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Introduction
In response to the July 21, 2010, U.S. District Court for the District of Alaska remand, BOEMRE has
produced a Supplemental EIS (SEIS) that provides a robust analysis of potential environmental
impacts of natural gas development and production from Lease Sale 193 and conducts a thorough
review of incomplete information under 40 CFR 1502.22 (“1502.22”) identified in the Sale 193 Final
EIS (Sale 193 FEIS). Availability of the Draft SEIS was announced on October 15, 2010 (75 FR
63504) and a 45-day public review and comment period commenced. During this period, BOEMRE
held six public hearings and received more than 150,000 comments. Many of these comments
requested that BOEMRE perform an analysis that takes into account the possibility of a blowout
during exploration activities, in view of the Deepwater Horizon event. Accordingly, in March 2011,
BOEMRE announced that it would incorporate a VLOS (Very Large Oil Spill) analysis into its
ongoing SEIS process. Availability of the Revised Draft SEIS was announced on May 27, 2011 and
another 45-day public review and comment period commenced. During this period, BOEMRE held
seven public hearings and received more than 360,000 comments. Additional information regarding
the review process for the Draft SEIS and Revised Draft SEIS, the public hearings, and the
Government-to-Government meetings is provided in Section VI.B of this Final SEIS.
During both public comment periods, various government agencies, organizations, and individuals
provided comments either through oral testimony, in writing, or electronically. Appendix E,
combined with specific revisions to the SEIS itself, provides a comprehensive response to these
public comments. In responding to comments, BOEMRE conducted a thorough review of the oral
testimony received at public hearings and each written or electronic comment received. All relevant,
substantive comments were grouped according to particular issue categories identified during the
review. Relevant comments were identified as those pertaining to specific impacts to resource areas
that could result from natural gas development and production or the Very Large Oil Spill (VLOS)
scenario, and those pertaining to specific portions of the 1502.22 analysis. For each issue category,
the following are provided:





Summary of Comments: A definition and summary of the issue based on the comments
received in a particular issue category.
Source of Comments: A list of the types of governments, tribes, organizations, or other
groups that produced comments in the particular issue category. Individual comments
from the general public are indicated under a collective heading for General Public—these
include form letters facilitated by non-governmental organizations that focus on
environmental or economic issues.
Response to Comments: A collective response by BOEMRE to the comments
constituting the particular issue.

A great number of comments received via e-mail or compact disk were identical form letters or slight
variations of the form letters. Again, specific responses are provided for relevant and substantive
comments. Responses are not always provided in instances where a submittal does not comment on
the content of the SEIS or the 1502.22 analysis, but instead offers a general opinion or simply
recommends a specific decision that is not delegated to the Bureau. However, BOEMRE does
provide responses to some recurring issues—even when not directly relevant—to better communicate
the nature of the OCS Program and the NEPA process to the public.
BOEMRE also received and considered many comments of an editorial nature; for example:
suggested word changes and corrections, requests for clarification, questions regarding citations, etc.
Where appropriate, BOEMRE made the suggested revisions to the Final SEIS—these revisions
constitute BOEMRE’s response to editorial comments.
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All substantive comments received during the comment period have been included within this volume
of the Final SEIS. All comments received are part of the public record, and are available to the
decision maker during the deliberation process for deciding between the lease sale alternatives
analyzed in the Sale 193 FEIS and the Sale 193 Final SEIS.

Issue 1. Sound science and science-based decision making.
Summary of Comments
The majority of comments stressed the need to incorporate sound science into OCS decision-making,
as follows:









BOEMRE should ensure that any decision on oil and gas drilling in the Chukchi Sea is
based on sound science, adequate analysis, and a basic respect for Arctic wildlife.
The agency must identify critical missing information and develop an approach for
gathering and synthesizing that information before it proceeds with a leasing decision.
The SEIS undercuts sound environmental stewardship and decision making for our oceans.
The decision to release the SEIS goes against the Obama administration’s commitment to
science-based decision-making; against President-elect Obama’s comments from
December 17, 2008, regarding science-based decision-making; against Secretary Salazar’s
commitment to scientific integrity as reflected in the recently issued Order 3305–Ensuring
Scientific Integrity within the Department of Interior; and against Secretary Salazar’s
September statement that “we must be thoughtful and responsible in
developing…[Alaska’s] resources so that we protect Alaska’s fisheries, wildlife, and
remarkable beauty for generations to come...In the Arctic, we must continue to be guided
by caution, science, and the voices of North Slope communities, including Alaska Natives,
as we chart a wise path forward.”
BOEMRE should take heed of the Presidential National Ocean Policy Task Force
statement regarding the need for “[i]mprovement of the scientific understanding of the
Arctic system and how it is changing in response to climate-induced and other changes”
One comment called agency scientists liars, and suggested they would be fired if they told
the truth.

Source of Comments





Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
Local Governments
Environmental Organizations
General Public

Response to Comments
Sound Science. BOEMRE uses sound science in fulfilling its mandate under the OCS Lands Act to
protect the environment, including Arctic wildlife. Much of the information used in BOEMRE’s
analyses is derived from the BOEMRE Environmental Studies Program (ESP), a robust program
which identifies and obtains information regarding a variety of pertinent environmental issues. Since
1975, over $340 million have been commissioned through the ESP alone, for studies of the Alaska
OCS region. These studies have yielded more than 400 study reports and more than 300 articles
published in peer-reviewed scientific journals. Parties interested in learning more about past, present,
and future research in the Alaska OCS region, and those wishing to obtain specific studies, are
encouraged to visit the Alaska Regions ESP website: http://alaska.boemre.gov/ess/index.htm. An
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additional source of studies information is the Environmental Studies Program Information system
(ESPIS) located at http://www.gomr.boemre.gov/homepg/espis/espismaster.asp?appid+1
Additional responses to comments regarding “the need to collect missing science” and the adequacy
of BOEMRE’s impacts evaluation are provided elsewhere in this Appendix, where these issues are
discussed in detail.
Environmental Stewardship and Science-Based Decision Making. BOEMRE takes its
environmental stewardship obligation and commitment to science-based decision-making very
seriously. BOEMRE also embraces the Secretary’s statement concerning environmental stewardship.
In fulfilling its NEPA obligations, BOEMRE carefully analyzed each potentially affected
environmental resource in and around the proposed action area, with due consideration for climate
change and Alaska’s unique environmental characteristics. The BOEMRE team of analysts includes
experts in relevant disciplines, including, but not limited to, oceanography, marine biology, cultural
anthropology, geology, and economics. These analysts provided focused technical analysis of all
reasonably foreseeable environmental impacts associated with natural gas development and
production, as well as the potential effects of a hypothetical very large oil spill. The 40 CFR 1502.22
analysis within Appendix A is also based on careful review of each individual item of incomplete or
missing information by BOEMRE technical analysts. The goal of this process is to provide the
decision maker, in this case the Secretary of the Interior, with the relevant environmental, social, and
economic information he needs to make an informed choice as to whether to reaffirm Lease Sale 193.
Scientific Integrity. BOEMRE embraces the Department of the Interior February 2011 policy on
integrity of scientific and scholarly activities to inform management and public policy decisions. The
Department of the Interior which includes BOEMRE supports a culture of scientific and scholarly
integrity. One of the policy elements ensures that “the public communications policies provide
procedures by which scientists and scholars may speak to the media and the public about scientific
and scholarly matters based on their official work and areas of expertise. In no circumstance may
public affairs officers ask or direct Federal scientists to alter scientific findings.” For information is
at: http://www.doi.gov/news/pressreleases/Salazar-Announces-New-Scientific-Integrity-Policy-andDesignation-of-Departmental-Science-Integrity-Officer.cfm.

Issue 2. Public review and comment process.
Summary of Comments
Various comments took issue with the public review and comment period provided for the Draft SEIS
and Revised Draft SEIS. There were several requests that the commenting deadline be extended to
give more time for community input and for additional scientific studies to be completed. Also,
several comments asserted that BOEMRE’s efforts to notify the public of its Draft SEIS, Revised
Draft SEIS, or public meetings were inadequate. Specific concerns included the following:







BOEMRE should respect the calendar and time of year when scheduling meetings in each
village.
BOEMRE failed to adequately advertise the public meetings.
The document was seen for the first time on the day of the public meeting.
Public meetings lose meaning and/or effectiveness if participants aren’t familiar with the
particular documents under discussion.
It is difficult to find the time to read an entire EIS.
The language barrier makes it difficult to read and comment on EISs. It would be nice to
get assistance from a lawyer but that costs too much money.
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Information provided by community members does not reach Congress or receive proper
consideration by decision makers.
The agency should provide communities with feedback on how their comments were
considered, and what decisions were made.
Whaling captains should be notified of public meetings by phone or e-mail.
The Point Hope hearing on the Draft SEIS was held on Election Day, which placed an
unfair burden on the ability of the community to make its voice heard.
BOEMRE should meet its government-to-government consultation requirement by sitting
down with Alaska Native governing bodies to discuss the lease sale decision. No
government-to-government meeting was held for the Draft SEIS after Point Hope had to
cancel an initial meeting due to conflicts; Native Village of Point Hope requests that
BOEMRE reschedule the missed government-to-government meeting.
In Barrow, BOEMRE held the public hearing on the Draft SEIS at the same time as the
government-to-government meeting with the Iñupiat Community of the Arctic Slope
(ICAS), causing board members to have to choose between the two meetings.
Regarding the November 9 public meeting in Anchorage: the room was too small and
many people were forced to stand; there was no microphone, which made it very difficult
to hear those testifying; BOEMRE did not allow adequate time among those who testified;
some speakers were permitted more than their allotted two minutes while others were cut
off after that time; BOEMRE did not provide all those who signed up an opportunity to
speak because the meeting shut down at exactly 10:00 p.m.
There was ambiguity regarding the date of closure for the Draft SEIS comment period.
Several parties inquired about the reference to NOAA as a Cooperating Agency that
appeared on the Draft SEIS Title Page.

Comments specific to the Revised Draft SEIS process included:


With the exception of the Native Village of Kotzebue, BOEMRE did not consult with the
Northwest Arctic Borough’s six coastal villages (Noatak, Kivalina, Deering, Buckland,
Selawik, and Noorvik) that could potentially be impacted by the proposed action. In light
of EO 13175, BOEMRE should have met with the leadership of these villages to describe
the scope of the Revised Draft SEIS and criteria for commenting. Another comment also
asserted the need to consult with Savoonga, Gambell, Kivalina, and Nome.

BOEMRE should advertise the project and meeting information on KOTZ to increase
public awareness and knowledge.

After the reorganization, the safety and enforcement component of the Bureau should visit
North Slope villages to discuss how they will regulate offshore activities.
Other comments spoke to a variety of broader concerns with respect to the public review and
comment process:

Tribal and regional governments need more money from the federal government to
sufficiently represent their constituencies in the NEPA process.

The agency should provide the full public comment letters with annotations by BOEMRE
indicated right on them for response to comments.

The agency should provide the entire transcripts from each public meeting.

Transparency requires the agency to post hearing transcripts on their website.

The SEIS should include Native points of view, as well pictures of Native people.
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Communities would benefit if BOEMRE shared the findings of more of its scientific
studies, especially those describing animal populations and distributions the sea.
Several comments commended BOEMRE for improvements to its public hearing process for the
Revised Draft SEIS, including the following:

BOEMRE improved by providing more materials and explanation at the meetings,
attentive listening, more effective advertizing, and flexibility in rescheduling meetings.

The format of the public meeting was described as “pleasing and refreshing,” and this was
also described as a big step in improving communication.
Another comment, however, described a “troubling event” at one public meeting for the Revised
Draft SEIS, where a member of the audience asked a question, and “an oil company employee offered
an answer to a technical issue that was incorrect.” According to the commenter, the misleading
statement was not corrected by BOEMRE staff.
A final comment suggested that Native communities have been saying “No” for years, but the
government still comes back again and again, wanting the same thing.
Source of Comments





Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
Local Governments
Environmental Organizations
General Public

Response to Comments
Information about BOEMRE’s extensive outreach efforts during the Sale 193 SEIS process is
provided in Section IV.B of the SEIS.
Extended Time to Comment. Extension of the public comment period was unnecessary given the
limited scope of the supplemental analysis. Comments asserting the need for additional studies are
addressed within Issue Category 7.
Availability and Efforts to Notify. BOEMRE took deliberate steps to announce the availability of
the Draft SEIS, to disseminate the Draft SEIS, to meet with interested parties, and to publicize the
series of meetings scheduled specifically for this process. These efforts included the following:








Publishing a Notice of Intent to Prepare the SEIS as well as a Notice of Availability in the
Federal Register on October 15 (75 FR 63504).
Updating the BOEMRE website and providing a link to the Draft SEIS (link added on
October 8, 2010).
Mailing hard copies of the Draft SEIS to Tribal and local governments, local libraries, and
other parties who expressed interest in BOEMRE NEPA documents in the past (Mailed on
October 14, 2010).
Scheduling a series of meetings with both Tribal and local governments in five potentially
affected villages as well as Anchorage: November 1-5 and November 9, respectively.
Placing large newspaper ads to appear in two editions each of the Arctic Sounder,
Fairbanks News-Miner, and Anchorage Daily News.
Running public service messages on the two public radio stations serving the North
Slope—KBRW in Barrow and KOTZ in Kotzebue—and, providing the same messages to
commercial radio station KBYR (which is heard in several communities of the North
Slope).
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Providing our community advisories to news media assignment editors from at least two
dozen radio and television stations and newspapers in the North Slope, Northwest,
Anchorage, Fairbanks and Southeast (including the Alaska Public Radio Network), and
thereby encouraging their possible follow up with additional announcements or stories.

BOEMRE also took deliberate steps to announce the availability of the Revised Draft SEIS, to
disseminate the Revised Draft SEIS, to meet with interested parties, and to publicize the series of
meetings scheduled specifically for this process. These efforts included the following:










Publishing the Notice of Availability of the Revised Draft SEIS in the Federal Register
and posting the Revised Draft SEIS on the BOEMRE website on May 27, 2011 (76 FR
30956).
Mailing hard copies of the Revised Draft SEIS to Tribal and local governments, local
libraries, and other parties who had expressed interest in BOEMRE NEPA documents in
the past (Mailed on May 19, 2011).
Scheduling a series of meetings with both Tribal and local governments in five potentially
affected villages as well as Anchorage: June 21 through June 30.
Placing large newspaper ads to appear in two editions each of the Arctic Sounder,
Fairbanks Newsminer, and Anchorage Daily News.
Running public service messages on the two public radio stations serving the North
Slope—KBRW in Barrow and KOTZ in Kotzebue—and, providing the same messages to
commercial radio station KBYR (which is heard in several communities of the North
Slope).
Providing news media assignment editors with our community advisories and, thereby, the
opportunity to follow up with additional announcements or stories.

Examples of special accommodations made by BOEMRE in this process include adding Fairbanks to
the list of meeting venues and rescheduling meetings in Wainwright at the request of that community.
Improving our Process. While the Bureau feels these combined efforts were more than adequate to
satisfy its NEPA obligations, we remain committed to improving our public outreach efforts. In
coming months, our BOEMRE Alaska OCS Region Community Liaison will update our current
operational plan to improve public communication with potentially affected communities.
Several ideas are already under active consideration:
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Adding the Nome Nugget, Petroleum News, and Alaska Journal of Commerce to our
published notices list.
Ensuring notices of meetings are provided for community CB radio outreach.
Ensuring community calendars are provided (with our schedule of meetings) for tribal and
community organizations, schools, churches, media, and other stakeholders.
Providing community advisories prior to or upon arriving in a village that allow for the
scheduling of interview opportunities with BOEMRE team members who will be or are
visiting the communities.
Ensuring community calendars (with our schedule of meetings) are provided for tribal and
community organizations, schools, churches, media, and other stakeholders.
Providing flyers to the Northwest Arctic and North Slope school districts, so the children
of potentially affected communities can take them home to share with their parents and
elders.
Sending postal notification to each box holder within the appropriate community.
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Seeking opportunities for public communication that coincide with cultural activities
within potentially affected communities.
Creating a local liaison position to help announce and explain BOEMRE’s activities to
community members.

Additional Accommodations Made. The BOEMRE Alaska OCS Region sends notification of all
new NEPA documents to all persons who have signed up for its distribution list. All interested
parties, including whaling captains, are encouraged to join the BOEMRE distribution list and specify
whether they would prefer regular mail or e-mail notification. Individuals may sign up for the
distribution list by calling BOEMRE Alaska OCS Region directly at (907) 334-5200.
For the Draft SEIS, BOEMRE offered through e-mail and phone calls to reschedule the Native
Village of Point Hope consultation by teleconference at the Village’s earliest convenience. The
necessity of scheduling the Point Hope public hearing on Election Day was a result of the logistical
issues inherent to holding meetings in five potentially affected villages during the course of a week.
While BOEMRE regrets any inconvenience this may have caused, the agency appreciates and thanks
the community members who were able to share their concerns, as well as those who assisted several
BOEMRE employees with submitting absentee ballots that day.
The government-to-government consultation with ICAS in Barrow took place at 6:30 pm, a time
which ICAS selected. BOEMRE’s offer to consult with ICAS earlier in the day was not accepted—
so the BOEMRE team was split such that two representatives attended the ICAS consultation.
Special thanks are due to those ICAS members who, after attending the consultation, were able to
take part in the public hearing that had only been underway since 7 pm (the hearing ended at 10 pm).
At the Barrow public meeting it was noted that most of the materials announcing the Draft SEIS and
publicizing public meetings listed November 29, 2010, as the last day of the comment period;
however, at least one BOEMRE document listed November 30 as the final day. In response, the
Deputy Regional Director of BOEMRE’s Alaska OCS Region stated that comments would be
accepted through November 30. BOEMRE did, in fact, accept public comments received through
November 30, 2010.
NWAB Villages. During the Revised Draft SEIS comment period, commenters suggested that
BOEMRE contact other tribal governments. BOEMRE has invited government-to-government
consultations with the Native Village of Selawik, Native Village of Noatak, Noorvik Native
Communities, Native Village of Kivalina, Native Village of Buckland, and Native Village of Deering.
However, the tribal governments were unable to meet with BOEMRE.
Role of NOAA in the SEIS Process. NOAA was a cooperating agency on the Sale 193 FEIS. On
October 5, 2010, the BOEMRE published in the Federal Register a Notice of Intent to Prepare a
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement: Outer Continental Shelf, Alaska OCS Region,
Chukchi Sea Planning Area, Oil and Gas Lease Sale 193. This document invited other Federal
agencies, and State, Tribal, and local governments to consider becoming cooperating agencies in the
preparation of this SEIS. NOAA and the other governmental entities did not accept this invitation to
act as cooperating agencies. The Draft SEIS [BOEMRE, 2010] incorrectly listed NOAA as a
cooperating agency). Although not a cooperating agency for the Sale 193 SEIS, NOAA and
BOEMRE collaborated on the Revised Draft SEIS. The SEIS recognizes the collaboration and
review by NOAA offices at Section VI.D.
Accuracy of Testimony. BOEMRE staff endeavor to allow members of the public to speak at public
hearings and do not always correct speakers that may appear to provide an incorrect, or misleading
statement. BOEMRE staffs at the meeting typically do not have the technical expertise to respond to
every issue that may arise. BOEMRE staff do review the comments made at these public hearings
and ensure that the Final document contains accurate information regarding all points at issue.
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Improvements. The BOEMRE appreciates the comment on the June 2011 public hearing process.
BOEMRE implemented many suggestions and constructive critiques from the November 2010 public
hearing process. BOEMRE continues to strive to make the public hearing process both informative to
the participants, as well as a forum to engage the participants in providing public comments to the
agency.
Including Public Comments. BOEMRE has considered the suggestion to annotate the comments to
indicate those parts to which responses were made. The Council on Environmental Quality
regulations gives deference to an agency as to the format to respond to substantive comments (40
CFR 1503.4). Due to the exceptionally voluminous response, BOEMRE has prepared the Response
to Public Comment section in a summary format.
Transcripts. When BOEMRE holds public hearings for environmental reviews, the hearing results
in a hearing transcript. Sometimes those transcripts are included in the Final EIS in their entirety.
The agency’s reason stated in past EIS documents for not including the hearing transcript in entirety
was because of the length of the transcripts. The public hearing transcripts on the Draft SEIS and
Revised Draft SEIS for Sale 193 will be included in the Final SEIS. Public hearing transcripts are
posted on BOEMRE Alaska Region website at: http://alaska.boemre.gov/ref/Hearings1.htm. If there
is a hearing transcript that the commenter is interested in and this transcript does not appear on the
website, BOEMRE Alaska Region encourages the commenter to contact them. In addition, the
BOEMRE, Alaska Region Final EIS documents can be accessed at: http://www.alaska.boemre.gov/
ref/eis_ea.htm.
Obligation to Seek Comments. Even when a community has objected to the prospect of OCS
leasing, exploration, or development in the past, BOEMRE must carry out its responsibilities under
NEPA and the OCSLA. BOEMRE must solicit and gather public input at each stage of the OCSLA
process, and during preparation of every EIS.
Community Calendars. BOEMRE strives to work with community and tribal leaders when setting
up meetings in Alaska communities. Specifically, BOEMRE Alaska OCS Region’s Community
Liaison works closely with the Alaska communities on the timing of these meetings. For example,
BOEMRE scheduled the public hearing on the Revised Draft SEIS in each village to avoid conflicts
with Nalukataq (annual whaling festival). BOEMRE recognizes many communities live a subsistence
lifestyle and that there needs to be flexibility when subsistence activities are ongoing in the
community.
Feedback Regarding the Decision. BOEMRE Alaska Region is considering when to return to the
communities to meet with community leaders, tribal leaders, and residents to explain how comments
were incorporated in the Final SEIS, and to explain the decision of the Secretary of the Interior. The
Secretary of the Interior is expected to make his decision no later than October 3, 2011. BOEMRE
staff will contact key community and tribal leaders to discuss their interest in BOEMRE returning to
the communities for meetings. BOEMRE is also prepared to share information regarding its
reorganization.
Native Views and Pictures. BOEMRE analysis in the 193 FEIS and Final SEIS incorporates
information on subsistence lifestyles and traditional local knowledge as expressed by the Alaska
Native people in the local communities. BOEMRE also incorporates the view of tribal leaders with
the government-to-government consultations. During our public hearing process we were able to
meet and individually speak with many Alaska Natives in the communities. Additional quotations
from members of the coastal communities are integrated into the text of the Final SEIS, in response to
public comment. The Final SEIS also includes pictures to further tell the story of living a subsistence
lifestyle.
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Encouraging Participation in the NEPA Process. BOEMRE response to comments requesting
funding, etc to assist people with reading and commenting on EISs is limited. Assistance from a
lawyer to read any environmental document from the agency is not within scope of the agency
authority to provide to an individual. However, BOEMRE endeavors to assist in explaining the
agency environmental documents and responding to any questions during the review period.
BOEMRE is open to exploring this issue at future community meetings.
Sharing BOEMRE’s Science. BOEMRE shares the findings from its scientific studies in a number
of ways, including technical reports, peer-reviewed journal articles, annual public conferences,
periodic workshops, website dissemination, and occasional project specific community meetings.
The BOEMRE also publishes Ocean Science, which can viewed at
http://www.gomr.boemre.gov/homepg/regulate/environ/ocean_science/. The environmental
documents that BOEMRE prepares include the findings of BOEMRE scientific studies, as well as
relevant studies from other organizations. The web portal for agency information about
environmental studies is posted at: http://alaska.boemre.gov/ess/index.HTM.
Advertizing on KOTZ. BOEMRE appreciates the suggestion to advertize on KOTZ as a way of
increasing community awareness and participation.. BOEMRE continues to make extensive
community outreach efforts on projects and welcomes suggestions on improving the sharing of
information.

Issue 3. Range of alternatives is insufficient.
Summary of Comments
Several comments state that the range of alternatives analyzed in the SEIS is inadequate for the
following reasons:













The SEIS alternatives are inadequate due to a lack of connection to baseline science,
differing levels of impacts, and lack of a clear basis for choice among the alternatives.
The agency should explore alternatives that allow it to maintain the status quo on Lease
Sale 193 leases while it obtains essential missing information, e.g. continuing the
suspension of leases pending further research and analysis to inform future decisions about
whether, where, and how to implement the leases.
Lease Sale Alternatives, which are based on distances of activities from shore, ignore the
reliance of residents on migratory marine resources, as well as the importance of certain
habitat.
The SEIS should be revised to include alternatives that incorporate protections of
subsistence and marine resources; specifically, time and area restrictions, other measures
developed through the Conflict Avoidance Agreement (CAA) negotiation process, and
requirements for ongoing negotiated measures should be incorporated.
A modified alternative that protects important ecological areas, including the sixty-mile
coastal corridor and Hanna Shoal, should be developed. Norway’s approach to protecting
ecologically important areas could serve as an example.
The SEIS should include an alternative that incorporates provisions of 2011 CAA and any
other measures that might be necessary in light of changed operational, hunting, or
environmental conditions (as identified in direct negotiations with Alaska Eskimo Whaling
Commission).
While it is true that coastal deferrals would minimize many impacts from a VLOS, not all
adverse impacts are correlated with SEIS alternatives. By only looking at the lease sale
alternatives, the VLOS analysis is insufficient. For example, a VLOS in an offshore area
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utilized by cetaceans may have very significant feeding implications depending on the
location, size, timing and duration of the spill.
Missing information precludes the formulation of an adequate range of alternatives. The
suggestion was made that BOEMRE reframe the alternatives and incorporate a
conservative precautionary approach designed to avoid adverse impacts, where they
cannot be reliably quantified or qualified due to lack of available information.
The similarity in potential impacts among the SEIS action alternatives is evidence that
BOEMRE did not analyze an adequate range of alternatives. One commenter specifically
suggested that BOEMRE consider alternatives that include time and area restrictions to
protect migrating bowhead whales.
If all alternatives result in the same or similar effects, then the range of alternatives for
lease sale analysis may be insufficient and require amendment.

Source of Comments




Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
Local Governments
Environmental Organizations

Response to Comments
BOEMRE has retained for analysis within this Final SEIS the same alternatives analyzed in the Sale
193 FEIS (USDOI, MMS, 2007), which the SEIS supplements. A full discussion of alternatives
considered for Lease Sale 193, including those alternatives considered but not carried forward for
analysis, was provided in Section II.B.2 of the Sale 193 FEIS. The analyses and conclusions in the
Sale 193 FEIS are incorporated into the SEIS by reference and will inform the Secretary’s decision on
whether to affirm, modify, or cancel Lease Sale 193.
Purpose of the SEIS. The District Court remanded Lease Sale 193 to BOEMRE to satisfy its
obligations under NEPA in accordance with the Court’s opinion. BOEMRE was instructed to address
three concerns, as follows:
1. Analyze the environmental impact of natural gas development.
2. Determine whether missing information identified by BOEMRE in the 193 FEIS was
essential or relevant under 40 CFR 1502.22.
3. Determine whether the cost of obtaining the missing information was exorbitant, or the
means of doing so unknown.
Protecting Migratory Species and Subsistence. The Alternatives considered in the Sale 193 FEIS
and SEIS include consideration of coastal deferral corridors intended to provide additional protection
of migratory pathways, which in turn would help protect subsistence. Additional mitigation measures
such as time and area restrictions would receive further consideration upon proposal of a specific
activity, e.g., an exploration plan or ancillary activity. Additionally, the local communities and oil
exploration companies have in the past been able to negotiate private agreements which tend to
further reduce potential impacts.
Additional Analysis. To address the District Court’s first concern, the Final SEIS provides
additional analysis of the potential effects of natural gas development and production. To address the
District Court’s second and third concerns, BOEMRE undertakes a thorough analysis of all items of
incomplete information referenced in the Sale 193 FEIS. This analysis is contained within Appendix
A of the SEIS. Going beyond the court’s remand, BOEMRE also elected to include a hypothetical
very large oil spill scenario and analysis. These analyses will provide the decision maker with
additional information to affirm, modify, or cancel Lease Sale 193
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New or Revised Alternatives. In preparing this SEIS, BOEMRE found no reason to reformulate the
range of alternatives. Neither the District Court’s remand nor the language of 40 CFR 1502.22
require formulation of new alternatives, and there is nothing in BOEMRE’s present analysis to
suggest such action would be appropriate. In addition, no new information has come to light
subsequent to the Sale 193 FEIS that would empirically support the development of new alternatives.
Recently released studies tracking the migrations of bowhead whales, for example, merely confirm
the understanding that these animals exhibit highly variable use of all portions of the proposed lease
sale area. Established mitigation measures under the Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA)
restrict certain activities during the more predictable spring (as opposed to the more variable fall)
migration of bowhead whales. These remain sufficient to protect this resource. The reformulation or
addition of alternatives would fail to strengthen the natural gas analysis or the VLOS analysis and
could only unnecessarily complicate the relatively straightforward task set out under the District
Court’s remand order.
It is true that various portions of the SEIS conclude that the potential effects of natural gas
development and production would be similar under each action alternative. Such conclusions are
attributable to the more limited scope of the natural gas scenario (i.e., no additional exploration
seismic surveying, exploration drilling, platform emplacement, or development drilling) and the
inherent uncertainty at the lease sale stage regarding the exact location of future development and
production activities. Notable differences in potential impacts between alternatives do exist in terms
of possible development and production locations. For example, selecting an alternative that
incorporates a larger deferral area could increase the minimum potential distance between a platform
and the shoreline, thereby reducing the potential for conflict with near-shore species and cultural
activities, but also increasing the length of the gas pipeline and its associated effects. These
differences are noted in relevant portions of Chapter IV of the SEIS analysis. The types of effects
that could occur during a VLOS are also similar between alternatives due to the large areas that would
be impacted regardless of the location of the spill’s source. Additional responses regarding the VLOS
scenario and analysis (including commentary on the similarities and differences between alternatives)
are provided in later Issue Categories.

Issue 4. Preferred Alternative
Summary of Comments
Most of the comments receive on the Revised Draft SEIS expressed a preference as to which lease
sale alternative should be selected. A few comments asked for clarification as to which lease sale
Alternative is BOEMRE’s Preferred Alternative.
The National Marine Fisheries Service provided comments in a letter dated February 28, 2011,
regarding the Draft SEIS. NMFS had recommended Alternative III prior to Lease Sale 193 and
continues to recommend Alternative III in this supplemental process. NMFS states: “Alternative III
would protect nearshore marine resources and reduces the potential for a catastrophic event to impact
benthic habitats, migratory current corridors, and nearshore estuarine habitats. It would also increase
the distance between sensitive nearshore areas and any discharges, emissions, and noise associated
with drilling and platform installation and operations.” NMFS concludes that the Alternative III
recommendation for a larger deferral area “offers a precautionary approach to afford protection of
marine resources in a data limited environment.”
Source of Comments



Federal Government (National Marine Fisheries Service)
Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
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State Government
Environmental Organizations
Corporations and Industry Groups
General Public

Response to Comments
Opinions and Recommendations. Comments that express general opinions or recommend specific
decisions to be made by the Secretary of the Interior will be incorporated into the administrative
record and available to the decision maker during the deliberative process for Lease Sale 193.
BOEMRE will not provide specific responses to such comments.
BOEMRE incorporated NMFS’ concerns in the Revised Draft SEIS and further addresses similar
comments in the Final SEIS.
Agency’s Preferred Alternative. Under NEPA, an agency’s preferred alternative frequently takes
into account factors beyond the environmental effects analysis contained within the document itself.
Departmental regulations at 43 C.F.R. 46.420(d), which implement CEQ regulations at
40 C.F.R. 1502.14(e), describe the agency’s preferred alternative as “the alternative which the agency
believes would fulfill its statutory mission and responsibilities, giving consideration to economic,
environmental, technical and other factors. The concept of ‘agency’s preferred alternative’ is
different from the ‘environmentally preferable alternative,’ although in some cases one alternative
may be both.”
Here, BOEMRE has determined that Alternative IV best fulfills its statutory mission and
responsibilities, given all relevant economic, environmental, and technical factors. Chapter II,
Section II.B.I has been revised to state BOEMRE’s preferred alternative for the Sale 193 Final SEIS.

Issue 5. Suggested Mitigation
Summary of Comments
Some comments proposed new mitigation measures, changes to the way that BOEMRE handles
mitigation, or changes to how BOEMRE regulates offshore oil and gas activities generally:
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BOEMRE should improve upon the mitigation measures identified in the Sale 193 FEIS
because natural gas development and production will have impacts on the environment,
natural resources, and subsistence lifestyle in addition to and different from those related
to oil and gas development. Specifically, the SEIS lacks enforceable protections for
subsistence and other resources in the Chukchi Sea.
Once an oil company touches a place, they should be responsible indefinitely.
Existing leases should be suspended until important subsistence areas are better protected.
New policies should be put in place before drilling is allowed to go forward.
Oil and gas activities should not occur when ice movements and/or conditions may pose
safety issues.
BOEMRE should investigate alternate oil spill cleanup techniques, especially
bioremediation.
BOEMRE should require lessees to adhere to the Open Water Season Conflict Avoidance
Agreement.
The SEIS should mandate or at least include discussion of relief funding for coastal
villages in the event of environmental damage.
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Federal sale and royalty money should be used to fund revenue sharing programs for
impacted communities.
An oil spill relief fund should be established before the production phase.
BOEMRE should apply the more stringent safeguards that have been incorporated into
federal coal permitting.
Inspection of operations in the Arctic should include persons knowledgeable in subsistence
activities, with appropriate authority to regulate.
Given the importance of government accountability and transparency, BOEMRE in future
years should post user-friendly and extensive information on inspections, releases, etc.
Adherence to the Final Recommendations of The Interagency Ocean Policy Task Force (in
particular No. 2-Coastal and Marine Spatial Planning and No. 8-Changing Conditions in
the Arctic) are a necessary first step in addressing deficiencies in ocean planning.
BOEMRE should heed recommendations in the Pew Environmental Group November 10,
2010 study “Oil Spill Prevention and Response in the U.S. Arctic Ocean: Unexamined
Risks, Unacceptable Consequences.”
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge should be permanently protected.
BOEMRE’s NEPA processes should follow guidelines set out in the 2011 Expert Review
Panel report on how to properly construct and report mitigation data.
If significant impacts may result from the proposed action, it is essential that the SEIS
disclose how mitigation measures will be carried out and enforced so that oil and gas
companies can abide by them in the future.
BOEMRE needs to provide specific mitigation measures that address the cumulative threat
to bowheads from increased shipping, pollution and noise.
Air and water permits for recent exploration plans have contemplated significant air,
water, and noise pollution. In ensuring the use of “best available and safest technology,”
BOEMRE should consider technologies undertaken elsewhere in the Arctic.
BOEMRE should work with Alaska Native co-management committees to avoid impacts
to marine mammals and ensure their availability to subsistence users. Also, MMPA
requirements should be incorporated in BOEMRE’s NEPA review.
BOEMRE should ensure “best available technology in the OCS, including zero discharge
technology.” As Shell has agreed to this standard for activities in Camden Bay, BOEMRE
should apply same standard in Chukchi.
To avoid impacts to the beluga hunt, vessels should not transit in the Chukchi Sea until
July 5 or the end of the beluga hunt, whichever occurs later. Another comment suggested
there should be no industrial activity in the Chukchi until July 15 or until the beluga hunt
has occurred.
There should be more mitigation for the bowhead whales that migrate through the lease
sale area in the fall.
There must be a 60-mile buffer zone.
There must be stipulations requiring vessels to use ultra low sulfur fuels.
There should not be more than one drilling operation at any time (in the Chukchi Sea).
A zero discharge standard should be applied to drilling. Mud tailings should not be
discharged into our ocean.
Mitigation measures need to be in place to ensure that walrus are not disturbed due to
aircraft or helicopter traffic.
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Mitigation measures ensuring that walrus don’t stampede should be developed and
incorporated.

Mitigation measures to avoid bird strikes should be developed and incorporated. Vessels
should use appropriate lighting to protect birds from collisions.

As several communities now hunt for bowhead whales in the fall, there should be a fall
shutdown of oil and gas activities to avoid disturbing subsistence activities.

BOEMRE should require industry to provide its environmental data available to the
public. This would improve conversations regarding the relative success of mitigation
measures.

The SEIS must include specific mitigation measures to protect subsistence, i.e. mandatory
CAA and/or lease sale stipulations. Also, there should be a lease sale stipulation requiring
an oil spill mitigation agreement that would provide immediate access to alternative
hunting opportunities in the event of a spill.

The government should consider having homes ready for displaced people, in case there is
a very large oil spill.

BOEMRE needs to establish specific requirements to allow for prompt recovery action in
the event of a VLOS. It must also ensure adequate containment of a spill and require a
same-season relief well (or cessation of drilling should a same season relief well becomes
infeasible) to promote quick recovery and reduce risks to the spring lead system.

There would need to be a strong commitment to funding and increasing the capacity of the
Federal government to effectively manage Arctic OCS development. Congress needs to
fully fund federal agencies (including the USCG and NOAA) so they can function as
partners in preventing and responding to any incidents.

Alaska Natives who may be affected by development should be provided employment
opportunities to help mitigate disruptions to their subsistence culture.

Companies exploring in the Arctic should hire Alaskans, because Alaskans have a stake in
protecting the Alaskan environment.

The Iñupiat people should be trained for high level jobs in the oil industry (e.g., ship
captain), so we can ensure for our people that things are done correctly.

Each village is different, and relies on different resources. If there is development, each
affected village should have authority to regulate and manage their own resources, to
protect their particular harvest.
Several comments suggested mitigation specific to a particular area, such as Hanna Shoal:

Important ecological areas such as Hanna Shoal should be protected from degradation.
Protections should also encompass those areas where activities would affect the
ecosystem.

Areas that are especially important to wildlife or subsistence harvesting, including the 60mile corridor and Hanna Shoal, should be better protected.

Hanna Shoal possesses unique characteristics, such as greater persistence of ice flows in
summer months, that argue for its exclusion from the lease sale.

BOEMRE should perform a site-specific EIS for any proposed exploration drilling. These
EISs should include trajectory models and analysis of potential blowouts.
Source of Comments
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Response to Comments
The lease stipulations and other mitigation measures discussed in the Sale 193 FEIS are incorporated
in the SEIS by reference. BOEMRE finds these mitigation measures sufficient and did not identify
any necessary new mitigation measures during this supplemental process. Proposed mitigations
concerning later stages of the OCSLA process will be taken under advisement. Responses to issues
out of the scope of the present analysis are provided to the extent practicable below.
Current Regulations and Potential Effects. Current operating regulations at 30 CFR 250.202(d)
and (e) state that proposed activities shall be conducted in a manner that does not unreasonably
interfere with other uses of the OCS and does not cause undue or serious harm to the human
environment. Aspects of gas development and production that may affect the human environment
include: the presence of infrastructure (offshore platform, offshore and onshore pipelines, and shore
base); noise and other disturbance from development activities; vessel, air, and ground transportation;
emissions and discharges; and accidental events.
As discussed in the SEIS, these aspects of natural gas development and production are expected to be
highly similar to, or simply a continuation of, the equivalent aspects of oil development and
production. There are many similarities between the potential impacts of natural gas development
and production analyzed in the SEIS and the potential impacts of oil development and production
analyzed in the Sale 193 FEIS. This is due to the similarity of activities that would occur under each
scenario. For instance, there is little difference in potential impacts between installing an oil pipeline
and installing a parallel gas pipeline within the same corridor, whether offshore or onshore. This is
not to say that impacts would be identical; the SEIS carefully notes several instances where potential
impacts would vary.
Regulatory Safeguards. BOEMRE would review specific exploration and development and
production plans while considering whether to approve any drilling. This allows BOEMRE to
respond to new information and put additional requirements in place before any new drilling occurs in
the Alaska OCS. Lessons learned from the Deepwater Horizon event have led to requirements that
will take effect before drilling occurs, as described in Section IV.D.1 under the subheading Rule
Changes Following the Deepwater Horizon Event. Operators are required to comply with the
Increased Safety Measures for Energy Development on the Outer Continental Shelf rulemaking (75
FR 63346 [2010-10-14]). Also, BOEMRE issued NTL No. 2010-N06, which requires operators to do
the following: provide a scenario for the potential blowout of the proposed well expected to have the
highest volume of liquid hydrocarbons, and also describe the measures they propose that would
enhance the ability to prevent a blowout, reduce the likelihood of a blowout, and conduct effective
and early intervention in the event of a blowout. The latter will include arrangements for drilling
relief wells and any other measures the operators propose. As described in NTL No. 2010-N10,
BOEMRE is evaluating whether each operator has provided adequate information in its current Oil
Spill Response Plan describing the types and quantities of subsurface and surface containment
equipment the operator can access in the event of a spill or threat of a spill, and the deployment time
of each.
Ice and Weather. BOEMRE will give due consideration to ice conditions and safety conditions of
any proposals for exploration or development and production. OCS operating regulations require
operators to develop and submit a Critical Operations and Curtailment Procedure (COCP) with an
exploration or development and production plan. The COCP addresses the methods by which an
operator will cease, limit, or not initiate specific critical operations because of environmental
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conditions that may be encountered at the site. The most probable factors that could result in the
curtailment of critical operations in the Arctic OCS are heavy weather, sea ice, and structural icing.
Before any plan approval, BOEMRE conducts a thorough technical review of the COCP.
TAR - Technology Assessment and Research Program. BOEMRE’s Technology Assessment and
Research (TAR) Program supports research associated with operational safety and pollution
prevention as well as oil spill response and cleanup capabilities. The TAR Program was established
in the 1970’s to ensure that industry operations on the Outer Continental Shelf incorporated the use of
the Best Available and Safest Technologies, which were subsequently required through the 1978 OCS
Lands Act amendments and Energy Policy Act of 2005. Information on Oil Spill Response Research
can be found at: http://www.boemre.gov/tarprojectcategories/MasterListofOSRRProjects.htm.
OSRR - Oil Spill Response Research Program. BOEMRE is the principal Federal agency that
funds oil spill response research (through the Oil Spill Response Research [OSSR] Program). For
more than 25 years, the Bureau has maintained a comprehensive, long-term research program to
improve oil spill response technologies. The major focus of the program is to improve the knowledge
and technologies used for detection, containment, and cleanup of oil spills that may occur on the U. S.
Outer Continental Shelf.
The BOEMRE OSRR program is an openly-cooperative effort bringing together funding and
expertise from research partners in government agencies, industry, and the international community
for the sole purpose of participating in research and development (R&D) projects. Many of these
projects are Joint Industry Projects, where the Bureau partners with other stakeholders to maximize
research dollars. The Bureau has cooperated in the exchange of technological information with
Canada, France, Germany, Japan, Norway, and the United Kingdom through informal contacts,
workshops, and technical meetings such as the International Oil Spill Conference. Most
procurements of R&D projects are competitive.
Funds for the OSRR program and operation of Ohmsett (the National Oil Spill Response Test
Facility) are appropriated from the Oil Spill Liability Trust Fund (OSLTF). The OSLTF received
funds from a $0.05 tax on each barrel of oil produced or imported into or exported out of the United
States. This tax was suspended when the fund reached $1 billion dollars. Currently, funds for the
OSLTF are derived from interest on the fund, cost recovery from responsible parties, and penalties.
The tax can be re-implemented if the fund falls below the one billion dollar level. As intended by the
Oil Pollution Act of 1990, potential polluters (companies that produce and transport oil) are
supporting research to improve oil spill response capabilities.
The current OSRR projects cover a wide spectrum of oil spill response issues and include laboratory,
meso-scale, and full-scale field experiments. Major topic areas include the following:








Remote sensing and detection
Physical and chemical properties of crude oil
Mechanical containment and recovery
Chemical treating agents and dispersants
In situ burning
Deepwater operations
Operation of Ohmsett – The National Oil Spill Response Test Facility

Protection of Subsistence. Mitigation measures concerning subsistence are brought forward from
the Sale 193 FEIS and considered in the SEIS. Regulatory authority over MMPA standards
concerning impacts to subsistence belongs to NMFS and FWS. That said, BOEMRE does not
authorize any activities that violate applicable law, to include MMPA provisions protecting
subsistence. If BOEMRE inspectors were to observe apparent violations of the MMPA, BOEMRE
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would report these circumstances to NMFS. Though not responsible for managing subsistence
resources, BOEMRE is amenable to working with Alaska Native co-management committees to
further avoid impacts to marine mammals and ensure their availability to subsistence users.
Open Water Season Conflict. Regarding Open Water Season Conflict Avoidance Agreements,
current operating regulations require mitigation of multiple-use conflicts. The regulations at 30 CFR
250.202(d) and (e) state that proposed activities shall be conducted in a manner that does not
unreasonably interfere with other uses of the OCS and does not cause undue or serious harm to the
human environment. The regulations at 30 CFR 250.252(b) and 30 CFR 250.254 require lease
owners/operators to describe in their development plans how they will mitigate the potential for
incidental takes to occur, monitor for potential takes, and report takes if they occur. The regulations
at 30 CFR 250.261 require lease owners/operators to provide information in their development plans
on how they will conduct their proposed activities in a manner consistent with the provisions of the
MMPA and ESA.
BOEMRE cannot require agreements between third parties; however, nothing in the OCS operating
regulations prevents operators from entering into a conflict avoidance agreement. Conflict Avoidance
Agreements are third party agreements and failure of any party to meet the provisions will not be
enforceable by the Federal government.
Relief Funding. Section 384 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (Public Law 109-58) established the
Coastal Impact Assistance Program (CIAP) and authorized funds to be distributed to OCS oil and gas
producing states to mitigate the impacts of OCS oil and gas activities. Currently, BOEMRE
administers the Program; however, beginning on October 1, 2011, the program will be administered
by the FWS.
Under the CIAP, the Secretary of the Interior is authorized to distribute to producing states and
coastal political subdivisions $250 million for each of the Federal fiscal years (FY) 2007 through
2010. This money is allocated to each producing state (Alabama, Alaska, California, Louisiana,
Mississippi, and Texas) and coastal political subdivision based upon allocation formulas prescribed
by the Act.
The Act required a minimum annual allocation of 1 percent to each state. For FY 2007 and FY 2008,
Alaska received the minimum 1 percent allocation of $2,425,000 for each funding allocation year.
Because of the increase in Alaska OCS oil and gas revenues resulting from the Chukchi Sea Lease
Sale 193, Alaska FY 2009 and FY 2010 allocation increased to 15.45% of total CIAP funds available
for a distribution of $37,471,876.48 for each allocation year.
On November 13, 2009, BOEMRE notified the State of Alaska that their allocation for FY 2010 was
reduced by 1% to cover BOEMRE administrative costs, reducing the overall total of CIAP funds to
Alaska to $79,407,444.96.
Revenue Sharing. Mechanisms for revenue sharing could only be established through an act of
Congress.
Coal. BOEMRE has applied stringent safeguards relevant to OCS oil and gas development and is not
aware of any further safeguards that it should incorporate from federal coal permitting standards.
Inspectors. BOEMRE inspectors are highly knowledgeable about the offshore operations they
inspect. In the Alaska Region, inspectors receive training (typically in the form of videos or
PowerPoint presentations developed with input from BOEMRE subsistence and cultural resource
analysts) on subsistence activities and cultural values of the North Slope communities. As BOEMRE
implements new requirements for inspector training, the suggestion to include sociocultural expertise
in the inspection team has been specifically identified for managerial consideration.

Appendix E – Section 1

E17

BOEMRE

Sale 193 Final SEIS

Accountability and Transparency. BOEMRE posts statistical information on Potential Incidents of
Non-Compliance and reports Incidents of Non-Compliance on the BOEMRE website. Various
reports, Environmental Studies, NEPA documents, overview of OCS programs, and notices of current
events are also posted to the website. BOEMRE is continually working to make the website more
user-friendly and the information more accessible and usable.
Interagency Planning. In compliance with the President’s goals and objectives, both USDOI and
BOEMRE are participating in the interagency Coastal and Marine Spatial Planning work group. The
work group is investigating and developing ways to better utilize information from multiple agencies.
As BOEMRE gets better information through these efforts, we will use this new information in the
evaluation of potential environmental effects for proposed exploration and development/production
plans. At this time, BOEMRE is unaware of any information available through this process that we
have not already considered in the Lease Sale 193 analyses.
PEW Report. BOEMRE has reviewed the Pew Environmental Group November 10, 2010 study
“Oil Spill Prevention and Response in the U.S. Arctic Ocean: Unexamined Risks, Unacceptable
Consequences” and took this information into consideration while developing the VLOS analysis .
ANWR. Operations in the Chukchi Sea OCS and related onshore support activities are not expected
to have any effects on ANWR.
Incidental Take Authorizations. The referenced report recommends monitoring requirements for
Incidental Take Authorizations. The expert agencies charged with administering the incidental take
provisions of the MMPA are NMFS and FWS. These issues are outside the scope of the SEIS.
Significant Impacts from natural gas development. The mitigation measures developed and
analyzed in the Sale 193 FEIS are carried forward and analyzed within the Final SEIS.
Shipping. BOEMRE would analyze each specific proposal for oil and gas activities on the Alaska
OCS at the time they are submitted, and provide any appropriate mitigation measures at that time.
Bowhead Migration. BOEMRE is aware that the majority of the Western Arctic bowhead whale
population migrates westerly through or adjacent to the Lease Sale 193 area in the fall of each year.
It is well established that bowhead whales may display avoidance or adjust migratory travel routes
around oil and natural gas related seismic surveys, vessel traffic, drilling, and production activities.
We have thoroughly reviewed the literature and have found no indication of measureable population
level or individual level effects upon bowhead whales resulting from the added stress or energy
expenditure required by alterations in migration path performed through the fall migration within the
U.S. Beaufort and Chukchi Seas. Mitigation measures have been developed and are implemented as
a result of recognized potential effects using practical application of science, traditional knowledge
and common sense approaches to minimize potential effects to bowheads. BOEMRE will further
analyze specific proposals for exploration, development and production plans as these become
available and formulate further mitigation measures as new science, technology, and traditional
knowledge indicate.
BOEMRE is committed to protecting subsistence activities. In response to comments, BOEMRE
Alaska OCS Region has clarified its NEPA significance threshold for subsistence to better reflect its
policy of protecting subsistence (see Issue 13 and Final SEIS Section IV.A.1). This position is
clearly aligned with the way BOEMRE regulates offshore oil and gas geophysical and geological
surveys and exploratory drilling activities for several decades. The predominate attribute of this
regulatory policy makes clear that BOEMRE will only permit offshore oil and gas activities when the
disruption to subsistence harvest of resource can be minimized in such a manner that the disruption is
short term and as a result of incidental or accidental encounters.
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Incidental or accidental short term encounters can be further eliminated through effective
communication between the communities and the BOEMRE and/or industry. Implemented
stipulations include Stipulation No. 2, Orientation Program, Stipulation No. 4, Industry Site-Specific
Monitoring Program for Marine Mammal Subsistence Resources, Stipulation No. 5, the Conflict
Avoidance Mechanism to Protect Subsistence Whaling and Other Subsistence Harvesting Activities,
and Stipulation No. 6, Pre-Booming Requirements for Fuel Transfers, and are examples remedies for
these types of disruptions (MMS, 2007: 1V-233).
Under the proposed action, these encounters will come primarily from vessel traffic and aircraft
traffic associated with the project. Every proposed action that will tier from the Sale 193 FEIS or
Final SEIS involving seismic, exploration or development will require a separate NEPA analysis to
identify environmental effects, including those on the human environment.
Best Technology. BOEMRE has devoted considerable effort over the past year to putting in place a
new—and necessary-set of rigorous standards for safety and responsibility in our offshore
development program. Our aggressive reforms to offshore oil and gas regulation and oversight are
the most extensive in U.S. history. Please refer to Section IV.D.1 in the Final SEIS.
On January 19, 2011, the Secretary of the Interior and the Director of BOEMRE announced the
formation of the Ocean Energy Safety Advisory Committee (OESC). The OESC is a 15 member
public federal advisory body composed of the nation’s leading scientific, engineering and technical
experts. The OESC is comprised of representatives from federal agencies—including BOEMRE, the
Department of Energy, the National Ocean and Atmospheric Administration, the United States
Geological Survey, the Environmental Protection Agency, and the United States Coast Guard—as
well as the offshore oil and gas industry, academic institutions, and other non-governmental
organizations. The group advises the Secretary, through the BOEMRE Director, on matters and
actions relating to offshore energy safety, including drilling and workplace safety, blowout
containment and spill response. The OESC will be a center of excellence charged with driving
research and development and technical innovation across government and industry in the areas of
drilling safety, well control and subsea containment, and oil spill response. The OESC is the first step
toward establishing the proposed Ocean Energy Safety Institute, which would facilitate collaborative
research and development, training and execution in these and other areas relating to offshore energy
safety going forward. The OESC will provide advice on how best to stand up the Institute, and on
what role OESC should play in the Institute. Further information about OESC is at:
http://www.boemre.gov/mmab/EnergySafety.htm.
Ultra Low Sulfur Fuel. Air quality permitting is the responsibility of the USEPA, which would
review proposals for activities on the OCS on a case-by-case basis. It is worth noting that two recent
air quality operating permits for proposed activities in the Beaufort Sea are predicated on the use of
ultra low sulfur diesel.
National Commission Report on DWH event. On January 11, 2011, the National Commission on
the BP Deepwater Horizon Oil Spill and Offshore (Commission) issued its final report. Prior to the
Commission’s report, BOEMRE had been working to address many of the issues identified by the
Commission. BOEMRE has undertaken the most aggressive and comprehensive reform of offshore
oil and gas regulation and oversight in U.S. history. This includes the development and
implementation of heightened standards for drilling practices, safety equipment, and environmental
safeguards. These new rules set forth prescriptive standards that industry must meet. Further, for the
first time in the U.S. offshore regulatory system, performance-based standards focused on the
identification and mitigation of specific risks associated with offshore operations. These changes are
substantial, and substantial work is being done to ensure that these changes are both lasting and
effective. The ultimate goal is to establish an industry-wide culture of safety, and to have wellequipped and professional regulators. Both elements are necessary to keep pace with the challenges
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and risks of offshore drilling, particularly as those operations push into new frontiers and face
increased technical challenges. As we continue moving forward, we will continue to take into
account the Commission’s recommendations.
For more information on the status of BOEMRE regulatory and structure reforms please refer:
“BOEMRE Director Discuss Future of Offshore Oil and Gas Development in the U.S. at Gulf Oil
Spill Series” for a synopsis of reforms being established in BOEMRE at
http://www.boemre.gov/ooc/press/2011/press0419.htm; and BOEMRE Director Delivers Remarks at
World National Oil Companies Congress (Meets with Officials to Discuss Offshore Safety and
Regulatory Issues) at http://www.boemre.gov/ooc/press/2011/press0622.htm.
Full Funding. Comments on agency funding are beyond the scope of the SEIS. The scope of this
SEIS is to inform the decision maker (Secretary of the Interior) with the relevant environmental
information he needs to make an informed choice as to whether to reaffirm, modify, or cancel Lease
Sale 193.
Continued Environmental Stewardship. BOEMRE has oversight responsibility from the beginning
to the end of oil and gas activities within the OCS. This oversight responsibility means BOEMRE
enforces statutory and regulatory provisions on a company from the initial applications for of oil and
gas activities until the company concludes oil and gas activities, including the decommissioning of
offshore oil and gas facilities and pipelines.
60 Mile Buffer. The commenter reference to a 60-mile buffer zone is relative to Alternative III
described in the Revised Draft SEIS. BOEMRE includes this Alternative in the Final SEIS. The
Secretary of the Interior will make a decision based on the alternatives in the Final SEIS.
Multiple Drilling Operations. If the Secretary of the Interior reaffirms any part of the lease sale
decision, the leases that were issued would still have the mitigation measures. BOEMRE placed
seven stipulations as a condition to the leases (Stipulation 1, Protection of Biological Resources;
Stipulation 2, Orientation Program; Stipulation 3, Transportation of Hydrocarbons; Stipulation 4,
Industry Site-Specific Monitoring Program for Marine Mammal Subsistence Resources; Stipulation
5, Conflict Avoidance Mechanisms to Protect Subsistence Whaling and Other Marine Mammal
Subsistence-Harvesting Activities; Stipulation 6, Pre-Booming Requirements for Fuel Transfers; and
Stipulation 7, Measures to Minimize Effects of Spectacled and Steller’s Eiders During Exploration
Activities.)
BOEMRE conducts intensive regulatory, technical, and environmental review of all OCS activities on
a lease, and has the ability to impose additional conditions and requirements for operations based on
these reviews of that specific OCS activity.
Relocation in the Event of a Spill. BOEMRE understands the concern regarding potentially
devastating effects of a catastrophic oil spill. BOEMRE response is limited because the agency is not
in a position to respond to comments on the potential relocation of communities in the event of a very
large oil spill.
The intent of this Final SEIS is to inform the decision maker (the Secretary of the Interior) with the
relevant environmental information he needs to make an informed choice as to whether to reaffirm,
modify, or cancel Lease Sale 193. No decision on drilling will be made during this SEIS process.
Exploration activities in the Chukchi Sea are solely dependent on the Secretary’s decision on the lease
sale and if that decision results in leases.
Blackout Dates for Beluga Hunt. If the Secretary of the Interior reaffirms any part of the lease sale
decision, BOEMRE will have stipulations in place to address concerns about the transit of vessels
during the beluga subsistence hunt. Specifically, Stipulation 1, Protection of Biological Resources
and Stipulation 5, Conflict Avoidance Mechanisms to Protect Subsistence Whaling and Other Marine
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Mammal Subsistence-Harvesting Activities were written to ensure that activities do not cause undue
harm to the subsistence hunt, including the subsistence hunt on beluga whales.
Additionally, BOEMRE conducts extensive regulatory, technical, and environmental reviews of all
energy exploration, development, production, shutdown and abandonment operations concerning
each OCS lease. The agency has authority and ability to impose additional conditions and
requirements for such lease operations if there are conflicts with subsistence.
Measures to Protect Walrus. If the Secretary of the Interior reaffirms any part of the lease sale
decision, BOEMRE will have Stipulation 1, Protection of Biological Resources in place to protect
walrus.
BOEMRE also conducts intensive regulatory, technical, and environmental review of all OCS
activities on a lease, and has the ability to impose additional conditions and requirements for
operations based on these reviews of that specific OCS activity.
Vessel Lighting. If the Secretary of the Interior reaffirms any part of the lease sale decision,
BOEMRE will have Stipulation 1, Protection of Biological Resources, and Stipulation 7, Measures to
Minimize Effects to Spectacled and Steller’s Eiders During Exploration Activities, in place to protect
birds during operations.
BOEMRE also conducts intensive regulatory, technical, and environmental review of all OCS
activities on a lease, and has the ability to impose additional conditions and requirements for
operations based on these reviews of that specific OCS activity
Fall Shutdown for Bowhead Hunt. If the Secretary of the Interior reaffirms any part of the lease
sale decision, BOEMRE will have Stipulation 1, Protection of Biological Resources, and Stipulation
5, Conflict Avoidance Mechanisms to Protect Subsistence Whaling and Other Marine Mammal
Subsistence Harvesting Activities, in place to protect the bowhead hunt.
BOEMRE also conducts intensive regulatory, technical, and environmental review of all OCS
activities on a lease, and has the ability to impose additional conditions and requirements for
operations based on these reviews of that specific OCS activity.
Release of Corporate Information. When BOEMRE requires the monitoring of environmental
resources because of oil and gas activities, that information will be available to the public barring any
Federal law that prohibits the release of certain types of related information.
Regulation of Subsistence Resources. BOEMRE does not have jurisdiction over managing and
regulating the subsistence harvest resources. The Federal agencies with authority are the National
Marine Fisheries Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (walrus and polar bear).
Distribution of Documents. Additional information about BOEMRE’s efforts to distribute the Draft
SEIS and Revised Draft SEIS is provided in Issue Category 2.
Funding Local Participation in NEPA Processes. The purpose of the Final SEIS is to inform the
decision maker (Secretary of the Interior) with the relevant environmental information he needs to
make an informed decision as to whether to reaffirm, modify, or cancel Lease Sale 193. Therefore,
BOEMRE’s response to comments regarding tribal and regional government funding is limited.
BOEMRE is open to discussing this issue at future government-to-government consultations with
tribal leaders.
Analysis of Exploration Plans. BOEMRE strives to conduct its environmental review of proposed
Exploration Plans within the 30-day time period prescribed by the OCSLA. BOEMRE Alaska
Region typically conducts these reviews via site- and project-specific Environmental Assessments
that tier from lease sale EISs. Should such an environmental assessment find that previously
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unanalyzed significant adverse effects would occur as a result of proposed exploration activities,
BOEMRE could require a modification of the exploration plan or commence preparation of an EIS.

Issue 6. Global climate change challenges.
Summary of Comments
Various comments referred to global climate change and the challenges presented by a warming
Arctic. Several comments noted that the effects of climate change are already beginning. For
instance, they suggested there was a noticeable lack of sea ice this fall and ocean acidification
(connected with climate change) has been documented. Many comments made general reference to
an Arctic already weakened and fragile due to warming climate, implying that animal populations
will be more sensitive. Some specific suggestions or criticisms included:










The SEIS should incorporate two additional concepts into its cumulative effects analysis:
the interaction of climate change and industrial activity, and the contribution of natural gas
development to black carbon emissions.
The cumulative effects analysis in the SEIS (and in the Sale 193 FEIS before it) is flawed
because it analyzes the proposed action against a static baseline and ignores likely changes
in the Arctic climate and environment. These documents should analyze effects to Arctic
species (including marine mammals, polar bears, walrus, terrestrial mammals, and birds)
while accounting for factors like diminished habitat, food resources, or population levels,
and increased competition from species expanding their ranges into the Arctic.
BOEMRE should analyze contributions to climate change from increased natural gas and
oil consumption resulting from the proposed action.
Climate change and the shrinking polar ice caps will affect weather and sea ice patterns
and open new shipping lanes, complicating migratory and feeding patterns of marine and
sea bird life across the action area.
The SEIS fails to address how increasingly dynamic ice conditions may affect operations
via pileups, pressure ridging, ice movements, ice gouging, strudel scouring, etc.
The SEIS should address potential cumulative effects associated with ocean acidification.

Source of Comments





Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
Local Governments
Environmental Organizations
General Public

Response to Comments
BOEMRE shares concerns regarding Arctic warming and the many unique challenges operating in
the Arctic. The effects of climate change, including reduced sea ice and increased shipping, are
analyzed in the Cumulative Effects chapters of both the Sale 193 FEIS and the Final SEIS. In light of
heightened interest and concerns regarding Arctic warming, BOEMRE analysts reviewed the most
current information on sea-ice extent and updated the Final SEIS to reflect these changes.
Analysis in the SEIS. As stated in Section V.A.1. of the Final SEIS, BOEMRE analysts “…also
considered Arctic warming, which could contribute to cumulative effects through, among other
things:
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decreases in ice cover with the potential for resultant changes in prey-species
concentrations and distribution with related changes in species distributions;
changes in subsistence-hunting practices; and
northern expansion of species.”

These themes were considered in BOEMRE’s evaluation of potential cumulative effects for each
resource area. Specific language is provided in the document wherever potential impacts are
reasonably foreseeable. For example:










Section IV.C.2 of the SEIS contains analysis of potential air quality impacts associated
with natural gas development. This analysis references a variety of potential emissions
and notes that best available control technology (BACT) would be required for any project
that would need an EPA or ADEC (Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation)
air permit. Meanwhile, Section V.B.2 addresses “Arctic haze resulting from elevated
concentrations of fine particulate matter” mostly attributable to “combustion sources in
Europe and Asia.” Additional text referencing the possibility that natural gas development
activities could potentially contribute to black carbon levels in the region—and, therefore,
contribute to Arctic warming—has been inserted into the Final SEIS.
Section V.B.6., which analyzes potential cumulative impacts to threatened and endangered
species, explains how “the ice-associated bowhead may be particularly susceptible to any
diminishment or variation in sea ice cover associated with climate change. Potential
impacts may result from an increase in vessel traffic, an increase in killer whale predation,
changes to hunting dynamics, and other factors.”
Section V.B.6., here addressing potential cumulative impacts to polar bears, lists climate
change as a “main impacting factor of concern to polar bears”. The analysis goes on to
state that “[l]eads and polynas are critical habitat for polar bears, especially during the
winter and spring, and increasing shipping traffic could disturb polar bears during these
critical times. Changes in the extent and concentration of sea ice may alter the
distributions, ranges, nutritional status, reproductive success, and ultimately the abundance
and stock structure of polar bears.”
Section V.B.8., analyzes potential cumulative effects to other marine mammals and states:
“For marine mammals adapted to life with sea ice, the effects of reductions in sea ice are
likely to be reflected initially by shifts in range and abundance (Tynan and DeMaster,
1997), particularly for seals, gray whales, and walrus. Changes in the extent and
concentration of sea ice may alter the seasonal distributions, geographic ranges, patterns of
migration, nutritional status, reproductive success, and ultimately the abundance and stock
structure of some species.”
Sections V.B.7 and V.B.9., which address potential cumulative effects to marine and
coastal birds and to terrestrial mammals, respectively, both note that environmental
changes associated with Arctic climate change have the potential to affect these resources
to varying degrees.

Avoiding Speculation. BOEMRE’s cumulative analysis of natural gas development impacts
accounts for all reasonably foreseeable changes to background conditions, including several changes
associated with climate change (see discussion of Arctic warming components, above). While
potential impacts associated with climate change in the Arctic are of grave concern, it is often
difficult to quantify additive and synergistic impacts from activities that may occur several decades
from the present time. To ensure that the decision maker is cognizant of these concerns, however,
new text regarding potential adverse impacts on Arctic species that could occur due to Arctic
warming (including consideration of depleted population levels and/or increased sensitivity of Arctic
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species) was incorporated into the Final SEIS. Additional analysis has also been added to address
potential cumulative impacts associated with ocean acidification. Of course, if a proposal for natural
gas development and production does emerge several decades from now, BOEMRE would undertake
an obligatory review of required exploration and development plans based on the most current
environmental information and specific project details. BOEMRE will also continue to work with
NMFS and FWS to stay current on issues which may affect protected species.
Black Carbon. Additional clarification and analysis regarding potential black carbon emissions and
impacts has been incorporated into the Final SEIS.
Impacts from GHG Emissions from Natural Gas. Impacts of greenhouse gas emissions from the
consumption of additional natural gas was considered for analysis, but was not analyzed in this SEIS
process. A full explanation of this decision is provided in Section II.C.3.
Ocean Acidification. BOEMRE has incorporated additional information on ocean acidification into
several portions of the Final SEIS. This includes background information on the nature of the ocean
acidification issue; the addition of an ocean acidification component to the Arctic warming scenario
in the cumulative effects analysis; and environmental effects analyses where appropriate.
Hanna Shoal. The importance of Hanna Shoal to various environmental resources is identified and
analyzed in numerous portions of the Sale 193 FEIS and the Final SEIS. Hanna Shoal was not
specifically excluded from Lease Sale 193 and no new information or additional analysis in this Final
SEIS suggested altering that decision.

Issue 7. Including all relevant and available information
Summary of Comments
Many comments identify studies or specific pieces of information that should be analyzed in the
SEIS. The following is a list of identified information:
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All of the relevant and related information collected from the BOEMRE Environmental
Studies Program in Alaska.
Additional information published subsequent to the release of the Final EIS.
A July 2010 Alaska Department of Fish & Game Study of bowhead whale migratory
patterns in the Chukchi Sea. Some comments called for new information from this study
to be incorporated into the SEIS, while others stated that new information requires a new
NEPA document considering alternatives based on the extensive use of the lease sale area
by bowhead whales during fall migration.
Recent walrus tagging data from the USGS.
The NMFS 2010 Biological Opinion for Oil and Gas Activities in the Beaufort and
Chukchi Seas.
Information from the President's Spill Commission.
The recent USGS study that will provide additional information on Arctic science,
including issues pertinent to potential oil and gas exploration and development activities.
Forthcoming information from the Native Village of Kotzebue’s 6–year study of ice seals
and their habitat.
Knowledge of which specific areas have been leased, which would make it more feasible
to fill information gaps for this lease sale.
Traditional knowledge that will enable BOEMRE to fill some of the data gaps in the 193
FEIS and SEIS.
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The new circumstances and information pertaining to oil spills and blowouts from the Gulf
of Mexico, which raise substantial questions about the efficacy of BOEMRE’s prior
analyses of oil spills in the OCS and require review in the SEIS.
It should be noted in Section I.F.3 that State of Alaska standards/regulations come into
play when OCS pipelines tie into on-shore facilities, pump stations, or pipelines.
The SEIS should include BOEMRE’s own COMIDA (Chukchi Offshore Monitoring in
Drilling Area) effort.
Section IV.E.2 should note that the NPDES Arctic General Permit for Oil and Gas
Exploration is undergoing renewal and in the future there will be separate permits for the
Chukchi and Beaufort Seas.
Appendix D, page 1 should include information on NTL No. 2010-N06, which requires an
application for permit to drill (APD) to contain information on availability of a rig to drill
a relief well and rig package constraints. Also note that this NTL requires applicants to
specify as accurately as possible the time it would take to contract for a rig, move it onsite,
and drill a relief well.
Section IV.D.1 discusses regulatory changes that followed the DWH event, but does not
discuss the anticipated safety impacts of these regulatory changes and the consequent
decrease in the probability of a VLOS. Providing this information would provide a more
accurate prediction of likelihood of a VLOS to the public.
There are many new studies and data collection efforts currently underway that would be
helpful to the Natural Resource Damage Assessment process.
None of the information that scientists have collected in the past five years under the
Annual Studies plan was found to be relevant to the analysis in the SEIS. This is a blatant
disregard of science and a waste of taxpayer’s money.
The SEIS should include more LTK (Local Traditional Knowledge) in order to understand
the delicate nature of local resources in conjunction with traditional scientific research.
This would let the agency synthesize static research with human observation, and would
result in better info and more informed decisions.

Several comments stated that once BOEMRE collects additional information and collaborates with
other agencies such as USGS and NOAA, it should then undertake a comprehensive, coordinated, and
integrated study plan to obtain essential missing information with which to analyze effects and make
sound management decisions.
Similarly, one comment suggested that several NGOs are working with a group of scientists to review
the USGS report (addressed in Issue Category 36) and to identify priorities for research and
monitoring. The contention made was that these efforts will be relevant to the Lease Sale 193
decision.
One comment made the general point that the Draft SEIS is dated September 2010, only a few weeks
after the District Court’s decision, so it appears that little new analysis was performed by BOEMRE
despite the Court’s mandate.
Source of Comments






Tribal governments and Alaska Native Organizations
State Government
Local Governments
Environmental Organizations
General Public
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Response to Comments
The environmental analysis in the Sale 193 FEIS is based on comprehensive review of a variety of
relevant scientific studies and includes information collected from the Environmental Studies
Program (ESP) in Alaska. In developing this SEIS, BOEMRE analysts again reviewed all relevant
and related ESP information and also considered new information (i.e., published subsequent to the
Sale 193 FEIS) relevant to understanding the potential environmental impacts of the natural gas
development and production scenario. This information is specifically identified and utilized in
various portions of the Final SEIS. Where, for a particular resource area, no new information was
identified as relevant to an understanding of potential impacts, language to this effect was added in
the text. In preparing the Final SEIS, BOEMRE analysts also reviewed a “[l]ist of recent studies that
should be considered in the SEIS,” as submitted in a notable comment. This list contained over one
hundred studies covering a variety of topics. In some cases, BOEMRE analysts found this
information useful in more fully describing the affected environment or potential impacts, or in
supporting the analysis with more recent information. These studies are now referenced in the SEIS,
and they included the following resource areas: lower trophic organisms, fish resources, Threatened
and Endangered marine mammals, other marine mammals, and subsistence-harvest patterns.
Explanatory text was added to the Final SEIS, where appropriate. Most references provided by the
public comment, however, failed to provide new and relevant information; these studies were
reviewed but are not referenced. None of the listed studies controvert the conclusions of the Final
SEIS.
Additionally, it was not necessary to evaluate “new” information (again used here to mean
information published subsequent to the Sale 193 FEIS) in the 1502.22 analysis. The analysis in
Appendix A was completed to determine whether missing information identified by BOEMRE in the
Sale 193 FEIS was essential or relevant under 40 CFR 1502.22 to BOEMRE’s analysis, and whether
the cost of obtaining the missing information was exorbitant, or the means of doing so unknown. As
demonstrated in Appendix A, BOEMRE was not missing any information that was essential to a
reasoned choice amongst the alternatives at the time of Lease Sale 193 (February 2008).
Regulating Pipelines. Additional language regarding the role of state standards and regulations
concerning pipelines has been added to the Final SEIS.
Traditional Knowledge. BOEMRE holds a deep respect for the accumulated wisdom and insight
offered by traditional knowledge, and makes affirmative efforts to incorporate traditional knowledge
into NEPA documents. The BOEMRE Environmental Studies Program has developed studies that
will gather additional traditional knowledge resources for use in future NEPA documents.
US Geological Survey (USGS) Report. A comprehensive response to comments regarding the
recent USGS report is provided within Issue Category 36.
Deepwater Horizon Event. Information from the Deepwater Horizon event and its implications are
discussed in greater detail within Section IV.D.1 and Appendix D of the Final SEIS.
NTL No. 2010-N06. Information concerning this Notice to Lessees is provided in the body of the
document, within Section IV.D.1. NTL No. 2010-N06 is also referenced in Section IV.D.2.
NPDES. The current Arctic National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General
Permit for wastewater discharges from Arctic oil and gas exploration expired on June 26, 2011. EPA
will reissue separate NPDES exploration General Permits for the Beaufort Sea and the Chukchi Sea
prior to the 2012 drilling season. EPA expects that tribal consultation and public comment on the new
proposed Arctic oil and gas exploration permits would occur in the Fall 2011.
COMIDA. The COMIDA effort at BOEMRE has gathered information on several environmental
resource areas, including benthic organisms, whales, and social issues. Data from the COMIDA
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programs is shared publicly (via the agency’s website, public presentations, etc.) and is made
available to BOEMRE analysts for use in environmental impacts analyses. As a supplemental
document, the Final SEIS references new information useful to understanding the environmental
impacts of natural gas development and production. Where no new information alters the conclusion
of the Sale 193 FEIS or sheds light on the specific impacts of natural gas development and
production, no new information need be cited. Lack of a specific citation does not indicate that data
was not considered.
Priorities for Research and Monitoring. In preparing this Final SEIS, BOEMRE analysts
incorporated the best available information gathered from a wide variety of studies, and applied their
best professional judgment to evaluate potential impacts. These analysts understand both the unique
environment of Arctic Alaska as well as the potential for a given study to disrupt behavior being
studied. Consequently, analysts considered the strengths and weaknesses of each study before
determining whether its results warranted incorporation into the Final SEIS analysis. BOEMRE
analysts examined the USGS report for new information relevant to understanding the potential
environmental impacts of each lease sale alternative. Many of the data gaps expressed in the USGS
Report were identical or substantially similar to those already addressed as part of the SEIS process.
In other instances—as appropriately noted by USGS—there exist information gaps that should be
addressed before future planning of development and production activities on the OCS, but do not
need to be addressed at the leasing and exploration stage of the OCS oil and gas process. The OCS
Lands Act provides for a four-stage process for oil and gas development. This four-stage review
process gives the Secretary a “continuing opportunity for making informed adjustments” (Sierra Club
v. Morton, 510 F.2d 813, 828 [5th Cir. 1975]). BOEMRE uses best-available scientific information.
The BOEMRE does not “defer” gathering of information to later stages of OCS activities. Rather,
BOEMRE analyzes more and more specific information at each stage of OCS activities as the
location, time, and intensity of the activities are better understood. When subsequent scientific
information becomes available, BOEMRE will consider that information in its decision making
process.

Issue 8. Not enough information for adequate analysis.
Summary of Comments
Many comments expressed opinions as to whether enough information exists to support an adequate
analysis. Comments asserting the negative addressed one or more of the following themes:








The Arctic Ocean is one of the least studied and poorly understood ecosystems in the
world.
There remains a widespread lack of critical baseline environmental information—
information that is essential and relevant to the decisions which the agency is charged with
making at this lease sale phase.
There is an acknowledged lack of scientific information about the Arctic food web and the
ongoing effects of climate change, as well as an even more egregious lack of knowledge
about the abundance and distribution of almost all species of marine mammals, seabirds,
fish, and lower trophic organisms.
There should be longer-term studies that provide an understanding of the variability of
species over time.
There needs to be a comprehensive research and monitoring program that would provide a
fundamental understanding of the marine ecosystem—it should include guidance and input
from local communities.

Appendix E – Section 1

E27

BOEMRE























Sale 193 Final SEIS

At this point in time, there are biological, ecological, weather, oceanographic, and climate
change data and considerations that have not been sufficiently addressed and analyzed in
order to make responsible decisions on oil and gas exploration and development in the
Beaufort and Chukchi Seas.
Additional information is required to identify important ecological areas within the lease
sale area. To avoid harm to ecosystem health, this information must be gathered prior to a
decision on leasing.
Further studies are needed to delineate the importance of Hanna Shoal and surrounding
areas to the health of the Chukchi Sea.
Lack of baseline information makes it difficult to know what impacts from exploration
actually occur, may occur, or whether mitigation plans put in place are effective.
Lack of understanding of ecological processes makes accurate assessment of natural gas
development and production, as well as determining what information is essential or
relevant, very difficult.
More baseline scientific research and monitoring is needed to provide an understanding of
the Arctic ecosystem before making these decisions.
A comprehensive, integrated research and monitoring plan is required that defines existing
information and research plans.
The piecemeal approach to science in the BOEMRE Environmental Studies Program
Annual Study Plan is inadequate; a more holistic approach to satisfying informational
needs is required.
BOEMRE should develop a comprehensive interagency research plan.
A new, comprehensive program in the mold of the OCS Environmental Assessment
Program (OCSEAP) program should be developed, and this time it should incorporate
traditional knowledge
BOEMRE should work with other agencies, industry, conservation organizations, and
other stakeholders to develop standards and seek resources for baseline research and
monitoring in areas under consideration for oil and gas development.
Efforts to gather additional information on the affected environments and communities
should include opportunities for communities along the Chukchi Sea to undertake
research.
Additional baseline information is essential if the government is to comply with OCSLA,
NEPA, the ESA, and the MMPA.
The COMIDA studies plan was hastily designed, highly focused on drilling areas started
prior to the leasing decision or prior to post-leasing seismic survey, and did not address the
comprehensive information needed to provide adequate pre-leasing and post-leasing
information that OCSLA requires.

Other comments asserted that enough information does exist to support a decision. These comments
introduce the following themes:



E28

The very substantial existing body of data regarding baseline conditions and the impacts of
oil and gas activities in the Chukchi Sea should be acknowledged.
There exists a large and diverse body of reliable information on Arctic ecosystems that
provides significant support for sound scientific judgments.
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Alaska’s North Slope and OCS are very likely the most studied energy basins in the
United States. In just that past 10 years, over 250 scientific studies have been funded in
the Arctic, with the majority focused in the Beaufort and Chukchi seas.
There will always be project opponents who feel there is not enough data to be deemed
sufficient in any analysis.
Affirming the lease sale is consistent with continuing to collect data.
The ongoing nature of studies (some of which are likely to continue for decades) does not
constrain the agency’s ability to determine that it currently has enough information to
make a reasoned choice among alternatives.
The recently released USGS report indicates that not enough information is known to
support oil and gas decisions in the Arctic.

Source of Comments






Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
Local Governments
Environmental Organizations
Corporations and Industry Groups
General Public

Response to Comments
In conducting its NEPA analyses, BOEMRE utilizes the best available scientific information. A
rather large body of information regarding the Chukchi Sea environment has been compiled,
especially within the last 35 or so years via the Alaska Region Environmental Studies Program (ESP)
and other sources. More description of the ESP and other sources of information is provided below.
While additional information regarding the Chukchi Sea ecosystem is certainly desirable, and
concerted efforts to collect such information are ongoing, the level of information available today is
sufficient to inform this SEIS analysis and any leasing decision.
Sound Science and Ongoing Research. BOEMRE uses sound science in fulfilling its mandate
under OCS Lands Act to protect the environment, including Arctic wildlife. Much of the information
used in BOEMRE’s NEPA document is derived from studies commissioned by the Alaska Region
Environmental Studies Program (ESP). The ESP conducts a systematic and aggressive research
program to study and monitor affected environments and communities on the North Slope of Alaska.
Details of the program can be accessed from the web portal: www.boemre.gov/alaska/ess/index.htm.
Current social research projects involving local residents on the Chukchi Sea coast include “Study of
Sharing Networks to Assess the Vulnerabilities of Local Communities to Oil and Gas Development
Impacts in Arctic Alaska”; “Impact Monitoring for Offshore Subsistence Hunting”; and “Economic
Impact Modeling.”
Each autumn the ESP publishes the Alaska Annual Studies Plan, which describes the Region’s
ongoing research and studies proposed for the coming year. This document is distributed to
approximately 200 organizations, including the Northwest Arctic Borough, the North Slope Borough,
the Village of Wainwright, the Native Villages of Point Hope and Point Lay, the Inuvialuit Beluga
Whaling Committee, the Maniilaq Association, the Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission, the Alaska
Nanuuq Commission, the Eskimo Walrus Commission, and many others. The Annual Studies Plan is
accompanied by a call for suggestions of new studies from stakeholders.
Funding New Research. The ESP is not a grant program; studies are most commonly procured
through competitive contracting or agreements with other federal agencies. However, BOEMRE’s
Coastal Impact Assistance Program (CIAP) provides funding to the State of Alaska and eligible
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coastal political subdivisions on a grant basis for projects related to conservation, protection or
restoration of coastal areas, and for mitigation of impacts from OCS activities (Table E-1) . For
example, the CIAP has recently awarded approximately $1.8 million to the Northwest Arctic Borough
for the collection of local information on subsistence resources.
Table E-1. CIAP allocation to the State of Alaska for the period FY 2007 to FY 2010.
Fiscal Year

Allocation

2007

$2,425,000.00

2008

$2,425,000.00

2009

$37,471,876.48

2010

$37,471,876.48

Total

$79,793,752.96

Many ESP studies involve substantial local participation in field work, as well as data analysis and
reporting. One example is the study “Pinniped Movements and Foraging: Bearded Seals” conducted
by the National Marine Mammal Laboratory. Information about the study, including a detailed list of
the contributions by local participants, is at http://kotzebueira.org/current_projects3.html. Native
hunters also participate in ESP projects that collect data on bowhead whales and walrus.
The ESP is a very robust program which identifies and obtains information regarding a variety of
pertinent environmental issues. Since 1975, over $300 million in studies of the Alaska OCS area
have been commissioned through the ESP alone. Pursuant to 43 U.S.C. 1346 and in anticipation of
future NEPA processes, the BOEMRE Alaska OCS Region Environmental Studies Program will
continue to fund the collection of additional environmental information and commission additional
research regarding important environmental and social issues within the Chukchi Sea and North Slope
region.
COMIDA. In preparation for possible oil and gas exploration in the Chukchi Sea, the Alaska OCS
Region conducted a three-day Chukchi Offshore Monitoring in Drilling Area (COMIDA) planning
workshop November 1-4, 2006, in Anchorage. In total, the agency received 15 study profiles on the
various topics discussed by participating experts. The workshop report was published in April 2007,
and that input continues to influence research priorities in the Chukchi Sea. Beginning in 2007, the
agency developed a new suite of studies in the Chukchi Sea, leveraging more than $45 million to
conduct interim baseline research and monitoring. In recent years, a large percentage of research
effort has been expended in new oceanographic studies, including meteorology, ice dynamics,
circulations modeling and surface current data collection, benthic fauna and sedimentation, and
ecosystem monitoring through hydrographic moorings.
Of course, studies directly related to the BOEMRE ESP are by no means the only sources of relevant,
valuable data and analysis of the Chukchi Sea environment and resources. A substantial body of
information has been compiled by other researchers as well, including but not limited to universities,
government agencies, and industry. The suggestion that the Chukchi Sea is one of the least studied
and most poorly understood regions in the world is not accurate.
Information Regarding Ecologically Important Areas. Decades of study in the region have
elucidated the heightened importance of many areas within the Chukchi Sea as well as the North
Slope. The understanding that certain areas of the Chukchi Sea are of special importance is reflected
in recent decisions, such as the Secretary’s 25 Statute mile deferral in the 2007-2012 Five-Year
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Program as well as the selection of Alternative IV (which included a corridor deferral) from the Sale
193 FEIS for the decision on Lease Sale 193. Within the present Final SEIS, special consideration is
given to coastal communities, the spring lead system, subsistence harvest areas, migratory corridors,
Ledyard Bay Critical Habitat Unit, Kasegaluk Lagoon, Hanna Shoal, avian breeding colonies such as
Cape Lisburne and Cape Thompson, designated Essential Fish Habitat, caribou calving grounds and
insect relief areas, special vegetative communities, marine mammal haulout areas, and many other
spatial areas.
Incomplete Information. In addressing the second and third concerns of the District Court’s
remand, BOEMRE analysts and managers analyzed each reference to incomplete or missing
information within the Sale 193 FEIS, in accordance with the requirements of 40 CFR 1502.22.
BOEMRE developed a systematic process under which each item received focused, objective, and
complete review. As illustrated in Appendix A of the Final SEIS, this process determined that no
items of “incomplete” information collected in Exhibit 129 (which was submitted to the District
Court by the plaintiffs) or identified during our subsequent review of the Sale 193 FEIS are
“essential” for a reasoned choice among alternatives at the lease sale stage. Therefore, BOEMRE has
determined that no new information need be incorporated into the Final SEIS to comply with 40 CFR
1502.22. Similarly, no information beyond what it already provided in the Final SEIS is essential for
understanding the potential impacts of natural gas development and production. Additional EIS
drafts, comment periods, and interagency research plans will not be necessary to support a decision
on Lease Sale 193. Please see Issue 27 below for further discussion of the analysis carried out
pursuant to 40 CFR 1502.22.
To further its commitment to sound science and inform future decisions, BOEMRE will continue to
incorporate new information from a variety of sources including the ESP, USGS, NOAA, other state
and federal agencies, the President’s Spill Commission, universities, and industry.
Response to comments regarding the recently released USGS report is provided in Issue 36.

