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5. CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

5.1. DEVELOPMENT OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

The purpose of this Supplemental EIS is to address the remaining proposed Gulf of Mexico CPA
OCS oil and gas lease sale (CPA Lease Sale 216/222) scheduled under the Outer Continental Shelf Oil
and Gas Leasing Program: 2012-2017 (5-Year Program). This Supplemental EIS is being prepared
because of the potential changes to the baseline conditions of the environmental, socioeconomic, and
cultural resources that may have occurred as a result of (1) the DWH event between April 20 and July 15,
2010 (the period when oil flowed from the Macondo well in Mississippi Canyon Block 252
[Figure 1-2]); (2) the acute impacts that have been reported or surveyed since that time; and (3) any new
information that may be available since the publication of the Multisale EIS or the 2009-2012
Supplemental EIS. The environmental resources include sensitive coastal environments, offshore benthic
resources, marine mammals, sea turtles, coastal and marine birds, endangered and threatened species, and
fisheries. This Supplemental EIS analyzes the potential impacts of the proposed action on the marine,
coastal, and human environments. It is important to note that this Supplemental EIS was prepared using
the scientifically credible information that was publicly available at the time this document was prepared.

5.2. NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF THE SUPPLEMENTAL EIS

On November 10, 2010, a Notice of Intent to Prepare a Supplemental EIS (NOI) was published in the
Federal Register. A second NOI was published on November 16, 2010, to correct clerical errors.
Additional public notices were distributed via local newspapers, the U.S. Postal Service, and the Internet.
A 45-day comment period, which closed on January 3, 2011, was announced for the NOI. Federal, State,
and local governments, along with other interested parties, were invited to send written comments to the
Gulf of Mexico OCS Region on the scope of the Supplemental EIS. The comments in these letters are
summarized in Chapter 5.3.2.

5.3. DEVELOPMENT OF THE DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL EIS

Scoping for the Draft Supplemental EIS was conducted in accordance with CEQ regulations
implementing NEPA. Scoping provides those with an interest in the OCS Program an opportunity to
provide comments on the proposed action. In addition, scoping provides BOEM an opportunity to update
the Gulf of Mexico OCS Region’s environmental and socioeconomic information base. The scoping
process commenced on November 16, 2010, with the publication of the corrected NOI in the Federal
Register. Scoping meetings were held in Louisiana, Texas, and Alabama. No meeting had more than
15 attendees. The dates, times, locations, and public attendance of the scoping meetings for the Draft
Supplemental EIS were as follows:

Tuesday, November 16, 2010 Wednesday, November 17, 2010
1:00 p.m. CST until adjournment 1:00 p.m. CST until adjournment
Hilton New Orleans Airport Houston Airport Marriott

New Orleans, Louisiana Houston, Texas

9 registered attendees 16 registered attendees

4 speakers 5 speakers

Thursday, November 18, 2010
1:00 p.m. CST until adjournment
The Battle House Renaissance
Mobile Hotel and Spa

Mobile, Alabama

13 registered attendees

4 speakers
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5.3.1. Summary of Scoping Comments

Comments (both verbal and written) were received from the NOI and the three scoping meetings from
Federal, State, and local government agencies; interest groups; industry; businesses; the Seminole Tribe
of Florida; and the general public on the scope of the Supplemental EIS, significant issues that should be
addressed, alternatives that should be considered, and mitigation measures. All scoping comments
received, which were appropriate for a lease sale NEPA document, were considered in the preparation of
this Supplemental EIS. All speakers at the scoping meetings were generally supportive of the proposed
lease sales and recognized the economic benefits of the OCS Program. Comments received from
attendees included the following:

e use currently available new information to evaluate impacts;
e supported holding lease sales as soon as possible;
e move expeditiously to complete the Supplemental EIS;

o cancelling lease sales would harm the economy, damage energy production, depress
job creation, and reduce revenues to the State and Federal treasuries;

e resume permitting of existing leases;
e Lease Sales 216, 218, and 222 should be held with no reduction in acreage;

o recommended that the Supplemental EIS incorporate all new regulations and
requirements put in place post-Macondo; and

e put no restrictions on drilling in deepwater areas.

5.3.2. Summary of Written Comments Received in Response to the Notice of
Intent

In response to the NOI, the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management received 11 individual letters by
e-mail, 595 identical form e-letters from an advocacy website, and a package of 3 CD’s with over 20,000
identical website-derived form letters from an advocacy group. Information submitted from written
comments is summarized in Table 5-1, including the form letters submitted by the Consumer Energy
Alliance. All scoping comments received that were appropriate for the lease sale NEPA document were
considered in the preparation of this Supplemental EIS. Scoping comments appropriate for a lease sale
NEPA document include scenario information; physical, biological, and socioeconomic resources to
consider; impacting factors and impacts on resources; alternatives to be analyzed; and mitigation
measures. Several comments received did not apply to scoping for this document including, but not
limited, to scheduling and delays of remaining lease sales, expediting the completion of the Supplemental
EIS, impacts from delay of the lease sales that had been scheduled as part of the 5-Year Program,
categorical exclusions, and using this Supplemental EIS as a document to tier future lease sales for the
2012-2017 lease sale program. All other comments described in Table 5-1 were considered in this
document.

5.3.3. Cooperating Agency

According to Part 516 of the DOI Departmental Manual, BOEM must invite eligible governmental
entities to participate as cooperating agencies when developing an EIS, in accordance with the
requirements of NEPA and the CEQ regulations. The BOEM must also consider any requests by eligible
government entities to participate as a cooperating agency with respect to a particular EIS, and then to
either accept or deny such requests.

The NOI’s published on November 10 and November 16, 2010, included invitations to other Federal
agencies and State, tribal, and local governments to consider becoming cooperating agencies in the
preparation of this Supplemental EIS. The USEPA (Region 6) and NOAA requested to participate as
cooperating agencies. The BOEM has accepted NOAA and USEPA (Region 6) as cooperating agencies.
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5.4. DISTRIBUTION OF THE DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL EIS FOR REVIEW AND
COMMENT

The BOEMRE sent copies of the Draft Supplemental EIS to the public and private agencies and
groups listed below. Local libraries along the Gulf Coast were provided copies of this document; a list of
these libraries is available on BOEM’s Internet website at http://www.boem.gov/Environmental-
Stewardship/Environmental-Assessment/NEPA/nepaprocess.aspx.  To initiate a public review and
comment period on the Draft Supplemental EIS, BOEM published a Notice of Availability in the Federal
Register on July 1, 2011 (USEPA Notice of Availability publication date, July 1, 2011); all comments
received were considered in the preparation of this Final Supplemental EIS.

Federal Agencies State and Local Agencies
Congress Alabama
Congressional Budget Office Governor’s Office
House Resources Subcommittee on Energy Alabama Highway Department
and Mineral Resources Alabama Historical Commission and State
Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Historic Preservation Officer

Resources
Department of Commerce
National Marine Fisheries Service
National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration
Department of Defense
Department of the Air Force
Department of the Army
Corps of Engineers
Department of the Navy
Naval Mine and ASW Command
Department of Energy
Strategic Petroleum Reserve PMD
Department of the Interior
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management
Bureau of Safety and Environmental
Enforcement
Fish and Wildlife Service
Geological Survey
National Park Service
Office of Environmental Policy and
Compliance
Office of the Solicitor
Department of State
Bureau of Oceans and International
Environmental and Scientific Affairs
Department of Transportation
Coast Guard
Office of Pipeline Safety
Environmental Protection Agency
Region 4
Region 6
Marine Mammal Commission

Alabama Public Service Commission

Department of Conservation and Natural
Resources

Department of Environmental Management

South Alabama Regional Planning
Commission

State Docks Department

State Legislature Natural Resources
Committee

State Legislature Oil and Gas Committee

Florida

Governor’s Office

Bureau of Archaeological Research

City of Gulf Breeze

City of Panama

City of Pensacola

Department of Community Affairs

Department of Environmental Protection

Department of State Archives, History and
Records Management

Escambia County

Florida Coastal Zone Management Office

Sarasota County Coastal Resources

State Legislature Natural Resources and
Conservation Committee

State Legislature Natural Resources
Committee

West Florida Regional Planning Council

Louisiana

Governor’s Office

City of Grand Isle

City of Morgan City

City of New Orleans

Department of Culture, Recreation, and
Tourism


http://www.boem.gov/Environmental-Stewardship/Environmental-Assessment/NEPA/nepaprocess.aspx
http://www.boem.gov/Environmental-Stewardship/Environmental-Assessment/NEPA/nepaprocess.aspx
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Department of Environmental Quality

Department of Natural Resources

Department of Transportation and
Development

Department of Wildlife and Fisheries

Houma-Terrebonne Chamber of Commerce

Jefferson Parish Director

Jefferson Parish President

Lafourche Parish CZM

Lafourche Parish Water District #1

Louisiana Geological Survey

South Lafourche Levee District

St. Bernard Planning Commission

State House of Representatives, Natural
Resources Committee

State Legislature, Natural Resources
Committee

Mississippi

Governor’s Office

City of Gulfport

Department of Archives and History

Department of Natural Resources

Department of Wildlife Conservation

Mississippi Development Authority

State Legislature Qil, Gas, and Other
Minerals Committee

Industry

Air Armament Center

Alabama Petroleum Council
American Petroleum Institute
Area Energy LLC

Baker Atlas

Bellwether Group

B-J Services Co

BP Amoco

Chevron U.S.A. Inc.

Coastal Conservation Association
Coastal Environments, Inc.
Continental Shelf Associates, Inc.
Dominion Exploration & Production, Inc.
Ecological Associates, Inc.
Ecology and Environment

Energy Partners, Ltd.

EOG Resources, Inc.

Escambia County Marine Resources
Exxon Mobil Production Company
Florida Petroleum Council

Florida Propane Gas Association
Freeport-McMoRan, Inc.

Fugro Geo Services, Inc.

Gulf Environmental Associates

Gulf of Mexico Newsletter

Horizon Marine, Inc.

Industrial Vehicles International, Inc.

International Association of Geophysical
Contractors

J. Connor Consultants

John Chance Land Surveys, Inc.

Marine Safety Office

Midstream Fuel Service

Mote Marine Laboratory

Murphy Exploration & Production

Newfield Exploration Company

NWF Daily News

Petrobras America, Inc.

PPG Industries, Inc.

Propane Market Strategy Newsletter

Science Applications International
Corporation

Seneca Resources Corporation

Shell Exploration & Production Company

Stone Energy Corporation

Strategic Management Services-USA

T. Baker Smith, Inc.

Texas Geophysical Company, Inc.

The Houston Exploration Company

Triton Engineering Services Co.

W & T Offshore, Inc.

Washington Post

WEAR-TV

Special Interest Groups

1000 Friends of Florida

Alabama Oil & Gas Board

American Cetacean Society
Audubon Louisiana Nature Center
Bay County Audubon Society
Citizens Assoc. of Bonita Beach
Clean Gulf Associates

Coastal Conservation Association
Earthjustice

Florida Chamber of Commerce
Florida Institute of Oceanography
Florida Marine Research

Florida Natural Area Inventory
Florida Public Interest Research Group
Florida Sea Grant College

Gulf Coast Environmental Defense
Gulf County

Gulf County Atlantic Fisheries

Gulf Island National Seashore
Hernando County Planning Department
Hunt Qil

Izaak Walton League of America, Inc
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JOC Venture

Louisiana State University

Marine Mammal Commission
Mission Enhancement Office
Mississippi State University

Mobile Bay National Estuary Program
Natural Resources Defense Council
Nature Conservancy

Nicholas State University

Perdido Key Association

Population Connection

Portersville Revival Group

Sierra Club

South Mobile Communities Association
Southeastern Fisheries Association
The Conservancy

The Conservation Fund

The Daspit Company

The Nature Conservancy

Walton County Growth Management

5.5. PuBLIC HEARINGS

Ports/Docks

Alabama
Alabama State Port Authority
Port of Mobile

Florida
Panama City Port Authority

Louisiana

Greater Baton Rouge Port Commission

Greater Lafourche Port Commission

Grand Isle Port Commission

Plaguemines Port, Harbor and Terminal
District

Port of Baton Rouge

Port of Iberia District

Port of New Orleans

Twin Parish Port Commission

St. Bernard Port, Harbor and Terminal
District

Mississippi
Port of Gulfport
State Port Authority

In accordance with 30 CFR 256.26, BOEM scheduled public hearings soliciting comments on this
Supplemental EIS. The hearings provided the Secretary of the Interior with information from interested
parties to help in the evaluation of potential effects of the proposed lease sale. An announcement of the
dates, times, and locations of the public hearings was included in the Notice of Availability for this
Supplemental EIS. A copy of the public hearing notices was included with this Supplemental EIS that
was mailed to the parties indicated above, posted on BOEM’s Internet website, and published in local

newspapers.

