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Abstract:

This environmental impact statement analyzes the effects of the adoption of a schedule of lease sales
indicating, as precisely as possible, the size, timing, and location of leasing activities, consistent with
the requirements of Section 18 of the Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) Lands Act, 43 U.S.C. §1344, for
the period of mid-2002 through mid-2007. The proposed action is a plan to offer arcas of the Federal
OCS for lease for oil and natural gas exploration and development. This document analyzes the
potential consequences of a 5-year leasing program which would schedule 20 sales in 8 of the 26
OCS planning areas. Three alternatives which would modify this schedule of sales, and one
alternative which would schedule no sales, have also been analyzed.

Hypothetical scenarios were developed indicating the level of routine exploration and development
activities and accidental events (such as oil spills) which might result if the plan is adopted and areas
are actually leased and explored, and economically recoverable resources were discovered and
produced. The impacts to the environmental resources represent the aggregation of all the potential
changes which might result from these routine activities or accidental events.
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SUMMARY

The Proposal

The U.S. Department of the Interior (USDOI) proposes 20 lease sales in eight of the Outer
Continental Shelf (OCS) planning areas in the Gulf of Mexico and offshore Alaska during the period
2002-2007. Five sales each would be held annually in the Central and Western Gulf of Mexico
Planning Areas, and two sales would be held in the Eastern Gulf of Mexico Planning Area. The
following sales would be held in the Alaska Region: three sales in the Beaufort Sea Planning Area,
two sales in the Chukchi Sea and Hope Basin Planning Areas (combined), two sales in the Cook Inlet
Planning Area, and one sale in the Norton Basin Planning Area. No lease sales are proposed on the
U.S. east or west coasts. A decision to adopt the program proposal is not a decision to issue specific
leases or to authorize any drilling or development. Rather, the proposed program establishes a
schedule that the USDOI will use as a basis for considering where and when leasing might be
appropriate over a 5-year period. We propose to offer for lease all unleased blocks for each sale in
the Western and Central Gulf of Mexico. However, in the Eastern Gulf of Mexico and the five
planning areas in Alaska, we propose leasing in only a small portion of the planning area.
Alternatives to the proposal are summarized below.

Activities that could occur on leases issued as a result of sales on the proposed leasing may extend
over a period of 25 to 40 years. Among the types of activities analyzed for environmental impacts
are: (1) drilling oil and natural gas exploration and production wells; (2) installing and operating
offshore platforms and pipelines, and onshore support facilities; and (3) transporting oil using ships or
pipelines. The specific amounts and locations of activity that might occur as a result of adopting the
proposal or an alternative are unknown. The environmental analysis is based on reasoned
assumptions about future activities. The assumptions constitute a scenario of activities developed for
the proposal and each alternative. Estimates of oil and gas resources that might be found in and
produced from the areas being considered for leasing provide the basis for making the assumptions.
Each scenario contains the major elements of activity needed to support exploration, production, and
transportation of oil and gas that may be discovered and found to be economically producible.

Alternatives

Four alternatives to the proposed action (alternative 1) are evaluated in this environmental impact
statement (EIS). Each alternative represents a variation of the proposal with respect to size, timing,
and location of possible future lease offerings. The proposed action is the USDOI’s preferred
alternative.

¢ Slow the Pace of Leasing (alternative 2). Only one or two sales would be held in the Beaufort
Sea Planning Area. One sale rather than two would be held in the Chukchi Sea and Hope Basin
(combined), the Eastern Gulf of Mexico, and Cook Inlet Planning Areas. Leasing in other
planning areas would be the same as alternative 1.

* Exclude Some Planning Areas (alternative 3). No sales would be conducted in the Eastern
Gulf of Mexico and Norton Basin Planning Areas, and the Chukchi Sea sale would not include
any blocks in the Hope Basin Planning Area. Leasing in other planning areas would be the same
as alternative 1.

* Accelerated Leasing (alternative 4). Lease sales would be held annually in the Beaufort Sea
Planning Area, and three sales would be held in the Eastern Gulf of Mexico Planning Area. The



size and location of the blocks offered would be the same as alternative 1. Leasing in other
planning areas would be the same as alternative 1.

* NoAction (alternative5). No lease sales would be conducted in any OCS planning areas during
the period 2002-2007. Exploration, development, and production activities would continue on
blocks leased previously.

Principal |ssues And Concerns

Risks of Oil Spills: Major advancements in drilling and production technology have been made in
recent years reducing the risk of oil spills from OCS operations. Nevertheless, concerns remain that
OCS oil spills will occur and result in unacceptable impacts on the environment. We cannot predict
with certainty whether oil spills will occur, where they may occur, or how severe they may be. For
purposes of analysis, we calculated the risk of oil-spill occurrence for the proposal using historical
oil-spill data and estimates of the oil resources that might be produced from each planning area under
the proposal. That risk varies from region to region and is proportional to the amount of oil that could
be produced and transported.

Although the likelihood of oil-spill occurrence can be estimated using oil production estimates and
observed spill rates, predicting the degree to which a particular environmental resource would be
affected by spilled oil requires a knowledge of where, when, and under what environmental
conditions spills might occur. The potential consequences of an oil spill depend on many variable
circumstances that are unpredictable. However, if a large oil spill were to occur and contact sensitive
resources, significant impacts could result. An understanding of these potential impacts is an
important consideration when decisions are made about OCS oil activities. Therefore, we have
analyzed in the EIS the effects of oil spills assuming some spills will occur and contact sensitive
resources. While this analysis provides the Secretary of the USDOI with information about the
potential impacts if spills were to occur and contact environmental resources, we are not predicting
whether, when, or where specific oil spills will occur or whether they will contact environmental
resources. As noted above, the EIS does provide information on the likelihood of spill occurrence
based on historical oil-spill data, which is independent from the severity of oil spill impacts.

Effects of Noise: There has been increasing concern in recent years within the scientific community
about the potential adverse effects of noise on marine resources, in particular, marine mammals and
sea turtles. Seismic surveys, drilling and production activities at offshore facilities, and support
vessel traffic generate noise that could affect these marine resources. Therefore, we included in the
EIS analyses of potential physical and behavioral effects on marine mammals and sea turtles.

Subsistence Activities and Resourcesin Alaska: Subsistence activities are extremely important in
all parts of rural Alaska and, combined with kinship, comprise the fundamental characteristic for
describing Native (and some non-Native) social organization and culture. Diverse subsistence
activities take place in all Alaska coastal regions potentially affected by the proposed action. Fish and
marine mammals are the resources of most concern, as they constitute a large part of the harvest and
typically are the resources most likely to be directly affected by OCS activities. Waterfowl and land
mammals are also important subsistence resources, although the later are potentially affected
primarily by transportation pipelines and other support infrastructure and services. For most Alaska
Natives, if not all, subsistence (and the relationship between people, on the one hand, and the land and
water and its resources, on the other) is the characteristic of cultural identity. Therefore, an analysis
of subsistence, the most dominant nonmonetary economic activity in rural Alaska, is included in the
EIS.
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Sensitive Biological Resourcesand Critical Habitats: The geographic scope of the proposed
program is significantly smaller than OCS oil and gas programs ten and twenty years ago. However,
the proposed program still encompasses large areas in the Gulf of Mexico and portions of offshore
Alaska, and these areas constitute diverse marine and coastal environments. At this programmatic
stage, it is not possible, or appropriate, to conduct site-specific analyses of all the potentially affected
resources. Therefore, in keeping with the National Environmental Policy Act regulations, the EIS
focuses on issues of most concern and those aspects of marine resources that are unique or most
susceptible to impacts from offshore oil and gas activities. For example, threatened and endangered
species are given special attention, and the EIS emphasizes vulnerable seafloor resources. The EIS
also concentrates on those life stages and habitats that are most sensitive to the impact-cause factors
of the proposed program, such as oil spills and the emplacement of structures on the seafloor.

Principal Conclusions

The analyses in this EIS describe in detail the nature and extent of potential impacts of the proposal
and alternatives. One objective of the EIS is to concisely convey to decisionmakers and the public
the relative extent of potential impacts. For that reason, we present conclusions for most analyses that
generally indicate the ability of an affected resource to recover from impacts that could result from
the proposed action. This summary discusses issues of primary concern and the potentially most
extensive impacts.

The analyses reach conclusions that indicate one of four levels of impact: negligible, minor,
moderate, and major. These impact levels are defined in Section 4.2. Separate conclusions are given
for routine OCS operations and oil spills. As noted above, the analyses and conclusions for oil spills
assume one or more spills occur and contact the resource of concern.

The Gulf of Mexico Region

Two marine mammal species of particular concern in the Gulf are the endangered sperm whale and
West Indian manatee. The sperm whale is the only common endangered whale in the Gulf. The
West Indian manatee is a coastal species that is usually found in the coastal and inshore waters of
peninsular Florida, well away from most offshore OCS activities. Impacts from routine operations
would be minor for sperm whales and negligible for the West Indian manatee. If a large oil spill were
to occur and contact sperm whales or manatees, impacts could be minor for the sperm whale and
minor to moderate for the West Indian manatee.

Most sea turtles in the Gulf of Mexico are distributed within waters of the continental shelf. If a large
spill were to occur nearshore during the spring and summer nesting season, it is probable that some
individuals or sea turtle nesting beaches would be contacted by oil. Leatherbacks and some
loggerheads are also regularly sighted within deepwater areas over the continental slope. In addition,
juvenile turtles are regularly found within convergence zones in deepwater areas. Although the
relative numbers of turtles within the deepwater Gulf of Mexico are relatively small when compared
to the continental shelf, it is possible that individuals may be affected if a large spill were to occur in
deep water. It is possible that some individuals may not recover from such exposure. However, the
viability of sea turtle populations as a whole would not be threatened. Overall, if oil spills were to
occur and contact sea turtles or nesting beaches, the impacts would be moderate.

Certain species of marine and coastal birds may be more susceptible to contact with spilled oil than

others, based upon their life histories. For example, diving birds and underwater swimmers such as
loons, cormorants, and diving ducks may be particularly susceptible to spilled oil because of their

il



relative exposure time within the water and at the sea surface. At the same time, if a large pipeline
spill were to occur nearshore, relatively large numbers of marine and coastal birds could be contacted
by spilled oil if it reached coastal habitats with high bird abundance before being contained or cleaned
up. In such a case, bird mortality could range in the hundreds of individuals, and impacts overall
could be moderate.

If a large oil spill were to occur in shallow water and reaches coastal wetlands in any of the Gulf of
Mexico planning areas, there is a reasonable possibility these resources may not fully recover even if
remedial action is taken. Impacts would be minor to moderate because the overall viability of the
wetland resource would not be threatened. If an oil spill were to reach seagrass beds, it would be
difficult to clean up the oil, which is likely to persist in fine sediments and vegetation. Some areas
may recover completely if proper remedial action were taken. Others may not recover completely,
but overall the viability of the resource would not be threatened. Impacts would be minor to
moderate.

The proposed program is predicted to have no more than minor effects on the Flower Garden Banks
National Marine Sanctuary and should not affect the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary because
no proposed leasing is remotely near the Florida Keys. Moderate impacts could occur to a park,
refuge, or reserve if a large spill were to occur near the coast and contacted one of these designated
special areas.

Only minor impacts to tourism and recreation in the Gulf of Mexico are predicted, although if a large
oil spill were to occur and contact beaches during the peak of the beach recreation season, impacts
could be moderate.

If one sale was held in the Eastern Gulf of Mexico Planning Area rather than two (alternative 2), there
would be a corresponding reduction in the level of exploration, development, and production activity.
As aresult, the impacts to some resources in the Eastern Gulf will be somewhat less than the impacts
of the proposal. For example, less bottom will be disturbed because fewer platforms and pipelines
will be put in place. Fish that feed on benthic organisms will benefit because there will be less
sedimentation and smothering of benthic organisms. The decrease in noise and turbidity levels could
cause less displacement of fish from their normal habitat. Impacts on population, employment, and
regional income will be slightly less. There will also be fewer space-use conflicts between the oil and
gas industry and commercial fisheries. Even though there is somewhat less impact for these resources
at the local level in the Eastern Gulf, if alternative 2 is adopted, the level of oil and gas activity in the
Central and Western Gulf of Mexico will be the same as the proposal. Therefore, the overall impact
levels for alternative 2 will be the same as the proposal.

If no sales were held in the Eastern Gulf of Mexico between 2002 and 2007 (alternative 3), some
impacts could still occur in the Eastern Gulf due to oil and gas activities in the Central Gulf of
Mexico Planning Area. However, impacts to coastal resources in Florida are much less likely
because of the distance from any offshore activities from the proposed program. For example, the
predicted impacts to the West Indian Manatee, which is distributed primarily along the Florida coast,
would be negligible. Live bottom areas are located primarily on the continental shelf offshore west
Florida, and most of the seagrass beds in the Gulf of Mexico are located off the coast of Florida. If
alternative 3 is adopted, the primary threat to these resources from oil and gas activities and potential
spills in the Eastern Gulf would be eliminated, and the overall impact level is predicted to be
negligible. Because the program area in the Eastern Gulf for the proposal is 100 miles or more from
the Florida coast and at the western extreme of the Eastern Gulf of Mexico Planning Area, if
alternative 3 is adopted, there would be no measurable difference in impacts to tourism and recreation
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in Florida; to parks, refuges, and reserves along the west coast of Florida; or to the Florida Keys
National Marine Sanctuary.

If three sales rather than two were held in the Eastern Gulf of Mexico Planning Area (alternative 4),
there would be a corresponding increase in the level of exploration, development, and production
activity in the Eastern Gulf and support facilities in the Central Gulf. The same number of sales
would be conducted in the Eastern and Western Gulf of Mexico Planning Areas, resulting in the same
types and levels of oil and gas activities assumed for the proposal. Based on the slight differences in
levels of activity in the Eastern Gulf estimated at this programmatic stage, impact levels cannot be
differentiated for any potentially affected resources, either at the local or regional level. Overall, if
the same number of sales were conducted in the Central and Western Gulf of Mexico but one
additional sale was held in the Eastern Gulf, it is expected that the overall impact levels for all
affected resources would be the same as those predicted for the proposed action.

The Alaska Region

The main impact factor associated with the routine operations of the proposed action that may affect
cetaceans in Alaska is noise associated with prelease and postlease surveys, drilling and production,
and decommissioning and abandonment activities. Impacts to cetaceans from the proposed action
range from negligible to moderate depending on the species. Overall, noise from OCS operations,
when forcing an alteration of migratory pathways, would produce minor impacts to bowhead whale
populations. Since the population of Cook Inlet beluga whales is at a low level and in decline,
disturbances, which could reduce fitness, could have minor to moderate impacts on the population,
depending on the number of whales affected.

With the exception of the Cook Inlet beluga whale, the impacts, if large oil spills were to occur and
contact cetaceans, range from negligible to moderate, depending on the species. Overall, potential
impacts on fin, humpback, blue, sei, northern right, or gray whales are expected to range from
negligible to moderate, depending on the number of whales contacted by a spill and the number of
spills. In general, impacts to the Cook Inlet beluga whale population are expected to be minor.
However, moderate to major impacts could occur, given the current decline in the population, if a
large spill were to occur and contact individual beluga whales.

Due to the declining population of Steller sea lions, effects of large spills could be major if numerous
or large rookeries were contaminated, resulting in high pup and adult mortality. Potential impacts of
large oil spills that contact Pacific walrus and fur seals would be minor to moderate. Overall, if oil
spills were to occur within the Beaufort and Chukchi Sea Planning Areas, effects on ringed, bearded,
spotted, and ribbon seals would be minor to moderate.

Oil spills present the greatest potential threat to negatively impact marine and coastal bird species in
the arctic and subarctic. If a large oil spill were to occur and contact bird habitat, potential impacts to
threatened or endangered birds, as well as nonlisted bird species, could range from minor to major.
The severity of impacts depends on the size, time, and location of the spill, and the environmental
conditions present at the time of the spill.

Potential impacts on fish resources include acute, lethal effects of seismic surveys on fish eggs and
larvae, and effects of artificial island construction in the arctic. These impacts could be moderate.
Potential impacts to fish resources from oil spills depend on the species, numbers present, and life
stage, as well as the time, location, and circumstances of the spill. At the regional level, impacts from



oil spills are predicted to be minor. If a tanker spill were to occur in the Gulf of Alaska during fishing
season, minor to moderate impacts to commercial fishing could occur in the Gulf of Alaska.

Routine operations that may impact the Stefansson Sound Boulder Patch and other seafloor habitats
are pipeline burial and gravel island construction, which increase turbidity and sedimentation. The
Boulder Patch would probably recover quickly from minor changes in turbidity and sedimentation.
Moderate impacts would only occur if construction occurred within the Boulder Patch community.

The proposed action would expand existing land-use infrastructure and transportation systems. While
the Prudhoe Bay complex can provide logistical support for Beaufort Sea OCS exploration and
development, no such facilities currently exist for the Chukchi Sea and Hope Basin subregions. This
could permanently alter the area’s land-use patterns. The community of Kotzebue, the uninhabited
areas around the Chukchi Sea and Hope Basin landfalls, and the pipeline route from the Chukchi Sea
landfalls to TAPS will experience the greatest changes in land use. Potential impacts on land use and
existing infrastructure due to routine operations are predicted to be moderate for both arctic and
subarctic areas.

Diverse subsistence activities take place in all Alaska coastal regions potentially affected by the
proposed action. Generally, potential impacts on sociocultural systems from routine operations under
the proposed action would be minor to moderate, with less significant effects expected in areas
already experiencing oil and gas development, namely, Cook Inlet. Potential impacts on sociocultural
systems from accidents under the proposed action could range from minor to major, depending on the
size, location, and timing of oil spills. Alaska Native populations are present in many coastal areas of
Alaska. It is possible that new onshore infrastructure could be located near these populations and
produce adverse health or environmental impacts if there were effects on subsistence foods and/or
harvest patterns. If a large oil spill were to occur, it is possible that the potential environmental and
health impacts on Alaska Native populations could be disproportionately high and adverse depending
on the geographical location of the spill and the effects this spill may have on subsistence resources.
Mitigation would not eliminate disproportionately high and adverse impacts; however, it could reduce
them.

The Arctic National Wildlife Refuge (ANWR) is susceptible to oil spilled from subsea pipelines or
drilling platforms in the Beaufort Sea. If a large spill were to occur, oil contamination of this
shoreline would affect coastal fauna and subsistence use. Under such circumstances, impacts would
range from minor to moderate.

Slowing the pace of leasing (alternative 2) will reduce the number of sales in the Beaufort Sea from
three to one or two, and in the Chukchi Sea, Hope Basin, and Cook Inlet from two to one. There
would be a corresponding reduction in the level of exploration, development, and production activity.
There would be no change in the number of sales or the anticipated oil and gas activity in Norton
Basin. Because there would be fewer helicopter trips to facilities in the Beaufort Sea, Chukchi Sea,
and Hope Basin, there will be less noise disturbance to terrestrial mammals, including caribou,
muskox, arctic fox, and grizzly bear. There would also be less chance of oil spills occurring and
contacting the shoreline and coastal habitats. However, the difference between alternative 2 and the
proposal in terms of oil-spill effects on biological resources would only be evident if multiple spills,
assumed to occur under the proposed action, were to occur back to back without intervening recovery
of the resources. If alternative 2 is adopted, there will be less chance of multiple oil spills occurring
and contacting the shoreline along the northern border of ANWR, improving the chances of recovery
for coastal fauna contacted by oil. Employment and regional income impacts would be somewhat
less if fewer sales were conducted, although the sales remaining in the leasing schedule will ensure
sufficient activity to sustain an effect on population, employment, and regional income at the same
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level as the proposed action. In general, the impacts of conducting fewer sales in the Beaufort Sea,
Chukchi Sea, Hope Basin, and Cook Inlet Planning Areas will result in somewhat less impacts locally
for some resources, although the overall impact level for all resources is expected to be the same as
for the proposal.

