
daily lives that enable us to provide food and clothing. Sharing of these resources is an lfiupiat value that
has been passed down from one generation to the next, and it still continues today. The protection of our
subsistence resources during any aspect of oil and gas exploration needs to be addressed. The importance
of subsistence resources is not just limited to the wildlife, nor its habitat. It also includes the cultural and
dietary importance of the marine mammals that are caught.

Those areas that are known to support a wide variety of subsistence activities should be deleted from

the lease sale, due to their importance to the ecosystemn and the marine mammals it supports. Deleting or
deferring those areas that are ecologically important to the Ifiupiat people will offer continued access to
those marine mammals that are critical to our continued success as subsistence resources.

ASNA #1
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Areas where traditional subsistence hunting activities occur should be delcted or deferred from the

lease sale area. Near the coastal areas of this lease sale, buffer zones should be created to allow for
continued access to traditional hunting and fishing grounds, and not to limit any type of subsistence
activities in the coastal areas of the lease sale.

Oil industry activities, such as seismic work during the fall open water season, should
during subsistence whaling activities.
and possibly Barrow, will be impacted by scismic work that may occur. Local teaditional knowledge by
several whaling captains, who over the years, have expressed their concerns by informing officials on
how seismic work has interfcred and deflected bowhead whales during the fall migration route and
interfered with the subsistence bowhead whale hunt.

“Keep on whaling! Whaling is not to be traded or bartered with. We have overcome obstacles and prejudice. The
Inupiat way of life has overcome these things to keep owr tradition and our way of life strong. *
Eugene Brower, Whaling Captain, Uirig, Spring 1995, Vol. 9, Issue 1

LOocAaL TRADITIONAL KNOWLEDGE

Indigenous peoples in the Arctic arc heirs 1o an cxtensive body of traditional knowledge, based on
several generations of collective observation and experience, which can contribute to western scientific
knowledge that is required to successfully protect, monitor and restore Arctic resources.

The traditional knowledge of the liupiat people will be a very important aspect of any action related
to this process. It will no doubt provide insights into the way things work in the Arctic that cannot be
described through western scicnce, and no one else will know how the resources will react to certain
disruptions.  Traditional knowledge can also include answers to questions that have remained
unatiswered. Our knowledge of the sea and the marine mammals which occupy this area is something
that will need due consideration. The whaling captains in Kaktovik and Nuigsut are quite knowledgeable
about the environment surrounding the lease sale area, including knowledge of the marine mammals who
use the area for habitat.

“When | was a young boy. | was in my grandfather’s boat when we spotted a whale acting strangely. We came
closer. We could see the bowhead rubbing its body against the ice  There, in front of us, the whale gave birth to an
infant, which came out on the ice. The mother reached a fluke over the infani, pulled it into the water, and swam off
with it. We've been lrving on the ice and seeing things like this for thousands of years We have developed a kindred
relationship with this great ammal. We have a familiarity with the whale that no other people has.

George Ahmaogak, Whaling Captain, Uuiig, Spring (2) 1995, Vol. 9, Issue 2
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NATIVE ALLOTMENTS

There may be Native allotments located along the coastal area of the lease sale, and those allotments
are considered private property. It is imperative that since there is a very real potential for trespass
resulting from any associated activities from oil and gas cxploration, that the necessary permits are
approved before any activity commences.

IMPACT AID

1t is going to be necessary to provide impact aid to the communities who will see an impact from any
activities in the area of Lease Sale #170. The communities of Kaktovik and Nuigsut have been impacted
by previous oil and gas exploration activities. The impacts that may occur will have a detrimental etfect
to the traditional lifestyle of the lilupiat people. The residents of the North Slope have been dealing with
oil and gas exploration activities for the last 20 years, and very little, if any, impact aid is provided, cither
by the Federal or State governments. The oil industry provides charitable contributions to impacted
communities, but that doesn’t qualify as impact aid.

Recently, the U.S. Department of the Interior was handed $1.6 billion dollars in lease-sale revenucs
duc to oil lease sales off the North Slope, conducted by the federal government. None of those monies are
expected to make its way into our local communities for impact aid. Communities on the North Slope
have voiced their concern about this issue, with no expected results or benefits to North Slope residents.

One type of impact is that the traditional hunting and fishing areas, especially for the residents of
Nuigsut, have been compromiscd by devclopment at and near Prudhoe Bay. Access is no longer allowed,
and if it is, it is practically non-existent. It is difficult for residents to find fish and game resources, where
once it was plentiful all year-round, and now it is very hard to put fresh meat on the table because the
resources are nol where they uscd to be. And residents are no longer able to hunt near their traditional
hunting and fishing areas because of development. The fish and game resources once in areas where
development has occurred is limited in occurrence, thereby making it difficult for residents to obtain fresh
meat. Residents have to travel farther and farther to accommodate their subsistence lifestyle.

HISTORICAL / CULTURAL RESOURCES

Cross Island and Flaxman Island are a few historical/cultural sites located in the lease sale area. These
prehistoric and archaeological sites deserve protection, because we, as an Ifiupiat people are still leaming
about our past. We are still learning about the history of our people through the wisdom of our elders,
and from artifacts collected by numerous archacological expeditions. It is imperative that these sites are |
protected. Great care should be excrcised when exploration nears the Barrier Islands all along the
Beaufort Sea coast, such as Flaxman [sland, which has a tremendous amount of history associated with
the liupiat people.
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ASNA, as a matter of policy, believes that it is much safer to explore for oil and gas reserves onshore,
rather than offshore, due to the potential impacts associated with offshore oil exploration in the outer- CONCLUSION
continental shelf. Although we prefer onshore exploration, our concerns with the land and sea are an -
important part of our livelihood. We have experienced oil production onshore on our lands for over 20
years, and believe that onshore oil exploration is much safer than exploring offshore. Due to the North
Slope Borough's strict enforcement of its regulations on oil and gas activities, it has ensured
environmentally sound development on lands located within the NSB boundaries. Several regional
organizations and residents, including elders who have lived and hunted off the land, prefer onshore oil
and gas development over the higher-risk offshore development of the North Slope’s important oil and
g4as resources.

If oil and gas leasing activities should proceed, it should only be in appropriate areas subject to
responsible, state-of-the-art regulations and stipulations which will protect the sea, the marine resources
and environment, and other subsistence resources as well as the traditional uses of the Ifiupiat people,
including their culture and traditional activities. Several generations of families rely on the sea and its
marine resources for food. All oil development activities must be conducted in places and in ways that do
not interfere with traditional subsistence hunting aetivities.

The Ifiupiat residents of the North Slope, have consistently stated with one voice, and have made it ASNA prefer§ that no o‘ﬂ'shore .oil leases bf’ conducted, rather, onshore leases should be considered in
clear to several Federal and State agencies, that we as indigenous peoples are determined to maintain areas that show high potential for oil and gas discoveries.
control over the development of our regions natural resources. Development on land can be accomplished
in a responsible manner that does not destroy our traditional dependence on the land, the sea and the
wildlife resources. Exploring for oil offshore is delicate and risky where an oil spill can be potentially
devastating. On land, there is the possibility for mitigating effects of an oil spill immediately.

On the North Slope, where a majority of our food comes from the sea, onshore oil exploration and
development is preferred because of the known technology that is available (such as horizontal drilling)
and the many years of successful experience, lower levels of risk and less interference with marine
mammals and subsistence activities that occur offshore.

SELECTED REFERENCES

To gain a better understanding of the Ifiupiat peoples use of the sea and its marine mammal resources,
ASNA would like to add the following references for additional background material, which may provide
useful information:

1. North Slope Borough Subsistence Harvest Documentation Project: Data for Nuigsut, Alaska, For
The Period July 1, 1994 to June 30, 1995, Department of Wildlife Management, North Slope
Borough, 1997

In addition, the following shows that the communities of Nuigsut and Kaktovik enjoy a strong marine
mammal and estuarine fish harvests, and that this harvest would decrease if the OCS is deveioped.

2. An Investigation of the Sociocultural Consequences of Outer Continental Shelf Development in
Alaska, U.S. Dept. of the Interior, Minerals Management Service, OCS Study MMS 95-014, 1995
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ASNA-01

See Response NSB-01. A new alternative has been added to the FEIS. Altemnative IV (Cross Island Area)
analyzes the deferral of approximately 43 blocks covering 51,251 ha for the area around Cross Island.
Alternative IV is designed to provide a buffer within a defined 10-mi radius around Cross Island to minimize
space use and potential noise-disturbance conflicts between petroleum activities and subsistence whaling by
the residents of Nuigsut. At a recent AOAC Meeting, a Nuigsut whaling captain identified this 10-mi area
around Cross Island as Nuigsut’s staging area for whaling. The MMS also has developed new Stipulation 6
to protect subsistence-hunting activities around Cross Island. This measure would prohibit permanent
facilities around Cross Island, unless the lessee can demonstrate that such facilities will not preclude
reasonable access for subsistence hunting of bowhead whales.

ASNA-02

See Responses FWS-01 and TFA-03. A new altemnative has been added to the FEIS. Altemative V (Area
Offshore the ANWR) analyzes the deferral of approximately 122 blocks covering 437,866 ha and includes
all of the Kaktovik deferral (Altemnative ) analyzed in the DEIS and additional areas to the west and north
to 146° W. longitude (to the Staines River) offshore the ANWR. The FEIS also analyzes three new
stipulations and three ITL clauses developed for the area offshore the ANWR as mitigation as an altemative
to deferral of this area. Two of the stipulations provide for protection of wildlife and habitats (both land and
marine), subsistence, recreation, and other concerns identified by several commenters by emphasizing
restrictions or prohibitions on activities within and adjacent to the ANWR. A third stipulation addresses the
need for information about effects on polar bears to be included in DPP assessment, and requires lessees to
provide information on measures to be taken to minimize effects on polar bears,

ASNA-03

Offshore pipelines have an excellent safety and environmental record. The probability of a spill from a
subsea pipeline is small. There are multiple regulatory authorities that control the design, construction, and
operation of offshore subsea pipelines and also monitor and have the authority to shut down the pipeline in
the event of potential pollution during noncompliance.

Subsea arctic pipelines must be designed against all environmental conditions and potential loads. Offshore,
these include permafrost and strudel and ice scour. Site-specific surveys allow for identifying and
characterizing these conditions along the pipeline route. Avoiding areas where these conditions occur would
be the primary design approach. Where these conditions cannot be avoided in total, there is sufficient
experience, research, and field studies that make it possible to quantify these conditions and loads and to
design the pipeline against these conditions where they exist. See Response TFA-55 and Appendix C for a
detailed discussion of oil-spill-cleanup capabilities. Appendix C relates to oil-spill prevention and response
planning for subsea arctic pipelines

ASNA-04
See Responses ASNA-01, ASNA-02, NSB-01, FWS-01, and TFA-03.