The hearings were held on the following dates and at the times and locations indicated below:

Tuesday, August 2, 2011
1:00 p.m. CDT

Bureau of Ocean Energy Management,

Regulation and Enforcement
1201 ElImwood Park Boulevard
New Orleans, Louisiana 70123
4 registered attendees
0 speakers

Tuesday, August 9, 2011

1:00 p.m. CDT

Houston Airport Marriott

George Bush Intercontinental
18700 John F. Kennedy Boulevard
Houston, Texas 77032

12 registered attendees

5 speakers

Thursday, August 11, 2011

1:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m. CDT

Renaissance Mobile Riverview Plaza
Hotel

64 South Water Street

Mobile, Alabama 36602

12 registered attendees

2 speakers
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New Orleans, Louisiana, August 2, 2011
There were no speakers at the public hearing held in New Orleans, Louisiana, on August 2, 2011.

Houston, Texas, August 9, 2011

Five speakers representing industry provided testimony at the public hearing held in Houston, Texas,
on August 9, 2011. Industry representatives included Marc Lawrence of Global Geophysical, Andy
Radford of the American Petroleum Institute, Walt Rosenbusch of the International Association of
Geophysical Contractors, Richard Pool of Apache Corporation, and Bryan Anderson of Marine Robotics.
All speakers offered support for proceeding with proposed CPA Lease Sale 216/222. Mr. Radford
requests that BOEM update the baseline and potential effects of oil and gas leasing, agrees with BOEM’s
conclusions in the Draft Supplemental EIS, and supports holding the proposed lease sale as soon as
possible. Mr. Anderson stated that an orderly procession of the leasing process is essential to the marine
industry. Messrs. Radford, Rosenbusch, Pool, and Anderson all support the selection of Alternative A.

Responses to these comments have been incorporated into the responses to the letters of comment in
Chapter 5.11.

Mobile, Alabama, August 11, 2011

One speaker, Steve Russell, attended both public hearings and provided testimony for both the
Mobile Area Chamber of Commerce and Offshore Alabama. Both groups supported offshore oil and gas
activities and stated the importance of the continuation of lease sales.

Responses to these comments have been incorporated into the responses to the letters of comment in
Chapter 5.11.

5.6. COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT ACT

If a Federal agency’s activities or development projects within or outside of the coastal zone will have
reasonably foreseeable coastal effects in the coastal zone, then the activity is subject to a Federal
Consistency Determination (CD). To prepare the CD’s, the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management
reviews each State’s Coastal Management Plan (CMP) and analyzes the potential impacts as outlined in
this Supplemental EIS, new information, and applicable studies as they pertain to the enforceable policies
of each CMP. The Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) requires that Federal actions that are
reasonably likely to affect any land or water use or natural resource of the coastal zone be “consistent to
the maximum extent practicable” with relevant enforceable policies of the State’s federally approved
coastal management program (15 CFR 930 Subpart C). A consistency review will be performed by the
affected States prior to the proposed lease sale, upon receipt of the CD’s. Based on the analyses, the
BOEM Director makes an assessment of consistency, which is then sent to each State with the Proposed
Notice of Sale. If a State concurs, BOEM can hold the lease sale. If the State objects, it must do the
following under the CZMA: (1) indicate how BOEM'’s presale proposal is inconsistent with their CMP
and suggest alternative measures to bring BOEM’s proposal into consistency with their CMP; or
(2) describe the need for additional information that would allow a determination of consistency. Unlike
the consistency process for specific OCS plans and permits, there is no procedure for administrative
appeal to the Secretary of Commerce for a Federal CD for presale activities. Either BOEM or the State
may request mediation. Mediation is voluntary, and the DOC would serve as the mediator. Whether
there is mediation or not, the final CD is made by DOI and it is the final administrative action for the
presale consistency process. Each Gulf State’s CMP is described in Appendix B of the Multisale EIS
(USDOI, MMS, 2007b).

5.7. ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT

The Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1631 et seq.), as amended (43 U.S.C. 1331 et seq.),
establishes a national policy designed to protect and conserve threatened and endangered species and the
ecosystems upon which they depend. In accordance with Section 7 of the ESA, the Bureau of Ocean
Energy Management consulted with NMFS and FWS on possible and potential impacts from the CPA
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proposed action on endangered/threatened species and designated critical habitat under their jurisdiction.
A biological assessment was prepared for each consultation. The action area analyzed in the biological
assessments included the lease sale area addressed in this Supplemental EIS.

The formal ESA consultation with NMFS was concluded with receipt of the Biological Opinion on
July 3, 2007. The Biological Opinion concludes that the proposed lease sale and associated activities in
the Gulf of Mexico under the 5-Year Program are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of
threatened and endangered species under NMFS jurisdiction or to destroy or adversely modify designated
critical habitat. The informal ESA consultation with FWS was concluded with a letter dated
September 14, 2007. The FWS concurred with BOEM’s determination that this proposed action under
the 5-Year Program was not likely to adversely affect the threatened/endangered species or designated
critical habitat under FWS jurisdiction. Under these existing consultations with FWS and NMFS, the
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management requested annual concurrence from both NMFS and FWS to
ensure that current activities and any actual take remain consistent with the Terms and Conditions of the
Biological Opinion. For 2010, NMFS emailed their concurrence to BOEMRE on December 3, 2009, and
FWS emailed their concurrence to BOEMRE on December 8, 2009.

Following the DWH event, BOEMRE requested reinitiation of ESA Section 7 consultation with
NMFS and FWS on July 30, 2010. The NMFS responded with a letter to BOEMRE on September 24,
2010; FWS responded with a letter to BOEMRE on September 27, 2010. The reinitiated consultations
are not complete at this time, although BOEM is in discussions with both agencies. In the meantime, the
current consultations remain in effect, and NMFS and FWS recognize that BOEM-required mitigations
and other reasonable and prudent measures should reduce the likelihood of impacts from BOEM-
authorized activities. Further, BOEM has determined, under Section 7(d) of the ESA, that the proposed
action of this Supplemental EIS is not an irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources, which has
the effect of foreclosing the formulation or implementation of any reasonable and prudent alternative
measures. Both BOEM and BSEE are developing an interim coordination program with NMFS and FWS
while consultation is ongoing. The BOEM and BSEE will complete joint consultations given the
proposed action that is covered in this Supplemental EIS is authorized by both bureaus. As both bureaus
move ahead on the next 5-Year Program (2012-2017) and associated consultations, they will clarify
language to avoid redundancy and unnecessary delay.

5.8. MAGNUSON-STEVENS FISHERY CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT ACT

Pursuant to Section 305(b) of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act,
Federal agencies are required to consult with NMFS on any action that may result in adverse effects to
essential fish habitat. The NMFS published the final rule implementing the EFH provisions of the
Magnuson-Stevens Fisheries Conservation and Management Act (50 CFR 600) on January 17, 2002.
Certain OCS activities authorized by BOEM may result in adverse effects to EFH, and therefore, require
EFH consultation.

In March 2000, this Agency’s Gulf of Mexico OCS Region consulted with NMFS’s Southeast
Regional Office in preparing a NMFS regional finding for the Gulf of Mexico region that allows this
Agency to incorporate the EFH assessments into NEPA documents. This Agency consulted on a
programmatic level, by letters of July 1999 and August 1999, to address EFH issues for certain Agency
OCS activities (i.e., plans of exploration and production, pipeline rights-of-way, and platform removals).

An EFH consultation for the CPA lease sales included in the 2002-2007 5-Year Program, using the
2003-2007 Draft Multisale EIS as the NEPA document, was initiated in March 2002 by this Agency with
NMFS’s Southeast Regional Office. The NMFS responded in April 2002, endorsing the implementation
of resource protection measures previously developed cooperatively by this Agency and NMFS in 1999 to
minimize and avoid EFH impacts related to exploration and development activities in the CPA. In
addition to routine measures, additional conservation recommendations were made. In May 2002, this
Agency responded to NMFS, acknowledging receipt and agreement to follow the additional conservation
recommendations. The EFH conservation measures recommended by NMFS serve the purpose of
protecting EFH. Continuing agreements, including avoidance distances from No Activity Zones around
topographic features and those for live-bottom pinnacle features, and circumstances that require project-
specific consultation, appear in NTL 2004-GO05.
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Effective January 23, 2006, NMFS modified the identification and descriptions of EFH. One of the
most important changes noted in the amendment is the elimination of the EFH description and
identification from waters between 100 fathoms (600 ft; 183 m) and the seaward limit of the EEZ.

Further programmatic consultation was initiated and completed for the lease sales addressed in the
2007-2012 Multisale EIS. The NMFS concurred by letter dated December 12, 2006, that the information
presented in the 2007-2012 Draft Multisale EIS satisfies the EFH consultation procedures outlined in 50
CFR 600.920 and as specified in NMFS’s March 17, 2000, findings. Provided that BOEM’s proposed
mitigations, NMFS’s previous EFH conservation recommendations, and the standard lease stipulations
and regulations are followed as proposed, NMFS agrees that impacts to EFH and associated fishery
resources resulting from activities conducted under the 5- Year Program’s lease sales would be minimal.

Following the DWH event on July 30, 2010, BOEMRE requested reinitiation of ESA consultation
with NMFS and FWS. The NMFS responded with a letter to BOEMRE on September 24, 2010. The
EFH consultation was also addressed in NMFS’s letter. The reinitiated consultations are not complete at
this time, although BOEM, BSEE, and NMFS have had discussions and are working on a new
consultation document for the 2012-2017 Multisale EIS.

The existing consultations remain in effect until the reinitiated consultations are completed. Based on
the most recent and best available information at the time, BOEM will also continue to closely evaluate
and assess risks to listed species and designated critical habitat in upcoming environmental compliance
documentation under NEPA and other statutes.

5.9. NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT

In accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) (16 U.S.C. 470), Federal agencies
are required to consider the effect of their undertakings on historic properties. The implementing
regulations for Section 106 of the NHPA (16 U.S.C. 470f), issued by the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation (16 CFR 800), specify the required review process. The BOEMRE initiated a request for
consultation with the affected Gulf States and Tribal Nations on November 12, 2010, via a formal letter.
A timeline of 30 days was provided and two responses were received.

The State of Louisiana, in a letter to BOEMRE dated December 16, 2010, indicated that no known
historic properties will be affected by this undertaking and that consultation regarding the proposed action
is not necessary. The Seminole Tribe of Florida-Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (STOF-THPO)
responded to BOEMRE’s request for consultation on December 6, 2010. The STOF-THPO indicated that
there was no objection to the proposed undertaking at this time. The STOF-THPO requested to review
the impending remote-sensing survey reports that are to be conducted over the high-probability zones
within the project area. Additionally, the STOF-THPO requested to be notified if cultural resources that
are potentially ancestral or historically relevant to the Seminole Tribe of Florida are inadvertently
discovered at any point during this process. No further responses were received beyond the 30-day
timeline and no further requests for consultation were received.

This Section 106 consultation is concluded at this time. The BOEM will continue to impose
mitigating measures and monitoring and reporting requirements to ensure that historic properties are not
affected by the proposed undertaking. The BOEM will reinitiate the consultation process with the
affected parties should such circumstances warrant further consultation.