If there were no sales in the Hope Basin or Norton Basin Planning Areas (alternative 3), none of the
impacts expected for alternative 1 as a result of sales conducted in those areas would occur. Leasing
would still be conducted in the Beaufort Sea, Chukchi Sea, and Cook Inlet, and the anticipated oil and
gas activity in those three planning areas would be the same as for the proposal. Only natural gas is
expected to be produced for local consumption in Hope Basin and Norton Basin under the proposal.
Because no oil production is anticipated in these two areas, there is no risk of oil spills, which are the
major environmental concern associated with OCS activity. Consequently, while alternative 3
eliminates impacts to all affected resources locally in Norton Basin and Hope Basin, the impacts
overall to these resources throughout Alaska would be at the levels described for the proposed action.

If five sales were conducted in the Beaufort Sea during the 2002-2007 period (alternative 4), there
would be a corresponding increase in the levels of OCS activities and related disturbances described
for the proposal. Overall, if sales were held annually in the Beaufort Sea, it is expected that the
overall impact levels for all affected resources except bowhead whales and sociocultural systems
would be the same as those predicted for the proposed action. Additional sales in the Beaufort Sea
Planning Area are likely to extend drilling and production activities into deeper waters. As a result,
migrating bowhead whales may be more affected by noise disturbance associated with routine
activities at platforms further from shore, and impacts are predicted to be moderate, compared to
minor to moderate impacts for the proposal. Also, conducting annual sales in the Beaufort Sea could
have potentially major effects on the sociocultural systems in the region. Resistance to increased
operations among local subsistence harvesters would result in conflict among industry, government,
and local people that may have prolonged impacts.
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1. PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION

1.1. Introduction

Section 18 of the Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) Lands Act (43 U.S.C. 1344) requires the United
States Department of the Interior (USDOI) to prepare a 5-year schedule that specifies, as precisely as
possible, the size, timing, and location of areas to be assessed for Federal offshore oil and gas leasing.
The purpose of the proposed action is to establish a schedule for leasing OCS lands for oil and gas
production that will best meet the Nation's energy needs for the next 5 years in a manner that is
consistent with protection of the coastal environment and that demonstrates respect for State laws,
goals, and policies.

The OCS Lands Act also requires the 5-year leasing schedule to be developed and maintained in a
manner that is consistent with several management principles. Specifically, the USDOI must manage
the OCS program in a manner that ensures a proper balance among oil and gas production, possible
environmental degradation, and adverse impacts on the coastal zone. In developing the 5-year leasing
schedule, the USDOI is obliged to consider regional and national energy needs; leasing interests as
expressed by possible oil and gas producers; applicable laws, goals, and policies of affected States;
competing uses of the OCS; relative environmental sensitivity among OCS Regions; and the fair
market value of the hydrocarbons that are produced. The need for the proposed action is to establish
a framework for managing the OCS oil and gas leasing program in a manner that accounts for all
these factors. It is also needed to provide the potentially affected public with a clear statement of the
USDOI’s OCS leasing intentions during the period from 2002-2007.

The benefits of producing oil and natural gas from the OCS include helping to meet national energy
needs and generating money for public use. Through 1999, the OCS produced more than 141 trillion
cubic feet of natural gas. Natural gas generated from OCS leases represented more than 25 percent of
1999 domestic production. More than 12 billion barrels of oil also have been produced from the
OCS. About 25 percent of the oil produced in the United States in 1999 came from the OCS. The
OCS is estimated to contain more than 50 percent of the Nation’s remaining undiscovered oil and
natural gas resources. On average, the Federal Government receives almost $3.5 billion per year
from OCS bonuses, rental payments, and royalties from offshore oil and gas leases.

According to the National Energy Policy (National Energy Policy Development [NEPD] Group,
2001):

“U.S. energy demand is projected to rise to 127 quadrillion Btu by 2020, even with
significantly improved energy efficiency. However, domestic production is expected
to rise to only 86 quadrillion Btu by 2020. The shortfall between projected energy
supply and demand in 2020 is nearly 50 percent. That shortfall can be made up in
only three ways: import more energy; improve energy efficiency even more than
expected; and increase domestic energy supply.”

Production of OCS oil and gas resources is one of the prime methods for increasing domestic energy
supply. Indeed, the National Energy Policy makes the following recommendation:

“The NEPD Group recommends that the President direct the Secretary of the Interior

[to] continue OCS oil and gas leasing and approval of exploration and development
on predictable schedules.” In addition, the NEPD Group recommends the
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consideration of “economic incentives for environmentally sound offshore
development where warranted by special circumstances . . . .”

The OCS is divided into 26 planning areas. Eight of the planning areas have been identified for
leasing consideration as part of the proposed program covering the period 2002-2007. The proposed
program is the "proposed action" that is evaluated in this environmental impact statement (EIS).
Eight planning areas located off the east and west coasts and off Alaska, and most of the Eastern Gulf
of Mexico Planning Area located off Florida, are neither part of the proposed action nor analyzed in
any alternative because they were withdrawn by the President from leasing consideration until after
June 30, 2012. Other planning areas on the Alaska OCS were also excluded from the proposed
program primarily because they have low oil and gas resource value and are of little or no interest to
the oil and gas industry at this time.

The proposal distributes 20 sales among the eight OCS planning areas being considered for leasing.
Twelve sales would occur in the Gulf of Mexico, and eight sales would occur offshore Alaska. The
proposed action does not include any leasing off the east or west coasts of the continental United
States. This EIS presents a program-level assessment of the potential environmental effects of
holding those 20 sales. The EIS also evaluates the possible impacts of four alternatives to the
proposed action. Subsequent environmental analyses will be conducted that more specifically
evaluate the lease sales that are included in the final program for 2002-2007.

1.2. The Scopeof theEIS

The content of an EIS is based on a process called "scoping." The regulations implementing the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) require that scoping be included in the environmental
analysis process. Scoping for this EIS included several key elements: (1) gathering information and
ideas from the public and elsewhere about the analytical issues related to the oil and gas leasing
program; (2) making determinations about which issues should be analyzed; and (3) identifying
alternatives to the proposal that warrant analysis. The scoping process is dynamic in that it begins
before the draft EIS analyses are initiated and continues throughout the period of document
preparation.

Several techniques were used to gather information from the public on the scope of this EIS. First,
the Minerals Mangement Service (MMS) published a notice in the Federal Register (FR) (65 FR
77665; December 12, 2000) inviting the public to identify environmental issues that should be
addressed. Additional comments related to the scope of this EIS were received as part of the public
response to the request published in the FR asking for comments on the draft proposed program (66
FR 38314; July 23, 2001). Sources of the responses included Federal, State and local government
agencies; businesses (e.g., petroleum, tourism, fishing) and public interest groups (e.g.,
environmental); and private citizens. The MMS also received input on the scope of this EIS during
meetings that were held with potentially affected parties. For example, the MMS held meetings in
coastal Alaska villages (such as Barrow, Point Hope, Kaktovik, Homer, and Soldotna) to get views
and recommendations on the proposed action and scope of this EIS. Refer to Chapter 5 (Consultation
and Coordination) for more information about the public input.

Additional information on the possible scope of this EIS was developed through an MMS review of
the issues raised during preparation of EIS's for recent OCS oil and gas lease sale proposals for the
Gulf of Mexico and offshore Alaska. Many of the analytical issues raised during the lease sale
review process are applicable to this EIS for the proposed 5-year leasing program for 2002-2007.
Environmental resource specialists at MMS who have knowledge about possible 5-year program



activities and the potentially affected resources also identified analytical issues relevant to this
analysis.

The sources of information used to develop potential alternatives to the proposed action were
essentially the same as those used to identify analytical issues. Alternatives were suggested by the
public in response to the requests for EIS input published by MMS. In addition, alternatives
developed for past leasing program proposals were reviewed to determine whether it would be
appropriate to analyze any of them in detail in this EIS.

The information gathered on the scope of this EIS generally fits into one of four categories:

® Qil and gas activities that could cause impacts (termed "impact producing factors");

® Ecological, social, and economic resources that could be affected by oil and gas activities;
® Alternatives to the proposed action; and

®* Measures to mitigate the potential environmental impacts of the proposed action.

A summary of the analytical issues (which include both impact producing factors and the resources
that might be affected), alternatives, and mitigating measures that were identified during scoping is
presented below. None of the mitigation measures identified during scoping are analyzed in this EIS.
However, the EIS impact analyses do assume implementation of mitigation measures required by
statute or regulation as well as sale-specific mitigation (stipulations) commonly adopted in past sales
(Appendix D. Assumed Mitigation Measures).

1.2.1. IssuesAnalyzed in ThisEIS

1.2.1.1. Impact-Producing Factors

Numerous types of impact-producing factors were identified that warrant consideration. All of the
following impact-producing factors are included in the scenarios for the proposed action (Section
4.3.1), the alternatives (Sections 4.4.1, 4.5.1, and 4.6.1). In addition, the scenario for the cumulative
impact analysis includes activities unrelated to OCS development but relevant to assessing
cumulative impacts (Section 4.8.1).

® Accidental oil spills including those from well "blowouts," production accidents, and
transportation system (e.g., tankers vessels, and seafloor pipelines) failures.

® Liquid waste disposal including well drilling fluids, produced water, and domestic wastewater
generated at offshore facilities.

¢ Solid waste disposal including material removed from the wellbore (i.e., drill cuttings), solids
produced with the oil and gas (e.g., sands), and trash and debris (e.g., equipment or tools)
accidentally lost.

* Gaseous emissions from offshore and onshore facilities and transportation vessels and aircraft.
* Noise from seismic surveys, aircraft, and drilling and production offshore.

* Traffic including oil tankers and barges, and crew, supply, and seismic survey vessels and
aircraft.

* Physical emplacement, presence, and removal of facilities including offshore platforms,
seafloor pipelines, “floating production, storage, and offloading systems,” and onshore processing
facilities.

* Other activities or accidental events including oil-spill responses (cleanup).
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In addition to the activities that might result from the proposed action, this EIS analyzes natural
phenomena that might cause indirect impacts by affecting the safe conduct of OCS oil and gas
exploration, production, or transportation activities. The following phenomena are among those
addressed in Section 4.1.4 of this EIS.

* Geologic hazardsincluding earthquakes.

® Physical oceanographic processes including water currents, sea ice, and waves.
* Subsea permafrost in the arctic.

® Meteorological phenomena including hurricanes.

1.2.1.2. Potentially Affected Resour ces

We received suggestions to discuss in the EIS the contribution of the OCS program to global climate
change and the potential for oil and gas activities to contribute to the introduction of invasive species.
These topics are addressed in Section 4.1. Discrete analyses of potential OCS program impacts on
the National Aeronautics & Space Administration (NASA) and U.S. Department of Defense use
areas, global climate change, and invasive species are included in Section 4.1. For each resource or
resource group covered in this EIS, six specific analyses are presented: one for the proposed action
(Section 4.3), one for each of the four alternatives (Sections 4.4, 4.5, 4.6, and 4.7), and one for the
cumulative scenario (Section 4.8). The resources and topics analyzed are listed below.

* Water quality including marine and estuarine areas. The water quality issues raised are related
primarily to marine water quality and were generally raised in the context of how changes in
water quality caused by OCS activities could affect biological resources

® Air quality. The principal concern identified with respect to air quality is the possible effects of
offshore emissions on onshore air quality and the potential for offshore emissions to contribute to
violations of onshore air quality standards.

Issues raised regarding possible impacts on biology and ecology fall into three main categories:
animals, plants, and habitats or ecological systems. Among the animal groups identified as needing
analysis for potential program impacts were marine mammals (e.g., whales, seals, sea lions), birds
(e.g., waterfowl, seabirds), fish (e.g., salmon), and sea turtles. Special attention was drawn to
migratory species (including whales, fish, birds) and the threatened and endangered species. Seagrass
was identified as a plant species being potentially affected by activities associated with the proposed
action. With respect to habitats or systems, both marine (i.e., sanctuaries, marine parks/preserves, and
"hard bottom" areas), and coastal (i.e., estuaries, wetlands/marsh, intertidal zone, seashore parks)
areas were identified as subject to possible adverse impacts. The specific biological and ecological
resources analyzed in detail are listed below.

¢ Marine mammals including a variety of endangered and nonendangered cetaceans (whales),
pinnipeds (seals, sea lions, walruses), sea otters, and polar bears.

®* Terrestrial mammals including caribou in the arctic and three species of mice that inhabit
certain coastal areas of the Gulf of Mexico.

® Birds including a variety of endangered and nonendangered seabird, shorebird, waterfowl, and
raptor species. Particular concern was identified for migratory species.

* Fish including a variety of finfish and shellfish species used for commercial or recreational
purposes. Particular concern was identified regarding chronic salmon pollution with polycyclic
aromatic hydrocarbons based on the Exxon Valdez oil-spill studies.

* Reptileslimited to sea turtles.
* Coastal habitatsincluding wetlands, estuaries, seagrass beds, and barrier islands.



Seafloor habitats including submarine canyons, topographic features, corals, and "live bottom"
areas.

Areas of special concern including coastal and marine sanctuaries, parks, refuges, reserves,
sanctuaries, and forests. Particular concern was raised in regard to “essential fish habitat” as
designated by the United States Department of Commerce (USDOC), National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS).

Concerns about the possible socioeconomic impacts of implementing the proposed action were
identified more often than any other type of analytical issue. Specific concerns included potential
impacts on tourism, recreation, commercial fishing, aesthetics, local economy (especially the
"boom/bust" phenomenon), land- and water-use conflicts, and disproportionate impacts on Alaska
Natives. The socioeconomic topics analyzed in this EIS are:

Coastal community issues including population, employment, land use, regional income, and
public services. Particular concern was identified regarding shoreline industrialization and land-
and water-use conflicts in the coastal area.

Sociocultural systems effects were primarily identified for Alaska. These included concerns
about the effects on subsistence (e.g., bowhead whale hunting), loss of cultural identity,
psychological health of people, and social cost of oil spills. Of particular concern was
“environmental justice” (Executive Order 12898), which deals with disproportionate and high
adverse impacts on minority and/or low-income populations.

Fisheries, both commercial and recreational.

Recreation and tourism including the use of coastal areas for sightseeing, wildlife observations,
swimming, diving, surfing, sunbathing, hunting, fishing, and boating. Of particular concern was
the “visual impact” of offshore OCS facilities.

Archaeological resources including historic shipwrecks and sites inhabited by humans during
prehistoric times.

A number of suggestions were made regarding the methods that should be used to analyze the
potential impacts of the proposed action. The following suggestions regarding analytical methods are
incorporated in this EIS.

Traditional knowledge: Include the Native or traditional knowledge in the EIS assessment in
addition to the western science information. Such knowledge is incorporated in the EIS primarily
in regard to Alaska Natives and in reference to sociocultural and marine mammal resources.

Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) and consistency determination (CD): Indicate in
the EIS how the 5-year program intends to ensure full compliance with the CZMA including
submittal of a CD. Appendix E (Federal Laws and Executive Orders) in this EIS describes the
Federal consistency requirements contained in the CZMA.

Energy needs and alternative energy: Present information in the EIS on the nation’s energy
needs and alternatives, including those other than offshore oil and gas, that may supply that need.
This information is presented in this EIS in Section 1 (Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action)
and Section 4.7 (No Action Alternative). A related suggestion, that there be a demonstration of
how oil and gas development is balanced with other uses of the OCS and the preservation and
protection of renewable resources, is presented separately in the program decision document.

Environmental risk and impact: The assessment of the risk of a large oil spill should be
presented separate from the potential impacts should such a spill occur. The EIS analysis of the
proposed action (Section 4.3) presents the consequences of large spills for all resources
independent of risk. The risk of spill occurrence is then presented separately.
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* Cumulative impacts. Present the cumulative impacts of OCS oil and gas exploration and
development for each specific resource on a national or regional scale. The cumulative analysis
for a resource is presented on a planning area and regional (Gulf of Mexico, Alaska, and Pacific)
basis (Section 4.8). Consideration of larger areas is given for species (e.g., grey whales) that
migrate through more than one planning area or region.

1.2.2. IssuesNot Analyzed in thisEIS

The following discussions address issues mentioned during scoping that were not analyzed in this
EIS. These issues included concerns about affected resources or use of analytical techniques in the
EIS.

1.2.2.1. Human Safety

Generally, concerns mentioned about human safety from OCS oil and gas development were broad
and not defined during scoping. However, one specific comment dealt with the concern that oil
spilled in the Arctic OCS may become trapped in the ice, making it less stable for travel across the
ice. This concern is discussed in detail in this EIS in Appendix C (Oil-Spill Response Capabilities for
Offshore Oil and Gas Operations). Otherwise, the issue of worker safety is more appropriately
considered during the review of individual lease exploration and development proposals. The OCS
Lands Act and the implementing regulations require that all drilling and production operations use the
best available and safest technologies. A principal reason for this requirement is to minimize the
adverse effect of OCS operations on human safety. It is during the review of proposals to conduct
lease operations that MMS considers whether they would be conducted in a manner that conforms
with the many specific requirements developed to protect human safety. The MMS can best
determine at that time whether additional measures are needed to reduce the potential for accidents
that affect safety.

1.2.2.2. Human Health

The concerns expressed about human health were generally broad and not associated with specific
proposed action activities. Treatment of possible highly adverse effects on human health are limited
in this EIS to the disproportionate effect analyses in regard to environmental justice (Section 4.3).

1.2.2.3. Proposed Oil Drilling Activity in the Pacific Region

It was suggested that the proposed drilling of delineation wells on active leases offshore California
should also be fully evaluated in this 5-year program EIS as part of the cumulative impact. However,
Council on Environmental Quality and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) guidance
emphasize that Agencies should limit the scope of the cumulative scenario to actions, geographic
areas, and time periods that are relevant to decisionmaking for the proposed action. The Secretary of
the Interior will make decisions for the 5-year program concerning leasing in the Alaska and Gulf of
Mexico Regions, but not in the Pacific Region, for the period 2002-2007. The environmental effects
of current oil and gas activities in southern California are not expected to contribute to the cumulative
impacts of leasing decisions in the Alaska or Gulf of Mexico OCS Regions. Therefore, oil and gas
activities in southern California are beyond the scope of this 5-year program EIS.

A more appropriate document for addressing this matter is the Draft EIS on Proposed Delineation
Drilling Activities in Federal Waters Offshore Santa Barbara County, California, which was filed
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with the USEPA and distributed to the public in June 2001. It contains an analysis of the cumulative
impacts associated with the drilling of the delineation wells and the cumulative analysis of all OCS-
related oil and gas activity expected in the reasonable foreseeable future in the area.