Issue 9. SEIS assumptions and scope of information.
Summary of Comments
One comment asked BOEMRE to explain several apparent inconsistencies between the Draft SEIS
and the Revised Draft SEIS. Several other commenters asserted fundamental challenges to the
assumptions and/or scope of the SEIS; relief funding efforts were also addressed. Such commenters
stated the following:







U.S. government lacks authority over Iñupiat lands, waters, and resources. Iñupiat have
sole ownership of and authority over (including the power to tax) adjacent oceans.
BOEMRE’s NEPA documents are deficient because they don’t look at how the human
population will be impacted.
BOEMRE misapplies the concept of “tiering” by deferring the gathering of information to
later stages of the OCS Lands Act process.
BOEMRE cannot rely on the narrow scope of the remand to exclude new information and
circumstances arising since the 193 FEIS was prepared. Even if the District Court had not
remanded the 193 FEIS, the agency would still need to conduct a supplemental EIS to
address the new information that has come to light about bowhead whales and oil spills.
The difficulty in collecting specific information for the entire Lease Sale 193 area is a
consequence of BOEMRE’s decision to offer for lease an area the size of Colorado. The
size of the lease sale tends to preclude meaningful site-specific review.
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The SEIS repeatedly states that more information will be required at the exploration and
development phases, but it does not indicate what specific information will be needed at
those phases. Also, it may be difficult to fill these gaps given the 30-day requirement for
BOEMRE to make a decision on a proposed exploration plan. There was little emphasis
on filling information gaps during review of Shell’s Chukchi Sea exploration plan.
Existing TAPS infrastructure may not be in sufficient condition to safely transport oil
given obsolescence and lack of adequate maintenance. Extending the life of the TAPS
may be risky.
The pipelines used to transport oil and natural gas may not be built correctly or maintained
adequately, leading to spills, releases, or other undesirable environmental impacts.
The Draft SEIS does not explain Best Available and Safest Technologies in enough detail.
Chapter VI.D. of the SEIS does not comply with CEQ regulations specifying that the EIS
shall identify a list of preparers along with other specific information. Compliance with
Section 1502.17 is essential in informing the public and decision makers regarding the
qualifications of the document’s authors, and necessary if BOEMRE wishes to gain the
public’s trust.
More information about seismic testing would be appreciated.
There are some locations in the document that use the name MMS. Where applicable, use
of the agency’s new name should be conformed.
The SEIS should consider the risks of a VLOS from a tanker spill.
BOEMRE may not avoid analyzing the impacts of an activity in an EIS by relying on
future mitigation measures. To the extent that mitigation measures are incorporated into
the effects analysis, the agency must analyze the efficacy of those measures. There is
evidence (from an expert analysis, an expert panel, and the recent USGS report) that
mitigation measures such as those posited in BOEMRE’s analysis are not always effective.

Source of Comments






Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
Local Governments
Environmental Organizations
Corporations and Industry Groups
General Public

Response to Comments
Scope. The issue of U.S. government authority over Iñupiat lands, waters, and resources is beyond
the scope of analysis in the SEIS. However, as a jurisdictional matter, the Federal government holds
jurisdiction on the Outer Continental Shelf.
No mandates are established through an EIS, which is an information document prepared pursuant to
NEPA. Mechanisms for revenue sharing would have to be established through an act of Congress.
Impacts to People. In its NEPA analysis of potential impacts of the human environment, BOEMRE
specifically considers impacts to the human population. Relevant analysis is in the Economy,
Subsistence Harvest Patterns, Sociocultural Systems, and Environmental Justice sections of the Sale
193 FEIS as well as the SEIS.
Oil Spills. The SEIS was revised to include a Very Large Oil Spill (VLOS) scenario and analysis
intended to address stakeholder concerns.
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Claims for Damages. Oil Spill Liability Trust Fund is administered by the National Pollution Funds
Center of the United States Coast Guard. The Loss of Subsistence Use of Natural Resources/Loss of
Subsistence Use claim is used if natural resources you depend on for subsistence purposes have been
injured, destroyed, or lost by an oil spill incident. Anyone who, for subsistence use, depends on
natural resources that have been injured, destroyed, or lost (you do not have to own or manage the
natural resource to submit a claim under this category) can file a claim. Claims for increased public
services may be filed by state and local government to cover the net costs of providing increased or
additional public services during or after removal activities. For further information see
http://www.uscg.mil/npfc/Claims/default.asp#types_of_claims.
Tiering. BOEMRE correctly applies the concept of tiering under NEPA and CEQ’s implementing
regulations. The OCS Lands Act establishes a four-stage process established for planning, leasing,
exploration, and production of oil and gas resources in federal waters. The OCS Lands Act’s fourstage review process gives the Secretary a “continuing opportunity for making informed adjustments”
in developing offshore energy resources in order to ensure all activities are conducted in an
environmentally sound manner (Sierra Club v. Morton, 510 F.2d 813, 828 [5th Cir.1975]). This
staged or “tiered” approach to NEPA compliance and decision making is encouraged by the NEPA
regulations (40 CFR 1502.20 and 1508.28). 40 CFR 1508.28 states:
Tiering is appropriate when the sequence of statements or analyses is:
(a) From a program, plan, or policy environmental impact statement to a program, plan, or policy
statement or analysis of lesser scope or to a site- specific statement or analysis.
(b) From an environmental impact statement on a specific action at an early stage (such as need and
site selection) to a supplement (which is preferred) or a subsequent statement or analysis at a later
stage (such as environmental mitigation). Tiering in such cases is appropriate when it helps the lead
agency to focus on the issues which are ripe for decision and exclude from consideration issues already
decided or not yet ripe.

OCS Lands Act – Four Stage Review Process. As provided in 40 CFR 1508.28(a), BOEMRE’s
NEPA analyses under the OCS Lands Act’s four-stage review process proceed from an EIS on a
Five-year Program through a regional-level EIS on a lease sale to a site-specific EA or EIS on an
exploration or development and production plan. Thus, BOEMRE does not “defer” gathering of
information to later stages of OCS activities; rather, BOEMRE analyzes more and more specific
information at each stage of OCS activities as the location, time, and intensity of the activities
become known and/or are better understood. The amount and detail of the information needed for a
NEPA analysis depends upon the decision it is intended to support.
A lease sale EIS supports informed decision making on a specific proposed lease sale. Information
that becomes available after the Secretary’s decision on the lease sale and the lease sale itself is
considered during the technical and environmental review of specific proposed activities related to
leases resulting from the sale. New information is also considered and incorporated as appropriate in
NEPA analyses for subsequent lease sales.
A lease sale EIS provides an areawide-level analysis that is appropriate to support a decision on
configuration and requirements of an areawide lease sale. BOEMRE completes a site-specific NEPA
review as appropriate at the exploration or development and production stage when the location (site),
timing, and proposed activities are known.
The OCS operating regulations at 30 CFR 250, Subpart B specify the information that must be
submitted by a lessee with an exploration or development and production plan. Information is
collected and analyzed by the operator prior to plan submission. Appropriate regional and sitespecific information is required to be submitted with all plans. Further, additional information is
required in support of required permits and authorizations by other federal agencies. For example, air
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quality monitoring data is required in support of a Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD)
permit from the EPA under the Clean Air Act.
Oil and Gas Transport. Consideration of the condition of the TAPS infrastructure to safely
transport oil in the future is the responsibility of the other Federal and State agencies and beyond the
scope of the this SEIS. The scenario for the analysis in the Sale 193 FEIS assumed the continued
permitting and operation of TAPS.
Gas pipelines constructed in support of OCS natural gas production would be new-built to regulatory
standards. Requirements for Best Available and Safest Control Technology are intended to prevent
accidental release of hydrocarbons into the environment and requirements for oil spill response are
expected to minimize the environmental effects of any accidental hydrocarbon release. Projectspecific technical and environmental review would be completed if a gas pipeline is proposed.
Necessary project-specific mitigation measures would be identified and imposed at that time. Please
see also Section I.E.3–I.E.7 of the Final SEIS for further discussion of these issues.
Section I.E.4 of the Final SEIS provides a general explanation of Best Available and Safest
Technology requirements because the specific technologies required for compliance are site- and
operation-specific and because the standards and technologies that are likely to be available for
natural gas development and production 30 years in the future are unknowable at this time.
It is widely recognized that warming could extend the periods which are open to marine
transportation through the Arctic. However, sea ice will continue to form every winter and
movements of the arctic ice pack will constrain marine transportation for at least 6 months in typical
years. Pipelines are more practical and economically viable because they can transport larger
volumes of oil for 12 months a year. Our analysis focuses on a pipeline transportation scenario
because it is far more likely than marine transportation from this ice-infested Arctic area.
List of Preparers. Some additional information on the List of Preparers has been incorporated into
the Final SEIS.
Safety and Enforcement. On October 1, 2011, the safety and enforcement component of BOEMRE
will reside within a separate agency, the Bureau of Safety and Environmental Enforcement (BSEE).
BSEE will ensure that oil and gas activities on the OCS comply with applicable safety, environmental
and conservation standards.
Seismic Testing. Detailed discussion and analysis regarding seismic testing is provided in the Sale
193 FEIS, which the present document supplements.
Discrepancies Between Draft and Revised Draft SEIS. Discrepancies between the Draft SEIS and
the Revised Draft SEIS, as well as between the Revised Draft SEIS and the Final SEIS, exist for two
reasons. First, BOEMRE’s ongoing efforts to improve the document involved continued editorial
review and clarifications. Second, this Final SEIS has now undergone two extensive response-tocomment processes. In many instances, the document has been edited in response to public
comments.
Future Mitigation. BOEMRE does not rely on the prospect of future mitigation measures to shirk
its duties under NEPA. BOEMRE’s environmental analysis does acknowledge mitigation measures
(whether administered by BOEMRE, another Federal agency, or some other entity) do exist, and are
relevant to accurately analyzing potential environmental effects.
Existing Discussion Sufficient. Existing discussion of Best Available and Safest Technologies, the
condition of TAPS and existing infrastructure, and other issues not related to the District Court
remand is deemed sufficient. More detailed discussion on many of these issues is available in the
Sale 193 FEIS.
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Natural gas scenario.

Summary of Comments
A small portion of comments received evaluated the natural gas development and production
scenario.
Several comments disapproved of the scenario, citing the following reasons:





















It is arbitrary for BOEMRE to assume that accessible gas will remain relatively
unattractive well into the future.
The assumption that gas development will result in no additional exploration activities
because gas development will remain much less financially attractive than oil development
is contrary to the agency’s past statements on the attractiveness and probability of gas
development, and ignores the incentives that a gas pipeline would create for companies to
perform additional exploration.
BOEMRE should analyze the effects of LNG (liquefied natural gas) tankering, a feasible
option. The record shows that BOEMRE has promoted and industry has showed an
interest in LNG tankering.
The SEIS should explain when and how the additional pipeline for gas will be built and
how that will affect risks to the environment.
The natural gas release scenario is flawed in that it fails to account for a release from an
offshore pipeline that would likely occur under ice, and could impact species such as the
bowhead whale, beluga whale, ice seals, Arctic cod, and polar bears.
The natural gas scenario is flawed because it does not address the following: the number
and type of exploration and production wells, alternative pipeline routes and construction
and operational activities, noise levels for construction and operations, and alternatives for
the infrastructure and activities, including where it crosses land.
The natural gas scenario should not merely piggyback off the oil scenario, as it is possible
that prospective areas for natural gas may differ from the oil development areas in timing
or location, that different companies could choose to develop at different locations, and
that more than one development platform may be needed.
There are no maps showing the location of the one assumed platform location, either in the
FEIS or the Revised Draft SEIS.
The assumption that only one platform is needed for gas development is contradicted by
materials that BOEMRE provided to coastal communities, which indicated the possibility
of more than one offshore natural gas platform location, and more than one potential
shoreline landfall and “shorebase” and gas pipeline route.
The SEIS should analyze the potential effects of different pipeline landfall locations.
Since the natural gas scenario assumes that landfall would be at Wainwright, a site specific
analysis should be done, and additional alternatives or mitigation measures should be
considered.
The SEIS should analyze how local residents could be affected if a natural gas pipeline
breaks, leaks, or explodes near its coastal landfall.
A more thorough assessment of natural gas blowouts should be done, especially in light of
the assumption that gas drilling would be done on the same exploratory rigs and
production platforms as oil development and production.
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The SEIS should discuss the degree to which the proposed action will lead to increased
vessel traffic and provide more analysis on the probability of vessel strikes and the
attendant threat to bowhead whales and other marine mammals.
A more thorough assessment of natural gas blowouts should be done, especially in light of
the assumption that gas drilling would be done on the same exploratory rigs and
production platforms as oil development and production.

Several comments approved of the natural gas development and production scenario, with a few
comments offering minor suggestions. Such comments are summarized below:













The SEIS correctly assumes that commercial gas production would only follow oil
exploration, development and production activities already analyzed in the Final EIS.
The expectation that economic considerations will restrict any natural gas exploration and
production to projects coincident with and subsequent to oil exploration and development
is reasonable.
It is appropriate to conclude that because the natural gas development and production
scenario assumes that natural gas development would take place after oil development is
substantially complete, the risk of an oil spill occurring during the natural gas development
and production scenario is unlikely.
The treatment of incomplete information from the 193 FEIS and incomplete information
regarding natural gas in the Draft SEIS could appear inconsistent. BOEMRE should
consider bolstering its analysis of the incomplete information from the Draft SEIS by
undertaking the same rigorous analysis of that information that it did for the incomplete
information from the 193 FEIS.
The Draft SEIS could be read to be inconsistent in its treatment of well control events.
While the Section II.C.3. statement that “any change in the likelihood of an oil spill from a
blowout” during exploration drilling would not alter the potential effects of the oil spill
already analyzed is true; this sentence as drafted could be read to indicate that the
Deepwater Horizon incident could affect or change prior analysis of the likelihood of a
well control event in the Arctic.
In Section IV.B.5, the Draft SEIS addresses the potential for natural gas releases, including
the potential for a loss of well control. This section does not reference the Deepwater
Horizon incident, either to adjust the analysis of the likelihood of a loss of well control
event, or to explain why the analysis done in the 193 FEIS remains valid. Shell suggests
that BOEMRE address this issue, which affects the natural gas development and
production scenario and is, therefore, properly within the scope of the remand.
The natural gas scenario should include discussion of the emergence of shale gas
production and its effect on natural gas prices in the lower 48 for the next several decades.
Exporting natural gas to Asia is also unlikely given the cost of requisite infrastructure and
transport, as well as the OCSLA prohibition on exporting OCS resources.

Source of Comments




Environmental Organizations
Corporations and Industry Groups
General Public

Response to Comments
Assumptions of Natural Gas Scenario. The natural gas development and production scenario
contained within the Draft SEIS is the product of thorough analysis of past, existing, and projected
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economic and environmental conditions related to potential oil and gas development in the action area
and beyond. To provide a reasonable scenario that facilitates environmental analysis of potential
impacts stemming from Lease Sale 193, BOEMRE prepared a detailed analysis of the key issues
relevant to future natural gas development activities in Arctic Alaska. Based on this analysis,
BOEMRE developed the natural gas development and production scenario, a detailed summary of
which is provided in Section IV.B of the Final SEIS. The conclusions of BOEMRE’s analysis and
the assumptions that direct BOEMRE’s ensuing environmental analysis remain valid and are not
arbitrary.
There is no information to call into question BOEMRE’s determination that natural gas production in
the Arctic will remain relatively unattractive unless infrastructure for oil development and production
already exists. The BOEMRE analysis found that gas development has a large economic
disadvantage compared to oil, and production of natural gas becomes feasible only in the event that
suitable infrastructure (i.e., offshore platform, onshore facilities, etc.) is in place. Exploration and
appraisal drilling of the hydrocarbon accumulation described in the scenario would have delineated
the limits of both the oil and gas accumulations prior to the start of oil production. There would be no
reason for additional gas exploration drilling prior to the start of gas production. The existence of a
future gas pipeline from the North Slope will not alter these realities, especially given the very high
cost of exploring and developing additional infrastructure in this area.
The first gas development in the Chukchi Sea OCS would be economically feasible only if it is
associated with existing oil facilities. In any case, gas development is highly unlikely until a gas
transportation system is constructed from northern Alaska. The scenario analyzed in the Final SEIS
represents the most likely situation in view of historical experience in northern Alaska and industry
has confirmed our conclusion. It is not practical to attempt to evaluate a wide variety of scenarios,
many of which are not feasible options for future gas development.
The rationale for selecting a pipeline as the most likely scenario for future gas development was
discussed in several parts of the Final SEIS (see Sections II.C.3, IV.B). Our conclusions are clearly
stated and the points are valid without exhaustive economic studies. Individual companies may have
conducted their own feasibility studies of transportation options, but these studies are not available in
the public domain. General industry comments support our conclusion that the gas scenario analyzed
in the SEIS is the most likely one regarding future gas development and transportation.
Tankering Natural Gas. The prospect of transporting liquefied natural gas via tankers was also
specifically considered during the development of the natural gas scenario. In Section II.C.3., Issues
Considered but Not Analyzed, the Final SEIS provides a detailed explanation as to why analysis of
LNG tankering is not as feasible as an overland pipeline system. We also recognize that the State and
Federal incentives (e.g., loan guarantee) apply only to a gas pipeline project—not an LNG project
with probable exports to overseas markets. We acknowledge that other conceptual designs for gas
transportation could be possible, but our detailed analysis focuses on the most commercially feasible
strategy. The difficulties facing LNG tankering are summarized in this quote taken from Section
II.C.3 of the Final SEIS:
LNG operations will face difficult economic, technical, and regulatory challenges because it is a new
concept to the region. LNG operations require expensive infrastructure, including pipelines, a large
processing facility, a marine loading terminal, a fleet of LNG tankers, and receiving terminals at
market destinations. Numerous feasibility and environmental issues will be present for each of these
components in the LNG delivery chain. Marine transportation in the Arctic is restricted by sea-ice
conditions that inhibit tanker loadings and transits for 6 months of the year. No LNG ships have been
built to handle severe ice conditions common in the Chukchi. Nearshore areas are relatively shallow
and water depth could limit the size of LNG ships (loaded draft of 40 ft, [12 m]).

BOEMRE has not and does not promote LNG tankering. To the contrary, in consideration of local
stakeholder concerns, BOEMRE requires transportation of produced Arctic OCS oil and gas to shore
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via pipeline unless certain factors precluding a pipeline occur. Please see Stipulation No. 3 –
Transportation of Hydrocarbons in Section II.B.3.c(1) of the Sale 193 FEIS.
Treatment of Incomplete Information for Natural Gas. It is not necessary to conduct additional
1502.22 analysis of any incomplete information in the Draft SEIS or Revised Draft SEIS. The Final
SEIS is written in compliance with the requirements of 40 CFR 1502.22. The types of procedural
deficiencies within the Sale 193 FEIS that formed the basis for the second and third concerns of the
District Court’s remand do not recur within the Final SEIS. There are no unexplained statements
regarding incomplete information made within the natural gas development and production analysis
of the Final SEIS. Incomplete information relevant to “reasonably foreseeable significant adverse
effects,” and with respect to natural gas development and production, is not “essential to a reasoned
choice among alternatives.” Because there is no incomplete information “essential to a reasoned
choice among alternatives,” determination of “whether the cost of obtaining the missing information
is exorbitant, or the means of doing so unknown,” is not necessary as per the requirements of
1502.22.
To illustrate these points with an example from the Final SEIS, consider analysis of potential impacts
to archaeological resources provided in Section IV.C.16, in which BOEMRE acknowledges that it
does not possess complete information on the existence or location of unknown archaeological
resources. This “missing” information is “relevant to reasonably foreseeable significant adverse
effects” given the possibility that natural gas development activities could irreversibly damage
currently unknown sites, which would constitute a significant adverse effect. This “missing”
information is, however, not “essential for a reasoned choice among alternatives.” As the Final SEIS
explains, potential impacts to archaeological resources are similar among all action alternatives given
that pipelines would in each case use the same existing oil infrastructure corridor; additional
information on the location of archaeological resources would be gathered through required
preconstruction surveys and used to avoid or minimize impacts during the Development & Production
phase; and other environmental laws and regulations (i.e. pipeline protocols, Section 106 of the
NHPA) would greatly reduce the potential for significant adverse effects under each alternative. The
text of the Final SEIS also provides the decision maker with comparative analysis of the slight
differences between alternatives when it states: “Comparing alternatives, there is a positive
correlation between the size of the area deferred from leasing and potential impacts to archaeological
resources, but the overall potential for impacts remains small under each alternative” (Section
IV.C.16). By identifying all missing information relevant to reasonably foreseeable significant
adverse effects, and then explaining why the missing information is not essential to a decision among
alternatives at the lease sale stage, the Final SEIS fully complies with 40 CFR 1502.22. Additional
language explaining this process, using the analysis of potential impacts to archeological resources as
an example, has been incorporated into the introduction to Appendix A of the Final SEIS.
Natural Gas Pipeline. The natural gas development and production scenario provided in Section
IV.B of the Final SEIS explains that natural gas production would commence around 2035. Gas
pipelines would need to be installed before gas production could begin. The analysis assumes that the
pipelines would be installed over several years just prior to gas production (see Final SEIS). A new
gas pipeline from the offshore production facility to shore would be constructed during the openwater season in the same corridor as the existing offshore oil pipeline. This offshore pipeline would
be trenched into the seafloor as a protective measure against damage by floating ice masses. A
second new pipeline would be required to transport gas from shore to a main transportation hub near
Prudhoe Bay. This onshore pipeline would be constructed on risers and during winter along the same
corridor through NPR-A as the existing oil pipeline to TAPS. The potential effects of installing and
operating both pipelines through these corridors are discussed in detail in the Sale 193 FEIS (that
analysis is incorporated by reference in the Final SEIS). Discussion of potential direct, indirect, and
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cumulative impacts specifically associated with the natural gas pipelines is provided in Sections IV.C
and V.B of the Final SEIS.
Gas Release Under Ice. The point was made that the Final SEIS analysis of potential natural gas
releases should contain analysis of a pipeline release under ice. Natural gas is less dense than
seawater and will rise to the surface in a plume if released at depth. The disposition of gas under an
ice cover is controlled primarily by three factors; the nature of the discharge, the condition of the ice,
and the physical variables associated with the discharge of gas from a loss of well control or a
pipeline leak. Gas venting can occur by a number of mechanisms which include: (a) rupture of the
ice sheet due to the buoyancy forces exerted by the pressure wave from the loss of well control
incident or gas bubble from a pipeline leak, (b) release of gas through flaw zones or leads passing
over the release site, or (c) release of trapped gas to the ice surface through brine channels. Further,
recent work (Semiletov et al., 2004) has demonstrated the usual assumption that the sea-ice cover is a
barrier to gas exchange between the upper ocean and the atmosphere might need to be reconsidered
for ice temperatures greater than -10°C (Gosink et al., 1976). This would mean gas could be released
at temperatures lower than -2°C; up to -10°C. Should the gas be trapped under an ice sheet while the
sheet is still growing it could be encapsulated into the growing ice sheet by subsequent growth
beneath it. This has been observed to occur during all of the field and laboratory tests conducted to
date with oil and gas. In the Arctic spring it would be released to the atmosphere through brine
channels when temperatures reached – 2.2°C to 6°C (Purves, 1978). If gas was encapsulated in sea
ice, it could take 18 to 72 hours for encapsulation to occur, depending on the time of year (Dickins
and Buist, 1981). Section IV.C.6 provides impacts analysis of natural gas occurring under ice
cavities for 1 to 3 days, prior to encapsulation into the ice sheet. Additional analysis of the possibility
of a natural gas release under ice is provided in various portions of Chapter IV of the Final SEIS.
Shale Gas. Emerging shale gas production in the lower 48 and its effect on lower 48 gas prices, as
well as the potential for exporting gas, were duly considered while developing the natural gas
scenario. More complete analysis of these factors is available in the aforementioned August 26, 2010
memorandum available in the administrative record. The difficulties associated with projected lower
48 markets, as well as attempts to export OCS gas, serve to reinforce the conclusions of the natural
gas scenario laid out in the Final SEIS.
Additional Detail Requested. The activities and associated infrastructure are discussed in Section
IV.B of the Final SEIS, but we cannot define the exact location of future commercial projects. Until
the actual location is known, it is overly speculative to hypothesize alternate pipeline routes or other
site specific details. The schedule of construction and operations is also tentative because industry has
the option to explore their leases anytime in the primary (10-year) lease term. It should be noted that
the original analysis for Lease Sale 193 predicted that the commercial discovery would be made in
2009, so the process is already behind our estimated schedule.
When the Sale 193 FEIS was written, we could not accurately predict the location of leases. After the
sale was held, we know the location of the leases, but we cannot predict where future commercial
discoveries will be made. It is reasonable to conclude that a costly production platform will only be
installed on a commercially viable prospect. No one knows this location at the present time.
Vessel Traffic. Vessel traffic is an acknowledged component of the natural gas development and
production scenario, the effects of which are analyzed in relevant portions of Section IV.C. The exact
degree to which vessel traffic would increase as a result of the proposed action is difficult to forecast
at this time. That said, Section IV.B.4 of the Final SEIS contains estimates regarding the frequency
of vessel traffic associated with the natural gas development and production scenario. (Also, note that
Section IV.A.2.e of the Sale 193 FEIS provides additional detail on the amount of vessel traffic
required to support development and production of oil. The amount of foreseeable vessel traffic
associated with the natural gas development and production scenario is not expected to exceed the
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level of vessel traffic required to support very similar activities conducted under the banner of oil
development and production.)
Consistency with Past Statements. As discussed in the Final SEIS, gas production would follow oil
development and would be economically feasible only when sharing existing oil facilities. Oil is the
more valuable commodity and has immediate access to outside markets through TAPS. Gas
development will require a future gas transportation system (probably an overland pipeline) and gas
prices would have to be much higher than current prices to support this expensive project. While it is
uncertain whether a gas pipeline project will occur, it is highly speculative to try to predict the
location and characteristics of unknown oil or gas fields. The development scenario includes only one
offshore oil project, so only one shoreline landfall and onshore support facility is needed.
Site-Specific Analysis of Landfall. It is misleading to predict a specific location for facilities before
a commercial discovery is confirmed. The area near Wainwright is a logical place for a pipeline
landfall and shore facility because it is the closest onshore location along a direct route from the
Chukchi Sea OCS to existing facilities on the central North Slope. However, a site specific analysis
is not realistic for a broad area (tens of miles) of coastline. After an offshore project is proposed and
a suitable onshore site is selected, then detailed site specific studies can be conducted.
Blowouts. The natural gas scenario includes a natural gas release component. The hypothetical
blowout examined in the VLOS Scenario also entails a release of natural gas. The potential
environmental effects of a natural gas release are analyzed within various resource sections of
Chapter IV. Given the absence of specific suggestions within comments, the low probability for a gas
blowout, and the lack of any specific development and production plans to analyze, the existing level
of analysis is deemed sufficient.

Issue 11. NEPA requirements for analysis.
Summary of Comments
Most comments included conclusory language regarding the sufficiency of the SEIS under NEPA, or
the inadequacy of conducting site-specific analyses and evaluating mitigation measures at later stages
in the NEPA process, as follows:






Some comments characterized the document and process as sufficient and generally found
the document’s approach to be on track with the District Court’s remand, and sufficiently
detailed to satisfy NEPA’s analytical standards. For example, such comments asserted the
SEIS provides a substantially more robust environmental analysis of Lease Sale 193 in a
thoughtful and comprehensive discussion, and includes new information on a wide variety
of topics. This is clearly a “hard look” at the issues remanded by the court.
Some comments characterized the document and process as insufficient and generally
expressed disapproval of the document’s process, level of analysis, conclusions, and/or the
public comment process. To this end, it was often stated that BOEMRE appears intent on
justifying why it originally held the lease sale rather than meeting its obligations under
NEPA and the court order.
Several comments expressed very specific reasons why the document is inadequate,
including arbitrary and capricious analysis, failure to take a “hard look” at potential
impacts, lack of effective mitigation measures, undue consideration of economic factors,
lack of adequate alternatives, or authorization of illegal activities.

The US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) made the following points with respect to the
sufficiency BOEMRE’s analysis under NEPA.
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BOEMRE has produced a succinct document that clearly addresses the deficiencies
identified by the District Court.
EPA is particularly pleased with the methodical and understandable analysis of incomplete
or missing information in Appendix A. The EPA believes that the process employed by
BOEMRE fully meets the intent of CEQ’s requirements for such situations.
The analysis of potential impacts from the natural gas scenario is quite thorough, with
clear indication of relatively minor impacts.
EPA commended BOEMRE for being responsive to requests to perform the VLOS
evaluation and believe the analysis will help inform the public, other stakeholders and the
decision maker of the full range of potential effects from the project.
Overall, the Revised Draft SEIS provides a careful and supportable analysis of a VLOS.
The addition of an Executive Summary would be helpful for readers, particularly North
Slope residents who are trying to balance everyday obligations with reviewing the
numerous technical documents regarding this region
The Final EIS should incorporate (within either an Executive Summary or Chapter 2) an
impact summary table to facilitate visual comparison of the impacts associated with each
alternative.
Additional figures should be incorporated throughout the text as a visual aid in presenting
information. For example, figures identifying active leases and deferral areas would be
helpful.

Source of Comments
These issues were raised (implicitly if not explicitly) by all types of commenters, and within the
majority of comments received.
Response to Comments
The Sale 193 Final SEIS and BOEMRE’s NEPA process comply with CEQ regulations and
Department of the Interior guidelines. Additional responses to specific assertions of non-compliance
are provided in other relevant portions of this Appendix.
EIS for Proposed EPs. The OCS Lands Act provides for a four-stage process for oil and gas
development. This four-stage review process gives the Secretary a “continuing opportunity for
making informed adjustments” (Sierra Club v. Morton, 510 F.2d 813, 828 [5th Cir. 1975]). During
each of these stages the BOEMRE prepares an environmental document under the National
Environmental Policy Act. A lease sale EIS provides an area-wide-level analysis that is appropriate
to support a decision on configuration and requirements of a lease sale. The BOEMRE completes a
site-specific NEPA review as appropriate at the exploration or development and production plan stage
when the location (site), timing, and proposed activities are known.
Specifically, BOEMRE prepared an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) at the lease sale stage for
Chukchi Sea OCS Oil and Gas Lease Sale 193 that included an analysis of leasing and exploration of
oil and gas in the OCS. When an exploration plan is filed, BOEMRE will perform an environmental
review. Pursuant to NEPA, BOEMRE will tier from the Sale 193 FEIS and the Final SEIS to prepare
an Environmental Assessment. The Environmental Assessment will provide sufficient analysis for
determining whether to prepare an EIS. If the Environmental Assessment analysis supports a Finding
of No New Significant Impact (FONNSI), then an EIS will not be prepared.
Additions to the Final SEIS. Consistent with comments from the EPA, an Executive Summary, an
impacts summary table, and additional figures have been included in the Final SEIS.
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Issue 12. Validity of analysis and conclusions.
Summary of Comments
Many comments asserted that the analysis and/or conclusions within the SEIS are not valid, listing a
variety of reasons, including the following:












The studies used for the analysis are flawed. Studies are usually unable to adequately
simulate Arctic conditions. Also, studies should be non-invasive and designed so as to
avoid disrupting the behavior being studied.
The SEIS shows a lack of understanding of this area and the unique environmental
challenges of working there.
In light of changing conditions brought on by global warming, the data used to support the
SEIS is obsolete.
The analysis is insufficient; it does not adequately take into account the weakened and
fragile state of a warming Arctic and discounts potential impacts to animal populations.
The analysis of a development scenario that would occur 10 years from now is too
speculative. Receipt of a specific transportation pipeline proposal is required for a
sufficient impacts analysis. The extent of the reservoir should be known before
determining the lease sale area.
The analysis lacks adequate specificity. Differences in impacts between alternatives
should be quantified, not merely generalized in qualitative terms; there should be more
detail in Affected Environment discussion of the physical environment; and summaries of
impacts in Ch 2 and Ch 4 are too generic.
The conclusion that impacts from natural gas development would simply be similar to
impacts from oil development is not sufficient.
It is suggested that BOEMRE identify the new information reviewed in all cases, or where
there is no new information available, state that no new information is available.

On a related note, a very large quantity of comments asserted that the SEIS simply does not contain
enough scientific information to adequately support a decision. This comment is addressed as a
separate issue within this Appendix (see Issue 8 – Not enough information for adequate anlaysis).
Finally, one comment suggested the assumption that larger deferral areas decrease environmental
impacts is not necessarily correct. This comment called for more in-depth discussion within Section
II.D.3 of the balancing of risks and impacts associated with a larger deferral area.
Source of Comments





Local Governments
Environmental Organizations
Corporations and Industry Groups
General Public

Response to Comments
Best Available Information. In preparing this SEIS, BOEMRE analysts incorporated the best
available information gathered from a wide variety of studies, and applied their best professional
judgment to evaluate potential impacts. These analysts understand both the unique environment of
Arctic Alaska as well as the potential for a given study to disrupt behavior being studied.
Consequently, analysts considered the strengths and weaknesses of each study before determining
whether its results warranted incorporation into the Final SEIS analysis. Due consideration was also
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given to Arctic warming and associated changes to Arctic ecosystems and animal populations. See
Issue Category 6 for additional response to these issues. The effects of climate change are analyzed
in detail in the Cumulative Effects chapters of both the Sale 193 FEIS and the Final SEIS.
Reasonable Scenarios. NEPA and its implementing regulations require federal agencies to analyze
the reasonably foreseeable impacts to the human environment that could result from a proposed
action or alternatives. This requirement sometimes translates into long-range projection of impacts.
Such is the case with OCS lease sales. To better analyze potential environment effects that could
occur years from now, BOEMRE uses reasonable scenarios. These scenarios predict the timing,
characteristics, and extent of potential oil and gas development and production activities in the future.
These scenarios inform the environmental analyses, which in turn constitute the heart of the agency’s
NEPA analyses. With respect to one comment above, a “scenario that would occur 10 years from
now” is assumed to refer to the oil development scenario analyzed in the Sale 193 FEIS and
summarized for context in the Final SEIS. The oil development scenario is outside the scope of new
analysis for the Final SEIS. Thorough NEPA review of a pipeline proposal would occur at a later
stage of the OCS Lands Act process, if BOEMRE receives such a proposal. Also, it is not always
possible to know the extent of a reservoir at the lease sale stage. Lease sales allow lessees to explore
portions of the OCS with the goal of finding commercially viable reservoirs. And despite remarkable
progression of seismic technologies that further our understanding of sub-seafloor geology, the
existence of commercial quantities of hydrocarbons remains uncertain until the results of an
exploration well are known.
Climate Change. The Final SEIS analysis of potential cumulative effects takes climate change
issues into full account. Section V.A describes how BOEMRE uses best available data and
projections to identify potential contributions of Arctic warming to cumulative impacts, and where
the Final SEIS draws the line between reasonably foreseeable factors and unduly speculative
possibilities.
Specificity of Information. Given that this analysis is of a scenario that would occur, if it occurred
at all, many years in the future, and that the exact location of infrastructure cannot be known at this
time, portions of the Final SEIS are necessarily nonspecific at times. Analysts were as specific as was
appropriate for each piece of the analysis. The role of the Final SEIS in the Lease Sale process also
affects the level of specificity in the SEIS itself. The Final SEIS is a supplemental document that
incorporates the Sale 193 FEIS by reference. The SEIS generally summarizes, rather than duplicates,
background information, analysis, and conclusions from the Sale 193 FEIS. Readers seeking more
specificity on the physical environment in the Chukchi Sea region, for instance, should refer to the
physical environmental section of the Sale 193 FEIS. Summary of impact sections in Chapters II and
IV serve their limited purpose aptly; readers seeking more detail are referred to relevant portions of
Chapter IV.
Similar Effects under Alternatives. To understand why potential impacts under each action
alternative are similar, it is important to recall the scope of the SEIS analysis. In complying with the
first concern of the District Court’s remand, BOEMRE developed a new natural gas scenario and
impacts assessment. First, BOEMRE geologists with knowledge of Alaska’s oil and gas industry
determined the most reasonable natural gas development and production scenario based on current
realities and foreseeable trends. Next, BOEMRE analysts reviewed this reasonable scenario and
provided new impacts assessments. The scenario and impacts assessments were then incorporated
into the Draft SEIS, and have now undergone two public review and comment processes. There are
indeed many similarities between the potential impacts of natural gas development and production
analyzed in the SEIS and the potential impacts of oil development and production analyzed in the
Sale 193 FEIS. This is due to the similarity of activities that would occur under each scenario. For
instance, there is little difference in potential impacts between building an oil pipeline and building a
parallel gas pipeline within the same corridor. This is not to say that impacts would be identical; the
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SEIS carefully notes several instances where potential impacts would vary. The types of effects that
could occur during to a VLOS are also similar as between alternatives. Additional responses
regarding the VLOS scenario and analysis (including similarities and differences between
alternatives) are provided in later Issue Categories.
New Information. In Chapter III of the Final SEIS, BOEMRE carefully identifies new information
incorporated into the SEIS analysis. For resource areas where no new information beyond what was
considered for the Sale 193 FEIS was necessary for the supplemental analysis of natural gas
development and production, statements to that effect are included.
Analyzing Deferral Corridors. BOEMRE has strived to identify, analyze and discuss all of the
benefits, as well as the drawbacks, of the deferral corridors (associated with Alternatives III and IV)
as they pertain to each particular resource. For expanded discussion and more nuanced explanation of
balancing risks and benefits, the reader is referred to Chapter IV. For summaries of the more
thorough discussion in Chapter IV, refer to Sections II.D.3 and II.D.4. It is difficult to succinctly
summarize all of the implications of deferral the corridors to anticipated environmental impacts. The
text of Sections II.D.3 and II.D.4 represent analysts’ best attempt to do so in the limited space that a
summary section allows. Take for instance the Essential Fish Habitat subsection of Section II.D.3.
This subsection summarizes in an appropriate level of detail the proposed corridors’ potential benefits
(increased distance between oil and gas activities and coastal habitats, slightly decreased potential for
an oil spill to contact important coastal resources, potentially more time for response in the event of a
spill) as well as its drawbacks (potentially increased pipeline distances, meaning larger construction
footprint and increased chance for rupture).
Unique Challenges of the Arctic. Protecting the environment while ensuring the safe development
of the Nation’s offshore energy and marine mineral resources is a critical part of BOEMRE’s mission.
In preparing this SEIS, BOEMRE analysts incorporated the best available information gathered from
a wide variety of studies, and applied their best professional judgment to evaluate potential impacts.
These analysts understand both the unique environment of Arctic Alaska as well as the potential for a
given study to disrupt behavior being studied. Consequently, analysts considered the strengths and
weaknesses of each study before determining whether its results warranted incorporation into the
SEIS analysis. BOEMRE has many subject matter experts preparing the SEIS as well as over 30 years
of experience in Alaska in managing the OCS resources which have been subject to leasing,
exploration, and development and production. The commenter does not provide a description of how
and where the SEIS shows a lack of understanding regarding the unique environmental challenges.
Without this specificity from the commenter, BOEMRE response is limited.

Issue 13. Significance thresholds.
Summary of Comments
Several comments criticized significance threshold use in the SEIS analysis. Some of these
specifically addressed the significance thresholds used to gauge potential impacts to subsistence
activities:
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The significance thresholds were too general, require more detail, and should be more
quantitative.
Significance thresholds are set to where catastrophic consequences to people, culture, and
the environment would occur. BOEMRE must set thresholds that comport with applicable
environmental laws instead of significance thresholds that assume major violations of
statutes such as the Clean Water Act (CWA), Clean Air Act (CAA), and MMPA.
BOEMRE cannot assume that these laws can be broken numerous times before causing
significant impacts.
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Some commenters took issue with the thresholds for marine mammals and Threatened and
Endangered Species:



With respect to marine mammals, a threshold predicated on impacts lasting 3 or more
generations is set too high.
The significance threshold for Threatened and Endangered species is inadequate. For some
species currently listed or under consideration for listing, population levels and/or trends
are unknown. Thus, there is no basis for determining when the threshold’s special
standard for “declining populations” applies. BOEMRE should clarify how this threshold
would apply for T&E species where population numbers are unknown.

Several comments took issue with the significance threshold for subsistence. These comments made
the following points:













The significance threshold for subsistence vastly understates the importance of subsistence
activities and resources for residents of the North Slope.
Any adverse effect on the hunt, the availability of any subsistence resource, or directly on
the subsistence resource population is significant.
The significance threshold for subsistence should be: “The impact of an activity is
considered to be significant when the activity will reduce the availability of a subsistence
species to a level insufficient for a harvest to meet subsistence needs.”
The standard should also recognize that effects which make the hunt more difficult, timeintensive, or dangerous are also significant.
Stock-level reduction is not the correct level at which to judge impacts, since deflection of
migration patterns could significantly affect subsistence.
BOEMRE significance thresholds for subsistence unlawfully stress impacts of long-term
duration; whereas, CEQ regulations stress that context for significance includes both shortterm and long-term effects. Thus, the 1–2 year element is unacceptable.
Findings of “significance” should not be limited to resources BOEMRE deems
“important”.
Assumptions about how Iñupiats can mitigate impacts are unrealistic and even unlawful in
light of provisions in the MMPA. By unlawfully stressing long-term impacts, it was
stated, BOEMRE significance thresholds for subsistence activities ignore CEQ regulations
which stress that context for significance includes short- and long-term effects.
Assuming that communities can simply turn to store bought foods ignores the high prices
of such food in the villages, health impacts of relying on Western foods, and the social and
cultural dependence of Village communities on subsistence hunting.

One comment also stated that the threshold for socio-cultural systems must be revised, but provided
no recommendations.
Source of Comments




Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
Local Governments
General Public

Response to Comments
Supplementing the FEIS. The significance thresholds used in the SEIS process are the same
thresholds stated in the Sale 193 FEIS, with exceptions noted below.
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Re-evaluation of Significance Thresholds. In response to comments regarding the significance
thresholds, BOEMRE re-examined all of the significance thresholds to ensure that the thresholds
clearly and accurately reflect the BOEMRE considerations in determining significance. Revisions to
significance thresholds for subsistence harvest patterns, sociocultural systems, and environmental
justice are explained above. During this review, BOEMRE also became aware of two additional
thresholds which had confusing language: air quality and water quality. BOEMRE has rewritten
these thresholds to clarify for the reader when BOEMRE considers an action significant.
Avoiding Significant Impacts. Major violations of statutes such as CWA, CAA or MMPA (or any
other statutes protecting environmental resources) would indeed lead to significant impacts.
BOEMRE’s significance thresholds are designed and applied to be consistent with this concept. Each
threshold is multi-faceted and tailored to address the unique characteristics of the individual resource.
Threatened and Endangered Species. Adjustment of these thresholds for the Final SEIS is not
supported by any clear science and would unnecessarily complicate the objective assessment and
comparison of impacts. Determining appropriate significance thresholds is a difficult exercise, and
reasonable people may disagree on the results. BOEMRE’s current thresholds adequately account for
the range of potential impacts that may affect a particular resource, balance short-term and long-term
effects (as well as high probability and low probability impacts), and protect resources against undue
harm. In light of these considerations, no changes to the significance threshold for Threatened and
Endangered Species has been made in the Final SEIS. Whether or not a population is declining is
determined using best available science and in consultation with the applicable Service (NMFS or
FWS).
Protection of Subsistence. BOEMRE Alaska Region has adopted through regulatory practice a
position in the context of NEPA that supports the goal of protecting subsistence activities. This
position is clearly aligned with the way BOEMRE regulates offshore oil and gas geophysical and
geological surveys and exploratory drilling activities for several decades. The predominate attribute
of this regulatory practice makes clear that BOEMRE will only permit offshore oil and gas activities
when the disruption to subsistence harvest can be minimized in such a manner that the disruption is
short term and only results from accidental or incidental encounters. Incidental or accidental short
term encounters can be further eliminated through effective communication between the communities
and BOEMRE and/or industry. Implemented stipulations include Stipulation No. 2, Orientation
Program, Stipulation No. 4, Industry Site-Specific Monitoring Program for Marine Mammal
Subsistence Resources, Stipulation No. 5, the Conflict Avoidance Mechanism to Protect Subsistence
Whaling and Other Subsistence Harvesting Activities, and Stipulation No. 6, Pre-Booming
Requirements for Fuel Transfers, and are examples remedies for these types of disruptions (MMS,
2007: 1V-233).
Revised Significance Threshold for Impacts to Subsistence Harvest Patterns. In response to
comments, BOEMRE revised its significance threshold for subsistence-harvest patterns. A finding of
significance is triggered whenever: “Adverse impacts which disrupt subsistence activities, or make
subsistence resources unavailable, undesirable for use, or only available in greatly reduced numbers,
for a substantial portion of a subsistence season for any community.” While generally consistent with
how the former subsistence threshold was applied by BOEMRE analysts, it is BOEMRE’s intent that
this revised threshold (1) more clearly articulates the standard, as it is actually applied; (2) resolves
ambiguity regarding application of the subsistence threshold; (3) specifically addresses the concerns
raised in comments such as those summarized above.
Analysis in the Final SEIS has been updated to account for this revision. BOEMRE encourages
continuing dialogue with stakeholder organizations, and invites interested parties to help develop
mutually agreeable definitions in the future.
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Sociocultural Systems. In response to comments, BOEMRE reevaluated and revised its significance
threshold for sociocultural systems. The new threshold identifies as a significant adverse effect any
“Disruption of sociocultural systems that occurs with a tendency towards the displacement of existing
social patterns.” Analysis in the Final SEIS has been updated to account for this revision.
Environmental Justice. In response to comments, and to reflect updated thresholds for subsistenceharvest patterns and sociocultural systems, BOEMRE reevaluated and revised its significance
threshold for Environmental Justice. The new threshold reads: “Significant effects in this category
include impacts on human health or environment that cause disproportionate, high adverse effects on
minority or low-income populations. This threshold would be reached in the event of significant
impacts to either subsistence-harvest patterns or sociocultural systems (see above). Tainting of
subsistence foods from oil spills and contamination of subsistence foods from pollutants would
contribute to potential adverse human health effects. Concerns that subsistence foods could be
contaminated could also affect human health.” Analysis in the Final SEIS has been updated to
account for this revision.
Air and Water Quality.
To address imprecise language, BOEMRE developed a clearer standard, which is organized into two
easily understood parts. The first part asks whether the action itself is contributing a significant
amount of pollutants on its own, and is broken down into three subparts. Subpart (a) asks whether
project-related emissions will amount to more than half the concentration of each pollutant (other
than ozone) under the NAAQS. Subpart (b) asks whether project-related emissions will amount to
more than half the maximum allowable increase under the PSD criteria. Subpart (c) asks whether the
action will emit the precursor pollutants for ozone such that the analyst could expect that ozone to
reach more than half the NAAQS. Answering any of these questions in the affirmative would trigger
a significant impact.
The first part of the new threshold permits greater emissions of ozone without a finding of
significance, as compared with the previous threshold. This increase is appropriate because ozone is
not a pollutant that is directly emitted by any source, and the ambient air analysis does not include a
dispersion simulation of ozone for comparison to the ozone NAAQS. Rather, ozone is a secondary
pollutant formed later in time and sometimes further removed from the emission source. Ozone
formation is a result of a photochemical reaction involving the necessary precursor pollutants, VOC
and NOX, in the presence of sunlight. Initial emissions of VOC and NOX are not directly proportional
to the maximum ozone concentration that ultimately forms, and the degree of ozone development is a
function of the complex chemistry involved in the ratio of the VOC-to-NOX mixture (NRC, 1991).
As such, the expected significance of ozone formation will be based on the project-level analysis of
expected increases in emissions of VOC and NOX.
The second part of the revised threshold asks whether the project design concentrations, which are the
pollutant concentrations caused by the project-related emissions, together with existing background
concentrations, will violate the NAAQS. BOEMRE would consider significant those project-related
emissions which are not significant on their own, but would surpass NAAWS thresholds when
combined with background concentrations.
BOEMRE also clarified the terms and phrases used in the significance threshold. First, the new
standard clarifies the phrase “area of at least a few tens of square kilometers,” and resolves ambiguity
as to the location of such area. That clause now reads, “an area of at least 20 square kilometers on the
nearest onshore area.” Second, BOEMRE defined the term ”increase” to be the increase caused by
project-related pollutant concentrations, which does not include existing background concentrations.
Then, BOEMRE clarified the clause “exceeds half the increase permitted under the Prevention of
Significant Deterioration (PSD) criteria or the NAAQS.” The increases allowed under PSD criteria
are characterized by the statute as the ‘maximum allowable increase’ for a Class II area, which is the
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classification of the entire North Slope Borough and is directly related to the PSD criteria. While the
amount of increase permitted is clear under PSD, it is not clear for NAAQS. So, the new definition
describes an action as significant if it emits greater than half the NAAQS (except for ozone).
In addition to clarity, the new threshold also adds flexibility by not limiting the threshold to the
current set of NAAQS pollutants, and thereby allowing the threshold to be updated with changes to
the NAAQS as established by EPA.
In reviewing the water quality threshold, BOEMRE found the language unnecessarily technical. To
improve the readability of the threshold, BOEMRE clarified that the threshold takes many different
water quality effects into account. The first part of the definition clarifies the following language:
A regulated contaminant is discharged into the water column, and the resulting concentration outside
a specified mixing zone is above the acute (toxic) State standard or Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA) criterion more than once in a 1-year period and averages more than the chronic State
Standard or USEPA criterion over 25 square kilometers for a month.
BOEMRE simplified this standard to, “The action is likely to violate its National Pollution Discharge
Elimination System permit.” Next, BOEMRE cleaned up the following clause:
The spillage of crude or refined oil in which the total aqueous hydrocarbons in the water column
exceeds 1.5 ppm (parts per million), the assumed acute (toxic) criterion, for more than 3 days over at
least 10 km2 and 15 parts per billion (ppb), the assumed chronic criteria, and the State of Alaska
ambient-water-quality standard, for more than a month over 25 km2
The new standard, “In the event of a reasonably foreseeable accidental spill of crude or refined oil,
the event will exceed total aromatic hydrocarbon or total aqueous hydrocarbon criteria for the Alaska
marine- or fresh-water quality standards,” removes the reference to specific levels of concentrations,
because the level of concentration where it is known a significant impact occurs may be changed by
the state or the EPA over time.
Last, BOEMRE includes a third clause to catch any expected ecological effects that are not caught in
the NPDES regulations. The new language is, “The action is otherwise likely to introduce changes in
the physical, chemical, or biological characteristics of the waterbody, which cause an unreasonable
degradation of the marine environment as determined in accordance with 40 CFR 125.122.” This
clause captures any adverse impacts to biota, biological communities, protected species, unique
habitats, or human health that would not otherwise be analyzed. The clause specifically references 40
CFR 125.122 which the EPA wrote to analyze whether there is an “unreasonable degradation of the
marine environment.” By including this clause, BOEMRE now takes into account the full spectrum
of potentially significant effects that could occur through the degradation of water quality.
Revisions to the significance thresholds for air quality and water quality did not change the
conclusions of the Sale 193 FEIS or the Final SEIS.
Significant versus Adverse. The absence of a significant effect does not equate to “no effect.”
Effects from activities can be adverse and noticeable before they reach the significance threshold.
Furthermore, the cumulative effects analysis considers the combined effects of projected activities
with other actions, acknowledging that individually insignificant effects can exceed that significance
threshold when considered collectively.
MMPA Standards. The MMPA standard of “no unmitigable adverse impacts” is regulated by
NMFS, who independently ensures that all activities in the Arctic Ocean, including oil and gas
activities, comply with this standard. While BOEMRE lacks the regulatory authority to enforce this
MMPA provision, the significance thresholds BOEMRE uses in its NEPA documents are,
nevertheless, consistent with this standard. The significance threshold works together with
substantive MMPA provisions to identify potential impacts to, and thereby help protect, subsistence
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activities. If a NEPA document predicts significant impacts to subsistence, either the project would
be altered to reduce potential impacts, or a mitigation strategy would be developed to help maintain
the availability of subsistence foods. In addition, required lease stipulations, mitigation measures, and
conflict avoidance measures, as well as conflict avoidance measures under MMPA requirements, are
followed in locations where the subsistence hunt is affected. The IHA (Incidental Harassment
Authorization) requirements obligate operators to demonstrate no unmitigable adverse impacts on
subsistence practices.

Issue 14. Air and water quality
Summary of Comments
BOEMRE received several comments regarding air or water quality that are not otherwise addressed
under other Issues within this Appendix. These comments are summarized below:











The Clean Air Act should be enforced for OCS-related vessels.
Any reduction in air quality should be considered significant (regardless of whether
National Ambient Air Quality Standards [NAAQS] are exceeded.
BOEMRE should clarify the scope of the air analysis performed for the natural gas
development and production scenario and provide a basis for the conclusion that increases
in pollutants due to natural gas development and production are likely to be small, local,
and temporary. Further, BOEMRE should identify the applicable air quality standards
against which it measured the anticipated air quality impacts and provide the basis for its
determination of the applicable air quality standard.
There are children that are not able to return to their Villages on the North Slope because
the air is toxic to their lungs due to flaring, toxins, and the lack of scrubbers. These toxins
must be affecting marine and other cell life as well.
BOEMRE’s actions could introduce substantially more black carbon into the Arctic
environment, where it is most likely to have the most dramatic effect. It is inappropriate to
discount these impacts by analyzing black carbon emissions on a global scale.
“Relatively” unpolluted is not well defined in the discussion of water quality of rivers.
Section IV.E.2 should note that the NPDES Arctic General Permit for Oil and Gas
Exploration is undergoing renewal and in the future there will be separate permits for the
Chukchi and Beaufort Seas.

Source of Comments





State Government
Environmental Organizations
Corporations and Industry Groups
General Public

Response to Comments
Air Quality Enforcement. Air emissions from OCS facilities in Chukchi Sea would be regulated by
the EPA, which has jurisdiction for OCS air quality as prescribed in 40 CFR Part 55. For facilities
located within 40 km (25 mi) of the State seaward boundary, the air quality regulations would be the
same as if the emission source were located onshore and, thus, the State of Alaska regulations would
apply. For facilities located beyond 40 km (25 mi) of the State seaward boundary, the basic Federal
air quality regulations apply.
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Air Quality Analysis. The air quality analysis for the natural gas development and production
scenario tiers from the air quality analysis in the Sale 193 FEIS. The SEIS used a reasonable,
conservative estimate that annual emissions during the gas production phase would be less than 50%
of the emissions during the oil production phase. This figure would likely be lower because with oil
production only, there would be some gas re-injection. The estimate was based on the professional
judgment of a BOEMRE air quality expert, with knowledge of historic and current OCS emissions
data and analyses. The assessment used current NAAQS standards because the air quality standards
that may be in effect 30 years from now are not known.
Significant Impacts. The Final SEIS includes an analysis of air quality that discloses the possible
positive or negative impacts of a proposed federal action. Based on the severity of the impact,
considered within the context of the affected region, a judgment can be made regarding the potential
for significant impacts (40 CFR Part 1508.27). The severity of the impacts in NEPA documents is
measured by comparing the results of the analysis against some standard. The Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ), which governs the implementation of NEPA, authorizes the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to establish standards of measure. There are two sets of air
quality standards that are relevant to federal actions proposed on the North Slope. These are the
Significant Impact Levels (SILs) and the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).
Comparison of project emission against the SILs are required under the Prevention of Significant
Deterioration (PSD) program intended to maintain otherwise clean air resources in areas like the
North Slope (40 CFR Part 52.21). The SILs define maximum allowable incremental increases in
pollutant concentrations caused by the federal action, where emissions that equal or exceed the SILs
will be considered to significantly deteriorate air quality; such a project could not be funded or
approved by any federal agency. The second level of control is the comparison of an action’s
emissions against the NAAQS, as required under the Clean Air Act, Section 176(c). The NAAQS
reflect the maximum allowable ceiling established for healthful air relative to each regulated
pollutant. The air quality assessment of the Proposed Action demonstrates emissions that would not
equal or exceed the SILs and would be less than the NAAQS. As such, there is no potential for the
Proposed Action to cause harm to human health, environmental resources, or to damage property.
Consequently, the air quality impacts are not considered significant. The comment is not clear as to
what standard was used to constitute a significant impact, if not the SILs and the NAAQS.
Toxic Air. BOEMRE is not aware of any toxic levels of air contaminants in the communities on the
North Slope. This comment has been brought to the attention of the Environmental Protection
Agency.
Black Carbon. Potential effects to the environment (both globally and locally) from black carbon
emissions are analyzed within Air Quality sections. Additional information and analysis regarding
black carbon emissions and their potential effects has been incorporated into the Final SEIS.
Water Quality Analysis. The statement that water quality in the main rivers that flow into the Arctic
marine environment remains relatively unpolluted is a general statement providing context by
summarizing the more detailed analysis in Section III.A.5 (Sale 193 FEIS), which is incorporated by
reference. The reader is referred to the Sale 193 FEIS for more detailed discussion of water quality.
NPDES Permitting. Additional language has been inserted into Section IV.E.2 to reflect upcoming
changes to the NPDES Arctic General Permit for Oil and Gas Exploration.
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Issue 15. Impacts on marine ecosystems and habitats.
Summary of Comments
Three comments present issues related to marine ecosystems and habitats that are not addressed in
other portions of this Appendix. The first identifies two broad categories of information that should
be considered essential:




Information on the distributions and life histories of species which are critical in marine
food webs, as well as how loss of sea ice will influence these species. There is a lack of
even basic abundance estimates for species such as Arctic cod and Arctic cisco.
Information on conducting quantitative risk and impact assessments. There is insufficient
information about the distribution and productivity of plankton, benthic organisms, fishes,
seabirds, the response of marine mammals to noise, ecological changes likely to be caused
by sea ice loss, and other basic environmental parameters to support quantitative
evaluation of potential and actual impacts from offshore activity, including oil spills.
Without such information, risk and damage assessments and projections are reduced to
speculation.

Another comment recommended that site-specific ice gouging surveys should be completed prior to
leasing.
Source of Comments



Environmental Organizations
General Public

Response to Comments
Essential Information. The Final SEIS uses best available science to gauge the potential impacts to
marine ecosystems and habitat that may result from the natural gas development and production
scenario and from the hypothetical VLOS scenario. A wealth of background information on the
marine ecosystems of the Chukchi Sea and factors relevant to risk assessment is also provided in the
Sale 193 FEIS, which is summarized and incorporated by reference in the SEIS. Regarding the issue
of whether missing information is essential to making reasoned choices among lease sale alternatives,
the reader is referred to Appendix A of the SEIS, which compiles the results of BOEMRE’s
comprehensive analysis of incomplete or missing information (1502.22 analysis). Specific discussion
of every item of incomplete information indentified in the Sale 193 FEIS is contained therein.
Response to related comments is provided in Issue Category 27 of this Appendix.
Ice Gouging. Requiring site-specific ice gouging surveys prior to leasing is not logistically
practicable given the relatively large size of lease sale areas, cost, environmental conditions, etc. Nor
would this requirement be warranted by environmental concerns or other reasons apparent to
BOEMRE. Site-specific shallow hazard surveys that occur prior to any seafloor-disrupting activity
are adequate to address any expressed concerns.

Issue 16. Impacts on fish.
Summary of Comments
Several comments regarding impacts to fish were received.
One comment provided a lengthy critique of the fish analysis in the Draft SEIS, focusing on the
following points:


BOEMRE needs to conduct a block-by-block analysis of the Chukchi Sea Planning Area,
investigating adverse impacts associated with leasing blocks where rare fish species occur,
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and needs to consider removing lease blocks where rare fish occurrences are documented
from past studies.
The recovery of local fish populations from significant adverse impacts cannot be assumed
prior to conducting a detailed metapopulation analysis.
Contrary to assertions in the 193 FEIS, there is potential for significant impacts to rare fish
species in the Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193 area.
Not enough information is known to confidently develop areas within the Chukchi Sea
without risking the regional extirpation of certain fish populations. Blocks should not be
leasable or their seafloors modified unless more information is gathered indicating the
species (1) has more populations in the Chukchi Sea Planning Area, (2) is more abundant
than previous data indicate, (3) has a broader distribution than several point sampling sites,
and (4) has known habitat requirements are not unique to that block.

Another comment asserted that information on essential habitat for the most sensitive early life stages
of all three commercial fisheries species identified in the SEIS (page 39) is essential prior to leasing.
Two comments criticized the SEIS’ analysis of potential impacts resulting from the gas pipeline
where it makes landfall. These comments suggest the following:


There is no scientific discussion of currents, expected changes to water temperature and
salinity, alteration of coastal currents that may affect migrations and water quality, changes
to beach erosion and sedimentation, moving ice, the highly productive nature of coastal
polynya areas, and impacts to Essential Fish Habitat.

Adverse effects have been noted from similar projects in the Beaufort.
Another comment makes two points about the importance of offshore areas and the effects of seismic
activities on salmon:

Offshore areas of Arctic are very important as habitat for juvenile salmon. There are
enormous schools of salmon that congregate here.

Past seismic activities have altered the migration of salmon and scattered them into more
northern rivers that do not normally get large runs.
A final comment takes issue with the finding in Appendix A that four particular items of incomplete
information identified in the Final EIS are not considered relevant to reasonably foreseeable
significant adverse impacts.
Source of Comments




Federal Government (NMFS)
Environmental Organizations
General Public

Response to Comments
Adequacy of Information and Analysis. BOEMRE agrees that protection of rare fish and early life
stage habitat, the ability to predict recovery rates of local fish populations, and avoiding significant
impacts are all legitimate scientific concerns. Additional data on these subjects will continue to be
sought and incorporated into NEPA analyses. However, the Final SEIS concludes that natural gas
development and production would not cause significant adverse impacts on fish. Because no
significant adverse impacts would occur, conducting a detailed metapopulation analysis is not
necessary at this time. Regarding other types of information asserted to be missing, the reader is
referred to the 1502.22 analysis provided in Appendix A of the Final SEIS, which demonstrates no
additional information (including additional information on recovery rates, locations of regionally
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rare fish populations, or potential early life stage EFH) is essential to a reasoned choice among
alternatives.
In July 2011 BOEMRE submitted an EFH Assessment to NMFS regarding proposed leasing and
exploration activities in the Chukchi Sea.
Impacts to Juvenile Salmon in the Chukchi Sea. BOEMRE recognizes that the Arctic offshore,
particularly the Chukchi Sea offshore, is important to juvenile salmon. Many sources of information,
both western science journal articles and shared traditional knowledge, document the existence and
importance of Pacific salmon in the Chukchi Sea and the freshwater rivers and streams along the
Chukchi coast.
The many salmon-spawning rivers, streams and lagoons along the Chukchi Sea Coast and Western
Beaufort Coast are indicative of the numbers of juvenile and adult salmon that rely on the Chukchi
offshore waters for some portion of their lives. Chukchi coastal rivers and lagoons such as the Kuk,
Kokolik, Utukok, Ikpikpuk and Kukpowruk rivers, and the Kasegaluk Lagoon along the Chukchi Sea
coast are known to be important to spawning pink salmon (ADFG, Anadromous Waters Catalog,
2011). Juvenile pink and chum salmon were captured in high numbers in the Chukchi offshore
environment in 2007 (Moss, et al., 2009). Subsistence take of salmon in the Chukchi coastal waters
has been recorded in several documents compiling traditional knowledge (Braund 2010, 2011; Woods
and Carothers, 2011). The BOEMRE welcomes the commenter to share additional local knowledge
regarding juvenile salmon occurrence in the nearshore and offshore Chukchi and Beaufort seas.
Impacts to Salmon from Seismic Activities. Salmon have been reported by several sources, both
western science journals and compilations of local and traditional knowledge, to be occurring farther
north in Arctic rivers, streams and the marine environment. In many of these reports, warming sea
temperatures and decreases in sea ice are attributed to the salmon movement, range extensions in
marine waters and entry into previously-undocumented freshwater spawning areas. The commenter
reports that the movement of salmon into farther north rivers is attributable to past seismic activities.
Seismic activity has been shown in some western science publications to affect fish behaviors. To
date, however, the shift of large groups of migrating salmon at sea due to seismic activities has not
been tested. BOEMRE is currently working with university faculty and other agency staff on acoustic
effects on fish and welcomes local knowledge on this topic to help inform study development and
interpretation of results.
Minor Revisions. Minor modifications have been made to portions of the Final SEIS addressing
water quality, fish resources, and Essential Fish Habitat to expand upon the analysis, increase
accuracy, or resolve ambiguity. This includes clarification of potential impacts associated with the
coastal landfall of an offshore natural gas pipeline.
Relevance of Incomplete Information to Significant Effects. Appendix A presents detailed
analysis of each item of incomplete or missing information mentioned in the Sale 193 FEIS. Of the
four particular items referenced in the comment, none were determined relevant to reasonably
foreseeable significant adverse effects from the particular proposed action analyzed in the Sale 193
FEIS and Final SEIS. It should be mentioned that a relative lack of studies on a particular subject
does not establish a nexus between that subject and potential significant effects from oil and gas
leasing. Sufficient explanation of each determination at issue is provided in Appendix A. Additional
responses pertaining to the general issue of incomplete information is provided in Issue Category 27.

Issue 17. Impacts on Endangered or Threatened species.
Summary of Comments
Several comments addressed Endangered or Threatened species, as follows:
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It is unclear what new information regarding whales (sightings of fin whales, humpback
whales, or both) resulted in re-initiation of ESA consultation with the NMFS for OCS
activities.
Section 7 consultation should be reinitiated in light of recently-designated polar bear
Critical Habitat. The SEIS should be put on hold, if not canceled, pending completion of
consultation, and BOEMRE should re-initiate full, formal consultation as opposed to
incremental consultation.
The conclusion on page 100 of the Revised Draft SEIS that impacts to polar bears would
be minimal is not consistent with studies that demonstrate the harmful effects of oil on
polar bears.
Because new data shows significant use of the proposed lease sale area by bowhead
whales, there is an increased likelihood that noise and disturbance will be greater, such that
vessel strikes may now become an important source of injury. BOEMRE should
incorporate new information regarding the migratory pattern of bowhead whales and
impacts to whales from geophysical operations, anthropogenic noise sources, and vessel
strikes.
BOEMRE should develop an alternative that requires the use of new and improved
technologies (such as survey equipment that does not depend upon seismic waves) that
would mitigate impacts to bowhead whales.
Agency analysis regarding the levels of sound that bowhead whale can with stand are
flawed. Traditional knowledge teaches that bowheads are very sensitive to noise.
There is no mention of the yellow-billed loon, a candidate species under the ESA, in the
Threatened and Endangered Marine and Coastal Birds section of the SIS.
The SEIS should include more thorough analysis of the impacts to bowhead whales
resulting from an oil spill by addressing MMPA requirements. This comment notes that
the MMPA requires mitigation efforts to demonstrate how an oil spill will not result in
take of the bowhead whale.
The SEIS must disclose and provide more analysis of the incomplete information pertinent
to understanding bowhead breeding, feeding, and migration habitat.
The low recovery rate off bowhead whale requires more careful examination of potential
effects from a large oil spill.
The SEIS should explain the exact number of threatened Steller’s or Spectacled eiders that
industry can “take.”
Seismic activities can harass bowhead whales, creating risks to the resource as well as
subsistence.
The agency lacks substantial support for its statement that “at present, available data does
not suggest that strikes of bowheads by oil and gas-related vessels will become an
important source of injury or mortality” (SEIS at p. 95). More analysis is needed.
The VLOS analysis needs to explain the circumstances under which “some cetaceans may
require three or more generations coincident with restored and unaffected habitat to restore
distribution and populations,” and analyze whether these conditions will in fact occur.
The statements in Section III.B.4 regarding bowhead migration through the lease sale area
should be clarified to further distinguish between spring and fall migrations.

One comment suggested two categories of information with respect to endangered and threatened
species that it found essential to a reasoned choice among alternatives:
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Information on how distribution of species of concern (including ESA candidate or listed
species) may shift due to climate change. The ability to predict such shifts is deemed
necessary to evaluate the life-cycle impacts of offshore development and infrastructure.
Information that would allow BOEMRE to analyze the importance of the deferred areas to
bowhead whales. This information is deemed essential in light of admittedly limited
recent data on distribution, abundance, and habitat use in the Chukchi Sea, as well as the
stated purposes of the deferral areas.

One comment warned against assuming that larger deferral areas would decrease environmental
effects. While increasing the deferral area would likely move development and infrastructure
offshore, the comment stated that impacts to bowhead whales will not necessarily be reduced. The
increase in distance may increase marine vessel and aircraft traffic and, in turn, increase risk and
adverse impacts. This comment called for more in-depth discussion within Section II.D.3 of the
balancing of risks and impacts associated with a larger deferral area. The current deferral area, along
with applicable mitigation measures, provides ample protection to marine mammals and subsistence
activities. Given the potential impacts associated with moving facilities further offshore, it is
debatable whether a larger corridor would really decrease adverse impacts.
Source of Comments






Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
Environmental Organizations
Local Governments
Corporations and Industry Groups
General Public

Response to Comments
Information Gaps. BOEMRE takes very seriously the recognition of information gaps and scientific
knowledge in the Arctic regarding species and their habitats, and is an aggressive participant in
initiating and completing research efforts to address such information gaps. BOEMRE has
thoroughly investigated the current information and finds it sufficient to assess the potential effects of
leasing in the Chukchi Sea and the resulting level of activities specified in the analysis scenario.
BOEMRE, NMFS, and FWS continually evaluate activities and monitoring to determine and improve
effectiveness in practices to protect marine animals, and will continue to assess and include new data
as it becomes available for future environmental analyses.
ESA Consultation – Whales. Prior to the release of the Sale 193 FEIS, NMFS did not consider fin
or humpback whales to be present in the action area. To this end, Section III.B.4 states: “During the
2006-2009 open water seasons, marine mammal observer (MMO)-monitoring associated with seismic
surveys, barging, and marine research in the Chukchi Sea documented sightings of fin whales and
humpback whales.” In a letter dated December 3, 2007, BOEMRE proposed to re-initiate ESA
consultation with NMFS for OCS activities. Chapter VI of the SEIS contains additional information
regarding ESA consultations associated with Lease Sale 193.
ESA Consultation – Polar Bears. BOEMRE will meet all of its Section 7 responsibilities in terms
of polar bears and their newly-designated Critical Habitat (75 FR 76086 [7 Dec 2010]). BOEMRE
has conferenced with FWS since Critical Habitat was first proposed on October 22, 2009. Now that
Critical Habitat has been designated, BOEMRE has reinitiated consultation with the FWS.
Incremental consultation is appropriate and will continue concurrent with BOEMRE’s NEPA
processes. New language was been added to the Final SEIS recognizing the designation of Critical
Habitat units and, in particular, addressing terrestrial denning habitat (CH Unit 2) as it relates to
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natural gas pipeline construction. Chapter VI of the Final SEIS contains additional information
regarding ESA consultations associated with Lease Sale 193.
New Information – Whales. BOEMRE acknowledges new data regarding the movements of
individual bowhead whales during the fall/winter in the Chukchi Sea. BOEMRE has included in the
Final SEIS the available published new information from COMIDA (2009, 2010, 2011) and from
Clarke et al., (2011) survey data, satellite tagged whale and traditional knowledge investigations
(Quakenbush et al, 2010a; Quakenbush, Small, and Citta, 2010), and required industry monitoring
reports. We have thoroughly evaluated the potential and anticipated effects upon bowhead whales and
their habitat use patterns from oil and natural gas operations including geophysical operations,
anthropogenic noise sources and vessel strikes. This information supports BOEMRE’s understanding
of seasonal whale movement patterns. Quakenbush et al. (2010) and Quakenbush, Small, and Citta
(2010) indicated that all satellite tagged whales travelled through the Lease Sale 193 area, most
whales crossing the area in less than a week. Quakenbush et al. (2010) and Quakenbush, Small, and
Citta (2010) discuss the considerable limitations of these data: small sample sizes relative to the total
population sex and age structure, sample timing, and other biases. While the data is important to our
understanding of bowhead whale biology, a more robust data set and, over time, sampling that is
representative of the population, is needed to provide for more conclusive analyses. Further, the
authors concluded that "the fall migratory corridor between Barrow and the Bering Strait is poorly
defined."
Vessel Strikes. There are a number of factors to be considered when evaluating the risk of vessel
strikes. Under certain circumstances, vessel noise and traffic can result in avoidance behavior by
bowhead whales. Anticipated traffic by large vessels during oil and gas activities—such as seismic
surveying operations, sea lift operations, moving drilling ships, and icebreaking—involve speeds of
4-6 knots. The majority of documented vessel/whale collisions and injury occur at speeds of over 10
knots (NMFS, 2004). Support vessels and vessels in transit to and from activity areas can travel at
speeds greater than 6 knots. These OCS-related vessels have marine mammal observers to dictate
reductions in speed, course alteration, and distance buffers between vessels. These measures (marine
mammal observers) are consistently required by NMFS within Incidental Harassment Authorizations
and by FWS in Letters of Authorization issued under MMPA for the Chukchi Sea region, and are
intended to reduce the likelihood of collision-related injury and mortality to marine mammals.
Therefore there is little likelihood of increasing collisions and other injuries from these vessels in the
Lease Sale 193 area. Vessel activity could increase in remote parts of the Lease Sale 193 area where
vessel activity was nearly absent in the past; however, injury and mortality from vessel interactions
with marine mammals are currently negligible and are anticipated to remain so. The Final SEIS has
been revised to augment the analysis of potential effects from vessel strikes.
Alternative Technologies. BOEMRE encourages use of alternative technologies for oil and gas
exploration and is currently performing an analysis of such technologies for the Environmental
Impact Statement on the Effects of Oil and Gas Activities (Seismic Surveys and Offshore Exploratory
Drilling Activities) in the Arctic Ocean (U.S. Chukchi and Beaufort Seas) as a cooperating agency
with NMFS, who is the lead agency. Alternative seismic survey sound sources analyzed to date are
not adequate to replace airguns as a tool for oil and gas exploration. These technologies are neither
fully developed (to penetrate to the depths needed for oil and gas assessment) nor are they
commercially available at this time. BOEMRE conducts technical reviews and environmental
assessments for all proposed OCS operations in Alaska in accordance with 30 CFR 250 and 30 CFR
251 and, in cooperation with NMFS and FWS, produces measures to mitigate impacts to the bowhead
whale and other marine mammal species.
Yellow-billed Loon. The yellow-billed loon was identified as a candidate species after publication of
the Sale 193 FEIS. The SEIS makes a distinction between summarized information from the Sale 193
FEIS and new information introduced in the SEIS. The yellow-billed loon and its current status under
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the ESA are discussed in New Information subsections within III.B.4 and III.B.5, and in subsection
IV.C of the Final SEIS. Potential impacts to loons from natural gas development and production
activities are analyzed in Section IV.C.9, Marine and Coastal Birds.
Climate Change. It is acknowledged that species ranges, oceanographic/atmospheric parameters,
and ocean productivity shifts are likely to occur as result of climate change and, indeed, we are
observing and monitoring such changes. As such changes manifest themselves, we must monitor and
evaluate them and respond with appropriate protective actions. The Sale 193 FEIS and the Final
SEIS use best available information to identify reasonably foreseeable components and trends of
Arctic warming. An attempt to predict the exact changes that will occur over the next few decades
would be highly speculative at this time. A strategy to assess and reassess activities over the time
period and rates that the ecosystem changes occur, appears to be a prudent way forward to protect
species and habitats. We cannot always predict with accuracy the rates or magnitude of changes, or
in some cases how changes will develop. The same applies to energy development because we
cannot predict with accuracy when or where resources will be found, the magnitude of such a
discovery and whether development will occur, or if resources will be found or developed at all. This
is the main reason for an incremental approach to energy development so that analysis at each phase
of energy activity (planning, leasing, exploration, development and production) undergoes analysis
specific to the circumstances present at the appropriate time.
Bowhead Migration Patterns. The protection of bowhead whales indicated in the various
alternatives is focused on protecting well documented vulnerable time periods, habitats, and
biologically sensitive life functions. These include the spring polynya system, where the majority of
the bowheads migrate and nurture newborn calves in an ice-restricted area. The fall migration
corridor remains poorly defined (ADF&G, 2010) and the bowhead migration is not as sensitive or
constrained as during the spring period. There is no evidence supporting the deferral of additional
specific portions of the Lease Sale 193 area to benefit bowheads during their fall migration.
Text changes were made to Section III.B.4 to clarify spring and fall migration and satellite tagged
whale movement within the Lease Sale 193 area.
Bowhead Sensitivity to Noise. BOEMRE recognizes bowheads can be very sensitive to noise.
Responses to noise and tolerance levels to various noise sources displayed by bowheads are variable
depending on contextual variables such as whale activity (feeding, migrating, resting, nursing etc.) the
composition of sex, age, and group demographics (i.e. cows with calves, single males, juveniles, etc.),
past experience with similar noise, and the nature of the noise source and sound propagation
environment at the time of exposure. The 180 dB re 1 μPa is the lower threshold established by
NMFS for preventing injury to bowhead hearing, while the 160 dB re 1 μPa is the received level of
sound established by NMFS, at which baleen whales display disturbance behaviors such as avoidance
responses. These are not the maximum levels that bowheads can withstand, but rather are received
sound levels at which protective mitigation measures are implemented to prevent injury (180 dB
level) and to determine the potential exposure rates to noise levels that would result in behavioral
responses (160 dB level) that may incur stress and energy expenditure to a majority of exposed
individuals. BOEMRE deems the 180 dB and 160 dB thresholds as a sufficient gauge of potential
impacts. NMFS’s development and use of these thresholds to regulate take under the MMPA and
ESA corroborates this position.
Low Recovery Rate. We have carefully reviewed available literature regarding cetacean and
bowhead whale contact, inhalation, ingestion, contamination with a large oil in the Lease Sale 193
FEIS, Section IV.C.1.f(1)g) and a very large oil spill (VLOS) in the Final SEIS, Section IV.E.7. We
have evaluated the potential for oil spill occurrence, contact with bowhead habitats, subsequent
potential for spill related injury and mortality to the Western Arctic bowhead population including
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vulnerable sex and age classes. We have identified situational circumstances whereby an annual
cohort may be implicated as well as longer term effects upon recruitment and reproduction.
Conditions Facilitating Recovery. The VLOS analysis evaluates effects of a hypothetical scenario
that integrates widely differing variables in terms of spill location, trajectories under various
conditional circumstances, and contact of Environmental Resource Areas (ERAs) that do not
determine the degree of contact of specific ERAs. Gray whales, beluga whales and harbor porpoises
are the cetaceans that could potentially require 3 or more generations to restore pre-spill distribution
and populations. It would be speculative at this time to determine the interactions of all the factors
and variables that are possible with a very large oil spill that may create an environment where three
or more generation times is required for recovery. There are multiple sets of circumstances that could
result in disruption and modification of the gray whale population and habitat in the Chukchi Sea.
Gray whale displacement, redistribution, loss and rate of recovery of habitat (prey), direct loss of
numbers through health related factors such as starvation and reproductive productivity that could be
dependent upon a number of factors acting either alone or in combination that result from a VLOS.
These factors could vary widely and include the temporal and spatial distribution of a spill; rates and
fate of petroleum in relation to concentrations of gray whales; rate and longevity of injury, mortality,
contamination and subsequent ingestion of contaminated prey; intensity and longevity of cleanup
operations in key gray whale feeding or migration areas; proportion of the gray whale population
injured, killed and/or displaced from a contacted ERA(s); gray whale success in finding adequate
alternate feeding areas if needed. Pre- and post-spill monitoring of these factors is currently the
means by which BOEMRE can evaluate the actual impact of, recovery and restoration of gray whale
habitats and population. A similar approach applies to beluga whales and harbor porpoise. It would
be presumptuous to determine the multitude of specific combinations of circumstances that could
decrease or eliminate (short or long term) distribution, displace individuals or portions of the
population, damage habitat and prey bases, or effect the rates at which restoration of these parameters
take place if at all. Harbor porpoise numbers are few and mortality or displacement of local groups
whose restoration may be dependent upon the pioneering capability of adjacent members of the
population to restore distribution and population levels in damaged areas, recovery rates of localized
seasonal prey. This could in recovery taking decades depending on the multitude of circumstances.
Oil Spills, Bowhead Whales and the MMPA. In the event of an oil spill, it is anticipated that
adverse impacts would accrue to bowhead whales. Potential impacts are analyzed in the Sale 193
FEIS (in reference to a “large” oil spill) as well as the SEIS (in reference to a “very large” oil spill).
To the extent that these impacts constitute unauthorized “take” of one or more bowhead whales, there
would be a violation of the MMPA (and the ESA). “Take” under the MMPA includes both “harm”
and “harassment,” and each of these thresholds in turn encompasses a variety of activities. All
potential adverse impacts to bowhead whales (including impacts that may qualify as “harm” or
“harassment”) are considered in BOEMRE’s NEPA documents, including the SEIS. However,
specific determinations as to whether impacts exceed MMPA thresholds are a regulatory
responsibility held by NMFS.
Incomplete Information About Bowhead Whales. Consistent with 40 CFR 1502.22, BOEMRE
has disclosed and discussed all incomplete or missing information relevant to reasonably foreseeable
significant adverse effects to bowheads and other environmental resources from natural gas
development and production, as well as from a VLOS. For an example, please refer to the portion of
Section IV.E.7 analyzing potential impacts to bowheads in the event of contact with oil. For
additional discussion of what is known and not known about bowhead whale breeding, feeding, and
migration habitat, one can refer to the Sale 193 FEIS, which the present document supplements, or to
Appendix A.
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Steller’s Eiders and Spectacled Eiders. Incidental take for Steller’s eiders and Spectacled eiders
was identified on p. IV-125 of the Sale 193 FEIS (USDOI, MMS, 2007a; incorporated by reference)
and in Section IV.C.8 Marine and Coastal Birds – Threatened and Endangered of this Final SEIS.
Seismic Activities. Detailed discussion and analysis regarding seismic testing is provided in the Sale
193 FEIS, which the present document supplements.
Deferral Areas. Applicable mitigation measures apply the best state of the technology to aircraft and
vessel traffic to minimize adverse impacts to bowhead whales to negligible or low levels. We agree
that increased travel distances could potentially incrementally increase exposure of bowheads to
vessel and aircraft traffic; however, vessel and aircraft travel distances would not necessarily increase.
Potential energy prospects, discoveries and development within the final lease area would remain
static and not “move” development and infrastructure further offshore as result of an increased
deferral area. An increased deferral area would effectively protect the proportion of bowhead whales
that utilize habitats within additional deferral area where some activities (drilling, platform
construction and operations, construction and operation of product gathering infrastructure) would no
longer occur. Bowhead whales utilizing habitats within the lease area would be subject to the
proportionally the same level of adverse impacts from development activities under the deferral area
noted in Alternative II less the impacts that might have occurred in an increased deferral area.
Impacts to Polar Bears. Conclusions presented on page 100 of the Revised Draft SEIS concerned
only those potential impacts that could occur via the natural gas development and production
scenario. To date, impacts to polar bears in the Beaufort Sea from oil and gas industry activities
appear to be limited to disturbance and exclusion from some localized habitat areas. There is no
reason to assume that a different level of impact would occur from similar activities in the Chukchi
Sea. Oil spill impacts, meanwhile, are discussed in the Sale 193 FEIS and Section IV.E of the Final
SEIS.

