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V. REVIEW AND ANALYSIS OF COMMENTS RECEIVED

A. Introduction:

1. Summ;ry of Comments on the Draft EIS: During the DEIS comment period, written
statements and oral testimonies were provided by various governmental agencies, organizations, businesses, and
individuals. More than 400 wiitten statements were received, and 115 individuals testified at the public hearings.
All of the written and oral com nents on the Sale 149 DEIS were reviewed and considered in preparing responses.

More than 350 of the written siatements and some of the public hearing testimony expressed opposition to or
support for Sale 149; many of he statements and testimony also contained reasons for opposing or supporting the
sale. A summary of these reas ns are noted in Section V.B.1. -

About 60 written statements an 1 oral testimonies contained comments regarding material presented in the DEIS
requiring responses; responses were prepared for approximately 500 individual comments. Statements and oral
testimonies requiring responses are noted in Sections V.B.2 and 3, respectively. Most of the comments on the
DEIS addressed concems regai ding (1) oil spills, threat of oil spills, and adequacy of oil-spill-cleanup technology;
(2) effects of oil spills and indv strial activities on lifestyles, the environment, biological resources, subsistence
harvesting, and commercial fis iing; (3) environmental contamination by the oil and gas industry from past waste-
disposal practices, contifued di scharge of permitted wastes, and violations of permit discharges; (4) adequacy of
environmental information, inc ‘'uding physical, chemical and biological baseline data; (5) adequacy of the oil-spill-
risk analysis model; (6) the ne<d for oil that might be discovered and produced as a result of the sale; and (7) the
absence of descriptions and/or inalysis of effects on specific resources, areas, or activities that were either not
raised during the scoping proce ss or were beyond the scope of the EIS.

2. EIS Cl anges in Response to Comments on the Draft EIS:

a. - Alternatives: Two deferral alteratives have been added to the final EIS (Secs. IILH
and I) and analyzed in Sections IV.B.8 and 9. These alternatives are the Northern Deferral Alternative (Alternative
VII) and the Kennedy Entranc : Deferral Alternative (Alternative IX).

. () Alternative VIII, Northern Deferral Alternative: The Northern Deferral

Altemative would offer for lea: ing 285 blocks (about 580,000 ha or 1.44 million acres) in that part of the Sale 149
area south of Anchor Point (Fi;:. II.H.1). The area removed by the deferral alternative consists of 117 whole or -
partial blocks (about 220,000 ha or 0.48 million acres) located north of Anchor Point; the deferred area comprises
about 29 percent of the Alterna ive areas.

Deletion of the blocks north of Anchor Point was proposed by the United Cook Inlet Drift Association during
testimony at the Anchorage Pul lic Hearing. As noted in the description of the Coastal Fisheries Deferral
Alternative, Section 1.D.2.a(2). the area north of Anchor Point is the heart of the Cook Inlet salmon gilinet fishery.
Deferral of these bocks would « liminate fishing-gear conflict between commercial-fishing activities and oil and gas
operations in the OCS area nor h of Anchor Point. Also, there would not be any discharges from drilling and
production operations in the arca. The blocks proposed for deletion from the sale area by this deferral alternative
inctude some of the blocks proj»osed for deletion in Alternatives IV,.V, and VII (Figs. II.D.1, ILLE.1, and I1.G.1,
respectively). The benefits and risks to the biological resources in these areas would be similar to those described
for the corresponding blocks in Alternatives IV, V, and VII (Secs. 1.D.2.a(1), (2) and (4), respectively).

(?) AHlernative IX, Kennedy Entrance Deferral Aiternative: This alternative
would offer for lease 385 blocks (about 760,000 ha or 1.88 million acres). The area removed by the deferral
alternative consists of 17 block: (about 40,000 ha or 0.10 million acres) in two areas adjacent to Kennedy Entrance
(Fig. 11.1.1). Onme of the areas s off the southwestern end of the Kenai Peninsula and the other is west of the
Barren Islands.

Deletion of the blocks near the western end of Kennedy Entrance was suggested by the State of Alaska. The
deferral of northern blocks wot Id reduce the risk of oil spills contacting subsistence-harvest areas used by the
Native communities of Port Gr: ham and Nanwalek, and the deferral of both areas would reduce potential conflicts
with commercial fisheries. Bot 1 the northern set of blocks (located off the southwestern end of the Kenai
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Peninsula) and the southern set (located west of the Barren Islands) were part of Alternatives V, and VII (Figs.
I1.LE.1 and I1.G.1, respectively), :nd the southern set of blocks also was part of Alternative IV (Fig. I1.D.1). The
benefits and risks to the biologica  resources in these areas would be similar to those described for the
corresponding blocks in Alternati ses IV, V, and VII (Secs. 1.D.2.a(1), (2) and (4), respectively).

b.  Mit gating Measures: Significant changes in the mitigating measures between the
draft and final EIS’s consist of changing an ITL to a stipulation, adding three new stipulations to the potential
mitigating measures and changing the text of three ITL’s. These three new stipulations were recommended by the
State of Alaska. Changes in the te xt of the ITL’s were made in response to comments from the Kodiak Island
Borough.

(1) Stipulation No.1, Protection of Fisheries: The Information on Minimizing
Potential Conflicts between the O 1 and Gas and Fishing Activities has been changed to a stipulation that is part of
the Proposal. A requirement was added to the stipulation to minimize conflicts between oil and gas activities and
subsistence and sport fishing (Sec I1.J.1.a). The modification of the mitigating measures was in response to
concerns about the potential for conflicts between oil and gas operations and subsistence, sport, and commercial
fisheries. These concems were e::pressed by individual commercial and subsistence fisherman and by commercial-
fishing groups and the Kodiak Isl ind Borough. The Statc of Alaska also recommended a stipulation to reduce
conflicts between oil and gas opei ations and commercial and subsistence fisheries.

(2) Stipulation No. 5, Restriction on Multiple Operations: Stipulation No. 5
responds to a concem that the lev-:1 of exploratory drilling operations in an area may interfere with commercial-
fishing activities. The stipulation states that two or more simultaneous drilling operations will not be permitted
unless an analysis of use conflicts indicates that such operations will not result in unreasonable conflicts with
fishing activities.

(3) Stipulation No. 6, Seasonal Drilling Restriction: This stipulation also
addresses concerns about fishing- jear conflicts by proposing to prohibit exploratory drilling from June 11 though
August 15 in those blocks that lic along the northeast perimeter of the sale area (Fig. II.E.1—the blocks along the
perimeter of the sale area that ext¢ nds from Homer to north of Ninilchik).

(4) Stipulation No. 7 No Surface Entry during Development and Production:
Stipulation No.7 addresses concer 1s about fishing-gear conflicts with development and production facilities.
Surface entry in those blocks that lic along the northeast perimeter of the sale area (Fig. II.E.1—the blocks along
the perimeter of the sale area that :xtends from Homer to north of Ninilchik) would be prohibited. Access to any
oil and gas resources in these bloc ks is allowed by directional drilling or other methods that do not conflict with
fisheries activities.

(5) ITL’s No.2, No. 4, and No. 5: The Information on Sensitive Areas to be
Considered in the Oil-Spill-Contir gency Plans, ITL No. 2, has been revised to include some additional areas of
special biological and cultural sen: itivity suggested by comments received on the draft Sale 149 EIS. The
Information on Coastal Zone Man agement, ITL No. 4, has been revised to notify potential lessees that specific
coastal districts have enforceable | olicies that have been incorporated into the Alaska Coastal Management
Program. The Information on Oi -Spill-Response Preparedness, ITL No. 5, has been revised to address concerns
regarding the ability of the lessee o protect communities and important resources from the adverse effects of an oil

spill.

c. Text Revisions: The analyses in Section IV.B has been revised to include (1) the
social, psychological, and cultural effects that the Sale 149 pre- and postlease sale and development and production
processes have on individuals and communities adjacent to the sale area and (2) the effects of Sale 149 on the
Kodiak commercial fisheries. Wh :re 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 the responses to the specific cor 1ments. . :

B. Statements, Co nments, and Responses:

1. Statements Opposing or Supporting Sale 149: There were more than 350 statements
submitted with comments and/or 1 :asons opposing or supporting Sale 149. Comments received on a draft EIS that
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provide new or additional infor ation or address the adequacy of descriptive material or analysis are responded to
in the final EIS in Sections V.B 2 and 3 and V.C. Those comments that only express opposition to or support for
a lease sale are included in the ¢ ecision documents (Sec. 1.A.15) prepared to assist the Secretary of the Interior in
making a decision whether or n:it to hold a lease sale; they are not presented in an EIS. However, because there
was such a significant number of comments received during the comment period on the Sale 149 draft EIS that fell
in this category, it was decided o present a summary of the reasons for opposing or supporting the lease sale in the
final EIS for Sale 149.

Reasons for opposing the sale include:

effects on the local eco 1omy which largely is based on:
commercial fishing ,

tourism,

charter fishing boa's,

guide services,

bed and breakfast acilities,

small businesses a1 d services, and

charter aircraft ser sices.

Exxon Valdez oil spill : nd:

e marine mammals aad birds, fishes, and plants and beaches that are still recovering from the oil spill;
e  experiences in cleaning spilled oil from the beaches and birds and animals;

o lingering psycholo zical effects; and -

e ongoing litigation.

threat to the quality of ife as described by:

e proximity to Federal and State parks, refuges and wildlife, and recreation areas;

e boating, recreation al/sportfishing, scenic viewing, and beachcombing activities; and
e Native culture and subsistence activities.

petroleum industry acti sities (including):

o threat of oil spills;

violations of NPDI:S discharge permit in upper Cook Inlet;
lack of effective oi. spill cleanup technologies;

toxicity of drilling muds and other discharges;

opposition to tanke r safety;

vessel traffic patter os,

double hulls on tar kers, and

tug escofts; A ,

associated transit p ypulation during development.

threat to biological resc urces (and habitats) (including):

o finfishes (salmon, 1alibut, and herring);

e marine mammals(s :als, killer and beluga whales, and sea otters) and threatened or endangered species
(sea lions, humpba -k and gray whales);

e shellfish; :

e birds and bird rool eries; and

e terrestrial wildlife.

lack of National energy policy which should be encouraging the:
e development and use of alternative energy sources; and
e conservation in the use fossil fuels.

natural risks from:

e volcanic eruptions,
e carthquakes,

e  tsunamis,
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high tides,
sea ice in the winter, and
storms.

" other:

€CONoIIC Concerns;

compensation for da nages,

no community benef ts, and

economic displacem« nt because of a spill.

moratorium on leasit g or development in Bristol Bay and California and Florida;

repeated efforts of Hmer area residents in opposing oil and gas development in the area;
hypocrisy in stating 1here is a domestic need for the oil when there are also proposals to export oil;
and

oil may be more vah able in the future.

Reasons for supporting the sale nclude:

effects on state and local :conomies:

the presence of the o 1 and gas industry has stimulated the economies of many regions in Alaska, both
directly and indirect! 7, creating jobs and many associated benefits;

oil and gas industry | as played an important role in the Kenai Peninsula's economy for over 30 years,
and

supported economies of Anchorage and Kenai.

OCS leasing can helj to secure continued long-term investment by oil and gas companies in Alaska;
further modifications of the Sale 149 proposal may cause the petroleum industry to lose interest in this
area, and

new sources of reverues must be found to help compensate for declining state revenues.

development has con ributed to economic stability;

a heaithy economy allows us to spend more to protect the environment; and

social and economic “senefits of offshore oil and gas development outweigh the risks.

ensuring energy resource: :

the nation will contin 1¢ to rely on oil and gas well into the next century despite the development of
alternative energy so Ices; ‘

nation needs to be en ;ured of increasing domestic production to meet increasing demand for oil;
domestic oil producti i is critical to this country's national interest,

OCS Program contril utes to reducing the dependency on imported oil,

greater self-sufficiency in US energy reserves and production,

cannot depend on 3r¢ world countries for reliable energy resources, and

need to decrease the ’ependence on foreign oil.

decreasing gas reserv s in the Cook Inlet region could result in;

changing home heatit g systems from gas to oil, wood or coal,

increasing electrical g zneration from diesel fuel,

increasing coal-fired ;eneration capacity (and coal mining), and

increasing hydroelect ic capacity (damming rivers).

fishing industry depe1ds on economical fuel to do their work.

environment and social coacerns:

studies indicate there 1ave been no on adverse impacts on the marine environment from Cook Inlet oil
and gas operations; '

MMS has addressed 1 ublic concerns regarding the lease sale;

the oil and gas indust y has become much more sensitive to the protection of the subsistence lifestyles
of Alaska’s Native co nmunities;

oil and gas developnx nt is compatible with fishing industry and tourism;

oil and gas industry hs a history of working with government agencies, commercial interests and
environmental groups to solve problems; and

there are adequate lav s and regulations to protect the environment.
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2. Comments and Responses: The following section presents a list of statements received during
the DEIS comment period and 1 reproduction of all those statements with comments that require responses.
Comments requiring a respons¢ either provided new or additional information to be incorporated into the EIS or
addressed the adequacy of desc -iptive material or the analysis. Specific comments in each letter are bracketed and
numbered. The MMS respons: s to the specific comments follow each letter. Statements requiring a response are
highlighted and indicated by thi: » symbol.

Federal Agencies
Department of the Inte rior
Bureau of Mines ( Alaska Field Operation Center)
+Fish and Wildlii e Service (Region 7)—FWR
+Fish and Wildli{ : Service (Air Quality Branch)—FWA
»National Park S xrvice (Alaska Region)—NPS
National Park Ser rice (Air Quality Division)-
Department of Comme rce
»*NOAA/NMFS (! "ook Inlet Marine Mammal Council)—CIM
Environmental Prot: ction Agency—EPA
»Marine Mammal Co mmission—MMC

State of Alaska o _
»Office of Manageme i1t and Budget Division of Governmental Coordination (May 3, 1995)—SOA
»Office of Manageme i1t and Budget Division of Governmental Coordination (August 3, 1995)—SA2
Boroughs :
»Kodiak Island Boro\ gh—KIB
Kenai Peninsula Borou gh (Resolution)

Organizations
»Alaska Legal Service s—ALS
»Alaska Oil and Gas Association—AOG
Alaska Waveriders
»Alaskans for Clean Vater (Representing 19 other organizations)—TAG
Alaskans for Cleann Water
Alaska Center for the Environment
Alaska Marine Co 1servation Council
Alaska Public Inte -est Research Group
Alaska Wildlife A liance
American Oceans Campaign
Cook Inlet Vigil
Greenpeace
Kachemak Bay Cc nservation Society
Kodiak Conservation Network
Legasea
National Parks an¢ Conservation Association
National OCS Coa lition
National Wildlife ]‘ederation
Natural Resources Defense Council
Sierra Club
U.S. Public Intere t Research Group
The Wilderness Sc ciety
Trustees for Alask1
Beauty Without Cruelt; -, USA
Chugachmiut Environz iental Protection Consortium (Representing 4 Groups)
Homer Citizens
Greenpeace Alask:
Kodiak Conservati )n Network
Trustees for Alask
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Eastern Kenai Peninsula - invironmental Action Association
Homer Fish and Game A 1visory Committee
»Indigenous Peoples Coiincil for Marine Mammals (10 Members)—IPC
Alaska Eskimo Whal ing Commission
Alaska & Inuvailuit Beluga Whale Commission
Alaska Sea otter Con unission
Association of Villag z Council Presidents
Bristol Bay Native A ;sociation
Eskimo Walrus Com nission
Inuit Circumpolar Cc nference
North Slope Borougl Department of Wildlife Management
Pribilof Aleut Fur Seal commission
Southeast Native Sut sistence commission
»Kachemak Bay Conser sation Society—KBC
»Kodiak Conservation M etwork—KCN
»North Gulf Oceanic So jlety—NGO
North Pacific Fisheries A ;sociation, Inc
»Pacific Seabird Group- -PSG
Resource Development Cuncil for Alaska, Inc.
United Cook Inlet Drift A ssociation
»United Fishermen of Alaska (Sale 149 Area Members 6)—UFA
Area K Seiners Assoiation
Cook Inlet Aquacult re Association
Kenai Peninsula Fish :rmen's Association
Kodiak Regional Aqu aculture Association
North Pacific Fisheri s Association
United Cook Inlet Dhift Association
Wilderness Education As: ociation

Businesses, Consultants
BP Exploration
CTI Alaska
Easley and Bendino

. Paul S. Glavinovich

Kachemak Bay Wildernes; Lodge
Ketchikan Pulp Company
LAPP Resources Inc
Maritime Helicopters
McGranes
Mclntosh Marine, Inc.
Peak OQilfield Service Co.
Petro Marine Services
Petro Star, Inc
Platinum Jewelers
Ryanlode Mines, Inc
Wavetamer Kayaking

3. Personal Letters, Cards, and Written Testimony Submitted at the Public Hearings:
(Personal—statements that do 1:0t have a heading which identifies a business or group and the writer appears to
be representing herself/himsel; )
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‘Carlton, Stephen Kenai, AK

Aarts, Frances P. Danbury, CT Cassidy, Sylvia Homer, AK
Acuff, Ardis Copper Hill, VA  »Chavasse, Chris—CC Fritz, Creek, AK
Amptmeyer, Ryan Lafayette, IN Chesitis, Carolanne Anchor Point, AK
Anderson, Claudia Kodiak, AK »Child, Mark—MC Champaign, Il
Anderson, Martha Ellen Kenai, AK Christopher, William G., Sr. Kenai, AK
Andrews, Josh Kenai, AK Clarke, Eric Homer, AK
Andrews, Quinn Seattle, WA Clauss, Jim Homer, AK
»Armand, Azis—AA Urbana, IL Clement, Kevin Homer, AK
Amdt, Susan Homer, AK Clendenen, Dorine Homer, AK
i Kenai, AK
Balch, Richard G Anchorage, AK Coen, Dora Fritz Creek, AK
Baker, Randall D. Kenai, AK Cohl, Davey Kenai, AK
Bakke, Robin Homer, AK Cole, Joanna L. Kenai, AK
Bakke, Secna Homer, AK Collingsworth, (?) L. Kenai, AK
Bankes, Dale L. Homer, AK Connolly, Nancy Homer, AK
Barnett, Tamara Homer, AK »Cooper, Joel—JC Homer, AK
Barter, John Kenai, AK Corelieus, D. L. Kodiak, AK
Bates, Lee Homer, AK Coulon, Gage Dennison Princeton, NJ
Beck, Elizabeth Wood ‘Homer, AK Cox, Gloria Kenai, AK
Beeman, Louise S. Seattle, WA Creary, Judy Kenai, AK
Belicu, Marjorie Homer, AK Crooks, Victoria Grosse Pointe Woods, Ml
" Belieu, Chelsa M. Homer, AK Cullerton, Sean W. Homer, AK
Belieu, Jesanna Homer, AK isti Anchor Point, AK
Bellamy, Annette Hatibut Cove, AK
Bell, Cynthia Kenai, AK
Benson, Charlene M. Kenai, AK
Benson, Ted Kenai, AK Daniels, Donna, S.
Berlin, Melanie B. Kenai, AK Daniels, Sonny
Bitter, Daisy, Lee Homer, AK Dartez, Ralph Anchorage, AK
»Blanding, Margaret, A-MAE Homer, AK D'Atri, Bill Anchorage, AK
Blankenship, Brent Kenai, AK Daunais, Cathleen Fairbanks, AK
Boddy, Rickey Kenai, AK Davis, Joe Fritz Creck, AK
Bodett, Tom Homer, AK De Vries, Virginia Kelseyville, CA
Bollenback, Amy Homer, AK Dodge, John C. Homer, AK
Bogel, J. Stanley Los Angeles, CA  Dragoo, Belinda Homer, AK
Bond, Andrew J. Anchorage, AK  Dragoo, Donald E. Homer, AK
Bowens, Greg Kenai, AK Kenai, AK
Bradley, Marcus Homer, AK Kodiak, AK
Brainard, Jessica G. Homer, AK Fritz Creck, AK
Brau, John Fritz Creek, AK
Breiby, Wendy Homer, AK Earll, Jody Kenai, AK
Breslaw, Dan Homer, AK Earll, Tracey A. Kenai, AK
Brimberry, David L. Eagle River, AK  Edwards, Jennifer Homer, AK
Brookman, Gerald R. Kenai, AK Ekman, B. M. Kenai, AK
Brooks, Josh Homer, AK Elkins, David L. Kenai, AK
Bury, Karen C. Fritz Creek, AK  Elkins, Pamela C. Kenai, AK
Bushell, Libby Homer, AK Elkins, Therese, R. Homer, AK
Butters, Dayton L. Homer, AK Kenai, AK
Butters, Sallie Dodd Homer, AK Chicago, IL
Butters, Wikima L Homer, AK San Clemente, CA

Cable, Sue Tallon Homer, AK Feiler, Linda Anchor Point, AK
Caldwell, Glenn E. Homer, AK Fields, Athelda F. Kenai, AK
Camp, Warren Kenai, AK Findling, George R. Anchorage, AK
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Fink, Janet

Freeman, Cherilyn R.
Freeman, R. J.
Freeman, Carlos

Gelbert, Randy
Germano, Deborah J.
Gherman, Dina

Gil, Shelley
Gillies, Pam
Glad, Brian

Glad, Tawney M.

Gotti, Joanne

Greenwale, Thomas Kane
Grimmer, Todd
1d, Frank

Gri

Haag, William S.
Hafemeister, Leslie
Halpin, Robert

Hamik, Jack

Hammerstedt, David
Hammerstedt, Elizabeth

Hanley, (7)

Hansen, D.H.
Hansen, K. Dale

Harpole, Mary

Hart, Dixie
Hays, Brenda

‘Helm, Marilyn
Hennessy, Betsy A.
Hermanns, Jeff
Heron, JoAnne
Herreid, Chris
Herrin, Christine
Herrin, Kevin D.
Herron, Shane

Hibert, Susan

Highland, Roberta
Hoffman, Christine
»Hoffman, Winslow—WH
Holland, Claire

Holser, Karin

Hosty, Charles R.
Hughes, Stephen, R.

Hunt, Mary

Ibele, Lyndon D.
Imboden, Shaun
Ince, Donald W.
Inga, Tanya

Inglima, Laura

Homer, AK
Kenai, AK
Kenai, AK
Homer, AK

Homer, AK
Homer, AK

Anchor Point, AK

Homer, AK
Kenai, AK
Kenai, AK
Kenai, AK

Anchorage, AK

Kenai, AK
Kenai, AK
Homer, AK

Kodiak, AK
Homer, AK
Homer, AK
Homer, AK

Compton, CA
Compton, CA

Kenai, AK
Kenai, AK
Kenai, AK
Kenai, AK
Homer, AK
Homer, AK
Homer, AK
Seattle, WA
Kenai, AK
Homer, AK
Homer, AK
Kenai, AK
Kenai, AK
Douglas, AK
Seattle, WA
Homer, AK
Homer, AK
Homer, AK
Kodiak, AK
Wasilla, AK
Kenai, AK
Homer, AK
Kenai, AK

Homer, AK
Jenes, Heidi L. Kenai, AK
Johngren, Emily R. Homer, AK
ohnston, Neill Douglas Homer, AK
Jones, Georgia Homer, AK
] . ’

Kabisch, Sally Homer, AK
Kangas, Kurt W. Kenai, AK
Kassik, Frank Kenai, AK
Keim, Frank Marshall, AK
Kennedy, Mike Homer, AK
+Kettle, Arthur—AK Homer, AK
»Kienle, Juergen—JK Fairbanks, AK
Kilcher, Mairus Homer, AK
Kipp, Glenn J. Kenai, AK

i j Kenai, AK
Kleinleder, Peg Homer, AK
Kleinleder, Rich Homer, AK
Knudtson, Eric Homer, AK
Kobayashi, Sylvia K. Anchorage, AK

Konopka, Audry Homer, AK

enai,
Anchorage, AK
. Kenai, AK
Lewis, Valerie A. Kenai, AK
Liebenthal, Jonathan Kenai, AK
Lineback, Angela Anchorage, AK
Livingston, Laurence Homer, AK
Lloyd, David Homer, AK
»Lord, Nancy—NL Homer, AK
Loshbaugh, Bonnie Homer, AK
Love, Michale Kenai, AK
»Lowe, Marie E.—_MEL Homer, AK
Luskin, Noah Seattle, WA
Lyle, John D. Fairbanks, AK
Lyndes, Jan Homer, AK

MacDermmd, Harry Kenai, AK

Madsen, Dale, T Kenai, AK
Martin, Mildred, M Homer, AK
Martin, Pete K. Bend, OR
»Matkin, Craig O.—CM Homer, AK
Matthews, Kris Seattle, WA
»May, Rita M.—RMM White Heath, IL
McCauley, Michael, J. Kenai, AK

McCava, Mike Homer, AK

Anchorage, AK McKay, Thomas W., PE Anchorage, AK
Homer, AK McNamara, Patrick Homer, AK
Anchorage, AK  McNiel, Barbara Homer, AK

Homer, AK -McPherson, Marla D.—-MDM Homer, AK .
Anchor Point, AK  Meyer, Barbara Homer, AK



Miller, Courtney
Miller, Michael
Millstein, Ben
Mize, Mary J.

+Mohr, John Luther—JLM

Morgan, Anne
Morgan, Billy
Morgan, Paige
Mulligan, Margi
Munro, Mark
Murphy, Maryjane
Murray, Sandra R.
Myers, Arthur B.

Seattle, WA
Seattle, WA

Kodiak, AK

Kenai, AK

Los Angeles, CA

Homer, AK
Homer, AK
Homer, AK

Douglas, AK

Homer, AK
Homer, AK

Seldovia, AK

Homer, AK

Roe, Kurt

Rooker, Gary
Rosenfel, Robert
Russel, Priscella N.

Rutzebeck, Deborah Allen

Ruzanski, Stephen

Salinas, Gene

Saltz, John

Sandel, Yvonne
Schass, Michael R.
Schneider, Rachael
Schmidt, George, R.

Nagar, Ormnitte
Neff, Myra

Nelson, Beth
Nelson, E.H.
Nelson, Erich
Neumann, Elizabeth
Newton, Adar
Nixon, Ingrid

Ohlson, Richard J., Rev.
OLivas, Julie
O’Mear, Mel
O’Meara, Jan
»O’Meara, Michael S.—MSO
Oppenheim, Deborah
Orr, Danielle

Ann Arbor, Ml

Homer, AK
Homer, AK

Anchorage, AK

Kenai, AK

Anchor Point, AK

Homer, AK
Homer, AK

Homer, AK
Homer, AK
Upper Lake, CA
Homer, AK
Homer, AK
Homer, AK
Seldovia, AK

Schoepke, R. J.

Schofield, Edward, E.

Schofield, Janice

Schollenberger, Mark

Scholz, Dale
Schreiner, Don

Scott, Michael J., RPh

Scritchfield, James A
Seeds, Greg
:Seguna, Dave L.
Seguna, Sandra K.
Seiger, Carol A.
Simmons, Sabine
Simmons, Scott

Sinclair, Mark L

Siranides, Dianne

Sjoeberg, Sunrise

»Slater, Leslie—LS

Page, Bill

Parker, Jeanne
Parks, Alan J.
Parsons, Gail
Patch, De
Payne, Susan
Pearce, Amy
Pearson, Debbie
Pearson, Ted
Perry, K. G.
Person, Julia A.
Persons, Wayne
Post, Joy

Post, Sue

Rabottini, Lydia
Redman, Linda
Rhode, David
Rhodes, James R.
Roberts, Penny
Roche-Carlton, Laurel

Kenai, AK
Homer, AK
Homer, AK
Homer, AK
Homer, AK
Homer, AK
Kodiak, AK
Homer, AK
Kenai, AK
Kenai, AK
Kenai, AK
Homer, AK

Bradford, ME

Homer, AK
Homer, AK

Homer, AK

Homer, AK
Cooper Landing, AK

Kenai, AK
Homer, AK
Kenai, AK

Snodgrass, George R
Sokarda, Patricia A.
Solvie, Susan
Sortor, Paulette
»Sowls, Art—AS
Squires, Catherine
Stahl, Anita

Stamm, Joan D.
Steberl, Kathy
Steward, Joy
Streater, Ken
Strickland, Bill
Strother, George C.
Stutzer, David
Sundmark, Dean

Tausig, Heather C.
Tharmyer, Judy
Thorson, Scott
Torian, Suzanne
Tomes, Joanna

Homer, AK
Kenai, AK
Homer, AK
Homer, AK
Homer, AK
Homer, AK

Valdez, AK
Kenai, AK
Kenai, AK
Copper Hill, VA
Homer, AK
Anchorage, AK
Homer, AK
Homer, AK
Fritz Creek, AK
Fritz Creek, AK
Homer, AK
Anchor Point, AK
Kenai, AK
Homer, AK
Kenai, AK
Kenai, AK
Kenai, AK
Kenai, AK
Heber City, UT
Homer, AK
Homer, AK
Anchorage, AK
Fairbanks, AK
Homer, AK
Homer, AK
Kenai, AK
Eagle River, AK
Chino Hills, CA
Homer, AK
Homer, AK
Homer, AK
Homer, AK
Homer, AK
Kirkland, WA
Homer, AK
Homer, AK
Seldovia, AK
Kenai, AK
Wasilla, AK
Homer, AK
Homer, AK

Brookline, MA
Homer AK
Anchorage, AK
Homer, AK
Homer, AK



Towne, Janice
Turnage, Ken
Turner, Lora
Tyler, Richard, W

Von Ziegesar-Matkin, Olga

Wade, Dennis
Wade, Honora

Wade, Ruth

Wade, Ruth E.

Walker, Russell

Ward, Eric

Waxman, Claire

Webb, Elizabeth Ann

Weiss, Adrienne

Weekly, Michelle

Wetzler, Sandra L.

White, Bernard D.

White, Michael

Whytzl, Sharon

Wiebe, Jane

Wieland, Anne

»Wienhold, Robert J.—RJW
Wilcox, Margaret

Kenai, AK
Kenai, AK
Homer, AK

Homer, AK

Homer, AK
Scattle, WA
Homer, AK
Billings, MT
Homer, AK

Kenai, AK
Homer, AK
Homer, AK
Los Altos, CA
Kodiak, AK
Kenai, AK
Kenai, AK
Homer, AK
Homer, AK
Homer, AK
Homer, AK
Eagle River, AK
Anchorage, AK

Wilke, William Homer, AK

Wills, Andrew M. ~ Homer, AK

Wills, Sally A. Homer, AK

»Winder, Susan—SW Grants Pass, OR
?

Juneau, AK
Homer, AK

Homer, AK

CK Kenai, AK
CMR Kenai, AK
Cs Kenai, AK
CT Kenai, AK
GM Kenai, AK
G? " Kenai, AK
JE Kenai, AK
MLM Kenai, AK
RDS Kenai, AK
VM Kenai, AK
” Kenai, AK

*The names of the individuals signing these letters could not be read and
the initials represent a best identification effort.
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
1011 E. Tudor Rd.
“"‘"""‘"”":"""‘ - RE@EWE@
R 14 b APR 17 1995 '
, V' 2pm

REGIONAL CIRECTOR, ALASKA 0CS
Minerals k
NGORE s
AT nabr Actar Pacelacwme- T Pt NDondaa

Minerals Hm;ml"u: Service

Menorandun

L 2N Daelamal? Measecaw

From: At™ggional Director '
Region 7 Nm
Subjcef: Comments on Draft Envitomnmental Impact Statement (DEIS) - Cook

Inlet Plemming Area Oil and Gas Lsase Sale 149

Thank you for the opportunity to review the subject document. Previously, the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) provided comments on other stages of
the. planning end leasing process for thie sale, notadly, July 16, 1991, (reply
to Requast for Information); October 1, 1991, (reply to Request for Interest
and Comments); Deceaber 17, 1991, (Notice enlarging the proposed leass sals);
and March 20, 1992, (reply to Call for Information and Notice of Intent to
Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement).

Of the seven alternatives presented in the DEIS, the Service supports
Alternative IV, the Wildlife Concentration Deferral, because of the additional
protection this alternative provides to Chisik, Duck and the Barren islands,
all of which ars important sarine bird breeding colonies in Cook Inlet. Other
Alternatives, such as V and VII, defer greater numbers of coastal tracts frea
the leass sale ares and may result in a lower probability of a spill occurring
there. It is difficult to imagine thoes Alternatives reaulting in greater
protection to the coastline, however, given the dynmamic nature of water
movements {n Cook Inlet and the likelihood that oil would spread rapidly in
the inlst should a spill occur. In fact, any large spill in Cook Inlet
resulting from this lease sele {s likely to have widespread effects on fish
and wildlife resources because of this area’s importance to marine birds and
mannals.

Ve have some additional comments oh the Effects Assessment for the various
Alternatives. Thess assessments vers generally vell-written but do not place
the potential impacts of a large spill on marine bird and mammal resources in
proper perspective considsring vhat we know of the effects of the Kxxon Valdez
oil spill, For exampls, a largs spill might have catastrophic effects on
nesting seabirds in Lower Cook Inlet and along the Alaska Peninsula. Some
colonies in tha potential path of & Cook Inlet spill, notably those on the
Barzen Islands and on the Seamidi Islands, are the largest of their kind in the
area and are of great regional significancs.

V-11

We believe the assessment downplays not only the potential impacts of a large T
spill, but also the amount of coastline that could be affected and the time {t
would take marine birds to recover from such a spill. The Alaska coastal
current will have a major influsnce in distributing oil spilled {n Cook Inlet.
After the Exxon Valdeg spill, oil constrained in the Alaska coastal current
travelled hundreds of niles to the west, affecting seabird coloniss and see
otters far removed from the spill site.

Recovery of seabird populations followving an oil spill has two components:
1) a recovery of production (fledged chicks per nesting attsmpt) and 2) a
recovery of populations. The former may occur well before the latter. In
fact, popullti.on roeovory will be rolntod to the ngnitud- of lpul -related

- amemead abl .o [P ____-.‘ - et
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DEIS. The DEIS nlu dovnpllyl the po:onthl o!!oetl !ron dilwrbmco at
seabird colonies. It is our experience that disturbance of cliff-nesting
seabirds often causes mass panic flights of adults from ths coloniss and
results in abandonment of nests, and the mortality of eggs and chicks through
being knocked off the cliff or predation by eagles and gulls. Any development
related overflights or nolsy boat traffic would heve to give wids borth to
seabird colonies.

Lastly, regarding seabirds, we wish to point out that the murre population on
the Barren Islands has already been seriously affected by the Exxon Valdez oil
spill and the breeding population is only just recovering. What cumulative
effects would result from another oil spill reaching this coleny {s unclear at
this time.

Sea otters also would liksly be affected by an oil spill {n Cook Inlet as
discuseed in the DEIS.  Although the population data for sea otters im Cook
Inlet, the Kodiak Archipelago, and eslong the Alaska Peninsula may be
imprecise, it is safe to say that thousands of sea otters may be at risk from
a large spill in the planning area. As the Exxon Valder oil spill has
demonstrated, recovery of sea otter populations from a large spill in Cook
Inlet would taks years. Recently, the Service conducted a population survey
for sea otters in the Kodiak Archipelago resulting in a nev population
estimate of about 6,100 otters (Service, unpublished data). Pleass consult
Carol Gorbics of the Service's Marine Mammals Managemant Office at

(907) 786-3804 {f you require additional dstails on this survay.

A number of specific comments are provided in the attachment. If you require
clarification of any of our comments or additional information, please contact
Tony DeGange at (907) 786-3492.

Attachment

FWR-01
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Attachment

Specific Comments

Vol. 1; Figurs I11.A.2-7. This figure fails to identify even minor tide rips
in Kennedy Entrance that are slready noted on nautical charts.

Vol. I; Page II1.3.13; Paregraph 3. Add "A ninimum of 10 minor harbor seal
haulouts and pupping areas (<100 seals) exist in bays adjecent to Shelikof
Strait.®

Vol. 1; Figure I11.C.6-1. This figure fails to identify the Foul Bay-Blus Fox
Bay Unit of the Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge.

o Y. P4 _... WY . oA * wer 2 & .-
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Resource Ares is given in the text or on the figures. Very little of ths
Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge coastlins was includsd in the oil-spill-risk-
analysis yet ths majority of the biological rescurces present in the Kodisk
ares are found on refugs lands. An important Steller’s sea lion haulout at
Cape Ugat is not included in any of the resourcs aress as well es sight minor
herbor seal haulouts. The environmental resource areas also fail to
incorporate importent fin and humpback vhale foraging aress in Uyak and Uganik
bays. Sea otter concentrations are pr in the sans ereas.

We are also concerned thet many drift beaches, which we know received heavy
oiling from the Exxon Valder spill were not used in the analysis - an obvious
shortconing of the "spill® model.

Vol. I; Pege IV.B1.57; First Sentence. Changs to "Hunpback vhales ers pnun:'_l
in this area from late May to the middle of November.® .

Vel. 1; Graphic 4. The brown bear and Sitka black-tailed deer coastal habitat
Daps are grossly inaccurats for Kodiak Island. A number of ksy wintering
locations for black-tailed deer were omitted, such as Seven Mile Beach, Olgs
Bey Flats, Aliulik Peninsula, and Sitkalidak Island, to name a fev. Thes same
is trus with brown bear spring concentration areas along Kodisk Island’s
western cosst. Coastsl portions of Grant’'s, Halibut, Sulua, and Portags Bays,
and the Aliulik Peninsula are used extensively by brown bear during the
spring.

Vol, 1I; Page C-7; Paragraph 5. The mortality estimate for harbor seals doas
not reflect the many seals found on minor heulouts throughout the potential
spill area.

FWR-03

FWR-04

FWR-05

FWR-06

cv—— o

FWR-08

FWR-09

Vol. II; Page C-9; Section 3. It doss not appear that populations of saa
otters in Viekoda, Terror, Uganik, Spiridon, Zachar, and Uyak Bays are

considered in the mortality estimats. Much of this area was impacted by ths
Exxon Valdes oil spill and would likely be impacted sgain by a spill in the
planning ares.

FWR-10

FWR-11

Last Paragraph on Page C-9.
discuss the Caps Ugat Steller’s sea lion haulout which vas impsctad by the

The mortality estinate does not include or ]

Exxon Valdeg oil spill.

V-12

Vol. 11; Page C-1l1; Paragraph 1, Sentence 1. Ths conclusion that Sitka
black-tailed desr are not present on the beachas of ths Kodiak Archipelago
during April is not trus. The density of dear and their depandence on beach
habitats does not notably decresse until "gresnup” is wall under way. Grsenup
usually occurs from mid to late May on Kodiak, Afognak, and Shuyak islands.
Vol. 11; Page C-1ll; Paragraph 3. Impacts of the Zxxon Valdaz oil spill emn
river otters have yet to be fully destermined or assessed, so the statsment
that no impacts would result is prematurs.

Vol. 11; Page 1-5; Last Paragreph, First Sentence. Change to "Fall migration
occurs from Septembar to Novembsr with some fin whales wintering in the Gulf

of Alaska; hovever, most of ths North Pacific population is belisved to winter
far offshore at latitudes from central California to Baja California." jintor

=
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indicate this i{s more than a possibility.

Vol. 11; Page 1-13; Paragraph 1. Same comments as abovas,

Vol. II; Page 1-18; Paragraphs 5 and 7. No suitabls areas off-refuge exist
along the western shors of Kodiak Island. An oil terminal {s not a compatible
rsfuge use. See the Kodiak Netional Wildlife Refuge Comprshensive
Consarvation Plan.

Vol. 1II; Page 39; Figure 3. No National Wildlife Refuge lands exist at the
head of Izhut Bay on Afognak Island or at ths head of Kaiugnak Bay on the sast
side of Kodiak Island. Also, many Alasks Maritime National Wildlife Refuge
lands on the eastern coast of the Kodiak Archipslago ars not identified.

Twve minor Staller’s ses lion haulouts on the Cape

Vol. 11; Page 41; Figurs &.
¢ & Each has 75-100 sea

Douglas reef and near Shaw Island ars not identified.
lions.

Vol. 11; Page 57; Figurs 5. Harbor seal haulouts in Viakoda, Uganik Pass, and
Uganik Bay, accounting for saveral hundrad animals, are not included in ths

figurs.

Vol. 1I; Page 358; ?igurn 6. This figure is difficult to understand.

FWR-14

FWR-15

FWR-16

| FWR-17



FWR-01

The MMS believes the potential effects of the proposal on marine and coastal birds has been
adequately addressed in the EIS. The comparison between the assumed 50,000-bbl spill and
the EVOS needs to factor in the type of crude oil in Cook Inlet compared to Prudhoe Bay
crude oil. The oil assumed to be discovered in the Sale 149 area is expected to be a much
lighter crude oil, similar to upper Cook Inlet crude that disperses more rapidly in the water,
than the more viscous Prudhoe Bay crude oil spilled in the EVOS. The size and the nature of
the spill must be considered. The EVOS was more than 200,000 bbl and the assumed spill
under the proposal is 50,000 bbl, one-fourth the size of EVOS; and the EVOS was an
instantaneous spill occurring under calm sea-weather conditions that were unusual, even for
Alaska-Prince William Sound. It is very unlikely that a spill in the Sale 149 area would occur
under similar conditions. Wind and wave conditions are likely to disperse-evaporate much of
the 50,000-bbl spill within a few days (Table IV.A.3-1 of the EIS). The total loss of marine
and coastal birds may exceed several thousand. The total estimated loss of birds to spills
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similar comments. However, the estimated recovery time has not been revised. Further
investigations of bird colonies affected by the EVOS, particularly the Barren Islands, have not
verified the predicted long recovery times of several generations or > 50 years predicted by
Heinemann (1993).

FWR-02

The recovery time estimated for seabird colonies affected by the proposal in the DEIS is based
on the number of breeding adult birds attending the colonies and productivity of the colony.
The total number of surplus adult or immature birds associated with the colonies is difficult to
know before or after an oil spill and cannot reasonably be used to measure recovery times due
to natural variation and natural mortality. Population recovery must be determined by what
can be reasonably measured. Regarding potential effects on seabird colonies from disturbance,
the amount of air (2-4 round trips/day) and vessel (1-2 round trips/day) traffic is very low
compared to existing air and vessel traffic along the coast of lower Cook Inlet and the Kenai
Peninsula, Air and vessel traffic associated with the proposal is very unlikely to pass noar or
over the major seabird colonies adjacent to the Sale 149 area, such as the Barren Islands or
Chisik-Duck Islands, because this traffic is expectod to be coming out of Kenai and going
directly to and from the offshore platforms and not pass near any of these important colonies.
The ITL No. 1 on Bird and Marine Mammal Protection recommends that the lessees and their
contractors avoid passing within 1 mile of known bird-concentration areas, including seabird
colonies (see Sec. I1.J for the purpose and effectiveness of this mitigating measurc). Thus, the
effect of disturbance from air and vessel traffic on marine and coastal birds associated with the
proposal is expected to be minimal. Regarding the concern about aircraft disturbance of
seabird colonies, a recent study by Curry and Murphy (1995) indicated no significant decrease
in reproductive success of thick-billed murres nesting in colony plots subject to heavy aircraft
disturbance on St, George Island, Alaska, compared to colony plots farther away from the
airport. :

FWR-03
Figure IV.A.2-7 has been modified to show the area of tide rips.

FWR-04
The suggested change in the text has been made in Section IV.B.4.a(2).

FWR-08 :
Figure III.C.6-1 has been modified s0 that the Foul Bay-Blue Fox Bay Unit of the Kodiak
National Wildlife Refuge is identified.

FWR-06

Environmental Resource Areas (ERA’s) and Land Segments (LS’s) are arcas where
particularly notable wildlife concentrations are known to occur, or are expected to be occupied
frequently by portions of wildlife populations. Vulnerable species or species groups that are
expected to occur in these areas are listed in Table IV.A.2-1. The number of such areas
incorporated into the OSRA model is limited to 31 of the most important areas by model
constraints; thus, it was not possible to include areas occupied by lesser concentrations of

. wildlife. Because Cape Ugat is located near (about 7.5 km) the southern edge of ERA 10,

analysis of oil-contact probability at the cape typically would be assumed to be the same as at
ERA 10. Also, Cape Ugat is included within LS 70, which would provide a second estimate
for probability of oil contact for analysis of risk to wildlife concentrations in this area. A
similar argument could be advanced for coverage of Uganik Bay, and Uyak Bay is included
within LS 69, which provides a contact-probability value for oil-spill-risk analysis. An
explanation of these two types of areas has been added to Section IV.A.2.

FWR-07

Information regarding EVOS oiling of Cook Inlet and Shelikof Strait shoreline was included in
Section [V.A.3.c. The environmental sensitivity index (ESI) for Sale 149 shoreline types is
shown in Figure IV.A.3-3. The shoreline type (such as drift beaches) is considered in
analyzing the persistence and weathering of oil and subsequent effects on the environment.
The MMS’s oil-spill-trajectory model currently does not include shoreline type. The MMS
currently is working on a model that includes shoreline type and the interaction of il along the
shoreline. )

FWR-(08
The period of humpback whale presence in the Barren Islands area has been modified to reflect
recent observations (in Sec. IV.B.1.1(2)).

FWR-09

All of the wintering areas for Sitka black-tailed deer mentioned in this comment (with the
exception of Seven Mile Beach), including Olga Bay Flats, Aliulik Peninsula, and Sitkalidak
Island, are on the southeast side of Kodiak Island and are very unlikely to be affected by the
assumed 50,000-bbl spill under the proposal. However, Graphic 4 has been revised to include
these habitat areas. Brown bear spring concentration arcas—Grant’s, Halibut, Sulua, and
Portage Bays—also have been added to Graphic 4 in response to this comment.

FWR-10

The mortality estimate is based on the estimated population of harbor seals at haulouts within
or immediately adjacent to the sale area that have the highest probability of being contacted by
oil, if an oil spill occurs, based on the OSRA model. Some minor haulouts at greater distances
from the sale area also may be contacted by spilled oil, but it is difficult to know. which ones,
to what extent they would be affected, and what mortality would occur, if any, due to the
numerous variables involved. The OSRA model estimates a <2-percent:chance of a spill
contacting any harbor seal habitat (within 30 days) other than the habitat included in
calculating the mortality estimate. The estimate is intended to give a general idea of potential
mortality.

FWR-11
The mortality estimate is based on the estimated population of sea otters in the major high-use
areas within or immediately adjacent to the sale area that have the highest probability of being

contacted by oil if an oil spill occurs, based 'on the OSRA model. Some minor use areas at

greater distances from the sale area also may be contacted by spilled oil, but it is difficult to
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know which arcas, to what extent they would be affected, and what mortality would occur, if
any, due to the numerous variables involved. The OSRA model estimates a <2-percent chance
of a spill contacting sea otter habitat (within 30 days) in the specific areas referred to in the
comment. The estimate is intended to give a general idea of potential mortality,

FWR-12

The referenced discussion of the potential effects of a 200,000-bbl spill on Steller sea lions
employs a regional approach to estimate population-level effects that may adversely influence
this declining species; thus, discussion of specific haulouts other than major rookeries was not
scen as essential to this objective. Although the Cape Ugat haulout'may have been contacted
by EVOS oil, it is not likely that mortality resulted, because postspill studies found no
evidence of sea lion mortality anywhere in the affected area. At this point, it is not possible to
determine with precision the potential interactive offects of oil contact and declining
population. The probability of contact in the Cape Ugat area from a spill in the southern
portion of the proposed sale area is no greater than 2 percent; elsewhere it is <0.5 percent.

FWR-13

The text in Appendix C, Section I1.G, has been revised in response to this comment.
However, the conclusion on effects on Sitka black-tailed deer has not been revised. The
EVOS occurred in late March and contacted Sitka black-tailed deer winter habitats in Prince
William Sound in April, but the findings of the EVOS study on Sitka black-tailed deer
indicated no evidence of oil ingestion by deer or deaths attributable to the spill (Lewis and
Calkins, 1991). If the EVOS occurred earlier in the year, during midwinter, perhaps some
deer would have been affected. .

FWR -14 ’

The conclusion to the impacts of the 200,000-bbi spill on river otters in Appendix C, Section
II.G, does not say that “no impacts would result.” It states that overall populations of river
otters and other terrestrial mammals are not expected to be affected by the spill. Published
results of EVOS studies on river otters indicate adverse effects such as reduction in body mass,
reduced diet diversity, and avoidance of preferred habitats oiled by the spill on individual
otters or groups of otters frequenting oiled areas as compared to otters in adjacent unoiled
home ranges (sec discussion in Sec. IV.B.1.g(1)(c)). No findings suggest that there were
population-level effects on river otters in Prince William Sound.

FWR-18

The text cited regarding fin whale wintering is in the Section 7 Biological Evaluation
document, included in the EIS as part of the Section 7 Consultation documentation and, as
such, is not subject to change. The commenter should note that in Section III.B.5.a of the
EIS, fin whales are indicated as wintering in the Kodiak Island area.

FWR-16

Please refer to the response for Comment FWR-15; the Section 7 Consultation Biological
Evaluation document is not subject to change. The scenario used in the Biological Evaluation
for Threatened and Endangered Specios with Respect to the Proposed Cook Inlet/Shelikof
Strait Oil and Gas Lease Sale 149 portion of Appendix I represented a best-estimate
assumption at the time the Biological Evaluation was prepared and is subject to change as a
result of further information. In this case, most of the Shelikof Strait part of the Cook
Inlot/Shelikof Strait Planning area was subsequently deleted from the proposed Sale 149.

FWR-17
Please see Errata page, Appendix J.
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To: Regional Director, Alaska Region, Minerals Managemsnt Service
From: Chief, Air Quality Brench, Fish and Wildlife Service

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed 1996 Outer

Continental Shelf Oil and Gas Leass Sale 149 in Cook Inlet

Ve have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the
proposed 1996 Cuter Continental Shelf (OCS) oil and ges lease sale 149 in
Cook Inlet, The proposed action would offer 402 blocks of the Cook Inlet
Planning Area for leasing. These blocks are located approximately 5 ka
east of Tuxedni Wildernmess Area (WA), a very important sea bird sanctuary
and a Class I air quality area adaministered by the Fish and Wildlife
Service (FWS).

The DEIS examined soms of the effects on air quality that might occur as a
result of the leass sale. For ths analysis, the DEIS considered three
cases (low, base, and high) relating to different amounts of oil
discoversd. The lov case assuned a ninimum amount of industrial activity.
The base and high cases assumed more industrial activity resulting from oil
development and production. The base case would result in the production
of 100 to 300 million barrels (MMbbl); the high case would result in the
production of 550 to 1,100 MMbL1,

Enissions of nitrogen oxides (NO,), PM-10, and sulfur dioxide (SO;) for the
peak development year are sumnmarized in the table below.

ESTIMATED EMISSIONS FOR PEAK DEVELOPMENT YEAR
(TONS PER YEAR)

o, PM-10 50,
Base Case 2,070 163 249
High Case 3,308 246 ‘ 443

V-15
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The DEIS modeled the annual nitrogen dioxide (NO,;) impact at Tuxedni WA from
the proposed action during the peak development ysar. The predicted NO,
impact for the base casse is 0.51 micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m’); the
predicted NO, impact for the high case is 0.88 ug/n’. Thess impacts consums
20 and 35 percent of the Class I increment, respectively, a significant
contribution to the increment consumption. (Nots: FUWS uses significant
impact levels to svaluats a sourcs's contribution to increment

consumption.) FWS significant impact levels are shown in the following
table.

Pollutant Avereging Times FUS Cless I Sig. Impact Lavels
(ug/m®)

0.025
0.07
0.48

0.08
0.27

0.025

$0, Annual
24=hour
3-hour

Py Annual
24-hour

NO, Annual

The DEIS indicates that impects of SO, and PM-10 emissions vere also modsled
for the Class I area, but these results were not stated. Ve ask that you
provide thess analyses for the short-term (3-hr, 24-hr) and long-term
(annual) impacts to the Class I 50, and PM-10 increments.

FWA-01

Becauss the propossed action would contribute significantly to NO, Class I
increment consumption, we ask that you perform a cumulative analysis for NO,
increment consumption. This analysis should include all NO; increment-
consusing sources in the area. In addition, if the proposed project
contributes significantly to SO, exr PM-10 Class 1 increment consumption
(short- or long-term), cumulative analysas should be performed for those
pollutants also.

| FWA-02

Ve evaluated potential visibility impacts at Tuxedni WA from the proposed
action using the VISCREEN modsl. Both the base and high cases failed
VISCREEN at a 10-km distance from the wilderness arsa using a 100-kn
background visual range. This indicates a potential exists for plume
impacts at Tuxedni WA. Plume impacts would constituts an adverss impact to
the Class I area and, therefors, would ba unacceptable. Congress
establishad as a national goal "the prevention of any future, and the
remsdying of any existing, impairment of visibility in mandatory class I
Federal areas which impairment results from manaade air pollution” (Sectien
169A, Clean Air Act as smended in 1977),

FWA-03




In summary, the DEIS has not adequately addressed cumulative impacts to the
Tuxedni WA, particularly Class I increment consumption. In eddition, the
proposed action has the potential to cause adverse impacts to the
visibility of the Class I area. We suggest that Alternative IV be adopted.
Alternative IV would delete 52 blocks near Tuxedni WA from the lease sale,
thus rteducing impacts te the Class I area.

1f you have any questions regarding this matter, please cell Ellen Porter
at (30)) 969-2617.

Aomdna I Lo

JANIATR V. JiLVE

ee:

Director, Minerals Management Service
Dapartment of the Intsrior

Room 4230

1849 C Street NW

Vashingeon, D.C. 20240
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FWA-01
The highest predicted onshore concentrations of SO and PM-10 in the peak-development year
using the OCD model are as follows:

Concentrations (ug/m")

PSD
Averaging Base High Class 1
Pollutant Time Case Case  Standard

Sulfur Annual 0.058 0.067 2
Dioxide Average

Max. 24-hr  0.76 0.87 5

Max 3-hr 361 4.2 25

Particulate Annual 0.058 0.067 4
Matter Average

(PM-10)
Max.24-hr 076 087 8

Highest predicted concentrations of sulfur dioxide and PM-10 during the exploration and
production phases would be lower than those during development activities. These
concentrations exceed the Class [ significant impact levels defined by the Fish and Wildlife
Service. However, a PSD increment-consumption analysis was not performed, because not
enough specific information is available in the prelease stage (sec response to Comment FWA-
02).

FWA-02

The air-quality modeling for the proposed lease sale represents a worst-case analysis of
potential impacts on the Tuxedni Wilderness Area (WA). At the prelease stage, MMS does not
have the specific information necessary to conduct a PSD increment consumption analysis as
requested by the commenter. Such an analysis will be performed in the postlease stage cach
time a lease operator submits a permit application for any exploration, development, or
production project that has the potential for impacting the Tuxedni WA.

FWA-03
Please sce the response to Comment FWA-01.



the Proposed 1996 Outer Continental Shelf 0il and
Gas Lease Sale 149, Cook Inlet

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Proposed 1996 Outer
Continental Shelf (OCS) 0Oil and Gas Lease Sale 149. The National
Park Service (NPS) is concerned about potential impacts to
coastlines of Katmai National Park, Aniakchak National Preserve,
and Lake Clark National Park and Preserve, especially areas
previously injured by the Exxon Valdez 0il Spill (EVOS).

In our March 18, 1992, scoping comments we recommended that any “"T
i1

leasing in lower Cook Inlet and Shelikof Strait be deferred unt
the full extent of injury from the EVOS to federal/state trust
resources, including those of the NPS, is known and the damaged
resources have recovered to appropriate pre-spill conditions. 1In
addition to again requesting that you delay Lease Sale 149, we
are also requesting your assistance in cooperatively developing a
coastal resource studies program to understand and address the
impacts of OCS Lease Sales in Cook Inlet. Increased OCS oil and
gas activities in Cook Inlet have the potential to be
counterproductive to ongoing EVOS restoration efforts, which
emphasize minimization of added stress to impacted resources
during their recovery period. Future exploration, development,
production and transportation of oil within and away from Cook
Inlet will increase the risk of spills and damage to significant
natural and cultural resources of Cook Inlet, Shelikof Strait and
beyond (including units of the National Park System).

In March 1992 the EVOS Trustees Council was initiating and
continuing efforts to restore resources injured by the spill, and
plans for further studies were underway. Most studies have been
focused on Prince William Sound, and very little information has
been provided in Cook Inlet and the Gulf of Alaska. Although
some species studied in Prince William Sound by the EVOS Trustee
Council restoration projects are showing evidence of recovery, no

@R
“I‘%‘i United States Department of the Interi E @@UME
%ﬁé’ NATIONAL PARK SERVICE APR 20 1995
‘ mm 2525?::5:&’:::9& 107 “%m,'mﬂsf:m- ALASKA Ocs
Anchorage, Alaska B9503-2892 W"RMEW ‘
L7619 (ARO-REC) APR 19 1995
Memorandum
- TISIInIl Dlecilor, Vlducewio Munegumcne oeivice,
Alaska Region
From: Regional Director, National Park Service, Alaska Region
Subject: Review of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for

NPS-01
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species in Katmai National Park or Aniakchak National Preserve
are known to be recovering. Until studies are completed that
show recovery of resources injured from EVOS impacts in the
National Park System unit coastal zones in Cook Inlet and
Shelikof Strait, further increases in oil spill risks to the area
should be avoided.

Some studies of effects from the EVOS have shown recovery for
certain species in Prince William Sound. However, there are
differences between the Sound and the Cook Inlet coasts in life
history and habitat requirements for some injured species. This
makes implementation of manacamant Aarieisne hasad am Dedmaa
William Sound data uncertain. There is currently a project in
process with the EVOS Trustee Council restoration program to
collect baseline data and detect trends in population parameters
of intertidal organisms on the Katmai and Aniakchak coast. There
is also a Trustee Council restoration program proposal to
evaluate the status of harlequin ducks on the Katmai National
Park, Kodiak Island, and Kenai Fjords National Park coastlines.
A study is continuing to determine the persistence of oil in
mussel beds at specific points within Katmai National Park as
well as an ongoing fate and persistence study for oil form the
EVOS, ,

The present NPS coastal resources program is limited. At Lake
Clark National Park, the NPS is in the second Year of a three-
year inventory and monitoring effort to gather baseline
information on its coastal resources. In addition, a study of
the baseline hydrocarbon and intertidal fauna for various
geomorphological classifications in Lake Clark National Park is
in progress. A seabird study for the Katmai coast has just been
funded for this year. The ongoing and planned projects will help
us better understand the full extent of the injury from EVOS as
well as provide a much better basis for our ability to understand
or predict the potential impacts of an oil spill in Cook Inlet to
NPS coastal resources.

We estimate that in five years there will be sufficient
additional information available to help in analyzing the impacts
of a subsequent oil spill affecting the coastal resources of the
National Park System units. The Minerals Management Service
(MMS) could perform a valuable service by assisting NPS to
expedite its coastal resource studies. The timely completion of
the studies could prove to be invaluable to MMS in the planning
and analysis of OCS lease sales. We welcome the opportunity to
disguss the development of a cooperative coastal resource studies
program with you.

If MMS decides to proceed with Lease Sale 149 prior to the
completion of the studies of the coastal resources affected by
the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill, we request, in addition to a
cooperative study program, that MMS do the following:

NPS-01



In cooperation with NPS, develop and analyze an additional Lease
Sale alternative for the final E1§ that minimizes the risk of oil
spills (originating either in Cook Inlet or from the
trangportation of Cook Inlet oil through the Gulf of Alaska)
occurring and affecting the following resources:

a. Units of the National Park System,

b. McNeil River State Game Sanctuary (National Natural
Landmark},

c. National historic landmarks with coastal frontage,

d. State and local parks/recreation areas with coastal
frontage that have received federal assistance through the
Land and Water Conservation Fund.

Detalled review comments are enciosea. FPFlease airect your

questions, if any, to Joan B. Darnell, Chief, Division of
Environmental Quality, at (907) 257-2648.

Robert . Barbee
Regional Director

Enclosure
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NPS Review of MNMB’ Draft EIS for 0il/Gas Lease Sale 149, Cook
Inlet (April 13, 199%5)

NRS Concexns

1. Bvidence of the Exxon Valdez 0il Spill (EVOS) persists in
varied locations along the Katmai National Park coast.

Katmai was one of the hardest hit of any area outside Prince
William Sound during EVOS. Several individual beaches were as
heavily oiled. Today, at least six locations in Katmai National
Park still hold heavy deposits of Prudhoe Bay crude oil from the
spill just under the surface.

é. NALMAL NOLIUNGL FAdiA Willili® PUPULALLULD HAYE LWL yoL
recovered from EVOS.

The EVOS Trustee Council has addressed and prioritized various
species impacted by the spill. Most of its analysis also holds
true for park and preserve ecosystems. Species and resources
believed to be injured and now recovering from the spill are some
intertidal organisms, killer whales, bald eagles and black
oystercatchers. Resources and species injured by the spill and
not recovering are harbor seals, sea otters, common murres,
harlequin ducks, marbled murrelets, pigeon guillemots, Pacific
herring, pink salmon, sockeye salmon (specific locations),
archeological sites, some intertidal organisms, mussel beds and
commercial fishing. Resources and species injured by the spill
and for which recovery status is unknown are river otters, Dolly
vVarden trout, rockfish, designated wildermess areas, recreation,
and tourism.

We do not know how the chronic contamination from EVOS impacts
the local ecology. It is relatively unknown and unstudied in

depth. Almost all research into the spill impacts on natural

processes are restricted to Prince William Sound.

Harbor seals were impacted by the EVOS which exacerbated an
already declining population. Future oil spills could further
impact this species.

Sea otters were once common on the Katmai coast. Over 500 otters
were observed in the Hallo Bay - Shakun Islets area days before
oil from the Exxon Valdez struck the coast. More than 30 dead
sea otters were recovered from Katmai beaches in the first months
following the oil spill, representing only a fraction of the
actual total lost. Information on the impact of the oil spill to
the population is not available.

Nearly eight thousand bird carcasses were recovered from the
Katmai coast following the EVOS. Post-oil spill restoration
needs for coastal birds are being assessed. Long term impacts

1



and recovery may not be known for many years. Bald eagle nest
failure was 18.9% during the summer of the oil spill. There is
little to no information to assess impacts from EVOS to other
injured coastal species such as harlequin ducks, black
oystercatchers, or marbled murrelets.

3. The basic capacity to handle the containment and cleanup of
major marine oil spills in these waters under average conditions
has not been demonstrated. Until we have the. proven technology
and infrastructure at a state of readiness to protect the natural
and cultural resources of units of the National Parks System,
further oil spill risks should be minimized.

4. Until studies show that recovery of key ecological indicator ]
species injured from EVOS impacts in the Katmai National Park and
Aniakchak National Preserve coastal zone are completed, further
increases in oil spill risks to the area should be avoided.

5. Lease Sale 149 mitigation measures should ensure that the
EVOS Trustee Council’s restoration goals are not impeded by
future oil/gas activities. For example, the EVOS Trustee Council
restoration program studies for the collection of base-line data
and the detection of trends in population parameters should be

completed prior to exploration.

adequacy of Rraft EIS

1. Draft E1S, page III.A.2, Volcanism: Reference is incorrectly
made to Katmai National Moaument rather than Park and Preserve.

2. The potential impacts from future oil spills to National Park
System unit wilderness, visitor, recreational, natural and
cultural resource values are not adequately addressed by the
Draft EIS. The extrapolation of data trends elsewhere are
extensively used in the Draft EIS and may not be appropriate for
specific National Park System unit coastal habitats.

3. Draft EIS, page III.C.18, 6 a. (1):

1&

The heading should read Katmai National Park and Preserve. I NPS-08

The discussion-wesds to identify the nationally significant
values recognized in the legislation establishing Katmai National
Park and Preserve. With this information the EIS should analyze
the potential impacts to these values in the Environmental
Consequences section.

The discussion of the condition of Katmai National Park beaches
suggests that EVOS oil is no longer present. This is untrue as
subsurface Exxon Valdez oil has been documented. O0il presently
exists in great quantitiés under a thin cap of tar and asphalt.

"j

2

NPS-09

NPS-10

v-19

When disturbed by foot traffic and exposed to water, these areas
still produce sheen. All of the oiled coast of Katmai National
Park is designated wilderness.

4. Draft E1S, page III.C.18, 6 a.:

The Affected Environment section needs to recognize the existence
of Aniakchak National Monument and Preserve as it could also be
affected by a Cook Inlet spill. The discussion needs to identify
the nationally significant values recognized in the legislation
establishing Aniakchak National Monument and Preserve. With this
information the final EIS should analyze the potential impacts

lanmA ~Anoamiancas ~AF tha imrantel +A thasa velunaes {n +ha

Environmental Consequences section. ]

(2):

5. Draft EIS, page I1II.C.18, 6 a.

The discussion needs to identify the nationally significant
values recognized in the legislation establishing Lake Clark
National Park and Preserve. With this information the final EIS
should analyze the potential impacts (and conseguences of the
impacts) to these values in the Environmental Consequences
section.

6. Draft EIS, page III.C.20, 6 b. (1):

The discussion needs to identify the nationally significant
values leading to the designation of the McNeil River State Game
Sanctuary as a National Natural Landmark. With this information
the final EIS should analyze the potential impacts (and
consequences of the impacts) to these values in the Environmental
Consequences section.

7. Draft EIS, Figure III.C.6-5:

The yearly trends of 1976-680 should be replaced with updated
information. The title of the Figure and/or the discussion o
the data (page III.C.21) are not consistent and need to be
revised. . :

: |

8. Draft EIS, page IV.B.1-88, Section M:

The proposed action under Lease Sale 149 provides what could
prove to be relatively short-term economic benefits at the risk
of further injury or damage to nationally significant resource
values as well as the economic benefits associated with visitor
appreciation of those resource values. The Katmai National Park
coast was "discovered® in 1989 by oil spill response and clean-up
workers. Many of the ©il spill workers and contractors realized
the potential for ecotourism on the Katmai shores after working
there on the spill. Many returned in later years as ecotour
providers and are the nucleus for a fast growing industry.

NPS-10

NPS-11

NPS$-12

NPS-13

NPS-14

NPS-18



Figures are scarce and imprecise for coastal use, but the best
available estimates indicate use tripled in the first four years
after the oil spill. With the present popularity of Alaska with
global tourism markets, recent television and magazine features
on Alaskan brown bears and the Kodiak area, and.the overloaded
conditions at other popular bear viewing locations in Alaska, we
can only expect furthér increases in coastal Katmai recreational
use and impacts to designated wilderness values. The potential
impacts of a spill to this new industry should be evaluated in
the EIS.

9. Draft EIS, pages IV.B.1-89 & IV.B.1-90, (2):

NPS-15

The coast of Katmai National Park and a mortion of the raamt atr | [

Lake Clark National Park (Chinitna Bay) are designated
wilderness. This fact should be noted and considered in the
impacts analysis.

iva Uraw
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NPS-01
Excopt for the northwestern part, most of the Shelikof Strait has been deleted from the Sale
149 area.

The request to delay tho sale is addressed in the responses to Comments NPS-03, NPS-04, and
NPS-08.

In May 1995, MMS Alaska OCS Region staff met on two occasions with NPS Alaska Region
staff to discuss information related to developing a coastal resource studies program. We have
taken tho comments into consideration and, where appropriate, developed proposals for new
studies. The MMS very much appreciated the NPS suggestion relative to recommended
changes to the study titled Exxon Valdez Ofl-Spill Cleanup: A Synthesis of Existing
Community-Based Social Information, 1989-1995 and has incorporated the suggestions
accordingly. Also, MMS received a proposed cooperative study drafted by NPS staff titled

- . . 4 .o . -
Fovnge Fich decaccmont nfthe Cnnk Tolos Con o DO D L il bee iiond sirvion. Tinie

study will be incorporated in our next Alaska Environmental Studies Strategic Plan, which stll
will provide sufficient time to obtain the information needed for postsale decisions.

The MMS Alaska OCS Region staff met with NPS Alaska Region staff to discuss an additional
lease-sale alternative that would minimize the risk of oil spills contacting NPS coastal areas in
Cook Inlet and Shelikof Strait. Although an additional alternative was not developed, MMS
believes the Northern Deferral Altornative would help address NPS's objective to minimize
risk to their coastal areas.

Following the Exxon Valdez oil spill, none of the other activities that might affect the resources
of the area and disrupt recovery and interfere with restoration-monitoring programs have been
stopped; these activities include commercial, recreational, and subsistence fishing; the
discharge of municipal wastewaters; oil and gas production in upper Cook Inlet; and marine
transport of crude and refined petroleum. The commercial finfisheries include harvesting all
five species of salmon, halibut, herring, and pacific cod. The commercial shellfisheries include
harvesting tanner crab, razor clams, hardshell clams and mussels, green urchins, sea
cucumbers, scallops, octopus, and shrimp. Recreational finfisheries consist mainly of salmon
and halibut and shellfisheries of razor clams and dungeness crabs. Subsistence finfishories
target salmon while the shellfishes harvested razor clams, butter clams and cockles, chitons,
mussels, crabs, shrimp, and octopus. ’

Between 1989 and 1995, approximately 74 MMbbl of oil have been produced in upper Cook
Inlet—this is about 37 percent of the amount estimated for Sale 149,

NPS-02

Of the 8,000 bird carcasses recovered from the Katmai coast, many of these birds may have
been killed by the EVOS from other areas upstream of Katmai and drifted with the oil to the
Katmai shoreline. Whether there are long-term effects from the spill on many species such as
murrelets and oystercatchers probably never will be known, because baseline information on
population levels and productivity prior to the spill is unknown. Although relatively short-term
effects on bald eagle abundance and productivity from the EVOS were documented (see Sec.
IV.B.10.D), investigators predicted that the cagle population would recover by 1992

(Bowman, Schempf, and Bernatowicz, 1995).

NPS-03
The MMS has established stringent requirements for spill prevention and employs an
inspection program to ensure compliance (Sec. IV.A.4.b of the EIS), Through spill prevention

requirements and the inspection program MMS endeavors to prevent oil spills, and if these
efforts are successful, cleanup of a major spill would not be required—which may be the only
practical demonstration suggested by the comment. ’

As part of the prevention efforts, oil-spill-contingency plans (OSCP) must be submitted and
approved by MMS prior to conducting any drilling operations on OCS leases. The ITL No. 2,
Information on Sensitive Areas to be Considered in the OSCP, reminds lessees that biological
and culturally sensitive areas, such as national parks and preserves, should be given
consideration in OSCP’s.

Also, MMS uses inspection, equipment deployment, and table-top communications exercises to
ensure that the lessee has trained, knowledgeable crews and well-maintained equipment to
respond to spills.