1.2.2.4. Biological Assessment and Opinion for Threatened and Endanger ed Species

As regards the assessment of threatened or endangered species, several suggestions were made that
the EIS include a biological assessment and associated U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) and
USDOC, NMFS, biological opinion or formal concurrence. Such information is not included in this
EIS.

Section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) requires every Federal Agency, in consultation
with and with the assistance of the Secretary, to ensure that any action it authorizes, funds, or carries
out in the United States or upon the high seas is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of
any listed species or result in destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat. Section 402.02
defines “action” as “all activities or programs of any kind authorized, funded, or carried out in whole
or in part . . . .” Preparing the proposed 5-year program does not fit the definition of a Federal action,
and ESA Section 7 consultation (whether informal or formal) at the 5-year program level is
premature.

The 5-year program, as required by Section 18 of the OCS Lands Act (43 U.S.C. §1344) identifies a
proposed schedule of lease sales and prospective areas of the OCS which the Secretary believes will
best meet the Nation’s energy needs. The 5-year program process and subsequent Secretarial
decisions are based on the four main principles of Section 18 that dictate which areas are reasonable
for consideration of leasing in the upcoming 5-year timeframe. The proposed 5-year program
defines, as broadly as possible, the portion of each planning area that is proposed for subsequent
leasing consideration. Decision options for the 5-year program are preserved for the Secretary at the
time the decision is made for each sale. Therefore, it is at the lease sale stage that MMS begins ESA
Section 7 consultations.

In further support of the position not to consult at the 5-year program stage, the FWS and NMFS in
their final rulemaking establishing procedural regulations for Section 7 consultations (51 FR 19926)
clarified that informal and formal consultations are a “post-application process when applicants are
involved.” The MMS would not approach this stage until a lease sale is held and a qualified bid is
accepted. Further, we believe the intent of Congress when passing the ESA was to exclude
consultations on actions that are remote or speculative in nature. While the following quote addresses
ESA Section 7 early consultations (a pre-application process defined in the above referenced FR
Notice), we believe it clearly expresses Congress’ intent and is consistent with our position.

“The Committee expects that the Secretary will exclude from such early consultation
those actions which are remote or speculative in nature and to include only those
actions which the applicant can demonstrate are likely to occur. . . . The Committee
further expects that the guidelines will require the prospective applicant to provide
sufficient information describing the project, its location, and the scope of activities
associated with it to enable the Secretary to carry out a meaningful consultation.”
(H.R. Rep. No. 567, 97" Cong., 2™ Sess. 25 [1982])

Ultimately, decisions regarding the size and configuration of a lease sale area, lease stipulations, and

some mitigation measures are determined by the presale process. Prior to the presale process, greater
uncertainties exist. Some of the uncertainties may result from an industry firm’s interest in a
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particular area and their willingness to bid, which depend, in part, on continually changing
perceptions about potential payoffs that might result. Additionally, our limitation on predicting a
firm’s investment decisions also limits our ability to predict OCS activities.

1.2.2.5. Life Cycle Effects of Oil and Gas Development

A recommendation was made that the EIS address all reasonable effects of new oil and gas
development, production, and consumption. Such “full cycle” effects would include oil and gas
exploration, construction, continued drilling, production, processing, treatment, refining,
transportation and storage, final decommissioning, and ultimate consumption of the finished product.
Additionally, the contribution of OCS development and consumption activities to global warming
was stressed.

The scope of the proposed action analyzed in this EIS encompasses the exploration, development,
production, and transport of crude oil, and decommissioning. The consumption of the refined oil is
not considered because the scope of this EIS is limited to issues that have a bearing on the decisions
for the proposed leasing program. Consumption of oil and gas is considered at a broader level when
decisions are made regarding the role of oil and gas generally, including domestic production and
imports, in the Nation’s overall energy policy. At the refinery stage, OCS oil is mixed with oil from
other sources such that the OCS contribution to subsequent environmental impacts is not discernible.

1.2.2.6. Impact Definitionsfor Threatened and Endangered Species

A suggestion was made that the impact level definitions for threatened and endangered species should
be different than the definitions for nonthreatened and nonendangered species to reflect their special
vulnerability. We agree that an adverse impact to threatened and endangered species would be more
significant than to nonthreatened and nonendangered species. The threatened and endangered
species are analyzed separately in this EIS to acknowledge their special status. However, the impact
levels used (Section 4.2) reflect vulnerability and recoverability, and therefore apply to all species.

The measurement of severity of an impact should not be confused with the sensitivity of the resource
to impact-causing activities. Because endangered species are usually more sensitive than non-
endangered species, a given activity will most often result in more severe overall impact for the
endangered species than for a nonendangered one. For example, a given activity may cause a minor
impact to a non-endangered species but a moderate impact to an endangered species. This does not
mean, however, that the minor and moderate impacts are defined differently.

1.2.2.7. Overall Impact Conclusions

A suggestion was made that overall impact conclusions should be avoided in the EIS. The concern is
that such conclusions do not distinguish sensitivities of some individual species and that synergistic
and antagonistic effects may be masked. The EIS addresses the species-specific sensitivities and
synergistic and antagonistic effects in the body of the analysis for each resource. However, we
continue to use the overall impact conclusions because they provide valuable information for
decisionmakers and the public, and an effective means for comparing alternatives.

1.2.2.8. Resource Estimates and Impact Analyses

A concern was expressed that oil-resource reserves should not be linked to conclusions for
environmental impacts. It was felt that low oil-resource estimates, and subsequent low probabilities
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of commercial finds, may erroneously be equated with insignificant environmental impacts. The EIS
does not equate oil-resource estimates and impact significance. We assess the potential impacts of a
large spill on environmental resources regardless of the oil-resource estimate, and analytical
conclusions reflect the likely impacts if a large spill were to occur and contact the resource. The
likelihood of spill occurrence is presented separately. However, the estimated number of large spills
that could occur is a function of the oil-resource estimate. Therefore, the impacts could be greater to
some environmental resources because they could be exposed to more large spills than other
environmental resources.

1.2.3. Alternatives Analyzed in ThisEIS

Four principal types of alternatives to the proposed action were identified from scoping:

®  Slow the rate at which future OCS lease sales are held in some planning areas;

® Exclude from leasing consideration some of the planning areas included in the proposed action;
®  Accelerate the rate at which future OCS lease sales are held in some planning areas;

® Develop alternative energy sources and/or adopt conservation measures in lieu of continued OCS
oil and gas leasing.

Three principal criteria were used as the bases for determining whether a potential alternative was
reasonable for the purpose of analyzing it in detail in this EIS. First, the structure of the alternative
had to be related to the issues of size, timing, or location of possible future lease sales. This is
consistent with the OCS Lands Act requirement that the USDOI develop a schedule of potential lease
sales that specifies, as precisely as possible, the size, timing, and location of those sales. Second, the
alternative could not be redundant with one or more elements of other alternatives that were already
being analyzed in this EIS. Finally, it must be consistent with the management principles and other
considerations included in Section 18 of the OCS Lands Act. Each of the following alternatives
except the No Action alternative reflects consideration of these criteria.

1.2.3.1. Slow the Pace of Leasing

Several options for slowing the rate of development were suggested for consideration in this EIS.
The principal objective and advantage of a slow-the-pace alternative is to give affected governments
and communities more time to plan for and address sale related impacts. The option analyzed in this
EIS would reduce the number of lease sales included in the proposed action for the Eastern Gulf of
Mexico, Beaufort Sea, Chukchi Sea, Hope Basin, and Cook Inlet Planning Areas. See Section 2.2 for
a complete description of this alternative (Alternative 2) and Section 4.4 for its environmental
impacts.

1.2.3.2. Exclude Some Planning Areas

Exclusion of entire planning areas was suggested in Alaska and the Gulf of Mexico Regions. This
alternative considers the effects of excluding Norton Basin and Hope Basin Planning Areas in Alaska
and the Eastern Gulf of Mexico Planning Area. These planning areas were included in the proposed
action (Alternative 1).

Some of the planning areas suggested for exclusion are not indicated as part of the proposed action.
These additional planning areas excluded from the proposed action are St. Matthew Hall, Navarin
Basin, St. George Basin, Bowers Basin, Aleutian Arc, North Aleutian Arc, Aleutian Basin,
Shumagin, Kodiak, Gulf of Alaska, Oregon/Washington, Northern California, Central California,
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Southern California, North Atlantic, Mid Atlantic, South Atlantic, and the Straits of Florida (Figure
2-1). See Section 2.3 for a description of this alternative (Alternative 3) and Section 4.5 for its
environmental impacts.

1.2.3.3. Accelerated Leasing

Options to accelerate the rate of OCS leasing were suggested, especially in regard to the Beaufort Sea
Planning Area and the Eastern Gulf of Mexico Planning Area. The option analyzed in the EIS would
increase the number of lease sales included in the proposed action for the Beaufort Sea and Eastern
Gulf of Mexico Planning Areas. See Section 2.4 for a complete description of the alternative
(Alternative 4) and Section 4.6 for its environmental impacts.

1.2.3.4. No Action

An analysis of the potential effects of not adopting an OCS Oil and Gas Leasing Program for 2002-
2007 is required by the regulations that implements NEPA (40 CFR 1502.14(d)). The No Action
alternative considers the nature of the environmental impacts that might occur in absence of the
potential development attendant to the proposed action. The analysis includes the possible
environmental impacts of the most likely mix of market-driven substitutes for the energy (including
oil imports) that might be produced if the proposed action was implemented. It also considers the
impacts of developing other sources of energy (e.g., non-petroleum fuels, solar, nuclear,
conservation) that might substitute for some oil and natural gas produced from the OCS. See Section
2.5 for a complete description of the alternative (Alternative 5) and Section 4.7 for its environmental
impacts.

1.2.4. Alternatives Not Analyzed in ThisEIS

1.2.4.1. Exclude Portions of Planning Areas

Requests were received to exclude specific portions of planning areas. The most frequently
recommended area for exclusion from the 5-year leasing program was the area offshore and adjacent
to the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge in the Beaufort Sea Planning Area.

The Secretary removed portions of some planning areas from leasing consideration for the proposed
program at the request of the governors of the States of Florida and Alaska. However, the
environmental analysis conducted to support the 5-year program decision should not assess the
consequences of excluding additional blocks in a given planning area. Alternatives to remove some
blocks from a particular sale, such as the area offshore and adjacent to ANWR, require a focused
analysis within a specific planning area. Such an analysis is performed for each sale or group of sales
and ensures that the Secretary makes a fully informed decision about the actual blocks to offer for
lease at the appropriate time, namely, when a Final Notice of Sale is issued for each sale.

We have more environmental and technical information from our studies, other agencies, industry,
and the public at the lease sale stage to support more informed decisions about which blocks to offer.
Reserving block-specific decisions until the lease sale stage ensures those decisions are made with the
most current information.

Lease-sale stipulations are developed or refined for particular blocks within a proposed sale area

during the lease sale process. Most stipulations contain mitigation measures that protect the
environment from oil and gas activities. Some blocks that could be leased with these protective
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measures may be excluded unnecessarily if we consider block deferral alternatives at the 5-year
program stage.

1.2.4.2. Exclude All Alaska Planning Areas

Some requests were received to exclude the entire Alaska OCS from leasing consideration in the
2002-2007 leasing program. Among the reasons for requesting this alternative were that the Alaska
planning areas were too sensitive and fragile to sustain extended industrial development without
unacceptable risk, that there is already enough oil development in Alaska, and that there is an
inability to clean up spilled oil in Alaska waters.

To exclude all Alaska planning areas would not be reasonable in light of the purpose and need for the
oil and gas leasing program, which is to meet the Nation’s energy needs in a manner consistent with
environmental protection and the laws and policies of affected States. The leasing schedule must
ensure a proper balance between oil and gas production and possible environmental impacts, while
also considering relative environmental sensitivity among OCS Regions and competing uses of the
OCS. Furthermore, the potential effects of excluding the entire Alaska OCS from the 2002-2007
leasing program are disclosed in the analysis for the no-action alternative.

1.2.4.3. Lease Entire Planning Areas (Areawide) in Alaska

A number of industry commenters requested that sales in Alaska for the 5-year program, especially in
the Beaufort Sea and Cook Inlet Planning Areas, offer entire planning areas (“arcawide” leasing). It
was stated that this would provide flexibility and predictability of sales in Alaska.

Such an alternative for areawide sales in Alaska was not considered as an alternative in this EIS
because there are limitations in terms of technology, oil and gas resource potential, industry interest,
and environmental sensitivity in the Alaska frontier areas. For instance, there is a question of both
technological feasibility and interest to produce and transport oil from the deepwater areas of the
Beaufort Sea Planning Area far from shore. Also, including these planning areas in their entirety
would be contrary to the expressed wishes of the Governor of Alaska.

1.2.4.4. Includethe Gulf of Alaska Planning Area

One commenter asked that the Gulf of Alaska be included for leasing in the 2002-2007 leasing
program. Such leasing is not considered in this program or this EIS because of the lack of industry
interest in this planning area. No oil company has indicated an interest in this area for the 2002-2007
program, and prior potential sales in this planning area under the last two 5-year programs have all
been cancelled.

1.2.4.5. Include All 26 Planning Areasin the Program

The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration recommended that all 26 OCS planning areas
be considered for leasing in the proposed 5-year program. The Secretary did not include numerous
areas in the Proposed Program and Draft EIS that were issued in October 2001 for several reasons.
First of all, major portions of the OCS were withdrawn by the President from leasing consideration
until June 30, 2012. Other areas were not included because they have low oil and gas resource value
and are of little or no interest to the oil and gas industry at this time. Finally, some areas were not
included because of requests from governors of affected States and continuing concerns from local



communities about environmental issues analyzed previously. These areas were not analyzed as
alternatives in this EIS for the same reasons they were not included in the proposed action.

1.2.5. Mitigation Measures Not Analyzed in ThisEIS

1.2.5.1. Revenue Sharing

A number of comments were received from local governments and Alaska Native interests suggesting
that locally affected communities receive a fair share of the revenues generated by the OCS oil and
gas leasing program. This revenue sharing would be to mitigate adverse impacts for those
communities bearing the principal impact and risk of the program. Specifically, the commenters
requested “a mechanism to provide necessary compensation . . . should a catastrophic spill occur or a
long-term significant chronic impact to environmental, or subsistence harvests be identified,” also
“impact aid to offset the costs of dealing with effects which have already occurred and are ongoing,”
and “impact assistance” for local communities for being “compelled to participate in the planning
process associated with never-ending succession of lease sales and project proposals.”

Current laws and proposed legislation that provide compensation or impact assistance to coastal
States or communities are summarized below. Newly enacted legislation provides for a program of
assistance to be administered by the Secretary of Commerce, rather than this Department. At this
early stage in that program, any statements on the effect of such assistance on the environmental
impacts analyzed in this EIS would be highly speculative. At the current level of authorization, the
availability of such assistance is not a material factor in the determination of the size, timing, and
location of lease sales within this 5-year schedule; therefore, further analysis of these proposals is
beyond the scope of this EIS.

The Oil Pollution Act of 1990 (P.L. 101-380) includes comprehensive provisions pertaining to
liability and compensation for both onshore and offshore oil spills. Title I of this Act provides for
recovering costs relating to the following from a party responsible for an oil spill: removal, natural
resource damage, real or personal property damage, lost subsistence use, lost tax revenue, lost profits
and earning capacity, and increased public service expenses. Title I also established the Oil Spill
Liability Trust Fund to be used to pay removal costs in accordance with the National Contingency
Plan (under the Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Act of 1980);
costs incurred by natural resource trustees; claims for uncompensated removal costs or damages; and
administrative, operational, and personnel costs associated with administering the Act. Title IX of the
Act includes provisions to increase limits of expenditure per incident from what they had been
previously.

The Coastal Impact Assistance Program (CIAP), authorized by Congress under Section 903 of the
Commerce, State and Justice Fiscal Year 2001 Appropriations Act, authorizes the Secretary of
Commerce to distribute a portion of the OCS revenues generated from tracts seaward of the 8(g) zone
to affected States and localities. The program generally is intended to support projects and activities
relating to coastal stewardship, and it specifies “mitigating the impacts of Outer Continental Shelf
activities” as a purpose for which the payments may be used by recipients. Congress appropriated
$150 million for this CIAP for Fiscal Year 2001. For example, Alaska was authorized $12.2 million,
of which $4.2 million was divided among 18 coastal boroughs and Coastal Resource Service Areas.
According to the State of Alaska’s CIAP, the North Slope Borough was allocated $1.9 million. The
borough plans to use the CIAP funding on research regarding the diminishment of the borough’s
wildlife resources. In the Gulf of Mexico, Alabama was authorized $20.3 million. According to the
State of Alabama’s CIAP, Baldwin and Mobile Counties are allocated $3.1 million and 3.9 million,



respectively. The two counties plan to use the CIAP funds for a wide range of projects, including
such items as erosion and sediment control initiatives and watershed education and outreach.

While local communities do bear risks and impacts associated with OCS oil and gas leasing activities,
they also may enjoy economic benefits in the form of increased employment or higher paying jobs.
Although these benefits are not direct compensation, they can offset somewhat the adverse effects
that may result from OCS oil and gas activities. The extent of these benefits depends on a number of
factors. In arctic Alaska, one of the avenues for increased employment is oil company contracts with
Native corporations or subsidiaries of such corporations. Oil companies now employ few North
Slope Borough residents, but they have been working to recruit and provide training to residents. The
benefits and impacts to local communities are analyzed in this EIS and program document.

The Conservation and Reinvestment Act, which proposes an impact assistance program funded at
$1 billion per year, has been reintroduced in the 107" Congress as H.R. 701. Title I, Impact
Assistance & Coastal Conservation, specifically refers to mitigation of impacts associated with OCS
activity as one of the purposes for which impact assistance funds would be intended. The
Administration has not stated a position on this proposed legislation.

1.2.5.2. Zero Dischargein Water

A suggestion was made that there should be no discharge of drilling wastes or produced water from
OCS facilities into the receiving water; instead, the MMS would require that these substances be
reinjected into underground reservoirs. Such a measure to prohibit in-water discharge is not analyzed
in this EIS. It is more appropriate to consider such a measure during review of specific leasing
proposals and during review of the subsequent development and production plans.
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2. ALTERNATIVESINCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION

This environmental impact statement (EIS) analyzes five alternatives for the leasing of Federal
offshore lands by the U.S. Department of the Interior (USDOI), Minerals Management Service
(MMYS) for the period from mid-2002 to mid-2007:

® Alternative 1—Proposed Action

® Alternative 2—Slow the Pace of Leasing

¢ Alternative 3—Exclude Some Planning Areas
® Alternative 4—Accelerated Leasing

® Alternative 5—No Action

This chapter describes each alternative and summarizes the potential environmental impacts of the
alternatives in comparative form. The summary describes the primary impacts based on the detailed
analysis of all potential impacts presented in Chapter 4.

The EIS’s impact analyses were generated from exploration, development, transportation, and oil-
spill scenarios developed specifically for analytical purposes and are not indicative of future events.
Additionally, the impact analysis conclusions use a four-level classification scheme to characterize
the impacts: negligible, minor, moderate, and major. Definitions for the impact levels used by the
analysts are provided in Section 4.2 and are generally based on a resource’s ability to recover from an
impacting agent. For example, the minor impact level means that most impacts to the affected
resource could be avoided with proper mitigation. If impacts were to occur, the affected resource
would recover completely without any mitigation once the impacting agent was eliminated.