5.10. MAJOR DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE DRAFT AND FINAL SUPPLEMENTAL
EIS’s

Comments on the Draft Supplemental EIS were received during the public hearings and were also
received via written and electronic correspondence. As a result of these comments, changes have been
made between the Draft and Final Supplemental EIS’s. The text has been revised or expanded to provide
clarification on specific issues, as well as to provide updated information. In addition, between the Draft
and Final Supplement EIS’s, the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management continued to update information
and data relied on in this document and removed information determined to be irrelevant for this proposed
action. None of the alterations between the Draft and Final Supplement EIS’s changed the conclusions
herein.



Consultation and Coordination 5-11

5.11. LETTERS OF COMMENT ON THE DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL EIS AND BOEM’s
RESPONSES

The Notice of Availability and announcement of public hearings were published in the Federal
Register by BOEMRE on July 1, 2011 (USEPA Notice of Availability publication date, July 1, 2011),
were posted on BOEMRE’s Internet website, and were mailed to interested parties. Distribution of the
Draft Supplemental EIS began on July 1, 2011. The comment period ended on August 16, 2011.
Fourteen comment letters were received from the public and private agencies and groups listed below:

Federal Agencies Organizations and Associations
Department of Commerce American Petroleum Institute
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Center for Biological Diversity, Defenders of
Administration Wildlife, OCEANA, Southern Environmental
Department of the Interior Law Center
Fish and Wildlife Service International Association of Geophysical
National Park Service Contractors
Environmental Protection Agency SkyTruth

Turtle Island Restoration Network
West Florida Regional Planning Council
State Agencies and Representatives

Alabama Department of Environmental Industry
Protection

Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality Anadarko

Louisiana Department of Natural Resources ConocoPhilips

Local Agencies General Public

No comments were received. Viola L. Goldberg

Copies of these letters are presented on the subsequent pages. Each letter’s comments have been
marked for identification purposes. The BOEM’s responses immediately follow each letter.
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NMFS-7
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NMFS-1

NMFS-2
NMFS-3
NMFS-4
NMFS-5

NMFS-6
NMFS-7

NMFS-8

Comment noted. If the ASLM’s decision is to hold a lease sale under either Alternative A, B,
or C, it will be announced in the Final Notice of Sale.

Clarifying language was added to this Supplemental EIS to include the suggested revisions.
Information was added to this Supplemental EIS to include the suggested revisions.
Information was added to this Supplemental EIS to include the suggested revisions.
Information addressing the May 27, 2011, NOAA announcement that the Atlantic bluefin
tuna does not warrant species protection under the ESA at this time was added to Chapter
4.1.1.16.3.

The text has been clarified in this Supplemental EIS.

Comment noted. The BOEM and BSEE are both in the process of finalizing an interim
coordination program with NMFS and FWS, given that the proposed actions in the
consultations cover activities both agencies will authorize. The BOEM will serve as the lead
agency, with BSEE input.

Comment noted. As discussed in this Supplemental EIS, BOEM and BSEE will continue to
comply with the terms and conditions of the 2007 Biological Opinion.
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NPS-1 Comment noted.
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USEPA-11

USEPA-12

USEPA-13
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USEP A-20

USEP A-21
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USEP A-25
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USEP A-27
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USEP A-30

USEP A-31

USEP A-32




5-34 Central Planning Area Supplemental EIS

USEP A-33

U SEPA-
34

USEP A-35




Consultation and Coordination 5-35




5-36

Central Planning Area Supplemental EIS

USEPA-1

USEPA-2

USEPA-3

USEPA-4

USEPA-5

USEPA-6

The BOEM developed the “Catastrophic Spill Event Analysis” (Appendix B) to assess
impacts from a potential catastrophic spill event. In the assessment of accidental impacts in
the impact analysis (Chapter 4), Appendix B was incorporated by reference, where
applicable. Additionally, expanded discussions of the impact of a catastrophic event was
included in the analysis if it was determined relevant. The purpose of this Supplemental EIS
was to update analyses since the Multisale EIS and the 2009-2012 Supplemental EIS with
any newly available information, including but not limited to the DWH event, and to
determine if baseline conditions have changed since the publication of the previous EIS’s.
The BOEM acknowledges that information regarding the DWH event is still being developed
and compiled, primarily through the NRDA process, and that much of this information may
not be available for years. In this Supplemental EIS, BOEM has identified pending research
and its determination whether the pending information may be relevant to reasonably
foreseeable significant impacts and may be essential to a reasoned choice among alternatives,
consistent with CEQ regulations.

The assessment of chronic impacts specifically resulting from the DWH event is a process
that may take many years of study and research. Although the findings, which are based on
previous spills, have provided information on potential chronic effects, there are no
completed studies that considered a spill of the volume of the DWH event. Chapter 4.1,
“Incomplete or Unavailable Information,” has been expanded since the publication of the
Draft Supplemental EIS. Where relevant information on reasonably foreseeable significant
adverse impacts is incomplete or unavailable, the need for the information was evaluated to
determine if it was essential to a reasoned choice among the alternatives and, if so, was either
acquired or, in the event that it was impossible or exorbitant to acquire the information,
accepted scientific methodologies were applied in its place. In addition, individual resource
analyses highlight where information was incomplete or unavailable. Where appropriate,
BOEM subject-matter experts did reference to chronic impacts resulting from prior spills,
such as the Exxon Valdez spill and the Ixtoc spill, in their accidental events analyses in
Chapter 4 and in Appendix B.

Since publication of the Draft Supplemental EIS, BOEM subject-matter experts have
incorporated relevant information and have updated this Supplemental EIS accordingly. The
incorporation of relevant information is time consuming, as it must be obtained and reviewed
by subject-matter experts in the context of the source of the data, research methodology, and
data quality. As is necessary under every NEPA analysis, at some point the subject-matter
experts had to finalize their analyses to allow time for this Final Supplemental EIS to be
prepared and presented to the decisionmaker.

The structure of this Supplemental EIS was revised from the Multisale EIS and 2009-2012
Supplemental EIS to better present the proposed action, alternatives, and impact assessment
in a clear comparative form and to provide decisionmakers a clear choice among options.
The proposed action here is a single lease sale, and the action alternatives are limited to a
reduction in the scope of leases offered. The BOEM feels that issues are clearly defined and
that information to determine a reasoned choice among the alternatives is clear. The BOEM
also feels that reducing these impacts to a table would be potentially more confusing and
repetitive.

Comment noted. If the ASLM’s decision is to hold a lease sale under either Alternative A, B,
or C, it will be announced in the Final Notice of Sale

This Supplemental EIS updates information made available since the Multisale EIS and the
2009-2012 Supplemental EIS, including but not limited to information relating to the DWH
event. When these prior NEPA documents were finalized, a spill of the magnitude of the
DWH event was not considered to be a reasonably foreseeable event. The likelihood of
another event on this scale remains exceedingly low, made even more so by BOEM’s and



Consultation and Coordination 5-37

USEPA-7
USEPA-8

USEPA-9

BSEE’s promulgation of new drilling and safety regulations and the ongoing endeavors to
advance containment technologies. Two new appendices, however, were added to this
Supplemental EIS to provide more information about potential impacts of a catastrophic spill:
Appendix B, “Catastrophic Spill Event Analysis” and Appendix C, “BOEM-OSRA
Catastrophic Run.” The summaries provided in Chapter 2.3.1.2 are for the analyses in
Chapter 4 concerning routine impacts, impacts from accidental events described in the
development scenario, and cumulative impacts. Clarifying language has been added to
Chapter 2.3.1, indicating that catastrophic spill event impacts are discussed in Appendix B.

See the response to Comment USEPA-6.

As noted in the response to USEPA-6, the information referred to in Chapter 2.3.1.2
(Summary of Impacts) is only intended to provide a summary of the potential impacts of
routine and accidental impacts associated with the proposed action on wetlands. More
detailed information is presented in Chapter 4.1.1.3.

The BOEM disagrees with USEPA’s comment that oil- and gas-related transportation is one
of the greatest uses of federally maintained navigation channels along the central Gulf Coast.
As noted in Chapter 4.1.1.4.2, OCS-related traffic is only a small portion (approximately
9%) of the total commercial traffic in the Gulf, and the average contribution of the CPA
proposed action to OCS-related vessel traffic in navigation canals is expected to be small
(3-4%). Therefore, the total contribution of the CPA proposed action to total commercial
traffic is from 0.2 to 0.4 percent.

This language has been clarified. In this Supplemental EIS, BOEM concludes that there is a
potential for a low-probability catastrophic event to result in significant, population-level
effects on affected sea turtle species. The BOEM has reinitiated consultation with NMFS and
FWS, is complying with reasonable and prudent measures and the terms and conditions of an
existing Biological Opinion, and is working on an interim coordination program with these
agencies while consultation is ongoing to protect endangered species, including sea turtles.
The NMFS has collected a number of sea turtles both before and after the DWH event, but to
date has not provided a suspected cause of death for many or all of them. Given that current
data indicate that the emergency berms in Louisiana were not effective in minimizing impacts
from the DWH event and that the Presidential Oil Spill Commission counseled against future
use of such berms (Oil Spill Commission, 2011a), BOEM does not expect that similar berms
would be used as a response measure if a low-probability catastrophic event were to occur in
the future.

USEPA-10 The language has been clarified in this Supplemental EIS.

USEPA-11 As noted in the response to USEPA-6, the information referred to in Chapter 2.3.1.2

(Summary of Impacts) is only intended to provide a summary of the potential impacts of
routine and accidental impacts associated with the proposed action on topographic features.
More detailed information, including referenced studies, is presented in Chapter 4.1.1.22.
The BOEM notes USEPA’s preference for Alternative B. 1f the ASLM’s decision is to hold a
lease sale under either Alternative A, B, or C, it will be announced in the Final Notice of
Sale.

USEPA-12 The impacts of routine events on water quality related to the proposed action are discussed in

Chapters 4.1.1.2.1.2 and 4.1.1.2.2.2, as related to coastal and offshore waters, respectively.
Information on the VGP is provided in those chapters. The VGP is also discussed in the
cumulative impacts analyses in Chapters 4.2.1.2.1.4 and 4.2.1.2.2.4, as related to coastal and
offshore waters, respectively.
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USEPA-13 Comment noted. The BOEM realizes that this paragraph may have been unduly confusing to
the reader; therefore, the BOEM subject-matter expert has revised the text to clarify what the
catastrophic-spill OSRA run was designed to do, as well as to provide a reference to
Appendix C of the Supplemental EIS for more information regarding the catastrophic-spill
OSRA run. At this point in time, there is no continuing model verification effort for a
catastrophic-spill OSRA run unless or until new information warranting reevaluation
becomes available. The BOEM subject-matter experts have applied the OSRA modeling run
identified in Appendix C where appropriate in their individual resource analyses in
Chapter 4, including what information is currently available on the impacts from the DWH
event.

USEPA-14 Comment noted. The information was revised to reflect that materials from maintenance
dredging are primarily disposed of offshore in ocean dredged-material disposal sites. The
reference to “disposal banks” was removed from the text.

USEPA-15 Chapter 3.3.3 (“Dredged Material Disposal”) of this Supplemental EIS was revised to
explain that dredged material is available for beneficial use if funds are available.

USEPA-16 Chapter 3.3.3 (“Dredged Material Disposal”) of this Supplemental EIS was revised to clarify
that the ocean dredged-material disposal sites listed in Table 3-13 are those sites utilized by
COE.

USEPA-17 Comment noted. Information was removed from this Supplemental EIS in response to the
suggested changes.

USEPA-18 Comment noted. Information related to the Gulf Gateway Energy Bridge LNG terminal was
deleted from this Supplemental EIS as it is in the process of being decommissioned.

USEPA-19 Comment noted. The Mississippi River Gulf Outlet was removed from the list of federally
maintained navigation channels.