INE U

The comment does not provide any information about what species the NPS considers to be
key ecological indicators nor does it indicate the type or extent of the injury to any of them nor
how long recovery might take. Such an open-ended requirement could be the basis for long-
torm delays in any activity. As noted in the response to Comment TAG-08, none of the other
‘activitios that might affect the resources of the area and disrupt recovery and interfere with
restoration monitoring programs have been stopped; these activities include commercial,
recreational, and subsistence fishing; the discharge of municipal wastewaters; oil and gas
production in upper Cook Inlet, and marine transport of crude and refined petroleum.

If commercially recoverable quantities of oil are discovered as the result of Sale 149,
production is estimated to begin in the year 2003—about 14 years after the Exxon Valdez oil
spill. In the analysis of the effects of a large (21,000 bbl) oil spill for Sale 149, it was
estimated that populations of many of the species that might be affected by such a spill would
recover after several years.

NPS-05

The Information on Sensitive Areas to be Considered in the Oil-Spill-Contingency Plans ITL
and Protection of Biological Resources Stipulation have been developed to protect
environmentally sensitive areas and their concentrations of marine birds, marine mammals,
fishes, and other biological resources that are known or may be identified in the future.

The Exxon Valdez oil spill occurred in 1989, and exploration-drilling activities for Sale 149 are
estimated to begin in 1997—8 years after the spill. This interval between the spill and the start
of Sale 149 exploration activities allows a number of years to conduct baseline studies. The
Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council’s 1995 Status Report shows recovery trends for
biological resources injured as a result of the EVOS. Recovering species include the bald
cagle, some intertidal and subtidal organisms, mussels, and the killer whale. Species that are
listed as not recovering include common murre, harbor seal, some intertidal and subtidal
organisms, and the sea otter. The species whose recovery status is unknown include clams and
the river otter,

The effects on Cook Inlet resources that might be affocted by exploration-drilling activities are
analyzed in Section IV.B. In general, these effects are local (within several hundred meters of
the drilling site) and short term (several months during the drilling operations).

NPS-06
The Katmai National Park and Preserve has been identified, as suggested by the comment.

Vv-21



NPS-07 '

The comment that potential impacts on parks and resource values is presumably a broad
introductory comment to the following more specific comments. In response to the following
more specific comments, changes have been made to the EIS where appropriate in Section
II.C.6, Section IV.B.1.m, and corresponding subsections for alternatives. Also, it should be
noted that potential impacts on important resources within the parks, such as bears, other
mammals, etc., are analyzed in other subsections of the EIS. Regarding the extrapolation of
data trends from other places, these are the best data available and the most appropriate for
analysis of potential impacts on specific National Park System unit coastal habitats.

NPS-08
The heading in Section III.C.6 was changed as suggested.

NPS-09

The nhrases idantifvine tha natinnally sdenificant valnes rrenonizad in tha lacilatinn
establishing Katmai National Park and Preserve now are quomd in the text in Section
I.C.6.a(1). These values that are potentially irpacted are analyzed in the appropriate
subsection of Section IV. For example, potential irnpacts on brown bears are analyzed in
Section IV.B.1.g.

NPS-10
The statements regarding the oiled condition of the beaches have been added to the discussion
in the text in Section III.C.6.

NPS-11

The OSRA land segments that correlpond to Aniakchak National Monument and Preserve are
6, 7, and 8. According to the OSRA, it is not anticipated that oil will contact Land Segments
6, 7, or 8 within 30 days in the winter or summer seasons (Appendix B, Tables B-10 and B--
13).

NPS-12
The phrases identifying the nationally significant values recognized in the legislation

establishing Lake Clark National Monument and Preserve now are quoted in the text in Section

I1.C.6(2). Theso values that are potentially impacted are analyzed in the appropriate
subsection of Section IV. For example, potential impacts on brown bears are analyzed in
Section IV.B.1.g.

NPS-13

The phrases identifying the nationally significant values recognized in the legislation
establishing McNeil River State Game Sanctuary as a National Natural Landmark now are
quoted in the text in Section III.C.6a(6). These values that are potentially impacted are
analyzed in the appropriate subsections of Section IV, For example, potential impacts on
brown bears are analyzed in Section IV.B.1.g.

NPS-14

NPS-15

The description of visitors to Katmai National Park and Preserve coastal area in this comment
has been added to Section III.C.6.c. Potential impacts on visitor use are analyzed in Section
IV.B.1.m(2).

NPS-16

The text has been modified to consider the wilderness designation for the coast of Katmai
National Park and a portion of the coast at Lake Clark National Park (Chinitna Bay) in
Sections III.C.6.a(1) and (2) and Section IV.B,1.m(2)().

Figure III.C.6-5 apparently was given an incorrect title. Instead of visitors to national parks of
the Cook Inlet and Shelikof Strait region, it is visitors to all national parks. Data for all
national parks are not necessary for this EIS. Monthly data for recent years for national parks
of the Cook Inlet and Shelikof Strait region are not readily available based on calls to the park
offices. Reference to Figure III.C.6-5 has been deleted. .
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Dear Mrs. Gottlieb and Minerals Management Service,
We would greatly appreciate vour consideration of these;
Cook Inlet Marine Mammal Council (CIMMC) Members' Testimony to Mineral Management Service
(MMS) Regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Proposed Oil and Gas
Lease Sale 149 in the Lower Half of the Cook Inlet.

Denty Owens, CIMMC Co-Chairman

Of course the beluga whales and other marine mammals are our major issue, and ! believe that
the health of these populations needs to be studied. However, we rely on the broader ecology of the
Cook Inlet for our sustenance and sense of weli being. For example, the hooligan come to the mouth of
the Big Susitna River to lay their eggs. We subsist on these hooligan, as do the beluga. The sea gulls eat
the hooligan eggs and we eat the sea gull eggs. Contamination and spilis from oil development could
devastate this whoie cycle.

Marc Lamoreaux, CIMMC Research Facilitator:

CIMMC is composed of the Native Marine Mammal Hunters and Users, and other concerned
entities. Beluga hunters are the core initiating group. We are preparing a written statement which I hope
will be considered before prosecuting this sale.

My basic position is that further oil development in the Cook Inlet should not proceed till there
has been adequate testing for the effects of development to date, as well as research to better
understand the potential effects of the proposed development.

There is a paucity of relevant data from the upper Inlet, ﬁdalncuonwomdnbottom.luvmg
little sediment to analyze for petroleum pollution. Mollusc reproductive rate tests conducted by MMS
failed when the mollusks (species brought in from other areas) died from suspended sediments. That
such tests were conducted highlights the poor state of scientific understanding. We don't even know
what kind of bottom fish should be tested for petroleum hydrocarbon effects in the upper inlet, or
whether these would be the best organisms to test if we did know. In other areas these fish enzyme tests
are some of the best tests to date for oil pollution. These tests should be conducted, and their results
considered, before leasing the inlet. (The Cook Inlet Regional Citizen's Advisory Council is planning
some such exploratory tests in 1995.)

Marine mammal tissues should contain indicators of marine pollution as these toxins accumulate
up the food chain. Cook Inlet Beluga tissue sampling, for analysis of poilutants, has been opportunistic
for specimens, and far from comprehensive in the range of components analyzed. Some archived tissues
should be further analyzed for back cast baseline data for a range of oil pollution indicators. Similar
commapplyforhrborsahmdmonnwhchhnvemtbmsynmunymmonduCook :
Inlet Region poliution indicators.

CBWMCunmdswbegmmpplymgmpluofmnnemmmdmfornchvdmdlmlyn
this summer. National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and probably MMS will help with this project.
Beluga livers should be analyzed for several indicators of petroleum hydrocarbons. These include
metabolites, and biomarkers such as enzymes and remnants of petroieum parent compounds. Psul
Becker, advisor to the Alaska Marine Mammal Tissue Archival Project (AMMTAP), is now confident
in DNA adduct analysis. This looks at changes in molesulas sttached to liver DNA, resulting from
petroleum hydrocarbons. Also, many hesvy metals, such as vanadium, can accumulate in befuga biubber
from oil and gas development reisted pollution. We waat to see analysis for these, organochlorines, and
other pollutants, Cook Inlet harbor seals should also be considered for sampling. (Also sea otters.)

None are reported in the AMMTAP reports. These are now availabie from CIMMC bunters.

Natives are understandably concerned about these pollutants which sccumlate in marine

mammal tissues since this is their food. Some bunters have reported an increase in lesions, tumors,

CmM-01

CIM-02

CM-03
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blubber irregularities, and other maladies in beluga tissues. These should be sampled and analyzed. It is I CmM-03
a morbid joke that dead beluga washed ashore in some areas of Eastern Canada are classifiabie as

miniature toxic waste sites. Although commercial and sports hunting originally contributed to beluga
population declines in the Gulf of St. Lawrence, pollution seems to have depressed their reproductive

rate to the extent that they cannot repopulate.

It is now thought that the Cook Inlet does not flush itself as was once thought, but rather the
water flushes back and forth like in a bath wb. The marine mammal subsistence resources may be
swimming in an accumulating toxic brew.

MMS projects a 64% probability of a major oil spill, from 1,000 to 250,000 basrels. Only 10%
of oil is usually recovered from Cook Inlet spills because of extreme tides, ice, etc. This is an
unacceptable risk level to the aquatic ecology and marine subsistence resources.

There is currently a moratorium on offshore oil and gas development off the East and West
Coasts of the lower 48 states, as well as Bristol Bay. Sales off Kodiak have been cancelled twice and
Shelikof Strait was deleted from this sale. Fishermen and a concerned public are largely responsible for
NESE WISE MANAZEMEN: GECISIONS. [NOMTCIT SUDSISTENcE Whaiers Were INSITUMental in achieving &
moratorium on the Chukchi Sea oil lease. Subsistence resources in the Cook Inlet are no less important
to the cultural traditions which depend upon them,

The Cook Inlet beluga population is discreet, being reproductively isolated from other beluga in
the Bering, Chukchi and Beaufort Seas. Over the last year, official estimates of the number in the Cook
Inlet beluga stock have ranged from 331 to 1,251, NMFS classifies it as a strategic stock, which
mandates further study of its population parameters under the Marine Mammal Protection Act. ADF&G
classifies it as a species of special concern.

Cook Inlet beluga migration routes, and times and ways they might rely on the areas slated for
oil development are not documented. However, they almost certainly include the areas slated for
development. The sonic impacts associated with oil platform production would be likely to disrupt
these. The DEIS contains insufficiem modeling of how extreme tides, such as bore tides, might
distribute a catastrophic spill up and down the inlet, likely impacting the food chain upon which marine
manynals and subsistence hunters depend. Native elders report there is still oil from the EVOS to be
found in infoldings along estuarine shores in the upper inlet. Harbor seals, which entered the mouth of
the big Susitna River in numbers around 100 before the EVOS, were very few in number for some
years. (There appears to have been some recovery, since numbers around 30 are now reported there.)

Studies of some of these factors are planned by NMFS and CDMMC. Oil lease sales should await
consideration of these results. MMS should await consideration of these results before leasing the Cook
Inlet for oil and gas development. If you do go ahead with lease sale 149, you should certainly consult
the Cook Inlet Marine Mammal Council about how to minimize impacts to their marine mammal
subsistence resources.

CIM-04

CIM-08

P.S. I have not appended a reference section. However, I encourage you to contact me (Marc) to

-discuss these issues. I would also appreciate information offered regarding the 1972-2002 OCS

program. Please note iy name is not Lawrence, as appears on your recent communication to me,

PMine Kebnea i

Marc Lamoreaux, Research Facilitator T
Cook Inlet Marine Mammal Council (CIMMC)
National Marine Fisheries Service
222 W, 7th Averme, #43
Alaska 99513-7577

PH: (907) 271-5006, FAX: (907) 271-3030
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The mollusc study cited was conducted for the Cook Inlet Regional Citizens Advisory Council,
not MMS. The molluscs were of a species found in Cook Inlet, but the tidal currents in the
upper inlet essentially both beat them to death and smothered them with entrained sediments.
Rather than highlighting the poor state of scientific knowledge, the results demonstrate why the
uppermost inlet is depauperate in benthic and planktonic biota and of lesser interest than the
more biologically robust and significant middle and lower ranges of Cook Inlet. Please also
see the response to Comment TAG-32.

CIM-02

The MMS-sponsored Alaska Marine Mammal Tissue Archival Project (AMMTAP) listed
specimen material from four beluga whales from Cook Inlet in its specimen inventory of
November 1994. As of March 1995, tissues from one of these whales (692-BLKA-015) has
been analyzed for inorganic contaminants, with results shown in “Concentration of Chlorinated
Hydrocarbons, Heavy Metals and Other Elements in Tissues Banked by the Alaska Marine
Sriwssunt Tiosuy Autidvai Tavjeu.” Tissues UL We reMAiIg WIrce DEIUGA wnales, as well as
an additional beluga collected this summer, presently are being analyzed by the National
Institute of Standards and Technology for both organic and inorganic contaminants. Specimen
material from 14 other beluga whales has been collected and analyzed (“Concentrations of
Chlorinated Hydrocarbons, Heavy Metals and Other Elements. . .") from other areas in
Alaska, the results of which are suitable for direct comparison with values obtained from Cook
Inlet belugas.

We have asked NBS to coordinate with the Cook Inlet Marine Mammal Council (CIMMC) and
to obtain additional tissues from Cook Inlet beluga whales.

Likewise, specimen material has been collected from one harbor seal from Cook Inlet 692-
HBSL-004). Continued collection of tissues from other harbor seals (and also from sea otters)
is anticipated on an as-available basis through AMMTAP and the MMS/University of Alaska-
Fairbanks Coastal Marine Institute’s Alaska Frozen Tissue Collection, The CIMMC would
appear to be a good coordination point for collection of tissues from these species as well.

CIM-03
Please see the response to Comment CIM-02.

CIM-04
The comment provides no additional data or sources upon which to revise any of the Cook
Inlet circulation information presented in Sections III.A.3, 4 and 5 of the EIS.

Studies do not indicate nor does the continuing commercial, sport and subsistence harvests of
marine animals that live in or migrate through Cook Inlet that the marine mammal resources
may be swimming in an accumulating toxic brew as noted in the comment.

CIM-05
Please see the response to Comment MDM-06.
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i UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
e mol REGION 10

1200 Sixth Avenue
Seattle, Washington 98101

Reply to Attn: WD-126

April 24, 1995

George Valiulis

Headquarters. Sale 149 EIS Coordinator
MMS (R44) 1SN

381 Elden Street

Herndon, Virginia 22070-4817

Dear Mr. Valiulis:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the draft
environmental impact statement (EIS) for the Alaska Outer Continental Shelf (OCS)
Cook Iniet Planning Area Oil and Gas Lease Sale 149. Our review was conducted in
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and our responsibilities
under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act.

EPA requested to be a cooperating agency in the preparation of the EIS
because we will have a NEPA compliance responsibility for any new source National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits issued for oit and gas drilling
discharges in accordance with Section 511(c)(1) of the Clean Water Act (CWA). The
NPDES permit that EPA Region 10 will develop for this particular lease sale will
regulate sources that are subject to the OCS New Source Performance Standards
promulgated by EPA this year. As a cooperating agency, EPA plans to adopt the final
EIS for this sale to meet our NEPA compliance responsibility for our NPDES permit.
This should prevent a duplication of effort by EPA and MMS and prevent undue delays
in the issuance of the NPDES permit relative to this Iease sale.

This draft EIS presents a comprehensive evaluation of the potential effects that
could result from this lease sale. Overall, it reflects the current state of knowledge
about the physical, chemical, and biological characteristics of the Cook Inlet planning
basin. However, we have several concems which are described in the enciosed
detailed review comments. We are providing these comments in an effort to improve

“the information presented in the draft EIS and to clarify issues that are important for
making decisions on the leasing options for the proposed lease sale.

EPA continues to be concemed that the proposed action does not provide a
commitment to the Stipulations and Information to Lessees (ITL's). Many of the
proposed stipulations and ITL's presented in the draft EIS have been inciuded in past

omnmm
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Alaska OCS lease sales. The discussions of the effectiveness of these stipulations in
mitigating adverse effects could be improved if they provided a historical perspective on
how well these mitigating measures have actually performed in the past.

The draft EIS has identified environmental consequences associated with the
proposed action. We believe that adverse effects could be reduced by implementation
of the Coastal Fisheries Deferral altemative or the No-Action Alternative. Due to
uncertamty about whether supulauons will be included in the sale, and uncenamty

—_ -
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(Environmental Concerns-insufficient Information). The insufficient information rating is
based on the need for additional information and clarification about the effectiveness of
stipulations to lessen impacts and protect the area from oil spills.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this draft EIS. If you have any questions
about these comments, you may contact John Bregar in our Environmental Review
Section at (206) 553-1984.

Sincerely,
/4-‘(/2" (‘—'{8/-? P
«" Joan Cabreza, Chief
Environmental Review Section

Enclosure

cc:  MMS Alaska OCS Region



U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Detailed Comments on Cook Inlet Lease Sale 149

{TL's and Stipulations

In numerous past MMS lease sale environmental impact statements (EiS's) EPA
has expressed concern regarding the lack of commitment to the Information to Lessees
(ITL's) and Stipulations found on pages !i-6 - 11-16. The National Environmental Policy
Act sections 1502.16 and 1505.2, state that the lead agency must disclose the means
to mitigate adverse environmental effects in the draft EIS, and the Record of Decnsuon
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have been adopted. The Counsil on Environmental Quality has also upheld the
requirement that the draft EIS disclose the likelthood of mitigation implementation.

,.u.n.uo

The draft EIS general mitigation measures could be implemented on the
authority of the Regional Supervisor, Field Operations. This decision would be made at
the final Notice of Sale stage, which is after the EIS process is complete. The sensitive
nature of the natural environment surrounding this project dictates that mitigation
measures will play an important role in protecting resources. We would like future draft
EIS's to more precisely define the likelihood of mitigation implementation, describe in
detail whatthese measures will be and disclose how they will be monitored for their
effectiveness. This level of detail is imperative in order to consider the effects of the
proposed action. EPA would like to work more closely with MMS in this and future
projects to better corivey the level of mitigation commitment we envision for lease sale
projects.

This EIS has fallen short in describing mitigation measures and instead
focussed on oil spill response and effectiveness as a means to minimize environmental
‘damage. The effectiveness of spill response is well-documented, especially in light of
the Exoon Valdez spill. As part of an increasing federal emphasis on pollution
prevention, EPA feels that it is appropriate to offer increased commitment to methods
that can help avoid this kind of scenarnio. Examples of appropriate commitments would
include: Identification and avoidance of sensitive wildiife areas, other actions that
would limit interactions with sensitive wildlife species, implementation of modem safety
devices, oil transportation precautions and other protective stipulations. These
commitments should be stated in the draft EIS so that the public can get a sense that
MMS is addressing their concems as well as those of other federal and state agencies,

The draft EIS should also""include an examination of how well these mitigation
measures have worked in past MMS exploration projects. EPA has consistentty
requested this information from MMS, yet we have not seen it examined in a draft EIS
to date.

EPA-01
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Spill Risk

Table 1V.A.2-2 shows that the cumulative case scenario indicates a 64% chance
of one or more spills of at least 50,000 barrels in federal waters during the life of the
project. The'same table, in the base case scenario, indicates that there would be a

27% chance of one or more 50,000 barrel spills. The 300 million barrels of oil
generated from this project under the base-case scenario would only be enough to
provide the U.S. with roughly one to two months of oil (pers. comm. Ray Emerson,
MMS). Page B-1.2-25 states that a spill in the base-case could effect 20% or more of
the intertidal and shallow marine plants in the Cook inlet. On the same page it
indicates that 20% of the mollusks, annelids and crustaceans in the Cook Inlet could dne

frmmm hvnho wa ~f 4 A mmen b -‘-n—--—kaa.- Sme O mvn

A s ek
et W ey i Yy

spill occurred This data brings the validity-of such a small Iease sale into question in
an area like the Cook (nlet.

ot .
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Given the relatively high risk associated with this project combined with the
incredible array of sensitive wildlife resources, EPA encourages MMS to carefully
consider the gains vs. the potential impacts from this project. We understand the
importance of oil exploration to the national economy, but the amount of oil predicted is
such a smail percentage of the national oil consumption, we feel that the risks from
lease sale 149 far outweigh the benefits.

EPA requests additional information on spill prevention mitigation measures.
The risk of spills from a cumulative effects perspective is extremely high. An effort to
reduce this risk would be appropriate in the Cook Inlet.

Cumulative Effects

EPA appreciates the in-depth Cumulative Case impact assessment in Chapter
IV.B.10. The cumulative impacts from this and other activities within the planning area
cover a wide range of resources. The draft EIS does a good job of summarizing these
impacts without exhaustive detalil.

Preferred Alternative Selection

EPA strongly supports the selection of Altemative V, the Coastal Fisheries
Deferral, which would reduce the risk of spill to 17%. Habitat in Tuxedni Bay, Kamishak
Bay, the Barren Island Group and Augustine Island would be better protected from
spills under this Altemative.scenario. In addition, EPA also supports the No-Action
Altemnative for reasons stated above,
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The MMS’s commitment to the Sale 149 mitigating measures (lease stipulations and
environmentally relevant ITL’s) is demonstrated by their inclusion in both the draft EIS and the
proposed Notice of Sale (NOS). The decision on which measures to include in the Sale 149
draft EIS and proposed NOS was approved by the Secretary/Assistant Secretary, Lands and
Minerals, at the Area Identification step (Sec. I.A.7 of the EIS) of the lease-sale process (Sec.
1.A). This decision was based on information derived from experience with previous Alaska
OCS lease sales and from public comments and consultations with stakeholders during the EIS
scoping process.

As a result of comments received on the Sale 149 draft EIS and proposed NOS, the following
actions regarding mitigating measures have been taken for the final EIS: (1) three new .
stipulations have been added (Secs. I1.J.2 and V.A.2.b(2), (3), and (4)); (2) an ITL has been
changed to a stipulation and revised to include additional activities (Sécs. I1.J.1.a and
V.A.2.b(1)—~Protection of Fisheries Stipulation); and (3) the language in three ITL’s has been
reviseg (decs. L1.J.1.D and V.A.Z.D(d)~11L’s Nos. 2, 4, and 5). ‘These actions further
demonstrate MMS’s commitment to considering and analyzing measures that help to mitigate
the actions of the proposed lease sale.

Of course, no final decision on the adoption of the mitigating measures can or should be made
until completion of the lease-sale process (Sec. L.A. 10 to 16). This includes: public review
of the draft EIS and proposed NOS; preparation of the final EIS; comments from the Governor
of Alaska on the proposed notice regarding size, timing, location, terms, and conditions of the
sale; a determination of consistency with coastal management plans; biological opinions from
NMFS and FWS regarding the effect of the proposed action on endangered or threatened
species; and a balancing of all pertinent information in a final decision on the lease sale.

The requirements of the Council of Environmental Quality Regulations for Implementing the
Procedural Provision of the National Environmental Policy Act implementing regulations stated
in Section 1505.2 state, in part, that “At the time of its decision—each agency shall prepare a
concise public record of decision.” The EIS is an environmental disclosure document, not a
decision document. As noted in Section I.A.14 of the EIS, a decision document is prepared
after the final EIS.

The status of the Sale 149 mitigating measures suggested during the scoping process are listed
and summarized in Section 1.D.3 of the EIS. New mitigating measures or revisions to existing
measures suggested by comments on the Sale 149 draft EIS and proposed NOS are listed and
summarized in Section V.A.2.b. A detailed deacription of all the Sale 149 mitigating measures
analyzed in the EIS is provided in Section II.J. This description includes the text, a statement
regarding the purpose, and an evaluation of the effectiveness of each measure.

To date, only exploratory-drilling activities have been conducted on the Alaskan OCS as a
result of previous oil and gas lease sales. The analysis in this and previous EIS's indicates any
environmental effects resulting from exploratory drilling are likely to be local (within several
hundred meters of the drilling unit) and short term (2-3 months, depending on the time
required to drill and test the well). Because of the relatively short-term nature of the
operations, MMS has not developed a strategy to monitor the effectiveness of the mitigating
measures that are part of a lease sale. However, support for including mitigating measures has
been received from some of those individuals, organizations, and governmental
agencies—including USEPA—that have commented on the Sale 149 DEIS as well as DEIS’s
from past lease sales. This support indicates that the measures are perceived as being
effective, The effectiveness of the measures in achieving mitigation may not be measurable.
However, if production becomes a possibility as the result of this or any sale, MMS would

work with USEPA to develop a roasonable strategy to monitor the effectiveness of mitigating
measures on actjvities that take place over a relatively long period of time.

The MMS believes the mitigating measures for Sale 149 have been adequately described in the
EIS (Sec. I1.J); the comment does not provide any suggestions about what additional material
is thought to be needed.

Based on the results of the scoping process, the effects of oil spills on environmental resources
in and adjacent to the Sale 149 area is a significant issue. Bocause the effects of oil spills is a
significant issue, it is appropriate to include in the EIS a discussion of spill prevention and
response. This discussion does not focus the EIS on oil-spill response and effectiveness as a
means to minimize environmental damage, as the comment suggests. As noted in Section
IV.A.4, MMS has established stringent requirements for spill prevention and response and
employs an inspection program to ensure industry compliance. To complement the regulatory
programs in place, the petroleum industry uses state-of-the-art technology for prevention
equipment and the most current operating procedures while conducting operations on the OCS.
Additionally, the petroleum industry must maintain a constant state of readiness for oil-spill
response to meet the MMS’s stringent response requirements.

The MMS does have a commitment to ensure safe and environmentally sound exploration and
production of offshore natural gas, oil, and other mineral resources. Measures to identify and
protect biologically sensitive wildlife species and habitats include the Protection of Biological
Resources Stipulation and Information on Bird and Marine Mammal Protection, Information on
Sensitive Areas to be Considered in the Oil-Spill-Contingency Plans, and Information on
Steller Sea Lion ITL’s. The regulations governing offshore operations are contained in 30
CFR 250 and have been formulated to ensure safe and environmentally sound operations.
Mitigating measures provide environmental protection that is in addition to existing laws and
regulation. The Transportation of Hydrocarbons Stipulation is intended to ensure that the
decision on which method to use in transporting hydrocarbons considers the social,
environmental, and economic consequences of pipelines.

The Sale 149 EIS Appendix K notes a cooperating agency agreement between Minerals
Management Service, Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Region, and the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, Region 10. This agreement notes USEPA recommendations will be
considered in making balanced decisions on the EIS and the lease sale process, but MMS will
retain final responsibility for the content of the EIS’s and for the determination of which
alternatives and mitigation measures are selected for inclusion in the project.
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MARINE MAMMAL COMMISSION

1825 CONNECTICUT AVENUE, NW. #512
"WASHINGTON, DC 20000

13 April 1995

Ms. Judith C. Gottlieb
Regional Director

Minerals Management Service
Al makn Remisn

949 East 36th Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99508-4302

Dear Ms. Gottlieb:

Tha Marine Mammal Commission, in consultation with its
Comnittee of Scientific Advisors, has reviewed the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the Cook Inlet Planning Area
Oil and Gas Lease Sale 149. The Commission offers the following
comments and recommendations regarding the assessment of the
possible impacts of the proposed lease sale on marine mammals.

General comments

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) provides an
assessment of the resource potential and the possible
environmental consequences of a proposal to lease approximately
1.598 million acres of submerged lands in the Cook Inlet Planning
Area for oil and gas exploration and development. It indicates
that the proposed lease area is located 3 to 25 miles from shore.
The DEIS alsc provides assessments of the resource potential and
possible environmental consequences of seven alternative actions,
including a "no action" alternative.

The DEIS indicates (page III.B.11 and Table III.B.4-1) that
15 species of nonendangered marine mammals are resident or occur
seasonally in the lower Cook Inlet. It notes that the northern
fur seal, harbor seal, minke whale, killer whale, beluga whale,
Dall's porpoise, harbor porpoise, Pacific white-sided dolphin,
and sea otter are either common, abundant, or seasonally abundant
in the lower Cook Inlet and Shelikof Strait. It indicates that
the northern fur seal, harbor seal, and sea otter are the most
common and occur in substantial numbers throughout the region.
In addition, the DEIS indicates that seven marine mammal species
(Steller sea lions, blue whales, fin whales, humpback whales,
right vhales, sei whales, and sperm whales) that occur in the
planning area are listed as endangered or threatened under the
Endangered Species Act.

SHINTED ON AICYCLED PAPER
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The DEIS states (page IV.B.1-38) that the "[p)rimary factors
that may have deleterious effects on marine mammals in the sale
area under the base case are oil spills, noise and other
disturbances associated with exploration and development (8.4.,
seismic activities, marine and aircraft traffic), and habitat
loss and/or alteration.” With regard to nonendangered marine
nanmals, the DEIS concludes (Table II.I-1l) that ~--

"fa) large (50,000-bbl) [o0il]) spill, assuming contact
with marine mammals, would have measurable (numbers of
dmAdivridiiatlel Tatha)l affamte An Ffriv canle {(10)‘ hmrhav
seals (63), killer whales (<5), beluga whales (<10),
and sea otters (75-100); the chance of one or more
large (21,000 bbl) oil spills occurring is estimated to
be 27 percent. Fur and harbor seal mortalities are not
expected to have population level effects. Recovery to
pre-spill numbers for killer whales is expescted to take
21 years, beluga whales 2 ysars, and sea otters 1-2
years. Noise, disturbance, and habitat alteration
activities would be relatively short term and very
localized and should not affect marine mammal
survival."

The DEIS concludes (page IV.B.1-66), with respect to
endangered and threatened marine mammals, that --

"[t)he overall effect of exposure of sndangered vhales
to disturbance and contaminants within or outside the
proposed sale area is expected to be minimal; no
mortality is expected to result from this lease sale.
The effects of Steller sea lion exposurs to disturbance
and minor contaminants within or outside the sale area
is expected to be minimal; mortality resulting from an
oil spill is expected to reguire at least one
generation for recovery."

These conclusions may be valid. However, the DEIS does not
provide data, analyses, or references to support all of them.
The DEIS concludes, for example, that production waters, drilling
noises, gtc. will not affect marine mammal food supplies, but
provides no information on the feeding areas or food reguirements
of the various marine mammal species that occur in and near the
proposed lease sale area.

Also, the DEIS does not provide a thorough summary or
assessment of the best available information concerning marine
mammals that occur in the planning area. It provides only
limited information on the abundance and habitat use patterns of
the marine mammals known to occur in Cook Inlet and adjacent
waters and how these species and their habitats have bsen
affected by previous oil and gas development and other activities

MMC-01
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(-g., Native subsistence harvest and incidental take in
commercial fisheries). Further, it does not identify critical
uncertainties concerning the natural history, demography, and the
essential habitats and habitat components of the marine maxmals
that could be affected or how they might be affected, both
directly and indirectly.

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) should provide a
more complete and up-to-date assessment of what is known about
the demography, habitat requirements, and status of the marine
mammal species that occur in Cook Inlet and adjacent waters and
how thev could be affected indirectlv, as well as directlv, bv
oil and gas activities in and near the proposed sale area. 1

The Marine Mammal Commission recognizes that it may be
prohibitively costly, if not impossible, to obtain all of the
information necessary to accurately predict the possible direct
and: indirect effects on every species and population that could
be affected by activities in the proposed lease sale area.
Conseguently, some reguirements of the Marine Mammal Protection
Act and other relevant legislation, such as the Endangered
Species Act, might best be met by designing and conducting post-
lease sale monitoring programs to detect possible adverse effects
before they reach significant levels. 1In this regard, we note
that section 20 of the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act, as
amended, reguires that the Service conduct post-leass monitoring
to detect and determine the cause of environmental change
possibly resulting from oil and gas exploration and development.
Also, section 101(a)(5) of the Marine Mammal Protection Act, as
amended, provides that U.S5. citizens engaged in offshors oil and
gas activities can be exempted from the taking prohibitions in
the Act when the taking is unintentional, involves small numbers
of animals, has negligible effects on the affected population(s),
and satisfactory provisions have been made to monitor and report
the taking.

The Mamnmal Commission recommends that the EIS be
expanded to more fully describe what is being or will be done to
meet the monitoring regquirements of section 20 of the Outer
Continental Shelf Lands Act and to ensure that lessees are aware
of the Marine Mammal Protection Act's general moratorium on
taking marine mammals and the Act's provisions for obtaining a
“small take" exemption or waiver of the Act's moratorium on
taking marine mammals.

Specific Comments

Pages II-10 and II-11 (Information %o Leasees: ITL No. 1.
on Bird and Marine Protaction): The DEIS
states (page II-11) that the purpose of the Information to

Lassees is to alert lessees to "the provisions of those acts and

treaties protecting marine mammals, endangered species, and

MMC-02
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birds..." However, the information provided is incomplets. The
EIS should provide a more complete description of the intents and
provisions of the Marine Mammal Protection Act, the Endangered
Species Act, the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act, and other
statutes relevant to the activities described in the DEIS.

In this regard, the Comnission notes that the Marine Mammal
Protection Act was amended by Congress in April 19%4. New
section 101(a)(5) (D) and regulations and programs being developed
by the National Marine Fisheries Service and the Fish and
Wildlife Service to implement the amendments could make it easier
for both the oil and gas industry and the Minerals Management
Service to meet the requirements of the Marine Mammal Protection
Act. Therefore, if the Minerals Management Service has not
already done so, it should consult with the National Marine
Fisheries Service and the Fish and Wildlife Service to ensure
that it is aware of potentially relevant provisions of the 1994
Marine Mammal Protection Act amendments, and the regulations and
programs being promulgated to implement them. A copy of the
Marine Mammal Protection Act, as amended, is enclosed. Also
enclosed is a paper entitled "Marine mammal and habitat
monitoring: Requirements; principles; needs; and approaches”.
Although this paper is somewhat outdated by the 1594 Marine
Mammal Protection Act amendments, it may help to understand the
intent and measures necessary to meet the provisions of section
101(a) (5) of the Act.

Pags IXI.B.ll through III.B.23 (Nonendangered Marine Mammals

{Pinnipeds. and the Sea Qtter) and and
: This section describes the status and

aspects of the distribution and diet of the marine mammal species
that occur in Cook Inlet and adjacent waters. Much of the data
and information referenced and used are out-of-date. For
example, many of the population estimates for marine mammals that
occur in the planning area are outdated. In this regard, the
Minerals Management Service should be aware that, in response to
provisions of the amended Marine Mammal Protection Act, the
National Marine Fisheries Service and the Fish and Wildlife
Service are preparing stock assessment reports for each marine
mammal stock that occurs in U.S. waters. - Among other things, the
stock assessments provide estimates of population size and the
sources and levels of human-related mortality and injury.

The Marine Mammal Commission recommends that the Minerals
Management Service, if it has not already done so, consult with
the National Marine Fisheries Service and the Fish and Wildlife
Service to obtain copies of the stock assessment reports for
marine mammals species and populations that occur in and near the
Cook Inlet planning area. This section of the EIS should be
revised as necessary to (1) ensure that it incorporates the best
available information on the natural history, size, status, and
sources and levels of human-related mortality of the stocks that

MMC-04
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potentially could be affected by the proposed action, and (2)
describe any uncertainties in this regard and what is being done
or being planned to resclve them.

This section also contains a list (Table III.B.4-1) of the
nonendangered marine mammals species that occur in the vicinity
of the Lower Cook Inlet and Shelikof Strait, and includes
notations about their relative abundance. There are some
inaccuracies in the table. For exampls, it does not, but should,
include the esastern North Pacific gray whale population. The
#2Rla and  ar amnranviada Athar camklinane Af $ho BYE chanld ke
revised to reflect the fact that the sastern North Pacific gray
vhale population was removed from the List of Endangered and
Threatened Wildlife in June 1994. Also, wWe are unaware of any
bsaked whale species referred to commonly as the "Bering Sea
Beaked Whale."

There are a number of other specific points in this section
that should be corrected in the EIS. As noted earlier, many of
the population estimates are not current or accurate. For
example, the DEIS states (page IXI.B.18) that there are 1,600
blue whales in the North Pacific, but Barlow (1994)! estimated
the number of blues whales occurring off California alone to be
2,2%0. The DEIS states (page III.B.18) that the North Pacific
humpback whale population is estimated to number between 1,200
and 2,100, but the next sentence states that humpback whale
abundance in the Shumagin Island and Cook Inlet area has bsen
estimated at 1,247, which is more that the lower limit of the
total population estimate.

=

Page IV.R.)-38 (Effects on Marine Mammals (Pinnipeds,
. Cetaceans, and ths 1 ¢t As noted earlier, the DEIS.
states (page IV.B.1-38) that the "[p]rimary factors that may have
deleterious affects on marine mammals in the sale area under the
base case are oil spills, noise and other disturbances associated
with exploration and development (a.g., seismic activities,
marine and aircraft traffic), and habitat loss and/or
alteration.” A number of other activities or factors also could
have deletericus effects on marine mammals. They include
platform removal, discarded trash and debris from sarvice vessels
and drill platforms, and vessel operation and other activities
required to contain and clean-up oil spills.

This section also states (page IV.B.1-38) that "[o]il can
affect marine mammals through direct contact with the skin
surface, inhalation of PHC vapors, ingestion, or by the
alteration of their normal patterns of bshavior." It does not

! Barlow, J. 1994. The abundance of cetaceans in California

wvaters. Part I: Ship surveys in summer and fall of 1991. Fishery
Bulletin 93:1-14. :
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identify or consider the full range of possible direct and
indirect effects. For example, oil spills also could (1) cause
starvation or nutritional deficiencies by reducing the abundance
or productivity of important prey species; (2) cause stress
naking animals mors vulnerable to diseass, parasitism,
environmental contaminants, or predation; (3) cause. animals to
abandon or avoid feeding areas or other areas of similar
importance; and (4) cause animals to be attracted to prey
debilitated by the oil.and make them more vulnerable to contact
with oil and ingestion of contaminated prey.

The EIS should be expanded to provide a more complete
assessment of how marine mammals could be affected, both directly
and indirectly, by exploration and development activities and
related possibilities, such as oil spills, in the lease sale
area. Enclosurs 3 notes the various ways that marine mammals
possibly could be affected by offshore oil and gas development
and can be used as a check list for determining whether the EIS
has assessed all relevant possibilities.

MMC-08

Pages IV,B.1-38 through IV.B.1-47 (Direct Effects of
i : This section provides a description of the

possible effects of a large oil spill (50,000 bbl) or a series of
smaller spills (21,000) on each of the marine mammal species that
occurs in Cook Inlet. It does not, but should, provide an
assessment of the possible indirect effects if a large spill
occurred and contacted an important marine mammal feeding area.
In this regard, the analysis does not, but should, consider the
various components of the oil that enter the water column when
o0il breaks down as a result of weathering or svaporation and the
possible effects those compounds might have as they are
incorporated into food webs. If there are uncertainties
concerning the distribution, abundance, seasonal movement
patterns, food habits, food requirements, gtg. of the various
species, or how important prey speciss or other components of the
food webs of which marine mammals are a part might be affected by
oil spills, the uncertainties should be identified clearly.

Also, some of the conclusions in this section do not seen
consistent with the analysis. For example, the DEIS states (page
IV.B.1-44) that it is estimated that a 50,000 bbl o0il spill would
result in the death of 63 Pacific harbor seals. It also states
that although the harbor seal population in lower Cook Inlet "has
decreased about 50 ,percent in the last 13 years for unknown
reasons”, the "[0]il spill mortality probably would have a
minimal and relatively short-term effect on the local harbor seal
population.® The harbor seal population decline appears to be
continuing and to be food-related’, The cause of the apparent

! Anonymous, 1993. Is it Food? Addressing Marine Mammal and
Sea Bird Declines. Alaska Sea Grant Report 93-01. 59 pp.
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decline in food species is uncertain. Likewise, it is not clear
whether the harbor seals in the Cook Inlet Planning Area comprise
a single population, a number of relatively discrete local
populations, or are part of a larger population. Also, it
appears that the assessment did not consider the possible effects
of an oil spill on harbor seal prey or that the harbor seal
population decline appears to have baen food related. Thus,
there appears to be no reason for concluding that the affected
population or populations would recover at all, let alone
rapidly, if subjected to a major oil spill.

The enclosed paper by A. Anne Hoover-Miller -- "Harbor Seal
{ChSCa Yatumsinm, Ci0ligy wow luauwy v iu miamna” piUviLes @
thorough and nearly up-to-date summ of available information
concerning the natural history, demography, and status of harbor
seals in Alaska. It and the recently published book’ -~ "Marine
Mammals and the Exxon Valdez" -~ should be helpful in revising
this section to provide a more complete and accurate assessment
of the possible effects of the proposed action on marine mammals
and their habitats in the Cook Inlet Planning Area. The enclosed
paper by C.0. Matkin and E.L. Saulitis -~ "Killer Whale (
orca) Biology and Management in Alaska” -- also should be useful.

=47 (Effects of Noise DRisturbance on Marine

: This section states, with respect to noise associated
with geophysical surveys and other industrial activities, that
*{m)}arine mammal population vulnerability to disturbance depends
on (1) the number of animals involved, (2) sensitivity of the
species, (3) the presence of preferred habitat in relation to the
disturbance, and (4) the characteristics of the disturbance
source.” This statement does not reflect the fact that effects
and the distances at which effects occur may vary depending upon
such things as the frequency .composition of the sound, water
depth, bottom type, and bottom contour. Also, marine mammal
response to underwater noise will vary in some cases depending
upon what the animal is doing. That is, individuals engaged in
essential functions such as feeding or breeding may react to a
stimulus at a much higher threshold than resting or milling
animals. Therefore, while the DEIS provides a review of studies
of the response of some baleen whale species to noise in specific
locations, it should be recognized that the studies cited may not
provide a reasonable bases for assessing the likelihood and
biological significance of potential noise disturbance on marine
mammals in the lease area.

On a related point, the DEIS states (page IV.B.1-48) that
"[blaleen vhales apparently are tolerant of seismic pulses and
continue normal activities when sound levels are below 150 -dB."

* Loughlin, T.R. (ed). 1994. Marine Mammals

and the Zxxon
Yaldex. Academic Press, Inc., San Diego. 395 pp. ]
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It is not evident what is meant by "tolerant." Many organisms
may bs able to "tolerate” environmental conditions that are far
from optimal, but this does not mean that they are unaffected by
the conditions. Therefore, the rationale for this statement
should be explained.

MMC-11

Page IV.B.1-48 (Marine Construction): This section states
that ~-

"... gray whales abandoned Laguna Guerrero Negro, Baja
California, possibly due to dredging activity necessary.
to maintain the channel for shipping. Gray whales
reoccupied the lagoon when the activity ceased (Bryant
et al. 1984). These observations indicate that
cetaceans may react to dredging and construction
activities by avoidance of the disturbed areas during
construction, but they would reoccupy the disturbed
area upon project completion.”

This statement appears to infer that, since the animals
returned after the construction was completed, they were not
affected by the displacement. The reference for the cited paper
by Bryant et al. (1984) is not provided in the references, making
it impossible to determine whether the inference is merited --
l.s8., that there is evidence that the displacement had no effect
on the survival or productivity of the affected whales. Another
paper that may be useful in this context is the enclosed report
by Jones gt al. entitled "Census of gray whale abundance in San
Ignacio lagoon: ‘a follow-up study in response to low whale counts
recorded during an acoustic playback study of noise-effects on
gray whales.” The authors of this report concluded that many
gray whales left San Ignacio Lagoon when exposed to underwater
projections of recorded industrial noises and that most, but not
all, of the affected whales apparently returned to the lagoon the
following year.

| MMC-12

Page IV.B.1-62 (Effects on the Southern Sea Qtter): This
section includes a discussion of the southern sea otter because
“southern sea otters may be affected by an oil spill from a
tanker transporting oil to California from the proposed Cook
Inlet sale area.” It provides, among other things, estimates of
the amounts of oil to be transported, and the types of ships and
shipping routes that likely will be used. It states that "an
estimated 45 tankers/year", each with approximately 325,000 bbl
capacity, "would bes required to transport Sale 149 oil if all
projected resources is recoverable and shipped south...." It
describes a scenario involving a 30,000 bbl oil spill occurring
within 40 km of the California coast with the oil contacting
about 30-60 km of the coastline inhabited by southern sea otters.
It is not clear why this discussion also does not consider
potential impacts to other endangered and nonendangered marine

| MMC-13

mammal species that could be affected by an oil spill from a



tanker accident along the shipping route. 1In addition, the
rationale for selecting the numbers used in the predictive oil
spill model is not provided. For example, it is not clear why
the size of the hypothetical spill (30,000 bbl) was chosen given
that the tankers havs the capacity to carry over 300,000 bbl of
oil. Also, plans for transporting oil from the proposed lease
site and related information probably should be described in the
section on "Activities Associated with 0il Transportation" which
begins on page IV.B.1-3,

AbhNwbul MO QRUSNGNGOQSLISY OOLLOS OALMDALE LUAONLRSUER, MSLACSSANS,
and the Sea Qtter)): On page IV.B.10-18 of this section it is
stated that:

"{t]he primary factors that may have delaterious effects on
marine mammals in the sale area under the cumulative case
are oil spills, noise and other disturbances associated with
exploration and development (g.g., seismic activities,
marine and aircraft traffic), oil-industry-related habitat
loss and/or alteration, commercial and sport fishing,
commercial-logging operations, and Native subsistence
harvests."

Although the potential impacts of these factors on marine
mammals are considered individually, the DEIS does not, but
should, assess the potential additive effects including possible
food chain effects.

In this regard, the DEIS concludes on page IV.B.10-23 that
"{t}he contribution of the proposal to the cumulative case is
axpected to be minimal, with no population level effects." This
conclusion doas not follow logically from the data and analyses
in the DEIS. As noted sarlier, for example, there appears to be
no justification for the inferred conclusion that harbor seal
prey species are unlikely to be affected and, if affected,
recovery of both the prey and harbor seal populations will occur
rapidly. Also, there is no discussion of other sources and
levels of human-related mortality and injury (s.g., incidental
take in fisheries and Native subsistence hunting) either within
the proposed lease sale area or in other areas where marine
mammals from the sale area may occur at different times of the
year. The 3 that this section
of the EIS be expanded to provide a more thorough assessment of
how the proposed action, by itself and in combination with other
sources of human-caused mortality, injury, and habitat
degradation, might affect the marine mammal populations in Cook
Inlet. If there are uncertainties regarding possible cumulative
effects, they should be clearly identified.

MMC-13

Pagas IV.B.10-18 through IV.B.10-27 (Cumulative Cass == |‘nu(514
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Summary Cemments

In summary, the DEIS does not provide a thorough or fully
objective assessment of the possible direct and indirect effects
of cil and gas activities in the proposed lease sale area on
marine mammals. The Commission believes that the Minerals
Management Service can and should expand the EIS to provide a
more thorough assessment of both the possible indirect food chain
affects and the possible direct effects of the proposed action on
marine mammals in Cook Inlet.

iI availaplie 1NIOrmation 1S 1NsSuiriCient tO accurately
predict the possible sffects of the proposed action, the EIS
should identify the uncertainties and describe the additional
studies being conducted or planned to resolve the uncertainties
and the monitoring programs that are being or will be conducted
to verify that oil and gas exploration and development in Cook
Inlet do not have unacceptable adverse sffects.

* ® % & & & & *»

I hops that the enclosures and these comments and
recommendations are helpful. 1If you or your staff have qguestions
about any of them, please let me know.

Sincerely,

R t J.”Hofman, Ph.D.
Scientific Program Director

Enclosures

cc: The Honorable Rolland A. Schmitten
The Honorable Thomas A. Fry, III
Richard N. smith, Ph.D.

V-33 .



MMC-01

The analysis and the rationale for the analysis for nonendangered marine mammals and
endangered and threatened species are discussed in Sections IV.B.1.e. and IV.B.1.f,
respectively, of the EIS. The ranges and prey of the marine mammals, both nonendangered
and endangered and threatened, are described in Sections ITI.B.3 and 4, respectively, of the

EIS. The marine mammal species are opportunistic feeders and will feed upon available prey A

wherever they might be. The daily food requirements of the individuals in each of the marine
mammal species is not very well known. Furthermore the amount of the various prey species
that might be lost as the result of an oil spill can only be estimated in very general terms.
Given these considerations, a description of the food requirements, based on the amount
consumed per individual during some time period—such as a day—would not significantly
contribute to the analysis of the effects of oil and gas development activities on marine
mammals.

In the oceanographically dynamic area of Cook Inlet, discharged drilling muds and produced
WHLCTS 8I¢ CXPOCiod (0 DE rapialy duULed 1O NI0NIOXIC CONCEnLrations such that the tew
individuals entering the area are not likely to be adversely affected. Likewise, few individuals
are expected to be exposed to noise associated with industrial activities at the short distances
known to cause significant responses. Prey organisms on which they feed are not known to be
lethally affected by dilute discharges.

MMC-02

The MMS considers the information presented in the EIS to be sufficient to analyze the
potential effects of Sale 149 on marine mammals. In many cases, specific data on abundance
and habitat use patterns of marine mammals in the Cook Inlet area are limited.

Few endangered whales will occur in the proposed sale area, because most of the area is
relatively far removed from seasonal concentrations of these species. Whale distributions,
supported by the two most recent reports (Brueggeman, 1987 and 1988), are discussed in
Section III.B.S.. Recent whale sightings in this area have been incidental to beluga whale or
marine bird surveys. The latter have documented only a few humpback whales in lower Cook
Inlet; information on large whales included in a report on the beluga surveys will be included
in the EIS if its availability is timely. For the cetaceans, the NMFS currently has an
unpublished report on population estimates of beluga whales in Cook Inlet. This information
has been incorporated into the text (Sec, IILB.4(b)).

Relatively few sea lions will occur in the proposed sale area, because most of the area is
relatively far removed from seasonal concentrations of these species. Steller sea. lions’
observed on marine bird surveys were found to be common in lower Cook Inlet in summer
and winter; this information has been included in the EIS. Information from the 1994 sea lion
survey has been included in Section III.B.5.b(1). Designated sea lion Critical Habitat areas are
described in Section IIL.B.5.b. The critical uncertainties of sea lion natural history and
demography, particularly with regard to potential factors influencing the species’ recent
decline, are under investigation by personnel of the NMFS Marine Mammal Laboratory; these
results will be incorporated in EIS’s as they become available.

Information from a 1992 study that prﬁvides specific information on harbor seals in Cook Inlet
has been incorporated into the EIS.

The effects on marine mammals from previous oil and gas exploration and development and
other activities, oil and gas industry activities, logging, subsistence harvest, and commercial

fishing operations are discussed in Sections IV,B,10.¢ and f (cumulative effects). Neither State
oil and gas development in Cook Inlet, nor oil and gas exploration in the Federal OCS area,
nor oil from the Exxon Valdez spill or other spills in Cook Inlet are known to have caused
significant adverse effects or mortality in Cook Inlet.

MMC-03

Our fiscal year (FY) 1996-1997 and the upcoming FY 1988 Alaska Environmental Studies
Strategic Plan describes our proposed studies, several of which will provide a basis for future
monitoring should it be needed. We would anticipate that if exploration would move to
development of OCS leases, monitoring activities will be coordinated between potential MMS-
sponsored regional sampling and industry-sponsored site-specific sampling. Also, please sce
the response. to Comment EPA-01. Information on incidental taking of marine mammals under
the MMPA and the ESA can be found in ITL No. 1 in Section ILLH.1.b.

MMC-04

The purpose of the ITL is to minimize behavioral disturbances of wildlife, particularly at
known wildlife-concentration areas. It is not the intent or purpose of the EIS to provide
detailed explanations of these laws but to make lessees and their contractors aware of the laws
and some of the important provisions in those laws. '

MMC-05

Population estimates for some of the species have been updated and the most current stock-
assessment reports have beon requested, but not yet received, from the Fish and Wildlife
Service and the National Marine Fisheries Service. The North Pacific gray whale has been
added to Table II.B.4-1. A reference to the removal of the grsy whale from the List of
Endangered and Threatened Wildlife in June 1994 is located on page III.B.13 of the Sale 149
DEIS under the gray whale. The Bering Sea beaked whale (also known as Stejneger’s beaked
whale and sabertooth whale) is referred to in the literature in a number of reports, books, and
field guides. Most literature that refers to the whale as Stejneger’s beaked whale also lists the
Bering Sea beaked whale as a common name,

MMC-06
Sections IT1.B.5.a(2) and (5) have been revised to reflect current population information for
humpback and blue whales, respectively.

MMC-07

The primary factors that may have deleterious effects on marine mammals sre noted in the
DEIS. Vessel operation and other activities associated with containment and cleanup of an oil
spill are considered as part of the base case. We do not consider removal of platforms as a
primary factor in causing adverse effects on marine mammals. Removal of drilling platforms
for exploratory drilling (semisubmersibles or jackups) is a relatively simple task that is very
short term and would have little, if any effect on marine mammals, Three production
platforms are assumed under the base case. Removal of production platforms, as well as
plugging and abandonment of the wells, is a process that would be reviewed at the time by
MMS in consultation with FWS and NMFS to minimize any adverse effects to fish and wildlife
in the area. These are very short-term projects and would result in very few adverse effects to
marine life. Discharge of trash and debris from drill platforms and vessels is prohibited by the
MMS.
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MMC-08

These potential effects are included in the text of the DEIS under Section IV.B.1.c.(1), Direct
Effects of QOil Contamination, and under Section IV.B.1.¢(5), lndu'ect Effects of Oil on Marine
Mammals.

MMC-09

A discussion and analysis of the fate and behavior of spilled oil in marine waters is included in
the EIS in Section IV.A.3. While there may be some uncertainties regarding distribution,
abundance, seasonal movements, food habits, etc., we belleve that sufficient information is
available to make an impact assessment.

MMC-10
The potential effects of an oil spill on harbor seal prey are included in the text of the DEIS in
Section IV.B.1.e.4, Indirect Effects of Oil on Marine Mammals.

A discussion of possible reasons for the decline of harbor seals, including reduced food
supply, has beon added in Section 3.1I1.4.a.2. The reference recommended by the Marine
Mammal Commission certainly does not conclusively identify reduced food supply as the
primary cause of the population decline of pinnipeds, only that the working group concluded
that food supplies are limited. for pinnipeds in and around Alaska waters. It should be noted,
however, that the working group was apparently created for the sole purpose of focusing on
the issue of reduced food availability as a cause of the population decline, and did not address
other possible factors that may be contributing to the population decline.

It appears that the harbor seal population is continuing to decline in Prince William Sound and
the Gulf of Alaska, including locations that ware not oiled by the EVOS. It is clear that the
recovery of this species from EVOS is complicated and apparently overshadowed by factors
causing the population decline before the spill occurred. We continue to believe that oil-spill-
related mortality probably would have a minimal and relatively short-term effect on the local
harbor seal population.

MMC-11

Frequency composition of the sound is included in the characteristics of the disturbance
source. Characteristics of the environment, including water depth, bottom type, and bottom
contour, have been added to the text. We disagree with the comment that the studies cited
may not provide a reasonable basis for assessing the likelihood and biological significance of
potential noise disturbance on marine mammals in the lease area. We believe that the studies
cited provide a sound, logical basis for evaluating potential effects from oil and gas operations.

The word “tolerant” in this instance means “to put up with” or “to endure.” We did not say
that whales were not affected by the seismic activity or that they did not react to it. However,
whales are very mobile animnals and are very capable of leaving an area if they feel threatened
or are annoyed by activities near them. Whales that continue normal activities in the presence
of seismic noise would appear to be neither threatened nor annoyed enough to leave. We think
the word “tolerant” seems to describe the situation quite well.

MMC-12

The text neither stated nor inferred that the whales were unaffected by the displacement, only
that they would reoccupy the disturbed area upon project completion. Likewise, there is no
inference in the toxt that the displacement had no effect on the survival or productivity of the
whales. The missing reference has been added to the bibliography.

MMC-13

During the ESA Section 7 consultation process, the Fish and Wildlife Service highlighted the
southern sea ofter and marbled murrelet as primary southern tanker route species to be
considered in the Biological Evaluation and Biological Opinion for this proposed lease sale.
Other southern species, discussed briefly in this document, may be analyzed in greater detail in
a developmental EIS, if the proposed action proceeds beyond the exploration phase. The
scenario used here to determine risk in southern arcas was dictated by modeled oil-spill size
and trajectory availability for these arcas. The transportation scenario for the proposed action,
should it proceed to production, is hypothetical at the present time and, therefore, not
supportive of detailed analysis.

. MMC-14

The potential effects of an oil spill on harbor seal prey species and on the marine mammals
that consume them are included in the text of the DEIS under Section IV.B.1.¢.4, Indirect
Ettfects of Oil on Marine Mammals. As stated in the text, there could be reductions of prey
species as a result of an oil spill. The text also stated that it has been extremely difficult to
quantify spill effects on marine mammal prey populations or to differentiate spill effects on
prey numbers from their natural variability. As a result, the indirect effect of reduced or
altered prey availability has not been shown to have had an effect on marine mammals in any
of the past oil spills.. The text did not state nor did we intend to infer that harbor seal prey
species are unlikely to be affected. As stated in a previous comment, we believe that oil-spill-
related mortality probably would have a minimal and relatively short-term effect on the local
harbor seal population.

A discussion of other sources of human-related mortality and injury, such as incidental take in
fisheries and subsistence hunting can be found in Section IV.B.1.e. Additional information on
subsistence harvest of harbor seals and incidental catch by commercial-fishing activities has
been added. Additional details on subsistence harvest can be found in Section III.C.3.
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Mr. Tom Gemhofer C VO PR / :
Associate Director, Offshore Minerals Management
Office of Program Development and Coordination /
Minerals Management Service
MS-4400, 381 Elden Street

Herndon, VA 22070
Dear Mr. Gemhofer:

The Division of Governmental Coordination is pleased to provide you the consolidated
State response to the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Lease Sale 149.

Our comments are based on a substantive review of the draft EIS and the Proposed Notice
of Sale (PNOS) by the Departments of Fish and Game, Natural Resources and '
Eavironmental Conservation.

Govemor Knowles has also commented on the size, timing and location of Lease Sale
149 in his May 3 Section 19 response to Ms. Cynthis Quarterman. The State's concerns
about potential conflicts between oil and gas activities and existing subsistence and
commercial fisheries users are presented in that letter, which is enclosed and incorporated
by reference into this response to the Nationa! Environmental Policy Act analysis.

Page-specific technical comments on the draft EIS, which have been provided in large
part by the Department of Fish and Game, are also enclosed for your use. I appreciate
your consideration of these well-researched remarks.

Please contact me if the Division can be of assistance in your efforts to incorporate this
information into your process or act as a liaison to other interested Alaskans.

Director
Enclosures
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cc:

Gene Burden, Commissioner, Department of Environmental Conservation

Willy Hensley, Commissioner, Department of Commerce and Economic Development
John Katz, Office of the Governor, Washington, D.C.

Frank Rue, Commissioner, Department of Fish and Game

John Shively, Commissioner, Department of Natural Resources
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State of Alaska
Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
For Lease Sale 149

Section II: Alternatives Including the Proposed Action

1. Pagesl-1through [I-16
size and location of Sale 149 and the proposed mitigation measures. In addition, it
should be noted that there are several differences in the mitigation measures
presented in the draft EIS and those included in the Proposed Notice of Sale
(PNOS). For example, the PNOS includes nine Information to Lessees (ITLs)
winie tic drait Ei3 inciudes vnly six iTLs @ part of tnc proposcd acuon. 1mus

discrepancy should be corrected in the final EIS.

-16: Refer to the State's Section 19 comments regarding the

State of Alaska Comments on Sale 149 2

SOA-01

2. i = TI=16: Under the Cumulative Case column, it
states that the cumulative effect on fisheries resources is likely to include reduced
stocks of some species primarily due to the potential for over harvest by
commercial fishing activities. This statement summarizes a portion of the
cumulative effects discussion presented on pages IV.B.10-13 and IV.B.10-14.
While there is always a potential for overharvest, the opinions offered in this
section of the draft EIS are unsubstantiated. The document does not include a
citation to support the position that intercept fisheries off Kodiak Island and in
lower Cook Inlet have caused or will likely cause an over harvest of fish stocks.
Unless this statement can be substantiated, it should be deleted from both sections
I and IV of the final EIS.

Section III: Description of the Affected Environment

3.  PagellLB.7: The Alaska Department of Fish and Game is unaware of any
~ documentation that Pacific hake are present in lower Cook Inlet "in very large
numbers.” While the draft EIS cites Hart (1973) as the source of this information,
Hart simply states that Pacific hake are distributed "From the Guif of California to
the Gulf of Alaska...” The description on hake should be revised in the Final EIS
to reflect the fact that hake is not an abundant species in Lower Cook Inlet.

4, Pages [ILB.11 and JILB.12: Item 4 in this section states that northern fur seals are
seasonally abundant in lower Cook Inlet and Shelikof Strait. Graphic 2, Marine
Mammals, also indicates that fur seals commonly occur in this area during the
spring and summer. Apparently, this information was derived from Morris et al.
(1983). As documented in Consiglieri et al. (1982), and reflected on page IV.B.1-
43 of the draft EIS, fur seals are not abundant in lower Cook Inlet and Shelikof
Strait. Although they occasionally occur in these areas, fur seals are primarily

s,

| 6

 SOA02
SOA-03
SOA04 &

V-37
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found further offshore along the continental shelf break. The largest numbers of
seals are present during the spring migration as they move to the Pribilof Islands to
breed. Some, mostly juvenile non-breeding males, remain along the shelf break to
the south and southwest of Kodiak Island throughout the summer. The marine
mammal discussion in the final EIS should reflect this information.

SOA-04

149 vicinity does not include the Steller's eider. This species is addressed on page
LB 21, but it should also be listed on page I1.B.17.

Page [ILB.17: The list of threatened and endangered species that occur in the Sale _] SOA-0S

Page IILB.23: Reference to the Arctic fox should be deleted from Item 6. This
species does not occur in lower Cook Inlet and Shelikof Strait.

SOA-06

Pages IL.C.2 and [I.C.4 : The draft EIS does not include adequate information on T SOA-07
the Cook Inlet commercial salmon fishery. Only a single year of harvest

information is presented for the lower Cook Inlet state management area (i.c.,
Southern, Kamishak, and Outer districts), and no information is provided on the
upper Cook Inlet management area (i.e., Central and Northern districts). The lack
of information on the upper Cook Inlet area is a serious omission because the
proposed sale area extends into the middle of the Central District. The Northern
District could also be affected by Sale 149 if a significant oil spill occurred and
was transported north of the Forelands,

During the 1994 commercial fishing season, approximately 3.5 million sockeye
salmon, valued at $30 million, were harvested in the upper Cook Inlet management
area. About haif (53%) of the catch was taken by drift gillnet fishermen, who
concentrate in the Central District along the cast side of the Kenai Peninsula
(ADF&G, 1994). The importance of this fishery to both local residents and the
State should be more fully described in the final EIS. Catch and ex-vessel value
information for at least 1990 through 1994 should be provided. In addition, it
should be noted that the ex-vessel value is the price paid to fishermen, and the total
value of the fishery is considerably higher.

-1: There are four _T SOA-08
legislatively designated critical habitat areas adjacent to the Sale 149 area that are
not identified in this section of the draft EIS. These areas include: Redoubt Bay
Critical Habitat Area (CHA), Kalgin Island CHA, Clam Gulch CHA, and
Kachemak Bay CHA. Five state refuges located north of the planning area
include: Trading Bay State Game Refuge (SGR), Susitna Flats SGR, Goose Bay

.2
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SGR, Palmer Hayflats SGR, and the Anchorage Coastal Wildlife Refuge. In
addition, neither the discussion of "national resources” or Figure I11.C.6-1
identifies Chisik and Duck Islands as part of the Alaska Maritime National
Wildlife Refuge. These omissions should be corrected in the final EIS.

Section IV: Environmentsl Consequences

Many of the following comments on Aliernative I, the Proposal, Base Case are also
relevant to the impact analyses for other alternatives (e.g., Alternatives IV and V) that
rely upon tic Aitermauve i dasc casc cvaiuanon.

9.

10.

Entire Section, Qil Spill Risk Analysis: As illustrated in Figure IV.A.2-2, the
Sale 149 oil spill risk analysis does not address potential shoreline impacts north of
the Forelands. The reason for this is unclear. According to the draft EIS (pages O-
2 and [I-3), if a commercial discovery is made in the sale area, the oil would
probably be transported to Nildski through an offshore pipeline. From Nikiski, the
oil would either be trans-shipped or processed for in-state sale. Under this
development scenario, a pipeline or tanker spill could occur in the Nikiski vicinity
and oil could be camried northward. Consequently, the final EIS should address the
possibility of shoreline impacts north of the Forelands.

State of Alaska Comments on Sale 149 ¢

In addition, it is unclear how the "environmental resource areas” depicted in —"
Figures IV.A.2-3 and IV.A.2-4 were derived. Some very important areas, such as
Redoubt Bay CHA, Clam Gulch CHA, and the mouth of the Kenai River, are not
represented in these figures. These habitats support valuable fish and wildlife
resources which are harvested for commercial, sport, and subsistence purposes.

The final EIS should evaluate the risk of an oil spill impacting all of the -
environmentally sensitive areas in the sale vicinity.

Bage [V A21: The draft EIS discussion of the M/V Glacier Bay oil spill is
summarized from the Scientific Support Coordinator’s (SSC) report on this
incident. It is unclear why this source was used rather than the official reports
prepared by the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG, March 1988) and Alasks Department of
Environmental Conservation (DEC, May 1988). One statement attributed to the
SSC's report is that: "The fishery was likely affected the greatest as false slick
reporting resulted in unnecessary displacement of fisherman." We were unable to
find any mention of this in either the USCG or DEC reports, and we believe that it

SOA-08
1.

SOA-09
12.

| SOA-10

SOA-11
13.

gn'ggmes the effect of the M/V Glacier Bay spill on the commercial salmon
shery.

3.

V-38
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On page 1 of the DEC report it states: "Over 200 salmon nets were contaminated
by the oil spill and damage claims total about $1.3 million to date. About 100,000
1bs. of salmon were contaminated from the spill." The final EIS should include a
more accurate summary of the effects of the M/V Glacier Bay spill on the Cook
Inlet commercial salmon fishery based on the official USCG and DEC reports on
this incident.

SOA-11

:30: The information attributed to Bue et al. (1992) should be revised
in the final EIS to more accurately reflect the authors' conclusions. The draft EIS
GurrEGily nuies i, Ueiweeas 3507 and 1902, thise ressarchens documented igher
pink salmon egg mortality in some oiled intertidal areas than in unoiled areas. The
draft EIS further notes that these differences were not maintained in egg-to-fry
survival. While the researchers found no significant difference in egg-to-fry
survival between oiled and control streams, the authors believed this was likely ™.
.. due to insufficient power in the sampling design or sampling levels . . . rather
than a true lack of change.” This is an important point to include in the final EIS.
The inability to document an irapact is not the same as determining a lack of

impact.

SOA-12

= =75: This section of the draft EIS discusses the
economic effects of the base case on the commercial fishing industry of Cook
Inlet. The State questions two aspects of this economic evaluation. First, there is
no mention of the Kodiak commercial fisheries. Based on the figures provided, it
appears that the ex-vessel value of the Kodiak fisheries were not considered in the
analysis. If this is the case, the draft EIS has a serious deficiency that should be
corrected in the final EIS. :

SOA-13

Second, the evaluation is based on the assumption that no fishing closures would =]
be necessary as a result of the 49 smaller spills associated with the base case. This
is not an appropriate assumption. While the volumes of these spills are expected
to be relatively small, fishing closures might be required depending on where and
when the spills occur. Past experience has demonstrated that spilled oil
accumulates in the Cook Inlet rips. The east rip is also a major migration corridor
for adult salmon moving into Cook Inlet and, consequently, a key commercial
fishing area. Even a relatively small amount of oil in the east rip during the
commercial harvest season could necessitate restrictions in drift gillnet fishing.

| soA-14

Page IV.B.1-90: As noted above in comment 8, most of the state legislatively

| SOA-18

designated refuges and critical habitat areas in Cook Inlet are not identified in

4-
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14.

15.

16.

May 3, 1995
Section IT] of the draft EIS. Similarly, Section IV does not discuss the risk of an

oil spill impacting these areas. The final EIS should include this information. ___J

Page [V.B.10-13: As noted in comment 2 above, the draft EIS provides no
documentation that over harvesting is likely to have the most substantial effect on
fisheries resources over the 19-year life of the proposed sale. These statements
should be deleted from the final EIS.

SOA-15

| SOA-16

Graphic L Macine and Cosstal Bird Resources: This graphic does not depict all of ™|
the important coastal bird habitats in the Cook Inlet/Shelikof Strait vicinity. For
example, the map does not illustrate spring and fall waterfow] staging
concentrations in Redoubt Bay, Trading Bay, and at the mouth of the Kenai River.
In addition, much of the information depicted on the map refers to "Other high-use
areas.” There is no indication, however, what bird species use these areas (i.e.,
waterfowl or seabirds) or when they are present. : Based on the source documents
identified on the graphic, it appears that the waterfowl information was derived
from documents published in the 1970s. ‘More current information is available and
should be used to update this portion of the final EIS.

SOA-17

Graphic 2. Marine Mammals: As mentioned in comment 4, this graphic should be
revised to illustrate that fur seals primarily occur south of the Sale 149 area, along
the continental shelf break. In addition, the harbor seal information is difficult to

SOA-18

sec, and should be clarified in the final EIS.
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SOA-01
Please see the response to Comment KIB-07.

SOA-16
Please sce the response to Comment KIB-50.

SOA-02 SOA-17

Please see the response to Comment KIB-08. Please see the response to Comment KIB-51.
SOA-03 SOA-18

Please see the response to Comment KIB-11. Please see the response to Comment KIB-52.
SOA-04

Please see the response to Comment KIB-12.

SOA-05 ]
Please see the response to Comment KIB-14.

SoA-U0 :
Please see the response to Comment KIB-16.

SOA-07
Please see the response to Comment KIB-17,

SOA-08

The. four legislatively designated critical habitat arcas have been added to the text in Section
IN.C.6. It is not anticipated that any of the five State refuges identified in the comment will be
affected by the proposal and, therefore, no reference will be made to them. Chisik and Duck
Islands are not specifically referenced in the description of the Alaska Maritime National
Wildlife Refuge because there are so many islands; however, a general description of the
refuge has been added to the text in Section II.C.6.

SOA-09
Please see the response to Comment KIB-29,

SOA-10
Please see the response to Comment KIB-30.

SOA-11
Please sco the response to Comment KIB-31.

SOA-12
Please see the reponse to Comment KIB-39,

SOA-13
Please see the response to Comment KIB-44 .

SOA-14
Please see the response to Comment KIB-45.