2.1. Alternative 1—Proposed Action

2.1.1. Description

The four Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) Regions are divided into 26 OCS planning areas
(Figure 2-1). The USDOI is considering leasing in two of the OCS Regions, the Gulf of Mexico and
Alaska. Within the Gulf of Mexico OCS Region, leasing is being considered in the three Gulf of
Mexico Region planning areas: Central, Eastern, and Western Gulf of Mexico Planning Areas. In
addition, the USDOI is considering leasing in 5 of the 14 Alaska Region planning areas: Beaufort
Sea, Chukchi Sea, Cook Inlet, Hope Basin, and Norton Basin. All other planning areas are not
analyzed in this EIS because the USDOI is not considering those areas for leasing in the proposed
5-year program. The proposed action is the USDOI’s preferred alternative.

Alternative 1—the Proposed Action calls for 20 sales:
® Central Gulf of Mexico—>5 annual areawide lease sales (Figure 2-2).

® Eastern Gulf of Mexico—2 lease sales scheduled in 2003 and 2005, consisting of 256 deepwater
tracts directly off Alabama and adjacent to the Central Gulf of Mexico Planning Area
(Figure 2-2).

®  Western Gulf of Mexico—S5 annual areawide lease sales (Figure 2-2).

* Beaufort Sea—3 lease sales scheduled in 2003, 2005, and 2007 in an area identical to the
program area adopted in the 1997-2002 program (Figure 2-3).

®  Chukchi Sea/Hope Basin—2 lease sales that exclude nearshore tracts, the Chukchi Polynya, and
tracts near Barrow (Figure 2-3).
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® Cook Inlet—2 lease sales scheduled in 2004 and 2006 that exclude the Shelikof Strait portion and
add blocks near Kachemak Bay that are not included in the 1997-2002 program (Figure 2-4).

® Norton Basin—a single “special-interest” lease sale (Figure 2-5).

The objective of the “special-interest” leasing option to be employed in the Norton Basin is to foster
exploration in a frontier OCS area without investment of the considerable time and effort required for
holding a typical lease sale. The general approach is to query industry regarding the level of interest
in proceeding with a sale in an area that would offer only very small, very focused areas of specific
interest for exploration. This leasing process is also being considered for the sales proposed in the
Chukchi Sea/Hope Basin.

Activities that could occur as a result of the 20 lease sales in the proposal may extend over a period of
25-40 years. The impact-causing factors associated with these activities include the placement of
offshore infrastructure such as rigs, platforms, and pipelines, and onshore facilities such as support
bases and processing plants. Operational impacts include bottom disturbance from platform and
pipeline placement, local water quality changes from discharging drilling fluids, and air and noise
emissions from platforms, supply boats, and air traffic. The specific estimates of offshore
infrastructure required to support exploration and development of the hydrocarbon resources
(scenarios) associated with alternative 1 (the proposed action) are provided in Tables 4-1a and 4-1b.

Chapter 4 presents a detailed explanation of the basic assumptions, anticipated production,
exploration, and development assumptions; transportation and market assumptions; and oil-spill
assumptions used to prepare the EIS. Transportation for most oil and gas from the Western and
Central Gulf of Mexico Planning Areas would be accomplished by extending and expanding and
existing offshore pipeline systems. Very little of the oil from the nearshore areas of the Western and
Central Gulf of Mexico Planning Areas and some of the oil in deepwater areas would be transported
by barge or shuttle tanker. Natural gas and oil from deep waters of the Eastern Gulf of Mexico
Planning Area would connect to existing pipelines or facilities in the Central Gulf of Mexico and
would then be piped to shore.

In the Alaska Region, the lifting of the export ban on Alaskan crude oil has led to infrequent and
limited shipments to East Asia. However, the vast majority of oil transported via the Trans-Alaska
Pipeline System (TAPS) is still being sent to the U.S. west coast. Oil from the Beaufort Sea and
Chukchi Sea Planning Areas would be transported by new subsea and overland pipelines to the TAPS
and would eventually be carried to the marine terminal facilities in Valdez where it would be loaded
on tankers and shipped primarily to west coast ports. Natural gas from the Hope Basin Planning Area
would transported to shore by subsea pipeline to meet a growing local market for natural gas. Oil
from the Cook Inlet Planning Area would be transported to shore using new subsea pipelines with
new onshore common-carrier pipeline systems delivering the oil to existing refineries in Nikiski and
gas to transmission facilities in the Kenai area. Natural gas from the Norton Basin Planning Area
would be transported to shore by subsea pipelines and used by communities and industries centered in
Nome, Alaska.

The accidental impact-causing event of principal concern is oil spills. Table 4-1¢ presents the number
of large oil spills assumed to occur as a result of the production and transportation of oil associated
with lease sales proposed in alternative 1. The sizes of the assumed spills are approximately equal to
the mean of the historical spills for each spill type (platform, pipeline, tanker, or barge). The assumed
spills sizes are: platforms—1,500 bbl; pipeline—4,600 bbl; and tankers—5,300 bbl for the Gulf of
Mexico and 7,800 bbl for tankers carrying Alaska OCS oil. Assumptions regarding the location of
spills are based on the source of the spill, the transportation and market assumptions, the location of
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existing infrastructure, and the location of the resources being analyzed. Platforms spills were
assumed to occur in the area proposed for consideration for lease. Pipeline spills were assumed to
occur between the proposed area for lease consideration and the existing infrastructure. Tanker and
barge spills were assumed to occur along the tanker and barge routes.

Finally, the EIS analyses assume the implementation of all mitigation measures required by statute,
regulation, or lease stipulations. The protection afforded by these measures is present in the analysis
of the resources being mitigated.

2.1.2. Summary of Impacts

2.1.2.1. Impactson Water Quality

Routine OCS activities potentially affecting water quality include structure placement and removal
(e.g., platforms, drilling units, pipeline landfalls) and operational discharges and wastes. Structure
placement and removal increase suspended sediment load in the water column resulting in temporary
minor impacts on water quality. Operational discharges (muds, cuttings, produced water), sanitary
and domestic waste, and deck drainage are regulated by the limitations in the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits issued at the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA) regional level. Compliance with NPDES permit restrictions would minimize impacts on
receiving waters to a minor level. Water quality would recover without mitigation when discharges
cease. If oil spills were to occur, impacts on water quality could range from minor to moderate
depending on dispersion and weathering of spilled oil.

In the Gulf of Mexico, structure placement and operational discharges would have a minor effect on
coastal water quality. Structure placement produces turbidity that can temporarily degrade affected
waters; normal background concentrations of suspended solids will return when activity ceases and
without mitigation. Confined portions of some channels may be unable to assimilate bilge water and
sanitary wastes, thus resulting in some minor regional degradation. Compliance with U.S. Coast
Guard regulations would assist in avoiding most impacts on such receiving waters. Overall marine
water quality impacts from routine activities would be minor as compliance with NPDES permit
requirements minimizes or avoids most impacts to receiving waters, and water quality would recover
when discharges ceased. Oil-spill impacts to water quality could range from minor to moderate
depending on dispersion and weathering of spilled oil.

In Alaska, placement and removal of pipelines, artificial islands, and platforms disturb the seafloor
and temporarily increase the sediment load in the water column, resulting in minor impacts on water
quality. Exploration discharges would persist for a few hours within the mixing zone around each rig;
however, the NPDES permit limits discharge rates so the resultant impacts would be negligible to
minor on water quality. Most major production facilities would reinject all muds, cuttings, and
production waters, thus eliminating degradation of water quality by these effluents. A spill in isolated
coastal waters or shallow water under thick or rapidly freezing ice could cause sustained degradation
of water quality. Decomposition and weathering process for oil are slowed in cold water. The impact
on water quality from spilled oil in these areas could be minor to moderate.

2.1.2.2. Impactson Air Quality

The most commonly emitted air pollutants associated with OCS oil and gas activities include nitrogen
dioxide (NO,), sulfur dioxide (SOy), 10-micron particulate matter (PM;,), carbon monoxide (CO),
and volatile organic compounds (VOC). The most common NOy sources associated with OCS
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activities are diesel engines used in construction, drilling and support activities; gas reciprocating
engines; turbines; and support vessels. The NO, combines with VOC under the influence of sunlight
and high temperatures to form ozone. The USEPA has established national ambient air quality
standards (NAAQS) for these pollutants and ozone. The overall impact from pollutants associated
with routine oil and gas activities on air quality is expected to be minor; ozone contributions from the
proposed action could have a negligible affect on air quality. Air quality impacts from oil spills and
in-situ burning could be localized and of short duration and could also cause minor impacts on air
quality.

In the Gulf of Mexico, existing concentrations of pollutants are well within the NAAQS. The
emissions associated with the proposed 5-year program would result in only a very small increase in
concentrations, and total levels would remain well within the NAAQS. Ambient ozone
concentrations presently exceed the Federal standard in several Gulf coastal areas. The contribution
from existing OCS emissions is small (at most about 2% of the total concentrations). The added
contribution from the proposed 5-year program would be much smaller than this figure. Air quality
impacts from oil spills and in-situ burning could be localized and of short duration and could cause
minor impacts on air quality.

In Alaska, the concentrations of NO,, SO, and PM;, and CO would remain well within the NAAQS.
The impacts from the proposed 5-year program on pollutant levels would be minor. Ambient ozone
levels are within the Federal standard in all areas of Alaska, so the impacts from the proposed 5-year
program activities would be negligible. Air quality impacts from oil spills and in-situ burning could
be localized and of short duration and could cause minor impacts on air quality.

2.1.2.3. Impactson Marine Mammals

Routine operational activities affecting marine mammals include operational discharges and wastes,
vessel and aircraft traffic, noise, and structure removal. Predicted impacts to marine mammals from
alternative 1 range from negligible to moderate depending on the species. Overall, potential impacts
on marine mammals from oil spills could range from negligible to moderate, depending on the time of
year, number of individuals contacted by a spill, and the number of spills.

In the Gulf of Mexico, two species of particular concern are the endangered sperm whale and the
West Indian manatee. The sperm whale is the only common endangered whale in the Gulf.
Generally, impacts from routine operations (e.g., noise associated with seismic surveys, platform
removal) and from contact with spilled oil could be minor for sperm whales. The West Indian
manatee is usually found in coastal and inshore waters of peninsular Florida, well away from most
offshore OCS activities. Because of their distribution, impacts to manatees from routine operations
and oil spills is negligible. However, if a spill were to occur and contact them, minor to moderate
impacts could result. Five endangered mysticete species (northern right, blue, fin, sei, and humpback
whale) also may occur in the Gulf of Mexico. But as all are rare or absent in the Gulf of Mexico,
impacts from either routine operations or accidents are negligible. Commonly-sighted cetaceans on
the continental shelf include the bottlenose dolphins, pantropical spotted dolphins, Risso’s dolphins,
and dwarf/pygmy sperm whales. Impacts to these species from routine operations range from
negligible (e.g. vessel trips) to minor (explosive structure removals), while impacts from accidents
could be minor to moderate.

In Alaska, the main impact factor associated with routine operations that may affect cetaceans is noise

associated with prelease and postlease surveys, drilling and production, and decommissioning and
abandonment activities. Other impact-producing factors (e.g., operational discharges and wastes and
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vessel and air traffic) are not expected to produce measurable impacts on cetacean species in Alaska.
Impacts to cetaceans from alternative 1 range from negligible to moderate depending on the species.
Overall, noise from OCS operations, when forcing an alteration of migratory pathways would
produce minor impacts to bowhead whale populations. Routine operations, in particular noise, are
expected to have only negligible to minor impacts, typically local avoidance behavior on fin,
humpback, blue, sei, and northern right whales due to their low density and sparse distribution
throughout the Alaska planning areas. Potential impacts on sperm whales and minke whales due to
routine operations are expected to be negligible. Since the populations of Cook Inlet beluga whales
are in decline, disturbances, which could reduce fitness, could have minor to moderate impacts on the
populations depending on the number of whales affected. Potential impacts on the remainder of the
Alaska beluga populations and gray whales caused by noise disturbance from routine operations are
expected to be negligible to minor. Potential impacts to killer whales, and harbor and Dall’s
porpoises are expected to be negligible.

With the exception of the Cook Inlet beluga whale, the impacts to cetaceans from oil spills could
range from negligible to moderate depending on the species. Overall, potential impacts on sperm, fin,
humpback, blue, sei, or northern right whales from oil spills could range from negligible to moderate,
depending on the number of whales contacted by a spill and the number of spills. Potential impacts
from oil spills could be negligible to minor for beluga whales in the Beaufort and Chukchi Seas. In
general, oil-spill impacts to the Cook Inlet beluga population could be minor, but a possibility for
moderate to major impacts exists, given the current decline in the populations. Potential impacts on
gray whales and killer whales from oil spills could be minor to moderate. Potential impacts to harbor
porpoise and Dall’s porpoise could be negligible at the population level.

In Alaska, the Steller sea lion is the only listed pinniped species. Vessel and aircraft traffic are the
routine activities that would most likely disturb Steller sea lions. However these OCS support
activities could be tailored to avoid critical habitat areas and have only negligible effects on the
animals. Potential impacts on the Pacific walrus, ringed seal, bearded seal, spotted seal ribbon seal,
and harbor seal from routine operations are expected to be minor. Potential impacts on the northern
fur seal are expected to be negligible. Potential impacts to pinnipeds from oil spills could range from
minor to major depending on the species affected. Proper mitigation should reduce impacts. If large
oil spills were to occur and contact Steller sea lions or their habitat, potential impacts could range
from moderate to major depending on the time of the year, location and size of the spill, as well as the
number of spills per season. Because of declining populations, effects of oil spills could be major if
numerous or large rookeries were contaminated, resulting in high pup and adult mortality. Potential
impacts on Pacific walrus and fur seals could range from minor to moderate. Overall, oil spills within
the Beaufort and Chukchi Seas could have minor to moderate populations effects on ringed, bearded,
spotted, and ribbon seals. Oil spills could have minor to moderate impacts on local populations of
harbor seals. Pups are more susceptible to the toxic effects of oil and stress.

Vessel, on-ice vehicle, and aircraft activities have been known to affect polar bear behavior. Polar
bears may abandon dens, which could reduce cub survival. On-ice vehicles and ice road construction
could have moderate to major effects on denning polar bears; however, mitigation should reduce the
level of disturbance. Oil spills could have a minor impact on polar bears through contamination or
reduction of prey, fouling of fur, oiling of ice, and temporary abandonment of cleanup areas.

Sea otters appear to habituate to regular human activity, and routine operations would have a

negligible impact to their populations. Contact with spilled oil could result in moderate impacts to
sea otters.
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2.1.2.4. Impactson Terrestrial Mammals

Routine operations affecting terrestrial mammals include construction and maintenance of onshore
infrastructure and pipelines, and support vehicle/vessel traffic. Generally, impacts on Gulf of Mexico
terrestrial mammals are predicted to be negligible from routine operations and oil spills. Predicted
impacts on Alaskan terrestrial mammals from such activities are minor. Potential impacts on
terrestrial mammals from contact with spilled oil could be minor except for the grizzly and black
bear, river otter and Sitka black-tailed deer that may experience minor to moderate impacts if
contacted occurred with spilled oil.

In the Gulf of Mexico, threatened or endangered terrestrial species include Alabama,
Choctawhatchee, St. Andrew, and Perdido Key beach mice, and the Florida salt marsh vole. The
beach mice are limited to mature coastal dune habitats along Alabama and northwest Florida coasts,
protected areas buffered from contact with OCS-related infrastructure and contact with spilled oil.
The Florida salt marsh vole is found near Cedar Key and would not come into contact with routine
OCS operations. Because its habitat is several hundred kilometers from the proposed leasing area
within the Eastern Gulf of Mexico Planning Area, it is unlikely to be affected by an oil spill.
Potential impacts of routine operations or accidents on listed terrestrial mammals could be negligible.

Routine operations that will directly impact caribou are the construction and maintenance of onshore
pipelines and infrastructure. In Alaska four caribou herds, the Western Arctic Herd, Central Arctic
Herd, Teshekpuk Lake Herd, and Porcupine Caribou Herd, use habitat adjacent to the Beaufort and
Chukchi Sea Planning Areas. Winter construction of onshore infrastructure and pipelines for the
proposed action may disturb caribou overwintering near the coast. Some displacement of caribou
from development areas, roads, and pipelines will probably occur, particularly during the calving
season, but no long-term impacts are expected. Muskox are generally similar to caribou in their
response to potential disturbance from OCS exploration and production activities. Muskox are
present in the arctic region through the winter, making disturbance from winter construction more
likely. However, their limited distribution and smaller population size should greatly restrict impacts.
Overall, impacts to caribou and muskox inhabiting the arctic coastal plain will generally be minor.
These mammals are selective grazers and would probably not ingest oil vegetation associated with an
onshore oil spill contaminating tundra habitat. Direct oiling could result in death from oil absorption
and inhalation; cleanup activities could temporarily displace the animals. Impacts to caribou and
muskox from accidental spills could be minor.

Arctic foxes are distributed throughout the arctic region of Alaska, using the coastal and offshore
habitat in both the Beaufort and Chukchi Sea Planning Areas. Mitigation measures designed to reduce
impacts on arctic foxes inhabiting the North Slope oil fields include improved waste management
procedures such as eliminating access to landfills, placement of animal-proof garbage dumpsters, and
educating oil field personnel on the danger of human/fox contact. Overall, localized oil development
and routine operations under the proposed action would have minor impacts on resident arctic fox
populations.

In Alaska, the grizzly (brown) bears use the coastal environments and/or terrestrial oil transportation
routes onshore of all Alaska planning areas, and black bears make extensive use of coastal areas in
Cook Inlet and the Gulf of Alaska. Aircraft traffic may disturb individual bears occasionally for a
short period of time. Onshore infrastructure placement could disrupt individual bear dens located
near the coast; however, most bears den further inland. Bears may become habituated or attracted to
human activities, often leading to conflicts with people. Mitigation measures designed to reduce
impacts on North Slope oil field bears include prohibiting firearms and hunting within the developed
area, educating oil field personnel about bear safety, training security personnel in proper hazing
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techniques, eliminating access to the landfill by bears, and installing bear-proof lids on all dumpsters.
Impacts of routine operations on grizzly and black bears would be minor. If oil spills were to occur
nearshore, contamination of coastal streams, beaches, mudflats, or river mouths could result in food
and fur contamination of grizzly or black bears. This could affect some bears and might contribute to
a decline in survival of exposed bears, possibly resulting in minor impacts at the population level. In
the Cook Inlet area, given the potential seasonal concentrations of bears along the coast during an oil
spill, the impacts may be moderate.

In Alaska, river otters can be found using intertidal and subtidal habitats adjacent to the Cook Inlet
and the Gulf of Alaska Planning Areas. River otters are highly adaptable and able to shape their
individual and social existences around environmental variables, and are able to coexist with human
presence and activities. Boat traffic may disturb individual otters for a brief period of time. Overall,
routine operations from the proposed action would have negligible impacts on river otter populations.
Oil contamination from accidental spills in the otter habitats could contaminate locally important food
sources and expose the animal to direct oiling and oil ingestion through grooming and consumption
of contaminated prey and oiled carrion. Potential impacts on the Alaskan river otter could be minor
to moderate.