ASNA-05

The nature of MMS stipulations for site-specific bowhead whale monitoring and conflict-avoidance
mechanisms is to establish a climate for industry and subsistence whalers to work cooperatively to avoid the
conflicts from seismic activities of concern to the commenter. See Responses TFA-44 and TFA-60 for more
detailed information conceming the conflict-resolution process, which has created an effective working
environment for subsistence whalers and the oil industry during the past two whaling seasons.

ASNA-5a

The MMS agrees that the Inupiat People have an extensive body of traditional knowledge that is important
and unique concerning how biological resources and habitats react to oil exploration and development
disruptions. The MMS began in 1995 to incorporate traditional knowledge into its EIS process and

V. COMMENTS

continues to be responsive to Native knowledge conceming the environment encompassed by its lease-sale
areas. See Response TFA-60 for a chronology and discussion of MMS'’s process for using traditional
knowledge in its EIS process and some other initiatives it has begun to work with Native knowledge.

ASNA-06

The MMS recognizes the concem for potential trespass on Native allotments located along Beaufort Sea
coastal areas. Prior to conducting any activities on OCS leases, lessees are required to obtain necessary
permits for any associated onshore activities resulting from oil and gas exploration or development and
production from numerous Federal and State agencies and the NSB. Any potential trespass on Native
altotments would be identified and prohibited through the Borough’s land-management regulations and
permit-approval process.

ASNA-07

The MMS recognizes the concems of local communities for impact assistance from oil and gas exploration
and development on the OCS. Section 8(g) of the OCS Lands Act currently provides for revenue sharing
from leasing activities on a portion of the OCS to affected coastal states. A Coastal Impact Assistance
Working Group, established under the OCS Policy Committee, has recently developed recommendations for
OCS revenue sharing to mitigate impacts on coastal states and local communities. The Secretary of the
Interior is considering the working group’s recommendations, which will require a change in the OCS Lands
Act. See Response KPH-04 for more detailed information.

ASNA-08

The MMS lacks the authority to regulate the establishment or outline of onshore facilities. Should
producible quantities of hydrocarbons be located on Federal offshore leases, a developmental EIS must be
completed before construction and production can begin. This EIS will be the joint responsibility of a
variety of agencies. Currently, the USDOD, U.S. Army COE is the lead agency for preparing the
developmental EIS on the Northstar Project; a number of other agencies, including the MMS, are reviewing
the contracted document for adequacy. During this period communities affected by offshore Federal
development and the resulting onshore infrastructure, discussed in the EIS, will have the opportunity to
review industry plans and to comment on such issues as potential effects or restrictions on subsistence
hunting.

Recently, ARCO has negotiated with the residents of Nuigsut regarding the infrastructure outline of the
Alpine field. Advances in technology have lessened the need for extensive infrastructure and reduced the
developmental “footprint” of oil and gas activities. This alone has reduced potential onshore effects on
subsistence hunting.

ASNA-09

The MMS has regulations in place with regard to protecting and avoiding prehistoric and culturally
significant sites (30 CFR 250.26 [Archaeological Reports and Surveys}; 30 CFR 250.32 (Preliminary
Activities]; 30 CFR 250.33 [Exploration Plan]; 30 CFR 250.34 [Development and Production Plans]; 30
CFR 250.64 [Application for Permit to Drill]; 30 CFR 250.257(a)(5) [Pipeline Applications]; and 30 CFR
250.159 [General Requirements for Pipeline Right-of-Way Grant]). ‘The policy is to avoid areas where there
is high potential for the presence of sites or objects. If there is any evidence from high-resolution seismic
data or coring—required for geologic-hazards analysis—of a potential archaeological or cultural site
offshore, further analysis and/or relocation of the drill site is required. A well-defined set of criteria must be
met for the site to qualify for avoidance or mitigation, including age and type of sediments, preservation
potential, the presence of known high-potential physiographic features, and the size and areal distribution of
the potential site. If the Regional Director makes a determination that an entire area may have potential, any
drilling or offshore operations that disturb the seafloor will require an archaeological analysis and report.
The Beaufort Sea has not been considered to have high potential for archacological sites due to the low
potential for preservation. However, in certain areas, preservation conditions may exist that could change
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that determination; this is now being officially reviewed.
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Alaska Waveriders
308 “G” Street, Suite 222
Anchorage, AK 99501
(907) 272-5534

July 15, 1997

Mr. John Goll, Regional Director
Minerals Management Service
Alaska OCS Region

949 E. 36th Street

Anchorage, AK 99508-4302
Dear Mr. Goll: ANCHORAGE,
Alaska Waveriders is an organization of in-water and coastal recreationists and commercial
fishermen with members from Souther California to Unalaska. Qur mission is to protect Alaska's
coastal waters, particularty from the threat of oil spills. We are writing today to voice our
opposition to Beaufort Sea Lease Sale 170.

Alaska’s arctic is facing unprecedented threats from oil development. Within the next few years,
as Sourdough, Point Thomson, and Badami come on line, oil and gas production facilities and
activities will span nearly the entire Coastal Plain from the edge of the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge west to the Colville River delta and beyond. At the same time, the impact of global
warming on the Arctic permafrost and the extremely sensitive and poorly understood arctic ice-
edge ecosystem is increasing. (Please see enclosure.) In fact, experts have included these two
arctic ecosystems in the class of those most vulnerable to global warming. Although the OCS
EIS/EA itemizes and describes various components of the arctic ice-edge ecosystem, it fails to
produce a coherent picture of how the ecosystem works and how the proposed activity would
effect it as a whole. -

And then there is the problem of noise and disturbance related to the operation of aircraft,
vessels, ice-breakers, and exploration, production and transportation systems. Arctic marine
waters and specics are already experiencing dangerous levels of heavy metals, pesticides, and
other industrial wastes. As a result, marine and terrestrial populations are hard-pressed. Even
absent new exploration and production activities the situation is likely to continue 10 deteriorate
for many years, albeit more slowly than would occur with Lease Sale 170, before the current
trend reverses.

With Endicott, Niakuk, Lisburne, Point Mclntyre, and now Northstar, the Beaufort already has
more than enough offshore and OCS activity. The prudent thing to do would be to study what
effect activities on those fields are having on the Beaufort ecosystem before condemning the
entire region to more possibly irreversible harm. Given that it is currently technologically
impossible to recover spilled oil from ice-clogged waters, it seems the height of irresponsibility to
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lease more offshore tracts at this time.

On page 1V-CJ-46, the EIS/EA states that natural gas is not considered economic at this time.
This statement is false, as is the one on TV-A-22 which suggests that construction of the Trans
Alaska Gas System (TAGS) project requires crude oil prices around $30 per barrel. This is
outdated industry propaganda. Because of the Prudhoe Bay Unit agreement and the leaseholders’
preference for developing gas reserves in other parts of the world, the North Slope producers
have chosen not to develop and market their gas holdings, even though this violates their lease
agreements. This does not mean, however, that North Slope natural gas is uneconomic. In fact,
this winter, Pedro Van Meurs, a consultant working for the State of Alaska concluded that North
Slope gas was competitive with any of the other grassroots LNG projects vying for the 2003-
2005 Asian market window. Over a year ago, a report by Credit Suisse/First Boston Bank, a
world leader in petroleum development financing, showed how a North Slope gas export project
could be financed. Indeed, the State is currently negotiating with the leaseholders terms for a
North Slope gas export project.

Although the EA dismisses the risks associated with pack ice behavior, natural gas hydrates,
shallow gas deposits, and unstable sediments, and storm surges, they combine to make for a high
likelihood of major spills. Similarly, the EA’s discussion of oil recovery methods in various sea-

ice and climatological situations is wishful thinking in the extreme. The EA justifies all 6TTos |

risk by saying that if the lease were canceled the United States would have 1o replace the foregone
oil with oil from somewhere else. The EA calculates that 88% of this oil would have to be
imported, yet elsewhere the EA acknowledges that oil from Lease Sale 170 may be exported to
Japan. Alaska Waveriders believes that if the United States has such a surplus of oil reserves that
it can afford to ship this non-renewable resource to one of our biggest competitors, then the
United States can afford not to develop oil on its Outer Continental Shelf until such time as it has
the technology to do it safely and no other supply option, domestic or international. The fact that
MMS would propound Lease Sale 170 at a time when the U.S. is exporting oil from the North
Slope is disturbing to say the least. 1t and the cursory dismissal of indigenous knowledge suggest
that the MMS is serving some master other than the American people.

Alaska Waveriders urge you to cancel Lease Sale 170. We urge you to prohibit any new oil
production activity which cannot be conducted from the mainland by directional drilling
techniques. This prohibition should include new activitics from barrier or antificial islands or
floating or permanent platforms in the Beaufort Sea. We also urge you to delete from Lease Sale
170 all parcels offshore from the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge as oil development would
conflict with current upland land classification and usage. Indeed, any OCS leasing should stop
scveral miles west of the western boundary of ANWR’s 1002 area. Alternative 11f did not extend
far enough west to protect the northwest corner of the National Wildlife Refuge.

Until such time as the cumulative impacts from all this activity on the regions’s fish and wildlife
and their habitats can be ascertained and deemed insignificant or, at the very least, acceptable,
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Alaska Waveriders advocates a moratorium on any leasing, exploration, or development activities
on Alaska’s OCS.

Alaska Waveriders is unaware of any compelling reasons to proceed with Lease Sale 170 at this
time. There is more than enough production already on-line and scheduled to come on line to
sustain and actually increase the amount of oil currently moving down the TAPS pipeline for at
least another decade. When the vast majority of other coastal states have stopped OCS leasing
off their shores, we find it curious and lamentable that the MMS continues to propose leases off
Alaska, which boasts waters at least as sensitive and productive as any in the hemisphere.
Furthermore, the most recent OCS sales suggest that free market competition as required by
OCSLA does not exist on Alaska’s North Slope or offshore as industry executives have
themselves said on occasion. Finally, the current structure of the Trans Alaska Pipeline tariff
which allows North Slope producers to overcharge themselves for the transporting our oil to
Valdez makes it impossible for the Secretary to insure that the public receives an equitable return
for these resources as required by OCSLA. For all of these and innumerable other reasons, we
respectfully urge the MMS to cancel Lease Sale 170.