SOA-15
Pleaso soc the response to Comment KIB-48.
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August 3, 1998
Ms, Judy Gonlieb

Direetor, Alaska OCS Region
Mirerals Managemen: Service
949 E. 36th Avenue
Anchonage, AK 99501-5151

Dear Ms. Gortlieb:

TONY KNOWLES, GOVERNCR

[ mreuns cosnnsutorns esves
411 WEST ST AVDRE, SUTE 35
ANCHORAGL ALASKA $090130

Pvc (307) 3TS-MALPAX: BOT) 372008

The Goversor appreciated the opportunity to mset with you and Cynthia Quanerman on June
s. D:Gwmxwmtnmmpmm”wmwwwmu '
Villages, ol companies, and interest groups w forge & conssnsus about bow © condnct Outer

Cortinental Lease Sals 149, The Governor was particulacly
concerns of affectad fishing groups and the borough mayors.

concerned that MMS addréss

Esclosed with this lertar are tachnical comments representing 8 copsensus amang the
W«Fﬁmmnmmmcmu

Commarce and Economic Development. This document provides specific

informaton about the lease sale from the stare agencies”

technical
. We do not bellsve this

satisfies the obligation for commumity imput ar represeass &ll of the concerns of is
communities and interest groups. As the Governor staed, it is impormnt that MMS
mpleuﬂ:bpmofm:wmummmmmwwmum

their specific areas of concern

Thank you for your contimed
of peopls who live and work in the area of the proposed

1o assess this lease sale and address the concerns
sale. We look forward to working

mmmsmmcmmwmv«msmm.

V41

mmcmdm.wdmucm
Mavor Jerome Selby, Kodiak Island Borough _
Joho Shively, Commissionsr, Department 0f NAITA REbui-E
DGWWHM.U.S.DW«MW



State of Alaska
Supplemental Comments on Lease Sale 149

May 1995

The following tecknical comrmests en Quzer Cantinental Shelf (OCS) Leass Sale 149
supplement earlier comments by the Stale of Alaska. These comments reflest & consensus
among the Departments of Fish acd Game, Nanxral Rasources, Environmental Cosservation,
snd Corarnerce and Economic Development.

Potential Resoures Conflicts
gomﬁal resource conflicts concerzing Lease Sals 149 bave been idantified by municipalities, _-‘ SA2-01

JabECy guups, a6 VUL WEAGIZAUORE. 2405 FWUIAR Lol DV vy e Fosiia o Sadsus
Borough, the Lake and Peainsuls Borough, the Alasks Deparunent of Fish and Gams, snd
commercial fshing orgunizations have expressed conce about the effect nf oil and gas
developmest on commercial fishing, commertial spert fishing, aud recTestional sport fishing.
In addition, the t Eavironmental Censartium, the Niailchik Traditional Couneil,
and the Unitsd Fishermen of Alaska have passod resolutions oppesing the sale. Clexrly, many
Alaskans sre concernad about the potential for resource coaflicts as oil anll gas exploration
and development proceed in Cook Inlet. Whils these mitigarion measures san address soms
of the concemms raised by these groups, the measures do ot substitnts for the public process
MMS must complete to easurs consensus on this lease sale,

Defurls

In responss to issues raised, the Stuts of Alaska recommends MMS defer the two areas along SA2-02
the southeast sids of Cock Inlet. Thess areas wars incorporsied into Alternative V of the

draft Exvironmental Impact Statement xnd identified a3 cross hatches on the attiched sale

msp. Deferral of thess areas would reducs potsntial oil and gas coaflicts with commercial
gauwmuﬂdndwmwymhmm

Propossd Mitigation Measures for the Northeast Sids of Cook Inlet

The State of Alasia recommends two additional leass sale stipulstions %ot the northexst side

of the sale shown in black on the attached sale map. This ares was includsd in the areas

identified for defeml in Alternative V of the draft Eavironmestal Impact Statement. Fishing

activities are ofien reswricted to this corrider as & management wel o centrol the catch of

specific salmaz spacies.

1. Nombwﬁ%;ﬂmmwmﬂhu?ﬁhmu | SA2-03
through August 15. (This stipulazion reduces potential conflicts with fisking scivities
which ars frequently restricted to the identified corridor.)

Sute of Alasks 2 Laase Sale 149 Comments

2. Surfice estry into the indicated lease mle tracts is prohibited durizg oil and gas SA2-04
production and development. Access to oil and gas resources is allowable by
directional drilling on these tracts or other methods which preciude development
swuctures that may conflict with Sshesies activities.

$ale-Wide Mitigstion Language

The Stats of Alasks recorzmends three changes in mitigation lasguage for the entire leass
sale. The first change @ an existng sdpulatons includes language from the 1934 Proposed
Notice of Sale (PNOS) for Gulf of Alaska/Cook Injet Lease Sale 88. The second changs
incorporates language from a Information to Lessess (TTL) £om Lease Salc 88, The third
change adds a sipulstion modified fom a Stazz of Alaska lease sale supuiation which
grovides specific autherity to regulate sale activities that msy affect subsisience and
commercial fishing operztions.

1.  Add the following wnderlined Lease Sale 88 language 1o the beginaing of the sscond | SA2-05

paragraph of Sals 149 Stipulation No. 3, Transporzarion of Hydrocarbons (page 6 of

Lease Sale 149 PNOS):

o
1(e)ywo! Na ICE SCoUTINg D
»

s selw -A 2yl ¥ aye IS .
determized o 3 basi Dowing the devel of sufficiext pi
capacity . . . pipeline

2 AddanewITL to the PNOS that identifies affectad coastal districts. Consistexs with — | SA2-06
Lease Salc 38, idextify the affectod coasal diswicts in the second parsgraph of the
mmuaugmwm;ﬁuwmm)fummwwsd
Lease Sale 149 PNOS). Coasal districrs that mxy be affected include Kodisk lsland -
Borough, Kensi Peninsuls Berough, Msamuska-Susitaa Borough, end the Municipality
of Anchorage. Identification of thess cotstal districts in the ITL will facilitate exzly
coordinstion betwesn lassees and the coastal districts, as escoursged by the ITL. |

3.  Add a pew stipulation to the PNOS which resds as follows: SA207
Tommmmmdmﬂmcddmopmdoumw
Supervisor, Field Operaticns, may restrict lease-rslated use. In esiforcing this temm
during review of plans of opersticns, the Regional Supervisor, Field Operations will
wﬂﬁ&o&u@dhﬂkbmmwwﬂumw
and avoided to the fullest extent possible. Available opticns inchide aliermative sits
salection, requirements for directional deilling, and seascnal drilling reswictions. |

«2-
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V43

SA2-01

The MMS continues to meet with various groups, communities, and individuals to enhance our
understanding of the public’s concerns and to modify the program or proposed lease sales to
address these concerns. Changes might include (1) deferring part of a planning area from a
lease sale because of environmental concerns of interest groups such as the commercial-fishing
associations; (2) adding measures to help reduce or eliminate potential effects of petroleum
development—this includes surveys to determine the extent and composition of biological
populations or habitats that may require special protection; (3) conducting monitoring studies
to identify potential adverse effects; and (4) holding meetings in communities that might be
affected by offshore oil and gas development to explain the program, the steps MMS is taking
to address specific concerns, and to answer any questions. Examples of MMS’s continuing
offorts to address the public’s concerns regarding Sale 149 are noted below.

(1) Results of the Scoping Process:

During the scoping process, which began in March of 1992, over 50 meetings were held in 11
Cook Inlet/Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula communities. Scoping is an information-gathering
process to help identify major issues and primary areas of concern that should be addressed in
an environmental impact statement. Based on the results of the scoping process four deferral
alternatives and 12 mitigating measures (4 stipulations and 8 ITL's) were identified and
analyzed in the draft EIS. These alternatives and mitigating measures are identified in Section
I of the EIS.

(2) Responses to the Tri-Borough Position Paper:

Prior to the publication of the DEIS for Sale 149, MMS had addressed four of the concerns
expressed in the Tri-Borough Position Paper of the Kenai Peninsula, Kodiak Island, and Lake
and Peninsula Boroughs. The position paper noted five critical issues must be included in the
lease sale environmental impact statement and specifically addressed in the terms and
conditions in any proposed Notice of Sale. If the five issues were not addressed in the lease-
sale review process, the three boroughs would have grave reservation about supporting the
lease sale.

The five issues in the Tri-Borough Resolution are:

1. no offshore loading of tankers;

2. specific plans to minimize and avoid commercial-fishing gear conflicts
with the exploration and development of oil;

3. the oil-exploration company must have adequate spill-prevention and -
response capability;

4. identification of critical habitat areas; and

5. provision for local government revenue sharing.

A letter from the Borough Mayor of May 22, 1995, noted that the “Kenai Peninsula Borough
Assembly supported Lease Sale 149 when it adopted the ‘Tri Borough’ resolution in 1993. All
of the concerns expressed in that resolution have been satisfactorily addressed in the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement.” Furthermore, in his statement at the Sale 149 Public
Hearing in Kenai on March 6, 1995, the Kenai Peninsula Borough Mayor noted that the Tri-
Borough position was to encourage the Lease Sale 149 to proceed provided the caveats in the
resolution. .

In their letter commenting on the OCS Lease Sale 149 Proposed Notice of Sale and the draft



EIS (KIB, Sec. V), The Kodiak Island Borough recommended that MMS adopt Alternative V,
the Coastal Fisheries Deferral. They further noted the borough was pleased that the proposed
Notice incorporates four of the five critical issued identified in the Tri-Borough position paper
" as either stipulations or information to lessees and recognized that the position for local
government revenue sharing was beyond the scope of MMS.

(3) Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS for Sale 149:

In response to comments received on the Draft EIS for Sale 149 (1) two new deferral
alternatives were identified and analyzed in the Final EIS for Sale 149 (Sec. V.A.2.a); (2)
three new stipulations were proposed, the text of three ITL's was modified, and an ITL was
changed to a stipulation and the text modified to include an additional activity (Sec. V.A.2.b
and I1.J); and (3) the analyses wore modified to include the social, psychological, and cultural
effects that the Sale 149 pre- and postlease sale and development and production process have.

on individuals and communities adjacent to the sale area and the effects of Sale 149 on the
Kodiak commarcisl fizharias (Rar TV R - (Whare commerts sarmontad sotoo hangss o
presented new and/or substantive information, revisions were made to the appropriate text in
the EIS; references to the revised sections are presented in the responses to the specific

comments.)

(4) Pre-Final EIS Outreach Efforts:

Outreach efforts for Cook Inlet communities in September and October have included or will
include discussions of the final EIS and attempts to settle some of the unresolved aspects of the
proposal,

Citizens in Cook Inlet communities also have written to MMS supporting Sale 149 and
oxpressed support during the public hearings in Anchorage and Kenai.

SA2-02

The two areas identified in the comment make up the deferred arcas in Alternative
IX—Kennedy Entrance Deferral Alternative. This deferral alternative is shown in Figure I1.I-
1, described in Section V.A.2.a(2), and analyzed in Section IV.B.9 of the EIS.

SA2-03

A stipulation that would prohibit exploratory drilling from June 15 though August 15 in a
corridor of blocks in the eastern part of the Sale 149 area from about Kachemak Bay to
Ninichik is part of the proposed Stipulation No. 6—Seasonal Drilling Restriction Stipulation.
This stipulation is described in Section I1.J.2 of the Finsl EIS.

SA2-04

Two stipulations have been proposed that would restrict surface entry during exploratory and
development and production activities. Stipulation No. §, Density Restriction Stipulation,
would prohibit exploratory activities if the density of such activities would significantly impede
commercial fishing uses. Stipulation No. 7, No Surface Entry during Development and
Production Stipulation, would restrict or prohibit surface entry into those blocks along a
corridor in the castern part of the Sale 149 area from about Kachemak Bay to Ninichik. These
stipulations are described in Section I1.J.2 of the Final EIS.

SA2-05
Please see the response to Comment KIB-01,

SA2-06
Please see the response to Comment KIB-02.

SA2-97

The ITL Information on Minimizing Potential Conflicts between Oil and Gas and Fishing
Activities was changed to the stipulation Protection of Commercial and Subsistence Fisheries
Stipulation (Stipulation No. 1), and wording was added to the text of the stipulation to include
subsistence fisheries (Sec. I.J.1.a). The purpose of this stipulation is to ensure the petroleum
industry and the participants in commercial- and subsistence-fishing activities have a
mechanism to coordinate their activities and minimize spatial-use conflicts. This stipulation
will require lesees to include in their exploration and development and production plans a
method for early notification of potentially affected fishing organizations and subsistence
communities. Lesseos will be required to document this coordination effort and resulting
conflict resolutions as part of the explorations plan which is distributed for public comment and
to the State for consistency determination.
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710 MILL BAY ROAD
KODIAK, ALASKA 99615-6340
L ]

April 19, 1985

Raymond R. Emerson

Project Chief, Sale 149 EIS
MimvS Aiaska UL> Hegion

949 Eest 36th Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99508-4302

RE: OCS Lease Sale 149 Proposed Notice of Sale and Draft EIS
Dear Mr. Emerson:

The Kodiak Isiand Borough has reviewed the Outer Continental Shelf Cook inlet Ol
and Gas Lease Sale 149 Proposed Notice of Sale (PNOS) and draft Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS). Our comments are divided into in several sections. The
basis of our comments is two-fold: the tri-borough position paper, which you have
previously received, and local knowledge. o

The tri-borough position paper does not provide direction for identifying an
alternative preference from those presented in the EIS; however, the Kodiak Island
Borough recommends that the MMS seriously consider Alternative V, the Coastal
Fisheries Deferral, as described in the draft EiS. This aiternative would allow the
lease sale to proceed, but would reduce the chance of a major oil spill occurring
from 27 percent to 19 parcent.

This alternative would defer leasing around the perimeter of the Cook Inlet
planning area where multimillion dollar commercial fishing activities concentrate. It
would also provide larger buffers around important seabird nesting colonies in the
Barren islands. This deferral does not exclude areas in the vicinity of Cape
Douglas, which are included in the General Fisheries Deferral (Alternative Vil):
however, according to the EIS the General Fisheries Deferral does not provide for
any additional reduction in spill potential.

While Alternative V will remove approximately 33 parcent of the prospective sale
acreage, the draft EIS indicates that the hydrocarbon resources attributed to the
remainder of the planning area would still be sufficient to warrant development if a
discovery is made. Moreover, this alternative would reduce the chance of a major
oil spill (>1,000 barrels) occurring from 27 percent to 19 percent. Considering
this, Alternative V likely achieves the best balance between exploration and
development of hydrocarbon reserves and consideration of important biological
resources. Alternative V would allow the lease sale to proceed, while reducing the
potential risk to fish and wildlife populations and traditional harvest activities.

V45
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The remainder of our comments are contained in two sections: comments about
the PNOS and comments about the draft EIS.

Comments on the Proposed Notice of Sale

The Kodiak Isiand Borough is pleased that the PNOS incorporates four of the five
critical issues identified in the tri-borough position paper, as either stipulations or
HUNNALON W iB558es (ITL). Ve recugnize that the filn issue iuenuiied in e i
borough position paper (provision for local government revenue sharing) is beyond
the scope of the PNOS.

The four critical issues identified in the tri-borough position paper are:

4.  Idenification of Critical Habitat Areas

Each of these issues is discussed in turn, below.

1. No Off-Shore Loading of Tankers

Off-shore loading of tankers is addressed in Stipulation No. 3 of the PNOS.
Interestingly, the PNOS does not include all of the mitigation language included in
the LS 88 PNOS. Neither the LS 149 PNOS nor the draft EIS explain why some of
the mitigetion language was dropped. The most significant of these deletions
occurs in Stipulation No. 3. The Kodiak Island Borough advocates the following
revision to Stipulation No. 3, unless the Minerals Management Service can
illustrate that this topic is adequately addressed elsewhere (e.g. regulations or
operating orders).

Specifically, the second paragraph of Stipulation No. 3, “Transportation of
Hydrocarbons®, should be modified to include the foliowing underlined LS 88
language:

L] i : bireszi i Con
bazerds as determined on a case-by-case basis, Following the development of

Rsymond R. Emerson
LS 149 - Dreft EI$ Comments

Page 2 of 14 April 19, 1998
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sufficient pipeline capacity, no crude oll production will be transported by surface
vessel from offshore.....and appropriate responses to these conditions will be
made by the RS/FO.”

2. Specific Plans to Minimize and Avoid Commercial Fishing Gear Conflicts
with the Exploration and Development of Oil

Information to Lessees (e) relates to this critical issue identified in the tri-borough
position paper. We are pleased that MMS has informed potential lessees that
“local communities including commercial fishing interests will have the opportunity
to review and comment on proposed EP's and DPP's as part of the reguiatory
review process pursuant to 30 CFR 250.33 and 34." The ITL states that these
"comments will be considered during MMS decision to approve, disapprove or
require modification of the plan.”

Wa suggest that MMS make it clear 1o iessees that EP's and DPP’s ara subject to
coastal consistency review, and that local coastal districts and ths State of Alasks
have an enhanced role in the review process, beyond that available to the genaral
public. This suggestion further relates to ITL (d), which is the other mitigation item
revised in this PNOS from the LS 88 PNOS.

Consistent with LS 88, the Kodiak Island Borough raquests that ITL {d), "Coastal
Zone Management”, be revised to identify the coastal districts, In the vicinity of LS
149, that ‘have programs applicable to Alasks Coastal Mansgement Program
consistency reviews of post-lease activities (l.e. the Kodiak Island Borough and the
Kenai Peninsula Borough). This would facilitate early coordination between the
lessees and the coastal districts, as encouraged in the ITL.

3. Oll Exploration Companies Must Have Adequate Spill Prevention and
Response Capablility

This issue is addressed by ITL (f), which informs lessees that "with or prior to
submitting a plan of exploration or a development and production plan, the lesses
will submit for approval an oll-spill-contingency-plan {OSCP) in accordance with 30
CFR 250.42" and that "guidelines for oil spill contingency planning and response
drills which supplement 30 CFR 250.43 have been developed and are availabie
from the RS/FO." The Kodisk Island Borough sncouragss the MMS to make clear
to lessees, that such plans, as part of an EP or DPP are also subject to consistency
review by local coastal districts and the State of Alaska.

The Kodiak Island Borough expects the opportunity to be fully involved in the
review of these plans, as they are developed. Wa request that tha MMS encourage
lessees to consult and coordinate early with the Kodiak Island Borough as they
develop such plans.

Rsymond A. Emerson
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4, ldentification of Critical Habitat Aress

The last critical issue, relevant to the PNOS, identified in the tri-borough position =

paper is the identification of critical habitat areas in the region of LS 149. This
issue is partially addressed by ITL (b). There are additional sensitive areas that
have been legisiatively identified that are not noted in this section. They are
Shuyak State Park and Afognak Island State Park. in addition, while Tugidak Island
is mention, it is not correctly identified as a State Critical Habitat Area.

We believe that industry should not only “"consult with FWS, NPS, or State
personnel to identify specific environmentally sensitive areas...when developing a
project-specific OSCP", the Industry should also consult with local communities
end organizations in this identificetion process.

While, as the ITL notes, "lessees are advised that they have the primary
responsibility for identifying these areas in their OSCP’'s and for providing specific
protective measures”, an early and accurate identification process is necessary in
order for adequate and appropriate protection measures to be designed. We are
concerned that the draft EIS does not adequately identify and describe all the
critical habitat areas in tha region.

We also have the following additional comment on the PNOS. While we are very
pleased to see Stipulation No. 2 (Orientation Program) included in the PNOS, we
beliave that the stipulation should be revised to require thet the program be
attanded at least twice s year by all personnel. We also think that lessees should
be required to consult with local governments and organizations in the region of
the spill, prior to finalizing their orientation program. This would ensure that the
program is truly' "designed to increase the sensitivity and understanding of
personnel to community values, customs, and lifestyles in areas which such
personnel will be operating™, as well as meeting other orientation program
objectives.

Comments on the Draft EIS

This section provides specific comments on the draft EIS; however, the Kodiak
Island Borough also has some general observations about the document. While we
appreciate the EIS workshop that the MMS held in Kodiak, we feel that any
document as significant as this draft EIS, should be formatted and written in a
manner that is clear, concise and, above all, understandable. We recognize that
compilation of the vast amount of information contained in this document requires
a great deal of effort; however, the way this information is presented in this draft
EIS, makes it vary difficuit for sny reader to access the information.

Reymond Page 4 of 14
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Formatting suggestions include organizing all of the resource sections in the same
way, so a reader can rely on consistency in these sections of the document. This
would make it easier for the reader to assess what the stated environmental
consequences of a specific alternative are. The document could also be formatted
to use the section heading much more effectively. In general this document is not
user friendly, and for the most part this results from the document layout, not the
subject matter.

Thara ix a oanaral subiact area that wa ara rancarnan shnut the lark nf darsil in
the socioeconomic descriptions of the affected environment. Considering the
amount of background information that is available, a more complete picture of the
regional communities and their socioeconomic structures should be included in the
final EIS. The following specific comments identify numerous errors and omissions
in the document that should alsc be corrected in the final EIS.

SECTION I, ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION

Pages -1 through iI-16; It should be noted that there are several differences in
the mitigation measures presented in the draft EIS and those included in the
Proposed Notice of Sale (PNOS). For example, the PNOS includes nine Information
to Lessees (ITLs); while the draft EIS includes only six ITLs that are part of the

-

proposed action. This discrepancy should be corrected in the final EIS. _ .}

Jable iL.1-1, Second Page: Under the cumulative case, it is stated that the overall
cumulative effect on fisheries resources is likely to include reduced stocks of some
species primarily due to the potential for over harvest by commercial fishing
activities, This ststement summarizes a portion of the cumulative effects
discussion presented on pages 1V.B.10-13 and IV.B.10-14. While there is always
a potential for over harvest, the opinions offered in this section of the draft EIS are
unsubstantiated. There is not a single citation supporting the position that
intercept fisheries off Kodiak Island and in lower Cook Inlet have, or will likely,
result in over harvest of fish stocks. The Kodiak Island Borough recommends that
this portion of the cumulative effects discussion be deleted from both sections Il

and IV of the final EIS.

SECTION Ill, DESCRIPTION OF THE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Ea_qg_m,_ﬁ._]_, This section overlooks the seasonally abundant and critical
communlty of buoyant eggs and/or larvse from many near shore and offshore
commercial species, including halibut, pollack, cod, crabs, shrimp, and many
fiatfishes critical to local economies.

; This section overlooks the probability that the Shelikof Strait serves
as & major mitigation corridor for salmonid juveniles from Prince William Sound and

Raymond R. Emerson
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S.E. Alaskas, if not the whole West Coast and British Columbia. As shown by the
movement of oil from-the Exxon Valdez, major ocean currents move from the Gulf
of Alaska into and through the Shelikof. It follows that saimonid juveniles moving
on these currents would 8iso traverse the sale area. Since most of the runs in the
southern range of the species are either depressed, threatened or endangered, this
potential should not be taken lightly. Tag recoveries have shown that Columbie
River chinook and Sacramento River chinook utilize the Kodiak area seasonelly, es
do many others. Endangered listing of those runs will have as significent en
lmr' nnan nn\Mud nil and one d.v-lnmn' ne it will An Kndialk’e rammareial
and charter boat fisheries. Please consult with ADF&G, NMFS, and the PMFC for
more information.

.

mg_u],ﬁ,_z; The KiB is unaware of any information documenting that Pacific heke
are present in lower Cook Iniet "in very large numbers.” While the draft EIS cites
Hart (1973) as the source of this information, Hart simply states that Pacific hake
are distributed "From the Gulf of California to the Guif of Alaska...” Hake is not en
abundant species in the lower Inlet, and this information should be deleted from
the final EIS.

; "ltem 4 in this section states that northern fur seels ere
seasonally abundant in lower Cook Inlet and Shelikof Strait. Graphic 2, Marine
Mammals, also indicates that fur seals commonly occur in this area during the
spring and summer. Apparently, this information was derived from Morris et al,
(1983). As documented in Consiglieri et al. (1982), and reflected on page IV.B 1-
43 of the draft EIS, fur seals are not abundant in lower Cook Inlet and Shelikof
Strait. Although they occasionally occur in these areas, fur seals are primarily
found further offshore along the continental shelf break. The largest numbers of
sesls are present during the spring migration as they move to the Pribilof Islands to
breed. Some, mostly juvenile non-breeding males, remain along the shelf break to
the south and southwest of Kodiak Isiand through the summer. The marine
mammal discussion in the final EIS should reflect this information.

-

KIB-10

KIB-11

KIB-12

Harbor porpoise minimum population estimates statewide are now T KIB-13

available from M. Dahlheim at the National Marine Mammals Laboratories, as ere
those for killer whales (111.B.14).

The list of threatened and endangered speéies that occur in the
vicinity of Sale 149 should include the Steller's eider. This specles is eddressed
on Page IIl.B 21, but is not listed here.

-

Em.llLB.lS.‘. 1994 populstion estimates are available for Stellar Sea Lions. The
stock of Stellar Sea Lions may be split into East and West segments at 144
degrees W, with the Western stock proposed for endangered listing.

Page 1I1.B.23: Reference to the Arctic fox shouid be deleted from ltem 6; this

speacies does not occur in lower Cook Inlet and Shelikof Strait.

.
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: The draft EIS does not include adequate information on
the Cook Inlet or Kodiak commercial salmon fisheries. Only a single year of
harvest information is presented for the lower Cook Inlet management area (i.e.,
Southern, Kamishak, and Outer districts}; and no information is provided on the
upper Cook Inlet management area (i.e., Central and Northern districts). This
latter omission is a particularly serious deficiency because the proposed saie area
extends into the middle of the Central District. The Northern District couid aiso be
affected by Sale 149 if a significant oil spill occurred and was transported north of
the Forelands., In the Kodiak Area, the Big River section of the Mainland District
and the Afognak District could be impacted by the sale, yet there is no information
provided in the draft EIS.

KIB-17

.

During the 1994 commercial fishing season, approximately 3.5 million sockeye
selmon, valued at 30 million dollars, were harvested in the upper Cook Inlet
management area. About half (53%) of the catch was taken by drift gilinet
tishermen, who concentrate in the Central District along the east side of the Kenai
Peninsula (ADF&G, 1994). The importance of this fishery, as well es those in the
Kodiak Area, to both local residents and the State should be more fully described
in the final EIS. Catch and ex-vessel value information for at least 1990 through
1994 should be provided. In addition, it should be noted that the ex-vessel value
is the price paid to fishermen, and the total value of the fishery is considerably
higher.

o

KIB-18

Page HI.C.3: This section completely disregards the historic shrimp and crab
fisheries in the region. It can be assumed and reasonably forecast that over the
life of a production fieid in this area that most of those fisheries will return. Prior
to 1980 the total shrimp landings for the Kodiak region were a stable 110 million
pounds annually, including 55 million pounds from the Alaska Peninsula. Landings
for king, tanner, and Dungeness crab were more variable, but none the less
substantial. Oral communications with ADF&G and NMFS indicate some signs of
recovery in all of these populations. Historic landing data available from NMFS
and ADF&G should provide good background, perhaps even aliowing the MMS to
speculate about high, middle, and low yields of shellfish from the atfected region.

This figure is confusing. With the 1997 landings at 2,432 tons,
455,000 must have been tha average return to gach participating fishermen, in
which case the total value of the landings needs to be corrected. At an average of
about $400 per ton (which is low), this figure could have been $972,800.
Subsequent harvest levels hava been higher, as were the prices per ton.

Page 11,.C.4: This section on commercial fisheries completely over looks the
helibut fishery in its many guises. Commercial landings from this area are
substantial, as are the landings of the charter boat industry and the recreational
fishery. Homer harbor reports 79 full-time local charter boats, plus a much larger
number of no-local or part time vessels. In addition, Anchor Point and Ninilchick

Raymond R. Emerson
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j KIB-20

T KIB-21
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each report more than 100 vessels under charter on a full or part time basis.
There is also a growing charter fleet operation out of Kodiak, and there is no way
to quantify the hundreds of private vessels using this area. Landings and vaiue
should be available in some detail for all these fisheries. Also consider that the
commercial fishery is now switching to Individual Fishing Quotas {IFQ’s}, under
which regimen commercial fishing can be conducted for 9 months per year at
much higher projected values per pound.

Table lI.C,2-5: This table overlooks halibut completely, a discrete and valuable

e e e T8 R b,
WHTHIIGI LI HIDIGI Y,

Table 1,C.4-1: This table underrepresents the population of the Kodisk region,
since a large segment of the road system and remote ares population lives outside
of census designated places (CDP’s). Please see the attached population table for
more accurate information.

=

A significant residential area outside of Kodiak proper is the ]
Service District One/Monashka Bay area with a population of approximately 3,865
people.

Page 11,.C.12: Paragraph five (5) on this page categorizes the remote communities
in this region as "very old" and "relatively new". It is important to define these
terms in the content of this discussion. To which categories do Old Harbor,
Larsen Bay and Ouzinkie belong?

Page 1l1,.C,18; While due to limited space in the text, the MMS only selected some
areas of Parks and Wildlife Refuges and Recreation Areas to describe in detail, all
areas should receive at ieast some mention due to their importance in the region.
The Alaska Maritime National Wildlife Refuge is not even mentioned in the text.
While the Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge is mentioned, the Afognak Isiand lands
of this Refuge are over-looked and the Trinity Islands are misidentified as being
part of the Refuge. In fact, Tugidak island is a designated State Critical Habitat
Area,

There are also four other legislatively designated Critical Habitat Areas adjacent to
the Sale 149 area that are not identified in this section of the draft EIS. These
areas include: Redoubt Bay CHA, Kalgin Island CHA, Clam Guich CHA, and
Kachemak Bay CHA. Five state refuges are also located north of the planning
area, inciuding: Trading Bay State Game Refuge (SGR), Susitna Flats SGR, Goose
Bay SGR, Palmer Hayflats SGR, and the Anchorage Coastal Wildlife Refuge. In
addition, neither the discussion of "national resources" or Figure 1Il.C.6-1 identifies
Chisik and Duck Isliands as part of the Alaska Maritime National Wildlife Refuge.
Another omission in the text and Figure Il.C.6-1 is Shuyak State Park and the
major Kodiak Island Borough land holdings on Shuyak island which are likaly to be
transferred to the park. The map also overiooks recent additions to the State park

KIB-21

—| KiB-22

KIB-23

KIB-24

KIB-25

KIB-26

KIB-27

systemn on north Afognak island. In addition, the map overlooks the portion of the

Raymond R. Emerson
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Kodiak National Wildiife Refuge centered about Foul Bay and Bann Island on
Afognak Istand.

Text references to these festures, the impact of proposed development upon their
use and management, and the potential impacts from splils are similarly lacking.
These omissions should be corrected in the final EIS.

Page I1.C,22: The Concept Approved

Manaasment Plan Ix axnartad in Jul 1008

SECTION IV, ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Many of the following comments on "Alternative I, the Proposal, Base Case” are
also relevant to the impact analyses for other alternatives (e.g., Alternatives IV
and V) that rely upon the Alternative |, base case evaluation. .

_Sec As lliustrated In Figure IV.A.2-2, the Sale
149 oll spill risk analysis does not address "potential shoreline impacts north of the
Forelands.” The reason for this is unclesr. According to the draft EIS (pages II-2
and 11-3), if 8 commercial discovery is made in the sale ares, the oil would probably
be transported to Nikiski through an offshore pipeline. From Nikiski, the oil would
either be trans-shipped or processed for in-state sale. Under this development
scenario, a pipeline or tanker spill could occur in the Nikiski vicinity and oil could
be carried northward. Consequently, the final EIS should address the possibility of
shoreline impacts north of the Forelands.

o

lr3 addition, it is unclear how the "environmental resource aress” depicted in
Figures IV.A.2-3 and IV.A.2-4 were derived. Some very important areas, such ss
Redoubt Bay SGR, Clam Gulch CHA, and the mouth of the Kenai River, ars not
re_presented in any of these areas. These habitats support valuable fish and
wildlife resources, which are harvested for commercial, sport, and subsistence
purposes. The final EIS should evaluete the risk of an oil spill impacting all of the
environmentally sensitive areas in the vicinity of the sale. ‘

The draft EIS discussion of the M/V Glacier- Bay oil splll is
summarized  from the Scientific Support Coordinator’s (SSC) report on this
incident. It is unclear why this source was used rather than the official reports
prepared by the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) (March 1988) and the Alaska
Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC) (May 1988). One statement
attributed to the SSC's report is that: "The tishery was likely affected the greatest
as false slick reporting resuited in unnecessary displacement of fishermen.” We
were unable to find any mention of this in either the USCG or DEC reports, and we
believe that it understates the effect of the M/V Glacier Bay spill on the
commercial salmon fishery.

Raymond R, Emerson
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On page 1 of the DEC report it states: "Over 200 saimon nets were contaminated
by the oil spill and damage claims total about $1.3 million to date. About 100,000
Ibs of saimon were contaminated from the spill.® The finel EIS should include a
more accurate summary of the effects of the M/V Glacier Bay spill on the Cook
Inlet commercial saimon fishery, based on the official USCG and DEC reports on
this incident.

KIB-31

Bage 1V,B.1-19: This entire section doesn’t consider the planktonic eggs or larvae
ot commercially important species or the forage fish for those species or marine
mammals, :

1 KIB-32

Page 1V.,B.1-:20: The reference to phytoplankton production of similar or identical
hydrocarbons to some contained in oil does not lead directly to an assumption that
those same hydrocarbons in the water column would have no effect on the
phytoplankton. Our bodies produce carbon dioxide as e normal product of
respiration and the gas occurs naturally in the air around us. By your reasoning it
would follow that the addition of carbon dioxide to human living spaces would not
have an effect on humans. '

=

KIB-33

- - - The findings presented here do not
consider that planktonic eggs and larvae of commercially important species or
forage species are only in the water column for brief periods and will not be
replenished by "rapid rate of regeneration™ as sre zooplankton that inhabit the
water column for their entire life cycle. It further faiis to consider that all plankton
are subject to oceanographic forces such 8s sheers, thermoclines, salinity
gradients, wind, tides, beaches, and eddies which concentrate them in specific
areas, often the same areas that collect and concentrate hydrocarbons in all their
forms from oil spills. Suggesting that hydrocarbon components will be restricted
for the most part to upper water layers, and will therefore not atfect deeper
zooplankton ignores the diurnal movement of most zooplenkton species toward the
surface in periods of darkness.

KIB-34

A spill in the wrong place and at the wrong time of year could be very detrimental
to a particular population or species. The offhand manner in which these
paragraphs treat effects on zooplankton obscures the potential for such disasters.
The Exxon Valdez spill, for example, may or may not have affected the herring
populstion of Prince William Sound in this fashion. It is no more certain than
uncertain that the Exxon Valdez spill did not affect the herring population,
Statistical probability is an indiscriminate sword which cuts both ways in
circumstances of little prior data. In the case of planktonic larvae, claims that
spilis will have minimal effect and the populstion will recover quickly are at least
as speculative as claims that great harm will occur,

Planktonic larvae of benthic invertebrates and eggs or larvae of benthic and
pelagic vertebrates in the water column will not be regenerated "within a week,”

Reymond R. Emereon
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as generalized (fifth from last line, p. IV.B.1-23 "whereas zooplankton -recovery
may require up to 1 week."), and.should be considered separetely from a general
discussion of zooplankton.

This section further ignores the life cycle and behavior of Pandalid shrimp, which
concentrates juveniles in the heads of bays in comparatively shallow water where
they would be highly susceptible to the normal circulation patterns of spilied oll, as
described several times in this document. The pink shrimp, P.bhorialis, is
particulariv noted for its diurnal movement off bottom and seasonal movamant
between deeper and shallower water, as well.

o—

; -29: This section compounds the failure to
deal with the planktonic stages of the lifecycles of many important commercial
species. Considering that these same larvae drift into shallow bays and estuaries
for settiement and early life, it is entirely conceivable for the projected spill to
impact any species on the high seas, followed by an effect of 20 to 30% on the
same species and year class in shaliow areas as the spill evolves. This represents
a substantial impact on many species important to local economies. Estimates
that "Recovery within the affected embayments is expected to take 1 to 2 weeks"
(IV.B.1-29) are completely incorrect in this light. Recovery estimates of "2 to 3
years in high-energy habitats and up to 7 years in iower energy habitets" are only
valid for sessile invertebrates and epiphyton and shouid not be generalized to
species that utilize these areas as nursery habitat for a portion of their total life
cycle, especially if multiple year classes are present at one time.

-3Q0: The information attributed to Bue et al. (1992) should also be
revised in the final EIS to more accurately reflect the authors’ conciusions. The
draft EIS correctly notes that, between 1989 and 1992, these researchers
documented higher pink salmon egg mortality in some oiled intertidal areas than in
unoiled areas. The draft EIS goes on to note that these differences were not
maintained in egg-to-fry survival. While the researchers found no significant
difference in egg-to-fry survival between oiled and control streams, the authors
believed this was likely "...due to insufficient power in the sampling design or
sampling levels...rather than a true lack of change.” This is an important point to
include in the final EIS. The inability to document an impact is not the same as
determining a lack of impact.

This discussion also overlooks the effects of restricted or prohibited commercial
fishing for salmon for an entire summer due to marketing and public health
restraints. As seen following the Exxon Valdez spill, resultant over-escapement
poses serious threats to salmon runs,

Page_IV.B.1-45; The current estimate of beluga numbers in Cook Inlet is 898
{minimum estimate using correction factors). See NMFS 1994/95 Stock
Assessment reports.

‘Reymnond R, Emerson
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.oll accumulates in the Cook Inlet rips.

Kodiak Island Borough

YA R This treatment of employment effect of spills neglects
demonstrated effects on local industries and employers. Hiring of cleanup workers
st high wagas following the Exxon Valdez spill depleted local labor supplies and
had a tremendous impact on fish processing compsnies, es well as local small
businesses who needed workers. in addition, the small percentage of vesseis that
received cleanup contracts derived a tremendous financial and competitive
advantage over vessels not so employed and still awaiting settlement from spili-
related claims to this day. While fishermen without cleanup contracts suffered a
orotracted oeriod of little or no income. the vessels with cleanup contracts
received a huge influx of cash which they applied to their vessels t0 improve their
competitiveness over other vessels once fisheries ware opened following the spill.
The term "Spillionaires™ was coined locally and should be self-explanatory.

Page 1V.B.1-72: See previous comments regarding the shelifish .and halibut
fisheries.

This section of the draft EIS discusses the
economic effects of the base case on the commercial fishing industry of Cook
inlet. The Kodiak island Borough questions two aspects of this economic
evaluation, First, there is no mention of the Kodiak commercial fisheries. Based
on the figures provided, it appears that tha ex-vesse! value of the Kodiak fisheries
waere not considered in the analysis. If this is the case, it represents a serious
deficiency that should be corrected in the final EIS.

Second, the evaluation is based on the assumption that no fishing closures would
be necessary as a result of the 49 smalier spilis associated with the base case.
This is not an appropriate assumption. While the volumes of these spilis are
expected to be relatively small, fishing closures might be required depending on
where and when the spilis occur. Past experience has demonstrated that spilled
The aast rip is also a major migration
corridor for aduit salmon moving into Cook Inlet and, consequently, a key
commercial fishing area. Even a relatively small amount of oil in the east rip during
the commercial harvest saason could necessitate restrictions in drift gilinet fishing.

In addition, though not a true commercial fishery, the charter boat and guided
fisheries in this region ara so substantial that impacts on them should aiso be a
major consideration. See previous commants regarding charter vessels, then
consider the intensive visitor industry developing at remote iodges, which are also
dependent upon aquatic resources. This section also needs to consider the e
growing aquaculture industry in the area as it is an outgrowth of the commercial
fishing industry. Effects on shellfish aquaculture could be dramatic. i

-

Page 1V,B.1-90; As noted praviously, most of the state legislatively designated
areas of importance in Cook Inlet and Kodiak are not identified in Section lil of the
draft EIS. Similarly, Section IV does not discuss the risk of an oll spill impact in
these areas. The final EIS should include this information.

Reymond K. Emerson
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-99: This section neglects the effects of contaminated or potentially KIB-49 Mayor Don Gilman, Kenai Peninsula Borough

contaminated products as experienced in both spills, as well as the effects on
employment and income. These experiences are well documented and
quantifiable, even though the resources impacts were negligible or not
documentable.

-13: As noted previously, the draft EIS provides no documentation | KIB-50

nat over narvesung is likely to have the most substantial effect on fisheries
resources over the 19-year life of the proposal. These statements should be
deleted from the final EIS. . .

;8s: This graphic does not depict all of
the important coastal bird habitats in the Cook Inlet/Shelikof Strait vicinity. For
example, the map does not illustrate spring and fall waterfowl staging
concentrations in Redoubt Bay, Trading Bay, and at the mouth of the Kenai River.
In addition, much of the information depicted on the map refers to "Other high-use
areas.” Howaever, there is no indication what bird species use these areas (i.e.,
waterfow! or seabirds) or when they are present. Based on the source documents
identifled on the graphic, it appears that the waterfowl information was derived
from documents published in the 1970’s. More current information is available,
and should be used to update this portion of the final EIS.

=

Graphic 2. Marine Mammals: As mentioned previously, this graphic should be
revised to illustrate that fur sesls primarily occur south of the Sale 149 ares, along
the continental shelf break. In addition, the harbor seal information is difficult to
see, and should be clarified in the final EIS.

-—

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on these OCS LS 149 planning
documents. If you have any questions about the Kodiak Island Borough's
comments, please contact Linda Freed at 486-9360.

Sincerely,

KODIAK ISLAND BOROUGH

Attachment (1)

Reymond R, Emerson
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Mayor Glen Alsworth, Lake and Peninsula Borough
George Valiutis, MMS - Headquarters

Governor Tony Knowles

Marilyn Heiman, Special Staft Assistant, Office of the Governor
Glenn Gray, OMB - DGC, Office of the Governor
John Shiveley, Commissioner., ADNR

Pam Rogers, Division of Oil and Gas, ADNR

Frank Rue, Commissioner, ADFG

Lance Trasky, Habitat Division, ADFG

Claudia Siater, Habitat Division, ADFG

Gene Burden, Commissioner, ADEC .

William Hensley, Commissioner, ADCED
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0T KODIAK'ISLAND BOROUGH'POPU'LATION FIGURES: -
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The following figures include federal census figures, state certified population figures resulting from the 1982 Kodiak Island Borough Special Census, and State
certified revenue sharing population figures for 1983 through 1994.
Fed.Cen. Fed.Cen. 1991
1980 . 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 - 1990 & 1992 1993 1994
City of Kodiak 4,758 5,873 6,072 6,469 6,602 6,668 6,681 6,774 8,774 6,787 6,365 7,229 7,581 7,428
City of Akhiok 105 103 103 103 103 103 109 123 23 93 77 77 78 86
City of Larsen Bay 168 180 180 180 180 180 217 169 149 149 147 147 144 153
City of Old Harbor 340 355 355 355 355 365 380 380 322 222 284 284 307 n
City of Quzinkie 173 233 233 233 233 233 235 204 204 216 209 209 210 N0
| ity of Fort Lions L0 Z8i £91 491 291 £91 UL 490 VU 30U ¥ Y3 ryys 423 404
Village of Karluk 96 102 102 102 102 102 102 107 82 82 n 71 74 65
Chiniak - 185 69 160 75 143
Womens Bay - 521 620 843 674 746
USCG Base 1,370 1,995 2,025 2,129 2,018 2,066
Service District #1 - 1,853 5,148° 5,059°° 65,285 5,423 5,685 68,871 8,983 7,079 - - - } 3863
Monashka Bay - 428 - - - ’
Remainder of
Borough 2,718 597 597 597 597 597 597 651 651 651 3,220 4,174 3,827 229
TOTALS 9,939 12,714 13,079 13,389 13,748 13,952 14,127+ 15,575 1'5,558 15,679 '1 3,309 16,5356 15,245 15,575
. Thie row rep bined figures for theee reed systom eress.
b Loss of populetion due to tions of praperty by the City of Kodisk, The population effected by the snnexations was 214 people,
vee This column does not add up, as the Siate certified village population figures independently of the Kediak lslend Borough population figures.
' December, 1904



KIB-01

This language, which was used in the Transportation of Hydrocarbons stipulation for Lease
Sale 88, has been incorporated into the regulations at 30 CFR 250.152, Design requirements
Jor DOI pipelines, paragraph (f), which states: “Pipelines shall be designed and maintained to

mitigate any reasonably anticipated detrimental effects of water currents, storm or ice scouring,

soft bottoms, mud slides, earthquakes, subfreezing temperatures, and other environmental
factors.” At the time of Lease Sale 88 in 1984, these were not regulatory requirements.

KIB-02

The ITL No. 4, Information on Coastal Zone Management, has been revised to identify the
coastal districts of the Kodiak Island Borough and the Kensi Peninsula Borough. The ITL slso
has been modified to state that the Kodiak Island and Kenai Peninsula Boroughs have
enforceable policies that (1) have been incorporated into the ACMP, (2) are more specific than
the Statewide standards, and (3) encourage lessees to comult and coordinate early with those

involved in coastal managamant raviauw

KIB-03

The ITL 4, Coastal Zone Management, addresses these « concerns. This ITL advises lessces
that all postiease activities will be subject to consistency review. It also encourages lessees “to
consult and coordinate early with those involved in coastal management review.”

KIB-04

The ITL on Sensitive Areas to be Considered in Oil-Spill-Contingency Plans has been revised
to incorporate several additional areas including Shuyak State Park, Afognak Island State
Park, and Tugidak Island as a Critical Habitat Area.

KIB-05

During the exploration phase of offshore operations, the lessee/operator is located onsite for a
limited time, generally not in excess of 2 to 3 months. The rig is then released to another
operator or anchored in & harbor. Consequently, it is not necessary for personnel to attend an
orientation program more than once during such a limited time onsite. Twice-yearly programs
could be considered during the development and production plan that, by regulation, requires
further National Environmental Policy Act review and State consistency concurrence of the
proposal,

KIB-06

Some minor changes in section headings may be made for the Sale 149 final EIS. The format
of the section headings in the Sale 144 (Boaufort Sea Planning Area) EIS are more easily
identified. Compared to the text, a larger format is used and a bold, italic print style is used.
This format likely will be used in future EIS’s. Also for future EIS’s, more attention will be
given to organization.

KIB-07

The mitigating measures (Stipulations and Information to Lessees [ITL] Clauses) that are
included in the DEIS are considered as part of the proposed action and alternatives. The

. mitigating effects of thess measures have been factored into the environmental analysis. The
DEIS includes four stipulations and six Information to Lessees Clauses.

All of the stipulations included in the DEIS also are included in the proposed Notice of Sale.
The DEIS includes in its analyses six ITL Clauses, while the proposed Notice of Sale includes
nine. The three additional ITL’s are administrative in nature; they are: (1) Affirmative Action
Requirements, which advises potential bidders and lessecs of revision of Department of Labor

regulations on affirmative action requirements for Government contractors (including lessees).
(2) Navigation Safety, which advises lessocs of safety zones, precautionary zones,
anchorages, traffic separation schemes, and designations of fairway zones. Operations on
some of the blocks offered for lease may be restricted by designation of fairways established
by the U.S. Coast Guard, and that U.S. Army Corps of Enginecers permits are required for
construction of any artificial islands, installations, and other devices attached to the seabed
located on the OCS. (3) Offshore Pipelines, which advises bidders of 8 Memorandum of
Understanding between the Department of the Interior and the Department of Transportation
concerning the design, installation, operations, and maintenance of offshore pipelines.

These measures are considered administrative and advisory only; they have no mitigating
effects on the proposal and, therefore, are not included in the DEIS analyses.

KIB-08

- st doe Onblmes T/ T 1A L e LI vY .
The statemee in the toxt in Sceticn IV.E.12.¢ and in Tabic ILI1 has biea wnau.wu Tiun

issue has been the topic of discussion in the Anchorage Daily News on a number of occasions,
as recently as May 14, 1993, in the Outdoors Section.

KIB-09

Halibut, pollock, cod, and flatfishes are vertebrates (including their eggs) and, as such, are
discussed in the Fisheries Resources section, Zoea generally are present at the same time as
that of other zooplankton, as indicated in Cooney, 1987 (referenced in the EIS).

KIB-10
The text in Section II1.B.2.b(1)(d) hn been revised 10 address the comment.

KIB-11
The text in Section III.B.2.b(2)(b) has been revised to address the comment.

KIB-12
The recommended changes have been made in the text and in Table III.B.4-1, and Graphic 2
has been revised.

KIB-13
The information referenced has been requested from M. Dahlheim at the National Marine
Mammals Laboratory and will be incorporated into the text if it is received in a timely manner.

KIB-14
The Steller’s eider has been added to the list of endangered, threatened, and proposed species
in Section III.B.5.

KIB-15

The 1994 Steller sea lion population estimates have been received and incorporated into the
EIS, Until a change in ESA status for a species or stock is proposed, it is inappropriate to
speculate on the effects of such an action.

KIB-16

Although the arctic fox is not a native species to the Cook Inlet/Shelikof Strait area, it was
introduced on the Kodiak archipelago and islands south of the Alaska Peninsula in the 1920's
on established farms and later released into the wild (Bailey, 1993).
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KIB-17

The essence of the environmental impact statement is supposed to be Section IV,
Eavironmental Consequences. The analysis of commercial fisheries in Section IV is based on
the potential effects of Sale 149 on all the commercial fisheries and not on the fisheries at any
specific location or the size of the catch in terms of numbers of individual fish caught. The
harvest information provided in Section III was intended'as an example only. The material
presented in Section III (Description of the Affected Environment) should briefly and concisely
describe the arcas affected by the proposed action; lengthy, detailed descriptions are not
necessary and should not be considered a measure of the adequacy of the EIS. The estimated
annual value of the Cook Inlet and Kodiak commercial-fishing industry is relevant to the
potential economic impacts on that industry and is characterized in Section IV.B.1.i(8).

KIB-18
Please se¢ the response to Comment KIB-17,

KIB-19
Please soe the response to Comment KIB-17.

KIB-20

To eliminate the confusion, the word *individual” has been added to the sentence, as
suggested. Regarding Kodiak herring harvests, they have almost doubled since 1991.
Howover, the analysis depends on the estimated annual value of the entire Cook Inlet,
commercial-fishing industry, which includes all commercial species in all areas within the sale
area. Literally all of these fisheries have high and low years, but the estimated annual value of
the Cook Inlet commercial-fishing industry appears to range from $50 to $135 million and
Kodiak’s from $50 to $100 million.

KIB-21
The information on charter boats in this comment has been added to the text in Section III.C.6.

Sport-fish- and razor clam-catch data also have been added to the text in Section II.C.6.
There are no data on the value of these catches because, by definition of the term “sport
fishery,” these catches are not sold.

The IFQ’s are considered a management technique. While it will increase the value of fish to
commercial fishermen and the amount of time they can fish, it is not likely to result in a
greater number of fish being taken. At this time, the estimated annual values of the Cook Inlet
and Kodiak commercial-fishing industry is not likely to be different from that suggested in
Section IV of the DEIS ($50-$135 million and $50 to $100 million, respectively; see Sec.
IV.B.1.i(8).)

KIB-22
The referenced table was intended to show general patterns only in the years 1987-1991. It
was niot intended to include all years of recorded data or all species harvests during that time.

Also, please see the response to Comment KIB-17.

KIB-23

Table II1.C.2-5 was not intended to account for all population within the Kodiak region. The
commenter notes that 24 percent of the total population for the Kodiak region (3,220 of
13,309) in 1990 resided outside census-designated places, constituting residents living along
the road system or in remote areas. Adding this additional element of population would not

alter the analysis where such information is used.

KIB-24

Please see the response to Comment KIB-23,

KIB-25

The “relatively new” communities are defined in the text as having been established since

1950. The communities of Old Harbor, Larsen Bay, and Ouzinkie are situated in age
somewhere between the relatively new and very qld communities.

KIB-26

A description of the Alaska Maritime National Wildlife Refuge has been added to the text in
Section III.C.6. A reference to Afognak Island lands being a part of Kodiak National Wildlife
Refuge has been added to the text in Section III.C.6. The KIB is correct that the Trinity
Islands are not part of the Kodiak National Wildlifa Refugs. Recausa nil in not anticinatad 10
reach the shores of the Trinity Islands within 30 days of a spill (Fig. IV.A.2-7), reference to
the Trinity Islands has been deleted from the text.

KIB-27

The Alaska Maritime National Wildlife Refuge is now described in Section II.C.6. No
reference is made to individual islands, because there are so many of them in this refuge. The
map in Figure III.C.6-1 has been changed to indicate that Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge has
a segment centered around Foul Bay on Afognak Island. Reference to the Trinity Islands in
the text of Section IIl.C.6 under Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge has been deleted, because
those islands are not part of that refuge. The Trinity Islands are not discussed in Section
III.C.6, because oil from an oil spill is not anticipated to reach these islands within 30 days
(sce Fig. IV.A.2-8).

The four legislatively designated critical habitat areas have been added to the text in Section
II.C.6. It is not anticipated that any of the five State refuges identified in the comment will be
affected by the proposal and, therefore, no reference will be made to them. Chisik and Duck
Islands are not specifically referenced in the description of the Alaska Maritime National
Wildlife Refuge because there are 50 many islands; however, a general description of the
refuge has been added to the text in Section III.C.6.

Shuyak State Park is not described in Section III.C.6, but it is listed in Table III.C.6-1 in the
DEIS. Describing proposed changes to parks involves a level of detail that is beyond the
scope of the EIS, so this information will not be added to the text. However, effects on parks
are described primarily through effects on park resources (birds, mammals, etc.) in the EIS in
general and to a lesser degree on management of the resources. Only one State park, the one
with the largest land area, is illustrated in Figure III.C.6-1. Other much smaller State parks
and recreation and tourism arcas are listed in Table III.C.6-1, including a description of
location, and they are described in the text of Section III.C.6.

Afognak Island State Park has been added to Table III.C.6-1; however it has not been added to
the map because of space limitations. As stated above, the map in Figure III.C.6-1 has been
changed to indicate that Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge has a segment centered around Foul
Bay on Afognak Island.

Text references to the features cited have been added where appropriate. The impact of the
proposed use and potential impacts from spills are analyzed in Section IV.B.1.m and
corresponding sections for alternatives; however, the analysis is at a level of generality that is
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appropriate for this EIS and does not include every area by specific referenced name. Oil-spill
analysis is by land segment (which is approximately 30 km in length) and is summarized in
Figure IV.1.2-8, The oil-spill analysis interpreted with respect to national and State parks and
related recreational places is in Section IV.B.1.m,

KIB-28

Section III.C.22 of the final EIS has been modified to reflect that the Concept Approved Draft
of the Kodiak Island Borough Coastal Management Plan is expected in late fall 1995, We
appreciate the updated information.

KIB-29 .

Because general circulation models often are incapable of sufficient resolution a representation
of bays and other small estuarine bodies of water, the OSRA does not model enclosed bays and
estuaries. To count simulated trajectories that would have entered the estuary, the estuary
enuance is Uealed as pan oi Wie shoreiino, and a iand segment 18 associated with each. Counts
of simulated spills contacting these land segments allow for risk analysis to the bay as & whole
without addressing further problems of spill movement within the estuary. The Cook
Inlet/Shelikof Strait oil-spill-trajectory model does not estimate specific contacts to resources
north of the Forelands. Sea Segment (SS) ! and Land Segment (LS) 37 are used to identify
the chance of oil moving north of the Forelands. Analysts used the OSRA to estimate the
effects to resources north of the Forelands by assuming the same chance of contact to the
resources north of the Forelands as SS1 and LS 37. If commercial quantities of oil were
found, a development and production EIS would address the specific location of the
transportation scenario. Detailed analysis regarding that particular transportation practice
would be done at that time.

KIB-30

The Environmental Resource Areas depicted in Figures IV.A.2-3 and IV.A. 2-4 represent
biological habitat or wildlife-concentration areas that extend offshore from the coast. Other
important habitats, such as Redoubt Bay, Clam Guich, and the mouth of the Kenai River, are
represented by land segments shown in Figure IV.A.2-2 and LS’s 34, 41, and 39,
respectively. Combined oil-spill-probabilities of contact to these habitats-land segments are
evaluated in Figure IV.A.2-8. Land segments, including LS 34, all with probabilities of
<0.5-percent chance of contact are not included.

KIB-31

The Glacier Bay oil spill was one of three Cook Inlet historical spill events described in
Section IV.A.S of the EIS. The intent of the description was to demonstrate a progressive
improvement on the part of the industry and government to make decision and clean up an oil
spill in the area; there was no attempt in the description of any of the three spills to summarize
any environmental effects. Section IV.B.1.i of the EIS includes an analysis on the effects of
potential spills on the Cook Inlet commercial-fishing industry and notes that the estimated
losses for drifinet fishermen ranged from $10 to $108 million and from $12 to $82 million for
setnet fishermen from the Glacier Bay oil spill (Sec. IV.B.1.i(8). The Scientific Support
Coordinator report is an official report, and MMS considered its use appropriate to summarize
the Glacier Bay oil spill. The MMS considers the information about the Glacier Bay oil spill
presented in Section IV.A.5 of the EIS to be appropriate for the intent of the discussion, as.
noted above. ' ‘

KIB-32 ‘
Fishes and fish eggs and larvae are discussed in Section IV.B. 1.c, Fisheries Resources.

KIB-33

The commenter appears to be addressing what Davenport (1982) discovered concerning
biogenic hydrocarbons (mentioned on page IV.B.1-21), namely, that many hydrocarbons
produced by plankton are the same as or similar to those found in crude oil. The point is not
that these similar hydrocarbons coming from crude oil would have no effect, as was suggested
by the commenter, but rather that they are likely to have little effect on plankton (as stated in
the DEIS).

KIB-34

The effects of oil on fish and fish eggs and larvae are analyzed in Section IV.B.1.c, Fisheries
Resources. ,
Naturally occurring events may concentrate both zooplankton and spilled oil in the same area,
increasing the risk of exposing the zooplankton to oil. These circumstances have been
addressed tor bays and other areas where circulation 18 restricted. Whule 1t 1s true that
zooplankton move closer to the surface at night, it is also true that the water-soluble fractions
of crude oil are not likely to be deep enough to affect them significantly during that time.

KIB-35

The analysis concerning lower trophic-level organisms is based on the best scientific
information available. That information clearly indicates that an oil spill is not likely to affect
plankton populations significantly. There is no reason to expect a “disaster” on zooplankton
following an oil spill, as was suggested in the comment. In general, few plankton are expected
to be affected by an oil spill, and those that are affected would be quickly replaced by plankton
in adjacent waters.

KIB-36
The effects of oil on pelagic vertebrates are analyzed in Section IV.B.1.c, Fisheries Resources.

KIB-37

The Pandalid shrimp is one of many species of invertebrate organisms inhabiting the waters of
the Cook Inlet Planning Area. Because of the number of species, MMS has chosen to analyze
the effects of Sale 149 on the group designated as lower trophic-level organisms rather than on
some selected number of representative species. The MMS considers this approach to be
appropriate for a proposed action that potentially could affect a diverse area of over 8,000
square miles (Cook Inlet Planning Area).

KIB-38
Please see the response to Comment KIB-34.

KIB-39 .
The recommended revision has been added to the text in Section IV.B.1.c.

KIB-40
A brief discussion about overescapement of sockeye salmon has been added to the text in
Section IV.B.1.c. ‘

KIB-41
A reference to this unpublished report by the National Marine Fisheries Service has been
included in the text in Section IV.B.1.e.
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KIB-42

The comments about the potential labor shortage and wage inflation are noted and the
appropriate narrative inserted into the text in Section IV.B.1.h. Your comments concerning
the advantages and disadvantages gained by those who participated or didn't participate in the
Exxon Valdez cleanup are more difficult to incorporate. Individuals and companies make
decisions sbout whether to hire or participate in things such as cleanup activities, and it is
beyond our capability to predict who might or might not reap the economic windfalls that
occur during such times. In addition, for this proposed sale, pipelines are expected to be the
desired form of transportation for the platforms to the refineries, and the quantity of oil spilled
per day is expected to'be much lower; therefore, the type of cleanup operations and the
amount of equipment may be quite different from those used in the Exxon Valdez cleanup.

KIB-43
Please see the response to Comment KIB-17.

KIB-44
An analysis of the economic effects of a large Cook Inlet oil spill on the Kodiak commercial-
fishing industry was added to Section IV.B.1.i(8), as suggested in the comment.

KIB-45 :

Regarding the 49 small spills (totaling 555 bbl), the DEIS did not make the assumption that
these small spills would result in no commercial-fishing closures. The DEIS noted that they
were unlikely to result in closures or in reduced market values. To our knowledge, there has
never been & commercial-fishing closure due to a small spill.

As noted in Section IV.A.1.c, MMS requires oil-spill-cleanup equipment to be available at the
site of all operations for the purpose of an initial response. Also, equipment to respond to
larger spills or provide backup must be available to respond within 6 to 12 hours of a spill.
Prompt response to a spill would help minimize any potential effects on the marine biota.

KIB-46
Please see the response to Comment KIB-21.

KIB-47
Please see the response to Comment KIB-17.

KIB-48

State of Alaska-designated wildlife arcas located near or adjacent to the proposed Cook Inlet
sale area are identified in ITL No. 2, Information on Sensitive Arcas to be Considered in the
Qil-Spill-Contingency Plans (Sec. I). Redoubt Bay Critical Habitat Area and Trading Bay
State Game Refuge have been proposed as additions to the list of sensitive areas included in
this ITL. The probability of an oil spill 21,000 bbl occurring and contacting these areas is
<0.5 percent. Bocause of their distance from the proposed sale area, the suggested areas in
the upper portion of Cook Inlet are not considered vulnerable to contact by a spill originating
there (expected to be <0.5%).

KIB49

The Alaska Coastal Management Program contains no Statewide standards on employment and
income. The effects of oil spills from Sale 149 are analyzed in several soctions in IV.B,
including effects on commercial fisheries, IV.B.1i, pp. 72-76; effects on the economy,
Section IV.B. 1h; effects on subsistence-harvest pattorns, IV.B.1j, pp. 76-80; and effects on
sociocultural systems, IV.B.IK, pp. 80-83. The Glacier Bay oil spill is discussed in IV.A.3.

For the Glacier Bay spill, the effects of a product spill are not analyzed in this EIS. The
effects of the Exxon Valdez spill are analyzed in Section IV, where it is appropriate to the
resource. We believe that effects on contaminated or potentially contaminated products and on
employment and income resulting from a spill are adequately addressed in these sections.

KIB-50
Please see the response to Comment KIB-08.

KIB-51

Graphic 1 depicts major concentration and high-use areas of marine and coastal birds.
Although Redoubt Bay, Trading Bay, and the mouth of the Kenai River are local concentration
areas for waterfowl, they are not recognized as major concentration areas for waterfowl and '
thus are not depicted in Graphic 1. A discussion of the species that use these habitat areas is in
Section ITI.B.3.a.1.(b) and on Table III.B.3-2, Seasonal Bird Densities in Lower Cook Inlet.

YT sa
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Graphic 2 has been revised to address the comments.
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ALASKA LEGAL SERVICES CORPORATION
ANCHORAGE AND STATEWIDE OFFICE
1016 WEST SIXTH AVENUE. SUITE 200
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA PRSO1-19083
TELEPHONE (9071 276-8208
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April 19, 1995

U.S. Department of the Interior
Minarale Manacemeant Sarvics
OCS Region

949 East 36th Avenue, Room 603
Anchorage, Alaska 99508-4302

We have received notice that you plan to sell leases for offshore oil and gas
exploration and development in the lower Cook Inlet area. However, your plans
give no consideration to the aboriginal rights of Alaska Native tribes in the area,
even though it is abundantly clear that the proposed sale will violate the
unextinguished aboriginal rights of a number of these tribes. It is & well established
principle of federal law that agencies of the federal government lack the authority to
pursue development activities on aboriginal lands without the express consent of
Congress and of all the affected aboriginal tribes. Since your agency bas the consent
of neither, the sale plans must be cancelled.

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) makes only the briefest
reference to this overriding issue, and even then only in relation to the potential
claim of a single tribe. Moreover, notwithstanding the existence of these
unextinguished aboriginal rights, the DEIS indicates that you intend to proceed with
the lease sale with no inquiry or investigation into the nature and extent of your
proposed violation. The only reason the DEIS E‘“es for your refusal to fully
investigate, identify, and protect the affected tribes’ aboriginal rights and interests is
that the question of aboriginal title "is not an environmental issue.” DEIS, Vol. I at

A

- ALS-01

I-9.

There is no question that the areas affected by the g:oposed lease sale are currently
used and occupied by Alaska Natives, as th:y have been for untold centuries. The
DEIS itself documents, at least in part, the dependence of Alaska Native tribes on
the resources of this area. Moreover, it predicts that the proposed oil and gas
development will inflict potentially serious harm on a number of Alaska tri

poting that '[E{ﬁs ises ecialu‘)' 30 in the Alutiiq communities of Nanwalek and Port
Graham." DEIS, Vol.1at IV.B.1-81,

We must remind you that the federal government, acting through the artment of
the Interior, has a solemn trust responsibility to protect the aboriginal rights of
Alaska Native tribes. The proposed lease sale constitutes a serious breach of that
trust responsibility. The lease activities will illegally trespass on areas of the Outer
Continental Shelf to which certain tribes retain the exclusive right of use and
occupancy known as aboriginal title. The proposed activities pose serious
threats to many tribes’ way of life by jeopardizing their ability to continue to
successfully hunt and fish on their aboriginal lands. To remedy that breach, it is
essential that the federal government take all necessary steps to identify and fully

V-57

rotect the aboriginal rights of the affected tribes before proceeding further with the
ease sale that is unde:tg)hmidemion. We trust that you will re-evﬁuate your
position and fulfill your legal responsibilities to these tribes.

Sincerely,

SERVICES CORPORATION

. n
de Litigation Attorney

ALS-01

The EIS addresses environmental issues. Issues related to ownership and sovereignty must be
resolved in other forums. It is the position of the Department of the Interior that Outer
Continental Shelf lands are under the jurisdiction of the United States Government, and that the
Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act extinguished any existing aboriginal title to those lands.
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Alaska Oll and Qas Association

121 West Firewsed Lane, Suite 207
Anchoruge, Alaska 98303-2035
Phone: (907) 272-1481 Fax: (S07) 2798114

April 19, 1995

Project Chief, Sale 149 EIS

949 East 36th Avenue
Anchorage. Alaska 995084302

AONIA Crmmonto mn Pl BVS Aot b wa . _0

AaOll and Gag Leass Sale 149
Dear Project Chief:

The Alasks Oil and Gas Association (AOGA) is o trade association whose member companies accownt

S ! ok et e e g i & R
ronm

tse Cook Inict Planning Arca, Oil and Gas Lease Sale 145, Pt ent for

The United States is increasingly dependent on foreign sources of energy. with ol im rovid,
over S0% of domestic demand. “Although mazty oil companics are looking overseas m‘f dllco?e‘rles.
the Lower Cook Inlet provides an opportunity for ull com es 10 explore for oil and gas in an
ggxmemmumwnmummwmuu ored safely with minimal environmental

The oil and gas industry has explored for and produced oil and in the Cook Inl 4
and no adverse cnvironmental impacts have boen identified. m‘:l'u Swdies by the :;)‘ao; :v:ﬂ: é:.o'k"
?191;‘5 Regional Citizens' Advisory Council support this conclusion as have studies conducted sincs
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AOGA strongl mw.nngumemﬁmpmmdwwimnah. The OCS teasi gram
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ronmental reasons for or cancellat sales. Lease
hnmmmﬂmomlorscimﬂﬂenuot{:wdﬂum:ugu o the Sule 149 arma

Thank you for the opportunity to comment

Sincerely, -
ITH M. BRADY
tve Directar
JMBxs :
LhoCsar iy

11864206 ‘ON Xvd "00SSY S¥D ¥ 110 WisvTy 8G:01 Q3M S6-61-¥d¥

AO0G-01
The use of the oil-spill statistics has been misinterpreted by the reader. The OSRA estimates a

mean spill number of 0.31 with a 27-percent chance of one or more oil spills = 1,000 bbl
occurring. There is no spill size for this statistic other than the spill will be 1,000 bbl or
greater. For analysis, MMS uses a 50,000-bbl spill. This spill size is based on the average
size pipeline, platform, and tanker spill (see Sec. IV.A.2.a.(4)). Oil-spill sizes are based on
U.S. OCS platform and pipeline spill data from (1964 through 1987) and worldwide tanker
spill data (1974 through 1989). Most oil spills are caused by human error rather than
environmental factors (Gulf Research and Development, 1982). However, a study conducted
for MMS by the Futures Group and Environmental Research and Technology, Inc. (1982) was
unsuccessful in deriving any valid statistical relationships for predicting the occurrence of
21,000-bbl spills from a specific cause, including environment. The MMS tanker-spill rates
are derived from a worldwide database (polar and temperate) and show a similarity to Cook
Intet spill rates. Although MMS spill rates trom platforms and pipelines are derived from OCS
regions in temperate climates, they too show a similarity to Cook Inlet spill rates. In addition,
MMS spill rates are based on billion barrels of oil produced and transported. The exposure -
variable can be applied to all areas with the same meaning.
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L Introduction

On behalf of the listed groups, Trustees for Alaska and Greenpesace submit the
following comments on the Mineral Management Service's (MMS) Cook Iniet Planning
Area Oil and Gas Lease Sale 149 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).
Trustees for Alaska is a nonprofit, public interest law firm in Anchorage, Alaska.
Greenpeace is an international environmental organization. These comments represent the
interests of local, regional, national, and international public interest environmental
groups, commercial and sport fishing coalitions, clean water advocates, and Several Native
Villages in the sale area.

Citizens in the most affected communities have spoken out in opposition to Lease
Sale 149. Native communities in and around the sale are on record opposing the sale,
including Chugachmiut Environmental Protection Consortium (representing the villages of
Port Graham, Nanwalek, Chenega Bay, and Tatitlek), Ninilchik Traditional Council,
Dena‘ina Traditional Council, Chickaloon Village, and Alaska Federation of Natives. The
United Fishermen of Alaska, representing 18,000 commercial fishers, opposes the sale. In
the cities of Homer and Kodisk, and in the communities surrounding the lease sale area,
public sentiment has beea overwhelmingly against the sale. Over 400 Homer residents, 12
percent of the city’s population, showed up to oppose the sale at MMS' March, 1995
hearing. The boroughs of Kodiak, Lake and Peninsula, and Kenai passed a tri-borough
resolution conditionally o.pposing the sale.