Sitka black-tailed deer occur primarily on the islands and mainland along Prince William Sound, the
Kodiak Archipelago, and along the Yakutat Bay coast of the Gulf of Alaska Planning Area. Routine
operations associated with OCS activities will have negligible, if any, impacts on deer in the area
because they are beyond the areas of OCS onshore routine activities. If spilled oil were to reach the
Yakutat coast in the Gulf of Alaska from a tanker transportation spill, intertidal vegetation may be
contaminated. The combination of oil ingestion with vegetation and hydrocarbon absorption through
the skin could increase the winter mortality among deer in the Yakutat area and could result in minor
to moderate impacts on the population in the area.

2.1.2.5. Impactson Marine and Coastal Birds

Routine activities that may affect bird species include infrastructure placement (e.g., pipeline
landfalls, gravel island construction), operational discharges and wastes, and vessel and aircraft
traffic. Overall, impacts on listed and nonlisted marine and coastal birds from such operations would
be minor, with species occurring in the subarctic experiencing negligible to moderate impacts.
Generally, impacts on listed marine and coastal birds, if oil spills were to occur and contact birds or
their habitat, would be minor to major. Potential impacts on nonlisted marine and coastal birds from
oil spills could range from minor to major depending on the size, time of year, and location of the
spill.

Species of listed coastal birds using shoreline Gulf of Mexico habitats are the whooping crane, bald
eagle, brown pelican, Eskimo curlew, piping plover, and snowy plover. Loss or alteration of
preferred habitat due to new OCS pipeline landfalls could result in the displacement and possible
decrease in nesting activities. However, impact to coastal habitats is avoided by bringing pipelines to
shore through a directional drilling process, and any habitat would recover if disturbed. Impacts from
the proposed action to coastal habitats of marine and coastal birds would be minor. Potential impacts
to marine and coastal bird species from routine operational discharges under the proposed action may
occasionally lead to sublethal stress indirectly (e.g. reduction in prey), or possibly directly through
prolonged exposure or the ingestion of affected prey species. However, based on the low
concentrations of discharged contaminants within an open-ocean environment, any impact would be
negligible. Marine and coastal birds are susceptible to entanglement with discarded debris; however,
compliance with regulations will eliminate most impacts. Individual birds may be injured or killed,

2-7



but impacts to the resource (population) from discarded debris would be minor. Helicopter and
service vessel traffic could periodically disturb individuals or groups of listed species of coastal or
marine birds. These disturbances would pertain to helicopter or service vessel travel within or across
sensitive coastal habitats (e.g., wetlands that may support feeding, resting, or breeding birds) and may
cause temporary or permanent displacement of birds. Federal regulations and corporate practices
regarding service altitudes for OCS helicopters and vessel speeds when entering or departing coastal
waterways are expected to minimize impacts to nesting or roosting birds within coastal areas. Only
relatively small proportions of the populations of these species would be exposed, and it is likely that
individuals would experience only short-term, minor effects (primarily temporary displacement
behavior). If a large spill were to occur in shallow water and reach coastal waters and shorelines, the
possibility exists for relatively large numbers of some listed bird species to be affected by contact
with the spilled oil in a minor to moderate way. Additionally, oil-spill response activities could cause
minor impacts to local populations of shorebirds or wetland birds through short-term behavioral
disruption and recoverable damage to coastal habitats.

In Alaska, as most bird species have left the arctic during winter, winter construction activities would
not affect seabirds, waterfowl, or shorebirds. However, seabirds and/or waterfowl are present in the
subarctic on a year-round basis so impacts to bird populations from oil-field operations would not be
restricted to a relatively short summer season, as is the case for the arctic. The impacts of routine
operations on threatened Steller’s and spectacled eiders, marbled murrelet, and nonlisted species
would be similar. A small portion of the world’s population of spectacled eiders seasonally occupy
the arctic coastal plain. Spectacled eiders nest in wetland habitats along the arctic coastal plain of
Alaska, east to near the Canadian border. Ice roads constructed over tundra habitats may cause
temporary disturbance to vegetation and could affect tundra-nesting species for only the first year
after construction. Such effects may continue until vegetation has completely recovered resulting in
minor impacts. Helicopter overflights are generally conducted at low altitudes and can be a major
source of noise affecting waterfowl. Molting and staging waterfowl can be temporarily displaced by
helicopter overflights. Cormorants, gulls, murres, guillemots, and puffins are colonial nesters in the
lower Cook Inlet that could be affected by noise from low flying aircraft. Large seabird nesting
colonies in the Barren Islands are far enough from the proposed lease areas that aircraft noise should
not pose a significant problem. As helicopter flights are of short duration and aircraft routes could be
designed to avoid sensitive areas for seabirds and waterfowl, noise and disturbance effects on birds
could be short term and local, having minor effects. Seismic surveys conducted from boats in
offshore areas and in lagoon systems could also displace birds from preferred habitats. However,
these disturbances would be limited to the immediate area around survey vessels, and negative
impacts to waterfowl could be minor.

The arctic peregrine falcons nest inland in foothill areas of the Brooks Range while the American
peregrine falcons nest in boreal and temperate forests. Both subspecies are on the Alaska Department
of Fish and Game’s list of Species of Special Concern. During the summer, arctic peregrines range to
coastal areas of the Beaufort Sea where they are an uncommon summer visitor and migrant.
Peregrine falcons have nested near pipeline construction projects and have shown the ability to
successfully adapt to construction activities. It is expected that routine operations related to oil
exploration and production in the arctic planning areas would produce negligible impacts to both
peregrine falcon species under the proposed action.

Offshore oil spills present a threat to birds. Waterfowl and seabirds are particularly susceptible to oil
spills because they would be the most likely species to come in contact with offshore spills. The
survival rate for oiled birds is low. In addition, many marine bird species have low reproductive rates
and a slow maturity rate so population recovery from high adult mortality during a large oil spill
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could take many years, and impacts could be moderate to major depending on the size, location, and
timing of the spill.

2.1.2.6. Impactson Fish Resources

Routine operations that may affect fish resources include installation and removal activities,
operational discharges, and exploratory surveying and drilling. Potential impacts from alternative 1
on fish resources from routine operations are predicted to be minor in the Gulf of Mexico OCS
Region while ranging from negligible to moderate in the Alaska OCS Region. Potential impacts to
fish resources from oil spills are variable and could range from minor to moderate, depending on the
size, timing and location of spills. The level of impact also depends on the species and numbers and
life stage present. Moderate effects of spills could be on a local level, and fish populations would
recover over time.

In the Gulf of Mexico, routine installation activities could temporarily displace or reduce the prey
base for adult Gulf sturgeon moving into inner shelf waters of the eastern and central Gulf to feed.
Increased turbidity from installation and discharge activities could cause fish to temporarily move
from the area. Impacts to nonlisted fish from installation activity are similar to that of the Gulf
sturgeon. However, once put in place, platforms serve as artificial reefs or fish attraction devices
benefiting those species preferring bottom relief (e.g., snappers, groupers, spadefish). Explosive
removals of platforms can kill or stun these fish. However, population-level effects calculated for the
red snapper population indicate that the mortality rate associated with platform removal would not
add to the mortality estimates already determined for the fished population. Hydrocarbons from
spilled oil can affect adult fish by direct contact with gills or via direct ingestion. Planktonic eggs and
larvae of nonlisted fishes will die if exposed to certain toxic elements of spilled oil. However,
because of the wide dispersal of early life history stages of nonlisted fishes in the surface waters of
the Gulf of Mexico, the impacts, if spills were to occur, could be minor. Overall, impacts on Gulf
sturgeon and nonlisted fish from routine operations and accidents for the proposed action are
predicted to be minor.

Seismic survey airgun discharges can affect pelagic fish species with swim bladders. Acute damage
from airgun discharges appears confined to a radius of 1.5 meters (m) from the blast, and the
approaching noise source probably scares mobile fishes away before the airgun comes within this
range (Turnpenny and Nedwell, 1994). In Alaska, adult and juvenile fish most likely to be affected in
the arctic regions include the five species of salmon, the cods (e.g., Walleye pollock found throughout
the subarctic areas), cisco, herring, sablefish, and rockfish. Flatfishes (e.g., Pacific halibut) lack swim
bladders and would be least impacted by airgun discharges (Yelverton, 1981; Young, 1991). Fish
eggs and larvae are more sensitive to injury and mortality from airgun discharges. However, the
impact to overall fish population would be negligible since fishes are distributed over wide
geographic areas and airgun operations are very localized. Temporary displacement of fishes is the
most probable effect of noise generated by seismic surveys, and would be negligible. Turbidity from
gravel island and pipeline installation/removal may decrease photosynthesis of plankton, temporarily
affecting primary productivity and displacing feeding arctic cod. Turbidity could affect immobile
benthic organisms (e.g., through smothering, bioaccumulation of metals and hydrocarbons) which, in
turn, could result in minor impacts to demersal fishes and shellfishes (e.g., sablefish, Pacific cod, and
crab) that rely on that food source. Artificial islands can moderately affect aquatic organisms by
changing local habitat that results in altered local communities. In Alaska, arctic cisco, Dolly Varden,
broad whitefish, rainbow smelt, pink salmon, herring, sand lance, eulachon, and capelin are most
susceptible to oil spills because they spawn, hatch, and rear in inshore or nearshore areas that could be
contaminated following a spill. If a population of these fishes were concentrated in an area during a
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more vulnerable life stage (i.e., eggs and larva), exposure to a large spill could have major impacts,
while adults could experience moderate impacts.

2.1.2.7. Impactson Turtles

Routine operations associated with the proposed action that may affect turtles include structure
placement and removal, operational discharges and wastes, vessel and aircraft traffic, and noise.
Overall, impacts to sea turtles from these impact-producing activities are predicted to be minor. If oil
spills were to occur and contact sea turtles, impact could be minor to moderate.

Dredging during pipeline trenching and construction of pipeline landfalls can injure or kill sea turtles
as well as disrupt their nearshore and coastal habitats. Explosive platform removals can also injure
(from pressure effects and noise-related impacts) or kill turtles; however, mitigation measures can
reduce any impacts to minor short-term behavioral disturbances. Although operational discharges
include components that may injure sea turtles, rapid dilution after discharge and compliance with
NPDES permits (that limit concentration of toxic constituents) reduce such impacts. Ingestion of
accidentally discarded solid debris may impact sea turtles by affecting the alimentary canal or
remaining within the stomach, while entangling with such debris can reduce mobility, drown, and
constrict and damage limbs. Noise related to OCS helicopter and vessel traffic is transient and
generally not at levels that would prevent rapid recovery of sea turtles once the source was
eliminated. Most sea turtles are distributed within waters of the continental shelf, and it is probable
that some individuals would come into contact with spilled oil. Direct contact with oil can irritate and
inflame sensitive tissues such as eyes and other mucous membranes. Certain species of sea turtles
(loggerheads, Kemp’s ridley) inhabiting frequently restricted areas such as bays and estuaries may be
at greater risk from spilled oil. If a spill were to occur near a nesting beach during the spring and
summer nesting season, oil could affect nests and nesting activity.

2.1.2.8. Impactson Coastal Habitats

Routine operations that could affect coastal habitats include construction of infrastructure such as
onshore support bases and pipeline landfalls. Overall, potential impacts to coastal habitats associated
with routine operations from the proposed action are predicted to be minor, while impacts could be
minor to moderate if oils spills were to occur and contact the coast.

In the Gulf of Mexico, potential impacts on coastal habitats including beaches and dunes, and
wetlands from routine operations would be minor. Overall, impacts of oil spills on barrier beaches
and dunes would be minor as spilled oil is unlikely to persist on barrier beaches and dunes because
they are high-energy habitats. However, if a large oil spill were to reach coastal wetlands in any of
the Gulf of Mexico planning areas, there would be a reasonable possibility these resources may not
fully recover even if remedial action were taken. However, the overall viability of the wetland
resource would not be threatened, and impacts would be minor to moderate.

In Alaska, small areas of coastal habitat will be lost from pipeline landfalls and placement of vertical
support members for aboveground, onshore pipelines, onshore bases, and roads. Also, dredging of
intertidal habitats for pipeline burial would disturb benthic communities at the site of the trench. The
impacts of buried pipelines and pipeline landfalls and related causeways to benthic communities
would be localized and minor. Impacts to coastal habitats from the proposed action would be minor
from routine operations. If large oil spills were to occur, they could result in minor to moderate
impacts, depending on the size, timing, and location of the spills.
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2.1.2.9. Impactson Seafloor Habitats

Routine operations that could affect seafloor habitats include placement and removal of structures,
and operational discharges. Overall, impacts from the routine operations associated with the
proposed action would be negligible (Gulf of Mexico) to minor (Alaska) and impacts associated with
contact from spilled o0il could be minor to moderate depending on the size, timing, and location of the
spill.

Topographic features or banks in the Western and Central Gulf of Mexico Planning Areas support
sensitive hard-bottom species including corals, corraline algae, sponges, and reef fishes. The
“Topographic Features™ stipulations establishes a no-activity zone in which no operations, anchoring,
or structures are allowed, effectively protecting the features/banks and their associated benthic
communities from impacts. Live bottom areas are located primarily on the continental shelf offshore
west Florida. The pinnacle trend is located along the shelf edge offshore of Mississippi and Alabama
Stipulations protect these resources by requiring a bathymetric and video/photographic survey of the
bottom. If live bottom communities are present, the lessee must relocate operations, shunt all drilling
fluids and cuttings to the bottom or transport them to shore for disposal, or monitor impacts. Most
seagrass beds are located off the coast of Florida. Impacts from routine operations are avoided by
burying pipelines and avoiding seagrasses in the routing of the pipeline corridors. Chemosynthetic
(seep) communities are protected from damage associated with anchoring and placement of structures
by siting restriction requirements. If an oil spill were to occur near a seafloor habitat, the biota could
be affected. There could be lethal effects to localized areas, but once the feature was clear of oil, the
community would recover without mitigation. In most cases, recovery occurs within months to a few
years, and any impacts would be minor. Oil reaching seagrass beds would be difficult to clean up and
is likely to persist in fine sediments and vegetation, potentially resulting in a minor to moderate
impact.

In Alaska, impacts to seafloor habitats and benthic communities from routine operations would be
minor for most subtidal benthic communities. However, impacts due to turbidity and sedimentation
on the Stefansson Sound Boulder Patch community could range from negligible to moderate
depending on the actual location of any proposed development. The Stefansson Sound Boulder Patch
is a unique kelp-dominated community only occurring in the central portion of the Beaufort Sea
Planning Area. A spill occurring and contacting seafloor habitats and benthic communities could
have a minor impact for most subtidal benthic communities, except for the Boulder Patch community
where impacts could range from negligible to moderate depending on the size, timing, and location of
the spill.

2.1.2.10. Impactsto Essential Fish Habitat (EFH)

Routine activities that may affect EFH include placement and removal of drilling units and
production platforms, installation of pipelines, and operational discharges. Overall, impacts on EFH
from routine operations associated with the proposed action would be minor. Impacts from oil spills
contacting EFH could range from minor to moderate.

Most of the coastal and marine waters of the Gulf of Mexico are considered EFH for life stages of one
or more managed species. Sediment disturbance during placement of infrastructure will increase
turbidity which, in turn, will lower the water quality of EFH in a small area for a limited amount of
time, causing fish to temporarily disperse. Installation of pipelines also disturbs, resuspends and
displaces bottom sediments. Associated effects include siltation of seagrass beds which is EFH for
specific life stages of managed fish species such as the juvenile yellowtail snapper and post larval and
pelagic juvenile gag grouper. Drilling discharges will alter the grain-size distribution and chemical



characteristics of sediments around the drill site, which will change the benthic habitat for EFH prey
species and spawning sites for red snapper. During platform removal, explosives may injure biota
and destroy communities that are prey for managed fish species. Most potential impacts on EFH
from accidents would be minor; however, should an oil spill occur and reach submerged seagrass
beds or coastal wetlands, more persistent moderate impacts could occur.

In Alaska, sediment disturbance, resuspension, and displacement from routine activities affect EFH in
a similar manner as in the Gulf of Mexico. If a large oil spill were to occur, impacts could be as
severe as moderate, depending on the size, timing, and location of the spill. Spilled oil reaching
wetland habitat, including salt marshes, could kill vegetation and associated inspect species and small
fish that are prey species for salmon, potentially adversely affecting EFH.

2.1.2.11. Impactsto National Marine Sanctuaries

Routine activities affecting national marine sanctuaries include placement of structures (e.g.,
anchoring and pipeline) and operational discharges and wastes. Overall, impacts from routine
activities associated with the proposed action are negligible to minor, and impacts from oils spills that
contact these resources could be minor.

The Flower Garden Banks National Marine Sanctuary is located offshore Texas and Louisiana. The
sanctuary’s sensitive coral communities are protected by the Topographic Features Stipulation’s “no
activity zone” and 4-mile zone that requires shunting of drilling muds and cuttings. Additionally, any
anchoring and emplacement of structures are prohibited. Because of the depths of the Flower Garden
Banks, if an oil spill were to occur, the biota would probably not be affected by subsurface oil unless
that oil came into immediate contact with a bank feature. If immediate contact were to occur, minor
impacts could result. The Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary is located offshore southern
Florida, and it is protected by zones with special restrictions to protect its sensitive habitats. No
leasing is proposed near the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary, so impacts would be negligible.

2.1.2.12. Impactsto National Parks, Reserves, and Refuges

Routine activities affecting parks, reserves, and refuges include placement of structures, pipeline
landfalls, operational discharges and wastes, and vessel and aircraft traffic. Overall, impacts from
routine activities associated with the proposed action are predicted to be negligible to minor, and
impacts from oil spills that contact these resources could be minor to moderate.

Of the national parks located in the Gulf of Mexico, only the Padre Island National Seashore and the
Gulf Islands National Seashore are located adjacent to regions in which oil and gas activities could
occur under the proposed action. No infrastructure (e.g., pipeline landfalls, shore bases) would be
sited in national parks, national wildlife refuges, or national estuarine research reserves. Some OCS-
related trash and debris wash up on beaches. Over time, vessel wakes can erode shorelines along
inlets, channels, and harbors. However, existing mitigation measures limit vessel speeds in inland
waterways and aircraft altitudes over these areas, so impacts would be reduced. If oil spills were to
occur, impacts would depend upon the size and specific location of the oil spill and the effectiveness
of cleanup procedures. Impacts could include death of wetland vegetation and associated wildlife, oil
saturation and trapping by vegetation and sediments, and mechanical destruction of the wetland area
during cleanup.