Sincerely,

Mike Macy, Director for Reblic Policy

Enclosure: The Arctic lce-Edge Ecosystem, (written by Mike Macy)
ACF Dispatch, Summer 1996.
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Alaska Conservation Foundation

DISPATCH

The Arctic Ice-Edge Ecosystem

Summer 1996

We Hardly Knew Ye

Of all the world's ecosystems, one of the most
vulnerable and least understood is the arctic ice-
edge. Seaward of land-fast ice, it encompasses:

* Packice - sea ice driven together into a
single mass,

Ice floes - individual pieces of ice,
Leads — linear stretches of open water,
Polynyas - pond-like expanses of open
water,

* The associated community of organisms.

As in other ecosystems, it is the edges within
the ecosystem, in this case the interface of ice and
open water, where life flourishes and biodiversity is
greatest. The leads, polynyas, and the pack ice edge
are the oases where all life congregates, while the
ice provides habitat, floating platforms for resting,
feeding, breeding, birthing, and nursing.

Dynamic Property

All ecosystems are difficult to delineate, but the
ice-edge ecosystem is even hard to locate
geographically. Indeed, it is one of the planet’s few
truly mobile ecosystems. Under the influence of
weather, ocean currents, and the dynamic, ever-
changing amount of insolation (incoming solar
radiation), it is perpetually on the mave. It is
subject to massive seasonal changes: The southem
boundary off Alaska’s shores migrates over 1,000
km between its maximum southward advance over
the Bering Sea each winter and its maximum
northward retreat over the Chukchi and Beaufont
scas cach summer. The northern boundary shifts
from a few hundred miles north of the Alaska
coastline in winter to a few hundred miles south of
the North Pole in summer.

Location, Location, Location
Like its antarctic counterpart, the arctic ice-edge
ecosystem is circumpolar, touching on Russia,

Finland, Sweden, Norway, Iceland, Greenland,
Canada, and the United States. However, the
portion straddling the International Dateline
between Alaska and Russia is the most
biologically productive part of the entire
ecosystem. Thege are two reasons for this high
productivity: the upwelling of North Pacific
deepwater and the largest, shallowest continental
shelf on the planet (with half in depths of 50 meters
or less).

_ The North Pacific deepwater is laden with all
the nutrients (especially nitrates) that phytoplankton
(minute, free-floating plants) require for
photosynthesis. As a result, in terms of grams of
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carbon fixed per square meter per year, the most
productive waters on the planet are found on the
west side of the Bering Strait where the deepwater
upwells into the photo-active layer.

Upside-Down Cake and Eating It Too

Each fall, algae, diatoms, and other
phytoplankton are frozen into the ice. Over the
course of the winter, the algae gradually
concentrate in the bottom few inches and
undersurface of the ice. Some of the algae is able to
utilize extremely low levels of light — one-teath the
amount of what is normally considered the bottom
of the photo-active layer of the water column. With
the retumn of the sun in March, enough light starts
penetrating the pack ice for this hyper-efficient ice-
algae 1o bloom. While air temperatures are as low
as -40°C, the algae glazes the underside of floes
and ice-edges with a thick film of nutritious new
growth. This provides an imponant influx of food
for zooplankton, worms, and larger organisms
living on the underside of the ice and the fish, birds,
and marine mammals that feed on them.

If the phytoplankton set the table for the food-
shain, the arctic cod provide the centerpiece, year-
round. Comprising the bulk of the ecosystem’s
biomass, these 10-inch fish graze the plankton
under the ice and in the adjacent open water. In
tum, they are the favorite food of ribbon, ringed,
and spotted seals which accounts for the cod-liver
oil taste of seal meat.

Wheels to Meals

As the retreating ice-edge rafts northward on
the influx of nitrate-rich deepwater, there are a
succession of phytoplankton blooms ~ both on the
ice and in the surrounding waters — throughout the
summer. In warmer waters, zooplankton (minute,
free-floating animals) graze on phytoplankton
almost as fast as it blooms, In ice-edge waters,
however, the extremely low temperatures inhibit
zooplankton growth. As a result, much of
phytoplankton settles to the bottom where it
supports some of the richest benthic (bottom-
dwelling) communities on the planet. Some of the
most important benthic species include clams,
~orms, sand dollars, and starfish. In fact, food is so
abundant on the bottom that, during a few months
each summer, grey whales can download enough to

V. COMMENTS

Credit: Ken Whiren, polar bear

migrate to Baja California, winter there virtually
without eating, and return to the Arctic the
following spring. In addition to interlopers like the
grey whale, this food supply also supports large
resident populations of other marine mamumals.

Because so much of the continental shelf is so
shallow, the benthic species are within reach of and
provide food for diving birds and marine hammals
such as spectacled eiders, oldsquaws, walrus, and
bearded seals, largest of the seals. Rather than have
to commute to work, many of the ice-edge fauna
are wheeled hither and yon by the ever-shifting
pack ice. This protects the benthic communities
from over-predation while simultaneously enabling
the predators to conserve energy for foraging.

Shucking and Diving

In addition to an abundance of food and reliable
transportation, marine mammals need good
insulation and the ability 1o corral large amounts of
food to survive in the ice-edge environment. For
insulation, the options are blubber (whales and
walrus), blubber and fur (seals), fur (polar bear and
fox), and down (birds).

Ice-edge fauna are adroit feeders. Rarely
ranging far from the ice-edge, bowhecad whales, for
example, target zooplankton; swimming with their
mouths open, the bowheads use their baleen to
strain up to 3.000 pounds of copepods. cuphasids,
and amphipods per day. Catholic tastes
encompassing more than 100 prey species and
acute echolocation abilities enable the diminutive.
toothed beluga whales to survive. The killer whale’s
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diet ranges from shrimp to other whales. essentially
a "no meal too small. no meal too tall” strategy.
Specially-designed mouths enable the husky
bearded seal and walrus to literaily vacuum meat
from the shells of benthic clams, crabs, and worms,
making shucking a breeze.

As the marine mammal most identified with the
ice-edge ecosystem. most polar bear spend the
majority of their lives associated with the pack ice.
Here they rest. hunt, feed, mate, birth, and nurse
their young. Expert swimmers, polar bears can also
run at speeds of up to 25 miles per hour. Their
favorite prey are ringed and bearded seals. While
they eat carrion, they excel at still-hunting (waiting
patiently, often at a breathing hole). stalking, or
breaking into ice-covered pupping lairs. In winter,
most bears stay within 200 miles of the coast.
During extreme weather, non-pregnant bears may
den temporarily, but do not hibemate. Pregnant
sows den (but again, do not hibernate) for six
months in isolation. They deliver and nurse one or
two cubs which at birth are hairless. Of all
mammals, polar bear have the largest postpartum to
in utero growth ratio, with one pound cubs
maturing into 1,800 pound adults.

During winter, bears are often shadowed by
arctic fox. Typically, polar bear eat only the skin and
fat of seals, leaving the rest for the fox. People tend
to think of arctic fox as terrestrial; indeed, they retun
to land to breed and bear their young. However, this
fox is a true marine mammal and has been seen neas
the North Pole. During winter, the fox’s chances of
finding sufficient food on a regular basis are much
better with the bears on the ice than on land.

Everybody into The Polynya

In March 1995, American scientists tracking a
weak radio signal flew out into the middle of the
Bering Sea in the vicinity of St. Lawrence Island.
To their surprise, they found over 5,000 spectacied
eider jammed beak 10 tail in a polynya. The bird,
which nests in Siberia and adjacent portions of
Northwestern Alaska, is endangered - its Alaskan
population has declined 90 percent in the past four
decades. Subsequently, in a score of polynyas, they
found some 150,000 eiders, nearly all of the world’s
estimated breeding population. The birds appeared
to be feeding heavily, and their activity prevented
the open water from freezing — but only barely;

there wasn't room in the water for all the birds. and
large numbers clustered on the nearby ice awaiting
their tumn in the water.

Unanswered Questions

The cider discovery solved a great
omithological mystery but also underscored how
much remains to be learned about the ecosystem.
Indeed, some of the most basic information is
lacking on a number of species. For example.
population estimates are not available for two
species of beaked whales and for three (ribbon.
spotted, and ringed) of the four species of seal.
Moving down the food chain, even less is known.

People on The Edge

One obvious existing source of knowledge which
has scarcely been recognized are the indigenous
people who have depended on the ecosystem for their
survival for millennia. Always a tenuous proposition,
their survival attests to their understanding of the
ecosystem and the sophistication of their technology.
Scientists are just beginning to fathom the depth of
this knowledge. Through organizations like the
Eskimo Walrus Commission and the Alaska Eskimo
Whaling Commission, indigenous people are now
participating in the management of a number of
species.

Threats

The time has long passed when remoteness
necessanily guaranteed protection from man-made
threats. As everywhere else, this is also the case
with the Arctic. The ice-edge ecosystem is
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threatened by both local and global processes,
including offshore oil and gas development,
shipping. arctic pollution, and global warming. In
fact, there is now proof that persistent organic
contaminants are concentrating and ambient air
temperatures are increasing more dramatically in
the Arctic than elsewhere on the planet.

Although the federal government has for
environmental reasons abandoned its offshore oil
leasing program everywhere but the Gulf of
Mexico, it intends to eventually lease virtually the
entire Beaufort Sea and Chukchi outer continental
shelf (OCS). with the first sale scheduled for this
fall. The Inupiat eskimo people have wamed of the
dangers of offshore oil development for decades. In
addition to the threat of spilis (which are virtually
impossible to clean-up in ice-filled waters), the
operations of drilling rigs, aircraft, seismic crews,
and support vessels, will disturb and displace
marine mammals and interfere with their echo-
location and communication activities.

Meanwhile, with advances in ice-breaking
technology and the availability of satellitc maps of
up-to-the minute ice conditions, seasonal shipping
between Europe and the Pacific Rim through the
Northwest Passage is coming closer to reality. Using
the satellite maps, ships will seek paths of least
resistance (through leads and polynyas), displacing
marine mammals left and right in the process.

Delivered by northward flowing rivers and
oceanic and atmospheric circulation pattemns, a
number of highly toxic compounds, such as lead,
lindane, dieldrin, DDT, and PCBs, have found their
way into the ice-edge food chain thousands of miles
from where they are manufactured and used.
Canada has reported dangerous levels of these
substances in seals, whale, polar bears, and human
mothers’ milk — threatening the entire web of life
(See Fall 1994 ACF Dispatch). The materials
collect in the ice throughout the year, but the bulk
are released into the environment in just a few
weeks each spring, when the ice begins to melt and
primary productivity is at maximum. As a result,
unusually high levels of these pollutants are
accumulating in the food chain.