With Lease Sale 149, MMS proposes to allow oil companies to spend the next 20-
25 years extracting enough oil from Cook Inlet to meet the United State's oil needs for
approximately mmnmm This small amount of oil for the United States simply does not

DEIS COMMENTS . 1
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justify 20-25 years of legal and illegal air and water pollution, related threats to the
integrity and beauty of numerous national treasures including four national parks, five
national wildlife refuges, and the McNeil River Wildlife Sanctuary, the constant threat of
oil spills, actual oil spills, aesthetic harm, psychological harm, harm to sﬁbsistence
resources, values and cultures, harm to fish and wildlife, harm to tourism and recreational
values, and harm to sustainable economies. As discussed below, the certain
environmental, social, cultural and economic harms that will result from this proposed sale
far outweigh any of its potential benefits, economic or otherwise,

The comments are organized into twelve different categories, each of which raises
serious concerns about Sale 149. Section II discusses the Cook Inlet ecosystem at stake
in this proposed lease sale. Section III discusses the continuing adverse impacts of the
Exxon Valdez oil spill "EVOS”) in the Lease Sale 149 area, and explains why these
impacts counsel MMS not to go forward with the lease sale at this time. Section IV
details the oil industry's environmentally destructive actions in Cook Inlet to date, and
notes that given this history, the oil industry should not be further entrusted to respect the
beauty and bounty of Cook Inlet, Section V notes that there is a genuine issue as to
aboriginal title to OCS lands in Aliska, and that any OCS lease sale in Alaska should await
resolution of this issue. Section VI notes that-MMS underestimates Sale 149's impact on
subsistence-based communities. Section VII identifies pre-lease and lease sale impacts
whichMMSovuiooh,mdlecﬁonVIndimmhowwmmu’dﬂmdsponﬂshing.
tourism, and recreation are the truly sustainable economies on the Kenai Peninsula, and
that Sale 149 will disrupt and harm these economies. Section IX details how MMS, in its
Sale 149 DEIS and in its 1992-1997 OCS Progam EIS, fails to adequately consider energy

DEIS COMMENTS 2
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sources other than oil and gas as viable alternatives to Sale 149. Section X exposes
scientific weaknesses in the DEIS, and challenges some of MMS' conclusions regarding
Cook Inlet's water quality, and the effects of the EVOS on marine mammals, coastal birds,
and fisheries. Section XI describes MMS' failure to adequately consider the cumulative
impacts of Sale 149 in combination with other existing and proposed pollution sources in
and around Cook Inlet. Finally. section XII notes t.hat MMS overestimates the ability of
spill response organizations to prevent harm to the Cook Inlet and Shelikof Strait

ecosystem and its resident populations in the event of a spill.

IL  The Cook Inlet And Shelikof Strait Ecosystem: What's At Stake.

Extending north from the great expanse of the Gulf of Alaska, Cook Inlet and
Shelikof Strait form a contiguous body of water cradled between spectacular mountain
ranges and flanked by a vast network of coastal estuaries and silt-laden glacial rivers.
Massive geological forces have formed and continue to transform this body of water, from
the ice fields of the Chugach Mountains to the active volcanoes of the Alaska and Aleutian
Ranges. Even the movement of water within the Inlet and the Strait is on a grand scale—
some of the most extreme tides in the world, as high as 35 feet, move in and out in a daily
cycle. As described in the DEIS, “the coast in the proposed Sale 149 area and the marine
environment offshore contain some of the most beautiful shore and ocean features in the
world, The aesthetics of this are based on the near-pristine environment.” !

The intq'play of tidal currents and glacial waters creates a rich, productive habitat

for a host of marine fish and wildlife, including four species of salmon, halibut, seals, sea

'DEISILC.18.
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lions, porpoises and a distinct, geogﬁp‘hicaily isolated population of bglugx whales. The
- Inlet and Strait's coastal wetlands and rocky shorelines provide critical nesting, rearing and
staging area for millions of waterfow], shorebirds and seabirds.

All along the shores of Cook Inlet and Shelikof Strait, residents of Native villages
pursue 2 subsistence livelihood that is centuries old. The rich, productive waters of Cook
Inlet and ;helikof Strait are essential to maintaining the social and cultural integrity of
these communities and the way of life of their residents.

This unique marine ecosystem supports some of the richest fisheries in the world,
sustaining commercial harvests and a sport fishing industry that bring millions of dollars
into local economies each year. As noted in the DEIS, “On nearly every river, stream, or
waterway, there is public access for fishing.- In almost every State and Federal area

~ surrounding the 149 region, there is access and provision for hunting, swimming, skiing,
camping, picnicking, and other numerous recreational pursuits.”* Species of particular
importance include king, red, silver and pink salmon, halibut and crab. Studies of
planktonic communities performed between 1979 and 1987 have indicated that lower
Cook Inlet and the Kenai shelf are among the most productive high latitude shelf areas in-
the world.”

The Cook Inlet and Shelikof Strait ecosystem encompasses or borders four
national parks, one national monument, oneinational forest, five national wildlife refuges,
fourm=wﬂdﬁ£emﬁxgamdw1cmnﬁu,mdmaiﬁcdhbimmthelugeﬁ

concentration of state-designated CHAs in Alaska. These many treasures include Katmai

?ld. m.C.18.
'ld. mB.]
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National Park, one of the oldest and most unique parks in the country, and the McNeil
River State Wildlife Sanctuary, where the annual summer gathering of brown bears draws
scientists, photographers and wildlife watchers from around the world.

Anchorage, where half of Alaska's population lives, is located on the northern end
of Cook Inlet. Connected by road to the Kenai Peninsula and by air to points west, the
city serves as a gateway for tourists traveling to lrei.s all along the Cook Inlet lﬁd
Shelikof Strait shorelines. Last year, people from all over the world accounted for the
over 1 million tourist visits made to the Kenai Peninsula on Cook Iniet's eastern shore.
Indeed, tourism has become so popular in and around the Inlet that visits to the region
have played a significant role in making tourism the state's largest growth industry,
contributing nearly $95 million dollars annually to the state and local economies.

It is into this precious, thriving environment that MMS would introduce Lease Sale
149. The Sale will irreparably harm each of the above mentioned characteristics and
values of Cook Inlet. Indeed, in some respects it has already begun to do so.

IOL MMS Should Cancel or Defer Proposed Sale 149 Due to the Continuing

Impacts of the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill.

The Exxon Valdez oil spill continues to have a staggering effect on the natural and
human environments with which it came into contact. Section A demonstrates that MMS
vastly understates the impacts of this tragedy. Section B argues that Sale 149 conflicts
with the objectives of the EVOS Trustee Council’s Restoration Plan. Section C notes the
National Park Service's recommendation to delay the sale due to the serious impacts of
the Exxon Valdez spill, and section D observes that Interior’s reliance on this same factor

to defer Sale 114 still makes sense today.
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A. The Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Has Seriously Harmed, And Continues To
Harm, The Lease Sale 149 Area.

The Lease Sale 149 area was hit hard by the Ecxon Valdez oil spill. As mentioned | TAG-01
above, the currents in the Gulf Alaska cause the ocean waters to move through Prince
William Sound (where the spill occurred), down the Kenai Peninsula, into and around
Cook Inlet and then out Shelikof Strait.* Following this path, the currents carried oil from
the Exxon Valdes into the lease sale 149 area,’ soaking much of the shoreline and ocean

floor with crude oil.

The evidence is also clear that the lease sale 149 area has not fully recovered from ] TAG-02
the effects of the of the Exxon Valdez oil spill. The EVOS Trustee Council's® 1994 Status
Report on the EVOS’ concludes that the spill-effected marine ecosystems, including those
in the sale area, have not yet recovered. While many marine ecosystem species are
recovering, “other parts of the ecosystem have not recovered. It is still unclear when full
recovery will be achieved.”

The Trustee Councl's 1994 Status Report on the EVOS assesses the recovery of | TAG-03

intertidal and subtidal communities, fish, marine mammals, birds, and subsistence

‘Jd MAStwOLAT.

$ Sop Final Emironmental Impact Statemant, Excon Valdes Oil Spill Trustoe Councdl, ch. 1, p. 4.,
figure 1-1. The figure represents the extent of surface oiling. Documents which MMS already has
or should have, such as this one, are not attached to these comments. We will provide copies of
referenced documents not attached upon request.

¢ The EVOS Trustee Council (Trustee Council) was set up pursuant to the Comprehensive
Envircomental Response, Compensation and Liability Act to oversee the restoration of the spill-
effected area. The Trustee Council is made up of Federal and State Representatives, including a
representative from the Department of the lnterior,

? As of April 19, 1995, the 1995 Status report on EVOS had nct been released. It was scheduled
to be released an April 21, 1995.

' See 1994 Status report on EVOS, EVOS Trustee Council, p. 17,
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resources. Perhaps the most fundamental evidence that recovery lies far off on the

horizon is the status of the intertidal communities, some of the basic building blocks for
the whole ecosystem. In intertidal communities, the two most serious continuing
probliems are oiled musse! beds and the absence of a well-developed canopy of the
seaweed Fucus. The oiled mussel beds continue to be the source of fresh oil for ani:pals
(harlequin ducks, black oystercatchers, river otters and juvenile sea otters) that feed on the
mussels. These beds were not cleaned because it was feared the mussels would not
survive. Fucus provides a protective canopy and is closely linked to the recovery of
limpets and other invertebrates that are an important part of the ecosystem. The report

concludes that “full recovery of the intertidal community may take more than a decade, for

it may take several years for invertebrate species to returmn after Fucus has recolonized.” |

As for subtidal communities, the 1994 status report states that, “Although no
measurable oil remains in the water —~ that was gone within the first year —~ oil will still be
detectable in the sediments in many shallow spill areas for at least several years to come.”
Small crustaceans, worms, and clams live in these shallow areas as do Dolly Varden and

cutthroat trout.”

More easily visible are the spill’s significant impacts on fish resources, of course a 1

mainstay of Alaska’s economy and way of life. Neither pink salmon, nor sockeye salmon,
por herring have recovered from the effects of the spill, nor are these effects fully

understood. Pink salmon mortality has remained consistently higher for salmon returning
to oiled, compared to unoiled, streams. In 1991 and 1992, between forty to fifty percent

°ld.at74.
“d at 8-9.
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of pink salmon eggs from oiled streams did not survive. Further, the spill has retarded
growth in pink salmon and, alarmingly, “it appears there is an inheritable difference in egg
mortality for fish from oiled versus unoiled streams.™"

The ;pill also impacted the sockeye salmon stock in the Kenai River, an important

spawning area just north of the lease sale 149 area. The river was affected by a previous
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282, smok produciion
in the Kenai River system was 30 million. Since then, however, smolt production has
dramatically declined. In 1990, smolt production was 6 million, in 1991, 2.5 million, and
in 1992 and 1993, less than | million. “The forecast is for returns in 1994 and 1995 to be
below escapement goals.”'> While there may be many factors contributing to the dismal
runs, the Exxon Valdez ol spill is certainly one of them, and full recovery to anywhere
near prespill conditions has not occurred.

Further, “[i)ike pink salmon, strong runs of herring right after the spill were
followed in 1992 and 1993 by poor returns."™ This again leads to the question of whether
the effects of oil on herring eggs led to inheritable traits that have somehow weakened the
herring stock.

The Status Report notes that “the Trustee Council has embarked on a multi-million
doﬂummhandnmitoﬁngpmmtomempttopnd«mndumﬁ:huydedinu
and to identify effective restoration actions. A significant segment of the 1994 work plan
is devoted to fishery research with these goals in mind."'* To say the least, thess

“d. st 14,
BId at 18- 16,
DId a8,
“id 18,
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important fisheries have clearly yet not recovered from the spill, the fact that they are the
subject of extensive, continuing efforts to understand the many and dramatic spill impacts

demonstrates that those impacts are not yet fully understood.

The marine mammals reported to still be recovering are sea otters, seals, and

whales. Carcasses of sea otters in their prime have been found in much higher proportions
than naml in the 'pi"'-'-,-. Althongh the dats indicates the sael nanulation mav he
stabilizing, elevated levels of oil residue continues to be found in their internal organs.
Also, in 1989 it was noted that seven whales from the “AB” pod of killer whales were
missing after the spill, and in 1990, six more disappeared. This constitutes an
“unprecedented mortality rate of approximately 20 percent. The pod will not likely return

to pre-spill conditions until the tum of the century.”

Two species of birds that have yet to recover from the spill are the common murre |

and marbled murrelet. The report concludes that “it may be several decades before the
colonies [of common murres) have recovered.” The Barren Islands, a major breeding
ground of the common murre, is in the lease sale. 149 vicinity, The marbled murrelet is of
special concern because it has been listed as an endangered species in Washington,
Oregon, California, and Britishi Columbia where populations are “perilously low.""* The
spill killed as many as 12,000 birds, or five to ten percent of the marbled murrelet
populstion that lived in the spill area. '” The Kodiak Archipelago is a prime habitat area
for the marbled murrelet. , The Trustee council is still attempting to protect critical habitat

and studying the species’ foraging habits which are not yet fully understood. ___________

B at12:13,
¥idwt 10,
" 1d. 2910,
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In the report, the Trustee Council comments on subsistence resources that Native T
communities have relied heavily on for generations. Many people in these communities
feel they can no longer trust the safety of their traditional food after the oil spill, “and use
of these subsistence resources declined significantly in some communities.”* An Ol Spill
Health Task Force has “recommended against using shellfish from beaches where oil is
still present.” Finally, the Trustee Council “will continue to support subsistence food
safety testing” to address subsistence communities’ concerns regarding food quality. I
Evidence of the continuing effects of the spill also comes from the private sector. |
Dr. Riki Ott, in her analysis of scientific EVOS studies funded by government and Exxon,
concludes that, “recovery is patchy and incomplete™ and “because of ongoing long-term
effects, the time period for complete recovery is unknown,"® She further concludes,
[that] the persistent biological effects in birds, mammals, and fish are
strong evidence that oil contaminants are still present in the
environment. The dramatic reduction in certain populations of
masine mammal, birds, and fish caused by the oil spill have seriously
altered the structure, composition, and dynamic interrelationships in
the effected coastal ecosystem. Indirect “ripple”™ effects are just

starting to appear. The time required for full recovery is unknown,
but may take decades.®!

In sum, the evidence overwhelmingly demonstrates that the effects of the Exxon
Valdez oil spill are still felt in the oil spill ares and beyond. The spill-affected region is still

in the process of recovering, and there is a considerable ongoing effort to understand the

"Id, at 16.

Y1d at 16,

*See R On, Sound Truth: Excon 's Manipulation of Science and the Significance of the Exxon
Valdes Oil Spill, p. 41. A copy of this study is attached to the United Fishermen of Alaska’s

comments.
Nd ats.
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spill’s impacts. MMS should not burden this recovery process with an additional source
of further contamination.
B.  Lease Sale 149 Is Contrary To The Exxon Valdez Oil Spill
Restoration Plan.
The Trustee Council prepared the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration Plan (the
Plan) and is responsible for implementing it. Pursuant to the Plan, the Trustee Council is
spending 900 million dollars to restore injured Alaskan ecosystems, including the Lease
Sale 149 area, from the effects of the spill. The first half of the Trustee Council's mission
statement reads as follows:
"The mission of the Trustee Council is to efficiently restore the
environment injured by the Exxon Valdez oil spill to a healthy,
productive, world renowned ecosystem, while taking into account
the importance of the quality of life and the need for viable
opportunities to establish and sustsin & reasonable standard of
living.2
The Trustee Council has used its resources, pﬁmuﬂymoneyﬁ'ommeu&lemem
with Exxon, to purchase and set aside tracts of land it considers “critical habitat.” Chapter
3 of the Plan, “Categories of Restoration Actions,” addresses habitat protection and
acquisition. The section states that, “[h]abitat protection and acquisition is one of the
principal tools of restoration."™ It then lists species that would benefit from such habitat
protection, which include, but are not limited to, pink salmon, sockeye salmon, herring (all

considered comerstones of the Southcentral Alaska ecosystem®), harbor seal, sea otter,

B Sea EVOS Trustee Council, EVOS Restoration Plan, p.11.

Brd.ar22.

* Sec R. Ott, Sound Truth at 45, citing C. Peterson, Supplemental Report on Coastal Ecosystem
Damages from the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill, Expert witness report prepared for Dickstein, Shapiro,
& Morin, Washington, D.C.
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and intertidal organisms. All of these species live in the proposed Sale 149 vicinity. The
Council goes on to explain, "[rJesource de\}elopmem, such as harvesting timber or
building subdivisions, may alter habitat that supports injured resources or services.”

To help combat resource development or other actions which may injure important
habitat, the Plan notes that some agency management practices should change under
aDDropriate circumstances

Habitat protection on existing public land and water may include
recommendations for changing agency management practices. The
purpose, in appropriate situations, is to increase the level of
protection for recovering resources and services above that provided
by existing management practices.®
Thus, the Plan envisions that agencies, such as MMS, “in appropriate situations,” would
change their management practices to accommodate the goals of the EVOS Resroration

Plan,

DOT's practice of selling tracts in the spill-effected area for oil and gas TAG-09

development, thus exposing the area to further spills and complicating and obstructing
ongoingmonﬁomismmpkofmadsﬁngmgmpucﬁcewhidl.ifchnged,
would “increase the level of protection for recovering resources.”® The DEIS for Sale
149 estimates that in the event of production there will be between 49 and 129 spills of
under 42,000 gallons. For the base case there is a 27 percent chance of one or more 2.1
million gallon spills and a 64 percent chance in the cumulative case.” If leases are sold
mddwdopeithiupﬂhggdongwi&chonicdisd:muofdﬁlﬁngmdgwtﬁnp,md
produced waters, will occur before recovery from the EVOS is complete. Because

: Id. at 22 (emphasis added)

M
¥ S DEIS at Vol. I, pp. xix, I.C.8, II.C.10, IV.B.1-76, IV.B.10-6, 1995.
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“complete recovery from the oil spill will not occur for decades,™® additional pollution in TAG-09

the spill area will only disrupt recovery and the ability to monitor its progress.
environmental impact of one spill may overlap on the . . . impact of 8
previous spill, with the result potentially exceeding that of either of
the individual spills. Little is known of either the cumulative impact
or of the long-term biological recovery after such repeated spillage,

partly because of the iack of sufficient follow up studies. T7us there
are inheren: difficulties in distinguishing ecological perturbations

kit 10 1 previcws spill feows those resulting Eom 5 subscqucii
accident®

Damaged habitat in the seas, like land habitat, must be protected to minimize further injury
to resources in the Exxon Valde:z spill-affected area. Lease Sale 149, in contributing to the
further degradation of habitat previously damaged by the Exxon Valdez oil spill, conflicts
with the restoration goals of the EVOS Restoration Plan.

Finally, at best it is inconsistent for the U.S. Department of the Interior, baving an
officer as a member of the EVOS Trustee Council, to approve a lease sale which will
inhibit the recovery of a spill area, or will interfere with restoration efforts. Simply put,

for the Department of the Interior to pursue Lease Sale 149 is tantamount to the

Department of the Interior turning its back on the EVOS restoration process.

C. The National Park Service Concurs That Sale 149 Should
Be Deferred Until Injured Trust Resources Recover.

In a letter dated to MMS concemning the OCS five year plan, the National Park | TAG-10
Service stated that,

B Draft Fiscal Year Work Plan Summary, pp. iv and vi. Exxon Valdes Oil Spill Trustee Council.

Anchorage.
® National Research Council, 1985, O1! in the Sea: Inputs, Fates, and Effects, p. 448. National
Academy Press. Washington, D.C. (emphasis added).
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OCS activities could be counterproductive to efforts initiated by

federal/state natural resource Trustees to restore resources injured by

EVOS. We recommend that any leasing in lower Cook Inlet and

Shelikof Strait be deferred until the full extent of injury to Trust

resources, including those of the National Park Service, is known and

the damaged resources have recovered to appropriate pre-spill

conditions.*
Both Dr. Ott’s study and the Trustee Council’s 1994 status report confirm that the
resources of Cook Inlet and Shelikof Strait have not recovered to pre-spill conditions and
that the full extent of the injury to those resources in is still unknown. The National Park
Service, with the shores of four of its Parks in or adjacent to the Lease Sale 149 ares, is
well-informed to advise MMS of the condition of the Lease Sale 149 area and the danger
involved in exposing this environment to further pollution. MMS should heed the Park

Service's advice.”

D. MMS Should Cancel or Defer Lease Sale 149 For the Same .
Reasons it Deferred Lease Sale 114,

MMS notes that a prior proposed oil and gas lease sale, Sale 114, was delayedin |

1989 30 that MMS could assess the effects of the Exxon Valdez spill. In a Department of
the Interior press release dated May 17, 1989, then Secretary of the Interior Lujan
explained:

because the Sale 114 area is near an area directly affected by the

[Exxon Valdez oil] spill in Prince William Sound, 1 have asked the

Minerals Mansgement Service to deisy preparation of an
Eavironmental Impact Statement (ELS) uatil more is known about

% Seo lotter dated March 13, 1992 to Regional Supervisor of Leasing and Envircament, Alaska
OCS Region, MMS, from Joan Beattie, Chief of Eavironmental Quality Division, Alaska Region,
National Park Service.

¥ Studies of Katmai and Kenai Fjords coastlines begun in. 1992 and continued in 1994 revealed the
presence of oil. The continuing presence of il entrained in large cobble/boulder amored beaches
suggests oontinuing injury to NPS trust resources, although the extent and effiects of the subsurface
oiling are not well studied or known. Personal communication between Pameis K. Miller,
Greenpeace, and Gail Irvine, National Biological Survey, April 14, 1998,
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the consequences of the spill and its relationship to this proposed

sale. In particular, we will be working closely with the Governor and

local communities to ensure that new issues arising from the changed

circumstances of the region are identified before we proceed.

As discussed sbove, “changed circumstances of the region”™ that led to Lease Sale

114’5 deferment still persist.’? MMS apparently believes that the area has recovered to the
point that it can withstand the affects of further oil spills.® This premise, on which MMS
Dases iis decision 10 proceed with Lease Saic 149, is unsubsiantiated. As siaied above,
“[the] environmental impact of one spill may overlap on the . . . impact of a previous spill”

and, *[1]ittle is known of either the cumulative impact or of the long-term biological

recovery after such repeated spillage.”™

The human and other inhabitants of the sale ares sre attempting to cope with the
legacy of the spill, adding a 100% chance of more spills, and a 64% chance of more large
spills, will impede if not destroy the recovery process. It was prudent of the Department
of the Interior to delay Sale 114; for many of the same reasons it would be prudent to
delay or cancel Sale 149.

IV. Existing Industry In And Around Cook Iniet Has A Poor Eavironmental

Record And Has Caused Untold Harm To The Cook Inlet Ecosystem.

The oil industry’s existing operations in Cook Inlet have heavily polluted the land,
air, and water wherever the industry has been allowed to operate. Citizen environmental
enforcement actions and citizen documentation of contaminated sites have finally brought

wmeoftheindgmywudenvimnmmnldmdlﬁontolight; neither the industry nor

B See supm, section ILA.

B As discussed above, the DEIS predicts a significant rate of spillage from offshore oil
development. Sge DEIS pp. xix, O1.C.8, ILC.10, IV.B.1-76, IV.B.10-6.

% Naticua! Research Council, 1988, Oil in the Sea: Inputs, Fates, and Effects, at 443.
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regulatory agencies have taken action without & prod from the citizens most affected by
the industry’s pollution. Sections A - C discuss some of the oil industry’s documented
violations of environmental laws and some of its toxic lem on the Kenai Peninsula.

In addition to its sorry environmental track record, the industry has also fought,
often successfully, efforts to prevent poliution in the first place. Section D discusses the
industry’s resistance, on economic grounds, 1o environmentaiiy protective initiatives in
Alaska.

Given the combination of a proven legacy of environmental destruction plus a
demonstrated aversion to proactive pollution prevention efforts, it is painfully obvious that
the oil industry cannot economically pursue oil and gas exploration and development
activities in the Sale 149 area in an environmeuﬁlly sensitive manner. At least until the
industry cleans up its existing operations and demonstrates an ability to comply with the
law, MMS should not offer further opportunities for the oil industry to exploit the public
resources of Cook Inlet for private gain.

A, The Oil Industry Has Demonstrated A Pattern Of Environmental

Neglect By Polluting The Waters Of Cook Inlet.

Water pollution from the oil and gas companies operating in the Cook Inlet is —T
regulated by the Environmental Protection Agency under the Clean Water Act (CWA).
Pursuant to the CWA, EPA issues National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permits authorizing certain discharges into the waters of Cook Inlet, and
limiting the amounts of toxic and other pollutants. Eighteen oil and gas facilities in upper
Cook Inlet -- owned and operated by Unocal Corp., Marathon Ol Co., Phillips Petroleum

| TAG-12
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Co., and Shell Western E and P Inc. -~ operate under & general NPDES permit, i.e., one
permit applicable to all the facilities.

Since this general permit was issued in October of 1986, these oil and gas
companies have violated the terms of the permit thousands of times. In November, 1994,
Greenpesce, Trustees for Alaska, and Alaska Center for the Environment provided notice
that they intended tn hring a ritizen’s lawsuit to enforce the CWA. EPA then gave notice
in mid-February that it intended to levy $1.5 million in fines against these companies for
827 separate CWA violations.

Al Ewing, Alaska Director for the EPA, stated that "if you look at the number of
violations, that indicates s pattern of neglect, and taken cumulatively, these violations are
serious:”>* This pattern is almost certain to continue in the expanded operations proposed
in Lease Sale 149, MMS, therefore, should take this into account as a baseline factor

when considering the effects of Sale 149. It has not done this.

B. The Oll Industry Has Polluted the Airshed of Cook Inlet.

Tesoro Alaska Petroleum Co. operates a refinery in Nikiski, Alaska, sorth of Kenai |
on the Kenai Peninsula adjacent to Cook Inlet. Unocal Corp.’s Chemical and Mineral
Division manufactures fertilizer at a nearby Nikiski plant. These two facilities bave

repeatedly polluted Cook Inlet's air and violated the federal Clean Air Act, yet the DEIS

fails to take this into account.

% coe Homer News, "Inlet Ol Rigs: 827 Violations,” February 23, 1995.
% See DEISIV.B.1+4.
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Tesoro's refinery experienced numerous excess sulfur dioxide emission episodes
during the early 19905.”" In early 1994, Tesoro applied for an amendment to its existing
air quality control permit to operate. Citing the repeated excess sulfur dioxide emissions,
Trustees for Alaska challenged the proposed permit renewal administratively. That
challenge led to a settlem'em agreement under which Tesoro agreed to conduct an
environmental audit of its facility; eliminate its excess sulfur dioxide emissions probiem;
reduce its volatile organic compound emissions; monitor emissions of several other
pollutants; and identify at least twelve pollution prevention options which the facility could
implement to reduce its emissions of air poliutants.

While the settlement ngreemem‘md environmental audit may represent a step in
the right direction for the Tesoro facility, it has yet to be implemented and does not create
any increased level of public confidence in the oil industry in Cook Inlet. Tesoro has not
to date demonstrated haw it will remedy its excess emissions problem. Its environmental
sudit identifies power outages as a major contributor to excess emissions, but identifies no
solutions which can reasonably be expected to solve this problem. Stated "improvements”
to the electric power grid serving Tesoro are not documented, and Tesoro explicitly
declined to generate its own power as an alternative. Thus, not only can the public expect
to have to monitor the industry themselves, but it can further expect the industry to
continue to viclate applicable environmenta law.

Unocal's Nikiski fertilizer plant has also heavily polluted the Cook Inlet airshed. In
1992, according to Toxic Release Inventory data required to be submitted to the EPA,

"ssmkb(mpdmdhnuolmmmﬁum 1991, -
December, 1993, ca fils at the Southcentral Regional Offics of the Department of Eaviroameatal
Conservation in December, 1993),
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Unocal spéwed more pollution into the air than any other facility in all of EPA's Region X,
which covers Alaska, Washington, Oregon, and Idaho.** I;'unher. in 1994 the EPA issued
Unocal a Notice of Violation (NOV) alleging that Unocal had modified its facility so as to
significantly increase its air pollution; this modification should have triggered "Prevention
of Significant Deterioration” (PSD) of air quality review, which among other things
requires the facility to use the best available technology in completing its modiﬁcations.
Instead, the NOV alleges, Unocal proceeded without any PSD review, in violation of the

Clean Air Act. Id.

In addition to pollution from these onshore facilities, Congress has recognized that =

“operations from an OCS platform and associated marine vessels can routinely exceed 300
tons of oxides of nitrogen and 100 tons of reactive hydrocarbons annually. Plstform
construction emissions can easily exceed 350 tons of oxides of nitrogen, while drilling a
single exploratory OCS well can cause emissions in excess of 100 tons. A major
uncontrolled offshore oil project can emit pollution in a year which exceeds pollutants
emitted by one hundred thousand sutomobiles (meeting 1988 California emission
standards) each traveling 10, 000 miles."”

The oil industry has exhibited little regard for protecting the airshed of Cook Inlet, T
or the people who breathe and view it. It has violated applicable laws and heavily poliuted
the air, and this trend can be expected to continue if the industry is granted further license

to operate in Cook Inlet. Further, the fact that citizens again were foréed to initiate action

while the government stood idle is a grim reminder of the inadequacy of government

¥ Seg Nikiski a Top Polluter; UNOCAL Emissions are Northwast's Biggest, Anchorage Daily
News, April 21, 1994, p. D1,
® Ser S. Rep. 101228, 1015t Congress (1988)
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enforcement of environmental laws. Citizens, with their limited resources and expertise,
and limited ability to obtain information from companies cannot reasonably be expected to
keep close tabs on the oil industry. Once again, as with the waters of Cook Inlet, MMS
should take this into account as a baseline factor when considering the effects of Sale 149.

This it did not do.

. TAG-15

C. The Oil Industry Has Polluted the Lands of the Kenai Peninsula.

The Kenai Peninsula is the site of Alaska's first major commercial oil fields and one of
the nation's toxic hot spots. The Kenai remaing largely untouched by the spotlight of media
and Congressional attention. Yammmmnmwsfmm
Inventory (TRI) required under the Emergency Planning and Community Right to Know Act,
consistently demonstrates that the Kenai Peninsuls Borough has the highest annual levels of
toxic releases of any county or borough in its EPA Region X, which inchudes Washington,
Oregon, Idaho, and Alaska. EPA's 1993 sttistics, the most recent year for which the
information is available, shows that the Unocal Chemicals Plant and the Tesoro refinery
facilities alone contribute over 5.1 million pounds of toxic pollutants into the environment, *
These facilities are two of Alaska's eight most heavily contaminated sites, according to the
Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation.®

The sbysmal record on the Kenai Peninsula, including within the Kenai National
Wikdlife Refuge, of oil-related pollution and faihure of regulatory agencies to prevent poliution
sets ¢ frightening precedent for future Alaskan oil and gas leasing decisions. Residents on the

’ :&'Dm vol. 1 at IV.B.1-92 10 IV.B.1-96.
Puns)nhqlrin, Unocal pollutaris down, but Nikiski plant s6ll sops EPA list in northwest,
2 Sop Ex. C (Alaska Journal of Commerce reprint of DEC list of contaminated sites),
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. tug escort requirement would cost the industry up to 1500 jobs. Id.

Kenai Peninsula have long been fighting pollution problems associated with oil and gas
activities. Concerns include abandoned drums, contaminants leaking and seeping onto v.he
ground and into the air, chronic health symptoms potentially related to toxic exposure,
contaminated drinking water wells, and decreased property values.

In 1991, a Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation report listed over 150

"'| TAG-16

he oil induerry @ The mainrity of these sites

Immend clemn s adbe
(et o5t 3 the e

suspeiied Contamis sivcs, mon anributed ¢«
are uncornained and have not been inventoried to understand the nature and extent of

contamination. The largest concentration of contaminated sites is within the Kenai National
Wildlife Refuge caused by operations in the Swanson River oil Seld. In sum, there is a toxic

IeguyofhnnrdousmeondwKuuiPmﬂl&omdnoﬂmdguhdumywﬁchMS

fails to discuss.

D.  The Oil Industry Has Resisted Efforts To Prevent
Pollution In Cook Inlet And Has Demonstrated That Oil Development
Is Not Economically Feasible With Any Acceptable Level Of
Environmental Protection.

In addition to polluting Cook Inlet's water, air, and land, the oil industry has TAG-17
actively resisted attempts to prevent environmental harm and invest in spill prevention.
For example, the industry has strongly opposed a proposal to require tug escorts for oil

tankers moving through Cook Inlet. Sge, 8.8, Ex. D. An industry leader claimed that the

mhdumyhuﬁnﬁlaﬂyndnedlﬁwumwbmeluxbdngpddimoupm
preveation and mpomﬁmmgﬂnwywm‘ythnianusﬁnzmwmm

°Whmcmdniwhmykwtww:mwsmwhw
of Enviroomental Conservation, 1991.
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of Lower Cook Inlet, and claiming commitment to environmentally sound practices,
simultaneously is opposing basic and responsible spill prevention measures in the Inlet. The
hduwy'sdﬁmedﬁubﬂitytoaﬂmdmkomuﬂymecﬁwmuwdhsdmomed
. inability or unwillingness to-comply with environmental laws, indicate that industry is either
misrepresenting its costs or environmettally safe oil development is not economically feasible,
MMS must acknowledge this before making s decision on Sale 149, and explain the ultimate

decision in light of the foregoing.

V. MMS Fails to Adequately Analyze Sale 149's Impacts on Subsistence
Cultures in the Sale Area. -

The role and importance of the subsistence harvest of fish, wildlife, plants and
berries, etc., in many Alaskan communities, especially native communities, is difficult to
overestimate. The subsistence lifestyle is what ties communities together; belps form a
shared understanding of the world; and constitutes the daily activity upon which
community survival is based. MMS proposes Sale 149 at a time when subsistence
communities are still reeling from the effects of the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill. Section A
discusses these effects on the critically important subsistence way of lfe for native
communities imperiled by Sale 149,

MMS' analysis of Sale 149's impact on subsistence use of fish and wildiife assumes.
that, absent a large oil spill, there will be no significant impact on existing subsistence use
patterns. Section B explains that this misses the fact that Sale 149 will exacerbate the
considerable existing skepticism regarding the quality of subsistence foods due to the
Exoxon Valdez spill, and thereby significantly barm subsistence-based lifestyles in and
around the sale area regardless of whether 2 large spill occurs.
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Section C notes that MMS references no environmental justice strategy which Sale
149 may or may not conform with, and has provided no information to the public
concerning the health impacts of consuming pollutant-bearing fish and wildlife. These
omissions violate President Clinton's Executive Order 12898,

Section D identifies the current policy of the federal government regarding
"Government-to-Government Relations” with Native American tribal governments, and a
Department of Interior guidance memorandum implementing that policy, and argues that
MMS has failed to meet the letter and spirit of these directives.

A.  The Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Has Severely Harmed the Subsistence
Lifestyles of Alaskan Communities in and Around the Sale Area,

The DEIS summarizes the Alaska Department of Fish and Game's Subsistence — |
Division's data demonstrating significant reductions in subsistence harvests and species
harvested after the EVOS. However, MMS fails to evaluate the deeper meanings of the losses
experienced by Native communities and the communities' resultant view of the current lease

sale proposal.

Native villge conoerns are refiected i part witkin the resolutions in opposition to the |
sale from the Chugachmiut Environmental Protection Consortium (representing the villages of
Port Graham, Nanwalek, Chenega, and Tatitlek), Ninilchik Traditional Councl, Dena'ina
Traditional Council, Chickaloon Village, and Alaska Federation of Nutives. Seg, 8.2, Ex. D.
Procoeding with this sale would run roughshod over Native interests given the present level of
village concerns and contirized suffering from the Exoxon Valdez ofl spill impacts oa

subsistence.
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The experience of the Exxon Valdez oil spill continue to cause profound impacts to the
Alutiiq coastal villages throughout the spill-affected region. "The very lifeblood of Alutiiq
culture was seriously impaired, and for an unknown length of time. For the Alutiiq people, this
disaster is not yet over . . . . In the case of the oil spill, the toxic contamination affected the
entire Alutiiq region. The oil spill represents the first time that the Alutiiq people have doubted
the environment that has aiways been the source of their food and cuiture.“**

The following statements evince Native people's deep concerns about the importance
of a subsistence lifestyle, the healthy environment that supports it, and about continuing injury
due to the Exacon Valdez spill:

"Subsistence is the way of life of the Native peopie. We all feel
great pain. It (the oil spill] affected our lives because we live off
the ocean and it is a fellowship among our people. We live to gather and
think of others and help them when they cannot help themselves. We
want to teach the next generations to gather, hunt and share. It is an art,
an identity, a being.... We are cut off from our way of life” (resident of
Port Grahaim at 3/14/91 press conference, in Braund, 1993, p 92).

"When we worry about iosing our subsistence way of life, we worry
about losing our identity... It's that spirit that makes you who you are,
makes you think the way you do and act the way you do and how you
perceive the world and relste to the land.” Id. p. 106,

*How will the children learn the values and the ways if the water is
dead?” 14 p. 95.

*Our children will be afraid of eating [subsistence foods] for a long time
because they will grow up with the behavior of not eating them . . . and it
will become ingrained. It will completely ruin our Lfestyle. Id. p 95.

* Braund, S.R. 1993, Effects of the Excxon Valdez Oil Spill on Alutiiq Culture and People, pp. 67-63.
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The Alutiiq people and other researchers have noted that the disruption to subsistence
harvesting caused by the Exxon Valdez oil spill damaged an entire constellation of culturally
meaningful, subsistence-based elements of Alutiiq life. These elements include:

* Participation in subsistence in general;

* Cooperative hunting, fishing and gathering;

* Processing and preparing subsistence foods;

* Sharing subsistence foods and meals;

* The transfer of subsistence knowledge from elders to younger peopie;

* The preference for and satisfaction derived from eating subsistence foods;

* The spiritual connection to the nantral resources; and

* The autonomy derived from relying on subsistence
Id p. 91. Sociological research bas confirmed that technological disasters differ from natural
disasters in the kinds, severity and longevity of effects.’, Technological disasters involving
toxic substances produce a reaction not engendered by natural disasters or non-toxic
technological disasters.* "Invisible contaminations remain a part of the surroundings —
absorbed into the grain of the landscape, the tissues of the body, and, worst of all, into the
genetic material of the survivors. An 'all clear’ is never sounded.™”

During a recent workshop sponsored by the Rural Alaska Community Action Program
and Indigenous Peoples’ Council for Marine Mammals, participants noted: “The use of the
word 'subsistence’ has became one of limited perception... and does not adequately refiect the

“ Baum, A. et. al. 1983, Emotional behavior and iological effects of chronic stress at Three
‘}:ﬁbhhd.lwnnlomelﬁwlﬂﬂhiﬂlPMﬂwndnthlm,p”.

K s6.
' Erickson, K., Toxic Reckoning: Business. Harvard Business review, Jan.-Feb. 1990, cited in Braund,
1993, p 56.
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tue sense of its cultural bases.” Alaska Native Traditional Knowledge and Ways of Knowing
Workshop, September 1994 report. Participants then provided over 40 phrases that describe
*parts of our way of lfe not encompassed by the word subsistence.” MMS faisto filly |
address the potential losses to subsistence based on traditional knowledge and experience from

the EVOS. With the high probabilities of multiple spills and chronic pollution associated with

the proposed sale, Alaska Native people will be forced to continue 1o live in fear of the safety

of their subsistence foods. MMS has not made an attempt to demonstrate respect and
meaningfully incorporate indigenous knowledge and ways of knowing into any aspect of the

DEIS.

TAG-21

B. MMS Fails to Recognize That Sale 149 Will Harm Subsistence-
:;i'l:.d Communities Regardless of Whether There is a Major Oil
In its discussion of existing subsistence harvest patterns, MMS notes that -
subsistence harvest of many different types of foods is critical to the physical, social and
cultural survival of many Alaskan communities near the sale area. Yet, in its discussion of
the proposed sale's impacts on these subsisteace culmm, MMS discusses oaly the
likelihood that an oil spill will harm the subsistence resources, and fails to recognize that
the sale itself, regardless of an eventual spill, harms the social and cultural fabric of these

communities.

| TAG-22

MMS acknowledges that "very large amounts of subsistence foods are harvested”
by many Alaskan communities near the proposed sale area. DEIS II.C.6. These foods
include saimon, other fish, big and small game, marine mammals, birds and eggs, marine
invertebrates, and plants and berries. Jd, "The harvest and use of these foods represent

DEIS COMMENTS
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activities having significant social and cultural meaning as well as economic importance,
especially within predominantly Alaskan Native communities. Extensive sharing is
commonplace, 43 suggested by the high percentage of households in these communities
that receive and give away subsistence resources.” Id,

MMS' impacts analysis asserts that exploration activities and accidental small spills
during development and production would likely not reduce subsistence resources or
harvest. DEIS IV.B.1-76-77. A large spill, of which there is a 27% chance in the base
case, "could affect subsistence harvests.” DEIS IV.B.1-77. In the event of such a spill,
some communities “would expetiénce subsistence-resource losses, primarily because of
the high level of exposure to spills from transportation sources. Such losses would include
the lack of resource availability, accessibility, or desirability of use. The social
consequences of such effects among southem Kenai Peninsula communities and the
communities of Nanwalek and Port Graham could be serious.” DEIS IV B.1-81. MMS
then explains that subsistence

is a core cultural institution with complex social meaning. Threats to
the subsistence resources and activities that are so fundamentally
embedded within Native culture threaten that very culture itself and
the meaning it gives to daily life. In addition to anxiety over the loss
of subsistence resources and the quality of the habitats that nurture
them, the Exocon Valdez experience showed heightened and
continuing concern over the health effects of eating contaminated
wild foods and the need to depend on the knowledge of others about
environmental contamination. Id,

MMS’ analysis erroneously assumes that only a large oil spill will create anxiety
and stress among subsistence resource users. Based on this erroneous assumption, MMS
concludes that, in the base case, sociocultural systems in one or more southern Kenai
Peninsula communities would undergo periodic episodes of stress and disruption that
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could last for one year or more; "effects are caused by one or more large (> 1000 bbl)
accidental ol spills that have 8 27% chance of occurring.” DEIS IV.B.1.83.

This implies that there is 8 73% chance that sociocultural systems in Kenai
Peninsula communities will not undergo the expected stress and disruptions, which is
simply not the case. The announcement of the sale itself has already caused concern over
and production will only heighten anxiety, whether a spill occurs or not. To a local
subsistence community, the platforms on the horizon will evince not & 73% chance that

their way of life will not be harmed, but instead, 2 100% chance that they can no longer

trust the quality of their cultural and social mainstay - the subsistence harvest. |

MMS must acknowledge that Lease Sale 149 has already significantly adversely |
affected Kenai Peninsula communities' subsistence lifestyies, and stands a 100% chance of
continuing to adversely affect subsistence communities regardless of oil spills, in addition
to the claimed 27% chance of a spill significantly harming the subsistence resources
themselves,

C. MMS Fails to Discuss the Requirements of Executive Order 12898
Concerning Eavironmental Justice.

By Executive Order (EO) of February 11, 1994, President Clinton directed each
Federal agency to "make achieving environmental justice part of its mission.™® The EO

requires each federal agency to finalize an environmental justice strategy by February 11,

“ Sce Executive Order 12898, February 11, 1994,
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1995. The EO identifies subsistence consumption of fish and wildlife as an

environmental justice issue, and directs federal agencies, "whenever practicable and
appropriate,” to “collect, maintain, and analyze information on the consumption patterns
of populations who principally rely on fish and/or wildlife for subsistence. Federal
agencies shall communicate to the public the risks of those consumption patterns.”
Executive Order 12898, § 4-401. Further. the EO directs federal agencies to "publish
guidance reflecting the latest scientific information available concerning methods for
evaluating the human health risks associated with the consumption of pollutant-bearing
fish or wildlife. Agencies shall consider such guidance in developing their policies and
rules.” Id. § 4-402.

MMS does not discuss the Executive Order or any environmental justice strategy,
or any guidance regarding methods for evaluating the human health risks associated with
consuming pollutant-bearing fish, in the DEIS. Given the high consumption of fish and
wildlife for subsistence use by many communities affected by proposed sale 149, MMS

must identify the risks of this consumption, and communicate those risks to the public, as

the EO directs.

D.  MMS Has Failed to Engage in Government-to-Government
Relations With the Affected Native Alaskan Villages and Councils.

President Clinton's Memorandum of April 29, 1994 directs the head of each federal TAG-26
executive department and agency to ensure that the department or agency operates within a
govemment-to-government relationship with federally recognized tribal governments. 59 Fed.

® A subsequent Executive Order extended this deadline until March 24, 1995, the sixth
anmiversary, ironically, of the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill, which disproportionately affected low-
income minorities living a subsistence lifestyle. Seg Executive Order 12948, January 30, 1995.
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Reg. 22951 (May 4, 1994). The Memorandum directs each federal agency to consult with
tribal governments to maximum extent practicable prior to taking actions which affect such
governments. Id.

In February, 1995, Assistant Secretary for Indian Affairs Ada Deer issued a guidance
memorandum to DOI bureau and office heads on implementing the government-to-
govemment policy. This guidance document describes the constitutional basis of tribal
sovereignty, discusses inherent powers of sovereign tribes, and lists several actions which
agencies should take in order to show respect for tribal sovereignty. Guidance Memorandum
at 1-3. Among other things, agencies should "take affirmative steps to become knowledgeable
about tribal governments and processes genenally, and where an agency is working with a
specific tribe, ensure that all personne! have adequate knowledge about the specific tribe's
government and procedures.” Id. at 2.

While MMS has made an effort to identify Native communities which Sale 149 may
impact, it has not dealt with Native Villages as governments. An example of this is MMS'
dismissal of Chickaloon Village's stated concerns regarding land ownership as an issue which
must be resolved in another forum. While it may be that another forum, i,e., a federal court,
ultimately resolves the issue of claims of aboriginal title to OCS lands off Alaska, that does not
mean that MMS should ignore the concerned Native governments in the meahtime. Instead,
MMS should establish communication links and strive to understand the affected governments,
as DOT's guidance memorandum states. In short, to comply with the President's memorandum
and DOI guidance, MMS must take additional actions to establish better government to
govmmrdnﬁmwhhﬁ‘emdmﬁwgwammpﬁmwﬁmnzingthms. In doing

DEIS COMMENTS 30
April 19, 1995

TAG-26

V-74

cultural values and lifestyles which this proposed sale has generated.

so, MMS will likely develop a fuller understanding of the meaning of Sale 149 to affected
Native Alaskans.

VL  The DEIS Fails To Adequately Analyze The Pre-Lease And Lease Sale
Impacts On Affected Communities,

Lease Sule 149 has already had a demonstrated and adverse prychological effect |

on the people i the communitics sarrounding the Infet-and-Strait; these-effectswill
continue and worsen if the sale proceeds. MMS has not considered these impacts.

Coastal residents, commercial and sport fishers, subsistence harvesters, and tourism and
recreation industry participants depend on a clean and healthy Cook Inlet ecosystem.
After the Exxon Valdez spill's catastrophic disruption of the lives of Cook Inlet
communities, MMS now asks these same communities to accept further intrusion of the
oil and gas industry into the ecosystem which provides their way of life. People who

depend on this ecosystem are outraged at this prospect. Nowhere was this more clearly

. expressed than at MMS' public hearing held in Homer, Alaska, where four bundred

residents of this small community that depends primarily on commercial fishing, sport
fishing, and tourism, attended the hearing to express their opposition to the proposed lease

sale. MMS must consider the high level of anxiety regarding impacts on social and

Social and cultural impacts from the decision to proceed with an oil and gas lease
sale can come in many forms. In a recent analysis of the federal offshore oil and gas
program, two pre-eminent social scientists, with a great deal of experience dealing with oil
mdwpmmmnﬁnedindmﬂtheimpmumdited“ﬁththcfeduﬂgovmmem's

DEIS COMMENTS k>3
April 19, 1995

TAG-26

TAG-27



decisiLns to lease lands for oil and gas exploration, development and production.
Freudenburg and Gramling, Oil in Troubled Waters, State University of New York Press
(1994). As the authors noted:

In the physical or biological sciences, it may in fact be true that no
impacts take place until a project leads to concrete alterations of
physical or biological conditions. In the case of the human
environment, by contrast, observable and measurable impacts can

__take place as soon as there are changes in social conditions - which.
often means from the time of the earliest announcements or rumors
about a project.®

These “planning phase” impacts “are shaped by a community’s prior experience

and present interests."’l" In general, they fall into six categories, all evident in the
Proposed Lease Sale 149 context: 1) Biophysical/Health Systems (concerns about the
‘potential for human and environmental health degradation); 2) Cultural Systems (threats to
indigenous/native cultures, i.e, “increased dependence on money economies that can
threaten subsistence activities and threats to “mainstream™ cultures, i.e., shock to
individuals when government officials fail to exhibit “appropriately neutral behaviors”™); 3)
Social Systems (.., risk to the “highly-prized™ “slow-paced, peaceful and friendly
community”); 4) Economic Systems (i.e., risk to commercial fishermen and tourism); 5)
Political/Legal Systems (i.e., lobbying and lawsuits which increase alienation); and, finally,
6) Psychological Systems (i.e., threats to self-concepts and the degree to which people
view themselves as effective individuals).

:Id.nlw(cnphuisinoﬁginl).

Id
R Id. at 119-26. Unfortunately, as the authors note, all too often the process of identifying threats
to a community (“most oftea [to] biophysicalhealth and/or social systems™) as well as the
opportunities (“most often [to] economic systems™), id, at 120, is a contentious process. This may,
in turn, lead to further alienating of the interested parties along the lines of those who consider a
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Nowhere does MMS give credence to these impacts of the “planning process.” As
Freudenburg and Gramling note, “[t}he notion that government agencies respond to ‘real’
risks and opportunities, while citizens are reacting mainly to (implicitly erroneous)
‘perceptions,’ may be popular in the subcultures of the agencies in question, but it is
simply one that cannot be supported in the real world.”*

_The key is to realize that, to the degree to which our goal is an _
improved and more balanced understanding of the ongoing debates —
as opposed to “success” in promoting or opposing a given
development project —~ we need to do better. . . In all too many
cases, to date, agencies and project proponents have taken advantage
of the ambiguity of past terminology, insisting that they have seen no
need to deal with impacts that are “merely perceptual,” being
“anticipatory” rather than real, or (purportedly) being so far in the
future as to be “beyond our control.” . . . In empirical fact, asis
becoming increasingly clear, these impacts have often proved to be

" every bit as real, as quantifiable, as predictable, and as significant, as
the development-phase impacts that have been officially
acknowledged. Given that impacts do not cease to exist if they are
simply ignored, the failure to deal with the broader range of impacts
has effectively meant that, rather than dealing with risks, we have
simply transferred them, shifting them from the principal beneficiaries
of development “to local communities and residents who are little
more than innocent bystanders."* '

proposed project as offering threats or offering opportunities; something Trustees hopes can be
avoided in this case and in the future.

» Freudenburg 1994 at 144,

% 1d. at 145, It is worth noting that many of these statements are particularly relevant in the Alaska
and Sale 149 context, not only as scientific backing for the very real concerns expressed by
Trustees and other commentators regarding lease sale impacts but also with respect to exploraticn
and dovelopment-related impacts. Seg ¢.g,, Freudenburg 1994 at 144 (agencies “do their best to
determine which issues and topics will be considered legitimate™) (quotations omitted, emphasis in
original),
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Please take this opportunity to recognize, consider and, if the project is still to proceed,
deal with these pre-lease and lease sale impacts to ensure that the “best interest™ of the
affected communities is protected.”

VIL  The DEIS and PEIS Fail to Adequately Assess Energy Alternatives to
Offshore Oil and Gas Development.

MMS estimates a base-case yield of 500 MMbbl from Sale 149. The high case

| TAG-29

above, Sale 149, in even the most optimistic scenario, will only meet U.S. energy needs for
roughly two months at the current rate of consumption. MMS mus: analyze energy
alternatives which would meet this ~ much narrower — need. While MMS does consider
some of the effects of seeking oil elsewhere, seg DEIS a1 App. D4, it does not discuss the

viability of alternative technologies to meet this two-month need. MMS must analyze

“potental s W estimated 1.2 billion barrels, DEIS App. A al 2-3. Even assuming the high-case
potunhlisrealized.lhisunomutonppro:drme)ytwonwmhsofU.S.megymedsnmm
U.S. consumption rates; the base-case yield would not last the country a month ¥ MMS must
explain how this sale will aid our national security, and address the issue of why such a small
amount of oil, even in the most optimistic of scenarios, can justify the enormous risks of the
ﬁroposedsde

MMS dismisses the potential for energy altematives to OCS leasing in general by
stating that "many of these altematives are very expensive, environmentally unattractive, o
both,” and “there is little basis for anticipating which alternatives might become attractive in
future.” DEIS a2 App. D at 1. In the DEIS, MMS incorporates by reference its *Coruparative
Environmental Analysis of Energy Alternatives to OCS Oil and Gas" from the Programmatic
EIS for the Comprehensive Program (PEIS). Id.

Asan initial matter, the appropriate energy alternative to Sale 149 cannot be dismissed

with reference to n analysis of energy alternatives to the whole OCS program. As noted

% One way to deal with these impacts, for example, might be to implement mitigation measures

. designed to minimize the impacts, i.e., mﬂydedlamglmmofbumpuymm4
and other project-related income to social service in the affected communities.

% So¢ Watson, RK., Looking for Oil in All the Wrong Places, Natural Resources Defeuse
Council, 1991,
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could produce as much energy as Sale 149 may.

In any event, even assuming that the broader analysis of energy alternatives is relevant
to Sale 149, MMS has failed to fulfill legal requirements of the National Environmental Policy
Act to adequately consider alternatives. Previous comments critiqued MMS' energy analysis in
detail and are incorporated here by reference. See Suppiemental Comments of Greenpeace
USA and the Natural Resource Defense Council on USDOI OCS Program for 1992-1997 and
DEIS, October 1991.

As stated in these comments, the energy analyses MMS continues to use do not
incorporate the most recent and comprehensive energy anatyses which demonstrate the
potential and imperative for energy efficiency and renewable energy to replace the need for
developing offshore oil and gas resources. Rapid conversion to renewable energy sources is
both technologically possible and now economically visble, These energy sources provide a
realistic and necessary alternative to the proposed program. MMS should address this issue by
engaging the consultation of progressive and credible energy analysts in providing an
evaluation of the potential for energy efficiency and renewable energy sources. Indeed, were
MMS to do s0, it could perhaps further this nation’s move away from oil to renewable energy

resources which can truly create a secure nation.

more thoroughly the prospect that alternative energy sources, including conservation, |

TAG-29
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X. The DEIS is Scientifically Deficient.

The 1989 National Academy of Sciences (NAS) report "Adequacy of
Environmental Information for Outer Continental Shelf Oil and Gas Decisions” was a
large factor in the establishment of a presidential moratorium on leasing in most areas of

the country outside the Gulf of Mexico and Alaska. The report found that in the Selds of

| TAG-30

damage have been overestimated in the EISs. Sixth, sublethal and chronic effects of oil
and gas activities have been largely ignored.” MMS’ Environmental Studies Program and

the DEIS for proposed Lease Sale 149 contains the same flaws.

We note the following specific scientific deficiencies in the DEIS as examples

demonstrating an overall low standard of scientific analyses in the DEIS.

TAG-30

scientific information on which to base sound leasing decisions for Florida and California
(the only areas that the National Academy of Sciences was formally requested to review
by then President Bush). Scientific understanding of the Cook Inlet and Shelikof Strait
ecosystem is qualitatively and comparatively meager. No such NAS review has been done
for Cook Inlet and Shelikof Strait, nor has a comprehensive assessment been made to
understand the chronic and cumulative effects of development in Upper Cook Inlet. These
are fatal flaws for the consideration of leasing in Lower Cook Inlet and Shelikof Strait.
We ask that the same scientific standards used in California and Florida be applied to
Lease Sale 149. We request that a complete and independent analysis of the adequacy of
scientific information be completed before a decision is made on the proposed lease sale.
The NAS ecology panel addressed several overall concerns: “First, the
Department of the Interior has relied too heavily upon the OSRA model for prediction of
impacts. This has resulted in an emphasis on the probability of an oil spill instead of on the
effects of a spill. Second, there is & lack of general process-level studies. Third, not
enough attention has been paid to inghore, on-shore and estuarine areas. Fourth, there is
too narrow a focus on oil spills and uot.enough on the other potential impacts associated

with development and production. Fifth, poteatial recovery rates of ecosystems after
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A Water Quality

MMS, in its summary of water quality studies in the DEIS, concludes that the
*water quality of lower Cook Inlet is generally good” and that the studies indicate 2
*pollution-free environment.” DEIS II.A.23. MMS and its contractors conclude from
the recently completed study done by the University of Alaska's Environment and Natural
Resources Institute M” that the Cook Inlet has "very low" concentrations of
hydrocarbons and that sediments are "generally free from toxicity” (quotes from Homer
News 3/30/95). The contractor stated in the report: "The physical, chemical, and
bioassay results of this study show that Copk Inlet has very low environmental
concentrations of hydrocarbons and that sediments and water are generally free from

toxicity."**

The statements made in the DEIS, the MMS-funded study, and the press are gross T

misrepresentations of the data and have no scientific foundation. Further, the study does
not support the conclusion that there are no chronic effects of existing oil and gas
activities in the Upper f.nlet. There are three fundamental problems with the MMS-funded

water quality study: 1) the science is of poor quality and not supported by peer review; 2)

¥ Current Water Quality in Cook Inlet, Alaska, Study. March 1995, OCS study MMS 95-0009

®1d atp. xv.
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the data does not support the stated conclusions that Cook Inlet is 'génernl)y free from
toxicity” and a "pollution-free environment**”; and 3) there is no attempt on the part of the
contractor or MMS to compare the methodologies and data with such obvious national
and international studies as the NOAA National Status and Trends Program and
International Mussel Watch Project. MMS should not use the flawed assumption that

Cook Inlct demonstmes 1o chromc dl-eﬂ'ects from  pollution to justify leasing in Lower

TAG-31

genenalizations dificult.” Thus, the study’s use of three non-indigenous organisms® does
not necessarily reﬂect the effects or sensitivities of Cook Inlet sentinel species to potential
contamination problems. Although expedient and relatively inexpensive, the bioassay
measures are crude and outdated (1986), and cannot be used to generalize the range of

possible sublethal and ecological effects.

TAG-32

Further, the DEIS cites the Cook Inlet Discharge Monitoring Report's use of the

Cook Inlet and Shelikof Strait..

1. The MMS-Funded Study Demonstrates Poor Science And
Lack Of Peer Review.

The MMS study has no discussion of relevant peer-reviewed literature to justify
research design, methodologies, results, and conclusions. The report does not proviae
adequate discussion of site selection cg'iteril or explain the smalier number of sampled sites
versus planned sites. Contrary to accepted scientific methods, and to the method used in
other similar studies,”" the researchers do not establish and test null hypotheses.

The study uses laboratory toxicity testing, which has severe limitations in
adequnc;!y assessing biological and ecological harm. The contractor admits that the
bioassay methodology is only a primary screening tool and “should be viewed as only one
step in a number of assays to assess overall toxicity levels.” MMS 95-0009, p.92. In fact,

responses to environmental contaminants vary significantly among species, making

» Seg DETS, MLA23
”mmondequchpmaahnbeamopmdul'lmmwdfwm
moaitoring” by the 1992 UN Conference on Environment and Development held in Rio de Janeiro,
Farrington, J.W. and B.W. Tripp, 1993, International Mussel Watch: Chemical Contaminants in
the World's Coastal Oceans. Oceanus 36(2):62-63.

“! Sc¢, 5.8, Prinos William Sound RCAC Long-Term Enviroumental Monitoring Program, Annual
Monitoring Repart, 1994).
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96-hour static acute toxicity (LC 50) test to determine that the toxicities of produced
waters in Cook Inlet are "slight" and "practically non-toxic." DEIS II.A.20. The
deficiencies of the 96 hour LC 50 test, Bowever, are well known and counter these
conclusions.

A 1990 study, for example, indicates that the LC 50 test is not the most accurate
measure of the effect of chemical pollutants on marine animals. *Tools now availabie to
biologists can detect certain biochemical changes, sometimes called biomarkers, that signal
an animal's first response to chemical pollutants. By analyzing biomarkers, we can assess
the biological exposure and effects of pollutants more specifically and inexpensively than
other methods that assess the presence of the pollutants. Biomarkers have provided the
first direct evidence that some chemicals may already be causing biological change in the

deep ocean, a region far removed from the known point sources of those chemicals.™

“SgHmrth.lLW and R. Marino. 1991. Oil in the Oceans, Cornell University Section of
Ecology and Systematics.

“See MMS 95-0009 a1 41, The study used photobacrerium phosphoreum, rhepexymius abronius,
and dendraster excentricws.

“Sog Stogeman, 1.J. 1990, Detacting the biological effects of decp-sca waste disposal, Oceanus
33(2):54-62.
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MMS, CIRCAC, and industry studies cited in the DEIS are further lacking in
design. A comprehensive study designed to understand the long-term and chronic impacts
of waste disposal in Cook Inlet must include an understanding of:

** the physical processes - specifically currents — that influence
contaminant distribution;

** the chemical processes that influence availability, persistence, and
degradation of these materials in sediments and water; and

TAG-32

magnitude less then the MMS study cites as a "level of concern.”*’

Inhibitory effects on
respiration, growth, behavioral responses, hatching success, and saimon migration occur at
1-10 ppb levels of petroleum contamination,*® in contrast to the MMS-funded study’s
claim that the level of concern is 500-1000 ppb.

The MMS and CIRCAC studies, contrary to conclusions drawn, demonstrate

TAG-33

** the long-term biological effects that alter the stability of animal
populations and the consequences of those effects on subsistence,
commercial and recreational fisheries.**
MMS’ study does not address these physical and chemical processes, and long-term
effects. The MMS study was performed over a short period of time (a 3 week period
during one summer season) and the sampling stations, sample sizes, and data points are
relatively few. Thus, in light of the study’s design, it cannot possibly justify the MMS®
sweeping conclusions regarding the health of Cook Inlet,

2 MMS’ DEIS Does Not Support Its Conclusions That Cook
Inlet Is A "Pollution-Free Environment.”

In addition to the fact that MMS does not discuss the shortcomings of the LC 50 |

test and that the studies referenced in the DEIS are not adequately designed to support the
conclusions they make, MMS’ conclusions regarding the health of Cook Inlet’s waters are
not supported by the studies themselves, or by other relevant scientific Literature. For
example, threshold levels for sublethal behavioral effects of petroleum hydrocarbons in
finfish and shellfish have been demonstrated at the 0.1-0.4 ppb level,* several orders of

“C-pum,.l! 1990, Effects of wastes on the ocean: the coastal example. Oceanus 33(2):39-44.
“SWR.IMDJ Chasan. 1989, WWMASMO"M
Washington Sea Grant of the University of Washington.
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cause for concern regarding toxicity levels in Cook Inlet. For example, the MMS study as
discussed in the DEIS shows that levels of toxicity in sampled waters from five of the
eight stations caused statistically significant reductions in fertilization rates in D.
excentricus. Echinoderm larvae exposed to Kamishak Bay waters had a survival rate less
than 10% of the control. Pore waters and sediments from the western Inlet stations also
demonstrated toxicity in the echinoderm ;nd luminescent bacteria tests. PAH
concentration comparisons between the OCSEAP data (range up to 266.3 ng/g) and the
MMS study (range up to 958 ng/g) indicate over a three-fold increase, although it is
unclear from the data presentation whether the OCSEAP data reflect total PAHSs or a sum
of selected individual PAHs. Levels of selected PAHS are high (up to 400 ng/g), although
the overall sample size is small. The lack of appropriate sediment chemistry analysis for
the TOC samples prevents differentiation between petroleum and other sources.
However, the DEIS fails to note that the TOC levels are nevertheless high.

In the CIRCAC pilot study, mussel tissue analysis reveals major petroleum source

inputs of alkyl-naphthalenes in the Beluga River sample. The relatively high levels of

€ See MMS 95-0009 at p. 117, The study states the “leve! of concern” to be 500 to 1000 ppb.
® Howarth and Marino, 1991,
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PAHs in the pre-exposure mussels (84 ng/g) and the source of the mussels is not
explained. |

TAG-33

B. The DEIS Contains Flawed or Incomplete Analysis of Projected Oil
Spills, Bird and Fish Resources, and Impacts on Steller Sea Lion
Habitat.

1 Oil Spill Containment And Recovery

The oil spill model used to assess spill rates, trajectories, and chances of contact to | TAG-34

10-15% of all spilled oil is ever recovered.™ The Alasks State Oil Spilt Commission
Report states, “The extreme environmental conditions in Cook Inlet, tides of 30 feet and
currents of 8 knots, cause spreading to occur so rapidly that effective response with
mechanical recovery is not likely to be successful for any spills larger than a few thousand
barrels.”™ In contrast, the DEIS does not refiect this reality. MMS states only that,

*mechanical oil-spill response generally is accepted as the primary means for containing

TAG-38

environmental resource areas is not representative of the range, complexity and magnitude
of meteorological and physical oceanographic realities in Lower Cook Inlet and Shelikof
Strait. For example, sea ice is not modeied® —~ this is a serious omission given the hazards
associated with sea ice conditions throughout the winter months in Cook Inlet.
Funhemoré, the winter spill scenarios modeled use a 16 knot wind speed and 1.8 meter
wave height™ — this is not reflective of the range of conditions in Cook Inlet and Shelikof
Strait. The Alaska Oil Spill Commission Report” indicates that a spill of between 300,000
and 1 million gallons can be expected in Cook Inlet every 2.2 years, a spill of 9 million
gallons can be expected about every 24 years, and a spill of 9 million galions or more can
be expected about every 66 years. As this study was completed before oil exploration and
development existed in lower Cook Inlet, it demonstrates the level of risk for a spill in

Cook Inlet is already too great even without Lease Sale 149,

MMS”’ estimates of spill prevention and response capabilities in Cook Inlet are

overstated. Data collected by the U.S. GAO demonstrates that generally no more than

| TAG-35

® Sog DEIS st IV.AL6,

™ See DEIS, table IV.A.3-3

™ Seg Spill: The Wreck of the Exxon Valdez - Implications for Safe Transportation of O1l,
Alaska Oil Spill Commission, February 1990, Appendix J-L.
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and recovering an oil spill."™ J

2. The Descriptions Of Fisheries and Bird Resources Is
Incomplete.

The effects of Sale 149 on Upper Cook Inlet fisheries is not described in the DEIS. |
Recent studies indicate a substantial levels of marine productivity and diversity in Upper
Cook Inlet, especially with regard for secondary productivity, and planktonic crustaceans
and Iarval ishes diversity.™ The Cook Inlet ecosystem cannot be divided; it should be
treated holistically. The need to consider the entire Inlet and Strait as one ecosystem is
illustrated by‘the Alaska Oil Spill Commission's oil spill trajectories. These trajectories
demonstrate that a spill of as few as 1 million gallons at Nikiski, Kachemak Bay, or the

Kennedy or Stevenson Entrances, couid oil the entire Inlet.”

The DEIS fails to incorporate the most current information on the distribution and T

ecology of marine birds in lower Cook Inlet and Shelikof Strait. Two recent studies offer

"rd.at 12

™ Ses, Spill at Appendix J-L, p IV-14

*See DEISatIV.A.16.

™ See Moulton, L.L. 1994, 1993 Northern Smoit Studies Drat Report. Prepared for ARCO

Alasia,
™ See Spill at Appendix J - L, pp. A1-36.
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information on the rich diversity of seabird assemblages in the lower Cook Inlet.”
Because “[{Jower Cook Inlet is one of the most productive areas for seabirds in Alaska®
and that "[c]ompared with other marine areas of Alaska, seabirds in Lower Cook Inlet
have been little studied with regard to their pelagic ecology,”™ ignoring these studies is a

significant omission. In order for MMS to understand the extent and importance of these

Wﬁs‘eabirfi fongiﬂg areas, as well as data B2ps in our knowiedge of population dynamics and

R

TAG-37

likely to be extremely damaging to seabird populations and to be politically difficult to l TAG-38

stop.”® MMS does not consider these chronic poliution impacts in the DEIS.
3. The DEIS Does Not Reflect The Importance Of Steller Sea
Lion Critical Habitat And The Threat Posed By Offshore Oil
And Gas Development.

Counts of Steller sea lions on rookeries and major haulouts demonstrate

precipitous declines in the Gulf of Alaska of 82% since 1960. DEIS II1.B.19. Activities

TAG-39

ecological relationships, it is important that the information from these studies be
incorporated into the DEIS. Lower Cook Inlet and Shelikof Strait contain crucial habitat
areas for migratory birds and waterfowl. For example, all of Kachemak Bay, located five
to ten miles east of the Sale 149 area,™ was recently designated as a Western Hemisphere
Shorebird Reserve an intemational recognition of the area's importance as critical habitat
for migrating shorebirds. "We've identified the whole [Kachemak] bay as a site of
international importance,” said lan Davidson, Director of the Western Hemisphere
Shorebird Reserve Network (quoted in Homer News, "Mud flats get world recognition,"
2/16/95).

Finally, MMS does not consider the chronic impact of pollution on seabirds.
Recent studies suggest that "chronic impacts may be a more significant cause of seabird

mortality than large spills. The subtle and long-term effects of chronic oil pollution are

"These studies are, 1.) Piatt, J.F. 1993, Monitoring Seabird Populations in Areas of Oil and Gas
Development on the Alaskan Continental Shelf. OCS Study MMS 92-0000 - Draft, and 2.)
Agler, B_A. 1995, Estimates of Marine Bird and Sea Otter Abundance in Lower Cook Inlet,
Alaska During Summer 1993 and Winter 1994, OCS Study MMS 94-0063, '

™ Soc Pistt, JF. 19093

™ Seg DEIS, Graphic 1. Marine and Coastal Bird Resources.
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and impacts associated with offshore oil and gas development in Lower Cook Inlet and
Shelikof Strait pose a grave threat to the Steller sea lion. Spills, disturbance, chronic
discharges, and cumulative effects from offshore oil and gas activities in the region are
likely to irreversibly harm a significant proportion of the population. NMFS has stated in
their comments to MMS on the 1992-97 5-Year Plan: "We do not belicve that sea lion
populations should be expected to recover from any of the impacts analyzed in this
section, Given the current state of the species and the continuing downward trend, it is
not certain the species could recover in 30 years, let alone in the face of these additional
factors.” Shelikof Strait and marine areas surrounding rookeries and haulouts have been
designated as critical habitat areas for the Steller sea lion under the Endangered Species
Act. DEIS [l1.B.20. Sugarioaf Island in the Barren Islands is the site of the second
largest sea lion rookery in Alaska. DEIS I.1-10. As NMFS indicated, oil development in
Lower Cook Inlet and Shelikof Strait is simply not compatible with protecting and
rehabilitating this species from further harm under the ESA.