In Alaska, there are seven national parks, monuments, and preserves that could be affected by the
proposed action. Onshore oil facilities are permissible only on private acreage within each national
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parkland. All of the parks, monuments, and preserves contain privately held acreage, but
development of onshore facilities in support of offshore oil and gas development is unlikely in many,
resulting in negligible impacts. Impacts from accidents could affect these areas of special concern.
Impact level depends primarily on the spill location, size, and time of year. Generally, impacts could
be minor to moderate. Oil facility development is prohibited on the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge
and is discretionary on all other refuges and would be subject to intensive review. Generally, it is
unlikely that onshore oil and gas support activities will occur within these refuges, but if they did,
impacts would range from negligible to minor. As with parks, impacts to refuges from contact with
spilled oil depends on the spill location, size, and time of year. Assuming contact with spilled oil,
potential impacts to refugees could range from minor to moderate. Two national forests are found in
coastal Alaska. Chugach National Forest is susceptible to routine operations from the transport and
tanker loading of oil produced in other regions and transported by pipeline to the Port of Valdez,
potentially causing minor impacts from routine operations and minor to moderate impacts from oil
spills. No onshore or offshore development will be occurring in the Tongass National Forest area,
resulting in negligible impacts from routine operations and minor impacts if an oil spill were to occur.

2.1.2.13. Impactson Population, Employment, and Regional Income

The main effect of the proposed action on population and employment will be the employment
generated by the expected routine OCS oil and gas activity. Overall, potential impacts associated
with the proposed action on population, employment, and regional income range from negligible to
minor. Oil spills could have negligible (Gulf of Mexico) and minor (Alaska) impacts.

In the Gulf of Mexico OCS Region, based on the exploration and development scenarios, the
proposed action is likely to add between 400,000 and 1.3 million person-employment years over a
40-year period. This employment impact is likely to be greatest in the Central Gulf of Mexico and
concentrated in New Orleans, Lafayette, and Houma. Even for the areas most affected, however,
added employment demands are not likely to tax the local labor market; impacts are predicted to be
negligible to minor. The employment impacts of oil spills reaching landfall can vary considerably
given the volume of oil reaching land, land area affected, and sensitivity of local environmental
conditions. Oil spills could affect such activities as beach recreation, diving, commercial fishing,
recreational fishing, and sightseeing. Studies have shown that there could be a one-time seasonal
decline in tourist visits associated with a major oil spill; however, tourist movement to other coastal
areas in the region often offsets a reduction in the number of visits to one area; the associated loss of
business would be very localized. Oil spills could have slight and temporary impacts upon specific
local areas. However, at the regional level, these impacts could be considered negligible.

In Alaska, employment and population increases associated with the proposed action would be
between 1 and 5 percent. In addition, no sector of the labor force is expected to change by more than
10 percent. Barrow is central for all three arctic subregions, especially the Beaufort Sea subregion
that is the center of current oil and gas development. Local employment generated by OCS activity
would be less than 5 percent of total Barrow employment and is considered minor. South-central
Alaskan communities could be more affected by leasing in their planning area than other parts of
Alaska. The larger populations and more diverse economies of south-central Alaskan communities,
compared to other Alaskan communities, will tend to dampen the impact of additional leasing on their
economies. As a result, local employment generated by OCS activity at its peak is only expected to
account for between 1 and 5 percent of the total local employment for 2 to 5 years. The OCS activity
will generate indirect and induced employment in Nome, the likely base for marine and air support.
The employment generated in Nome at its peak, during production, is expected to be 1-5 percent of
the total employment for 2-5 years and will generate associated population increase of less than 5
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percent for 2-5 years. Impacts of routine operations in the subarctic region are expected to be minor.
Oils spills could generate only temporary employment (and population) increases during cleanup
operations, as such operations are expected to be of short duration. Employment generated by spills
will be a function of the size and frequency of spills. Impacts from oil spills on population and
employment could be minor regionally and moderate locally.

2.1.2.14. Impactson Land Use and Existing Infrastructure

Routine operations can affect land use and existing infrastructure through construction of petroleum
industry support facilities and in-migration. Overall, impacts from routine operations associated with
the proposed action on land use and infrastructure onshore range from negligible to moderate. If oil
spills were to occur and contact the coast, overall impacts to land use and existing infrastructure could
be minor to moderate.

In the Gulf of Mexico Region, the proposed action continues a steady pace of offshore leasing that
has persisted in the Gulf of Mexico for more than two decades. This well-established trend is already
reflected in most land-use patterns in the Western and Central Gulf of Mexico Planning Areas.
Negligible to minor impacts to land usage are predicted by the continuation of leasing and subsequent
exploration and development activities in the Western and Central Gulf of Mexico Planning Areas,
respectively. Land use in the Eastern Gulf of Mexico Planning Area could be more vulnerable to
impact associated with the proposed action; however, the leasing activity in the Eastern Gulf of
Mexico Planning Area would be minimal, and no new shore bases, processing facilities, or waste
facilities will be required in the eastern Gulf area. Impacts on land-use patterns in this portion of the
Gulf of Mexico would be negligible. Some of the labor market areas (LMA’s) in the Western and
Eastern Gulf of Mexico Planning Areas could exhibit as much as a 2.5-percent net migration change
in a single year. High rates of in-migration are invariably followed by compensating rates of out-
migration, which tend to return areas to an equilibrium. Under the proposed scenario (alternative 1),
some episodic stress on public infrastructure can be expected, as factors external to the coastal
LMA’s affect local oil and gas activities. The few areas equipped to support deepwater development
activities may experience more sustained stress on infrastructure (e.g., Port Fourchon area of coastal
Louisiana). Without mediating efforts at infrastructure restoration, the impact in these isolated cases
could be moderate, and in the case of Port Fourchon, impacts could be major. Nonetheless, for the
great majority of coastal LMA’s from Texas to Florida, the impact on infrastructure associated with
adoption of the proposed action are predicted to be negligible. Given the current level of existing
infrastructure in the Gulf of Mexico Region and the region’s history with oil and gas operations
(including spill response), impacts to land use and existing infrastructure from oil spills under the
proposed action would be minor.

In Alaska, the proposed action would expand existing land-use infrastructure and transportation
systems by the construction of support bases, terminals, airfields, pipelines, and roads. Routine
operations associated with the proposed action could significantly affect land use in the Beaufort Sea
and Chukchi Sea/Hope Basin subregions by building pipelines (subsea and overland), service roads,
and new or expanded marine-support facilities, petroleum processing facilities, and airfields. While
the Prudhoe Bay complex can provide logistical support for Beaufort Sea OCS exploration and
development, no such facilities currently exist for the Chukchi Sea/Hope Basin subregions. In the
subarctic, the infrastructure and logistics required to support activity associated with the proposed
action are not expected to significantly affect either the infrastructure or land-use patterns of the
Nome area, but could significantly affect land use in the Cook Inlet. The community of Nikiski in the
Cook Inlet has some existing oil and gas support facilities, but additional elements would likely be
needed. Cook Inlet OCS production could be transported via a newly constructed subsea pipeline to
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the tanker-loading facility near Nikiski. However, both loading and storage capabilities would
require expansion to handle the increased volume of produced crude oil. Such land-use changes
would be expected to have moderate effects on other user groups and resources (i.e., subsistence,
sociocultural systems). One effect under the proposed action would be the construction of petroleum
industry facilities in, and increased access to, “new” areas of Alaska (i.e., Chukchi Sea and Hope
Basin). This will significantly expand the area potentially at risk from the possible effects of oil
spills, along with the requirement to maintain oil-spill response equipment in those areas. Continued
OCS development in the Beaufort Sea and Cook Inlet subregions could increase the potential effects
of spills in those areas. Impacts of accidents on infrastructure and transportation networks could be
moderate.

2.1.2.15. Impactson Fisheries

Impact factors associated with the proposed action that potentially affect fisheries include structure
placement, presence, and removal, and vessel traffic. Overall, potential impacts on commercial and
recreational fisheries from routine operations and accidents could be negligible to moderate.
Generally impacts from oil spills could be minor to moderate.

Turbidity and noise associated with installation/decommission activities (mobile offshore drilling
units, pipelines), deposition of cuttings, and drilling activities could temporarily drive fishes away
from the area and preclude fishing. Also such activities would primarily affect soft-bottom species
such as red drum, sand sea trout, and spotted sea trout sought by anglers in private or charter/party
vessels. Additionally, potential conflicts between exploration activities and fishing gear, bottom
trawlers, longliners, and purse netters could also preclude fishing. However, these impacts are
temporary. Once platforms are installed and production activities begin, offshore structures will act
as fish attraction devices for both pelagic and reef-associated species; these structures would also be
attractive to handline fishers. Total area precluded from fishing will vary depending upon the nature
of a particular structure or the phase of operation, fishing method, or gear, and target species group.
Space-use impacts would be higher for drifting gears such as purse nets, bottom longlines, and
pelagic longlines than for trawls and handlines. Nevertheless, areas of preclusion are small relative to
the entire fishing area utilized by surface longliners or purse seiners. Federal regulations require that
all wellheads, casings, piling, and other obstructions shall be removed. Areas left untrawlable will
represent only a fraction of the area excluded by the original oil and gas operation. If oil spills were
to occur, commercial fisheries could be affected in several ways. The possibility of oil-soaked fishing
gear and potentially contaminated fish may reduce commercial fishing efforts, resulting in economic
loss. Individuals of target fish species could be affected directly by exposure to spilled oil, potentially
causing fish death or illness. Spills could also indirectly affect commercial fisheries by degrading
habitats that are critical for the survival of target species, but could only be serious if they lead to
severe declines in target species populations. Adult highly migratory fish species (tunas, sharks and
billfish) could move away from surface oil spills in deep water, disrupting fishing efforts.

The single commercial fishery in the Beaufort Sea is for cisco and whitefish on the Colville River
during the summer and fall months, and potential impact to that operation from the proposed action
would be negligible or minor. There is a small chum salmon fishery in Kotzebue Sound, and the
proposed action could have minor impacts on this fishery. Pipelines could affect commercial
harvesting of salmon, herring, and other species of finfish in Norton Basin, but pipelines are likely to
be buried in all waters of 30 m in depth or less, thereby removing most of the area of potential
conflict. Furthermore, the principal types of gear used for the harvesting of finfish in this region (gill
nets and seines) are unlikely to suffer damage due to contact with unburied pipelines. Hence, the
effects of pipelines on commercial fishing are expected to negligible. Routine activities could
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interfere with the summer fishery for red king crab, an offshore fishery within Norton Basin, by
causing fishing gear loss, loss of ocean fishing space, fishing-vessel collisions, and negative effects
from drilling and related activities. However, because of the low level of oil and gas activity
expected, such occurrences are expected to be very infrequent. Significant fisheries take place in
subarctic regions in Cook Inlet and the Gulf of Alaska. The most significant Cook Inlet fishery is
salmon, predominantly sockeye, harvested with drift and set gillnets. The Yakutat fishery is also
predominantly a salmon fishery, with the addition of sablefish, halibut, and a limited amount of
pollock. Gulf of Alaska fisheries significant for other communities are pollock, cod, and rockfish
along with salmon, halibut, and sablefish. Loss of harvest in Cook Inlet due to foreclosure of fishing
areas by offshore facilities would be minimal because of the small area occupied by platforms and
pipelines. Longline gear conflict is also possible, but could be minimized through a program of
mutual communication of activities and avoidance. Such a program would also minimize the
potential for longline and pot conflicts with marine seismic surveys. Competition for services and
labor would occur largely during exploration and development, given the generally limited marine
support services available and the intensive and concentrated nature expected of such OCS activity.
This could result in additional costs to the fishing industry for the duration of OCS exploration and
development; although once production began, such competition would be reduced (either due to
reduced OCS demand or increased supply). Competition for services and labor also would occur
during oil-spill response incidents. However, impacts of routine operations are predicted to be minor.
No routine exploration and development activities will occur in the Gulf of Alaska because no sales
are proposed in that planning area. Therefore, there will be no conflicts with commercial fishing.
The occurrence of a tanker spill near commercial fishing areas while fishing is open could affect Gulf
of Alaska fisheries. Such a spill could foul gear and potentially close some fishing grounds and could
increase competition on alternative fishing grounds that remain open, resulting in increased costs
and/or reduced harvests for individual fishermen. Even if harvest continues, the perception of a
tainted product can reduce the economic value of fish harvested after an oil spill. The short, intense,
local economic spurt often induced by spill response efforts could result in a temporary increase in
the cost of support and logistical services due to competition.

2.1.2.16. Impactson Tourism and Recreation

Impact producing agents associated with routine operations such as helicopter noise, trash and debris,
platform placement, pipeline landfall, and vessel traffic could affect tourism and recreational
activities. Overall, routine operations associated with the proposed action are predicted to have
negligible to moderate impacts on travel, tourism, and recreation. If large oil spills were to occur and
contact beaches, they could have minor to moderate impacts on these activities.

In the Gulf of Mexico, primary recreational activities that could be affected include beach recreation,
diving, recreational fishing, and sightseeing. Drilling rigs and production platforms are barely visible
to major recreation and tourist destination areas like Padre Island National Seashore and Galveston
Island in Texas and are not likely to affect use and appreciation of coastal beaches and parks. Most of
the platforms and associated drilling operations off Texas, Louisiana, Mississippi, Alabama would
occur far from shore and have no direct effects on coastal park and recreation areas. Some tourists
and recreation users on coastal beaches along Louisiana, Mississippi, and Alabama would be affected
by the sight or sound (helicopter and boat traffic) of OCS oil and gas operations, but few, if any,
would forego their visits because of these routine intermittent operations. Pipeline landfalls could
cause temporary removal of shoreline recreational land from public use for a period of 2-3 weeks.
Pipeline landfalls are likely to cross recreational beaches such as the 65-mile-long Padre Island
National Seashore and cause temporary displacement of recreational use of the beach directly affected
by pipeline construction. Onshore facilities associated with OCS routine operations most likely

2-16



would be placed in commercially zoned coastal locations and would not impact recreation or tourism.
The proposed action could result in oil contacting the coastal areas from spills from broken pipelines
or from platforms in shallow water closer to shore. While oiled beach sediments are usually easily
removed via mechanical means, such shoreline activity would effectively close the beach to public
use for the duration of cleanup operations. If beach restoration is required (i.e., to restore the proper
beach profile), additional time may be required before public access is allowed. Historical evidence
pertinent to the effects of major oil spills has indicated that spills may prompt either seasonal declines
in tourist visits and/or tourist movement to other coastal areas in the region. Therefore, impacts from
spilled oil on tourism and recreational activities and resources along the Gulf coast could vary
depending upon the volume of spilled oil, distance from the spill site to shore, the season, and the
nature and extent of beach cleanup operations, including the amount of time a beach or coastal waters
may be closed.

Recreation and tourism activities along the Alaskan coast consist primarily of water-dependent
activities, such as fishing, boating, sightseeing, and associated land-based activities, such as hiking,
picnicking, hunting/gathering, and camping. Access is, in many places, restricted to aircraft
(floatplane or short-strip wheeled plane) or boat. Routine OCS activities would have only minor
effects on recreational opportunities in the arctic region, and may promote some tour activity. The
Dalton Highway was constructed to support petroleum development on the North Slope, but it is now
a State road; thus, it would be available for future tourism and recreation activities regardless of
proposed OCS activities. Most of the potential effects of routine OCS activities on tourism and
recreation in Alaska will be felt in the Cook Inlet area. This area is closest to Alaska’s centers of
population, and has the most developed commercial tourist industry. Anchorage is located at the head
of Cook Inlet. The area west of Cook Inlet is roadless. Much of the west coast of the Kenai
Peninsula (the eastern shore of Cook Inlet) is accessible by a road that connects a series of various-
sized communities, and much of the Kenai Peninsula is relatively undisturbed, with abundant scenery
and wildlife. Changes in visual quality would be expected to be local and would be concentrated in
periods of high industry activity, such as drilling and laying pipe. The proposed action would add
new platforms to those that currently exist in Cook Inlet. Any closure of areas to water-oriented
recreational activities would be only for short periods of time. Additional population, crowding, or
competition effects due to the proposed OCS activities would be possible, because much of the
population and employment increases would occur in the Anchorage/Kenai Peninsula area. Given the
relatively small magnitude of these changes in relation to the overall population and economy of that
area, however, these effects are expected to be minor. Oil spills could disrupt tourism and recreation
in all subregions of Alaska. Oil spills could affect large areas in Cook Inlet and the Gulf of Alaska.
In Cook Inlet, an oil spill could foul the beaches on the west side of the Kenai Peninsula and disrupt
fishing, sightseeing, and camping for as much as a full season. Many urban Alaskans, as well as
visitors from other States, make use of these opportunities and facilities; thus, oil-spill effects in Cook
Inlet could be moderate. The pristine character of scenic resources along the Alaskan Peninsula could
also be affected for a season if a large spill were to occur, but effects could be minor because the area
is so undeveloped. The same evaluation of minor impacts applies to most of the Gulf of Alaska.

2.1.2.17. Impactson Sociocultural Systems and Environmental Justice

In the Gulf of Mexico, routine operations associated with the proposed action would have negligible
to moderate impacts on sociocultural systems; accidents could cause negligible impacts. In Alaska,
potential impacts on sociocultural systems are predicted to be minor to moderate, with less significant
effects expected in areas already experiencing oil and gas development (i.e., Cook Inlet). Potential
impacts from accidents could range from minor to major, depending on the size, location, and timing
of a spill. With regards to environmental justice and effects from the proposed action, it is possible
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that in the Gulf of Mexico and Alaska, new onshore infrastructure supporting the proposed action
could be located near minority and low-income populations and could produce adverse health or
environmental impacts. If an oil spill were to occur in Alaska waters, the potential environmental and
health impacts on Alaska Native populations could be disproportionately high and adverse depending
on the geographical location of the spill and associated effects on subsistence resources.

Effects of offshore oil and gas activities on the Gulf of Mexico sociocultural environment are not
wholesale regional effects; effects vary from one coastal community to the next. With regards to
impacts from the proposed action, sociocultural systems in some communities will experience intense
stress (moderate impact) while other communities will have the capacity to weather episodes of rapid
industry change and may even thrive in doing so (negligible to minor impact). The environmental
justice concerns addressed are mainly in regard to new onshore development related to offshore
activities as disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects can only
occur onshore. The location of new onshore infrastructure is determined by industry based on
economic and logistical considerations and local land-use planning, and is not regulated by the MMS.
It is possible that new onshore infrastructure could be located near minority and/or low-income
populations. The proposed action scenario includes the addition of new landfalls, shore bases, and
waste facilities. Such onshore activity has the potential of creating environmental justice effects.
Socioeconomic impacts occurring in supply and fabrication ports along the Gulf of Mexico are likely
to have impacts at the community level rather than at a specific minority/low-income group level. Oil
spills analyzed in conjunction with in the proposed action could have local, short-term impacts on the
natural and socioeconomic environment.

Subsistence activities are extremely important in all parts of rural Alaska and, combined with kinship,
comprise the fundamental idiom for describing Native social organization and culture. Fish and
marine mammals are the resources of most concern, as they constitute a large part of the harvest and
typically are the resources most likely to be affected by OCS activities. Local residents have
indicated that whales and other marine mammals are very sensitive to noise and have been disturbed
from their normal patterns of behavior by past seismic and drilling activities, thus becoming less
predictable and more dangerous to those who hunt them. Offshore pipeline effects on subsistence will
be confined to the period of construction and will be mitigated through stipulations, which will
minimize industry activities during critical subsistency-use periods. Onshore pipeline effects on
subsistence (e.g., perceptions of areas to avoid or which are difficult to access for hunting and
trapping) would occur during the construction period and for the operational life of the pipeline.
Most Alaskan coastal communities are rural and predominately Native (minority), and many contain
at least subpopulations with low incomes. Even in Cook Inlet, several small communities meet the
Executive Order 12898 qualifications for consideration under environmental justice.
Disproportionately adverse effects on Alaskan Natives could result from the proposed activities in all
Alaska planning areas. Based on ethnic composition, any effects from the proposed action for
northwest Alaska and the North Slope Borough, or the communities of Tyonek, Port Graham, and
Nanwalek in southcentral Alaska will disproportionately affect minority populations. Based on
income and poverty measurements, any effects from the proposed action for northwest Alaska, the
North Slope Borough, or Tyonek in southcentral Alaska will disproportionately affect populations
living in poverty.