USEPA-20 The difficulties of responding to deepwater spills are identified and addressed within the spill
response section in Chapter 3.2.1.5.2 and within the catastrophic spill analyses in
Appendix B. The BOEM has identified several task forces to examine and implement,
where advisable, the recommendations made by numerous groups subsequent to the DWH
event; however, much of this work is still pending. Once the recommendations identified
within the National Commission on the BP DWH Oil Spill and Offshore Drilling’s final
report are assessed and potentially implemented, this information will be included in future
NEPA documents.

USEPA-21 Comment noted. See Chapter 1.5 (“Air Emissions”) for information on BSEE’s criteria for
modeling. Clarifying language has also been added to Chapter 4.1.1.1.2 indicating that,
during exploratory drilling operations (which, depending on the circumstances, may be
classified as a temporary activity under BSEE’s air regulation at 30 CFR 250.302), air
emissions may contribute to onshore air exceedances of the new short-term, 1-hour NOy and
SO, NAAQS and, hence, may affect the onshore air quality. As noted in the response to
USEPA-22, however, BSEE requires those operators subject to OCD modeling to
demonstrate compliance with the new 1-hour NAAQS standards.

USEPA-22 See language in Chapter 1.5 (“Air Emissions”) and in Chapter 4.1.1.1.2. If the estimated
annual air emissions for facilities exceed the exemption level for a specific pollutant (i.e., a
screening process), the operator is required to submit the source-specific modeling using the
OCD model and air emission sources from individual facilities to BOEM/BSEE for air
quality plan reviews. For those operators required to submit NO, OCD modeling, BSEE now
requires the operator to conduct the OCD modeling to also ensure compliance with the new
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USEPA-23

USEPA-24
USEPA-25

USEPA-26

USEPA-27

USEPA-28

USEPA-29
USEPA-30

short-term, 1-hour NO, NAAQS. Because USEPA has recently finalized the short-term
NAAQS standards, BOEM plans to conduct a full impacts modeling study to look at annual
and short-term standards. The BOEM has performed impacts modeling using the 2005
emissions inventory and the ozone standard in place at that time.

The BOEM enforces air quality mitigation measures through Air Quality Reviews. The air
quality regulations at 30 CFR 550.303 require air pollution control technology (including
BACT) and the OCD modeling if the exemption level is exceeded. In air quality plans
submittals, the air quality regulations require appropriate air quality mitigation measures,
such as fuel use certifications and run time documentation for activities such as fuel
combustion and flaring

Regulations provide for some limited volume, short duration flaring or venting of oil and
natural gas upon approval by BSEE (2-14 days, typically). Through 30 CFR 250.1160,
BSEE may allow operators to burn liquid hydrocarbons if they can demonstrate that
transporting them to market or re-injecting them into the formation is not technically feasible
or poses a significant risk of harm to the environment.

Comment noted. The suggested change has been made in this Supplemental EIS.

The USEPA has announced that the proposed 8-hour ozone standard will not be finalized at
this time, pending completion of the regular 5-year NAAQS review. As described in
Chapter 4.1.1.1.2, BOEM subject-matter experts have evaluated the potential impacts of the
proposed action’s routine activities on onshore ozone levels (at the previous NAAQS
standard of 0.08 ppm) and found only minimal contributions likely to result from the
proposed action. As discussed in Chapter 1.5, based on modeling results, BSEE may require
BACT and other control measures.

Comment noted. The section on “Air Emissions” in Chapter 1.5 describes the screening
levels for modeling and the application of BACT. If any of the modeled concentrations
exceed BOEM significance levels, regulations require the lessee to apply BACT and, if
necessary, additional emission controls or emission offsets may be required.

The subject paragraph has been removed as it was confusing to readers. Impacts from spills
on coastal water quality and proximity to shore are described in better detail in Chapter
4.1.1.2.1.3 (“Impacts of Accidental Events”). The BOEM subject-matter experts had
addressed the factors that USEPA cites in the Draft Supplemental EIS, and they do not feel
that these factors were in any way minimized.

The BOEM subject-matter experts have included the scientifically credible information that is
available and relevant to update their analyses in this Supplemental EIS, including certain
sources in NOAA'’s Deepwater Horizon: A Preliminary Bibliography of Published Research
and Expert Commentary (NMFS, 2011e). Clarifying language, including Lavoie et al.’s
(2011) recommendations on monitoring, are included in Chapter 4.1.1.3.4 of this
Supplemental EIS. To date, preliminary monitoring results have not been made available to
the public, and BOEM has identified what information remains incomplete or unavailable at
this time, whether it is essential to a reasoned choice among alternatives and whether it can be
obtained or if the costs of obtaining it are exorbitant.

Comment noted. The suggested change has been made in this Supplemental EIS.

The USEPA’s comment refers to “Summary and Conclusion, Page 4-74 through 4-80,
paragraph one.” Please note, however, that on page 4-74 is the summary and conclusion for
accidental events based on an analysis of potential accidental events from the proposed action
and not from a catastrophic oil spill such as the DWH spill, which is analyzed in
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USEPA-31

USEPA-32

USEPA-33

USEPA-34

Appendix B. The citations supporting the conclusions made in this paragraph are included in
the bulk of the accidental events analysis on the preceding pages. The remaining text referred
to by USEPA on pages 4-74 through 4-80 consists of the cumulative analysis of wetlands,
which includes a discussion of oil-spill impacts generally, including from the DWH spill.
The comment further states that the Draft Supplemental EIS concludes that impacts to
seagrass communities “would be considered short term in duration and minor in scope” and
that impacts to birds would be “negligible.” The BOEM subject-matter experts based these
conclusions on the analysis of potential oil spills and cleanup activities associated with the
proposed action and not with a catastrophic spill such as the DWH spill, which is addressed
in Appendix B.

The USEPA has stated that it is unclear what additional information was used in drawing
conclusions about potential impacts to wetlands, seagrass beds, and wildlife; that recent
events have shown that spills from offshore drilling can have considerable impacts; and that
the environmental impacts of potential spills need to be given due consideration in evaluating
the proposed activities and emergency preparedness. The BOEM believes that potential
impacts of the proposed activities, including accidental spills, have been adequately
considered in this Supplemental EIS. For example, concerning the impacts to wetlands,
Chapter 4.1.1.4.3 (“Impacts of Accidental Events™) includes an analysis of oil-spill impacts,
along with an evaluation of cleanup methods. Numerous references are supplied supporting
the conclusions provided in this Supplemental EIS.

In addition, BOEM subject-matter experts have included scientifically credible information
that has become available since the publication of the Draft Supplemental EIS, where
appropriate. The publication of the OSAT reports, previously unavailable at the time of the
preparation of the Draft Supplemental EIS, also indicate that there may be less damaging
treated oil reaching the wetlands. However, much of the NRDA data remain unavailable,
along with other ongoing studies. The BOEM has identified where information remains
incomplete or unavailable, whether it is relevant to reasonably foreseeable significant adverse
impacts, whether it is essential to a reasoned choice among alternatives, and whether it can be
obtained or whether the costs of doing so are exorbitant.

Comment noted. The information referenced by USEPA in Chapter 4.1.1.4.4 has been
revised in response to this comment.

The reinitiated consultations are not complete at this time, although BOEM and BSEE are in
discussions with both agencies. In the meantime, the current consultation remains in effect
and recognizes that required mitigations and other reasonable and prudent measures should
reduce the likelihood of impacts from BOEM- and BSEE-authorized activities. Further,
BOEM has determined, under Section 7(d) of the ESA, that the proposed action is not an
irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources, which has the effect of foreclosing the
formulation or implementation of any reasonable and prudent alternative measures. The
BOEM and BSEE are also developing an interim coordination program with NMFS and FWS
while consultation is ongoing. As BOEM moves ahead on the next 5-Year Program (2012-
2017) and associated consultations, it will clarify language to avoid redundancy and
unnecessary delay.

Comments noted. Additional information was added to Chapter 4.1.1.21.4.3 to address
information related to persons with limited English proficiency and to efforts that were made
by USCG (in their lead role in the Incident Command Center) to distribute news and
information following the DWH event.

As is stated in Chapter 5.9, letters were sent to coastal Tribes and SHPO’s on November 12,
2011, requesting consultation on lease sales in both the CPA and WPA, which included
proposed CPA Lease Sale 216/222. Only two responses were received, one of which was
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from the Louisiana SHPO. The only tribe to respond was the Seminole, whose tribal interests
do not extend into the CPA; therefore, they were not specifically identified in this
Supplemental EIS. Letters also were sent to the Poarch Band of Creek Indians, The
Chitimacha Tribe of Louisiana, the Alabama Coushatta Tribe of Texas, the Choctaw Nation
of Oklahoma, the Coushatta Tribe of Louisiana, the Caddo Nation, the Jena Band of Choctaw
Indians, the Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians, and the Tunica-Biloxi Tribe of Louisiana
in the belief that these tribes would likely have a historical interest in the Gulf Coast and
could perhaps share information on Traditional Cultural Properties or traditional relationships
with the Gulf of Mexico.

USEPA-35 This comment does not seem to relate so much to a Section 106 issue as it does to
environmental justice, which is addressed in Chapter 4.1.1.21.4. The Houma and the coastal
tribes identified by USEPA are not federally recognized and are not accorded the same status
for government-to-government consultation. While the Houma may well have been affected
by the DWH event, hurricanes, and land subsidence, it is unlikely that they were
disproportionately affected in comparison to other coastal ethnic groups such as Islefios,
Cajuns, Vietnamese, African Americans, or other inhabitants of South Louisiana. The
BOEM, through its public hearings, has actively sought public input into its NEPA processes
and has specifically requested input for compliance with Section 106.
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FWS-1

FWS-2
FWS-3
FWS-4

FWS-5
FWS-6

FWS-7
FWS-8

FWS-9

FWS-10

FWS-11

FWS-12
FWS-13

FWS-14
FWS-15

A revision was made to the document to include FWS as one of the key agencies that BOEM
conducted early key coordination related to this Supplemental EIS.

The references have been deleted.
The FWS comment was noted, and revisions were made to the referenced text.

A revision was made to this Supplemental EIS to reflect the correct appendix, which is now
Appendix D.

The FWS comment was noted, and a revision was made to the text.

Comment noted. The subject paragraph was deleted in response to other comments and due
to the confusion it caused. As noted in Chapter 1.5, operators are required to submit
modeling data when certain screening thresholds are exceeded. The BOEM Environmental
Studies Program (ESP) funds studies to obtain information needed for NEPA assessment and
for the management of environmental and socioeconomic impacts on the human, marine, and
coastal environments that may be affected by OCS oil and gas development. The ESP studies
were used by BOEM’s Gulf of Mexico OCS Region analysts to prepare this Supplemental
EIS. In the absence of available ESP data, BOEM utilizes credible data from other State and
Federal agencies where applicable.

The FWS comment was noted, and a revision was made to the text.

The BOEM subject-matter experts have used the relevant and scientifically credible
information available at the time to prepare their analyses. Fraser and Ellis (2008) compared
oil-spill frequency predictions in advance of a project with observed data during and after.
For this proposed action, the predicted number of spills is based on the estimated range of
crude oil volume to be handled as a result of the lease sale. Because nearly all of the spills
are <1 bbl (based on historical data) and because the scenario includes such a wide range in
oil production, BOEM’s ability to correctly predict spills resulting from the proposed action
in a manner similar to Fraser and Ellis (2008) is not compatible with a single lease sale within
the context of multiple lease sales over time in a single planning area.

The text has been edited in multiple locations in this Supplemental EIS to indicate that the
discussion is of reported spills, which may not include all spills.

A discussion on manatee distribution and abundance is provided in the threatened and
endangered species subsection in Chapter 4.1.1.11.1.

Language in Chapter 4.1.1.11.2 indicates that coastal and nearshore support activities, such
as marine debris and vessel strikes, could impact marine mammals, which includes manatees.
In addition, Chapter 4.2.2.1.5 of the Multisale EIS provides a discussion of vessel strikes and
manatees.