® Boersma, P.D. etal. 1994. Magellanic penguins affected by chronic petroleum polluticn aloag
coast of Chubut, Argentina. Auk 111(1):20-27).
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The lease sale area also serves as essential habitat for other species at risk, | TAG-40

including: harbor seals, beluga whales, Stellers eider, marbled murrelets, fin and
humpback whales. The NMFS Status Report on Cook Inlet Belugas (1992) states:
"Because the beluga whale mwhﬁon in Cook Inlet, Alaska appears to be a small
geographically isolated population of the species, human-induced perturbations could have

a drmtic effect on the stock.” Calving areas and other basic habitat requirements for the

gallons of drilling “muds”—fluids used to lubricate drilling bits as they bore into the earth—
and other driliing wastes that contain oil, mercury, cadmium and other heavy metals and
toxic chemicals. The DEIS does not contain a comprehensive assessment of the chronic

and cumulative impacts of further pollution on the vast and complex ecosystem of Cook

Inlet and Shelikof Strait.

Despite the natural wealth of this unique region, and the economies it sustains,

TAG-41

Cook Inlet beluga population have not been documented. The importance of the area to
year-round use by fin whales as documented by Kodiak Nationa] Wildlife Refuge
biologists" is not discussed in the DEIS. The lack of basic ecological knowiedge
concerning distribution and dynamics of key species, assemblages, and habitats watrants

in-depth investigation prior to a lease sale decision.

XL  MMS Falils To Adequately Consider The Cumulative Impacts Of Sale
149 With Other Development Activities Around Cook Inlet.

As discussed in section IV, Cook Inlet already receives permitted and unpermitted | TAG-41

toxic discharges to its waters which pose significant health hazards to humans and the
environment. These discharges from ol and gas industry facilities constitutes a major
source of pollution to Cook Inlet. Operation of the existing offshore oil and gas
production platforms and support facilities has resulted in discharges into the Inlet of
drilling wastes and “produced water”—~water laced with toxic compounds found deep
within the earth in oil-bearing formations. Since 1987, offshore oil platforms have
dumped over 7.5 billion gallons of produced water into Cook Inlet and over 31.5 million

¥ Pamela K. Miller, personal communication with Denny Zweifelhofir, Biclogist,
Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge, February 22, 1995,
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air pollution and hazardous waste problems on Cook Inlet and Kenai Peninsula. MMS

Cook Inlet and Shelikof Strait face serious threats from & host of development activities.
The State of Alaska has leased vast tracts of land, within northern Cook Inlet, both
onshore and offshore, to the oil and gas industry. This has resulted in the development of
a network of offshore production platforms, subsea pipelines, refineries and oil terminals ~
all of which are subject to the vagaries of the extremely unique and hazardous
oceanographic and geophysical conditions of the region (earthquakes, volcanic eruptions,
tidal currents that average four knots, tidal exchanges of up to 35 feet, and sea ice for
almost six months of the year). As discussed more fully in section XTI, these are
conditions for which no effective oil spill prevention, control, and clean-up technologies
currently exist.

As also explained in section IV, the oil and gas industry bas also inflicted serious |

improperly dismisses this entire issue as "beyond the scope® of the DEIS. DEIS I-9.
Existing hazardous waste sites caused by the oil industry's Nikiski facilities, however, are
not beyond the scope of what MMS must consider. After all, if oil is found, it will be
transported to Nikiski, adding to the flow of crude oil refined there, It is this flow of oil,

and the oil companies' inability to conduct its refining and related operations in an
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environmentally safe manner, that has in large part caused the toxic catastrophe which TAG-42 would all be expected to significantly increase, if Iaws like the Clean Water Act or Clean TAG-43
MMS now ignores. MMS must consider the existing oil industry-caused toxic pollution Air Act are dismantled. Any significant change in existing environmental protections will
on the Kenai Peninsula, and consider the likely cumulative impacts on that eavironment in create significant likely new impacts, and thus will require an EIS which addresses these
the event that oil is found and transported there. MMS should also acknowledge impacts.
hazardous waste contamination on the Kenai Peninsula not necessarily related to the oil
. L. XIL MMS Overestimates Oil Spill Prevention and Response Capabilities in Cook
ani gas industry, for the purpose of estimating the cumulative impacts of total hazardous Inlet.
waste contamination on the Kenai Peninsula. Finally, MMS should condition any lease The National Park Service in a letter to MMS commented on the geography and
agreement it decides to enter into with a company which has contaminated the Kenai climate of the Inlet and Strait:
Peninsula with hazardous waste on the company’s cleaning up that waste prior to initiating A great degree of concern for this area is the higher degree of risk to
1 ‘s natural and cultural resources from oil spills because of the vagaries
any lease-related activities. of weather, and the remote, isolated wilderness coastlines that are
The final e . somewhat complex in configuration. Prevailing conditions in Lower
¢ final EIS must account for the cumulative impacts of these existing and Cook Inlet and Shelikof Strait make it one of the most difficult areas
. . . in the world in which to conduct arny kind of an operation.
potential future legal and illegal air and water pollution discharges, hazardous waste sites, i Y ope
C L * The DEIS should address the realities of oil spill clean-up under
etc., on Cook Inlet and the Kenai Peninsula. such circumstances. For instance, the shoreline of Katmai National
\ . . Park and Katmai Preserve precludes the establishment of base camps.
Finally, MMS' final EIS must account for any significant congressional changes to _T TAG-43 Coupled with difficult weather conditions, clean-up for Katmai

existing environmental laws. Congress is contemplating sweeping changes to this
country's eavironmental laws, threatening to roll back 25 years of advances in
environmental protection, and return to an age where cnwonmmtal consequences of
public and private sector actions simply did not warrant much sttention. '
Should Congress repeal of significantly weaken any of today's laws operating to
protect the environment, MMS must reanalyze the likely environmental impacts of Sale
149, including the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts on the Cook Inlet ecosystem, in
light of this reduced protection. Existing pollution from the oil and gas industry, plus

expectedincreuedpoﬂuﬁonﬁ'omﬁmheoﬂmdgumdothuh\dumiddwdopmem.
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would be difficult.®
The Park Service’s concerns are well-placed. The environmental hazards in Cook Inlet
create some of the most hazardous navigational and operational hazards in the world. -Lower
Cook Inlet is situated in one of the most active seismic zones in the world. More than 160
earthquakes with a magnitude greater than six have occurred in the Cook Inlet area since
1902." The Inler's watershed includes at least a dozen large, glacially-fed river systems that

B See letter dated November 21, 1991, to Mr. Scott Sewell, Director, MMS, from Deanis P.
Galvin, Associate Director, Planing and Devslopment, National Park Service, p. 7. Cited from
OCS Naturol Gas and Oil Resource Management, Comprehensive Program 1992-1997, Final
[Environmental Impact Statement, MMS 92-0004, vol. III, Sec. G.

Sidatvol ], p. LAl &IMA2. .
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deliver tons of glacial silt into the Inlet on a daily basis, creating a water body with extremely Alaska. USGS Circular 1061. 1990). Tides and currents make Nikiski and Drift River two of

high turbidity and constantly shifting bottom contours. The Lnlet's tides are among the most the most hazardous docking faciliies for tankers in the country.
extreme in the world, as high as 35 feet. Vessels transiting the Inlet regularly encounter tidal MMSdoesnotprwideleompletelﬁuoxyofmesig:ﬁ!:;lamspﬂlsinCooklnletmddn 1 TAG-48
currents in excess of 4 knots and ranging up to 7 knots. Sea ice clogs the Inlet's waters for many "near-misses.” Within the past eight months alone, three tankers lost power while
nearly 6 months of the year. Winter storms produce winds exceeding 100 knots at a time of transiting the Inlet when ice was pulled into their engine cooling systems. In 1992, a pipeline
year when total daylight averages 6-7 hours. Fog is common t all times of the year. These are break at Nikiski spilled over 47,000 gallons of crude oil/water mixture into Cook Inlet on
conditions for which there are no effective oil spill control or'cleanup technologies exist. January 4. Only 2,400 gallons were recovered and dispersants couldn't be used due to freezing

MMS is wrong to claim that there has been s progression in the ability to prevent and T TAG-44 conditions. In February of 1991, the tanker Coast Range was ripped from the dock by tide-
respond to an ol spill due to improvements in the regulatory regime since EVOS (IV.A.22- bomne ice at Drift River. The oil loading dock and tanker were both damaged, but backily the
23). Despite the extreme navigational hazards, there is no vessel traffic system for Cook Inlet. pumps were not operating and only a small spill resulted.
There are no limitations on tanker operations based on weather or ice conditions. There is no Five years after the Oil Pollution Act of 1990 (OPA 90) mandated strict spill
mmmmwmrﬁomhmmmwymmgmapﬂhy. Of the three prevention and response measures, the region remains highly vulnerable to oil spills from
major terminals where oil tankers routinely dock — Nikiski, Drift River, and Anchorage — only existing and planned operations. OPA 90 provisions requiring the use of local resources and
Anchorage uses a small harbor tug to assist tankers in docking. As for Nikiski and Drift River, the protection of sensitive habitat have yet to be implemented within Cook Inlet or Kodiak
according 10 & report on navigation safety in Cook Iniet published by the Cook Iniet Regional region. Human factors cause 80% of all oil spills, yet tanker mamning levels remain minimal
Citizens Advisory Council (Report on Safity of Navigation and Oil Spill Contingency Plans in OPA 90 identified double-hulled tankers 25 a key to prevention, but conversion of the fleet will
Alaska's Cook Inlet. February 1992. Captain James T. Dickson, Shetland Oil Terminal, Sullom not occur until well into the next millennium.
Voe, Scotland), *...we cannot find another facility in the Western world that routinely berths In sum, MMS has not provided an accurate picture of the regulatory failures, industry TAG-46
and unberths large crude ol tankers without tug assistance.” In addition, no ocean-going tugs reﬁstuwetqeﬂ'ecﬁwspﬂlpnveﬁonmdmpommmmd:hehckofeﬂ'ecﬁw
capable of controlling a fully laden tanker currently operate in Cook Inlet. technologies to prevent and clean up spills under realistic conditions in Cook Inlet and Shelikof

Drift River oll terminal ies beneath an active volcano, Mount Redoubt. During the Strait.

winter of 1989, the eruption of the volcano forced the curtailing of operations of ten of the
Inlet's fifteen oil platforms and flooding of the oil terminal (The Eruption of Redoubt Volcano,
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CONCLUSION

Perhaps the simplest way to conclude s to restate that the risks of this proposed sale
far outweigh any benefits. We defy MMS to justify this sale on an “energy needs” or “national
security” basis, We urge MMS 1o listen to the Alascan peaple, inchuding Native Alaskans,
who have steadfastly opposed the sale, testifying at hearings, contacting the press, working

without pay to protect the Alaska they love, overwhelming the voices of the paid industry

GROUPS SUBMITTING COMMENTS ON OCS LEASE SALE 149 DEIS

Daniel Zatz

Alaskans for Clean Water
1266 Ocean Drive, Suite B
Eomer, AK 99603

Kevin Harun,

Executive Director
Alaska Center for the
Environment

510 W 8th Avenue, #201

representatives who favor the sale. We implore you to rethink this proposed action and either
cance! or defer Sale 149,

Sincerely,

% D. Lavie? Staff Attormey

John Buchheit, Legal Intern
Trustees for Alaska

K. Miller, Biologist
Greenpeace
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~AncRcTage;

Scott Highleyman,
Executive Director
Alaska Marine
Conservation Council
P.O. Box 101145
Anchorage, AK 99510

Stephen Conn,
Executive Director
Alaska Public Interest
Research Group

P.O. Box 101093
Anchorage, RK 99510

Sandra Arnold,

Executive Director
Alaska Wildlife Alliance
P.0. Box 202022
Anchorage, AK 99520

Lisa Weil, Policy Director
American Oceans Campaign
725 Arizona Avenue, #102
Santa Monica, CA 90401

James Roderick, President
Cook Inlet Vigil

P.O. Box 916

Homer, AK 99603

Pamela Miller, Biologist
Gresnpeace Alaska

P.O. Box 104432
Anchorage, AK 99510

Nina Faust, President
Kachemak Bay
Conservation Society
P.O. Box 84¢€

Homer, AK 99603

Kristin Stahl-Johnson,
Executive Director

Kodiak Conservation Network
P.O. Box 2661

0T T Kodiak, AKX TYTelS

Michael McOwen, Director
LegaSea '

Box 308

Manteo, N.C, 27954

Chip Dennerlein,

Alaska Regional Director
National Parks and
Conservation Association
329 F Street

Anchorage, AK 99501

Richard Charter, Chair
National OCS Coalition
Box 583

Bodega Bay, CA 94923

Scott Feierabend, Director
National Wildlife Federation
750 W Second Street, #210
Anchorage, AK 99501

Lisa Speer,
Resource Specialist
Natural Resources
Defense Council

40 West 20th

NY, NY 10011

Jack Hession,
Alaska Representative

‘Sierra Club

241 E. 5th Avenue, #205
Anchorage, AK 99501



Gene Karpinski,

Executive Director

U.S. Public Interest
Research Group

215 Pennsylvania Avenue SE
Washington D.C. 20003-1155

Allen Smith,

Alaska Regional Director
The Wilderness Society
430 W 7th, Suite 210
Anchorage, AK 99501
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. TESORO EXCESS EMISSION REPORTS
AS OF DECEMBER 19, 1993

INCIDENT
DATE
Oet. 10, 1991

Nov. 27, 1991

DESCRIPTION SOz HZS

H-701 pw on lne
with H-801 for 8 hm.
Repairs to sulfur
recovery umit (SRU)
for 16« bry.; acid
and sowr gues
flared, SO

Anne L. Rothe,

Executive Director
Trustees for Alaska

725 Christensen Drive, #4
Anchorage, AK 99501

Feb 11, 1992

Mar. 4, 1992

M. 4, 1992

Mar, 10, 1992

Mar 19, 1992

Mas 10, 1992

V-86

Feb 10, 1992

Feb. 29, 1992

Mar. 4, 1992

Mar. §, 1992

Mae 18, 1992

Mar. $, 1992

300ppm. for duntion
1992

Maigtemaace; SRU 1.95 tons
shut down. gases

flared; SO2 em. 23-

300 ppm. for 3 hms.,

exc. 500 ppm. 2 hnm,

Hydrocracker wuamit 0.718 toms
upset. 2 shut downs

of SRU; acid guses

flared 15 mis; sous

gases flared for §

hn, 34 min; $O2

exceed 500 ppos. for

6 hrs. and 9 min

SRU down; guses 0.506 toms
flared: 250-300 ppm.

for 30 mia. 300

ppm. for 15 mis

Noa-HeA powsr 3.614 tons
uterruption cavand

SRU dowstime; 500

ppm. for 13 bes. and

43 min;

IIDA powsr owage, 1.297 toms
SRU down: scid guses

flared for 61 min;

sowr gases flared for

197 wmin; 2350-300

ppm. for 2 mia: 500

ppm. for 197 min

SRU down due to non- 3.614 toms
HEA power

interraption; scid

and souwr guses

flared; $SO2 over 500

ppa for 13 hm, and

43 mis

exnieir A pageL oF 2~
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May 7, 1992

May 13 ,1992

May 26, 1992

May 26. 1992

June 12, 1992

Juae 12, 1992

July 27, 1992

July 27,

3

Nov. 2, 1992

Nov. 2, 1992

9072485078

April M4, 1992

May 11, 1992

May 20, 1992

Mey 23, 1992

May 28, 1992

June 2, 1992

July 8 1992

July 17, 1992

Ost. 16, 1992

Oct 26, 1992

V-87
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Hydsocracker uait 275 toms Nov. 2, 1992 Oct 26, 1992 HEA power owage,

down; SO2 230-300 HS reached level of

ppa. for 30 min, 700 ppm. highest

over 300 ppm. for valoe cansed by SRU

145 b wid gases shutdown; 43.7 hm.

flased 7 brs, souwr 22 duration

hrs. Nov. 3, 1992 Nov. 3. 1992 SRU down due 10 2 tow
Nou-HEA power 0.209 toas malfuaction; flared

outage, SRU down; for 6 bn. 40 min;

230-500 for 10 min; SO2 over 500 ppm.

over 300 ppm. 10 for 6 krs. 45 min

wis. ) Dec. 27, 1992 Leak. SRU ;

’ Dec._3,_1992 mallancon, %8

gues flared for 30 emissions

min, 502 over

500ppm. for 30, and 1993

230-500 for 40 min

Spile s H2S; in fuel Jan 18, 1993 Jam 14, 1993 SRU downdue to HEA 10 toms
gas system. H2S to ! power oulage: acid

1500 ppm. for 2hm., and sour guses flared

30 mia 22,67 k. SO2

Maint. oa reformer excess 300ppm. for
unit; HOS reached 24 kn.
252 ppm. | hour 43 4, 1993 HEA or failuge;
mis Jan 19, 1993 Jaa 1 o8 :::. for 30
SRU shudown; Sa2 0.072 toms min., highest walue
250-300 for 3 min, 238 ppm H2S
300 ppm. for 10 min. Fob. 8, 1993 Feb, 3, 1993 SRU malfuaction; 0.335 toms
SRU down for maimy: 3.9 toms ' acid uad sowr gases
acid and sour gases ' flared 21 min. $O2
flared for 16 bn,; 250-500 for 43 min.
802 excesded 3500 snd excoss 00ppm.
B b b HEA 1684 e o s

e to 1684 tom 4,199 HEA power omage; 9.5 toms

powar outage; 302 Feb 18, 1993 Feb 1 - xm ol
between 150 and 300 flared for 17 hre.;
ppm. for 2 mis, aad SO2 230-300 fer 40
over 500 ppem. for 30 min; excess 300
brs. pra. for 18 brv 1CS
SCOT wit off line; 0.333 toms excoss 160 ppm. for
$O2 250.300 ppm. 2 ks, and 40 min;
for 7.3 ks, over 300 up to 300 ppm.
po for 7 i mcker wait
SRU down due to HEA  lews than 3 May 14,198 May 12,1993 Rydmemeir o
power failnre; scid tons min  230-300ppm.
and sour gases flared s,
for 1032 min, 32 loss; 68 toms
over 300 ppm. for use 17, 1998 Juae 10, 1993 mﬂ:‘dﬂ: il
1000 min. flued for %08 bo;
SRU dowa dws to HBA loss thma 3 SO2 250-500 ppm.
power outage; acid tons for 2 min «ad over
:“lzz‘mf‘“‘h 00 for B30
or ; SRU malfusetion: 187 toas
;uon“ of 500ppm. A 1 5 Sept. 10, 1993 Sept. 2, 1993 bonfivapuntealing

or 1641 min; 00 for 93 min.
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Oct. 26, 1993

Dec. 14, 1993

9972485078

Sept. 6, 1993

Nov. 29, 1993

MICHAEL J FRaNK

Maiatesance
shuidown of
bydrocracker amd
SRU; H2s exceedsd
1Q ppm. for 23
days; highest
recorded valus was
1600 ppm.; wvemge
was 440 ppm.

Float valve LIC 4525
@intenance; LPG
and sour guses flared
for 110 min, 307
axceaded 3500 ppm.
whogatiapr=ilraminy.

FAGE 04

0.25 loms

32/15/1993 1€:17

907248%078 MICHAEL J FRAMNK PAGE

DRAFT - CONFIDENTIAL - ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT

Attached is a updated, rough analysis of Tesoro's “excess emissions* or
‘excursion* reports from in the ADEC Southcentral Regional Office (SCRO) files.
This may not be & totally accurate, or for that matter, complete listing,
reflects what [ copied from the SCRO files.
o I may have missed some reports,

It only
My file search was not therough,

The existing permit was issued on Feb 19, 1991. Under condition 26 of
the permit, oral reporis of excess emissions are required within 12 hours. and

2 written follow up report in § days. In 1992, there were 8§ instances of
failing to submit a written re ithd ; i i i .

Dec. 14, 1993

Des. 9, 1993

Liquid petrolena gas
loak cansed
shutdown of
Rydrocracker umit:
acid asd sowr gases
flared 28 bms; 307
oxcosded 500 ppm.
29 hn. and was
betwees 250-500
ppa. for 30 min

21.3 ‘long®
tons

ExHiBIT A page . or S
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$TOtal oT T2 reporting violations in 1992-1993, (It was obviously not
possible to accurately track the timeliness of oral reports from SCRO files.)

Permit Exhibit B, p 11, says the sulfur recovery unit (SRU) must meet a
99.9 % recovery rate, with a not more than 250 ppm/iv SO2 daily average. and
not more than 500 ppm. for more than 3 hours. H2S must meet 0.1 ppm.
daily average at zero percent oxygen. with an annual H2S limit of 0.3 ton.

With reference to the October 10, 1991 incident in the chart below.
under the permit sources H 701, 702 and 801 may be operated only singly,
and at not greater than 35% capacity. This condition was imposed in a
previous PSD ‘“avoidance® permit change,

SO2 and H2S emissions are reported in quantities only when so reported
in Tesoro's written excess emission reports.

[

ExHBIT A paceZ_ oF 2
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Chugachmiut Environmenial Protection Consortium
Resolution No. 9502

LUTION OPPOSTNG 5- ‘ SELY OYL AND GAS.
A resolufion obposing the proposed Outer Continental Sheif Lecsa Sole 149, : LEASTHG PLAN IN ALASKAN Vi -
designed io fociiitate the development of fribail environmaental health and protection VEEREAS, tie Nizilchik Traditional Council i3 .the tridval government ZoT the
programs: and ¥inilehik Tribs, and
. : R " Yarerio -1997 8= 011 & Gas leasing
WHEREAS  The Chugachmiut Environmenta! Protection Consortium includes representatives of VEERZAS, the Deps. of the Iaterior, in its 1992-1997 S-Tear :
federally recognized iribes in the Chugach Region in south ceniral Alaske: and 'ptm;!- 4s propesing to 1'."“ spprezizsctaly 120 piilien :e“' ot :h:; :;.::?"
tod Chukehi Seas, £ive large avess in ths Jering Sea iacludisg "E‘ Aestp
WHEREAS The Chugachmiut Environmental Protection Consortium supports the protection of the ‘to the Pridilef Islsnds end St. Lavrzence 1'*‘“' 4 !.““1.':“:;“\:"3. resent
subsistence way of life for oll Alaska Nafives and of species upon which local Native s3lé and 40 extensive sres in the Culf of Alaska off Yakutat, n Tep _
communities depend for subsistence; and . about 503 of the total scresgs offaxed in the United Ecates, sn
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TITLE:

WEZREAS:

WEEREAS:

WHEREAS ;

ALASRA FEDERRTION CF NATIVES, INC.
1991 ANNTUAL CONVENTION
RESOLUTION $1-65

OPPOSING OFFSHORE OIL LEZASING AMD DEVELOPMENT

the UO. S. Cengress has exanined the issues
ia:olvod in national offshoze oil leasing pollicy:
an

the subsistence lifestyle and . the commexcial

TITLE:
WEEREAS:

WHEREAS:

very Zoundation of local econcmics; and

if ths proposed Alaskan offshore leass tIacts ass
daveloped, and x major oil spill occurs, migratory

Sigh, birds, and parine maxzal sssources of the
state, a=d especially the abundant rmarine

resouzces of its coastzl waters uzen which our
Native communities _d.pu_d will be endangerad;

NOW TEEREPORE BE IT RESOLVID that. the delegates of the 1991

SUBMITTED WI:

Annual Cenvention of the Alaska TFedsration of

Natives, Inc. uzge tha U. S. CongTess to opposs
offghcre oil leasiag and lease trict davelopment
of2f the coast of Alaska.

Bristol Bay Native Associztion

COMMITTEES RECOMMENDATIONS: Do.pass

CONVENTION ACTION:

Passed

ALASKA FEDERATION OF BATIVES, INC.
1991 ANNUAL CONVENTIONM
RESOLUTION 91~6S5

OPPOSING OFrS=ZORE OIL LEASING AND DEVELOPMENT

the U. S. Congress has examined the issues
Ln:ol.vod in national offshore oil leasing pollicy;
an

the subsistence lifestyle ané  the cozxercial
' es Lk
very foundation of local economics; and

if the proposed Alsskan offshore lsase tracts ire
developed, and & major oil spill occurs, migratory
£igh, birds, and narine mazmal resources of the
stats, and especially the abundant marine
rescusces of its coastzl watezs upon which our
Native communities depend will be encangerwmd;

NOW TNERETORE BE IT RESOLVED that the delegatss of the 1991

SUBMITTED '3Y:
COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS:
COMVENTION ACTION:

Annual Convention of the Alaska Fedsration of
Natives, Inc. urge the U, S. CongTess to opposs
offshore oil leasing and leass tract development
off the coast o2 Alaska.

Bristol Bay Native Association

Do .pass
Passed
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TAG-01

Section IV.A.3.c discusses the EVOS shoreline weathering adjacent to the Sale 149 Area.
State, Federal, and Exxon investigators did not report crude oil from the Exxon Valdez soeking
the shoreline and the ocean floor. Rather, these studies indicate that less than § percent of the
oil reached this area, and it was weathered, emulsified, and viscous in nature, limiting
subsurface migration.

TAG-02

The 1994 EVOS Trustee Council’s Status Report states the following in the Conclusion: “Five
years after the spill, Trustee Council-sponsored research has documented the severe immediate
impact of the Exxon Valdez oil spill on vulnerable species and communities of the Alaska
marinie ecosystem. Many of these are well on their way to recovery or have already
recovered. However, other parts of the ecosystem have not recovered. It is still unclear when
full recovery will be achieved.”

previous exposure to toxins can affect the immune system of fish, making them more
suscoptible to disease, but without an accurate estimate of level of exposure, it is not know if
the spill contributed to this outbreak. In addition, McGurk (1992) concluded that despite the
large volume of oil released in the spill, herring eggs and larvae were not exposed to
sufficiently high concentrations of water-soluble hydrocarbons to affect their ability to survive
in a natural environment. Finally, although biomass was low, herring were observed spawning
in more areas in 1995 than in 1994, Biologists noted that the decline in herring biomass,
although serious, was not as drastic as some feared, and may suggest moderately successful
harvests will be possible in future years.

TAG-0S

The reference to a higher proportion of carcasses of sea otters in their prime apparently refers
to the years 1990 and 1991, The 1993 status report provides no additional information on sea
otters. The FEIS for the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration Plan (1994) states that juvenile

(lower Cook Inlet) are addressed in the responses to Comments TAG-01 and TAG-08. These
differences indicate recovery rates in Cook Inlet generally may be greater than in Prince
William Sound.

TAG-03

The EVOS Trustees Council’s 1994 Status Report notes that the lower and middle intertidal
zones appear 0 have recovered to a large extent and states: “There are strong indications that
by 1993 the upper intertidal zone, especially on rocky sheltered shore, had begun to recover.
Full recovery of the intertidal community may take more than a decade, since it may take
‘several years for invertebrate species to return after Fucus has recolonized the area.”

Estimates of the extent oil from the Exxon Valdez spill covered beaches in the affected area are
summarized in the response to Comment TAG-08. The characteristics of the oil that
accumulated on beaches in and adjacent to the Sale 149 area are described in Section IV.A.3.c
of the EIS; the subsequent weathering characteristics of this oil also are described in Section
IV.A.3.c. These considerations leads us to believe the oiling of the intertidal areas of Cook
Inlet and the Shelikof Strait were not as extensive as they ‘were in Prince William Sound, and
that the oiled areas in Cook Inlet and Shelikof Strait probably would have a faster recovery
rate than similar areas in Prince William Sound.

TAG-04

While it is too early to tell if recovery is beginning for pink salmon, there are some
encouraging signs. In 1993, the rate of egg mortality had dropped to an average of <25
percent in oiled streams, compared to <13 percent in unoiled streams. In addition, the 1994
return of hatchery and wild pink salmon to Prince William Sound resulted in the second
highest harvest on record, although counts of wild stock returns were below average. The
status of recovery is unclear at this time, and it will take several more years of study before a
final determination of pink salmon recovery can be made.

A discussion of sockeye salmon overescapement in the Kenai River in 1987-1989 has been
included in the text in Section IV.B.1.c.

Although herring runs declined right after the spill, it is not possible to blame the poor return
solely on the oil spill. The decline may be due to natural causes or to some combination of oil
spill effects with natural causes. For instance, it is known there was an outbreak of viral
hemorrhagic septicemia in herring returning to Prince William Sound in 1993. It is known that

momlitzﬁ?ws in 1992 and 1993 had decreased dramatically but were still higher in oiled than___.
in nonoiled aréas, indicating that these mortality rates may be returning to prespill conditions.

What constitutes recovery is uncertain, because there are no population data from 1986 to

1989. Killer whale mortality, recruitment, and recovery are discussed in Section IV.B.1 .e.

TAG-06

The number of common murres on the Barren Islands lost to the EVOS was difficult to
estimate because there was a lack of accurate information on the population status, nesting
success, recruitment, and other population information. This lack of information also made it
difficult to determine recovery time for the population assuming large number of adults were
lost from particular colonies such as on Nord Island, where low reproductive success was
coincidental to the EVOS. The study that predicted that the Barren Island colonies may take
several decades to recover from the spill was based on a model that assumed there would not
be any natural recruitment from nearby colonies, and it assumed that there were no surplus
adult birds to replace those killed by the spill. These assumptions were not substantiated for
the Barren Island colonies. In fact, it appeared that not all of the Barren Island colonies
suffered high losses due to the EVOS,

TAG-07

The MMS is aware of the quality testing carried out on subsistence foods following the EVOS,
A program of testing subsistence foods collected from different parts of the EVOS area was
initiated informally among State and Federal agencies, known as the Oil Spill Health Task
Force (State of Alaska, Dept. of Fish and Game [ADF&G], 1991). In the findings of the
toxicology expert committee for evaluating data related to the consumption of marine
subsistence foods, it was reported that based on available data and cumulative scientific
knowledge, finfish were safe for human consumption but molluscs should not be collected
from areas that are obviously contaminated with oil, because these molluscs “showed the
presence of aromatic hydrocarbons in higher concentrations than found in uncontaminated
areas but at levels that are not considered to represent a serious health hazard” (State of
Alaska, Dept. of Health and Social Services [DHSS], 1990).

According to these findings, there are no feasible tests available to test for or monitor human
exposure to aromatic hydrocarbons or other components of crude oil. There also are no
established guidelines for acceptable levels of aromatic hydrocarbons in foods. “Aromatic
hydrocarbons are ubiquitous. They are present in many foods routinely consumed, including
cooked and smoked meats and fish, grains and cereal products, and fruits and vegetables.”
(State of Alaska, DHSS, 1990) As an example, . . .two samples of subsistence smoked
salmon prepared in a traditional manner contained 8,170 and 22,400 ppb [parts per billion] of
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total aromatic hydrocarbons, respectively. By comparison, levels of total aromatic
hydrocarbons found in finfish thus far are generally very low (less than 15 ppb) and are not
significantly greater than in the non-polluted arcas tested. Less than 1% of fish tested had
levels of total aromatic hydrocarbons slightly in excess of 100 ppb” (State of Alaska, DHSS,
1990).

As a result of the above, villagers were advised to rely on common sense and their own
judgement to avoid collecting foods from areas obviously impacted by oil. Individuals also
were advised that if food was of doubtful quality due to appearance, smell, texture, or taste, it
should not be consumed (State of Alaska, DHSS, 1990). Advice such as this raised concerns
locally about making judgmental decisions about the quality of marine subsistence resources,
especially the intertidal variety. Such concerns in the case of the EVOS experience were
heightened by the need for further research on other subsistence resources, such as crabs,
bottomfishes, marine mainmals, and terrestrial mammals that feed on marine resources.

percent of the spill; the oil began leaving the sound about March 30. As it spreads, weathering
changes the character of the oil; in general, it becomes less toxic and more viscous as the
lighter components evaporate or dissolve and emulsions form. Only about 10 percent of the
oil was transported past Gore Point, and about 2 percent entered Shelikof Strait. Most of the
oil passing the Barren Islands was transported into Shelikof Strait and only a small fraction
moved into Cook Inlet. The oil that reached the southern end of the Shelikof Strait was in the
form of widely separated tarballs. The following table indicates the extent of shoreline oiling
from three areas: PWS, Kenai/Cook Inlet, and Kodiak/Shelikof Strait. (Kenai includes those
beaches along the southern coast of the Kenai Peninsula facing the Gulf of Alaska.)

Exxon Valdez Oil-Spill Shoreline Oiling_
Shoreline Oiling—Miles

screening”) showed that samples of halibut, gray cod, and red snapper as well as different
species of salmon taken throughout the EVOS-impact area in August to November of 1990
were safe to eat (State of Alaska, ADF&G, 1991). In addition, none of the 33 seals and 10 sea
lions tested had high levels of hydrocarbons in their meat or livers. Slightly higher levels of
hydrocarbons were found in the blubber of some soals that had oil on their skins, but even
these levels were so low that they were not considered a health concern (State of Alaska,
ADF&G, 1991). Ducks and deer also were tested and found to be well within the range that is
considered safe to eat (State of Alaska, ADF&G, 1991).

Continuing research into the quality of subsistence resources was funded by the Exxon Valdez
Oil Spill Trustees Council and coordinated through the Subsistence Division, ADF&G. Asa
result of community meetings and discussions, it was decided to test subsistence food samples
from the use arcas of Chenega Bay, Tatitiek, Port Graham, Nanwalek, Ouzinkie, Larsen Bay,
Akhiok, Karluk and Port Lions (State of Alaska, ADF&G, 1993). Field sampling and review
of testing was coordinated through the Pacific Rim Villages Coalition, which was the joint
undertaking by the village corporations of Chenega Bay, Tatitlek, Port Graham, and Nanwalek
and the Chugach Alaska Corporation (State of Alaska, ADF&G, 1993). Mussels, clams,
shollfish, and rockfish were the primary resources tested for light and heavy hydrocarbon
content. The very low levels of hydrocarbons found in the samples were considered to be the
levels likely to have been present in fish and shellfish in the spill area before the spill (State of
Alaska, ADF&G, 1993).

TAG-08

The EVOS occurred in the northeastern part of Prince William Sound (PWS) March 24, 1989,
and oil from the spill spread throughout areas in PWS, the Guif of Alaska, Cook Inlet/Kenai
Peninsula, Kodisk Island, and Shelikof Strait/Alaska Peninsula, Because of the difficulties in
estimating the extent of harm to various areas and their resources, comparing the overall
effects of the spill between the affected regions may be limited to general relationships or
certain resources. Perhaps one way of comparing the effects between regions is to look at the
extent of shoreline oiling between the areas. The 1994 EVOS Trustees Council Status Report
notes that oil from the EVOS resulted in significant impacts to shoreline biological
communities, particularly in the upper intertidal zone. '

The most heavily impacted region affected by the EVOS was PWS (Galt et al., 1991). An
estimated 40 percent of the spilled oil affected shorelines inside of the sound; 35 percent of the
oil evaporated or was dispersed into the water column in the sound mostly in the first 2 weeks.
The amount of oil leaving the sound and entering the Gulf of Alaska was an estimated 23

Amount of | Initial Oiling Fall | Spring | Spring
S Y...7 S ¥ -2 S Y 4 S * £ 4
Prince William Sound
Heavy 209.5 (26.5) (44.9 12.9
Moderate 163.4 (20.7) | 39.8 28.6 -
Light 270.2 (34.2) |81.2 49.7 —
Very Light | 146.5 (18.6) {194.2 |169.8 -
Totals 789.6 360.1 1 261.0 -
Kenai/Cook Inlet
Heavy 49.4 (9.6) | 6.0 1.6 0.0
Moderate 73.0 (14.2) 8.0 4.8 0.7

Light 157.4 (30.7) 115.0 9.9 04

Very Light | 232.8(45,4) |52.0 534 | 9.9
Totals 5125 [161.0 |69.7
Kodiak/Shelikof
Heavy 16408 |03 |04 | 00
Moderste | 556(@2.9) | 10 [ 32 | 0.1
Light 201.8(104) | 5.0 | 43 |<o0.1
Very Light | 1,669.1 |41.0 [$9.1 | 6.3
(85.9)
Totals 1,927 (4713 670
All Areas
Spill Totals |  3,244.8 [568.4 [397.7 |

The information in the table indicates heavy and moderate oiling of the beaches was more
common in Prince William Sound (about 47%) than Kenai/Cook Inlet (about 25 %) or
Kodiak/Shelikof Strait (about 4 %) beaches. Weathering of oil from the Exxon Valdez along
shorelines adjacent to the Sale 149 area is described in Section IV.A.3.c of the EIS.

The 1995 Status Report of the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustees Council Report noted recovery
is occurring at different rates for different resources; some resources seem to have fully
recovered, others are in significant decline, and some may be in a transitional state. Based on
the extent of shoreline oiling, as described above and in the preceding table, recovery rates
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also may vary from area to area. Again, based on shoreline oiling, the extent of the overall
effects of the EVOS in Cook Inlet would appear to be less than in Prince William Sound.

For Sale 149, exploration-drilling activities are estimated to begin in 1997 with the drilling of
one to two wells per year; this is 8 years after the EVOS occurred. As noted in Section
II.A.5 and IV.B.1.a, the discharge of drilling muds and cuttings from drilling operations
would affect a relatively small area during the period of discharges. Furthermore, drilling
muds have a very low toxicity—as measured prior to discharge and mixing in the environment.

If commercially recoverable quantities of oil are discovered, the drilling of production and
service wells is estimated to begin in the year 2000, 11 years after the EVOS, and production
in 2003. As noted in Section III.A.5 and IV.B.1 production discharges would affect a
relatively small area during the period of discharge. PFurthermore, some of the discharges
and/or constituents are less than or within the variability range of other duchlrxel or their
constituents from municipalities or industrial processing or natural 3

in 1991; in January 1988, MMS published a Request for Interest for Gulf of Alaska-Cook Inlet
Sale 114 in the Federal Register (53 FR 2208). On May 17, 1989, the USDOI announced a
decision to delay Sale 114 to allow more time to assesses the consequences of the EVOS in
Prince William Sound.

The USDOI is required by law to manage the Federal offshore natural gas and oil leasing
program on the OCS and one of MMS’s primary responsibilities is to manage the mineral
resources located on the OCS. The OCS areas are loased; the Federal Government grants to
another the right to possess and use it for a specified period of time in exchange for payment.
The MMS is responsible for approving, supervising, and regulating operations conducted on a
lease.

For spills <1,000 bbl (42,000 gal), the DEIS estimates 49 spills for the base case and 123
lpllll for !he cumulnuve case, The commenter fuled to note ﬂut for the cumulative case, 73

T Becs. WAS, B 1.8, and IV.B.10.2),

Following the EVOS, none of the other activities that might affect the resources of the area and
disrupt recovery and interfere with restoration monitoring programs have been stopped—these
activities include commercial, recreational, and subsistence fishing; the discharge of municipal
wastowators; oil and gas production in upper Cook Inlet; and marine transport of crude and
refined petroleum. The commercial finfisheries include harvesting all five species of salmon,
halibut, herring, and pacific cod. The commercial shellfisheries include harvesting tanner
crab, razor clams, hardshell clams and mussels, green urchins, sea cucumbers, scallops,
octopus, and shrimp. Recreational finfisheries consist mainly of salmon and halibut and the
shellfisheries of razor clams and dungeness crabs. Subsistence finfisheries target salmon,
while the shellfishes harvested are razor clams, butter clams and cockles, chitons, mussels
crabs, shrimp, and octopus. .

Between 1989 and 1995, approximately 74 MMbb! of oﬁ have been produced in upper Cook
Inlet—this is about 37 percent of the amount estimated for Sale 149.

In addition, measures have been taken or proposed to minimize potential effects on biological
resources, including those resources affected by the EVOS in areas adjacent to or near the Sale
149 area. The part of the Cook Inlet Planning area near the Barren Islands is not part of the
Sale 149 area. Also, three of the four arcal deferral alternatives delete additional blocks near
the Barren Islands from the Sale 149 area. Two of the four areal deferral alternatives delete
blocks in the vicinity of the Cape Douglas area. The Protection of Biological Resources
Stipulation states that the Regional Supervisor, Field Operations (RS/FO) may require lessees
to conduct a biological survey, if the RS/FO identifies any biological habitats that may require
additional protection. The RS/FO may require lessees to relocate the site of operations or
modify the conduct or timing of operations to protect the resources. Information to Lessees
Number 2, Sensitive Areas to be Considered in the Oil-Spill-Contingency Plans, identifies
areas of special biological sensitivity and advises lessees that they have the primary
responsibility for identifying biologically sensitive areas in their oil-spill-contingency plans and
to provide for specific protective measures. Specific protective measures must be adopted for
these arcas and for any additional areas that may be identified during the review of exploration
plans and development and production plans.

TAG-09
In the Proposed S-Yoar Outer Continental Shelf Oil and Gas Leasing Program Mid-1987 to
Mid-992, the Gulf of Alaska-Cook Inlet Oil and Gas Loase Sale 114 was scheduled to be held

ptoducuon nuocmed w:th Snle 149 The average size of most of these aplllu (spills 21- <50
bbl) (47 for the base case and 117 for the cumulative case) is <5 bbl. For spills > 50 bbl, the
average size is estimated to be 160 bbl; for the base case 2 such spills are estimated, and 5
spills are estimated for the cumulative case. These spills are estimated to take phce over the
19-year life of the fields.

As noted in the response to Comment TAG-08, the permitted discharges are expected to affect
relatively small areas during the period of the discharge. These discharges are not expected to
alter any of the habitats supporting EVOS-injured resources in or adjacent to the Sale 149 area.
The analysis in Section IV.B of the EIS indicates small (< 1,000-bbl) oil spills are not expected
to have a significant effect on any of the resources analyzed, which includes a number of
specios and activities affected by the EVOS. In the unlikely event that a large (> 1,000-bbl)
oil spill occurred as the result of Sale 149, it would be 14 or 15 years after the EVOS, and
those effects have been analyzed in Section IV.B.1.

The Sale 149 measures taken to help minimize any potential environmental demage associated
with Sale 149 is noted in the response to Comment TAG-08. Sale 149 is not scheduled to
occur until mid-1996 and presently cannot be contributing to further degradation of the of the
habitat previously damaged by the EVOS, as noted in the comment. Furthermore, MMS is
sponsoring or contributing to environmental monitoring studies and studies associated with the
effects of the EVOS; these studios are listed below.

The mission of the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council “is to efficiently restore the
environment injured by the Exxon Valdez oil spill to a healthily productive world renowned
ecosystem while taking into account the importance of quality of life and the need for viable
opportunities to establish and sustain a reasonable standard of living.” The MMS believes Sale
149 is consistent with the Trustee’s stated mission.

Studies in the Exxon Valdez affected area that MMS has helped to support:

University of Alaska Coastal Marine Institute:
* A Study of the Adsorption and Biodegradation of Aromatic
Hydrocarbons by Marine Sediments (Kasitsna and Jakolof Bays)
. Kachemak Bay Experimental and Monitoring Studies. (invertebrates and
algal)
*  Defining Habitats for Juvenile Flntﬁuheu in Southcentral Alaska,
(Kachemak Bay)
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¢ Microbial Degradation of Aromatic Hydrocerbons in Marine Sediments.
(Kasitsna Bay)

»  Intertidal and Subtidal effects of Pollution: Assessment of Top Trophic
Level Predators as Bioindicators. (Kachemak Bay—River Otters, and
pigeon guillemots)

. Interaction Betweon Marine Humic Matter and Polycyclic Aromatic
Hydrocarbons in Lower Cook Inlet and Port Valdez

Cook Inlet Regional Citizens Advisory Council:
1995 Cook Inlet Monitoring Study

Published articles on research relating to the Exxon Valdez oil spill that were supported by
MMS include the following:

requirements for oil-spill prevention and response and employs an inspection program to
ensure industry compliance; the petroleum industry uses state-of-the-art technology for
prevention equipment and the most current operating procedures while conducting operations
on the OCS. A large oil spill causes significant environmental damage and although the
probability of such a spill occurring as the result of Sale 149 is estimated to be 27 percent, the
offects of an assumed spill are analyzed.

Furthermore, those human activities that were being conducted in the area prior to the EVOS
have continued, as noted in the response to Comment TAG-08. The five critical issues the
Kenai Peninsula, Kodiak Island, and Lake and Peninsula Boroughs wanted addressed (Tri-
Borough Position Paper) in the lease sale environmental impact statement and in the terms and
conditions in any proposed Notice of Sale did not mention recovery from EVOS; please see the
response to Comment PG-03. As noted in the response to Comment TAG-09, the MMS
believes Sale 149 is consistent with the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council’s mission.

K T ; ; 4]
the Exxon Valdez Spill. In: Twelfth Annual Arctic and Marine Oilspill
Program Technical Seminar. Calgary, Alberta, Canada, June 7-9, 1989.
Ottawa, Ontario, Canada: Environment Canada.

Kvenvolden, K.A., F.D. Hostettler, J.B. Rapp, and P.R. Carlson.. 1993.
Hydrocarbons in Oil Residues on Beaches of Islands of Prince William Sound,
Alaska. Marine Pollution Bulletin 261:24-29.

Niebaur, H.J., T.C. Royer, and T.J. Weingartner. 1994. Circulation of Prince
William Sound, Alaska. Journal of Geophysical Research 99C7:14113-14126.

Payne, J.R., J.R. Clayton, Jr., G.D McNabb, Jr., and B.E. Kirstein. 1991. Exxon
Valdez Oil Weathering Fate and Behavior: Model Prediction and Field
Observations. In: Proceedings of the 1991 International Oil Spill Conference
(Prevention, Behavior, Coatrol, Cleanup). San Diego, Calif., March 4-7,
1991, Washington, D.C.: American Petroleum Institute, pp 641-654.,

Venkatesh, S. 1990. Model Simulations of the Drift and Spread of the Exxon
Valdez Oil Spill. Atmosphere-Ocean 28 (1):90-108.

Wolfe, D.A., M.J. Hameedi, J.A. Galt, G. Watabayashi, J. Short, O’Claire, S.
Rice, J. Michel, J.R. Payne, J Braddock, S. Hanna, and D. Sale. 1994. The
Fate of the Oil Spilled from the Exxon Valdez. Eavironmental Science and
Technology 2813:561A-568A.

TAG-10

The MMS belicves Sale 149 is consistent with the EVOS Trustee Council’s mission as noted in
the response to Comment TAG-09. Comments regarding recovery and restoration are
addressed in the response to Comments TAG-01 and TAG-08. The comments of the National
Park Service have been addressed in the response to Comment NPS-01.

TAG-11

The MMS recognizes récovery from the EVOS is a continuing process and, as noted in the
response to Comment TAG-09, is contributing toward studies associated with some of the
affocted resources. The MMS does not believe the planned and permitted activities associated
with Sale 149 will affect the recovery of the resources affected by EVOS. Oil spills are
accidents and, as noted in Section IV.A.4 of the EIS, MMS has established stringent

TAG-12

In October 1994, the USEPA, Region 10, commenced Clean Water Section 309(g)
administrative penalty actions against 18 oil and gas exploration, development, and production
facilities located in Cook Inlet, Alaska, for the period 1989 to 1994. Permittees are required to
submit to USEPA and the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation a Discharge
Monthly Report. The information in these reports includes the specified characteristics of the
permitted discharges. (There is a S-year statute of limitations regarding violations of discharge
permits; thus violations prior to 1989 could not be part of the administrative penalty actions.)
Theso actions were initisted by an investigation by USEPA of these facilities’ compliance
records for the past S years. A total of 827 violations were cited covering a 5-year period for
the 14 platforms, 3 production facilities, and 1 tank farm—all located in upper Cook Inlet.

Failure to make the required observation or take the required samples and report the results
accounted for 320 violations., The NPDES permit requires weekly measurements of the pH in
the produced waters and, during the 1989 to 1994 period, the total number of measurements
required is estimated to be over 2,000. Failure to sample the pH in the produced waters
resulted in 150 violations; the NPDES permit limits the pH in the produced-waters discharge to
6 to 9. During the 1989-1994 period, the pH in the produced-water discharge exceeded the
limit 9 times and in well fluids 14 times. In the Cook Inlet Discharge Monitoring Study
(September 1988-August 1989) (EBASCO Environmental, 1990), the pH in the produced
waters as measured in the lsboratory, ranged from 6.5 to 8.3,

Failure to observe whether or not there was free oil (indicated by a visible oil sheen) in deck
drainage, sanitary and domestic wastes, and other discharges (not including produced waters)
during the 1989-1994 period occurred only five times. The NPDES permit requires free oil to
be (1) measured daily for domestic wastes, and there is to be no visible sheen, and (2)
measured once per day for continuous discharges or once per discharge for intermittent
discharges and there is to bé no free oil—a visible sheen indicates the presence of free oil,

Exceeding permit limits for the sanitary and domestic wastes discharges accounted for 169
violations; residual chloride limits were exceeded 29 times, biological oxygen demand 61
times, and total suspended solids 79 times. On 13 occu:om, there was a failure to observe or
sample for the constituent.

Oil and groase content in the produced waters is to be measured weekly, and the limit for all
but one of the platforms is 72 mg/l1 (Tyonek is 20 mg/l); however, the monthly average of the
wookly discharge measurements for each facility must not exceed 48 mg/l1 (Tyonek is 15 mg/l).
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The NPDES permit requires weekly measurements of the oil and grease in the produced waters
and, during the 1989 to 1994 period, the total number of measurements required is estimated
to be over 2,000. There were 31 instance where the content of oil and grease in the weekly
measurements exceeded the discharge limit and 9 instances where the monthly average was
exceeded; failure to observe occurred 8 times. The USEPA counts each time the monthly
average is excoeded as 30 violations; thus the 9 actual violations of the monthly average are
counted as 270 violations. In the Cook Inlet Discharge Momtor'mg Study (September 1988-
August 1989) (EBASCO Environmental, 1990), the oil and grease in the oil production
facilitios ranged from about 3 to 130 mg/l.

Perhaps some appreciation of the relative significance of the oil and grease discharge violations

might be indicated from the following example. Platform Baker was cited for 11 violations of

exceeding the 72 mg/l limit, and the Trading Bsy Production Facility was cited for 3

violations. In 1990, the average produced water discharge from Baker was about 30 bbl/day

and from Trading Bay Production Facility 115,000 bbl/day (AOGA, 1991). In the Cook Inlet
Yy Staay (EBASCO ENVITS HRENEY, " T990Y, The"

the only Class 1 area adjacent to the proposed sale area. Under Federal and State of Alaska
PSD regulations, a PSD review would be required due to the estimated annual uncontrolled
NO, emissions for the peak-development year would exceed 250 tons per year. The lessee
would be required to control pollutant emissions through the application of Best Available
Control Technology to emissions sources. Table IV.B.1.n-2 shows the model estimated
pollutant concentrations and compares them with the PSD increments and the national ambient-
air-quality standards. The OCD model air-quality analysis performed for air pollutants emitted
for exploration, development, and production under the Alternative I base case showed that
maximum NO, concentration, averaged over a year, would be 0.19, 0.51, and 0.14 ug/m’,
respectively, at the shoreline; 7.6, 20.4; and 5.6 percent, respectively, of the available Class I
increment for NO,; and .76, 2.04, and .56 percent, respectively, for Class II. (Other
pollutants also were modeled; however, NO; had the highest concentrations, which were well
within PSD increments and air-quality standards.) The existing air quality would be
maintained by a large margin.

the¥n amount of oif and TAG-13

grease in the produced-water discharge from Baker was 34.0 mg/l and from the Trading Bay
facility 36.0 mg/l. Based on theso rates, Baker might discharge about 0.02 Ib of oil and grease
daily and Trading Bay about 84 Ib.

The MMS disagrees with the commenter's statement in the last paragraph: “This pattern is
almost certain to continue in the expanded operations proposed in Lease Sale 149.” As noted
in Section I.C, MMS will conduct NPDES permit compliance inspections in conjunction with
its inspections of postlease operations, as authorized under the OCS Lands Act. The MMS
may suspend or temporarily prohibit production for failure to comply with applicable law or
provision of a lease or permit (30 CFR 250.12). In the analysis of the effects of petroleum
development, MMS assumes that all operations will be conducted in compliance with
applicable laws, regulations, and provisions of leases and permits. The analysis of the effects
of Sale 149 does consider the effects permitted discharges will have on water quality and the
environment.

TAG-13

The Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC), Tesoro Alaska Petroleum Co.,
and Unocal Corp. (Chemical and Mineral Div.) have jointly monitored air conditions at and
adjacent to these facilities since 1989. Both Tesoro and Unocal currently are in compliance
with National Ambient Air Quality Standards—neither have been issued a USEPA Notice of
Violation in the past. In accordance to its agreement with Trustees for Alaska, Tesoro has
reduced its sulfur-dioxide emissions as well as other air pollutants. According the DEC
Unocal, in 1994, increased air flow in its drill towers to a level that was previously approved,
thus not requiring a PSD review,

TAG-14

Sections IV.B.1-10.n of the Sale 149 EIS adequately assess the potential effects of the potentnl
discharges of pollutants on air quahty ‘Federal and State statutes and regulations define air-
qunhty standards in terms of maximum allowable concentrations of specific pollutants for
various averaging periods.

The USEPA-approved Offshore and Coastal Dispersion (OCD) model was used to calculate the
effects of pollutant emissions due to the proposal on onshore air quality. Because the Class [
PSD areas allow for the least amount of degradation, the modeling acenario (i.e., source -
location) chosen for this analysis is tho one that results in the maximum potential effect to the
air quality of the designated national wilderness area of the Tuxedni National Wildlife Refuge,

The USEPA, and the Alasks DEC, as delegated by USEPA, are charged with administering
the Clean Air Act, as amended. Contrary to the statement of the commenter, both the USEPA
and DEC have demonstrated their responsibilities through continued monitoring,
documentation and-enforcement procedures. With regards to citizens having limited access to
air-quality information, the MMS suggests the commenter directly contact both the USEPA and
DEC with their request. Both agencies have willingly worked to provide information similarly
requested in the past.

TAG-16

A discussion of the practices and effects of onshore oil and gas development on the Kenai
Peninsula would not contribute to the analysis of the effects of Sale 149. Such a discussion
probably would not add any additional information that isn't already known to members of the
environmental community or other concerned/interested members of the public. Most of the
oil and gas fields on the Kenai Peninsula were discovered in the late 1950's and early 1960's
and drilling and producing technologies and practices and discharge procedures have changed
since the development of these fields. Furthermore, the Kenai fields were developed under
regulations that were in effect at that time. Many of these regulationa have changed in
response to new laws written in response to environmental concerns. The comment fails to
note that efforts have been undertaken to remedy past oil and gas development activities on the
Kenai Peninsula and that Greenpeace, accompanied by TV crews, visited one of the cleanup
sites in July of 1994 (Alaska Journal of Commerce, July 15, 1994). The MMS works with
other Federal agencies and State and local resource agencies to ensure safe development of
petroleum resources. The onshore handling of waste discharges is governed by State and local
regulations and subject to NPDES discharge permits.

TAG-17

Tanker safety and whether or not tugs should be used to escort tankers in Cook Inlet is the
responsibility of the U.S, Coast Guard. The National Ocean Service of the National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration has proposed the Prince William Sound and Cook Inlet
Navigation Safety and Efficiency Project to work jointly with the U.S. Coast Guard to identify
issues and design solutiqns associated with navigation safety and pollution prevention.

The comment statement “the industry has similarly resisted a five cent per barrel tax being
paid into a spill prevention and response fund” does not represent the industry’s inability to
afford environmental protective measures nor its inability or unwillingness to comply with

‘environmental laws. As reported in the news media, one of the reasons the industry was
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TS MOIS i NOAR, AT geRérilly of greater availabllity 1o the public and scienfific

research design and methodology or support results found in this study. Correctly,
conclusions of this study itself are derived from the data included in the report and not from
other sources. Additional citations in the report are to specific, national standards for
procedures such as the American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) “Standard Guide
for Conducting 10-day Static Sediment Toxicity Tests with Marine and Estuarine Amphipods.”
These national standards are peer-reviewed standards.

Furthermore, the UAA report preferentially cites complete Cook Inlet environmental study
reports rather than the incomplete study descriptions available in the peer-reviewed literature.
Citation to the original source rather than to diverse secondary publications does not
demonstrate “poor science and lack of peer review.” For example, the report of Shaw (1985)
cited in the UAA report has been the basis for at least five peer-reviewed publications
(USDOC, NOAA, and USDOI, MMS, 1990). In addition, in Alaska, the Final Report Series

These difficulties associated with finding and collecting depositional sediments in Cook Inlet
are common to all Cook Inlet sediments studies, as described in both research reports and the
poer-reviewed literature. Basically, Cook Inlet is not a depositional environment, with most
sediments and pollutants flushed out of the Inlet by currents and tides (Atlas et al., 1983).

The MMS does not agree with the commenter that accepted scientific methods necessarily or
oven usually requires formal null hypothesis testing. Null hypothesis testing is a concept more
necossary and more accepted in the life sciences than in the more quantifiable physical
sciences. In particular, null hypothesis has not had a high degree of success in the aquatic
chemical literature, which prefers to quantify contaminate levels rather than to convert data
into simplified yes/no hypotheses. For the UAA data, there are no apparent trends or
contamination levels found that merited further statistical analysis. Concentrations of
hydrocarbons found in water and sediment were at low levels, mostly below the level of
detection in the water; and in the sediments, ¢ !}J&V_'gll the peer-reviewed literature calls pristine.

for the Quter Continental Shelf Environmental Studies Program, published and distributed by
community than are esoteric scientific journals in which the studies have been summarized.

Twenty-seven initial sampling locations in the UAA study were agreed to by MMS and UAA,
based on following criteria:

@ reoccupation of stations from prior studies that had pollutant shows or at least
finer grained sediments capable of retaining pollutants;

®  occupation of stations on both the east and west sides of the central tidal rips;

®  occupation of locations suspected of being oiled in the Exxon Valdez spill (i.c.,
Barren Islands);

®  occupation of locations in the major depositional areas of Cook Inlet
(Kamishak and Kachemak Bays);

®  occupation of locations in the general vicinity of upper Cook Inlet offshore oil
and gas fields;

®  occupation of locations between Anchorage and these offshore oil fields;
®  occupation of locations between the oil fields and lower Cook Inlet;
®  occupation of locations within the proposed Sale 149 area;

®  quality control issues (¢.g., need to get bioassay samples to test laboratory
within 48 hours of collection); and

@ the sea capabilities of MMS launch RV 1273.

The last criterion, launch capabilities, eliminated consideration of sampling sites within
Shelikof Strait. The resulting, proposed sampling locations were shown in Figure 1 of the
UAA report. Of these stations, the six stations in outermost Cook Inlet could not be occupied
because of inclement weather during the second cruise. The other 21 stations were occupied,
but cobble and hard sand bottoms precluded collection of sediment at 11 of these stations,
Alternative, nearby sampling sites with collectable sediments could be found for only 6 of
these latter 11 stations—identified as “Alt” for alternative stationa, in the UAA report.

The commenter has quoted the UAA report out of context. The quote was referring only to
one bicassay, the Microtox® test, which has been used as screening test. The suggested
“number of [other] assays” were performed as described on pages 92-101. The commenter
also has misstated the nature of the bioassays performed. The bioassays used were sensitive-
lifestage bioassays and not toxicity tests. As noted by the commenter earlier (TAG-31), it is
important to be able to compare the methodologies and data with other studies: such
comparison requires use of nationally-accepted protocols—such as ASTM (1990)—and use of
standard test organisms. Bioassay measures are not crude and outdated; the commenter has
misread the methods section, the sensitive-lifestages bioassays were not based on outdated
procedures. Note that “the science of sediment toxicology is very young. The majority of
peer-reviowed publications have been published since 1988” (Burton and Scott, 1992).

The MMS agrees that biomarkers may serve as an additional tool to look at early signs of
response to chemical pollutants. We currently are funding the study of the possible use and
calibration of biomarkers in two Cook Inlet upper trophic- level predators, otters and pigeon
guillemots. The results of this evaluation is scheduled to be completed and submitted to the
peer-reviewed literature in 1996. The 1995 monitoring program for the Cook Inlet Regional
Citizens Advisory Council includes analyses of biomarkers in Cook Inlet fish. The results of
this study will be available prior to Sale 149. However, MMS does not anticipate that fish
biomarkers will prove particularly useful in Cook Inlet in regard to hydrocarbon pollutants.
The PAH levels in Cook Inlet sediment, for all but one outlier replicate.in the UAA study, are
considerably below lower thresholds for likely biomarker activation in fish.

Multiple biogeochemical studies conducted by the ESP in the 1970's found that sediments in
Cook Inlet had the chemical signature of a clean environment despite a decade of oil
development in Cook Inlet. The current MMS study resampled stations occupied in the 1970’s
studies, stations in the vicinity of Cook Inlet oil fields, stations between oil fields and
Anchorage, and stations in the two major depositional basins within Cook Inlet. The number
of samples collected at the multiple locations were sufficient to detect any significant far-field
or Region-wide contamination of Cook Inlet. The additional sampling by MMS in 1993 plus
sampling by Cook Inlet Regional Citizens Advisory Council (CIRCAC) in 1993 and 1994 all
found no evidence of contaminant accumulation in sediments and waters of Cook Inlet, with

‘Cook Inlet sediments still maintaining chemical signature expected of a clean environment. In

addition, for the summer of 1995, MMS will continue to work cooperatively with CIRCAC to

collect additional water-quality samples and other environmental data from the Cook Inlet.

The finding of a lack of detectable contaminant acoumulation in Cook Inlet through three
decades of oil-industry development is consistent with peer-reviewed scientific literature, which
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has found that (l) most of Cook Inlet is a nondepositional environment, and (2) the relatively
low contaminant inputs to Cook Inlet are flushed out of the inlet toward Shelikof Strait.

The Fiscal Years (FY) 1996-1997 Alaska Regional Strategic Plan (MMS, Alaska OCS Region, -

1995) has added a proposed study to address whether the contaminants flushed out of Cook
Inlet are accumulating in significant quantities in Shelikof Strait or outermost Cook Inlet. In
addition, the MMS is provided funding to the U.S. Geological Survey to complete additional
trace metal analyses on Cook Inlet sediments collected by the UAA, ENRI (1995) study.

The MMS chemical and physical oceanographers disagree with the statement that not enough
is known of the physical oceanography of Cook Inlet Planning Area (Cook Inlet and Shelikof
Strait). In addition to a multitude of MMS contractor reports and the construction of four
circulation models, the peer-roviewed scientific litorature has produced at least 45 papers in the
last 17 years relating to contaminant transport, persistence, degradation, and physical
ocemognphy for this lmgle, relatively small phnmng area. This is a high publxcatlon rate.

excentricus fertilization rates. However, as explained in UAA, ENRI (1995), only two of the
five stations could be considered to show indications of slight (15% lower fertilization)
toxicity. The other three stations actually had the highest fertilization rates of any eight
stations tested. The two stations exhibiting reduced fertilization were the northernmost stations
and had extremely high suspended sediment loads that may have contributed to lessened
fertilization rates. The echinoderm larvae from Kamishak Bay had a survival rate of 87
percent, only 9 percent bolow the control, not 90-percent less than the control. Some of the
other bioassay data did indicate some statistically significant but small reductions in bioassay
values. However, UAA, ENRI (1995) was unable to identify any consistent trend with
different bioassays nor relationship between bioassays and pollutant chemistry. Based on the
negligible to low effects found in the bioassays, UAA, ENRI (1995) concluded that the
sediments and water of Cook Inlet are generally free from toxicity. The MMS is provided
funding to the U.S. Geological Survey to complete additional trace-metal analyses on Cook
Inlet sediments collected by the UAA, ENRI (1995) study. These data may provide
information on whether trace-metal levels are correlated with the low bioassay effects found.

lut of 62 plperl relltmx to phyncd oconnography and conunumnu for the thme planning
areas (Beaufort Sea, Chukchi Sea, and Navarin Basin) reviewed by the NAS and found by
NAS to have an ndequne information base in physical ooelnognphy

A single effort to examine physical processes, chemical processes, long-term biological effecu,
and consequences of those effects on subsistence, commercial, and recreational fisheries would
not constitute a “single comprehensive study” as suggested by the commenter, but a long-term
environmentsl assessment research program. The MMS has in fact conducted such a long-
term comprehensive research program in Cook Inlet since the early 1970’s. A completed
studies list has been added to Appendix E of the FEIS, ongoing and proposed studies are listed
in MMS, Alaska OCS Region, 1995.

TAG-33

The commenter misunderstands the source of hydrocarbon “levels of concern” both in the Sale
149 EIS and in UAA, ENRI (1995). These values were not derived by MMS or UAA, but
have been determined by the USEPA and Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation
(DEC) to be levels adequate to protect marine biota (USEPA, 1986, 1991; State of Alaska,
DEC, 1995). Federul criteria are set at 0.01 of the applicable LCy,: no absolute Federal
concentration standard exists for hydrocarbons. The LC,, is the continuous-flow, 96-hour
lethal concentration at which half the organisms die. “Applicable” in this case refers to
lifestages of species identified as the most sensitive, biologically important species in a
particular location. Equivalent and applicable ambient water-quality standards for marine
waters of the State of Alaska are 0.015 ppm (15 micrograms per liter [ug/1]) total
hydrocarbons and 0.010 ppm (10xg/1) aromatic hydrocarbons (State of Alaska, DEC, 1995).
The UAA, ENRI (1995) found aromatic hydrocarbon concentrations in Cook Inlet were below
the limit of detection, or less than 0.01 part per billion (ppb) (0.01.g/MT). Thus, Cook Inlet
concentrations are at least one order of magnitude less than the commenter’s stated threshold
for even sublethal behavioral effects.

The commenter’s concern about the “level of concern” for salmon being set at 500-1,000 ppb
in the water by an MMS study (UAA, ENRI 1995) is based on a misreading. The 500-1000
ppb is not a UAA ocriteria for water, but a sediment threshold level determined by the National
Marine Fuhnnel Service.

The commenter has misread some aspects of the UAA, ENRI (1995) report in regard to
bioassay results. The water from five stations did show statistically significant reduction of D.

The value of 958 ng/g PAH in UAA, ENRI (1995) is a single outlier. Replicate sediment
samples collected at the same station had zero and 28 ng/g PAH. The PAH outlier also had
4.09 percent organic carbon and probably represents a piece of vegetation (wood or coal) in
the sample. The overall average PAH concentration in the sediments in this study, including
the outlier, was 36 ng/g. Individual station PAH concentrations (based on summed resolved
PAH’s— as in the UAA study) in earlier OCSEAP studies ranged up to 445 ng/g and
averaged 140 ng/g (Kaplan and Venkatesan, 1985:137). Thus the current average PAH
concentrations found by UAA is 4 times lower than that found by OCSEAP.

The CIRCAC Pilot study did not reveal a major petroleum source in the Beluga River sample
(Hyland et al., 1995). Mussels had a total PAH concentration of 84 ng/g prior to mooring at
Beluga River and a slightly higher, 94 ng/g afterwards. With surviving mussels (overall 23 to
63% mortality in the study) at Beluga River losing weight, this small apparent increase in
PAH most likely represents a net loss of PAH rather than gain during the study, when
corrected to original weight.

TAG-34

Sea ice is not modeled in Cook Inlet. Sea ice is moved by the wind and the tide in Cook Inlet.
The wind and the tides are two of the major components that would move an oil spill. It was
assumed that oil would move with the sea ice and the wind and the tide. The sea ice in Cook
Inlet generally is not fast ice with the exception of some bays with rivers. Beach ice and fast
ice would protect a beach from an oil spill contacting resources in that area. With the
exclusion of sea ice in the Cook Inlet, model estimates of contact are conservative because sea
ice generally would protect the shoreline from oiling.

The OSRA-trajectory model does not use a 16-knot wind and a 1.8-meter-wave height. These
data are used in the weathering model, which is separate from the trajectory model. These
data are taken from Brower et al., 1988, and are representative of the average conditions of the
area.

Please see also the responses to Comments AK-05 and AK-06.

TAG-3§
Please see the responses to Comments UFA-06 and KCN-013.
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TAG-36

The Oil-Spill-Risk Analysis study area extends from latitudes 54° 30’ N. to 61° 30' N. and
from longitudes 147° W. to 159° W, This area includes a portion of the Guif of Alaska and
all of Cook Inlet and Shelikof Strait (see Fig. IV.A.2-1). The MMS believes this is a
reprosentative area for modeling the Cook Inlet area and including the elements of its
ecosystem. The MMS OSRA also indicates that much of the inlet may be oiled if an oil spill is
assumed to occur. The MMS OSRA does not indicate that all of the inlet would be oiled.

This is unlikely and has been borne out by the two major spills that have occurred in the injet.
Both the Glacier Bay and the Cephus spills were in the magnitude of 5,000 bbl, or greater than
200,000 gallons. Neither spill oiled the entire inlet.

Fisheries resources in the upper Cook Inlet are at little risk as a result of oil spilled in lower
Cook Inlet (upper Cook Inlet is considered to be the area north of the Forelands and lower
Cook Inlet the area south of the Forelands). For combined probabilities, the OSRA estimates

Most of the Stellar sea lion critical habitats in or adjacent to the Cook Inlet Planning Area are
located in Shelikof Strait. Although originally part of the Sale 149 area, most of the Shelikof
Strait was subsequently deleted from the Sale 149 area. Thus many of the potential source
areas of disturbance and discharge near major rookeries and haulouts were eliminated. Also,
the risk to Stellar sea lion critical habitats adjacent to the southeastern and southwestern part of
the Sale 149 area could be reduced by the deferral alternatives. Alternatives IV, V, VII, and
IX defer blocks adjacent to the Barren Islands, and Alternatives VI and VII defer blocks
adjacent to Cape Douglas.

TAG-40

Information on the beluga whale population in Cook Inlet is limited. The National Marine
Fisheries Service currently is conducting population studies that may provide additional
information about the population and their habitat. Most of the population apparently spend
the summers in upper Cook Inlet foraging on fish entering the various streams and would not

iﬁmmm“’"oﬁdliﬂf 16T, 000 bafrels occlrting
nnd contacting SS 1 (Sea Segment 1), which is just south of the Forelands. For conditional
probabilities, the OSRA estimates a 2-percent chance that an oil spill occurring at T1 (Tanker
Segment 1) during either the summer or the winter season will contact Land Segment 37 (the
area between the Forelands) within 30 days. The OSRA estimates <0.5-percent chmce that
spills occurring at other locations would contact Land Segment 37.

The effects of Sale 149 on lower trophic-level organisms is analyzed in Section IV.B.1.b of the
EIS. Also, because upper Cook Inlet has significantly more suspended material in it than
lower Cook Inlet, there is less plankton in upper Cook Inlet due to the reduced levels of light.

TAG-37

Section III.B.3.a(2), Marine and Coastal Birds, cited a draft publication *Agler B.A. 1995” as
“Agler ot al.,, 1994.” Agler, B.A. actually is Agler, B.A., Kendall, S.J., Seiser, P.E. and
Irons, D.B,. 1994 (1995), Estimates of Marine Bird and Sea Otter Population Abundance in
Lower Cook Inlet, Alaska, during Summer 1993 and Winter 1994. *Piatt, I.F., 1993,”
Monitoring Seabird Populations in Areas of Oil and Gas Development on the Alaskan
Continental Shelf, is the title of a series of seabird-monitoring reports. It is unclear which
specific report the commenter has referenced. Agler ot al., 1995, has been added as a citation
in Section ITI.B.3.a(2). A more recent report by Piatt and Naslund, 1995, on marine birds in
the Gulf of Alaska, Kodiak, Prince William Sound, and Cook Inlet, has been added as a
citation in Section I1I.B.3.a(4).