2.1.2.18. Impactson Archaeological Resources

Routine operations associated with the proposed action that may affect archaeological resources
include drilling wells, installing platforms, installing pipelines, anchoring, and constructing onshore
infrastructure. Existing regulations require that archaeological surveys be conducted prior to
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permitting any activity that might disturb a significant archaeological site. Compliance with existing
regulations will protect archaeological resources from most impacts associated with routine activities;
however, some impacts could occur. Overall, impacts on archaeological resources from the proposed
action would be minor. Oil spills could affect coastal historic and prehistoric archaeological resources
and could result in unavoidable loss of information. The level of this impact depends on the
significance and uniqueness of the information lost; the impacts could be minor to moderate.

In the Gulf of Mexico, archaeological resource that could be affected by the proposed action include
historic shipwrecks and inundated prehistoric sites offshore, and historic and prehistoric sites onshore.
Historic shipwrecks tend to concentrate in the shallow, nearshore waters of the Gulf of Mexico;
however, numerous shipwrecks also occur scattered across the continental shelf and even in
deepwater areas. Inundated prehistoric sites may exist on the continental shelf shoreward of about the
45-m isobath. Direct physical contact between a routine activity and a shipwreck site could destroy
fragile ship remains and could disturb the site context, resulting in a loss of data on ship construction,
cargo, and the social organization of the vessel’s crew, as well as the concomitant loss of information
on maritime culture for the time period from which the ship dates. Ferromagnetic debris associated
with OCS operations could mask the magnetic signature of historic archaeological resources, making
them difficult to detect with magnetometers. Interaction between a routine activity and a prehistoric
archaeological site could destroy artifacts or site features and could disturb the stratigraphic context
of the site. Archaeological resource protection during an oil spill requires specific knowledge of the
resource’s location, condition, nature, and extent prior to impact; however, the Gulf of Mexico
coastline has not been systematically surveyed for sites. Existing information indicates that
prehistoric sites occur frequently along the barrier islands and mainland coast and the margins of bays
and bayous; thus, any spill that contacts these areas could involve a potential impact to a prehistoric
site.

In Alaska, archaeological resources that could be affected by the proposed action include historic
shipwrecks or aircraft, inundated prehistoric sites offshore, and historic and prehistoric sites onshore.
Archaeological sites along the present shoreline, in shallow nearshore waters and along shallow
bathymetric highs, have a high likelihood of having already been severely impacted by ice gouging.
Shipwrecks in deeper water, beyond the areas of severe ice gouging (in the deeper waters off Point
Barrow), have a chance of survival. Likewise, prehistoric archaeological sites that have been buried
by a sufficient amount of sediment may be protected from the effects of ice gouging, winter storms,
and current scour. Impacts from routine operations are similar to those that could occur to historic
and prehistoric sites in the Gulf of Mexico Region. Archaeological resources are particularly
abundant along the Gulf of Alaska shorelines, and some type of archaeological resource is present on
or adjacent to nearly all Alaska shorelines. Gross crude oil contamination of shorelines is a potential
impact that could affect archaeological site recognition. Cleanup activities could impact beached
shipwrecks, or shipwrecks in shallow waters, and coastal historic and prehistoric archaeological sites.
Unauthorized collecting of artifacts by cleanup crews is also a concern.

2.2. Alternative 2—Sow the Pace of Leasing

2.2.1. Description

Alternative 2—Slow the Pace of Leasing would hold 16 or 17 sales in eight OCS planning areas
(Tables 4-2a and b):

®  (Central Gulf of Mexico—5 annual sales

®*  Western Gulf of Mexico—5 annual sales
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® Eastern Gulf of Mexico—1 sale
® Beaufort Sea—1 or 2 sales

®  Chukchi Sea—1 sale

®* Hope Basin—1 sale

®  Cook Inlet—1 sale

® Norton Basin—1 sale

There would be one sale rather than two in the Eastern Gulf of Mexico Planning Area, one or two
sales rather than three in the Beaufort Sea Planning Area, and one sale rather than two in the Chukchi
Sea/Hope Basin and Cook Inlet Planning Areas. Annual sales would continue to be held in the
Central and Western Gulf of Mexico Planning Areas. This alternative assumes an identical means of
transporting hydrocarbons to shore from production facilities in the Eastern Gulf of Mexico, Beaufort
Sea, Chukchi Sea, Hope Basin, and Cook Inlet, as with alternative 1. However, some of the oil and
gas that would not be produced under this alternative would be replaced by foreign oil imported by
tankers.

2.2.2. Comparison of Impacts

As a result of fewer lease sales, the amount of hydrocarbons anticipated to be produced under
alternative 2 would be less than under the proposed action for the Eastern Gulf of Mexico, Beaufort
Sea, Chukchi Sea, Hope Basin, and Cook Inlet Planning Areas. As well, offshore and onshore oil and
gas activities associated with these areas would be lower. Table 4-2c presents the number of oil spills
assumed to occur and the probability of spill occurrence as a result of OCS activity associated with
alternative 2. It is assumed that spills would occur with uniform frequency over the life of the OCS
activities and that the number of spills from import tankers would increase somewhat in the Gulf of
Mexico and on the west coast because of the increased amount of imported oil.

In the Gulf of Mexico, slowing the pace of leasing will reduce the number of sales in the Eastern Gulf
of Mexico Planning Area from two to one. It is estimated that the slower pace of leasing would result
in the production of approximately half of the oil and gas resources estimated to be produced if two
sales were conducted (alternative 1). There would be a corresponding reduction in the level of
exploration, development, and production activity. However, there would be no change in the Central
and Western Gulf of Mexico Planning Areas where sales would be held annually.

In the Alaska Region, slowing the pace of leasing will reduce the number of sales in the Beaufort Sea
from three to one or two, and in the Chukchi Sea/Hope Basin and Cook Inlet from two to one. It is
estimated that alternative 2 would result in the production of approximately 33-66 percent of the oil
resources estimated to be produced in the Beaufort Sea and approximately half the hydrocarbon
resources estimated to be produced in the Chukchi Sea, Hope Basin, and Cook Inlet. There would be
a corresponding reduction in the level of exploration, development, and production activity. Fewer
large spills would occur in the Beaufort Sea, Chukchi Sea, and Cook Inlet if alternative 2 were
adopted. The number of sales in Norton Basin would remain the same, resulting in no change in
associated anticipated oil and gas activity.

Slowing the pace of leasing would reduce the associated oil-spill risk slightly. However, the number
of spills that would occur from tankers carrying OCS-produced oil from Valdez to west coast ports
under alternative 2 is likely to be the same as the proposal. Therefore, adoption of this alternative
could result in impacts to environmental resources in the Pacific Region similar to impacts from the
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proposal. Because less oil would be produced in the Alaska Region and transported to west coast
ports if this alternative were adopted, the likelihood of these impacts occurring is slightly reduced.

Alternative 2 would result in somewhat reduced impacts locally for the following resources, but
overall, the impact level is expected to be the same as for alternative 1:

® water quality

® terrestrial mammals

® fish resources (Gulf of Mexico)
® coastal habitats (Alaska)

® gseafloor habitats

® essential fish habitat

® national parks, refuges, and forests (Alaska)

® demography, employment, and regional income

® commercial and recreational fisheries (Gulf of Mexico)

® land use and infrastructure (Alaska)

® tourism and recreation (Alaska)

® archaeological resources

A summary of the environmental impacts of alternatives 1 and 2 are presented below in comparative

form.
RESOURCE ALTERNATIVE 1 ALTERNATIVE 2
Gulf of Mexico Gulf of Mexico
Water Quality - Minor from routine activities. - Minor from routine activities regionally.
- Minor to moder ate from large oil spills. - Minor to moder ate from large oil spills in
Central and Western Gulf; somewhat less in
Eastern Gulf.
Alaska Alaska
- Negligible to minor from routine activities. - Negligible to minor from routine activities
- Minor to moder ate from large oil spills. regionally; somewhat less locally.
- Minor to moder ate from large oil spills
regionally; somewhat less locally.
Gulf of Mexico Gulf of Mexico
Air Quality - Minor from routine activities. - Minor from routine activities.

- Minor from large oil spills.

Alaska
- Minor from routine activities.
- Minor from large oil spills.

- Minor from large oil spills.

Alaska
- Minor from routine activities.
- Minor from large oil spills.

Marine Mammals

Gulf of Mexico

Manatee

- Negligible from routine activities.
All Others

- Minor from routine activities.
Manatee

- Minor to moder ate from large spills.
Sperm Whale

- Minor from large spills.

All Others

- Minor to moder ate from large spills.

Gulf of Mexico

Manatee

- Negligible from routine activities.

All Others

- Minor from routine activities.
Manatee

- Minor to moderate from large spills.
Sperm Whale

- Minor from large spills.

All Others

- Minor to moder ate from large spills.
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RESOURCE

ALTERNATIVE 1

ALTERNATIVE 2

Marine Mammals
(continued)

Alaska
Bowhead and Cook Inlet Beluga Whales
- Minor to moderate from routine activities.
- Minor to major from large oil spills.
Other Cetaceans
- Negligible to minor from routine activities.
- Negligible to moder ate from large oil spills.
Pinnipeds
- Negligible to minor from routine activities.
- Minor to major from large oil spills.
Polar Bears
- Minor to moder ate from routine activities.
- Minor from large oil spills.
Sea Otters
- Negligible from routine activities.
- Moder ate from large oil spills.

Alaska
Bowhead and Cook Inlet Beluga Whales
- Minor to moder ate from routine activities.
- Minor to major from large oil spills.
Other Cetaceans
- Negligible to minor from routine activities.
- Negligible to moder ate from large oil spills.
Pinnipeds
- Negligible to minor from routine activities.
- Minor to major from large oil spills.
Polar Bears
- Minor to moder ate from routine activities.
- Minor from large oil spills.
Sea Otters
- Negligible from routine activities.
- Moderate from large oil spills.

Terrestrial Mammals

Gulf of Mexico
- Negligible from routine activities and large
spills.

Alaska
Grizzly Bear, Black Bear, River Otter, Sitka
Black-Tailed Deer
- Negligible to minor from routine activities.
- Minor to moder ate from large oil spills.

Caribou, Muskox, Arctic Fox
- Minor from routine activities and large spills.

Gulf of Mexico
- Negligible from routine activities and large
spills regionally; somewhat less in Eastern Gulf.

Alaska

Grizzly Bear, Black Bear River Otter, Sitka

Black-Tailed Deer
- Negligible to minor from routing activities.
- Minor to moder ate from large spills
regionally; somewhat less locally.

Caribou, Muskox, Arctic Fox,
- Minor from routine activities and large spills
regionally; somewhat less locally.

Marine and Coastal Birds

Gulf of Mexico
- Minor from routine activities.
- Minor to moder ate from large oil spills.

Alaska
Listed and Nonlisted Birds (arctic)

- Negligible to minor from routine activities
Nonlisted Birds (subarctic)

- Negligible to moder ate from routine activities
Listed and Nonlisted Birds (arctic and subarctic)

- Minor to major from large oil spills.

Gulf of Mexico
- Minor from routine activities.
- Minor to moderate from large oil spills.

Alaska
Listed and Nonlisted Birds (arctic)

- Negligible to minor from routine activities
Nonlisted Birds (subarctic)

- Negligible to moder ate from routine activities
Listed and Nonlisted Birds (arctic and subarctic)

- Minor to magjor from large oil spills.

Fish Resources

Gulf of Mexico
- Minor from routine activities and oil spills.

Alaska
- Negligible to moder ate from routine activities.
- Minor to moder ate from large oil spills.

Gulf of Mexico
- Minor from routine activities and spills
regionally; somewhat less in EGOM.

Alaska

- Negligible to moder ate from routine activities
regionally; somewhat less locally.

- Minor to moder ate from large spills regionally;
somewhat less locally.

Sea Turtles

Gulf of Mexico
- Minor from routine activities.
- Minor to moder ate from large oil spills.

Gulf of Mexico
- Minor to moder ate from routine activities and
oil spills regionally; somewhat less in the EGOM.
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RESOURCE

ALTERNATIVE 1

ALTERNATIVE 2

Coastal Habitats

Gulf of Mexico
Beaches and Dunes

- Minor from routine activities and large spills.
Wetlands

- Minor from routine activities.

- Minor to moder ate from large oil spills.

Alaska
- Minor from routine activities.
- Minor to moder ate from large oil spills.

Gulf of Mexico
Beaches and Dunes

- Minor from routine activities and large spills.
Wetlands

- Minor from routine activities.

- Minor to moderate from large oil spills.

Alaska
- Minor to moder ate from routine activities and
oil spills regionally; somewhat less locally.

Seafloor Habitats

Gulf of Mexico

Topographic Features
- Negligible from routine activities.
- Minor from oil spills.

Live Bottoms and Pinnacles
- Minor from routine activities and large spills.

Seagrass Beds
- Minor from routine activities.
- Minor to moder ate from large oil spills.

Chemosynthetic Communities
- Minor from routine activities and large spills.

Alaska

Stefansson Sound Boulder Patch
- Negligible to moder ate from routine activities
and large oil spills.

Other Seafloor Habitats
- Minor from routine activities and large spills.

Gulf of Mexico
Topographic Features
- Negligible from routine activities.
- Minor from oil spills regionally; somewhat
less in Eastern Gulf.
Live Bottoms and Pinnacles
- Minor from routine activities and oil spills
regionally; somewhat less in the Eastern Gulf.
Seagrass Beds
- Minor from routine activities regionally;
somewhat less in the Eastern Gulf.
- Moderate from large oil spills; somewhat less
in the Eastern Gulf.
Chemosynthetic Communities
- Minor from routine activities and large spills.

Alaska

Stefansson Sound Boulder Patch
- Negligible to moder ate from routine activities
and large oil spills.

Other Seafloor Habitats
- Minor from routine activities and large spills
regionally; somewhat less locally.

Areas of Special Concern

Gulf of Mexico
Parks, Refuges, and Reserves
- Negligible to minor from routine activities.
- Minor to moder ate from large oil spills.
Flower Garden Banks
- Negligible from routine activities.
- Minor from large oil spills.
Florida Keys Marine Sanctuary
- Negligible from routine activities and large
spills.

Alaska

Essential Fish Habitat
- Minor from routine activities.
- Moder ate from large oil spills.

Parks
- Negligible from routine activities.
- Negligible to moder ate from large oil spills.

Refuges and Forests
- Negligible to minor from routine activities.
- Minor to moderate from large oil spills.

Gulf of Mexico
Parks, Refuges, and Reserves
- Negligibleto minor from routine activities.
- Minor to moderate from large oil spills.
Flower Garden Banks
- Negligible from routine activities.
- Minor from large oil spills.
Florida Keys Marine Sanctuary
- Negligible from routine activities and large
spills.

Alaska

Essential Fish Habitat
- Minor from routine activities regionally;
somewhat less locally.
- Moderate from large oil spills regionally;
somewhat less locally.

Parks
- Negligible from routine activities regionally,
somewhat less locally.
- Negligible to moder ate from large spills
regionally, less locally.

Refuges and Forests
- Negligible to minor from routine activities.
- Minor to moderate from large oil spills,
except negligible to minor for ANWR.
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RESOURCE

ALTERNATIVE 1

ALTERNATIVE 2

Population, Employment,
and Regional Income

Gulf of Mexico
- Negligible to minor from routine activities.
- Negligible from large oil spills.

Alaska
- Minor from routine activities and large oil
spills; moder ate locally from large oil spills.

Gulf of Mexico

- Negligible to minor from routine activities
regionally, somewhat less in Florida.

- Negligible from large oil spills regionally;
somewhat less in Florida.

Alaska

- Minor from routine activities and large oil spills
regionally; moder ate locally from large oil spills;
somewhat less locally from routine activities.

Gulf of Mexico Gulf of Mexico
Land Use and - Negligible to moder ate from routine activities. - Negligible to moder ate from routine activities.
Infrastructure - Major for Port Fourchon. -Major for Port Fourchon.

- Minor from large oil spills. - Minor from large oil spills.

Alaska Alaska

- M oder ate from routine activities. - Moder ate from routine activities regionally;

- Minor to moder ate from large oil spills. somewhat less locally.

- Minor to moderate from large oil spills.

Gulf of Mexico Gulf of Mexico

Fisheries - Minor to moder ate from routine activities. - Minor to moder ate from routine activities

- Minor from large oil spills.

Alaska

Gulf of Alaska
- Negligible to minor from routine activities.
- Minor to moder ate from large oil spills.

Bering Sea
- Negligible to minor from routine activities.
- Negligible from large oil spills.

regionally; somewhat less in Eastern Gulf.
- Minor from large oil spills regionally; slightly
less in Eastern Gulf.

Alaska

Gulf of Alaska
- Negligible to minor from routine activities;
somewhat less locally.
- Minor to moder ate from large oil spills
regionally; somewhat less locally

Bering Sea
- Negligible to minor from routine activities
regionally; somewhat less locally.
- Negligible from large oil spills regionally;
somewhat less locally.

Tourism and Recreation

Gulf of Mexico
- Negligible from routine activities.
- Minor to moder ate from large oil spills.

Alaska
- Minor to M oder ate from routine activities and
large oil spills.

Gulf of Mexico
- Negligible from routine activities.
- Minor to moderate from large oil spills.

Alaska
- Minor to M oder ate from routine activities and
large oil spills; somewhat less locally.

Sociocultural Systems
and Environmental
Justice

Gulf of Mexico

Sociocultural Systems
- Negligible to moder ate from routine
activities.
- Negligible from lar ge oil spills.

Alaska

Sociocultural Systems
- Minor to moder ate from routine activities.
- Minor to major from large oil spills.

Environmental Justice
- Disproportionately high impacts from large
oil spills.

Gulf of Mexico

Sociocultural Systems
- Negligible to moder ate from routine
activities.
- Negligible from large oil spills.

Alaska
Sociocultural Systems
- Minor to moder ate from routine activities
regionally; somewhat less locally.
- Minor to major from large oil spills
regionally; somewhat less locally.
Environmental Justice
- Disproportionately high impacts from large
oil spills.
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RESOURCE ALTERNATIVE 1 ALTERNATIVE 2

Gulf of Mexico Gulf of Mexico
Archaeological - Minor from routine activities. - Minor from routine activities regionally;
Resources - Minor to moder ate from large oil spills. somewhat less in Eastern Gulf.

- Minor to moder ate from large oil spills
regionally; somewhat less in Eastern Gulf.

Alaska Alaska
- Minor from routine activities. - Minor from routine activities regionally;
- Minor to moderate from large oil spills. somewhat less locally.

- Minor to moder ate from large oil spills
regionally; somewhat less locally.