The thinning of the ozone layer over the Arctic

presents yet another threat: genetic damage, cancers,

eye problems, and compromised immune systems.
Elsewhere, compromised immune systems have
already had dramatic effects on manine mammals. In
1995, some 25,000 seals died in the Baltic Sea.
Though initially the cause was thought to be
starvation, subsequent studies proved that elevated
PCB levels in the seals had compromised their
immune systems, making them vulnerable to a
common form of distemper which they previously
were able to resist. The same sort of one-two killer
combination threatens all arctic marine mammals.

Global warming poses the most far-reaching
threat to the arctic ice-edge ecosystem. Indeed, in
1994, the World Wildlife Fund named the arctic-ice
edge one of the three ecosystems most threatened
by global warming. Though a handful of industry
sponsored scientists in the U.S. have managed to
perpetuate the notion that global warming is
unproven, the international scientific community no
longer argues whether or not global warming is
real, but rather how dramatic the impacts will be
and whether it is already too late to tum it around.
According to the University of Alaska-Fairbanks,
the consensus of scientists around the world is that
temperatures will increase about 6°C in the Arctic
within a hundred years and this will have an
enormous effect on the environment.

Currently, global warming is shrinking the ice-
edge ecosystem by about 2 percent or 31,000 km2
per year in the Northern Hemisphere. To make
matters worse, the retreat of the ice-edge is self-
perpetuating. Snow and ice have a higher albedo, or
reflectivity, than land or water. As the pack ice
shrinks and the amount of open water within the
ice-edge increases year by year, less solar energy is
reflected from the Arctic Ocean; it and its
associated seas gradually warm; and the area
covered by the pack ice shrinks further.

Dr. Vera Alexander of the University of
Alaska’s Institute of Marine Sciences has said this
about the consequences of global warming:

»...There would be a reduction and perhaps
ultimately a loss of ice algae, and elimination of the
entire ice-associated community... Essentially all
the distinctive arctic animals would disappear.”

This is not the legacy to which we humans
should aspire.

V. COMMENTS

AWR- 01

The development of offshore oil and gas resources is not expected to contribute to additional global
warming. Development of these resources would offset other oil production and imports for a similar net
effect (USDOI, MMS, 1996a). The EIS has analyzed those abiotic, biotic and sociological components of
the arctic ecosystem. The interaction of these basic components is the workings of the ecosystem and the
resultant effects of the proposed activities.

AWR-02

The economic viability of the Trans-Alaska Gas System (TAGS) project is only indirectly tied to the price of
oil, in that liquefied natural gas competes with oil as an energy source for large power utilities in Asia.
Current State of Alaska analysis shows that the TAGS project is at the break-even point if long-term gas
prices average $4.00 per thousand cubic feet (equivalent to $24/barrels [bbl] oil). The historical average oil
price (in constant dollars) is $16.00 per bbl, and recent excursions above $20 per bbl are likely to be a
temporary anomaly. Considering the very high cost of this project ($12-$15 billion), companies are not
willing to gamble on high future energy prices to support the TAGS project. At current prices (below
$20/bbl) this megaproject clearly is uneconomic.

Granted, numerous other aspects of the TAGS project are subject to debate, including market
supply/demand and competition from other projects. There are several potentially competing gas projects
being undertaken by the North Slope operators elsewhere in the world. But the issue is not whether North
Slope gas is economic, but whether new leasing and development activities targeting gas will occur as a
result of proposed Sale 170. The answer clearly is no, primarily because there are upwards of 23 trillion
cubic feet (Tcf) of proven gas reserves remaining in the Prudhoe Bay field that are producible through
existing wells and facilities. At projected production rates of 14 million tons per year (660 billion cubic
feetyear), the Prudhoe Bay field alone holds nearty 35 years of reserves for the TAGS project. Additional
proven gas reserves, such as Point Thomson, increase total North Slope gas reserves to 35 Tcf (another 18
years of production).

Given that the lease term for proposed Sale 170 blocks is only 10 years, it is very unfikely that companies
would actively explore for or commit to develop new gas resources as a result of this particular sale. The
timeframe for future offshore exploration for gas resources destined for outside market is likely to be many
decades in the future and beyond the foreseeable scope of environmental analysis for proposed Sale 170.

AWR-03

These natural hazards are discussed in brief and at length in the Sale 170 and Sale 144 EIS’s, respectively,
and are not dismissed. In Sale 170, this discussion is located in Section IILA.1.h. Natural gas hydrates are
not anticipated in the Sale 170 area. See also Response NAGHSKI-01.

AWR-04

Currently, exports of North Slope crude to the Far East are limited, and shipments are irregular. The vast
majority of all oil produced on the North Slope is consumed in the U.S. It also is important to note that
these exports, as is any maritime commerce, are subject to international “situations” and their shipment
patterns can be accordingly altered. As long as the U.S. imports most of its oil, our economic infrastructure
will remain vulnerable. The U.S. OCS is believed to hold one-half of the undiscovered, conventionally
recoverable oil estimated to remain in the Nation. We believe that the development of OCS oil resources
will provide the U.S. with a higher degree of economic security.

AWR, Alaska Waveriders



Mr John Goll, Regtonal Director
US Minerals Management Service
Alaskx OCS Region

949 E 36th Strect

Anchorage, AK 99508-4302
(800)764-2627

Fax (907)271-6803

Mr. Goli,

I strongly oppose federal Lease Sale 170 and any other attempt to
tease the coastal waters adjacent to the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.

1 believe Lease Sale 170 poses a major threat to the unique wildlife
and irreplaceable wildemess values of the Arctic Refuge. A spili in the
Beaufort Sea, in addition to devastating marine populations, presents
significant threats to the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.

I doubt offshore leasing in Alaska's Arctic can be done safely.
Production from offshore leases would require undersea pipelines in waters

where ice flows scrape and scour the shallow scabed Nobody knows how to

cleanup an oil spill under sca ice.

Tn light of the above concerns, you do not believe there is a compelling
nattonal energy need to justify leasing along the Arctic coast.

1 favor EIS Alternative 2; NO LEASING.

Thank you for your attention.

Ron Bennett
Andover, Massathusetts
508.470:1022
tbdesign @ shore.net

V. COMMENTS
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JUL 12 1997

REGIONAL DIRECTOR, ALASKA 0CS
Minerals Management Service
ANCHCPAGE, ALASKA

BENNETT #1

BENN-01

Regarding concemns about subsea pipeline construction in arctic conditions; oil spills in arctic ice
conditions; and general transportation, development, and safety issues, see Responses TFA-11 and TFA-S55,

and Appendix C in the FEIS,
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FROM :

UGFN Caribou Coordination Dept PHONE NO.

: 493 966 3896 Jul. 16 1997 11:35aM P2
Ms, Bobbie Jo Greenland
Post Offico Box 64
Old Crow, Yukon
YOB INO
July 16, 1997
US Minerals Management Service
Alaska OCS Region
549 E 36th Stroct EGEIVE
Anchorage, Alaska
2
99508-430! JUL 16 1997
REGIONAL DIRECTOR, ALASKA 0CS
Minerals Management Service
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA
Dear Mr. Goll,

1 am writing ta you because T wanl you and everyone ¢lse al Minerals Management Scrvices to know that

1 strongly opposc oil drilling along the Alaskan coast. Not only will oll drilling threaten many ncar shore
sea mammals such as the bowhead whale, but may also threaten the Porcupine Caribou. The caribou

face a threat because this proposed drilling would take place near the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.

1 disagree with anyone who elaims that oil drilling cen be done safely without threatening the
environment and the wildlife. Thope you will a1l think twice about this federal Jease 170 as nobody
knows how 1o clean up an oil spill under sea ice. Lets not kid ourselves here, but the chances of such 2
thing happening does 8o exist.

As I write this letter ] am not thinking of only myself, but ] think about my childsen and grandchildren to
come. ] am thinking of my peoplc and the land. I think ahout the harm that oil drilling can have on us as
a poople who love and roapeot ous land and wildlife. No i, of' moncy can ever buy back the lives of
people, animals or plants once they are dead.

T have a feoling that the people who do favor oil drilling in such areas haven't cousidered much, but
themselves and the moncy it will make. Maybe if these people would just try and think abm{t things
from my point of view then they may be able to understand why J strongly oppose any oil drilling.
Lets not forget that money will not last forcver. PLEASE DONT drill along the Alaskan coast of

anywhere near the Arctic Nationa) Wildlife Refuge. J think the real hero’s are those who protect the
environment and what it contains, By doing so we shall all find richness in one way or another.

Sincerely,

Baobbic Jo Gieenland

Lot f usatnd

V. COMMENTS

BJG #1

BJG #2
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BJG-01

The DEIS addressed the concern about potential effects on caribou of Sale 170 OCS oil and gas exploration
and development under Alternative 1in Section IV.B.7. The DEIS considered deferring most potential lease
blocks from the sale that are offshore the ANWR under Alternative IIl. Under Alternative V, all blocks
offshore the ANWR are considered for deferral. Past OCS exploration drilling under Sales 87, 97, and 124
has occurred offshore the ANWR without any significant effects on the PCH or on the Refuge’s ecosystem.

BJG-02 .

Regarding concerns about subsea pipeline construction in arctic conditions; oil spills in arctic ice
conditions; and general transportation, development, and safety issues, see Responses TFA-11 and TFA-55,
and Appendix C in the FEIS.

BJG, Bobbie Jo Greenland
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BP Exploration (Alaska) inc.
900 East Bengon Bouteverd
PO. Box 190812

Anchorage, Alaska 993150812
{90T) 561-5111

Alaska Exploration & Developments

July 17, 1997

John T. Goll

Regional Director

Minerals Management Service
Alaska Region

949 East 36™ Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99508-4302

RE@EH\WE

JUL 13 1997

J
REGIONAL DIRECTOR, ALASKA 0CS
Minerals Management Service
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA

Subiect: BP Exploration (Alaska) Inc. Comments on Beaufort Sea Planning Area

Oil and Gas Lease Sale 170 and Dratt Enviropmental Impact Statement (EIS)
Dear Mr. Goll:

BP Exploration (Alaska) Inc. (BPXA), a wholly owned subsidiary of BP America,
appreciates the opportunity to submit comments on this important draft EIS and
oil and gas lease sale.

BPXA's primary focus is in the Beaufort Sea Planning Area of the Alaska OCS
Region. Provided below are our comments regarding the draft EIS relating to the
Beaufort Sea Planning Area Oil and Gas Lease Sale 170.