The recognition of Kachemak Bay as a Western Hemisphere Shorebu'd Rolerve has been added
to Section III.B.3.a.

TAG-38

The DEIS does consider chronic impacts on seabirds, Section IV.B.1.d(1)(b), in the discussion
of the assumed 47 small spills <0 bbl and 2 spills 250 bbl but < 1,000 bbl. These small spills
are assumed to occur over the life of the oil field and thus are considered chronic pollution.
Some reports on chronic pollution in heavy ship-traffic lanes of Europe have speculated that
chronic spillage may have more effects than large spills, but such ideas have never been
-substantiated. The levels of chronic oil pollution in Cook Inlet are very low, as indicated by
the water-quality study recently funded by MMS.

TAG-39
The MMS belioves the small projected mortality of Stellar sea lions associated with Sale 149 as
being additive, but not significantly. so, to other factors causing the current population decline.

“be Vulnerable 16 o1l apills of exploration activities during this ime. Also, see the response to
Comment NL-01.

The occurrence of fin whales in the Kodiak region in summer and winter is noted on page
II.B.18. The Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge has documented the presence of fin whales in
the Kodiak area, but we question that the importance of the area to the population can be
deduced from such a small sample.

TAG-41

There is no evidence that the discharge of permitted substances into Cook Inlet poses a
significant health hazard to humans and the environment. Studies to date do not show
hydrocarbons from oil and gas production or transportation or from municipal wastewaters are
accumulating in the water column, sediments, or benthic biota of Cook Inlet. The discharges
authorized in the NPDES permit must be supported by a USEPA determination that the
permitted discharge will not cause irreparable harm nor unreasonable degradation to the marine
environment; unreasonable degradation to the marine environment includes threat to human
health through direct exposure to pollutants or through consumption of exposed aquatic
organisms. Copies of draft permits are available for public review and comment. The EIS
does contain a discussion of the various industrial and municipal discharges entering Cook
Inlet and an analysis of their effects. A description of some of the characteristics of drilling
muds and produced waters is contained in Section IlI.A.$ of the EIS.

As noted in Section III.A.5.d(2)(c)2), the drilling muds used are practically nontoxic to a
variety of organisms before mixing in the water column. These discharges may contain
mercury, cadmium, and other heavy metals but, as shown in Table ITI.A.5-3, so do the rivers
and streams that discharge into Cook Inlet. Except for barium, the amounts of zinc, mercury,
and cadmium discharged into Cook Inlet from offshore oil and gas exploration and production
operations are much less than in the discharges from rivers and streams; the amounts are
within the natural variability ranges associated with the discharges. These characteristics are
assumed to be representative of other trace and heavy metals as well. Barium in the drilling
muds and cuttings is in the form of barium sulphate—a compound with a very low solubility.
The effects of drilling muds and cuttings are analyzed in Section IV.B.1 for the base case and
Section IV.B.10 for the cumulative case.

As noted in Section III.A.5.d(2)(c)2), Cook Inlet produood waters range in toxicity from
slightly to practically nontoxic prior to discharge and mixing. The effects of produced-water
discharges are analyzed in Section IV.B.1 for the base case and Section IV.B. 10 for the
cumulative case.
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TAG-42
Ploasc see the response to comment TAG-16.

The regulatory responsibility for ensuring cleanup of contaminated onshore sites on the Kenai
Peninsula would, depending on the location of the site or circumstance, belong to several
agencies. Basically tho Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (ADEC) has the
authority to address any chemical spills in the onshore areas of the Kenai Peninsula. In the

* Kenai National Wildlife Refuge, the Fish and Wildlife Service, as the agency that manages the
refuge, would also be involved. The USEPA, along with ADEC, could be involved in
emergency spills or a large spill. There are no Superfund Sites locatéd on the Kenai
Peninsula, but if there where, their cleanup would be the responsibility of the USEPA.

TAG-43
The conclusions reached in the EIS assume that all laws and regulations currently in existence
are part of the proposed lease sale for analysis purposes. Existing laws and regulations are

(This side of the page is blank.)

would be addressed as they may occur. If significant changes to environmental laws occur,
they may be addrossod at the exploration or development and production stage, as appropriate.
The environmental impact analysis does not stop with the analysis of the proposal as a whole
but is also applied to any exploration, development, and production plans that are submitted by
lessees.

TAG-44
Please seo the response to Comment KCN-05.

TAG-4S

Section IV.A.5.a describes three spills that MMS believes to be reprosentative of spills in the
Cook Inlet, including the Kenai Pipeline East Forelands apill at Nikiski. The MMS has
information on spills in Cook Inlet from both DNR and AOGCC in‘Anchorage and the ADEC
in Kenai. Because of the size restraint of an EIS, it is not possible to summarize every spill in
Cook Inlet and, therefore, representative examples are chosen.

TAG-46

The MMS believes the description in Section IV.A.4 provides a realistic portrayal of oil-spill
prevention (both regulatory and technological) and response measures applicable to the OCS.
The regulatory failures was not considered a significant environmental issue to be addressed in
the EIS—Section I.D.1. As noted in Section II.H, laws and regulations that provide mitigation
are considered part of the Proposal, and their mitigating effects are factored into the
environmental-effects analysis. Furthermore, the environmental-effects analysis assumes the
lessoo complies with existing laws and regulations—the MMS inspection program is described
in Section IV.A.4. The specific comment rogarding regulatory failures is addressed in the
response to Comment TAG-12.
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MMS 149 4/95 - Hild

I recommend that Steller Sea Lions be added to
the Graphic 3 as proposed endangered species and
significant buffer zones be placed around their known
habitat and larger buffer zones bs placed around their
rookeries. I recommend that the endangered and
threatened marine mammal species listed in Graphic 3
be included in Graphic 2 and that buffer zones be
allowed these marine mammals as appropriate in regard
to the federal laws on harassing animals in their
environment. This would particularly impact the
southern and western aspects of the proposed sale

=1 rc.3

A - T

I participated in the Public Hearing on the draft
EIS of the Cook Inlet 0il and Gas Lesase gal- #1459 onts
March in Anchorage and made a statement for the
record. I have had a bit more time to look at the
balance of this document and would like to provide
these written comments. :

I am concerned when Steller Sea Lions are about IPC-01
to be listed as an endangered species and read that
"less than 2 percent of the Gulf of Alaska population
is expected to be exposed to disturbance and exhibit
adverse effects...” (I-14) "Given the small
quantities of potential contaminants likely to be
released, and the rapid dilution that would occur
following any spill, exposure of sea lions to spilled
contaminants at detectable concentrations is not
expected to occur." This is supposed to be a
justification to state that the "disturbance and
contaminants is expected to be negligible.®

I disagree. It only takes seconds to oil a sea
lion, or for it to breath in enocugh fumes from a spill
to cause lung damage. The quantity of contaminants it
is exposed to in an oiling probably would not cause
the animal to be harmed, but this is playing with
words and not addressing the issue of chronic exposure
to oil field development wastes or an accute exposure
due to an oiling from a spill. As a marine mammal no
disturbance is allowed by law, not even the "few
minutes to tens of minutes, per exposure incident” as
stated. There is also no mention of what the total
accunulated exposure time may be nor if it would occur
during critical pupping tines.

Marmot Island and Sugarloaf Island are two major IPC02
rookeries adjacent to the area where there is expected

to be some aircraft exposures. As it is know that
such disturbances may cause adults to stampede and the
tranmpling of pups might occur this is not wise
managemant regarding this proposed endangered species. _J

Indigenous Peoples for Wise Use of Rmill Natural Resources

V-103

I recommend the production of a subsistence use
map as a graphic. This should include in one
designation Alaska Native traditional subsistence use
areas for all marine sources (vertebrats,
invertebrate, and plant). It should include in a
different designation the region occupied by Alaska
resident subsistence permits for fishing. There
should then be some basic buffer area allowed around
these to offer a subsistence protection from possible

IPC-04

spills or development degradation of the area. |

The concerns I raise are based on the oil
industries’ admission that they cannot clean up a
large spill in rough weather. The public has been
told that in calm seas, in warm weather, they can boom
and skim, but that for the greatest number of days
during a year a spill will move on its own throughout
the inlet.

Even in the conservative spill scenario it is
calculated that 171 Harbor Seals, two Killer Whales,
seven Cook Inlet Beluga Whales, and 353 Sea Otters
would die. And the conclusion was that thess numbers
would be replaced in two years. Harbor Seals is a
population that is inexplicably declining at an
alarming rate already. The loss of 171 animals
directly, indirect impact, and environmental
degradation which may take several years to realize,
does not calculate out to negligible impact from my
perspective.

| IPC-0S

Add to the concerns regarding marine mammals and
endangered species scme other natural factors and
there is more evidence to make major changes in this
draft EIS. There should be a map of currents and
tidal action for the lease area. This inlet has the
second highest tides in the world with a well known
boar tide. I have seen no mention of the impact of
these extreme tides in moving any type of industrial
spill, on deposition on a large benthic environment as
the tide ebbs, or of the possibility of having a wall

IPC-06




MMS 149 4/95 - Hild

of water move a large quantity of oil rapidly up the
inlet if the timing were such. Neither was there
mention of the distribution of oil from a spill in
regard to the motion of the ice which forms and moves
in the inlet throughout the winter.

There vas not significant mention of the wind.
This inlet is famous for its winds. As oil is driven
by surface conditions it would be critical to know the
extent and direction of winds in regard to critical
habitats and subsistence use areas. A graphic of
several wind roses with maximum-average and storm
conditions would be helpful for sites along the lease
areas. i

e T S

IPC-06

| IPC-07

MMS 149 4/95 - Hild
IPC-10

environment upon which to build a lease sale for
developnent.

It is the charge of the Mineral Management .
Service to provide recommendations on development of
the outer continental shelf. From the materials
presented in this Draft EIS for proposed Lsase Sale
149 it appears that EIS should recommend against such
a lease.

There are too many factors which may have been
impacted by EVOS. There are too may protected species
in the region with marine mammals leading the list.

There was minimum mention of seismic concerns. A |
graphic of the lease sale area showing the major fault
lines and land subsidance or lift from 1964 is
necessary along with an overlay of proposed pipelines
and drill sites. There should be a report from the
Alaska Tsunami and Earthquake Center regarding their
predictions for the region. To my understanding this
area has not had a significant release of snergy since
1964 and that the stress that has accumulated is
indicative of a pending great (larger than 8 Richter
Scale) earthquake for the immediate area. There has
been a past record of such a quake every seven years
on average. It is now over 30 years since the last
big ons. This may not be a wise time to be drilling
in the inlet.

For the first time in memory herring in Prince
William Sound had VHS (viral hemorrhagic septicemia)
and seals had target lesions in 1993. Many stated
that it was due to a stressed environment after the
Exxon Valdez oil spill (EVOS). Harbor Seals are
declining in record numbers in the Gulf of Alaska.

HCH (an organochlorine) in ocean surface water has
been reported to be at its highest levels any where in
the world in the Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea. With
these as general natural indications of the state of
the environment, a lease sale with dubjous other
impacts does not appear to be at all appropriate at
this time.

With the impact of the EVOS still being
questioned it would be impossible for MMS to ascertain
an accurate baseline upon which to measure any
deleterious impacts of oil and gas development in the
lower portion of Cook Inlet at this time. Without an
ability to measurs change a draft EIS is an sxercise
without the significant ability to be proven right or

wrong in the future. This is not the proper

IPC-08

| IPC-09

IPC-10
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There are too many natural hgg%ﬁd% (waggl tide
-3 c, € iR IBhnecYIioR Wi @ apove
environmental concerns. The draft could be made
final, but this draft EIS indicates that there should
not be a lease sale at this time. I would recommend

that MMS cancel this proposed lease sale.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. I
wish I had had the time to review the draft in greater
detail and the time to write all of the comments that
are pertinant, but with limited time I needed to focus
on those items which directly relate to my field of
work on marine mammals. I look forward to your
response and the final EIS if you proceed with it and
the incorporation of the comments you receive.

Carl M. Hild, M.S.Sci.Mgmt,
Biologist / Planner
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IPC-01

There is no evidence that Steller sea lions are disturbed significantly by occasional exposure to
auditory or visual factors away from the rookery. Nor is there any reason to believe they
would not detoxify small amounts of ingested oil as do other pinnipeds. Other contaminants
are expected to be rapidly diluted and not harmful to sea lions. Chronic exposure, though
undefined here, is not expected to involve large amounts of contaminants contacting sea lion-
concentration areas if it occurs. Minor disturbance “take” may be allowed under an incidental
take provision of the regulations. The MMS does not expect disturbance to occur near any sea
lion rookeries.

IPC-02
The two sea lion rookeries noted are not expected to be exposed to support aircraft; Marmot
Island is far removed from the sale area, and Sugarloaf in the Barren Islands is at least 3 miles

please see the response to Comment AK-05.

. IPC-08

Cook Inlet is in a region of high seismic activity. The range between great earthquakes in the
EIS referred to the interval of great earthquakes occurring in the region, not the frequency of
great earthquakes worldwide. Even though a great earthquake may occur in Cook Inlet during
the time exploration/production is occurring, proper design criteria should minimize the
damage. During the 1964 earthquake, oil facilities at Swanson River suffered no damage,
even though the whole area was uplifted several feet.

IPC-09 .
The statements regarding herring VHS, harbor seal population decline, and the lease sale have
been addressed in the responses to Comments TAG-04, [PC-05, and UFA-04, respectively.

IPC-03

The range of the Steller sea lion is indicated on Graphic 3, as is the principal Critical Habitat
designated by NMFS. The 3-mile buffers described in the text are not included on the map
because at the map scale, they would be barely perceptible. Adding threatened and
endangered marine mammals to Graphic 2 would result in a cluttered presentation where
individual features would be obscured.

IPC-04

All of the subsistence-harvest area maps printed in Section III are community-specific
composites for the harvest, usually averaged over several decades of information, of all
subsistence resources used by the community in question. This level of generalization is

consistent with the degree of specificity capable of being used in Section IV effects assessment.

IPC-05 .

- The harbor seal population is declining and showed no sign of recovery in 1994. Reasons for
the decline are not known at this time. Calculating recovery time for the species from the
effects of an oil spill is very difficult. In Prince William Sound the number of seals at oiled
sites in 1994 remained unchanged from counts conducted shortly after the spill. However, at
unoiled sites the population decline that was occurring prior to the spill continued. It is clear -
that determining the recovery of this species is complicated by factors existing before the spill.
It is possible that fewer mortalities would have been attributed to the oil spill had the
population been healthy and not already in a decline. The mortality estimate of 171 animals as
a result of an oil spill in Cook Inlet calculates out to approximately 6.5 percent of the
potentially affected population. The contribution of an oil spill to mortalities is minimal when

compared to the natural mortality that is occurring within the population and the possibility that

whatever is causing the natural decline in the population may have contributed to the mortality
currently attributed to the oil spill.

IPC-06

Figures III.A.2-5 and IIT,A.2-7 show a schematic of the circulation in Cook Inlet and the
estimation of commonly observed tide rips in lower Cook Inlet, respectively. The oil-spill-
trajectory simulations are constructed from simulations of tidal, wind-driven, and density-
induced flow fields. Also, please seo the response to Comment MDM-06.

IPC-07
Winds are discussed in Section III.LA.2.b. Figure III.A.2-1 shows average wind speed in the
planning area and local towns. Conversions to knots have been included for the reader. Also,

IPC-10 .

Where appropriate, pro- or post-Exxon Valdez oil-spill surveys were used to analyze the
potential effects of Sale 149; these surveys establish a reference or baseline. The potential
offects of Sale 149 are based on discovering and producing an estimated 200 MMbbl! of oil;
this estimate is based on geological and geophysical information and not on well data from
discovered fields in the sale area. The intent of the analysis is to provide an estimate of
potential effects if certain activities occur and, in the case of oil spills, as assessment of the
risk; they are not a hypothesis to be proven right or wrong in the future. Also, please see the
response to Comment TAG-08.

The purpose of the EIS is to provide environmental disclosure, not to make a recommendation.
As noted in Section .A.14, a decision document is prepared that includes a discussion of
significant information connected with the proposed lease sale. The decision document
provides relevant environmental, economic, social, and technological information to assist the
Secretary in making a decision on whether to proceed with preparation of a final notice and, if
80, what terms and conditions should be applied to the sale and leases.

Also, please see the response to Comment TAG-08.
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KBC-02

4 LT , RCE L Ly T S i (T Rt L 4 Sl Y
Sale 145 is noing sorward for Lower Cook Tnlet which suséered extenyive
damags srom tne 1989 Exxon Spill and 1§ also an ared 0F special concern,
Fyrthermore, it is SUrOrising that the Gulé o+ alasks wnd the Gulé of
HMevico are the remaining nationdl sacrifice xrepe sor offghore il
develooment, Surely the rich fishing resources o+ Lower Cook Inlet are
0 national sigaificance and are worthv of protection sram osfshore oil
aevetooment.

Since we have heen residents o< the Cook Inlet region s:nce 1969 and the
Homer arep» since 1981, we, like most members o our organization, haue »
very strong attachment to this important area. «as we have watched the
pollution of the oceans worldwide +¢rom oil g¢pills and other
environmental disasters and have experienced the heartache of the Exxon
Valdez 0il Soill, we have come to realize how important it is to protect
Lower Cook Inlet from oil development. Clean water, clean air, and
abundant marine resources that are safe to eat are important to our way
of lijse, We do not want these values compromised or mitigated.
Communities aféected by the Exxon Valdez 0il Spill have not yet even
fullv recovered from its effects.

We want to see this country achieve its energy independence bY
encouraging conservation and developing alternative energies rather than
continuing its dependence on oil and other polluting hydrocarbons. It
really makes no sense to continue jeopardizing the last remaining areas
when we have not yet ¢ully explored alternatives. Dependence on oil can
be drastically reduced by promoting intensive research into emerging
technologies using photovoltaics, ¢uel cells, and other alternative
forms Of energy as well as energy conservation, Some oil reserves
should be left for the future for as yet undeveloped technologies.

We strongly oppose Lease Sale 149 and urge the federal government to
cancel the sale. Some of our concerns followt

The Clean Water Act is supposed to protect our waters ¢rom pollution. KBC-01

However, under its provisions, oil .companies are granted permits to
pollyte. Unfortunately, as we have seen in recent newspaper reports,
the drilling platforms in upper Cook Inlet often have not abided by
thelr permits and have discharged more pollution into the Inlet than
permits allow. This has occurred in more than 4000 instances according
to some monitoring oroups. We are concerned about chronic, long~term
pollution. What are the effects of such pollution on the marine ¢ood
web? Studies have been done oOn acute esffects, but the chronic,
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T3¢ wnen the State dougnt back oil leases 'n Kacremak Eav. Thev also
cpposeo the parbing of arilling rigs 'n the Bav, Homer resigenty have
mace tne quality of lise choice that thev 4o rot wint to have an
oil=relpred incugtrial insrpstryntyre located in or near kpchemar Bav, »
zritical nportet, @ leage in Tower Loow Inlet would have a majer, iocal
L I

Manv oenple in the Jower Inlez still oractice a wubsistence lisestvie,
Some in Homer put cut subgrsience nets sor sapimon in the summer, In the
villages across Kachemak Bav--Seldovia, Fort JSraham, angd
Nanwpleu~=regicents cepend heavily on marine edidbles <for ‘their
subsistence litestyle, Food Qathering is a very 'mportant part of their
culture, Gi) development in Cook Iniet threatens this lifestyle.

another concern is that despite having some of the most treacherous
waters in the world in Cook Inlet, we have yet to institute any tug
reguirements for tankers or any coherent tanker trasfic navigational
safety plan, & major requirement of the Alaska 0i) Spill Commission, Neo
drilling should o <orward without addressing this issue., There have
been numerous recent incidents in Cook Inlet where tankers have Jost
power and been disabled. Tankers, driltling platforms, and especially
pipelines will be vulnerable to damage ¢rom volcanism, earthquakes, and
tsunamis, So far we have been extremely lucky, but the odds are against
us. Oil Teases in lower Cook Inlet increase our chances of suffering
another major, devastating spill--a chance we do not want to take! \We
urge Minerals Management Service to do a major study of the grres that
are present in Cook Inlet, We understand that oil collects in these
grres as does & great dea) of marine life. I¢ the spilled oi)
disappears into these important currents, it will have a drastic eséect
on the developing marine life in the Qrres.

Interestingly, big industries like oil and timber usually tout the
development as a jobs opportunity. Those who benefited most ¢rom the
Exxon Valdezr Oil Spill cleanup were often +rom other states or were a
minority of the local population. The reality is that most of the
workers in both industries are brought in ¢rom Qutside, and maybe about
12 of Tocals will be hired, Most of the new employment will be low-end
service jobs. Meanwhile the tocal communities will experience the
growth, and have to pay for the required additiona) services through
increased taxes., Most residents do not receive any benefits srom these

KBC-03

KBC-04
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Preuention and response capability in Cook Inlet is below par. While T KBC-06

Nikiski and Drift River are among the most dangerous ports, the Inlet is
the only signivicant shipping area not protected by a large-scale oil
spill response organization such as the Marine Spill and Frevention
Corporation ar Alyeska CISPRI and Alaska Clean Seas, which

unfortunately, are inadequate as presently constituted. We urge you to —
cancel Lease 3Sale 149, It is time this nation explore true energy
independence by developing clean, alternative enerQy sources and by
accentuating conservation. Homer residents have resoundingly said no to

Lease Sale 149,  Please honor their request. Thank you for your
consideration.
Sincerely,

b-s;

Nina Faust, President
= . .
Edgaé Bailey, Board of Directore

¢ Bruce Babbitt

V-107



KBC-01

A summary of the permit violations during the last 5 years is presented in the response to
Comment TAG-12; it is anticipated that types of violations noted in this group are
representative of the other violations. The permit violations involve failure to report a required
observation or analysis or exceeding the amount of a substance allowed in a pormitted
discharge. The types of violations and relatively small quantities of substances involved
indicate that the mixing and currents in Cook Inlet would rapidly disperse the discharges, and
there would be no measurable effecta on the marine food web.

The studies that have been done to determine the effects of petroleum-industry activities in
Cook Inlet are summarized in Section III.A.5.c(4)(b) of the EIS.

The wastes generated from offshore drilling during the production activities may be discharged
into the marine environment, transported onshore for disposal at permitted landfill sites, or

no commercial land-disposal facilities in Cook Inlet that are permitted to accept drilling or
production wastes. Marathon and UNOCAL jointly operate a site for the disposal of drilling
wastes and tank bottoms. The site is 3 miles north of the Trading Bay facility on the west side
of Cook Inlet. Because of the shallow waters on the west side of Cook Inlet, only barges can
be used to transport the wastes from the platforms to shore; the presence of sea ice in the
winter restricts the use of the barges to the summer. The subsurface formations beneath the
onshore-treatment facilities are unsuitable for accepting large amounts of produced waters.
Because of these and other factors, tho USEPA has permitted drilling and production wastes to
be discharged into Cook Inlet but imposes limits on the characteristics and constituents of the
discharges.

KBC-02 .

As part of the analysis of the potential environmental effects of Sale 149, MMS uses the
following estimates: the chance of one or more spills > 1,000 bbl is estimated to be (1) 27
percent for the base case.based on an estimated resource of 200 MMbbl, (2) 72 percent for the
high case based on an estimated resource volume of 800 MMbbl, and (3) 64 percent for the
cumulative case. It is not clear in the comment the source of the phrase “87% risk of a serious
spill.” If economically recoverable quantities of oil are discovered in the Sale 149 area, the
200-MMbbl estimate represents a range (100-300 MMbbI) of resources that are likely to be
produced. The high-case estimate represents a quantity oil that is the maximum amount that
might be produced; there is, however, a low probability that this amount of oil is present. The
cumulative case includes an estimate of oil spills associated with Sale 149 and future
production from offshore State of Alaska leases and tanker transport.

If economically recoverable resources are discovered as the result of Sale 149, it is anticipated
development would, for the most part, use the existing infrastructure; offshore pipeline(s)
would have to be laid to connect the offshore-production facilities to an onshore-loading
terminal or refinery.

Secismic operations generally are not injurious to fishes and marine mammals. This issue is
discussed in Section IV.B.1.c.5 and Section IV.B.1.¢.5 of the EIS.

KBC-03
The concern regarding tug escort for tankers is addressed in the response to Comment TAG-
17.

injected or reinjected into subsurface formations. If there are to be no dischnrggrl ‘ipr the
T O T T e IV R DU I T WS RV S B W’T&m'&:déﬁﬂ'i are continued monitoring, documentation, and enforcement procedures.

The gyres are semipermanent features whose characteristics depend on the currents and winds.
The MMS considers the available information about the circulation in Cook Inlet to be
adequate for the purposes of analyzing the potential effects of an oil and gas lease sale and to
model the trajectories if an oil spill occurs,

KBC-04
Please see the response to Comment MSO-15 and Section IV.B.1.h., Local Economy.

KBC-08

Sections IV.B.1-10.n adequately assess the potential effects of the potential discharges of
pollutants on air quality. Federal and State statutes and regulations define air-quality standards
in torms of maximum allowable concentrations of specific pollutants for various averaging
periods. The USEPA and the State of Alaska, DEC, as delegated by USEPA, are charged
with administering the Clean Air Act, as amended. Contrary to the statement of the

KBC-06
Please see the responses to Comments UFA-06 and KCN-13.
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P.O Box 2661, Kodiak, Alaska 99615
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guarantees that there will be another major oil spill resulting
from this lease sale. This is absolutely unacceptable. It is the
first time that there has ever been a proposed oil and gas lease
sale in the center of an oil spill impacted region, especially
one that is still recovering from previous impacts. There is an
irreconcilable contradiction here when a federal resource Trustes
agency is spending $900 million of settlement funds to restore
the same region it purposely expects to re-oil in the not=-to-
distant future. If there is any consensus on oil spill damage it
is that restoration cannot occur if there is another oil spill.

& Daiviie; ek &
U.S. Department of Interior APR [
1849 C st., NW mz.,]_,]ng,,
Washington, D.C. 20240 REGIONAL OIRECTOR, ALASKA ocs
Minerals Management Service
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA

Dear Mr. Secretary,

The Kodiak Conservation Network is a grassroots, non-profit
organization of 55 members formed as a direct result of the
impacts of the Exxon Valdez oil spill (EVOS) on our personal and
professional lives. Our purpose is to network with other commu~
nity groups having similar interests in making educated public
policy decisions balancing social, ecological and economic
concerns. Our members have been actively involved in efforts to
develop effective oil spill prevention and response measures in
our region, as well as working on community impacts planning for
oil spills and developing relevant mitigation strategies.

The Kodiak Conservation Network opposes any oil and gas
development on the outer continental shelf (0CS) of Lower Cook
Inlet and upper Shelikof Strait, specifically OCS 0il and Gas
Lease Sale 149 (OCS 149). The elimination of most of Shelikof
Strait from OCS 149 in late 1993 may have reduced the potential
acreage available to the oil industry but it did not reduce the
significant risk of oil spills to the sensitive habitat areas of
the Kodiak Archipelago. '

As the distribution of the Exxon valdez oil spill (EVOS)
demonstrated, the Kodiak island group acts like a rock in the
middle of a stream, the great Alaska Coastal Current. That
current eddies around the islands, mixing and depositing nutri-
ents on the continental shelf that flush out of Cook Inlet on
second largest tides in the world. This tremendous "biological
pump® creates one of the world's richest fishery areas, second
only in U.8. production to the eastern Bering Sea, and critical
marine habitat central to the entire Gulf of Alaska. This major
biological potential continues to be under significant risk from
oxiltzng oil industry activity, in both Cook Inlet and Prince
William Sound, and remains unprotected.

‘The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) on OCS 149 I KCN-01

that an oil spill will "contact specific land or resource seg~
ments" (Table II.I-1. Alternative I (Base Case). Fisheries
Resources). This statement does not track with the EVOS Trustee
Council data that identifies more shoreline ociled by the EVOS in
the Kodiak Island Borough (the region directly downstream from
the proposed lease sale area) than the entire rest of the spill
impacted region.

It goes on to claim that fisheries impacts of another large
oil spill (> 1000 bbl) will be "minimal . . .[and] not expected
to cause population-level changes”. To the contrary, we know
that there have been significant population level changes as a
result of the Exxon spill to both herring and pink salmon popula-
tions in Prince William Sound. There has been a severe depres-
sion of even-year pink salmon runs in the Kodiak salmon district,
major losses to chum salmon systems south of Cape Douglas on the
north shore of Shelikof Strait (directly downstream of the lease
sale area), and the elimination of commercial viability for red
salmon runs on the south end of Kodiak Island for three years and
possibly more.

The EVOS provided field verification for the first time of
laboratory studies identifying reproductive impairment in fishee
exposed to crude oil in Prince William Sound. Further, pollock
tissues samples collected in Shelikof Strait over 300 miles away
from Bligh Reef and 15 months after the spill contained identifi-
able contamination by Exxon Valder crude oil. Correspondingly,
the 1994 pollock year class has provided the first evidence of
strong recruitment to that Kodiak fishery since 1989. Unfortu-
nately, there have been rno long term impact assessment and
restoration studies in the Kodiak region to-date so most of this
information is anecdotal and cannot be construed as causative.

It is important to note that these are just of few of the

species from a richly diverse ecosystem. The full impacts of
EVOS will never be scientifically verified.

platforms have been minimal, but clearly the greater risk that w

KCN-01

Furthermore, the DEIS makes insupportable statements about KCN-02
the potential of oil spill impacts to £4 i ’
mr*m*w*ma‘m&! €re"Ts"'T Less than 5% probability

KCN-03

MMS points out that historically oil spills from offshore KCN-04
° I

face is from increased oil transportation though state waters.
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of-the-art response system but it does not provide eithe -
. "’:“ﬂg‘i'aﬁ‘t' 1V, the adequacy |

Nonetheless, the entire area of thisg proposed sale is a highly
dynamic seismic zone surrounded by active volcanoes. Given major
earthquake activity, pipelines will rupture and, under an emer-
gency situation, uncontrolled oil spills will result.

This information is confounded by that fact that & years
after the Oil Pollution Adt of 1990 (OPA90) mandated strict oil
spill prevention and response measures be put in place, the
region remains highly vulnerable to existing oil industry opera-
tions. OPAS0 provisions requiring the use of local resources and
the protection of sensitive habitat have yet to be implemented
within either the Cook Inlet or Kodiak region of operation in any
meaningful way. Prince William Sound has a world class, state-

KCN-04

KCN-05

major oil spill can be mitigated. Obviously, our history and
experiences have been forgotten in 5 short years. Throughout the
DEIS, MMS appears to acquiesce to industry's position that oil in
the marine environment is short-lived and of minimal impact, that
dispersion and natural biological processes remove most of the
oil. MMS has gone so far as to cite unpublished Exxon scient-
ists' reports that did not pass the muster of peer review scruti-
ny. We are here to testify that oil spills cannot be mitigated
but preparedness and response capability are necessary so that
something can be done to protect as much as possible.

After 4 years of working closely with both Regional Citi-
zens' Advisory Councils on protective measures for our region,
the members of KCN were extremel disconcerted to read the o

KCN-06

KCN-07

of the Prince William Sound tankers' céntinqoncy plan in meeting
the needs of the entire EVOS affected region is hotly debated.

Given that prevention is the key to minimizing oil spill
impacts, KCN is incredulous that the very industry that is
proposing this development, and claiming environmentally sound
practices, is, at the same time, vehemently opposing the imple-
mentation of basic spill prevention measures in Cook Inlet. Cook
Inlet is arguably among the most treacherous waters that tankers
operate in worldwide, yet it has no mandatory Vessel Traffic
System and no tanker escort tugs, standard practices in every
other port-of-call in the world. The U.S. Coast Guard is cur=
rently considering regulations to implement these safety precau-
tions, but the oil industry in Cook Inlet has launched an exten-
sive, organized campaign to oppose these new requlations. They
claim that it is unnecessary and cost prohibitive.

Human factors have been identified as the cause of 80% of
all oil spills yet tanker manning levels remain at a minimum to
keep payroll costs down. Double-hulled tankers were identified
in OPASO as key to prevention, but the one double-hulled tanker
serving Cook Inlet is currently out-of-service. The building of
new double hulled tankers for the aging American fleet is also
not considered cost beneficial.

Ironically, industry claims' that it is not economically
feasible to provide basic spill prevention measures in Cook
Inlet, and that it is an economic hardship to pay a nickel-a-
barrel conservation surcharge to the state's response fund. The
logical conclusion is that going forward with further oil devel-
opment in lower Cook Inlet is not good business for the country,
especially when it puts at risk long term, sustainable fisheries
and tourism economies of higher value, and providing more jobs,
to the communities of the region.

What is most astounding to those of us who are living
through the devastation of the Exxon Valdez is to be told that a

3
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capability in Cook Inlet and Kodiak is dismal. Limited response
equipment is located only in the upper Inlet, north of Kalgin
Island. The bigger problem, however, is that you cannot contain,
control and cleanup oil spills in high wind, fast current and
extreme tide conditions that occur regularly in Cook Inlet along
with broken sea ice conditions. The discussion of response
capabilities in the DEIS and the description of the use of
different types of response tools are very inaccurate and shame-
fully misleading.

' The concept of dispersion, both natural and chemical, is
repeatedly mentioned in the DEIS as a cleanup tool. Dispersion
does not eliminate oil from the environment, nor mitigate the
biological impacts of its presence. Furthermore, the adding of
addition pollution to an already large pollution problem has
questionable benefit. It is true that zones for conditional use
of dispersants have been pre~approved by the Alaska Regional
Response Team (ARRT), however, the majority of the region poten-
tially impacted by an OCS 149 sale is not pre-approved for
dispersant use and the conditions required for approval are
prohibitive at best in this area.

1 KCN-08

The same applies for the use of in situ burning. The ARRT
has granted conditional approval to burn spilled oil in Cook
Inlet, but under the necessary ARRT conditions, it could never be
used because of potential air quality health issues for coastal
communities. Nonetheless, the DEIS states that burning will be
65 to 90 % effective in removing oil from a broken sea ice condi-
tion. Even if conditions changed to allow burning, it is unreal=-
istic and poor judgement to claim that any oil response technique
has that high of an efficiency rate given prevailing environmen-
tal conditions in the lease sale aresa.

KCN-09

It is even more unacceptable to compare a spill off of
Huntington Beach, California with a theoretical spill in Cook
Inlet or Shelikof Strait and claim a 69% effective removal rate
(the American Trader, p. IV.A.20). It is extremely important in

4
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oil spill response to accurately understand your environmental
conditions. It does not appear that the people who wrote this
section of the DEIS have a clear understanding of the climatic
and oceanographic conditions of the proposed lease sale area.
Overall, oil spill response capabilities have changed in

Alaska since the Exxon Valdez, but there is a large gap between
what is on hand and our ability to actually prevent major habitat
and community disruption due to a large oil spill. Federal and
state requirements have no teeth in them to respond to and
protect Kodiak and therefore provide lip service to our problems.

Department policy statement in the DEIS and from Department
officials that we must go forward with OCS 149 to reduce the U.S.
dependence on foreign oil at the same time the Department is
pursuing the lifting of the export ban on North Slope crude. It
is illogical to be asking the citizens' of Lower Cook Inlet and
the Kodiak Archipelage to accept an increased burden of risk of
major oil spills to their communities and one of the most produc-
tive marine and wildlife areas in the world for the sake of
excessive oil consumption nationwide. U.S. dependence on foreign

oil does not appear to be the real issue here.

Except for Alaska and the Gulf of Mexico, there is a morato-
rium nationwide on any further offshore oil development. The
moratorium was instituted by President Bush because of the
concerns of the National Research Council on lack of significant
scientific information and from pressure by the more populated
states. People were afraid of the potential impacts of oil
spills on their coastlines. We don't have. to guess about oil
spill impacts, we know them firsthand - the people impacts and
the environmental impacts.

Please cancel OCS Lease Sale 149 and protect our coastal
communities and priceless natural resources from denigration due
to oil industry development and certain oil spills.

Sincerely,

Executive Director

cc: Judith Gottlieb, MMS Anchorage
Cynthia Quarterman, Director, MMS

KCN-10

KCN-11

(This side of the page is blank. Responses to comments begin on the next page )
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KCN-01
The Draft EIS on OCS Sale 149 does not guarantee there will be another major oil spill
resulting from the lease sale. Based on an estimate of the amount of oil that might be
produced, if there is a lease salo and economically recoverable quantities of oil are found, and
. & historical spill rate, the probability of a spill 21,000 bbl is estimated. This estimate is not a
guarantee of an oil spill—it only assesses the risk of a spill occurring. As noted in Section
IV.A.4 of the EIS, MMS has established stringent requirements for spill prevention and
response and employs an inspection program to ensure industry compliance. The purpose of
the lease sale is to provide an opportunity to develop those oil and gas resources that may be
leased and discovered in the Sale 149 area—not to purposely re-oil the area affected by the
EVOS, as suggested in the comment.

As noted in the response to Comment TAG-09, the proposed Gulf of Alaska-Cook Inlet Oil
and Gas Lease Sale 114 was delayed to allow more time to assess the consequences of the
- EVOS.

KCN-03

Wild pink salmon constitutes only about 10 to 20 percent of the commercial pink salmon
population in Alaska. Most pink salmon are produced by hatcheries and were not affected by
the EVOS. Of the wild stock that was affected, there appears to be about a 10-percent increase
in egg mortality in eggs that were located in areas oiled by the EVOS. However, since the
EVOS, there appears to be no change in the pattern of returning adult pink salmon to Prince
William Sound, with some of the highest runs on record. This is not surprising because ‘most
commercially caught pink salmon were unaffected by the EVOS. In comparison to the
Shelikof Strait area, the wild pink salmon spawning grounds in the Prince William Sound area
were exposed to much greater amounts of fresh oil. Hence, it is unlikely that the Shelikof
Strait area would experience a greater adverse effect on wild pink salmon than is suspected in
Price William Sound. Regarding the alleged losses of chum and sockeye due to the EVOS, we
have no data that show any connection of chum or sockeye losses to the EVOS. However, we
do know that the much larger sockeye, coho, pink, and chinook runs of Cook Inlet had to

foigrale dicestiuthrongh the nath,

Also as noted in the response to Comment TAG-09, the mission of the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill
Trustee Council “is to efficiontly restore the environment injured by the Exxon Valdez oil spill
10 a healthily productive world renowned ecosystem while taking into account the importance
of quality of life and the need for viable opportunities to establish and sustain a reasonable
standard of living.” The MMS believes Sale 149 is consistent with the Trustee Council’s
stated mission.

KCN-02

The analysis of fisheries resources uses combined probabilities that include the chance of a
spill occurring as well as the chance of a spill contacting. There is a 27-percent chance of one
or more spills 21,000 bbl occurring for the base case. The analysis states there is a <5
percent chance of one or more spills 21,000 bbl occurring and contacting land segments and
environmental resources in the Kodiak region. The OSRA does not indicate that if a spill
occurred it would not contact Kodiak. The conditional probabilities, which assume a spill
occurs and estimate the chance of a spill contacting from pipelines and tanker segments, range
from <0.5 to 10 percent within 30 days during summer and winter for land segments and
from <0.5 to 29 percent for environmental resource areas in the Kodiak region. See also the
responses to Comments WH-04 and MAB-02.

The Kodiak/Shelikof Strait area did have more shoreline oiled than did the Prince William
Sound or Cook Inlet/Kenai Peninsula arcas; see the table that accompanies the response to
Comment TAG-08. However, the amount of oil on most of the beaches (about 96 %) in the
Kodiak Shelikof Strait area was considered to be light or very light and about 4 percent heavy
or moderate (TAG-09 Table). In Prince William Sound, the amount of oil on about 45 percent
of the beaches was heavy or moderate and 55 percent was light or very light. ‘Also, the TAG-

" 09 Table shows that by the spring of 1990 the number of miles of oiled beaches in the
Kodiak/Shelikof Strait area had declined by about 96 percent, and by 1991 there were <10
miles of oiled beaches—compared to over 1,900 miles of beaches initially oiled. Also, as
noted in the response to comment TAG-08, the amount of oil from the EVOS that washed onto
Prince William Sound Shorelines was estimated to be about 40 percent of the spilled volume,
whereas it was estimated only about 2 percent of the spilled volume entered Shelikof Strait.
Furthermore, the oil contacting the beaches of Prince William Sound had less opportunity to
weather than did the oil entering Shelikof Strait. Weathering of oil from the EVOS along
shorelines adjacent to the Sale 149 area is deacribed in Section IV.A.3.c of the EIS.

The observation regarding herring is addressed in the responses to Comments TAG-04 and
UFA-01. :

KCN-04 ‘ ‘

All OCS oil and gas facilities—exploration drilling and production platforms and
pipelines—must be designed to withstand the environmental conditions in which they operate.
The environmental conditions include volcanic eruptions, earthquakes, and tsunamis. Before
these facilitios can be constructed and installed, the design must be approved by MMS. The
MMS may require a third party with expertise in the design and construction of offshore
facilities to verify the design. The oil produced from platforms in upper Cook Inlet is brought
onshore by pipelines, and these facilities have withstood earthquakes and volcanic eruptions
for more than 25 years. If a pipeline ruptures, the flow from the reservoir can be
automatically or manually shut off, and only the oil in the pipeline at the time of the rupture
will leak into the environment.

Also, please see the response to Comment JC-03.

KCN-05

Industry does provide spill response and implements preventive measures for operations in
Cook Inlet. The U.S. Coast Guard and the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation
currently are evaluating the need for additional prevention measures for tanker operations in
the area. If new development operations occur as a result of Sale 149, the economics for
additional prevention measures may improve. The existing spill-response infrastructure in
Cook Inlet has been tailored for the existing offshore production and transportation operations
in the upper Cook Inlet area. Future development in lower Cook Inlet may bring additional
spill-response resources to this area, which could improve the response preparedness for the
entire region. Also, please sco-the response to Comment UFA-06.

The statements regarding tankers is addressed in the response to Comment TAG-17.

KCN-06

The fate and behavior of oil in marine waters is discussed in Section IV.A.3 of the EIS. This
discussion is based on information from a number of sources, including studies sponsored or

conducted by the U.S. and Canadian governments; this includes MMS-sponsored studies and
those conducted by the U.S. National Research Council,
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The information cited in the EIS or has contributed to the study about the effects of the EVOS
comes from researchers associated with & variety of public and private institutions—they are
not all Exxon scientists, as noted in the comment. These authors represent (1) Federal
agencies such as the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, the U.S. Geological Survey, and the Fish and Wildlife Service; (2) the
State of Alaska, such as the Department of Fish and Game and Department of Eavironmental
Conservation; (3) universities, such as the University of Alaska, Louisiana State University,
University of Texas, Woods Hole Oceanographic Institute, University of Washington, and
University of Pennsylvania ; and (4) a variety of private research institutions.

Cleanup-response strategies and technologies can mitigate some of the effects of oil spills by
removing some of the oil from the waters. As noted in Section IV.A.4 of the EIS and the
response to Comment KCN-01, MMS has established stringent requirements for spill

KCN-07
Please see the response to Comment UFA-06.

KCN-08

The Alaska Regional Response Team has developed a workable process for evaluating and
approving the use of dispersants. Dispersion is an important process that occurs naturally over
time and can be assisted with the use of chemical dispersants. The use of dispersing chemicals
provides a supplemental response method to existing conventional cleanup techniques and
allows spill-response personnel additional control over the type and location of spill impacts.
'In general, the compromise that must be evaluated is between the effects of dispersed oil in the
water column and the effects of allowing oil to continue to float on the water surface where it
may contact sensitive areas or effect organisms that float on the water surface.

KCN-09

The questions regarding the potential impacts to human health from in situ burning slowly are
being answered. Recent offshore bum tests indicated that concentrations of combustion
products reach acceptable levels for human health within 1 to 6 miles downwind of an offshore
bumn. The exact distance varies with atmospheric conditions. The Alaska Region Response
Team has developed a workable process for evaluating and approving in situ burning, if
needed. Like all response techniques, in situ burning has its limitations, its pros and its cons.
Under the proper conditions however, in situ burning can be a very effective tool in quickly
removing a significant amount of spilled crude oil from the surface of the water.

KCN-10

The EIS includes an analysis of several historical spill events in Cook Inlet including the
Tanker Glacier Bay spill, the Platform Anna spill, and the Kenai Pipeline East Forelands Spill,
The American Trader spill off Huntington Beach is used as an example of what is considered
by many to be a successful response effort. The EIS points out that cases like the American
Trader are not common and that even under ideal conditions, much of the oil cannot be
mechanically recovered at sea.

KCN-11

We agree that oil-spill-response capabilities have improved in Alaska since the EVOS. In the
event of a large spill, even under the best of circumstances, not all of the oil can be recovered
at sea; and under the worst of circumstances, very little oil would be recovered offshore. For
this reason, the effects assessment in Section IV.B in the Sale 149 EIS are based on the

assumption that no oil is recovered offshore, only natural weathering processes are considered.

KCN-12
The lifting of the export ban on Alaskan oil and the need to continue encouraging additional
exploration and development to reduce our dependency upon foreign oil are not as contrary as
they seem. From an economic standpoint, the U.S. is interested in the “net” amount of oil
imported. If by eliminating the oil-export ban we can reduce transportation costs, as explained
in the response to Comment SW-01, then we are lowering the balance of trade deficit, which
makes good economic sense. Furthermore, if the cost of transporting oil is reduced, then the
mineral-extraction operation has a lower marginal cost per barrel and the field will produce
more oil; therefore, over the long run, the total amount of oil produced actually may be
increased. Even if production is not significantly increased, the savings associated with the
difference in transportation costs are significant. Furthermore, providing an atmosphere where
éfon-wileticotrdgs Tl es Tiiter
the U.S. and not move their capital and jobs to foreign countries.
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but this is their destination, after a long migration, where they will feed
voraciously in order to replenish depleted biubber layers after months of
fasting.

You go on to say that no effects on the humpback whale population from T
the Exxon Valdez Oil spill (EVOS) were documented. | was the Principal
Investigator for the assessment study on humpback whales after EVOS in
PWS. It is true that the number of whales in PWS did not decrease after
the spill. Most humpback whales don't arrive in Alaskan waters until June,

| am writing comments on the EIS concerning Oil Lease sale 149 and |
would like to urge you to cancel this lease sale. | haven't read the entire
document but | found problems with the part that concerns my field, that
is the biology of humpback whales. :

| have been living in Homer for 23 years. | commercial fish for herring
and salmon in Prince William Sound. | am aiso co-director of the North
Gulf Oceanic Society and have been studying the population of humpback
whales that feed in Prince William Sound (PWS) since 1980, Humpback
whales feed on the small fishes and zooplankton at the bottom of the
foodchain. This type of feed is very abundant in the waters off of the
Kenai Penninsuta, to Kodiak and beyond. It is because of the richness of
these waters that so many fishes, marine mammals and birds abound here.

in the EIS (ll.B.18) the humpback whale population estimates that you = NGO-01

site are contradictory to the numbers you use later when discussing the
possible effects of a spill. You say there are 1200-2100 humpback whales
in the north Pacific and 1247 whaies in the area between the Shumigins to
Cook Inlet. Using these figures, between 50-100% of the North Pacific
humpback whale population would be feeding in the lease sale area during
summer months. Later (IV.B.1-56), you say that 5% of the Padific
population of humpback whales are expected to occur in the proposed lease
sale area.

Using more conservative estimates for the number of humpback whales
in the lease sale area, let us say approximately 300-400 humpbacks,
which is around 25% of the entire North Pacific humpback whale
population (now thought to be at least 1400, Baker et al. 1986) are feeding
and thriving in the waters where this oil development would take place.
And may | add, they are not simply migrating through the lease sale area,
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Inlet could occur during summer months at the peak of humpback whale
abundance. We found that the whales in PWS did not know to avoid
polluted areas. The longterm effects of the residual toxins from the spill
and clean up are unknown and difficult to measure. Since humpbacks
move in and out of areas, it is difficult to know if any have died.
Strandings are rare, most marine mammals sink when they die.

Your summary statement, “No effects on the humpback whale
population from the EVOS were documented” (Dalheim and Loughlin 1990)
is over simplified and inaccurate. The study of which Dalheim and
Loughlin were referring is reported in full in chapter 10-impacts on

in_Pri il by Olga von Ziegesar, Elizabeth
Miller and Marilyn E. Dalheim in i
Academic Press 1994, Edited by Tom Loughlin. This comes from that
report:
"The potential impacts to humpback whales in PWS caused by the EVOS
may have included displacement from their normal feeding areas in PWS,
reduction in prey, or possible physiological impacts resulting in
reproductive failure or mortality." ,
J. R. Geraci and D.J. St. Aubin (1985,) and D.J. Hensen (1985), both for the
OCS Envir. Assess. Program, Minerals Management Service, Wash. DC, have
written of their studies of effects of oil and other chemical pollutants on

cetaceans. These studies should be reviewed for your EIS.

We have all enjoyed seeing more humpback whales around Kachemak
Bay, Cook Iniet and the Barren Islands. They are here because of the
abundance in feed. Since the oil spilt in the Sound the herring run has
dedine drastically. The fishery is no longer open to us. | believe that
humpbacks and their prey will be affected by oil spills and other forms of
chemical poliution in their feeding grounds. Please cancel lease sale 149.

NGO-01

NGO-02

NGO-03



We were buying oil leases back from the oil companies when | first moved
here. Let's have more foresight this time. Thank you for listening.

Olga von Ziegesar- Matkin

Co-director &/\ [(, mgﬁ‘w- W

NGO-1
Please sec the responses to Comments HPH-10.and 24.

NGO-2
Ms. von Ziegesar-Matkin's statements regarding the EVOS appear correct, except that we do

not find an explanation of how it was determined that humpback whales did not know how to
avoid polluted areas.

NGO-3

The MMS belioves the analyses rogarding the potential effects of EVOS on humpback whales
.is correct; that is, that no effects were documented. Ms. von Ziegesar-Matkin cites only
speculative statements that do not document effects on this species. All references she cites
also are cited in the EIS.
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Regional Director
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Anchorage, Alaska 99508-4302
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From: Mark Rauzen

Prepared:. Thu. Apr. 1995 08:20 aM

The DEIS predicts the chances of a major spill at 27% to 87%. Add
to this the threat of additional spills from adjacent areas

(Prince William Sound, Upper Cook Inlet, and tanker traffic) and
the probability: goes up higher. The Exxon \aaldez spill sent oil
through much of the Lower Cook Inlet in 1989 even though it

occurred in Prince Willilam Sound and marine birds were particularly T PSG0
1

hard hit. The DEIS also states that there will be many small'spills
and these are expected to kill several thousand marine and coastal
birds and contaminate habitat. \When this oil hits, it could kill

e submit this letter in response to the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) for the OCS Oil and Gas Lease Sale 149, and urge
Minerals Management Service to choose Alternative 1I, the no-lease
option.

The Pacific Seahird Group is an international organization thar was
founded in 1972 to promote knowledge, study and conservation of
Pacific seabirds. Its member are drawn from the entire Pacific Basin
including Canada, Russia, Japan, China, Mexico, Australia, New
Zealand, and the US4, including 54 Alaskans. Collectively, our
knowledge about seabirds and the effects of il spills is considerable.

We consider this lease sale to be environmentally risky. Lower Cook
Inlet is 100 bioclogically rich to be further harmed by oil spills and the
chronic pollution that also comes with development. The lease sale
and surrounding area are home to over one million seabirds, includes
many large colonles. Millions of additional birds migrate through the
area, including large numbers from as far away as New Zealand,
Chile, Japan, and the Hawaiian archipelago. Also other water and.
shorebirds of over 100 species (39 species of seabirds; 35 species of
loons, grebes, and waterfow]; and 28 species of shorebirds) that will
be effected by spills and pollution.

There may be no more dangerous place for ¢ll drilling than
offshore areas of Lower Cook Inlet. Major earthquakes, volcanic
eruptions, and tsunami waves are a certainty over the life of any
field. Augustine volcano, one of several active volcanoes in the
area, sits near the center of the lease area. It erupts about

every 12 years and is expected to have a major land slide with ar
without an eruption at anytime. This will cause a tsunami wave.
Wwith the world's second largest tides and very severe weather
patterns and clean-up response will likely be impossible.
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damage intertidal areas where 40 60% of the marine invertebrates
are predicted to be killed. Area mudflats are internationally
important feeding grounds and stopover points for large numbers of
shorebirds. Some of these mudflats have been officially recognized
as a western Hemispheric Shorebird Reserve. These low energy '
areas would be damaged a spill for a long time since recovery would
be particularly slow. Depending on the timing a spill, tens of
thousands of shorebirds could also be directly ociled.

———

Also at great risk are a major portion on the lower food chain |
make up of small fish. Upper Shelikof Strait is an important
spawning area for Walleye Pollock. These fish generally spawn
during the spring in large aggregations. Their eggs and larvae
remain at the surface of the water for 40-50 days. At this time they
are highly vulnerable to damage from the spilled oil. Capelin and
Sandlance spawn on beaches and in shallow waler, thus ate aso
vulnerable to any spilled oil. The DEIS says only that the loss of
these juvenile fishes will not affect commercial fishing. This simply
is not true! These species make up a major portion of the food base
for not only commercial fish species, but marine birds

and mammals as well. The EIS must better address this major
oversight.

The effects of, and recovery from, oil spill damage is still not
understood. The seabird colonies of the Barren Islands, Puale
Bay, The Triplets and Ugaiushak Island were severely affected by
the Exxon Valdez oil spill. A decrease in productivity of murres
at Puale Bay was well-documented. The DEIS predicts a recovery
time for these populations of more than one generation; some say
recovery will take up to 70 years. The effects of the Exxon
Valdez spill are still not fully documented and continuing with
this lease at this time is therefore unwise.

PSG-02



4 From: Mark Rauzon Prepared. Thy, Apr, 1995 ¢3:20 AM

The analysis model used in the DEIS for determining the trajectory T PSG-03
of the spilled oil minimizes the impact of Lease Sale 149. The
trajectory model predicts small probabilities of a major oil spill
contacting important wildlife areas within 30 day's of the spill,
(figure I\, A. 2-7). This portrayal is not realistic. All one needs to
remember is that the Exxon Valdez spill (swhich occurred over one
hundred miles awa}’ in the protected waters of Prince WWilliam
Sound) oiled many of these areas in Lower Cook Inlet and beyond.

PSG-01
A total of 47 small 011 spills 21 bbl nnd <50 bbl (nverage size of only 5 bbl) nnd only 2 spxlls

Oil spills from lease sale 149 would end up on the beaches and kill
IO IO R 3 NS BHATPArRT 1A% CTAR Ndtional” Park: Renal
National Wildlife Refuge; Alaska Maritime National Wildlife Refuge;
Alaska Peninsula National \Wildlife Refuge; Becharof National wildlife
Refuge; Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge; McNeil River State Game
Sanctuary; Trading Bay State Game Sanctuary; and other recognized
critical habitat areas. This lease has no more justification in terms of
potential environmental damage than one in the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge which the administration is against.

We are also concerned that as recently as 1994, the oil and gas PSG-04
industry successfully lobbied to reduce its contribution to the state's
emergency response (470) fund, and continues to oppose such spill
prevention measures as escort vessels for tankers and tractor tugs in
Cook Inlet. The oil industry is not demonstrating the intention to —__J
improve their environmental record in Cook Inlet. Until there is a
better industry record and attitude further offshore oil leasing

should not be considered. Because of these above concerns, we urge

you to select Alternative II, the no lease option for the OCS Oil and

Gas Lease Sale 149. Thank you very much for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Mark J. Rauzon

Chairman

Pacific Seabird Group
Box 4423

Berkeley, CA 94704

V-117

of the ﬁeld (>20 years) (see Tnble Iv. A 2-4b, Esumated Producuon Small prlls) Such small
spills are likely to disperse before contacting coastal concentrations of marine and coastal birds
and before substantially contacting and damaging intertidal feeding-habitats of marine birds,
shorebirds, and mammals. The DEIS recognizes (1) that the assumed 50,000-bbl spill could
kill more than several thousand marine and coastal birds, (2) the upper estimated number that
may be killed has been increased to 100,000 birds, and (3) that intertidal habitats could remain
contaminated by the spill for many years (see Sec. IV.B.1.d).

The MMS has established stringent requirements for spill prevention and response (Sec.
IV.A.4). If a small spill occurs, response equipment at the drilling or production site is
available for immediate deployment to help contain and clean up the oil. Small spills are
expected to have only a short-term ( <day) effect in a local area (<several km®).

PSG-02

If eggs and larval forms of capelin and sand lance are heavily oiled, there is likely to be injury
and mortality, However, because these fish are abundant and have a wide distribution, it is
highly unlikely that anything more than a small percentage of the population would be lost.
More information on capelin can be found in Section III.B.2 and in Section IV.B.1.c.

PSG-03 |
The oil-spill-trajectory model does not necessarily predict small probabilities of an oil spill
contacting important environmental resources and land segments. The chance of contact is
presented as conditional probabilities. Figure IV.A.2-7 shows combined probabilities
representing the chance of one or more oil spills 2 1,000 bbl occurring and contacting
important environmental resource areas within 30 days over the lifetime .of the Sale 149
proposal. The combined probabilities factor is the chance of a spill occurring in the first place
and then the chance of a spill contacting an area. Conditional probabilities assume an oil spill
occurs and the path of the spill is followed and contacts to environmental resource areas are
tabulated. Both conditional and combined probabilities are used to analyze the effects from oil
spills to environmental, social, and economic resources. Also, please see the response to
Comment WH-04.

PSG-04 ]
Please sce the response to Comment TAG-17.
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virtually impossible and shoreline fouling a near given. A similar belief held by the
public in the lower 48, combined with a National Science Foundation report showing
that MMS's science was biased towards oil development, resulted in much of the
nation's coastline being put off limits to oil and gas leasing through a presidential

A April 19, 1995 211 Fourth Street, Suite 112 moratorium.
‘byt |'\9b Juneau, Alaska 89801
F.z‘.’ Z(I,g?::;zzg“ If we can make a case that such conditions also exist in Alaska or that for other
. . . ) ’ reasons the DEIS is fatally deficient, then it is incumbent upon the federal
Judith C. Gottlieb, Regional Director government to act upon our objections by withdrawing this lease sale. To do otherwise

U.S. DOI, MMS, Alaska OCS Region
949 E. 36th Avenue, Room 603
Anchorage, AK 99508-4302

RE@EUWE@

APR 2 ¢ 1993

means that DOl and MMS will have breached the public trust and have a conflict of
interest that biases their g.'leciliom towards p_ro—dcvelqunent. Should this occur. it

D DYQ DIo nd th

Re: Oil & Gas Lease Sale 149 "Eﬁ"ml.unﬁscron. AUASKA o
Lower Cook Inlet & Upper Shelikof Strait Mmm':;g!mvm Sorvico

Dear Ms. Gottlieb;

As you know, UFA is a statewide organization representing 18,000 commercial
fishermen through 22 member organizations and three at-large delegates. UFA has
six member groups in the Lease Sale 149 (LS 149) area including Area K Seiners
Auoqatgon, Cook Inlet Aquaculture Association, Kenai Peninsula Fishermen's
Association, Kodiak Regional Aquaculture Association, North Pacific Fisheries
Association and United Cook Inlet Drift Association. All these groups could be
immediately impacted by a spill in the lease area: all were—and are still-affected by
the Exxon Valdez spill.

We have corresponded with your office previously regarding our concerns with and
opposition to LS 149. We also recently wers part of an "Alaska delegation,” involving
commercial fishermen, Natives, and recreational and other subsistence users from
the sale region, that met with MMS and DO] officials in Washington, D.C. over a 3-
day period to express our concerns with and objections to this lease sale in person.
During the Washington D.C. meetings, UFA's representative was deeply disturbed at
the attitude of federal officials who had basically i i

would proceed. Such pre-determination is unconscionable as it undermines
the public process and the public trust. For example, Bob Armstrong, assistant
secretary for lands and minerals, "held out little hope of stopping the sale because of
pressure from pro-dgvelopment state politicians” and told us the most we should
expect "as the Interior Department nears a decision is some adjustment of the lease-
sale boundaries... " (Anchorage Daily News, 4/1/95:D1, attachment #1).

Politicians in Alaska always clamor for oil development. That is why it is critical to
the public process for the federal government to essentially intervene on behalf of the
public to weigh our concerns about environmental and public protection against the
national demand for energy. It is our belief that 0il and gas lease sales should not be
conducted in extremely productive biological areas in which oil spill clean up is
. MEMBER maw
Alaska Crab Cosiition « Alasia [ Marketing + Alaska Longiine Fisherman's Associstion

At this point in time, UFA can only assume that MMS and other federal officials will
carefully consider our comments on the DEIS before malking a final determination on
LS 149. We have five major areas of concern, discussed below.

o First, it is inconsistent for the federal government to be spending hundreds of
millions of dollars on restoring and studying areas damaged by the 1989 Exzon
Valdez oil spill and to simultaneously propose that potential impacts from OCS
operations, including il spills, will not cause serious, long-term damage to the
environment.

In fact, federal and state studies in Prince William Sound to-date have found the
biological damage caused by the Exxon Valdez oil spill was severe and unprecedented:
dramatic reductions in certain populations of marine mammals, birds and fish caused
by the spill have seriously altered the structure, composition and dynamic
interrelationships in the affected coastal ecosystem. Indirect (ripple), long-term, and
delayed effects are just starting to appear. While some recovery has occurred,
significant components of the ecosystem continue to exhibit serious impacts, and
probably will for decades to come. For a more in-depth discussion of Exxon Valdez
studies and effects through 1998, please refer to "Sound Truth,” attachment 2.

In particular, genetic damage and reproductive impairment caused by the Exxon
Valdez oil spill have been documented in herring and pink salmon (see "Sound Truth,”
Cordova Times, 2/23/95, attachment #8). Herring in Prince William Sound are dying
from an unprecedented (in the sound) outbreak of a fungal infection, the consequences
of which first became apparent in 1993 when over two-thirds of the herring stock
disappeared over the winter. The herring fisheries in the sound were closed in 1993
and have been ever since. Biologists are uncertain when the stocks will recoverto a
level permitting commercial harvest. Given the tissue damages measured in adult
herring in 1989 ("Alaska's Wildlife," p. 39, attachment #4), biologists suspect that
the Exxon Valdez oil spill is a major contributing factor to the herring decline. Studies
on pink salmon have documentad elevated egg mortalities in streams oiled during the
Exzon Valdez spill through 1993 (attachment #3). Although the differences in 1994
were not significant, the damages have been stronger in the odd year class and will be
monitored again in 1995. In addition to the genetic damage, exposure to North Slope
crude dil in stream gravel was also found to have delayed impacts on salmon fry up to
five months after the oil exposure had ended (attachment #3), thus lending support to

UFA-01

. F t ] A
Alaska Troliers Association « Area K Seiners Association + Bering Sea Fishermen'’s Association - Bristol Bay Driltnetiers Association
Conosmed Area "M” Fishenmen - MIMWM + Cordova District Flshermen United WMM’-M
Southern Southeast Regional Aquaculture Association

the arguments that the Exxon Valdez spill was also a primary contributing factor to

[ . 8 Prod e . 8

L C . Alaska Beiners:
+ Uniad Cook injet Drift Associstion + Westem Alaska C. A

V-118



sI-van

LM Paje00sse oq A U 9o.1nos [enuvgod © 58 308 ! T
U7 UrPUN s[oesn [vprueiul of SUoRRAuLIUed SUMURUC) MIYI-EE6T 5% 39| e
ZIPIPA UOXTH POIAIVOMUN A[TEHUISER JO S1OAJ] YITY L[oWwarixe PauTeIU0) FPIq [o8FNTI
Tds [10 22p10A UCKXF 9Y3 J9YW PUTIO} FISTIUITS JUSTILIPACE) ‘STeesTILE UO noedun uds
[ 100 UOQUITT 0U 1 31913 §038IIIRATT SULIBT UO UOISFISTP 9T UT ~ §2-93-T"T" Al S
‘SIAQ ynm snounafsq

ri-van

"PORLDIN 9q 03

Pesu Avum 3011 a1y 031 SPuUnodwod I1X03 JSYI0 PUW SV JO SAIVHISTP [eLIINPUT 38T
U094 3] JLIPW SAVY TOWTI[IUGY 9AREWIN[E STY3 PMOYS “WOBIPPS UT "STAIN JO Peisenbas
S1 $18P 3[QE[TVAT JO UOHBUIIEXS JO3M,] "VeE SY3 UT SIRLANOE UeWmMY Wy HVJ JO

0ZI-A

01-van |

943 PUV JUTE ¥ 99 108 $3UNITDON §8 JOUSM U2AS 9q LB $3USTITPes oYy ol SV jo
§7948] 3573 ;99830 31 svnvoeq SuruLrere o1 qOrM XN $1 STq ], 'STaI9pouTyde
03 91X} ATYB1Y exom FUOTIEIS — Iy Jo S4aionb-aasy; A/ ~ g 30 300 9 38T ¥

#3 Jwvm 03 papioa A[esodmd aq 03 sreedds wonoes sIYY, :PXOL (9~ PTVID p

"g661 U1 pasuoseud
9uTs matAal 00d pewsed j0u 08T 9AvY serpnIs asety ((pz d 'z JUIUWYIVIIB)

#35vdun {[1ds ezrmraTm ‘sucwwes snotaqo Joj ‘7eq3 Tids 66T 943 1937 BISTIUILS

uoxxy 4q padodwme onoey ¥ Fem S01U0d eudosdduTy JO 98] "S9pPNIUCY SN

9% ,SU0GINI0IPAY I[qUITBAR A[TWOTIOIY JO YOU], UV} JOGIBI S[OTOD pejeuTUIeIu0d
.30 98T JO TORIWY ¥ SI0W © aq AW 918 feg SurpRi], o3 38 pojendep sfessnm oy
393 BuTpuy o ‘JeqIm ] "TWIWOU0D 10} IENED B 91 puv spunodmos esey3 jo nduy Jofew 8

¥IWP U3 WOL] ‘P I JWT #IPTIYE POMUY-A[[EIITITI93 SU3 Jo SUIOR UWY3 SUT[eveq
49139q ¥ 9413 PMOM BIFP 98913 FTIAS 31 F¥ FNOLMS 8] Yorym pasuesasd JOU szem wep
dEOS0 VVON (BL6T) JIT|I%8 93 ‘OSTY "§UaI¥ 1030 Y3Lm B3P 39U] J00D oY axedmzod
03 A OU §¥Y J9pUaL 313 OF pojuasasd TOU orv wiwp SPUSL], PU® M3IVIG [PUOQEN
VVON o3 ‘o(a.m g ‘pegRenitun pue pesto wwp o3 £q pejoddns 30U st UomM[ued

ST ,JTPUIUOIIAUS 33.5-UonN{[od ¥, $99901pUT STY3 PUB ,Swew [w3sw00 pesnfrodun Jey3o
Ul PUToj SUOHRHUSIU0D 03 IS SI¥ JI[UT H00)) TT SUOGISIOIPAY JO SUORBIFUIIUOD
01, 93 39 £Z°V" 1] WO WPR[IUCS SN ‘u0HNIU0) S YNM SAUNTYs

¢I-vdn

"POGRULDT 9q PROTE FHYJ [$NPLAIPUT 93 10 HV ]

TEITY 8 (0193 3901100 BY, 10U AUa PUW PIIOR[98 3,UaI0M 89TO GOIUM (HVJ .POID[9S,
8 81397 IO ] JUIWTONAUS oURSUd § 93w01puY 30U 990D PUW YITY 81 J93%]

|___ 9L qdd 00y 03 0 Wog paBus: $HYJ .PeIIIeN, JO UOHERUeIUOD [WI0L - LTVII M

T-van

"(PGET T8 39 390 ‘74 JUITYIEI3% UT) pepue Pry eumeodxe [10 oYy

J9e FIUOW 947 03 dn L3 uomTes o ¥399d WY PaLe[ep AVY 03 PUTIO} OFTV SuMm [auad
weens Ul [lo 9pnrd ado[g yroN 03 amsodxs ‘Terree pauonuIw 9% ‘383 puw ‘TOIIITIIP
TOY HV JO F1943] 38 PIAIaNqo alom J01ABY3q PUR UonemIatowso

gowres JuId U0 :3539 38y ‘A uowres yuyd Sudiewe Jo 4,06 P Hvg qdd g'zg 03
amsodxa 38ty punoj uowTes Juld Uo SITPTIIS GINN I9YI PIIOU 8q PpIrioys 31 ‘smstwedio
3993 0 9X03 3q ,JYSTW, FUILITPas PUR 1938 I0d PIMOYS SLEREROIq @XOIOIIY AP
e Burpug st o IY31] Ut A[EIedss ‘£HIANON UBTINY WO IFEALIUT ST} UO aIE S]9A9]
HVd 1913 3urwres v oq pmos qdd o7 T stem suoness o3 Jo Yyy-euo et puw ‘qdd

09 5 819m sUOLLIE 390w 9Ly ‘qdd GOTS pey suoRess (v Jvty Furpug oy, ‘mraiqord

§ 939arpuy OOV Jad 1red T £[7e9u 03 dn §19497T “JUSWUGIATS Sunsud ¥ 9wRPW
JOUTP £66T U S3UITIPIS U3 UL SUOTIVIIUIIUOD HVJ [¥303 9YL = 9T-STVIII S

1-vdan

"SU0GIB0IPAY Tma[o3ad Wogy peaLIsp 3q A[1899 §¥ pMOd en[BA

OOL 4Bry ST ‘UTm[09 938 9T UT £310TX03 Jo [949] YBrq ¥ PUW (HTV-IIT) qdd 008

2940 [[om Jo sa[dures J938-paonpoad pazwan; o1 SV [¥303 Jo JndUT YA “I0U et

31 :ss0[BuTUBem 61 BaTe ot Wl A3anonpoad Lremrud ySrg 03 onp 3q AVW TONBIIUIIUGD
Y8 £[9ay3v[ed, 33 I8} JUSWIIVIS 91 08 SN TS JOIRIOU ‘II0JALIY,], ‘FUOGIBIOIPAY
peaLlep-umelonad puw drueBolq Usem3sq $IPTUILGTP 30U P[nod ARuenbesuod puv
*AnSTmoyd J0u ‘ToqIed [9303 PIP APIS TUNT 993 jo sloyIne 9y, "pejdures se31s LUwm
A194 3,UsIoM Q1913 98TIN3Q JTIPTUIS ST 9378 SUO UT INUA QOL YBR{ YL - 9TV p

‘mds zappop voxxg gy

01-vdn

193G [10 40} JUIS © 8q 03 UPWLBYSY £q peulodal yem ‘Ieanred uy ‘Bare feg YeysTAIEY]

g ofed vin

60-van

80-van

"§66T U1 pajuesead

9ouTe mataar Jeed pessed 10U ARy serpnye IO (0Z-PT “d T# Juewryde3e) ds 686 T
93 Joyyw UOXXY Jo }0a SULMp Uonemdruvr 83Wp pue uSeep [WUATLIRAXS (LM SMET
TS puy 3odal HYOHTO ST JO RIOGING o], #]01U0D PaIBUTIIEIU0Y JO UOTIIG[98 03
onp pomup A[Te39; sua £pnye eTqy vy wreedde 3y ‘HVd Jo qdd yg peurerucs sessnm
[ [05U00 9q3 ‘TEM{03 Le3um 93 UT L3TIqEITRAVOlq HVJ 93 Suranrelep Ul ~ TV M

"sRYue] puw seurfedid uexosq wog syds
8494 8101 (PN STLMP LIWeL GT 1XPU 943 Joj Jun0d0E 03 S{T¥} Inq ‘6L6T y¥nory g.61

. O PUS 96T PUS 996T UM3aq Pa[[1d8 [10 JO JUNOUTE ST $930U SN ~ ZTV'III p
‘SIZQ ynm saounafaq

“Juomdoeasp-o1d sprBmMOs paselq A[Fuons 51 SIAQ Y3 38
aoys sepdurexs Surmofyoj ayy, ‘peruesesd JOU ¥I8p 93 JO 33peimouy 10 pejussaud
B3P 913 UO SR Pasuq ‘pPapn[auod ST 38YM jo ST apnpUod

03 50 SPSS[ STH(T I3 JO FUONIIE FNOLIBA JO FUTPBAL [Tyared © '398} U] ‘ej8p
oy £q pesroddns J0u axw 339ge reardojoiq ou 10 I3 Jo FUOISNIUOI oY ‘[8IUT
U1 ‘PUs $0v[d o8 UT 938mI0vTT ‘BuTpRe|sTm ‘peselq 81 0TS 8,5 YHmog o

‘90uid

Ppu0d9s oty ur sds dn uwap pue 03 puodses £[e3enbspe 03 pue ede(d 381y ay ur syyids
T10 9a0padt 03 [Tl oty pue (TS o3 ‘ABojoutde3 oY SWY 31 38 JRQFUOTEP Ued Lusmput
110 93 ‘WMWK ¥ 38 ‘UM pajiqryosd 3q P[MOYS sFeae qons ut Burees] {10 sweas 31
»@vy "aydonsews Jofew s Junwordas jo pooymay Y31y © 81 8191 Yarym UT swase
U1 3utwes] 10 9jowaud 03 18891 359 s,uonEY 943 UT 3q 03 WIS J0U S0P 3] "686T

Ut Suwswe] a8 pue [10 03 pesopd Sty O [WHOREN Imry ayy desy 03 UOISTIRp
[euoIesaIduo) 93 03 PANQLIIULD 18800 8,9%5%[y Jo sired are| jo Aurjio juanbasqns
ot pue [[1de zapwA uoxxy 3 03 esuodsar ydeur oy ‘onqnd [vuoneu I Jo sake et Uy

. ‘A3ofouday dn weepd
Tmde 1o &3 ur funwudess ing ‘(1q:g6/L2T ‘saun, y40x maN y 1) ABojoune; uondexxe
Tio £31 Burac.duay oy prwasio} spLLs we.d Suppv; AnSNpUT Us Jo puv suodm o ulreso;
uodn juspuedap A[e81e1 mou uoryeu ¥ Jo suonwdedxa o[qeuosves Waes esoyy, ‘sroedu
[¥1908 PUS [$3USWINOIAUS IZNITUT PUW SIS WO YL SONPaS 03 UKW oq I

g ovd vdn

SOYTOMPI SoURITAIIAVT VAT 03 A[utew anp qdd yg o wonenUSIUe) OYL ~ I VIIL A



(which addresses effects from all sources, including North Slope oil) and a 200,000-MMbb!
oil-spill scenario (see Appendix C).