Issue 18. Impacts on birds
Summary of Comments
One commenter asserts that the Analysis of Incomplete or Missing Information (SEIS, Appendix A)
and natural gas development and production analysis inadequately assess potential impacts to birds,
as follows:




Regarding the 1502.22 analysis, the following information is essential for a reasoned
choice among alternatives: information about how and when marine and coastal birds use
coastal areas, especially given the acknowledged correlation between deferral corridors
and potentially serious impacts to birds from a large oil spill; information that BOEMRE
prepared in connection with its Section 7 consultation with the Fish and Wildlife Service
on threatened spectacled and Steller’s eiders; several important studies pertaining to
potential impacts to birds that were not incorporated into the Draft SEIS; information
regarding long-term trends in marine bird distribution and variation due to climate change.
BOEMRE has not sufficiently analyzed the effects of gas development and production on
birds. Rather than avoiding substantive analysis by stating that later analyses and
permitting processes will prevent impacts to birds, the agency should more specifically
analyze the effects that disturbance could have on different species of birds, including
threatened and endangered species. The SEIS should also consider increased predation,
especially from increased populations of arctic foxes which may be attracted to
development infrastructure.
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The apparent contradiction between the statement on page 102 that “[a]dditional facility
footprints were no[t] considered necessary” and the statement on page 104 that the
“natural gas scenario entail[s] expansion of the onshore facility” should be addressed.
Given that predators could be attracted to infrastructure or additional human foods or
garbage, unsupported conclusions that development will occur in a manner so as not to
attract predators is incongruous with the component of the natural gas scenario which
entails expansion of onshore facilities.

Source of Comments


Environmental Organizations

Response to Comments
The Analysis of Incomplete or Missing Information (Final SEIS, Appendix A) determined—with
respect to long-term trends in bird populations and variation due to climate change—that no
incomplete information in the Sale 193 FEIS was essential to a reasoned choice between alternatives.
Rather, the information and analysis within the Sale 193 FEIS was more than adequate to make clear
distinctions between alternatives and support an informed decision. Additional datasets are not
essential to making a reasoned choice among alternatives.
Patterns of Use within Deferral Areas. The distribution, abundance, and temporal use patterns of
marine and coastal birds are described in the Chapter III, Description of the Affected Environment in
the Sale 193 FEIS. Sufficient information was available to evaluate the benefits of deferral
alternatives to marine and coastal birds, including the benefits of deferrals in regard to a large oil
spill. Analysis on potential impacts under Alternative I is provided in detail on pages IV-134 through
145 in the Sale 193 FEIS.
With respect to the specific benefits of Alternative III to birds and important bird habitats, the Sale
193 FEIS explains:
This alternative would provide the largest deferral area and provide the greatest net resource benefits to
marine and coastal birds. This deferral area would be in the form of a corridor on the shoreward
margin of the proposed lease-sale area. The primary benefit of this corridor is that it would move
sources of potential adverse effects further away from important bird habitats. The increased distance
between offshore development and coastal bird habitats conceivably would decrease the percent
chance of spilled oil contact, increase weathering of spilled oil prior to contact, and increase available
spill-response time.

With respect to specific benefits of Alternative IV to birds and important bird habitats, the 193 FEIS
explains:
This alternative has a smaller deferral area than Alternative III. The deferral area would be in the form
of a corridor on the shoreward margin of the proposed lease-sale area. The primary benefit of this
corridor is that it would move sources of potential adverse effects farther away from important bird
habitats. The increased distance between offshore development and coastal bird habitats would
conceivably decrease percent chance of one or more [large] spills contacting important bird habitats,
increase weathering of spilled oil prior to contact, and increase available spill-response time. This
alternative would provide the same types of net resource benefits as Alternative III, but at a reduced
level.

ESA Consultation – Steller’s Eider. Information that BOEMRE prepared in connection with its
Section 7 consultation with FWS on threatened spectacled and Steller’s eiders satisfies ESA
requirements, requirements distinct from NEPA. BOEMRE analysts use comprehensive information
and analysis to satisfy both of these obligations. Often this information and analysis is derived from
the same sources and studies. The Sale 193 FEIS contained sufficient information (see Sale 193 FEIS
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Sections IV.C.1.f, IV.C.1.g, V.C) on spectacled and Steller’s eiders to distinguish between
alternatives and inform the decision maker about potential environmental effects.
Distributions of Marine Birds. The best available scientific information regarding changes in the
distribution of marine birds is discussed in the Sale 193 FEIS. Additional information was
incorporated into the Draft and Revised Draft SEIS and Section 7 consultation documents, as
appropriate. NEPA does not require a listing of all the information that is considered, but not
incorporated and specifically cited, within the environmental impact statement. Thus the lack of
citation of a particular publication does not indicate that the information was not considered in the
analysis. BOEMRE appreciates the list of citations provided by the commenter, but BOEMRE did
not find any reason to revise the text based on these studies.
The commenter specifically references the Coastal Response Research Center (CRRC), which was
established as a partnership between the National Oceanic Atmospheric Administration (NOAA),
through the Office of Response and Restoration (OR&R), and the University of New Hampshire in
2004. The CRRC partnership stimulates innovation in spill preparedness, response, assessment, and
implementation of optimum spill recovery strategies. The primary purpose of the CRRC is to bring
together the resources of a research-oriented university and the field expertise of OR&R to conduct
and oversee basic and applied research, conduct outreach, and encourage strategic partnerships in
spill response, assessment, and restoration.
On April 22, 2010, the CRRC and NOAA’s Office of Response and Restoration completed a
workshop on planning for (post-spill) NRDA (Natural Resource Damage Assessment) in the Arctic.
According to CRRC 2010, outcomes from that workshop included the following:




Arctic Baseline Shifts: Physical conditions and biological use of Arctic habitat are
changing. Indications include Bering Sea fish moving north; walrus moving into the
shoreline areas, polar bears moving into shoreline areas and tundra; changes in ice cover
and thickness; and longer periods of tundra thaw.
Baseline Data: A large body of environmental data was identified that has been collected
at various locations and for several purposes (e.g., fisheries monitoring, oil and gas lease
development). In order to maximize its usefulness for NRDA, this data must be
synthesized and made publically available. Targeted additional data collection would also
be useful.

Long-term Data. The commenter also mentions conclusions drawn by certain researchers
participating in the Northern Oil and Gas Research Forum: Current Status and Future Directions in
the Beaufort Sea, North Slope and Mackenzie Delta who described the value of future, long-term data
sets, especially regarding lake chemistry and permafrost in coastal areas of the Beaufort Sea. The
specific relevance of the proceedings in relationship to the Chukchi Sea is not clear. BOEMRE uses
long-term datasets when such information is available. While these data sets do not exist for every
resource, BOEMRE found that long-term data sets of this type were not essential for a reasoned
choice between lease sale alternatives.
Effects to Birds from Natural Gas Scenario. Sections IV.C.8, IV.C.9, V.B.6, and V.B.7 of the
SEIS analyze the potential impacts to birds associated with the natural gas development and
production scenario. This analysis identifies all reasonably foreseeable potential impacts. More
specific quantification of impacts is impossible at this time given lack of specific project locations or
plans, the inherent uncertainties of environmental conditions 30 years from now when natural gas
projects may commence, etc.
The potential that birds could be affected by increased predation due to natural gas development
received additional analysis in the Final SEIS.
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Contradictions in Statements and Unsupported Conclusions. The contradictions indicated
regarding components of the natural gas scenario have been resolved and clarifying revisions are
provided in the Final SEIS. Also, a NSB ordinance concerning food and garbage handling along with
other requirements to prevent wildlife (especially brown and polar bears) access to human-use foods
and garbage are anticipated to be in effect. It is inappropriate to conclude that these measures would
be ineffective. While the Revised Draft SEIS indicated the shore facility may change to
accommodate gas production, no new sources of garbage or human-use foods would be created.

Issue 19. Impacts on marine mammals
Summary of Comments
Several comments concerned marine mammal issues that did not fit within other issue categories of
this Appendix.
One of these comments called for study of the effects of noise pollution on beluga in the Point Lay
and Kotzebue Sound Area before any lease sale.
Another asserts that several types of information related to marine mammals and their habitats are
missing from the Sale 193 FEIS and the SEIS and are essential for a reasoned choice among
alternatives, as follows:






Knowledge of where Pacific walrus will be during summer. This comment notes that
while prior to 2007 walrus spent summers on sea ice in the Chukchi Sea, in 2010 walrus
hauled out along the U.S. Chukchi coast. Also, a number of walrus used the Hanna Shoal
area which is within the Lease Sale 193 area. The 2010 USGS study of walrus tracking
and telemetry data is cited.
Knowledge of the areas in the Chukchi sea that are crucial for life stages of marine
mammals, especially in light of recent satellite telemetry data showing that movements of
bowhead whales, beluga whales, walrus, spotted seals, ringed seals, bearded seals, and
polar bears are more complex and variable than previously anticipated.
Knowledge of the distribution and timing of movements of beluga whales in the Chukchi
Sea, including late summer distribution, fall-migration patterns, wintering areas, and areas
that are particularly important for feeding.

This same comment went on to assert major inadequacies in the natural gas development and
production analysis portion of the SEIS:
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Failure to provide sufficient analysis of the effects that constructing a gas pipeline from the
offshore facility to shore could have on marine mammals. While the SEIS mentions that
noise from construction could affect various species, it provides only a minimal
description of the potential harm and unduly relies on avoidance and later processes to
prevent harms.
BOEMRE should perform a complete analysis of the potential effects of the construction
of a natural gas pipeline that takes into account the locations of important marine mammal
habitat and the cost of excluding animals from that habitat.
Failure to sufficiently consider impacts to polar bears. The analysis fails to account for
changes in the Arctic climate and ice extent and how this will affect polar bears, which
may be more likely to become hungry, weak, or otherwise stressed. For instance, vessel
and human-bear encounters (assumed in the SEIS to cause only minor disturbances to
polar bears) may become more frequent and harmful.
Failure to provide additional analysis of effects on walrus. BOEMRE’s own analysis
shows that human safety considerations may result in aircraft flying at an altitude that can
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startle walrus and cause walrus mortalities. Since low-ceiling clouds in the Arctic prevent
compliance with the minimum altitude requirements with some frequency, BOEMRE
essentially ignores this potential harm. Also, BOEMRE states that vessels can cause
walrus to abandon haulouts but does not further address the potential for such disturbance.
One comment stated that the analysis should explain how impacts to subsistence use and marine
mammal populations will be mitigated throughout the oil spill cleanup process and afterward, so as to
preserve subsistence hunting opportunities and maintain current marine mammal populations.
Another comment stated a need for more analysis on the probability of vessel strikes and the
attendant threat marine mammals.
One comment calls “incorrect” the statements that noises from 160-170 dB appear to cause avoidance
by certain whales. For support, the comment references previous MMS NEPA and IHA applications
recognizing that avoidance responses can occur at 120 dB.
Finally, one comment suggests that a recent study demonstrated that adult bearded seals feed in areas
adjacent to the lease area for a few months during the period when there is open water (and when
development activities would be occurring). The comment notes:


This study has a small sample size but, if extrapolated, demonstrates the importance of this
area to marine mammals.

Source of Comments





Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
Local Governments
Environmental Organizations
General Public

Response to Comments
Beluga and Noise. A number of studies of the effects of ship and industrial noise on beluga have
been done, including studies on impacts to beluga in the heavily traveled St. Lawrence Seaway
(Scheifele et al, 2002, 2003, 2004, Schneider 2004), studies using captive beluga (Erbe and Farmer
2003), studies of industrial noise and beluga in Cook Inlet (NMFS, ongoing studies) and studies on
ice breaker noise and other industrial noises on the Beaufort Sea population of beluga in Canada
(COSEWIC, recovery and management plans). This information is already incorporated into the Sale
193 FEIS and Final SEIS. BOEMRE is not aware of any data which would indicate that beluga in the
Point Lay and Kotzebue Sound area would be affected differently from these other populations.
Sufficiency of Walrus and Beluga Information. Regarding the sufficiency of existing information
in making reasoned choices among lease sale alternatives, the reader is referred to Appendix A of the
Final SEIS which compiles the results of BOEMRE’s comprehensive 1502.22 analysis. Specific
discussion of every item of incomplete information referenced in the Sale 193 FEIS is contained
therein. Additional explanation of the state of the current science and its implications for resource
management decisions is provided below. It is well understood that walrus habitat use is largely
determined by the availability of sea ice in the Chukchi Sea. Walrus will remain with the ice as long
as it does not move northward of the continental shelf. Walrus will take advantage of any remaining
floes as late in the season as possible, before moving to terrestrial haulouts. The large number of
walrus hauling out near Point Lay in the summer of 2010 provides a recent illustration of this
phenomenon.
As required by NEPA, if a specific infrastructure is proposed, further evaluation of the potential
impacts of that development will be assessed. At that time, BOEMRE will have more information
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regarding any new terrestrial haul outs for walruses and can devise mitigation measures to avoid
negative impacts to resources in these areas. The four-stage process applicable to OCS activities will
allow BOEMRE to address any changes to walrus habitat anticipated to occur over time through
Arctic warming.
Information on Habitat Preferences. Marine mammal habitat preferences are complicated;
however, there is a great deal of information available on habitat preferences based upon water depth,
season, ice type and ice coverage for all of the species mentioned. Recent tagging studies have
furthered our knowledge base about speed and frequency of movements, and confirmed prior
information about habitat preferences. Moreover, recent observations have confirmed our knowledge
of established habitat preferences for walrus; the Revised Draft SEIS was modified to acknowledge
this information. BOEMRE is confident that the Sale 193 FEIS and Final SEIS include sufficient
information regarding marine mammal habitat preference upon which to make reasoned choices
among lease sale alternatives. Recent studies assessing the variability of marine mammal movement
confirm the current approach of deferring areas closer to the spring lead system (where there is a
relatively well-defined migration corridor) but not other areas of the Chukchi Sea Program Area
(which typically experience less concentrated and more variable use by marine mammals over the
long-term).
BOEMRE has identified Hanna Shoal in the Sale 193 FEIS, the Final SEIS, and elsewhere as an area
of importance to both walrus and gray whales at certain times of the year. There is sufficient
information to inform the Secretary of the differences among alternatives so that he can make a wellreasoned decision. Additional research on bowhead, walrus, beluga, and seals, as well as fish species,
benthic invertebrates, sea currents, temperature, salinity and other factors are underway, and will add
additional detail. But this information is not anticipated to substantively change the baseline data
already acquired.
Beluga Distribution. There is sufficient information available on the distribution and migration of
beluga to make a reasoned decision among lease sale alternatives. For example, beluga use the spring
lead system in their northward migration in spring and also use the Kasegaluk Lagoon area. This was
one of the factors that led the Secretary to choose to defer a coastal corridor along the Chukchi Sea
Planning Area from leasing.
Natural Gas Construction and Operation. The Final SEIS appropriately and sufficiently analyzes
the effects of the construction and operation of an offshore pipeline resulting from natural gas
development. The reader is reminded that effects from building a gas pipeline are not very different
from the effects of building an oil pipeline. This activity was previously and thoroughly analyzed in
the Sale 193 FEIS, which is summarized and incorporated by reference in the Final SEIS. Harm to
marine mammals from construction of a gas or oil pipeline are limited to temporary disturbance due
to noise and activity. It is possible that these activities will lead to some avoidance behavior, but
significant impacts are not anticipated. Since gas/oil pipelines must be built in deep trenches to avoid
the potential for ruptures from ice gauging, once the pipe is laid and recovered, that habitat is again
available to benthic invertebrates, fish, and marine mammals. At this time, there are no production
facilities or pipelines proposed in the Chukchi Sea. If a production facility or an oil or gas pipeline is
proposed at a later date, additional analysis will take place at that point, which will include analysis of
the precise proposed location. Mandatory adherence to MMPA (and for several species of marine
mammals, ESA) regulations concerning take will further protect these animals if development occurs.
Vessel Strikes. The potential for vessel strikes to cause effects to marine mammals is analyzed in
several portions of the Sale 193 FEIS and the Final SEIS. Additional language responding to
comments regarding vessels strikes is provided in Issue Category 17. BOEMRE’s analysis finds little
likelihood for vessels associated with OCS activities to collide with marine mammals. The potential
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for increased shipping in the Arctic is identified as a component of Arctic warming and analyzed in
Section V of the Final SEIS, Cumulative Effects.
Polar Bears and Climate Change. Analysis of the impacts of climate change on polar bears is
provided in the Sale 193 FEIS and expanded on greatly in the SEIS. Currently, most polar bears
remain offshore on the pack ice, while some come ashore. Current predictions of changes in sea ice
extent suggest that the open water season will continue to get longer, and more polar bears may come
ashore to await the formation of sea ice in fall. All studies to date indicate that vessels (other than ice
breakers) avoid large ice floes and very rarely occur in the vicinity of polar bears. Moreover, vessels
operating in conjunction with OCS oil and gas activities are required to avoid any marine mammals
by distances prescribed by FWS and NMFS. Polar bears appear to be indifferent to the presence of
ice breakers and may either approach or ignore the vessels.
BOEMRE does not regulate onshore oil and gas facilities; therefore, we do not analyze them in our
NEPA documents except as contributions to cumulative effects. However, BOEMRE is not aware of
any research indicating that oil and gas facilities draw polar bears. Polar bears do occur in the oil and
gas fields as they are moving through the area, usually in nearshore areas. To date, the FWS has
developed a very robust program to reduce interactions between polar bears and oil and gas
operations, and there have only been two polar bears killed in defense of human life in the oil fields in
Alaska, one in 1968 and one in 1990.
Walrus. A thorough analysis of possible impacts to walrus, including the potential for disturbance
via aircraft and vessels, is available in the Sale 193 FEIS and summarized and expanded upon in the
SEIS. As this comment suggests, more in depth and site specific NEPA analysis correctly takes place
when we have a specific proposal for an activity. It is true that aircraft overflights may result in
disturbance events and also that aircraft flight routes and altitudes are largely unrestricted under
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) regulations. However, aircraft and helicopter flights that take
place in conjunction with BOEMRE-regulated activities have specific guidelines in place which
greatly reduce the likelihood of marine mammal disturbance events occurring. Flights are generally
routed a mile or more inland to avoid shoreline areas where walrus may congregate. Aircraft
associated with OCS activities must also fly at 1500 feet or more above ground level, except if human
safety considerations require otherwise. Similarly, all vessels operating under BOEMRE regulations
must have marine mammal observers on board and must avoid approaching marine mammals or
causing any disturbance events. These restrictions do not apply to other vessels operating in the
Arctic. The current level of analysis within the Sale 193 FEIS and SEIS is sufficient given the
thorough identification of potential harms and the relatively small chance that they would actually
occur.
Mitigating Adverse Impacts of Cleanup and Response Activities. The SEIS identifies this
potential issue when it notes that “Overall, oil-spill-cleanup activities, far from providing mitigation,
more likely should be viewed as additional impacts, potentially causing displacement of subsistence
resources and subsistence hunters.” However, in the event of a spill, BOEMRE would not have
primary authority over the cleanup process, and cannot guarantee that subsistence hunting
opportunities would be preserved. The typical mitigation for animals in the event of a spill is
recovery and cleanup of spilled oil. Responders will continue these efforts unless directed otherwise
by the Federal On-Scene Coordinator (FOSC). It is possible that other hunting opportunities in
unaffected areas may still occur.
Seals. The referenced marine mammal tracking study is being conducted through the BOEMRE
Environmental Studies Program. As such, BOEMRE is keenly aware of these study results with
radio-tagged bearded and ringed seals. A map associated with this study has been incorporated into
the Final SEIS (Section III.B.6, Figure 9). The map generally reflects fewer bearded or ringed seal
occurrences in and around the Lease Sale 193 area, than in most other areas of the Chukchi Sea. The
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map depicts bearded seal locations mostly occurring south of Point Hope, while spotted seals were
mostly detected off Point Lay, Wainwright, and Barrow, Alaska. Ringed seals were observed
throughout the Beaufort and Chukchi Seas, however there were fewer occurrences in the Sale Area
than in most other regions of the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas. In addition to ice seals, the map
includes beluga and bowhead occurrences too. According to what is portrayed on this map, most
ringed and bearded seal observations seem to occur between Kotzebue and Point Hope, indicating
that the Sale Area does not have any noteworthy characteristics making it of particular importance to
any of the ice seal species. This view is further supported by numerous surveys that have been
conducted in the lease area over recent years (Brueggeman et al. 2010; Funk et al. 2010; Blees et al.
2010) that provide visual observations of marine mammals. Consequently the map confirms
BOEMRE’s analyses.
Effects of Noise on Whales. BOEMRE recognizes that some baleen whales avoidance response
behaviors can occur at 120 dB re 1 μPa received sound levels (Richardson, et al. 1999), that a
majority respond at higher received sound levels at around and above 160 dB re 1 μPa, and that some
may not respond until received levels are louder still. The onset of behavioral disturbance from
anthropogenic noise depends on both external factors (characteristics of noise sources and their paths)
and the receiving animals (hearing, motivation, experience, activity, demography, etc.), which makes
it difficult to predict (Southall et al. 2007). Currently, NMFS uses 160 dB re 1 μPa at received level
for impulse noises (such as airgun pulses) as the onset of marine mammal behavioral harassment.
The Final SEIS has been revised to better reflect the concerns raised in the comment.

Issue 20. Impacts on terrestrial mammals.
Summary of Comments
Several comments specific to caribou were received and asserted the following:


The Chukchi Sea coastline is important to the Western Arctic caribou herd for calving and
insect relief.

There are deficiencies in the Draft SEIS natural gas development and production analysis
of potential effects to caribou. It is recommended that the Final SEIS incorporate
additional analysis of the potential for these activities to disturb caribou and suggested
incorporating analysis from several BLM studies of these issues.

It is important to mention that potential impacts to terrestrial-mammal populations are tied
primarily to the development and production stages of oil and gas activity. Exploration
efforts are conducted offshore and do not include pipeline construction, ice roads, gravel
roads, or permanent onshore facilities.

The statement that terrestrial mammals will be displaced by 4 km of pipelines and roads is
unsupported in the Draft SEIS. It appears that the distance identified in literature for
avoidance of roads by caribou cows with calves (by Cameron in 2005) has been applied
more broadly than the scientific data and literature support.

BOEMRE should reference the ADF&G census of caribou herds, and in particular the
Central Arctic herd, because it is the main herd that occupies and migrates through the
North Slope oilfields annually. Since the beginning of tracking these animals in the 1970s
their numbers have been up and down, most recently on an uptrend to 60,000 animals in
2008.
One comment contained a lengthy critique of BOEMRE’s analysis of effects from the construction
and operation of pipelines. This comment focused largely on impacts to caribou. Specific concerns in
this comment were asserted as follows:
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The 193 FEIS analysis of an oil pipeline does not provide the necessary analysis of the
effects of a gas pipeline.
The Draft SEIS provides no more than a cursory and incomplete analysis of the effects of
the construction and operation of a gas pipeline.
Even if the gas pipeline travels the same corridor as the oil pipeline discussed in the 193
FEIS, a second pipeline and additional compression facilities and maintenance activities
will result in other effects, both individually and cumulatively with oil-related activities.
Instead of providing a detailed analysis, the draft SEIS relies on later analyses and
permitting processes to identify and prevent environmental harms.
Information about the biological resources of an area and the effects of oil and gas
activities on those resources is essential at the lease sale stage because it is at this stage
that the agency has discretion to determine if, when, where, and how oil and gas activities
may occur in a planning area. At later stages, the agency will already be invested in
particular courses of action, and its discretion may be more constrained.
In recent Integrate Activity Plan/EIS documents for the National Petroleum ReserveAlaska (NPR-A), BLM identified numerous potential adverse effects of onshore pipelines
to caribou. The BOEMRE analysis and conclusions in the SEIS are contrary to BLM’s.
The BOEMRE analysis and conclusions in the SEIS are contrary to the National Research
Council’s Cumulative Environmental Effects of Oil and Gas Activities on Alaska’s North
Slope (2003).

Source of Comments




Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
Environmental Organizations
General Public

Response to Comments
Caribou. The potential for natural gas development and production activities to impact the Western
Arctic caribou herd (WAH) is analyzed in Section IV.C.11 of the SEIS. Background information on
the distribution and habits of the WAH (including discussion of areas used for insect relief and
calving) is provided in Section III.B.7 of the SEIS. The very thorough discussion of these issues
provided in Section III.B.7 of the Sale 193 FEIS is summarized and incorporated by reference in the
SEIS.
The potential for an onshore gas pipeline and other natural gas development and production activities
to impact caribou is discussed in Section IV.C.11 of the SEIS. Analysis of cumulative effects to
caribou is provided in Section V.B.9 of the SEIS. As is explained in the SEIS, any overland gas
pipeline construction would occur after the construction of an overland oil pipeline from the Chukchi
coast to the TAPS. Consequently, the gas pipeline would use the existing oil pipeline right-of-way
and disturbance area. The resulting effects from constructing a gas pipeline would be additive to
those of an oil pipeline, albeit much less than the initial perturbation created by constructing an oil
pipeline. Thorough analysis of the potential effects of an oil pipeline on caribou is available in
Section IV.C.1.i of the Sale 193 FEIS. This analysis is summarized and incorporated by reference in
the SEIS, providing context for the natural gas analysis and conclusions.
The referenced BLM studies are consistent with and in many cases confirm the analysis and
conclusions of the Sale 193 FEIS and SEIS. Each of these documents acknowledges that caribou tend
to avoid areas of intense activities, especially during the calving period, and that the zone of
disturbance extends up to 2.4 miles from the road or construction area.
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Despite the construction of several pipelines across calving grounds for the Central Arctic Herd
(CAH), the herd has increased in number in the decades since the pipelines were constructed. The
upward trend of CAH caribou may be indicative of a lack of lasting adverse effects from pipeline
construction in the Prudhoe Bay project area and the surrounding fields.
Impacts of Development and Production. The SEIS acknowledges that potential impacts on
terrestrial-mammal populations are tied primarily to the development and production stages of oil and
gas activity (Final SEIS, Section II.D.1, Terrestrial Mammals):
The primary potential effects of OCS exploration and development activities on terrestrial mammals
would come from disturbance associated with ice-road and air-support traffic along pipeline corridors
and near other onshore support facilities. Habitat alteration associated with gravel extraction (mining)
to support the construction of offshore gravel islands and gravel pads for onshore facilities is possible.
Effects could also come from potential oil spills contacting coastal areas used by caribou for insect
relief, and for scavenging by grizzly bears and arctic foxes…

These statements specifically present the relevant effecters that could be expected to impact terrestrial
mammals. This includes the potential for spills, and air traffic which may support exploration activity
and development activity.
Displacement. The statement that terrestrial mammals will be displaced 4 km from pipelines and
roads is supported by Cameron et al. (1992, 2005 cited in Joly et al., 2006), summarizing that caribou
reduced their use of a 0-4 km zone around a road after its construction while increasing their use of a
4-6 km zone from the road, and may have some level of adaptability to oilfield developments if
mitigations are implemented (Haskell et al. 2006). These references were added to the Revised Draft
SEIS text, and the ADF&G caribou population surveys have also been incorporated and cited in the
SEIS.
The SEIS appropriately and sufficiently analyzes the effects of the construction and operation of an
overland pipeline resulting from natural gas development. The potential effects from the construction
and operation of the oil pipeline across NPR-A are thoroughly analyzed in the Sale 193 FEIS; that
analysis is incorporated in the SEIS by reference. Although the resulting effects from constructing a
gas pipeline would be additive to those of the oil pipeline, they would be much less than the initial
perturbation created by the earlier construction the oil pipeline. The effects of constructing and
operating the gas pipeline would be very similar to and less than the effects associated with
constructing and operating the oil pipeline.
Regulatory Agencies. A gas pipeline across NPR-A would be permitted and regulated by other
federal agencies including BLM and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. The Sale 193 FEIS and
SEIS assume that other federal agencies will appropriately fulfill their responsibilities. It is unknown
what the requirements and mitigation measures will be 30 years hence; therefore, the Sale 193 FEIS
and SEIS assume that the current requirements would be the minimum environmental protection level
for future overland pipelines.
OCS Lands Act – Four Stage Process. The OCS Lands Act created a four-stage process for
planning, leasing, exploration, and production of oil and gas resources in federal waters. The fourstage review process gives the Secretary a “continuing opportunity for making informed adjustments”
in developing offshore energy resources in order to ensure all activities are conducted in an
environmentally sound manner.
The amount and detail of the information needed for a NEPA analysis depends upon the decision it is
intended to support. A lease sale EIS provides an areawide-level analysis that is appropriate for to
support a decision on configuration and requirements of an areawide-lease sale. In compliance with
OCS Lands Act and DOI policy in 516 DM 15, BOEMRE conducts technical and environmental
review on each exploration and development and production plan. BOEMRE completes a site-

E68

Appendix E- Section 1

Sale 193 Final SEIS

BOEMRE

specific NEPA review as appropriate at the exploration or development and production stage when
specific and more detailed regional information is required and the location (site), timing, and
proposed activities are known. Decisions on each proposed action resulting from Lease Sale 193 are
based on the best available scientific information from proposal-specific technical and environmental
reviews.
Effects on Caribou. The most current BLM document (BLM, 2008) stated:
Ground observations of caribou within the Kuparuk area from 1978 to 1990 indicated that caribou
increasingly avoided zones of intense activity, especially during the calving period (Smith et al. 1994).
Lawhead et al. (2004) reported that maternal caribou with calves were displaced from areas near both
the Tarn and Meltwater roads during calving and up to two weeks post calving. Very few calves were
observed within 1.2 miles of either road during the calving period and densities appeared to be reduced
as far away as 2.4 miles. Traffic convoying on the Meltwater road was not effective at reducing
calving displacement to less than 1.2 to 2.4 miles, or reducing the disturbance reactions of caribou
within 1,640 feet of the road. Data analyzed by Cameron et al. (2002) suggested that having roads too
closely spaced would displace calving activity within the oil field complex. Other studies (Roby 1978;
Cameron et al. 1981, 1983, 1992; Pollard and Ballard 1993) and literature reviews (Cronin et al. 1994,
1998) indicate some seasonal avoidance of habitats within three miles of existing Prudhoe Bay area
facilities by cows and calves during calving and early post-calving periods (May through June).
The WAH and CAH caribou core calving ranges lie outside of the planning area, while the TLH
caribou calving area is concentrated in the northern section of the planning area near Teshekpuk Lake.

In other words, caribou tended to avoid areas of intense activity, especially during the calving period
and the zone of disturbance extended up to 2.4 miles from the road or construction area.
Despite the construction of several pipelines across calving grounds for the CAH, the herd has
increased in number in the decades since those pipelines were constructed. The upward population
trend of CAH caribou may be indicative of a lack of lasting adverse effects from pipeline construction
in the Prudhoe Bay project and the surrounding oil fields.
BLM’s statement that “there could be reproductive consequences from extensive disruption of
caribou [movement] during the insect-relief season” is not contrary to BOEMRE’s statements in the
193 Draft SEIS at p. 90 and the 193 Revised Draft SEIS at p. 108:
Research has suggested that caribou in arctic Alaska generally avoid areas within 4 km of oil-field
roads after they are constructed (Cameron et al., 1992; Joly, Nellemann, and Vistness, 2006).
However, avoidance is not absolute and caribou may habituate to infrastructure and human activity
(Haskell et al., 2006).
The construction of roads and gravel pads may provide caribou with additional insect-relief habitat,
particularly when there is little or no road traffic present. Conversely, the construction of roads and
pipelines could provide vectors by which invasive species, parasites and new diseases could be
introduced into the arctic environment (Kutz et al., 2004; Urban, 2006).

Caribou are somewhat tolerant of development and can habituate to developed landscapes. This is
discussed in the SEIS, Section IV.C.11. BLM analyses generally support the conclusions of the
SEIS, and are cited appropriately.
The SEIS acknowledges minimum height requirements for elevated pipelines (emphasis added):
Caribou successfully cross under pipelines that are elevated a minimum of 7 ft above the tundra, a
requirement for onshore pipelines in the NPR-A (USDOI, BLM, 2006). Pipelines without adjacent
roads and vehicle traffic are not likely to affect caribou movements”… (SEIS, IV.C.11)

BOEMRE analysts have reviewed the National Research Council’s Cumulative Environmental
Effects of Oil and Gas Activities on Alaska’s North Slope (2003) and incorporated and considered the
information therein as appropriate. In relation to the potential effects to caribou from onshore oil and
gas activities, the NRC report states:
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The decrease in herd size between 1992 and 1995 may reflect the additive effects of surface
development and relatively high insect activity, in contrast to an increased in the herd’s size from 1995
to 2000, when insect activity was generally low… (NRC 2003, p 116)

The calving grounds for the TLJ are located within the Teshekpuk Lake Special Management Area
portion of NPR-A. Approval of a pipeline corridor through this protected area is not reasonably
foreseeable in light of the area’s special status and abundance of wildlife, the ongoing attempts to
permanently exclude the area from any oil and gas development activities, and the heightened
engineering difficulties. The WAH and CAH calving areas lie outside of what could be considered
viable pipeline corridors (BLM 2003; BLM 2008). Consequently, no caribou calving areas are
expected to be disturbed by the presence or construction of an OCS-related natural gas pipelines.

Issue 21. Economy, employment, and demographics.
Summary of Comments
Many comments focused on the potential economic impacts of the Lease Sale 193. These comments
discussed positive and negative impacts on local, regional, state, and national scales:
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Regarding positive local and regional impacts, Lease Sale 193 would lead to large
economic benefits for the North Slope and its villages through increased jobs and revenues
such as taxes. North Slope Borough has benefitted greatly from higher tax revenues
resulting from oil and gas activities (in the Prudhoe Bay area), and petroleum revenues
have enabled more services and better schools. The North Slope Borough population is
growing, and this growth will require additional funding. Offshore activities would help
create more jobs in the villages and would encourage younger generations to stay in or
return to North Slope communities.
Regarding negative impacts, incentivizing offshore development decreases the chances
that local government can derive tax proceeds; actual opportunities for Natives in the
North Slope oil and gas industry have been limited in terms of employment rates as well as
job positions; and environmental impacts of leasing may diminish Arctic tourism values.
Offshore activities, including potential activities stemming from Lease Sale 193, are
important to Alaska and its economy. Many such comments cited a 2009 study by
Northern Economics Inc. and the University of Alaska, which found that new offshore
energy in Alaska would produce an average of 35,000 jobs—both directly and indirectly
generated by increased offshore production—over the next 50 years for the state of Alaska
alone, with a total payroll of $72 billion (2007) over the 50-year period.
Another frequently cited study by Northern Economics and the University of Alaska
estimates an annual average of 54,700 new jobs would be created and sustained through
the year 2057 from the Alaska OCS, with 68,600 during production and 91,500 at peak
employment. Total payroll through that time would be $145 billion ($63 billion to
employees in Alaska and $82 to employees in the rest of the U.S.). Roughly, $193 billion
in government revenue would be generated ($167 to the Federal government, $15 billion
to the State of Alaska, $4 billion to local Alaska governments, and $6.5 billion to other
state governments).
The oil and gas industry is extremely important in the State of Alaska, accounting for more
than 41,000 jobs (which equates to 9.4 percent of employment and 11.2 percent of wages).
Development of the OCS would generate approximately $5.8 billion in additional state and
local revenues.
Moving forward with OCS development would: maximize the value of resources under
agencies’ management; enhance the real option value of TAPS and other critical
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infrastructure; reduce regulatory uncertainty, which is destroying resource value; and set
high standards for developing the Arctic.
There could be dire impacts to the Alaska economy in the event that the lease sale is not
affirmed:
o Chukchi Sea resources are essential to keeping the Trans Alaska Pipeline System at
operational capacity.
o If the TAPS goes away, there is no North Slope economy.
o Delay of the lease sale process jeopardizes hundreds of jobs and contracts for local
Alaskans.
o Uncertainty regarding oil and gas activities in the Alaska OCS discourages continued
investment.
o Lack of access to resources keeps Alaska dependent on the federal money.
The jobs figures (quoted by other commenters) are misleading: only a fraction of the jobs
would be the direct oil industry positions implied, and it is likely that many of those slots
would be filled by workers not now residing in Alaska.
The federal government should share a portion of the proceeds from any development with
the State of Alaska through revenue sharing.
Regarding national issues, the energy sector is very important to the domestic economy ,
and new offshore development in Alaska's Chukchi Sea would help stimulate America's
economic recovery by generating thousands of new, high-paying jobs (in industries from
steel and pipe manufacturing to shipping to computer technology) throughout the 50 states.
Renewable energy is an emerging industry that can provide good jobs for workers
currently in the oil and gas industry, as well as others.

Source of Comments







Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
State Government
Local Governments
Environmental Organizations
Corporations and Industry Groups
General Public

Response to Comments
Overall, Chukchi Sea exploration, development, and production will contribute to the large role that
petroleum plays in the Alaskan economy, creating jobs directly and indirectly, through revenues
accruing to state and local governments, and through state savings accounts established with oil
revenues. Increased revenue, employment, and personal income provide new opportunities and an
increased capacity for local governments to meet public services needs and improve the quality of life
for local residents. A more diversified economy can help offset the emigration of population from
rural areas (caused predominantly by the pursuit of economic and education opportunities in urban
areas) and help local governments address fundamental aspects of quality of life, such as maintaining
traditional culture and subsistence lifestyles, while also providing for human health, public safety,
education, and public sanitation.
Job Creation. The Sale 193 FEIS as well as the SEIS (in particular Section IV.C.13) found that oil
and gas exploration, development, and production activities within the Alaska OCS would indeed
create jobs and many economic benefits for the U.S. economy, the State of Alaska, the North Slope
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region and various governmental entities. BOEMRE analysts have reviewed the referenced Northern
Economics Inc. and University of Alaska (UAA) study and found it to be a thorough analysis of the
potential economic effects if OCS oil and gas development and production occurred in offshore
Alaska. Because the UAA study analyzes a different development scenario than does the SEIS, and
because the employment numbers reflect assumptions of activities in several other planning areas
outside the Chukchi Sea, its conclusions regarding net job growth and payroll are not incorporated
into the SEIS.
Increases in employment from OCS activities could more than offset employment losses from
declining production on State lands. While a relatively small share of the direct jobs are expected to
be taken by local residents, most of the infrastructure, government, and support jobs are expected to
be taken by local residents. The proposed sale will also help extend the life span of TAPS, which
BOEMRE recognizes as critical to the State and local economy. Prolonging the lifespan of TAPS
would generate employment opportunities in a wide array of industries throughout the State.
New Revenues. Any OCS development resulting from the proposed sale will generate state and local
revenues in several ways: (1) direct revenues from property and corporate income taxes, (2) sharing
of lease revenues with the Federal Government (e.g., coastal impact assistance, states’ share from
offshore leases [section 8(g) revenues], etc.), (3) revenues from taxes and fees paid by those working
directly in OCS-related jobs and those working in businesses that support OCS activity; and (4)
revenues from taxes and fees paid by non-OCS petroleum activities. The SEIS projects
approximately $90 million of NSB property tax revenue over the depreciable life of the shore based
gas support facilities and overland pipeline. This calculation used a straight line depreciation rate of
12.5% per year over 8 years. Calculating depreciation over the useful life of the asset would likely
result in even larger revenues. A note to this effect has been inserted into the SEIS.
No Action. The economic benefits delayed or lost under the No Action Alternative would
particularly affect the State and local governments in Alaska. For example, assuming the lost
production of 1 billion barrels that could be sold at current prices of $80/barrel represents a loss in
gross income of $80 billion. Infrastructure costs could be $10 billion, with much of this amount spent
in Alaska for materials and labor. Gas production of 2.25 Tcf sold at $5/Mcf represent a loss in gross
income of another $11.25 billion. A project lasting nearly 50 years could substantially benefit the
local and State economy.
Renewable Energy. Issues pertaining to the economic impacts from renewable energy development
are important, but exceed the scope of analysis in the Final SEIS.

Issue 22. Responsibilities to the Arctic people and environment.
Summary of Comments
Many comments addressed BOEMRE’s responsibilities to the Arctic people and environment. These
comments focused on the following themes:
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The Draft SEIS does not satisfy BOEMRE’s obligation to protect America’s Arctic;
BOEMRE’s first priority must be protecting the wildlife and people whose survival is
linked to the Arctic Ocean.
BOEMRE must not allow drilling to go forward unless it has the scientific knowledge to
say that drilling is safe, and/or until a properly funded department is formed and comes up
with solutions to all possible accidents.
The Clean Water Act and Clean Air Act charge the government with a Public Trust
Doctrine and a Tribal Trust Doctrine. It is a shame that Native people are forced to use the
courts to ensure that laws are upheld.
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Several comments expressed the desire to be involved in decisions that affect the Native way of
life:

The people of the Arctic need to be involved in all of these decisions to protect their way
of life.

Arctic people need to have a seat at the table to improve decisions. So far, communication,
partnership, and providing information have made a change.

“I love being Iñupiat. I love our food, our way of life, our circle of life, our land and sea.”
This commenter expressed the need to be involved and to make sure everything is done
right.
Several commenters stated that the SEIS was written by people in Washington, D.C who have never
lived in the Arctic.
Source of Comments




Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
Environmental Organizations
General Public

Response to Comments
BOEMRE takes seriously each of its responsibilities, which include offshore energy and mineral
resource development, as well as protecting human safety and environmental and cultural resources.
Safety and protection of environmental and cultural resources continue to be a paramount concern for
BOEMRE.
No Decision to Drill. No decision on drilling will be made during this SEIS process. The SEIS uses
best available information to analyze reasonably foreseeable environmental effects. The SEIS also
models and analyzes the potential impacts on the environment of a low probability, high impacts
event. But a decision on whether to go forward with drilling or other exploration activities in light of
these risks is beyond the scope of the Final SEIS. If a lessee submits a specific proposal to drill at a
later date, BOEMRE would then conduct a full technical and environmental review of that site-, time, and project-specific proposal, incorporating the best available information at that time. Additional
site- and proposal-specific mitigation measures, if needed, would also be developed and required at
that time. The purpose of this Final SEIS is to inform the Secretary’s decision whether or not to
reaffirm, modify, or cancel Lease Sale 193.
Regulatory Agencies. In the Arctic OCS, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
regulates compliance with the Clean Water Act and the Clean Air Act. BOEMRE manages the OCS
Program as established by the OCS Lands Act. One of BOEMRE’s responsibilities is to ensure that
OCS activities comply with applicable environmental laws. To that end, BOEMRE places
“conditions of approval” on OCS activity authorizations stating that activities cannot begin until the
appropriate Clean Water Act and Clean Air Act permits (if applicable) are obtained from the EPA.
Opportunities for Involvement. BOEMRE has invited for many years the people of the Arctic to be
involved in agency decisions. BOEMRE has requested involvement through informational meetings,
scoping meetings, meetings with community leaders, public hearings on environmental documents,
and government-to-government consultations with tribal leaders. Additional information regarding
the public outreach processes for the Draft SEIS and Revised Draft SEIS are provided in Issue
Category 2.
BOEMRE Alaska Region welcomes suggestions to improving the sharing of information and
communication between the agency and people in Alaska communities.
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Authors’ Familiarity with Arctic. The Draft SEIS, Revised Draft SEIS, and Final SEIS for
Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193 were written by BOEMRE analysts of the Alaska OCS Region in
Anchorage, Alaska. Many of these analysts have lived in Alaska for many years. When considering
environmental impacts to the resources in the Arctic, these analysts are considered subject matter
experts by the agency.

Issue 23. Impacts on subsistence.
Summary of Comments
BOEMRE received many comments focused on the myriad benefits of subsistence, as well as the
many direct, indirect, and cumulative effects that could occur if subsistence activities are curtailed.
These issues were a central concern at public meetings. Notable points included:




















E74

There is a lack of understanding among federal decision makers regarding life in the
village and subsistence.
Residents have a wealth of information to share regarding animal movements, etc. but they
are rarely asked or listened to.
Subsistence resources are so vital to our well being that if the health of the ocean
deteriorates so will the physical health of our people. In the North Slope communities, a
half-gallon of milk costs nine dollars, and families depend on subsistence hunting as a
source of healthy food.
Native people do not always like to eat Western foods. Subsistence foods are
irreplaceable, and their loss would cause suffering.
Even with this increasingly mixed economy, subsistence hunting continues to provide 40%
of caloric intake for Iñupiat Eskimos on the North Slope, with substantially higher
percentages in the more rural villages.
Arctic Ocean subsistence resources not only provide food but are also fundamental to the
peoples’ identity.
Interference in subsistence activities and/or decrease in subsistence foods also cause social
impacts.
Hunting is central to our culture as a way to celebrate our heritage and maintain ties within
the community. The ocean is our garden. It is what sustains us physically and spiritually
as individuals and as community members.
Pollution and/or disturbance in one portion of the Arctic may push whalers into other
areas, creating or increasing competition for resources.
There is no effective means to compensate for the loss of subsistence resources. Western
foods are cost prohibitive and lead to increased rates of diabetes and other health issues as
compared with traditional foods.
Disruption of subsistence activities can endanger participants as well as decrease the
likelihood of success.
Oil and gas development, especially without adequate planning, gambles not only a
pristine, changing, and rich wilderness – it gambles our home and our way of life. If an oil
spill occurs and the sea and its subsistence resources that we rely upon are polluted or
disappear, we are the ones who will bear the ultimate consequences.
I would rather pay $50 for a gallon of gas than worry about not being able to go hunting
and get the food that I need.
Observations of sick and diseased animals have increased in recent years.
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Some comments stressed the need for money (for supplies, equipment, fuel, etc.) to engage in
subsistence activities. It was noted that a balanced approach between traditional subsistence lifestyle
and economic development is important because communities no longer function in an isolated barter
economy or rely totally on subsistence. Such comments stressed the following:





The influx of money from development makes people reliant on modern technology and
spoils the Native way of life.
Subsistence-use areas have been expanding as technology improves, such that a 25-mile
corridor is not sufficient to protect current use areas and avoid disturbance of subsistence
areas.
Native people cannot survive on muktuk and seal anymore. There is a need for hamburger.
Children are already used to that. We also need money to use modern-day equipment for
acquiring subsistence foods.

One comment requested that BOEMRE be more explicit about MMPA’s protections with respect to
subsistence. The comment asserts:



BOEMRE should assess potential impacts against the MMPA requirements.
BOEMRE should specifically identify how mitigation will reduce impacts (including
impacts from seismic activities) to a level that does not violate the MMPA.

Several commenters noted that Wainwright engaged in a successful bowhead hunt during the fall of
2010, rendering certain statements in the Revised Draft SEIS obsolete. Also, several commenters
asserted that the agency should consider the potential for ship movements to affect winter bowhead
whale hunting off St. Lawrence Island.
One comment specifically asserts that BOEMRE fails to adequately analyze the potential for gas
development and production activities to displace subsistence users. This comment asserts the
following:




The Draft SEIS’s analysis of effects on subsistence-harvest patterns is largely focused on
the potential for activities to restrict access to resources through reductions in the resources
themselves or changes in the distribution of those resources.
The Final SEIS should additionally analyze the potential that large scale natural gas
development and production could displace subsistence users (via lack of cultural privacy,
belief that resources are contaminated, reduced resource productivity, and physical
obstacles) from vast expanses of this region.

One comment requested Section III.B.4 explain, based on historical accounts, that subsistence hunts
for bowhead whale do not occur more than 20 miles from the coast. Also, most of the bowhead
harvest occurs during spring migration as whales follow ice parallel to the coast line. This same
comments characterized the current deferral area, along with applicable mitigation measures, as
providing ample protection to marine mammals and subsistence activities.
Several comments also criticized the significance threshold used in the SEIS in evaluating potential
impacts to subsistence activities. These comments are addressed under the Issue 13 - Significance
thresholds.
Source of Comments





Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
Local Governments
Environmental Organizations
Corporations and Industry Groups
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General Public

Response to Comments
BOEMRE acknowledges the pivotal importance of subsistence food and subsistence practices to the
indigenous people of the North Slope and the Northwest Arctic boroughs. The Sale 193 FEIS
contains a very thorough discussion of the broad importance of subsistence. The Final SEIS
summarizes and incorporates by reference the information and analysis in the Sale 193 FEIS. The
Final SEIS specifically acknowledges the important of subsistence and addresses potential impacts
within various sections addressing Subsistence-Harvest Patterns, Sociocultural Systems, and
Environmental Justice.
BOEMRE is committed to protecting subsistence activities. The BOEMRE Alaska Region has
adopted, through regulatory practice, a position on significance in the context of NEPA that supports
the goal of protecting subsistence activities. This position is clearly aligned with the way BOEMRE
regulates offshore oil and gas geophysical and geological surveys and exploratory drilling
activities. The predominate attribute of this regulatory policy makes clear that BOEMRE will only
permit offshore oil and gas activities when the disruption to subsistence harvest of resource can be
minimized in such a manner that the disruption is short term and as a result of incidental or accidental
encounters.
Traditional Ecological Knowledge. BOEMRE agrees that traditional and local knowledge are rich
sources for information in the Chukchi Sea region and it is our policy to use research, exchanges with
local governments and tribal organizations, and public meetings to continue to update what we know.
Since 1995, Traditional Ecological Knowledge (TEK) has been incorporated into the lease sale
analysis process by including Iñupiat observations into the text of the EIS analyses. Indigenous
speakers are cited in text and in the bibliography. In addition to other available published TEK
sources, TEK has been solicited from Iñupiat sources that included past and more recent testimony
from community meetings conducted for lease-sale hearings. Indigenous public comment in the form
of 25 years of lease-sale hearings in the Alaskan Arctic has been posted on the Alaska OCS Region
website at http://www.boemre.gov/alaska/ref/PublicHearingsArctic/PublicHearings.htm.
BOEMRE considers TEK in lease-sale and project planning, in determining deferral areas, in EIS
analyses, in the formulation of new mitigation measures, in the drafting of new scientific studies, and
in decision making. Also posted on the Alaska OCS Region website is a discussion of how TEK is
used in the OCS decision process (http://www.boemre.gov/alaska/native/tradknow/tk_mms2.htm).
The Deferral Alternative III, Corridor I for Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193, was developed in direct
response to TEK and more recent comments by bowhead whale subsistence hunters to protect
important bowhead whale habitat used for migration, feeding, nursing of calves, and breeding.
BOEMRE will continue to consider TEK in future environmental analyses and welcomes any
additional TEK that readers can provide.
BOEMRE Studies and Reports. The Alaska OCS Region promotes studies that directly address the
standing issues and concerns of Native stakeholders. BOEMRE involves local and tribal
governments in its studies planning process and has held meetings in all local communities to assist
their involvement in this effort. BOEMRE’s participation in the North Slope Science Initiative
ensures our continued involvement in Slope-wide scientific research formulation and coordination.
Particular studies that BOEMRE has funded to address sociocultural and environmental justice
impacts include the following (each of which is available at http://alaska.boemre.gov/reports/
2002rpts/akpubs02.htm):
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MMS 2009-003. Subsistence Mapping of Nuiqsut, Kaktovik, and Barrow. 2009.
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MMS 2002-012. Bowhead Whale Feeding in the Eastern Alaskan Beaufort Sea: Update
of Scientific and Traditional Information. 2002. Conducted out of the village of Kaktovik,
and includes local Iñupiat in the study design, data gathering, and data analysis.
BOEMRE 2010-032. Arctic Nearshore Impact Monitoring In Development Areas
(ANIMIDA). Designed specifically to meet requests from the Iñupiat community and its
follow-up study: Continuation of Arctic Nearshore Impact Monitoring in Development
Areas (CANIMIDA).
MMS 2007-062. Quantitative Description of Potential Impacts of OCS Activities on
Bowhead Whale Hunting/Subsistence Activities in the Beaufort Sea. 2007.
MMS 2002-027. The Alaska Frozen Tissue Collection: A Resource for Marine
Biotechnology, Phase II. 2002.
MMS 2006-020. North Slope Economy, 1965 to Present. 2006.
MMS 2002-071. GIS Geospatial Database of Oil-Industry and Other Human Activity
(1979-1999) in the Alaskan Beaufort Sea, Volume 1. 2002.
MMS 2005-033. Analysis of Covariance of Fall Migrations of Bowhead Whales in
Relations to Human Activities and Environmental Factors, Alaskan Beaufort Sea: Phase 1
(1996–98). 2005.
MMS 2009-030. Researching Technical Dialogue with Alaskan Coastal Communities:
Analysis of the Social, Cultural, Linguistic, and Institutional Parameters of Public/Agency
Communication Patterns. 2009.
MMS 2007-042. Variation in the Abundance of Arctic Cisco in the Colville River:
Analysis of Existing Data and Local Knowledge. 2007.
MMS 2008-002. Bowhead Whale Abundance Through Photographic Analysis: Data
Analysis Support by Minerals Management Service. 2008.
MMS 2005-035. Distribution and Movements of Beluga Whales from the Eastern Chukchi
Sea Stock During Summer and Early Autumn. 2005.
MMS 2006-003. Development of Airborne Remote Sensing Methods for Surveys of Pacific
Walruses. 2006.

There are also ongoing studies funded by BOEMRE and addressing sociocultural impacts and
impacts related to environmental justice (available at http://alaska.boemre.gov/ess/ongoingStudies/
Ongoing_studies.pdf):









AK-05-04a. Study of Sharing Networks to Assess the Vulnerabilities of Local Communities
to Oil and Gas Development Impacts in Arctic Alaska.
AK-07-01. Monitoring the Distribution of Arctic Whales.
AK-08-09. Aggregate Effects Research and Environmental Mitigation Monitoring of Oil
Industry Operations in the Vicinity of Nuiqsit.
AK-08-01. Continuation of Impact Assessment for Cross Island Whaling Activities.
AK-12-04. Subsistence Use and Knowledge of Beaufort Salmon Populations.
AK-08-04. COMIDA: Impact Monitoring for Offshore Subsistence Hunting.
AK-03-12. Social and Economic Assessment of Major Oil-Spill Litigation Settlement for
the Alaska OCS Region.
AK-07-01. Subsistence Study for North Aleutian Basin.

A TEK-specific subsistence report, Passing on the Knowledge: Mapping Human Ecology in
Wainwright, Alaska (Kassam and Wainwright Traditional Council, 2001) was used in the
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subsistence-harvest pattern analysis for the Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193 FEIS. The recent study
Subsistence Mapping at Nuiqsut, Kaktovik, Barrow, and Wainwright: Past and Present Comparison
incorporates local TEK and maps geographic patterns of subsistence use near these communities.
This comparative time-series information will be used to assess cumulative sociocultural impacts of
OCS activities in the Chukchi and Beaufort seas regions.
Mitigations. Current operating regulations at 30 CFR 250.202(d) and (e) state that proposed
activities shall be conducted in a manner that does not unreasonably interfere with other uses of the
OCS and does not cause undue or serious harm to the human environment. Lease Sale 193, as held in
February 2008, included Stipulation No. 5 – Conflict Avoidance Mechanisms to Protect Subsistence
Whaling and Other Marine Mammal Subsistence Harvest Activities. A discussion of this lease
stipulation is provided in Section II.B.3.c(1) of the Sale 193 FEIS. This lease stipulation is
incorporated by reference in the Final SEIS per Section II.C.1. Conflict avoidance measures are also
required by NMFS and FWS under the MMPA. The MMPA requirements obligate operators to
demonstrate no unmitigable adverse impacts on subsistence practices.
Meanwhile, the Department of the Interior is taking affirmative steps to increase the safety of OCS
activities. On January 19, 2011, the Secretary of the Interior and the Director of BOEMRE
announced the formation of the Ocean Energy Safety Advisory Committee (OESC). The OESC is a
15 member public federal advisory body composed of the nation’s leading scientific, engineering and
technical experts. The OESC is comprised of representatives from federal agencies—including
BOEMRE, the Department of Energy, the National Ocean and Atmospheric Administration, the
United States Geological Survey, the Environmental Protection Agency, and the United States Coast
Guard—as well as the offshore oil and gas industry, academic institutions, and other nongovernmental organizations. The group advises the Secretary, through the BOEMRE Director, on
matters and actions relating to offshore energy safety, including drilling and workplace safety,
blowout containment and spill response. The OESC will be a center of excellence charged with
driving research and development and technical innovation across government and industry in the
areas of drilling safety, well control and subsea containment, and oil spill response. The OESC is the
first step toward establishing the proposed Ocean Energy Safety Institute, which would facilitate
collaborative research and development, training and execution in these and other areas relating to
offshore energy safety going forward. The OESC will provide advice on how best to stand up the
Institute, and on what role OESC should play in the Institute. Further information about OESC is
available at: http://www.boemre.gov/mmab/EnergySafety.htm.
OCS Lands Act – Four Stage Review Process. The OCS Lands Act created a four-stage review
process for planning, leasing, exploration, and production of oil and gas resources in federal waters.
The four-stage review process gives the Secretary a “continuing opportunity for making informed
adjustments” in developing offshore energy resources in order to ensure all activities are conducted in
an environmentally sound manner (Sierra Club v. Morton, 510 F.2d 813, 828 [5th Cir.1975]).
BOEMRE expects that additional information obtained through exploration seismic surveys and
drilling, environmental studies, monitoring of activities, and technological research in the Arctic OCS
will increase our knowledge of the environment and support continued improvement in avoiding and
minimizing adverse effects from OCS operations. If an exploration or development and production
plan is submitted, BOEMRE would conduct a full technical and environmental review incorporating
the best available information at that time. Site-specific information provides opportunity for more
detailed analysis and mitigation.
MMPA Requirements. Consistent with standard NEPA practice, potential impacts to subsistence
are measured against a significance threshold that is specifically designed to measure the context and
severity of potential impacts to that resource. Subsistence-related provisions of the MMPA,
meanwhile, are regulated by NMFS. Further discussion of the significance threshold specific to
subsistence harvest patterns is provided within Issue Category 13 of this Appendix.
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Natural Gas Production and Development. Onshore support facilities related to OCS natural gas
production are expected to be co-located with existing infrastructure. Permitting of a pipeline across
NPR-A would be under BLM jurisdiction. For additional information on BLM’s mitigation for the
protection of subsistence activities, the reader is referred to the BLM’s NPR-A Integrated Activity
Plans/EISs (http://www.blm.gov/ak/st/en/prog/planning/npra_general.html). BOEMRE takes
seriously consideration of local concerns about social impacts resulting from disruption or
interference with subsistence activities or decreases in subsistence foods. Accordingly, the Final
SEIS, Section V.B.15, Environmental Justice Cumulative Effects, states the following:
Onshore oil and gas development, especially potential road development within NPR-A and Alpine
satellite field expansion, could impact subsistence resources and harvest practices. Subsistence
resources, particularly caribou, could experience long-term disturbance and displacement effects, as
well as functional loss of habitat and potential population reductions, causing subsistence hunters to
alter traditional harvest practices by having to travel to unfamiliar areas. If this occurred, long-term
displacement of ongoing social systems would be expected. Community activities and traditional
practices for harvesting, sharing, and processing subsistence resources would be altered, and
disproportionate, high, adverse effects would be expected for the Iñupiat communities of Barrow,
Wainwright, Point Lay, and possibly Point Hope.

Additional discussion on this issue is in the SEIS in Sections: II.C.1 Mitigation Measures, Conflict
Avoidance Stipulation; and II.C.2 Issues.
Displacement. In preparing the Sale 193 FEIS and Final SEIS analyses of potential subsistence
impacts, BOEMRE analysts thoroughly considered several factors that could lead to displacement of
subsistence activities, including but not limited to a lack of cultural privacy, belief that resources are
contaminated, reduced resource productivity, and physical obstacles. These efforts are apparent in
the text of each document. In the Final SEIS, “displacement of subsistence users” is discussed in
Sections II.D.1, IV.A.1, IV.C.15, IV.C.17, V.B.12, and V.B.15. “Lack of cultural privacy” (assumed
to refer to increased non-Native presence and hunting competition) is discussed in Final SEIS Section
V.B.12. “Belief that resources are contaminated” is discussed in Final SEIS Sections IV.C.17, V.A.2,
V.B.12, and V.B.15. The potential for “reduced resource productivity” is addressed in Final SEIS
Section V.B.12. “Physical obstacles” are addressed in V.B.12. The Sale 193 FEIS contains much
discussion of these issues in the analogous context of an oil pipeline across NPR-A—the Sale 193
FEIS is incorporated by reference into the Final SEIS.
Oil Spills. Concerns regarding impacts that could occur during an oil spill are addressed under the
topic of Impacts on Environmental Justice and Human Health. Safety and prevention of pollution,
including accidental oil spills, are the primary focus of BOEMRE OCS operating regulations. These
regulations require operators that engage in activities such as exploration, development, production,
and transportation of oil and gas to prevent unauthorized discharge of pollutants into offshore waters.
Operators shall not create conditions that will pose unreasonable risks to public health, life, property,
aquatic life, wildlife, recreation, navigation, commercial fishing, or other uses of the ocean.
Operators must submit an oil spill response plan to BOEMRE for approval. To continue operations,
the facility must be operated in compliance with the approved plan. A BOEMRE-approved spill
response plan must be reviewed and updated every two years. Additional discussion on this issue and
the impacts of oil spills on subsistence is in the Final SEIS in sections II.D.1 Summary of Impacts:
Alternative I-Proposed Action; IV.C.14 Subsistence-Harvest Patterns; IV.C.14 Subsistence-Harvest
Patterns, Impacts from Natural Gas Development and Production; IV.E.15, Impacts from VLOS; and
V.B.12 Subsistence-Harvest Patterns, Cumulative Effects.
Loss of Subsistence Resources. BOEMRE recognizes that the subsistence lifestyle and resources
are priceless to Alaska Native people, and that reliance on marine mammals is fundamental in coastal
communities south proximate to the Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193 area, as is discussed in the Final
SEIS, Section IV.E.15. These communities could experience effects from a Very Large Oil Spill
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(VLOS) through reduction of sharing through networks with households in northerly communities
most proximate to the Lease Sale 193 area. These communities could also experience effects from a
VLOS through reduction or suspension of subsistence harvesting and the consumption of marine
mammals or fishes even if they are available and have been certified as being fit for human
consumption due to resident concerns about tainting. BOEMRE has instituted many regulatory
reforms that heightened standards for drilling practices, safety equipment, and environmental
safeguards.
Mixed Cash-Subsistence Economy. BOEMRE recognizes the dilemma of North Slope Iñupiat
living in a mixed cash – subsistence economy. Both Western and traditional foods are consumed by
Iñupiat, and in the current mixed cash-subsistence economy, both are vital. It takes cash to buy
Western style foods and subsidize even traditional activities such as subsistence hunts. Opportunities
to make money can affect people’s choices on what to purchase, where to travel and live, and what to
eat. With additional cash, many Iñupiat people elect to purchase better and more sophisticated
equipment for subsistence hunting, while others might use the money to move outside of the
community. Economic advantages can result in complexities due to increased choices for the
individual or the household. An influx of money would only compound the issue. This is addressed in
the Sale 193 FEIS III.c.2.a p. III-96, and III c.3.a. p. III-117.
Local Impact Compensation. Over the last two decades, Arctic communities have been very vocal
about finding a “compensation” source—impact assistance, revenue sharing, bonds, or mitigation
payments—to address impacts from OCS activities. Without congressional authorization, BOEMRE
cannot provide or require industry to provide such compensation. Federal agencies cannot commit to
impact assistance because that is a role of Congress and not the Executive Branch. Only Congress
can amend the OCS Lands Act to include provisions for local impact assistance from OCS revenues.
In 2001, Congress appropriated impact-assistance funds for coastal states affected by OCS oil and gas
production. The Coastal Impact Assistance Program (CIAP) was reauthorized by Congress under the
Energy Policy Act of 2005. Under CIAP, states eligible to receive funding are Alabama, Alaska,
California, Louisiana, Mississippi, and Texas. The CIAP funds are allocated to these states based on
the proportion of qualified OCS revenues offshore of the individual state to total qualified OCS
revenues from all states. Because of the increase in Alaska OCS oil and gas revenues resulting from
the Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193, Alaska FY 2009 and FY 2010 allocation increased to 15.45% of
total CIAP funds available. On November 13, 2009, BOEMRE notified the State of Alaska that their
allocation for FY 2010 was $79,407,444.96.
Oil Spill Liability Trust. The Oil Spill Liability Trust Fund administered by the National Pollution
Funds Center of the United States Coast Guard provides compensation for loss of subsistence uses in
the event of an oil spill. Anyone who, for subsistence use, depends on natural resources that have
been injured, destroyed, or lost can file a claim. Claims for increased public services may be filed by
state and local government to cover the net costs of providing increased or additional public services
during or after removal activities. For further information see
http://www.uscg.mil/npfc/Claims/default.asp#types_of_claims.
Mitigation. The comment lacks specificity as to the particular mitigation measures or practices that
are in question. Both the BOEMRE and NMFS thorough permitting decision processes and IHA/ITS
procedures, respectively, require applicable mitigation practices to minimize or eliminate potential
adverse effects and comply with the MMPA as required and within proven science principles,
technology and cultural sensitivity. BOEMRE and NMFS consistently evaluate and improve upon
mitigation requirements as proven science and technology emerges and efficiency improves.
Deferral Areas. Lease Sale 193 was held in February 2008 and excluded parcels located within the
deferral corridor identified in Alternative IV. Additional discussion of lease sale alternatives is
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provided in Issue Category 3. Discussion of how deferral corridors can reduce the potential for
impacts to subsistence resources and harvest patterns is provided throughout the Sale 193 FEIS and
the Final SEIS. To contextualizing the potential consequences of deferral corridors, additional
information is provided below.
The application of a larger deferral area (Alternatives III and/or IV) does not necessarily require the
movement of facilities further offshore. However, the geologic formations, prospects and potential
discoveries that lie within a deferral area nearer to shore would not be available for lease, exploration
or development. It is reasonable that the proportions of marine mammal populations that utilize
habitats within a larger corridor deferral as well as those utilizing habitats within the “current deferral
area” would experience decreased levels of potentially adverse noise exposure from lease activities
such as ancillary seismic surveys; drilling; platform, product gathering pipelines, infrastructure
construction and maintenance; production operations; and decommissioning. The sound sources
associated with activities would be further from those marine mammals and habitats occurring within
deferral areas. Noise from 2D and 3D seismic surveys, pipeline construction and operation from
platforms to shore based facilities, and potentially increased vessel and aircraft travel routes could
still occur, in part, within deferral areas as well as the lease sale area. Drilling noise, platform and
infrastructure construction and operation noise and a large oil spill event(s) would not originate
within nearer offshore deferral areas thereby providing some degree of decreased impacts to
shorelines, marine mammals, their habitats and protect potential subsistence species seasonal
distributions, abundance and human uses within a larger corridor depending on the specific temporal
and spatial characteristics of a potential spill and related activities.
The comment that subsistence activities have expanded seaward, especially in light of technological
improvements that are expanding use areas, is reinforced by a current BOEMRE study that
documents two marine mammal subsistence hunts occurring in the Chukchi Sea over 20 miles from
the coast. Existing mitigation measures should accommodate this expansion and preclude any
significant impacts to subsistence harvest patterns. Incidental or accidental short term encounters can
be further eliminated through effective communication between the communities and the BOEMRE
and/or industry. Implemented stipulations include Stipulation No. 2, Orientation Program, Stipulation
No. 4, Industry Site-Specific Monitoring Program for Marine Mammal Subsistence Resources,
Stipulation No. 5, the Conflict Avoidance Mechanism to Protect Subsistence Whaling and Other
Subsistence Harvesting Activities, and Stipulation No. 6, Pre-Booming Requirements for Fuel
Transfers, and are examples remedies for these types of disruptions (MMS, 2007: 1V-233). As
indicated in the SEIS (see Section IV.C.14), the proposed action may lead to conflicts resulting from
vessel traffic and aircraft traffic. However, overall impacts to subsistence (and by extension,
sociocultural systems) are expected to be low. Every proposed action that will tier from the Sale 193
FEIS and Final SEIS involving seismic, exploration or development will require a NEPA analysis to
identify environmental effects, including those on the human environment.
Thus, BOEMRE has mechanisms to assure that even if subsistence-use areas expand in the future,
existing mitigation and corridors (the 25 statute mile coastal deferral area and the Corridor II deferral
under Alternative IV), along with diligent regulation and enforcement, can sufficiently protect current
use areas and avoid disturbance of subsistence areas.
Geographic Extent of Subsistence Activities. Subsistence use patterns are discussed fully in Section
III. C. 2. Section III.B.4. discusses the biological environment not the specifics of human social and
cultural use patterns of a given resource.
Fall Bowhead Hunt. Revisions to the text have been made in light of Wainwright’s successful
bowhead whale hunt in the fall of 2010.
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Issue 24. Environmental justice and impacts on health.
Summary of Comments
Many comments implicated Environmental Justice issues. Many of these comments raised the issue
of Environmental Justice as it applies to Alaska OCS activities in general. Others specifically
regarded the Draft SEIS and Revised Draft SEIS discussion of these issues.
The following is a list of general concerns voiced at public meetings and referenced in written
comments:


















It is not acceptable to promote development at the cost of the tradition, culture, spirituality,
and health of the Iñupiat people.
Human rights issues occur where Native people are affected by decisions that didn’t
involve enough of their input or cause disproportionate impacts and risks on Native
people.
Being Iñupiat entails an inherent freedom to hunt and harvest from the vast frozen seas to
nurture family and extended family in Alaska and the lower 48. Another commenter
expressed a similar concern, “My son wants to grow to a man and a father and teach his
kids how to hunt and to live the Iñupiat way.”
Standards for gauging risk and/or tolerance for risk may vary between the federal
government and members of potentially-affected communities.
Regional governments and regional Tribal organizations do not necessarily represent the
viewpoints of all villages.
If development is inevitable, it should at least occur on communities’ terms, and be done
in a manner that helps communities (i.e., fuel sales).
Oil companies should be bound by written agreements concerning responsibilities,
liability, etc.
Missing information that relates to avoiding negative social and cultural impacts is
essential for a reasoned decision.
Oil and gas development, especially without adequate planning, gambles not only a
pristine, changing, and rich wilderness – it gambles villagers’ homes and way of life.
Accidents are inevitable.
History of accidents (i.e., Exxon Valdez, Deepwater Horizon) makes it difficult to trust the
government or its documents.
The thought of people that don’t live in the Chukchi Sea area coming up and drilling and
making rules is scary.
If major environmental impacts occur, they will significantly impact many more
communities than just those that are adjacent to the lease area (due to reliance on marine
mammals).
If resources are damaged, suicide rates could go up, especially since fewer young people
are sustained by their culture.

One comment specifically asserts that the Draft SEIS failed to meaningfully address environmental
concerns despite the imbalance of risks and benefits (as between North Slope residents and
institutions versus outside companies, workers, etc.) posed by Lease Sale 193. This comment also
stresses that information regarding means to prevent or mitigate negative social and/or cultural
impacts is essential to reasoned decision-making. Similarly, another comment suggests the need to
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protect the children’s future, and that the next generation should have the opportunity to utilize
subsistence resources. Money can not fix harm to the ecosystem and to the people.
The related issue of human health is often intertwined with Environmental Justice considerations and
will also be discussed here. BOEMRE received a variety of comments regarding human health:




Subsistence resources are so vital to our well being that if the health of the ocean
deteriorates, so will the physical health of our people.
The SEIS does not discuss cumulative impacts to health from gas development alone or
cumulatively, or identify any mitigation measures to address these issues.
The SEIS should include a health assessment that analyzes air quality issues and
subsequent increases in respiratory problems, contamination of subsistence resources
through water and air pollution, displacement and impairment of access to subsistence
resources and associated food insecurity, and social issues associated with increased
contact with non-resident industrial workers.

One comment states that the SEIS needs to address how the decision maker is weighing risks to
Iñupiats, and how BOEMRE can justify forcing the communities to take these risks.
Finally, one comment asserted that various portions of the Draft SEIS Environmental Justice analysis
constituted assumptions not supported by accepted facts, or lacked a distinct causal connection to oil
and gas activities. Specifically, commenters challenged statements pertaining to a metabolic health
effect that may accrue if subsistence foods became less available or desirable, as well as a statement
concerning potential negative effects on various social pathologies (e.g., substance abuse, disease,
etc.) that could indirectly result from increased oil and gas activities in the region.
Source of Comments






Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
Local Governments
Environmental Organizations
Corporations and Industry Groups
General Public

Response to Comments
BOEMRE takes seriously each of its responsibilities, which include offshore energy and mineral
resource development, as well as protecting human safety and environmental and cultural resources.
Safety and protection of environmental and cultural resources continue to be a paramount concern for
BOEMRE.
In preparing its analysis of Environmental Justice issues, BOEMRE analysts pay particular attention
to issues raised by local residents, governments, and Tribes during scoping, public meetings,
government-to-government meetings, and official public commenting opportunities. Concerns about
the irreplaceable nutritional value of traditional foods and worries about the influx of disease or drugs
and alcohol into village communities are very complex issues that are rarely quantifiable or directly
traceable to a particular cause. Because these concerns exist, are plausible, and are very important to
the North Slope residents and advocates who voice them, they are addressed in BOEMRE’s
environmental analyses. BOEMRE considers its environmental justice analysis credible and robust.
No Decision on Drilling in this Lease Sale Process. No decision on exploration drilling or
development and production will be made during this process. The Final SEIS does provide several
scenarios that facilitate analysis of environmental effects that could occur in the future, pending
various approvals. BOEMRE analysts use the best available information to assess the potential for
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accidental events and to model their potential impacts on the environment. The purpose of the Final
SEIS is to inform the Secretary’s decision on whether to reaffirm, modify, or cancel Lease Sale 193.
Should a lessee submit a specific exploration or development and production plan at a later date,
BOEMRE would conduct a full technical and environmental review incorporating the best available
information at that time. Additional site- and proposal-specific mitigation measures, if needed, would
also be developed and required at that time.
Outreach and Consultation. The NEPA processes followed by BOEMRE for OCS leasing,
exploration, and development and production follow a rigorous outreach and consultation protocol
that attempts to involve local stakeholders at all levels of project planning.
Executive Order 13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments, requires
Federal Agencies to consult with tribal governments on Federal matters that significantly or uniquely
affect their communities. In January 2001, a USDOI Alaska Regional Government-to-Government
policy was signed by all the USDOI Alaska Regional Directors, including BOEMRE.
Since 1999, all BOEMRE public meetings have been conducted under the auspices of Environmental
Justice. The EJ-related concerns are taken back to BOEMRE management and incorporated into
environmental study planning and design, environmental impact evaluation, and development of
mitigating measures.
On September 14, 2005, BOEMRE published a notice in the Federal Register requesting information
for proposed Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193 and providing a Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS for the
proposed sale. The Federal Register notice stated the following:
…the EIS analysis will focus on the potential environmental effects of the sale, exploration,
development and production in the areas selected to be considered for leasing. This NOI also serves to
announce the initiation of the scoping process for this EIS. Throughout the scoping process, Federal,
State, Tribal, and local governments and other interested parties aid … in determining the significant
issues, potential alternatives, mitigating measures and alternatives to be analyzed in the EIS and the
possible need for additional information...

Many of these issues were discussed in government-to-government consultation with ICAS and tribal
governments in Barrow, Wainwright, Point Lay, and Point Hope in a North Slope-wide
teleconference on March 9, 2006, and the tribal government of Barrow on February 2, 2006 and
March 6, 2006; Wainwright on March 9, 2006; Point Lay on January 30, 2006; and Point Hope on
January 23, 2006. Open public community meetings in Barrow with the NSB (with translation
available where requested) were held on December 13, 2004, February 1, 2006, and March 6, 2006;
with the NSB Planning and Wildlife Management Departments on February 2, 2006; in Wainwright
on March 9, 2006; Point Lay on January 30, 2006; and Point Hope on January 23, 2006. Outreach
and information meetings with nongovernment organizations, included the AEWC on December 13,
2004 and March 6, 2006; the ICAS on February 2, 2006; the Alaska Beluga Whale Committee on
December 6, 2005; and the AEWC on February 3, 2006. Each meeting included an overview of the
activities planned in the area, information on the environmental review for each activity, and
identified further opportunities for public participation in the EIS scoping and planning processes.
Follow-up NEPA-related training was offered to the communities of Point Lay and Point Hope.
BOEMRE is also exploring the creation of a local liaison position to help announce and explain its
activities to community members.
BOEMRE conducted public meetings and government-to-government consultation for the Draft SEIS
in early November 2010. Representatives from BOEMRE travelled to five North Slope village
communities for the purposes of holding public hearings, receiving testimony, and meeting with
interested Tribal and governmental leaders. In June 2011, BOEMRE conducted public hearings and
government-to-government consultations on the Revised Draft SEIS. Representatives from
BOEMRE traveled to five North Slope village communities and Fairbanks for the purpose of holding
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public hearings, receiving testimony, and meeting with interested Tribal and government leaders.
This process is discussed in more detail in the response to Issue Category 2.
Environmental Studies Planning. The Alaska OCS Region funds environmental studies that directly
address the standing issues and concerns of Native stakeholders. BOEMRE involves local and tribal
governments in its studies planning process and has held meetings in all local communities to assist
their involvement in this effort. Particular studies that BOEMRE has funded to address sociocultural
and environmental justice impacts are discussed further in the response section in Issue Category 28.
Conflict Avoidance Measures. Current operating regulations at 30 CFR 250.202(d) and (e) state
that proposed activities shall be conducted in a manner that does not unreasonably interfere with other
uses of the OCS and does not cause undue or serious harm to the human environment. Lease Sale
193 as held in February 2008 included Stipulation No. 5 – Conflict Avoidance Mechanisms to Protect
Subsistence Whaling and Other Marine Mammal Subsistence Harvest Activities. A discussion of this
lease stipulation is provided in Section II.B.3.c(1) of the Sale 193 FEIS. This lease stipulation is
incorporated by reference in the SEIS per Section II.C.1. Conflict avoidance measures are also
required by NMFS and FWS under the MMPA. The MMPA requirements obligate operators to
demonstrate no unmitigable adverse impacts on subsistence practices.
Operator Agreements. BOEMRE cannot require agreements between third parties; however,
nothing in the OCS operating regulations prevents operators from entering into agreements with local
communities. BOEMRE would be unable to enforce the provisions of such agreements, however,
because the Federal government is not a party to the agreements.
Several oil and gas companies operating in the Beaufort Sea have elected to enter into a Good
Neighbor Policy (GNP) with the NSB and AEWC. The GNP demonstrates an operator’s
commitment to a more immediate compensation system to minimize disruption to subsistence
activities and provides resources to relocate subsistence hunters to alternate hunting areas or to
provide temporary food supplies if a spill affects the taking of marine subsistence resources. The
GNP demonstrates that the participating operators have made these commitments prior to conducting
the proposed exploration or development operations. The GNP represents a viable mechanism for
companies to assure timely and direct compensation to affected communities in the event of a major
oil spill as required by OPA-90, and for expediting claims in accordance with 30 CFR 253 Subpart F.
BOEMRE has informed lessees in its Information to Lessees Clause No. 19 –Good Neighbor Policy
(Sale 193 FEIS Section II.B.3.c(3) and SEIS Section I.C.5).
Oil Spill Pollution Act of 1990. Under the Oil Pollution Act of 1990 (OPA-90), oil and gas
companies are responsible for damages from an oil spill resulting from their operations, including
damages to subsistence resources. The NSB and AEWC have concerns about the OPA-90 process
and the remedies available to prevent disruption to seasonal subsistence activities. While BOEMRE
recognizes these concerns, modifications to OPA-90 process are beyond the scope of the SEIS.
Oil Spill Liability Trust Fund. The Oil Spill Liability Trust Fund administered by the National
Pollution Funds Center of the United States Coast Guard provides compensation for loss of
subsistence uses in the event of an oil spill. Anyone who, for subsistence use, depends on natural
resources that have been injured, destroyed, or lost can file a claim. Claims for increased public
services may be filed by state and local government to cover the net costs of providing increased or
additional public services during or after removal activities. For further information see
http://www.uscg.mil/npfc/Claims/default.asp#types_of_claims.
Oil Spill Impacts. BOEMRE views oil spills as having the potential to cause long term significant
effects that would disrupt or nearly eliminate subsistence harvests. Oil spills are never permitted and
are always in violation of the law. Operators would be held accountable and responsible for
mitigation and monitoring loss or reduction of subsistence species on the local subsistence harvesters
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and the linked social organization and institutions. Operators would be held accountable for assuring
that appropriate health assessments and assistance be made available for North Slope residents.
BOEMRE has instituted many regulatory reforms that heightened standards for drilling practices,
safety equipment, and environmental safeguards. The concern that an environmental disaster could
result in psychosocial distress culminating in suicide and other self-destructive behaviors has been
identified in the SEIS, Section IV.E.18 and in the Sale 193 FEIS, Section III.c.1.
BOEMRE recognizes that the subsistence lifestyle and resources are priceless to Alaska Native
people, and that reliance on marine mammals is fundamental in coastal communities south proximate
to the proposed Chukchi Sea lease sale, as is discussed in the SEIS, Section IV.E.15. These
communities could experience adverse effects from a Very Large Oil Spill (VLOS) through the
reduction of sharing through networks with households in northerly communities closest to the
Chukchi Sea lease sale area. These communities could also experience effects from a VLOS through
reduction or suspension of subsistence harvesting and consumption of marine mammals or fishes
even if they are available and have been certified as being fit for human consumption due to resident
concerns about tainting. BOEMRE has instituted many regulatory reforms that heightened standards
for drilling practices, safety equipment, and environmental safeguards to reduce the potential of this
scenario.
Human Health. Human health issues are discussed in detail in the Sale 193 FEIS, in both Chapters
III and IV under sections for Sociocultural Systems and Environmental Justice. Dr. Aaron Wernham,
acting on behalf of the Alaska Inter-Tribal Council and the NSB, provided review of these sections
pertaining to public health and many suggestions were incorporated in the Sale 193 FEIS.
BOEMRE supports recent North Slope research initiatives in this area and suggests that this research
effort be coordinated with other Federal and State land managers on the North Slope through the
vehicle of the interagency North Slope Science Initiative. Ultimately, the most effective strategies to
protect human health will depend on developing a monitoring strategy that identifies and tracks
important regional health indicators and continuing to develop a more detailed understanding of the
ways in which the determinants of health are impacted by development. In turn, this information may
inform efforts to both refine existing mitigation measures and develop new measures that target
health outcomes and health determinants specifically.
The Final SEIS supplements the Sale 193 FEIS with additional analysis of potential human health
impacts.
Cumulative Effects and Sociocultural Change. BOEMRE acknowledges the potential for
cumulative sociocultural and environmental justice impacts on the North Slope and that Iñupiat
culture has undergone significant change. The influx of money (from wage employment) has added
many benefits and raised the standard of living, but these influences also have given rise to an array
of social problems, including increased alcoholism. The processes that give rise to these problems are
many, varied, and complex, and go well beyond the direct and indirect effects of the cumulative
impacting factors that result from onshore and offshore petroleum development.
Any realistic analysis of cumulative effects on the North Slope needs to consider both onshore and
offshore effects. The most obvious cumulative effects have occurred and continue to occur onshore
as oil and gas activities expand outward from Prudhoe Bay/Deadhorse. Development already has
caused increased regulation of subsistence hunting, reduced access to hunting and fishing areas,
altered habitat, and intensified competition from nonsubsistence hunters for fish and wildlife (Haynes
and Pedersen, 1989; Pedersen et al., 2000).
Many other events have combined with the area’s oil development to bring rapid social change to the
area including ANCSA and ANILCA legislation, the formation of the NSB, the AEWC, and other
local and regional institutions. It is important to note the difficulty in disaggregating the cumulative
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effects of oil development in the region from these other relatively recent processes of extreme local
social change. Most of the stress factors mentioned by local stakeholders can normally be associated
with onshore impacts.
For additional discussion on this issue and potential disproportionate impacts on Chukchi Sea coastal
communities, see the Environmental Justice analyses in Sale 193 FEIS Section IV.C.1.p(1)
Environmental Justice (effects from the Proposed action) and Section V.C.16 Environmental Justice
(cumulative impacts). The Sale 193 FEIS analyses are incorporated by reference into the SEIS.
Weighing Risks to Iñupiats. The role of the SEIS is to identify and provide detailed analysis of
potential environmental impacts, including impacts to Iñupiat people. Pertinent analysis is provided
within the Environmental Justice, Sociocultural Systems, Subsistence Harvest Patterns, and Economy
sections of the SEIS. The Secretary of the Interior will weigh theses risks when making the decision
of whether to reaffirm, modify, or cancel the lease sale.