Clarifying language has been added to this Supplemental EIS.

Clarifying language has been added to this Supplemental EIS, and additional information is
presented in Chapter 4.2.2.1.6 of the Multisale EIS.

Clarifying language has been added to Chapter 4.1.1.13.2.
Clarifying language has been added to Chapter 4.1.1.14.1.
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FWS-16
FWS-17

FWS-18
FWS-19
FWS-20

FWS-21

FWS-22
FWS-23

Clarifying language has been added to Chapter 4.1.1.14.1.

Additional language on the Mississippi sandhill crane and wood stork has been added to
Chapter 4.1.1.14.1.

Clarifying language has been added to Chapter 4.1.1.14.1
The language in this Supplemental EIS has been corrected.

To date, the primary equipment need identified by BOEM that could greatly reduce spill
duration and spill impacts is subsea containment equipment. To address this need, BOEM
issued NTL 2010-N10, which provides that an operator should submit information
demonstrating that it has access to and can deploy containment resources that would be
adequate to properly respond to a blowout or other loss of well control while conducting
activities that require approval of a permit to drill (APD/RPD, AST/RST, or ABP/RBP) and
involve the use of a subsea BOP system, a floating drilling rig equipped with a surface BOP
system, or a drilling rig on a floating platform. Having this equipment available and onsite
within weeks instead of months, as was the case during the DWH spill, should greatly reduce
the spill duration and associated spill impacts. These new requirements and details regarding
this equipment are included in Chapter 3.2.1.5.1. Although these new regulatory programs
and increased containment capabilities reduce both the risk of a catastrophic spill and the
duration of such an event, Appendix B includes an analysis of the potential impacts of such a
spill in the unlikely event that it occurs and is meant to be conservative in its approach.

Clarifying language on the least tern has been added to Appendix B. A discussion of the
endangered whooping crane, Mississippi sandhill crane, and wood stork has been added to
Appendix B.

The language has been corrected.

A special OSRA run was conducted in order to estimate the impacts of a possible future
catastrophic spill. Thus, the goal of this analysis was to emphasize a spill that continued for
90 consecutive days.

The traditional OSRA run does use historical spill rates based on Anderson and LaBelle
(2000) and earlier work. The Anderson and LaBelle (2000) study has recently been updated.
Although it is still in draft form, the new information has been incorporated into Table 3-5.
Future OSRA runs will use this updated historical spill rate information.
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ADEM-1 Comment noted. If the ASLM’s decision is to hold a lease sale under either Alternative A, B,
or C, it will be announced in the Final Notice of Sale. The BOEM may apply a number of
lease sale mitigations and stipulations to minimize the impacts of oil and gas exploration and
development. Chapter 2.2.2.1 discusses these mitigations and stipulations, including the
Topographic Features Stipulation. Additionally, a number of site-specific mitigations for
environmental protection and safety are routinely applied by BSEE at the post-lease stage.
All exploration plans, development plans, and pipeline applications are thoroughly reviewed
to determine what protective measure(s) should to be included as a condition of plan or
permit approval. Mitigations and stipulations are developed as conditions warrant and are
subject to a review and approval process.
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LADEQ-1 Comment noted. It is the applicant’s responsibility to comply with all applicable Federal,
State, and local laws and regulations.
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LADNR-2




Consultation and Coordination 5-55

LADNR-1

LADNR-2

The purpose of this Supplemental EIS is to evaluate any changes in baseline conditions,
including those as a result of the DWH event and several hurricanes, and to determine if any
of the impact conclusions presented in the Multisale EIS and the 2009-2012 Supplemental
EIS need to be modified in light of these events. This Supplemental EIS is tiered from those
EIS’s and includes any additional information available since their publication. The issues
identified by LADNR in this comment (i.e., data sources, predictive techniques, and impact
analyses; direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts; and mitigation of direct, indirect, and
cumulative impacts) have been responded to thoroughly in Chapter 5 of those EIS’s, and
those responses remain valid, as supplemented by the additional information and analyses
included in this Supplemental EIS. As noted in Chapter 2, BOEM and BSEE may apply
appropriate mitigations either as part of the lease sale, through stipulations, or at the post-
lease stage, respectively.

In comments on the Multisale EIS and the 2009-2012 Supplemental EIS, the State previously
provided comments on the issue of onshore impacts associated with lease sales and the
mitigation thereof. These comments have been responded to thoroughly in Chapter 5 of those
EIS’s, and those responses remain valid, as supplemented by the additional information and
analyses included in this Supplemental EIS. The BOEM and BSEE would like to reiterate
that we are neither the permitting agency nor the applicant for onshore pipelines, canal
dredging, dredged material placement, or infrastructure construction. The primary permitting
agencies for these onshore activities are COE and the State. Nevertheless, these and other
potential onshore impacting factors are accounted for in the routine and cumulative impact
analyses for resources in Chapter 4, where relevant.
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WFRPC-1 Comment noted.
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ANAD-1

ANAD-2
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ANAD-3

ANAD-4
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ANAD 5

ANAD-6
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ANAD-7

ANAD-8
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ANAD-1

ANAD-2

ANAD-3
ANAD-4
ANAD-5
ANAD-6
ANAD-7

ANAD-8

Comment noted. The decision on which alternative will be selected will be made after the
Supplemental EIS is finalized and, if the decision is to hold a lease sale under either
Alternative A, B, or C, it will be announced in the Final Notice of Sale.

The proposed action of this Supplemental EIS is proposed CPA Lease Sale 216/222, and the
impact analysis was conducted on this proposed action. The CPA Lease Sale 213 was
analyzed in the Multisale EIS, the 20007-2009 Supplemental EIS, and an Environmental
Assessment, and the determinations made at that time still apply to that action. The CPA
Lease Sale 213 was held in 2010; therefore, the Federal action is complete and not subject to
any additional prelease NEPA evaluation. It would be inappropriate to include previously
completed lease sales in this Supplemental EIS, as there is no Federal action to be taken on
those lease sales at this time. Nevertheless, while CPA Lease Sale 213 is complete and not
subject to additional NEPA review at this time, BOEM acknowledges that this Supplemental
EIS covers environmental concerns that may be equally applicable to other lease sales in the
CPA, as it includes new information available since the preparation of prior NEPA
documents and the DWH event. As such, the information in this Supplemental EIS may
likewise be relevant to an analysis of potential environmental impacts of CPA Lease Sale
213.

See the response to Comment ANAD-2.
See the response to Comment ANAD-2.
See the response to Comment ANAD-2.
See the response to Comment ANAD-2.
See the response to Comment ANAD-2.

See the response to Comment rANAD-2.
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API-2

API-3
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API-3

API-4
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API-5

API-6
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API-7
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API-8
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API-1

API 1-2

API 1-3

API-4

API 1-5

API-6

API-7

API- 8

Comment noted. If the ASLM’s decision is to hold a lease sale under either Alternative A, B,
or C, it will be announced in the Final Notice of Sale.

The BOEM has updated this Supplemental EIS since the publication of the Draft
Supplemental EIS in order to consider relevant new information that has become available
since the Draft Supplemental EIS; this includes published information relating to the DWH
event. The incorporation of relevant information is time consuming, as it must be obtained
and reviewed by subject-matter experts in the context of the source of the data, research
methodology, and data quality. As is necessary under every NEPA analysis, at some point
the subject-matter experts had to finalize their analyses to allow time for this Final
Supplemental EIS to be prepared and presented to the decisionmaker.

The BOEM has updated this Supplemental EIS since the publication of the Draft
Supplemental EIS in order to consider relevant new information related to the OSAT I and 1l
reports. However, BOEM does not agree that this Supplemental EIS is the appropriate place
to provide a summary of documents such as OSAT I and Il. The full range of environmental
consequences cannot be characterized at this stage by two documents that were specific to
impacts to certain resources. The BOEM subject-matter experts have referenced the OSAT
reports and other information, where relevant, in their individual resource analyses. The
complete picture of the impacts of the DWH event will not emerge for several years, and this
will be the result of much research. As such, BOEM subject-matter experts have identified
where relevant information on significant adverse impacts remains incomplete or unavailable,
have determined whether the information is essential to a reasoned choice among alternatives,
and if so, whether the information can be obtained or whether the costs of doing so are
exorbitant. If the information could not be obtained, what scientifically credible information
was available was applied using accepted scientific methodologies.

Language has been added to the “Summary” and elsewhere in this Supplemental EIS, where
appropriate, to clarify that the “Catastrophic Spill Event Analysis” is found in Appendix B.

This Supplemental EIS provides detailed descriptions of the administrative and regulatory
changes made by BOEMRE following the DWH event and oil spill (Chapter 1.3.1), which
are in effect to minimize the risk of future blowouts and oil spills. This chapter describes the
regulatory framework already in place, requiring that the OCS leasing process and all
activities and operations on the OCS comply with other Federal, State, and local laws and
regulations. Since these documents are generally applicable and readily available from
BOEM or on the Internet, detailed descriptions are unnecessary and duplicative in this
Supplemental EIS. All NTL’s are updated and fully described on BOEM’s website. Where
relevant to the NEPA analysis, BOEM has included information on containment capabilities,
including but not limited to, the Marine Well Containment Company and Helix Energy
Solutions Group.

Where the BOEM subject-matter experts felt it was appropriate, the document was revised to
reflect newly available information or to clarify language.

Chapter 4.1, “Incomplete or Unavailable Information,” has been revised. Where relevant
information on reasonably foreseeable significant adverse impacts is incomplete or
unavailable, the need for the information was evaluated to determine if it was essential to a
reasoned choice among the alternatives and, if so, was either acquired or, in the event it was
impossible or exorbitant to acquire the information, accepted scientific methodologies were
applied in its place. In addition, individual resource analyses highlight where information
was incomplete or unavailable.

Comment noted. Similar revisions have been made to Chapter 4.1 where appropriate.
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API'1 COMMENTS 12-15
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API'1 COMMENTS 16-20
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API1 COMMENTS 21-23
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API 1-1

API 1-2

API 1-3

APl 1-4

API 1-5

API 1-6

API 1-7

API 1-8
API 1-9

API 1-10
API 1-11

Comment noted. Please see Chapter 5.11 of the WPA Lease Sale 218’s Final Supplemental
EIS for the letters of comment on the Draft Supplemental EIS and BOEMRE’s responses
(USDOI, BOEMRE, 2011b). For any revisions to the WPA Lease Sale 218’s Final
Supplemental EIS in response to public comments that were also appropriate for a CPA lease
sale Supplemental EIS, BOEM attempted to carry forward these revisions to this CPA Lease
Sale 216/222 Final Supplemental EIS. In addition to these document revisions, the subject-
matter experts updated this Supplemental EIS with newly available and relevant information
since publication of the Draft Supplemental EIS on July 1, 2011.

This Supplemental EIS provides detailed descriptions of the administrative and regulatory
changes made by BOEM following the DWH event and oil spill (Chapter 1.3.1); these
changes are in effect to minimize the risk of future blowouts and oil spills. This chapter
describes the regulatory framework already in place, requiring that the OCS leasing process
and all activities and operations on the OCS comply with other Federal, State, and local laws
and regulations. Since these documents are generally applicable and readily available from
BOEM or on the Internet, detailed descriptions are unnecessary and duplicative in this
Supplemental EIS. All NTL’s are updated and fully described on BOEM’s website. Where
relevant to the NEPA analysis, BOEM has included information on containment capabilities,
including but not limited to, the Marine Well Containment Company and Helix Energy
Solutions Group.

The discussion on unavailable information is discussed in Chapter 4.1. Chapter 4 contains
the impact analysis, and BOEM feels that this is the best location to discuss this issue.

Clarifying language on the current status of consultation has been incorporated into this
Supplemental EIS where appropriate.

This sentence has been clarified. The BOEM subject-matter experts have included analyses
of the DWH event where appropriate, whether in their individual resource analyses in
Chapter 4 or in Appendix B.