UFA-06

Table IV.A.2-2 of the EIS prosents the probability of one or more spills 21,000 bbl occurring
for the Proposal (base and high cases), the various alternatives, and the cumulative case.
These estimates are based on the amount of il estimated to be produced. For the Proposal,
the most likely (base case) amount of oil that might be produced is estimated to be 200
MMbbl, and the probability of one or more spills 21,000 bbl occurring is estimated to be 27
percent. The high-case estimate represents the discovery and recovery of a large volume of
oil, in this case 800 MMbbl, but there is a much lower probability of discovering this amount
of oil compared to the base case; the probability of one or more spills 21,000 bbl occurring is
72 percent for the high case. The probability of one or more spills 21,000 bbl occurring for
the deferral alternatives is equal to or less than for the base case. These probabilities do not
represent a certainty of a large oil spill.

cleaned up. In general, the approval does indicate that industry has met both State and Federal
spill-prevention and -response planning requirements for the area, taking into account the
potential risk of a spill, industry’s response capabilities, the potential adverse effects should a
spill occur, and all the mitigating measures in place to compensate those who might be
damaged should a spill occur.

Spill-response capabilities in Alaska have improved significantly since the Exxon Valdez oil
spill. There are additional response equipment, more trained response personnel, new
performance standards that must be met, more citizen involvement, and an improved
cooperative effort between responders and regulators. There still is room for improvement in
prevention and spill-response preparedness for Cook Inlet. Several additional measures
currently are being evaluated.

If Sale 149 results in new offshore exploration or development activities in the Cook Inlet
region, operators will have to prepare and submit oil-spill-response plans for these new

Even though there is a relatively low (19-27 percent) chance of one or more spills occurring,
for purposes of analysis one 50,000 bbl spill is assumed to occur. As noted in Section
IV.A.2.a(4), a 50,000-bbl spill is the average of platform, pipeline, and tanker spills > 1,000
bbl based on the historical spill record. If a large spill occurs, the size could range from 1,000
bbl to several hundred thousand barrels. The assumption that a 50,000-bbl (2,100,000-gallon)
spill occurs is for analytical purposes and should not be interpreted as certainty that a spill will®
be of that size.

The MMS acknowledges that Cook Inlet is noted for its high winds, currents, a large tidal
range, and the seasonal presence of moving ice in certain areas, and that there are limits to
current technology for responding to spills in adverse conditions. Historically, only a small
percentage of spilled oil has been recovered at sea.. Response time and oceanographic
conditions at the time of the spill are the two most critical factors in determining whether or
not a spill effectively can be cleanod up at sea.

Offshore spill response can be successful when oceanographic conditions are favorable and
when response crews and equipment are adequately prepared and immediately available to
respond to a spill. Even under ideal conditions, not all of the spilled oil will be recovered.
For most crude oil spills, a significant portion of the oil is lost through evaporation and natural
dispersion. Evaporation of volatile components accounts for 30 to 50 percent of crude loss,
with approximately 25 percent occurring in the first 24 hours. If a spill occurs near land,
shorelines typically are oiled and shoreline response and cleanup usually is necessary. It is
very difficult to contain and recover oil at sea with booms and skimmers under adverso
weather conditions, at night, and when sea ice is present. Although adverso weather
conditions hinder spill-response efforts, it enhances evaporation and natural dispersion of the
oil. ’

In situ burning is a viable alternative to mechanical contsinment and recovery and has the
potential to remove over 90 percent of the contained oil. In situ burning can be used both
summer and winter when ice is present, when the wind is <20 knots, and the seas are <3
feet. .

The existing spill-response infrastructure in Cook Inlet has been tailored to the current offshore
production and transportation operations in Cook Inlet. Spill-response plans for these
operations recently were reviewed and received both Federal and State of Alaska approval.
Approval by these agencies does not mean that all oil spills in Cook Inlet can or will be

begin. The current spill-response infrastructure for Cook Inlet may need to be expanded to
accommodate new operations. Other preventative measures also may be required for these
activities.

UFA-07 .
We agree that oil spills can disrupt commercial fisheries. Section IV.B.1 of the EIS includes
an analysis on the effects of potential spills on the Cook Inlet commercial-fishing industry.

UFA-08 ’

The oil spill information for the periods 1965 through 1975 and 1976 through 1979, along
with produced-water discharges, were noted to provide the reader with some information
regarding the input of hydrocarbons into the environment before and during the Outer
Continental Shelf Environmental Assessment Program (OCSEAP) studies in Cook Inlet during
the period 1976 through 1979. During this period, water, suspended particulate matter,
seafloor sediments, and benthic biota samples were analyzed for hydrocarbons. This
information is part of Section II.A.5.c(4)(b)1), OCSEAP, which summarizes OCSEAP’s Cook
Inlet contaminant studies in the late 1970's.

UFA-09 .

The mussels used in the CIRCAC pilot study were obtained from a commercial mussel farm in
Halibut Cove, and the PAH distribution in the tissues was determined before and after the 30-
day exposure period. The PAH distribution in the sediments at the Beluga River and Trading
Bay sites also was determined. The distribution of PAH’s in the mussels after the 30-day
exposure period was different than in the controls or in the sediments. The number of PAH's
in the mussel tissues after the 30-day exposure period was less than in the controls and in the
sediments. The PAH concentrations in mussel tissues were low compared to tissue levels
found at historic spill sites (Hyland et al., 1995). The total PAH concentrations in the mussels
deployed at the Beluga River site were significantly higher than mussels deployed next to the
produced-water outfall in Trading Bay. These differences represent background variability due
to low-level inputs of hydrocarbons in Cook Inlet from multiple sources (Hyland et al., 1995).

As noted in Section ITI.A.5.c(4)(c)S) total PAH concentrations in the Cook Inlet waters
sampled by UAA, ENRI (1995) in 1993 were below the detection limit of 0.01 uxg/l; two of the
sites sampled were located in Trading Bay.

V-124
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UFA-01

According to the Cordova Times article, the fungal infection in herring is not a new disease in
Prince William Sound herring. It is not possible to blame the decline in herring solely on the
oil spill. As stated in the EVOS Trustees Council's 1994 Status Report, the decline may be
due to natural causes or to some combination of oil-spill effects with natural causes. The viral
and fungal infections likely have contributed greatly to the decline, and there is no definitive
information whether the outbreaks of these pathogens are completely natural or whether the oil
spill was a contributing factor. A discussion about possible genetic damage in pink salmon,
egg mortality, egg-to-fry survival, and Kenai River sockeye salmon overescapement can be
found in the text in Section IV.B.1.c.

Also, please see the response to Comment TAG-04.
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UFA-02

The effects of the EVOS on commercial fishing in the Cook Inlet/Kodiak Island area are
summarized in Section IV.B.1.i(8), and the effects of Sale 149 are analyzed in Section
IV.B.1.i. The effects of a spill >1,000 in Cook Inlet on subsistence harvests and lifestyles in
the areas adjacent to the Cook Inlet Planning Area are analyzed in Sections IV.B.1.j and i,
respectively.

Also, please see the responses to Comments TAG-04 and UFA-01.

UFA-03
Please seo the response to Comment TAG-20.

UFA-04

The decision whether or not to hold an oil and gas lease sale will be based in part on the
information and analysis in the EIS. The EIS presents an impartial ovaluation of the potential
environmental effects of a proposed oil and gas lease sale. Judgments are made about how
certain activities, planned or accidental, will effect resources that have been identified though a
public process. The basis for these evaluations are explained in the EIS. The EIS is neither a
pro-or-con document but rather a means for the public and decisionmakers to use in assessing
risks and making decisions about which alternative they might prefer. The decision process

also includes a review of the comments received during the scoping process and on the draft
EIS.

The MMS has worked with the public in many areas of southcentral Alaska for several years
to be responsive to the public concerns while carrying out its responsibility to ensure safe and
environmentally sound exploration and development of the offshore (OCS) petroleum and
mineral resources for the benefit of the Nation.

UFA-08

The EIS in Section IV.A.2 (Base Case, High Case, and Deferral Alternatives) states as one of
its transportation assumptions that only 66 percent of the crude oil produced by the proposed
action will be transported out of State. The balance will be processed for local consumption.
The percentage of oil retained for local markets actually may grow if the crude produced by
the proposal succeeds in backing out the oil shipments from Valdez, which now are brought

_into the Cook Inlet. Over time, with the-growth of southcentral Alaska, more product actually

may be processed for local markets, with tanker trips in the Cook Inlet actually declining.
Over and beyond such considerations, the EIS addresses the effects of both a cumulative case
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years" (IV.B.1.76) is unacceptable to us and unsubstantiated by events following the
Exxon Valdez spill. Fishermen are still experiencing economic impacts from the spill
six vears ago and have been told in some instances (Prince William Sound herring,
Kenai River sockeye) that the duration of the impact (i.e., time frame for recovery of
stocks) is unknown,

UFA-22

MMS's conclusion that the sociocultural systems in the lease sale area would
"undergo periodic episodes of increased individual, social, and institutional stress and
disruption that could last for 1 year, or more” foliowing a large spill (IV.B.1-83) is also
unacceptable to us and unsubstantiated by events following the Exxon Valdez spill.
Many of our communities have are still experiencing social and economic disruptions

from the Exxon Vaidez spill 6 years ago.

At this point in time, mlﬁwuzmw
I'Bnpatts 8 an oil spill that impacts natural resource based

e e g

| UFA-23

Iiion
ittle sense

0S

communities.

In summary, UFA opposes LS 149 and asks that the entire sale area be withdrawn.
We believe that our members are being unfairly asked to bear the cost of our nation's
oil dependency while the benefits are shared by all people. We cannot afford to bear
this risk.

Further, in light of the fact that the sale area is in a region that encompasses 5

National Wildlife Refuges, 4 National Parks, the larges

t concentration of state-

designated critical habitat areas including the McNeil River State Game Sanctuary
for brown bears, a Western Hemispheric Shorebird Raserve Network sits, and an
ESA-designated critical habitat area for Steller sea lions, not to mention that the
combined fisheries resources in the Cook Inlet and Kodiak regions are second only to
the highly productive Bristol Bay, UFA believes that the lease sale lies within an
extremely productive biological area. Based on this fact alone, the lease sale should be
withdrawn.

cc:

Sincerely,
poq MeCune_
Jerry McCune
President

President Clinton

Vice President Gore

EVOS Trustee Council

Senators Stevens and Murkowski

Congressman Don Young

Governor Knowles

. Commissioners Rue and Shively
Alaska Federation of Natives
Alaska Outdoor Council

Trustees for Alaska

Friday, April 7, 1995

Anchorage Daily News
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reproductive failures in harlequin ducks and delayed effects such as the poor survival
of juvenile sea otters in the years following the spill (attachment #2, p. 21 and
attachment #4, p. 14-17, 28-32).

UFA-15

v IV.B.1-26 — The statements drawn from Gilfillan et al. (1993), an Exxon contract —W UFA-16
scientist, that found little injury to and rapid recovery of beach communities are
completely unsubstantiated. The study was technically flawed to the point where it
provided little understanding of injury to and recovery of biological communities after
an oil spill (attachment #2, p. 22-26). This study has not passed peer review since it
was presented in 1993 because of extensive problems. Further, the finding that
"remaining hydrocarbons were found to be generally nontoxic and are thought to
serve as a food source for biota" conflicts with government science (mentioned above)

UFA page 8

government-contracted scientists has passed peer review (when submitted) and is in UFA-18

various stages of being published. Studies undertaken by Exxon scientists or
contractors has not passed peer review since first presented in 1993 and is not being
published in peer-reviewed journals. These differences in studies, including study
conclusions, are discussed at length in attachment #2 (p. 28-36).

Regarding pink salmon, MMS states (as does Exxon) that the fact that the 1989 (and UFA-19

1990) brood year returned in high numbers in 1991 (and 1992) "prove" little impact
from the oil spill. However, MMS (and Exxon) ignored (or discounted) the pink salmon
run failures in 1992 and 1993. As mentioned earlier, continuing studies by federal and
state biologists have found genetic damage in pink salmon resulting from low levels of
exposure to oil that affects survival of offspring and potentially population levels of

0 Prince William, Soun

harlequin ducks as (a) result of the EVOS apparently resuited in reproductive failure
of this species in habitats contaminated by the spill > 3 years.” (Government studies
found more than just harlequins were experiencing continued injury from
ct)snlta%m.inat.ed prey organisms in the years following the spill (attachment #4, 8-10,
16-17).) .

Government studies found significant injury to and continuing but slow recovery of
intertidal communities from oiled (and treated) beaches. Communities remained
severely altered in 1991 (attachment #2, p. 22-27).

v IV.B.1-27 - The finding that recovery of intertidal communities when beaches’
were treated with high pressure, hot water washes is true as the conclusions are
supported by the data in the studies that were cited (attachment #2, p. 22-27).
However, MMS's conclusion that attempts to clean oil from intertidal areas are
expected to exacerbate any adverse effects of the oil is only true if high pressure, hot
water washes are used again to "treat” beaches. Given the problems that became
apparent after the Exxon Valdez oil spill, it is anticipated that NOAA would not
anpprove such techniques for future spills.

4

-Deficiencies with MMS Conclusion: IV.B.1-29 - The conclusion that recovery of UFA-17

benthic communities is "expected to take 2 to 3 years in high-energy habitats and up
to 7 years in lower energy habitata" is unjustified in light of the ongoing restoration
studies overseen by federal and state scientists to determine rate and extent of
recovery of intertidal communities. The statement that "less than 5 percent of the
subtidal benthic populations in the lower Cook Inlet area are expected to be affected"
is meaningless as can be demonstrated by the impacted mussel beds in Prince
William Sound. While comprising physically only a small fraction of ciled shoreline or
oiled populations, this resource is a critical food source and a potential source of long-
term contamination and injury.

Examgle 3: Oil Eff Fisheries R

Deficiencies with DEIS:

¥ IV.B.1-80 - MMS's discussion on effécts of oil on salmon and herring is gompletaly
unacceptable given the available science some of which was mentioned under UFA's
first concern. In general, studies undertaken by government scientists or

T UFA-18

V-121

' population-level changes.” MMS needs to integrate into the DEIS the studies on pink

Regarding herring, MMS states (and Exxon) maintain that the "vast majority of UFA-20
herring spawn in 1989 was not contaminated by the spill.” This conclusion is based on
the technically-flawed study done by Pearson, an Exxon contractor (attachment #2,

p. 28-31). Government scientists found that over 40% of the areas used by herring to
stage, spawn or deposit eggs, and over 90% of the areas needed for summer rearing
and feeding were lightly to heavily exposed to crude oil. The government provides data
to verify its findings; Exxon does not. The missing 1989 year class was first evident in
1992 when the 3-year old fish failed to materialize numbers comparable to the Sitka -
control. (MMS's statement that the "actual size of the 1989 year-class will not be
known with certainty until 1996" is inaccurate.) It is by now well-established that

this year class is essentially missing from the spawning biomass. (Further the study
by Funk et al. accounts for the missing fish based on malformations quantified in
1989.) This year the Sitka Sound control herring produced a harvest of cutstanding
quality (ADF&G pers. com.) while the Prince William Sound fish are diseased and
dying (see discussion under UFA's first concern for references to cites regarding
diseased herring).

Deficiencies with MMS Conclusions: IV.B.1-33 - MMS concludes that the various
effects of oil to fisheries resources "taken altogether are not expected to cause

salmon and herring conducted by other federal and state scientists, including the
ADF&G management data, discount the technically-flawed studies conducted by
Exxon, and redraw its conclusions based on these updated findings. From the on-going
restoration studies and the returns of pink salmon and herring in the years since the
1989 spill, it appears that exposure to oil is, at a minimum, a significant factor
contributing to the declines in populations of pink salmon and herring.

* TFifth, we have first-hand experience that MMS, however well intentioned, is not
prepared to address, much less mitigate, the sociological impacts of large scale
industrial development, including spills, on small rural communities.

As mentioned earlier (UFA's second concern), the Exxon Valdez oil spill had an
extraordinary destabilizing effect on rural communities dependent on fishing and a
subsistence lifestyle or culture. As mentioned, we also know first hand that many of
these communities still have not recovered from the 1989 spill.

MMS's conclusion that economic losses to the Cook Inlet commercial fishing industry UFA-22

resulting from a 50,000 bbl il spill will range from "about 15 to 85 percent/year for 2

UFA-21 -
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the long-term damages being experienced in pink salmon stocks in Prince William
Sound. Fisheries outside the sound have also shown spill-related impacts. For
example, Kenai River sockeye have shown a 7-fold decrease in spawner/return ratio
due to overescapement (attachment #4, p. 43-45).

UFA-01

Second, it is inconsistent for the federal government to be spending hundreds of

millions of dollars on restoring and studying areas damaged by the 1989 Exxon

Valdez oil spill and to simultaneously propose that potential impacts from OCS

operations, including oil spills, will not cause serious, long-term damage to the

humans and communities which depend upon the natural resources for
ial.and.cubsi ) A

UFA page 4

‘ . . FA-04
environmental and community impacts, surely we, who are struggling to recover in u

the aftermath of an oil spill deserve respite from further oil and gas development
until, at a minimum, we have recovered from the past offense.

o Third, it is extremely poor public policy for the federal government to propose lease
sales in and adjacent to extremely productive biological areas in which oil spill
cleanup is virtually impossible and shoreline fouling a near given. Decisions to
lease in areas like these reflect poorly on the federal government's stated intent to

develop OCS oil resources responsibly.

UFA-08

The Exxon Valdez oil spill had an extraordinary destabilizing effect on isolated rural
communities dependent on fishing and a subsistence lifestyle or culture. As should be
apparent from the above discussion, harvest of pink salmon in particular declined
throughout the oil spill impacted area (Prince William Sound, Kodiak and Cook Inlet)
as offspring of fish exposed to the oil spill failed to materialize in the numbers
predicted by state biologists (refer to ADF&G data for these different management
areas). Income earned from harvest of herring in Prince William Sound dropped to
zero in 1993 and has remained at zero since then. Failed or severely diminished fish
harvests not only affect individual fishermen (permit holders) and their families, but
also have ripple effects through the community as money once paid to fishing crew,
fish processors, shore-side support businesses and other support infrastructure, and
even indirectly to communities in the form of raw fish taxes, fails to materialize
(attachment #2, see also Radtke et al. cite).

Sociologists have made careers studying the vulnerability of natural resource-based
communities to disruption and stress caused by toxic, man-made disasters. In fact,
many communities throughout the Exxon Valdez oil spill impacted region became
case studies for sociological impacts caused by the Exxon Valdez spill (attachment
#2, see also Dyer, Fall, Gill and Picou et al. cites). It is our experience that many of
these communities still have not fully recovered from the effects of the 1989 spill.
Natives from communities caught in the path of the 1989 spill are experiencing
disruptions to the cycle of yearly harvests and a resulting greater dependency on
cash: they do not expect subsistence, in the full cultural meaning of the word, to
recover to its pre-spill value within their lifetimes (attachment #3). Such concerns
are borne out in studies done by Picou and his team who are finding that the two
subpopulations most affected by the Exxon Valder oil spill, commercial fishermen and
Naﬁv&s,.eon&ue to experience long-term, spill-related effects (Steven Picou, pers.
com. Univ. LA).

UFA-03

The cavalier attitude of "oil at any cost” found throughout the DEIS and expressed
recently by DOI official Bob Armstrong that Native villagers, commercial fishermen
and other people at high risk from oil spills may have to "endure"” offshore
development as “the price of convenience for one-person-a-car commuting in the
Lower 48" (attachment #1) is both inappropriate and unacceptable. If we are one
thousand people or one million people, the concerns of the subpopulations most at
risk must be adequately resolved prior to an oil and gas lease sale gr the aale should
Dot procead. Surely this nation is not so poor or desperate for oil that it cannot afford
to respect and protect the rights of all of ita peoples or ~ equally importantly — grant
its peaples equal rights. If people in California and other coastal states were granted
protection in the form of an offshore moratorium because of concerns about

UFA-04

V-119

minimal spills is "outstanding,” and points to marine transpo: ] the

primary c\l:lprit for spills (46%). It is painfully obvious to us that any oil from OC_S
developments in Alaska will have to be transported by tanker to a final destination
(in a preliminary best interest finding on state lease sale 79, Cape Yakataga, the
state acknowledged that "tankers are the most cost effective x.nethod, and 't':he only
feasible method for transporting crude oil to destinations outside of Alaska" - p. 83).
Thus, we view the potential risks from oil spills cumulatively from exploring through
marine transportation.

MMS acknowledges in the DEIS that it is a virtually certainty (nearly 80%) that oil
development will result in a spill of at least 2 million barrels in the lease area. Current
state-of-the-art cleannp technology is unlikely to control, contain and cleanup a spill
given the usual weather and tidal conditions in this area. Tl.:e_ state, the U.S. Coast
Guard (in the lease sale 79 document, p. 88 and A-40), the oil md\u.try.nnd' )
commercial fishermen, particularly those who actively participate in oil spill drills
(pers. communication, Cordova District Fishermen Unuted) all realize the severe
limitations of current state-of-the-art clean up technology and take preventative
measures based on these limitations.

UFA-06

For example, last November, Alyeska and the state DEC decided to shut down oil
loading operations at the Port Valdez terminal when DEC became eonegmed that
high seas (3-4') created by 30—40 knot winds would render tanker containment boom
useless if a apill occurred. Further, an Arco spill drill on September 18-22, 1994, was
moved from its original location at Naked Island to more protected waters in Two
Moon Bay due to a weather farecast. The drill was moved again to Valdez harbar
during the actual drill because of bad weather. Unfortunately, during nn.actunl spill,
the state and industry do not have the option of moving clean up operations to areas
wheres it can be effectively deployed.

Further, even small spills can severely disrupt commercial fisheries. For example,
during the 1987 Glacier Bay spill in Cock Inlet, approximately 10,000 gallons of oil
caused major disruptions to the drift fisheries. While a small spill may have no
discernible population level impacts to fish resources, if the spill occurs at the wrong
time, commercial fishing and public resources are at risk. For example, the Exxon

Valdez spill caused a total closure of the Cook Inlet drift fishery even though the

amount of cil present in the inlet was relatively small.

UFA-07

The federal government should not ask nor expect commercial fishermen and others
in remote coastal communities to bear the costs of this nation's dependency on cil
without first demanding of itself that all steps will be taken topfluce need through a
comprehensive energy policy and secondly demanding of the oil industry that all steps

[ T
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The toxicity noted in this comment is based on the toxicity tests of water. There was no
purposeful wording of the text to mask any results of the water-quality studies.

As noted in the response to Comment TAG-33, the water from five stations did show
statistically significant reduction of D. excentricus fertilization rates. However, as explained
in UAA, ENRI (1995), only two of the five stations could be considered to show indications of
slight (15 % lower fertilization) toxicity. The other three stations actually had the highest
fertilization rates of any eight stations tested. The two stations exhibiting reduced fertilization
were the northernmost ststions and had extremely high suspended sediment loads that may
have contributed to lessened fertilization rates. The echinoderm larvae from Kamishak Bay
had a survival rate of 87 percent, only 9 percent below the control, not 90 percent less than the
control.

For the stations located north of Anchor Poi (10 R .

these stations, the results indicated that if PAH's were present in the water column, the
amounts were less than the method detection limit of about 0.01 ug/l. For the other two
stations, one in Kamishak Bay and the other off the southwestern end of the Kenai Peninsula,
the waters were not analyzed for PAH's.

The sediments at or near five of the water-toxicity sites were analyzed for total PAH’s and this
analysis indicated the total PAH’s was 0.0 ng/g in the sediments at those stations north of
Anchor Point; the concentrations of the individual PAH's at these stations (based on 3 replicate
samples) all were less than the method detection limit, about 0.9 ng/g. The sediments for the
station off the southwestern end of the Kenai Peninsula were analyzed for PAH’s, and the
concentrations (based on 3 roplicate samples) of total PAH’s ranged from 0.0 to 958 ng/g.
This station is located in an area influenced by waters and SPM that flow into lower Cook Inlet
from the Gulf of Alaska.

The total PAH concentrations in the sediments at site located in or near the northern end of
Kamishak Bay (off Oil Bay) ranged from 0.0 to 4.1 ng/g (based on 3 replicate samples).
However, this station is offshore of an area were natural oil seeps have been reported.

UFA-11

Additional information has been added to Section III.A.5.c(4)(d)1) to address the TOC value.
The studies to date to do not, as the comment notes, indicate a high level of toxicity in the
water column.

UFA-12

Table III.A .5-8 shows the relationship between total PAH, total alkanes and TOC, and the
bioassays for the sediments (and pore waters) sampled in the 1993 Cook Inlet study. For five
of the six stations where the bioassays indicated possible contamination, the total PAH
concentrations ranged from O to 6 ng/g. A station west of Anchor Point had total PAH
concentrations of 22 ng/g, but the two bioassay tests performed did not indicate possible
contamination. At the station in the outer part of Kachemak Bay, the total PAH concentration
was 100 ng/g, and two of the three bioassay tests indicated possible contamination. As noted
in the Toxicity part of Section III.A .4.c (4)(d)1), the cause of the possible contamination is
unknown.

The water-quality discussion in Section III.A.S of this EIS does not indicate Cook Inlet is a
pristine environment. Human presence in the area and the discharges from municipalities,
commercial-fish-processing operations, the petroleum industry, and recreational activities

cluuonu 'm the wcuon hnsbeen revued to mclude nll of these references

precludes making this assessment.

UFA-13
Mussel tissues were analyzed for 19 different PAH’s, and the term “selected” refers to these.
The PAH’s and the analytical procedures are described in the reference (UAA, ENRI, 1995).

The water-quality discussion in Section III.A.5 of this EIS does not indicate Cook Inlet is a
pristine environment., The discharges from municipalities, commercial-fish-processing
operations, and the petroleum industry precludes making this assessment.

UFA-14
The NOAA OCSEAP data were presented in the DEIS by citing the following references:
Katz and Cline, 1981; Kaplan et al., 1980; Shaw, 1977, 1979, 1980, and 1981; and

Venkateun and K.nplan, 1982 Moat of these reference were ldenuﬁed in Secuon

UFA-15

The effects of an oil spill in marine invertebrates, including mussels, is addressed in Section
IV.B.1.b(4)(b). The effects of spilled oil on marine and coastal birds are analyzed in Section
IV.B.1.d(1); there are more than 100 species of marine and coastal birds in the Sale 149 area,
so the analysis has been generalized to cover all the potentially affected species. The effects of
oil on sea otters are analyzed in Section IV.B.1.e.

UFA-16

Gilfillan et al. (1993) was a three-part study presented at the Third Symposium on
Environmental Toxicology and Risk Assessment sponsored by the American Society for
Testing and Materials in Philadelphia in 1993. To date, the proceedings from that symposium
have not been published. However, to our knowledge, the Gilfillan et al. (1993) study is
among the best studies on the subject of impacts associated with the EVOS. The fact that it
was supported by industry should not detract from its findings. The team that worked on the
study are credible scientists, and we have no reason to believe otherwise. The comments do
not indicate any specific flaws in the study. The newspaper clippings supplied by the
commenter do not mention the Gilfillan et al. (1993) study, let alone provide any scientific
basis for the commenter’s statements.

Regarding residual hydrocarbons serving as a food resource for some bacteria, this reality also
has been noted by other scientists when studying naturally occurring oil seeps (Spies et al.,
1988). The fact that residual oil, naturally occurring or otherwise, also may be eaten by some
types of birds, confuses the analysis of oil effects on lower trophic-level organisms. The
effects of oil on birds are analyzed in Section IV,B.1.d(1).

UFA-17

The analysis concerning recovery time is an estimate of the time it is likely to take for the
majority of intertidal situations following an oil spill. In some areas, the time may be
considerably shorter, while in others it may be longer. However, shorter and longer recovery
times are considered the exception, not the rule. In general, recovery times are expected to
fall within the ranges specified.

Mussel beds primarily inhabit the shallow subtidal and intertidal zone, not the subtidal zone.
The analysis was addressing lower trophic-level organisms solely in the subtidal zone, in which
< 5 percent of those in the sale area are expected to be affected. It is unclear how the mussel
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beds of Prince William Sound would alter this.

UFA-18

The MMS belicves the analysis of oil on salmon and herring is adequately addressed in the
EIS. This analysis is based on available scientific information. The MMS analysts have the
training and background to evaluate scientific information—whether or not it comes from peer
reviewed documents—and judge its validity. Their analyses should not be influenced by others
but should be consistent with all available information.

The comment refers to a document, Sound Truth, which was published by Greenpeace. To
date, it does not appear this document has been published in any peer-reviewed journals.

UFA-19 )
The EVOS Trustee Council’s 1994 Status Report discusses possible genetic damage to pink

experienéinx, we would be interested in knowing exactly what these economic losses are, so
that they may factored in to our analysis,

UFA-23 ]
Ploase see the response to Comment TAG-20.

tatmon briefly and offers as an oaLion; .. ioSckiaps thers, was 4 genetic affuctin ”
young which carried over to adul » and was inherited by the next generation.” The EVOS

Trustee Council's 1995 Status Report offers no further information on the issue. The FEIS for
the EVOS Qil Spill Restoration Plan also mentions genetic damage and indicates that the pink
salmon runs in Prince William Sound were reduced by 2 percent to as much as 10 percent
because of genetic damage that caused egg mortality and because of other environmental
factors. Again, there is no particularly definitive statement in the EIS regarding genetic
damage to pink salmon. A reference to genetic damage to pink salmon has been added to the
text in Section IV.B.1.c.

The EVOS Trustee Council’s 1994 Status Report statos that the exact causes of the poor
returns in 1992 and 1993 are not known. It further statos that the oil spill, changes in climate
affecting conditions in the Gulf of Alaska, decreases in food sources for juvenile fish growth in
the list soveral years, and hatchery-wild stock intoractions all have beon proposed as
contributing to the current poor state of the fishery.

UFA-20

The information referenced in Biggs and Baker (1993) has been added to the text in Section
IV.B.1.c; the reference to the vast majority of herring spawn in 1989 not being contaminated
by the spill has been deleted. Also, the reference to the size of the 1989 year-class not being .
known for certain until 1996 has been deleted.

UFA-21 ,

Information from studies referenced in your comments have been incorporated in the text in
Section IV.B.1.c. We believe the conclusion still is justified. Several factors, including the oil
spill, are being considered as factors in the decline in pink salmon. Likewise, it is not possible
to blame the decline in herring solely on the oil spill. As stated in the EVOS Trustee Council’s
1994 Status Report , the decline may be due to natural causes or to some combination of oil-
spill effects with natural causes. The viral and fungal infections likely have contributed
greatly to the decline, and there is no definitive information whether the outbreaks of these
pathogens are completely natural or whether the oil spill was a contributing factor.

UFA-22

The estimated economic losses to the commercial-fishing industry were based on estimated
losses following the EVOS. We know of no *events” following the EVOS that would render
these estimatos inaccurate. However, we do know that the commercial-fishing industry was
compensated for their EVOS losses soveral times over during the clean-up campaign. If there
are in fact continuing economic losses that the commercial-fishing industry has been
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Department of Urban and Regional Planning
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign
907 1/2 West Nevada Street
Urbana, Illinois 61801-6376

April 3, 1995

Raymond R. Emerson
Project Chief, Sale 149 EIS
LeRYiEonmental Asgessment Section

_.affects _would be less than the .Ezojcction.

by Industry, 1980 and 1991 for Kenai Peninsula and Kodiak
Island and the type of jobs that would be generated, I would
say the new workers would come from outside the area. In
addition., the current major jobs which are fishing. fish
processing, and timber and lumber processing are Qquite
different from the new oil jobs. The workforce would reqQuire
time to adjust to the ‘new economy’. This implies that the
economic multiplier would not be as large as predicted.
Nevertheless, indirect employment opportunities from
industries other than the proposed project would probably
take place. The point here is that the actual economic

., Alaska OCS Regiom = % B
949 East 36th Avenue

Anchorage, AK 99508-4302

Dear Sir:

This letter is in regard to the DEIS for the proposed 0il
and Gas Lease Sale 149, Cook Inlet. In general, I thought
the report was well-documented and showed a commitment to
mininize environmental impacts of the proposed action.
However, I want to offer the following constructive comments
to improve the final EIS. )

In general, I agree with the proposed 0il and Gas Lease Sale
149, Cook Inlet. Along with the relatively slow progress in
new source energy development, the country has to loosen its
dependence on the uncertain world oil market. From a
macroeconomic perspective, the proposed action would be a
significant economic multiplier both for the country as a
whole and for the surrounding areas in particular.

The following comments are based upon my perception of the
sconomic and sociocultural effects. Since effects of other
alternatives were treated similarly to the base case
alternative, I will concentrate on the base case in my
comments. The differences between the base case and the
other alternatives was either the magnitude of the effects
or the timing of the effects.

A. Effects on the Economy

1. Obviously, the proposed action would create a large
number of employment opportunities. These would start from
the exploration phase to construction phase, through to the
operation/ production phase. Jobs would also be created
indirectly from the supporting industries/facilities/
services. However, I do not agree with the statement that
the new workers would come from the surrounding areas.
Referring to Table III.C.1-2 of Nonagricultural Employment

AA-01
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2. The issue of employment is very important in relation to
the possibility of an oil spill from the proposed project.
As mentioned above, The main income of the people from
¢ishing and fish processing would be negatively affected by
the oil spill. In other words, the proposed project would
probably change the commercial/industrial focus of the
community. The significance of this is discussed below. The
project must be able td provide a source of income
substitution for the affected people.

In addition to the DEIS, data on characteristics of the new
workers and their families who live there either temporarily
or permanently would help pecple in assessing the effects on
the local economy and on the local sociocultural aspects as
described in the following paragraphs.

B. Effects on Sociocultural

My discussion will be closely related to the effects on the
economy because I believe that sociocultural effects result
mainly from the economic effects.

1. Although the discussion was inadequate, the DEIS
addressed point 1 of the effects on the economy above. The
main deficiency is that it did not relate to the existing
social system. The new workers would possibly be different
‘from the current population in their social relationships,

age, gender, daily living and other characteristics of
population, These differences would generate conflicts
between the new workers and local population and,
subsequently, could be detrimental to the project. The

reaction of native Alaskans to those differences should be
given more attention.

2. Sociocultural issues related to the source of income has
already been addressed. However, one important thing the

AA-02

AA-03
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report missed was the effect of the change in mode of
production (i.e. commercial/industrial focus) in the area.
This issue is very important because cultural practices in
particular communities are closely related to the present
mode of production. Addressing this issue would lend insight
into the type of the communities the project will be dealing
with. It will lead mitigation measures necessary to
eliminate unnecessary social conflicts betwsen the proponent
of the project and their workers, on one hand, and the
existing population, on the other hand.

Although the above issues seem trivial for this enormous

project” and designing mitigation measures would be very
helpful for the success of the project. The issues are very
important and I do not believe they have been thoroughly
addressed. I feel these issues should be given more
consideration. However, I absolutely agree with the proposed
action and I am really impressed with the report. Thank you
for the opportunity to review and comment on this DEIS. I
- hope ,these comments prove helpful to you

Sincerely,

Azis Armand
Graduate student

CC: David Kovacic
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The Kenai Peninsula has a significant oil and gas industry with both onshore and offshore oil
production. Many people in the area have experience working on oil rigs and offshore
platforms, including some who currently are employed in North Slope activities. A significant
number of potential technical and skilled jobs during exploration, development, and production
will be filled by Kenai Peninsula resident. We agree that few jobs would be filled by Kodiak
residonts, except for support jobs. Other jobs, such as support boats, dock workers, laborers,
etc., may come from the fishing industry and workers who have marine skills. As noted by
the commenter, other jobs will be created by secondary employment in other industries, and
these people also will reside in the area.

AA-02
The assumption is made that workers and their families would live in the mid-Kenai Peninsula
“oil patch” area and would mirror the oil-field workers and families that presently are

- employed in the Kenai Peninsula and upper Cook Inlet oil and gas industry. It is considered

unlikely that a significant proportion of these workers would choose to live elsewhere on the
Kenai Peninsula, such as in Homer. However, if this were not the case, please see the
response to Comment MSO-15. ‘

AA-03
Please sce the response to Comment AA-02.

AA-04

No significant change in the mode of production is anticipated as a result of the proposed lease
sale. , The sectors of the economy currently in place on the Kenai Peninsula are anticipated to
remain. No new sectors arc anticipated to be introduced.



P. 0. Box 3355
Homer, Alaska 99305
April 19,1998
Regional irector -
C. S Deparument of the Ilatericr
MMS Alaska OCS Region
949 East 50th Avenue
Aacacrage AK 99508-4502
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of the new development trom sale 149, ignoring the development already
1n ook lnlet. then one would focus on the 27 chance of another major
spuil, Tais itsel is an unaccepiabie risx.

With this information it is amazing to realize that MMS is still continuing
s-ith tne sale. | hope this is only a formality. The DEIS as it is written is
evidence enough that this lease sale is an environmenialiv unsound idea.
However. the DEIS dves not address the rue eavironential impact of this

This letter addresses the Dratt Environmental Impact :u? o ﬂw:xw&. S Qil
and Gas Lease 3ale 149, o1l development in lower Cook Inlet. I have spent
a great deal of time reading the DEIS. discussing the DEIS. and educating
people about the DEIS. [ am well educated and scientifically literate. [
have spent the last five vears in the lease sale afiected area: living in the
communities and working with its marine wildlife. The DEIS leads to only
one conclusion concerning Lease Sale 149. Lease Sale 149 is
environmentally unsound. Minerals Management Service must support
Alternative [I. the no-lease option 10 maintain its mission of managing the
nation s natural resources in an environmentally sound manner. The
proposed oil development for lower Cook Inlet must be cancelled.

Dear Direcicr Gotllied:

The information in the DEIS is enough 10 support Alternative II. The DEIS MAB-01

states that there will be at least 49 accidental spills of less than 1000
barrels each in the "base case” scenario. The "cumulative case estimates
that 125 small oil spills less than 1000 barrels will occur. These spills are
expected to kill several thousand marine and coastal birds and
contaminate |-2% of the habitat. The DEIS reports a range of probabilities
predicting the occurance of a major spill during the project. it states.
“There is onlv a 27 percent chance that a spill _1000 [bbl] would occur. but
il 1t did. the s1ze of the spill 18 estimated to be about $0.000 hbl” It later
states the oul spill risk assessment model estimates a mean number of
2.06 spnills greater than or equal to 1000 bbl are liLelx 10 Occur as a result
of the cunulative use scenario. with an estimated $7% chance of one or
more spills occurring.” When assessing the impact of developmem it is
oaly realistic 10 icek at the cumulative effects of (ke development. In this
case. 10 allow the proposed lease sale we are accepling an 87 chance of
another major spili in lower Cook Inlet. This is aot a wise choice. If one
wanted 1o not loox at the big piciure. and wanted to look at onlv the effect
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The oil spill risk analysis model used for determining the trajectory of
spilled oil minimizes the impact of Lease Sale 149 The trajectory model
appears to result in small probablitities, such as 1% and 8% chance of a
major oil spill contacting individual environmental resource areas within
30 davs of the spill. This portraval is not realistic. Also stated in the DEIS,
“combined probability iexpressed as percent chancei of one or more spills
greater than or equal to 1000 bbl. contacting the environmental resource
land (all land segments is 26 and 70 percent, respectively, for the base
and high case after 30 days.” This shows there is actually a high
probability of important resource areas being contaminated by oil. The
model itself seems 10 be based on the assumption that once oil hits land it
stops and does not continue to contaminate more area. This is '
unfortunately not the way we have seen oil in Alaska behave. If a spill
occurring at Bligh Reef in Prince William Sound can hit beaches in the
Sound, on the kenai outer coast, inside Cook Inlet, on the Barren Islands. in
Puale Bay and all the way down to Chignik. a spill in Cook Inlet certainly
will contaminate areas around Cook Inlet and continue into Shelikof Strait,
It seems MMS has used a trajectory model that has not incorporated
knowledge gained from the recent spull that happenec very close to the
proposed sale area. in an area similar 1o the one being studied. but in an
area with less severs tides and curreats. For MMS 1o not take the
trajectory of the EVOS into consideration when assessing the
environmental impact of Lease Sale 149 is irresponsible.

The DEIS also did not address other imponam aspects of the impact of this
Lease Sale 149:

How will the forage [ish of the area be a.femeu. by these predicted oil
spills. The primary foods for lower Cook Inlet scabirds. marine mammals
ana commercial lished fish are capelin. sandlance. and juveniie poliock.
These l1sh generally spawn during the spring in (irge aggregations. Their

MAB-03



ezgs and larvae remuin at the surface of the water for 45-50 Jdavs. At this
lime they are highly vulnerable 1o damage from the spilled oil. The DEIS
says only that the loss of these [ishes wili not alfect commercal fishing.
The DEIS Joes not address the aifect on the seabirds, on the muarine
mammals and the other fish stocks. It is a difficult question 1o answer, but
there will most certainly be an impact. To not address the issuc. is to not
adcdress the environmental impact of the Lease Sale,

The DEIS also does not seem to address some of the sociological issues of oil T
development in lower Cook Inlet. The communities of lower Cook Inlet

MAB-03

MAB-04

judgement?

and drop off its pilot, How does this affect the spill risks? How does this
alfect the trajectory contact probabilities? What other mocels are —

mcorrect? Secondly. why does the summary of the environmentdl impact
sav, There is only a 27 percent chance that a spill _1000 [bbl]] would
occur’. Why is the word “only” used? This indicates to me that mavbe
their is a bias in the writing of the environmental impact statement.
Certainly. a 27+ chance is not an “only", and furthermore, why would the
writers ol the DEIS be implving such a subjective judgement? s nol the
task ol the DEIS 10 convey the environmental impact. and not 1o make

development in their waters for the last twenty vears. Uncountable hours
have been spent by local volunteers to prevent such development. The
stress involved in the Lhreat 1o someones home, community and livlihood
repeatedly by government agencies is a very real impact that needs to be
addressed in the FEIS. How will the communities cope with the §7%
chance of a major spill? How will the stress affect the health and well-
being of previously stable communities?

Tourism was also not addressed satisfactorily in the DEIS. The
communities of lower Cook Inlet are dependent on tourism. The tourists
come to lower Cook Inlet for its natural beauty. its wilderness appeal and
its abundant fishing. How will tourists feel about fishing among oil
platforms? How will tourists be affected by the imminent threat of a
major oil spill in their vacationland? How will the attractiveness of lower
Cook Inlet wilderness be affected by the knowledge that the area is open
to.0il development and its inherent pollution? How will the rest of the
country be impacted by the knowledge of the loss of such important
Alaskan wilderness? These are all very important questions but ones that
are not addressed in the DEIS. None of them are easy to answer. That is
an indicator of their importance. It isthe difficult questions that make us
really learn. We have found out only oo late 1n many parts of the country
that people really do not want to be around polluting industry such as oil
development. Pecple do want to be around lower Cook Inlet. Lets not
1gnore the impact of oil development on that. )

Two other things in the DEIS hother me. They may seem small. but I think —T
each is indicative of larger problems. Firstly. the tanker path map used in
the DEIS goes not show the tankers entering Kachemak Bay. gvery tanker

that travels up and down Cook Inlet comes close 1o Houmer Spit to pick up
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Writing this letter is not a pleasant task for me, as | doubt it is for anvone,
I hope this letter is not a waste of my time. [ have great respect for the
democratic process. | also have great fear of the impact of greed and
power. The state of Alaska is presently being torn apart bv the battle
between greed and the need for conservation. Government agencies were
developed to keep politics out of such decisions as these and to insure that
decisions are made wisely and scientifically. I hope our government can
maintain its integrity on this issue. [ cannot imagine a responsible
government allowing the proposed lease sale 149. At this time, the risk is
100 great. It is not environmentally sound. That in itself should be the
reason 1o cancel Oil and Gas Lease Sale 149.

Thank vou,

Margaret A. Blanding g



MAB-01

As noted in Section IV.A 2.b, the average size of most of the spills < 1,000 bbl (21- <50 bbl)
is about 5 bbl; for spills > 50 bbl and 1,000 bbl, the average size is about 160 bbl. These
spills are likely to occur over the 20-plus-year life of the production facilities. The MMS has
established stringent requirements for spill prevention and response (Section IV.A.4). Ifa
small spill occurs, response equipment at the drilling or production site is available for
immediate deployment to help contain and cleanup the oil. Small spills are expected to have
only a short-term (<1 day) effect in a local area ( <several km?). Small spills are not
expected to kill several thousand marine and coastal birds.

MAB-02

The MMS OSRA model uses two types of objects to evaluate contacts from oil spills. One is
called a land segment and the second is called an environmental resource area. The model
does stop trajectories once land is contacted. However, for environmental resource areas,

has passed. Using both these tools, the analyst has a good general assessment of oil-spill
movement throughout the Sale 149 and adjacent area. The MMS is currently testing a model
that will simulate the effects of a beach oiling and removal of that oil by the tide and washing it
down the coast.

The MMS, Alaska OCS Region, has spent considerable time and effort gathering information
about and studying the fate and effects of the EVOS. Unfortunately, most of this information
cannot be reiterated in an EIS due to the sheer volume. The MMS sponsored a hindcast
evaluation of the Gulf of Alaska model to determine how closely the EVOS compared to
modeled trajectories in the Gulf of Alaska (Jayko and Spaulding, 1989). The simulated
modeled trajectories correlated very well with the actual EVOS trajectory. However, the
timing of the contacts was slower in the EVOS due to the lower speed of the Alaska Coastal
Current in the spring of 1989. Galt, Lehr, and Payton (1991) point out that the Alaska Coastal
Current was slow in spring of 1989 due to the low freshwater discharge in March and April.
The information gained from modeling the Gulf of Alaska, which included lower Cook Inlet
and Shelikof Strait, was included in the Cook Inlet and Shelikof Strait model. In addition,
analysts considered the effects of an oil spill contacting areas that had already been contacted
by the EVOS in lower Cook Inlet and Shelikof Strait.

MAB-03

A discussion of the potential effects on fish and marine mammals as a result of an oil spill
affecting prey species can be found in Section IV.B.1.c(1) and ¢(2) and Section IV.B.1:¢(1)
and e(4), respectively. There is little information available regarding the effects of an oil spill
on capelin, pollock, and sand lance. Pollock were sampled in Prince William Sound in late
1990 and were found to have elevated levels of fluorescent aromatic compounds in their bile,
indicating exposure to petroleum, but the levels had decreased very substantially by 1991.
Assesament of female pollock collected in 1991 did not show any substantial effects that
positively could be ascribed to increased oil exposure. The study did not show any profound
effect on the species following the EVOS, but this is tempered by the delay in initiating studies
and the short duration of the study.

Due to the high productivity, abundance, and broad distribution of forage fish such as pollock,
sand lance, and capelin, the assumed 50,000-bbl spill is not expected to reduce the number of
fish available to marine and coastal birds that feed on these fish populations; thus this issue
was not discussed in the 149 DEIS. There were no findings from the studies of the EVOS to
suggest that effects on forage fish such as herring had any effect on bird populations in Prince
William Sound or other areas contaminated by EVOS.

MAB-04

The point is well taken that prelease-sale social and psychological effects also should be
explored; but the DEIS.may not be the vehicle for doing this, because individual and
community perceptions of threats and opportunities within the human environment that may be
brought on by the proposed lease sale actually evolve during the timeframe of writing the
DEIS and can result from the processes involved in its preparation. On the other hand, such
prelease effects are argued as not simply being perceptions but “every bit as real, as
quantifiable, as predictable, and as significant, as the development-phase impacts that have
been officially acknowledged” (Freudenburg and Gramling, 1994) and therefore deserve to be
predicted and discussed in the DEIS. Regardless, this was not done in the DEIS for Lease Sale
149. Therefore, an additional category of prelease-sale effects-causing-agents and their
impacts has been added to all sections on sociocultural systems in all alternatives and the
cumulative case in this FEIS.

rajedtoriés do’ not sidp buf confinlie until théy eiflisr move Sut of the modéling ‘area or 30 ‘days MAB S

In general, the issues raised by the series of questions have been considered implicitly in
Section IV.B.1.m and the corresponding sections for the alternatives. How much analysis is
enough is a judgment. In our judgment, the analysis of potential impacts on visitors is
adequate. The density and number of oil wells are anticipated to be low enough that tourists
fishing in Cook Inlet should not feel encroached upon by wells; there still will be vast amounts
of open water for fishing. The potential effect of oil development and pollution on wilderness
values are considered in Section IV.B.1.m. Tourists to Cook Inlet come from all over the
United States. Impacts on these visitors are considered in Section IV.B.1.m.

MAB-06

In regard to the maps of tanker routes, a revised map that displays the movement of tankers
into the Cook Inlet will be part of the finished document. Regarding the use of Kachemak Bay
by tankers and cargo carriers of various sorts, the DEIS discussed this topic in Section
II.A.2.b.(3) (pages II-3 and -4). Such vessel movements within the Cook Inlet and Kachemak
Bay were considered when laying the basic assumption for the Sale 149 OSRA.

MAB-07

The MMS encourages presenting the statistical statement and, when the author makes a
judgement such as low or high, including the numerical amount in parentheses. The statement
has been changed to read “there is a 27-percent chance of one or more oil spills 21,000 bbl
ocourring.”
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Chris Chavasse

P.O. Box 15003 By surrounding and common | wish to imply the cC-03
Fritz Creek oceanographical, geographical and atmospheric commonalities both
: Alaska 99603 within the immediate vicinity of the proposed sale and those that
March 7, 1995 are scientifically identified as being dynamically connected by
: natural environmental functions.
United States Mineral  Management Service
Public Hearing at Homer, Alaska 3/7/95 ¢) The dependence of local coastal communities on the
commonly occurring aquatic life for subsistence, commerce and
Re: Proposed Offshore Lease Sale 149 recreation has been effectively ignored in the species bioassay
selections.
The fundamental Magnificence, the _Peace, and_the_Dignity_ of Lower e N ) . S
CTook “Tnlet” will Be subsmnuve‘@ lmpaxrcd';s h opgsel‘:iy “i.c'ﬂ% Sale The expense alfuded to as a limiting factor in establishing
149, contaminant knowledge is an economic veil that impugns the
h . 4 integrity of the scientific assessment of the biology of the
Although the Draft EIS for this proposed sale is an organisms/species extant in the area. Without a thorough, broad
contribution to the understanding of the Inlet's . overall dynamics, it "spectrum analysis of the micro-organism communities, all important
falls 5“0" in several critical areas. subsistence, commercial and recreational species, and endemic and
F— migratory avian populations, the assessment is incomplete.
1.) The Iong term implications. of mdustnally imposed social cc-01 '
disruption. are not considered. A species contaminant burden bioassay that is as limited as the
one performed for the DEIS is misleading insofar as it denies
2.) The equal protection of the rights of those most likely to suffer —l cc-n2 fundamental toxicological assessment methodologies, and ignores
direct effects of accidents are not considered. the interactive elements that induce deleterious biological effects in
organisms, small or large.
3.) The evident weight placed on long term, externally controlled
economic profits, including those to governmental organization is The ubiquity of manmade environmental contaminants in
inappropriate, It lacks social, spiritual and _environmental sensitivity every aquatically oriented species of the planet is well noted in
and responsibility. archives, journals, and papers published and unpublished, of the
sciences of environmental assessment and toxicology. No total
4.) The water quality assessments are flawed in their design and contaminant burdens are noted in this DEIS. Consequently, no
analytical. method. conclusions can be drawn by the data prepared for this secuon of
the report .
a) The design is evidently subjective. It inadequately identifies —} cc-3
areas subject to sedimentary deposition, and by extension, ignores cc-04

the necessary examination of potential and extant biologically active
reservoirs of anthropogenic contaminants.

b)The Bioassays are similarly deficient in scope. Neither the
species, locations nor the contaminant selection provide a scientific
basis for consideration in’ deﬁmng the anthropogenic contaminant
contribution or burdens in the marine living resources of the
surrounding and common areas.
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The further assessment of anthropogenic pollution of the
species in the area should adhere to the strictest scientifically
reliable measurements of persistent and other toxicologically active
substances. The outmoded methodology intrinsic to many EPA
assessment criteria developed in the 1970s are often still utilized.
This must be avoided, gad*the further evaluation of the area's
environmental corruption by industrially manufactured and
population-generated products and poisons.




I would like to see the contaminant data undergo a complete CC-05
review by the US Department of the Interior Environmental Sciences
Laboratory for inclusivity and accuracy.

At this time in human history, the advanced sciences have
concluded that the very life support systems we rely upon are in
jeopardy from biospheric pollution, which places us all in jeopardy.

Alaska is an Arctic State, and as such, is highly vulnerable to
pollutants generated within her own borders, and is,” with other
Arctic, States,, the,_unwitting, repository,.for. mest. othsr. cavironmantal

Please consider for the administrative record thnt' ¢ oppose
present and further production from oil-bearing deposits in the
Cook Inlet, and am specifically opposed to lease sale 149.

If this sale is developed, it will directly and further impugn my
peace, dignity and health. It will also substantively detract from the
beauties that maintain my excitement and love for our natural
environments,

Sincerely,

contaminants emanating from the lower latitudes of our planet.

Many, if not most, of these poisons are the byproducts of
industry subsidiaries or associates of the industry that proposed
lease sale 149 is promoting. This fact should be borne out by a
comprehensive broad spectrum contaminant bioassay analysis.

° Suffice it to say that it is indeed a peculiar madness that
despite incontrovertible evidence implicating fossil fuels and their
byproducts in the demise of the genetic integrity of biological life as
we know it, the governments, in whom we put our trust, maintain
their right to expand the development of the sources of these
biologically active toxins.

The DEIS states that global or big picture concerns are beyond
the scope of the agency. This is an unfortunate statement, and truly
indicative of the lack of interagency involvement that the public
rightfully expects.

This is perhaps .the best example of rationalized, willful
ignorance that can be found in a living document!

What is at stake here, as in ANWR and elsewhere, is our future
health, the health of future generations, and the type of biological
diversity that has provided for the magnificent natural productivity
we know on the planet today. What is at stake here is also the peace
that we hold so dear in our experiences of the natural world, and
the dignity that we are afforded in our knowledge that we are doing
what is truly right, for now and for the future, '
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T

Chris Chavasse

CC-01
The long-term implications of social disruption attributed to the proposed lease sale are
discussed in Section IV.B.1.k.

CC-02

The EIS analyzes the potential effects on the environment of the proposed lease sale. This
document does not discuss the legal rights of those most likely to suffer direct effect of
potential accidents. The analyses used to support the conclusions in the EIS assume that all
laws and regulations are part of the proposed lease sale. The MMS regulates activities that
may occur on the OCS as a result of the proposed lease sale and, as part of that process, MMS
assures compliance with the laws that provide protection to the environment and the living and
nonliving resources of the area.

CC-03
Please see the response to Comments TAG-32 and -33 and JLM-09.

CC-04 .
Please see the response to Comment TAG-32.

CC-08

The quality control of the 1993 Cook Inlet study was performed by the Alaska Department of
Eavironmental Conservation, Juneau Environmental Analysis Laboratory. The data are
submitted to the National Oceanographic Data Center.



[ ———

Mark Child
309 South State St. #8
Champaign, IL 61820

‘April 3, 1995
Dear Mr Valiulis
MMS (644) USDO!
381 Elden Street
Hermndon, VA 22070-4817

Ref - Proposed Cook Inlet Oil and Gas Leasing Sale 149
Oil Spill Risk Assessment Section (IV.A.2)

I have reviewed the draft EIS prepared on Cook Inlet, which involves the oil
and gas leasing sale 149. [ paid particular attention to the sections involving
the oil spill risk assessment. My general impression of this report is that it is
well organized, easy to underitand and contains extensive information

Also paragraph 5 of the same page (TV.A.10) mentions that in the Exxon MC-03
Valdez oil spill, small pockets of rocky shorelines where found to have heavy
oil concentrations in areas sheltered from wind and waves up to 8 months
after the spill. Are there similar sheltered locations in the proposed project
area that may be at risk as the coastline for this project consists of 49 percent
rocky shore?

Last, section IV.A.11 indicates the chance of a spill occurring is estimated at 1- MC-04

9 percent for the high case scenario. (using a poisson distribution IV.A.3) The
high case scenario will affect the coastline of 34 land segments within 30 days
(IV.A.11 paragraph 9). I am concerned because this risk seems high.
Alternatives IV-VIIl which involve deferrals based on wildlife and habitat
conservation seem better alternatives, if the risk of spills is made a high
priority, because they reduce the risk of a spill couuring to a maximum of 2
percent,

-

I found the information in this report very informative and up front about

concemning the ’potmtigl=ﬁqks=gfqﬂ}gzp;qmt do however have several.
the oil spill assessment section.

‘Questions relating to specific parts o

First, I reviewed the physical considerations section (III.A) to get an
understanding of the types of considerations included in this DEIS. One part
of this section describes faults, volcanism, tsunamis and sediment/seafloor
instability, (IIl.A.2 5 para 7-9) The physical characteristics mentioned made
me question if there is a risk of turbidity currents occurring as a result of an
earthquake. [ understand from this section that the sea floor is considered
stable, and therefor at very little risk of this phenomena, however, there is
some question about possible subsurface liquefiable layers of silt and fine
particles. If an earthquake occurs is it possible that, if this layer exists, it could
become liquified and form a turbidity current. If so, are the drilling sites in -
areas protected from this risk. :

| MC-01

In the shoreline weathering section of the report, it is acknowledged that oil 1
spills of varying magnitude are inevitable. This section indicates what parts
of the coastline (TV.A.10 2 and map IV.A.2-2) may be affected when a spill
occurs and the Environmental Sensitivity Index (ESI) rating for the coastline
types affected. The coastlines are identified as 49% sheltered /exposed rocky
shores, 31% mixed sand and gravel beaches, 12% gravel beaches, and less than
7% sand beach tidal flats and marshes, of which 3% are exposed tidal flats and
1% are marshes. Marshes receive the highest ESI rating of 8. I haven't been
able to determine what areas these percentages represent because no acreages
for coastlines are given. The beginning of the report provides the total acres
for the different alternatives (page iii) but there isn't a similar figure for

MC-02

coastlines. What percent or acreage of the marshlands (representing 1% of
coastline) will be affected? ‘
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'report adequately addresses my concerns regarding this project.

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this report.

Sincerely,

ook ot oA~

Mark Child
Graduate student in landscape architecture

MC-01 .

The seafloor throughout the Sale 149 area is considered to be stable. The risk of turbidity
currents is low. Drilling and/or production sites are reviewed on a site-specific basis prior to
commencement of activity. Seafloor stability is one of the parameters reviewed.

MC-02

The data are summarized from a shoreline database compiled by Gundlach et al., 1990. The
total amount of shoreline in the planning area is approximately 7500 km. For the base case,
the OSRA estimates a chance of ons or more oil spills 21,000 bbl occurring and contacting 19
land segments . These 19 land segments have approximately 92 km of marsh shoreline. For
the high case, the OSRA estimates a chance of one or more oil spills 1,000 bbl occurring and
contacting 34 land segments. These 34 land segments have approximately 106 km of marsh
shoreline.

MC-03
Yes, there are rocky shorelines in lower Cook Inlet and Shelikof Strait similar to the sheltered
rocky shorelines in Prince William Sound.

MC-04

The alternatives are analyzed to determine differences in effects to environmental resources
from impact-producing factors such as oil spills. You are correct in your interpretation that
some of the alternatives show less of a chance of one or more oil spills 21,000 bbl oceurring
and contacting some environmental resource areas and coastline than does the base case.



FHONE NO. : 907234287 PO3

April 19, 1995

Joel Cooper
P.O. Box 3S8S
Homer, Alaska 99603

FPOM :

a ecosysicm-bascd upproach to implement the Restoralion Plan. The
Trusiee Councils' major focus of iy muskion is: gencral restoration,
habitat prolection, and sesearch and mooitoring. 1 would like tw
know how the U.S. Depurtment of Interior can lcgaily offer oil and
g4s lcase salcs in an EVOS affected area? The DEIS
says that therc will be Unavoidable Adverse E[fects .

[ JC-01

- The fact thut Cook Inlct iy one of the mosr active voleanic ‘

Fodith ~Botileib, —Regional  131rector
Mineruls Mapagement Service, Alaska OCS Reginn
949 Euast 36th Avenuc

Anchorage, Ak 99508-4302

Dcar Judith,

Once uguin I am communiculing lo you, Lhis time, in my personal
writlen comment, to cancel Oll and Gas Lease 149. As the hours,
days, and wocks analyzing and discussing thc DEIS conlinuc (o pile
up, pilc up liko the dead fuuns and flors will if MMS ullows this snle
to ke pluce, [ find morc and more that the DEIS is extremely
fMewcd und biaacd. And thul the individualx who pul this documenl
together did not adequuicly rescarch the marinc, humun, and coaswl
environments that the leuse sale will affect nor did they utilize
proporly the information thoy did gather. This is a druft documen!
and iy suppose to bo roviewed and critlicized, however, mysell and
thoe hundrods of olher people who have put countless hours studying
this document should not have bud to put this much time and energy
iato providing public commont on such & critical issue. It is the job of
MMS o produse u workable DEIS not the public, the people st MMS
arc boing puid W Jo this, the yeunsral public arc using their vulnahle
time away from work lo givo their input. Furthermore, it has been
readily apparent early on that Oil aud Gas Lease Sulc 149 should not
take place! So, onve aguin, I support Allernstive L, the no lease sule
alternative,

This poorly draltcd EIS is enough information o nol procecd with
wriling » Final EIS, however, I will procsod to list points that wero
not addrossod and thoso tbat were inadequately adduucd.:l

- A major puint that sands out immediaccly is ibut Lower
Cook lnlct is an ares that ia still recovering from the wifecta of the
Esxvn Valdex Oil 8pill. Tho Exxon Valdsr Trusies Council, which ths
U.S. Departmoat of laterior is & member, was eatablixhed to establish
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JC-02

N o T PN A -
center of the lcase sale, crupls every 10-]12 ycars with a major
eruplivn is expecling o octur. The volcanologist claim that & major
event is expecied to take placc and thut Augusline volcano needs a
200 mile radius. They claim thut they have provided this information
o MMS. ‘Thix is enough Lo cuucel lousc sale 149 right now! Why hus
this not been addresscd?

- The fact that Cook Inlet is one of the mos! siesmically aclive
ores in the wuwld. This poscs o major threal 10 not only thc propsed
lease sale, but alww to the devclopment that exists in Upper Cook
Inlet. This wus brisfly mentioncd but does not discuss the impacts
thal u mujor quake of lhe magnitude of 8.2 or greater, which we
know will huppen, will Luve oa the platforms and pipelines. How will
8 mujor quaks wffect the infrasiructure that will exist il this sale
takes place? Can we cunccl this sale now?

= Jc-03

- The fact that Lower Cook lalet has some of the moxl extreme
weather und sen conditions in the world. Winds of 100 mph aad
greater
frequently occur in the fall and winter and winds up to 60 mph
commonly occur throughout tho yeur, This makes cleunup of oil spills
impossible! This )
fact wus vory poorly addrosved. Why? The most extremes enndilions
must be addrossed! Surcly this is enough information to eancel the
leuse sale?

JC-04

« That 'the DLIS assurca repeuted small oil spills and predicts a T
27% 1w 87% likelthood of vne or morc mujor spills. Thia information
should bec considerod at all limes when addressing the adversc
effects W marine, human, and coaswl cavironments rurrounding the
loase arca. And ibat oncc the spill occurs it will spread ihroughout
Cuok Inlet and down Shelikofl Strait.

This is nol bard w sco. The oil apill model addreswing how oil will
spread is flawcd und even says so. How can this lcass sale procced?

JC-05




FEVIRERPEARIN F A SRR

-  Thoe Fact what the communilies surtounding the lcase area
depend upon the unspoiled natural quulitics und continved
productivity of Cook Inlet for iheir cconomic and subsisience
livelihoods, The people of Cook Inlet, the stuto of Aluska, the US. of
America, and the World depend on Couk Inlets ability o produce.
The DLCIS practically guaranieés (27% 1o 87% chance) one or more
wajor oil spills. The EVOS shows us the destruction unce the spill
oceurs., llow can we consider lcasing this wrea? Picasc usnswer Lhe

drilling in Bristol Bay and not in Lower Cook lalet/Shelikol Strait?
This iy u diverscly productive areu and deverves cqual protection!
I'm sure by now you [olks aro Jruflling a press relcuse umaouncing
the cancellution of lease salc 149.

- The fact that upper Cook Inlet and Kenpui Peninsulu il 1
produccrs huve consistently violated EPA discharge permits. and
have illcgally dumped toxic and hazardous waustc maleriuly
throughout the central and upper Konai Peninsuls. This should be
uddresscd before offering other lewse sales in udjoining areus. Why
havea't they beon dequatcly uddressed? Why aran't MMS and the
EPA working together?

- The fact that Cuck Inlel lacks basic spill provention mousures |
such as a vesacl truffic Sysiom, tanker cacorts, or tractor tugs, and
the Oil Pollution Act of 1900 docs not roquire cosversion o double-
hulled tunkers fuor another 20 ycars. Why is a lease sule heing
considercd whou thess safoguards arc not in place?

- The fuct that just announcing a leuse saic has already had
adverse effects (0 tho communilies surrounding the sule. The city of
Homor as been divided botween its' locul government and im' people.
The poople, as you know, have been speaking out in large numherx
aguinst Oil and Cas Lousc Salo 149. Tho local government has
respondcd by trying 10 ke a marginal neutral sund and the mayor
and several council mombers say thal they ure being pressurcd hy
the stulc governmont not to take a stand. This is wvot bow Democracy
is suppose to work. 1 will yend all the ncwapuper articles
documonting this,

Woll, Judith , 1| have run out of time. The lime allowed W comment is
not sdcquate fur working poople. Pleaso forgive all spelling and
grammatical orrors for | did not have time w prool this documont, |
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PO3 FROM : PHONE NO. : 9272784287 PB4

would greally appreciute that my questions arc unswered
appropriatcly. Thaak YOU for your time and 1 fook forwurd 10 your
responsc. Finally, my seabird fricnds from the Barrcn Islands kindly
wsk you 10 cuncel leusc sale 149, they've eapericnced onc major il
spill und loal meny friends and they doo't want W expericnce
another!f!tl!  Thunks Again!

| JC-06 ,
Siacsrely. . o
Joel Cooper

JC-07

JC-08



JC-01

The Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act requires the Department of the Interior to manage the
Federal offshore gas and oil leasing program on the OCS. The OCSLA charges the Secretary
of the Interior with administering mineral exploration and development on the U.S. OCS while
conserving its natural resources. The Comprehensive Outer Continental Shelf Natural Gas and
Oil Resource Management Program for 1992-1997 proposed five lease sales in the Alaska
OCS Region. One of the sales included in the program was in Cook Inlet/Shelikof Strait. In
developing the S-year program, the Secretary carefully considered a broad range of factors in
reaching his decisions, and sought to design a program that best met the energy needs of the
American people and stnick the appropriate balance between environmental concerns and the
opportunity to find and develop new energy resources.