Geographic Scope of Impacts. BOEMRE views large and very large oil spills as having the
potential to cause long term significant effects that would disrupt or nearly eliminate subsistence
harvests. Oil spills are never permitted and are always in violation of the law. Operators would be
held accountable and responsible for mitigating and monitoring loss or reduction of subsistence
species on the local subsistence harvesters. The SEIS includes a Very Large Oil Spill (VLOS)
analysis that describes the effects if the VLOS were to make landfall. Readers can use this analysis to
determine the percentage of trajectories contacting a specific subsistence area. There is <.05 percent
chance that a VLOS would reach the Kotzebue Sound region. The likelihood of direct impacts on
subsistence in the Kotzebue Sound region is very low. However, BOEMRE recognizes that the
subsistence lifestyle and resources are priceless to Alaska Native people, and that reliance on marine
mammals that utilize the Chukchi Sea is fundamental in Kotzebue and other coastal communities
south of the proposed Chukchi Sea lease sale. These communities could experience effects from a
VLOS through reduction of sharing through networks with households in northerly communities most
proximate to the Chukchi Sea lease sale area. These communities could also experience effects from
a VLOS through reduction or suspension of subsistence harvesting and consumption of marine
mammals even if they are available and have been certified as being fit for human consumption due
to local resident concerns about tainting. BOEMRE has instituted many regulatory reforms that
heightened standards for drilling practices, safety equipment, and environmental safeguards.
Issue 25. Impacts on human health and safety.
Summary of Comments
Several comments raised issues pertaining to human safety, stating the following:






BOEMRE needs to obtain funds from Congress for adequate inspectors and enforcement
personnel – it could take several years before BOEMRE has sufficient staffing.
The document should include more information regarding the frequency and timing of
inspections and equipment inspected.
Oil and gas activities should not occur when ice movements and/or conditions may pose
safety issues.
Rescue efforts in poor conditions may endanger lives of Coast Guard personnel and others.
Leases could lead to improved search and rescue operations.

Source of Comments



Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
Local Governments
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Environmental Organizations
General Public

Response to Comments
Inspectors and Enforcement. BOEMRE continues to undergo substantial organizational changes
intended to bolster public confidence and ensure safety. While this process could indeed require
additional time and resources, it is certain that no activities that could affect Chukchi Sea resources
would take place without appropriate regulatory oversight. Protocol in the Alaska OCS region has
always been to have an inspector on a drill rig at all times during active drilling. Additional
discussion of enhancements of BOEMRE’s inspection program is provided in Section I.F.7.
Safe Conditions. Regarding conduct of oil and gas activities in certain ice conditions, current
operating regulations at 30 CFR 250.202(d) and (e) state that proposed activities shall be conducted in
a manner that does not unreasonably interfere with other uses of the OCS, and does not cause undue
or serious harm to the human environment. Consideration of these factors will be incorporated into
future, project specific reviews as well as enforcement activities.
Safety of Rescue Personnel. It is acknowledged that rescue efforts by the North Slope Borough,
Coast Guard and other responders in poor conditions are often dangerous and could pose a risk to
human safety. It is hoped that adequate planning and rigorous adherence to safety standards would
preclude the need for such operations. Increased oil and gas industry presence in the Chukchi Sea,
coupled with the aforementioned precautionary approach, could very well lead to improved search
and rescue operations in the area. However, no specific plans exist at this time.

Issue 26. Cumulative impacts analysis.
Summary of Comments
Several comments assert inadequacies in the SEIS analysis of potential cumulative impacts, as
follows:










E88

Conclusions from the 193 FEIS that “no significant cumulative impacts would result from
routine activities associated with the Proposed Action or alternatives” and carried over into
the Draft SEIS are unsupported by data, specific discussion, or a meaningful analysis, and
are contrary to the plethora of serious impacts discussed throughout the Draft SEIS.
Natural gas development and production will have impacts to the environment that are
above and beyond those associated with oil and gas development activities.
It astonishes that additional disturbance to whales from a natural gas pipeline, when
combined with the potential for extirpation of species, does not rise to the level of
significance.
The agency has not provided specific data to support its conclusion that noise levels will
not lead to significant cumulative impacts to whales.
The key life forms in our oceans are already suffering increased risk from climate change,
over-fishing, and pollution.
The cumulative effects analysis must better analyze and explain why no significant
impacts would occur with respect to bowhead.
The cumulative effects analysis must include quantified or detailed information as opposed
to broad and general statements.
The Revised Draft SEIS contains only 13 pages on cumulative impacts. This is not
sufficient. Also, the cumulative impacts section does not include an evaluation of how a
large oil spill may contribute to cumulative impacts.
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The cumulative impacts section should include reasonably foreseeable activities that are
occurring or may occur in the Bering Sea, Russia, Canada, i.e. oil and gas activities.
The cumulative impacts section should evaluate potential radioactive impacts to Chukchi
Sea resources stemming from the radiation leak in Japan.
A more robust cumulative effects analysis, particularly for bowhead whales, is required.
This analysis should encompass the whole geographic range of the bowhead and all human
activities that could potentially impact this species or degrade its habitat (i.e. activities in
American Arctic, Russian Far East, and Canadian Beaufort; icebreaking; increased vessel
traffic in the Bering Straights, Chukchi Sea and Beaufort Sea; commercial fishing
[including in the North Bering Sea]; increased military presence; and other relevant
operations). This cumulative effects analysis should also account for climate change and
ocean acidification.
When assessing cumulative effects to migratory species such as bowhead whale, the
geographic range under consideration should be expanded.
The analysis fails to address the cumulative impacts to coastal and terrestrial resources of
Kasegaluk Lagoon and to tundra wetland environments within the National Petroleum
Reserve-Alaska. This comment offered no specifics to support this point.
The SEIS should evaluate the NRC cumulative impacts study.

Source of Comments




Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
Local Governments
Environmental Organizations

Response to Comments
Support for Conclusions. The conclusions of cumulative impacts analysis in the Sale 193 FEIS are
incorporated by reference and summarized in the Final SEIS. Analysis of the incremental
contribution of natural gas development and production to potential cumulative impacts to the
environment is provided in Chapter V of the SEIS. This includes analysis of the cumulative impacts
to whales from installation of an offshore gas pipeline. The structure of the SEIS’s Cumulative
Impacts Analysis is explained in Section V.A.1. All factors pertinent to understanding potential
cumulative impacts are considered in the analysis.
Vessel Noise and Traffic. The Sale 193 FEIS provides an extensive discussion of the potential
effects of noise on cetaceans (Section IC.C.1 F(1)(c), pages IV-84 through IV-90). The primary
disturbance factor to bowhead whales from natural gas development and production is expected to be
vessel noise and traffic. A discussion of the potential effects on cetaceans from development and
production activities is provided in Sections IV.C.1.f(1)(e)2)c) and IV.C.1.f(1)(e)2)d) of the 193
FEIS. A discussion of cumulative noise effects on cetaceans is provided in Section V.C.6.a. These
discussions are incorporated into the SEIS by reference. Also, as discussed in the Section IV.C.6 of
the SEIS, noise associated with development and production of OCS natural gas is expected to be at
low levels from stationary (production platform) to very slow moving (pipe-laying operations), and
thus avoidable, sources. Whales appear to exhibit less avoidance behavior in response to stationary
sources of relatively constant noise than in response to moving or impulsive sound sources.
Environmental Review and Mitigation. Oil and gas activities are subject to BOEMRE NEPA
review, as well as the substantive and procedural requirements of the MMPA and, in the case of the
bowhead whale, the ESA. Further, the natural gas development and production scenario analyzed in
the SEIS acknowledges that appropriate mitigation would be developed and required as a result of the
technical and environmental reviews conducted on any proposed offshore gas pipeline. Mitigation
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could include timing restrictions on pipe-laying activities during the bowhead migrations, required
marine mammal observers, and curtailment of operations if marine mammals come within an
established safety zone. Thus, the analysis concludes that effects from installation of an offshore gas
pipeline would be minimized to the extent possible and effects would not rise to the level of
significance.
Large Oil Spill. The potential for a catastrophic oil spill leading to extirpation of species was
certainly considered in this cumulative effects analysis. However, a remote possibility of a
catastrophic event does not necessarily translate into an expectation of “significant” impacts, whether
alone or in a cumulative sense. The SEIS cumulative effects analysis found that the very small
potential for extirpation of species, even when combined with other incremental effects (such as those
from an offshore gas pipeline), does not rise to a level of significance with respect to the significance
thresholds defined in the Sale 193 FEIS and SEIS.
Cumulative impacts associated with the hypothetical VLOS scenario are discussed for each resource
in Section IV.E, principally within Long-Term Recovery subsections.
Geographic Scope of Analysis. Canadian energy development plans in the eastern Beaufort Sea are
uncertain. Future gas and oil development in Russia is unknown and the information available is
speculative. Although cumulative effects analysis necessarily involves assumptions and uncertainties
such as any data or projected modeling that may be gathered on these subjects, the opening statements
on the cumulative effects in Chapter V outline reasons for not including these and other speculative
events in the analysis.
Cumulative Impacts to Bowhead Whales, Generally. The analysis simply found little potential for
activities associated with the natural gas development and production scenario to contribute
incremental, additive, or synergistic effects on bowhead whales. Absent disagreement with the
methodology or identification of factors not considered, the existing level of analysis in this section is
determined to be sufficient. Additional discussion of the potential effects of development and
production activities to endangered whales is provided in the ESA section 7 consultation biological
evaluations (USDOI, MMS, 2006 and 2008) and biological opinions (USDOC, NOAA, NMFS, 2006
and 2008).
Cumulative Impacts to Bowhead Whales, Geographic Scope. The Sale 193 FEIS Section V.C.6.
T& E a(1) through a(8) provide detailed discussion of cumulative effects to Western Arctic bowheads
and is incorporated by reference to the SEIS. These sections include considerations, uncertainties and
discussions for range wide cumulative effects to Western Arctic bowhead whales regarding climate
change, increasing commercial fisheries, shipping traffic, research activities, subsistence activities,
pollution and contaminants and other oil and gas activities. The SEIS Section V.B.6. summarizes
cumulative effects to bowhead whales.
Quantification of Impacts. The cumulative effects analysis considers all past, present, reasonably
foreseeable, and even some speculative activities. Many of these activities, as well as their potential
effects, are inherently unquantifiable. While avoiding undue speculation, BOEMRE has attempted to
provide a high level of detail and has quantified relevant information and analysis wherever
appropriate.
Length of Analysis. The relative brevity of Chapter V can be attributed to the following factors: the
limited scope of the District Court remand; incorporation by reference of the lengthier cumulative
effects discussion within the Sale 193 FEIS; the similarity between oil development and production
and natural gas development and production in terms of their potential to contribute cumulative
effects; and the fact that cumulative effects associated with the VLOS scenario are largely discussed
in Section IV.E of the Final SEIS, as opposed to Chapter V.
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NRC Study. BOEMRE has analyzed the NRC document entitled “Cumulative Environmental
Effects of Oil and Gas Activities on Alaska’s North Slope”. Although excellent in its scope and
completeness, it is not the most current information upon which the present analysis should be based.
Fukushima. The Fukushima nuclear power plant disaster has been thoroughly discussed as a
potential pollutant factor for nuclear radiation spreading to Alaskan waters by scientists from the
Alaska Health and Social Services offices. Reports have consistently stated that there is no immediate
or anticipated threat from nuclear radiation to environmental resources from this disaster reaching
Alaska waters, therefore no discussion of this issue is needed in the document.

Issue 27. Analysis of Incomplete or Missing Information (“1502.22 Analysis”)
Summary of Comments
A variety of comments were received on the Analysis of Incomplete or Missing information
(“1502.22 analysis”) presented in Appendix A of the Final SEIS pursuant to 40 CFR 1502.22. The
comments ranged from the general to the very specific.
Many comments approved of the 1502.22 analysis, employing adjectives such as thorough,
methodical, efficient, understandable, rigorous, well-reasoned, etc. Commenters frequently asserted
that BOEMRE’s process fully meets the letter and intent of CEQ’s requirements. Some comments
generally approved of the analysis but suggested small edits to certain items. Grammatical and other
small changes to the 1502.22 analysis itself constitute BOEMRE’s response to these suggestions.
Other comments disapproved of the analysis, asserting one or more of the following:








The 1502.22 analysis does not comply with the letter or spirit of applicable law and should
be rejected.
The conclusions of the 1502.22 analysis are contrary to evidence in the record and based
on mere speculation.
BOEMRE made an across-the-board and unwise determination that none of the missing
information was essential to a reasoned choice. This is a rushed decision that dismisses
and/or ignores the obligations to collect missing science; it discounts potential negative
impacts to many species and habitats already threatened by climate change.
It is astonishing that for the hundreds of pieces of missing information, the agency
concluded that not one piece of information was essential for evaluating reasonably
foreseeable impacts or to a reasoned choice among alternatives.
BOEMRE must make a good-faith effort at obtaining information that is realistically
attainable.

Many comments critical of the 1502.22 analysis focused on the concept of drilling:



The Draft SEIS represents a decision by BOEMRE to allow drilling no matter what the
impacts.
BOEMRE should not allow drilling to go forward unless there is scientific knowledge
demonstrating that drilling in the Arctic is safe.

Several comments asserted that analysis should not be deferred to later stages as BOEMRE’s ability
to regulate potentially harmful activities is constrained once lease sales are approved:


BOEMRE must have complete information about the environmental effects at the lease
sale stage before it decides whether to authorize oil and gas activities, and decides what
mitigation measures may be appropriate.
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Several comments suggested that the 1502.22 analysis of incomplete information is flawed or
inadequate:




BOEMRE’s three-part test for each piece of missing information is flawed because
nowhere in section 1502.22(b) is a reasoned choice among alternatives the focus. The
agency should instead focus on the importance of the information to evaluating
“reasonably foreseeable significant adverse impacts.”
BOEMRE’s test and the accompanying pages of missing information fail to provide the
analysis required by sections 1502.22(b)(3) and (4) because nowhere does the SEIS
provide a summary of existing credible science or the agency’s evaluation of impacts
based on generally accepted methodologies.

Some comments suggested alternate or more inclusive definitions for the term “essential.” For
instance:






The threshold for what information is “essential” should be lower for Chukchi Sea
resources such as bowhead whales because of the rapidly and unpredictably changing
conditions in the Arctic.
The definition should be expanded to include all other activities within as well as outside
the action area that could affect Chukchi Sea resources.
The definition should focus on the ability to make informed decisions about where, when,
and under what conditions oil and gas activities should be permitted.
In addition to analyzing each individual item of incomplete information, BOEMRE should
also consider for each resource and conflicting use the totality of what it knows and does
not know. Otherwise, the analysis avoids acknowledging the sheer weight of all of the
information not known that, taken as a whole, reveals a poorly understood ecosystem and
poorly understood potential impacts.

A few comments presented detailed critiques of one or more of the “common themes” identified by
BOEMRE in its introduction to Appendix A of the SEIS and used in the 1502.22 analysis to assess
whether a particular item of incomplete information is “essential to a reasoned choice among
alternatives.” To summarize:
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Statements that there is enough information available now for informed management and
decision-making are unsupported where large quantities of data are missing about the
Chukchi Sea. This is especially true where BOEMRE fails to identify the information
upon which it is relying, and where statements in the original EIS point to large data gaps.
Reliance on other environmental laws and regulations and future mitigation measures
ignores the agency’s responsibility to analyze impacts.
Conclusions that information will be known at a later stage of environmental review are
contrary to the language of section 1502.22, and overlook the time constraints of the 30day review deadline under the OCS Lands Act.
Reliance on an assumption that significant adverse effects would occur [in the event of a
catastrophic oil spill] fails to provide the decision maker and public with a clear picture of
anticipated impacts.
Conclusions about the commonality of the impacts between alternatives ignores important
impacts, ignores distinctions between alternatives (including the no action alternative), and
is evidence that BOEMRE failed to present a reasonable range of alternatives. [Regional
variation of species abundance was cited to illustrate these points.]
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One comment forwarded two general points as well as many specific comments on individual items
within Appendix A. The general points questioned the need for discussion of oil spill-related impacts
within the 1502.22 (noting that the EIS addresses leasing and exploration, not development) and also
called for stronger language referencing the lack of documented impacts to cetaceans associated with
OCS oil and gas operations. The specific comments referenced additional information that
purportedly demonstrates a lack of potential significant impacts to OCS resources.
A variety of other comments suggest inconsistencies and/or inappropriate applications of 40 CFR
1502.22:













BOEMRE cannot credibly assert that existing information is sufficient to “support sound
scientific judgments and reasoned managerial decisions” about where to allow oil and gas
activities when it does not know what areas of the sea are biologically significant. Missing
spatial information—e.g. population distributions, areas of biological importance, etc.—
are essential to lease sale decisions.
NOAA’s 28 Feb 2011 comments on the Draft SEIS stated that, contrary to BOEMRE’s
assertions, information about how seismic surveying will affect fish is essential to the
lease sale decision and must be obtained. BOEMRE appears to have ignored NOAA’s
comment.
On pages A7 and A69 of the Revised Draft SEIS, BOEMRE states that it does not have
sufficient information to determine effects on marine mammals of oil and gas activities.
BOEMRE should obtain this information before making decisions about Lease Sale 193.
The implicit assertion that noise would not cause significant effects to marine mammals is
contradicted by previous statements that seismic surveys, if unmitigated or insufficiently
mitigated, could in certain circumstances cause biologically significant effects.
Activities pertaining to a drilling plan proposed for the Chukchi Sea in the 2010 season
create a “serious risk of harm to bowheads due to consequences of disturbance, direct
injury due to exposure to dangerous levels of noise, and ship strike.” This analysis by
David Bain contradicts BOEMRE’s assertion that significant effects on bowhead whales
could only occur as a result of the unlikely event of a large oil spill.
The statement that the probability of an oil spill occurring, and its consequences, are the
same for all alternatives contradicts assertions in the 2007 FEIS (at IV-20-21).
The natural gas analysis omits any acknowledgement of incomplete information save for
the discussion of effects on archaeological resources. This ignores incomplete information
regarding noise and disturbance from drilling and associated ship and aircraft traffic and,
therefore, runs afoul of 40 CFR 1502.22. The VLOS discussion does not acknowledge
incomplete information relevant to the analysis, and therefore violates 40 CFR 1502.22.

Source of Comments








Federal Government (EPA, NMFS)
Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
State Government
Local Governments
Environmental Organizations
Corporations and Industry Groups
General Public
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Response to Comments
Systematic Decision Process. In addressing the second and third concerns of the District Court’s
remand, BOEMRE analysts and managers reviewed each item of “incomplete” information cited in
Exhibit 129 (which was submitted to the District Court by the plaintiffs), as well as several dozen
additional items identified through internal review of the Sale 193 FEIS, in accordance with the
requirements of 40 CFR 1502.22. BOEMRE made no “across the board determinations”; rather, we
developed a systematic process under which each item received focused, objective, and complete
review. BOEMRE’s three-step 1502.22 analysis is based on a careful reading of the regulation. This
approach, developed from the most reasonable reading of the whole regulation, is outlined and
depicted in the form of a flow chart in the introduction to Appendix A of the Final SEIS.
Individual analysis of each item is provided in Appendix A of the Final SEIS. While many items of
incomplete information referenced in the Sale 193 FEIS are indeed “relevant to reasonably
foreseeable significant adverse effects on the human environment,” the results of BOEMRE’s
1502.22 analysis confirm that none of these items are “essential to a reasoned choice among
alternatives” at the lease sale stage of the OCS Lands Act process. Consequently, there is no 1502.22
requirement to assess the attainability and/or cost of acquiring these specific items of information.
The BOEMRE Alaska OCS Region will continue its ongoing, comprehensive efforts to collect data
and information regarding Arctic ecosystems and communities in accordance with the requirements
of the OCS Lands Act and NEPA and consistent with the Bureau’s commitment to reasoned and
informed decision-making.
Lease Sale Decision. The Final SEIS provides the Secretary of the Interior with sufficient
information regarding potential environmental impacts to decide whether to reaffirm, modify, or
cancel Lease Sale 193. No decision on drilling will be made during this SEIS process. If a lessee
submits a specific proposal to drill at a later date, BOEMRE would conduct a full technical and
environmental review incorporating the information that becomes available at that time. A
determination to accept drilling at any cost would both exceed the delegated authority of the Bureau
and violate its statutory and regulatory duties to protect the marine, coastal, and human environment.
BOEMRE takes these statutory responsibilities very seriously.
Specific Background and Methodology for the Analysis. Regarding specific criticisms of
BOEMRE’s 1502.22 process, readers are referred to the “Background,” “Methodology,” and
“Results” portions of Appendix A of the SEIS. Relatively detailed explanation of the 1502.22
analytical process, along with important definitions, assumptions, and considerations that helped
shape this process, are provided there. BOEMRE has reviewed and considered the specific criticisms
summarized above, but determined that suggested changes to the existing 1502.22 methodology or
analysis are not warranted. Additional support for moving forward with the existing process and
analysis is provided by the EPA’s official comment letter regarding the Draft SEIS, dated November
29, 2010. This letter reads in relevant part:
We are particularly pleased with the methodical and understandable analysis of incomplete or missing
information in Appendix A. We also believe the process employed by your agency fully meets the
intent of the Council of Environmental Quality’s requirements for such situations.

In light of the above, no substantive changes have been made to BOEMRE’s 1502.22 methodology or
analysis in the Final SEIS.
Several minor revisions have been made in response to comments highlighting typographical and
formatting errors within Appendix A.
Contents of Appendix A. BOEMRE has not incorporated into Appendix A any additional
information or opinions regarding the potential for environmental impacts. The role of BOEMRE’s
1502.22 analysis is to analyze the importance of specific pieces of incomplete information within the
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lease sale decision-making process. Appendix A is not an appropriate venue to debate the Sale 193
FEIS assessment of potential environmental impacts. Incorporating additional information intended
to downplay or heighten potential impacts is similarly inappropriate. Because the cited information
would not assist BOEMRE in assessing the importance of incomplete or missing information to the
lease sale decision-making process, it has not been incorporated into Appendix A.
Information Regarding Ecologically Important Areas. Decades of study in the region have
elucidated the heightened importance of many areas within the Chukchi Sea, as well as the North
Slope. The knowledge which exists about these areas is indeed sufficient to support sound scientific
judgments and reasoned managerial decisions about where to allow oil and gas activities and about
which areas are biologically significant. This understanding is reflected in the Secretary’s decision to
include a 25 Statute mile deferral in the 2007-2012 Five-Year Program, as well as the selection of
Alternative IV (Corridor II deferral) from the Sale 193 FEIS for Lease Sale 193. Within the SEIS,
special consideration is given to coastal communities, the spring lead system, subsistence harvest
areas, migratory corridors, Ledyard Bay Critical Habitat Unit, Kasegaluk Lagoon, Hanna Shoal, avian
breeding colonies such as Cape Lisburne and Cape Thompson, designated Essential Fish Habitat,
caribou calving grounds and insect relief areas, special vegetative communities, marine mammal
haulout areas, and many other important areas.
Consistency with David Bain’s Analyses. The report by David Bain does not indicate the context
and definition of “serious risk”. It also does not include any specifics of the “harm to bowheads” in
terms of individuals or portion of population exposed to or injured via noise and/or ship strikes in
relation to the exposure of the Western Arctic bowhead whale population to varying levels of similar
activities since 1980. There is no evidence to suggest that ship strikes related to industrial vessel
traffic has or is occurring in the Alaskan Arctic, but BOEMRE recognizes and notes that increased
levels of vessel traffic could increase the opportunity for bowhead vessel contact. BOEMRE
recognizes the potential effects of noise upon bowhead whales; however, the application of mitigation
measures as analyzed in the anticipated effects upon bowhead whales are believed to be the best
current technologies available to minimize such adverse effects. Further, there is currently no
evidence that direct injury due to exposure to noise or ship strike from similar and at times greater
levels of industry activity in the Chukchi Sea occurred in the period from 1979 to present. Detectable
levels of decreased productivity, population growth rate, fecundity have not been documented during
that period nor have increased incidence rate or levels of injury or mortality been documented. Mr.
Bain includes numerous general and hypothetical points regarding potential exposure and take rates to
Arctic species, but this non-peer reviewed analysis does not indicate that these have or are occurring
in the Arctic relative to oil and gas activity. While Mr. Bain refers to a “serious risk”, BOEMRE does
not have any way to assess whether this finding is actually inconsistent with BOEMRE’s analysis
without some context for the risk or a definition of when a risk becomes “serious”. Further, specific
proposed drill plan actions are not evaluated in the Sale 193 FEIS or SEIS documents. BOEMRE
analysis of such drilling plans in the Chukchi Sea would occur in subsequent NEPA documents.
A response to official NOAA comments regarding incomplete information on fish is provided in
Issue Category 16.
Statements Indicating Insufficient Information. The referenced statements on pages A7 and A69
originally appeared in the Sale 193 FEIS and are reproduced in Appendix A so that they may be
analyzed in appropriate context and under the applicable protocols of 40 CFR 1502.22.
Incomplete Information in the Gas and VLOS Scenarios. BOEMRE carefully adhered to the
requirements of 40 CFR 1502.22 when developing this Final SEIS. Where BOEMRE identified
instances of incomplete or missing information that are relevant to reasonably foreseeable significant
adverse effects associated with the proposed action, the Final SEIS identifies this information. The
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analysis then goes on to contextualize the incomplete or missing information and proceeds to the next
step of 40 CFR 1502.22 analysis.
Impacts Same for All Alternatives. It is true that impacts of an oil spill could vary by location of
spill source. This is why Appendix A speaks to the “commonality” of potential impacts during an oil
spill, but does not claim that each spill has identical impacts. BOEMRE’s use of the OSRA and
trajectory analysis accounts for differences in oil spill impacts associated with the location of the spill
source. As indicated in the Sale 193 FEIS and the Final SEIS (including Appendix A), sufficient
information exists to adequately inform the decision maker about these potential impacts, as well as
similarities and differences associated with each alternative.

Issue 28. Impacts and risks of oil and gas activities.
Summary of Comments
Many comments stated that the risks associated with oil and gas development stemming from the
lease sale are too high. Most of these comments focused on the potential for an oil spill. A summary
of additional points is provided below:
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It is wrong and irresponsible to treat the Earth’s resources like they belong to this
generation of humans only.
Risks are heightened in this area, which features species of limited range and limited
populations.
Decisions regarding the Alaska OCS should follow a precautionary approach.
Poorly informed development poses unnecessary risks to high quality habitat.
The time to prevent an environmental tragedy is now, prior to leasing. Once leases are
issued it is too late despite all the stipulations, mitigation, and good intentions of regulators
when permitting development.
The oil spill in the Gulf shows that large spills from exploration drilling can happen and
that, even in the relatively benign conditions of the Gulf, they cannot be contained. These
facts alone fundamentally undermine BOEMRE’s assumptions about oil spills in the
original EIS.
The people of the coastal communities would need substantial training on how to respond
to an oil spill. Corporations currently offer training to a few people, but this will not be
sufficient. Young people are encouraged to go to college and get training ( i.e. oil spill
response training), but they are not ready. Things are moving too fast.
The decision to release the draft SEIS in its current form may expedite oil drilling plans in
the Chukchi Sea and could lead to permanently destructive consequences for the wildlife
and Alaska Natives who depend on this region for survival.
The potential for an Arctic oil spill, and the inability to contain or clean it up, represents a
significant and unacceptably unquantifiable risk to the Chukchi Sea ecosystem and the
people who depend on its resources for physical health and cultural and social well being.
The stakes are high. The chances of a major spill from drill platforms or pipelines as a
result of Lease Sale 193 are 25 to 54 percent.
Ice-free summers in the Arctic will cause severe weather and ocean conditions that will
increase the risk of an accident.
In the event of a VLOS, the inability to remove oil from the ecosystem is likely to
exacerbate adverse effects.
One drop of oil could become a big problem for our animals.
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There is tremendous scenic value in this region that would be compromised.
Significant amounts of oil do not make it to the refinery no matter the technology and
conscientiousness employed.
The SEIS should describe the added risk associated with producing both oil and gas during
the later stages of oil extraction.
The SEIS should assess the added risks associated with the shift in focus from oil
extraction to gas extraction.
The movement of drillships off the drill location and suspension of operations adds
considerable risk to the drilling operation.
The stakes are high because as the 2007 FEIS notes, there is a 27–54% chance of a major
spill as a result of Lease Sale 193.

Many others presented a different perspective:















Alaska’s North Slope and OCS are very likely the most studied energy basins in the
United States. In just that past 10 years, over 250 scientific studies have been funded in
the Arctic, with the majority focused in the Beaufort and Chukchi seas.
An OCS lease authorizes a lessee to engage only in “ancillary activities” that do not harm
the environment pending further review and approvals. BOEMRE approval is required
prior to any exploration, development, or production activities within a lease.
A lease sale is not an authorization to drill. Further environmental review, public process,
and federal agency approvals are required before any exploration, development. or
production activities may occur.
Technological advances and the broad knowledge gained from over 250 studies (at a cost
of more than $500 million) should also instill confidence in Alaska drilling.
Thirty years of operational experience in Alaska have led to new technologies and
practices that have steadily reduced the footprint and impacts of exploration and
production activities to wildlife.
Lack of infrastructure and related issues will be resolved once activities are allowed to go
forward.
Operating conditions in the Alaska OCS are categorically different than those in the deep
waters of the Gulf of Mexico and pose much lower risk. The pressure encountered in
deepwater drilling is multiple times greater than in Alaska where wells would be in very
shallow water. In addition, the shallow water depth in the Chukchi Sea would allow
blowout preventers to close much more rapidly than those in deep water. The blowout
preventers would also be directly accessible to dive teams, unlike the Gulf where any
maintenance or repairs had to be accomplished by remote control vehicles. Another
distinction is that many Alaskan offshore operations are seasonal in nature. There are also
fundamental differences between state and federal oversight and regulatory framework, as
well as fundamental differences in the geology of the regions.
Oil and gas production in the Chukchi Sea can occur safely and without taking
unnecessary environmental risks, as has been proved by operations in the North Atlantic.
There has never been a blowout in the Alaska or Canadian Arctic that resulted in an oil
spill. Thirty wells have been drilled in the Beaufort and five in the Chukchi without
incident. Further, over 200 offshore wells have been drilled in the Canadian Beaufort Sea
since the early 1970s without a significant oil spill. These wells were drilled more than
two decades ago and utilized older technology than what would be used now.
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Oil and gas development in Alaska would be done under the world’s highest safety and
environmental standards. All activities will be governed by stringent lease stipulations
identified in the 193 FEIS and SEIS. Numerous mitigation measures, including seasonal
operating restrictions, will minimize potential impacts, and conflicts avoidance
mechanisms will protect subsistence and other activities.
The North Slope is an example of how development can occur responsibly, even where
there remain some data gaps.
So far, industry plans have committed to unprecedented provision for prevention and spill
response that go above and beyond what is required by law.
New technology (e.g. 3D and 4D technology) leads to reduced environmental impacts and
footprints from infrastructure.
Specific plans for exploration have/would include numerous additional safety and
mitigation measures, and would leverage resources and experience in the Arctic from the
Alaska Clean Seas consortium.

Source of Comments







Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
State Government
Local Governments
Environmental Organizations
Corporations and Industry Groups
General Public

Response to Comments
A majority of responses touched on this complicated and controversial set of issues. BOEMRE
believes it is possible to strike a balance between responsible OCS exploration, development, and
production and protection of the marine, coastal, or human environment.
OCS Lands Act - Four Stage Review Process. The OCS Lands Act created a four-stage review
process for planning, leasing, exploration, and production of oil and gas resources in Federal waters.
The four-stage review process gives the Secretary a “continuing opportunity for making informed
adjustments” in developing offshore energy resources in order to ensure all activities are conducted in
an environmentally sound manner [Sierra Club v. Morton, 510 F.2d 813, 828 (5th Cir.1975)]. Should
a lessee submit a specific exploration or development and production plan, BOEMRE would conduct
a full technical and environmental review incorporating the best available information at that time.
Additional site- and proposal-specific mitigation measures, if needed, would be developed and
required at that time.
Chance of One or More Large Oil Spills. When the commenter says that chances of a major spill
are 25 to 54 percent, the commenter is expressing the chance of one or more large (≥ 1,000 bbl) spills
occurring using the spill rates at the 95% confidence interval over the 25 year life of the proposed
action, as is explained in the Sale 193 FEIS. The BOEMRE provides information on the mean and
95% confidence intervals for large spills defined as a threshold value of 1,000 barrels or more. The
U.S. Coast Guard defines a major spill as 2,380 barrels or more. The intent of the 95% confidence
intervals is to inform the decision maker of the uncertainty in the mean estimate.
The chance of one or more large spills occurring assumes there is a 100% chance that exploration and
subsequent development and production will occur. Using the mean spill rates the estimated total
mean number of large spills is 0.51 (half a spill) over the 25 year life of the proposed action. The
total mean number of spills is derived from the sum of the platform, wells, and pipeline mean number
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of spills added together over the entire 25-year life. The chance of no large spills occurring is 60%
and the chance of one or more large spills occurring is 40% over the 25 year life. Using the mean
spill rate the chance of no large pipeline spills occurring is 74% and the chance of one or more large
pipeline spills occurring is 26% over the 25 year life of the project. The chance of no large platform
spills occurring is 81% and the chance of one or more large platform (wells and platform) spills is
19%.
A key element in oil-spill analysis is an assessment of one or more large spills occurring. Large oil
spills are unarguably contentious. One of the fundamental problems when using quantitative analysis
is related to the way the results of the analyses are expressed and interpreted. People evaluate risks in
incompatible ways, based on their value systems (Thompson and Dean, 1996) and their perceived
degree of exposure to a potential risk. Oil spills have high levels of “dread potential” (Slovic, 1987)
because of their potential to produce consequences in the event of accidents, even though such
occurrences have been estimated to have low occurrence probabilities. The BOEMRE recognizes
that some stakeholders may wish to reduce the chance of a large spill occurring, while others may
consider any chance of a large spill occurring as unacceptable. Still others may find the chance of a
large spill occurring as an acceptable tradeoff for the benefits derived from oil and gas production.
The Secretary of Interior, in his decision to affirm, amend or cancel the sale considers alternative
perspectives on the chance of one or more large spills occurring.
With adherence by the operator to BOEMRE temporary well abandonment requirements in
30 CFR 250 Subpart Q, the move off the well does not add risk to the operation as a whole.
Oil Recovery and Cleanup. It is acknowledged that in the event of a VLOS in the Chukchi Sea,
some portion of spilled oil would indeed persist in the ecosystem long after the original spill, despite
recovery and cleanup efforts. The SEIS analyzes these potential effects with its analysis of Phase 5 of
the hypothetical VLOS scenario: “Post-Spill, Long-Term Recovery.” The most pertinent aspect of
this phase would be “Contamination”, which evaluates “pollution stemming from an oil spill” that
“may contaminate environmental resources, habitat, and/or food sources.” Such impacts are
addressed, as appropriate, within each resource section of Section IV.E.
Local Training and Hiring. Training and hiring for jobs in the oil industry is a topic for discussion
between community and tribal leaders and the oil industry. The scope of this SEIS is to inform the
decision maker (Secretary of the Interior) with the relevant environmental information he needs to
make an informed choice as to whether to reaffirm, modify, or cancel Lease Sale 193.
Native Corporations such as Umiaq Corporation have established contracts with Alaska Clean Seas
(ACS) to provide trained responders for Village Response Teams (VRT) in the event of a spill
response. Members of the community may participate in this training as appropriate. Those
interested in becoming members of a VRT should contact ACS or Umiaq Corporation to get
additional information on training and participation on these teams.
Visual Impacts and Scenic Value. BOEMRE agrees that there is tremendous scenic value in the
Chukchi Sea region. Exploration seismic surveying and drilling are temporary activities. A
production platform more than 50 miles from the coast would likely not be visible to a person
standing on the shore. The expansion of onshore support facilities to accommodate natural gas would
entail minimal new disturbance. The projected onshore oil and gas transport pipelines across NPR-A
are expected to be elevated and therefore visible for some distance. Permitting of a pipeline across
NPR-A would be under BLM jurisdiction. The BLM currently requires pipelines across NPR-A to be
elevated a minimum of 7 ft. For additional information the reader is referred to the BLM’s NPR-A
Integrated Activity Plans/EISs (http://www.blm.gov/ak/st/en/prog/planning/npra_general.html). The
BLM evaluates the potential visual impacts of elevated pipelines. Emissions associated with OCS
activities and support facilities are subject to limitations pursuant to regulations administered by EPA
under the Clean Air Act.
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Oil Spill Information. The comment asserting that oil is spilled no matter what technology is
employed provides no references or data to support this assertion, so some background information is
provided here. Between 1971 and 2007, OCS operators produced almost 15 billion barrels (Bbbl) of
oil. During this period, there were 2,645 spills that totaled to approximately 164,100 barrels (bbl)
spilled – equal to 0.001% of barrels produced or about 1 bbl spilled for every 91,400 bbl produced.
This record has improved over the time analyzed in available studies. Between 1993 and 2007, the
most recent 15-year period, almost 7.5 Bbbl of oil were produced. During this period, there were 651
spills that totaled to approximately 47,800 bbl spilled—equal to 0.0006% of barrels produced or
approximately 1 bbl spilled for every 156,900 bbl produced (Anderson, 2008, pers. comm.).
Although the consumption of petroleum products is increasing, spill rates are decreasing (Etkin,
2009). Approximately 99% of OCS spills are less than 10 bbl in size. The DWH event provides
additional data points for these estimates.
Additive Risk of Oil and Gas Operations. With respect to potential risks associated with producing
both oil and gas, or shifting focus from oil to gas, BOEMRE has no evidence that either the risk of
adverse effects or the magnitude of effects would be additive during this transition. Further, under
the OCSLA four-stage review process, the potential for additive effects would be evaluated—and
mitigation would be developed if necessary—at each stage, and as the specific circumstances of
natural gas production arise. For example, in the event that modifying an oil production platform to
produce natural gas is proposed, BOEMRE would require a revised or modified development and
production plan. Such revised or modified plans would require and undergo thorough technical and
environmental review to address potential risks. All reasonably foreseeable additive and synergistic
impacts associated with natural gas development and production are evaluated in the Cumulative
Effects section of the SEIS.
BOEMRE substantially agrees with the factual assertions in all the points regarding safety standards
and records listed above. Should oil and gas activities proceed in the OCS, BOEMRE will continue
to act under its mandate and mission as the regulating agency to uphold the vigorous safety standards
that Arctic people and ecosystems deserve.
New Technology. Advancements in seismic technology have improved the resolution of subsurface
structures and reservoirs that could contain oil and gas. This technology makes the exploration
program more efficient because test wells are located in optimal locations and fewer wells are drilled
to determine the viability of a potential prospect. This reduces potential environmental impacts. New
technologies used for production wells increases the recovery per well and could reduce the size and
number of offshore platforms. Advancements in subsea well technology could also reduce the number
of offshore platforms, thereby reducing the longer term impacts of large surface facilities. There are
many other technologies that are continuing to be developed that will improve project economics and
reduce environmental impacts. The frontier areas in the Arctic are at the forefront of this technology
trend.

Issue 29. Lessons from the Deepwater Horizon Event
Summary of Comments
This issue was raised in most comments received. Many comments expressed one or more of the
following assertions:
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It is critical that all necessary science and lessons learned from the Deepwater Horizon oil
spill are incorporated into any final decision about whether and where to allow oil drilling
in the Chukchi Sea. BOEMRE should analyze new information from the spill that is still
being developed by, for example, the Presidential commission on the Deepwater Horizon
spill.
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As the Deepwater Horizon spill taught us, not having adequate scientific knowledge of the
ecosystem or a working oil spill response plan can have tragic and irreversible
consequences. The Deepwater Horizon spill also demonstrates that we need to know the
environmental effects of offshore drilling before it begins.
BOEMRE should not move forward with any oil drilling plans for the Chukchi Sea until
all necessary science is collected and lessons are learned from the Deepwater Horizon
spill. It is critical that all necessary science is collected and analyzed and incorporated into
any decisions dealing with oil drilling in the Chukchi Sea. It is imperative that all
necessary steps are taken to prevent another catastrophic oil spill from happening.
The Deepwater Horizon spill has yielded significant new information and circumstances
that are relevant to Lease Sale 193, which prompted CEQ to state that “[t]o the extent that
the effects of a catastrophic spill have been projected or modeled, that analysis would have
to be compared to the effects of this spill to provide current information to the decision
maker.”
Recent hearings on the Deepwater Horizon spill indicate that BOEMRE needs regulatory
improvements and demonstrate that BOEMRE is not ready to proceed with offshore
drilling in the Chukchi.
It’s refreshing to see that the federal government has learned something from the
Deepwater Horizon event, and has now included a VLOS scenario.
The Draft SEIS is not consistent with the DOI’s offshore oil and gas program reforms that
have been adopted in response to the Deepwater Horizon oil spill.
The Deepwater Horizon oil spill shows that, even with the latest technology, oil spills do,
in fact, occur during exploration. In addition, the spills analyzed in the original EIS—a
1,500 barrel oil spill from a production facility and a 4,600 barrel oil spill from a pipeline
(193 FEIS at IV-19)—are less than 1/1000 the size of the Deepwater Horizon spill
(estimated at close to 5,000,000 barrels of oil by the Presidential commission investigating
the Deepwater Horizon spill).
BOEMRE must supplement its analysis of oil spill prevention and containment to reflect
the lessons being learned from the Deepwater Horizon spill and its aftermath, including
the effects of dispersants.
One commenter advocated for elaborating on existing discussion of the Deepwater
Horizon spill in light of inevitable legal challenges to the document.

Source of Comments
This issue was raised in nearly all comments opposing offshore oil and gas activities or disapproving
of Lease Sale 193 (or the SEIS specifically). This issue was also raised in several comments
supportive of offshore oil and gas activities, Lease Sale 193, and/or the SEIS. The specific issues
used in the Summary of Comments subsection above are taken from following sources:




Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
Local Governments
Environmental Organizations




Corporations and Industry Groups
General Public

Response to Comments
The Deepwater Horizon tragedy and the events of the 2010 summer have resulted and will continue
to result in substantial organizational changes and new policies designed to improve regulatory
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oversight of human safety and environmental hazards. The ramifications of the DWH event for
activities in the Chukchi Sea are discussed in detail within Section IV.D.1. The DWH event, along
with public comments, also precipitated the Very Large Oil Spill analysis within this Final SEIS.
Historically, BOEMRE and its predecessor agency have completed six VLOS analyses for the Arctic;
one for the Chukchi Sea and five for the Beaufort Sea.

Issue 30. Coastal Zone Management programs and procedures.
Summary of Comments
One commenter on the Draft SEIS stated that the District Court’s order to assess the potential impacts
of gas development is a new requirement calling for assessment beyond that of the Sale 193 FEIS
and, therefore, BOEMRE must prepare and submit to the State of Alaska a revised consistency
determination for Lease Sale 193 with the Alaska Coastal Management Program (ACMP). The
commenter asserted that a new component (a gas development scenario) has been added to the range
of activities projected to result from the lease sale, and there is new information regarding potential
impacts, which triggers the conditions for preparing a supplemental consistency review under 15 CFR
930.46(a)(2).
Another commenter on the Draft SEIS stated that in light of revisions to the ACMP, the concerns of
villages may not be properly addressed.
On the Revised Draft SEIS, several commenters mentioned the need to update SEIS references to the
ACMP, which met its sunset date (July 1, 2011) during the comment period. To this end, comments
included the following:



All references to the Alaska Coastal Management Plan should be removed considering the
program met its sunset date.
In light of the ACMP’s expiration, Federal agencies should allow additional opportunities
for boroughs to give input to Federal agencies.

One commenter asserted the loss of the ACMP constitutes significant new information that is relevant
to:






Evaluating data gaps
Considering lease sale alternatives
Designing and requiring mitigation measures
Analyzing the VLOS scenario
Analyzing the natural gas development and production scenario

Source of Comments






Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
State Government
Local Governments
Environmental Groups
General Public

Response to Comments
Consistency Review on Sale 193 FEIS. BOEMRE submitted a Coastal Zone consistency
determination to the State of Alaska, which concurred that Lease Sale 193 is consistent with the
enforceable policies of the ACMP on October 30, 2007.

E102

Appendix E- Section 1

Sale 193 Final SEIS

BOEMRE

ACMP Sunset. The ACMP was established pursuant to the Coastal Zone Management Act
(CZMA) of 1972, as amended (16 U.S.C. §§ 1451-1464). The CZMA does not require a State to
have a coastal management program, but encourages coastal states to voluntarily develop
comprehensive programs to manage and balance competing uses of and impacts to coastal resources.
The ACMP is no longer in force. The State of Alaska did not pass legislation to extend the ACMP,
allowing the ACMP to sunset at 12:01 AM, Alaska Standard Time on July 1, 2011. With the
termination of the ACMP, there are no enforceable standards to base a consistency review of federal
coastal development activities. No state or federal agency will take over or assume the function and
responsibilities for coastal zone management in Alaska. BOEMRE has considered the commenter’s
view and does not find the loss of the ACMP to represent any significant new information or changed
circumstances that warrant further supplement of the SEIS.
The CZMA congressional authority for a coastal management program does not extend to a borough
or other local government within the State of Alaska. Nonetheless, BOEMRE remains committed to
working collaboratively with interested local governments on issues affecting coastal areas and
communities.

Issue 31. Energy policy considerations.
Summary of Comments
Many comments expressed opinions on the role, if any, of Chukchi Sea hydrocarbon resources within
the nation’s energy policy.
Comments supporting affirmation of the lease sale referred to one or more of the following themes:














The federal government must do more to develop a balanced energy policy that creates
jobs, helps stabilize energy prices, and reduces imports.
The resource potential of the Alaskan OCS is world class and exceeds the combined
resource estimates for the Atlantic and Pacific OCS. According to the resource estimates,
including those performed by USGS, Alaska’s OCS may hold as much as 27 billion
barrels of oil and 132 trillion cubic feet of natural gas.
Developing Chukchi Sea resources would strengthen domestic energy security, help
industries that rely on crude oil and natural gas, and alleviate energy price volatility,
economic stagnation, and the high unemployment rate.
High volumes of foreign energy imports transfer significant income to other countries,
wealth that could be invested domestically.
Shifting towards alternative sources of energy will take time and the nation requires
additional domestic supply in the interim.
Countries that are economically weakened have difficulty protecting their environment.
The U.S. needs a constant supply of new discoveries to replace declining production and
meet growing needs.
Alaska OCS development is critical to maintaining a sufficient flow rate through TAPS to
avoid corrosion, complex and costly maintenance, and premature decommissioning.
Alaska OCS development would elongate the life of the TAPS pipeline, leading to lower
pipeline tariffs, a more robust and lower cost service industry, reduction of certain refining
costs, and longer-lived onshore facilities.
TAPS has been identified as critical infrastructure for national security because of the
transportation link that it provides to present and future development of crude oil resources
in Alaska’s Arctic region.
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Access to the Alaska OCS could increase the feasibility of the proposed natural gas
pipeline from the North Slope to the Lower 48 States.
It is possible to strike a balance in the Arctic between responsible oil and gas production
and environmental, social, and cultural values.
Rescinding the leases would allow a de facto moratorium to continue, without a
corresponding benefit to the environment.

Many other comments objected to the pursuit of more hydrocarbon-based resources, often expressing
a preference for various forms of renewable energy (e.g. solar, wind, algae, hydroelectric, geothermal,
etc.) instead. For example:


BOEMRE should work with the Department of Energy to develop a national energy policy
that, over time, would result in a shift away from our reliance on oil and gas development
in high-risk areas.

Some commenters rejected the notion that TAPS is in danger of decommissioning:



The oil industry’s own data (used in a recent court decision in Alaska) states that TAPS is
in no danger of shutting down and will operate until 2047.
There is 50 years worth of oil in the Lower 48, and enough shale on the North Slope to
keep the pipeline operating through 2074.

Several related comments stated that the oil industry produces a wide variety of negative externalities
borne by ordinary citizens.
One comment suggested that BOEMRE should adopt a slower, phased approach that limits initial
operation to one or two active lease sales at a time.
Another comment challenged the resource estimate for the Chukchi Sea Planning Area as fantastic,
largely speculative, and subject to change. This comment also asserted that even if current estimates
of recoverable volume prove correct, the nation’s annual dependence on foreign oil would be reduced
by only single-digit percentage points.
Sources of Comments







Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
State Government
Local Governments
Environmental Organizations
Corporations and Industry Groups
General Public

Response to Comments
Limited Scope of Analysis. While national issues such as volatile energy prices, economic
stagnation, high unemployment rate, dependence on imported energy, etc. are important, they exceed
the scope of the environmental analysis in the SEIS. BOEMRE considers issues related to access to
offshore energy supplies during development of each Five-Year Leasing Program.
Resource Potential. As acknowledged in the SEIS, BOEMRE’s current petroleum assessment
indicates a mean technically recoverable oil resource of roughly 15 billion barrels (Bbbl) with a 5%
chance of about 40 Bbbl (USDOI, MMS, 2006e). The mean undiscovered gas resources total 76.77
trillion cubic feet (Tcf) with a 5% chance of 209.53 Tcf. More detailed information on resource
estimates is provided in the paragraphs below.
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The 2006 and 2011 resource assessments of the Chukchi Sea, Beaufort Sea, and Hope Basin planning
areas forecast identical quantities of undiscovered technically-recoverable resources. The technicallyrecoverable resources represent the recoverable hydrocarbon endowment partitioned among many
hypothetical pools ranging in volume from very small to very large. Both the 2006 and 2011
BOEMRE studies forecast an average undiscovered endowment of 23.75 billion barrels of oil and
natural gas liquids and 109.19 trillion cubic feet of gas, but ranging up to a maximum undiscovered
potential (5% probability to exceed) of 53.17 billion barrels of oil and natural gas liquids and 247.19
trillion cubic feet of gas (source: http://www.alaska.boemre.gov/re/reports/2006Asmt/
2006_Assessment_Risked_Tables.pdf). Therefore, the recoverable resource endowment could easily
far exceed the quantities noted in the comment.
Only a fraction of the resource endowment will be economically recoverable, and this fraction
fluctuates with assumptions for future price paths, development scenarios, costs, and other economic
factors that vary with world economic conditions. The 2011 BOEMRE economic assessment used
ranges of current price and cost scenarios, but the most representative model forecasts averages of
17.82 billion barrels and 50.15 trillion cubic feet of undiscovered economically-recoverable oil and
gas (for the particular case where oil price = $110/bbl and gas price = $7.83/Mcf [gas discounted to
40% of oil value on an energy basis]; source: http://www.boemre.gov/revaldiv/ppt/
2011PacificAAPGPresentation.pps).
The 2008 assessment of circum-Arctic petroleum resources by the U.S. Geological Survey
(http://pubs.usgs.gov/fs/2008/3049/) concluded that the Arctic Alaska “assessment unit”, which
combines offshore and onshore (North Slope) areas, offers a mean technically- recoverable resource
endowment of 35.87 billion barrels of oil (and natural gas liquids) and 221.40 trillion cubic feet of
gas. Although the reported quantities among these independent assessments over time differ in detail,
they all conclude with a shared view that the Alaska Arctic offers great potential for undiscovered oil
and gas resources.
Undiscovered Resources. While the Chukchi Sea Planning Area could contain large amounts of oil
and gas (see estimate above), its resources are currently considered undiscovered. Undiscovered
resource potential is not the same as proven reserves. Undiscovered resources have not been located
and, when discovered, they must be feasible to develop to become producing fields. Reserves are
proven oil and gas accumulations that are feasible to recover with a profit acceptable to the field
operator. Typically, a large portion of the petroleum potential could occur in accumulations that are
too small, too hard to identify, or too costly to develop. This portion of the resource potential is
unlikely to become producing reserves, because companies will not purposely develop uneconomic
projects. Additional information obtained through exploration seismic surveys and drilling in the
Arctic OCS would increase our knowledge of the resource potential and support better informed
decision making.
Other Inputs to TAPS. The amount of oil in the Lower 48 is not very relevant to the challenges of
keeping TAPS operational. TAPS operator (Alyeska Pipeline Company) issued a report in June 2011
that discussed a number of problems with pipeline operation at flow rates below 500,000 barrels per
day. Present flow is slightly over 600,000 barrels per day, so the problems will start within years, not
decades. Petroleum assessments of the North Slope and adjacent OCS indicate that these areas have a
very high potential for oil and gas fields. However, this petroleum potential is undiscovered and it
will take aggressive leasing, exploration and development to produce real oil to fill TAPS. Lease
Sale 193 is just the first step in the process to discover and develop new oil fields.
TAPS operator (Alyeska Pipeline Company) issued a report in June 2011 that discussed the
challenges facing the pipeline system because of low flow rates. Current flow through TAPS is
approximately 600,000 barrels per day (only 1/3 of the peak flow in 1988). A number of problems
start to occur at flow rates less than 500,000 barrels per day and the pipeline may not be operational at
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flow rates of 300,000 barrels per day or less. Production rates are dropping by approximately 5% per
year, which means that TAPS could reach these design limits within the next 10-15 years unless new
oil supplies are added. The Beaufort and Chukchi OCS provinces have the potential for very large oil
fields that could keep TAPS in operation many decades into the future.
Development and Production. Evaluation of the potential effects of oil development and production
was addressed in the Sale 193 FEIS and is incorporated by reference in the SEIS. The Sale 193 FEIS
acknowledges the declining throughput of TAPS. Section V.B.8 of the cumulative analysis in the
Sale 193 FEIS discusses the potential input to TAPS from Chukchi Sea oil production:
The scenario for new petroleum development in the Chukchi Sea was postulated in view of the existing
infrastructure on the North Slope because it is likely that future projects in northern Alaska will be tied
into these facilities. The TAPS is assumed to carry oil production from the Chukchi which could begin
in 2020 (Table V-6). Peak oil production rate from the first offshore field is assumed to be
approximately 225,000 bbl per day and would constitute a 25% increase to the current rate through
TAPS. (Sale 193 FEIS, Section V.B.8., p. V-10)

As discussed in the Sale 193 FEIS and SEIS, BOEMRE does not expect full-scale natural gas
production from the Chukchi Sea or available capacity in the proposed natural gas sales line until at
least 2030. Natural gas production from the OCS would be expected to extend the productive life of
such a pipeline.
Pace of Leasing. BOEMRE administers OCS leasing, exploration, and development and production
as mandated by the OCSLA. Congress amended OCSLA in 1978 to provide for the “expedited
exploration and development of the Outer Continental Shelf . . .” 43 U.S.C. 1802(1). Consequently,
the pace of leasing is determined by the OCSLA provisions requiring 5-year planning intervals.
Given this mandated planning interval, leasing, exploration, and development and production
activities in the Arctic have proceeded slowly. Lease sales have been held in the Arctic OCS since
1979, and a total of 15 Arctic OCS lease sales have resulted in 2,351 leases. Of these, all leases from
5 lease sales in the Beaufort Sea Planning Area and 2 lease sales in the Chukchi Sea Planning Area
have expired. There are 186 current leases remaining in the Beaufort Sea Planning Area and 487
current leases resulting from Lease Sale 193 in the Chukchi Sea Planning Area; the latter have been
suspended pending a final decision and conclusion to this SEIS process. As a result of all leasing in
the Arctic OCS since 1979, a total of 35 exploration wells (30 in the Beaufort Sea and 5 in the
Chukchi Sea) have been drilled. Only one field—Northstar—has been developed and is producing
oil, and one other field—Liberty—is being developed. The Northstar facility is not located within the
Arctic OCS; it is in State waters. Therefore, given the existing requirement to assess leasing
opportunities at 5-year intervals combined with the historically slow pace of development activities in
the Arctic, BOEMRE is confident in its ability to manage resources safely and responsibly.
While the pace of leasing in the Arctic may be slow, and the approach of the Department to this
region cautious, the notion that a de facto moratorium exists is false. BOEMRE, Alaska OCS Region
and the Department of the Interior have proceeded expeditiously and in good faith while discharging
their duties under the OCSLA.
Alternative Energy. Information on alternative energy initiatives is provided in responses to Issue
Category 32, below.

Issue 32. Preference for energy alternatives and conservation.
Summary of Comments
Many comments expressed preferences for other means to meet energy demands, aside from
development of offshore resources. Most of these comments suggested that the federal government
invest in other energy sources (particularly renewable sources of energy such as solar, wind,

E106

Appendix E- Section 1

Sale 193 Final SEIS

BOEMRE

geothermal, tidal, etc) and/or increase its emphasis on energy conservation. Further, these comments
suggested that renewable energy is an emerging industry that can provide good jobs for workers
currently in the oil and gas industry, as well as others. Other comments expressed a preference for
exhausting onshore oil and gas resources prior to venturing offshore.
Source of Comments




Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
Environmental Organizations
General Public

Response to Comments
Comments asserting a preference for other energy sources are beyond the scope of the current
analysis. In accordance with the District Court remand, the SEIS provides in-depth analysis of the
most viable natural gas development and production scenario for the Chukchi Sea, of a hypothetical
VLOS scenario, and of incomplete information identified in the Sale 193 FEIS. Alternatives to OCS
oil and gas leasing to meet the Nation’s energy needs is a programmatic issue, which was addressed
as the No Action Alternative (Alternative 10) in the Final EIS for the 2007-2012 5-Year Program
(USDOI, MMS, 2007c:Section IV.K). BOEMRE administers OCS leasing, exploration, and
development as mandated by the OCS Lands Act. Congress amended OCS Lands Act in 1978 to
provide for the “expedited exploration and development of the Outer Continental Shelf . . .” 43
U.S.C. 1802(1). On the Alaska North Slope, the Bureau of Land Management has mandated
responsibility for the oil and gas program in the National Petroleum Reserve – Alaska under the
Naval Petroleum Reserves Production Act and the Federal Land Policy and Management Act. The
State of Alaska manages oil and gas leasing and operations on state lands of the North Slope.
While renewable energy sources currently play a role in meeting energy demands in this country, and
will continue to do so in the future, such sources could not replace the energy supplied by oil and gas
in the OCS. The DOI and BOEMRE continue to move forward on renewable energy. More
information on the OCS Renewable Energy Program is available at: http://www.boemre.gov/offshore/
RenewableEnergy/index.htm.

Issue 33. Very Large Oil Spill (VLOS) Scenario
Summary of Comments
BOEMRE received positive feedback for the decision to incorporate analysis of a Very Large Oil
Spill (VLOS) within the SEIS. The treatment of spill response and cleanup in the SEIS proved to be
the most controversial topic and is treated separately in Issue Category 35. Specific comments on the
scenario itself generally took the form of either requests for additional information or requests for
clarification:






The SEIS should more clearly explain the definition of a VLOS and the volume of the
VLOS being considered.
A variety of technical comments were made on the AVALON/MERLIN software used to
model a flow rate for the hypothetical VLOS.
BOEMRE should follow all of the recommendations of the National Commission on the
BP Deep Water Horizon Oil Spill and Off Shore Drilling, no mater what the water depth
of a particular project.
Failure to share information such as the GPS coordinates of the VLOS well breeds distrust.
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One comment requested that BOEMRE clarify the term “known prospect,” and explain why
BOEMRE chose this particular geologic formation and the limits of the analysis (e.g. if there is no oil
in the formation, then there is no chance of VLOS).
Some comments requested that the SEIS do more to contextualize the risk of a VLOS. These
comments asserted that, as written, the SEIS may overemphasize the potential for a VLOS, and
decision makers may overweigh the risk of this low probability event. These comments went on to
suggest the following changes to the SEIS:







Make clear that regulatory standards exist that could prevent or mitigate an oil spill and
that this hypothetical scenario assumes that everything that could go wrong, would go
wrong.
Clearly and succinctly define the VLOS scenario as extreme, entirely speculative, and
exceedingly improbable.
Highlight the extreme assumptions used to construct the VLOS scenario to better
contextualize the probability of such an event occurring in the real world.
Use the terminology “low frequency” rather than “low probability” to describe the
likelihood of blowouts or VLOS events.
Duplicate or at least summarize within Section IV.D the quantitative
assessment/probabilities analysis contained within Appendix B.

BOEMRE was also asked to clarify whether the VLOS scenario is a “reasonably foreseeable impact”
or a “remote and speculative impact”. Conversely, many comments referred to a VLOS in the
Chukchi as an “inevitable” consequence of exploration there.
One comment stated that Table B-1 should include data from the DWH event, and that totals should
be recalculated.
One comment found use of the term “any known prospect” confusing, as follows:



The phrase could suggest to the reader that any prospect in Lease Sale 193 area has the
potential for a VLOS of the type modeled.
Other known and mapped prospects do not have the physical capacity to flow at the rate
analyzed.

Another comment asserted that the VLOS scenario should be site-specific and “not use information
from the Gulf.” The commenter states that the “flow rate estimates are 40,000 to 50,000 gallons or
barrels off, as compared to actual drill plans for the Chukchi.” The suggestion is that it is like
comparing apples to oranges.
One comment stated that the VLOS scenario should use analog reservoirs that are actually known to
contain oil. This same comment notes that at the lease sale stage, information on what oil or gas
reservoirs may produce during a VLOS are inherently speculative. Reservoirs will be better studied
and understood by the time of exploratory drilling.
One comment criticized BOEMRE’s methodology for modeling the flow rate for the VLOS scenario.
This comment requested modeled flow rates for three to four different types of oil.
Several comments suggested that the SEIS better emphasize the distinction between a VLOS and a
WCD. They stated it should be made more clear that the VLOS discharge volume is being calculated
solely for the purpose of determining the environmental effects of an uncontrolled oil well blowout,
and that it has no direct relationship to the WCD considered in exploration plan scenarios.
Several commenters took issue with the length of time to stop the flow of oil posited by the VLOS
scenario (i.e. pinpointing when the flow of oil would cease). Relevant comments include:
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It is important that the public also understand that the analysis presented in the SEIS does
not take into consideration an operator’s ability to respond immediately to an emergency
that results from a well control situation in the Chukchi Sea.
The decision maker should understand that the VLOS scenario is not really the worst or
most extreme case, because weather, ice, darkness and other contraints could prevent the
completion of a relief well prior to winter setting in. It must be understood that late season
relief well drilling may not be feasible; this argues for provision of a dedicated relief well
vessel in close proximity to exploration wells.
Use of the original vessel to drill a relief well should not be presented on equal terms with
bringing in a second vessel. Immediate use of the original vessel to drill a relief well is not
consistent with industry standards, which (following a blowout) require an examination of
the rig before resumption of any drilling. Also, history shows that blowouts lead to rig
evacuations and a rig that is unable to drill a relief well. These limitations should be
noted.
Regarding the relief well vessel, more explanation of “weather downtime” should be
provided. BOEMRE should explain the “previous operations” that were considered,
whether these are applicable in the exploration drilling context, and whether these
limitations apply equally in late season drilling.

Many commenters insisted that BOEMRE analyze the missing or incomplete information regarding
the effects of a VLOS. Some of these comments specifically invoked 40 CFR 1502.22. One of these
comments asserts that the VLOS discussion does not acknowledge incomplete information relevant to
the analysis, and therefore violates 40 CFR 1502.22.
Source of Comments







Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
State Government
Local Governments
Environmental Organizations
Corporations and Industry Groups
General Public

Response to Comments
Defining the VLOS. In order to inform the public and decision makers about the potential effects of
OCS activities, past NEPA documents prepared by BOEMRE have analyzed a variety of hypothetical
oil spills. Among other factors, these scenarios have varied by source and volume. BOEMRE’s
NEPA documents have categorized oil spills of differing volumes by creating categories of “small”,
“large” and “very large”, which are defined as <1,000 barrels (bbl), ≥1,000 bbl, and ≥150,000 bbl,
respectively. At approximately 2.2 million bbls, the hypothetical oil spill analyzed in this SEIS falls
clearly in the category of a very large oil spill (VLOS).
The purpose of including a VLOS scenario in this SEIS is stated in the first sentence of Section IV.D:
to analyze “[the] potential environmental effects of a low-probability, high impacts event.” This
exercise is consistent with a recommendation from an August 16, 2010 report from the Council on
Environmental Quality pertaining to NEPA analysis of OCS activities. This report is described in
relevant part within Section IV.D.1 of the SEIS. Specifically, CEQ recommended that BOEMRE
“ensure that NEPA documents provide decision makers with a robust analysis of reasonably
foreseeable impacts, including an analysis of reasonably foreseeable impacts associated with low
probability catastrophic spills for oil and gas activities” on the OCS.
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It is not necessary to clarify whether the VLOS scenario is a “reasonably foreseeable impact” or a
remote and “speculative impact”. What is important in this NEPA document is to evaluate and
communicate the potential environmental effects of such a scenario.
Spill Duration. It is acknowledged in Section IV.D.3 of the SEIS that the estimate of 74 days is
“conservative”, as it does not take into consideration “the variety of other methods that would likely
be employed to halt the spill within this period.”
Meanwhile, it is also acknowledged in Section IV.D.3 that, “The availability and effectiveness of
[spill intervention and response] techniques may vary depending on the nature of the blowout as well
as seasonal considerations, including the seasonal presence of sea ice.” In response to comments, this
language has been enhanced to highlight the special considerations attendant to late season drilling. It
should be noted that the adequacy of proposed spill response capabilities is evaluated on a plan-byplan basis at the exploration plan or development and production plan phase. Those analyses account
for seasonal considerations.
Frequency of a VLOS. Section IV.D.1 of the SEIS provides the public and decision maker with
adequate context as to historical rates for well control incidents and oil spills on the OCS. Readers
interested in a more in-depth treatment of this topic are referred to Appendix B of the SEIS. History
clearly shows that such events are infrequent, yet possible. BOEMRE must reject commenter’s
requests that the SEIS characterize a VLOS as either “inevitable” or “entirely speculative”.
Additional, prospective quantification of rates for Chukchi Sea development are outside the scope of
this environmental effects analysis. It should be noted that past OCS incident rates are not a precisely
accurate indication of future rates, especially in light of the additional safety measure developed in
the wake of the DWH event. Rates could also vary by the particular activity and technology
associated with each specific proposal. BOEMRE has included the percentages in addition to the
actual numbers of OCS well control incidents releasing hydrocarbons (crude, condensate and drilling
mud oil) in Section IV.D.1 and Appendix B, Section 1.1.
The VLOS analysis does not estimate the chance of a VLOS occurring but rather assumes a VLOS
occurs for purposes of analysis. Appendix B, Section 1.3 states that the frequency of OCS well
control incidents spilling fluids ≥ 150,000 bbl from 1971-2010 has not exceeded the frequencies used
in the fault tree analysis for the Sale 193 FEIS oil spill analysis. The estimates of one or more large
oil spills occurring from the proposed action and its alternatives in the Sale 193 FEIS using rates from
the fault tree analysis remain valid when considering the OCS well control data from 1971-2010.
BOEMRE agrees that there could be subtle inferences regarding the terminology of frequency versus
probability. The use of the term probability by BOEMRE is not meant to infer that efforts to reduce
the chance of a VLOS occurring would not take place. Recent safety measures, implemented by both
BOEMRE and industry, are intended to reduce the frequency or probability of a VLOS even further
and are discussed in IV.D.1.
Flow Rate Modeling Software. The AVALON/MERLIN model used to estimate oil discharges from
an uncontrolled well is a deterministic simulator that does not conduct Monte Carlo sampling of input
probability distributions. However, consistent with the “worst-case” philosophy that governs VLOS
and WCD determinations, the input values for key variables are designed to assess “high-side” cases
that are constrained only by the limits of geological or physical reality. Many of the key input
variables that are not proprietary are listed in table D-2 of SEIS Appendix D. In practice, the “worstcase” modeling philosophy cannot supersede obedience to the basic laws of physics as well as certain
internal dependencies among variables that are also dictated by physics. For example, a black oil (no
free gas) reservoir cannot be assumed to contain more dissolved gas than that permitted by the
reservoir temperature, pressure, and certain fluid characteristics that ultimately control solubility.
Oversaturation as a stable condition is not possible because any excess gas in the oil escapes from the
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solution state and bubbles out to form a free gas phase that gathers in a gas cap. If the presence of a
gas cap were assumed at the VLOS well, it would subtract from the thickness of the oil column
available to feed an oil discharge. Contact with a free gas column is disallowed at the VLOS well.
Therefore, the Chukchi VLOS model assumes that any gas cap is distant and that the oil at the well is
saturated, i.e., it contains the maximum possible quantity of dissolved gas. The assumption of
saturation in turn drives higher discharge rates. At total (gas) saturation, physics dictates that the
viscosity of the oil is minimized and this has the “worst-case” effect of maximizing oil discharge rate.
Because of the physical dependencies among these variables, one cannot just assume some value for
oil viscosity that is even lower than the minimum value forecast by the pressure, temperature, and
saturation conditions of the reservoir. Physical laws require this internal consistency and the
AVALON/MERLIN model is in fact designed to test and consistency-check the correlations among
interdependent input variables.
Operationally, the AVALON/MERLIN model divides the subsurface reservoir into many small cells
that surround the VLOS wellbore. A simulation iteration begins with the extraction of a volume of
fluid over a user-specified time increment (at the outset usually specified at 0.1 days, but possibly
adjusted downward to 0.001 days if deemed useful based on model behavior) from the “initial” cell
that is penetrated by the VLOS wellbore. The volume of fluid extracted over the specified time
increment is dictated by the physical properties of the reservoir and the pore fluid as well as the
frictional resistance to outflow imposed by the wellbore tubulars. The first extraction event
immediately changes all of the properties (i.e., the initial model input variables) of the “initial” cell,
mostly pressure and the pore fluid properties that are in turn controlled by pressure, temperature, and
fluid composition. (The fluid composition will change as gas exsolves in the reservoir and
preferentially escapes to the wellbore.) The changes in the “initial” cell will affect the adjoining cells
in ways governed by physics. The effect of extracting fluid at the wellbore is mathematically spread
throughout the entire cell network, which may cover thousands of acres. In the next iteration, a
second volume of fluid is extracted from the initial cell over the same time increment, and the entire
process of adjusting cell properties across the cell network is repeated. The iterations continue out to
the end of the desired model discharge period, usually 180 days or greater. Cell size is determined by
the user. Near the wellbore, cells ~200 ft along an edge typify the VLOS and WCD models to date.
Small cells provide highly accurate answers, but may require very lengthy runs because of the vast
numbers of cells if established at equally small dimensions throughout the network. A common
modeling practice is to enlarge the dimensions of cells at increasing distances from the wellbore and
toward pool boundaries where the incremental changes are much smaller than at the “initial” cell at
the wellbore. A balance between required accuracy and reasonable run times is sought. The
AVALON/MERLIN model offers two approaches to partitioning the reservoir into cells: 1) radial,
where the cells are concentric about the wellbore; and 2) rectilinear, where the reservoir is partitioned
into cubic or prismatic cells. Both approaches to reservoir partitioning are usually conducted as an
internal cross-check and generally produce very similar results.
Volume of DWH Event. BOEMRE included the Deepwater Horizon well control incident in Table
B-1, but not the volume. The footnote states that the final volume for the Deepwater Horizon that
occurred on April 20, 2010 has not been determined by BOEMRE. Using the 4,9000,000 bbls from
McNutt et al. (2011), the volume spilled from well control incidents from 1971-2010 on the OCS was
4,901,828.85 bbl.
Location of VLOS Reservoir. The specific geographic location of the VLOS well is not revealed in
the SEIS. This is because the VLOS model data that is provided in table D-2 of Appendix D of the
SEIS, when coupled with the geographic location, would represent a breach of private information,
akin to releasing a “trade secret,” that is held in trust by the BOEMRE. A critical part of the data set
for the Chukchi Sea consists of seismic data that were gathered at great expense by industry entities in
response to past promises of future lease sales. Without this data, no wells could have been drilled
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and the geology of the Chukchi Sea would today remain virtually unknown. The gathering of the
costly seismic data represents a private investment and the information extracted from these data is
classified as proprietary to the parties that paid for the data. A public disclosure of this information
could cause grave financial harm to the data owners by destroying the value of the data and/or
compromising the competitive advantage that was gained by the investment in gathering the data.
For this reason, seismic data are even sometimes the targets of theft. From a regulatory standpoint,
specific Federal laws forbid the disclosure (by either Federal employees with authorized access or
others) of proprietary data to any parties other than the data owners. Severe criminal penalties to
agency employees can result from intentional release of proprietary data (Outer Continental Shelf
lands Act, as amended [43 U.S.C. 1331]; Federal Oil and Gas Royalty Management Act of 1982 [30
U.S.C. 1701]).
Description of VLOS Reservoir. A thorough description of how BOEMRE developed the VLOS
scenario is provided in Section IV.D.2 of the SEIS. Additional background information on this
exercise is available in Appendix D.
Commenters are correct in pointing out that very few known and mapped prospects in the Chukchi
Sea have the potential, even in greatest geological extremity, to yield oil discharges approaching that
of the VLOS model described in Appendix D. The Chukchi Sea VLOS is constructed as an extreme
case that is based upon a single prospect that offers the rare combination of the potential (but
unproven) characteristics that promote an extreme VLOS event, notably great reservoir thickness and
high permeability. Although these key traits could be found at the VLOS prospect, neither of these
key characteristics is likely to be realized as modeled at the selected prospect. And, at many
prospects, it is simply geologically impossible to achieve the characteristics or discharge volumes of
the SEIS VLOS. BOEMRE finds the existing language in the SEIS, which clearly refers to a single
prospect, to be unambiguous. No confusion on this point was reported or observed at any public
meetings.
The reservoir formation at the VLOS well is not revealed because when combined with other
information that is provided in Appendix D could constitute a disclosure of proprietary data.
However, the VLOS reservoir formation is associated with commercial production in the central
North Slope of Alaska and some publicly-available analog data from that information source was
incorporated into the VLOS model.
The VLOS prospect reservoir is unexplored except through seismic imaging. It is acknowledged in
Appendix D that the prospect is not known to contain high-quality reservoir rocks or “flow units”
capable of supporting flow of hydrocarbons to the wellbore. However, the reservoir formation is
identified through seismic mapping and does offer substantial gross thickness in the capture volume
at the VLOS prospect. Furthermore, the VLOS reservoir formation is known to include potential
flow units at other sites in the greater Alaskan Arctic. Although the pore system characteristics of the
reservoir formation are not known at the particular Chukchi Sea VLOS site, it seems likely that some
part of the substantial gross reservoir formation thickness may include porous and permeable strata
capable of flowing pore fluids to a wellbore. Flow rate is proportional to aggregate thickness of flow
units, so a great gross thickness is a necessary first condition to achieving a high VLOS discharge
rate. Secondly, as several commenters point out, the VLOS prospect reservoir formation is not
known to contain hydrocarbons. However, the VLOS prospect is favorably located to receive
migrating hydrocarbons from nearby areas of thermal generation of petroleum. These important
geological risk factors are acknowledged to decrease the likelihood of a VLOS discharge but do not
have any analytical role in establishing VLOS discharge volumes. The VLOS model assumes the
condition that capable flow units that are saturated with oil are present within the prospect. Related
discussions of issues related to probability and oil spills are offered in the responses to Issues 28, 33
and 34.
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Flow Modeling. The VLOS scenario for the SEIS was created for a specific prospect in the Lease
Sale 193 area of the Chukchi Sea (see Figure D-1, Appendix D of the SEIS). The geologic data base
that supports the VLOS model was constructed from information gleaned from a seismic data
network of ~100,000 line miles of two-dimensional seismic data, a localized three-dimensional
seismic survey, the 5 wells drilled in the 1989-1991 phase of Chukchi Sea drilling, relevant wells
onshore, and publicly-available data from producing oil fields in the Prudhoe Bay area. No data or
blowout events from the Gulf of Mexico were used to construct the Chukchi Sea VLOS. In Appendix
A of the Sale 193 FEIS, OCS oil spill statistics are used in a fault tree model to estimate the
probabilities of oil spills occurring. The estimates include various size categories from platforms/rigs
and pipelines based on the Lease Sale 193 exploration and development schedule. The oil discharge
rates and the aggregate oil discharge over the maximum period (74 days) required to drill a relief well
and “kill” the blowout well are both reported in barrels (1 barrel=42 U.S. gallons). These quantities
(maximum rate, 61,672 bbls/day; 2,160,200 bbls over 74 days) represent extremely high but
extremely improbable results from a locality-specific geological model that was designed to serve as
a basis for evaluating a “worst-case” scenario for environmental harm.
The modeling of tubing hydraulics is primarily based upon the casing and open-hole designs for the
well and the properties of the fluids ascending the wellbore. The lengths and roughness
characteristics of the tubing components control the frictional opposition to fluid flow. The properties
of the fluids evolve as they rise through the tubing in response to changes in pressure and
temperature, primarily related to the exsolution of dissolved gas into a separate phase. The “tubing”
model accounts for all of these variables. The Chukchi VLOS model assumed the presence of 9.625inch-diameter casing (8.535 inches interior diameter) to an unspecified depth above an open-hole
segment 11 inches in diameter (enlarged by washout from a drill diameter of 8.5 inches) and
terminating at a total depth of 9,000 ft. The lengths of the cased-hole and open-hole wellbore
segments for the tubing model are not provided because that information reveals the depth interval of
the reservoir formation as interpreted from proprietary seismic data. The AVALON nodal analysis
program offers a selection of six published industry-standard correlations for calculating the “tubing
curves” (models for variation of fluid flow rate with flowing bottom-hole pressure) for vertical
wellbores. The six correlation models for vertical wellbores include the following: Beggs & Brill
(oil), Hagedorn & Brown (oil), Duns & Ross (oil), Orkiszewski, Gray & Ross (gas condensate
reservoirs), and Cullender & Smith (gas reservoirs). There are also corresponding correlations for
horizontal or inclined flow paths. The Chukchi Sea VLOS model utilized only the correlations for
vertical tubing; the Beggs & Brill correlation for oil that is commonly used by industry is preferred.
AVALON also provides a selection of correlations for predicting and generating the temperature- and
pressure-variant physical properties of reservoir fluids. These include the published industry-standard
correlations of Standing, Vazquez and Beggs, and Lasater. For VLOS models to date, Standing’s
correlations have been preferred. Other correlations produce similar results, but some produce better
matches to laboratory data for particular oil types (not available for the Chukchi VLOS model) and
are preferentially adopted in such cases.
VLOS vs. WCD. A strong explanation of the differences between a VLOS scenario and a Worst
Case Discharge (WCD) analysis is provided in the second paragraph of IV.D.2. This distinction was
also emphasized at each public meeting explaining and soliciting comments on the Revised Draft
SEIS. Additional emphasize of this point is not deemed necessary to include in the body of the
document but will be provided as a response to comment below.
The concept behind the “VLOS” or very-large-oil-spill is similar to that driving the analysis of
“WCD” or worst-case-discharge events in that they are intended to represent low-probability/highvolume events bearing extreme potential consequences. The VLOS analysis is conducted to provide
a real-world basis for a release of a very large quantity of oil into the marine environment for the
purpose of assessing environmental harm. It is recognized that the probability of a VLOS-scale
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discharge event is very low and a consideration of probabilities is offered in Appendix B of the Final
SEIS. The low “geological” chance that the exploration well will successfully locate a large oil
accumulation, coupled with the observed low incidence rates for accidental discharges in the course
of actual drilling operations, predicts a very small, but not impossibly small, chance for the
occurrence of a VLOS event. But this consideration of probability is not, nor should it be, integrated
into the VLOS model. The VLOS discharge quantity is “conditioned” upon the assumption that all of
the necessary chain of events required to create the VLOS actually occur (successful geology,
operational failures, oil escaping confinement measures, oil reaching the marine environment, etc.).
The VLOS discharge quantity is therefore not “risked” or reduced in deference to the low probability
for the occurrence of the event.
Incomplete Information. It is not necessary to conduct additional 1502.22 analysis of any
incomplete information identified in the VLOS analysis. BOEMRE wrote the Final SEIS in
compliance with the requirements of 40 CFR 1502.22. The types of procedural deficiencies within the
Sale 193 FEIS that formed the basis for the second and third concerns of the District Court’s remand
do not recur within the SEIS. There are no unexplained statements regarding incomplete information
made within the VLOS analysis of the SEIS. BOEMRE found that any incomplete or missing
information that could be relevant to “reasonably foreseeable significant adverse effects” from a
VLOS is not “essential to a reasoned choice among alternatives.” Because there is no incomplete
information “essential to a reasoned choice among alternatives,” determination of “whether the cost
of obtaining the missing information is exorbitant, or the means of doing so unknown,” is not
necessary as per the requirements of 1502.22.
To illustrate these points with an example from the Final SEIS, consider analysis of potential impacts
to bowhead whales provided in Section IV.E.7. There, BOEMRE makes clear that there is a lack of
detailed studies regarding the effects of an oil spill on free-ranging populations of marine mammals.
Having identified this incomplete information, BOEMRE then thoroughly addresses its relevance to
the decision-making process and eventually determines that the information is not essential to a
reasoned choice among lease sale alternatives.

Issue 34. Oil Spill Trajectory Modeling
Summary of Comments
Several commenters found the VLOS analysis confusing, stating that it does not give a clear picture
of what an oil spill would look like or how it would affect our ocean or coast. For instance, the
scenario should provide more detail on what the oil plume would look like, as well as more detail (i.e.
smaller numerical ranges) on how much coastline would be affected. For example:





The SEIS should feature meaningful animations of where the oil spill would spread from
various drilling sites, pipelines, and tankers (including those used for well testing, fuel
hauling, and oil spill cleanup tankers).
The VLOS trajectory modeling does not provide info regarding how a VLOS would
impact coastal villages in the Northwest Arctic Borough.
There is a need for geospatially explicit spill trajectory models in order to evaluate
cumulative environmental impacts of a VLOS on these communities.

Several comments alluded to a need for VLOS scenario to include more information regarding
surface circulation and currents. For example:
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The VLOS scenario should consider the many different currents in the Chukchi Sea, as
well as the variable ice conditions.

A couple of comments expressed concerns about Appendix B. Suggested changes to the Sea Ice
subsection include:




Second sentence should also note the negative impacts of ice.
Provide a time estimate for use of tracking devices and then collecting or burning oil after
meltout. Include examples.
The statement “In first year ice, most of the oil spilled…” should be better explained and
supported.

Other suggested changes include:












Re: Appendix B, Section 3. Instead of modeling only 35 API oil, the document should
model at least three to four types of oil.
Re: Table B-4: The document should explain why “Meltout Spill” was only considered
until May 31, when in fact ice can be present into July.
Section 2.2 seems to alternate between mm and cm. Should clarify whether this is a
mistake or a subtle distinction.
The statement in Appendix B, Section 4.1 that “For the purposes of analysis the oil could
freeze into ice and melt out in the Arctic spring or summer” is too simplistic. Explain
whether other possibilities were considered, and what happens to oil and its movements
during freeze-thaw cycles.
The Appendix B, page 9 discussion of factors not explicitly considered by the OSRA
model should be moved to the introductory portion of Section 4.1 in order to make more
clear at the outset how the model works.
Appendix B appears to conclude that when the OCS well control data from 1971–2010 are
considered, the fault tree analysis used in the Sale 193 FEIS remains valid. There, the
frequency of a VLOS in the Chukchi Sea was estimated at 3.9 x 10-4 per well. This is
highly relevant info that would help contextualize the VLOS analysis.
The empirical rate of OCS incidents that have resulted in spills greater than 150k bbls is 1
in 41,781, or 2.39 x 10-5 per well—this should be made available to the reader.
Only approximately 20% of OCS well control incidents result in the release of any liquid
hydrocarbons. This is the more relevant number for public review, as opposed to total
“OCS well control incidents.” Since the focus of the VLOS analysis is on an actual spill,
BOEMRE should revise the text accordingly.

One comment referenced a phrase in the Severe and Extreme Weather section of Section IV.D.2,
which mentioned “episodes of severe storms characterized by strong winds (25 to 30 mph)…” The
comment noted that much higher winds have been recorded at Barrow.
Other comments expressed a variety of general concerns with the way the VLOS analysis was
conducted and presented, or made suggestions for improvement, as follows:



The VLOS scenario needs to include more information regarding surface circulation and
currents.
BOEMRE should clarify what the analysis of “the percent of trajectories from a long
duration VLOS contacting” a resource (as opposed to “the percent chance of a large spill
contacting” a resource, as used in previous analyses) tells decision makers and the public
about the actual behavior of a VLOS.
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Reciting spill model results by environmental resource fails to inform distinctions between
overall environmental effects caused by spills occurring in different areas of the lease sale.