1. General Comments

The various BP companies view the Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) as an
essential and highly potential contributing resource area for the nation’s energy
future. While the development of aiternative energy sources, coupled with efforts
to conserve energy, are in the best national interest, we can not ignore the fact
that our nation will continue to rely on oil and gas as its major energy supply well
into the next century. It is of strategic importance that the nation is atforded every
potential avenue of increasing its domestic oil supply to meet the increasing
demand.

V. COMMENTS
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Mr. John T. Goll
Sale 170 EIS
July 17, 1997
Page 2

BPXA supports the current approach taken by the Minerals Management Service
(MMS) regarding the establishment of cooperative relationships with states and
local communities. These relationships are deemed essential to ensure
availability and exchange of information and identification of best practices in
order that sound scientific principles may be applied. Further, the regionaily
tailored approach to lease sales is imperative given the diversity of issues
confronting each of the regions.

Il. Alaska OCS Beaufort Sea Lease Sale 170

BPXA is a major lease holder and producer in the region of the arctic North Slope
of Alaska. Our lease holdings in this region are primarily between the mouths of
the Colville and Canning rivers. Given the presence of BPXA's existing
infrastructure and the demonstrated existence of commercial accumutations of
hydrocarbons in the region, we are compelled to focus our current efforts on the
OCS in the adjacent Beaufort Sea Planning Area.

BPXA supports the proposed plan (“Alternative 17), offering all 363 unleased
blocks in the Beaufort Sea Planning Area, to be held September, 1998. Given
the importance of forward planning, coordination of activities and budgetary
constraints, it is imperative to BPXA that lease sales be conducted as planned
and on schedule. We strongly encourage inclusion of alt 363 tracts included in
the proposed Beaufort Sea Planning Area Oil and Gas Lease Sale 170.

The Beaufort Sea in Alaska offers opportunities for early production given its
proximity to infrastructure. These facts also make this area one of the most
aftractive for investment in the Alaska Region.

L. Draft Environmental Impact Statement,
Information to Lessees

Proposed Mitigation Measures and

BPXA has the following comments and recommendations concemning revisions to
the document in preparation of the FEIS:

1. Further consideration should be given, in general, to current (and evolving) oil
industry waste management practices, waste minimization and other
enviromental protection measures; for example, drilling wastes from BPXA's

BPX, BP Exploration

BPX #1
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BPX-01

The MMS does consider industry efforts to minimize waste and protect the environment when preparing the
EIS and evaluating proposed oil and gas activity considered appropriate for the analysis of the effects of oil
and gas exploitation. Concems regarding the environmental effects of industrial development and the need
to improve operating efficiencies have resulted in a combination of regulatory measures and advances in
technologies and operating strategies that reduce impacts on the environment. Regulatory measures and
technologies and operating strategies that affect the environmental analysis of petroleum exploitation in the
Sale 170 area are included in Section IV.A (Basic Assumptions for Effects Assessment) and Appendix A

proposed Northstar project will be disposed of in deep injection wells using |BPX #1 (Exploration and Development Activities). The types and timing of activities that might occur in the Sale
grinding technology. —Jlcont. 170 area are described In Section IV.A.1. Spill-prevention and -response strategies, including the

2. Further consideration should be given to the oil industry’s technological requirement to have oil-spill-contingency plans for exploration and development and production activities, is
advances with respect to exploration and development on the North Slope described in Section IV.A.4. These descriptions are based on what MMS understands to be the current
and in the Beaufort Sea such as BPXA's proposed Northstar Project (a BPX 82 petroleum industry technologies and strategies for operating in the Arctic marine environment.
significant amount of information on Northstar project engineering has been BPX.02

i BPXA to the regulatory agencies in support of permit -

::z:;::tatt‘:gnst;y P 9 v a9 PP P The MMS will evaluate the technology proposed for use in future oil and gas activities, including the

3. The EIS should recognize on-going joint agency-oil industry pHlanning | Northstar Project, where appropriate and applicable.
activities focused on ensuring adequate spill response capabilities for [BPX #3 BPX-03
industry operations in the Beaufort Sea.

o —_— The MMS recognizes that ongoing agency/industry planning activities will have a long-term effect on
4. BPXA fully supports the proposed Mitigation Measures and Information to response planning and preparedness for the North Slope and has included a brief description of this effort in
Lessees which address such issues as community involvement and the FEIS.

protection of biological resources. BPXA is involved in and is committed to
local community involvement in the project planning process. We also
conduct and are committed to implementing the necessary environmental
studies with respect to fish and wildlife resources and obtaining local
knowledge on the physical and biological environments to support our project
planning and permitting activities. BPXA has a demonstrated commitment to
taking all reasonable and prudent steps to protect the environment, wildlife
and their habitat and subsistence activities.

Thank you for consideration of our comments. If you have any questions, please
contact Mr. Pete Zseleczky at (907) 564-5083.

HSE-Alaska
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July 30, 1997

Mr. John Goll, Regional Director RE@EH ME

US Minerals Management Service

Alaska OCS Region JUL 211997
949 E. 36th Street

REGIONAL DIRECTOR, ALASKA OCS
Anchorage, AK 99508-4302 Minerals Management Service

ANCHORAGE, ALASKA
Dear Mr. Goll

1 am writing to express my concerns about the proposed Beaufort Sea Sale 170. 1 strongly oppose
federal Lease Sale 170 and any attempts in the near future to Jease the coastal waters adjacent to
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.

Lease Sale 170 poses a major threat to the unique wildlife and irreplaceable wildemness values of
the Arctic Refuge. Oil exploration and drilling could harm near-shore bowhead whale and ringed
seal feeding habitat and migration routes and denning polar bears. A spill in the Beaufort Sea, in
addition to devastating marine populations, would present significant threats to the unique Arctic
National Wildlife Refuge ecosystem which is far more valuable to the U.S. & world in its present
pristine state than any oil that may be found nearby.

I strongly doubt that offshore leasing in Alaska's Arctic can be done safely. Production from

CARTER-01

Rcgarding concerns about subsea pipeline construction in arctic conditions; oil spills in arctic ice
conditions; and gencral transportation, development, and safety issues, see responses TFA-11 and TFA-SS,
and Appendix C in the FEIS.

CARTER-02

Sale 170 is part of the U.S. Government's effort to achieve a balanced energy-resource portfolio. This is part
of an overall plan to increase America’s security by reducing its vulnerability to global energy-market
shocks. Analyses prepared by the U.S. Department of the Interior have shown that much of the Nation's
energy for the foresceable future will have to come from petroleum and that imports of crude oil, petroleum
products, and natural gas all are expected to increase considerably over the next 2 to 3 decades. Increasing
imports will make the Nation more vuincrable to supply disruptions and will increase the Nation’s balance-
of-payments deficit.

offshore leases would require undersea pipelines in waters where ice flows scrape and scour the |CARTER #1

shallow seabed. Nobody knows how to clcanup an oil spill under sea ice.

Moreover, there is no national energy need to justify leasing along the Arctic coast at the present
time. The decision about whether to lease the proposed 1.7 million acre offshore area should be
left to future generations of Americans. The rush to give away oil & gas resources now not only
deprives future generations of this potential asset but ultimately leads to an acceleration of CO2
emissions which increase global warming (the U.S. has fallen short of its goals to reduce these
emissions).

For these reasons, 1 favor EIS Alternative 2: "No Leasing.”
Sincerely,

XNoe i

James R. Carter
3505 Woodland Park Drive
Anchorage, Alaska 99517

V. COMMENTS

CARTER #2
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Mr. John Goll, Regional Director

RE@EUW]E@

US Minerals Management Service JUL 16 1997

Alaska OCS Region

949 E 36th Street H.EGMIPNAL DIII:ECTOR. ALASSKA 0cs
- . nerals Management Service

Anchorage, AK 99508-4302 ANCHORAGE. ALASKA

Fax (907) 271-6805

Dear Mr. Goll,

1 am writing fo express my strong opposition to the proposed Beaufort Sea Sale 170 and
any other attempt to lease the coastal waters adjacent to the Arctic National Wildlife
Retuge. The proposed 1.7 million acre federal oil lease sale poses a major threat to the
unique wildlife and irreplaceable wildemess values of the Arctic Refuge. A spill in the
Beauforl Sea. m addition to devastating marine populations, presents significant threats to
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.

I seriously doubt that offshore leasing in Alaska’s Arctic can be done safely. Production

from offshore leases would require undersea pipelines in waters where ice flows scrape
and scour the shallow seabed. Nobody knows how to cleanup oil spills under sea ice.

In fight of the above concerns, I do not believe there is a compelling national energy need

to justify leasing along the Arctic coast. In short, I favor EIS Alternative 2: NO
LEASING.

Sincerely

Do M. Chias

Dean M. Chriss
1035 Gary Court
Wickliffe. Ohio 44092-2222

V. COMMENTS

CHRISS #1

CHRISS-01

Regarding concerns about subsea pipeline construction in arctic conditions; oil spills in arctic ice
conditions; and general transportation, development, and safety issues, see Responses TFA-11 and TFA-55

and Appendix C in the FEIS.
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Ehdiitat Renewable Resource Council

Aklavik Phone (403) 978 2028 Fax (403) 878-2937
Gwich'in tand, cullure and resources for a betler futore

Mr. John Goll, Regionat Director
US Minerals Management Service
Alaska OCS Region

949 E 36th Street

Anchorage, AK 99508-4302

(800) 764-2627

Woednesday, July 16, 1997.
Dear Mr. Goll,

Our council and thousands of other people hars in the Mackenzie Delta use Canbou
for a number of reasons and everyone knows it including the United States of America.
The Porcupine Carlbou Herd(152 000 strong) gives birth to it's next generation only 3
miles away from where your people want to fedarally lease(federal Lease Sale 170)
1.7 million acres of land. Scientists and people with common sense can tell you right
now that this is way too close to a delicate area to do any kind of research let alone Ol
Exploration. )
Our council is extramely updated on what is happening in the world today and
we know that thera is no compelling national energy need in the United States to
justify leasing land to oil companies along the Arctic Coast.

Production from offshore leasing would require undersea pipelinas which has

tremendous potential for a catastrophic oil spill because ice liows scrape and scour

the shallow seabed. To date there is no way of cleaning up an oil spill under sea ice.
Can you imagine what would happen if an oil spill took place around the only uniqua
arctic and sub-arctic ecosystem in the United States?

Not only is the herd in danger, but the millions of migratory birds, plant life,
denning polar bears, bowhead whales and the ringed seals that the original users of
the land have the highest respect for.