The Unavoidable sdverse effects of the proposal must be considered and weighed against the

need for the search for new energy resources. The purpose of the EIS is to examine the

characterized as short term and localized. To create a comprehensive document, a scenario
must be used wherein an oil spill would occur. The scenario for the base case—the most likely
scenario for this proposal—has used for analysis purposes an oil spill of 50,000 bbl. Including
an oil-spill event of this size in the EIS analysis does not indicate that such an event is expected
to occur. The scenario is used only to analyze potential effects if such an event would occur.

JC-02

Several volcanic hazards are associated with Mt. Augustine Volcano. A very high-risk zone
includes all of Augustine Island and the immediate offshore area around the island. Within this
zone, the hazards are associated with pyroclastic flows, volcanic bomb fall, mudflows, tephra
(ash) accumulation, and volcanic gases. Kienle and Swanson, (1985) do not extend this zone
into the OCS area. -

A high-risk zone characterizes the immediate offshore area of Augustine Island, which is
subject to pyroclastic flows, tephra accumulation, and volcanic gases. Hazards from the
pyroclastic flows include the thermal and blast effects from nuee ardentes (hot gas clouds) that
rise above the pyroclastic flows. The limit of the high-risk zone is taken to be three times the
extent of the pyroclastic basal avalanche deposits (Kienle and Swanson, 1985). The high-risk
zone does not extend into OCS waters.

A moderate-risk Zone covers most of Cook Inlet and the Kenai Peninsula. This risk zone
includes the potential effects of all the Cook Inlet region volcanos, not just Mt. Augustine.
Hazards within this zone are due to tephra (ash) accumulation and low concentrations of
volcanic gases. The effects of an eruption possibly would result in the temporary. suspension
of operations and increased maintenance (replacing filters, anti-corrosion, etc.) (Kienle and
Swanson, 1985). This risk zone covers the Sale 149 area.

An additional potential hazard is the possibility of a tsunami generated by a volcanic eruption,
The 1883 eruption of Mt. Augustine apparently generated a tsunami estimated from 20 to 30
feet high (Kienle et al., 1987). Because almost all of the Sale 149 area is in water depths
greater than 100 feet, tsunamis would have little effect on drilling rigs and platforms. The
major tsunami hazard is to coastal facilities and communities. Tsunami hazards for onshore
facilities can be greatly reduced by proper location and design criteria.

JC-03
The first oil and gas discoveries offshore in Cook Inlet were in State waters, at least 2 years
prior to the 1964 “Good Friday™ earthquake. -Any and all structures emplaced on the OCS

must be engineered to withstand a maximum climatic or physical event, i.c., a 100-year storm
or a massive earthquake. This is not to say that all installations will be quake proof, and that
no damage will occur; however, significant advance in construction technology will, over
time, minimize potential damage to installations and potential spillage of oil. Regarding the
statement “we know a quake of 8.2 will happen,” the calculation of the time of occurrence of
an earthquake is speculative at best. Authorities in this field state that the return time for a
major quake in the Cook Inlet could vary from a few decades to 800 years. Given the 19-year
life of the field estimated for the proposed action, it well may never be disturbed by a major
seismic event.

JC-04

Wind information for the Cook Inlet/Shelikof Strait area is presented in Section III.B.2.b of the
EIS. The MMS considers this information adequate. for the analysis presented in Section I'V.B.
Also, while winds helps to disperse spilled oil into the water column through wave action

FEHCPTYETe™ = “gerterited Yy the Wit AN Inctea e dié “évaporatton rifte of T vOTHe contfFonensToT Sy s« e

oil, the analysis of the effects of an oil spill are based, in part, on the assumption that none of
the spilled oil is cleaned up. Also, it is noted in Section III.B.2.b(2) that drainage- (katabatic-)
wind velocities can exceed 50 meters/second and extend for tens of kilometers offshore (50
meters/socond is about 112 miles/hdur or 97 knots).

JC-08

For purposes of analysis, the DEIS assumes small spills will occur based on statistical trends.
There is a 27- and 72-percent chance of one or more spills 21,000 bbl occurring and
contacting for the base and high case, respectively. These statistics do not relay any
information about the size of the spill other than the fact that the spill is 1,000 bbl or greater.
For purposes of analysis, a 50,000-bbl spill is chosen. There is not a 27-percent chance of a
50,000-bbl spill occurring. In modeling, simplifying assumptions are made about the natural
environment. The fate of oil is governed by numerous secondary processes that transform
and transport the oil such as advection, spreading, evaporation, dissolution, dispersion,
emulsification, photo-oxidation, adsorption/ sedimentation, and biodegradation. The
relationships of these processes to the environment are complex, and some are not well
understood. Many of these processes are dependent on the oil type. In a frontier area, such as
lower Cook Inlet, the oil type is not known. Furthermore, the OSRA results are used to
analyze other scenarios, such as the transportation routes, which may represent different oil
types. For these reasons, secondary transport processes are not included in the OSRA. A
weathering model is used to provide information regarding evaporation, dissolution,
dispersion, and spreading. The weathering information is used by EIS anslysts in conjunction
with the OSRA results in their interpretation of oil-spill effects on social, economic and
environmental resources. Were 0il to be found, the location of the spill area would be known
as well as the oil type and its characteristics. The production and development EIS would
cover these aspects in more detail,

Oil spills are one of the largest impact-producing factors considered in every analysis of social,
economic, and environmental resources in an environmental impact statement for an oil and
gas lease sale. The EIS analysts make extensive use of the Oil Spill Risk Analysis (OSRA) for
determining what resources may be contacted by an oil spill and the effects to environmental
resources from an oil spill. The MMS considers the OSRA adequate for a basic understanding
of oil-spill trajectories. Quality-assurance checks provide an important means to verify the
model. Drifter trajectories (Muench and Schumacher, 1980) were compered to modeled
trajectories. In general, the diagnostic results of the three-dimensional hydrodynamic model
show these features at the correct location and magnitude, meeting the zero-th order test of the
basic model.
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Also, please soe the response to Comment AK-01.

JC-06
The Congress has, in its yearly Department of the Interior appropriations bills, beginning in
1988, included language that places a moratorium on oil and gas leasing and exploration and
development activities in the North Aleutian Basin. Congress has not issued a moratorium on
" leasing in the Federal OCS area of Cook Inlet, The Cook Inlet area has been explored and
developed and oil produced for many years in State waters, and a precedent has been set for
safe and environmentally sound exploration and development and production activities in the
Cook Inlet. :

JC-07

The MMS recognizes the concemns of local citizens regarding illegally dumped toxic and
hazardous waste materials; however, the regulations and the effects of onshore petroleum
contamination are the responsibility of the State of Alaska (Dept. of Environmental

(This side of the page is blank.)

"CUNSETVAION), Y€ USEPA; dnd th& Fith dnd Wildlife Service if Tegal dumping has occurred
in the Kenai National Wildlife Refuge. ‘

The MMS and USEPA do cooperate. The MMS and USEPA have a cooperative agreement to
prepare EIS’s for oil and gas exploration and development on the Alaskan OCS (Sec. 1.C). In
addition, MMS conducts inspections for compliance with the USEPA’s National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System permits for operational discharges (Sec. IV .A.4.a(3).

JC-08
Please sco the responses to Comments KCN-05, UFA-06, and TAG-17.
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Copy oF e Her {;m! ylalss

Willy Dunne
Natursiist Guide Telephone (807) 235-7578
PO Box 15043
Fritz Creek, AX 99803
April 19,1995

than others. What are the impacts of potential oil spills on seabirds during each month of
the year?

The DEIS does not adequately address the socio-economic impacts to the sustainable
economy of the communities in the lease sale area. For example, what are the impacts of
the lease sale on the availability of low cost access to personal use fish and shellfish. My
family uses in excess of 700 pounds of wild harvested food each year. How will the
increase in residents and itinerant workers to the region impact my ability to supply my
family with wild harvested food? What will the impacts be on costs of living? What will
the impacts be on availability of housing, recreation, and harbor space be? These are only
a small fraction of the questions that need to be addressed.

WD-0§

Judith Gonilieb, Regional Director
Minerals Management Service
Fax ; 907-271-6805

Dear Ms. Gottlieb,

Please consider and respond to the following comments on the Drafi EIS for Lease
Salel49.

The DEIS does not adequately consider the impacts of potential oil spills on shorebird

staging areas in lower Cook Inlet and Kachemak Bay. Kachemak Bay was recently
designated as an international site in the Western Hemisphere Shorebird Reserve
Network, one of only 2 such sites in Alaska, due to its extreme importance as a feeding
area for hundreds of thousands of migrating shorebirds. It is estimated that up to one half
of the worids population of Surfbirds utilizes Kachemak Bay during migration. An oil
spill in the lease sale area could have significant impacts on shorebird habitat.

The DEIS does not address the potential impacts to the economic benefits derived from =]
watchable wildlife activities. The Homer Chamber of Commerce and the US Fish and
Wildlife Service have developed the Kachemak Bay Shorebird Festival which has had a
significant economic impact for the community of Homer and provided income to
numerous businesses during the "shoulder” season of tourism. How will lease sale 149
and potential oil spills affect these economic opportunities?

‘What are the impacts of potential oil spills to invertebrates, which are an important part |
of the marine food web?

The DEIS appears to present conflicting figures on Humpback Whale populations in the =]
lease sale area. What are the actual population figures?

The DEIS does ot present spill scenarios during all months of the year. We have learned T

from the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill that seabirds are more vulnerable during some seasons

WD-01

WD-02

WD-03

WD-05

V-139

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Please address these concems and supply me
with any further documents that are published regarding lease sale 149.

Sincerely,

-~
',

Willly Dunne



WD-01

The combined probability of one or more oil spills > 1,000 bbl (including the assumed 50,000-
bbl spill) occurring and contacting outer Kachemak Bay (ERA 3) is <S5 percent, and the
probability of one or more spills occurring and contacting inner Kachemak Bay and Homer
Spit is 1 percent (sce Figs. IV.B.1.d-1 and IV.B.1.g-1). These probabilities indicate that an oil
spill in the Sale 149 area is very unlikely to contaminate the important shorebird habitat in
Kachemak Bay. The DEIS assesses the effect of oil-spill contamination of shorebird and sea
duck habitats on page IV.B.1-36, second complete paragraph, and in the last sentence of the
conclusion on page IV.B.1-38, second complete paragraph. The designation of Kachemak Bay
as a Western Hemispliere Shorebird Reserve has been added to the text of the EIS on page
I.B.9.

WD-02
Potential economic impacts on the tourist industry for the Southcentral region have been added
to Section IV.B.1.m. and corresponding sections for alternatives. However, specific reference

WD-06

The EIS addresses the impacts in the sustainable (renewable-resource-based) economy of the
communities of lower Cook Inlet. Although the Native communities of lower Cook Inlet are
singled out as most affected, the analysis considers communities throughout the Kenai
Peninsula. An increase in population may increase competition for wild foods, especially
increased hunting pressure on local big-game animals. There may also be increased pressure
on personal-use fishing for adult salmon, although State records show that the number of
salmon caught in 1989 and 1990 actually were peak catch years for the southern district, lower
Cook Inlet personal-use/subsistence set gillnet salmon fisheries (ADF&G, 1995).

for such specific events in the region.

WD-03
The effects of an oil #pill on invertebrates are discussed in Section IV.B.1.

WD-04 :

Precise estimates for numbers of humpback whales present in and adjacent to the proposed sale
area are not available, and are not likely to be in the foreseeable future because of budgetary
constraints. However, reasonable estimates for seasonal occurrence based on previous studies
and incidental observations are available and used in the analysis of potential effects.

Estimates given in the document for the region and the sale area have been revised to eliminate
confusion. )

WD-0§

The DEIS eoffects section on Marine and Coastal Birds focuses on potential oil spills occurring
during May through September (summer scason) using the Oil Spill Risk Analysis Model.
This period includes the months when seabirds would be most vulnerable to oil spills. It
includes the spring period (May), when the birds are congregated on the water near the
seabird-colony cliffs, and also includes the fall period (September), when the seabird adults
and young are congregated on the water near the colonies during their feather-molting season.
It is during the molting season when the birds are flightless that they are most vulnerable to oil
spills, because they cannot escape from the water if an oil spill sweeps through the area.
Please see Section IV.B.1.d., Effects on Marine and Coastal Birds, for assumptions about oil
spills occurring during the summer season. During the winter season (October-April), seabirds
and other marine and coastal birds are expected to be less vulnerable to oil spills (because the
birds have dispersed over their winter range in the Gulf of Alaska), and thus the effects are
expected to be less if a apill occurs during the winter season. If oil spills occurred during any
month of the summer season, the effects on seabirds are expected to be about the same; thus,
analyzing spills occurring each month of the year is not likely to change the conclusion on
potential effects of oil spills on marine and coastal birds. The DEIS in Section IV.B.1.d.,
Effects on Marine and Coastal Birds, assumes a severe case where the 50,000-bbl spill sweeps
through the coastal waters near the Chisik-Duck Island seabird colonies when the seabirds are
rafting-congregating on the water near the colony, a season and situation when the birds are
most vulnerable to oil spills.
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March 23, 1995
Grants Pass, Oxagon 97527 MAR 28 19838
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U.S. Devartmant o4 the Intarioa e StALS M

Mingraloe Managamant Sarvice

Alaska ©.C.S. Region

Raglional Supexvisor, Fleld Operations
949 Eaat 36th Avenua MR 603
Anchorage, ALaska 99508-4302

SV I S TV S o =TT WO 4. VIS NG TV 1 VS Y-V VY- ROV F AT, T- N eT- DX 7Y DY R Y- ¥ 7 N0 . §

On this annlversary date o¢ the Exxon Valdez oll splll dlioeastar,lam
opposad o Cook Inlat Land Lease Sale # 149 4ox the $ollowlng reasons:

1) No ol and gas developmant should tohe place until tha
“burdan o4 prood” L& put on tha shoulders o4 the industry that wishas
20 daotroy our environment éox davelopmant purposas. The “burden oé
paove®” shauld not be up to tha aganclas, at tha axpanse o4 the
taxpayars, whan all procaeds go Lo the International Conglomarates o4
big businass. It Lo our ZLand, wataxr, and aix that Lo baing polluted
and raped by blg Lindustay, 40 Lat the "burdan 04 prooé” Lay with tham.

2) I'm conceanad that M.M. S, ls procaeding with this Draét
Enviconmantal Statement without a compaghenelive undarstandling oé tha
Long tarm and chaonic eddect o4 mitlions 04 pounds o4 toxdne that have
entared tha Land, aix, and watars éxom uppar CooR Inlat oféshore odl
platéorms, rapdineries, odl storage and Loading éacliitles, and
patro-chamical plants.

Therse has naver baan a baseling study dona 04 pollutants on
tha banthic communitias o4 CookR Intet. Without a bassling study,
theare 46 no way $oa oclantliets 20 know how much toxine have
accumulated up o date, and how much Will continue 2o accwnulats 4in
tha ¢uture. This must be donea.

PG01

4) Sustalnable communities witl be thraatanad once agaln by
oéfohore odl and gas davelopmant.

“Flendng Lo
tha mainstay o& Alaska's coastal economy and employe morse people

statewdida than the oil and gasd

6/ I édnd Lt dncompaghansdible and unacceptabla 2o Lecse and
develop 4n an araa that contlinues Lo supéern érom the impacts o4 tha
Exxon -Vatdaz odl splll disastar. There negds 2o be mors Lngormation
mada avallabla on tha Long tarxm ajdects o4 the envixonmantal
degradation o¢ all ospacles of4 Li4e 04 that araa. Not all zeports have
bean mada public, 40 thae indormation that {4 avallabla Lo incomplatas.

7] Cook Intat is tha 4eeding, molting, and calving arsa o4 tha
Cook Intat Batluga Whatles, which raprasent a uniqua and vulngrable
population.

V.
PG-02

V-14

8) The Stellan sca Lion lo a "threatengd"” species under the |
Endangered Spacies Act. It hao suésered ¢ degoling which gxceede 70%
4n_ALookan wWolers 44nCQ Ihe mid 19704,

9) Thare arg numarous protacted areas Located within or adjacant
20 the Lease sals area. Five o4 thess are Natlonal Wildei4e Rebugas
which incltuda: The Alaska Marlitima: Alaska Penineula:; Bachorad:
Kenal: and Kodiak. Thare lo also Lake Clark Nationat Park and
Prasgrve;: Aniakchak National Monument and Pagsarve; Alacka State Game
Sanctuaary and McNiel River and Taading Bay Game Reduge: Katmai
Natlional Park Reserva; and Kachemak Bay, Fox Rivar Féats, Céam Gulch,
Anchoa River, Frlts Creek, Redoubt Bay and Katigin leland C.a.-ul.c.z.t
Habitat graas. These arsas must not ba a.&&ouad_‘t‘o_ble_duuoy&d_ y_an
accddent waltlns to happen, 'Lt'gu'lu hapea

10) There are divarse and productive 4ish and wildiide hablitat
axeas which include seabird coloniss and $oxaging areas, waterndowd
habltat, nursgry gaounds and migratory routes éor anandromous lohss
and marine mammals.

1) Thare 44 oveawhelming community opposdition 2o oééshore 0l and
gas davelaopmant in Lower Cook Inlet, as shown at countless "scopdng”
and "dialtogues"” meetings. My gut feeling Lo that thls opposdition has
bagn taken too Lightly by M.M.S. and it might coma back 2o haunt tham.

PG-03

12) Spills ara drnevitable. Weathar, waves, and saa {ca condlitlons
common 2o Cook Intat would maka cleanup procadurgs impossdldble. (I have
witnaosed this $4irat hand,) M.M.S's own data states tha chance o4 two
Or mora Large 4pilles {4 64% That percentage 44 unacceptabla Lo take
such a chance on xepeating a 4pill or blowout and all Lt's
consaquancas similar to the Exxon Valdaz and GLaclier Bay trajedlias.

13) Five years has passed and tha crlteria spetlad out in tha 04t
Protectlon Act o 1990 has not besn mat by tha Interratlonal 0L and
Gas Conglomarates. Thay muet not be allowad to 90 on with bueiness as
weual, until all crltardia hos been adhersd 2o.

14) I 4dnd tha gxtanelon o4 tha NPDES peamits Lo be unacceplable
whan thouwsands o4 violations have octurred and continue £0 occur 4n
Cook Intat. Thaea violations must be clgared up and stopped badore
moara davelopment {s allowed. Just bading éined on a pleca o4 papar does
not take care 04 tha poliution source, nor does paying tha éine and
baing allowad 2O carny on business as usual claar up tha problam oé
contamination. Tha source Ltsaléd must ba brought {into compllance and
stay 4n compllance at all times.

PG-04

15) I 4dnd Lt irondc that the M.M.S. whosa ool purpos’ 4o 2o PG-0S
develop ol and gas extractlion éor élnanciol galn, witl be tha
ldantlty that witld investigats compllanca o4 NPDES raports. This

arrangement stinks o4 big governmant and big business coarcion.

16) ARTICLE III (B) o4 the Memorandum oé¢ Agreament states: "The
MMS willl paovide the EPA with coplias 04 complatad NPDES JLnepections
Liots and othar pertinent indonmation on a monthly baslie untlass
otheruwise agreed to by the MMS and EPA.” The words othanwdeg
concarn ma. Whila Looking into NPDES zeports {in CooK Inlat watens, I
was told by EPA odsiclats, aome of the plfatéonme had not bgan

7 44 ;
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and élohermen. I éasl
this looua Lo takan much too Lightly by the powars that ba. It muet be
considarad a biggar piace oé4 the pils., although Lt might not ba as
taaty as the oll and gas share.

An od uu.z uou.td d.avuza:.a th.ou c.omu.n-u‘—u_o

18) Double hutied tankers, escort tugs, and warning Lights must
become a prarequislita ¢or Cook Intat Land Leasa Sale #149. This must
become an dmportant crlitarla 4in the sasaty equation 4or developmant
and transpoatation, as all oll Lravdng the otata o4 Alaska goas by

‘._A‘

PG-01
Baseline studies to determine background levels of hydrocarbons in the water column,
sediments, and benthic flora and fauna of Cook Inlet are described in Section III.A.5.c(4).

PG-02

An OCS oil and gas lease sale has been proposed for Cook Inlet; this is no guarantee that areas
will be leased and developed—or even that a lease sale will be held. Preparation of the DEIS is
just one part of the lease-sale process described in Section I.A. of the EIS. As of June 1992,
studies that were part of the damage assessment following the Exxon Valdez oil spill are being
released to the public; there are some final reports and many interim reports, and some reports

19) Thara are no 04l Splti Contingancy Plans 4in place that work,
parlod! Until such time that the corxrrct squipment and propar
-tnadnding 4o 4in place, land Laadse Sale #149 should not be altlowed to go
édorvanrnd .

20} A Loca-!- Emu.aencu Pu-n Mmm_um

21) until such time that sader altarnatives é4or our ssath and atl
spacies on 4t bacome as dmportant as 0.l and Gas davelopment, and tha
development o4 such alternatives {6 avallabla $oa public use and
cholice, altl Outax Continental Shaté Land Laas’ Salas should be put on
hotd, inctuding Cook Intat 0LL and Gas Leass Sale #149.

Sincaraty. Patricia Garoutts Ao cos odoneutBd
4349 Mlidway Avenuas

Grants Pass, Orxagon 97527

Phona: (503) 479-7830

ce:  EPA Alacka Regional O44ice
Trusteas $or Alaska
Greanpaace Field oéidce, Anchorage
US Flen and Wiltdti4e, Alaoska
Govarnoa Tony Knowlas
Cook Inlat Floharies Assoclation
CIRCAC, Kenali
Kanal National Wiedtiée Resuge
Alaska 04l and Gas Commlissdion ‘
DEC Kanal Baanch (0L and Gas Divislon)

PG-08
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still are being Cprepared Information about the reports is avallable through the Oll Splll
“Information Center, 645G Street, Anchorage, AK 99501. ™

In addition, the Exxon Valdez Qil Spill Trustee Council funds a number of investigations to
study the effects of the EVOS. Information also is available from environmental studies of
other oil spills that allow reasonable estimates to be made on some long-term effects.

If Sale 149 is held and if commercially recoverable quantities of oil are discovered, a
development EIS will have to be prepared before development and production of the resources
would be allowed. Development is estimated to occur in 1999 or 2000. This is about 10 years
after the EVOS and should be enough time to complete the damage-assessment work begun
immediately after the spill. Also, there will be 5 to 7 years of EVOS Trustee Council-
sponsored studies to help in evaluating any development proposal.

The statement regarding recovery is addressed in the responses to Comments TAG-01, TAG-
02, TAG-03, and TAG-08.

PG-03

The MMS does not take opposition to the OCS oil and gas leasing program or individual lease
sales lightly. We constantly work with groups and individuals to try to modify the program or
proposed lease sales to address their concerns. Changes might include: (1) deferring part of a
planning area from a lease sale because of environmental concerns of interest groups such as
the commercial-fishing associations; (2) adding measures to help reduce or eliminate potential
effects of petroleum development—this includes surveys to determine the extent and
composition of biological populations or habitats that may require special protection; (3)
conducting monitoring studies to identify potential adverse effects; and (4) holding meetings in
communities that might be affected by offshore oil and gas development to explain the
program, the steps MMS is taking to address specific concerns, and to answer any questions.

Citizens in Cook Inlet communities also have written to MMS supporting Sale 149 and
expressed support during the public hearings in Anchorage and Kenai.

Negative reactions to any project that poses a threat to an individual’s or community’s status
quo certainly are to be expected. However, to state that the public sentiment in the
communities surrounding the lease-sale area has been overwhelmingly against the sale does not
seem to be the case, if the actions of elected public officials are a measure of the widespread
public reaction to Sale 149.

e et 1




In Homer, the City Council did pass a resolution opposing Sale 149; however, the mayor
vetoed the resolution and his veto was upheld.

The Kenai Peninsula, Kodiak Island, and Lake and Peninsula Boroughs met and jointly agreed
(Tri-Borough Position Paper) that five critical issues must be included in the lease-sale EIS and
specifically addressed in the terms and conditions in any proposed Notice of Sale, If the five
issues were not addressed in the lease-sale review process, the three boroughs would have
grave reservation about supporting the lease sale. (Furthermore, in his statement at the Sale
149 Public Hearing in Kenai on March 6, 1995, the Kenai Peninsula Borough Mayor noted
that the Tn-Bomugh position was to encourage the Lease Sale 149 to procood provided the
caveats in the resolution.)

The five issues in the Tri-Borough Resolution are:
1. no offshore loading of tankers;

with the exploration and development of oil;

3. the oil exploration company must have adequate spill-prevention and -
response capability;

4, identification of critical habitat areas; and

s provision for local government revenue sharing.

The throe boroughs further stated that they looked forward to the opportunity to discuss and
further develop these concepts with organizations and individuals interested in Sale 149.

A letter from the Borough Mayor of May 22, 1995, noted that the *Kenai Peninsula Borough
Assembly supported Lease Sale 149 when it adopted the ‘Tri Borough’ resolution in 1993. All
of the concerns expressed in that resolution have been satisfactorily addressed in the Draft
Eavironmental Impact Statement.”

In their letter commenting on the OCS Lease Sale 149 Proposed Notice of Sale and the DEIS
(KIB, Sec. V), The Kodiak Island Borough recommended that MMS adopt Alternative V, the
Coastal Fisheries Deferral. They further noted the borough was pleased that the proposed
Notice incorporates four of the five critical issued identified in the Tri-Borough position paper
as cither stipulations or information to lessees and recognized that the position for local
government revenue sharing was beyond the scope of MMS.

PG-04
Violations of the USEPA NPDES permit are discussed in the response to Comment TAG-12.

PG-08

The sole purpose of MMS is not to develop oil and gas for financial gain. The USDOI is
required by law to assess and manage development of the Federal offshore energy and mineral
resources for the benefit of the Nation. As a bureau of the USDOI, MMS's primary
responsibilities are to manage these resources and collect revenue from Federal OCS and
onshore Federal and Indian lands and distribute those revenues to Indian tribes and allottees,
States, and the U.S. Treasury. The MMS’s funds annually are appropriated by the U.S.
Congress in the USDOI appropriation bill.

PG-06

The oil and gas production facilities in upper Cook Inlet are located in waters that are under
the jurisdiction of the State of Alaska; inspections of these facilities are the responsibility of the
State and not MMS.

For exploration drilling in the OCS waters of Alaska, MMS has had an inspector on board the
drilling unit during drilling and testing operations to ensure compliance with MMS regulations
and—in conjunction with the USEPA/MMS Memorandum of Agreement coordinating the EPA
NPDES permit compliance program with the MMS offshore inspection program—NPDES
permit requirements.

To date, there has been no production in Alaska OCS waters. If production occurs in Alaska
OCS waters, MMS will work with USEPA to develop an inspection program based on the
requirements of the NPDES permit that is in effect at the time production begins. The
technologies and strategies for handling discharges 5 to 10 years from now are likely to be
different than those presently used on the production facilities in upper Cook Inlet; most of
these platforms were installed in the mid to late 1960°s. For example, there is a trend for
produced waters to be reinjected instead of being discharged into the marine environment;
whether or not m_|ecuon of any dxschargeu occurs will depend upon the characteristics of the

PG-07

Please see the response to Comment APH-04. A discussion of effects on other aspects of the
economy has been added to the section about Effects on Sociocultural Systems in Section
IV.B.1.k.

PG-08 .
Please see the responses to Comments KCN-05 and UFA-06
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March 6, 1995

To: MMS, Alaska OCS Region
RE: OCS lease sale 149

1 oppose lease sale 149 in its entirety. Quite simply, the risk of cata-
strophic damage to the lower Cook Inlet ecosystem, and its dependant fisheriis
and tourism economy, 1's such too large. The 27%chance estimated for the base
case development scenario of one or more oi1 spills greater than 1,000 barrels
is an unacceptable level of risk to those of us who value our home and businesses.

1 commercial salmon fishing or halibut chartering posed a 27% chance of dam-

aging existing of1 industry operations in Cook Inlet, would the Federal or
State government allow us to indulge in them? I suspect not. Fair is fair;
pluic cancel this lease sale.

As noted in the Draft EIS, we already face a substantial risk from ofl
industry operations in Cook Inlet. The 'Glacier Bay' sp.ﬂl in 1987, and numerous
smaller spills over the ysars, bring that fact into clear focus. e coexist

uneasily with this level of of1 development, and seek to improve the safeguards
involved. Increased oil development in Tower Cook Inlet would greatly complicate

that task.

o &, 3
WWW%'QNM
WinsTow Hoffman

p.o. box 1842
Homer, AK., 99603
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March 6, 1995
RE: specific criticisms of DEIS for OCS lease sale 149

The DEIS is full of questionable analysis and conclusions. To fully crit-

ique this document would require a similar sized compendium, and more time than
an unpaid person could reasonably devote to it.

Discussing the effects of spillied oil on herring eggs/larvae (1v.B.1-30),
it is concluded "...it is possibie that the increased Tevel of developmental
malformations and increased egg-larval-mortality, along with environmental
effects, may have contributed to the smailer herring runs in PWS during 1993
and 1994." Two pages later:"Herring populations historically fluctuate, and
environmental factors and natural variability remain the most iikely causes of
the desion outbreak and the poor herring returns.” This conclusion is the opinion
of the author with no data cited to back it up. It is_intended to gloss over
the demonstrated malformation and mortality of herring egg/larvae by exposure

to crude oil.(Kocan et al. 1993, and McGurk and Biggs, 1993)

In appendix C, page 4, the DEIS discusses the effect of a hypothetical
200,000 barrel spill in Kennedy Entrance on herring populations. “The number
of herring and their spawn affected is indeterminate; however, the loss likely
would be large 1n' the coastal areas contacted by oi) where herring spawn. Given

the size and distribution of herring populations and the limited coastal area

.. .Contactad. thars. probably. would net be 3. )arge-scale 1oss of herring from this  J

200,000 barrel ofl spill.® If the number affected is "indeterminate®, how can
the conclusion be made that "probably® no large-scale loss would occur? That is
wishful thinking, not science or logic. Common logic based on the experience

of the EVOS event tells us that the area of oiled coastline would be similarily
large, not limited. Therefore, the probability is unknown, but depcnd{ng on which

and how much coastal area is oiled, the potential for damage to herring popu-

Jations is large. Th{s is of concerﬁ for commercial fisheries, as well as for

1 wH-01

WH-02



. . . . .
the large percentage of sea 1ife which consume herring, including threatened (This side of the page is blank. Responses to comments begin on the next page.)

Stellar Sea Lions.
Stellar Sea Lions are currently listed as threatened. Further declines in — } WH-03
their numbers might cause them to be 1isted as an endangered species, yet the
DEIS glosses over this potnni'm effect. The close proximity of the lease sale
area to the Barren Islands rookery and Marmot Island rookery puts those rookeries
in danger from the increased chance of a large ofl spill. The DEIS states that
exposure of Stellar Sea Lions to an oil spill in this vicinity "is expected
to result in loss of less than 100 individuals.” In conclusion, it states:
"...mortality resulting from an oil spill is expected to require at least one
generation for recovery.”(IV.B.1-59+60) It should also state: Such a loss of
indiyiduals may contribute to the 1isting of Stellar Sea Lions as endangered.
Such a 1isting would trigger further restrictions of__c—omrcin fisheries through-

out Alaska,. and cause econcmic harm to large numbers of people.

In addition, the statistics purporting to represent the likelihood of ofl = ] WH-04
from a spill reaching various shore segments seem absurdly low, especially
for the Barren Islands, Southern Xenai peninsqh. and Alaska Peninsula. Lengthy
investigation of the statistical procedures used in the DEIS would be required

to confirm or disprove this suspicion.

Sincerely,

Winslow Hoffman

p.o.box 1842
Homer, AK., 99603
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WH-01

As stated in the EIS, there are no data indicating that the EVOS caused the outbreak of viral
hemorrhagic septicemia. The FEIS for the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration Plan (1994)
states that “, . .previous exposure to toxins can affect the immune system of fish making them
more susceptible to disease, but without an accurate estimate of level of exposure, it is not
known if the oil spill caused this outbreak.” The role of the virus in the population decline is
not known. In addition to the virus, a fungus has been detected in the herring population. The
fungus previously has caused major population crashes in Atlantic herring, and its effects
appear to be stress-related.- Although the virus and the fungus were not detected until 1993, 4
years after the EVOS, it is possible that the virus and the fungus effects were accentuated due
to stress on the herring population as a result of the oil spill. The wording in Section
IV.B.1.c.(2) has been changed to make the conclusion less definitive.

WH-02 i

The conclusion in the text is based on OSRA-estimated probabilities of spilled oil contscting
specific environmental resource areas or land segments. If a coastal area where herring spawn
is heavily oiled, losses could be high. Based on the OSRA, many of the coastal areas have a
low probability of contact. For instance, Kamishak Bay, a herring-spawning area, has a 13-
percent chance of contact by spilled oil one of the highest probabilities estimated by the OSRA
for contacting herring-spawning habitat. Most other areas have a lower probability of contact
by spilled oil. Thus, the conclusion is there probably would not be a large-scale loss of
herring.

WH-03 ‘

Given the oceanography of the Cook Inlet area and probable spill rate, the probability of an oil
spill occurring and contacting the Barren Islands or Marmot Island sea lion rookery areas is <2
percent. It is expected that the Steller sea lion, given its current rate of decline, will be listed
as endangered before the loss of any individuals from a Sale 149 oil spill would influence such
an action; production from Sale 149 is estimated to begin in 2003, 7 years after the lease sale.

WH-04

The OSRA does not estimate that the chance of an oil spill contacting the Barren Islands,
southern Kenai Peninsula, or Alaska Peninsula necessarily is low. Oil spills from certain lease
blocks or transportation segments of the Sale 149 area have greater potential to contact those
areas. The conditional probabilities assume a spill occurs. The path of the spill (trajectory) is
followed, and contacts to land segments and ERA’s are tabulated. The range of chances of an
oil spill 21,000 bbl contacting (conditional probabilities) the Barren Islands, southern Kenai

.P.e!;inwh.. .and the Alaska Peninsula after 30 days duting summer and winter are summarized.
as follows:

Barren Island | Southern Kenai Alaska Peninsula
(ERA 6 and LS | Peninsula (LS 39-|(LS’s 1-22 and ERA’s
47) 45 and ERA 3) 9,11, 12, 14
Hypothetical Spill | >5t0 <50 | >5t0 <99.5 | >Sto <99.5
Sites (Lease Blocks)
Transportation <0.5to0 95 <0.5t063 <0.5to0 45
Segments (P1-PS,
and T1-T8)

The analysis in the DEIS also uses combined probabilities that include the chance of a spill

occurring as well as the chance of a spill contacting. The OSRA estimates a mean number of
spills 21,00 bbl for the base and high cases of 0.31 and 1.26, with an estimated 27- and 72-
percent chance of one or more such spills occurring, respectively. Combined probabilities
depend on the chance of spill occurrence, the estimated volume of oil to be produced or
transported, and the oil-transportation scenario.

Therefore, although the chance of a spill contacting may be larger, once the chance of a spill
occurring is factored in, the chance of a spill occurring and then contacting can be less than
just the estimate of a spill contacting. For the base case, the combined probabilities (expresses
as percent chance) of one or more 21,000-bbl spills occurring and contacting the Barren
Islands, southern Kenai Peninsula, and the Alaska Peninsula after 30 days range from I to 2,
<0.5to0 4, and <0.5 to 2, respectively, over the life of the proposal.
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FROM : PHONE NO. @ 9072354287

b PAGES
ToTAL

P.O. Box 335§
Homer, AK 99603-3355

19 April 1995

Judith Gottlieb, Regional Dircctor
U.S. Dept. of the Interior

MMS, Alaska OCS Region

949 E. 36th Ave.

Anchorage, AK 99508-4302

Dear Ms. Gottlieb:

This letter contains my commaents on the Draft Eavironmental Impact Staiement (DEIS) for
Cook Inlot Planning Arca Oil and Gas Lease Sale 149. For the past five years | have worked on
soabird research projects at the Burren Islands, in the mouth of Cook Inlet, as a research
technician. During the previous five years ] commaercially fished in Princec William Sound.

Bocauss of the high diversity and abundance of life, including human life, that depends on the
biological productivity of lower Cook Inlet and becauss the sale ares is in an area of sirong wind
and tidal currents surrounded by land, the probabilities of a *major* oil spill occurring during
the oil production, as predicted by the DELS, make Alternative T1: *No Lease Sale® the only
responsible choice for this proposal.

The effects of o major oil apill on kife in and outside Cook Inlct could be greater than the effects |

of the Exxnn Valdus spill. | bass this conclusion on my knowledye of Cook Inlet and the offects
of the Axxon 1'aldes spill, aot my carsful reading of the DRIS. Although I found the
"Description of the Affected Environment™ saction diverse in its scope, fairly thorough in
describing what is known about the environment (it showed that what is known about the
environmant is inadequate), and ineresting to read, the description of the effects of oil spills in
the “Environmental Conssquences” ssction is inadequate, misleading, and illogical.

.medel.40-desermine-which-lond and.

™ " 8 . £ shooilapill 4rai .
water areas wuuld be affecied by an oil spill in lower Cook Inlet. The model is inappropriate for

this sale erea. The model uses daily wind dats and water current data to track the paths of
hypothetical spills from many starting points and predict their termination points. With repeated
simulations, the probability of oil contact is calculated for land and water segments around the
sale area. To determine the points of oil contact, the model ignores oil spreading, and it stops the
simulation when land is contacted. The spills are literally points in these simulations and thus,

50 are the conLact areas.

The DEIS's introduction of the use of the trejectory model in TV.A.2.a states, “The OSRA [Oil
Spill Risk Analysisj-modc trajoctorios are used 10 estimate contacts over days, nat hours;
consaquently, only those spills that are large (» 1,000 bbl) and can travel long distances or persist
for several days arc appropriate for the OSRA-trajoctory model...." Section IV.A.6.b states that
these conditions were not met in the Cook Lnlet simulations. “In many cases, there was little
difference between the 10-day and 30-day estimated probabilities  This ia because the study area
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is restricied within Cook Inlct and Shelikof Strait, and long travel times for oil-spill trajectories
were not observed.* In fact, there is very litile difference between the 3-day simulations and the
10- and 30-day simulations for any of the 74 “land segments” and 29 “resource areas”
considered, as shown in the risk contour maps in the OSRA report (Johnson, et al. 1994, vol. 2).
Had the authors of the OSRA report stated the number of kilorcters and smaunt of time of oil
travel “appropriate” for the modcl, and shown the number of kilometers and amount of time oil
travelled in the simulation results, it might be more clear for readers (including the suthors of the
DEIS) why the Cook Iniet simulations don't make intuitive sense.

As stated in “Oil Spill Risk Analysis. Outcr Contingnta! Shelf Lease Sale 1492 ("OSRA,”
Johnson, et al. 1994; this document is the basis for the DEIS's oil contact probabilities), “In
general, only cnvironmental resources near the hypothetical spill site have high probabilities of
being contacted by spills originating at that location, This is logical because each trajectory
simulation stops when land is contacted, and the simulations show relatively early contacts to
land” (p. 1-15).° The "Conditional Probability” maps in Volume 2 of the OSRA show how close
the resourcc arcas must be in 1o the spill sites to have a high probability of contact in the
simulations. For example, if oil is spilled from a platform 40 am upstream from Augustine
Island (Land Reacurce 27, p. 2-150), the probability is loss than 5% that it will contact that
sogment. For a platform spill between 30 nm and 15 nm from the island, the probability of
contact is between § and 25%, Within 15 nm the probability is between 25 and 50%. The
probability never reaches 50% on the map becauss thare are no federal lease sale plstforms
within 3 nm of the eoast. Thercfors, according to the OSRA, the probability that oil will contact
Augustine lsland after baing spilled from s plstform 3 nm upstream is less than 50%. This does
not make intuitive sense with the Lxxon Valde: spill in mind. But it is 8 logical result of the
trajoctory simulation, In the simulation, the size of the spill is not considered to calculate the
probabilities of contact. The spill does not spread, and if it drifts north and contacts s land
segment, it cannot later continue south.

Oil spills do spread. The DEIS section, “Sals 119 Open-Ocean Weathering Assumptions”
(1V.A_10) states that when 50,000 bbl of oil spills, it will spread until, after 30 days, it
discontinuously covers 3500 km?, or % the sale area. A 3500 km? circle has a diameter of 38 km,
A-3500.km’.coctangle.oloil

‘ . il 10_km wide. would.be.350.km Jong. . Whaiif.s_50,000 bblspill is. 4
strotched by the wind in open water and then is blown toward the shoreiine® Daes it oil 350 km

of coastline? Ifit docs, and if only § km of the width sticks o the shore belore the wind shifts, ix
the rest of the oil likely to move and oil another area? The information in the DEIS raises more
questions than it answers. Oil apread should be one of the basic assumptions for predictions of
ocontact areas and estimates of damage to Inlet life. As if an admission of this fact, in some parts

of the DEIS, the contribution of oil spreading to damage to Inlet life was mentionad, but in an
offhand way, as if an aficrthought. Althaugh for lower Cook Inlet the trajoctory moda! and the

oil spreading mode! conflict with sach other, they are used together in these ilogical,

obfuscating passages. 1 provide an exumple of these passages: the following paragraphs from the =
beathic communiti ion of the "Envi ¥ ) " chaprer (1V.B.1.27 10
1V.B.1-29) which consider the effect of a 50,000 bbl spill on marine invertebrates.

*The estimated sficct of the assumed oil spill would depend on the species and lifestages

conwacted as well as the typs and amount of oil reaching the intertidal and shallow subtidal

AK-01

AK-02a



PHONE NO. @ 9072354287

zones, where contact with marinc invertebrates is most probable. The type of oil reaching the
intertidal and shallow subtidal zonas would be mostly flosting and dispersed oil. Some of this
oil would be dispersed into the water column by wave action as it reaches the shoreline and
would be incorporated into bottom scdiments. - The assumed oil spill of 50,000 bbl is agsumed to
occur in the summer, the most biologically productive time of the year. The OSRA estimates
only a 1- to 2-percent combined probability of one or more spills 2 1,000 bbl occurring and
contacting LS's {Land Segments”) 21-35, 10, and 42 within 10 days (much of Cook Inlet and
some of western Shalikof Strait).... For purposes of assessment, it is sasumed here that much of
Cook Inler and some of the Shelikof Sirait would bs contactad by the #pill....

'B.md on these assumptions and estimated points of contact, oil assaciatcd with the base-case
spill is estimated to contact sbout 50 parcent of the intertidal and shallow subtidal habitat (rocky
and sandy) within thc Cook inlet and Shelikof Strait area (i.e. 50% of the land segments). It is
further estimated that of this 50%, about 40 to 60 percent of the marine invertebrates contacted
would cither be killed of would be sublethally affected (¢.g.. failure 10 molt of swim, reduced
M foeding. and/or reproduction). This represents 20 (.50 x 40) to 30 (.50 x 60) percent of
the intertidhl and shaliow subtidal marine invurtebrates in the lower Cook lnlet/Shaelikof Strait
area.” :

The Summary of this section states, "Based on the assumptions discussed in the text, the
assumcd basc-casc oil spill is estimated to have lethal and sublethal effects on about 20 to 30
poroent of the intertidal and shallow subtida! marine plants and invertebratos in the lower Cook ’
Inlet/ Shelikof Strait area. Recovery of thess communities is expected to take 2 to 3 years in
high-energy habitats and up 10 7 years in lower energy habitats.®

The Conasl of this section di the effects on apen-water phytoplankton and
zooplankton and thon siates, "The assumed base-case oil spill also is estimated to have lethal and
'wblcthnl stfects on about 20 to 30 percont of the intertidal and shallow subtidal marine
invertebrates in the lower Cook Inlet area. Recovery of thess communitics is expected to take 2
to 3 years in high-energy habitats and up to 7 yoars in low enery habitats. Lets than § percem
of the subtidal bonthic populations in the lower Cook Inlet ares are expocted to be affected.”

_ This passage raises some questions’

1) "The OSRA estimates only a | to 2-percont combined probability of one or morc spills
» 1,000 bbl occurring and coniscting LS's ("Land Segments®) 21-35, 40, and 42 within 10 days
(much of Cook Inlet and some of wastern Shelikof Strait).” ‘

a) Why were thuse particular land segments chosen for consideration in this scenarin?

b) Thereisa I-to 2-percent combined prubability of one or more spillsz 1,000 bbl
occurring and contacting any one of thess land segments, according to the tables. The
probabilicy if the spill hituing all of the areas at once is not mentioned in the tables and in fact,
tho oil cannot, with the OSRA model, contact mors than onc area per spill. The authors have,
however, attempted to use the results to obtain a probability of this vccurring . Not only do they
make this logical error, thoy also moke mathematica! errors. If there is a 1. 10 2-percent
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probability of oil contacting each of these land segments, the chances that all segments would be AK-02a
contacted (if this could occur) would in fact be much smalier than for each segment. The fact is

that the only way mors than one land segment can be contacted in a spill is for the oil to spread
and to contact multiple arsas. This makes sense inuitively, but is not dealt with quantitatively
and logically in the DELS. It is dealt with simply by saying, "For purposcs of assessment, it is’
assumed here that much of Cook Inlet and some of Shelikof Strait would be contacted by the
spill.” ;

2) It's not clear how the following quantitiex of land relate to aach other:

| AK-02b

a) “Land Segments 21-35, 40, and 42°

) "About 50 percant of the intertidal and shallow subtidal habitat (rocky and
sandy) within the Cook Inlet and Shelikof Strait ares.”

3) "Based on thess assumpiions and estimated points of contact, oil associated with the
base-case 3pill in extimated 10 contact about SO percent of the intertidal and shallow subtidal
habitat (rocky and sandy) within the Cook Inlet and Shelikof Strait area (i.e. 5082 of the land
segmenta).” This statement is in the second puragraph, and is repeated in the Summary of this
section. The first phruse of this passage, “Based on thesc assumptions...” refers, 1 assum, to the
conditions stated in the first paragraph: that the apill occurs during summer, that the size of the
spill is 50,000 bbl, that there is a |- to 2-pereent chanco that the oll will contact all the land
segments mentioned, and that much of Cook Inlet and some of Shelikof Strait would be
contacted. This suggests that no matter whai the results of this scenario arc, there is only 3 1-to
2-percent chance that the scensrio will occur in the first place. The conditions are, however,
tossod for the Conclusion. It's important to state that there is only a 1- to 2-percent chance that
the scenario presented in the Conclusion will occur, if that is the case.

This passage sesms (0 ba an attempt 10 paich the incongruities hetween the trajectory analysis on
which the entire Conssquences section depands, and the oil spreading modal. Without the
confusion that the uss of the trajectory model introduces, it is cleas that if removal of an oil spill
in lower Cook Inlet is unsuccessful, after 30 days the oil in a 50,000 bbl spill will
discontinuously.covsr up 10. Y the sale.ares and when it moves toward shore it will contact many
land segments, then move down the coast and contact mors sreas.

24 4

When oil spreading and multiple tis ud, the v ] for marine
invertebrates may be quite likely, rather than unlikely, for any 50,000 bbl spill that occurs. This
type of analysis of spill offects would change the DE!S's oil spill prognosis for most spacies in
the Inlet.

For example, what happens to harbor seals when a slick of 3500 km’ moves into Kamishsk Bay— AK-03

would the mortality be (sae 1V.B.1-dd):

0.31 (the propontion of seals that disappeared from oiled haulout arcas in the Exxn

Valdez spill) times
0.21 (the *SF," or "Sealo-Spacific Mortality Factor,” used becausc the Frxes Valdez spill
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was § times larger than the assumed 50,000 bb! spill in Cook Inlet) times
1,441 seals in the area?

Why would the SF be uscd in this casc-- if all of Kamishak Bay is filled with an oil slick, the
size of the entire spill would oot affcet the mortality of the seals within the bay. These types of
questions should be asked and answerud for every species considered in the DEIS.

Another question that could be better answered with a model that considers oil spread over time ™ |
is, “What happcns to the 798,000 marine birds counted in the lowsr Inlet (111.B 9) as the oil slick
forms and moves? Mortalities of these birds could be betier quantified with a model that
considers the siza, shape, and movement of the alick over open water and near the coast.

The DEIS Environmantal Consoquences section needs 1o be rewritten, using another model to = |
predict which land and water arsas that will be contacted by oil if a spill occurs. The model
needs consider oil spread and the scale of the Inlet compared to Lhe scale of a 1,000 bbl, 50,000
bbl, and 200,000 bbl spill. Tt should be based on wind data collected at real places in the Lnlet (I
could not determine how the daily wind data for the trajectory analysis were gathered). The
major surfuce wind channals pointod out in the DEIS should be included, and should not be
averaged with other collection points. Oil spreading projections shouid be based on these daily
wind deta, rather than the summer and winter averages in this DEIS, and should show the size,
shape, and movement of the slick under different conditions.

Maps should be included that will give the reader an intuitive sense of the potential effects of a
spill. Thers should be maps of the Inict that show the size of oil slicks and their shaps as they
move. A description of what a “discontinuous slick” looks like should be included. The goal
should be 10 give people the tools to think intuitively about the effiscts of an oil spill. The
concepts are not very complicaiod. The trajectory analysis in this DEIS is difficult 10 understand
ot because the analysis is complicated but because its use for the Tnlet dncan't make any sense.
For this reasan readers who wanted 10 understand the results of an oil apill in the lolet were
unable to do 30 with the DEIS.

The-mevement of an-oil wpill-is-ighly variable snd-dependent o aii-sorts of environmental
conditions, This variability should bc shown--this is the only way the resder will be able t0
know what the poteatial effccts arc. For axample, what happens to a $0,000 bbl spill if' the wind
blows 50 knots from the southwest for two days? What ifit's calm? What if the spill occurs in
the middle of the sale area and the wind blows 60 knots from the northwest for four days (an it
often does in latc August and in September)? As the oil haads for the Burren Islands, does it go
imo the water column before it gots to the islands? If not, how much time passer before it gets
there? How much has the alick broken up and what is the size of the slick with that kind of
wind? Thesc types of questions arc discusscd in the 200,000 bbl spill sconario, but should be
applied to the 50,000 bbl spill also, for which probabilities of occurrence have been calculated.
The questions should be answered for a varicty of enviranmental conditions, not just average
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conditions. and not just for the month of April, as was done for the 200,000 bbl spill scenario.

If a realistic model were used to determine the fate of large oil spills in Cook Inlet, mapping of
oiled arcas and quantification of damage to Inlet life would be easier, more accurate, and
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intuitively underswandable by rcuders. 1f these effects were shown
sealistically, affecicd arous would be much morc exicnsive and all areus
would have & much higher probubility of being contacted. Many of the
cffects of oil spills vn lanlet lifc in the DLIS wrc dismissed as unimportani
becuuns with the trajectory model, only s small urca of the Inlet is
affecied by sny singlc spill. Wers un accurats model used, the risks to
life in the Inlet would incroasc. 1 suggest that if uction op thiz leasc sule
is w continue, unother DEIS be written.  Alternative I1, "No Lcase Sale®
would evgn more clearly be the best alternative.

Sinckrelyf,

Arthur Ketile
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Although simplifications are necessary to model Cook Inlet/Shelikof Strait, the oil-spill-
trajectory model is appropriate. The trajectories are calculated from observed wind fields and
surface current fields derived from general circulation models (GCM) and tidal models. The
GCM model is based on Semtner (1974) and Chao (1987) and is modified for Cook
Inlet/Shelikof Strait. The GCM results were incorporated iinto the oil-spill-trajectory model to
represent the density-induced, or buoyancy-drive part of the flow.

The simulated oil-spill trajectory moves as a series of displacements over time. The
assumption is that the spill is represented as a point (the center of mass), and the trajectory
traces the path of the spill’s center of mass. In reality, there are many modifications to an oil
spill over time and under different conditions. The oil spill will spread, separite, and lose
mass through weathering. For purposes of the OSRA, the spill is treated conservatively; it
does not spread or disappear through evaporation and weathering. The MMS has other models
that examine the spreading, weathering, and smearing of the oil slick in the coastal regions.
These supplemental models are used by the analysts to address particular scenarios once the
coastal regions and resources that are at risk have been identified by the OSRA.

The reader is correct in stating that the simulations for contacting land do stop when the
trajectory reaches land. However, not all simulations are conducted in this manner.
Trajectories calculated for Environmental Resource Areas (ERA’s) do not stop after contacting
an ERA. Trajectories for ERA's are run for 30 days or until the trajectory leaves the model
area.

It is intuitively correct that environmental resources closest to a spill area will have the highest
chance of contact—not just a consequence of the oil-spill-trajectory analysis.

AK-02a :

a) The Land Segments (LS’s) 21-35, 40, and 42 were used in the lower trophics analysis
because they represent the areas most likely to be contacted according to the OSRA. Although
there is only a 1- to 2-percent combined probability that they would be contacted, the
remaining land segments have less than a 0.5-percent chance of being contacted, according to
the OSRA.

b) It is correct that the OSRA tables do not identify the probability of the spill hitting LS’s 21-
33, 40, and 42 all at once. However, the exact timing of contact is not critical to the analysis.
What is relevant is whether land segments are or are not contacted by a spill within 10 days.
As indicated by the OSRA, contact with more than one land segment (e.g., 21-35, 40, and 42)
has & 1~ 10 2-percent: combined-probability- of oocurring within 10 days. Beceuse theso land
segments were assumed to be contacted in the analysis, there was neither a logical nor
mathematical error,

Also, please see the response to Comment AK-01.

AK-02b

a, ) Land Segments 21-35, 40, and 42 are the land segments having a 1- to 2-percent
combined probability of contact within 10 days. These land segments represent about 50
percent of the shoreline intertidal habitat within the trajectory of the assumed 50,000-bbl oil
spill.

b) If the 50,000-bbl oil spill were to occur, there is only a 1- to 2-percent combined
probability of that spill contacting LS’s 21-35, 40, and 42, according to the OSRA. Hence,

there was no attempt to minimize the likelihood of the 50,000-bbl spill actually occurring and
contacting multiple areas, because it already has been assumed to have occurred and contacted
multiple areas in the analysis.

AK-03

The SF was used to provide an overall estimate of mortality for Cook Inlet, should an oil spill
occur. It would not be used to estimate the mortality at a specific site, such as Kamishak Bay.
There is no accurate way to predict that. The OSRA estimates there is an 8-percent chance
that one or more spills 21,000 bbl would occur and contact the outer portion of Kamishak
Bay/Augustine Island within 30 days. Areas that are heavily oiled likely would suffer a higher
mortality of harbor seals than areas that are lightly oiled. However, even if an oil spill
contacted Kamishak Bay and the area were heavily oiled, not all of the harbor seals would be
killed. Most would suffer sublethal effects, but most would be likely to survive.

AK-04

On page IV.B.1-36, the DEIS assesses the effect on marino and coastal birds from the assumed
50,000-bbl spill spreading over an area of 3,458 to 3,715 km® as discontinuous slicks. Only a
relatively small portion of the total population of 798,000 birds in Cook Inlet/Shelikof Strait
(perhaps soveral thousand) are expected to be killed by the 50,000-bbl spill, is about one-
fourth the size of the EVOS. Birds on or in the water when the spill swept through their
location on the water would be killed. However, most of the birds in the air or in the area
swept by the spill before or after the time that the spill was moving through the area would not
be expected to be affected by the spill.

AK-05

The scale of a discontinuous 50,000-bb! oil spill compared to the Sale 149 Cook Inlet lease
area is noted in Section IV.A.3.d.(1). The scale of a 200,000-bbl spill compared to the Sale
149 Cook Inlet lease sale has been added. A definition of a discontinuous spill has been
added. Maps are not included so the reader is not biased by one scenario, because there are
numerous scenarios. It would be imposible to include maps of every spill and weather
situation. Instcad, the results of the oil-spill-trajectory model are used to define the
variablility.

The wind-data set used for the oil-spill-trajectory model was from the National Weather
Service Limited Fine Mesh (LFM) model (Gerrity, 1977), and the 9-year simulation covered
both the low-frequency variability and the interannual variability. The LFM winds were
modified in the Cook Inlet and Shelikof Strait following the discussions with National Oceanic
and Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration investigators (Stabeno, 1993, pers.
comm.). The NOAA projects in"Shellkof Strait since 1978 have shown that the winds are
significantly modified by the local topography (Muench and Schumacher, 1980). Recent low-
level aircraft observations have suggested that the directions of winds calculated from large-
scale pressure fields should be corrected to account for these orographic effects (Lackmann
and Overland, 1989; Macklin, Stabeno, and Schumacher, 1993). Their experience with the
wind product produced by the METLIB system from the barometric-pressure calculation
revealed that the winds within Shelikof Strait and lower Cook Inlet should be modified
according to the table below.
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Table A
Rotation and Change in Magnitude in the Upper and Lower Shelikof Strait Necessary to Obtain
Appropriate Ageostrophic Winds.

Geostrophic
Winds Upper Shelikof Strait Lower Shelikof Strait
Direction (T) | Direction | Magnitude Direction Magnitude
150-210 | No Change | No Change | No Change | No Change
210-270 225 1.1 225 1.4
270-360 T-45 0.8 T-45 0.9
0-30 No Change | No Change | No Change | No Change
30-90 45 1.3 45 1.1
90-150 T-45 0.9 T-45 0.8

AK-06

One of the reasons an oil-spill model is used is to capture the variability in the environmental
conditions rather than using one set of conditions in an oil-spill scenario. Wind data was used
from a 9-year period from 1978 to 1987 with observations every 6 hours. All temperature and
salinity data achived at NODC was used. These data represent all studies done by USDO],
MMS; USDOC, NOAA; and Universities. Two thousand trajectories were simulated for each
of the 392 hypothetical spill sites that were located at the center of each block of the Cook Inlet
Lease Sale 149. Transportation risks were generated by simulating 2,000 trajectories along
hypothetical transportation segments. Over 810,000 trajectories were simulated to capture the
variability of the natural environment in the Cook Inlet/Shelikof Strait region. It would be of
little value to print each trajectory, because it is the sum of the trajectories that define the
variability. The OSRA also provides information on the timing of the contacts indicating
whether an environmental resource is contacted in 3, 10, or 30 days. This type of information
is used for analysis because it does not just reflect one scenario as does the 200,000 bb! spill.
The OSRA reflects a range of conditions and is considered in the effects analysis in Section
Iv.
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Juergen Kienle
P.O. Box 81658
Fairbanks, AK 99708
March 22, 1995

Raymond R. Emerson
Project Chief, Sale 149 EIS
MMS, Alaska OCS Region
949 E 36th Ave.
Anchorage, AK 99508-4302

Dear Raymond,

1 would like to comment on the volcanological as; of the EIS for proposcd lease
sale 149, Cook Inlet and Shelikof Strait. 1 find section 1 (geology) very crisp. Only
two and one half pages of text and six page-sized figures are devoted to geology in this two
and a half inch thick EIS. Earthquake are covered in two paragraphs, volcanism in
three, and tsunamis in one. 1 think such a cursory treatment of the yleriouspologg
hazards in the pro Cook Inlet and Shelikof Strait il and gas lease area leave the
wide open for critcism by the public.

My main criticism is that this s is not based on the current literature. So
much has been published on Katrai and the Inlet Volcanoes in recent years (last
decade). None of this material is referenced in the EIS. For example an entire volume of
the Joumnal of Volcanogical and Geothermal Research was recently dedicated to the
1989/90 Redoubt erupuon. It includes several that deal specifically with aircraft
hazards, and im onoil & msnlhuom!bnf River Facility). The volcananologic
information inthe EIS is largely on outdated OCSEAP Reports that are 15 years
old. None of the four Cook Inlet Eruptions that occurred since Augustine 1976 are
discussed in terms of the actual hazards involved.

Important items that I feel need discussion are:

1) Hazards due to ash in the atmosphere, and it's impact on public health (inhalable

and suspended les in the air), aviation (near loss of Boeing 747-400 in
December 1989 in a8 Redoubt eruption cloud), grids (shorting out of
transformers in power grids due to wet acid volcanic ash), impact on industrial
equipment ( e.g. clogied air filters in equipment used on oil platforms, or the

Beh, povu'Yhm). gedue to ashimpact during the ) Redoubt
emp&n was, | believe, close to 100 million dollars.

2) Specifically conceming the oil industry, the threat of the Drift River flood waters
to the Drift River Terminal is serious. Eruption-generated floods lead to the
temporary shutdown ofthehcilityinsmrgdl”o:ndeo temporary
shutdown of the upper Cook Inlet oil platforms, also to s rewofining of the terminal
itself.None of this is meationed in the EIS,

3) Tsunami hazards: Of all volcanoes discussed, ML St. Augustine , an island
volcano, presents a great tsunami threat to oil development because it lies within
the proposed lease sale area. It is the most active volcano in the eastem Aleutian
Arc and should be given a wide berth with regards to offering lease blocks for sale.

—
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( The lease area discussed in the EIS also lies in the rupture area of the great JK-01
Alasks earthquake, which spawned & major sunami that raised havoc in Prince
wmms«mmeouuﬂﬁmwuwmmawmym
mdptopmyqueuhnwlyquceany.Cdxfm)

The eruption of Katmai, the biggest eruption in the world in this century, is
wwhﬁmheﬁmmdmwmwwydﬁmwbwmw
last 10 years, including 8 special JGR Letiers volume. . .

Figure [ILA_1-1 does not adequately show the locations of the eruptive centers. It
is difficult to read the names of the voicanoes, the scale of the labels should be increased.
There are also dozens of volcanoes on the Alaska Peninsula that are not shown. For
mphuwmuupﬁwmmfmdmmmmlmmmemm
shore of Becharof Lake is not shown at all. . .

The important eruption of Augustine volcano in 1986 is not mentioned at all Most
of the other recent eruptions in Cook are mentioned by date only with no specific
details about the eruptions and their hazards.

In my opinion, the volkcanology section of the EIS (and incidentally also the seismic
section - an limit of 800 years or recurrence of a the 1964 quake is cited from a very
old:efetence)pg:rdlymdsuviﬁonlorelhctmepmtmofhwwbd of volcanic,
seismic, and tsunami hazards in Cook Inlet. A pro; Eleorthephnneg_ oil & gas lease
meqwhwwmwomﬁmmuwuhanrg&odwmofmfmonm
volcanology are; Alaska Volcano Observatory repons, USGS open files and reports,
DGGS publi ions and maps, Volcanological and Geophysical Journals.

Thanks for opening this EIS for public input. The views presented above are my
onumddonougpmxno ial position of AVO or EIC of which [am 2

member, as you know.
\ y
AN\ %; \/\.\ o\ 2
¥
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An EIS is not designed to be an encyclopedic document. Discussion of hazards due to
volcanic ash in the atmosphere and the impact of the ash on public health and facilities are
beyond the scope of the EIS. Site location of msportation facitities would involve
an in-depth review of potential hazards to avoid problems, such as the flooding at Drift River.

Tsunamis do not pose a significant threat to offshore facilities in lower Cook Inlet because of
the water depth. Tsunami hazards for onshore facilities can be greatly reduced by proper
location and design criteria.

Fig\.'u'e II.A.1-1 is a very generalized regional geological map of the Cook Inlet area and was
not intended to provide detailed physiographical information. The scale of the map precludes
locating all of the Cook Inlet volcanoes on it.

The 1986 Mt. Augustine eruption inadvertently was omitted from the text and will be included
in the final EIS. Additional references also have been added.



Nancy Lord
P. 0. Box 558
Homer, Alaska 99603

(907) 235-8252 phone
(907) 235-8253 fax

April 11, 1995 = -
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Judith Gottlieb, Regional Director. l.

U. S. Department of the Interior, MMS, Alaska OCS Region a0 193§

949 East 36th Ave., Room 603 TS i

Anchorage, AK 99508-4302 bt o

ARGHCRAZE, AL
Dear Judith Gottieb:

I wish to register my comments on the proposed oil and gas lease
sale 149, as I was not able to attend the MMS hearing in Homer last
month. ] am opposed to a sale being held in 1996.

I've lived adjacent to the waters of lower Cook Inlet for 22 years and
have fished commercially in both the upper and lower inlets for
almost as long. I know firsthand how treacherous the sale area:
waters are, how rich they are in fisheries and related marine
ecosystem values, and how important—-indeed essential—they are to
Jocal residents for cash-based and subsistence economies.

I have reviewed the draft EIS and its appendices and am extremely
troubled both by what they say and don’t say. Much of the
informaton is old and incomplete, and even then a clear picture
emerges of environment risks that should be considered
unacceptable by any person weighing them against possible benefits.

Just as one example—consider beluga whales. The EIS rightly points ~ | NL-01
out that Cook Inlet’s beluga-whales (now thought to number no more
than 800) are a discrete population separated from those of western
Alaska since the last ice age, and that the fact that they tend to
congregate means that a singie spill could impact the entire :
populadon (one listed as a candidate for endangered species). The
EIS does not, however, indicate that no one knows—because no
surveys have ever been done—-where the belugas winter, although
biologists believe they winter in the lower inlet, in precisely the
waters proposed for leasing. Neither does the EIS consider what the
evolutonary discreteness of this populaton means or the
significance of the beluga as a subsistence food for Native peoples.
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(Beluga harvest numbers are another unknown, though they’re
thought to be 20~40 animals per year, likely at the margins of what's

* sustainable, and hunting pressure is increasing now that numbers of

alternatve marine mammals such as sea lions and seals are dropping
precipitously, again for unknown reasons.) The EIS admits that
there is no informaton about the effects of oil on belugas and that
even basic data such as recruitment factors is lacking—and yet
concludes that in its base case and 200,000-barrel spill analyses, few
belugas would die and the population would rebound within a few
years. The stretch to reach such a conclusion is completely
indefensible.

This is just one example of a lack of informaton and faulty analysis
in the EIS. It can be multiplied many tumes, hundreds of times, to
apply to almost every aspect of the biological resources, physical
conditions, and social systems to be put at risk by oil development in

- the area.

If the above-mentoned population of whales were in East or West
Coast waters, | feel sure the whales’ habitat areas would be well-
protected. It would not be permissible to put at risk either them or
the people who depend on them culturally and nutritionally. Is our
region to be given up just because we have so few people, with so
little power, to defend it?

You know, certainly, that the proposed lease sale area is the same
area sdll recovering from the Exxon Valdez oll spill. And you must
know that, compared to Prince William Sound, virtually nothing has
been done to improve tanker transport and oll spill prevention in
Cook Inlet since that awful time.

I’m not saying never, ever drill in lower Cook Inlet, but it seems
foolish indeed to hold a sale there in 1996. Any sale should certainly
be postponed until adequate science and sociology is gathered and
properly analyzed, and untl much improved measures regulating
tanker traffic and spill prevention are in place. To do less is a sad,
sad sacrifice of values far more significant than a couple of months of
oil.

Sincerely,
s, Tort
Nancy Lord
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The following changes have been made in the EIS:

*  areference to beluga whales overwintering areas (it is likely they spend most
of the winter in the area south of the Forelands) in Cook Inlet has been added
to the text (Sec. II.B.4.b(4));

*  areference has also been added regarding a National Marine Fisheries Service
unpublished report that estimates the current population of belugas in the inlet
at 898 (Sec, III.B.4.b(4));

*  the conclusion that < 10 beluga whales would die as a result of an oil spill has
been changed to 43 (see the response to Comment CM-03).

There also are several other considerations. During part of the year, most of the whales are
likely to be found in the upper Cook Inlet and would not be affected by an ail spill in lower
Cook Inlet. The OSRA estimates a < S-percent chance that one or more spills 21,000 bbl
would occur and contact Sea Sogment 1 (near the Forelands) or many of the areas where
beluga whales might occur. As a result, it is likely that <43 belugas would be killed. Finally,
while there is no information regarding the effects of oil on beluga whales, it probably is
reasonable to estimate the possible offects on beluga whales by looking at the possible effects
of the EVOS on killer whales. The estimate for beluga whale mortality is based on assumed
killer whale mortality. It should be noted that the missing killer whales in Prince William
Sound are presumed to have died as a result of EVOS, though no killer whale carcasses were
ever recovered.

Beluga whales are important subsistence resources for a sector of the Native population of
Cook Inlet and are included in the marine mammals in Table TI.C.3-3; the number of beluga
whales harvested annually averages about 20 to 30. Marine mammals generally account for
<10 percont of consumable subsistence resources in the Cook Inlet/Shelikof Strait
communities.
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April 5, 1995

Judith Gottlieb

Regional Director

MMS Alaska OCS Region
Anchorage, Alaska
99508-4302

Dear Ms. Gottlieb,

| am writing to as a concerned citizen of Homer, Alaska, in reference to the Lease Sale 149 in
lower Cook Inlet. 1 strongly feel that this sale should be reconsidered because of the following:

* Off shore drilling increases the turbidity of water, stirring up sand and silt, and
decreasing sunlight reaching the photic zone, creating a subsequent impediment to
organisms depending upon sunlight .

* In addition, discharges of barium sulfate (drilling mud) used in the drilling
process alter the chemistry and temperature of the water, making further negative impacts
on native aquatic life and food chains.

* Furthermore, the potential for leakage of raw petroleum products whether in the -
form of oil drippings seeping up from the drilling area, during transport, or as the odor of

natural gas presents a further threat to life in and around Cook Inlet.

The residents of the area in question are economically tied to the well being of the waters of
lower Cook Inlet, whether in the form of commercial, sport, or subsistence fishing or in the
rapidly growing tourist industry. Endangering these activities endangers the livelihood and
quality of life for Alaskans living near these wasers. [ urge you to reconsider Loase Sale 149,

Sincerely,
o 4. ECEIVE])
Marie E. Lowe APR 17 1995
. /'Bpm
REGIONAL DIRECTOR, ALASKA 0CS
Minerais Servies
ALASKA

MEL-03
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MEL-01
The effects of drilling on lower trophic-level organisms was addressed in Section IV.B.1 of the
EIS.

MEL-02

The discharge of barium sulfate (BaSO,) in the drilling muds is not likely to have a measurable
effect on the water chomistry or temperature and aquatic life. As noted in Section III.A.5.b,
the solubility of BaSO, is quite low (based on freshwater); the solubility of BaSO, is about
0.000006 that of salt (NaCl). Barium is found in the sediments of rivers and lakes surrounding
Cook Inlet (Table III. A.5-2) and carried in the rivers and streams that discharge into Cook
Inlet (Table III.A.5-3).

MEL-03
The threat of oil or natural gas leakage to marine life is expected to be minimal.

The MMS requires that all exploration-drilling units and production platforms be equipped
with drip pans to collect any oil that may leak or spill as a result of drilling, testing, or
production operations. Pipes car