A general discussion on incomplete and unavailable information (Chapter 4.1) has been
revised since the Draft Supplemental EIS. This revised version addresses API’s comment. In
addition, clarifying language has been added where appropriate in the individual resource
analyses in Chapter 4.

Comment noted. Webb’s 1988 paper, referenced in this Supplemental EIS in Chapters
4.1.1.3.3 and 4.1.1.3.4, is entitled “Establishment of Vegetation on Oil Contaminated
Dunes.” The purpose of this study was to determine if dune vegetation could grow in oiled
dunes. The discussion here is related to dunes and beaches and not to salt marshes.

Clarifying language was added in Chapter 4.1.1.11.2.

In the Draft Supplemental EIS, the “Gulf Sturgeon: 5-Year Review” (USDOI, FWS and
USDOC, NMFS, 2009) was utilized; however, the authors referenced within that report were
individually cited. Therefore, in this Final Supplemental EIS, citations to the “Gulf Sturgeon:
5-Year Review” were modified to refer to the report as a whole rather than to the individual
authors.

Revisions have been made to the text.

Revisions have been made to the text.
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APl 1-12

API 1-13

APl 1-14

APl 1-15
API 1-16
API 1-17
API 1-18

The API comment was noted, and revisions were made to the text regarding unnecessary
information included with the “Impacts of Accidental Events” section. The PAH’s have a
history of occurrence in Gulf sturgeon tissue. The PAH’s are insoluble in water but remain
available in the bottom sediment. Various life stages of sturgeon are benthic feeders, making
them more susceptible to uptake. Gulf sturgeon, being fish predators during parts of their life
history, makes them more susceptible for at least bioconcentrating and possibly
biomagnifying PAH’s in their tissues.

Since the publication of the Draft Supplemental EIS on July 1, 2011, BOEM subject-matter
expert have incorporated relevant information and have updated this Supplemental EIS
accordingly, including information from both OSAT reports, which were not available at the
time the Draft Supplemental EIS was prepared.

Comment noted. References to human consumption effects were removed from the Gulf
sturgeon chapter. This Supplemental EIS has been updated to better describe the behavior of
dispersed oil in relationship to effects on benthic habitat. Notably, the description
acknowledges that generally, dispersed oil does not form an oil mat (usually emulsified and
then easily biodegraded by existing microbial activity) on the bottom nor on the important
benthic habitat used for forage by the Gulf sturgeon.

Produced water was only briefly mentioned since OCS wells are generally far removed from
Gulf sturgeon habitat and their known ranging areas. There has been little to no current
information collected acknowledging the occurrence of Gulf sturgeon in these deeper OCS
waters.

Pipeline installation in OCS waters is not expected to impact Gulf sturgeon due to proximity
of the work to the areas of known documented Gulf sturgeon occurrence. The following
language was provided in the Draft Supplemental EIS:

Pipeline placement may have the greatest potential for impact to Gulf
sturgeon and their critical habitat from OCS pipeline connections to state
pipelines or the potential for the one OCS pipeline landfall associated with
the proposed action. Typical methods to lay pipeline can result in bottom
and sediment disturbance, burial of submerged vegetation, reduced water
clarity, reduced light penetration, and the resulting reduction of seagrass
cover and productivity.

The APl 1 comment was noted, and the revision was made to the text.
Comment noted. The sentence was revised.
Comment noted. Information was deleted to resolve the redundancy.

This Supplemental EIS is not a decision document; therefore, there is no reasoning “for not
selecting” Alternative D, the No Action Alternative. No decision has been made at this time
on which alternative may be chosen following completion of this Supplemental EIS. That
decision is up to the decisionmaker and, if the ASLM’s decision is to hold a lease sale under
either Alternative A, B, or C, it will be announced in the Final Notice of Sale. The economic
effect of the suspension of Gulf operations post-DWH are not the same as cancelling one
lease sale. The suspension stopped ongoing operations, which resulted in economic costs to
both the industry and government. These same impacts were not realized in the cancellation
of previous lease sales and would not be expected in the event that this or other future lease
sales are cancelled or postponed. Therefore, BOEM feels that the No Action Alternative
discussion provided in Chapter 4 adequately describes the effect of the cancellation of
proposed CPA Lease Sale 216/222.
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Comment noted. Additional language was added to Section 2.2.1.1 of Appendix B.

Comment noted. The comment references hard-bottom habitats but discusses the information
discussed in the next section, which is Deepwater Habitats. The Deepwater Habitats section
discusses NTL 2009 G40. The Hard Bottom Shelf Habitats section discusses the hard-bottom
features found on the continental shelf. Clarification of the water depth was added to the
Hard Bottom Shelf Habitats section.

Commend noted. Clarifying language was added to Appendix B to describe actions that may
be required to identify and avoid archaeological resources that may be present within the
proposed action area.

Comment noted. Additional relevant and updated references were added to Appendix B.

This language has been replaced and clarified in Appendix B.
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APL-44

APL-47 < 4-105, 4-202, 4-205, 4-211, 4-
233, 4-242,D-22, D-24, D-29

APL-48 < B-21

APL-49 4-199

API-53 < E.g. 4-165, 4-168

APL-54 < 481

ATL-56 < 4-275, 4354

APL-57 < 4-195, 4-202, 4-203, 4-211, 4-
233, 4-242, D-22, D-24, D-29

APL-58 < 4211, A-23

API-59 < B-21, D-22,D-33

APL-60 < 1176

ADL-63 < B-30

APL-67 1382

APL-68 < 1145

APL-73 < 4-155

APL-74 4-155, B-18

-47-
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Since publication of the Draft Supplemental EIS on July 1, 2011, BOEM subject-matter
experts incorporated newly available relevant information and updated this Supplemental EIS
accordingly.

Since publication of the Draft Supplemental EIS on July 1, 2011, BOEM subject-matter
experts incorporated newly available relevant information and updated this Supplemental EIS
accordingly.

References to websites internally in the document have been deleted and moved to the
bibliography. Those websites referenced have been verified and are accurate as of the date
that this Supplemental EIS is published.

If appropriate, those references were included when the document was prepared or updated
since publication of the Draft Supplemental EIS on July 1, 2011.

The OSAT reports (OSAT and OSAT-2) were not accessible by BOEMRE at the time the
Draft Supplemental EIS was prepared. The BOEM subject-matter experts have reviewed the
reports and have revised the Supplemental EIS as necessary to include these reports and other
newly available relevant information.

The references to the daily maps of spilled oil were removed as outdated from Chapters
4.1.1.11 and 4.1.1.12. Where appropriate, references to the OSAT report were added to this
Supplemental EIS.

This Supplemental EIS has been updated to reflect the OSAT report results where
appropriate.

Comment noted. The BOEM subject-matter experts have included what information they
deem relevant, including anecdotal information where appropriate. Clarifying language has
been added, noting that additional information on anecdotal data during the DWH event are
addressed in Chapter 4.1.1.21.4 (Environmental Justice).

The BOEM reviewed summary statements available at the time, which included USEPA and
State of Louisiana air monitoring data. Where relevant, additional information was included
by BOEM subject-matter experts.

The baseline years were established in 1977 for SO, and in 1987 for NO,. However, the
BOEM deleted the paragraphs referring to Tables 4-26 and 4-27 from this Supplemental EIS
because the information was previously discussed in detail in the Multisale EIS, and this
Supplemental EIS tiers from that document.

The BOEM subject-matter expert believes no additional clarification on the referenced
language is required. However, BOEM added comparative language to this Supplemental
EIS regarding shoreline dioxin concentrations at the time of the in-situ burns to background
concentrations in the rural U.S.

Clarifying language was added to this Supplemental EIS.

See the response to Comment APl 2-12.

The short-term effects reportedly caused by the DWH event are anecdotal. The BOEM has
revised this sentence to reflect “any long-term health effects.”
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The sentence was in error and was deleted. The BOEM subject-matter experts have
incorporated newly available relevant information, where appropriate, since publication of
the Draft Supplemental EIS.

The statement was revised to focus on aerial dispersant application. The BOEM subject-
matter experts have included what information they deem relevant, including anecdotal
information on health complaints where appropriate.

Comment noted. The sentence referenced by API has been deleted from this Supplemental
EIS, as the impacts and causation have not been established.

Comment noted. See the response to Comment API 2-17.

Comment noted. The text has been revised to address USEPA’s health-based standards and
public health concerns.

The BOEM subject-matter experts included available information they deemed relevant in
their resource analyses, including in this instance, research related to the Kuwait oil-field
fires. The Kuwaiti oil-field fires are a primary instance where ambient air quality effects
from oil burning have been further researched. Nevertheless, BOEM has revised language
relating to the Kuwaiti oil-field fires within this Supplemental EIS to avoid potential
confusion.

The erroneous reference to Trapido (2010) has been deleted, and the correct references have
been supplied. Chapter 4.1.1.21.4.3 was updated to incorporate supporting references and
an explanation of how USEPA defined human health benchmarks.

Comment noted. The subject-matter expert has updated this Supplemental EIS since
publication of the Draft Supplemental EIS on July 1, 2011, and has added clarifying language
and additional supporting material related to health effects from exposure to dispersants.
Since publication of the Draft Supplemental EIS on July 1, 2011, the subject-matter experts
have incorporated newly available relevant information and have updated this Supplemental
EIS accordingly. The incorporation of newly available relevant information is time
consuming, as it must be obtained and reviewed by subject-matter experts in the context of
the source of the data, research methodology, and data quality.

Updated information on the status of this study was included in Chapter 4.1.1.13.1.
Information from the OSAT-2 report has been added to this Supplemental EIS.

Clarifying language was added to Chapter 4.1.1.13.1.

Citations have been provided in Chapter 4.1.1.14.1.

The term was changed to “important” to avoid any confusion.

Clarifying language and additional studies are included in Chapter 4.1.1.14.1.

Additional language has been added to Chapter 4.1.1.14.1.

The citation for BOEM’s original statement quoted in Comment API 2-31 is provided in this

Supplemental EIS; however, BOEM has added clarifying language that it may be premature
to report on certain specific populations.
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The BOEM subject-matter experts determined the information that was relevant for the
individual resource analyses. New information that was available and deemed relevant has
been used to finalize this Supplemental EIS. Where relevant, additional language has been
added to Chapter 4.1.1.14.1 in response to this comment.

Chapter 4.1.1.6.1.1, subsection titled “Baseline Conditions following the Deepwater Horizon
Event,” has been updated to reflect new information available since publication of the Draft
Supplemental EIS. The conclusions drawn in the paragraphs were deduced from the
direction of currents and the physical properties of seawater paired with visual observations.
Samples of the coral and oil were collected and fingerprinted; however, the results have not
been released to the public yet.

The sentence referring to Haddad and Murawski (2010) has been removed from this
Supplemental EIS and has been replaced with newly available data.

This paragraph was removed from this Supplemental EIS since the cruise was not directly
pertinent to topographic features; it was focused on the West Florida Shelf.

Information was added to this Supplemental EIS to include the suggested revisions.

The pages that describe the nepheloid layer at banks include the following: Bright et al.,
1976, pp. 50, 94, and 306; and Bright and Rezak, 1978, pp. I11-31, 111-47, and VI-33 (figure).
The BOEM subject-matter expert’s statement is based on the descriptions of the nepheloid
layer in relation to the crests of banks.

No; although oil degrades over time, water currents would carry an underwater plume for
many miles before it was degraded. If the sensitive habitats were continuous and if the oil
plume traveled along the seafloor, the impacts would not be localized; rather, they would be
widespread. It is a question of a matter of scale.

The wording refers to “potential hard-bottom habitats.” The intended use of the word
“potential” was meant to indicate that there remains some uncertainty as to the actual nature
of the habitat in question.

The BOEM subject-matter expert believes that this Supplemental EIS is accurate as written.
The mucus helps prevent the oil from penetrating to the tissues beneath, so it restricts
penetration. Penetration is also restricted because mucus contains wax esters and lipids
(Shigenaka, 2001).