We hopa that this letier can give you a little taste of what our way of life means
to us. Remember you're calling the shots for a lot of people and animals that makes
a way of life out of the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.

Sincersly,

NSNS

Sheldon Bernard
Ehdiitat Ronowablo Nesource Cuutkil Guurdinator.

V. COMMENTS

ERRC-01

The DEIS addressed the concern about potential effects on caribou of Sale 170 OCS oil and gas exp!oration
and development under Alternative I in Section IV.B.7. The DEIS considered deferring most potential lease
blocks from the sale that are offshore the ANWR under Altemative [Il. Under Altemnative V, all blocks
offshore the ANWR are considered for deferral. Past OCS exploration drilling under Sales 87, 97, and 124
has occurred offshore the Refuge without any significant effects on the PCH or on the refuge’s ecosystem.

ERRC-02
See Response CARTER-02.

ERRC-03
See Response CHRISS-01.
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
1011 E. Tudor Rd.
Anchorage, Alaska 99503-6199
AL 29 1997
AES/ESO/NAES
Memorandum
To: Regional Director R E@ E[] ME@
Minerals Management Service, Alaska

JUL 31 1997

From: Regional Director / (g REGIONAL DIRECTOR, ALASKA 0cs
Region 7 . rals Management Servies
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA

Subject: Beaufort Sea Planning Area Oil and Gas Lease Sale 170
Draft Environmental Impact Statement

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
the Outer Continental Shelf Oil and Gas Lease Sale 170, planned for 1998. The proposed sale
area is comprised of 363 lease blocks and covers approximately 1.7 million acres in the central
portion of the Beaufort Sea Planning Area. Service comments on the Call for Information for
OCS Sale 170 dated 26 November 1996, and comments addressing OCS Sale 144 in
memorandums dated 26 July 1991, 3 February 1994, and 20 November 1995, are still applicable.

Recent and projected oil and gas leasing activities (e.g., Sourdough Prospect-British Petroleum
Exploration Inc., Beaufort Sea Areawide State Lease Sale 1999, Warthog Prospect-ARCO

Alaska, and ARCO Alaska’s request for unitization of lease sales at Camden Bay) have prompted
the Service to reevaluate potential effects of OCS leasing north of the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge (146° 00'W to 141° 00'W). Considering the alternatives presented, the Service supports
Alternative ITI (The Kaktovik Deferral) which deletes 85 blocks in the area approximately 12

miles west of the community of Kaktovik (144°W) to a line approximating 145° 07'W. \However,
due to the concerns outlined in the following paragraphs, the Service recommends the FWS #1
deferral area be extended west to the Canning River to encompass all the OCS offshore of
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.

The Arctic National Wildlife Range was cstablished by Public Land Order 2214 on 6 December
1960, to protect the unique wildlife, wilderness, and recreational values of the area. The Alaska
National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA, Section 303(2)(B)) redesignated the area as
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge and more than doubled its size to 19.6 million acres.
ANILCA specified the Arctic Refuge shall be managed to: (i) conserve fish and wildlife
populations and habitats in their natural diversity..., (i) fulfill international treaty obligations of
the United States with respect to fish and wildlife and their habitats, (iii) provide...continued
subsistence uses by local residents, and (iv) ensure...water quality and necessary water quantity
within the Refuge.
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Petroleum exploration and development activities and support infrastructure are prohibited on the
Arctic Refuge. The development of petroleum prospects north of the Refuge would likely require
a 30 to 60 mile subsea pipeline system (DEIS, Table IV.A.1-1) that would landfall in the Flaxman
Island area. Subsea pipelines are untested in the Alaskan Arctic, and the probable length of this FWS #2
pipeline heightens our concern about the potential for oil spills with subsequent impacts on the
Arctic Refuge, particularly given the lack of nearby spill response facilities.

The DEIS states that economically recoverable oil reserves discovered within the Lease Sale 170
area would be transported via an offshore pipeline(s) to existing onshore facilities at Oliktok
Point, Point McIntyre/West Dock, and/or the Endicott Causeway. For oil discovered north of the
Refuge, this option is likely not feasible; consequently, the DEIS proposes the development of
new onshore infrastructure near Flaxman Island (DEIS, pg. IV-A-6) which is located less than 2
miles from the Refuge boundary. The Service believes that this facility and associated production
activities northeast of this facility would pose significant risks to the Refuge, most notably in the
form of oil spills and wildlife disturbance.

Because of the proximity of the Flaxman Island onshore facility to the Refuge, the proposed 130
mile onshore pipeline from the Flaxman facility to Endicott (DEIS, Fig. IV.A.1-1), and the
likelihood of continued industrialized growth to support nearby fields (e.g., Sourdough Prospect,
DEIS, Fig. IV.A.5-1), the Service recommends the DEIS address direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts of the Flaxman Island facility to fish and wildlife resources, air and water quality, and
lands of the Arctic Refuge. Because “...onshore facilities would have to provide (1) a staging area
for construction equipment, drilling equipment and supplies; (2) a transfer point for drilling and
construction personnel; (3) a harbor to serve as a base for vessels required to support offshore
operations; and (4) an airfield for fixed-wing aircraft and helicopters” (DEIS, 1V-A-3), the DEIS
should address the potential impacts of these specific activities to the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge.

FWS #3

Because of the unique development restrictions on the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge and
associated concerns with impacts from OCS development, the Service recommends that
lease blocks north of the Refuge be considered as a separate planning unit for future

lease sale offerings. If in the future, OCS blocks north of the Refuge are offered, a separate
EIS addressing that unit should be done.

FWS #4

Specific Comments

In addition to the above discussion, we provide you with the following specific remarks regarding
the DEIS treatment of potential impacts on fish and wildlife resources.

FWS, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service




Caribou

The DEIS treatment of measured and potential effects of petroleum development on the
productivity, distribution, and habitat selection of caribou is inconsistent, incomplete, and
misleading relative to published literature.

Page I1I-B-12, second par.: The statement refercncing past and current decreases in the Central

Arctic Caribou Herd should indicate that declines have only occurred west of the Sagavanirktok
River (K. Whitten, pers. comm.), an arca of increasingly extensive petroleum development. The
segment of the CAH which calves east of the Sagavanirktok River in a relatively disturbance-free
area (Cameron 1995), has not declined (K. Whitten, pers. comm.). Reference should also be
made to recent published literature and ongoing research to address the apparent correlation of
petroleum industry expansion with degradation of caribou habitat, decreased body condition and
lower productivity (see below). Caution should be applied in comparing declines in the Porcupine
Caribou Herd relative to the CAH; the former is highly migratory and likely experiences different
environmental conditions relative to CAH (K. Whitten, pers. comm.).

Page IV-B-38, first par.: “Consequently, repeated exposure to human activities such as oil
exploration and development over several hundred square kilometers of summer range has led to
some degree of tolerance by most caribou of the CAH.” This statement is without scientific
merit. While some individual caribou may demonstrate “tolerance” to petroleum exploration and
production, references (i.e., publications, reports) which clearly support that most caribou have
developed some degree of tolerance should be included, if available. This sentence should either
be supported by literature, or deleted.

Page [V-B-38 b. Effects of Development: “...disturbance from vehicle traffic and human presence |

associated with present levels of oil development in the Prudhoe Bay area apparently has affected
Iocal distribution on a small percentage (an estimated 5%) of the caribou’s summer range.
However, caribou abundance and overall distribution have not been affected...” This statement
appears mislcading and inconsistent to statements on Page [V-B-38 a. (Effects of Disturbance):
“However, recent information on the productivity of CAH caribou calving in the oil fields (west
of Sagavanirkiok River) compared to CAH cows calving east of the oil fields (east of the
Sagavanirktok River) suggests that displacement-disturbance of cow caribou on the oil fields may
be affecting caribou productivity (Cameron, 1994). The avoidance of the Prudhoe Bay oil-field
complex of roads and pipelines by cow caribou represents a functional loss of summerrange |
habitat (Cameron et al. 1995).” The DEIS should also reference lower caribou calf prodGetivity |
and a higher frequency of adult female reproductive pauses in an area west of the Sagavanirktok
River compared to east of the river (Cameron 1995). Lowered fecundity of CAH females exposed
to oilfields may be the rcsult of poorer quality nutrition and reduced body condition as
consequences of habitat loss and disruption of movements (Cameron 1995).

Page IV-B-38: Current information from the Alaska Department of Fish and Game (Wildlife

FWS #5

FWS #6

FWS #7

FWS #8

Conservation Division, Fairbanks) regarding changes in the CAH summer range with respect to
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pipeline and oil field activities should be reviewed. A reference should be provided for the
statement that: *“...0il development in the Prudhoe Bay area apparently has affected local
distribution on a small percentage (an estimated 5%) of the caribou’s summer range.” Contact
Ken Whitten, Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Wildlife Conservation Division (Fairbanks),
for recent information on popuiation status and habitat selection of the CAH.

Polar Bears and Qther Marine Mammals

The following narrative should be included in Section Ill. Description of the Affected
Environment, B. Biological Resources, 5. Pinnipeds, Polar Bears, and Belukha Whales, b. Polar
Bears (pg. I1I-B-9 - lII-B-10). -

The North Slope Borough/Inuvailuit Game Council management agreement for the
Southern Beaufort Sea includes sustainable harvest quotas based upon an estimate of
population size, modeling sustainable yield rates for female polar bears, and information
regarding the sex ratio of the harvest. These quotas are sustainable; however, any
additional mortality from an oil spill, multiple oil spills, removal of chronic problem bears,
abandonment of dens, etc., singularly or in combination could push removal rates beyond
those believed to be sustainable. This user group agreement should be presented and
referenced throughout the DEIS (see Treseder and Carpenter 1989, Nageak et al. 1991).

The Marine Mammal Marking, Tagging, and Reporting Program records show that a total
of 34 polar bears were harvested and tagged in the proposed lease sale area from 1988 to
1997.

Polar bear hunters from Kaktovik report polar bears often travel along a lead which forms
in November and occurs between 5-30 miles offshore between the Colville River and
Demarcation Point (Fig. A-22, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 1995). Polar bears have
been observed feeding on ringed seals (Phoca hispida) in open water areas of the active ice
20-25 miles offshore between the Colville River and Tigvariak Island and have been
observed feeding on whale carcasses at Tigvariak Island, Cross Island, and Oliktok Point.
Lessees should be aware that these feeding sites may attract large numbers of polar bears.
Barrier islands (e.g., Flaxman, Cross, and Pingok Islands) and shorefast ice adjacent to
offshore islands, provide habitat for denning polar bears.