The VLOS scenario’s discussion of shoreline oiling is inadequate. While it provides a
composite of how much shoreline might be “discontinuously oiled” from a spill
originating anywhere in the region under consideration, it does not provide sufficient
information regarding environmental impacts from an oil spill originating in different
areas.

The VLOS analysis’ description of the size and shape of an oil spill is flawed because it
does not disclose whether or how slicks will behave differently if they originate in
different areas, and how this may differentially affect resources and species.

The VLOS trajectory analysis is inadequate because it assumes that oil spills do not
spread, cannot contact multiple locations at once, and stop moving after landfall.

The VLOS analysis does not provide understandable, mapped information that the public
can decipher.

The trajectory analysis does not allow the public to understand how the spread of oil could
unfold from drilling in different parts of the leased areas and in different seasons. This
information is necessary for comparison of spatial leasing alternatives and analysis
mitigation measures.

The trajectories were only done with an assumption for a limited period of time after the
oil was spilled.
Sources of Comments

Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations

State Government

Local Governments

Environmental Organizations

Corporations and Industry Groups

General Public
Response to Comments
Additional Explanation. Appendix B of the Final SEIS incorporated by reference the introductory
information about the oil spill trajectory model in the Sale 193 FEIS. For clarity, additional
information from the Sale 193 FEIS has been included in Appendix B, Section 4 of the Final SEIS.
In response to comments, a figure of a shallow (< 60 m) subsea blowout with a hypothetical oil plume
has been included in Appendix B, Section 2.1. Appendix B now includes a detailed table (Table B29) showing individual launch areas and land segments from which the Section IV.D.2, Table 5
Length of Discontinuous Shoreline oiling was compiled from. In response to comments, additional
information regarding the fate and behavior of oil in ice is included in Appendix B of the Final SEIS.
Consideration of Ocean Currents. The SEIS discusses circulation and currents in Section III.A.3
Physical Oceanography and additional information on surface circulation and currents was added.The
oil spill trajectory model also uses current direction and current speed, and ice motion speed and
direction, over time and space from a general circulation model to calculate the oil spill trajectories.
Through sampling without replacement, the spill trajectory analysis considers many different currents
throughout the study area.
Impacts to NWAB. The VLOS trajectory model does provide information regarding how a VLOS
model could impact coastal villages in the Northwest Arctic Borough (NWAB). Appendix B, Figure
B-1 shows that the NWAB is within the study area used in the oil-spill trajectory analysis. Figure B-7
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shows the individual land segments (47-61) used in the oil spill trajectory analysis within the NWAB.
Table A.1-15 of the Sale 193 FEIS, which is incorporated by reference, lists the environmental
resource areas used in the analysis of oil spill effects on subsistence resources of which ERA 5 and 13
are adjacent to the NWAB. All percent trajectories contacting less than 0.5% (one half of a percent)
are not shown in the Appendix B, Tables B-7 through B-22. The document provides information on
the NWAB and shows the percent trajectories contacting the NWAB is less than 0.5% for all launch
areas 1 through 13. Additional discussion of the importance of subsistence and potential impacts to
NWAB subsistence harvest patterns is provided within Issue Category 23.
Wind. The objective of the Final SEIS section referenced by the commenter is to describe severe and
extreme weather conditions that could impact the disposition of sea-surface oil and oil-spill recovery
efforts. Winds over the sea reaching 25 to 30 miles per hour during a storm are classified on the
Beaufort Wind Force Scale as strong winds. These wind conditions cause rough seas and large waves
of 8 to 13 feet and often occur during a severe storm. Severe storms are not necessarily defined only
by the wind speed, but also consider precipitation and temperature, and can occur in winter and
summer. However, it is wind speed that would be the storm feature relevant to the disposition of seasurface oil in the event of an oil spill. The commenter is correct that much higher wind speeds have
been recorded at Barrow; however the strongest storms do not occur with the same frequency. Such
storms are described later in the same section of the Final SEIS that have wind speeds at or near gale
force (31 to 45 miles per hour) with huge waves of 15 to 20 feet.
Effect of Cold. Appendix B, Section 2.2 discusses evaporation of oil under Arctic condition in which
colder temperatures in open water slow, but do not stop, evaporation. Evaporation does not occur
once oil is incorporated into sea ice. The results of the oil spill trajectory model are used to analyze
how resources are differentially effected by a very large oil spill from different portions of the sale
area and are discussed Oil Spill Trajectory Analysis in sections IV.E 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13 and
15.
Oil Type. BOEMRE discussed in Section IV.D.2. Very Large Oil Spill (VLOS) Scenario that the oil
discharged from the hypothetical well is estimated to be 35° API crude oil like that recovered at the
Klondike 1 well. This type of crude oil is believed to represent the dominant (Triassic-sourced)
petroleum system in the central Chukchi Sea. Appendix D, Section 8 contains a further discussion on
oil type.
Melt-out Spill. For clarity, BOEMRE has changed the specific dates in the notes for Appendix B,
Tables B-3 and B-4 to reflect spills into open water and spills melting out from sea ice.
Oil Spill Trajectory Model Results and Presentation. The differences in the oil spill trajectory
model results by launch area provide information regarding impacts to environmental, social and
economic resources from different portions of the Lease Sale 193 area. The Sale 193 Final SEIS
includes summaries of environmental impacts at the end of each resource discussion within Section
IV.E, within Section II.D., and within the Executive Summary.
Regarding requests for maps, the Sale 193 FEIS, Appendix A and the Final SEIS, Appendix B,
Figures B-1 through B-10 show the study area, launch areas, environmental resource areas, land
segments, grouped land segments and boundary segments. The Sale 193 FEIS, Appendix A, Tables
A.1.12-16 provide detailed information on environmental resource areas and land segments.
The BOEMRE completed a careful and thorough trajectory analysis for a very large oil spill from 13
individual launch areas within the lease sale area for three different seasons. The trajectory analysis
considered 84 environmental, economic and social resource areas, 126 individual land segments, 15
grouped land segments and 39 boundary segments to analyze the spatial components of the study area
which are shown in Appendix B, Figures B-1 through B-10. Appendix B, Tables B-5 and B-6 show
the discontinuous area contacted in square kilometers by a very large oil spill from each of the 13
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launch areas The results of the oil spill trajectory model are used to analyze how resources are
differentially effected by a very large oil spill from different portions of the sale area and are
discussed within the Oil Spill Trajectory Analysis subsection in sections IV.E 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11,
12, 13 and 15. Additional maps and/or animations are not deemed necessary in this document.
Oil Spill Trajectory Model. The VLOS trajectory analysis is not a single trajectory but rather
thousands of trajectories launched from over 1,000 launch points and summarized for 13 launch
areas, for three seasons, which collectively represent how a VLOS could spread over time from those
areas. Appendix B, Tables B-5 and B-6, estimate the discontinuous area contacted over six time
periods from the 13 launch areas. A collection of trajectories representing a VLOS can contact
multiple locations. Although a trajectory stops after contacting a land segment, the length of the land
segments (average 20 km) provide a conservative estimate of oil contacting shore, particularly with
the low tidal elevation (10 cm) along the Chukchi Sea. The agency has reviewed the state of the art
on modeling interactions between spilled oil and shorelines for the development of algorithms for oil
spill risk analysis modeling (USDOI, MMS 2007).
Differences Associated with Spill Location. Tables B-5 and B-6 are not the slick’s total area
estimated by adding up all the area through which linear trajectories pass. Appendix B, Section 4.4
states, “The cumulative area is discontinuous because it does not represent the entire area covered by
the VLOS at any one time; rather it is a cumulative estimate of the area contacted by a VLOS over six
time periods.” In other words, the discontinuous area can be considered as the area of influence of
the very large oil spill within six time intervals. Appendix B, Tables B-5 and B-6 show that with the
exception of LA09 most of the launch areas have a similar size discontinuous area contacted. A very
large oil spill is estimated to cover a very large discontinuous area no matter where the origin of the
very large oil spill began. The results of the oil spill trajectory model are used to analyze how
resources are differentially affected by a very large oil spill from different portions of the sale area
and are discussed within the Oil Spill Trajectory Analysis subsection in sections IV.E 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9,
10, 11, 12, 13 and 15.

Issue 35. Spill Response and Cleanup
Summary of Comments
Many commenters took issue with the manner in which the SEIS addresses spill response and
cleanup. These commenters fell within two general groups. The first asserted that the SEIS did not
adequately analyze and acknowledge the inherent challenges of spill response and cleanup in the
Arctic, particularly weather, ice, cold, darkness, lack of infrastructure, lack of experience, lack of
proven technology, etc. Often, these comments requested a clear statement in the SEIS that there is
no proven way to adequately clean up a spill in the Arctic. There was also a request for detailed
information, including:
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An estimate of the downtime required to establish staging areas.
An indication as to where the staging areas would be located, and whether supplies are
already in place there.
An estimate of the weather downtime for vessels travelling from Cook Inlet and Prince
William Sound to the spill.
An explanation of how a responder will get to the North Slope and where they will stay,
accounting for logistics and responder downtime.
An indication in the document that the number of vessels and responders would decrease
exponentially as the spill continues and weather and ice become unfavorable.
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More information regarding potential locations for boom deployments, where response
efforts should be prioritized, and the efficacy of dispersants and their impacts to the
environment.
Additional studies on dispersants and whether they would cause more harm than good if
used in the Arctic.

Two related comment noted widespread concern about the lack of necessary infrastructure and the
inability of agencies to provide critical data such as weather and ice forecasting—this does not inspire
confidence among local people that exploration and development of the Lease 193 area can currently
occur in a manner protective of the environment. One of these comments challenged the assumptions
in the “Levels of Recovery and Cleanup Activities” as unrealistic, given the lack of infrastructure and
harsh environment of the Arctic. This included assumptions regarding an “exponential” increase in
the number of vessels and responders, the “five to ten staging areas,” the “15 to 20 skimming
vessels,” the “thousands of responders,” etc. The comment suggested there is no way to mobilize this
equipment, house and feed the people, etc.
The second general group of comments regarding spill response and cleanup criticized the SEIS for
downplaying the role that spill response and cleanup can play in mitigating the adverse effects of a
VLOS. It was asserted that, after all, intervention and response plans are required for OCS well
approval, and operators may have an ability to immediately respond to an emergency. Also, this
group of commenters found it confusing that the VLOS scenario does not adjust the overall spill
volume or trajectory analysis to account for successful spill response and cleanup, and yet analyzed
potential negative impacts that spill response and cleanup could have on environmental resources.
One comment (from EPA) specifically asked that BOEMRE update and emphasize the existing
discussion of the responsibilities and activities of the Alaska Regional Response Team (RRT),
including the development and implementation of the Arctic Sub-Area Plan.
A couple of comments expressed concerns about Appendix B:



Specify “ice downtime” for stable ice to form before cleanup could commence.
Paragraph 3 of Appendix B contains no mention of potential remodeling of under-ice
surfaces in which oil could be released.

Source of Comments







Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
State Government
Local Government
Environmental Organizations
Corporations and Industry Groups
General Public

Response to Comments
Spill Response and Cleanup – Challenges. BOEMRE shares concerns regarding the many unique
challenges operating in the Arctic and the potentially devastating effects of a catastrophic oil spill.
While multiple methods for recovering and cleaning up spilled oil exist, severe weather and/or the
presence of ice could interfere with or temporarily preclude each of these methods. This point is
made clear in the SEIS, which references the 31 Arctic oil spill response research projects that
BOEMRE has funded.
The VLOS scenario describes spill response activities in order to inform the environmental effects
analysis in Section IV.E. BOEMRE provides reasonable estimates of quantities, timeframes,
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locations, etc. to provide the public and the decision maker with a basic picture of what a response
would look like, as well as to facilitate analysis potential impacts from spill response activities. The
existing level of detail in the SEIS is sufficient to accomplish these goals. More precise estimates of
weather downtimes, staging area locations, boom deployment locations, etc. are unnecessary in this
document and could result in undue speculation and/or a loss of focus on the environmental effects
analysis. Again, the purpose of including a VLOS scenario in this document is to analyze the
potential environmental effects of a hypothetical VLOS. The purpose is not to plan response
scenarios. Oil Spill Response Plans would be evaluated on a plan-be-plan basis at the Exploration
Plan phase.
That said, BOEMRE will attempt to offer some additional factual information on spill response
protocols. Boom deployment and response effort prioritization will be dependent on where oil will
come to shore. Priority Protection Sites (PPS) have been identified in the Alaska Clean Seas
Technical Manual which has been incorporated by reference into the North Slope Subarea
Contingency Plan. Prioritization would be based on the time of the year the spill occurred and the
resources that could impacted by oil entering the area.
Dispersants are not currently authorized for use in the Chukchi Sea by applicable contingency plans.
Industry is required to have provisions to mount a spill response inclusive of the logistical support
necessary to maintain a large scale continuing response. In addition to industry capabilities, both
State and Federal response assets can be pulled into service as outlined in the Unified Plan and the
North Slope and Northwest Arctic Subarea Contingency plans.
Spill Response and Cleanup – Mitigation. The Final SEIS makes clear that: regulatory standards
exist to help prevent a spill; intervention and response plans are required for OCS well approval; well
intervention techniques cure loss-of-well control events the vast majority of time without any oil
being spilled; operators may have an ability to immediately respond to an oil spill; and spill response
and cleanup can mitigate the adverse effects of a VLOS.
In addition to a detailed qualitative assessment of potential intervention and response techniques,
Section IV.D.3 of the Final SEIS also mentions specific measures contained within recent
applications for activities in the Alaska OCS.
As pointed out in several comments, the volume of the hypothetical VLOS is not adjusted to account
for successful response and cleanup. This approach acknowledges the potential difficulties of
responding to a spill under various conditions (i.e. cold, darkness, ice, wind) and furthers the goal of
analyzing a low-probability, high impact event. And it does so without shifting the focus of this
environmental effects document into a debate about the efficacy of spill response techniques. The
SEIS mentions multiple times that the volume and trajectories of the VLOS scenario are not adjusted
to assume successful spill response and cleanup; these explanations provide sufficient clarity on the
issue.
Successful spill response and cleanup efforts would indeed help reduce the amount of spilled oil
contacting or otherwise affecting valued resources. Yet it is also true that in the event of a spill,
response and cleanup efforts can incidentally cause certain adverse impacts to environmental
resources. These impacts are a foreseeable consequence of spill response and cleanup activities and
are analyzed accordingly.

Issue 36. Consideration of USGS Report
Summary of Comments
Many commenters referenced a report released by USGS in June 2011 (subsequent to release of the
Revised Draft SEIS but prior to the release of the Final SEIS). As described in new language
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incorporated into Section I.G of this Final SEIS, the USGS report summarizes key existing scientific
information, develops a rapid process to identify where knowledge gaps exists, and provides initial
guidance for what research is needed to improve decision making.
This report was most often characterized by commenters as confirming the notion that critical
questions remain unanswered because of a lack of scientific data, particularly about which areas of
the Chukchi Sea are important to species that inhabit the region and when they use those areas.
Many commenters also asserted that the report’s conclusions and recommendations require the
following actions:










Suspension of leases until BOEMRE evaluates the findings of recent USGS report and
produces a strategy for gathering additional information on whether, where, when and how
to authorize oil and gas activities.
Consideration, at the lease sale stage, of additional spatial information for species using
Chukchi Sea
Reconsideration of the requirements of 40 CFR 1502.22 and BOEMRE’s approach to
analyzing missing information, taking any additional time to complete the SEIS if
necessary.
Reevaluation of the conclusions drawn by BOEMRE during the entire Lease Sale 193
process on whether certain information is relevant to potentially significant effects and
whether the information is essential to making a reasoned choice.
Procurement of additional information to determine potential hazards to subsistence
livelihoods from oil and gas
Consideration of local traditional knowledge is critical to research into the Arctic and oil
and gas activities there.

Several additional commenters suggested the following:






The SEIS does not reflect the USGS report conclusion that “the effects of climate change
are anticipated to influence all components of the Arctic ecosystem, and the Arctic OCS
energy activities may exacerbate those changes, unless careful analysis of risks and
tradeoffs is conducted.”
The SEIS does not analyze how sea ice conditions have changed throughout different areas
of the lease sale area (including the Chukchi Polynya and Hanna Shoal), and how such
changes could affect both biological impacts and risks to exploratory and production
platforms.
BOEMRE should partner with local, state, and federal entities to develop a research and
monitoring plan that defines existing information and research needs through a data gap
analysis; catalogs species, populations, and habitat; tracks physical factor affecting
productivity, habitat, and migrations; increases knowledge of ecosystem interactions and
trophic linkages and effects from human activities; and integrates data to identify sensitive
habitat and processes

Source of Comments



Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
Local Governments



Environmental Organizations
General Public
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Response to Comments
Gathering Information and Use of Traditional Knowledge. BOEMRE’s comprehensive, ongoing
efforts to gather additional information about the ecosystem and people of the Chukchi Sea region is
described in greater detail in other portions of this Appendix, particularly within Issue Categories 2
and 7. BOEMRE values traditional knowledge very highly and actively incorporates it into current
and proposed studies, environmental analysis, and decision-making.
Data Gaps and the SEIS. Consideration of incomplete information and data gaps in the EIS context
is governed by CEQ regulations at 40 CFR 1502.22. A detailed explanation of these requirements is
provided in the introduction to Appendix A of this Final SEIS. While the USGS report provides
valuable insight pertaining to the current state of scientific knowledge in the Arctic, it does not alter
the procedural requirements of any CEQ regulations, including 40 CFR 1502.22. Thus, BOEMRE’s
methodology in addressing incomplete information is not changed.
As is explained in Appendix A and depicted visually on page A2, the first step in a 40 CFR 1502.22
analysis entails consideration of whether a particular “data gap” must be addressed in an EIS. If the
incomplete information is not “relevant to reasonably foreseeable significant adverse effects” from
the proposed action, then the EIS need not address this information. Where information is indeed
relevant to such impacts, the EIS must address that information. BOEMRE believes that the Sale 193
FEIS and Final SEIS for Lease Sale 193 discuss any and all incomplete or missing information
meeting the threshold of “relevant to reasonably foreseeable significant adverse effects”. Recall that
the Sale 193 FEIS contained hundreds of references to various forms of incomplete information—
these statements are catalogued and further analyzed within Appendix A. Chapters III through V of
the Final SEIS also discuss incomplete information wherever appropriate.
Evaluation of USGS Report. BOEMRE has examined the USGS report and finds it to contain
valuable summary and synthesis regarding information strengths and weaknesses in the Arctic.
BOEMRE will continue to consider the report’s recommendations, which will help guide ongoing
and future efforts to collect additional information. The USGS report does not, however, alter
BOEMRE’s assessment of whether current information is adequate to support a decision on Lease
Sale 193. The Sale 193 FEIS and the Final SEIS contain sufficient information to support a reasoned
choice among lease sale alternatives. This is explained in greater detail within Issue Categories 8
and 27.
Because BOEMRE finds the USGS report neither requires discussion of additional items of
incomplete or missing information in the Final SEIS, nor alters the requirement of 40 CFR 1502.22,
no changes to Appendix A or the Final SEIS’s general approach to incomplete or missing information
have been made as a result of the USGS report.
Ongoing or Planned Studies. Table E-2 below catalogues various ongoing or planned studies that
have been initiated, managed and/or funded by the BOEMRE Environmental Studies Program and/or
the BOEMRE Technology Assessment and Research (TAR) Program. Results of the studies have
been extracted and summarized for the Chukchi Sea only (No Beaufort Sea specific studies were
included). Information in Table E-2 includes (1) the USGS Recommendation Number (from the
report), (2) the key concept addressed by the the given recommendation number, (3) relevant ongoing
and planned studies at BOEMRE, (4) recent relevant BOEMRE study reports, and finally (5)
BOEMRE comments on the given recommendation.This table also demonstrates how these studies
relate to the recommendations and identified data gaps of the USGS report.
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Table E-2. Summary of BOEMRE review of recommendations (by Rec #) from the USGS Report,
Circular 1370
Rec. #

Key Concepts

Chukchi Sea: BOEMRE
Ongoing/Planned Studies*

Chukchi Sea: Recent OCS
Study Reports

Comments

2.01.A

Updates of
Hydrocarbon Resource
Estimates

• BOEMRE Alaska OCS
Region, Resource Evaluation
(RE) summary complete:
www.boemre.gov/
revaldiv/2011Assessment.htm

2.01.B

Lack of Deepwater
Arctic Data

• The deepwater in the
Chukchi Sea Planning Area is
outside of the Lease Sale 193
area.

2.01.C

Lack of publicly
available recent 2D &
3D seismic data

• Public release of seismic
data is controlled by Federal
laws and regulations.
BOEMRE has access to all
data.

2.02

Characterize Gas
Hydrates

• See Technical Report:
www.boemre.gov/revaldiv/Gas
HydrateFiles/HYDRATE.pdf
• RE regional addendum to the
2011 National Assessment of
Oil and Gas Resources is
forthcoming in 2012
• Current BOEMRE
assessment of the Chukchi
Sea is that gas hydrates are
unlikely to exist on the OCS
portion of continental shelf.

2.03

Enhanced International
Cooperation

• Arctic Council; SINTEF;
Canada DFO. eg. see
www.amap.no/oga

3.01

• Adaptation of Arctic Circulation
Model (NT-08-02)
• Surface Current Circulation High
Frequency (HF) Radar Mapping in the
Chukchi Sea (AK-09-06)
• Beaufort/Chukchi Seas Mesoscale
Meteorology Modeling Study (AK-0605)
• Mapping and Characterization of
Large-scale Circulation Recurring Polynyas and Landfast Ice
in the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas (AK09-04)
• COMIDA: Factors Affecting the
Distribution and Relative Abundance of
Endangered Whales: Biophysical
Moorings and Climate Modeling (AK09-02b)
• Hanna Shoal Ecosystem Study (AK11-03)
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• OCS Study MMS 2007-002
Proceedings of a Workshop on
Chukchi Sea Offshore Monitoring in
Drilling Area
• Also see BOEMRE funded NOPP
study: Comprehensive Modeling
Approach Towards Understanding
and Prediction of the Alaskan
Coastal System Response to
Changes in an Ice-diminished Arctic

None
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3.02

3.04

3.05.A

3.05.B
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Chukchi Sea: BOEMRE
Ongoing/Planned Studies*

Chukchi Sea: Recent OCS
Study Reports
• OCS Study MMS 2008-021 Sea
Ice-Ocean-Oilspill Modeling System
(SIOMS) for the Nearshore Beaufort
and Chukchi Seas:
Parameterization and Improvement
• OCS Study MMS 2007-002
Proceedings of a Workshop on
Chukchi Sea Offshore Monitoring in
Drilling Area

Changing Ice Regime

• Adaptation of Arctic Circulation
Model (NT-08-02)
• Evaluation of the Use of Hindcast
Model Data for OSRA in a Period of
Rapidly Changing Conditions
(Workshop) (AK-10-07)
• Mapping and Characterization of
Recurring Polynyas and Landfast Ice
in the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas (AK09-04)
• Chukchi Sea Offshore Monitoring in
Drilling Area (COMIDA): Chemical and
Benthos (AK-08-03)
• COMIDA: Factors Affecting the
Distribution and Relative Abundance of
Endangered Whales: Biophysical
Moorings and Climate Modeling (AK09-02b)
• Hanna Shoal Ecosystem Study (AK11-03)

• OCS Study MMS 2007-002
Proceedings of a Workshop on
Chukchi Sea Offshore Monitoring in
Drilling Area

Monitoring of Benthos

• Chukchi Sea Offshore Monitoring in
Drilling Area (COMIDA): Chemical and
Benthos (AK-08-03)
• Hanna Shoal Ecosystem Study (AK11-03)
• Population Assessment of Snow
Crab, Chionoecetes opilio, in the
Chukchi and Beaufort Seas Including
Oil and Gas Lease Areas (AK-08-1209)

• OCS Study BOEMRE 2010-033
Satellite Tracking of Western Arctic
Bowhead Whales
• OCS Study MMS 2007-002
Proceedings of a Workshop on
Chukchi Sea Offshore Monitoring in
Drilling Area

Wintering Distribution
and Habitats

• Bowhead Whale Feeding Variability
in the Western Alaskan Beaufort Sea:
Satellite Tracking of Bowhead Whales
(AK-06-01, AK-10-01)
• Bowhead Whale Feeding Variability
in the Western Beaufort Sea: Feeding
Observations and Oceanographic
Measurements and Analyses (AK-0601, AK-10-02)
• Migration and Habitat Use by
Threatened Spectacled Eiders in the
Eastern Chukchi Near and Offshore
Environment (AK-09-03)
• Population and Sources of
Recruitment in Polar Bears (AK-05-02)
• Satellite Tracking of Bowhead
Whales: Habitat Use, Passive
Acoustic and Environmental
Monitoring (Proposed)
• Use of the Chukchi Sea by
Endangered Baleen and Other Whales
(Westward Extension of BOWFEST)
(Proposed)

• OCS Study MMS 2007-002
Proceedings of a Workshop on
Chukchi Sea Offshore Monitoring in
Drilling Area

Key Forage Species

• Bowhead Whale Feeding Variability
in the Western Beaufort Sea: Feeding
Observations and Oceanographic
Measurements and Analyses (AK-0601, AK-10-02)
• Trophic Links: Forage Fish, Their
Prey, and Ice Seals in the Northeast
Chukchi Sea (AK-08-12-05)
• Satellite Tracking of Bowhead
Whales: Habitat Use, Passive
Acoustic and Environmental
Monitoring (Proposed)
• COMIDA: Factors Affecting the
Distribution and Relative Abundance of
Endangered Whales: Biophysical
Moorings and Climate Modeling (AK09-02b)
• Hanna Shoal Ecosystem Study (AK11-03)

Key Concepts

Comments

None

None

None

None
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Rec. #

Key Concepts

3.05.C

Telemetry Studies

3.06.A

Change in Coastal
Geomorphology

3.06.B

BOEMRE

Chukchi Sea: BOEMRE
Ongoing/Planned Studies*

Chukchi Sea: Recent OCS
Study Reports

• Bowhead Whale Feeding Variability
in the Western Alaskan Beaufort Sea:
Satellite Tracking of Bowhead Whales
(AK-06-01, AK-10-01)
• Demography and Behavior of Polar
Bears Summering on Shore in Alaska
(AK-09-05)
• Pinniped Movements and Foraging:
Walrus Habitat Use in the Potential
Drilling Area (AK-09-01)
• Pinniped Movements and Foraging:
Bearded Seals (AK-07-08)
• Monitoring Marine Birds of Concern
in the Eastern Chukchi Nearshore
Area (Loons) (AK-07-04a)
• Migration and Habitat Use by
Threatened Spectacled Eiders in the
Eastern Chukchi Near and Offshore
Environment (AK-09-03)
• Satellite Tracking of Bowhead
Whales: Habitat Use, Passive
Acoustic and Environmental
Monitoring (Proposed)

• OCS Study BOEMRE 2010-033
Satellite Tracking of Western Arctic
Bowhead Whales

• ShoreZone Mapping of the North
Slope of Alaska (AK-11-07)

• Also see BOEMRE funded NOPP
study: Toward a Predictive Model of
Arctic Coastal Retreat in a Warming
Climate

None

• OCS Study MMS 2007-055
Literature Review, Synthesis, and
Design of Monitoring of Ambient
Artificial Light Intensity on the OCS
Regarding Potential Effects on
Resident Marine Fauna

BOEMRE Alaska OCS Region,
Field Operations
(FO)/Technology Assessment
and Research (TAR)
Renewable Energy Program
(Atlantic)

Consequences of
Hazing

3.06.C

Integrate Local
Traditional Knowledge

• Pinniped Movements and Foraging:
Bearded Seals (AK-07-08)
• Pinniped Movements and Foraging:
Walrus Habitat Use in the Potential
Drilling Area (AK-09-01)
• Bowhead Whale Feeding Variability
in the Western Alaskan Beaufort Sea:
Satellite Tracking of Bowhead Whales
(AK-06-01, AK-10-01)
• Study of Sharing Networks to Assess
the Vulnerabilities of Local
Communities to Oil and Gas
Development Impacts in Arctic Alaska
(AK-05-04a)
• COMIDA: Impact Monitoring for
Offshore Subsistence Hunting AK-0804)
• Satellite Tracking of Bowhead
Whales: Habitat Use, Passive
Acoustic and Environmental
Monitoring (Proposed)

3.07.A

Life History Stages of
Marine Fish

• Current and Historic Distribution and
Ecology of Demersal Fishes in the
Chukchi Sea Planning Area (93-48-67)
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Comments

None

• OCS Study MMS 2009-063
Traditional Knowledge Regarding
Bowhead Whales in the Chukchi
Sea near Wainwright, Alaska
• OCS Study MMS 2009-007
Common Ravens (Corvus corax)
Nesting on Alaska's North Slope Oil
Fields

None

None

E125

BOEMRE

Rec. #

3.07.B

3.08

Sale 193 Final SEIS

Chukchi Sea: BOEMRE
Ongoing/Planned Studies*

Chukchi Sea: Recent OCS
Study Reports
• OCS Study MMS 2007-002
Proceedings of a Workshop on
Chukchi Sea Offshore Monitoring in
Drilling Area

Identify Biological
Hotspots

• Hanna Shoal Ecosystem Study (AK11-03)
• Bowhead Whale Feeding Variability
in the Western Beaufort Sea: Feeding
Observations and Oceanographic
Measurements and Analyses (AK-0601, AK-10-02)
• COMIDA: Impact Monitoring for
Offshore Subsistence Hunting (AK-0804)
• COMIDA: Distribution & Relative
Abundance of Marine Mammals: Aerial
Surveys (AK-08-02)
• COMIDA: Passive Acoustic Detection
and Monitoring of Endangered Whales
in the Arctic (AK-09-02a)
• COMIDA: Factors Affecting the
Distribution and Relative Abundance of
Endangered Whales: Biophysical
Moorings and Climate Modeling (AK09-02b)
• Satellite Tracking of Bowhead
Whales: Habitat Use, Passive
Acoustic and Environmental
Monitoring (Proposed)

Subsistence Harvests

• Study of Sharing Networks to Assess
the Vulnerabilities of Local
Communities to Oil and Gas
Development Impacts in Arctic Alaska
(AK-05-04a)
• COMIDA: Impact Monitoring for
Offshore Subsistence Hunting (AK-0804)

• OCS Study MMS 2009-006
Synthesis: Three Decades of
Research on Socioeconomic
Effects Related to Offshore
Petroleum Development in Coastal
Alaska

• Adaptation of Arctic Circulation
Model (NT-08-02)
• Beaufort/Chukchi Seas Mesoscale
Meteorology Modeling Study (AK-0605)
• Evaluation of the Use of Hindcast
Model Data for OSRA in a Period of
Rapidly Changing Conditions
(Workshop) (AK-10-07)

• OCS Study MMS 2009-062
Technical Manual for a Coupled
Sea-Ice/Ocean Circulation Model
• OCS Study MMS 2008-021 Sea
Ice-Ocean-Oilspill Modeling System
(SIOMS) for the Nearshore Beaufort
None
and Chukchi Seas:
Parameterization and Improvement
• OCS Study MMS 2006-043
Proceedings of a Workshop on
Hydrological Modeling of
Freshwater Discharge from
Alaska's Arctic Coast

Key Concepts

None

4.01.A

Development of Fully
integrated regional
climate models

4.01.B

• COMIDA: Factors Affecting the
Distribution and Relative Abundance of
Endangered Whales: Biophysical
Moorings and Climate Modeling (AK09-02b)
Reduce Uncertainty of • Beaufort/Chukchi Seas Mesoscale
Storminess Projections Meteorology Modeling Study (AK-0605)
• Mapping and Characterization of
Recurring Polynyas and Landfast Ice
in the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas (AK09-04)

• OCS Study MMS 2005-068
Mapping and Characterization of
Recurring Spring Leads and
Landfast Ice in the Beaufort and
Chukchi Seas
• Also see BOEMRE funded NOPP
study: Comprehensive Modeling
Approach Towards Understanding
and Prediction of the Alaskan
Coastal System Response to
Changes in an Ice-diminished Arctic
• Also see BOEMRE funded NOPP
study: Comprehensive Modeling
Approach Towards Understanding
and Prediction of the Alaskan
Coastal System Response to
Changes in an Ice-diminished Arctic

4.01.C

• Evaluation of the Use of Hindcast
Model Data for OSRA in a Period of
Rapidly Changing Conditions
(Workshop) (AK-10-07)
• Beaufort/Chukchi Seas Mesoscale
Meteorology Modeling Study (AK-0605)
• Adaptation of Arctic Circulation
Model (NT-08-02)
• COMIDA: Factors Affecting the
Distribution and Relative Abundance of
Endangered Whales: Biophysical
Moorings and Climate Modeling (AK09-02b)

E126

Projecting Circulation
Patterns

Comments

None

NOAA, US Army Corp of
Engineers (USACE), and State
of Alaska with lead
responsibility

None
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Chukchi Sea: BOEMRE
Ongoing/Planned Studies*

Chukchi Sea: Recent OCS
Study Reports
• OCS Study BOEMRE 2010-033
Satellite Tracking of Western Arctic
Bowhead Whales
• OCS Study MMS 2007-002
Proceedings of a Workshop on
Chukchi Sea Offshore Monitoring in
Drilling Area

Response of Species
to Changes

• Bowhead Whale Feeding Variability
in the Western Beaufort Sea: Feeding
Observations and Oceanographic
Measurements and Analyses (AK-0601, AK-10-02)
• Chukchi Sea Offshore Monitoring in
Drilling Area (COMIDA): Chemical and
Benthos (AK-08-03)
• Current and Historic Distribution and
Ecology of Demersal Fishes in the
Chukchi Sea Planning Area (AK-9348-67)
• Population Connectivity and Larval
Dispersal in Bering, Chukchi and
Beaufort Sea Snow Crab Populations:
Estimating Spatial Scales of
Disturbance Impacts AK-08-12-06)
• Hanna Shoal Ecosystem Study (AK11-03)
• Satellite Tracking of Bowhead
Whales: Habitat Use, Passive
Acoustic and Environmental
Monitoring (Proposed)

• OCS Study MMS 2007-002
Proceedings of a Workshop on
Chukchi Sea Offshore Monitoring in
Drilling Area

4.01.E

Track Trajectory
Climate Change

• Adaptation of Arctic Circulation
Model (NT-08-02)
• COMIDA: Factors Affecting the
Distribution and Relative Abundance of
Endangered Whales: Biophysical
Moorings and Climate Modeling (AK09-02b)
• Biogeochemical Assessment of the
OCS Arctic Waters (AK-08-12-03)
• Beaufort/Chukchi Seas Mesoscale
Meteorology Modeling Study (AK-0605)

5.01

Coordinated
Organization of Spill
Preparedness Data

• Physical and Chemical Analysis of
Crude and Refined Oils: Lab and
Mesoscale Oil Weathering (Proposed)

• OCS Study MMS 2008-033
Empirical Weathering Properties of
Oil in Ice and Snow

5.02

Develop Transparent
Full-cycle Risk Model

Rec. #

4.01.D

Key Concepts

5.03

Updated Spill Data,
Reexamination of
Statistical Approaches

5.04

Understand Oil-in-Ice
Weathering

• Physical and Chemical Analysis of
Crude and Refined Oils: Lab and
Mesoscale Oil Weathering (Proposed)

Characterize
Indigenous Microbial
Populations in Water
Column

5.06

Improve physical
oceanographic and
meteorological data to
help inform a wide
variety of issues in the
Arctic
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None

None

TAR, USCG responsibility
• There is a major Joint
Industry Project on this topic.
• Annual Arctic Marine Oilspill
Program Technical Seminars
(AMOP)
None

• Updates to the Fault Tree for Oil-Spill
Occurrence Estimators (AK-11-01)
• Oil Spill Occurrence Estimators for
Onshore Alaska and Canada North
Slope Crude and Refined Oil Spills
(AK-11-02)
• Evaluation of the Use of Hindcast
Model Data for OSRA in a Period of
Rapidly Changing Conditions
(Workshop) (AK-10-07)

5.05

Comments

• Hanna Shoal Ecosystem Study (AK11-03)
• Characterization of the Circulation on
the Continental Shelf Areas of the
Northeast Chukchi and Western
Beaufort Seas (Proposed)

• OCS Study BOEMRE 2011-030
Alternative Oil Spill Occurrence
Estimators for the Beaufort and
Chukchi Seas Fault Tree Method
• OCS Study MMS 2008-036
Alternative Oil Spill Occurrence
Estimators and Their Variability for
the Chukchi Sea - Fault Tree
Method
• OCS Study MMS 2008-033
Empirical Weathering Properties of
Oil in Ice and Snow

TAR Research
• There is a major Joint
Industry Project on this topic.

• OCS Study MMS 2004-061
Petroleum Hydrocarbon-Degrading
Microbial Communities in BeaufortChukchi Sea Sediments

• From 1975 through 2011,
agency supported science has
produced more than 60
papers, reports, or theses on
aspects of microbial ecology
and microbial oil degradation
in primarily Arctic waters and
sediments.

• OCS Study MMS 2007-002
Proceedings of a Workshop on
Chukchi Sea Offshore Monitoring in
Drilling Area

None

None
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Rec. #

5.07

5.08

Key Concepts

Sale 193 Final SEIS

Chukchi Sea: BOEMRE
Ongoing/Planned Studies*

Chukchi Sea: Recent OCS
Study Reports

Comments

Application of
Structured Decision
Making Tools

• Complex mixed analytical
and expert Bayesian Network
models are opaque and are
not transparent to decisionmakers.

Constraining estimates
of oil reservoir volume
and pressure patterns
in the Arctic OCS

• 2011 National Assessment
used the latest geologic and
geophysical data
• NTL 2010-06 mandates a
BOEMRE Worst Case
Discharge Estimate prior to
drilling
• BOEMRE has access to all
OCS geophysical & geologic
data.
• Public release of data is
controlled by statute and
regulations.
TAR Program has funded oil spill
response research for over 30
years. A listing of current Arctic
related oil spill response projects is
• BOEMRE Technology Assessment
on the TAR web site at
and Research (TAR) Program funds
http://www.boemre.gov/tarprojectcat Topic included in annual call
studies to evaluate new and existing
egories/PDFs/MMSArcticResearch. for Request for Proposals for
technology and funds research to aid
the TAR Program
pdf and
in the development of new technology http://www.boemre.gov/tarprojectcat
or to fill data gaps for existing methods egories/ArcticOilSpillResponseRese
of oil spill response.
arch.htm
USCG / NOAA / Regional Response
Team responsibility

5.09

5.10

Field Test assets and
Data Systems for spill
response

TAR Program has funded oil
spill response research for
over 30 years. A listing of
current Arctic related oil spill
response projects is on the
TAR web site at
http://www.boemre.gov/tarproj
ectcategories/PDFs/MMSArcti
cResearch.pdf and
http://www.boemre.gov/tarproj
ectcategories/ArcticOilSpillRes
ponseResearch.htm

Response Gap
Analysis

TAR Program has funded oil spill
response research for over 30
years. A listing of current Arctic
related oil spill response projects is
• BOEMRE Technology Assessment
on the TAR web site at
and Research (TAR) Program funds
http://www.boemre.gov/tarprojectcat Topic included in annual call
studies to evaluate new and existing
egories/PDFs/MMSArcticResearch. for Request for Proposals for
technology and funds research to aid
the TAR Program
pdf and
in the development of new technology
http://www.boemre.gov/tarprojectcat
or to fill data gaps for existing methods
egories/ArcticOilSpillResponseRese
of oil spill response.
arch.htm
USCG / NOAA / Regional Response
Team responsibility

5.11

Develop Mechanical
Recovery Systems Oil
Under Ice

5.12

Forecasts Ice
Coverage

E128

NOAA is the responsible
Federal agency
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Rec. #

5.13

Key Concepts

BOEMRE

Chukchi Sea: BOEMRE
Ongoing/Planned Studies*

Chukchi Sea: Recent OCS
Study Reports

Comments

USCG / NOAA / Regional Response TAR Program has funded oil spill
response research for over 30
Team responsibility
years. A listing of current Arctic
related oil spill response projects is
• BOEMRE Technology Assessment and
on the TAR web site at
Research (TAR) Program funds studies to http://www.boemre.gov/tarprojectcat Topic included in annual call
Define the Applicability evaluate new and existing technology and
egories/PDFs/MMSArcticResearch. for Request for Proposals for
of ISB
funds research to aid in the development of pdf and
the TAR Program
new technology or to fill data gaps for
http://www.boemre.gov/tarprojectcat
existing methods of oil spill response.
egories/ArcticOilSpillResponseRese
arch.htm

TAR Program has funded oil spill
response research for over 30
years. A listing of current Arctic
related oil spill response projects is
• BOEMRE Technology Assessment
on the TAR web site at
and Research (TAR) Program funds
http://www.boemre.gov/tarprojectcat Topic included in annual call
studies to evaluate new and existing
egories/PDFs/MMSArcticResearch. for Request for Proposals for
technology and funds research to aid
the TAR Program
pdf and
in the development of new technology http://www.boemre.gov/tarprojectcat
or to fill data gaps for existing methods egories/ArcticOilSpillResponseRese
of oil spill response.
arch.htm
USCG / NOAA / Regional Response
Team responsibility

5.14.A

Chemical Analysis of
in-situ burning (ISB)

TAR Program has funded oil spill
response research for over 30
years. A listing of current Arctic
related oil spill response projects is
• BOEMRE Technology Assessment
on the TAR web site at
and Research (TAR) Program funds
http://www.boemre.gov/tarprojectcat Topic included in annual call
studies
to
evaluate
new
and
existing
Character ISB residues
egories/PDFs/MMSArcticResearch. for Request for Proposals for
technology and funds research to aid
the TAR Program
pdf and
in the development of new technology
http://www.boemre.gov/tarprojectcat
or to fill data gaps for existing methods
egories/ArcticOilSpillResponseRese
of oil spill response.
arch.htm
USCG / NOAA / Regional Response
Team responsibility

5.14.B

5.14.C

Improve Spill Plume
Model

5.15

Dispersants Effects
Analysis

NOAA is the responsible
Federal agency
• Arctic Cod Pilot Genetics and
Toxicity Study (AK-11-13a)
• Arctic Cod Genetics and Toxicity
Study (AK-11-13b)

TAR Program has funded oil spill
response research for over 30
years. A listing of current Arctic
related oil spill response projects is
• BOEMRE Technology Assessment
on the TAR web site at
and Research (TAR) Program funds
http://www.boemre.gov/tarprojectcat
studies to evaluate new and existing
egories/PDFs/MMSArcticResearch.
technology and funds research to aid
pdf and
in the development of new technology http://www.boemre.gov/tarprojectcat
or to fill data gaps for existing methods egories/ArcticOilSpillResponseRese
of oil spill response.
arch.htm

Topic included in annual call
for Request for Proposals for
the TAR Program
• There is a major Joint
Industry Project on this topic.

USCG / NOAA / Regional Response
Team responsibility

5.16

Predict Effectiveness
of Dispersant

5.17

Understand Toxic and
Sublethal Effects of
Dispersants

Appendix E – Section 1

• Arctic Cod Pilot Genetics and
Toxicity Study (AK-11-13a)
• Arctic Cod Genetics and Toxicity
Study (AK-11-13b)

EPA, USCG Responsibility
Topic included in annual call
for Request for Proposals for
the TAR Program

TAR Program
• There is a major Joint
Industry Project on this topic.
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Rec. #

Key Concepts

Sale 193 Final SEIS

Chukchi Sea: BOEMRE
Ongoing/Planned Studies*

Chukchi Sea: Recent OCS
Study Reports

Comments

TAR Program has funded oil spill
response research for over 30
years. A listing of current Arctic
related oil spill response projects is
• BOEMRE Technology Assessment
on the TAR web site at
and Research (TAR) Program funds
http://www.boemre.gov/tarprojectcat
studies to evaluate new and existing
egories/PDFs/MMSArcticResearch. None
technology and funds research to aid
pdf and
in the development of new technology
http://www.boemre.gov/tarprojectcat
or to fill data gaps for existing methods
egories/ArcticOilSpillResponseRese
of oil spill response.
arch.htm
USCG / NOAA / Regional Response
Team responsibility

5.18

Define Impact of
Chemical Herd

TAR Program has funded oil spill
response research for over 30
years. A listing of current Arctic
related oil spill response projects is
• BOEMRE Technology Assessment
on the TAR web site at
and Research (TAR) Program funds
http://www.boemre.gov/tarprojectcat Topic included in annual call
studies to evaluate new and existing
egories/PDFs/MMSArcticResearch. for Request for Proposals for
technology and funds research to aid
the TAR Program
pdf and
in the development of new technology http://www.boemre.gov/tarprojectcat
or to fill data gaps for existing methods egories/ArcticOilSpillResponseRese
of oil spill response.
arch.htm
USCG / NOAA / Regional Response
Team responsibility

5.19

Test Remote-sensing
operations for spill
response

Spill Protocols in Place

USCG / Regional Response
Team responsibility
A Memorandum of Agreement
is in place between the United
States and Russia to address
trans-boundary oil spill
response issues

5.21

Indentify Protocols for
Spill Response Plan

USCG / Regional Response
Team responsibility
A Memorandum of Agreement
is in place between the United
States and Russia to address
trans-boundary oil spill
response issues

5.22

• Updates to the Fault Tree for Oil-Spill
Occurrence Estimators (AK-11-01)
• Oil Spill Occurrence Estimators for
Onshore Alaska and Canada North
Slope Crude and Refined Oil Spills
(AK-11-02)
Analyze NRDA metrics
• Workshop—Interagency Protocols for
Immediate On-the-Scene Oil Spill
Impact Science (AK-11-11)
• Maximum Credible Blowout
Occurrence and Size Estimators for
the Alaska OCS (AK-11-12)

NOAA is the responsible
Federal agency

5.20

5.23

E130

Joint Study Planning

• Marine Mammal/Physical
Oceanography Synthesis (AK-11-05)
• Alaska Marine Science Symposium
(AK-10-03)
• Conference Management and
Reports on BOEMRE Results (AK-0706)

• OCS Study MMS 2007-002
Proceedings of a Workshop on
Chukchi Sea Offshore Monitoring in
Drilling Area

None
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BOEMRE

Key Concepts

Chukchi Sea: BOEMRE
Ongoing/Planned Studies*

Chukchi Sea: Recent OCS
Study Reports
• Also see annual reports/posters at
http://www.afsc.noaa.gov/nmml/cet
acean/research/caepresearch.php?
url=nmmlcaep1105

Build Distributed
Biological Observatory

• Bowhead Whale Feeding Variability
in the Western Beaufort Sea: Feeding
Observations and Oceanographic
Measurements and Analyses (AK-0601, AK-10-02)
• COMIDA: Factors Affecting the
Distribution and Relative Abundance of
Endangered Whales: Biophysical
Moorings and Climate Modeling (AK09-02b)
• Chukchi Sea Offshore Monitoring in
Drilling Area (COMIDA): Chemical and
Benthos (AK-08-03)
• Marine Mammal/Physical
Oceanography Synthesis (AK-11-05)
• Hanna Shoal Ecosystem Study (AK11-03)
• Satellite Tracking of Bowhead
Whales: Habitat Use, Passive
Acoustic and Environmental
Monitoring (Proposed)

5.26

Develop Collaboration
of an Overall Science
Plan

• Alaska Marine Science Symposium
(AK-10-03)
• Marine Mammal/Physical
Oceanography Synthesis (AK-11-05)
• Coastal Marine Institute in Alaska 2008-2012 (AK-08-12)
• Conference Management and
Reports on BOEMRE Results (AK-0706)

6.01

Synthesize the
Literature on Effects of
Anthropogenic Sound
on Marine Mammals

6.02

Validate Models Sound
Propagation

• Public release of data is
controlled by Federal laws
and regulations.

6.03

Inventory Vessel Noise

• No offshore oil-related MMPA
permits for BOEMRE seismic
permits prior to 2006 required
measurement of ship noise
• A database for ships used
after this could be developed,
but the locations of all ship
activities are considered
proprietary information and
public release of data is
controlled by Federal laws and
regulations.

6.04

Develop Database of
Icebreaker Generated
noise

6.05

Quantifies Aircraft
Noise

Rec. #

5.24

6.06

Database of Ambient
Ocean Noise
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• Marine Mammal/Physical
Oceanography Synthesis (AK-11-05)

Comments

None

Ongoing collaboration with
North Slope Science Initiative,
LCC, USGS, USARC, UAFCMI

None

NOAA is the Federal agency
with lead responsibility.
NOAA and FWS are the
Federal Agencies with lead
responsibility
• Bowhead Whale Feeding Variability
in the Western Beaufort Sea: Feeding
Observations and Oceanographic
Measurements and Analyses (AK-0601, AK-10-02)
• COMIDA: Passive Acoustic Detection
and Monitoring of Endangered Whales
in the Arctic (AK-09-02a)
• Marine Mammal/Physical
Oceanography Synthesis (AK-11-05)
• Use of the Chukchi Sea by
Endangered Baleen and Other Whales
(Westward Extension of BOWFEST)
(Proposed)

NOAA is the Federal agency
with lead responsibility.
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Key Concepts

Chukchi Sea: BOEMRE
Ongoing/Planned Studies*

6.07.A

Distinguish Behavioral
Effects of Sound

• Bowhead Whale Feeding Variability
in the Western Beaufort Sea: Feeding
Observations and Oceanographic
Measurements and Analyses (AK-0601, AK-10-02)
• COMIDA: Passive Acoustic Detection
and Monitoring of Endangered Whales
in the Arctic (AK-09-02a)
• Satellite Tracking of Bowhead
Whales: Habitat Use, Passive
Acoustic and Environmental
Monitoring (Proposed)

NOAA is the Federal agency
with lead responsibility

6.07.B

• Bowhead Whale Feeding Variability
in the Western Beaufort Sea: Feeding
Observations and Oceanographic
Measurements and Analyses (AK-0601, AK-10-02)
Make Inferences about
• COMIDA: Passive Acoustic Detection
Sound Thresholds for
and Monitoring of Endangered Whales
Populations
in the Arctic (AK-09-02a)
• Satellite Tracking of Bowhead
Whales: Habitat Use, Passive
Acoustic and Environmental
Monitoring (Proposed)

NOAA is the Federal agency
with lead responsibility.

• COMIDA: Distribution & Relative
Abundance of Marine Mammals: Aerial
Surveys (AK-08-02)
• COMIDA: Passive Acoustic Detection
and Monitoring of Endangered Whales
in the Arctic (AK-09-02a)
• COMIDA: Factors Affecting the
Distribution and Relative Abundance of
Endangered Whales: Biophysical
Moorings and Climate Modeling (AK09-02b)
• Bowhead Whale Feeding Variability
in the Western Alaskan Beaufort Sea:
Satellite Tracking of Bowhead Whales
(AK-06-01, AK-10-01)
• Bowhead Whale Feeding Variability
in the Western Beaufort Sea: Feeding
Observations and Oceanographic
Measurements and Analyses (AK-0601, AK-10-02)
• Distribution and Relative Abundance
of Marine Mammals in the Chukchi
Sea and the Fall Migration of Bowhead
Whales in the Beaufort Sea -Personnel
Needs (AK-10-05)
• Distribution and Relative Abundance
of Marine Mammals in the Chukchi
Sea and the Fall Migration of Bowhead
Whales in the Beaufort Sea - Aircraft
Needs (AK-11-06)
• Marine Mammal/Physical
Oceanography Synthesis (AK-11-05)
• Use of the Chukchi Sea by
Endangered Baleen and Other Whales
(Westward Extension of BOWFEST)
(Proposed)

NOAA is the Federal agency
with lead responsibility
• Public release of data is
controlled by Federal laws
and regulations.

Rec. #

6.08

E132

Bowhead Whale
Synthesis for
Anthropogenic Noise

Chukchi Sea: Recent OCS
Study Reports

Comments
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Rec. #

6.09

Key Concepts

Understand Habitat
Needs for Bowhead

BOEMRE

Chukchi Sea: BOEMRE
Ongoing/Planned Studies*

Chukchi Sea: Recent OCS
Study Reports

• COMIDA: Distribution & Relative
Abundance of Marine Mammals: Aerial
Surveys (AK-08-02)
• COMIDA: Passive Acoustic Detection
and Monitoring of Endangered Whales
in the Arctic (AK-09-02a)
• COMIDA: Factors Affecting the
Distribution and Relative Abundance of
Endangered Whales: Biophysical
Moorings and Climate Modeling (AK09-02b)
• Bowhead Whale Feeding Variability
in the Western Alaskan Beaufort Sea:
Satellite Tracking of Bowhead Whales
(AK-06-01, AK-10-01)
• Bowhead Whale Feeding Variability
in the Western Beaufort Sea: Feeding
Observations and Oceanographic
Measurements and Analyses (AK-0601, AK-10-02)
• Distribution and Relative Abundance
of Marine Mammals in the Chukchi
Sea and the Fall Migration of Bowhead
Whales in the Beaufort Sea -Personnel
Needs (AK-10-05)
• Distribution and Relative Abundance
of Marine Mammals in the Chukchi
Sea and the Fall Migration of Bowhead
Whales in the Beaufort Sea - Aircraft
Needs (AK-11-06)
• Marine Mammal/Physical
Oceanography Synthesis (AK-11-05)
• Use of the Chukchi Sea by
Endangered Baleen and Other Whales
(Westward Extension of BOWFEST)
(Proposed)

• OCS Study BOEMRE 2010-033
Satellite Tracking of Western Arctic
Bowhead Whales
• Also see annual reports/posters at
www.afsc.noaa.gov/nmml/cetacean/
research/caepresearch.php?url=nm
mlcaep1105

• Study of Sharing Networks to Assess
the Vulnerabilities of Local
Communities to Oil and Gas
Development Impacts in Arctic Alaska
(AK-05-04a)
• COMIDA: Impact Monitoring for
Offshore Subsistence Hunting (AK-0804)

• OCS Study BOEMRE 2010-033
Satellite Tracking of Western Arctic
Bowhead Whales
• OCS Study MMS 2009-038
Annual Assessment of Subsistence
Bowhead Whaling Near Cross
Island, 2001-2007
• OCS Study MMS 2009-006
Synthesis: Three Decades of
Research on Socioeconomic
Effects Related to Offshore
Petroleum Development in Coastal
Alaska
• OCS Study MMS 2007-062
Quantitative Description of Potential
Impacts of OCS Activities on
Bowhead Whale Hunting Activities
in the Beaufort Sea

6.10

Ensure Effective
Mitigation to
Subsistence Hunting

6.11

Understand Sensitivity
of Beluga Whales to
Icebreaking

• COMIDA: Passive Acoustic Detection
and Monitoring of Endangered Whales
in the Arctic (AK-09-02a)

Inventory Habitat
Needs of Beluga
Whale

• Use of the Chukchi Sea by
Endangered Baleen and Other Whales
(Westward Extension of BOWFEST)
(Proposed)
• Satellite Tracking of Bowhead
Whales: Habitat Use, Passive
Acoustic and Environmental
Monitoring (Proposed)

6.12

Appendix E – Section 1

Comments

None

None

• Also see projects by North
Slope Borough and Coastal
Impact Assistance Program
• OCS Study MMS 2005-035
Distribution and Movements of
Beluga Whales from the Eastern
Chukchi Sea Stock During Summer
and Early Autumn

None
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Rec. #

Key Concepts
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Chukchi Sea: BOEMRE
Ongoing/Planned Studies*

Chukchi Sea: Recent OCS
Study Reports

Comments

6.13

Understand Habitat
Needs of Gray Whale

• Bowhead Whale Feeding Variability
in the Western Alaskan Beaufort Sea:
Satellite Tracking of Bowhead Whales
(AK-06-01, AK-10-01)
• Satellite Tracking of Bowhead
Whales: Habitat Use, Passive
Acoustic and Environmental
Monitoring (Proposed)
• Use of the Chukchi Sea by
Endangered Baleen and Other Whales
(Westward Extension of BOWFEST)
(Proposed)

6.14

Reassess Polar Bear
Distribution and
Habitats

• Demography and Behavior of Polar
Bears Summering on Shore in Alaska
(AK-09-05)
• Population and Sources of
Recruitment in Polar Bears (AK-05-02)

None

Quantify Habitat
Requirements of Ice
Seals

• Pinniped Movements and Foraging:
Bearded Seals (AK-07-08)
• Trophic Links: Forage Fish, Their
Prey, and Ice Seals in the Northeast
Chukchi Sea (AK-08-12-05)
• Ice Seal Movements and Foraging:
Village Based Satellite Tracking and
Acoustic Monitoring of Ringed,
Bearded, and Spotted Seals
(Proposed)

None

Study Vocalizations of
Ice Seals

• Bowhead Whale Feeding Variability
in the Western Beaufort Sea: Feeding
Observations and Oceanographic
Measurements and Analyses (AK-0601, AK-10-02)
• COMIDA: Passive Acoustic Detection
and Monitoring of Endangered Whales
in the Arctic (AK-09-02a)

None

6.18

Walrus Reactions to
Sound

• Bowhead Whale Feeding Variability
in the Western Beaufort Sea: Feeding
Observations and Oceanographic
Measurements and Analyses (AK-0601, AK-10-02)
• COMIDA: Passive Acoustic Detection
and Monitoring of Endangered Whales
in the Arctic (AK-09-02a)

None

6.19

Inventory Habitat
Needs of Pacific
Walrus

• Pinniped Movements and Foraging:
Walrus Habitat Use in the Potential
Drilling Area (AK-09-01)

None

6.15

6.16

7.01

7.02

E134

Improved Access to
Information

Develop a Cost/Benefit
Analysis of Petroleum
Activities

None

• Marine Mammal/Physical
Oceanography Synthesis (AK-11-05)
• Conference Management and
Reports on BOEMRE Results (AK-0706)
• Coastal Marine Institute in Alaska 2008-2012 (AK-08-12)
• Alaska Marine Science Symposium
(AK-10-03)
• Alaska Environmental Studies
Project Browser (AK-11-15)

• OCS Study MMS 2009-030
Researching Technical Dialogue
with Alaskan Coastal Communities:
Analysis of the Social, Cultural,
Linguistic, and Institutional
Parameters of Public/Agency
Communication Patterns
• OCS Study MMS 2009-006
Synthesis: Three Decades of
Research on Socioeconomic
Effects Related to Offshore
Petroleum Development in Coastal
Alaska
• OCS Study MMS 2009-005
Eleventh Information Transfer
Meeting - Final Proceedings
October 28, 29, 30, 2008

None

• Testing, Improvement, and New
Alaska Data for MAG-PLAN (AK-0810)

• OCS Study MMS 2009-006
Synthesis: Three Decades of
Research on Socioeconomic
Effects Related to Offshore
Petroleum Development in Coastal
Alaska
• OCS Study MMS 2006-020 North
Slope Economy, 1965 - 2005

None
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7.03

7.04

BOEMRE

Chukchi Sea: BOEMRE
Ongoing/Planned Studies*

Chukchi Sea: Recent OCS
Study Reports

Develop a Body of
Knowledge about
Cumulative Impacts

• Bowhead Whale Feeding Variability
in the Western Alaskan Beaufort Sea:
Satellite Tracking of Bowhead Whales
(AK-06-01, AK-10-01)
• Bowhead Whale Feeding Variability
in the Western Beaufort Sea: Feeding
Observations and Oceanographic
Measurements and Analyses (AK-0601, AK-10-02)
• Marine Mammal/Physical
Oceanography Synthesis (AK-11-05)
• Alaska Environmental Studies
Project Browser (AK-11-15)

• OCS Study MMS 2009-006
Synthesis: Three Decades of
Research on Socioeconomic
Effects Related to Offshore
Petroleum Development in Coastal
Alaska

Incorporate Climate
Change Effects Into
Cumulative Analysis

• Evaluation of the Use of Hindcast
Model Data for OSRA in a Period of
Rapidly Changing Conditions
(Workshop) (AK-10-07)
• Adaptation of Arctic Circulation
Model (NT-08-02)
• Beaufort/Chukchi Seas Mesoscale
Meteorology Modeling Study (AK-0605)

Key Concepts
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Comments

None

None
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14
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15
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16
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Taken at
Northwest Arctic Borough Offices
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18
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17
18

Taken by: Mary A. Vavrik, RMR

19

19

20

20

BE IT KNOWN that the aforementioned proceedings were taken

21

21

at the time and place duly noted on the title page, before

22

22

Mary A. Vavrik, Registered Merit Reporter and Notary

23

23

Public within and for the State of Alaska.

24
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Mary A. Vavrik, RMR

24
25

25
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3
1

P-R-O-C-E-E-D-I-N-G-S

2

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Good evening.

We are

1

Scardino, he's from the Department of Interior Solicitor's

2

Office, helps keep us out of trouble.

3

for the Office of Public Affairs.

And John Callahan

3

going to be kind of informal tonight.

4

Revised Draft Supplemental EIS for Lease Sale 193.

5

is a mouthful.

6

that is and how we are handling it a little bit later on,

6

7

but we are going to do this a little bit differently.

7

like to thank the people of Kotzebue for giving us a

8

chance to be in your chambers.

8
9
10

Welcome to the

4

That

4

And we are going to go into exactly what

5

So if you have been to our public hearings
before and even our scoping meetings, we're going to try
something new tonight to try to maximize the input.

11

Before we go any farther, I'd like to introduce

Before we do anything

First of all, I would

Thank you very much.

We all know the Lord's Prayer.

We are going to

10

ask for good health from our good Creator, the Dear Lord's

11

Prayer.

the team here.

Sitting up at the head table we have got

12

13

Sharon Warren.

Sharon is the project manager for this.

13

14

She knows the document inside out and backwards.

15

got Michael Routhier.

16

for the project, so he knows it just as well as Sharon.

(The Lord's Prayer was recited by all present.)
DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you, Earl.

We have

14

A couple of ground rules here.

Now Michael is the EIS coordinator

15

probably the Elders speak first.

16

wouldn't happen to be you, Walter, would it?

Mary is the court

17

time comes for that, Walter.

So every time we speak, we have to give our

18

We have Mary Vavrik here.

18

reporter.

19

names so she can get it in the record.

20

her hands.

21

disappoint Mary.

22

MR. EARL KINGIK:

9

12

17

DR. JIM KENDALL:

else, Earl, it's time for a blessing, please.

And you can see

She's got her boxing gloves on, so let's not

Mike Haller, raise your hand.

Community liaison

19
20

Okay.

We are going to have
And of course, that

MR. WALTER SAMPSON:

So when the

I'm right behind this

kid right here.
DR. JIM KENDALL:

I'll give you the first

21

opportunity to make comment if you would like.

22

elected and appointed officials.

Also

I think that kind of

23

for the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and

23

includes you, as well.

24

Enforcement.

24

comments stage of this, sometimes when we have 50 to 60

25

technical expert and technical writer for us.

25

people, we have to limit it to two to three to four to

Scott Blackburn, Scott, okay, he is a
Steve

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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5

6

1

five minutes, but with the crowd we have here, I don't

1

understanding, some of you, and some of you a lot of

2

think we have to be that restrictive.

We can talk five,

2

understanding, on what a lease sale is, the process.

3

six, seven minutes and we can always go back and revisit

3

to make sure we are all on the same track, I've asked

4

the issues.

4

Michael and Sharon to do something a little bit different.

5

Basically come up, go through some flip charts, starting

5

And we are going to do something different.

But

6

Once I have Sharon and Michael walk you through exactly

6

with square one on how this started, how we got to where

7

why we are here, okay, so we all understand and we start

7

we are, and what we expect out of these discussions.

8

from the same knowledge base, then if the crowd remains

8

then we are going to visit Point Hope, Point Lay, Barrow.

9

the same, I think we are going to pull the chairs around

9

We are going to have a meeting in Fairbanks, as well as

10

into a circle to try to encourage the dialogue.

11

I have promised Mary that if we pull the chairs into a

12

circle so we increase the dialogue, we have to give our

12

up.

13

names before each of us speaks, or I will pay for it.

13

lot less formal.

14

I really appreciate that if we can try that little

14

15

technique, but try to keep Mary happy for the court

15

here.

16

reporting.

16

through this because we have been here before.

17

sales happened in 2008, and so we are going to walk you
through why we have got to that point.

17

However,

10
11

So

Now, with that, before we get into the comment

18

period, et cetera, let's get to the meat of the matter.

18

19

And that is why are we here.

19

20

Mary is a contractor to do the court reporting.

21
22
23

Service.

24

resources of the Outer Continental Shelf.

Okay.

Anchorage.

And

Those of us here --

And as we get through the night, it's going to be a

MS. SHARON WARREN:

Thank you for coming

And like Jim said, we are going to kind of go
The lease

First of all, we want your comments on the

20

Revised Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement

from the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and

21

for Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193.

Enforcement.

22

table.

23

ones.

24

copies as well.

25

we do have CDs for that.

25

We are

Okay.

With that, I'd ask Sharon and Michael to come

We used to be called Minerals Management

We are responsible for the energy and mineral

You are here, so you have kind of a vague
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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7
1

Lease Sale 193, was -- of course BOEMRE first

8
1

specific lease incentives for such development.

2

offered the sale, and there was -- in that sale it said we

environmental impact statement prior to having this sale.

3

would give the companies incentives if they would also

The sale was held in February of 2008, three years -- over

4

produce the gas.

5

three years ago.

Six

5

environmental impact statement.

6

companies bid on the rights to explore oil and gas, and we

6

need to go back and you need to address that point.

7

offered 29.3 million acres, and only 2000 -- or

7

8

2,000,000 -- 2.8 million were leased through the lease

8

determine whether the missing information -- the EIS had a

9

sale.

9

lot of statements concerning there was uncertainty, we

2

did a -- it was Minerals Management Service.

3
4

10

We did an

So that was when the sale was held.

Then what happened days before the lease sale,

We

However, we never addressed that in our
So the Court said you

Another thing he said that we failed to do is

10

don't know enough information about certain species and -when the analysts did their analysis.

11

plaintiffs had sued to invalidate the lease sale.

11

12

However, there wasn't an injunction placed on the lease

12

13

sale.

13

meet the requirements of the Council of Environmental

14

stop the sale.

14

Quality Regulations that said when you have uncertainty,

15

ahead and went forward.

15

you have to do a number of steps to say whether or not

16

had the bid.

16

that missing information is relevant to the decision and

17

Alaska in Anchorage.

17

if it can be obtained and if there is a cost to do it.

18

he wanted us to go back.

18

Sometimes the actions are to place an injunction to
That didn't happen.

So the sale went

And that was the reason why we

But it still stayed in the District Court in

And so in July of 2010 Judge Beistline made a

So he said you have to go back and you have to

19

ruling saying that your EIS was -- most of it was

19

20

satisfactory, but you failed to address three concerns

20

that was submitted.

21

that the Court had in that EIS.

21

was submitted that went through everything that came out

22

document back to the agency to address those concerns.

22

of our document that said where all the uncertainty was.

23

And the judge said there is over 40-some pages that the

23

And so he sent the

And the three issues he wanted to address was

There was the court case.

So

There was an exhibit

It was like a 45-page exhibit that

24

that we had failed to analyze the environmental impact of

24

plaintiffs have brought up.

25

natural gas development despite industry interest and

25

you need to go back and take a look at those things.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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9
1

So what we did in response to that court order,

10
1

in October, except that it includes now analysis of a very

2

we drafted a supplemental environmental impact statement

2

large oil spill scenario.

3

to address those three concerns.

3

record public comments on the document.

4

seen the copy of it because we released it in October, in

4

5

the fall, and asked for public comments on it.

5

large oil spill scenario, given that that's a new piece of

6

held public hearings and government-to-government

6

information, but we are open to talking about the rest of

7

consultation on that document.

7

the document, as well.

8

as well as Point Hope, Point Lay, Wainwright, Barrow and

8

9

Anchorage.

9

And some of you may have

And we

We were here in Kotzebue,

And so we did that document.

And we are here tonight to

Might make sense to concentrate on the very

So as far as the term very large oil spill, what
does that mean?

Well, in this process, in this NEPA

10

And then I'm going to let Mike explain what has

10

process -- and again, NEPA is something that allows us to

11

happened, why that document never got finalized and where

11

analyze environmental effects.

12

we're at today.

12

13

MR. MICHAEL ROUTHIER:

Very large oil spill is a hypothetical scenario

So normally in the

13

that we analyzed.

14

NEPA process, you go from the draft EIS to the final EIS.

14

our geologists and our experts and figured out what's the

15

Here it was little bit different.

15

absolute biggest possible spill that could happen in the

16

150,000 comments on the draft EIS.

16

Chukchi Sea planning area.

17

to provide some analysis of a very large oil spill.

18

is all happening in the wake of the Deepwater incident.

18

we then turned over a scenario to our environmental

19

It was on everyone's mind.

19

analysts or scientists, our wildlife biologists and so

20

it.

20

forth.

21

effects could occur were a scenario of that nature to
happen.

We received over
Most of those asked us
This

Everyone was thinking about

We received a lot of comments on it.

21

So internally we sat down as an agency and

17

We developed a scenario with input from

Once we got that estimate from our geologists,

And they told us what types of environmental

22

decided that, hey, this is something that we should

22

23

probably do.

23

One thing that we might like to make clear is

24

revised draft SEIS.

24

the difference between a very large oil spill scenario,

25

draft SEIS.

25

such as we have analyzed in this NEPA document, and a

The result was the draft SEIS became a
In other words, we published a new

And it's pretty similar to what we published

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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11
1

worst-case discharge.

1

geologists, the greatest spill that we foresee could

2

hear associated with our processes, but there is a

2

happen, and the worst-case discharges are from individual

3

difference between the two terms.

3

wells with actual data that can be analyzed.

4

That's another term that you might

12

Again, very large oil spill, something we use as

4

MS. SHARON WARREN:

Yes.

So what input do

5

a tool in our NEPA processes to understand potential

5

we need?

6

environmental effects.

6

Supplemental EIS that not only addresses the court

7

term out of the -- our implementing regulations.

7

concerns, but also addresses a very large oil spill.

8

calculation that entails a specific location, specific

8

it's one complete document.

9

type of well using specific technology.

9

document before, there are a little bit of differences in

Worst-case discharge is a specific
It's a

It's more of a

10

mechanical calculation required by our regulations.

11

So

So if you had seen the other

10

it because of those comments that we took.

that's a more formal process that will then lead to the

11

some changes based on some of those comments in the other

12

oil spill planning aspects of what we do.

12

portions of the document, as well, and then added a very

13

come into play if the lease sale is reaffirmed and if it

13

large oil spill.

14

gets to an exploration plan phase.

14

comments on the draft document.

15

MS. SHARON WARREN:

16

this scenario is hypothetical.

17

well.

18

And

It's noted -- we prepared the Revised Draft

And that would

And again, this is --

DR. JIM KENDALL:

It's not based on an exact

If I may interject,

15

We also made

So now we are seeking subsequent

So if you believe you have information that is

16

important and you want us to consider it prior to us

17

preparing the final SEIS -- because that will be the next

18

stage; we will be preparing a final SEIS -- then please

19

Sharon, the worst-case discharges would most likely be

19

provide that in your comments so that we can consider that

20

less in terms of volume than the very large oil spill

20

and, you know, take a look at what information you have

21

volume?

21

that you may have on it.

22
23
24
25

MS. SHARON WARREN:

That's what is

expected.
DR. JIM KENDALL:

So the very large oil

spill analysis is, from what our understanding is from the
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

22

And in the fact -- also review the stuff that we

23

have looked at as far as oil spill modeling, currents and

24

everything else.

25

document, you know.

There is maps in the back of the
There is also information concerning
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13

14

1

subsistence, where hunting is, the resources and

1

whether to reaffirm the sale, and what that would mean is

2

everything else.

2

that the sale would maintain the -- based on how it was

3

incorporated in that, in our document, to make sure that

3

offered and also the leases that were issued.

4

we capture the right information when we are analyzing is

4

modify that, or he could cancel it.

5

extremely helpful.

5

decisions that he can make.

6

And having traditional knowledge

In addition to the public hearings, comments can

Or he can

Those are the

6

And so what he will do is the Secretary, once we

7

be submitted either by mail and they can also be

7

are done with the final SEIS, it will go out to the public

8

hand-delivered to our office, and/or they can go to our

8

and let the public know that we have finalized the SEIS.

9

website.

9

The Secretary cannot make a decision before 30 days is up.

And there is a website that we have that you can

10

go to and submit comments into regulations.gov.

11

10

So there is a 30-day waiting period before he can make

some handouts over there that walks you through how to

11

that decision.

12

submit comments using that -- from our website and how to

12

public in early September so he can meet that October 3rd

13

get to the regulations.gov.

13

deadline.

14

to the document and submit your comments on the website.

15

We have

And you can go actually right

What happens next?

14

Question nine is what

And then the document will be -- and in the

15

Secretary's decision will be filed with the Court.

16

then the Court will take a look at it to see if we met our

And

16

happens after these hearings.

17

What do we do with your information?

17

obligations under the National Environmental Policy Act.

18

information that we get, we consider those comments, and

18

And then the Court will decide whether or not, depending

19

we are going to finalize the -- the document.

19

on how the decision was -- and I don't know how the

20

have a final SEIS.

20

decision is going to be.

21

will go forward from there as to what happens.

21

So we have the hearings.

So the final SEIS would be out to the

We take the

We are on a Court-mandated deadline.

So we'll

Okay.

I have no idea.

22

Beistline, the District Court judge, issued an order on

22

now we will just have to wait and see.

23

the 19th of May and said agency and Secretary of the

23

is there.

24

Interior, you need -- the Secretary needs to make his

24

25

decision by October 3rd of this year.

25

And the decision is

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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15

16

1

decision, and so we need to give him the best information

1

maximum the input, so if you would like -- and let's think

2

so that he can make the best decision concerning this

2

about this for second.

3

lease sale.

3

chairs in a circle so we can see each other and comment,

4

and where all of you come in to help with that.

4

how does that sound?

5

And that's where the public process comes in

So is there any questions?

If we move stuff and put the

5

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

Before we get to the

6

MR. JIM KENDALL:

7

public comment, I want to emphasize in particular what

7

before, so let's give it a shot.

8

Sharon just said in the last two or so minutes.

8

9

document that we are preparing, the big, thick EIS, is not

6

DR. JIM KENDALL:

The

10

a decision document.

11

together with your help and the help of other communities

11

12

and other federal and State agencies that we pass up to

12

13

the Secretary so that he can make a decision.

13

14

It's information that we put

9

So what we need from everybody, including the

10

Good.

We've never done it

MR. WALTER SAMPSON:

What's the time frame

from the time the second draft is -- gets in the process
before the decision is made to go or no-go?
MS. SHARON WARREN:

The draft -- we are out

for public comment.
MR. WALTER SAMPSON:

What I'm asking is

14

the time frame from the second draft EIS through the

15

people in this room, is to help us make sure everything in

15

process from when that decision is made to either go ahead

16

that document someone way above us can have before they

16

or no-go.

17

make their decision.

We don't

17

18

make the decision, as Sharon said, go or no-go.

We are

18

period closes on July 11th.

19

not there.

19

from that time frame on until the first part of September.

20

namely the Secretary.

20

And during that process, we are going to be analyzing

21

we give him this document, everything is in there that

21

those comments.

22

could possibly be in there that he needs to consider.

22

analysts.

23

Okay?

23

office, by the Solicitor's office.

24

people that review and respond, make sure that we are

25

responding to the comments, that we have addressed all the

24
25

So that's why we're here.

That's not us.

It's people way above us,

So we want to make sure that when

So we are going to start with the public comment
part.

We have got a few extra people here.

We do want to

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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There is a lot of
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17

18

1

substantive comments that we have got, and then it will be

1

from Washington, and I think I need to study Inupiaq.

2

finalized and be out in the public.

2

Teach me one word tonight, Walter.

3

tonight.

3

So from July 11th, the next time you will see it

4

will be a final SEIS around the first part of September.

4

5

Okay?

5

6

DR. JIM KENDALL:

That was a good question

MR. WALTER SAMPSON:

Teach me a word

You have got lots to

learn.

6

DR. JIM KENDALL:

I know I have a lot to

7

to ask because after all those steps, if we would have an

7

8

exploration plan that was deemed submitted, then we have a

8

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

9

whole bunch of other steps, review an exploration plan,

9

DR. JIM KENDALL:

10

deem it submitted, we have more NEPA to do.

11

happen overnight, which is good.

12

it right.

13

actually start more comments, get the chairs up.

14

Things don't

10

We have more time to do

11

So that's what we would like.

she can't hear you, I'm in trouble.

16

our name before we make the comments.

17

can.

18

Get closer if you

So you will be the

interpreter, I'm assuming.
DR. JIM KENDALL:

21

MR. WALTER SAMPSON:

22

DR. JIM KENDALL:

23

Me?
Yeah.

Because I'm going to

speak in my language.

25

DR. JIM KENDALL:

I just moved to Alaska

Tomok (Inupiaq ph).

Uh-oh.

What did that

I'm afraid to ask.
MR. WALTER SAMPSON:

He said you are a

professional.
DR. JIM KENDALL:

Professional what?

14

Okay.

With that, I know some people here have indicated

15

they want to speak.

16

speak.

17

with the Elders and elected officials.

18

think of one person who might qualify as an Elder.

19

Walter, could we start with you?

20

pass and come later?

Some indicated they don't want to

Some have indicated nothing.

21

In what way?

MR. WALTER SAMPSON:

mean?

13

And we have to state

MR. WALTER SAMPSON:

20

24

12

Remember, I have a deal with Mary here that if

15

19

So before we

learn.

But we always start
And I think I can

Or would you like to

MR. WALTER SAMPSON:

No, I will start.

I

22

don't have no objections to starting.

23

all, I want to thank you for coming to Kotzebue to provide

24

information to what is happening up north.

25

critical issue that we all need to certainly be cognizant

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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19
1

about in today's world.

1

on, which basically objects to what was happening, is a

2

some of the communities that are paying nine to $15 a

2

moot resolution.

3

gallon for fuel.

But also

3

is outdated, and we certainly will be reconsidering the

4

at the same time there is people who have some concerns in

4

resolution that Arctic Slope has in place.

5

regards to what is happening to this point.

5

we -- we can say that this is the information that's been

6

I'm glad you folks are here to provide additional

6

provided to us from our staff, from our legal counsel,

7

information as to what has transpired to this point when

7

this is a position that we have as an assembly.

8

people sued on the initial environmental impact statement.

8

9

Cost of energy is high.

That's a pricey price of fuel.

We have

20

That's why

But one thing I would hate to see is courts

10

making decisions for all of us.

11

bad -- bad part to have someone make the decision for you.

12

And I think that's a

As a public official, I will not comment on

9
10

But unless

So that's all I -- that's how far I'm going at
this point.

But as we go through the process of dialogue,

certainly I will make additional comments.

11
12

I call it a moot resolution because that

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you.

Do we have

any other elected initials in the room?

13

where the borough is until we get the final information

13

14

from -- through our legal counsel in regards to where our

14

Victor Westlake.

15

position is as -- as assemblymen who have to consult with

15

assemblyman and represent, among others, the City of

16

our legal folks, with our staff and in regards to the

16

Kotzebue and the Northwest Arctic Borough School District,

17

environmental impact statement second draft.

17

both of which signed resolutions in support of offshore

18

make a -- or we can give a position statement at that

18

development of the Chukchi Sea.

19

point in time.

19

he's the borough president, I do have my constituents I do

20

have to answer for.

20

Then we can

So we have got some meetings that are coming up,

MR. DEAN WESTLAKE:

I'm Dean Nunathraaq

I'm proud to say that I'm a borough

So unlike Walter where

21

and one of the issues that are -- will be on the table is

21

22

the resolution that the North Slope folks have with the

22

really, really appreciate Earl Kingik coming down here

23

eight points.

23

from Point Hope.

24

resolution.

24

are here, Earl, so thank you for making the time to come

25

down.

25

And we certainly are going to address that

The original resolution that we submitted early
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

And I'm going to stop right there because I

Good friend of mine.

I'm so glad you

It really means a lot to me.
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1

1

if drilling might lessen the seepage rate, naturally

2

development of the United States, and I was surprised to

2

occurring seeps.

3

find that there are currently 3,848 producing oil wells

3

4

offshore on federal leases in the Gulf of Mexico and

4

something about.

5

another 8,000 or so within the State waters off Louisiana.

5

than a decade old in our region because of naturally

6

And we come to the development of all federal waters since

6

occurring asbestos.

7

1960, and somewhere in the 58,375 exploration and/or

7

naturally, our hands are tied in helping our own people

8

production wells drilled, we here in Alaska are counted.

8

out here develop our resources, our buildings out there,

9

They have done it before out here.

9

our homes.

10

You know, I started looking at the offshore

22

So we are not new to

this.

11

In the past, we have had no ill effects from
However, it does not -- does not --

And because of this hazard occurring

And it's thanks to well-intended government

regulations.

11

happened.

12

to the exclusion of helping people build homes out on the
upper Kobuk.

this exploration.

13

absolutely does not lessen our concern about what goes on

13

14

out there.

14

15

brings to our dining table.

16

No one wanted to stop these.

It just

We are trying to protect each other.

But it's

This brings me to the emission standards that

15

are being contemplated now, as well.

But like anything that we do out here, we can only do our

16

our whole reason for this building, this borough here, is

17

best to safeguard against anything and not be ruled by

17

the Red Dog Mine.

18

fear.

18

offshore and onshore development, I worry greatly that in

19

It is very important to us.

We have project delays that are more

10

12

We depend on the Chukchi Sea and what it

Naturally occurring asbestos, now, that I know

In reading Mr. Etkins' analysis of oil spill

Our economic engine,

In applying a double standard for

19

the process of applying these different standards, Red Dog

20

rates, I was surprised to find that there is roughly

20

Mine becomes ensnared in a web that would hinder or hurt

21

16,000 barrels of year of crude oil naturally seeping into

21

us as we, too, do our best to make our quality of life

22

the Arctic.

22

better for everyone in the Northwest Arctic Borough.

23

naturally into the Arctic.

24

oil to me.

25

anything about drilling offshore, I can't help but wonder

Sixteen thousand barrels of crude oil seeping
That seems like a lot of crude

While I don't know and I wouldn't know

23

So it really concerns me.

We've seen this.

I

24

know where Beistline -- I really, Sharon, appreciate the

25

statement you made there is we don't know how far it's

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

going to go.

2

what we have now, this whole borough, is because of

2

3

resource development out there.

3

what we are doing, but you need that oil.

4

how much we need that oil.

4

But by golly, the only reason we have got

24

I can't go hunting anymore anyplace without
I mean, it's a simple fact.

lives here from people who don't come here.
You know, if you are not here, you don't see
You will see

And I think it needs to be

5

gasoline.

5

echoed even further for those folks that don't come here,

6

to -- its symbiotic for me because I need my subsistence

6

as you said, those superior people above you, on the need

7

lifestyle.

7

for that oil, but also the need for our subsistence

8

comes in out on the land or the sea.

8

lifestyles.

I mean, most all of us in this room, our food

9
10

And I need it

1

DR. JIM KENDALL:

So thank you.

Other elected officials?

Sir, and your name, please?

11

My name is Patrick

I, too, am a hunter.

I, too, am confined to

10

feed my five children and my wife by a high price of

11

gasoline.

12

Savok, and I'm a Northwest Arctic Borough assemblyman

12

have happened in the past, and we do see the seepage of

13

representing Kotzebue.

13

oil in our country, I, too, wonder if maybe some of the --

14

of the key points as the president and assembly member

14

some of the release of that oil will maybe bring that down

15

Westlake here.

I also share a lot of the same issues that

15

because we have seen it in so many different areas.

16

Earl has because the only information that I've really got

16

However, having it in the middle of the ocean really

17

about all this was from an e-mail group that I've got with

17

concerns me because the fact is it is our refrigerator,

18

Earl.

18

our freezer to a great extent there.

19

group to really get in tune of what was going on.

19

that we need that oil.

20

MR. PATRICK SAVOK:

9

First off, welcome.

I share a lot

I met a female with him, and I was added to this

I was called this afternoon and approached this

20

When we look at these types of operations that

But I do understand

And I think that's as far as I'm going to go

21

evening about this meeting, so I was caught unaware of

21

22

what was going on, and didn't have time to brush up on

22

23

some of the aspects here, but two things that really

23

Appreciate it.

24

concern me, as the president said, was getting

24

couple of times, and you started us out with a blessing,

25

justification from the legal system on how we can live our

25

and we greatly appreciate it.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

with my comments.
DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you, sir.

Now, Earl, you have been mentioned a

Would you mind kicking the
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1

general session open?

2

room.

3

And then we will go around the

MR. EARL KINGIK:

Dr. Kendall, I'd rather

4

let the community members here in Kotzebue do their

5

comments because I'll have my time in Point Hope.

6

have my time in Barrow.

7

I'll

I just want to listen right now.