Note: Impact levels for oil spills are based on the assumption that one or more large oil spills occur and contact the
resource.

2.3 Alter native 3—Exclude Some Planning Areas

2.3.1. Description

Alternative 3 would hold 17 sales in five planning areas (Tables 4-3a and b):
¢ Central Gulf of Mexico—5 annual sales

®*  Western Gulf of Mexico—S5 annual sales

® Beaufort Sea—3 sales

®  Chukchi Sea—2 sales

®  Cook Inlet—2 sales

Under alternative 3, no sales would be held in the Eastern Gulf of Mexico, Norton Basin, or Hope
Basin Planning Areas. There would be no change from alternative 1 in the remaining areas: annual
sales would be held in the Central and Western Gulf of Mexico Planning Areas, 3 sales would be held
in the Beaufort Sea, 2 sales would be held in Chukchi, and 2 sales would be held in Cook Inlet. The
same means of transporting hydrocarbons to shore from production facilities would be used in all
planning areas for alternatives 1 and 3. Some of the oil and gas that would not be produced in the
Eastern Gulf of Mexico, if alternative 3 were adopted, would be replaced by foreign oil imported by
tankers.

2.3.2. Comparison of Impacts

Under alternative 3, no oil or gas would be produced from the Eastern Gulf of Mexico, Norton Basin,
and Hope Basin Planning Areas; therefore, there would be no offshore or onshore oil and gas
activities in these three planning areas as a result of the proposed program. The estimated oil and gas
resources and associated activities would be the same for this alternative as for alternative 1 in the
Central and Western Gulf of Mexico, the Beaufort Sea, Chukchi Sea, and Cook Inlet. No oil was
expected to be produced in either the Norton Basin or Hope Basin Planning Areas during the life of
the proposed program so eliminating sales in these planning areas would have no effect on foreign
imports. It is assumed that oil spills would occur with uniform frequency over the life of the OCS
activities resulting from this alternative.

In the Gulf of Mexico, there will be no sales in the Eastern Gulf of Mexico and annual sales in the

Central and Western Gulf of Mexico Planning Areas if alternative 3 is adopted. Some impacts could
still occur in the Eastern Gulf of Mexico from oil and gas activities in the Central Gulf. Impacts to
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coastal resources in Florida are much less likely, however, because of the distance from any offshore
activities from the proposed program.

In Alaska under alternative 3, no sales in the Hope Basin or Norton Basin would be held and leasing
would be restricted to the Beaufort Sea, Chukchi Sea, and Cook Inlet Planning Areas. The
anticipated oil and gas activity in those three planning areas would be the same as for alternative 1.
None of the impacts predicted for alternative 1 as a result of sales conducted in Hope Basin or Norton
Basin would occur if alternative 3 were adopted.

The only threat to resources along the Pacific coast from the proposed program would be from the
transportation of OCS oil from the port of Valdez to west coast ports. However, all the OCS oil
estimated to be transported to Valdez through TAPS would originate in the Beaufort and Chukchi
Seas. As a result, if alternative 3 were adopted, it is assumed that the amount of OCS oil transported
from Valdez and the number of spills that would occur from tankers carrying that oil to west coast
ports, would be the same as the proposal. Therefore, adoption of this alternative could result in
impacts to environmental resources in the Pacific Region similar to impacts from the proposal.

Generally, alternative 3 would result in reduced local impacts to resources in those planning areas
excluded from leasing, but its overall impact level for the resources analyzed in the EIS is expected to
be the same as for alternative 1.

A summary of the environmental impacts of alternatives 1 and 3 is presented below in comparative
form.

RESOURCE ALTERNATIVE 1 ALTERNATIVE 3
Gulf of Mexico Gulf of Mexico
Water Quality - Minor from routine activities. - Minor from routine activities regionally.

- Minor to moder ate from large oil spills. - Minor to moderate from large oil spills in
Central and Western Gulf; negligible in Eastern
Gulf.

Alaska Alaska

- Negligible to minor from routine activities. - Negligible to minor from routine activities

- Minor to moder ate from large oil spills. regionally; less in Hope and Norton areas.

- Minor to moder ate from large oil spills

Gulf of Mexico Gulf of Mexico
Air Quality - Minor from routine activities. - Minor from routine activities; less in Alabama
- Minor from large oil spills. and Florida.

- Minor from large oil spills.

Alaska Alaska
- Minor from routine activities. - Minor from routine activities regionally; less in
- Minor from large oil spills. Hope and Norton areas.

- Minor from large oil spills regionally;
negligible in Hope; none in Norton.
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RESOURCE

ALTERNATIVE 1

ALTERNATIVE 3

Marine Mammals

Gulf of Mexico

Manatee

- Negligible from routine activities.
All Others

- Minor from routine activities.
Manatee

- Minor to moder ate from large spills.
Sperm whale

- Minor from large spills.

All Others

- Minor to moder ate from large spills.

Alaska
Bowhead and Cook Inlet Beluga Whales

- Minor to moder ate from routine activities.
Other Cetaceans

- Negligible to minor from routine activities.

Cook Inlet Beluga Whales
- Minor to major from large oil spills.
Other Cetaceans
- Negligible to moder ate from large oil spills.

Pinnipeds
- Negligible to minor from routine activities.
- Minor to major from large oil spills.

Polar Bears
- Minor to moder ate from routine activities.
- Minor from large oil spills.
Sea Otters
- Negligible from routine activities.
- Moder ate from large oil spills.

Gulf of Mexico

Manatee

- Negligible from routine activities.
All Others

- Minor from routine activities.
Manatee

- Negligible from large spills.
Sperm whale

- Minor from large spills.

All Others

- Minor to moderate from large spills; somewhat
less offshore Florida.

Alaska
Bowhead and Cook Inlet Beluga Whales
- Minor to moder ate from routine activities.
Other Cetaceans
- Negligible to minor from routine activities
regionally; none in Hope or Norton Basins.
Cook Inlet Beluga Whales
- Minor to major from large oil spills.
Other Cetaceans
- Negligible to moder ate from large oil spills
regionally; negligible in Hope; none in Norton.
Pinnipeds
- Negligible to minor from routine activities
regionally; none in Hope or Norton Basins.
- Minor to major from large oil spills
regionally; none in Hope or Norton Basins.
Polar Bears
- Minor to moder ate from routine activities.
- Minor from large oil spills.
Sea Otters
- Negligible from routine activities.
- Moder ate from large oil spills.

Terrestrial Mammals

Gulf of Mexico
- Negligible from routine activities and large
spills.

Alaska
Grizzly Bear, Black Bear, River Otter, Sitka
Black-Tailed Deer
- Negligible to minor from routine activities.
- Minor to moder ate from large oil spills.

Caribou, Muskox, Arctic Fox,

- Minor from routine activities and large spills.

Gulf of Mexico
- Negligible from routine activities and large
spills.

Alaska
Grizzly Bear, Black Bear; River Otter and Sitka
Black-Tailed Deer
- Negligible to minor from routing activities
regionally; somewhat less in Hope and Norton
Basins.
- Minor to moderate from large spills
regionally; none in Hope or Norton Basins.
Caribou, Muskox, Arctic Fox,
- Minor from routine activities and large spills
regionally; none in Hope and Norton Basins.

Marine and Coastal Birds

Gulf of Mexico
- Minor from routine activities.
- Minor to moder ate from large oil spills.

Gulf of Mexico

- Minor from routine activities; negligible in
Eastern Gulf.

- Minor to moderate from large oil spills;
negligible in Eastern Gulf.
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RESOURCE

ALTERNATIVE 1

ALTERNATIVE 3

Marine and Coastal Birds
(continued)

Alaska
Listed and Nonlisted Birds (arctic)
- Negligible to minor from routine activities

Nonlisted Birds (subarctic)
- Negligible to moder ate from routine activities

Listed and Nonlisted Birds (arctic and subarctic)
- Minor to major from large oil spills

Alaska
Listed and Nonlisted Birds (arctic)
- Negligible to minor from routine activities
regionally; none in Hope Basin.
Nonlisted Birds (subarctic)
- Negligible to moder ate from routine
activities, none in Norton Basin.
Listed and Nonlisted Birds (arctic and subarctic)
- Minor to major from large oil spills regionally;
none in Hope or Norton Basins.

Fish Resources

Gulf of Mexico
- Minor from routine activities and oil spills.

Alaska
- Negligible to moder ate from routine activities.
- Minor to moder ate from large oil spills.

Gulf of Mexico
- Minor from routine activities and spills
regionally; negligible in Eastern Gulf.

Alaska

- Negligible to moder ate from routine activities
regionally; none in Hope or Norton Basins.

- Minor to moder ate from large spills regionally;
negligible in Hope; none in Norton.

Sea Turtles

Gulf of Mexico
- Minor from routine activities.
- Minor to moder ate from large oil spills.

Gulf of Mexico

- Minor routine activities regionally; negligible in
Eastern Gulf.

- Minor to moder ate from large spills regionally;
negligible in Eastern Gulf.

Coastal Habitats

Gulf of Mexico

Beaches and Dunes
- Minor from routine activities.
- Minor from large oil spills.

Wetlands
- Minor to moder ate from routine activities.
- Minor from large oil spills.

Alaska
Minor from routine activities.
Minor to moder ate from large oil spills.

Gulf of Mexico

Beaches and Dunes
- Minor from routine activities regionally; less
in EGOM.
- Minor from large oil spills regionally;
negligible in Eastern Gulf.

Wetlands
- Minor to moder ate from routine activities
regionally; less in Eastern Gulf.
- Minor from large oil spills regionally;
negligible in Eastern Gulf.

Alaska

Minor from routine activities regionally; none in
Hope and Norton Basins.

Minor to moder ate from large spills regionally;
none in Hope or Norton Basins.

Seafloor Habitats

Gulf of Mexico
Topographic Features
- Negligible from r outine activities.
- Minor from oil spills.
Live Bottoms and Pinnacles
- Minor from routine activities.
- Minor from large oil spills.
Seagrass Beds
- Minor from routine activities.
- Moderate from large oil spills.

Chemosynthetic Communities
- Minor from routine activities.
- Minor from large oil spills.

Gulf of Mexico
Topographic Features
- Negligible from routine activities.
- Minor from oil spills.
Live Bottoms and Pinnacles
- Minor from routine activities and oil spills,
Negligible in the Eastern Gulf.
Seagrass Beds
- Minor from routine activities, except
negligible in the Eastern Gulf.
- Moderate from large oil spills, negligible in
the Eastern Gulf.
Chemosynthetic Communities
- Minor from routine activities.
- Minor from large oil spills.
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RESOURCE

ALTERNATIVE 1

ALTERNATIVE 3

Seafloor Habitats
(continued)

Alaska

Stefansson Sound Boulder Patch
- Negligible to moder ate from routine activities
and large oil spills.

Other Seafloor Habitats
- Minor from routine activities and large spills.

Alaska
Stefansson Sound Boulder Patch
- Negligible to moder ate from routine activities
and large oil spills.
Other Seafloor Habitats
- Minor from routine activities and large oil spills
regionally; none in Hope or Norton basins.

Areas of Special Concern

Gulf of Mexico

Parks, Refuges, and Reserves
- Negligible to minor from routine activities.
- Minor to moder ate from large oil spills.

Flower Garden Banks
- Negligible from routine activities.
- Minor from large oil spills.
Florida Keys Marine Sanctuary
- Negligible from routine activities and large
spills.

Alaska

EFH
- Minor from routine activities.
- Moder ate from large oil spills.

Parks
- Negligible from routine activities.
- Negligible to moder ate from large oil spills.

Refuges and Forests
- Negligible to minor from routine activities.
- Minor to moderate from large oil spills.

Gulf of Mexico
Parks, Refuges, and Reserves
- Negligible to minor from routine activities;
negligible for coastal sites in Eastern Gulf.
- Minor to moderate from large oil spills;
negligible for coastal sites in Eastern Gulf.
Flower Garden Banks
- Negligible from routine activities.
- Minor from large oil spills.
Florida Keys Marine Sanctuary
-No impacts from routine activities or large oil
spills.

Alaska
EFH
- Minor from routine activities regionally; none
in Hope or Norton Basins.
- Moderate from large oil spills regionally;
none in Hope or Norton Basins.
Parks
- Negligible from routine activities regionally,
none in Hope or Norton Basins.
- Negligible to moder ate from large spills
regionally; none in Hope or Norton Basins.
Refuges and Forests
- Negligible to minor from routine activities
regionally; none in Hope or Norton Basins.
- Minor to moder ate from large spills
regionally, none in Hope or Norton Basins.

Population, Employment,
and Regional Income

Gulf of Mexico
- Negligible to minor from routine activities.
- Negligible from large oil spills.

Alaska
- Minor from routine activities and large oil
spills; moder ate locally from large oil spills.

Gulf of Mexico

- Negligible to minor from routine activities
regionally; somewhat lower in the Eastern Gulf.
- Negligible from large oil spills.

Alaska

- Minor from routine activities and large oil spills
regionally; moder ate locally from large oil spills;
none in Hope and Norton Basins.

Land Use and
Infrastructure

Gulf of Mexico

- Negligible to moder ate from routine activities.
- Major for Port Fourchon.

- Minor from large oil spills.

Alaska
- Moder ate from routine activities.
- Minor to moder ate from large oil spills.

Gulf of Mexico

- Negligible to moder ate from routine activities.
- Major for Port Fourchon.

- Minor from large oil spills.

Alaska

- Moderate from routine activities regionally;
none in Hope and Norton Basins.

- Minor to moder ate from large oil spills, none in
Hope and Norton Basins.
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RESOURCE

ALTERNATIVE 1

ALTERNATIVE 3

Fisheries

Gulf of Mexico
- Minor to moder ate from routine activities.
- Minor from large oil spills.

Alaska

Gulf of Alaska
- Negligible to minor from routine activities.
- Minor to moderate from large oil spills

Gulf of Mexico

- Minor to moder ate from routine activities;
lower in the Eastern Gulf.

- Minor from large oil spills; slightly lower in the
Eastern Gulf.

Alaska

Gulf of Alaska
- Negligible to minor from routine activities.
- Minor to moder ate from large oil spills

Tourism and Recreation

Bering Sea Bering Sea
- Negligible to minor from routine activities. - None.
- Negligible from large oil spills.
Gulf of Mexico Gulf of Mexico

- Negligible from routine activities.
- Minor to moder ate from large oil spills.

- Negligible from routine activities.
- Minor to moderate from large oil spills.

Sociocultural Systems
and Environmental

Alaska Alaska

- Minor to moder ate from routine activities and - Minor to moder ate regionally; none in Hope or
large spills. Norton Basins.

Gulf of Mexico Gulf of Mexico

Sociocultural Systems
- Negligible to moder ate from routine

Sociocultural Systems
- Negligible to moder ate from routine

Justice activities. activities.
- Negligible from large oil spills. - Negligible from large oil spills.
Environmental Justice Environmental Justice
- No impactsidentified. - No impactsidentified.
Alaska Alaska
Sociocultural Systems Sociocultural Systems
- Minor to moder ate from routine activities. - Minor to moder ate from routine activities
- Minor to major from large oil spills. regionally; none in Hope or Norton Basins.
- Minor to major from large oil spills, none in
Hope or Norton Basins.
Environmental Justice Environmental Justice
- Disproportionately high impacts from large - Disproportionately high impacts regionally;
spills. none in Hope or Norton Basins.
Gulf of Mexico Gulf of Mexico
Archaeological - Minor from routine activities. - Minor from routine activities, none in Eastern
Resources - Minor to moder ate from large oil spills. Gulf.
- Minor to moderate from large oil spills.
Alaska Alaska
- Minor from routine activities. - Minor from routine activities regionally; none in
- Minor to moderate from large oil spills. Hope and Norton Basins.
- Minor to moder ate from large oil spills
regionally; none in Hope and Norton Basins.
Note: Impact levels for oil spills are based on the assumption that one or more large oil spills occur and contact the

resource.

2.4. Alternative 4—Accelerated Leasing

24.1. Description

Alternative 4 would hold 23 sales in eight planning areas (Table 4-4a):

®  (Central Gulf of Mexico—5 annual sales

® Eastern Gulf of Mexico—3 sale
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®*  Western Gulf of Mexico—S5 annual sales
® Beaufort Sea—35 sales

®  Chukchi Sea—1 sale

®* Hope Basin—1 sale

®  Cook Inlet—2 sale

® Norton Basin—1 sale

Under alternative 2, the pace of leasing would be greater in the Eastern Gulf of Mexico and Beaufort
Sea Planning Areas because more sales would be offered than for alternative 1. There would be three
sales rather than two in the Eastern Gulf of Mexico and five sales rather than three in the Beaufort
Sea. The same means of transporting hydrocarbons to shore from production facilities would be used
for alternatives 1 and 4. It is assumed that oil spills would occur with uniform frequency over the life
of the OCS activities resulting from this alternative. Also, it is assumed that the number of spills
from import tankers could decrease slightly in the Gulf of Mexico and on the west coast because
some of the imported oil would be replaced by the oil and gas produced as a result of the additional
sale.

2.4.2. Comparison of Impacts

Under alternative 4, the amount of hydrocarbons anticipated to be produced would be greater than for
alternative 1 in the Eastern Gulf of Mexico and the Beaufort Sea because there would be more sales
in those planning areas. Relatedly, there will be a somewhat greater level activity in these two
planning areas for this alternative than for alternative 1, the proposed action.

In the Gulf of Mexico, this alternative would add a third sale in the Eastern Gulf of Mexico Planning
Area. The area considered for lease would be the same area as considered under alternative 1. This
additional sale is expected to result in the production of additional oil and gas resources and would
cause a corresponding increase in the level of exploration, development, and production activity in
the Eastern Gulf and support facilities in the Central Gulf. There would be no change in the lease
schedule in the Central and Western Gulf of Mexico Planning Areas where sales would be held
annually. All oil produced in the Eastern Gulf program area is assumed to be transported via pipeline
to existing or projected facilities in the Central Planning Area. If three sales were held in the Eastern
Gulf of Mexico Planning Area, up to three new gas pipeline landfalls could result, and possibly one or
two new pipeline shore facilities could be built in Louisiana or Alabama.

In the Alaska Region, alternative 4 would add two sales in the Beaufort Sea. The area considered for
lease would be the same area considered under alternative 1. There would be no change in the
number of sales or the configuration of the program areas for the other Alaska planning areas. The
additional sales in the Beaufort Sea are expected to result in the production of additional oil and gas
resources, and there would be a corresponding increase in the level of exploration, development, and
production activity in the Beaufort Sea.

The activities potentially causing impacts are the same for both alternatives, and impact levels for
many resources cannot be differentiated for the affected resources, either at the local or regional level,
based on the slight differences in levels of activity in the Eastern Gulf estimated at this programmatic
stage. However, impacts for two resources in Alaska are expected to increase. The increase in noise
disturbance from routine activities could cause moderate impacts to the bowhead whale and
additional sales in the Beaufort Sea are likely to have major effects on sociocultural systems on the
North Slope.
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In summary, impacts could be somewhat greater locally, but the impact levels will be the same as
alternative 1 for the following resources if alternative 4 were adopted:

water quality

marine mammals

terrestrial mammals (Alaska)

marine and coastal birds (Alaska)

fish resources and essential fish habitat

sea turtles (Gulf of Mexico)

commerc