The following narrative should be included in Section 1V. Environmental Consequences, B.
Effects of Alternative I - The Proposed Action, 6 Pinnipeds, Polar Bears, and Belukha Whales, b.
Effects of Seismic Activitics (pg. [V-B-33).

Winter activities related to oil exploration, development and production may result in
disturbance to matemity dens (Blix and Lentfer 1992, Amstrup 1993, U.S. Fish and

wildlife Service, 1995). Because dens in paths of seismic surveys or other industrial

q

FWS #9
cont.

FWS #10

FWS #11
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activity may incur physical damage (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 1995), the Service
recommends that operators obtain a Letter of Authorization for activities in polar bear
habitats, especially during winter months, and contact the Service and the Alaska
Department of Fish and Game to compare the locations of known active polar bear dens
with industry activities. As a condition of the Minerals Management Service issued
operator permit, industry should be required to report new dens encountered during
exploratory activities to the Service and avoid known or observed den locations by one
mile (until IS April or until the den is vacated). The Service recommends, that the
Information to Lessees regarding polar bear interactions adopt the following: “Lessees are
advised that polar bears may be present in the area of operations, particularly during the
solid ice period. Proposed operations and actions should be conducted to minimize
interactions with polar bears. When actions have the potential to take polar bears, lessees
are advised to obtain appropriate Letters of Authorization from the Service. Lessees are
encouraged to consult OCS Study MMS 93-0008, Guidelines for Oil and Gas Operations
in Polar Bear Habitats.”

Page TI-15: *...activities associated with the Proposal are estimated to include the loss (due to an

oil spill....) of small numbers of seals (200-300 seals), walruses (<100), polar bears (perhaps 20-
30), and belukha whales (<10) with populations recovering....within about one year.” The Service
does not consider these losses as “small.” References regarding population recruitment for all
species should be included. Note that the recruitment estimate of “about one year” for polar bears
differs from “about 3-5 years” on Page IV-CJ-40, “<5 years” on Page 1V-B-35 and “5-7 years” on
Page IV-CJ-32 (see below). Estimates for the numbers of polar bears (“<50", “perhaps 20-30”,
“20-30”) affected by various project activities should be standardized.

Page 111-B-7: Pinnipeds, Polar Bears, and Belukha Whales. In the first paragraph, the use of

“(<100-<10)” is not understood. Please clarify the intended range.

Page 111-B-9: *...this population has increased over the past 20-30 years at >2 percent per year

and is believed to be stable or increasing at present....” This statement should be clarified to
indicate that the population appears to be increasing slightly or stabilizing near its carrying
capacity.

Page BIB-17: The USDOJ, FWS, 1995 citations do not list a, b, ¢ as in text. These should be

corrected.

Page 1V-B-33: “The number of bears lost as a result of such encounters is expected to be very low ‘

(such as <10 bears “taken”).” The term “take” is inappropriate in this sentence. “Take” means to
harass, hunt, capture, or kill, or attempt to harass, hunt capture, or kill (Marine Mammal
Protection Act, 1972). This sentence should be reworded in the DEIS to clarify that from 0 to 9
polar bears are expected to be killed as the result of this project.

V. COMMENTS
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Page IV-B-33: “...noise and disturbance from air and marine traffic associated with exploration |

and development ...are expected to have short term local effects on marine mammal populations.”

Page [V-B-34: “Noise disturbance and adverse effects associated with platform and offshore
platform installation are expected to be very local...and not affect marine mammal populations.”
These sections and all paragraphs which address potential noise and industrial disturbance on
polar bears should include the following:

Cumulative effects from noise and industrial disturbance may be greater than short-term
impacts if disturbance modifies or precludes the use of certain denning habitats and/or
other habitats of equal quality are not available. Human activities in the offshore area may
influence polar bear movements into terrestrial denning habitats causing a lower rate of
denning by terrestrial bears. Use of marginal habitats by denning polar bears may result in
lower productivity.

Page IV-B-35: “In a severe situation where a concentration of perhaps 20-30 bears were
contaminated by an oil spill and all the bears died, this one-time loss is not likely to affect the
Beaufort Sea population of polar bears; annual recruitment probably would replace lost bears
within less than one generation (<5 years).” Because the Beaufort Sea polar bear population is
estimated at 1778 animals (Amstrup et al. 1986), the Service would consider a loss of 20-30 beats
as extremely serious. A reference should be provided for the recruitment estimate (see above).
The term “generation” should be defined. For example, does this mean the time necessary for a
cub to become sexually mature, breed, and produce a cub? Inconsistent recruitment estimates
(years) should be corrected.

Page 1V-CJ-26: “The incidental loss of polar bears due to cumulative oil and gas development in

the Arctic is not expected to significantly increase the mortality rate...” This sentence should be
deleted because any additional mortality beyond the existing harvest, calculated to be sustainable,
could have deleterious population effects.

Page IV-CJ-27, second par. “These species are likely to suffer low (<50 polar bears) to moderate ‘

(<1,000 seals) mortality rates as the result of contact with oil; death may occur for several
hundred to a thousand very young seal pups, walrus calves, and highly stressed pinnipeds. These
losses from an estimated two to four oil spills are likely to be replaced within one generation or
less (5-7 years);...” As stated above and below, references for the estimated recruitment rates for
polar bears, walrus, and seals which occur in the lease area should be cited. In addition,
justification should be provided as to why the stated mortality rates are considered “low” or
“moderate.”

Page IV-CJ-32: “Losses....are likely to be replaced within one generation or less (5-7 years).” A |

reference for the population recruitment should be provided and corrected throughout the

FWS #17

FWS #18

FWS #19

FWS #20

FWS #21

document.
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*“Cumulative effects from oil spills would oil and contaminate from several hundred to a few
thousand seals and walruses and small numbers of polar bears (<50).” Pertinent literature should
be reviewed and montality estimates for all marine mammal species affected by this project should
be provided. As previously noted, the Service would not consider a range of polar bear mortality
“(<50)" as “small.”

FWS #22

“Belukha whales would suffer low mortality (<30 whales), with a population recovery in | year.”
Delete the term “low" or justify its use; a citation for the recruitment estimate should be provided.

FWS #23

Page I'V-CJ-48: “__.it is not likely that these pollutants [natural gas vapors and condensates] would
affect any marine mammals except individuals present in the immediate vicinity of the blowout
(the loss of probably <100 animals with such losses replaced within 1 year).” Clarify sentence to
indicate if “<100 animals” is total or 100 animals per species. If possible, provide estimates for
individual species as affected by this pollution. Provide citations which reference recruitment
rates for all marine mammal species to support the stated replacement of individuals within 1

FWS #24

year.

Threatened and Endangered Species

In response to your Call for Information and Nominations, our letter of 26 November 1996
referred to the Steller’s eider (Polysticta stelleri) as being proposed for listing as a threatened
species under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended. The Service published a final
rule listing the Alaska breeding population of Steller’s eiders as a threatened species on

June 11, 1997. A response to your request for formal consultation under Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act will be provided in a separate letter.

Page 11I-B-5: Knowledge of the distribution and migration chronology of Spectacled eiders
(Somateria fischeri) and Steller's ciders in the Beaufort Sea is critical relative to this
environmental assessment; however, this information is not clearly presented. Both species may
be present in the Beaufort during spring migration in May and June. Males may be present again
in late June and early July, and nesting females and young of the year may be present in August
and September (see Service comments in 26 November 1996 memorandum).

As mentioned above, the Alaska breeding population of Steller’s ciders was listed as threatened |

onJune 11, 1997. The descriptions and discussions of this species throughout Chapters 111 and [V
(Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences) should reflect this change in listing
status. Otherwise, the information provided in our 26 November 1996 comments remains
applicable, with the addition of the following suggested Information To Lessees:

FWS #25

FWS #26

FWS #27

FWS #28

ITL ()--Steller’s Eider
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Lessees are advised that the Steller’s eider (Polysticta stelleri) is listed as threatened by the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and is protected by the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as
amended.

Steller’s eiders are present in the Chukchi and Beaufort seas during spring migration in
May and June. Males retumn to the sea in late June, while nesting females remain on the
arctic coastal tundra until late August or early September. Onshore activities related to
OCS exploration, development, and production during the summer months (May -
September) may affect nesting Steller’s eiders.

Lessces are advised that the Service will review exploration, development and production
plans submitted by lessees to the Mincrals Management Scrvice in order to protect Steller’s
eiders and their habitats.

Page 111-B-5, par. 3c. Spectacled Eider. This paragraph states that an “estimated 7,000~ 16,000
or more” spectacled eiders seasonally occupy arctic Alaska. A better estimate is a minimum of
7,000 - 9,000 Spectacled Eiders who occupy the Arctic Coastal Plain during the breeding season
(Lamed and Balogh 1994). This paragraph also states that “Recent surveys in the Prudhoe Bay
area suggest a trend of increasing abundance occurred there from 1991 to 1994 (TERA, 1995).”
These surveys are not necessarily indicative of the Arctic Coastal Plain population of Spectacied
Eiders. This population index declined between 1994 and 1995 (TERA, 1996).

Page 11I-B-5, par. 3d. Steller’s Eider. This paragraph statcs that “Reproductive success is
generally low with occasional good years, suggesting that productivity is dependent primarily on
adult survival.” The meaning of this sentence and the inferred correlation are not clear. Clarify
and cite reference or delete sentence.

Page 1V-B-26, par. b2. Potential Effects of Aircraft/Vessel Disturbance. The migration periods
for Spectacled Eiders includes May and early June, as well as the late June/early July and late
August/September time periods mentioned in this paragraph.

\ditional C

Page 111-B-5, par. 4. Marine and Coastal Birds. The last sentence of this paragraph states in part
“in near shore coastal waters (<20m)....” Does the 20m refer to mean depth or distance from
shore?

Page 111-B-3, par. 2c. This paragraph states that marine fish species arc widely distributed in
fairly low densities. “Fairly low densities” should be quantified according to the literature cited.

Page 1V-CJ-22: “.. Native Elders feel that fox numbers... have increased in recent decades due to |
reduced trapping (Suydam, 1966, pers. comm), and numbers....” We presume that the date of this
citation should be 1996.