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Okay.

Then, in that

8

case, Walter, we started on your side of the room.

9

gentleman to your right, if you care to make a comment,

10

what I would suggest is we go around the room.

11

comment or you can pass.

12

around the room until we run out of things to say.

13

So the

1

the other anymore.

2

gas.

We can't go hunting on $10 a gallon

3

cycle, and just would like to figure out how we are able

4

to do both and see more of your presentation on where we

5

go.

We can't afford to buy the gas, so it's a vicious

6

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you for your

7

comment.

And I'll echo something that Sharon said.

8

you have time in the next few days to weeks to look at

If

9

that document, any -- and you looked at the section on

10

subsistence and you found something that was missing, send

11

it in and tell us because we know how important that is,

12

the subsistence, traditional knowledge.

way everybody has a chance to speak, they have multiple

13

the boat, tell us.

14

times to speak.

14

piece of paper and dumping it in the mailbox with our

15

someone else wants to comment on.

15

address or regulations.gov, et cetera.

16

fine, too.

And then we will keep going
That

And someone may say something that
And I think that's

16

17
18

You can

26

So if you don't mind, you can state your name
and say something, or you can pass.

19

MR. ANDY BAKER:

Andy Baker.

So if we can continue around the room.

17

That's up to you.
And I

If we are missing

Even if it's just writing it on a

MS. LISA PEKICH:

18

with ConocoPhillips.

19

listen.

just -- I agree with what Walter and Pat and Dean, they

20

the comments from the community, as well.

21

have all said it.

21

22

have got to figure out.

We need the economic development.

22

23

We need the jobs.

We need the -- the benefits, but on the

23

24

other hand, we need to maintain our subsistence lifestyle.

24

25

So how do we do it?

25

We can't -- we can't have one without

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

I'm

And I'm, like Earl, just here to

20

It's -- we have got a big balance we

Ma'am?

I'm Lisa Pekich.

I'm not from Kotzebue, and just wanted to hear

MR. COLE SCHAEFFER:

Pass.

I don't think they

should be allowed to do that.
MS. LISA PEKICH:
Anchorage.

I'll be commenting in

I know that.
MR. COLE SCHAEFFER:

My name is Cole
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1

Schaeffer.

1

proven for a big spill, so -- I've done a little bit of

2

Inupiat Corporation, the village corporation here in

2

research on what kind of pressures you are looking at and

3

Kotzebue.

And I have a number of issues that I have with

3

they are not nearly as bad as the stuff that was in the

4

the SEIS.

To start with, I don't like the science that's

4

Gulf, but there still could be high flow rates.

5

being compared, and particularly the stuff that they are

5

are some issues there.

6

using in the Gulf in terms of pressures and that type of

6

7

thing because those are unrealistic in our neck of the

7

spills like that is because of our subsistence lifestyle.

8

woods.

8

We live off the mammals from the sea and the fish.

9

issues with just the way that they are going about making

9

those are key to our survival here.

10

I'm the presidency [sic] of Kikiktagruk

28

We're not nearly as deep.

There is a number of

comparisons.

So there

And the concerns for the high flow rates and

10

So

But we also recognize that in order for us to

11

So if you are going to do a supplemental EIS,

11

move forward with our people, we have to have an economic

12

you should do it in a realistic sense and not take bits

12

base, you know.

13

and pieces from other places because, you know, drilling

13

don't get off our butts and figure out what we are going

14

5,000 feet deep in the ocean and the pressures that you

14

to do, we are not going to have a pipeline that's going to

15

are dealing with and the pressures underneath that where

15

be flowing in 15 years.

16

the oil is at is completely different than drilling at 250

16

built up because there is not enough flow through it.

17

feet.

17

we are going to have to do something.

18

conditions in the south like they did that we got up here.

18

19

So the technology on the other side of this is a concern

19

off ANWR or wherever else there might be, we are going to

20

for me and making sure that we have the right kind of

20

have to do something; otherwise we're going to have to

21

technologies if there is a spill.

21

change the way that that pipeline and the infrastructure

22

up there works because it's not going to work the way it's
designed.

22

And the same thing, you don't have the ice

And we don't have any really proven technology.

23

There is a lot of design technology that will work in

23

24

skimmer systems and remote ROVs and stuff like that, but

24

25

there is nothing that's really ever had to have been

25

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

And if the State and the Feds and we

It's going to have too much wax
So

Whether we get it out there or whether we get it

We are not nearly at capacity now.
going to be in ten years.

We are not

We are going to be so far below
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30

1

capacity that there's going to be all kinds of wax built

1

with those issues, then we are okay because you can change

2

up on that system.

2

things so that our environment is protected.

3

that we have to look at, and we've got to look at it as a

3

have to have an economic base.

4

whole because ultimately we have got to design a system

4

energy.

5

that's going to work for everybody.

5

6

sensitive to the environment, and if there is impacts,

6

either in Anchorage or south to come live up here for a

7

then we have to be able to adjust and regulate based on

7

winter and see how much it really costs to live here.

8

that.

8

when you have a $1,000 stove oil bill a month, you start

9

it's not just Alaska.

9

thinking about how critical energy is.

So there's a number of issues there

We have to be

But we also have to keep moving forward because

10

It's the whole U.S.

We are in an energy crisis, and if we don't

But we also

We have got to have cheap

I would challenge any of you guys that live

10

energy is a commodity.

And

And right now

And to us it can't be.

It has to

11

figure out how to quit depending on foreign oil, all they

11

be a necessity for survival.

12

have to do is have one more hiccup and our whole economic

12

economic system works here, it is a commodity for sale.

13

engine in the U.S. is in the toilet.

13

So we need to look at -- we either have to have

14

so much out there that it doesn't become an issue anymore

14

It will get tanked.

So we really have to -- you know, from the

And because of the way the

15

Secretary's position, he's got to find a solution that

15

or you have to change the system so that you don't have to

16

will work up here but, you know, we have to look at

16

depend on it anymore.

17

investing in our own backyard.

17

country.

18

mean, you see what they are doing in the Dakotas and

18

energies as part of America's solution.

19

stuff.

19

So this is the next best thing is to look at

20

this stuff.

20

where there is close opportunities and we have to take

21

resource of natural gas sitting out there, as well, and we

21

advantage of them.

22

are not tapping into that.

22

There is lots of oil.

I

There is lots of opportunities for finding some of

23

You know, we probably have the biggest

So you know, I'm not pro development, but I'm

And we are not there yet in this

And we are not ready to go to alternative

Thank you for your time.

23

DR. JIM KENDALL:
MR. TOM FIELDS:

24

not opposed to development as long as it's done smartly.

24

25

And if there is issues, as long as we have ways to deal

25

I'm from this area.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

Thank you.

Sir.

My name is Tom Fields.

I think it would be okay if you look
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32

1

for oil on the land, but if you went into the ocean, look

1

in this.

2

what happened down there in Louisiana.

2

ago, so I haven't had a chance to look into it for a

3

at ten feet of ice and it happened underneath, that would

3

couple items of interest for myself.

4

ruin everything.

4

it and submit something on-line.

5

called Maniilaq.

5

DR. JIM KENDALL:

6

MR. ZACH STEVENSON:

6

I think if you are

We have a nonprofit corporation here

And there was a prophet that lived here about

7

150 years ago.

8

area and what's going to happen.

He gave a number of predictions about this

9

whale is going to surface in the town of Ambler to get

And one of them was a

And I just heard of this meeting a few hours

So I'll have to read

That's great.
Sure.

Zach.

I want to

7

thank you all for coming up here far from home to be in

8

our beautiful community.

9

afternoon on behalf of the borough.

I spoke with you earlier this
For those who weren't

10

away from the dirty ocean, and when that happens the day

10

here earlier today, I was a little concerned that I had

11

will be cracked in half.

11

only learned about this meeting at 4:30 yesterday

12

about earthquake, atomic bomb or whatever, but when that

12

afternoon in leaving the office and would have liked more

13

happens, that spill happens, there goes your subsistence

13

time to get the word out to our community.

14

lifestyle.

14

important issue.

15

know, burn coal, get energy from the sun or the wind.

We don't know if he's talking

So I say don't give up the lifestyle.

16

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you.

17

MS. SUSAN BUCKWELL:

18

DR. JIM KENDALL:

19

MS. MARCI JOHNSON:

You

Ma'am.

I'll pass.

Ma'am.
My name is Marci

I'm a biologist with the National Park Service

15

It's a really

My responsibility here, funded through BOEMRE,

16

Federal funding, is to develop an atlas that will be

17

stored here at the borough and available to the assembly

18

to help look at what areas are important for subsistence

19

in our region, as well as what areas are important for

20

resource development.

20

Johnson.

21

here.

And two of our National Parklands in the region are

21

22

coastal, and so we are involved with getting some baseline

22

razor's edge issue here of keeping our subsistence economy

23

research, learning about coastal lagoons, doing some

23

or subsistence resources strong, but also developing the

24

coastal mapping and trying to get preparedness for oil

24

natural resources to keep our economy strong.

25

spill response.

25

do both.

And so we are certainly very interested

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

I think, as others have voiced, we face a

We need to

It's not a question of if or how, but -- or if,
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1

but how do we do it right.

2

we are trying to address in this project here now.

3

And that's really the question

34
1

consultation requirements.

2

That said, I'm not in a position to comment on

Well, the State would

3

give us a consistency determination on things.

4

not there, of course, you can't get the consistency

If that's

4

behalf of the borough or the planning department.

5

individual, however, I do feel the need for engagement.

5

determination if there is not enforceable policies there.

6

Really engaging those communities that could potentially

6

So, I mean, there is still consultation that goes on,

7

be impacted by this project for better or worse is

7

and -- but the -- but, yeah, we are kind of not quite

8

critically important.

And I provided you the names of the

8

sure.

9

seven villages that are currently working with our project

9

10

As an

Those aren't going to go away.

MS. SHARON WARREN:

funded through BOEMRE.

MR. DEAN WESTLAKE:

10

of -- we have got an opus.

And that one is kind

We have got a magnificent

11

So I, as an individual, continue to do the hard

11

masterpiece in Title 9, and I'm wondering if perhaps we

12

work of getting the word out because I think the IRAs and

12

could further that along on the enforceable policy side

13

the city governments can go a long way in helping you

13

and be able to consult directly with the federal

14

connect with folks in the local communities.

14

government on these things from a borough level.

15

think this would be possible?

15

Again, thank you for your time in coming here.

16

And I want to thank the community, as well, for sharing

16

17

your thoughts on the important issue.

17

18
19

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Sir, you have another

19

MR. PATRICK SAVOK:

Pass.

21

MR. DEAN WESTLAKE:

Actually, ACMP.

MR. STEVE SCORDINO:
question.

20
Are

I don't know.

That's

a legal call, and I'm not -- I don't know.

18

chance, if you would like.

20

MS. SHARON WARREN:

Do you

I'm sorry.

I didn't follow your

You said --

MR. DEAN WESTLAKE:

I'm asking since ACMP

21

may go away, the question is, can we work within our

22

you aware of the Alaska Coastal Management?

Is that going

22

borough charters as a home rule borough over here to do

23

to have any effect out in what you do now if it goes away?

23

direct talks with you folks out here regarding what goes

24

on out here in our front yard, basically.

24

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Not really, but --

25

MR. JOHN CALLAHAN:

We still have the same

25

MR. STEVE SCORDINO:

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

So we already do it
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36

1

through the government-to-government consultations through

1

and I'm just thinking, what if they don't have this.

2

the tribal side.

As far as the other part, policy-wise we

2

Because when you are out there, you have a spiritual

3

can decide to put in more, but legally we are not required

3

connection with the earth that you don't have a price on

4

to.

4

that.

5

worth, you know.

Just the lawyer answer.

5

MR. DEAN WESTLAKE:

And I understand that.

You can't put a price on that.

6

I mean, it -- we are all in flux right now because we are

6

7

wondering how this goes, and I was hoping maybe there was

7

see when you have something wrong.

8

going to be an avenue that's going to be opened up.

8

and it could be too late by the time you figure out what's

9

thank you.

9

going on.

10
11
12

DR. JIM KENDALL:

So

Ma'am, would you like to

speak or -MS. KARMEN MONIGOLD:

My name is

I work for the

At least that -- you can
You get in the ocean

You can't predict the ice.

You can't guarantee

10

that you are not going to have a spill, whether you do it

11

just in the summer.

12

concern is you can't put a price tag on your spirituality.

And so that would be my biggest

13

Karmen Monigold.

13

You know, that's something that you are taking away the

14

borough and I just started, so a lot of the history behind

14

person's inner self if you screw up that ocean.

15

any of this I really don't know.

15

wiping out a whole culture.

16

ConocoPhillips oil meeting.

17

bunch of door prizes.

18

I'm from Kotzebue.

Sure.

I mean, drill on land.

And what is it

But I went to the

Was that last week?

Won a

People were really upset with me.

But I spoke there about how this is going to

17

document, see if that can be inserted some way to --

asked directly what are you putting into alternative

20

21

energy, renewable energy.

21

22

nonrenewable energy.

MS. KARMEN MONIGOLD:

DR. JIM KENDALL:

23

MS. KARMEN MONIGOLD:

because I look at my children who I'm starting to get to

24

25

take out in the ocean, and we are going oogruk hunting,

25

Definitely.

I just

got the document, so --

22

24

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

And if you have time and

19

affect our spirituality if there is an oil spill.

And I said, no, what about renewable energy

DR. JIM KENDALL:

you take the document and look at it, go through that

20

And they started talking about

And that's all I have.

18

19

23

And I

16

You are

Thank you.

Thank you.

I will try to read

it as fast as I can.
DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you very much.
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1

MR. BRUCE ST. PIERRE:

1

two young daughters, both interested in the environment

2

and the ocean in college.

ConocoPhillips, also and primarily here with Lisa, as we

3

generation that need to start looking at these other

4

would like to listen to the community and know what the

4

processes that will be able to take care of the needs of

5

concerns are because we do have a program that we would

5

the communities that you live in.

6

like to put forth to the government.

6

7

leases in the offshore, and we have plans to put

7

concerns.

8

applications in later this summer.

8

putting some formal comments together in writing to supply

9

out there and do some exploration with a jack-up rig in

9

by July 11, and we will also be giving a written statement

2

Bruce St. Pierre, S-T. P-I-E-R-R-E.

3

10

Good evening.

38

I'm with

We have purchased

And our goal is to get

2013.

11

So we have a program and we have been around the

So again, we are here to hear community
I have reviewed the document.

We will be

10

at the end of the month when you have your Anchorage

11

meeting.

12

community and done community visits and meetings.

13

young lady was saying, we were here earlier in June, and

13

process.

14

we did talk a lot about oil and gas, but our company also

14

the way in your five-year plan, in your leasing document,

15

is involved in biofuels and other alternatives.

15

and then again in the exploration phase there is a NEPA

16

process.

17

environmental impact statement.

18

for an environmental assessment.

19

public comment, public input.

20

provide as much data as we have.

16

As the

And I say, you guys are the

We just -- that is -- our primary business line

Generally as a company we support the NEPA
It's very thorough.

There is -- every stage of

And in most cases it's a full-blown

17

is oil and gas today.

18

now, who knows what it could be.

19

primary business line is.

20

BTU value of the energy that's demanded.

21

gentleman was saying over here, a lot of the alternative

21

22

energy resources are good, but they have a long way to go

22

four summers, this being the fourth, out in the Chukchi

23

to catch up with what the demand is of the populace to

23

gathering data on a local basis on these leases.

24

fuel the systems that we have put in place.

24

that is voluntary.

25

understand more about what the environment is like, where

25

Ten years from now, 20 years from

12

But that's what our

And it's a lot to do with the
And as the

And it's the same thing I tell my two daughters,

Some cases it may call
But every stage allows

The companies try to

As a company, ConocoPhillips has spent the last

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

A lot of

We do that to gather data to
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1

we are going, what we are going to do, and how our actions

1

six years old, and I consider it my home, too.

2

would impact.

2

it a very special place.

3

We understand strongly that there are big

3

I consider

So when we go out to put plans in, there is a

4

concerns about spill response and about having a spill out

4

thorough review of those plans.

5

there, and we understand why the communities and people

5

compare it to an analog or another project like maybe in

6

are concerned about that because it is a risk.

6

the Gulf of Mexico or somewhere else, typically they go

7

trying to do everything we can in the prevention mode to

7

through the lease sale and, within a year, six months to a

8

put together a plan that shows that we will have the kit

8

year, those companies are out drilling on those leases.

9

of equipment available in the event something goes wrong.

9

10

But more importantly, we are putting a lot of energy into

10

because the sale was in February of 2008.

11

prevention measures, into ways that we can prevent any

11

between our company and the other companies that want to

12

type of accident from occurring.

12

operate out there, yes, the court system has been used to

13

push things back, but companies have been patient in

13

And we are

I think the other thing is we do learn a lot

And in addition, if you

In this case, we are coming up on year four
And I think

14

going to communities about their own traditional

14

trying to understand what the concerns are and trying to

15

knowledge, things that we as Western-style educated people

15

address those concerns before we get out there to do the

16

don't hit on and we don't understand.

16

work.

17

and working in some of the communities around wildlife

17

18

captures, things to do with studies out there, we have

18

everyone happy, that everything you do, there are still

19

people on the vessels that are from the communities

19

people that have philosophical differences.

20

helping us, and we learn more about the area as an

20

that because that's what makes our country great is that

21

explorer.

21

we can go out in a meeting like this, some people agree,

22

some don't disagree; but you hope at the end of the day,

23

you look at the science that's available, you evaluate the

22

And by going out

And the final thing I would like to say is the
Alaska is a very unique place.

And I respect

23

timing.

24

place.

I was raised north

24

risks, and you come up with a very safe plan to go out and

25

of Anchorage in an area called Chugiak from the time I was

25

do the operation.

I've lived here my whole life.

It's a precious

And we also recognize that you will never make

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

So as a company we will be moving forward to

42
1

on that, too.

2

supply these applications, work with the communities,

2

you like to address the crowd?

3

understand the issues, and we hope to be able to go out

3

4

and look for this resource during the summer of 2013.

4

Hope community, once we get offshore activity in the

5

That's our goal.

6

We all need help.

MR. EARL KINGIK:

With that, Earl, would

I'll just say, the Point

5

Arctic, Point Hope has said no for over 20 years.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment

6

Basin is the largest natural gas oil field out there right

And like I said, I'll be giving more comments at

7

outside of Point Hope, and it could be connected to the

8

Chukchi.

7

tonight.

8

future meetings.

9

DR. JIM KENDALL:

One little sidebar here.

9

Hope

Our Elders decided in 2008 when a lease sale was

10

Three individuals have now mentioned renewable energy, so

10

coming up that we needed somebody to fight this very

11

I just want to point out that our bureau, the bureau of

11

important issue called the garden we love the most, the

12

Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement,

12

garden that provides food for our community, garden that

13

BOEMRE, is also responsible for renewable energy on the

13

puts food on the table, the garden that keeps our cultural

14

Outer Continental Shelf in terms of wind, wave, current,

14

way of life together, the garden that keeps our people

15

even solar.

15

united and be peaceful.

16

in the Arctic, and we still want to be part of the

16

And right now, maybe even this week -- I know

We are part of the ecosystem here

17

there is a lot of meetings going on on the East Coast

17

ecosystem.

18

looking at where you could put wind farms, where you

18

to live up here, we would live elsewhere, and they can do

19

should not put wind farms.

19

anything they want.

20

there are some states, I think Oregon and Washington and

20

keep it the way it is.

21

maybe California are looking at wave generators.

So we're

21

22

pushing that through.

Again, though, it's driven by where

22

now.

23

the energy is needed, what technology is available.

23

Commerce, getting ready to plan.

24

Summit meeting going on which I wanted to attend that's

25

going on in Anchorage right now.

24
25

Also the Pacific Northwest

So I don't want to eat up too much time on that,
but we're moving in that direction we will take comments

If the Creator hadn't made his decision for us

But the Creator put us there so let's

There is a lot of hot meetings going on right
There was a Shell Oil meeting yesterday, Chamber of

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

They got this Arctic

Hardly anybody from the
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1

north attends these meetings.

2

44
1

So you see, it's important that the Bush era

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you, Earl.

2

with that, we are going to go circle around again.

And

3

should be wiped out and the new Obama era should come

3

Walter, if you would like to say anything more, we will

4

forward and deal with what we have to deal with.

4

start.

5

I had a chance to go down to Deep Horizon [sic].

6

It was sad.

It was sad to see people down there.

7

it will be if our ocean ends up the same way.

8
9

Yes.

I'm going to

speak for myself as an individual, Walter Sampson.

7

good to hear and listen to the perspective of different

30,000 people cleaning up that oil field -- oil spill.

8

views.

They got airports, they got equipment to do cleanup; but

9

the viewpoints of everybody, what's been brought to the

up here in the Arctic, we are not ready.

11

for any kind of activity in the Arctic.

12

prepared.

13

MR. WALTER SAMPSON:

6

10

How sad

5

There is

We are not ready
We are not

10

Certainly something that we all need to respect

table.

11

The Alaska Coastal Zone Management Plan has

You see what's happening today in the world.

12

are really in a changing world, climatic changes that's

13

occurring.

14

fear of.

15

that's occurring down south.

16

occurrences that are -- that are happening.

We

It's not only ice that we should fear or have

14

still got to be in place.

15

because there is going to be community involvement.

16

Guard will be looking for a deep harbor.

17

of things going to be happening in the Arctic, not only

17

receding up north.

18

the oil field, but the tourist ships will be coming in.

18

need to consider.

19

The transportation route will be open to the Europe and to

19

20

the Russian side.

20

the State and the federal government.

21

said, well, we are tired of reacting to plans that

22

don't -- don't help our way of life.

23

reacting to that.

24

government and to the federal government, if there is

25

plans to be designed that will have an impact on our way

21

We need to look forward to that

It's

So you see, us people in the Arctic, we need to

22

protect our way of life.

23

of decision they are going to be making.

24
25

Coast

There is a lot

We need to be involved any kind

Thank you very much, Kotzebue, for giving me a
chance to speak here.

Thank you.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

Tornadoes that's happening down south, flooding
These are natural
Ice is

That is -- is something that we also

In the past we have always been planned for by
At one point we

We are tired of

So one day we finally said to the State
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46

1

of life, we are going to sit on the table with you to be

1

are planning for them, which hopefully they can nurture

2

part of a design that will help us, as well.

2

down the road to even make that plan better as to how

3

basically what's happening today.

3

things will happen in the Arctic.

4

important for all of us to be part of a process in
designing what's happening in the Arctic.

4

And that's

We have been provided information by oil

5

industry, a lot of information, a lot of information that

5

6

pertains to what's happening, a lot of information that's

6

7

been requested by interest groups.

Oil in -- oil drilling

7

Conoco meetings.

8

has occurred up north in the past.

At what point have we

8

in general.

9

responded to any of that with some of the issues that's

9

provided.

I've gone to Shell meetings.

I've gone to

I've gone to some oil industry meetings

Information is there.

Information has been

We have been told they want to partner with us.

10

before us?

But the change of communication

10

We have been told they want to work with us, an

11

and change of providing information certainly has -- has

11

opportunity for us to make sure that the issues that are

12

made a change.

12

in place be incorporated into a design of a plan.

13

Not really.

So it's critically

What's happening in the Arctic, not only in

13

Any concerns that we -- you may have, make sure

14

Alaska Arctic, but also in Greenlandic waters, the

14

that input is in place so it can be incorporated into that

15

drilling that's occurring on their shores in the Arctic

15

design.

16

with the support of their people that's occurring today.

16

be able to point a finger at BOEMRE or oil industry.

17

They see the partnership, the benefits that they see for

17

I would say is well, we messed up.

18

their people.

18

19

information.

20

partner with you.

21

We want to

We want to work with you.

That's the opportunity that I see for my

22

children.

23

years.

24

opportunity.

25

We heard from past testimony from past
Yes, we want to listen to.

That way if something should happen, I wouldn't

And I think that's -- that's an opportunity that

19

we have today.

20

you.

21

We are not going to be around for too many

22

It's the children that will be provided that

And not only that, what we are doing today is we

All

Let's fix the problem.

That's my personal views for now.

Thank

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Sir,

Thank you, sir.

would you like to take another chance?

23

MR. ANDY BAKER:

24

MS. LISA PEKICH:

25

MR. COLE SCHAEFFER:

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

I'll pass for now.
I'll pass.
I don't think you
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1

should allow her to pass a second time.

2

DR. JIM KENDALL:

1

At least we have got a

3

nice, communicative, humorous group here.

4

He wouldn't admit that he was that Walter Sampson.

5

messing with me.

6

That's good.
He was

And even the environmental groups that are

3

opposed to drilling and stuff are starting to realize

4

that.

5

the U.S., we will have to be able to make decisions that

And ultimately, as a community and as a people in

6

will better our future generations, so it's important that

point, and that is that we have to look at our future

7

these processes work.

8

generations.

And if we don't find an economic base for

8

9

them, Anchorage is going to get bigger and Fairbanks is

9

11

Walter hit on a good

what Walter is getting at.

2

7

10

MR. COLE SCHAEFFER:

48

going to get bigger.

So your guys' visit here today is really
important because it helps start that process.

10

Thank you.

I think what Karmen said,

11

the spirituality of things here, we lead the world, I

12

from the villages because we just don't have the

12

think, in suicide per capita up here, and we pay, what,

13

infrastructure or the low energy cost to build economic

13

six, $700 for a round trip to Anchorage.

14

development here in rural Alaska.

So if we don't look at

14

New York for 300 bucks round trip.

15

that, our villages are going to get smaller and our urban

15

a gallon of milk here.

16

centers are going to get bigger.

16

hurting, and it's not fair because they own the land, or

17

balance that works for us as a people as well as the rest

17

supposedly did before it became parks and whatever.

18

of the country.

18

yet they are paying the most price.

19

We already have an outward migration of people

MR. TOM FIELDS:

So we have got to find a

And Walter is correct, there are a number of not

19

You can go to

You know, 11, $12 for

So the people here are really

And

And then the environmental changes, global

20

only oil companies, but even environmental groups that

20

warming.

21

want to partner with us to make sure this is done right.

21

inches here.

22

They don't want it to happen in some cases, but history

22

something like that.

23

has proven that we will move forward.

23

have been gone for a while, and I came back and I can see

24

how do you -- how do you move forward and, instead of

24

the ocean rising.

25

being the problem, be part of the solution.

25

He talked about Noorvik flooding.

So the question is

And that's

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

The record, I think, for snow used to be 40-some
Two or three years ago they got 150, or
That shows you the changes.

And I

And I mentioned this man in Maniilaq.
Noorvik is on a hill up
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1

the river, and if it floods up there, that's a lot of

1

or is it just directed towards the exploratory drill sites

2

water that's got to go all over the place here.

2

right now?

3

And there is no way -- it scared me for that

3

MR. MICHAEL ROUTHIER:

The scenario that

4

gentleman to say we are getting ready, we will do it

4

we analyzed is a blowout during exploration drilling.

5

right, and don't worry, we will save it.

5

our analysis is an environmental effects analysis.

6

way, you know?

6

focuses on how the animals and the waters and things like

7

are going to dig through ten feet of ice to get to a

7

that would be impacted.

8

broken well?

8

full analysis of all the different spill techniques.

9

discuss them, we identify them, we describe them, we talk

9

Why think that

Because you can't save it.

I mean, you

There's no way you can do that.

I just say drill on the land and deal with that.

And

So it

We -- this document isn't about a
We

10

Don't go into the ocean, man, because the ocean is life

10

about how they might be used.

11

blood of the world.

11

environmental effects document, not an engineering

12

we are comfortable, you know, living next to the ocean.

12

document.

13

That's it.

13

because right now we are still at the lease sale stage.

14
15

We are 70 percent water.

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you.

That's why

Ma'am, you

14

have another opportunity.

16

MS. SUSAN BUCKNELL:

17

DR. JIM KENDALL:

18

MS. MARCI JOHNSON:

I'll pass.

Park Service colleague?

But this is more of an

So we don't go into great detail on that

We don't know where an exploration well would be

15

drilled.

16

proposing a couple different sites, but we don't know

I mean, we could hear companies talking,

17

exactly where they would drill.

Park Service aside, I

18

platforms would be, any pipelines would be located.

We don't know where any
It's

19

wondered if I could ask a question.

It's a big document

19

still fairly early in the process.

20

so it might take me a minute to find it in there, but it

20

are more focusing on the environmental impacts.

21

seems, hearing talks about the planning and the process

21

22

from the industry side also, I -- does this environmental

22

very important.

23

impact statement -- this statement, does it process or

23

Secretary, then there is an exploration plan, correct,

24

consider, you know, the cleanups of spill for a tanker or

24

Mike?

25

the pipe -- in a planning for a pipeline route, as well,

25

DR. JIM KENDALL:

So at this stage, we

That hit on something

If the lease is affirmed by the

MR. MICHAEL ROUTHIER:

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

DR. JIM KENDALL:

1

supplements a final -- we did a final environmental impact

2

statement for the sale, and that took into consideration a

then when it comes to development, okay, there is more

3

spill from a pipeline and from a production.

4

NEPA done and more plans for pipelines.

4

this -- this document supplements the one that we did in

5

right?

5

2007.

2

done and more analyses.

3

And there is more NEPA

52

It's a continuous process.

6

MR. ROUTHIER:

7

DR. JIM KENDALL:

And

Am I saying that

Right.

So the one in 2007 would discuss those things.

6

I'm not a NEPA

8

practitioner.

9

experts are sitting right here and the others around the

I know NEPA, but I'm not an expert.

The

MR. COLE SCHAEFFER:

I want to comment on

7

that because you guys, in your analysis you put in 60,000

8

barrels of spill, and there is no way that the -- that

9

area can produce that kind of pressure.

room.

11

sale, then the exploration, then development, and then

11

12

production.

12

geologists, actually, when they were looking at the

13

in the Gulf and in California -- that when the resource is

13

hypothetical and looking at the reservoir area of the

14

exhausted and you have to decommission, there is also more

14

Chukchi Sea and appendix D of the document explains how

15

NEPA done on how to remove the structures and return the

15

they came out with the flow rate.

16

sea floor back to the way it was.

16

is what was the driver of the spill -- I mean, this

17

answer.

17

hypothetical spill.

18

Horizon.

And believe it or not -- and I've seen this

MS. MARCI JOHNSON:

That's a long-winded

If you wanted to get

10

So why would you

10

18

So this is just a first start looking at the lease

And so

put that in there?
MS. SHARON WARREN:

Because our

And the flow rate is --

So it -- you talk about the Deepwater

19

the nitty gritty on what would happen if there was a

19

20

tanker spill, where is the infrastructure for that and

20

the science of it and you take the science from whether

21

what kind of resources would you have regarding the

21

it's oil companies or anybody else that's actually doing

22

shipment of this either on tankers or pipelines?

You are

22

the drilling and you look at what they say the flow rates

23

saying that comes later after there is exploratory drills

23

are, you are 40- to 50,000 gallons or barrels off.

24

on site, or at what stage does that come in?

24

25

MS. SHARON WARREN:

To also explain, this

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

25

MR. COLE SCHAEFFER:

MS. SHARON WARREN:

But when you look at

I guess that's what I
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1
2

MR. COLE SCHAEFFER:

That's why there is

science there.

3

MS. SHARON WARREN:

That's what I would

54
1

then what they did is they maximized all the other

2

variables.

3

were discussing before when we were discussing the

So yes, the estimate is huge.

And like we

4

ask you to do.

Appendix D explains how the agency came up

4

differences between the very large spill scenario and the

5

with the hypothetical, what they used, what the geologists

5

worst-case discharge, there we briefly discussed how a

6

used, what the resource specialists used and how they gain

6

worst-case discharge that regarded a specific well with

7

that.

7

specific technology and an actual location would probably

8

something based on what they are saying in there --

8

be a lot smaller.

9

MR. COLE SCHAEFFER:

9

So after you -- if you read that, if we have missed

But in your analysis

10

you are comparing apples to oranges, and you can't do

10

11

that.

11

12

example because it's a whole different environment.

13

that's what you are doing.

14

oranges.

You can't take the Gulf spill and use that as your
And

12

You are comparing apples to

15

MR. MICHAEL ROUTHIER:

Like when I

MR. MICHAEL ROUTHIER:

discussed the public comments we got on the draft SEIS,

17

part of the desire on behalf of a lot of people who

18

commented was to see the really catastrophic scenario.

19
20

16

MR. TOM FIELDS:

So you are still

expecting a spill, then.
MR. COLE SCHAEFFER:
plan for it.

No.

You just have to

That's the whole idea behind it.

17

MR. PATRICK SAVOK:

And if I may

18

interject, now you guys talk about these lease sales, but

when we decided to do this very large oil spill scenario,

19

you don't know the GPS coordinates of these lease sales

we didn't want to get into a situation where we analyzed,

20

and you project an oil spill that's going to be

21

say, a specific well and then someone would come back and

21

catastrophic based on scientific data from a different

22

say, well, there could be something bigger out there.

22

location.

23

want to make sure we captured something very catastrophic.

23

comfortable -- and I know you can't really discharge

24

anything to test it, but there's got to be some form of

25

measure, as what Cole is saying.

24
25

So

What you are saying

is true in that sense.

15

16

That's where the science

comes in, right?

13
14

So --

Dr. JIM KENDALL:

We

So our geologists, they looked at an actual
place in the Chukchi Sea, a place that does exist.

But

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

Me, as a local person, I'd rather feel

When you are doing these
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56

1

types of tests, when we don't know these GPS locations, it

1

well, now you are in a specific location, you are using

2

gives me that much more uncertainty and untrust towards

2

specific technology and so forth.

3

the process of having your information passed onto the

3

maximizing all the variables that go into calculating a

4

Secretary to make a final determination on if this is

4

very large flow rate and flow volume, now you could plug

5

going to go or no-go when there is still that big gap here

5

in more actual variables from a very specific project.

6

for understanding, not only me, but all these communities,

6

And that's going to tend to produce a smaller flow rate

7

not only these, but up north, down south.

7

and a smaller volume.

8
9

DR. JIM KENDALL:

You are asking for the

location of the sale, the lease blocks?

10

MR. PATRICK SAVOK:

8
9

He was mentioning

MR. JOHN CALLAHAN:

So instead of

Patrick, the reason

why we don't know the location of the wells, as you said

10

earlier, is because we are not at that stage yet where the

11

about the GPS locations of these different wells and the

11

companies tell us exactly where in their tracts they are

12

lease sales.

12

going to drill.

13

Maybe I misunderstood that, but --

13

exactly where they are going to do it.

14

yet.

14

He said he didn't know those a minute ago.

DR. JIM KENDALL:

It's a concept that is

That comes later.

So we will know
We just don't know

We're not at that stage in the process.

15

difficult to grasp, so I'm going to ask Mike to do it one

15

16

more time and describe it, that we have the very large oil

16

cover the entire lease sale area right now.

17

spill.

17

will companies be able to propose specific locations, dots

18

that could happen.

18

on a map.

19

exploration plan where we know the absolute locations.

19

20

What did I miss?

20

occurred, yet we don't know where they are at?

21

grasp that correctly?

It's a generic spill for the absolute worst thing

21

Then we are going to go to an

MR. MICHAEL ROUTHIER:

Well, yeah, the

22

very large oil spill that we analyzed here, the intent was

22

23

to capture what is the biggest possible theoretical

23

24

hypothetical spill that could happen from anywhere in the

25

planning area.

When you get to actual plans to drill a

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

MR. MICHAEL ROUTHIER:

MR. PATRICK SAVOK:

We're trying to
Only later

So the lease sale
Did I

Because that's what I heard.

MS. SHARON WARREN:

That is what you

24

MR. PATRICK SAVOK:

That is what I heard.

25

MS. SHARON WARREN:

The lease sale

heard.
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1

occurred.

2

out there.

3
4

1

going to go actually out and drill.

2

looking at this area, it's kind of like in the central

analyzing -- so if you step back and you look at the lease

3

area of the Chukchi planning area so that we can do an

sale area, it was 29.3 million acres that we were looking

4

analysis of here is what would happen if there was an oil

5

at offering.

5

spill based on Alaska information, based on the Chukchi

6

was was sale 193.

6

Sea planning area information.

7

the time of the sale offered 29.3 million acres.

7

looking at when we did that.

8
9

We have leases out there.

We have 487 leases

58

And of those 487 leases, just when we are

I can -- well, in fact, that's what the map
The alternative 4 that was selected at

So out of that entire area that we -- that we
are considering, we don't know -- let's just take back in

Soon when we are

And that's what we were

8

As we go through, you know, as -- there is

9

four -- the OCS Lands Act cause -- provides for four

10

time -- we don't know where exploration activity would

10

process.

11

happen in this huge area.

11

then in the five-year program there is lease sales that

12

the Secretary decides, and then -- and Bruce brought this

13

up.

12

So when we did this very large oil spill

We have -- and

13

analysis, it's to take -- it's a hypothetical.

14

consider -- it's like in the middle of the Chukchi Sea

14

where we are at now.

15

planning area, which is a very large planning area, and so

15

leases are issued and they are able to go out there, there

16

that way it can build on this is -- this is what the

16

is an exploration stage.

17

biggest would be based on the information that our

17

18

geologists had using information from wells that were

18

companies will come in on their leases and provide the

19

drilled before, using information from reservoir, using

19

exploration.

20

information from seismic data that's been collected out

20

was out there based on the Deepwater Horizon that says,

21

there, going -- you know, kind of looking at different

21

companies, you need to provide us a worst-case discharge

22

things.

22

when you go out there, a blowout description of what you

23

hypothetical because you don't know.

23

can do.

24

exploration plan.

24
25

It's to

We have the five-year program.

So it is based on data, but it's still

So that's why that was selected to say, okay, at
the lease sale stage, we don't know where companies are

Then the next stage is the lease sale stage, which is
And then after that stage if the

And at the exploration stage that's when

25

There is a notice to lessees, No. 6, that

That has to be included as part of their

So that's why we are saying this very large oil

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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60

1

spill is a scenario, but when you get to the exploration

1

2

stage, they are going to do what they call worst-case

2

address the significance in that environmental impact

3

discharge, which is going to be specific to a well,

3

statement, then we would -- that -- NEPA would be -- we

4

specific to the pressures in that well and, in all

4

would be looking at doing an environmental impact

5

likelihood it is expected it will be much less than the

5

statement.

6

hypothetical.

6

7

look at an environmental impact statement.

8

environmental impact statement for the sale.

9

So when we go through our NEPA review, we
So we do an

When we get to the exploration stage, we are

If at that stage we said, oh, gee, we did not

So it's a tier process where you start broad

7

with the environmental impact statement, looking at a very

8

broad, very -- catastrophe that you are looking at.

9

then when the exploration plans come in -- because when

And

10

going to do another NEPA review, and in that NEPA review

10

the exploration plans come in, there is a process under

11

we are going to start out with an environmental

11

the OCS Lands Act that once we deem that exploration plan

12

assessment.

12

submitted, we have 30 days in the OCS Lands Act to either

13

impact statement that has already been done, and we are

13

approve it, have the companies modify it, or disapprove

14

going to look at that based on the environmental

14

it.

15

assessment and to say, okay, are there any -- is there

15

16

significant impacts that we did not address in the

16

statement at an earlier stage, then when an exploration

17

environmental impact statement.

17

plan comes, we will do the environmental assessment and

18

then tier off of the environmental impact statement.

18

And we are going to tier to the environmental

Okay.

So in this environmental impact statement, we

19

are looking at a very large oil spill.

20

So when we do the

So with us doing the environmental impact

19

DR. JIM KENDALL:

environmental assessment on the exploration plan and we

20

MS. SHARON WARREN:

21

look back saying, oh, no, no, we took those in

21

22

consideration.

22

23

going to be -- there is no new significant effects that we

23

have, what you have, then, in places is that before --

24

as an agency have not already addressed.

24

really the reality of things is production really is about

25

then stop at the environmental assessment.

25

15 -- 15 to 18 years down the road before anything is --

We know that the significant effects are

And so we would

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

We are not there yet.
And we are not there

yet.
MR. WALTER SAMPSON:

So basically what you
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1

is pumped out of under the water.

2

to review --

So there is still time

3

MS. SHARON WARREN:

4

MR. WALTER SAMPSON:

5

Right.
-- what needs to be

reviewed down the road.

6

MS. SHARON WARREN:

Right.

And there

62
1

have been drilled in between -- in the Arctic than in

2

other areas but, you know, we have had quite a number of

3

lease sales over the years.

4

Act is set up so that the Secretary and us, as an agency,

5

can look at each of these steps as a process to take a

6

look at, you know, is this the right way to do it at this

So it's not -- the OCS Lands

7

is -- and with this four-stage process, each stage there

7

time or not.

8

can be changes.

8

Act provides that at the end of the day, if there is going

9

things.

9

to be significant harm to the environment even after you

Things can be conditioned on certain

We have the regulations.

And yes, things are

The Act provides that, you know.

And the

10

being looked at specifically each time, even at a

10

do all of this, the Secretary can cancel leases even as

11

development stage.

11

time goes on.

12

the environmental review.

12

Secretary.

13

pipelines, everything else, very specific to that project.

13

DR. JIM KENDALL:

14

Lots of public involvement, you know, and comments on

14

MS. SHARON WARREN:

15

how -- how it would be.

15

DR. JIM KENDALL:

16

You are going to look at, you know,
It's going to look at the

Sometimes those development plans and the

So the Act provides that authority to the

And the time.
And the time.

And that was a good

16

question before we go back to the circle.

17

environmental impact statement can take years to review

17

Walter mentioned it could take 15 to 18 years to produce.

18

and also to get the information on where the project is

18

That's also time to do more science and more studies.

19

going to be.

19

When I was in the Gulf and I started as a graduate student

20

of times that, you know, in 30 years -- look at it this

20

back in the '70s, things like chemosynthetic communities

21

way.

21

were not known.

22

Shelf, we have one development project that we share with

22

sound in marine mammals.

23

the State of Alaska, and that's Northstar.

23

so that research then was ramped up.

24

on line yet.

24

this long gap, we are continually learning.

25

continually adding our information.

You know, there is -- there has been a lot

In 30 years that we have had the Outer Continental

25

Liberty is not

That's it.

There has been exploration wells drilled.

More

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

I'm sorry.

We didn't know there was issues with
And yet they were drilling.

And

So that's why with
We are
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1

But we have said enough.

We need to go back.

2

Zach, we stopped at you.

3

want to wanted comment or question on, please?

4

interrupt.

5

Did you have anything else you

MR. ZACH STEVENSON:

Sorry to

These are more two --

And I wouldn't consider them

64
1

in light of the July 11th time frame.

2

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Is that --

We are as open and as

3

transparent as we possibly can be under the time frame.

4

You can use, as Sharon pointed out, regs.gov where

5

comments go on-line and they are, in a short order,

6

available for everyone to see.

6

more procedural questions.

7

necessarily public comments as much as perhaps BOEMRE

7

one.

We try to come out to the communities as often as we

8

might be able to help me understand.

8

can.

I know the communities are very busy, and we know

9

through BOEMRE and Department of Interior able to provide

9

sometimes there is meeting fatigue.

10

more consultation, given the Administration's support for

10

comes, Park Service probably has meetings, Fish & Wildlife

11

government-to-government relations now, increasing that

11

has meetings.

12

effort?

12

often as we can.

13

the village level for getting some consultation with

13

14

BOEMRE about the proposed lease sale and the NEPA process,

14

told this to environmental groups.

15

are there resources available to provide for that?

15

colleagues in the oil and gas industry.

16

was my first question.

16

open.

17

want to come back to visit us, come visit us.
talking with my hands.

To what extent is

For example, if there were to be an interest at

17

That

And secondarily, along those same lines, were

We look at each and every

We all have meetings.

there interest from the borough to bring you back here to

18

provide more information on what you are sharing this

19

MR. ZACH STEVENSON:

20

evening, is that capacity there?

20

DR. JIM KENDALL:

23

DR. JIM KENDALL:

You mean capacity in

what way?

21

To share information

23

24

on the public comment process, the potential alternatives

24

25

and ways in which the public can engage the comment period

25

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

My door is always
You

And I'm

I'm sorry.
Thank you so much.

Does that answer your

question?

22
MR. ZACH STEVENSON:

I've told this to our

Now, you want us to come down, we come down.

19

22

And we will come as

And my -- I'm the new Regional Director and I've

18

21

Conoco comes, Shell

MR. ZACH STEVENSON:

Absolutely.

Absolutely.
DR. JIM KENDALL:

My colleagues who have

been with the region a lot longer than I, where have I
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

misspoke?

66
1

2

MS. SHARON WARREN:

Oh, you haven't.

We

3

have the comment period till July 11th.

4

solstice.

5

30th of June, so there is an additional 11 days out there

6

that -- fly back.

7

July because, you know -- and plus coming out when you're

7

8

doing subsistence, too, we know also that people are out

8

9

there doing subsistence.

11

Today is the

So we are going to be in hearings until the

10

side, so to speak.

2

We try to keep away from the 4th of

This is very awkward for

the communities, we understand.

Well, in that case, we

3

have Michael Haller, who is our community liaison, and

4

we've got John Callahan from the Office of Public Affairs.

5

And I understand you are from the radio station.

6

them your best friends.

Make

Anything you need to know --

MR. MICHAEL HALLER:

Every day is a double

mug day.

9

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you.

DR. JIM KENDALL:

DR. JIM KENDALL:

10

are not making the decisions.

Our job at BOEMRE, we

Our job is to collect the

11

information and make it transparent so people know what we

So we will definitely

12

are doing, feed that information, these concerns to the

13

do what we can in the time that we have and come back out

13

decisionmaker.

14

here.

14

everybody gets what they want, but everybody has a seat at

15

here.

15

the table.

16

everybody needs to see how the decision was made.

12

MS. SHARON WARREN:

I don't have a problem at all.

16

MR. ZACH STEVENSON:

I like coming out

17

Thank you.

MR. PATRICK SAVOK:

Okay.

As we all know, transparency doesn't mean

Everybody's voices need to be heard.

I guess what

17

18

I'd request, then, due to the lack of time, constraints

18

19

and everybody's meetings, KOTZ Radio.

19

20

what's going on.

21

know the game plan and give them the website for comments.

21

22

That will save me a lot of time with my constituent base,

22

23

as well as Walter and Dean, I'm sure, as well as everybody

23

24

else in the room where everybody who has computer would

24

back to, they are talking about looking to our future and

25

like to comment would be able to comment to share their

25

our children from an economic standpoint.

Let everybody know

Give them a brief synopsis.

Let them

20

MR. PATRICK SAVOK:

And

Clear, concise

communication in a constructive manner will get you that.
DR. JIM KENDALL:
down.

And she's writing that

That would be a good tee-shirt.

Thank you.

Ma'am, anything you want to add, please.

We

have got time here, and I know you are thinking.
MS. KARMEN MONIGOLD:

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

It kind of jumps

Cole mentions
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1

we pay the highest rates everywhere.

2

of our shore going to benefit us?

3

going to pay the highest.

4

I mean, to me I'd rather pay $50 for a gallon of gas than

4

getting some comments.

5

to worry about not being able to go out hunting and get

5

important.

6

the food that I need.

6

7

How is drilling off

68
1

may have to do with Arctic drilling and what the history

Are still

2

is of that.

And that's okay.

3

It's not we.

We always do.

That was one point.

And then the other point is, after the drilling

8

and it's all gone, we are still going to be here.

9

kids are going to be here.

10

here because we are connected to the land.

11

what we live off of, what are we going to do?

12

we going to go?

13

damaged.

14

Our

Our families are going to be
If you damage
Where are

We are all going to go to where it's not

And you want to talk about suicide rates now,

7

So -DR. JIM KENDALL:

Okay?

Really.

So we can count on
This is really, really

Thank you.

MR. BRUCE ST. PIERRE:

I've said my piece

and I will pass, but thank you for the opportunity.

8

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Earl.

9

MR. EARL KINGIK:

Earl Kingik.

Wow.

This

10

is the best BOEMRE meeting I have been to.

I went to a

11

BOEMRE meeting one time, and I was the only person that

12

went to the meeting.

13

go to a meeting.

14

great.

I fly all the way from Anchorage to

But this is good.

Dr. Kendall, you did

This is the best I ever been to.

I have been to

15

just imagine what it's going to be then for the few that

15

MMS meetings, BOEMRE meetings many, many times, but this

16

cling to their culture and it gets sustained from.

16

is the best.

17

guys' comments, the comments of our young people.

17

But I don't see how drilling off the oil is

It's good to hear you people, you know, your

18

going to benefit me economically except for maybe my PFD

18

19

will go up, Maniilaq will get more funding for whatever

19

do some activity in the Interior so we need to get our

20

and from the State and jobs, yeah, but I mean it's --

20

people prepared.

21

there has got to be a better way than to go into our

21

our only tribal college that could train our people to do

22

ocean, you know, because you damage that and, I mean, that

22

any kind of development and stuff like that.

23

takes years and years, if at all, to ever recover.

23

let our young people know the doors are open and the

24

future for development in the Interior is coming to

25

reality.

24
25

So --

And then my other question -- I had another
question, but I might save it till I read this because it
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

ASRC and Doyon are going to partner and start to

We've got Ilisagvik College in Barrow,

We need to

The roads from the Interior to Nome, Alaska and
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1

wherever are beginning to happen.

2

But us in the Arctic in the coastline, we are

70
1

know.

2

right there.

It's the best -- that's the best communication
Where is Mike Haller?

Where did he go?

3

worried about our wildlife, our garden we love the most.

3

Communication guy.

4

We don't want nothing to happen to the garden we love the

4

like to hear that stuff, you know, because we are getting

5

most.

5

close again.

6

that can transport a jet.

6

understand how this comment period is and how I can talk

7

Kotzebue and Barrow and Red Dog.

7

people into sending in their comments.

8

like that.

8

e-mail, and it didn't work out too good.

9

understand how is the best way to do comments.

I look at it on this EIS, where is the next airport

9

The only jet we could land is
We don't have anything

But North Slope Borough has been training all

It would be great, you know.

People

I'm traveling to all the villages so I can

We tried using the
So I got to

10

these young people to do the oil spill response training,

10

11

you know.

11

pass on to the word to the other villages.

12

that class they have to take.

12

you guys again.

13

people to do that.

We are preparing our young people to

13

14

go to Ilisagvik College and to get training because when

14

that's interesting you said about working with the radio

15

they first start coming around, we weren't ready.

15

stations.

16

not ready.

16

meetings earlier today we were discussing about the

17

time out, time out where we could be able to sit at a

17

science that we do that sometimes doesn't get out.

18

table with BOEMRE or Shell Oil or ConocoPhillips to talk

18

maybe it might be good if John and Michael sit with -- and

19

about our future, our way of life, and how they could work

19

you are from the -- your first name?

20

together.

20

MS. SUSAN BUCKNELL:

21

DR. JIM KENDALL:

They got hazardous -- whatever they call it,
We are preparing our young

21

They were moving too fast.

And I thank you.

We were

So we had to call

You did a good job, Kendall,

I hear from you guys, and I could -- I could

DR. JIM KENDALL:

And I thank

Thank you, Earl.

I just had one of my waking dreams.

And

In our

So

Susan.

Susan.

Maybe one of our

22

and I mentioned to you when I meet with you a couple weeks

22

science projects gets completed, one of our people could

23

ago -- was it two weeks ago.

23

be interviewed to say what we have learned about the

24

DR. JIM KENDALL:

I think so.

24

whales, what we learned about the currents because that

25

MR. EARL KINGIK:

KOTZ is available, you

25

information is not getting out.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

something there, Earl.

2

this.

You said something that triggered

72
1

and the little red squares inside the green zones?

2

3

So let's go back around.

4

got -- we've still got some time.

5

to say?

Can you maybe do that

3

with your person on the side when it gets to the point of

Walter, anything more

4

review, speak with her and --

Please.

6

MR. WALTER SAMPSON:

I mean, we've still

5

MR. WALTER SAMPSON:

Yep.

The perspective

6

7

that I'm hearing from all the views is certainly something

7

8

that is good for all of us.

8

9

years down the road when a platform form comes up, this

But for the record, 15 to 18

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

Have her interview

you.
DR. JIM KENDALL:

We will do that before

we leave.

9

MS. SUSAN BUCKNELL:

Let me try and phrase

10

old fart is going to go down and visit the platform.

10

this question.

11

Thank you.

11

bringing the environmental impact document by my office

12

today.

12

MR. ANDY BAKER:

13

MS. LISA PEKICH:

Pass.

13

So I'm going to ask a layered question that will reveal my

DR. JIM KENDALL:

You're passing for the

14

layers of ignorance here.

15

how to start.

14
15

Pass.

First I want to thank Mike Haller for

third time?

16

MS. LISA PEKICH:

I will agree this is a

16

Obviously I haven't had time to review it, either.

And I'm trying to figure out

But I think I understand like from the

17

good meeting, and I really do want to thank you for being

17

ConocoPhillips and Shell meetings, is this true that the

18

here and thank everybody else for speaking up because I do

18

colder the water, the more oil will not float on the

19

think it's a good meeting and good input.

19

surface, that it will sink or stay in the water column?

20

MR. TOM FIELDS:

21

MS. SUSAN BUCKNELL:

So that's all.

Pass.

20

DR. JIM KENDALL:

It's more viscous, but

I'm Susan Bucknell

21

it still floats.

And so I guess I should try

22

unfortunately we don't -- none of our -- I'm a biological

22

and I work for KOTZ Radio.

23

and ask the questions that the listeners that aren't here

23

oceanographer.

24

might want to know.

24

float.

25

is:

And I guess my first -- my easy one

Can you tell us about this map and the green zones
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

25

It's more viscous, yes.

I'm not a chemist.

But

But I know it does

Are you a chemist, by any chance?
MR. BRUCE ST. PIERRE:

I'm a geologist,
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1

but --

74
1

2

DR. JIM KENDALL:

That's close enough.

3

MR. BRUCE ST. PIERRE:

What I can say, it

4

does float.

5

spill, it would come out of the well.

6

cold water is that it congeals more.

It's lighter than water, so if it was to

7

it holds it in a thicker lens.

8

quickly.

9

We get a quicker spread rate of the oil and more

But the issue with
It gels more.

part will dissolve.

2

And

MR. BRUCE ST. PIERRE:
it comes up, will evaporate.

4

In general, I would make the statement that most oil will

5

come up and it's lighter than water.

6

It does not spread as

Like the Gulf of Mexico, we have warmer water.

There's some, once

3

It's higher end fractions.

MS. SUSAN BUCKNELL:

Most of it.

Okay.

7

And I'm just thinking I've heard people comment about that

8

it is shallow in -- where these leases are, and so some

9

people, that makes them think that that's -- like where

10

evaporation because you have more -- higher temperatures

10

the walrus -- the clam beds are that the walrus feeds on

11

in the atmosphere and the sun.

11

and the marine life is in that shallow water, and that's

12

tighter because of the cold water.

12

why it's a different --

13
14

But it generally does stay

MS. SUSAN BUCKNELL:

You are saying 100

percent of it will float to the surface?

15

MR. BRUCE ST. PIERRE:

Oil is lighter than

DR. JIM KENDALL:

14

MS. SUSAN BUCKNELL:

It's in the document.
The fact that it's

15

shallow water raises a different set of problems than you

16

have had in the Gulf of Mexico.

16

water, so it does come up.

17

dispersant -- dispersants are designed to entrain oil and

17

18

put it back in the water column.

18

was conferring with Mike, but that kind of discussion is

19

dispersants also in the Gulf.

19

in the document.

20

which molecules gather around the oil molecule and weigh

20

21

it down, essentially and make it heavier than water.

21

layered question.

22

So when we are looking at this document, how would we know

23

where to look?

24

comments or would that be in the scientific analysis?

25

do we go about finding --

22
23

And they used

And that's a method by

MS. SUSAN BUCKNELL:

So there are portions

of the oil that will not float?

24
25

And unless you apply a

13

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Some of it will

dissolve, I think is what you are getting at, that a small

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Does that make sense?
It's in the document.

MS. SUSAN BUCKNELL:

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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How
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1

MS. SHARON WARREN:

It's in the document.

76
1

resource?

2

The final SEIS will put what people have commented on, but

2

3

this document is our analysis -- analysts and our

3

our office.

4

biologists and oceanographers and everything else

4

either ask for Mike Routhier or myself, and we would be

5

preparing this document and analyzing it.

5

happy to find -- find it in the document for you.

6

agency has put together of taking the science that is out

6

MS. SUSAN BUCKNELL:

7

there and putting it into a document.

7

DR. JIM KENDALL:

8
9

It's what our

So there is a section called Description of the
Environment.

That's in Chapter 3 that explains the

MS. SHARON WARREN:

Uh-huh.

The phone number is 334-5200.

You can call
And you can

Thank you very much.

Going around the room.

8

We have still got time and there is still coffee and still

9

goodies.

Again, this supplements the final

10

So sometimes it will refer you back to the Sale 193

11

We're not going to leave here until everybody

10

environment out there.

11

EIS.

12

final EIS, and if it does, that final EIS is on our

12

13

website.

13

14

So you may have to be comparing two documents because

14

published May -- it came out to the public May 21 --

15

there will be a description and it will say go to final

15

actually, we sent it out in the mail -- what day did we

16

EIS that was done, and they will have it there.

16

send it out in the mail?

17

It was done in 2007, and it is on our website.

And then the consequences, it brings in the

feels they have had an equal time to speak.
MS. KARMEN MONIGOLD:
published?

When was this

When was it ready?
MS. SHARON WARREN:

This document was

17

MR. MICHAEL ROUTHIER:

18

consequences in Chapter 4 concerning how taking the

18

MS. SHARON WARREN:

19

information from the affected environment and what -- and

19

MS. KARMEN MONIGOLD:

20

the spill and how it was -- what the consequences are and

20

MS. SHARON WARREN:

21

those environmental effects.

22

Around the 21st.

Of May.
You sent it to -We have a mailing

21

list, and it went to quite a number of places that we

Thank you very much.

22

have.

And if someone was having difficulty finding

23

MS. SUSAN BUCKNELL:

I

23

That helps.

24

their way through the document or finding what they were

24

25

trying to find in either of those documents, is there a

25

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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communities and on the website.
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1

We have posted on the website.

78
1

MR. BRUCE ST. PIERRE:

I had another point

2

MR. PATRICK SAVOK:

This is digital form?

2

based on the question that was asked about walrus.

3

MS. SHARON WARREN:

Yes, it's in digital

3

has been a number of studies done by the federal

4

government, and they have also gone back through kind of

5

MR. PATRICK SAVOK:

I'm a digital guy.

5

their archives and looked at what's been done in the

6

MS. SHARON WARREN:

It's in digital form.

6

Beaufort and the Chukchi, and a lot of those are

4

form, as well.

There

7

What I found out is people will download it off the

7

categorized in their websites.

8

website, but some people like to use the tool to put

8

companies -- at least two of the companies that are

9

little notes on to mark up and everything.

9

looking to go out there, ConocoPhillips and Shell, we have

You can't do

10

that on the one you download from the website because it's

10

11

protected.

11

12

the tools for making little notes or whatever to yourself

12

come out starting back in '06, '07, '08.

13

as you are reviewing it, you can do that with the disk.

13

specific information -- if you are interested in walrus,

14

there is work that's been done on walrus movements,

15

migratory patterns, feeding areas, those kind of things,

16

specific to these gray blocks you see on the map.

17

are the lease areas.

18

interest to the different companies.

19

done, and those studies are starting to come out.

And if anybody needs

20

provide those.

21

any more, when we get back to Anchorage, if you find out

21

we like to be able to roll that out.

22

somebody needs a copy of it, just let us know.

We will

22

23

get it out in the mail as quickly as we can, even if we

23

Alaska specifically has done a walrus tagging program

24

need to express mail it out to the communities, the

24

where they tagged a number of walrus to watch them in

25

fastest way to get it out to folks.

25

their movements.

14

But if you use the disk and you want to use

MR. PATRICK SAVOK:

I guess I'll go a step

15

further.

16

because we can't even download it, it's so big.

17

If you guys could leave a few extra copies

18

MS. SHARON WARREN:

Scott brought some

extras.

19

DR. JIM KENDALL:

They are yours.

20

MS. SHARON WARREN:

done also studies.

But in addition, the

I mentioned that in my first comments.

And we have a lot of those studies starting to
And there is

Those

And to a couple of areas that are of
So there was work
We can

When you come to our community meetings,

And also in addition to that, the State of

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

And so there is some information out

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

5HYLVHG'UDIW6(,6
3XEOLF+HDULQJ7UDQVFULSW
.RW]HEXH$ODVND

5HYLVHG'UDIW6(,6
3XEOLF+HDULQJ7UDQVFULSW
.RW]HEXH$ODVND

79

80

1

there, and there is also information about bowheads, some

1

important.

2

of the ice seals, different offshore birds, the benthic

2

motto is early and often.

3

communities, which are the things that live down in the

3

because you are part of the process.

4

mudline.

4

your land, and we want to be part of it.

5

Generally all the way across the Chukchi it's about 140,

5

that want to be part of it.

6

150 feet in depth.

6

so be it.

7

what walrus do, how they follow the ice, areas they like

7

8

to feed that might help your listeners.

8

9

And you are right, it's pretty shallow.

So there is information there about

And also to that, on

9

10

our website, we have -- we have an environmental studies

MS. SHARON WARREN:

10

11

program, and so on our website we have the listing of

11

12

completed studies, ongoing studies, and that people can

12

13

visit the website and look to see what studies have been

13

14

done out there, what's ongoing right now because it's

14

15

continual ongoing studies.

15

16
17

DR. JIM KENDALL:
don't want to be a nag.

18
19

And it's also available.
Still have time.

I

And you are going to see us more often.

This is your home,
There is others

But this is your home.

Walter, as ranking government person here, would
you like to make one parting comment?
MR. WALTER SAMPSON:
DR. JIM KENDALL:

No.

No.

Thank you very

much.
(Proceedings adjourned at 8:51 p.m.)

17

MR. WALTER SAMPSON:

I'm done.

I said my

18

piece.

19

20

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Earl?

21

MR. EARL KINGIK:

Done.

22

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Okay.

20
21
Well, then, on

22

23

behalf of my BOEMRE colleagues, I would like to thank the

23

24

community of Kotzebue for letting us host this meeting.

24

25

want to thank you for all your comments.

These are real

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

I
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Anything else?

16

Walter?

My

And we need to come up here

25
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3
1

P-R-O-C-E-E-D-I-N-G-S

2

DR. JIM KENDALL:

4
1

Good evening.

Excuse me

That's the way it should be.

2

Again, Mary Vavrik will be taking notes tonight

3

for being a little bit late.

We were over at the office

3

so we have a recording of what everyone says.

4

speaking with the council, and we had an incredibly good

4

state your name before you make your comments.

5

discussion.

5

have Mike Haller.

6

We would like that to continue.

My name is Jim Kendall.

I am the new Regional

So please
Also we

Mike Haller is our community liaison.

6

He helps me understand how to work better with the

7

Director for the Alaska office of the Bureau of Ocean

7

communities, and that's what I'm here for tonight.

8

Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement.

8

also have John Callahan.

9

like to introduce some folks that came with me who are

9

from our Office of Public Affairs.

And I'd

10

then going to describe why we're here tonight and why we

10

11

are interrupting your week.

11

MR. STEVE SCORDINO:

12

DR. JIM KENDALL:

12

First of all, taking notes is Mary Vavrik.

13
14

MS. DORCUS ROCK:

DR. JIM KENDALL:
right after.

17
18

First, we need

[inaudible] --

15
16

Yes.

I was going to do that

That's good.
MS. DORCUS ROCK:

That's mostly what they

usually do.

19

DR. JIM KENDALL:

20

first.

21

us the blessing, please.

22

Then let's do that

Thank you for reminding me.

Would you mind giving

(Blessing offered by Dorcus Rock.)

23

DR. JIM KENDALL:

24

me.

25

before we introduce people.

Thank you for reminding

Next time I'll remember that we do the blessing
So thank you very much.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

We

John, put up your hand.

John is

We have Steve

Scordino.
I'm right behind you.

He's right behind me.

13

Steve is an expert on environmental compliance, and he is

14

here to take comments and understand what people are

15

concerned with in terms of environmental compliance.

16

we have got Scott Blackburn.

17

and also a technology person that helps work on the

18

document.

19

And

Scott is a technical editor

Now, sitting up front are two individuals that

20

know the document better than anybody else.

21

Sharon Warren, who is the project manager.

We have got

22

sure that the document goes from beginning to end.

23

And sitting next to her is Michael Routhier.

24

Routhier, Michael, is the EIS coordinator.

25

the parts and pieces together and makes sure all the

She is to make
Okay.

Now,
He gets all

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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5
1

comments are in the document.

2

Now, because this can be confusing and because

6
1

CD disks available if you are -- have it on disk, and we

2

also have it on our website.

So there is three ways that

3

we come up here several times a year, sometimes on

3

you can get a copy of it.

4

different topics, we are going to change the way we do

4

and you want it, please let us know and we will make sure

5

business a little bit.

The key word is a word we were

5

that you get a copy of it.

6

using just a few minutes ago in the office, and that's

6

7

communication.

7

lease sale.

8

communication, everybody needs to know exactly what we are

8

February of 2008, we did an environmental impact

9

talking about so we are starting from the same basis.

9

statement.

And so before we can have good

So

If you don't have a copy of it

What was Lease Sale 193?

It was the Chukchi Sea

And prior to us doing the lease sale in

And that is a document similar -- you know,

10

we are going to take a few minutes early this evening to

10

through the National Environmental Policy Act process, and

11

tell everybody exactly who we are, why we are here, what

11

we did a document to assess the environmental impacts

12

we need your help on, and what we are going to do with it.

12

concerning holding a lease sale in Chukchi Sea.

13

And because of that, instead of me going through that, I'm

13

14

going to give it to the real expert, Sharon Warren.

14

a map of the area.

15

Sharon, will you take it away, please.

15

193 area.

16

that were issued to six of the oil companies.

17

29.3 million acres.

16

MS. SHARON WARREN:

Thank you.

So

And thank

And over here I have

This was the area that was in the Sale

It's outlined here.

And these were the leases
We offered

17

you for coming this evening.

18

through these flip charts, and I won't read them to you

18

area for lease, and only 2.8 million acres was leased.

19

verbatim because I know that can be done, but many of you

19

And these are these little blocks.

20

may have been here and to our meeting last year, and when

20

you are welcome to come up and take a look at the map

21

we did a draft supplemental EIS for the Sale 193.

21

and/or we can answer questions from the --

22

I'm going to be going

The sale was held in 2008.

So why are we here today?

We revised that draft

23

supplemental EIS.

24

comments.

25

what it looks like in a hard copy document.

22

So we're here today to get your

23

And if you have not seen it, it is a -- this is

24

We also have

25

So we offered this on a much larger

MR. JOHN CALLAHAN:

And after the meeting,

There are also maps on

the sides there.
MS. SHARON WARREN:
happened?

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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7
1

three -- a little over three years ago.

2

sale, there was litigation.

3

sued to invalidate the lease sale.

And what the -- what

3

4

they alleged was -- in the litigation was that we didn't

4

to do was to determine whether the information identified

5

do a good enough job on the EIS, on the environmental

5

by the agency was relevant or essential under federal

6

impact statement that was done prior to the sale.

6

regulations.

7

didn't do a good enough job on it.

7

I think it was like a 45-page document of everywhere the

8

sale went ahead because in litigation, you have to ask the

8

agency analysts had said there was uncertainty, we don't

9

Court to stop the sale, and the plaintiffs didn't ask the

9

know, things are unknown.

10

Court to stop the sale.

11

leases were issued.

12

Before the lease

8

There was plaintiffs that

We

So they sued us.

The

So the sale happened, and the

In July of 2010, the District Court in Alaska,

1

effects for allowing them to produce the gas.

2

go back and take a look at that.

So he said

Another thing that the Court said that we failed

The plaintiffs submitted in court about a --

Well, when that is done, the

10

regulations -- there is a requirement that when that is

11

done, that the agency has to follow the regulations and

12

determine whether the cost of obtaining the missing

13

which is in Anchorage, Judge Beistline, he issued a ruling

13

information was exorbitant or the means of doing so was

14

that said, for the most part, the EIS was satisfactory,

14

unknown.

15

but you missed three issues.

And so the judge said,

15

these statements in here that things were missing, but you

16

agency, you go back and you need to redo those three

16

didn't follow the regulations when you did that.

17

issues in the document.

17

18

And the three issues that the Court wanted us to

So they said you didn't do that.

So we went back.

You made all

And what we did in response to

18

the court order, we drafted a supplemental environmental

19

address in the EIS, they said that we failed to analyze

19

impact statement to address the three concerns that was

20

the environmental impact statement of natural gas

20

in -- and it was in draft form.

21

development despite industry interest and specific lease

21

here -- and we released it in October of last year, and we

22

incentives for such development.

22

came out here in the communities in November to have

23

lease these tracts of land, we included in the sale notice

23

government-to-government meetings, as well as public

24

an incentive for the companies to produce the gas.

24

hearings.

25

the Court says, but you didn't analyze the environmental

25

show you what we did of how to address the order.

So when we offered for

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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9
1

And we also -- we came out here to get comments,

2

not only from all the communities.

3

1

So we as an agency considered those comments,

2

thought about the issue and said, you know what?

comments on the draft supplemental EIS, and we took a look

3

right.

4

at those comments.

And I'll let Mike explain why the

4

analysis.

5

draft supplemental EIS that we did in October was not

5

6

finalized, because once you do a draft, then you receive

6

would it look like if there was a low probability but a

7

comments and then do your -- you do a final supplemental

7

really high impact event in the Chukchi Sea?

8

EIS.

8

us a scenario?

9

didn't do a final based on the previous draft.

9

scenario on to our environmentalists.

That's the process.

We got about 150,000

10

And so Mike will explain why we

10

MR. MICHAEL ROUTHIER:

11
12

Like Sharon said,

They are

This document should have a very large oil spill

So we talked to our geologists and said what

And so they did.

Can you give

And we passed that
These are our

10

biologists.

in the NEPA process you usually come out with a draft

11

experts.

document, you go and hold meetings, you get comments and

12

gave them, and they wrote about the types of environmental

13

usually produce a final environmental impact statement

13

impacts that could occur if one of those catastrophic

14

some short time later.

14

events were to actually happen.

15

different.

16

meetings.

We invited comments.

We received over 150,000

16

analysis in this revised draft EIS.

17

comments.

And something special about those comments was

17

document we came here to talk about in November, except

18

a common theme amongst many of those 150,000 comments.

18

now it has this big analysis of a very large oil spill.

19

Many of the commenters said, this is great, you looked at

19

20

the specific issues that the judge told you to look at

20

different than a worst-case discharge.

21

but, hey, Deepwater Horizon just happened and there is

21

that gets used a lot at meetings and you might hear in the

22

nothing in this document about a very large oil spill.

22

future.

23

That's what we are really concerned about.

23

thought we would offer some thoughts about the difference.

24

wouldn't be sufficient without a very large oil spill

24

The very large oil spill scenario that we looked

25

analysis.

25

at in this document answers the question of, assuming that

This process was a little bit

We did the draft.

We came out for the

15

This document

These are our oceanographers, our air quality

They looked at the scenario that our geologists

That's what makes this -- that's the main new
It's similar to the

The very large oil spill scenario is slightly

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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11

12

1

a big blowout and oil spill occurred, what's the biggest

1

possibly occur anywhere in the planning area using any

2

worst scenario that could possibly happen.

2

techniques.

3

make sure the decisionmaker, the people back in

3

4

Washington, D.C., understand how serious things could be.

4

would answer a more specific question:

5

So what's the biggest spill that could happen?

5

spill that could happen using this technology in this spot

6

worst spill that could happen?

6

at that reservoir?

7

of analysis.

7

understand that, and we would be willing to talk about

8

decisionmaker.

8

that some more if people have questions.

9

wanted to point that out for you.

9

We need to

What's the

And it's for the purpose

This is for the purpose of informing the

So our geologists, like I said before, tried to

An exploration plan with a worst-case discharge
What's the biggest

So it's a fine distinction, and we

10

give us a scenario that was the biggest possible spill

10

11

that could occur anywhere in the Chukchi Sea planning

11

to get your input on this document.

12

area.

12

revised draft supplemental impact statement, environmental

13

So we're here tonight
As I said, it's a

13

impact statement.

14

A worst-case discharge is something that the regulations

14

information from the previous one.

15

require wherein there is an actual plan to explore, an

15

that we received, we made some changes in the document

16

actual exploration plan, and it's a specific calculation

16

based on those comments, as well as had an analysis on the

17

that entails consideration of the specific location of the

17

very large oil spill.

18

proposed well, the specific type of well, the type of

18

19

technology that that company would use to drill that well.

19

impact statement prior to the sale that was done in 2007.

20

So it's a slightly different calculation.

20

So you will see references in this document to that other

21

EIS because we did -- we did take that EIS and redo that

21

That's different than the worst-case discharge.

MS. SHARON WARREN:

But we just

And we just want to know that the worst-case

It has -- it carries forward the

It's a supplement.

We did a final environmental

22

discharge would probably end up being less than the very

22

EIS.

23

large oil spill scenario because, again, it answers a

23

there may be references that you see.

24

slightly different question; whereas, a very large oil

24

25

spill scenario answers what's the biggest that could

25

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

We supplemented it.

Some of the comments

So we added to it.

MR. JACK SCHAEFER:

And so

Did you bring any EIS

statements?
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1
2

MS. SHARON WARREN:

3
4

Yes.

We have CDs, and

we may have some hard copies with us.
MR. JACK SCHAEFER:

Can you give them to

MS. SHARON WARREN:

Yes, yes.

some of us?

14
1

MS. SHARON WARREN:

So that's what we are

2

looking for is to get your comments.

3

closes July 11th, so you have time to get your comments

The comment period

4

in.

Some of you

5

our website to make your comments.

6

may have been on the mailing list that we sent out, but if

6

on how to do that, how to get to our website and how to

7

you were not, we have them here available.

7

make the comments on that website, so we will also have

8

some of those handed out, as well.

5

8
9

MS. SHARON WARREN:
copies?

9

10
11

Do you have the hard

We also are using the website here.

MR. MICHAEL HALLER:

We have some of them.

document.

11

know, for the record, and then you can still supply

We will get them out

12

comments.

We have hard copies with

13

MS. SHARON WARREN:

13

before the end of the hearing.

14

us and we have disks of that document with us.

15

So again, July 11th we need your comments on the

10

We will work on that.

12

You can go to

We have some handouts

MR. JACK SCHAEFER:

And then what happens?

Once we receive the

14

comments and the comment period closes on the 11th of

15

July, we are going to take a look at all the substantive

16

that document, so aren't people wanting to look at it

16

comments that we receive, and we're going to take a look

17

while you are talking about it?

17

at them compared to our document.

18

preparing a final supplemental environmental impact

19

statement.

18
19

here.

MR. JACK SCHAEFER:

Is there somebody that

MS. SHARON WARREN:

Here is one here if

somebody wants to --

24
25

You want to look --

wants to look at it?

22
23

MS. SHARON WARREN:
Okay.

20
21

You are talking about

And we will take comments tonight, as well, you

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Comments are not due for

a few weeks yet, so there is time.

20

And we are going to be

This is a court-driven deadline.

On May 19,

21

Judge Beistline gave us a deadline that the Secretary of

22

the Interior needed to make his decision concerning the

23

sale by October 3rd of this year.

24

do that, we have to have the final supplemental EIS

25

completed by the first part of September because there is

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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16

1

a 30-day waiting period based on the regulations before he

1

Secretary so he can make the best decision.

2

can make his decision.

2

need your help.

3

And the decision he's going to -- that he needs

3

That's why we

And we were talking in the office just a little

4

to make is whether or not to affirm the sale, whether or

4

while ago with Caroline, and it's all about communication.

5

not to keep the sale as it was in 2008, to modify it in

5

And I'm a big believer in that.

6

some way -- not make it larger, but make it smaller -- or

6

subject of our meeting.

7

he can decide to cancel the leases.

7

being a frustrated teacher because I like to call on

8

that he -- the Court told him that he needed to make by

8

folks, but I'm not quite that bad.

9

the 3rd of October.

9

10

Those are decisions

So that is why we're here today to take your

And that was the whole

And sometimes I get accused of

But what we came up with in our last meeting --

10

and Earl was helping and Earl was helping a few minutes

11

comments as public testimony and then also by July 11th to

11

ago to get organized -- is we need people to come closer.

12

have comments on the document.

12

And I would like to get as many chairs up here as we can

13

and sort of form a semi-circle so we make sure everybody

14

has a chance to speak.

13

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you, Sharon.

Now,

14

this is where what I consider to be the fun starts.

15

it's also the most important.

Now, first of all, if we

15

and you can have a comment, you can pass, and then we are

16

need a translator, we have got Dorcus there sitting who

16

going to do it again.

17

gave the blessing.

17

need to so everybody feels they have had a chance to speak

18

has agreed to help us out to make sure every comment is

18

and maybe several times to speak because one of your

19

considered.

19

friends or neighbors may say something that reminds you, I

20

need to mention this.

20

And

If we have translation issues, Dorcus

Now, a couple of things here just they have

21

already said, but I'm going to remind you.

22

have been made yet.

23

make those decisions.

24
25

No decisions

The Secretary of the Interior has to

21

We will go from person to person

And we will stay here as long as we

So we want to make sure when we end tonight

22

everybody feels they have got their views on the table and

23

that everybody has heard everybody's views.

that we have a good document and all the concerns and

24

is where I would like some help.

issues of the communities put together and taken to the

25

chairs up here so everybody can move closer, and then we

What we have to do is make sure

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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18

1

are going to start with the community Elders and elected

1

activities to occur in the Chukchi Sea.

2

officials.

2

the Obama Administration should not affirm Chukchi Lease

3

help identify who should speak in those two groups, and

3

Sale 193, nor let any exploratory drilling in the area go

4

then we will open it up to everybody.

So I'm asking that

4

forward.

5

you all come up here and move closer.

And that's where

5

the high points.

6

I'm the teacher that says please don't sit in the back of

6

There is no proven technology to clean up an oil

7

the room because I can't hear you or see you.

7

spill in the Arctic conditions with cold temperatures, low

8

can we come up here and move chairs.

8

visibility, broken sea ice and high winds.

9

baseline science exists for measuring the effects of an

9

So Caroline and Earl, I may need your help to

So please,

(Off the record.)

10

MR. EARL KINGIK:

It's time for you guys

11

to talk about a very important issue.

12

with the organization I work with.

13

Wilderness League.

14

long time.

15

listen to you guys.

16

We have got a translator.

17

of what this issue is all about.

18

I can start off

I work for Alaska

I have been fighting this issue for a

It's important that the government gets to

There is a lot of other issues, but I'll read

So this will give you the idea

A great honor is being in front of us, our

oil spill on the Arctic ecosystem and mammals central to

11

our way of life.

12

should be proud that Mother Native has given us to be part

13

of that ecosystem of the world.

We are part of the ecosystem, and we

With the nearest Coast Guard station 1,000 miles

15

away, Arctic communities are not capable of responding to

16

a major oil spill along the Chukchi coast.

17

people have lived off the Arctic Ocean for thousands of

18

years.

19

communities and an oil spill or disturbance of marine

20

mammals and fish could devastate our way of life.

The Inupiat

The Chukchi Sea is a viable source of food for our

19

President, Caroline Cannon.

20

to speak in front of ASRC Energy Services CEO.

21

great honor to speak in front of the Elders and my fellow

21

22

Point Hopers.

22

understand how important our way of life is.

23

living here for thousands of years.

24

provided food for us.

25

need to continue keeping that up.

23

And it's another great honor

Little

10

14

We have got a recording secretary.

Given the risks,

And it's a

Your voice is needed to reverse this bad Bush

24

Administration lease sale that happened in 2008.

25

recommendation is no leases drilling or exploration

Our

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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The garden has

Springtime, year-round cycle, we
We need to continue
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1

living our way of life.

2

that could be developed.

1

the meeting, the focus of the meeting to get the best

There is other ways of making

2

3

money.

information.

We got corporations that could do business with

3

start with the Elders, which we would like to hear first.

4
5

our president of ASRC Energy Service to do development

4

Thank you.

inland and stay away from our ocean, the ocean that

5

6

provides us with food for thousands of years.

6

Hunnicutt.

7

corporation, ASRC, could be a big help in our way of life.

7

Earl if I had -- if I had known that you were coming ahead

8

of time, so --

8
9

There is alternative energies

20

Our

But still we have to watch what we are doing
because it's your kids' future.

Your kids are the ones

It's not going to happen right

Thank you, Earl.

And right now we will

MS. ERMA HUNNICUTT:

My name is Erma

I would write on a piece of paper like -- like

9

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you very much.

10

will do our best to do better next time.

It's going to happen after me and my relatives pass

11

like to comment?

And you have to come forward for your children and

12

We

10

that will be affected.

11

away.

12

away.

13

your grandchildren to continue our way of life in Point

13

oil rig in the newspapers or on TV, it make me flinch, you

14

Hope Alaska.

14

know, because after what happened with the Exxon oil spill

15

and other oil spill everywhere else, even the

Thank you.

15

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you, Earl.

Okay.

MR. LEO KINNEEVEAUK:

Sir, would you

Whenever I see an

16

What I would like to do now is first ask the village

16

environmental impact statement, you know -- I'm sure some

17

Elders if they would like to make some comments.

17

people read that.

18

believe that's appropriate.

18

thousands of years.

19

to make comments, but you are welcome to make some

19

also for development, you know, because any kind of

20

comments, if you would like.

20

development provides jobs for our people.

21

doubt about that.

21
22

I

I don't want to force anybody

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

Why didn't you

start with the Elders if you were going to be appropriate?

23

DR. JIM KENDALL:

That's what I'm trying

24

to do now, sir.

Earl was helping me.

He was at the

25

meeting last night, and he's helping me change the tone of
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

22

And our people have lived here for
We are subsistence users.

And I'm

There is no

But still, this offshore drilling scares me.

23

Why don't we just open ANWR?

24

pipeline built.

25

Trans-Alaska Pipeline.

You know, there is already a

We were afraid when we first heard about
We have caribou.

We have other
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21
1

animals around.

2

lose our animals, look at -- look at what happened now.

2

that I would like to open it up to elected officials.

3

Our animals are still around, the caribou where the

3

Caroline, would you like to speak first, or would you like

4

pipeline is built.

4

to say anything?

5

something else, you know.

5

speak first before I open it up to the public?

6

Although we were afraid that we might

22
1

But this offshore drilling is

Even that Exxon oil spill after what happened,

6

7

people are still trying to hunt and fish and then they

7

8

still find that grease, you know, in their rivers, in the

8

9

oceans.

9

10

That's why, I don't know, these oil rigs make me

flinch every time I seen one.

11
12

10

We will come back.

If

MR. LEO KINNEEVEAUK:

(Speaking in

Inupiaq.)

15

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you very much.

Is there anyone else you believe should

MS. CAROLINE CANNON:

There is a lot of

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Absolutely.

I need the

Elders, if you will put up your hands, you can speak if
you need to right now.
MR. GEORGE KINGIK:

Thank you very much.

12

My name is George Kingik.

I'm an Elder.

13

Uunasiiqsiigaaq clan.

I'm also of the

14

hard to stomach.

15

for our ocean since 1945, since Truman started dreaming

What we are talking about is real

In this community, we have been fighting

And that was recorded.

16

about the big port over at Cape Thompson.

17

to -- unless there are anymore -- thank you, Leo.

I would

17

our great-grandfathers have fought to protect the ocean.

18

then like to -- Dorcus is maybe speaking later, unless you

18

And that's what we have been doing since they told us,

19

want to try again.

19

watch out for your ocean.

20

That's what feeds you.

MS. DORCUS ROCK:

Now, I'd like

With

16

20

Thank you, sir.

Thank you, Dorcus.

Elders here, and I think they need to be heard.

11

you want to interrupt at any time, please let us know.

13
14

Thank you.

DR. JIM KENDALL:

DR. JIM KENDALL:

He's right.

I know we

Our Elders and

That's your food, your stomach.

21

need jobs here, too, but we also know there is going to be

21

And I oppose the lease sale.

22

development going on, but that really scares me, too,

22

when they had the lease sale, me and my brother.

23

because we -- that's how we survive with is our Eskimo

23

was only a few Natives at the lease sale.

24

food, and you all know that for thousands of years.

24

people cry.

25

not -- (speaking in Inupiaq.)

25

the company who get the lease.

I'm

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

I was in Anchorage

A lot of people come outside.
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And a lot of
They look at

And it was a hurry-up
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23
All those people that was

24

1

situation two years ago.

1

that has responsibilities, and so do we.