No connection between the character of shallow gorgonians and Lophelia is intended. The
statement was addressing another common deepwater coral, gorgonians. Resistance of
shallow tropical corals (meaning scleractinians) suggests possible similar resistance in
deepwater scleractinians.  Then, resistance in shallow tropical gorgonians was cited,
suggesting possible similar character of deepwater gorgonians. The paragraph was edited to
clarify this data.

The verbiage in this Supplemental EIS was adjusted accordingly.

This is not a conclusion; rather, it is an illustration of the possible response to oil. The
statement has been clarified in this Supplemental EIS.

The BOEM subject-matter experts believe that this statement remains accurate. Although
some corals are encrusting, with very low profile, those corals typically encrust on structure
that has relief, i.e., protrudes up into the water column. Even encrusting corals can form
structure, i.e., they build a reef. Only a few solitary corals actually live on soft sediment.
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Other corals, by nature, must stick up into waters above the sediment boundary layer to
successfully live by suspension feeding. Their very purpose is to glean particles from the
water column. All these corals would be more susceptible to oil impacts from a subsea oil
plume than would the adjacent sediment.

Citations are given in this Supplemental EIS. As discussed, experiments with deepwater
corals are not available at this time, and the results of studies following the DWH event are
pending or not yet publicly available. The discussion is based on known reactions of
shallow-water coral to oil exposure. Note that the discussion also suggests mechanisms by
which impacts to corals may be negligible.

See the response to Comment API 2-33. Also note that a clarifying sentence was added to
Chapter 4.1.1.6.1.1, indicating that samples of coral and oil were collected and fingerprinted
but that the data have not been released yet.

The text has been edited in multiple locations to include information from the OSAT 1 report.
As noted in the Supplemental EIS, subsea oil plumes travel with water currents and may be
expected to lose oil via sedimentation in small quantities over a very wide area. Therefore,
the sediment beneath a plume may show only very low levels of oiling. If such a plume were
entrained in a bottom current, it would travel over sediment without mixing with sediment.
However, when the plume encounters an obstruction, such as coral structure protruding above
the seafloor, the turbulence induced would allow some contact of the oil with the obstruction.

Clarifying revisions were made to the text.

Comment noted. The text has been revised to address the USEPA’s health-based standards
and the public health concerns.

Comment noted. Chapter 4.1.1.21.4.3 was supplemented with information from the OSAT
report related to benchmark information.

The subject information has been reviewed by BOEM subject-matter experts, and it has been
determined that these reports do not provide relevant information on toxicity to fish
resources.

The references have been updated where appropriate.

The BOEM subject-matter experts have updated this section with information available since
publication of the Draft Supplemental EIS.

The language has been changed to indicate that the dispersant actually breaks down the oil
fractions into smaller droplets that remain in the water column and that are more susceptible
to biodegradation, thus reducing toxicity. However, depending on the type of oil and how
thoroughly it is weathered prior to encountering sediment plumes, there still may a slight
potential for sinking to the mid-water column or to the bottom.

Newly available information regarding freshwater diversions and the potential for impacts
from the DWH event has been included in Chapter 4.1.1.17.1.

The reference to the Knowland Group study has been removed from this Supplemental EIS.
A reference from the U.S. House of Representatives (2010) has been added; this reference
provides a more comprehensive examination of the role of perceptions and media coverage
on tourism activity. In addition, data on the actual levels of hotel occupancy that were
observed following the DWH event were also added to this Supplemental EIS.
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Misperceptions can cause real effects in consumer activity and related economic responses.
However, the role of misperceptions, particularly when considering the potential impacts of
future spills, is difficult to predict. A study by Market Dynamics Research Group has been
added to this Supplemental EIS; this study analyzes the role of perceptions following the
DWH event.

Updated language regarding the pace of permitting and drilling during and after the
suspension has been added to this Supplemental EIS.

Information related to the recovery of the recreational and commercial fisheries has been
revised in Chapter 4.1.1.21.3. For additional information related to impacts to commercial
and recreational fishing, refer to Chapters 4.1.1.17 and 4.1.1.18, respectively. Even though
all Federal commercial fishing grounds have been reopened, there may still be effects to the
extent that seafood demand was affected and to the extent that the fish populations in the Gulf
of Mexico evolve following the spill and intervening factors.

The subject-matter expert has updated this Supplemental EIS since the publication of the
Draft Supplemental EIS and has added clarifying language and additional supporting
material. Case studies included in this Supplemental EIS regarding past oil-spill events have
demonstrated that, because of a lack of available financial substitutes, the various effects of
an oil spill may be felt more acutely by lower income groups. The BOEM subject-matter
expert believes that the information and evidence provided in this Supplemental EIS remains
relevant to a discussion of potential impacts and has clarified language in this Supplemental
EIS to indicate that available data may not be sufficient to form final conclusions at this time.

The survey was conducted between July 19 and 25, 2010. There are no more recent surveys
publicly available at the time of the preparation of this Final Supplemental EIS.

The BOEM subject-matter expert believes that the language in this Supplemental EIS
remains accurate. Eligible GCCF grounds for a claim are listed in this Supplemental EIS.
These claims include claims for removal and cleanup costs, real or personal property, lost
earnings or profits, loss of subsistence use of natural resources, and physical injury/death
directly or indirectly because of the DWH event (see Table 4-42 for a state-by-state break
down). See Section 7, #74 from the GCCF Frequently Asked Questions (Gulf Coast Claims
Facility, 2010b).

The BOEM subject-matter expert believes the statement is accurate. Potential lingering
impacts could be positive (such as improved oil-spill-response capacity) or negative (such as
potential emotional distress in the areas with the greatest response efforts). As is the case
with any large event, impacts may last beyond the spill or active cleanup efforts.

There are no published studies at this time, although there have been statements in the press.
The BOEM subject-matter expert has clarified language in this Supplemental EIS on waste
locations and that “waste disposal locations were determined by the specializations of
existing facilities and by contractual relationships between them and the cleanup and
containment firms.”

The survey was conducted during July 2010. There are no more recent surveys.

The BOEM’s reliance on this report has been supplemented with more recent information. A
number of new data sources regarding the observed impacts of the DWH event have been
added. Since publication of the Draft Supplemental EIS on July 1, 2011, the subject-matter
experts have incorporated newly available relevant information and have updated this
Supplemental EIS accordingly.
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The study by CoreLogic presented a forecast of the impacts of the DWH event on property
values rather than an analysis of observed data. This Final Supplemental EIS clarifies this
issue. The study did control for other variables since CorelLogic’s forecast analysis was
based on losses relative to baseline expected property values.

The pages cited by API relate solely to Gulf sturgeon. Chapter 4.1.1.16 addresses fish
resources and EFH more generally and also the potential impacts to reproductive effects.

Comment noted. Information from Fodrie and Heck (2011) is included in Chapter
4.1.1.17.1. The BOEM notes that Fodrie and Heck also conclude, “The long-term impacts
facing fishes as a result of chronic exposure and delayed, indirect effects now require
attention.” The Supplemental EIS language quoted by the commenter remains valid. Water
guality data, including data from the OSAT report, are discussed in Chapter 4.1.1.2.

Updated information on fish kills in the CPA has been included in Chapter 4.1.1.16.1. As
noted in this chapter, the cause of the fish Kills has been listed as either unknown or due to
low dissolved oxygen. No cause has been given for the low dissolved oxygen attributed to
these fish kills.

The BOEM has modified the quoted language to indicate that there may be other factors that
affect physical toxicity, including the toxicity of the dispersant used.

Newly available information regarding freshwater diversions and the potential for impacts
from the DWH event has been included in Chapter 4.1.1.17.1.

Clarifying language can be found in Chapter 4.1.1.16.1.

Updated information on fish catches, where relevant, has been included in Chapter
4.1.1.17.1. The BOEM notes, however, that it is difficult to predict trends from a single year
of data.

A change was made to Chapter 4.1.1.21.4.3 to provide additional information related to the
exposure of dispersed oil.

Although some raw data from NMFS (primarily strandings and carcasses recovered) have
been released to the public, the bulk of NRDA studies are ongoing for marine mammals, with
no conclusions to date.

A discussion of the UME is included in Chapter 4.1.1.11.1.

Since publication of the Draft Supplemental EIS, the subject-matter experts have
incorporated relevant information and have updated this Supplemental EIS accordingly. This
Final Supplemental EIS has been updated to reflect the results of the OSAT reports where
appropriate.

This statement was based upon the referenced data included in Chapter 3.2.1: “Of the oil
reservoirs sampled in the Gulf of Mexico OCS, the majority fall within the light-weight
category, while less than one-quarter are considered medium-weight and a small portion are
considered heavy-weight. Oil with an API gravity of 10.0 or less would sink and has not
been encountered in the Gulf of Mexico OCS (USDOI, BOEMRE, 2010c).”

The requested language occurs in several places in this Supplemental EIS. For example, the
Coastal Response Research Center’s 2007 study’s conclusion that “mechanical methods for
recovering submerged oil have limited effectiveness” is included in Chapter 3.2.1.5.2.
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The section referenced by API is a general description of offshore response and cleanup
technology; it is not intended to address the fate of spilled oil. The fate of spilled oil is
addressed in Chapter 4.1.1.2 (Water Quality).

These statements, taken from Lubchenco et al. (2010), describe the oil as dispersed or
weathered, which is why this report was quoted to support the statement on page 3-42 of the
Draft Supplemental EIS, that dispersion increases the likelihood that the oil will be
biodegraded both in the water column and at the surface. While noted, BOEM subject-matter
experts believe that the additional references proffered by API are not appropriate for
inclusion in a discussion that is focused on dispersant capability.

This statement has been clarified in this Supplemental EIS, as has the reference.

The BOEM subject-matter expert maintains that the statement related to the Johansen et al.
(2001) study is a fair summary. The statement in this Supplemental EIS is further supported
by QOil in the Sea (NRC, 2003, p. 108).

The API comment was noted, and clarifying revisions were made to the text.

The text was edited to include updated information based on the Federal Interagency
Solutions Group (2010) analysis. This statement refers to oil not specifically collected at the
time the well was capped.

The text was edited to include the possibility of dissolution or biodegradation.

Water currents and biodegradation regulate the lateral movement of subsea oil plumes
(direction and distance). The API is correct that density controls its vertical movement and,
thus, clarifying language was added in the text.

The comment was noted and this text has been deleted.
The reference has been added as appropriate.

Updated information, including both Mr. Allen’s March 2011 presentation and the U.S. Coast
Guard’s BP Deepwater Horizon Oil Spill Incident Specific Preparedness Review, have been
added to this Supplemental EIS.

The U.S. Coast Guard’s BP Deepwater Horizon Oil Spill Incident Specific Preparedness
Review (January 2011) does include recommendations for ACP upgrades that would better
identify and prioritize environmentally sensitive areas and provide protection strategies for
these areas; however, the specifics mentioned in this Supplemental EIS are not included
within the January 2011 document. A reference to Admiral Thad Allen’s press conference
transcript (July 30, 2010) has been added to support the statement concerning damage to the
marsh environment by hard boom during the DWH response.

The volumes and distances for the artificial sand berms described in Chapter 3 are accurate
as per COE-hosted weekly interagency coordination meetings during berm construction. The
lengths of the approved plans are based on the actual COE permits, applications, and
associated drawings. Appendix D will not be carried forward into the Final Supplemental
EIS.

There are no publicly available documents to cite. The request for concurrence was denied
via an email from USCG to the State of Louisiana. The referenced sentence has been revised.
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Many of these statements related to the artificial berms were based on the berms’ potential
impacts as they were originally proposed prior to interagency coordination and not how they
were ultimately constructed. Appropriate changes have been made to the description of the
artificial berms in Chapter 4.1.1.3.4. The State did shift the berm project’s objectives from
an oil barrier to barrier island restoration, as evidenced by the reallocation of funds. The
berms that were under construction were built, but the remaining planned berms were not.
The leftover funds from the $360 million were reallocated to fund barrier island restoration
projects that have not yet been identified or constructed.