FWS #28
cont.
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We appreciate this opp'oxtunity to comment on the DEIS. If you have any questions regarding
these comments or desire further information, please contact Eric Taylor at (907) 456-0323. erature Cited
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FWS-01

The FWS recommendation to defer from leasing all blocks from the eastemn border.of the sale area to the
Canning River was echoed by many similar comments. Accordingly, the MMS devcloped Altemative V,
which includes the option to defer the arca offshore of the ANWR. More extensive than the Kaktovik
deferral, Alternative V considers the potential deferral of 122 blocks covering 437,866 ha to the west of the
Canning River. The FEIS fully examines the effects of any leasing activity associated with Altemative V,
including the application of special mitigating measures in licu of deferming this area.

FWS-02

The nisk of a major oil spill from a subsea pipelinc is small. Even in the unlikely event of pipelinc damage,
leak-dctection systems, emergency-shut-down systems, and the natura! balancing forces between the oil and
sea water limit the rate and total volume of oil spilled. Natural topographical variations along the pipeline
route further limit the total length of pipeline that would “empty™ in the event of a leak (i.e., only that
portion of the pipeline between the two highest points of the Icak point would drain out of the pipe); this
likely would be mecasured in hundreds of feet, not tens of miles.

The volume of oil spill resulting from a pipeline leak or rupture is a few barrels to a few thousand barrels
that could be released over a several-day period. This is significantly different for response planning than a
large, instantancous tanker spill in the tens of thousands of barrels over a few hours.

Ice gouging is the most significant force that could damage a pipeline. The most likely time for significant
icc gouging is in the freezeup period, during active formation of grounded ice and rubble piles (the most
direct causc of ice gouging in shallower water). Subsea pipelines are most likely to parallel the shore in
shallowcr water due to construction limitation and lower density and depth of ice gouging. An oil spill
under these conditions would be contained in the ice and would pose minimal risk to onshore areas, while
allowing time to mobilize an oil-spill response.

A project-specific oil-spill-contingency plan will be required for any development and production activity,
including an associated pipeline. A lessee must demonstrate in the OSCP the ability to respond to a spill,
including logistics and infrastructure. Response planning for a subsea pipeline off the ANWR will require
consideration of alternative staging and support locations including Kaktovik, expanded responsc resources
at the production facility, and possible landfalls outside the ANWR.

See also Responscs TFA-11 and TFA-55 and Appendix C in the FEIS.

FWS-03

Because Kaktovik subsistence whalers rarely take bowhead whales west of 144°00'W. longitudc and
Nuigsut subsistence whalers rarely travel cast of 147°00°W. longitude, any activities at a Flaxman Island
onshore site are not expected to disturb the subsistence bowhead whale hunt in these communities. The
Flaxman Island area is a hypothetical landfall for OCS leases in Camden Bay. More detailed information on
whether there would be facilities other than the landfall for an offshore pipeline cannot be determined at this
time. If a development plan is submitted in the future in association with leases in Camden Bay, this
information would then be available; and an assessment of effects of such facilities would be included in a
developmental EIS. The comment overstates the amount of staging activity from a Flaxman Island facility;
the quotc referenced in this comment regarding onshore fucilities pertained to onshore facilities at Kuparuk
or Prudhoe Bay, as stated in Section [V.A.1.a(2)(b) of the EIS (Support and Logistics Activities).

FWS-04

Planning unit boundarics and designations are determined by the MMS approximately every § years. The
determination is made prior to the issuance of a programmatic EIS that analyzes a proposed 5-year leasing
schedule. During the planning process for this EIS, a call for public comment is issued regarding the sales
proposed for the 5-year leasing schedule. It is at this stage of the process that the FWS and others who

V. COMMENTS

propose a separate planning area offshore the ANWR should voice their concerns. At the present time it is
premature to consider a separatc planning area, because planning areas and scheduled sales have been
approved by Congress for the current 5-year leasing schedule. The planning process for the next
programmatic EIS begins in 1999.

FWS-05

The caribou of the Central Arctic Herd (CAH) is not continuing to decline either east or west of the
Sagavanirktok River (Whitten, 1995, pers. comm.). Recent published information on the apparent
correlation between oil-industry activities and reduction in caribou productivity is discussed in Section
IV.B.7 (Effects on Caribou) of the FEIS.

FWS-06
The text of the FEIS has been revised in responsc to this comment.

FWS-07
The text of the FEIS has been revised in response to this comment.

FWS-08
Section [V.B.7 of the DEIS mentioned that CAH caribou cows calving on the oilfields seem to have a lower
productivity than those calving to the cast of the oilfields (Cameron, 1994).

FWS-09
The text of the FEIS has been revised in response to this comment.

FWS-10

The reference to the marine mammal marking, tagging, and reporting program showing that a total of only
34 polar bears were harvested and tagged in the proposed lease-sale area from 1988 through 1997 is
incorrect. According to the FWS (USDOI, FWS, 1995b), the subsistence harvest for the Beaufort Sea polar
bear population greatly excecded 34 bears during the period 1988 through 1994. Perhaps 34 is the number
harvested per year from the Beaufort Sea. The assumed one-time loss of 20 to 40 polar bears to the assumed
7,000-bbl spill contacting a bear concentration at a whale carcass is not expected to push removal rates of
polar bears from the population beyond sustainable levels for >1 year at worst (see Sec. IV.B.6 under Site-
Specific Effects of Oil Spills). Impontant fecding (on ringed scals) habitat of polar bears is shown in Figure
11L.B.S, the Active Ice (Flaw) Zone. The text of the FEIS has been revised in response to these comments.

FWS-11
The text of the FEIS has been revised in response to this comment.

FWS-12

The one-time loss of 20 to 30 polar bears to an oil spill should not be considered of great consequence,
because the annual subsistence harvest of polar bears in the Alaskan Beaufort Sea often exceeds this level of
loss (USDOL, FWS, 1995b). The differences in recovery times for the polar bear population in Sections
IV.B.6.e (3), IV.E9.b, and IV F.6 reflect different assumptions on the numbers of oil spills assumed to
occur under Altemative | and the cumulative case.

FWS-13
The text of the FEIS has been revised in response to this comment.

FWS-14
The text of the FEIS has been revised in response to this comment.
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FWS-15
The text of the FEIS has been revised in response to this comment.

FWS-16
The text of the FEIS has been revised in response to this comment.

FWS-17

There is no evidence to support the contention that repeated exposure of polar bears to offshore and/or
onshore noise and industrial activity has or would significantly displace denning polar bears to marginal
habitats that could result in lower productivity. The FWS (USDOI, FWS, 1995b), in their polar bear-
population assessment, concluded that polar bear exposure to “industrial activities” along the coast of the
Beaufort Sea (noise and disturbance from oil exploration and development) “have not been found to be
affecting rates of recruitment or survival” of the polar bear population.

FWS-18

Although the one-time loss of 20 to 40 bears to an oil spill would seem to be “very serious,” the Beaufort
Sea polar bear population is expected to recover from this loss within a few years or less. Assuming an
annual recruitment rate from the current growth rate of 2.4 percent would allow a potential biological
removal rate, or a yield of 48 bears per year, assuming equal sex ratio of removed bears and a subsistence
harvest of 20 to 30 bears/year (USDOI, FWS, 1995). On the other hand, assuming a Beaufort Sea polar bear
population of 2,000 and a sex ratio of 2:1 male to female, the sustainable yearly harvest would be about 76
bears, which is considerably more than the recent annual subsistence harvest of about 20 to 30 bears from
this population under the NSB/Inuvailuit Game Committee Management Agreement on Polar Bears
(Nageak, Brower, and Schliebe, 1991). Thus, although the additional loss of 20 to 40 bears from the spill is
over and above the subsistence harvest of 20 to 30 bears (a total of 40-70 bears removed from the population
that 1 year or 8-22 bears over the 48 bears/year yield), the population is expected to recover within less than
one generation (or 3-5 years for recovery and an assumed polar bear generation time of at least 7-8 years),
even if the sustainable yield is exceeded for | year. A generation time for polar bears is defined as the
average time interval between the birth of the female bear and the birth of her offspring, which is at least 7 to
8 years. Some of the bears lost to the spill also are expected to be 48 bears/year, animals that would have
been harvested that year. In fact, the harvest rate for the year of the spill probably would be <20 to 30 bears
because of the reduced availability of bears to subsistence hunters as a result of the spill. If the population of
bears is assumed to be 2,000 with a sex ratio of 2:1 male to female and a sustainable yearly harvest of about
76 bears, then the loss to the spill (20-40) plus the harvest (20-30 bears) would not exceed the sustainable
yield for that year. Thus, the loss of 20 to 40 polar bears is serious but is not expected to be of long-term
consequence to the population. See also Response FWS-09. A definition for “generation” has been added
to the text of Section IV.B.6 in the FEIS.

FWS-19
The text of the FEIS in Section IV 1.6 has been revised in response to this comment, See also Response
FWS-18 (Nageak, Brower, and Schliebe, 1991).

FWS-20
The text of the FEIS has been revised in response to this comment.

FWS-21

The text of the FEIS in Section IV.J.6 provides information on polar bear-population recruitment, and a
reference to this section has been added to the text under Section IV J.9.

FWS-22
See Response FWS-20.

V. COMMENTS

FWS-23
See Response FWS-20.

FWS-24
The text of the FEIS has been revised in response to this comment.

FWS-25
The text of the FEIS has been revised to reflect listing of the Steller’s eider as threatened under the
Endangered Species Act (ESA).

FWS-26
The text of the FEIS has been revised to more accurately indicate the chronology of eider presence in the
Beaufort Sea area.

FWS-27
See Response FWS-25.

FWS-28

The ITL on the spectacled eider and the Steller’s eider has been updated to incorporate the changed status of
the Steller’s eider. The text of the FEIS has been revised to reflect listing of the Steller’s eider as threatened
under the ESA.

FWS-29
Suggested changes concerning the spectacled eider have been incorporated into the appropriate text of the
FEIS.

FWS-30
The referenced sentence has been deleted from the FEIS.

FWS-31
The suggested wording has been added to the text of the FEIS.

FWS.32
The cited statement has been revised to clarify the reference to depth contour in the FEIS.

FWS-33
The cited literature (Irvine and Meyer, 1990:8) does not quantify “fairly low densities.” Therefore, no
numerical values can be assigned to this phrase.

FWS-34
The text of the FEIS has been revised in response to this comment.
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See Responses TFA-11 and TFA-55 and Appendix C in the FEIS.

P. 0. Box 332
Fort McPherson, NT XOE 0J0
Canada

Mr. John Goll, Regional Director
US Minerals Management Service
Alaska OCS Region

949 E 36TH Street

Anchorage, AK 99508 - 4302

Dear Mr. Goll:

1 recently received information that you plant to allow drilling in the coastal areas of
the Arctic Refuge.

[ am a Gwich'in from the Northwes