2

outside protesting against the 193 lease sale because the

2

federally recognized tribes that perform governmental

3

Elders said no to the big Project Chariot and no to this

3

functions.

4

lease sale.

4

in the United States have self-governance, have direct

Are there any other

5

funding from the federal government, not through the BIA

And we will be here as

6

and regional offices.

7

governmental functions in place of the federal government,

8

whether it be wildlife, EPA, those governmental functions

9

like any other government.

And I still oppose it.

Thank you very much.

5

DR. JIM KENDALL:

6

Elders that would like to speak?

7

long as we need to, so if you think of something

8

afterwards, you are welcome to jump in.

9

Elder?

Anyone else?

Any

Elected officials?

10

MR. RONALD OVIOK, SR.: (Speaking in

10

There are

There are -- more than half of all the tribes

And so they perform these

And we have that responsibility in performing

11

Inupiaq.)

One thing I'd like to add is what you have is

11

those functions for our members, and our constitutions

12

the government controls today, but one drop of oil could

12

reflect that for the well-being of our membership.

13

become a big problem for our animals.

13

we have this obligation and duty, and there are other

14

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you.

14

tribal governments that have the same thing like the

15

officials that would like to speak before we go to the

15

federal government, its responsibility towards its toward

16

list?

16

its membership and its well-being of the membership.

17

Any other elected

And so

MR. JACK SCHAEFER:

I'm a council member

17

And I guess that's a good start to indicate what

18

representing Point Hope through our regional federally

18

our responsibilities are.

19

recognized tribal government known as the Inupiat

19

air.

20

Community of the Arctic Slope.

20

that we have to address in regards to whatever may be

21

formed in 1971 in response to Alaska Native Claims

21

missing or whatever needs to be done, like any other

22

Settlement Act and as a region for the Arctic Slope, as a

22

government.

23

government.

23

24
25

That tribal government was

And we are a government like any other
government.

The United States government is a government

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

We are not just blowing hot

And we do have these functions and responsibilities

Is there any type of revenue sharing?

Is

24

there -- how are we going to benefit through something

25

that we haven't addressed yet and haven't been
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25

26

1

acknowledged in regards to governmental functions?

1

to work together when we do that.

2

Taxation?

2

get our dividend from the ASRC or from the State Permanent

Local employment?

Tribal employment rights?

Like I said, when we

3

These functions have to be recognized by the federal

3

Fund, we all get happy, everybody.

4

government and the State of Alaska.

4

whale, everybody get happy, too.

5

difficult for us tribal governments to, you know, respond

5

together, we all be happy.

6

to things and continuously try to keep track of what all

6

mostly concerned about.

7

has taken place.

7

8

long time, as George Kingik just said.

9

And so it's very

But we have been in the court for a very

And there have been several cases that involve

And when they catch

So if these two work

Working together that she's

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Okay.

I'm going to go

8

to the list, unless there is any other Elders or elected

9

officials that would like to speak.

And I'm going to go

10

our governmental functions and our concerns in regards to

10

to the list, and we can always come back.

11

subsistence that have not been resolved.

11

sure everybody has a chance to speak.

12

governmental functions are very -- you know, it's a real

12

13

thing.

13

Sometimes technology is not a good thing.

14

Thank you.

14

George Kingik.

15

Down the list here.

16

list.

17

back to you?

I guess, you know, this can go on as time goes on.

15

DR. JIM KENDALL:

16
17

And so you know,

Thank you, sir.

MS. ERMA HUNNICUTT:

(Speaking in

Inupiaq.)

18

DR. JIM KENDALL:

All right.

I believe he's already spoken.

Okay.

Jack Schaefer, you were next on the

Do you want to speak again for a second, or come

18

MR. JACK SCHAEFER:

before we go to any of the list I have, any other

19

DR. JIM KENDALL:

20

community Elders or elected officials?

20

going to make sure everyone gets a chance to speak, but

21

now you are a double dipper.

22

going to keep going around.

23

tonight.

22

MR. MICHAEL HALLER:

Again,

We were talking about that, too.

19

21

Thank you.

Technology.

I want to make

Could you let Dorcus

translate that?

23

MS. DORCUS ROCK:

(Translation by Dorcus

24

Rock.)

25

forth, it's good, but it's also that we have to remember

She was saying that when money comes in and so

24
25

Sure.

Okay.

Okay.

Why not?

And then we are

That's all right.

We are

Everybody is going to speak

MR. JACK SCHAEFER:

As I was saying, you

know, there were several court cases that we have been

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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27

28

1

trying to protect our rights to subsistence, our rights to

1

Circuit Court here.

2

the ownership of the ocean in regards to title.

And I

2

and 4, assuming that they understood.

3

will mention these for the record.

This is one tribal

3

4

government that went through this.

There were several

4

three miles.

5

that had went through this.

5

to six miles in regards to any type of revenue sharing,

6

Arctic Slope, Native Village of Gambell, Native Village of

6

and beyond that, zero, nothing.

7

Akutan, Nome Eskimo Community, Native Village of Eyak.

7

8
9

The Inupiat Community of the

Over the years since the '70s -- and I'll just
mention one in regards to subsistence, People versus

The State of Alaska only has jurisdiction for
They might get a little bit of something up

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you, sir.

down the list, I know Earl, you have already spoken.

9

you want to hit it again or come back to you?

Come back
Leo.

Gambell versus Clark, Ninth Circuit, 1984.

10

to you?

11

People versus Gambell versus Hodel, Ninth Circuit Court,

11

were on the list.

Do you want to speak again?

12

1985, Gambell 2.

12

come back.

Back.

13

Ninth Circuit, 1989, Gambell 3.

13

lots of nos.

14

Babbitt, Ninth Circuit, 1993, Gambell 4.

14

didn't mark yes or no.

15

Elizabeth?

Would you like to speak?

People versus Gambell versus Hodel,
People of Gambell versus

This statement more or less came out of a

Going

8

10

15

Gambell 1.

I just indicated Gambell, 1, 2, 3,

Okay.

Thank you.

Come?

Next on the list.

Okay.

Do

You

Or we can

Next on the list -- I see

And then I have a whole page where people

Okay.

Elizabeth S-T-E-O, Steo.

Caroline, you didn't check yes or no.

16

Vermont law school last March in regards to discussions of

16

17

offshore between the United States and Canada, the Inuit

17

18

and Greenland trying to talk about oil and gas offshore.

18

misunderstanding.

19

And so there was a mention of these court cases that

19

the sign-in sheet.

20

indicated that the subsistence issues have not been

20

to speak or -- I think we need to communicate better.

21

resolved.

21

22

And so that, you know, gives you a little bit of

22

23

a glimpse that was mentioned to the White House Ocean

23

24

Policy Group a couple weeks ago, but I don't know if they

24

25

understood what I was saying because I didn't refer to the

25

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

MS. CAROLINE CANNON:

I think there is a

That was -- my understanding that was
They did not clarify if we are going

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Absolutely.

We started

a little late, and we didn't get the sign-in sheets out.
MS. CAROLINE CANNON:

We just assumed that

was just a sign-in sheet.
MR. ROY FILE:

Why are you going on that?
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29
1

Is there a different sign-in sheet than this one?

1

guys don't like to eat our food.

2

to eat your food.

And everyone is going to get a chance to

3

sometimes.

Looking at you, Caroline, would you like to make a

4

2

DR. JIM KENDALL:

3

out who is here.

4

speak.

5

comment?

6
7

We had several to find

MS. CAROLINE CANNON:

I'm just

observing.

8
9

30

DR. JIM KENDALL:
correct.

Michelle W. Cannon.

You are absolutely

Michelle.

10

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

11

DR. JIM KENDALL:

She's not here.

Mitchell.

Okay.

together, each one of us.

6

this world.

7

eat.

8

kids.

9

going to hurt us, too.

I

13

Margaret Oktollik.

13

15

DR. JIM KENDALL:

16

sure.

17

you -- please.

No?

No.

I'm going to ask for some help.

18

MS. SALLY KILLIGVUK:

14

Okay.

I'm not

Sally.

I say in this world,

this land is my land and this land is your land.

20

two different things about it.

21

food; we love to eat ours.

22
23
24

to share and give.

25

take that away from us?

There is

You guys can't see that or understand

They are suffering.
Like I was saying, this land is my land, this

land is your land.

Thank you.

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you very much.

16

Next on the list I've got Mary Jane Attungana.

17

Bessie Kowunna.

18

MS. BESSIE KOWUNNA:
the record.

20

Tikigaq or any other.

21

resident.

nobody touch your stuff; we don't like to let our things

22

Inupiat.

be touched, too.

23

our circle of life, our land and sea.

You guys love to eat your

Like they always say, you know, you have
How are we going to do that if they
What are we supposed to do?

25

Bessie Kowunna, for

And I'm not representing any entity, city,
It's just myself as a Point Hope

But what I would like to say is I love being
I love our food, our culture, our way of life,

24

You

Okay.

Would you like to speak?

19

And you guys don't like to let

It's

It's hurt the peoples down there, too, when they

15

Would

19

We don't like to see our kids be hungry.

that part?

12

MS. MARGARET OKTOLLIK:

We have to hold onto it because we love to

spill that oil.

can't hear too well and I can't see too well, either.

We have different colors of

I know you guys like to eat, too, even me, even our

11

12

14

But you have to remember, this land is our land

5

10

I'm sorry.

Sometimes we don't like

And you have to look at it that way

And I also would like to say that if things in
industry should happen, I would rather be involved in it,
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31

32

1

not against it or for it, but work with it so our people

1

find out where you are at.

2

can see and hear what's going on with industry.

We need

2

was Ron.

3

to make sure what they say they are doing is really what

3

4

they are doing.

4

5

want to see our people trained, working and be involved so

5

6

we aren't left out.

6

7

someone else, probably from the Outside.

8

be working.

With that said, if that should happen, I

If not me working, it would be
So I'm happy to

Thank you.

9

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you very much.

10

Next on the list, I see your name again, Ron.

11

anything else you would like to add?

12

come back.

13

to make additional comments?

No?

Dorcus, your name was on the list.

You want

14

MS. DORCUS ROCK:

(Shakes head.)

15

DR. JIM KENDALL:

No.

No.

Can you help me with this name here?

We will

No.

No.

That looks like a Y to

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Well, I saw Ron, Roy.

You are very welcome to speak.
MR. ROY FILE:

DR. JIM KENDALL:

I'm at school again, buddy.
I'm sorry.

I'm a

frustrated teacher.

10

MR. ROY FILE:

Okay.

questions for your personally.

12

I just have a couple

Who do you work for?

DR. JIM KENDALL:

That's a good question.

13

We work for the Department of Interior, Bureau of Ocean

14

Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement.

15

Feds.

16

the rules and regulations and the safety is taken care of.

17

That's our job.

18

to the Secretary.

We are the

We manage the offshore resources and make sure all

16

Okay.

17

is someone that's written down here as Peter.

18

got a no.

19

Now, that's the sign-in sheets that sort of got away from

19

20

us.

20

find out.

21

yourself here, are you pro development or are you anti

22

development?

MR. ROY FILE:

of paper right after Bessie did.

23

right there?

Can I look at that thing

Did you deliberately skip me?
DR. JIM KENDALL:

accident.

I've

You know, I signed a piece

22

25

Okay.

Then we are back to the very beginning again.

21

24

I think there

MR. ROY FILE:

8

11

I thought that

me.

7

9

Is there

Okay.

Right here.

I thought that was Ron over there.

I apologize.

23

It might have been an

I want everybody to speak.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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25

And we take the information and pass it

MR. ROY FILE:

That's what I wanted to

And also, are you -- the way you present

DR. JIM KENDALL:

We are dead center.

are not pro or -- our job is to make sure -MR. ROY FILE:

So you do not favor one
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33
1

side or the other?

2

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Personally, I cannot.

34
1

been sold.

2

in red.

They are colored in red, but you don't see it

State of Alaska, the corporations do not have a

3

My job is to provide information to the Secretary of the

3

piece of dime, not even a penny.

4

Interior so he makes the decision.

4

the vessels, we don't see anything unless it lands on

That's what I wanted to --

5

shore.

Thank you.

6

That's for your information.

5

MR. ROY FILE:

6

that's what I wanted to know.

7
8

DR. JIM KENDALL:
welcome.

MR. ROY FILE:
let it happen again.

That's okay.

MR. ROY FILE:

12

DR. JIM KENDALL:

13

list.

14

didn't?

15

Yes, ma'am.

16

Just don't

We have got to have some fun here.

11

Yeah.
I have gone through the

Did anybody sign the list that wanted to speak that
Because then we are going to go to phase two.

MS. AGGIE FRANKSON-HENRY:

And then the North Slope Borough will tax them.

7

And I apologize for reading it wrong.

9
10

You are more than

Good evening.

For the record, I am Aggie Frankson-Henry, a

8

tribal secretary and tribal member of the Native Village

9

of Point Hope.

I am opposing the Bureau of Ocean Energy

10

Management, Regulation and Enforcement, BOEMRE, decision

11

on the proposed actions for multi-sale EIS for the Chukchi

12

Sea, sales 193, 212 and 221 and Beaufort Sea's lease sales

13

209 and 217.

14

Chukchi Sea no lease sale.

And I support alternative one, Beaufort and

15

And I'm opposing the National Pollutant

16

Discharge Elimination (NPDES) permit, a permit to

17

discharge of toxic drilling muds and other harmful

18

pollutants into the water within the decision of the

17

I wrote my name on the list, and I said yes.

18

Aggie Frankson-Henry.

19

Branch of Environmental Assessment, Bureau of Ocean Energy

19

proposed actions for multiple sale EIS for the Chukchi Sea

20

Management, Regulation and Enforcement in Herndon,

20

sales 212 and 221 and Beaufort Sea lease sale 209 and 217.

21

Virginia; cc to Michael Haller, Community Liaison, Alaska

21

22

Region, Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and

22

interest of restoring courage, stand up for our children's

23

Enforcement of Anchorage, Alaska.

And I wrote this today.

23

future and their next generation to have the opportunity

As you see here in this map, all the gray spots,

24

to utilize our subsistence resources.

25

stand.

24
25

This is

If this goes through to

And this is to J.F. Bennett, Chief

those are lease sales that's been sold.

Our ocean has

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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36

1

Inupiat people of the Arctic Slope is currently blessed to

1

2

harvest bountifully from the land, air, rivers and oceans.

2

3

I am an Inupiat mother, wife, daughter, aunt,

people of Point Hope, are blessed with.
I come from an economic distressed community who

3

relies 70 percent on subsistence resources to maintain a

4

tribal member of the Native Village of Point Hope, and

4

healthy diet.

5

most of all a whaler and harvester dependent on the

5

Our boundary is rich in herbs, berries, plants, naturally

6

Chukchi Sea and Beaufort Sea for means of survival.

6

grown dietary supplements for a healthy living environment

7

Inupiat is an inherent freedom to hunt, harvest from the

7

for our people and animals that relies on these natural

8

vast frozen seas to nurture my family and extended

8

resources.

9

families across Alaska and Lower 48.

9

Being

The Chukchi and

The majority in distress is our children.

As we the people realize today, what really

10

Beaufort Seas provide nutritional food supply on my table

10

matters is the well-being of our children's future and

11

without any aftertaste of spill debris from oil and gas

11

subsistence resources that will be impacted to strive to

12

exploratory drilling.

12

sustain traditional knowledge, traditional lifestyle,

13

cultural heritage, cultural land use which industry poses

14

a potential damage to our environment in the Arctic Slope.

13

Point Hope, Alaska is surrounded by the Chukchi

14

and Beaufort Seas.

15

in North America, and our future generation historically

15

16

is in jeopardy without a cleaner environment in the Arctic

16

must argue that it is misleading to obstruct the

17

Slope.

17

settlement given to the Inupiat people by political or

18

personal gain of regret in our backyard of the proposed

18

I live in the oldest whaling community

It is of my best interest to voice my concern to

The Inupiat people has political rights, and we

19

hope for the best to preserve my culture because of

19

2012-2017 Outer Continental Shelf oil and gas lease

20

climate change this vast ocean is faced with.

20

program settled by the companies' permits without even

21

a healthier ecosystem balance for bowhead whales,

21

giving the Inupiat the right to vote by the people of the

22

walruses, polar bears, seals, ducks, fishes, birds, crabs,

22

North Slope Borough communities.

23

plankton, oysters, clams, seaweed, worms, killer whales,

23

24

narwhales, right whales, beluga whales, gray whales, and

24

the well-being of the residents of the people in the

25

all the mammals of these two great oceans that we, the

25

coastal communities, whether it be by

I pray for

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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38

1

government-to-government consultation meetings, giving

1

toxic drilling waste into the Arctic waters from oil and

2

your testimonies to the entities that goes into your

2

gas exploration activities to protect the fragile Arctic

3

communities, avails much to the next generation of

3

ecosystem and traditional way of life.

4

subsistence users.

4

climate change is a significant example of the devastation

5

not be heard for your inherited rights.

5

we have seen in the Lower 48 by current flooding and

6

big effect in your community, and their royalties will be

6

violent storms and a disaster in the Gulf of Mexico by

7

dispersed to other people not from your community.

7

human error.

8

royalties will not be given to the rightful stakeholders'

8

I believe today that we have to be very stern on

9

interest or financial gain.

9

how the federal government and industrial servants that is

10

No voice, no courage, then you will
It will cause a

The

Community leaders, I encourage you to speak up

Global warming or

10

wanting to develop in the brittle oceans that can lead to

11

and stand up for what is only right because time is of the

11

another disaster to our land, air, rivers, oceans that

12

essence of a vast cultural effect for our future

12

will affect or decline our subsistence resources that we

13

generations' responsibility to maintain without probable

13

rely on for means of survival through this harsh season in

14

cause the right of entries on our land and your children's

14

the years ahead.

15

right to be I am Inupiat freely without any restrictions

15

The Bureau of Ocean Energy Management,

16

on our own property to subsist on, restoring a loving

16

Regulation and Enforcement must conduct scientific studies

17

inheritance given to us by God, our Creator, knowingly

17

before a lease sale must be proposed for a lease sale.

18

that we, as real people, truly respect and rely on the

18

question is:

19

environment for means of survival as Inupiat.

19

can you make sure that trillions of oil that may be leaked

20

from a well be cleaned and managed in a 40- to

20

Based on current agriculture in Valdez, Alaska,

How can you clean all the oil on ice?

My

How

21

it is not my best interest to harm this great state with

21

90-mile-per-hour gusting wind?

22

offshore oil gas drilling along the Chukchi and Beaufort

22

the Arctic, we cannot even think of surfing the oceans

23

Seas.

23

because our lives would be endangered by the great seas.

24

equality.

I am voicing my right to life, liberty, and

25

24
EPA should not grant permits for discharge of

25

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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keeping the seal oil wood stove burning in our whaling
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1

camps without any worry of oil on ice debris during the

1

2

harvesting of the future generations, migratory land

2

MS. PEGGY FRANKSON:

3

animals and marine mammals.

3

morning, my ten-year-old son caught his first seal.

4

rivers, our oceans, our resources living on the land,

4

dreams about hunting ever since he was a little boy.

5

rivers, and oceans do not have a voice for means of

5

That's his passion.

6

survival God gave us to be nurtured by.

6

mammals, fishing, hunting for caribou, and he wants to

7

continue to do this.

8

continue hunting all the animals that we are used to

9

surviving on.

7

Our land, our air, our

I oppose the Chukchi Sea and Beaufort Sea

8

planning areas oil and gas lease sale 209, 212, 217 and

9

221.

10

I support alternative one, Beaufort and Chukchi Sea

no lease sale.

11

10

Thank you.

12

I'm Aggie Frankson-Henry.

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you.

Thank you.

13

Thank you very much.

14

Frankson.

She came late.

anything.

I just want to say that I'm against all

15
16

don't read well.

Next on the list I've got Leah
Is that you hiding back there?

MS. LEAH FRANKSON:

I didn't prepare

Peggy Frankson.

Is Peggy here?
Last early Monday
He

He goes out whenever he can, hunting

We all want our young people to

We live a subsistence lifestyle.

If any of you

11

go into our Native store here and try to buy groceries for

12

a week for a family of seven, you would be -- or try

13

buying groceries for a month.

14

It's outrageous.

15

foods we catch.

16

our lives.

It's over $2,000, easily.

We have to survive on our subsistence
It's part of our lifestyle.

It's part of

It's part of who we are.

17

offshore drilling, no matter what profit for who.

17

18

Devastation to the ecosystem, devastation to the -- all

18

offshore drilling sales, the leases, everything, because

19

animals and fish and mammals, devastation to environment,

19

if our animals are endangered by possible oil spills, you

20

ultimately devastation to Inupiat human is to become a

20

have no guarantee to us saying that no oil will land in

21

crime against humanity.

21

our oceans, no oil will wash up on our shores.

22

fix that, take that away, or change that once that

22

no guarantee.

23

happens.

23

going to approve of any sales.

24

to oppose them.

24
25

And there is no money that can

DR. JIM KENDALL:
have another name here.

Thank you very much.

I believe it's -- I'm sorry.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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And we certainly are going to keep opposing the

There is

Until there is a guarantee, we are not
We are going to continue

We want to keep hunting our animals.

We want to
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1

keep living our subsistence lifestyle.

1

like everybody here, they are dependent on the -- majority

2

grow to a man into a father and teach his kids how to hunt

2

of our food come from the ocean, majority of it that we

3

and to live the Inupiat way.

3

take in and preserve and keep all year.

4

on and on and on.

4
5

My son wants to

42

Thank you.

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you very much.

So the cycle goes

Now, according to the list, which is not perfect, I've hit

5

6

everyone who either didn't mark yes or no or marked yes.

6

testimony that we have spoken through, whether it be from

7

So now we are going to open it up to the floor because I

7

the oil companies or others.

8

want to make sure everybody has an opportunity to speak.

8

over and over and over.

9

So first I'm going to ask for volunteers.

9

to our testimonies, and I hope that the people that are

And then if we

We have said this over and over in each

We have repeated ourself

I'm glad you are here to listen

10

don't -- when we are out of volunteers, I'm going to go to

10

the deciding body will make -- take these testimonies to

11

each individual person to ask you again if you would like

11

heart because this is real.

12

the opportunity to speak and tell us what you think.

12

know what's going on up here.

13

want everybody to have that option.

13

up here.

14

I

So does anyone want to raise their hand and make

Those people down there don't
You don't know what goes on

I'm glad you are here to listen to our people,

14

the real people who have to live in this community year

15

a comment before I start going to everybody individually?

15

long.

16

Just to make sure we are not missing something, because we

16

17

need your help.

17

chicken and cow?

18

of you that are dependent on those, too, or your

19

vegetables.

20

and drill in our oceans make promises that they would do

21

their utmost, their best to try not to do an oil spill.

22

It's kind of hard to believe because these things that

23

have gone on in Alaska and the Gulf that are -- that did

24

happen, like someone mentioned earlier.

25

these things.

18
19

MS. LILLIAN A. LANE:

I'd like to sign in,

if I could.

20

I, too, like my uma, wasn't prepared to -- and

21

have comments, but I jotted a few things.

My name is

22

Lillian A. Lane.

23

raised.

24

neighbors have caught and put on my table.

25

oppose any gas, oil leases out in the ocean seas.

I'm a resident of Point Hope, born and

Love to eat everything my father, my brothers, my
Therefore, I
Just

How would you feel if I put a limit to your

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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The people that are wanting to go out there

You can hear
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1

We are going to be repetitive on some of the

1

There was a news thing that the oil companies,

2

once they close their pots, they are not responsible for

3

anything else after.

4

closed pots.

5

should be responsible as long as they had touched that pot

6

from the beginning to the very end and after.

7

the news the other day.

do your -- your best to convince us that there is not

8

good practice with any oil company.

going to be an oil spill?

9

2

things that they said because they are important.

3

ocean that's out there is unpredictable.

4

sagvaq, the current that is very strong, and it comes from

5

every direction out there.

6

How are they going to contain their spills?

7

things that we want to hear.

8
9
10

44

Our

We have our

Supposing something happened?
Those are the

What are you going to do to

Those are the things I want to

They are not accountable for their

Supposing something happens?

I don't like that.

I think they

That was on

That's not

I know that it should -- maybe it might provide

hear, but in a deep -- at the very -- at the -- but

10

some jobs for the community members, some community

11

overall, I know that since she mentioned -- Aggie

11

members, but majority of the workers that do work in

12

mentioned that we won't even get a penny out of it, not a

12

Alaska on the pipeline, Red Dog Mine, comes from Lower 48.

13

penny.

13

Our people are not trained enough.

14

ocean.

14

trained to do these jobs they do on the oil rigs.

15

Go -- go earn your dime someplace else, not in our

A lot of times -- another lady said it doesn't

16

matter about the money.

Money doesn't matter.

17

is more important than money right now.

18
19

really spendy.

15

Our people are not

And we all know about nature.

Nature controls

The food

16

itself.

As we speak, it

17

should happen, I don't think the oil rigs would be able to

is more than money because if we try and buy stuff, it's

18

withstand anything out there.

19

are playing with not only their lives, but our lives,

We

20

also.

We only take what it gives

21

But I want to also add that the unseen is

20

a mystery to all of us.

21

only take what it gives us.

That mystery is our ocean.

22

us.

23

So we take as much as it gives us.

24

happen, we won't have anything.

25

won't have anything.

The animals give themselves to us to provide for us.
If anything should

I'm afraid of that.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

We

The ocean is unpredictable and, if anything

So therefore, it's a -- you

Although their technology is updated and they

22

say they have up-to-par equipment, I still don't believe

23

they are good enough to withstand our Arctic conditions.

24
25

I, too, love to eat my mikigaq, which our
Heavenly Father, our God, has provided, has created and
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

3XEOLF+HDULQJ7UDQVFULSW
3RLQW+RSH$ODVND

3XEOLF+HDULQJ7UDQVFULSW
3RLQW+RSH$ODVND

45

46

1

put on this earth for our use, our bodily use.

And it

1

you to use my voice.

2

says if we disturb the land, it's going to disrupt the

2

Lord Jesus.

3

cycle.

3

serve you and you only, Lord Jesus Christ.

4

out there.

And I hope and heartily hope the committee

4

for this opportunity to speak before these people.

5

will really consider and take to heart, once again, to

5

[indiscernible] voice your opinion, not my opinion.

6

really think this through and not think of it's going to

6

Jesus' name I pray.

7

bring us a lot of money because it's a federal thing.

7

8

This is going to bring us a lot of money, which it does.

8

you people know me here.

9

Right now today our money really isn't there at all.

9

whale.

I see disruption.

10

I see disruption if they do go

Thank you for this opportunity for me to speak

Help me say what you want me to say,

I come before you as your humble servant.

I

I thank you

In

Amen.

Again, my name is Richard Cannon, Sr.

Most of

And I do like to pretty much

I have been around a long time, and kind of

10

heartbroken to see that these people are here.

I know

11

during this time, and I thank all the people that stood up

11

they're here to just basically do their job.

12

and speak on behalf of Point Hope.

12

asked this gentleman whether he's for it or against.

13

like to say that if they are going to drill out there,

13

They're taking this thing to Secretary Salazar, that he

14

they need to think of all the factors that would be

14

can't be -- he has to be biased.

15

affected before they do any drilling.

15

a community of people that he know that if there is

16

DR. JIM KENDALL:

And I'd like to -- I'd

Taikuu.

Thank you.

How can he be biased in

16

drilling that is going to harm the environment because,

17

Now, what I would like to do is I'm going to start with

17

like some people say, there is nothing, there is nothing

18

this end of the room and go around and touch base with

18

to clean up the oil spill in the ice.

19

everybody to make sure everybody feels comfortable and had

19

20

an opportunity.

20

liars.

21

Your name, please.

21

for you guys, when they work for the oil companies?

22

Explain to me how someone is going to say, oh, no, this

23

can't happen.

24

quite sure he signs a gag order saying that he cannot

25

talk, that he cannot tell the truth.

22

Thank you very much.

I'm glad Roy

Sir, would you like to say anything?

MS. RICHARD CANNON, SR.:

My name is

23

Richard Cannon, Senior.

24

to pray and ask God to give me the right words to say.

25

Before I say one word, I'm going

Heavenly Father, creator of all things, I ask
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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And I know your scientists, to me, they are
And how could they tell the truth when they work

You will be fired on the spot.

And I'm

So just like Aggie

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

3XEOLF+HDULQJ7UDQVFULSW
3RLQW+RSH$ODVND

3XEOLF+HDULQJ7UDQVFULSW
3RLQW+RSH$ODVND

47
1

say, they are paleface.

2

They are liars.

So we as a whole must come against this, and we

48
1

my cousins and my uncles when they were talking about

2

their fears and their concerns about offshore oil and gas

3

must come against this now because we know the oil

3

back in the '70s and what they were concerned about and

4

companies, they have money and pretty much have

4

how they were talking about governmental functions and

5

politicians in their pockets.

5

government-to-government and human rights and -- and

6

say how do I know that.

6

responsibilities.

7

assuming that's it because they are in Washington as we

7

8

speak right now trying to push for offshore oil, which we

8

of the ocean was never really addressed.

And when it was,

9

don't get a dime.

9

it was addressed in a controversial way.

And so, you

I know these people might

I don't know that, but I'm

Alaska will not -- as Jeff says, Alaska

10

will not get a dime from this.

11

wrong with our politicians?

12

that they don't -- that they will say, go ahead.

13

So what's the use?

What's

That don't sound right to me

Now, I didn't say go ahead to me.

Are they

know, I still feel that we own this ocean.

11

Claims Settlement Act was for Alaska.

12

boundary of Alaska?

13

on but never revealed.

And that was talked about and decided

going to pay off?

just leave it at that.

My name is Richard Cannon, Senior.

15

way, because we had so much faith in the judicial system.

16

And I'm pretty much against offshore drilling, any kind of

16

And we fought for what we thought was right.

17

drilling.

17

several times.

18

young when this was going on.

19

what was happening, but I understood that we had a

20

responsibility and that we had ownership and that

21

controversy is all over.

19
20

Ma'am, another opportunity?

Thank you very much.

Jack?

MR. JACK SCHAEFER:

21

lot of things to say.

22

around and come around.

23

time, also, you know.

Sure.

I always have a

And I hope you continue to come
I have been at this for a long

I -- I have been President of the

14

Alaska Native

And where is the

15

DR. JIM KENDALL:

I'll

10

14

18

Maybe it might begin to pay off.

And it even got to the point that the ownership

22

And then, you know, I feel really betrayed, in a

And we won

Uncles and cousins laugh about it.

I was

I didn't really understand

We even went to the United Nations back in 1989

23

concerned about Prudhoe Bay and the cleanup that was

24

Native Village back in '93 or so, years, and we have been

24

promised by the oil companies so that migration of the

25

talking about oil and gas for a long time.

25

caribou and other animals could continue over there.

I sat around

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

I don't know if that was done.

1

tanked or in a pipeline.

2

accountability report, a GAO report that was published in

2

are going to be on the ocean floor filled with fuel, six

3

2002, No. 357 on the restoration of Prudhoe Bay.

3

or more sitting there filled with oil.

4

companies ignored, companies changed their name, companies

4

a pipe that will run up to the surface, two tankers from

5

filed for bankruptcy, companies walked away.

5

each bladder or a pipe running to a pipeline that will run

6

on the floor of the ocean to another pipeline.

6
7

There was a government

50

And

The State of Alaska got furious and said, this
is not true.

I don't believe your report.

7

8

And so that's one thing that we keep trying that

9

we have been saying over time is that we are promised that

Both ways involve bladders that

And there will be

And there has been over 20 years of photography

8

of the ocean floor, and it has been mapped on how that ice

9

moves and scrapes the bottom of the ocean and they have

10

restoration will be done and they will clean it up, that

10

been doing this for years, arctic research, photographs in

11

the animals will be able to go through there again.

11

that area over there, sale 193.

12

Nuiqsut has to purchase three, four, five times as much

12

know to what extent we talk about, you know, things and

13

fuel to go after caribou now from years back.

13

whether we should be concerned 15 years from now if it

14

will be developed.

14

And this restoration hasn't really been done,

15

apparently.

16

was some work that was being done, but I don't know to

16

employee that was on one of those rigs, and he said that

17

what extent.

17

he had -- was afraid for his life at one time because of a

18

have to do what you need to do.

18

storm, and that two cables had broken.

19

say you are going to do something, then you better do it.

19

thankful that that rig did not collapse or sink or

20

And if you walk away, then how can we trust these

20

anything.

21

companies that are saying that they can do it in an

21

Whether he broke his confidentiality agreement that he may

22

environmentally safe way?

22

have signed with the company or -- I don't know.

23

exploration and leases.

23

speak for him.

24

we go in regards to impacts and at what stage.

24

That has not been put on the website.

25

I did see something on the news that there

You know, promises have to be kept.

15

So, you know, I don't

You

And if you are going to

We are only talking about

I don't know to what extent that

There was discussion whether it's going to be

In a previous hearing, there was a former

25

They were spared.

And he was

And he said no more.

We talk about transparency, openness.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

give you all the information you need.

2

seen the transcripts of the hearings.

3

what the other villages have said.

4

is that anybody that could pick up a laptop like that

5

person over there and Googlize and look for hearings.

6
7
8

52

But we haven't

1

Washington, D.C. to make them understand that I'm Inupiat

We haven't seen

2

and I have a lifestyle that was passed on to me and my

3

ancestors.

4

without any interruption of any development of gas and

5

oil, if possible.

what they will see is that there are absolutely no

6

just like that because I like to have gas and oil from the

hearings for Point Hope from Point Hope on record in your

7

modern-day equipment I use to hunt with and heat my house.

website.

8

I can't go back to my seal oil blubber stove to heat my

9

house, heat it all night like I'm used to today and I

9

What I mean by "we,"

And

The first one appears in 1986 or '83, which was

10

done by teleconference.

11

If it can't be safe, just don't do it

10

cannot just go to the wall and turn my light off and on if

testified as the President of Native Village of Point Hope

11

we have no gas and oil.

12

in 1995 reflecting on the international code that we had

12

13

passed.

13

considered from the federal government because the federal

14

Anchorage at the Egan Center in 1995.

14

government is our government, as far as I understand.

15

the website.

15

Then we have another government, it's the North Slope

16

nothing from Point Hope.

16

Borough.

17

that's the State government.

18

government.

19

and we have a City government here in Point Hope, and you

20

know, governments are governments and governments and

21

governments.

22

alive.

23

were passed on, taught how to live the lifestyle that we

24

are immune to nowadays.

25

on our past went this way and that way, modernized, but

That's not on record.

17

That hearing took place in
And that's not on

There are other hearings that are there, but
And it's very, very odd.

And then these recent ones that were in February

18

are not on the website.

19

not there?

20
21

There were hearings that I

And I would like this lifestyle continue

Is there a reason why they are

DR. JIM KENDALL:
into that.

Thank you.

I'll look

Sir, would you like an opportunity?

22

MR. ELIJAH ROCK, SR:

My name is Elijah

23

Rock, Senior.

I'm a whaling captain in Point Hope.

24

also Commissioner for Point Hope for nine years.

25

talking to the government, federal government over in

And

Just

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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That's our government.

Then we have another one

And that's another

And we have a Native village government here

But still, we are still here.

We are still

We continue to live because of the fact that we

Even though a lot of the things
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1

still, you know, the federal government -- someone

1

2

mentioned that we have water out there, our sea, our

2

All the animals in the ocean, even their food migrates.

3

ocean.

3

Migrate meaning that, you know, they travel from the

4

government, from the shore out to three miles, the State

4

low -- lower oceans up -- go up through our area and then

5

government owns that, rules anything in that area.

5

continue on over to Canada and Greenland because of the

6

then from three miles on, it's the federal government

6

currents.

7

waters.

7

and also I've always heard from my Elders when we are out

8

that ocean, even though the federal and State in them,

8

hunting we -- we can't see any animals when the current is

9

even though the federal and State government controls it.

9

from the west, only seals and polar bear.

Without the federal government, the State

But we still hunt in them.

And

We still all live off

10

We abide by their -- whatever they say.

11
12

They

They follow the current.

I've never seen --

That's all.

10

But every once in a while when the whales are migrating --

make the laws and they will continue to make these kind of

11

this statement is not true either because some the whales

laws, I don't know, till kingdom come, I guess.

12

always come back because they can't continue on, no water.

13

They'll come back.

whaling years in Point Hope.

13

We use it.

But everything migrates, as far as I understand.

Anyway, I support everyone that is against oil

I caught one of those kind in my

14

and gas development, but it's got to be safe, and somehow

14

15

we got to make an arrangement for the federal and the

15

16

State government to, you know -- without money we cannot

16

our -- we deem that it's our ocean, but State and federal

17

go buy the modern-day equipment that we use, the

17

own that ocean, and they right now they are opening it up

18

modern-day food that we use.

18

to tourist ships going through all the way around up north

19

muktuk seal and -- anymore.

19

across Canada, Greenland, everywhere.

20

hamburger.

20

something that, you know, we have seen and read about in

21

the Lower 48.

21

We cannot survive just on
We have got to have

Our children are already used to that.
So if something can be arranged where we have

And another thing I have a problem with is

And that's

A lot of animals get hit by the props.

And

22

enough supply from the State and federal government to

22

also there is a lot of fishing going on.

23

keep us alive, if they -- if they happen to do something

23

line, International Date Line for the other countries not

24

wrong in our ocean and we can't utilize our Native food

24

to come in, but they still come in and go over that

25

anymore from the ocean.

25

because there is nobody out there really leasing the area.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

And so when those nets are out there, any kind

56
1

infrastructure set up up here, nothing.

2

of animal will get caught in those nets and die, can't

2

miles out, there is nothing.

3

swim no more.

3

4

Anyway, thank you.

5

Sir, another opportunity, sir?

7

another comment?

noise pollution.

Thank you very much.

5

this pristine environment that they don't even know what

Would you like to make

6

might happen.

7

to -- to the ecosystem.

8

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

9

DR. JIM KENDALL:

10

I pass.

8

Ma'am, you are welcome

to.

11

And even if there was, you would add on to the

4

DR. JIM KENDALL:

6

Thousands of

MS. LEAH FRANKSON:

My name is Leah

9

They track all of the pollution that in

They don't even know what could happen

For the federal government to sell it in the
first place seems wrong to give some one person, one

10

group, one entity profit, and when it could affect so

11

much, it could devastate so much.

And I have to say, to

12

Frankson.

When I first heard about the leasing, the sale,

12

me, to allow that it looks like a crime against humanity.

13

and I made a comment on my Facebook about how people don't

13

Humans, humans here, my family, is eating from the ocean.

14

understand how the effects would be because it's not them,

14

My family is eating from the ocean.

15

you know.

And I said, you

15

16

know, how would they feel if -- if they didn't -- if they

16

government almost let things happen.

17

couldn't eat shrimp no more, if they couldn't eat that.

17

book on Howard Rock and how they almost got approved to do

18

And then sure enough, look what happened to them down

18

nuclear bomb to change the land so they could, you know --

19

there, those shrimp -- shrimpers down there.

19

to test it, to test -- to test up here.

20

shrimpers, they are still being affected by what happened.

20

EPA back then, almost allow it.

21

happened if they did?

21

It's not them being affected.

The

You know, look at what happened in Valdez.

22

wasn't even a pipe.

23

boat.

24
25

That

That wasn't a -- that was just a

25 years they couldn't be fishing, toxic waters.

22

Everybody up here.

And it's not the first time the federal
I was reading that

Even there was

And what would have

We wouldn't be here if they did.

Together we stand up and they said no.

And they

23

are standing up and they are saying no to this, no matter

Those are places that are connected that have

24

your profits.

infrastructure or relief, you know.

25

There is no

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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Your agency, BOEMRE, has been in the news

58

1

the record.

1

information.

2

lately for corruptions, for corruptions just as recently

2

and between BOEMRE, formerly MMS.

3

as 2010.

3

boxes of animal studies, tons of animal studies saying how

Not these people that are sitting in front of

The first one is between the oil companies
There is boxes and

4

you, but the department that they work for, their

4

the seismic testing, how the exploratory and the

5

employees were found guilty for taking bribes from oil

5

explorations, how that would affect the animals.

6

companies.

6

From oil companies.

7

You stated earlier when this gentleman asked, he

But where I see the gaps -- and this is where

7

the traditional knowledge would come in -- is that you say

8

asked what is your -- what is your stance on this issue,

8

how insensitive the animals are, how a bowhead can take up

9

and you said that you are neutral.

9

to X number of vessels, this volume up to an avalanche --

You said that you are

10

neutral, that you have to take consideration from both

10

I think it's the decibels equal to a volcano eruption,

11

sides.

11

avalanche, and bowhead can withstand that amount of

12

decibels, but as whalers and the experts here, the men and

12

I want to know what assurances happens -- what

13

assurance you can give me or the people here that the same

13

the women here that do whaling, know that bowhead hearing

14

corruptions is not going to be happening again.

14

is very sensitive.

15

that there is certain steps that you have been taking, but

15

16

I just wanted to bring that issue up since that is a

16

and I'm glad that you have here with you, is you have an

17

concern.

17

editor of the EIS that's -- yes.

18

environmental impact statement, and you spoke to the

18

all of the studies, these animal studies, and you get

19

Native village earlier about grading -- upgrading, and it

19

these scientists to find out how this would impact the

20

is my belief that your EIS is flawed.

20

animals.

21

flawed.

21

at how or it will impact the human population and how it
will impact the culture.

I know

You are here to talk about the supplemental

22

You take a lot of studies.

It's extremely

It's very sensitive.

The other -- the other major flaw that I see,

There he is.

Yes, and that is important.

You take

But you don't look

You do a lot of

22

23

studies on all the various animals.

We have -- at our

23

24

office, we have requested information under Freedom of

24

things like Exxon, the Deepwater Horizon and other places

25

Information Act.

25

around the world, like the major deltas where there has

I don't know -- we asked for the

It seems in our previous -- in previous sites,
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1

been oil development, it devastates the people.

2

devastates the people.

3

It

That's the truth.

And you say that you are here to get the facts,

60
1

year.

2

north were impacted by a lot of studies through the

There was a lot of traffic because of people up

3

airway.

4

to find the truth, and the truth is that this will

4

going to be seeing that here.

5

devastate us.

5

need to try to get some taxes going so that we can at

6

to -- I cannot urge enough that you have to dedicate --

6

least get a piece of -- get a dime.

7

you dedicate scientists to look at animals.

7

put their equipment on our land, we need to make sure that

8

look at the people that are going to be impacted.

8

we -- we invest from that.

9

know.

10

sold.

9

This will devastate us.

That's all.

10

So I just want

You need to

Thank you.

DR. JIM KENDALL:

All very good comments.

11

Thank you.

Ma'am, would you like an opportunity?

12

Okay.

13

anyone to be forgotten before I continue on.

14

you like another opportunity?

I'm going to come around the table.

15

MS. AGGIE FRANKSON-HENRY:

I don't want
Ma'am, would

I'm Aggie

If they come here and

It's going to hurt us.

We

11

We know once -- once they -- because the leases are

Those that are marked up there in the map in

12

gray are supposed to be red.

13

those leases to the oil companies, and they are still

14

looking for people -- I mean, companies to buy those other

15

leases.

But that's our backyard.

17

As we all know that our ocean provides -- God provides for

17

with the ocean because it's very dangerous, never to even

18

us.

Like my Aunt Anna say, that they are given to us when

18

go out there and -- and put your feet in the water because

19

our fathers, grandfathers, uncles, our relatives go out to

19

the current can take you away.

20

harvest a marine mammal, even the fowls of the air, the

20

ocean.

21

fish in the ocean, it's bountiful.

21

trying to tell my children to respect the ocean so that

22

knowing that, within this time period, we will be

22

they, too, will be blessed when they go out to harvest.

23

impacted.

23

We are blessed.

And

Be ready.
There may be a lot of traffic in the air.

That's why we didn't see our caribou migrated this last
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

16

BOEMRE, or former MMS, sold

Frankson-Henry.

25

I'm from Point Hope.

All that, we are

And when they come in, we

16

24

I'm a Tikigagmiu.

No?

A lot of helicopters, planes.

We were told when we were children never to mess

We have to respect the

I was trained to respect the ocean.

And I'm

Mammals, animals, fowl in the air -- we like to

24

eat eider duck.

25

fish, whales, seals because we are blessed.

We like to eat kumaqs.

We like to eat
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1

We know that the NPRA is not in this map up

2

here, too.

3

62
1

How many leases have been sold in the NPRA?

We hurt for people in the Gulf of Mexico,

2

Louisiana.

Our neighbors up north, they are going to be seeing a big

3

mom.

4

change.

4

grandparents that relied on these resources that put food

5

going to be so polluted that they will ask us how.

5

on the table.

6

did we do?

What did you say to them to prevent this from

6

families.

7

happening?

We stand up and we said no.

7

They are going to be highly regulated.

8
9

They are
What

And it's so hard to see our culture, our
traditional way of life in front of us, knowing it might

We hurt for them, too, because they have a

They have a dad.

They have children.

But then it hurts.

They have

It hurts those

And what did the government do with offshore

8

that was devastated at the Gulf of Mexico?

9

it take them to act and try to clean up the mess?

How long did
It's

10

not be there anymore five to ten years from now because we

10

going to be even longer here in the Arctic because it's so

11

won't be able to celebrate the whale.

11

sensitive, our ecosystem.

12

the bowhead whale, the beluga whale.

12

because we rely.

13

we harvest because we were taught by our fathers, our

13

resources.

14

grandfathers, our mothers, our grandmothers, and our

14

15

forefathers.

15

technology, but there is other ways that they can, other

16

land with a lot of berries every season.

16

ways of -- of trying to provide.

17

times when there is a drought.

17

government has to pay China, but we don't -- we are also

But we love to eat
We are whalers.

We are a rich community.

And

God blessed our
There may be

And we are sensitive, too,

We rely on what was given to us, the

I know we are modernized.

We have a lot of

We know that our

18

As we see today on the news, the violent storms,

18

impacted by that because of the greed.

19

the -- the flooding that's going on in the Lower 48, their

19

government, too, because we are Americans.

20

vegetation, their animals, their land is being taken from

20

21

disaster through Mother Nature.

And now look at us today.

21

the multilease sale Beaufort Sea and Chukchi Sea planning

22

That's where all -- you know, we are -- and also in Japan,

22

area oil and gas lease sale 209, 212, 217 and 221.

23

the big earthquake that happened, and now we are afraid of

23

support alternative one, Beaufort and Chukchi Sea no lease

24

the radiation that may come into our waters and that we

24

sale.

25

may be affected, too.

25

But I'm saying no.

But we love our

I choose no development on

I

And those of you that are here today, you have
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1

until July 11th to put in your comments.

1

opportunity?

2

website that you can go to.

I have that in my office if

2

another comment?

3

you need help to put it in writing to these -- to BOEMRE

3

4

to help because we know -- we have -- we have Dish.

4

wishing that the sea mammals and the animals that would be

5

have TV, those of you who likes to watch news like I do.

5

affected by these offshore drilling activities were here

6

We see what's going on.

6

to testify with us, you know.

7

they provide -- they provide us the food from the ocean.

8

And my question is, who will make the final decision on

9

what's going to happen after all the impact statements are

7

The United States is hurting.

There is a

64

We

Maybe it's

8

because we are almost against Israel.

9

Israel so that we will be blessed, so God will have us in

We need to pray for

10

our favor.

Today here in the Arctic Slope, that's what we

11

do.

12

the oceans, in the sea, in the rivers, and in the air.

Because God has blessed us with these resources in

13

And I hope and pray that the decisionmaker

MR. LEO KINNEEVEAUK:

taken care of and the testimonies?

11
12

DR. JIM KENDALL:

The Secretary of the

Interior.

13

MR. LEO KINNEEVEAUK:

listen to our comments.

15

the other previous President of the United States, but the

15

DR. JIM KENDALL:

16

President today, Obama, we know that his term is almost

16

MR. LEO KINNEEVEAUK:

17

over, but he's given us the opportunity to speak with the

17

18

federal government, with government-to-government

18

19

consultation, executive order 175131 so that we can have a

19

of the Interior, Ken Salazar.

20

voice in our community.

20

decision.

22
23

We are Tikigagmius.
voice.

We will always say our

Thank you.
DR. JIM KENDALL:

24

to help people with the regs.gov.

25

That was very helpful.

Thank you for your offer
Thank you very much.

Sir, would you like an

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

14

I wish -- I was

It is meaningful because

14

21

We know that this was done from

10

Back to the Elder table, anyone like to make

Is it the federal

government -Yes.
-- or the United

States Supreme Court or MMS?
DR. JIM KENDALL:

No.

It's the Secretary

He makes the final

21

MR. LEO KINNEEVEAUK:

Ken Salazar?

22

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Yes, sir.

23

MS. DORCUS ROCK:

I oppose on the lease

24

sale, too, and the reason on that is I was thinking about

25

it.

I read this one book about those Indians when the
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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66

1

federal government took their land from them and, you

1

2

know, the good Lord really, he won't take our water from

2

3

us, God willing.

3

these people.

4

not just by looking at them, but from the heart.

4

You know, we have food -- we have food shortage

are?

They are about $18 a pound.

You think about that.

You got to think about all the testimonies of
You got to think about it from your heart;
I really

5

a lot of times, and you go in my refrigerator or my

5

hope that you do listen to us because I know that the good

6

freezer, you are not going to find no White Man's food in

6

Lord will be with us.

7

there.

7

Interior will think twice before he signs that paper.

It's all Eskimo food.

And that's provided from

8

what people give me or when we go out to hunt.

9

how we live.

10

And that's

8
9

So you think -- think about you our children and
If you think about that, it's real

And I hope the Secretary of the

Money is not really anything, you know, when you
think about it.

It is a lot of times, but money is not

10

anything compared to our food that we get.

11

for it, too.

The men hunt

11

our grandchildren.

12

hard.

12

hunting.

13

Secretary of the Interior will think twice about it before

13

do, I don't think you would last a week, but they -- they

14

they do anything.

14

dare through that just so we would have food on the table.

15

sea.

15

I just wanted to say that.

16

hunger knows no law.

17

I heard everybody being against it, so I hope the

You know, it's our land, our water, our

And I remember that one man that mentioned that

If you ever tried going out to go hunt like they

Thank you.

16

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you very much.

extinct -- we are not going to go that far, but the

17

MR. EARL KINGIK:

It's been a long battle

18

testimonies of these people, I hope they really listen to

18

since 2008.

19

what they are saying.

19

now.

20

saying that from their heart, and that's what I'm doing,

20

development talk.

21

too, the same thing.

21

Olgoonik Corporation, and other corporations are getting

22

involved with oil development without your guys'

23

knowledge.

22

We are not going to go to that

It's not easy for them to be out there

It's from the heart.

They are

That's the only way we provide our food.

I

23

can't go to the store.

If I did, I have to spend, 2-,

24

$300 just to get what I need.

And you know, when you buy

24

25

meat -- did you go to the store to see how much the meats

25

A lot of things happened between 2008 and

A lot of meetings, a lot of planning, a lot of
Our corporation, ASRC; our cousins,

We don't know what's been happening, but we
would like to ask the government to do investigation on

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

3XEOLF+HDULQJ7UDQVFULSW
3RLQW+RSH$ODVND

3XEOLF+HDULQJ7UDQVFULSW
3RLQW+RSH$ODVND

67

68

1

what's been happening since the Native Village of Point

1

I love our way of life, and that's the only way I can keep

2

Hope said no to offshore activity.

2

up with this very hot issue that's in front of our

3

to this.

3

community.

4

father was alive, my uncle [indiscernible] and all these

4

encouragement to even fight harder to let you guys know

5

other people, my mother, all these people that attend

5

100 percent that attended this meeting is against offshore

6

these meetings because the government want to go out to

6

activity.

7

the ocean we love the most.

7

The biggest scare is an oil spill.

8

been saying no but, still, the government come back again

8

there is no danger in shallow water like the Deepwater

9

and ask the same thing, could we do some lease sales in

9

Horizon.

10

Point Hope is not new

It's been years and years and years from my

And all these years they have

that area.

11

And as we had a president by the name of George

12

Bush, the George Bush era has disappeared.

George Bush

13

wanted development in the Arctic.

14

donation from oil companies to become president.

15

see, George Bush wanted to do development right away.

George Bush got a big
So you

After listening tonight, we gave you strong

They said

I had a chance to go visit the Deep Horizon

10

[sic] oil spill.

11

been talking about if there was an oil spill.

12

chance to feel the crude oil that the birds and the

13

alligators and the fish got into.

14

I had a chance to witness what I always
I had a

So you see, we should all oppose offshore

15

activity.

It's too precious to give away.

We always look

16

I thank Native Village of Point Hope for passing

16

forward to see qinu come every fall.

17

a resolution opposing offshore activity in the Chukchi and

17

first ice.

18

the Beaufort.

This past

18

black crude coming like qinu like the fresh ice that goes

19

week they called an Arctic Summit.

Any of our people is

19

to Point Hope every fall, and we don't want that to

20

attending that Arctic Summit?

20

happen.

21

meeting I got invited to.

22

meeting with Chamber of Commerce talking about the

22

oil spill.

23

Chukchi, talking about development.

23

is no proven technology.

24

people?

25

A lot of things are happening.

There was another big

It was Shell Oil, Shell Oil

And where is our

A lot of meetings happening since 2008.
I would like to be home, but I love you people.
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

21

24
25

We call it our very

But if there is any oil spill, we will see

There is no proven science technology to clean
Let the record know that Point Hope says there
Science can't prove that.

Salazar, we have many meetings with him.
Echohawk, we have many meetings with them.

EPA
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1

Washington, D.C., we have many meetings with them.

2

have meetings with Senators and Congressmen.

3
4

1

to come here and say what my heart says, wants me to say.

2

Like others, my freezers are filled with ducks, muktuk,

friends that always happens get votes to fight against the

3

walrus, oogruk, agvik, seal oil.

offshore activity in the Arctic.

4

5

is very powerful.

7

United States, thanks to Jackson [sic].

8

protect our way of life.

9

got to stick together.

We have got a Constitution of the

10

things will happen.

11

happen in a good way.

12

We foster and

We got to understand that.

We

Without to sticking together,

Just remember, Point Hope should say no, no, no
Thank you.

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you, Earl.

not going to forget this side of the room.

16

MS. LILLIAN LANE:

I'm

account of man-made mistake, technical mistake.

6

eat my mikigaq.

Call me

As I was sitting here and wondering what else I

and that will be it.

9

Ever since the Man of No Color has set foot on our
society, there has been changes.

11

it's bad changes.

12

mentally, spiritually.

13

around, being told what to do.

they have been very successful this year.

17

us mightily.

18

heart, from the bottom of my heart we plead and we beg

19

that you don't allow to do this to us.
enough to us.

Kotzebue.

20

other plans to do something else tonight, and that was

20

21

church.

21

22

very important meeting that's going on.

23

and voice.

24

something.

25

You need to go voice.

You need to go

You need to go say

22

live out here.

23

understand what we go through.

25

God has blessed

Once again, I -- from the bottom of my

They have done

You folks out there don't know what it's like to

24
So when she put that on me, I had no choice but

Enough is enough.

Our brave men who set their -- set themselves
out in the ocean to catch what they could catch -- and

should say, my mom called me.

And Mom said there was a

We are tired of being pushed

16

19

I love to go to church.

Majority of the time

They have hurt our people, physical,

15

18

She said I had

But right now, my heart is speaking.

10

Anna.

She just came back from

I love to eat my meat.

8

17

She's doing well, praise God.

I love to

I told myself I'm just going to say a few words,

14

Ma'am?

Lillian Lane.

I don't want to -- I don't want to see seas on

5

7

When we stick together, things always

to offshore activity.

14
15

We got

So you see, we are not alone because the tribe

6

13

And we

70

You have to come out here and live it, to

Like my boy, he's out there hunting right now.
I encourage him to go hunting.
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1

as much as I can get.

2

the community.

We not only feed ourselves, but for

3

We give first and take whatever is left over.

We share.

This is a sharing community.

72
1

When I leave from here with the plane and I get

2

to Kotzebue, there is times I visualize an oil rig.

And still

3

is times I visualize black ice.

4

our freezers are full, whether they be in the ice cellar

4

ask many times, why me?

5

or the new freezers.

5

community with many long knowledge, wisdom.

can reach out to the people in English or in Inupiaq.

Why me?

There

There is times I cry.

I

There is leaders in the
A gift that

6

I don't know what else I can say more because to

6

7

beg and plead, I don't usually beg or plead, but this time

7

8

I am.

It's for the good of

8

birthdays, anniversaries, but tonight I am very pleased to

9

our people.

9

hear; tonight I am so blessed because it's the same

But thank you for coming again and listening to

10

I am.

10
11

our comments.

12

I don't beg or plead.

message.

11

We envision the ocean with the rigs.

understand, truly understand where we are coming from

12

little reminder from a friend from Valdez, a jar full of

13

before they make this decision whether to do it or not to

13

their rocks with the oil, the black oil, and they just dug

14

do it.

14

that not too long ago.

15

room.

16

the opportunity to see many things happening within our -in our -- in front of us.

15

And I hope they really take it to heart and

There are many times I miss my children's

Thank you.

16

Lillian Lane.

MS. EVA LONG:

I know I said no to that

17

paper.

I'm Eva Long and I'm against offshore whaling

17

18

[sic].

Thank you.

18

19

Offshore drilling.

MS. CAROLINE CANNON:

I like whaling.

First of all, I want
And tonight I wanted

I have a

That is my reminder I keep in my

We are blessed with three whales this year.

We had

A lot of joy.

And yet we know how damaging it can be if there

19

is one drop -- one drop oil -- I mean, oil drop.

20

how damaging that can be.

We know

20

to say my name is Caroline Cannon.

21

to listen because it's the people that gives us direction

21

22

as leaders what to say.

22

had a chance to put five gallons into our tank.

23

back.

23

time my brothers weren't home.

24

speaking from your hearts.

24

stove oil in our tank, and I cooveed.

25

luggage.

25

cooveed, and I saw that oil go straight to the snow

We carry the message behind our

And I just want to commend everyone tonight for
Many times I carry that

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

rapidly.

And that five gallons was valuable to my

1

mentors, the people before us, our Elders, that were vocal

2

parents.

That little drop was valuable to our household.

2

that liked to say their piece, our mentors that protected

3

And it broke my heart.

3

our land, our ocean.

4

It went directly to the ground.

4

yet at that time they cared, but they weren't -- they

5

weren't given compensation.

5

I couldn't contain it.

It spill.

So knowing that, at that time I didn't know that

They cared.

There is many -- and

No meeting fees.

6

that would educate me, somewhat help me to know how

6

7

crucial or how -- how the materials is as a liquid.

7

little we have in our pocket.

8

can't get anywhere without a cab.

9

think it's ridiculous here in Alaska; $200 a night in

8
9

So I just want to say that I am so blessed to
hear people coming forward.

I'm always speaking them out.

A lot of times we have to travel with what
If you go to D.C., you
There are hotels.

10

I'm not trying to put myself up, but when I visit Elders

10

Anchorage during the summer rate?

11

and they bless me, keep on, keep on.

11

there.

12

our own people.

12

a -- in a hotel, you're going to see little critters

13

because we can't afford that.
lifestyle.

13

And we are facing

Our own people.

It's hard, but tonight is a critical meeting.

You

It's 3-, $400 over

What little money you have, if they put you in

We can't afford that

14

We have schedules which we shared with -- we had a meeting

14

15

with the group earlier.

15

16

calendar -- our subsistence way of life evolves on the

16

opening the doors because these doors were shut before.

17

weather.

17

Believe me, they were shut.

18

oogruks in two weeks.

18

There is opportunities for Native tribes to get up and

19

are going to go with this.

We have to do it while it's

19

speak and to be recognized.

20

available, while it's here.

A lot of us want to be out

20

are walking the trail by yourself when you don't have

21

there, but I'm glad that we have some people here.

Many

21

nothing.

22

times have we had meetings, and there is only a handful.

22

irregardless.

And we shared that our

23

We can't program and say we are going to catch
We can't program this and say we

And I envision our rich heritage, our culture

But it's critical that we have a voice.
I just want to say thank you.

There are open doors now.

Sometimes you feel like you

But it has to be heard.

23

You have to be heard

Remember the big issue about those coupons on

24

and the live berries if we don't speak up when it's

24

the beds not too long ago?

25

already too late.

25

a hotel that's not even worth it.

But I'm so grateful that we had

Thank you for

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

inside the blankets because that's how it looks.

1

We need to include them.

2

Sometimes it's filthy.

2

their -- their background.

3

travel for five or six days?

3

to them, to Savoonga and Diomede for the covering of the

4

boat.

5

come here with boats to celebrate with us.

4

Who in their right mind would

There are times you can barely get 300.
We don't.

People

We are a tribal

I don't have -- I don't know

That's all I know.

I know the walrus is crucial

But at one time they used to

5

think we make money.

6

government with very little.

7

comment many times in our meetings that it's just like

7

a lot of critical ones, but I just want to commend --

8

pennies.

8

commend the BOEMRE -- sometimes we say bummer.

9

you land a whale, the reward is so great when you have

9

for taking this time and giving us the adequate time as

But you know what?

I know someone had made a

The reward is so big when

6

There is a lot of issues that were said tonight,

But thanks

10

that celebration, when you recognize that child that was

10

you go around a circle.

11

born this year, when you see an Elder crying from their

11

heartfelt testimonies coming from your heart because I

12

heart, quuyah.

12

feel like this is one of the last meetings that's going to

13

occur.

13

The reward is so great.

Many times we speak.

14

and over again.

15

able to stand firm.

16

We testify over and over

But it's through your prayers that we are

We have to exercise our rights as human beings.

14

I don't want my great-grandkids to go to the

15

library and say oh, my amua did this.

Inupiaq), the whaling captains, the umialiks back in the

16

this?

17

day.

17

practice what we do today.

18

them we are standing here today.

19

Our mentors and our God (Speaking in

I heard many, many, many

But with honor, with respect.

And it is because of

18

I get curious many times as I travel, why aren't

No.

Did they really do

I want them to have that opportunity to

I just thank you all for saying and coming and

19

saying your piece.

I felt it tonight like never before.

20

they including the coastal villages such as Savoonga,

20

But I stress that you need to go to the other villages,

21

Gambell, Kivalina?

21

the villages that I mentioned that are being impacted.

22

when they see me on the road or when they see me in the

22

know July is just around the corner, but it's critical

23

airport or wherever, they come and thank me.

23

that they be heard.

24

go to their villages to go get their -- to get their

24

area.

25

public comments, but they are -- they are being impacted.

25

Because it's those three villages,

They don't

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

Nome needs to be one station, one

I

They have whaling communities in that area.
Climate change is one thing that we are seeing
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

3XEOLF+HDULQJ7UDQVFULSW
3RLQW+RSH$ODVND

3XEOLF+HDULQJ7UDQVFULSW
3RLQW+RSH$ODVND

77
1

firsthand (Speaking in Inupiaq).

2

the ice condition, you name it.

But I don't want to echo

2

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

3

what everybody has been saying.

There is a lot of good

3

DR. JIM KENDALL:

4

statements.

5

see the reports.

6
7

I came here tonight.

And we would like to

We want it on the Internet.

1

much.

Sir, would you like another opportunity?

4

We wanted

(Shakes head.)

Ma'am?

MS. MARGARET OKTOLLIK:

Hi, I'm Margaret

5

Oktollik, and I'm against offshore drilling, and it is --

to be able to have access to it because where is Point

6

I haven't been home for many years, and it is good to go

Hope.

7

home to the whaling tradition, and it is a very -- it

8

describes the whale spread around the whole village,

9

and it's going to hurt when they do the drilling and

8
9

Our weather has changed,

78

And I'm just grateful that there is a whaling
captain's wife over here.

She said this land is my land.

10

To see her grandkids here, when you have tutichiats, I

10

it's -- I don't know why they choose this place right now

11

visit her house and I see her grandkids.

11

because I grew up here in Point Hope.

12

So I was thankful that the Lord blessed them with a whale,

12

off the shore and the land.

13

the hard work it takes to land a whale to prepare.

13

coming right now.

14

Many grandkids.

I'm thankful for the Kinneeveauks.

I'm thankful

14

And I -- we live

And I don't know why it's

My kids are learning the tradition, too, and

15

for the Lanes, the Killigvuks, that we were able to

15

it's -- the tradition is the main culture around here in

16

celebrate the true meaning of being a (Speaking in

16

Point Hope.

17

Inupiaq), and to share with our brothers and sisters

17

in Alaska.

18

hagmaktus [Inupiaq ph].

18

critical right now.

19

coming home and sharing his knowledge with the songs that

19

be home and it's good to see everybody sharing, everybody

20

he has that we have yet to learn because they are so

20

getting along.

21

precious in our hearts.

21

hope it stays this way.

22

are.

22

much it is to love one another and share with one another

23

and care for each and every one.

24

being home.

23
24

I want to thank my uma Leo for

They are so, so -- so much who we

I said enough, but again, I want to thank
everyone for coming.

25

Taikuu.

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you very, very

This is the oldest village in Point Hope -We -- it's -- it's -- it's -- this place is
I mean, I don't know.

And the community is still the same, and I
And I want my kids to see how

My kids really love

I'm against everything.

25

DR. JIM KENDALL:

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

you like another comment, please?

2

80
1

MS. SALLY KILLIGVUK:

My husband is a

You know, I was thinking while you guys

And the ocean -- you guys eat, too.

2

fish, like the shrimp, crabs.

Like the

You guys eat those things,

3

whaling captain.

3

too.

4

were all talking about money and having food in the

4

guys love to eat those things, too.

5

freezer.

5

common sense that you have to use, too.

6

next day you have no more money.

7

food of -- the Native food that we share through the

7

the ones that are fighting for us, like Caroline and

8

villages everywhere.

9

the mikigaq and everything.

Every time we have money, we spend it and the
But you still have the

Not only us, because you
And I -- you know,

But I respect each and every one of you guys and

8

Oktollik, to fight for us.

If I was a millionaire, I

9

to respect them.

10

would have every one of these poor little people go to

10

are -- they are doing their best, but we pray for them to

11

every meeting you guys have.

11

be strong for us because we can't do it.

12

them, for them peoples to doing that for us.
know, we said no.

12

All over the Alaska peoples trying

6

It hurts you peoples, too.

But, you know, the only thing I'm proud to be,

And we are making them strong

We pay for them to help us.

13

to tell you guys the truth, that I love to be Native

13

14

American to share our traditional ways.

14

15

for what we are doing right now.

16

kids how to say no when the bad things are -- when we have

16

Would you like to make a comment?

17

bad things, we say no.

17

you.

18

And I will fight

And when we teach our

And this -- these things we are trying to say

19

no, which you guys can't hear.

And we are trying to tell

20

you guys over and over, no means no.

21

our kids, no, you can't do this.

22
23

And I respect
And you

And thank you.

15

18

But they

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you very much.
You okay?

Would you like to make a comment?

Okay.

Well, it's getting late but, then, again, I want

19

to make sure everybody feels their voice was heard.

20

is important.

21

raise their hand and say something?

guys have to open your ears and open your hearts because

22

to exclude anyone.

you know -- but every time we have money we spend it, but

23

24

we still have the Native foods with us for the rest of our

24

was said earlier.

25

lives.

25

made, and really valid points.

Like we always teach

But what's the use?

We can't change.
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

this oil.

2

respected.

We don't like being poor.

3

Ecuador.

4

under them.

5

We expect to be

82
1

government said it is valuable for oil and gas.

2

is reserved to the United States.

3

evidence otherwise, please provide it to us.

4

we did, but they made that statement.

the UN combined Ecuador and us together in regards to

5

here on shore.

6

discrimination against indigenous peoples.

6

7

transnational corporations through their resolution that

7

Lands Act [sic], ANILCA they call it, mandated an

8

they passed in 1989 and did their investigation, and we

8

inventory of every square inch of Alaska.

9

responded.

9

are there?

Treat us like everyone else.

This is not

Those people had their oil stolen right from

10

They had to go to the UN.

So did we.

And

Five

Our issue was Prudhoe Bay at that time.

We

And that

And if you have got
Naturally,

So there is oil

In 1980, the Alaska Lands Interest Conservation

What oil is there?

What minerals

Did they let us know?

10

they didn't let us know where everything is.

11

to -- they wanted us not to know because of this

12

competitive arrangement, competition, intellectual

No,

They want

11

didn't get a chance to talk about offshore, but we did

12

indicate what our impacts were with that Prudhoe Bay.

13

impacts on those animals that live up there, the birds

13

property.

14

that live up there, the migratory life.

14

to make a clear decision.

15

thorough about the impacts that had taken place back then.

15

16

There were 200 holes in that Trans-Alaska Pipeline back

16

more than 50 years of oil in the Lower 48 for the whole

17

then.

17

country?

18

And this was testified before.

18

Bay, the Shuvlik formation, the shale there, which will

The

And we were very

And the person who blew the whistle was persecuted.

19

But getting back to jobs, oil, opportunities,

But we have oil here.

We need to know in order

Is it really the end of the world when there is

Tar sands and shale oil.

What about Prudhoe

19

last and keep that pipeline alive through 2074 at 660,000

20

business, and they talk about that place up there.

I have

20

barrels a day then.

21

been working for a village corporation since 1983.

I had

21

22

to be involved with title recovery in regards to those

22

hard in the year 2000 during the Bush Administration's

23

people that had filed for Native allotments as their own

23

last phases.

24

from the federal government.

24

we going to do?

25

of their allotments on the coast because the federal

25

stand up and say, hey, wait a minute.

They almost did not get any

And we got this impression that was hitting us

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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And you are not even touching

84

1

acres that are leased now.

2

it?

3

go offshore in California?

4

still want to do it, and yet you have 62,000,000 acres

4

We are sitting on a bowl.

5

sitting right there leased, and it's not being developed.

5

Hope, Wainwright, Point Lay.

6

the middle, not from the edge.

7

nothing, because it's being stolen from over here from

And you want to go offshore over there?

6

You want to

We said no to that.

What's wrong with this picture?

But you

Is there a

Is there a problem?

There is

1

haven't really got a clear picture what we really are --

2

what we really have here.

3

This area is the largest oil patch in the world.
The edge of the bowl is Point
And it's being sucked from
And we are left with

7

national security issue?

8

all this controversial propaganda, whatever, that's being

8

next door way far away.

9

pressed upon us without true facts as to exactly what is

9

there is now and what you can deal with now and quit

10

there.

10

messing around with stuff that we can't deal with.

11

when they come in our doors and we close the door and they

11

is no technology to clean up oil in broken ice.

12

sit around and talk and have tea with us, business.

12

13

we say, hey, wait a minute, there is oil right there.

14

come you don't want that?

There is nothing there.

15

over there, but not here.

Which is a finite lie.

16

did they lie?

17

is no tax.

18

Naturally we brought it up to the oil companies

They really should deal with what

And
How

It's
And why

Because that oil over there is free.

There

As a matter of fact, there was incentives until

Did you see those pictures from the Norway

13

study, from the Canadian MacKenzie study?

14

far apart from each other, lots of water, no wind.

15

job.

16

looking at the ice formations.

17

the way from Barrow to here, that ice really moved around.

We can do it.

18

There would have been no way to clean up.

19

lost some of this ice just recently.

20

with this picture.

20

a while.

21

oil, you know.

22

So we have all this oil on shore, and these oil

Great

We had a tough year.

Obama said, hey, wait a minute, there is something wrong
We are paying you guys to take this

Those ice were

I looked at satellite photos all year

19

How are we going to deal with our deficit?

There

All

We just finally

It's been stuck for

21

Our businesses have opportunities, but they are

22

being abused by oil companies for gold instead of silver,

23

companies running around with their temptation, that

23

as a figure of speech.

24

apple.

24

offshore yet, but the technology sure is for onshore.

25

business and saying that's the only way to go when we

25

the federal government has told me this is valuable for

And they are even picking on our leadership, our

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

oil and gas, then let's deal with it here before we even

1

to do it in our impacted areas per testimony back then

2

go offshore.

2

with that expectation.

3

technology has not changed through Arctic research,

3

way and attempt offshore.

4

through the National Science Foundation, over the years

4

5

has not changed at all.

5

to what Alaska has said, what the governor has said.

6

something to come out with a way to deal with this.

6

what is his background?

7

Even though we get nothing out of it, he say we are going

7

Work on that technology because the

They have to be forced into it or

I don't know if you remember the Santa Barbara

But these oil companies got in the

And it really gives you a picture with regards
And

A lobbyist for oil companies.

8

accident in the '60s, but the depth of that accident is

8

to get jobs.

9

the very same depth as that -- those areas over there, 150

9

through, it runs through the National Petroleum Reserve.

And when that thing leaked, it tore the

10

feet deep.

11

ground, and you can't plug a torn ground.

And how fast

11

It's federal property.

12

did that oil spread in 150 feet of water versus a mile?

12

But has the tribe practiced it?

13

It went fast.

14

plug it?

Did they actually clean it up?

10

It's a good thing.

Did they

When that pipeline runs

Is it taxable by the North Slope Borough?

No.

Is it taxable by the tribe?
No.

Yes.

Has there been

13

technical assistance to make it happen?

That's what we are faced with here.

14

through court rulings that ruled in favor of that tribal

15

This is shallow water, and there is talk about

15

government?

16

weakening and streamlining regulations on shallow water.

16

provided?

17

That was on the news today.

17

government-to-government in regards to delegation of

18

But it's shallow water.

18

authority as a government-to-government.

19

don't see how that was missed.

20

there is oil on shore outside of the petroleum reserve.

20

like it or not.

21

Our businesses should have control over that.

21

there is so much oil that's on shore.

22

why they were formed with that relationship with the

22

property next to the pipeline, 30-some-odd thousand acres.

23

federal government under this forceful Alaska Native

23

And that oil there is, what, 17,000,000,000 barrels, which

24

Claims Settlement Act, with that partnership arrangement

24

will last us until 2074.

25

for the economic opportunity for that corporation and ours

25

That's what they want to do.

It's like an hourglass.

And I

But at the same time,

19

That was

Yes.
No.

No.

Has it been

Has there been technical assistance

To make it happen as the

We are equal, almost like clones, whether we
And we share that responsibility.

But

BP just purchased

At 660 [sic] barrels in 2074.

And so we keep hearing from personnel from the
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1

federal government that we have a national security

1

know, I mean, that information needs to be looked at and

2

problem.

But

2

taken seriously.

3

at the same time, we are hearing these other things, which

3

In regards to technical knowledge or

4

nobody really knows about.

4

intellectual knowledge or intellectual property, Brown &

5

Google to get that information and see and talk to other

5

Associates, who is your contractor, had only gone to Point

6

people to see what's going on while we still haven't seen

6

Lay for the Hope basin sale 193.

7

what ANILCA has provided on that mandate of inventory of

7

information from Wainwright or Point Hope for the Hope

8

the land.

8

basin sale 193.

9

don't know if Brown & Associates worked for anyone else,

This is an urgent issue.

9

We need this oil.

I mean, I have to beg to

So there isn't -- we have no oil.

It's just

Point Lay was the only source for EPA.

I

10

that there was interest that was shown.

10

but they did admit to EPA -- admit that that was what they

11

those technical reports that were done in the '70s, you

11

got when they started talking about their permits, water,

12

notice that there is an interesting trend in regards to

12

air.

13

location.

Nome, Kotzebue, Cook Inlet, Aleutians.

13

14

did them?

KPMG, an accounting company.

15

trustworthy?

16

biological studies accurate?

17

on that?

18

What did they focus on?

When you look at

They did not get

And who

We have the right for taxation.

The situation

Are they

14

that we are faced with doesn't make any sense.

Were their

15

is literally trying to give away its oil because of this

16

offshore situation.

17

for trying to do it.

18

are giving it away.

And how much did they focus

There are over 50 technical reports that were

And the governor is getting whipped
Say, hey, wait a minute, man, you
We are paying 80 cents on the dollar

19

provided by your website that I tried to look through.

19

for you to drill oil.

20

There were three for the Navarin Basin, maybe one or two

20

the dollar here in Alaska on shore.

21

for the Nome area, one or two for Kotzebue, about

21

give you even more.

22

20-some-odd for the Beaufort, maybe six for the Hope

22

slapped around.

23

Basin, Point Hope area.

23

24

on Kotzebue information because we refused to cooperate.

24

shore.

25

So there is technical missing information.

25

It's safer.

The Point Hope area was focusing

Whether -- you

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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And that's when the governor got
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1

has.

2

are not even talking about Kotzebue, Fairbanks.

And this is outside of the petroleum reserve.

1

I know we should have had the break sooner.

I didn't

2

realize that the coffee maker is locked up.

And I asked

Their situation is -- is an interesting one; so

3

where is the coffee, and the coffee maker is locked up.

We have to give 70 percent away.

4

Next time we will know they have the room unlocked with

5

the coffee maker to make the --

3
4

is ours.

5

to deal with that?

6

percent of your paycheck to someone else?

7

are faced with.

8
9

We

90

Are we going

Have you ever decided to give away 70
That's what we

Onshore.

And if the government is willing to reimburse us
for that, then maybe you got something going.

But still

6

MS. ERMA HUNNICUTT:

7

companies to send us pop and water.

8

DR. JIM KENDALL:

9

MS. ERMA HUNNICUTT:

Just tell the oil

The oil company?

our government -- our businesses should have an

10

11

opportunity to develop what is theirs onshore and not be

11

can't.

12

told by these oil companies that's the way to go.

12

their coffee.

13

don't have any oil.

Well, that might not even be true.

13

had the names.

14

We need to know what the real facts are because I don't

14

I want to make sure no one leaves here feeling they didn't

15

know what they are.

15

have a chance to express the way they feel.

16

if anybody else would like to speak, I want to make sure

17

no one feels they didn't -- they didn't get it on the

18

table here.

16
17

I'm trying to understand.

MS. ERMA HUNNICUTT:
have some water or something?

18

Excuse me.

Can we

We are getting dry.

DR. JIM KENDALL:

I think we are going to

19

have to take a short break.

20

here.

21

So let's take a ten-minute break.

22

Let's take a short break

make additional comments, we can come back.

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Okay.

Okay.

We went around the room once.

We

We asked for anybody who wanted to speak.

This is important.

So right now

Going once.

MS. PEGGY FRANKSON:

I'm just curious how

much weight bearing are these hearings for the Secretary

21

of Interior when he makes his decisions?

22

be reading all of these comments?

23

of how we feel?

I know it's late,

24

writing in front of him in black and white?

And we probably --

25

And if people want to

and people have been here a long time.

I

20

(A break was taken.)

24

They can do that.

But then I will be breaking the law if I drank

19

And I know our recorder needs to take a break, too.

23

25

You

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Yes.

10

Is he going to be aware

Is he going to get this totally in

DR. JIM KENDALL:

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

they are the experts.

2

is also summaries prepared.

We take everything verbatim.

3

Secretary and the staff.

4

the Secretary and staff, we provide it.

5

There

1

MS. AGGIE FRANKSON-HENRY:

Aggie

2

Frankson-Henry, for the record.

3

testing.

4

Chukchi Sea and Bering Sea?

verbatim transcripts are available, summaries are

5

do seismic testing?

6

available, everything.

6

people, on the Inupiat people?

7

we only have so much influence.

But one thing we have to

7

have on the marine mammals?

8

focus on is to make sure no matter what is said, whatever

8

seismic testing?

9

is recorded is available and put on the table.

9

on those resources, and the marine mammals rely on those

10

can promise you that.

11

another --

12

They are available to the

92

Whatever format they want it in,
We make sure the

And once you pass it up the chain,

That's our job.

MS. ERMA HUNNICUTT:

I mean, we

There was

Does the Secretary

When did they start seismic testing in the
Who gave them the permits to

What effects does it have on -- on
And what effects does it

What marine mammals die from

Those are my questions because we rely

10

resources such as plankton and all the other bottomless

11

sea creatures.

12

it does in the bottomless ocean floor.

ever make a comment?

14

concern at that they made, does he ever talk about -- does

14

doing seismic testing?

15

he ever talk?

15

radiation?

16

testing and the effects it has and the impact it has

17

within the coastal communities of the Arctic Slope?

17

DR. JIM KENDALL:
his staff.

18
19

Yes, he has talked among

Sometime he will -MS. ERMA HUNNICUTT:

But we never hear

from him.

20
21

I mean --

DR. JIM KENDALL:

They send us.

And I

will take the message back that you want to hear from him.

22

MS. ERMA HUNNICUTT:

23

he have to say after he listen to all the comments.

24
25

DR. JIM KENDALL:

I want to know what

Leo, do you want to say

something?
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

13

I see pictures of seismic testing and what

13

16

I mean does he ever -- about the

My question is on seismic

And why can't people look back when they are
Is it -- is it caused by

What is the scientific knowledge of scientific

18

We need to know about seismic testing.

19

to know these, and we need these answers back in black and

We need

20

white.

21

from the input of the environmental impact statements, the

22

final decisionmaker, his comments on our comments.

23

haven't -- you know, it's -- it's really important.

24

really important to know because we know how many

25

decibels -- how many decibels does it -- does it impact

Like from -- like -- like we need to hear also
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1

the marine mammals?

1

coastal management zone?

2

impact the creatures in the bottom of the sea?

Does it do

2

our education when we go to elementary school, high

3

something to the bowhead whale's stomach, seismic testing?

3

school, and further on our education.

4

Does it pop the drum, eardrums of the seals?

4

federally and State funded, along with our housing.

5

now we are seeing all this devastation in the Lower 48

5

How many decibels does it take to

94

It's like standing -- to me it would be standing

Is it possible?

We know we get

And they are all
And

6

in this building with a lot of speakers in a concert,

6

because of tornadoes or hurricanes or flooding now.

7

maybe even more.

I don't know how many -- I mean, put

7

we really do hurt for the people down there.

8

that by a whale.

Let us have a picture of all those

8

care.

9

speakers that, you know, that affects the marine mammals.

9

like they should care for us, too, that are going to be

We need to know these things.

11

do seismic testing?

12

community so that we can oppose seismic testing along the

12

13

coastal communities?

13

this side of the room, any other comments before I go back

14

that offshore development, if it doesn't come, you know --

14

to that side of the room?

How come they never come to our

These are important.

Slope Borough.

17
18

highly impacted if there is an oil spill.

11

And we know

Our mayor -- I support the mayor of the North

16

10

And I think that the federal government should care

10

15

Who gives them the right to

And

We really

Thank you.
DR. JIM KENDALL:

15

MS. LILLIAN AANAURAQ LANE:

On

Lillian

16

Aanauraq Lane.

statements in the -- in the newspapers today in -- in ADN

17

that if anything is going to harm our animals out in the

or Arctic Sounder, you know, with -- what do they call

18

ocean, and once that is harmed, it will affect -- it will

19

that?

19

have an effect on -- a ripple effect on everything that

20

and the other communities within that one, that the State

20

depends on them.

21

of Alaska did not pass or it didn't go into -- the coastal

21

22

management zone.

22

back there.

23

walk back to this side of the room, it looks like we are
getting ready to wrap this up.

23

He's getting really worried now within his

Thank you very much.

It's within the communities along the -- the Arctic

Yes.

No, that's --

Can BOEMRE try to help us and ask the governor

24

or go to the State of Alaska to encourage them that we

24

25

need to be heard, the coastal communities within the

25

I think the bottom line of all of this is

And we don't want that to happen.

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you.

Anybody else over here or back here?

As I

Everybody is tired.

MS. PEGGY FRANKSON:

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

every one of you over to my home even before you fly out

1

years in a row because when the judge made a decision, the

2

tonight, if you are flying tonight.

2

season was over and it was moot.

3

You are going to see all what's in my freezers.

4

all going to be Eskimo food.

You will see my big family

4

And then it continued on for a nine-year program from 1980

5

and, without that, we wouldn't -- we would be in so much

5

to 1989.

6

poverty, we would be starving to death.

6

border all the way to Point Hope, every square inch.

7

that very same time we were dealing with the United

7

Look in my freezers.
That's

I mean, I want you to go back and tell the

3

But seismic testing has started in the '70s.

And they did 2-D seismic from the Canadian
At

8

Secretary of Interior that we -- we depend on these --

8

Nations on the impacts of animals also doing one on Red

9

these animals, these mammals, all of our sea mammals to

9

Dog Mine.

10

eat every single day of our lives.

11

raised on it.

12

hunts them.

13

look in my freezer.

14

sure they would give you that same offer.

15

are full of Eskimo food, nothing else.

16
17
18

It's -- my kids are

I mean, my husband hunts them.

Our family

You know, I invite every one of you to go
Everybody else in this community, I'm

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Their freezers

Thank you.

Thank you.

Jack, did I see your hand?
MR. JACK SCHAEFER:

Jack Schaefer again.
There is an

There was something like seven out of ten seals

10

that were sinking in the winter.