This language has been clarified in this Supplemental EIS.
Chapter 4.1.1.19.1 of this Supplemental EIS has been updated to clarify this language.

Updated information on beach status, including if they are in active cleanup, is now
referenced in Chapter 4.1.1.19.1.

These additional factors are discussed in the cumulative impacts analysis of Chapter
4.1.1.5.4 (Seagrass Communities).

The document has been revised to remove the erroneous reference.

The BOEM acknowledges in this Supplemental EIS that seagrass communities were
contacted by oil and could be affected. Ongoing research and the monitoring of seagrass
communities will determine long-term impacts of contact by oil, as well as impacts resulting
from cleanup and recovery operations.

Newly available information has been added to this Supplemental EIS, including relevant
information from the OSAT reports.

The BOEM subject-matter expert on this issue believes the statement is accurate as written.
Lack of evidence, especially early in the investigations and NRDA process, does not preclude
possible later discoveries of impacts. The statements here discuss possible impacts.

The BOEM subject-matter experts have included newly available information since
publication of the Draft Supplemental EIS and have updated this Supplemental EIS, as
deemed appropriate. ~ Where appropriate, the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration’s ERMA data have been included in this Supplemental EIS. As noted in this
Final Supplemental EIS, the NRDA process is ongoing and few data have been released to
the public at this time.

The BOEM subject-matter experts have reviewed the information provided to determine the
information that was relevant for the individual resource analyses. New information that was
available and deemed relevant has been used to finalize this Supplemental EIS. The BOEM
now has access to some of the USCG and OSAT data, and these data have been included in
this Supplemental EIS, where appropriate.

The BOEM subject-matter experts have reviewed the information provided to determine the
information that was relevant for the individual resource analyses. New information that was
available and deemed relevant has been used to finalize this Supplemental EIS. For example,
BOEM has included the OSAT reports, where appropriate, in this Supplemental EIS. The
acronym SCAT (Shoreline Cleanup Assessment Team) implies that the area mapped has been
or will be cleaned, and language in this Supplemental EIS has been clarified.

The statement, based on SCAT data available at the time, was accurate as of publication of
the Draft Supplemental EIS. The BOEM subject-matter experts have reviewed the



5-136

Central Planning Area Supplemental EIS

API 2-108

API 2-109

APl 2-110

API 2-111

API 2-112

API 2-113

API 2-114

API 2-115

APl 2-116

API 2-117

API 2-118

information provided to determine the information that was relevant for the individual
resource analyses. New information that was available and deemed relevant has been used to
finalize this Supplemental EIS; this information includes the OSAT report.

The BOEM subject-matter experts have reviewed the information provided to determine the
information that was relevant for the individual resource analyses. New information that was
available and deemed relevant has been used to finalize this Supplemental EIS. For example,
BOEM has included the OSAT reports, where appropriate, in this Supplemental EIS.

The BOEM subject-matter experts have reviewed the information provided to determine the
information that was relevant for the individual resource analyses. New information that was
available and deemed relevant has been used to finalize this Supplemental EIS. For example,
BOEM has included the 2011 report cited by API, where appropriate, in this Supplemental
EIS. Researchers from both Louisiana State University (Dr. Irv Mendelssohn) and Loyola
University (Dr. David White) were also contacted concerning their past and current work in
those areas, and the same information was provided.

Comment noted. The information has been revised to reflect that the length of oiled shoreline
increased not exponentially but by orders of magnitude, and a citation to the OSAT-2 report
is provided in the table corresponding to the referenced statement.

Comment noted. This Supplemental EIS has been revised to read “Bay Jimmy.” The
appropriate changes have been made to this Supplemental EIS.

As noted in Chapter 4.1.1.5.1, some heavy oiling did occur along the Gulf Coast. The
BOEM subject-matter experts believe the quoted language remains accurate.

See the response to Comment APl 2-112.

The subject-matter expert has elaborated on the methods and findings of Wang and Roberts
(2010) and has also included the findings of OSAT-2. Since publication of the Draft
Supplemental EIS, the subject-matter experts have incorporated newly available relevant
information and have updated this Supplemental EIS accordingly.

Comment noted. The BOEM is not a party to the Federal interagency group that issued the
oil budget on the fate of oil from the DWH event. As new information becomes available,
BOEM subject-matter experts have reviewed the information in the context of the source of
the data, research methodology, and data quality, and the information will applied to
subsequent NEPA documents. In addition to updated information on the oil budget, BOEM
included credible scientific information that is available, where relevant, and has applied it
using accepted methodologies to supplement the oil budget.

The BOEM subject-matter experts have reviewed the information provided to determine the
information that was relevant for the individual resource analyses. New information that was
available and deemed relevant has been used to finalize this Supplemental EIS. The BOEM
has reviewed this Supplemental EIS in light of the OSAT report and has included information
from the OSAT report in this Supplemental EIS, as deemed necessary.

Comment noted. This Supplemental EIS has been updated to reflect the OSAT report results
and information that became available after publication of the Draft Supplemental EIS. In
addition, information was added to refer the reader to Chapters 4.1.1.2.1.1 and 4.1.1.2.2.1
for a detailed description of the water quality in the GOM following the DWH event.

Comment noted. We have not defined the terms cloud or plume, nor was BOEM attributing a
specific definition from previous documents or other Federal agencies’ usage of these terms.
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Therefore, BOEM believes the terms continue to be descriptive and is keeping the
terminology as it currently is used in this Supplemental EIS.

Comment noted. This topic has been thoroughly addressed and updated in Chapter
4.1.1.2.2.1 since the publication of the Draft Supplemental EIS. For more information, please
refer to Chapter 4.1.1.2.1.1.

Comment noted. These subjects are addressed in Chapters 4.1.1.2.1.1 and 4.1.1.2.2.1, and
BOEM subject-matter experts have included newly available information, where appropriate.

Since publication of the Draft Supplemental EIS, the subject-matter experts have
incorporated relevant information and have updated this Supplemental EIS accordingly.
Kessler et al. (2011) and other relevant sources are cited in Chapters 4.1.1.2.1.1 and
4.1.1.2.2.1.

As noted in this Supplemental EIS (e.g., Chapter 4.1.1.2.2.1), both the nature of a blowout
(including droplet size and ejection under pressure) and the use of subsea dispersants may
allow oil and gas to become entrained in the water column or may allow the development of a
subsurface cloud.

See the response to Comment APl 2-26.

The BOEM subject-matter expert believes the statement remains accurate. It is known that
the subsea oil was dispersed and that the presence of dispersants was measured in the subsea
plume (OSAT, 2010). It is also known that the dispersed subsea plume traveled in the
direction of the deepwater corals identified (OSAT, 2010). As noted in this Supplemental
EIS, samples of the corals have been collected; however, the results of the analyses have yet
to be released at the time of publication of this Supplemental EIS.

The text has been edited to include relevant information from the OSAT report.

The BOEM subject-matter expert believes the statement remains accurate.  This
Supplemental EIS makes it clear that typical GOM crude is lighter than water and is expected
to rise rapidly to the sea surface unless it is broken into micro-droplets by dispersant or-
atomized by high-pressure discharge. As an oil plume travels laterally with water currents,
however, several processes operate on it, including dispersion, dissolution, and
biodegradation. Sedimentation is a fourth process that could occur. The text was edited to
clarify that the sentence refers to subsea oil plumes (which, by definition, are composed of
micro-droplets that are suspended in a neutral density layer of the water column).

The BOEM subject-matter experts have reviewed the information provided to determine the
information that was relevant for the individual resource analyses. New information that was
available and deemed relevant has been used to finalize this Supplemental EIS. Where
appropriate, BOEM subject-matter experts have included relevant data from the OSAT
report.

Since publication of the Draft Supplemental EIS, the subject-matter experts have
incorporated relevant information and have updated this Supplemental EIS accordingly. The
BR/B Brooks McCall data have been updated accordingly in this Supplemental EIS.

Comment noted. Since publication of the Draft Supplemental EIS, the subject-matter experts
have incorporated relevant information and have updated this Supplemental EIS accordingly.
This Supplemental EIS has been updated to reflect the results of the OSAT reports, where
appropriate.
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Since publication of the Draft Supplemental EIS on July 1, 2011, the subject-matter experts
have incorporated relevant information and have updated this Supplemental EIS accordingly.
This Supplemental EIS has been updated to reference Kessler et al. (2011) and other newly
available information where relevant.

Since publication of the Draft Supplemental EIS, the subject-matter experts have
incorporated relevant information and have updated this Supplemental EIS accordingly. The
incorporation of relevant information is time consuming, as it must be obtained and reviewed
by subject-matter experts in the context of the source of the data, research methodology, and
data quality. As is necessary under every NEPA analysis, at some point the subject-matter
experts had to finalize their analyses to allow time for the Final Supplemental EIS to be
prepared and presented to the decisionmaker. Relevant information from Hazen, Valentine,
and other reports have been included in this Supplemental EIS.

Several sections of this study are relevant to this statement. For a summary, see page 55 of
the report cited by API.

As the OSAT study did not specifically test for drilling muds in coastal waters or sediments,
BOEM subject-matter experts believe this reference is not appropriate.

Comment noted. The statement was revised to clarify that the greatest concentrations of oil
on the seabed are expected to be near the wellhead and to decrease with distance from the
source.

Since publication of the Draft Supplemental EIS, the subject-matter experts have
incorporated relevant information and have updated this Supplemental EIS accordingly. The
incorporation of relevant information is time consuming, as it must be obtained and reviewed
by subject-matter experts in the context of the source of the data, research methodology, and
data quality. As is necessary under every NEPA analysis, at some point the subject-matter
experts had to finalize their analyses to allow time for the Final Supplemental EIS to be
prepared and presented to the decisionmaker. Chapter 4.1.1.2 has been updated to include
information on water quality sampling after the DWH event.

Since publication of the Draft Supplemental EIS, the subject-matter experts have
incorporated relevant information and have updated this Supplemental EIS accordingly. The
subject-matter expert feels that this discussion remains accurate. However, the discussion of
dispersion and dispersants has been updated, where appropriate, in Chapter 4.1.1.2.

As noted in this Supplemental EIS, information regarding possible impacts from the DWH
event is continuing to be developed through the NRDA process and other avenues, and much
of this data remain unavailable to the public at this time. Nevertheless, this Supplemental EIS
discusses possible avenues of seafloor impacts and mechanisms that could disperse and
degrade subsea oil plumes to reduce seafloor impacts to negligible effects. The BOEM
subject-matter experts have also included discussions where potential impacts have been
observed, but no definitive link to the DWH event has been confirmed. For example, the
deepwater coral community that appeared visibly oiled 11 km (7 mi) from the Macondo well
has been referenced in this Supplemental EIS, including in Chapters 4.1.1.9 and 4.1.1.10.

The statement has been deleted and updated information on sediment sampling has been
included, where deemed appropriate, by BOEM subject-matter experts.

Comment noted. The language has been revised to remove the suggestion that the addition of
dispersants at the seafloor has resulted in large subsurface clouds of elevated methane
concentrations.
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This language has been clarified in this Supplemental EIS to state that the speed of
degradation of the oil by bacteria is also related to the water temperature and type of bacteria
involved.

The information cited by API is contained in this Supplemental EIS, just following the quoted
text. The BOEM believes the information remains appropriate, and no revisions are
necessary.

Please see Chapter 5.11 of the WPA Lease Sale 218’s Final Supplemental EIS for the letters
of comment on the Draft Supplemental EIS and BOEMRE’s responses (USDOI, BOEMRE,
2011b). For any revisions to the WPA Lease Sale 218’s Final Supplemental EIS in response
to public comments that were also appropriate to a CPA lease sale Supplemental EIS, BOEM
attempted to carry forward these revisions to this CPA Lease Sale 216/222 Final
Supplemental EIS. In addition to these document revisions, the subject-matter experts
updated this Supplemental EIS with newly available and relevant information since
publication of the Draft Supplemental EIS on July 1, 2011.
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CONOCO-1 Comment noted. The decision on which alternative will be selected will be made after