11

don't sink, but they were malnourished.

They were skinny.

12

that to the UN and then we were distracted by this Project

13

Chariot issue cleanup.

14

through on that issue.

So we were never able to follow

15

Now, it took a while for them to recover.

16

now we have gone through another three years of the

17

seismic stuff.

18

They

And we reported

And

And there is still more to go.

Someone had asked in one of the earlier hearings

19

Seismic, now that it was touched on.

19

a couple years ago to define seismic.

20

exemption for the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service and the

20

went home and looked in the dictionary and found out that

21

National Marine Fisheries Service on addressing impacts

21

the definition of seismic is earth shattering.

22

and having public hearings and doing something about their

22

you know, it's hard to deal with this as if we are talking

23

authorizations for incidental take and the impacts on

23

to numb people that can't hear or are numb to this and

24

animals for seismic activities.

24

don't respond.

25

Hope went to court three years in a row and lost three

Native Village of Point

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

retiring and he said that straight out before we started

1

Again, there will be some nourishment problems

2

our hearing -- I mean, during the hearing.

2

with part of the food chain because of seismic, which is

3

were three hearings on seismic, but we never got anything

3

another reason why there should be time to wait until

4

done with it, but we did have impacts.

4

these species recover from this earth-shattering

5

now.

5

experience that they went through with this 2-D, 3-D that

6

that walruses and seals had blown eardrums.

6

were done by China and the United States.

7

were distracted from Kaktovik straight to Russia when

7

One of the interesting statements that were made

8

Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission gave the go-ahead for

8

or in response was we were completely unaware of this, but

9

seismic activities over there.

9

in 2006 there is this group that is called the Indigenous

And so there

We have impacts

Nobody is willing to carry a camera around.

10

I heard

The walruses

We didn't get to fill up our freezers that year.

10

Peoples Council for Marine Mammals.

Had two federal

11

That was three years ago.

We reported to the National

11

agencies administering the Marine Mammal Protection Act.

12

Marine Fisheries Service, Fish & Wildlife Service, and

12

Fish & Wildlife Service and the National Marine Fisheries

13

their response was that it was normal.

They assigned it

13

Service entered into an umbrella agreement on how to

14

to a veteran who had worked for the U.S. Fish & Wildlife

14

negotiate these section 119 cooperative agreements.

15

Service for decades, John Trent, who was soon to retire or

15

were completely unaware that this was going on.

16

die on the job.

16

know about it.

17

numbness.

18

So he was able to say that with a

17
It's -- it's hard to deal with this stuff and

We

I didn't

When the tribe said no, they went to these

18

nonprofit organizations.

Beluga whale, polar bear, fur

19

try to explain, but at the same time, having these type of

19

seal.

20

things being brought back to us as, you are not a

20

protect these animals.

21

scientist; you don't have any photographs; we don't

21

avoidance agreement, good neighbor policy, whatever.

22

remember these tests that were taking place in the past;

22

Whether there was complete attention focused on that is

23

we don't know how much of a time frame we gave for

23

unclear because whenever my uncle went to talk to Diomede,

24

recovery.

24

to Gambell, when they talked about their seal, their

25

year?

25

walrus, they said, hey, wait a minute, there is something,

Was there very much tomcod this year?

Last

From seismic part of the food chain was lost.

Whaling Commission got this agreement, we will

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

you know -- and whale.

2

agree with this agreement.

3

They indicated, well, I don't

100
1

Nevertheless, there is this agreement in 2006,

Money don't grow on trees and it doesn't rain

2

animals.

3

us, and that's how we live.

We have to go out and get them.

They come to

And we have no other way.

4

which I personally feel is something that's not legal.

4

Aside from that, you know, it's a -- you know, it's an act

5

That delegation of authority was done for the purposes of

5

of -- it's an imminent threat.

6

providing funding and providing a better way of managing

6

used that term.

7

animals and having a cooperative agreement with the State

7

imminent threat doesn't click until we turn that first

8

to manage these animals.

8

stone on the ocean floor.

9

an imminent threat from this Al Quaida, or whatever we

9

But what did they do instead?

They go ahead and

Native Village of Gambell

The United States responded by saying the

And what did Bush say?

We got

10

do the same thing on the side to allow industry to create

10

call these people.

11

these impacts which we can't deal with in a legal

11

damage because he said there was this imminent threat.

12

position.

12

13

are way behind on this intellectual property.

14
15

And so part of this food chain is broken and we

It's funny how that imminent threat definition

13

had changed and evolved from the 1980s to now to the time

information in regards to the Chukchi Sea as to what

14

that, you know, Bush had done his thing.

impacts have taken place now as from those seismic tests

15

16

and allowing it to recover is something that needs to be

16

emotional, mental until it hits our nutritional needs, and

17

done so that we can continue to survive.

17

it already had with the walrus and the tomcod, which the

18

seal survive on.

19

decline in the population?

18

The

And he went in there and did his

You know, everyone said that -- that we get our

19

food from the ocean.

Go buy a steak at the store.

20

$24 a pound.

21

you are a vegetarian.

22

got black eyes like an Indian.

23

have to have meat.

I just have to do it.

24

98-pound weakling.

And we have no other way.

25

have any other way.

It's

And meat is something that you like, unless

20

And if you are a vegetarian, you

But we are faced with that.

That threat is

How long will it take for us to see that

And we haven't even talked about some other

21

outside interests that cause influence on us.

I

22

young, my grandmother used to skin and take the face off

Otherwise I'm a

23

of seals, and she sold each face for $2.50.

24

bounty on seals.

25

when I tried to use one of them as a Frisbee, she got on

And I got to have meat.

We don't
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1

my case, my grandma.

2
3

MS. EMMA KINNEEVEAUK:

Not the face, the

head.

4

MR. JACK SCHAEFER:

5

MS. EMMA KINNEEVEAUK:

6

With the eyes, too?
No, just the head,

the seal head.

7

102
1

important, and it's a responsibility for the federal

2

government in regarding and maintaining the optimum

3

sustained yield of all species and to step in when that

4

delegation of authority has been betrayed or failed by a

5

state.

6
MR. JACK SCHAEFER:

8

what was that about?

9

it a health issue?

So I decided to ask,

Was it an environmental issue?

We had seen recently that for the second year in

7

a row since we started to look at this that Yukon River

Was

8

people cannot get salmon for subsistence purposes, and

Was it from nuclear testing that took

9

that's because of commercial fisheries bycatch.

10

place in 1955 in the Arctic Ocean by the U.S. government?

10

did explain this and indicate that that was a problem,

11

What was it?

12

because he's been with us for decades.

13

look into it, and he came to an answer.

14

11

both to Salazar when he came to Barrow that there is this

So he decided to

12

full faith and credit issue that needs to be addressed in

And he said it

13

regards to what happens to other people has to be

was the commercial fisheries had indicated that the seal

14

respected by us also in regards to whatever judicial

15

had caused problems with their nets and therefore has

15

rulings had taken place.

16

caused a bounty at $2.50 per.

16

This is the United States.

17

able to get her chewing tobacco with that.

18

The only person I knew to ask was John Trent

And we

And my grandma, she was

17

But there was an act that had taken place that

We treat everybody the same.

So this -- really need to look at this whole

18

picture and take another look and take another approach

19

we had no control over but were very fortunate to live

19

and avoid this dictation or forceful arrangement that is

20

through.

20

done by these oil companies to look at other areas which

21

know how it stopped, but I just asked on a memory that I

21

are in their interest and not in ours because they get

22

had.

22

this for free.

23

out to be a commercial outside interest influence,

23

all.

24

commercial fisheries.

24

probably one or two people from this community that will

25

work there that has any training at all, and no one else.

But it didn't get carried away.

And I don't

I thought it was an environmental one.

25

It turned

Management of renewable resources is so

There is nothing that's in our interest at

We don't get a single dime out of it.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1
2

There is so much influx from the Lower 48, both
onshore and offshore in oil and gas development.

There is

104
1

And there is publications or statements staying

2

that we are going to lose this coastal zone management

3

a lot of oil out there that can be developed elsewhere we

3

program.

4

shouldn't even be talking about it.

The discussion should

4

won't have any input.

5

have died when we said and when you agreed and when others

5

killed by Frank Murkowski.

6

agreed that you can't clean up oil in ice.

6

7

conversation.

8
9

End of

But it's still going on today, you know.

And there should be an investigation on the
State, on this whole process is to, you know, doing an

10

inventory.

11

And it shouldn't be focusing on the State.

They didn't have any input.

It was

And the tribes had that right.

And Santa Barbara brought that forth in a

7

lawsuit, coastal zone management program.

8

here.

9

State of California.

We had a spill.

We had an issue

We want control over that, not the
And they won.

And that's a

10

community, Santa Barbara.

asked the previous hearing who is responsible for this.

11

have that authority.

12

There were other states.

12

that was appropriated for the State of Alaska under this

13

offshore, and the federal government honored that.

13

coastal zone program.

14

did that happen to Alaska?

14

least, but that's not even close to covering what we have

15

to do in order to assess what we are dealing with.

15

on down.

16

situation we are in.

17

We welcome you.

We

It's going to die on the 30th, and local people

Rhode Island said no to

No.

But

The governor said, come

And that's -- that's the

The governor gave his blessings.

The State is involved.

They have this

18

arrangement with the federal government.

19
20

16

Tribes

There is only 1.5 million dollars

We should have the same amount at

Thanks.

17

What happened to

And we are a tribe.

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you, Jack.

18

I see we got a study group here, which is good.

the tribes that are on the equal level of the federal

19

to see that.

government and higher than the State of Alaska?

And why

20

there anyone else that we have missed?

21

aren't we active on this coastal zone management program

21

twice.

22

in regards to local control, local decisionmaking that

22

before we close the meeting?

23

Governor Murkowski, Frank Murkowski, killed when he

23

MS. CAROLINE CANNON:

24

amended that coastal zone management program while he was

24

DR. JIM KENDALL:

25

the governor of Alaska.

25

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

Okay.

I'm glad

I've got someone taking pictures here.

Is

Going once, going

Caroline, would you like to make a final comment

I can.

Absolutely.

The floor

is yours.
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1

MS. CAROLINE CANNON:

1

Everywhere you look, regardless how tired they were, they

2

had a smile.

Normally when we hold

3

doing the oogruk hunting.

4

these meetings, a plane is either waiting for them or

4

ready.

5

what.

We have

5

Thanksgiving, the first rush ice, Christmas.

6

finally been heard, and many trips to D.C.

We met with

6

evolves all year.

7

Echohawk.

7

landed a whale.

8

our community.

8

occurs.

9

Bromwich and many high official people in D.C. to get a

2

productive meeting.

3

Everybody had the opportunity.

Very, very

106

I think everybody was heard.

And I just feel this is all the good.

We have had invitations to Salazar to come to
We have given invitations to Michael

And it's just to refresh.

Now they are

They are going to get the skins

It's an all-year-long process.

9

We will celebrate
And it just

And yet there is times that we never
And that circle is incomplete when that

Yes, it's a blessing when Barrow sends, you

10

firsthand look like we are talking about to educate them

10

know, how many boxes of muktuk and kuak.

11

and then let them see what is so valuable to us, why it's

11

up there and they bless you, you got to pay $2 a pound of

12

so important that they hear us out.

12

excess weight just to help an elder because that's their

13

meat.

13

It's one thing when people do come into their

It's our vitamin.

Or when you go

It's our minerals.

And if

14

community and hold a meeting, but when they stay

14

anything happened to the ocean, that's why we speak.

15

overnight, it means much.

15

That's why we come to these meetings because it's there

16

are talking about, get a feel of what we are talking

16

near to our heart.

17

about.

17

ones, on their behalf.

18

that many meetings will come forth.

At least you can see what we

So I'd really express my thanks, and I'm hoping

19

18

And one thing that we always try to say and

20

stress is please respect our calendar year.

21

will show respect.

22

ask that you work -- it works vice versa.

23

Respect.

You will receive respect.

We

But we just

And those invitations are from our heart.

And we are speaking on the little

But I feel that there has been some improvements

19

in this area, that the communication will get better, but

20

we can't do without the other.

21

You need to hear us out.

And I felt this evening that everybody expressed

22

their thoughts, and I appreciate your time.

23

that offer that Peggy gave.

24

Please go see and look and feel what we are talking about.

24

her freezer.

25

You know, we have -- we just had a three-day feast.

25

store before you leave.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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See what we are talking about.
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Go to that freezer section and
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1

see how much a pound of meat.

2

108
1

And even just to look at that graveyard as you

3

take off at the airport, there is whale bones.

4

ancestors did this before our time.

5

whale bones.

And our

It is surrounded with

Our loved ones that are put away are
So everything -- that's why

experts.

2

And I happened to be in D.C. when there was a

3

snowstorm.

4

I'm like, oh, my goodness.

They call it a snowstorm, one inch of snow.

5

city for that?

They are shutting down the

And we have storms that go for days.

They

6

surrounded by whale bones.

6

have no clue.

7

it's so -- that's why it's critical that we speak on

7

things.

8

behalf of the marine mammals.

8

airplane or a chopper or a submarine or ship that's going

9

the ocean because it belongs there.

9

to come within hours.

We throw one jaw back to
These were set before

10

us.

Our ancestors placed these in place for us to

11

practice.

12

practicing.

13

I wasn't feeling well, but besides the point.

14

And it's 2011, and we still continue
I'm sorry.

The head.

That's how tired I am.

We still carry through these traditions.

We know that.

Sometimes we have

10

patients in that clinic 48 hours because of that.

11

firsthand what it's like to live in this harsh Arctic

12

environment, as they say.

13
We go

14

Again, thank you.

We know

Thank you and have a nice

trip back.

15

out there.

The

15

16

ice condition has changed, but the dances, the practice,

16

Ms. Cannon.

17

are still strong because we were given direct orders by

17

came to visit, I want to thank the Native Village of Point

18

our umailiks, the whaling captains.

18

Hope and the Elders for allowing us to come visit.

19

changed a little but, you know, when you know it in your

19

you for participating.

20

heart, it's in your blood, it will never go away.

20

recorded.

21

The men are out there around the clock.

So it's critical that we talk about these

When we have those storms, there's no way an

Some things have

That's why I express at our meetings,
It's so

21

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you very much,

And on behalf of the team for BOEMRE that

Thank

Everything you said has been

This is very, very important.
And we are going to do our best to bring this

22

traditional knowledge must be recognized.

22

together, and when we pass the information up, we will do

23

critical that they use and recognize traditional knowledge

23

our best to make sure it's extremely accurate.

24

because I think we could go a long ways.

We have our

24

you very much.

25

experts just like the rest of science.

They have their

25

about over.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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It's now nighttime, almost tomorrow morning.
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1
2

So thank you very, very much.
(Proceedings adjourned at 11:00 p.m.)
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1
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3
1

P-R-O-C-E-E-D-I-N-G-S

2

DR. JIM KENDALL:

3

can get started here.

4

tonight.

5

EIS for sale 193.

6
7

It looks like we

Thank you very much for coming

This is the public hearing for the revised draft

1

We have Mike Haller here.

2

MR. MICHAEL HALLER:

3

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Right here.

Mike is our liaison for

4

Native communities.

5

from our Office of Public Affairs.

walk you through the process and exactly what this meeting

6

believe, is still out front.

is so everybody starts from the same basis.

7

compliance subject matter expert and an expert for other

8

things.

9

there.

8
9

Okay.

4

That is a mouthful.

We are going to

Now, one thing I'd like to clear up -- and we
ran into this at two other meetings.

We got into the

10

meeting and someone said, who are you people.

11

like, I think we need to fix that at the beginning.

12

And it's,

We are not an oil company, and we are not from a

John, he's

Steve Scordino, I

He is an environmental

We have got Scott Blackburn.

Scott is also out

He is our technical editor for the document.

10

And the other two individuals sitting up here

11

are extremely key to this.

12

Sharon is the project manager for this.

We have got Sharon Warren.

13

document inside out and backwards.

She knows the

13

nongovernmental organization.

14

We are the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation

14

together.

15

and Enforcement.

We are responsible for managing the

15

the actual coordinator of the document, so he gets the

16

energy and mineral resources on the Outer Continental

16

pieces and puts it together from all the scientists, and

17

Shelf.

17

Sharon makes sure it all flows.

18

Our boss is the Secretary of the Interior.

19

we are.

20

We are a federal agency.

We've got John Callahan.

Our Bureau is within the Department of Interior.
So that's who

Now, before we get into the nitty-gritty of the

21

details, I want to introduce the folks here.

22

is over there taking notes.

23

that's said.

24

opportunity to speak, state your name.

25

that for the record.

Mary Vavrik

We are taking down everything

So please, when you are given the
We want to get

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

18

It's her job to put it

Next to her is Michael Routhier.

Michael is

That's who is here.

We are doing this a little bit different

19

tonight.

20

speak.

Usually we just open up the mike and have people

21

same place, we are going to take about the first five or

22

ten minutes to tell you exactly what this is.

23

times when people think that this document is the decision

24

document.

25

it's not a decision document.

But to make sure we are starting from the exact

There are

This EIS that Sharon is going to speak about,
It's information we pass to

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

the decisionmaker.

2

is going to explain.

3

And that's why we are here, as Sharon

6
1

We need your help to make sure this document

We will ask, though, to please keep your

2

comments to three to five minutes.

3

lot of you will have something to say.

We are hoping that a
That's what this

4

includes everything the decisionmaker, the Secretary of

4

meeting is for, to get information from the different

5

the Interior, needs to make the best possible decision.

5

stakeholders in the process and make sure their concerns

6

We have had meetings like this in the past in

6

and input go into the document.

So I want everybody to

7

many cities and, whenever we do this, there is always some

7

speak and we want to make sure people or an individual or

8

I won't call it criticisms, but suggestions on how to do

8

two don't monopolize the entire conversation.

9

it better.

9

has a chance here.

So what we are going to do tonight is, aside

Everybody

Okay?

10

from having a little briefing to tell everybody why we're

10

11

here so we all start the same way, we are going to use

11

through the process of why we're here.

12

sort of a more random approach for speakers.

12

reminded me, please.

13

you were asked to put your name in the big silver bowl out

13

them off or at least put them on the buzz thing.

14

there.

14

what I do.

15

it, and that's your time to speak.

15

or vibrate.

That's why

Your name goes in there, and we reach in, we pull

16

If for some reason you are not in the room, you

Now, with that, I would like Sharon to walk you

16

Sharon just

If you have got cell phones, turn
That's

When I'm told to turn it off, I put it on buzz

With that, Sharon, take it away.

17

stepped out for a minute, that doesn't mean you are not

17

18

going to speak.

18

coming.

19

bowl.

19

Excellent.

20

15, 20 minutes from now, they can fill out a form, give it

20

get your comments on the specific document that's out

21

to somebody, give it to us, and we will put it in the

21

there.

22

bowl.

22

Impact Statement for Chukchi Sea sale 193.

23

to speak.

23

sale 193?

24

We are not going to cut it off at 9:00 or 9:30 or 9:45.

24

statement and sale 193 in the Chukchi Sea was held in

25

If we have to stay here till 10:00 or 10:30, we will.

25

February of 2008.

Okay?

I'm just going to put it back in the

I don't want to miss you.

If someone comes

The important thing here is everybody has a chance
And we will stay here for as long as it takes.

MS. SHARON WARREN:

Thank you again for

Can everybody hear me all right?
Why are we here today?

All right.

We are here today to

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

It's the Revised Draft Supplemental Environmental
And what is

In 2007 we did an environmental impact

And six companies received leases from
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1

that sale.

2

acres was actually leased.

3

We offered 29.3 million acres and 2.8 million

Then what happened?

Days before the sale,

1

whether or not missing information identified by the

2

agency was relevant or essential under attention the

3

federal regulations.

4

has regulations that you must follow that when you have

The Council on Environmental Quality

4

plaintiffs sued to invalidate the lease sale.

5

alleged that the environmental impact statement did not

5

missing information, you have to say -- you have to

6

address the potential impacts in the document.

There was

6

determine whether or not the cost of obtaining the missing

7

not an order to stop the sale, so the sale continued, and

7

information was exorbitant or the means of doing so was

8

that was the reason why the sale was issued.

8

unknown.

9

They

8

And we issued the leases, but in July of 2010,

9

When the plaintiffs sued us, the agency, they

10

the U.S. District Court for the District of Alaska, which

10

filed an exhibit that listed all the statements that were

11

is Judge Beistline in Anchorage, ruled that most of the

11

made in the environmental impact statement of where the

12

EIS was satisfactory, but there were three concerns that

12

agency said we didn't know, we have uncertainty, and that

13

needed to be addressed before -- for the agency to meet

13

when the judge looked at it, said that's pretty

14

its NEPA obligation.

14

convincing, but you need to go back and you need to follow

15

Environmental Policy Act obligations.

15

the regulations and to assess all the statements that you

16

have made in the environmental impact statement.

16

And that's the National

So the three issues the Court wanted us to

17

address was that the Court said the EIS failed to analyze

17

18

the environmental impact of natural gas development

18

order?

19

despite any industry interest and specific leases for such

19

statement to address the Court's concerns.

20

development.

20

supplemental environmental impact statement was released

21

incentives to the companies to produce the natural gas,

21

in October of 2010.

22

and the judge said you offered those incentives, but you

22

that draft supplemental environmental impact statement.

23

did not adequately assess the environmental impacts of

23

24

that natural gas to be produced based on these incentives.

24

Point Lay, Wainwright, Barrow, and Anchorage, as well as

25

government-to-government meetings in those communities.

25

When the sale was offered, there was

The judge also said you failed to determine
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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We drafted a supplemental environmental impact
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We received over 150,000 comments on

We held public hearings in Kotzebue, Point Hope,
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9
1
2

And I'm going to turn it over to Mike to so he
can explain what we did next.

3

MR. MICHAEL ROUTHIER:

So in most EIS

10
1

public comments on the document to get people's feedback

2

on whether the document is sufficient.

3

take those comments, incorporate them into our final SEIS,
and send that on to the eventual decisionmaker.

And we will then

4

processes, you go out with a draft to invite public

4

5

comment, hold some meetings, and we look at those public

5

6

comments and develop a final EIS.

6

this revised document was the very large oil spill

7

we received over 150,000 comments, and we noticed a

7

scenario, so we want to talk a little bit more about what

8

recurring theme of many of those comments was -- and

8

that is.

9

again, this is on the heels of the Deepwater Horizon

9

the biggest oil spill possible in the Chukchi Sea planning

Here, like Sharon said,

That theme was you guys need to assess the

So we mentioned that one of the main drivers of

Basically we asked our expert geologists what

10

event.

10

area could be.

11

possibility of a very large oil spill in the Arctic as a

11

are not talking about a specific plan to drill.

This is a purely hypothetical event.

12

result of this lease sale.

We

This is

12

purely hypothetical and a scenario to inform our

13

So as an agency, we sat down and considered our

13

environmental analysis.

14

options and decided that, yes, it would be appropriate to

14

15

analyze a very large oil spill scenario in our EIS.

15

different than the term which you might hear elsewhere,

16

ensure that it received the full amount of analysis it

16

which is worst-case discharge.

17

warranted, we decided to do that in our EIS.

17

spill is a tool in our NEPA analysis, the worst-case

18

this was a very substantial new piece of analysis, we

18

discharge is something specifically required by our

19

decided that we were going to need to republish the draft

19

regulations to be included in any exploration plan.

20

EIS because this contains so much new information.

20

So if this lease sale were to be affirmed or

21

affirmed in part and a company were to, down the road,

21

To

And because

That's basically the document that brings us
We republished the original draft SEIS, including

The very large oil spill is a term that is

Whereas a very large oil

22

today.

22

submit an exploration plan to actually do drilling in the

23

the very large oil spill scenario and are now publishing

23

Chukchi Sea, that proposed exploration plan would have to

24

this as a revised draft supplemental environmental impact

24

include a worst-case discharge.

25

statement.

25

analysis.

And tonight we're here to solicit and record

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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11
1

It would incorporate a lot of additional

12
1

incorporate them, and do and make a final supplemental

2

information, such as what kind of well is it, where is the

2

EIS.

3

well, what reservoir, what kind of oil, what kind of

3

Court.

4

technology would be used, what kind of safety precautions

4

issued an order on the 19th of May and said, however you

5

would be taken and so forth.

And it's that subsequent

5

want to do it, in addition to doing the court order, items

6

analysis that would inform the decision on, okay, what

6

that he had as concerns and to do this, he wants the

7

kind of oil spill response plan would be required if that

7

Secretary to make his decision on whether to reaffirm the

8

exploration were to go forward.

8

sale, modify the sale, or cancel the lease sale by the 3rd

Again, the input that

9

of October of this year.

10

we need tonight from you and until July 11th when we have

10

11

a public comment period open is to have your comments on

11

incorporate these comments.

12

this document that we have out there, this revised draft

12

out there to the public filed with the Environmental

13

supplemental environmental impact statement for sale 193.

13

Protection Agency in early September.

14

There is a 45-day comment period.

This was released out

14

30-day waiting period before the Secretary of the Interior

15

to the public on the 21st of May.

And so the comment

15

can make the decision.

16

period closes on July 11th.

16

document, the final EIS, and his decision will be filed

17

with the District Court, and there will be further

18

briefings with the District Court, and then the judge will

9

MS. SHARON WARREN:

17

There is a website that you can go to to click

We are mandated by the

This document is still in litigation.

The Court

So in order to do that, we are going to
We must have the final SEIS

So there is a

Once he makes that decision, this

18

on and submit your comments.

19

for the comments, and we have some handouts that we will

19

decide whether or not the agency has met its obligation

20

put out here so that you know how to go to our website and

20

under the National Environmental Policy Act.

21

where to click on to submit your comments.

21

22

what we are asking.

23

your views.

24
25

We are using regulations.gov

We are on a court deadline.

And that's

That's why we're here tonight, to get

So the next thing is, what happens after these
hearings?

As Mike says, we will take these comments,

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

And what we are going to do is, these posters

22

after we are finished, we are going to hang them along the

23

back wall so that when we have the break -- which there

24

will be probably a break, as time goes on, and Jim will

25

explain that -- he will give you an opportunity to go
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13
1

along the back wall.

2

There is also some maps on the back wall that we
One in particular is the sale 193 map that you

14
1

members in our audience who are representing our leaders.

2

We have got the Representative Steve Thompson in the

3

audience.

3

put up.

4

can see what was the sale 193 area that was offered,

4

representing Congressman Young.

5

what's the alternative.

5

Tom Moyer representing Senator Begich.

6

are being looked at in the supplemental, so -- and then

6

like to make a few opening comments?

7

also what was leased.

7

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

8

blocks and there are some red blocks because some of the

8

DR. JIM KENDALL:

9

leases are within one of the alternatives that the

9

There is still alternatives that

The leased areas are both the gray

So this whole

Thank you for coming tonight.

Rhonda Boyles

Thank you.

And we've got

Would any of you

No.

All right.

That's fine.

Now, with that, we are going to start the process where we

10

Secretary can decide to choose on this.

10

get input from you all.

11

sale is back to the Secretary to decide what he wants to

11

because we are preparing a document that goes to the

Now, this is real important

12

do with the sale.

12

decisionmaker.

I

13

process.

14

noticed when they were up there, they were pointing to me

14

read the document.

15

and saying Jim.

I probably forgot to tell you who I was.

15

what we are missing so when we give that document and all

16

Yes, I'm a Fed.

My name is Jim Kendall.

16

the material that goes with it to the Secretary, he can

17

Regional Director for the Alaska Regional Office of the

17

sit down with his staff and these materials and make the

18

Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and

18

best possible decision.

19

Enforcement.

19

20

D.C. in January.

21

three-month detail.

22

love with Alaska.

23
24

13

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you very much.

I am the new

I came up here on a detail from Washington,

We want you to

Tell us what you thought.

So you are part of the process.

Tell us

This is really,

20

really important.

After six months I have fallen in

21

please state your name.

I think I have some Alaska colleagues

22

five minutes so everybody has a chance and we are not here

that might like me, so I am moving to Alaska to join the

23

till 3:00 in the morning.

But if we have to, we will stay

community of this wonderful state.

24

till 3:00 in the morning.

And if you have written

25

comments, please bring it up here.

25

It was supposed to be a two- to

It's also very much a public transparent

So we want input from folks.

Also, I would like to point out we have some
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

So once we start the comment period,
Let's try to keep it to three to

I'll give it to Mary
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15
1

and that will be entered into the record, as well.

2

Scott, will you bring over the bowl.

3

So

16
1

that.

2

Now, we have never done it before this way, but

But this is an incredibly harsh environment,

3

always changing, a dynamic landscape.

It would be the

4

we are hoping that it makes it more fair and everybody

4

last place I would ever consider a good place to have oil

5

feels they have had an equal chance to do it.

5

and gas drilling, exploration and development.

6

Richmond representing Senator Thomas.

6

by the nature of the weather, the wind, the storms, the

7

you, Murray.

7

sea ice moving, the pressure ridges that I saw, the sound

8

of the ice sheets grinding against one another.

9

the nature of this place says to me aren't there other

8
9

Our first selectee is Debbie Miller.
Miller.

Come right up to the podium.

10

MS. DEBBIE MILLER:

Murray

Thank you.

Thank

Debbie

The floor is yours.

I'm the lucky one.

So just

10

places that are less sensitive that would be a lower risk

11

area to explore and develop oil and gas.

12

polar bears, are endangered or threatened.

11

Gee whiz.

I'm Debbie Miller.

12

35 years.

I have spent much of the last 35 years

13

exploring the Arctic, mostly during the summer months,

13

14

extensively in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge,

14

this for the first time, and I turned to the polar bear

15

Natural Petroleum Reserve, and I write books for children

15

page on page 100, and it mentioned that, as a conclusion,

16

and adults about the natural world.

16

that the impacts appear to be minimal on polar bears with

17

oil and gas development.

17

I have lived in Alaska for

By -- just

I have not been to the Chukchi Sea.

I have

The species, the

I noticed in the report -- I just have now seen

18

traveled out on the sea ice north of Barrow when I worked

18

19

on a book about polar bears back in the mid 1990s.

19

you read a Canadian study that was done back in the 1970s

20

was there that I learned about the culture of the Inupiat

20

when I was doing my research, there was a gruesome study

21

people and how they are the bravest people and the

21

that was conducted where the Canadian scientists purposely

22

hardiest people to go out into those sea ice, you know,

22

oiled the fur of six polar bears to see what would happen,

23

areas where the ice is moving, where bears are, you know,

23

and immediately those polar bears groomed themselves,

24

struggling, swimming right now because we have such a

24

ingested the oil, went into convulsions, and they all

25

situation with the loss of ice.

25

died.

And it

We are reading all about

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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So we have had some studies that have looked at
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17

18

1

what happens when a polar bear has its fur covered in oil.

1

promise I will do my best not to destroy the names too

2

So these are serious impacts if we have an oil spill.

2

bad.

The first name is Joseph.

Joseph Aveoganna.

3

The second biggest concern I would have is there

3

floor is yours, Joseph.

4

is no proven technology to clean up an oil spill in Arctic

4

would like.

5

waters, and that's also pointed out in your report on page

5

6

135.

6

7

actions.

7

MR. JOSEPH AVEOGANNA:

8

hampered if you are out there in those kinds of conditions

8

MR. DANIEL LUM:

9

as far as getting that ice, building the booms protecting

9

I was looking at the effect of ice on response
It's very clear that you are going to be

10

the area.

11

makes it almost impossible in a lot of cases.

Removing the oil with those ice conditions

12

The

You can speak over there, if you

MR. DANIEL LUM:

Hello.

This is my son

Joseph.
Hi.

Joseph is shy.

I'm going to help him with this.

And so

And my name is Daniel.

10

I'm from Barrow, my wife is from Point Hope, and my son

11

has grandparents in Wainwright, all three out on the

the question would be why would we choose this area, a

12

Chukchi.

13

high risk area, on the heels of the Gulf spill, the Gulf

13

these people what you eat.

14

of Mexico on the heels of Exxon Valdez oil spill.

14

15

would we go to such a high risk area when we have other

15

16

places to explore and develop and we have other choices

16

17

for our energy supply, namely renewable energy, solar,

17

18

wind, geothermal and all the other -- tidal.

18

MR. JOSEPH AVEOGANNA:

19

this be a safer bet?

19

MR. DANIEL LUM:

So again,

Why

Wouldn't

Joseph, what kind of food do you eat?

MR. JOSEPH AVEOGANNA:

MR. DANIEL LUM:

Do we eat a little bit of

that or do we eat a lot of it?

Thank you so much for your time and for coming

20

to Fairbanks and teaching us about all the work that you

21

MR. JOSEPH AVEOGANNA:

22

put into this.

22

MR. DANIEL LUM:

23

document.

24

Thank you.

25

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you very much.

23

I

A lot of it.

Is this important to you?

21

I'll submit written comments at a later date.

Bowhead whales,

fish, walrus and seals.

20

This looks like a very interesting

Tell

Okay.

Do you always eat this fresh good food from the Chukchi?
Yes.

What happened in Mexico

[sic] this year from what you learned from school?

24

MR. JOSEPH AVEOGANNA:

25

MR. DANIEL LUM:

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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19
1

ocean when they had an oil spill?

2
3

1

MR. JOSEPH AVEOGANNA:

MR. DANIEL LUM:

5

died.

6

Whose ocean is this Nannuq?

A lot of it got sick and

Nannuq, look at all these people.

7

MR. JOSEPH AVEOGANNA:

8

MR. DANIEL LUM:

9

MR. JOSEPH AVEOGANNA:
MR. DANIEL LUM:

No.

What do you want to tell

these people, Nannuq?

13

MR. JOSEPH AVEOGANNA:

This is my ocean,

not yours.

15
16

Mine.

them?

11

14

Look at them.

Does this ocean belong to

10

12

Everything got sick

and died.

4

ocean.

Please stay out of our

Thank you.

18

Rebecca Schaffer.

19

Joseph Boyle.

Rebecca.

This is all being hushed up.

So I mean, you know, it's kind of scary, you

3

know, what's happening to the oceans.

4

to speak.

5

for the, you know, the endangered.

6

Gulf, Valdez, you know, our hindsight is 20/20, right?

7

But the animals, from the algae to the whales, you know,

8

are dying.

9

And why?

10

That's why I wanted

I want to speak for the animals, for the ocean,

They are endangered.

With Fukushima, the

It's all out of balance.

Part of it is due to global warming, but a lost

it is due to, you know, mankind.

11

I would just like to believe that we have

12

evolved higher, a more higher consciousness, right, to

13

think outside the box, to think beyond oil.
My dad was in development, you know.

15

I'm sitting here.

16

because he was all pro development, you know.

17

reality, we have options.

And after that it will be

18

threatening jobs and money.

19

because of oil.

MS. REBECCA SCHAFFER:

Well, next time any

The state of Alaska is rich

But you have to look at the bigger

20

picture.

of us eat shrimp, we have to question where it came from

21

everyone, including the ocean.

22

because it's keeping -- they are keeping it on the down

22

future generations to enjoy all that as well.

23

low.

23

24

percentage of it coming from the Gulf.

25

They are bleeding from all their orifices down there, just

People are dying.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

But in

You know, I know that it's

21

They are covering it up, and there is a big

Ironically

He's probably really groaning upstairs

Next on deck we have

DR. JIM KENDALL:

20

like the dolphins.

2

14
MR. DANIEL LUM:

17

20

The bigger picture is that we take care of
You know, we take care of

So I think there is a lot of other alternatives,

24

you know.

25

Charlie, you know.

I mean, if there is hydrogen cars, I'm there,
I mean, geothermal, the sun.

It's all

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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21
1

natural, nonpolluting, you know.

2

we all ought to be embracing.

3
4
5

living over there, you know.

6

ramifications of our actions.

7

Gulf Coast we are not even hearing about because it's

8

hushed up.

So I think that's what

1

here in Alaska.

You know, with -- milk in

2

same time, I don't want to turn it into the biggest

Hawaii on the big island is 3,000 times radiated with, you

3

national park on earth.

know, the -- just radiated.

4

9
10

22

You know, I have a daughter
It's pretty scary, the
The ramifications of the

So anyways, I get a little impassioned, but
thanks for this hearing.

11

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you, Rebecca.

And it's a beautiful place, but at the

Some of the stop measures that we have up there

5

include -- I mean, we put diapers is what we call them,

6

but stuff underneath pickup trucks.

7

duck pond which is like a throw-down containment.

8

something you actually tie wire underneath the bottom of

9

the vehicles and that goes to every single piece of

10

equipment that we have up there.

11

environmentally safe.

And it's not just a
It's

It's incredibly

12

Joseph Boyle, and following Joseph will be Steve Kelly.

12

13

Joseph, the floor is yours.

13

oil or any grease hits the ground you literally have to

I'm

14

shovel it up and pick it up.

I have been working up on

15

and down right-of-ways and literally picked up about the

14

MR. JOSEPH BOYLE:

Hi.

Joseph Boyle.

And I mean, literally, if there is one drop of

And I've walked for miles

15

a member of Laborers Local 942.

16

the North Slope for over six years now, primarily during

16

equivalent of three snowballs, which is mainly just snow.

17

the winter.

17

It's really not that contaminated.

18

white-out conditions.

18

beautiful place up there.

19

below zero with a wind chill for 12 hours a day, seven

19

there except the pipeline workers, at least when I'm

20

days a week for months on end.

20

around.

21

to be drilling up there more.

22

at stake, mine personally, as well as tens of thousands of

22

of environmental impact is so minimal that it just boggles

23

others, they estimate.

23

my mind.

24
25

Some of the conditions I've seen, near
I've worked in temperatures 80

I think we really do need
I think a lot of jobs are

21

But one thing I just wanted to say was as the

But that's about all I have to say.

But that's all I've got for now.

24

amount of oil declines in our pipeline, so do the jobs

25

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

I mean, it's a

But there really is nothing up

DR. JIM KENDALL:

The amount

Thank you.

Thank you, Joseph.

Steve Kelly, followed by Brent Helms.

Steve, the floor is
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23
1

yours.

24
1

2

MR. STEVE KELLY:

My name is Steve Kelly.
I've worked

MR. BRENT HELMS:

My name is Brent Helms.

2

I'm a lifelong Alaskan and have worked in construction in

3

the state throughout my career, many of those years in the

4

oil and gas industry.

3

I live at 4140 Owl Drive, Fairbanks, Alaska.

4

heavy construction since 1975.

5

1980, '81 and '82 I worked on offshore islands up in

5

oil and gas there have been thousands of workers trained

6

Prudhoe Bay.

6

for building and maintaining the oil and gas

7

Island, for sure.

And technology we had then was pretty

7

infrastructure.

8

good, but the technology we have now, it would be almost

8

has allowed me to remain in Alaska to raise my family,
along with many other Alaskans over the years.

I retired in 2003.

In

So I worked on BF 37, Duck Island and Seal

Since the development of Alaska's

The jobs associated with this industry

9

impossible for me to believe that we do not have ways of

9

10

going and getting those resources and not doing any harm

10

concerned this may change in the future if oil and gas

11

on the environment.

11

production continues to decline with the associated jobs.

12

It's pretty shallow.

It's only 150 feet at the

13

deepest.

workforce to construct and maintain its pipelines and

14

the '80s.

15

50-, 60,000 jobs.

14

facilities.

15

state, a skilled workforce ready to work on projects that

16

States energy dependent [sic].

17

back on it because we think it can't be done.

We have to

16

Alaska's OCS development would provide.

17

estimate that opening the OCS for development will provide

18
19

somehow go get that resource, provide work for ourselves,

18

tens of thousands of employment opportunities.

take care of ourselves, save the environment and not

19

good jobs, jobs that allow young men and women to raise

20

damage the food and the sea for everybody else.

20

families, support their communities, and remain in Alaska.

21

be -- there has to be a way we can do it.

22

people will find a way to do it.

24
25

We can still do it.

We did it in

The oil and gas industry demands a skilled

13

23

We can make islands that deep.

12

I'm

And we are talking about

We are talking about making the United
We can't just turn our

It has to

And these

Thank you.
DR. JIM KENDALL:

Next is Brent Helms,

followed by Richard Fineberg.
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

21

These are trained Alaskans from across the

Previous studies

These are

The oil and gas reserves of Alaska are crucial

22

to the nation and its dependence on foreign oil.

23

delays in permitting are costly and will deprive the

Further

24

nation of both jobs and future domestic oil supply.

25

Developing the OCS is vital for Alaska's economic future.
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1
2

I urge you to support permitting lease sale 193
for responsible development.

3
4

1

response in broken ice.

2

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Richard Fineberg,

followed by Buzz Otis.

5

26

MR. RICHARD FINEBERG:

Richard Fineberg,

I have observed oil

The project had been stalled for some time.

3

department was imploring me to move it.

4

metaphor for where we are right now.

5

have made any major progress.

The

It's a perfect

I don't know if we

I don't believe we have

6

3920 Old Wood Road, Ester, 99725.

6

made significant response progress since -- since then.

7

operations for the better part of four decades as a

7

At that time the State was botching its response.

8

newspaper reporter, as a state bureaucrat, and as an

8

observed over the years and documented the State's

9

environmental advocate and as a consultant.

9

response failures, and not only spill response, but

I will go

I have

10

back to -- and my comments are informed by, I think, all

10

environmental protection responses, including the risk

11

of that work, primarily onshore, but some offshore.

11

assessment program of 2008 to 2010.

12

with the governor's office in the Exxon Valdez spill and

12

13

observed it very closely throughout the summer of the

13

sentences that just -- just popped out at me in your May

14

first year, and have just been down in the Gulf on my own

14

2011 revised supplemental report.

15

extensively, the Gulf of Mexico, which is not directly

15

any well-established and extensive onshore infrastructure

16

relevant here, but I simply want to suggest I do have some

16

within the Chukchi Sea region could compromise the

17

background to make a couple of general challenging

17

efficiency of response efforts, heightening and prolonging

18

statements.

18

the impacts described above."

I was

From that I just want to flag two -- two

Page 280, "The lack of

It doesn't sound like good

19

Number one, my first dealing with offshore spill

19

news at all.

And I think the criteria that you asked us

20

response was 1983 when I became the budget analyst for the

20

to look at the statements is, are -- is the sentence

21

State's Department of Environmental Conservation in the

21

relevant, and what is your belief on it.

22

governor's office, and I had to move paper as a naive

22

23

bureaucrat who had no knowledge of how to do it, but the

23

demonstrate we should go forward.

24

first paper I had to move was to move the paperwork to get

24

later, the conclusion -- and page 280, which you know --

25

funding for a stalled response project on oil spill

25

not all of you here may know.

Yes, I feel it's quite relevant, but doesn't

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

response to a very large oil spill section.

2

The conclusion two pages later -- and I'll have

1

know we got precluded from the opportunity to testify

2

early on, so I appreciate you amending your schedule and

3

including us.

3

to paraphrase this.

4

can do for you.

5

mitigate the volume and certain effects, the significant

5

Corporation.

6

and perhaps irrevocable adverse impacts associated with a

6

private businessman in this community since 1976.

7

very large oil spill highlight the need for effective

7

Sale 193 should be affirmed as held in 2008.

8

spill response.

8

the EIS provides sufficient information and analysis to

9

support an informed decision affirming sale 193.

9

As a stutterer, that's the least I

28

While intervention and response could

I spent that time stumbling over my biography

4

I represent North Pole Economic Development
I'm their executive director as well as a
Lease

I believe

10

because I'm going to suggest a venture that I'm not clear

10

Rescinding leases and allowing a de facto moratorium to

11

on, which is the precautionary principle.

11

continue will harm Alaska's economy and discourage future

12

two statements stand in almost flagrant violation of the

12

industry investment without a corresponding benefit to the

13

precautionary principle.

13

environment.

14

there, I don't know that that's legally relevant, but

14

15

common sense wise it is a point I wanted to make.

And I

15

the United States.

16

am sorry that I do not have the legal background to know

16

issue.

17

if I'm on point for you on that.

17

for heating oil.

18

eight, nine months of the year, but certainly six or

19

seven.

20

October, usually, until the first of May.

21

on fixed incomes are leaving this town, retirees,

22

people -- it's difficult.

23

streets.

industry, at the restaurants.

18

I believe these

Although my language is strong

So I thank you very much for your time.

19

DR. JIM KENDALL:

20

Richard.

21

Paskvan.

Thank you very much,

22

Next is Buzz Otis and followed by Charles

MR. BUZZ OTIS:

Good evening.

Thank you for being here.

Good

23

evening.

My name is Buzz Otis.

24

My mailing address is P.O. Box 55068, North Pole, Alaska

24

25

99705.

25

And I welcome you to Fairbanks tonight.

And I

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

Alaska's economy is at a crossroads, as I see
We need to get a handle on this energy

We are paying close to $4 a gallon in this town
We heat our homes some people somewhere

We have snow on the ground from the first of
And the people

You can sense it in the

You don't see the activity in the construction
And it's a concern of mine.

I've decided to make Alaska my home, and I'd
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30

1

like to -- my children to be able to have jobs here.

But

1

right now why the oil gets to Valdez is because it's

2

without adequate energy, affordable energy, they won't be

2

heated -- taken out of the pipe, a lot of it is heated up,

3

able to stay here.

3

some of what they don't use gets put back in the pipe and

4

United States.

4

raises the ambient temperature of the oil in the pipe.

5

resources as a country and not send our money to OPEC that

5

6

could care less.

6

600,000, and we need to get that oil back up to the levels

7

the most part, and it just seems absurd that we continue

7

where it doesn't become ChapStick.

8

to enhance their economy at the detriment of ours.

8

last January when the line was shut down for seven whole

9

days because of a situation up at Pump 1, and it was

9

And the same concern goes for the

We need to be dependent on Alaska's

Those people do not like Americans, for

I'm as concerned about the Alaska environment as
I fish here.

You know, we

10

We had an incident

10

anybody.

11

recreate in the waters and love Alaska.

12

believe that development and industry and protecting the

12

beneficial, not only to Alaska, but the Trans-Alaska

13

State's natural bounty of fish, wildlife, waters, and the

13

Pipeline, our economy, the people of this state, both

14

way of life we have all come to love can be done jointly

14

Natives and those of us that weren't blessed enough to

15

and in harmony.

15

have been born here, as well as the United States.

16

I hunt here.

We are down from two million barrels a day to

But I truly

The Chukchi OCS is an important future source of
I'm not

So I see these type of developments being

16

And so I urge you to move this thing forward.

17

The restrictions on development, the hurdles we have to

17

energy supply.

18

sure if the Chukchi Sea oil would come through the

18

jump is -- is very, very difficult for industry to

19

Trans-Alaska Pipeline, but if it did, that would be very

19

stomach.

20

helpful.

20

the Colville River, here on the Tanana.

21

and on and on.

21

I touched on that a little bit.

difficult getting it started.

11

Sorry about the echo.
We have two refineries in North Pole.

When TAPS
We

Challenges putting a bridge across the river,
It just goes on

And we are taking America down in the

22

first started in the '70s, oil was about 110 degrees.

22

process.

23

now get oil between 32 and 40 degrees into the refinery.

23

good for the country and just saying no to -- to

24

They use refined products to heat the oil so they can

24

further -- I'm not sure quite what the agenda is, but it's

25

refine it and that's the big -- that's the only reason

25

time to change.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

Thank you very much for your time.

2
3

DR. JIM KENDALL:
Charles Paskvan.

4

Thank you, Buzz.

Next,

The floor is yours.

MR. CHARLES PASKVAN:

32
1

ensure any potential, and there would be zero potential of

2

a spill with this new technology.

3
I've worked

5

do it right and do it safe in America for national

6

security, for Alaska's jobs, for -- we need to build it.

construction since 1975 on the oil pipeline.

6

watched a lot of development go through that.

7

a couple notes here I'd like to go over there.

8

releasing 30,000,000 barrels from our strategic national

8

entire industry, the entire country.

9

reserve an energy policy?

9

regulated to death.

I just have
Is

Alaska has for over 30

And

we all know that with the knowledge we are doing it we can

5

No.

And I've

What we are doing today is really amazing.

4

7

The other problem here is overregulation of the
We are being

I mean, we are doing it right, the

10

years and over 15,000,000,000 barrels of oil, that is an

10

technology is there, and we just need to go out and do our

11

energy policy.

11

job.

12

In a new offshore oil field, the Oogarook, the

12

oil pipeline is inside of another pipeline.

14

have there is the ability to have sensors.

15

another couple of pipelines inside of that.

16

the oil, gas, water, power inside of a half-inch pipeline

16

17

that protects the oil and gas and all of that inside of

17

18

that.

18

Fairbanks, Alaska 99710.

19

and I do support responsible oil and gas development.

19

And what you

13

There is also

14

So you have

15

Thank you.

13

So after what he was talking about having the

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you very much.

Next is Merrick Peirce, followed by Jeanne Creamer-Dalton.
MR. MERRICK PEIRCE:

Good evening.

Thank

you very much for coming up to Fairbanks for this hearing.
My name is Merrick Peirce, P.O. Box 10045,
I'm in the oil and gas business,
And

20

island built out there for this development, and then you

20

I think before I begin my testimony, I'd like a little

21

have a buried pipeline that has sensors that would prevent

21

audience participation by a simple show of hands.

22

any release, you have zero possibility of an actual spill

22

many of you have been up to the Arctic coast ever in your

23

from a pipeline with the new technology that they have

23

life, just a quick show of hands.

24

been using up there on this field now.

24

And how many of you have been up in the Arctic ice in the

25

doing everything that they would need to to protect and

25

wintertime?

So this company is

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

a large group of Alaskans have actually been to the Arctic

1

release of crude oil.

2

in the wintertime.

2

year-round warm weather.

3

wind like you have in the Arctic.

3

One of the concerns that I have is that there

And of course, you have got
You don't have the ice and the

4

are many decisionmakers, both within industry and within

4

5

government who have never set foot on the Arctic sea ice

5

roads to the major communities in the Arctic.

6

in the wintertime, so they don't fully appreciate just how

6

drive to Barrow.

7

tough these Arctic conditions are, how cold it is up

7

drive to Kaktovik.

8

there, how windy it is up there, and yet these are the

8

appreciate is that you can't even drive from Kaktovik to

9

folks that are making decisions about what happens in

9

Kotzebue.

10

Alaska's Arctic.

11

This is an environment that's vastly different

There are no
You can't

You can't drive to Kotzebue.

You can't

What I'm asking you to fully

The road infrastructure just isn't in place.

10

And the nearest ice-free port is at Dutch Harbor.

11

roughly a thousand miles away from where this proposed

That's

12

development will occur.

12

than the Gulf of Mexico.

13

investigation, there are 27,000 abandoned oil and gas

13

14

wells, and no one in industry or in government really

14

the oil industry in Alaska over the last 20 years.

15

fully comprehends just what's happening with all the oil

15

we can start with the corruption that we saw within MMS to

16

and gas wells, particularly wells that have been

16

where officials abrogated their fiduciary obligation to

17

abandoned, thousands of them.

17

taxpayers where they were taking bribes, where they were

18

why we are moving in the Arctic with all of the issues

18

taking prostitutes, there were drugs, promises of jobs,

19

that remain to be resolved in the Gulf of Mexico.

19

and they walked away from their fiduciary obligation to

20

the taxpayers.

20

According to a recent AP

That's not the case in the Arctic.

And it begs the question of

I think with the Gulf of Mexico it's helpful to

There is a real concern about the behavior of
So if

21

illustrate what's happening in the Gulf of Mexico to

21

22

what's happening in the Arctic.

In the Gulf you have

22

Prince William Sound where they released between 11- and

In Alaska we saw what happened with Exxon in

23

thousands of miles of roads in the Gulf, and you have

23

20,000,000 barrels of crude oil into Prince William Sound.

24

airports, you have ports, you have a basic infrastructure

24

Oil that's spilled there, today, you can simply kick over

25

in place, but you access to the oil beaches if there is a

25

the rocks on some of the beaches there.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

ran their pipelines to failure in Prudhoe Bay.

2

Doyon Drilling with a convicted felon.

3

We had

And what we have is a situation where we had

36
1

tell you about the gale force winds.

2

chill up to about 60 to 100 degrees below zero.

3

And that puts a wind

The result is that you could have an uncontained

4

ADEC regulators who were told not to do the jobs that they

4

uncontrolled oil spill that spreads throughout the Arctic

5

were responsible to do.

5

doing enormous damage to wildlife and the subsistence way

6

did.

6

of life of the Inupiat that have been practicing the

7

representatives and senators who were taking bribes from

7

subsistence way of life for thousands of years.

8

the oil industry.

8

huge concern.

And they were fired when they

And we have even had scores of representatives, both

9

Huge concern.

And so the question that we have to ask with all

9

That's a

In the cold Arctic winters, the oil will not

10

of this felonious conduct, this blatant corruption, how

10

break down quickly, similar to what we have seen in Prince

11

can we have the slightest degree of assurance that history

11

William Sound.

12

will not repeat itself with oil exploration and

12

decades.

13

development in the Arctic Ocean?

13

are going to ask, what were they thinking back in 2011?

14

question.

14

Why did they allow this kind of development to occur.

15

That's an unanswered

But we can look at past behaviors to get some

16

indication of what future conduct is like.

17

In closing, I note that offshore development is

16

outside of Alaska's legal jurisdiction.

possibility of cleaning up a major oil spill with sea ice,

17

derive royalty or severance revenue from this kind of

18

darkness and storms is a fairy tale.

As any Alaskan can

18

exploration and development.

19

tell you, particularly in the cold winters, Murphy's law

19

pay its bills.

20

prevails.

20

we use for schools.

21

it will go wrong at the worst possible time.

21

we need to start filling that oil in the TAPS pipeline

22

looking for an oil spill, a major oil spill in the

22

that is in decline, and we can do that with

23

darkness of an Arctic winter where you have got sea ice,

23

[indiscernible] exploration.

24

where you have gale force winds.

24

the state with severance and royalty, not so with the

25

offshore oil.

25

And the

15

And it will do damage for many, many

And when the inevitable spill happens, people

If something can go wrong, it will go wrong and
So you'll be

If you talk to the Eskimos up there, they'll
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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That's what Alaska uses to

That's what we use for roads.

That's what

That's what we use for troopers.

And

And that oil does provide
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1

So these are the concerns that we need to keep

1

And I thank you very much for having this

2

people that's adamantly opposed to the drilling as it

3

stands now.

4

needed to deal with any oil spills.

5

be devastating to the planet.

2

in mind.

3

hearing and the opportunity to participate.

4
5

38

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Next is Jeanne

Creamer-Dalton, and after that will be Garry Hutchison.

6

MS. JEANNE CREAMER-DALTON:

My name

6

I'm at 176 Palace Circle, No. 5

Hello.

7

7

is Jeanne Creamer-Dalton.

8

in Fairbanks.

9

been here almost since the beginning of Fairbanks.

I was born in Fairbanks.

My family has

I just wanted you to know that I'm one of the

I don't believe they have the technology

DR. JIM KENDALL:

9

Thank you very much.

Garry Hutchison followed by Kirk Jackson.

8

And I

And I think it would

So thank you.

MR. GARRY HUTCHISON:
Hutchison.

My name is Garry

I live at 140 Falcon Drive, Fairbanks 99712,

10

just am talking as just a regular citizen.

I just wanted

10

and I'm here to voice support for development of oil in

11

to get my two cents in that I am opposed to this drilling

11

the offshore regions of the Chukchi Sea because of the

12

in the Arctic and the Chukchi.

12

need for our pipeline that goes through this community to

13

companies' actions for -- ever since I did spend six or

13

provide a viable resource to the state and to this

14

seven years in California and saw the impact on the

14

community.

15

environment in Southern California.

15

you are aware of that, the Prudhoe Bay decline that's

16

to Alaska, the pipeline was just beginning.

16

increasing with each year.

17

oil in it.

18

exists for up to a million barrels a day to come from the

19

offshore.

17

And I have been following

And when I came back

And the impact has not been all that great as
I have not

Earlier we have heard about the decline and

And there is a need to put new

And my understanding is that the potential

18

far as there have been a lot of oil spills.

19

been -- my experience has been central Interior Alaska.

20

did work on the pipeline for a number of years as a

20

21

Teamster and, actually, I was impressed with the oil

21

know what it was like, and I also understand the

22

companies' actions at that time.

22

tremendous, tremendous benefit that the oil discovery and

23

deteriorated.

23

development and the pipeline has given to this community

24

better writer than a talker, and I'd like to submit

24

and our state.

25

comments at a later date.

25

that happened to the state since its inception.

I

But since then they have

I don't have any written comments.

I'm a

And we need to do that.
I lived in Fairbanks before the pipeline, so I

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

And I think with that is an understanding of

40
1

to thank you for giving us the opportunity to speak today.

2

how -- how devastating it would be to this community and

2

3

to the state if the pipeline no longer was able to

3

potential, especially in its offshore areas.

4

function and we lost its usefulness in the community.

4

Sea offers more resources than any other undeveloped U.S.

5

would hurt our tax base.

5

basin.

6

and our revenues and jobs, and would be just as

6

now perhaps the most studied energy bases in the United

7

devastating to this town and to this community as it was

7

States.

8

good 30 years ago.

8

in the past decade with the majority focused on the

9

Beaufort and Chukchi Seas.

9

It

It would hurt our public systems

So this is something that we need.

You know, we all can fantasize about fears, but

Alaska has enormous untapped oil and gas
The Chukchi

Alaska's North Slope and its offshore areas are

Over 250 studies have been funded in the Arctic

The demand for energy is

10

we can look back and see facts and reality.

And the facts

10

continuing to rise, and reality will require continued

11

are that this oil and this development has been tremendous

11

development of oil and gas resources.

12

for this state, and we know that the country needs oil.

12

At its peak, the TAPS pipeline carried

13

We know that we need to change the way that we develop

13

approximately 24 percent of domestic production.

14

energies.

14

declining rates of oil production in the onshore North

15

technologies.

16

haven't, we won't.

17

We have the ability to do that through
Alaskans will not tolerate pollution.

We

Due to

15

Slope region, TAPS is down to a third of that production.

We love the land like no other people.

16

Development of OCS would help fill the pipeline and keep

And so I very strongly hope that you support the

17

TAPS flowing for generations to come.

18

development efforts and allow that to go forward and give

18

19

the future to this state and this community.

19

development of the Lease Sale 193 at a time when America

20

appreciate very much you coming to Fairbanks.

20

needs jobs, economic growth, and a dependable supply for

21

affordable energy.

21
22

DR. JIM KENDALL:

And I
Thank you.

Thank you, Garry.

Next

is Kirk Jackson, followed by Rita McGrath.

23

MR. KIRK JACKSON:

Hello.

I live at 579 Wilcox, Fairbanks.

So I urge you to move forward with the

22
My name is Kirk

24

Jackson.

25

here in Fairbanks, lived in Alaska my whole life.

I was born

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

I want

23

followed by Roger Burggraf.

24
25

Thank you for your time.

DR. JIM KENDALL:

MS. RITA MCGRATH:
McGrath.

Next is Rita McGrath,

The floor is yours.
My name is Rita

I live -- POB 7334, Fairbanks.

I'm a rather
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1

newcomer.

2

old-timers love to hear me say.

I've only lived here 33 years, as the

3

42
1

that they are making, billions and billions, and we are

2

giving them a tax break?

but I do want to give my opinion for the animals, for the

3

upstairs.

4

ocean, and the land.

4

5

We do not need this to be open, sold, or however you want

5

difference of the Gulf of Mexico versus Alaska, the snow

6

to say it.

6

and everything, and we are digging in and drilling for the

7

effectiveness of the environment.

8

hippies from the old era which now i.e., tree huggers, and

9

close ANWR, close -- I can't pronounce it, this one that

I'm not a public speaker,

And say that we do not need this.

We have got to get creative.

7

Oil is -- for the vehicles is something of

8

yesterday.

We are getting into a new century, so we have

9

got new ideas.

We have got to get creative.

And the

10

three things we as human beings fight is greed, pride and

10

11

lust.

11

12

have to get creative and think of other things to do.

13

And if we didn't have these resources, we would
And

Hello.

Somebody is not home

And -- but he also said, you know, the

I'm one of those

we are arguing about now, and all of it.
Just keep it closed because you have got to

12

think of the future, people.

there are scientists out there doing that, and just

13

your children, the poor polar bears that they are trying

14

people.

14

to say that they are extinct, and all the other animals

15

winning awards for the things that they are coming with

15

and the sea and the fish, the algae.

16

for electric cars and other vehicles.

16

put into consideration.

Look at the kids at UAF that are adventurers and

17

So we can do that as far as the pipeline

You have got to think of

All that has to be

Look at the money that they are

17

spending.

18

selection -- the gentleman here said about the corruption

18

to look up about the ice worm?

19

that's going on.

19

about the research of that?

20

bored I watched Gavel to Gavel.

20

the poor little ice worm and the ocean.

21

our government sitting there and wanting to give these oil

21

22

people tax breaks.

22

know and I do write my letters and I vote.

23

paper and look at the -- I don't play it, so I don't

23

one time that I was an honest voter because I vote for the

24

know -- sorry.

24

person and not the party.

25

guys, and think of the future and let's get creative and

25

I was bedridden this summer, so being

Come on.

And I was so appalled at

If you guys pick up the

My nervousness is getting the best of me.

The market on the economy, look at the money

You know how much money they are spending just
Have you all ever heard

You have got to think about

Like I said, I'm not a public speaker, but I do

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

get other ideas about how to put the little cars into

1

and am familiar with that.

2

effect and make them go.

2

around bears in my early years, too.

3

up.

4

corruption that goes on and all the back room stuff is not

4

Chukchi Sea is -- there are some very large companies

5

necessary.

5

involved there, and they have very good reputations.

6

know how to operate in the Arctic, and they have had good

7

records.

8

venture in Russia, and there are many other oil companies

9

that are going to drill.

We do not need that money.

6

Okay.

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Roger followed by Greg

Egan, and then we are going to take a break.

9

MR. ROGER BURGGRAF:

10

Burggraf.

11

Alaska.

12

field proposal.

13

And like they said, the

Thank you.

7
8

But we do not need to open this

My name is Roger

I reside at 830 Sheep Creek Road, Fairbanks,

And I would like to speak in support of the OCS

I -- for a little background information, I have

14

lived and worked in Alaska since 1953.

15

the resource industries.

16

Wildlife Service in the early '50s.

17

advisor to the National Park Service.

You know, the drilling that is proposed in the

They

Now, BP now has -- is going to work on a joint

So if you don't think they are

10

not going to drill in the Arctic, you have another guess

11

coming.

12

environmentally sound manner.

13

And I'd rather see us drill on our land in an
We do things right.

Now, maybe the Gulf Region there was some slack

14

on the part of regulators and not staying on top of

15

things, but I honestly feel that we need to go ahead and

16

see what resources we have.

I have a very

17

the drilling that will be done will be in shallow water.

18

strong feeling towards our environment and trying to

18

And we have the technology today to do it and do it right.

19

ensure that it is protected.

19

20

And I realize that if this state is going to grow and

20

are going to live up here, you have all had to pay the

21

people are going to have jobs, we have to develop our

21

high fuel bills and, you know, a lot of the income that

22

resources in an environmentally sound manner.

22

the State receives is through the oil industry.

23

the offshore drilling, the State would not receive a lot

24

of revenues that we are receiving now on State land.

23

I have worked in

3

I've worked with bears --

I've worked for the U.S. Fish &
I also worked as an

However, I am a realist.

And I support, you know, the testimony that Buzz

24

Otis gave previously and Garry Hutchison.

25

crossroads.

We are at a

I've also worked in the -- been in the Arctic

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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It will provide jobs.

We talked about jobs.

That's important.

And

If we

Though on

The -- I feel it could be done right, and we
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1

can, you know, develop it in a manner that is going to be

1

with me.

2

beneficial to all.

And this area has been researched so

2

If you are going to do something, you -- you know, if I

3

thoroughly and nothing is going to be done up there that

3

had the caribou in my bedroom, I'd do it, okay.

4

is not done right.

4

not the cleanest, neatest place to do it.

5

consider this.

5

going to come back to haunt you if you do something stupid

6

what's being proposed, but I have confidence in U.S.

6

like -- you know, you just don't want to -- you know, why

7

technology to do things right.

7

make work for yourself?

You know there is going to be

8

problems in the future.

Why not just be smart and try

9

to -- you know, we need this oil development, fine, but

8
9

And so I heartily request that we

I know there is a lot of emotion about

And with Shell Oil, you know, I am appalled at
the fact that they have -- they spent 2.5 billion dollars

There are safer places to drill for oil.

Okay.

But it's

It's probably

10

for the leases and they have been held off, and they now

10

let's do it the smartest way we can.

11

have, I think, about 4.5 billion dollars invested in

11

human.

We know that we are

12

trying to be able to drill.

And there have been a lot of

12

know, sometimes we have to go back.

13

other companies that have drilled offshore in Alaska, and

13

14

we have not had problems there.

14

engineers built the -- the walls that were to keep the

We know that things happen, and we know that, you

We -- the best of intentions, the smartest

15

So thank you very much for your time, and I

15

tsunami waves out of Japan, and they built them higher

16

appreciate everybody coming out, as well as you folks

16

than they thought the waters were ever going to go.

17

coming out here.

17

the ground dropped 20 feet underneath their walls.

18

knew that was going to happen.

19

history, right?

18

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you, Roger.

The

And after the

Well,
Nobody

And the rest of it is

19

last speaker before the break is Greg Egan.

20

ten-minute break it's going to be Pam Miller and Tim

20

21

Sharp.

21

do it.

22

minutes.

22

great, just do it the safest way possible.

23

to do it someplace where if you have a spill, you're not

24

going to be able to clean it up, you're going to cause all

25

kinds of wreckage and devastation in the area.

So we are going to start promptly after the ten

23

MR. GREG EGAN:

Hi.

My name is Greg Egan.

24

I live at 981 Gold Mine Trail here in Fairbanks.

25

point is that -- okay.

My main

I get nervous up here, so bear

So my point is, there are just safer places to

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

doesn't make sense.

1

dirt work to, you know -- for a solar farm or dirt work

You

2

for roads to join, you know, the pads for wind turbines.

3

know, I have been working -- either looking for a job or

3

4

working for the last, you know, 40 years.

4

resource.

5

understand that they are important.

5

welding pipe for 30 years, don't kid yourself that you

6

families are important.

6

can't do something else as good or better as the next guy.

7

want things.

7

I mean, you know, I've got -- I know people, especially

8

you think about it, okay --

8

Alaskan workers, are very resourceful and they can learn

9

just as good or better as anybody out there.

2

Okay.

48

And as far as like -- jobs are important.

9

And I

I understand our

Our families want things.

We have got to have jobs.

We all

But you know, if

Just imagine you were a farrier, you made

We have a lot of resources.

Oil isn't our only

And don't kid yourself; even if you have been

10

horseshoes -- and this was around the turn of the

10

11

century -- and you see the first car go by; what are you

11

of us may need to change our jobs, you know, just in the

12

thinking?

12

future.

13

the road and shake my fist at the car and say why don't

13

understand that and keep your eyes wide open.

14

you bozos come in my shop and buy more horseshoes, or I

14

there is an opportunity you need to jump on or there's

15

can, like, maybe get with the program and try to do

15

something else you need to learn, you know, you don't want

16

something that's going to ensure that I'm going to have a

16

to be the last guy working at a place before they turn the

17

job and I'm going to be able to support my family in the

17

lights off.

18

future.

18

Okay.

You are thinking, well, I can stand in

Okay.

And so I think we just need to, you know -- some

And I think that that's important to just

So that's all I've got to say.

And if

Thank you very

19

So the smart one is probably knocking on Henry

19

much for listening.

20

Ford's door trying to get a job, saying, hey, I can bang

20

you all the best.

21

on iron, I can work with steel, I can do things that are

21

Whatever their opinion, I'm glad to hear to it.

22

going to help your business.

22

you.

23

pipeline -- wind turbines need towers.

24

transmission lines.

25

people who can wire them.

Now, people who work on a
Power systems need

Solar panels need racking.

23

Thank you for your time.

And I wish

I'm glad to see people come out.

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank

Thank you, Greg.

Okay.

They need

24

We are going to take a ten-minute break.

They need people who can do the

25

break, we're going to start with Pam Miller and Tim Sharp.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

So I'm kind of the school mom here, so in ten minutes I'm

1

resources that belong to all of us, the diversity of

2

starting.

See you back.

2

wildlife that depends on the productive Chukchi Sea

(A break was taken.)

3

waters, from the whales to the seals to the polar bears.

3
4

DR. JIM KENDALL:

If you want to take your

5

seat, we are going to get started in about ten seconds.

6
7
8

in line is Pam Miller, followed by Tim Sharp.

Just across town, our University of Alaska

5

Fairbanks has been here for a long time, and it's educated

want everybody to have a chance to speak, but I also know

6

Alaskans with creativity, ingenuity to make productive

a lot of you don't want to spend all night here.

7

lives in our community, and that will remain.

9

MS. PAM MILLER:

I

4

So next

Pam.

8

One friend of mine at a hearing one time said

Thank you for this

9

the most important development is between our two ears.

10

And we are -- we have a lot of potential here to figure

11

out how we are going to have a sustainable future with

12

energy.

10

opportunity.

11

Box 82803, Fairbanks 99708.

My name is Pam Miller.

My address is P.O.

12

rest of you, to Fairbanks.

13

speak about this important issue, the future of the Arctic

13

14

Ocean and its living ecosystem.

14

major scientific contributions to the knowledge about the

Welcome, Dr. Kendall and the
We appreciate this chance to

The University of Alaska Fairbanks has also made

15

Here in Fairbanks our community does have a

15

marine ecosystem and also that the Arctic serves as the

16

stake in this issue, and our community is tied to the

16

air conditioner to the world, that it's affecting -- the

17

oceans by the Pacific salmon that run up the Yukon River

17

Arctic is affecting the climate -- that global warming is

18

to the Tanana where people have fished for at least 11,500

18

affecting the climate and the oceans on a global scale,

19

years.

19

and that the melting sea ice is occurring from the most

20

for a phenomenal length of time.

20

rapid warming in the world.

21

migratory birds that fly across Creamer's Field that end

21

uncertainty and complication to the factor of doing the

22

up nesting in the Arctic and then feed and molt and do

22

environmental impacts in this document.

23

other things on the shoreline of the coastal -- of the

23

24

Chukchi Sea, as well as elsewhere in the Arctic.

24

and not have national or even local amnesia that a major

25

disaster happened in the Gulf of Mexico and we have a lot

25

Resilient Alaskans have made a living on this land
We're connected by

Like many Americans, we care about these
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

of lessons to learn, both how to deal with cleaning up

1

poor and rushed process that went forward in the Bush

2

oil, as well as having adequate knowledge about the

2

Administration that was found to be legally deficient.

3

ecosystem that is at stake.

3

4

because of failures of the federal government, not just

4

spill from 25 to 54 percent from the drill platforms or

5

once, but three times, to provide adequate environmental

5

pipelines as a result of the Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193.

6

analysis, good science about the impacts of offshore

6

That was in the original document.

7

development based on baseline information that's adequate

7

document the impacts of blowout spills were not analyzed.

8

to actually make those assessments.

8

The -- the original EIS said "we consider blowouts to be

9

unlikely events," and the government felt they did not

9

That's why we are here today,

There is also a failure of common sense to apply

10

the risks of major spills to the decision at hand.

11

But in the first

10

need to analyze those impacts.

though this time in the document there has been an

11

took place after the Gulf of Mexico spill, also decided

12

acknowledgment that significant impacts would occur from a

12

that they did not need to analyze the impacts of a very

13

blowout, a very large oil spill, but the decisions have

13

large oil spill.

14

not changed.

14

15

Even

The stakes are high with the chances of a major

This lack of an adequate scientific underpinning

The second draft, which

So finally we have a document that does say,

15

yes, there is a very large -- there is a chance that we

16

of the decision to lease the Chukchi Sea and, in fact,

16

will have a very large oil spill and that we will have

17

common sense about the daunting risks of an oil spill, my

17

significant impacts to bowhead whales, to migratory birds,

18

organization, who I'm representing here today, the

18

to polar bears, to the subsistence of communities who live

19

Northern Alaska Environmental Center, made the tough

19

along the coast.

20

decision to join with the Native Village of Point Hope and

20

21

other Alaska Native communities and conservation groups to

21

oil spills.

22

challenge the adequacy of the original document and other

22

participate in one of the spill drills in 1999 and 2000

23

risky Arctic Ocean drilling.

23

that Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation

24

take lightly.

24

required when the very first truly offshore field was

25

developed at Northstar.

25

This is not a decision we

This process is a hard-won step in light of the
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

There is still not proven technology to clean up
And I was lucky enough to be invited to

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

5HYLVHG'UDIW6(,6
3XEOLF+HDULQJ7UDQVFULSWV
)DLUEDQNV$ODVND

5HYLVHG'UDIW6(,6
3XEOLF+HDULQJ7UDQVFULSWV
)DLUEDQNV$ODVND

53
1

And it was sobering to be out on the ship and to

54
1

is an integral part of life in Arctic coastal communities,

2

go through the various procedures for the equipment that

2

that it supports wildlife species, that it helps regulate

3

the plan had, whether it's booming, sending out a barge

3

the planet, and it's changing rapidly.

4

that's going to collect the oil in October.

It couldn't

4

very little information about how the Arctic Ocean

5

get out of the dock.

With very small percentages of ice

5

functions today or the ways in which this fragile Arctic

6

in the water, the booms broke, popcorn went out, the kind

6

ecosystem might respond to industrial activities.

7

of skimmer they were going to use to clean it up, it got

7

8

mere kernels.

8

a very good program with the OCSEP program, which was an
environmental studies program.

That was just a simulated spill.

There's

However, there is

Our university was very involved 30 years ago in

9

been no real testing, field testing in the Chukchi Sea and

9

10

no field tests of the kinds of equipment that are proposed

10

Beaufort and Chukchi.

11

for using today in the proposed drilling.

11

algae, plankton, birds, looked at how the relationships

12

were within the ecosystem.

nothing like that is in place today.

12

Furthermore, this process, which seems long, is

It was oceans wide on the

It looked at everything from ice

So much has changed.

And

13

actually short because -- I didn't bring my copy of the

13

14

document up here, but 98 pages of this new, thick

14

15

environmental impact statement is justification why none

15

agency of the Interior Department, released a big study

16

of the data gaps that were identified in earlier rounds of

16

called an evaluation of the science needed to inform

17

the process where there was inadequate baseline science --

17

decisions on OCS energy development in the Chukchi and

18

none of them have been addressed, short of the worst-case

18

Beaufort Seas.

There is no recognition that that study

19

spill scenario and the impacts to fish from that kind of

19

was under way.

The Interior Department could have waited

20

spill.

20

to put out this document and incorporate the findings from

21

what the USGS said were necessary information upon which

22

to make these recommendations for the future of the Arctic
Ocean.

21

So there has been a statement that these are the

22

data gaps.

We don't have adequate baseline information.

23

If there was a spill tomorrow, we couldn't say what was

23

24

harmed in any level of detail.

We know that great

24

25

resources are at stake.

We do know that the Arctic Ocean

25

Just today, the U.S. Geological Survey, an

What I did notice in reading very briefly some
conclusions of the report that came out today, it said the

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

effects of climate change are anticipated to influence all

1

images of looking at the Chukchi Sea.

2

components of the Arctic ecosystem, and Arctic OCS energy

2

leads are changing.

3

activities may exacerbate these changes unless careful

3

and how that translates to how operations would take place

4

analysis of risks and tradeoffs is conducted.

4

have not been addressed in these documents.

5

kind of decision that we are faced with today.

6

That is the

5

The USGS also noted that -- well, first off,

Every day those

The ice is changing.

So our community here in Fairbanks is also tied

6

to the people not only in our area who depend upon the

7

mentioned -- people think when the Arctic Ocean was ice

7

land, but people who live in the Arctic.

8

free that it's going to be like a bathtub, that it's going

8

economically connected to them.

9

to be just calm water.

9

to them.

Well, nothing could be farther
We have

10

We are

We are socially connected

And we offer great opportunities in both

10

from the truth.

11

unpredictable weather.

12

is that although portions of the Beaufort and Chukchi Seas

12

considers any drilling in the Arctic Ocean, including

13

are expected to be ice free for a greater period of time

13

Shell's proposal to drill ten wells in the next two years

14

each year, the pack ice is predicted to be much more

14

in the Beaufort and Chukchi Sea, the impacts from a

15

dynamic at certain times, increasing the risk of accidents

15

blowout spill must be analyzed.

16

and making oil spill response more difficult during these

16

scenario needs to be addressed, and until the issues, such

17

times.

17

as the lack of comprehensive science and the inability to

18

clean up an oil spill in Arctic waters, are proven, the

18

We have weird weather.

And the risks

And what the USGS said about this

I got an e-mail this morning from a friend in

directions for living a wonderful life here in Alaska.

11

So in conclusion, before the Interior Department

That worst-case spill

19

Barrow who knew I was coming to the hearing, and he said

19

federal government cannot make informed decisions about

20

that the whole coastal zone is maxed out with ice.

It had

20

leasing in this remarkable area of the Chukchi Sea.

21

phenomenal currents and winds that have shoved this broken

21

22

ice right up to shore.

22

23

from Barrow.

24

And so that nature of the ice is -- I'm humbled by what

24

25

I've seen in the ice, what I've seen on the satellite

25

They can't get out into the ocean

And it's a big factor.

It's a big change.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

23

Thank you very much.
DR. JIM KENDALL:

Tim Sharp, you have the

floor.
MR. TIM SHARP:
Tim Sharp.

Good evening.

My name is

I'm the business manager of the Alaska

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

District Council of Laborers, representing about 5,000

1

let the scientists do that.

2

Alaskan workers, construction mainly; also infrastructure

2

Inupiat people or Inuit because they have traditional IRA

3

and maintenance.

3

councils that will do that for them and do it very well.

4

and green energy jobs.

4

I did talk to one of the groups tonight.

5

sticker about protect the Arctic Ocean.

5

We also work geothermal weatherization

I'm going to go ahead and address something I

He gave me a
We, as a district

6

heard earlier about the comparison to Ford.

6

council, are fully in agreement.

7

we are very supportive of alternative energy, if my

7

ocean.

8

members were having to depend on geothermal or

8

9

weatherization or green energy jobs that might be here

9

10

someday, they would have lost their houses, they would

10

jobs, good-paying jobs to support our families, that

11

have moved out of the community, they would given back to

11

deliver benefits on top of those so we can retire with

12

the bank all that they were able to give back to the bank.

12

dignity; medical benefits so we can take our families to

13

It is an idea whose time may come at some point.

13

the doctor and realistic medical care.

I heard the bigger picture mentioned here

14

day, that's really what it's all about for us.

The bigger picture is that if every ounce of our

15

14

Even though

I will not speak for the

We want to protect the

We just don't want to shut down the ocean.
For us and the people that I represent, actually

workers -- and I represent workers -- we are looking for

At the end of the

15

tonight.

16

potential of our political will was dedicated to

16

buttonhole us as pro development, we support the

At the same time, in being what some would

17

alternative energies, we still would need the fossil fuels

17

development as sustainable development with the strongest

18

to keep us going, to not collapse as a nation.

18

environmental engineering possible that's on the market

19

So even though we are supportive of alternative

19

today.

20

energies looking towards the future, we live and make our

20

camps.

21

payments in today's world.

That's reality for Alaskans.

21

22

Moose meat and beans, if you have got it, but day to day

22

live in today's world.

23

we have to make a way to make our bills and support our

23

moving out of Fairbanks, Alaska because of the cost of

24

families.

24

energy.

25

address that is to open up, at least with strong

25

I'm not here to speak for the polar bears.

I'll

So I think we are -- we are having a foot in both

We understand the environmental concerns, but we

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

And in today's world, people are

That has to be addressed.

And one way you
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1

restrictions, that which Shell has been spending millions

1

the answer.

2

of dollars for every month to have a right to sit on.

2

fruitless at this point.

3

They need to have a reasonable return on their investment

3

of our times.

4

or, like others have stated before, the industry goes

4

support the original lease reaffirmation.

5

away, the very industry that pays 80 percent of the bills

5

6

in the state of Alaska for some of those other things that

6

7

people take maybe for granted.

7

8

we might not want to take those for granted.

9

I would maybe suggest that

I look at it also from our world neighbors'
When you are looking at anywhere from $6 to

It has been studied.

Delaying it longer is

I mean, it's just a waste of all

We know what needs to be done.

DR. JIM KENDALL:

So we would

Thank you.

Thank you.

Sam Wohns,

followed by Lucas Frances.
MR. SAM WOHNS:

Thank you.

8

Wohns, 4041 Mallard Way, 99709, Fairbanks.

9

keep my comments brief.

My name is Sam
I'm -- I'll

I'm a 20-year-old student, so I

10

perspective.

10

come -- I look at this issue with the perspective of

11

$10 per gallon of gas in the villages, you are seeing a

11

knowing that I'll be looking for a job in several years.

12

migration from a lot of people that can't even afford

12

And the type of job that I want certainly won't be one in

13

subsistence hunting anymore.

13

an industry whose future is limited.

14

heating oil for your house, all those things are causing

14

15

problems throughout the state.

15

talk about jobs tonight.

A snow-go, a boat motor,

I think that, you know, there has been a lot of
I think we need -- we need some

16

So I guess I would like to speak very strongly

16

that are going to be sustainable in the long term, and

17

in support of the affirmation of the original lease 193.

17

that comes from the renewable energy sector, not oil and

18

We tried, like I say, to look at all sides.

18

gas.

19

the day, we can look to the future, and I believe we

19

innovate and operate at the vanguards of science and

20

should, with alternative energies; but we still have to

20

technology, not continue down the same path that will lead

21

make house payments this month.

21

us to a state of mediocrity versus continuing to lead the

22

here in this city, in this whole central region of Alaska,

22

world in its economic power.

23

and it's detrimental.

23

24

we do something.

25

At the end of

And people are impacted

It's only going to get worse until

Studying it to death longer is not going to be
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

That's what makes this country great, its ability to

And I also want to point out an issue considered

24

but not analyzed in the draft supplemental EIS, the

25

greenhouse gas emissions from consumption of produced
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

5HYLVHG'UDIW6(,6
3XEOLF+HDULQJ7UDQVFULSWV
)DLUEDQNV$ODVND

5HYLVHG'UDIW6(,6
3XEOLF+HDULQJ7UDQVFULSWV
)DLUEDQNV$ODVND

61
1

natural gas.

1

might relate to the conversations tonight.

2

further analyzed, but I still think it's important to

2

of the points I'd like to just relay is that this is a

3

consider the fact that increased production and increased

3

hypothetical very large oil spill.

4

supply of oil and gas has some sort of connection with the

4

that are laid out in this draft SEIS are actual locations

5

detrimental effects of greenhouse gas emissions.

5

Shell is not drilling in 2012 or '13.

6

don't think that you can see those as separate and

6

7

independent from one another.

7

in perspective the amount of time, the amount of input and

8

energy and thoughts that have come to get this program to

9

where it is today.

8
9
10

I've read the reasons that that issue is not

62

So I would strongly urge the no-action
alternative two listed in the draft statement.

And I

thank you for your time.

11
12

And I

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you, Sam.

Next is

Lucas Frances, followed by Katherine Schake.

13

MR. LUCAS FRANCES:

I don't live here in Fairbanks.

In fact, the locations

But beyond that, I think it's important to keep

And I want to thank all the input that

10

we have received from the community, from BOEMRE, also,

11

for those hearings.

12

Thank you.

One of -- one

Beyond that, maybe I can touch on some of the

My name is

13

jobs.

And from that point of view, we have worked here

I live in

14

regionally.

15

but the public support from the community can only come

14

Lucas Frances.

15

Anchorage.

16

the opportunity to speak tonight.

16

from the impact that it can make to the community.

17

work for Shell, and I'm coming out tonight really to give

17

also reached out to the University of Alaska Anchorage and

18

my opinion because Shell is going to be submitting their

18

asked for a study to look into the potential economic

19

own written comments by the 11th.

19

impacts to the state of Alaska.

20

seen that study that came out a couple years back.

20

And I want to thank you all for allowing me
Full disclosure, I do

And I wanted to come up here and thank everyone

And I think many have

for coming out.

22

this, and your opinions are well worth sharing the time on

22

derive to the state of Alaska directly.

23

the floor.

23

like a large number and it's a yearly average over a

24

50-year timeline.

25

flash in the pan, if you will, these are multigenerational

25

21

But we

21

24

It's important to hear both sides of

We have strived to attain that local content,

I want to just maybe throw out a couple points
from the perspective of where this very large oil spill

And it talked about the 35,000 jobs that would

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

And that seems

So to the comment that this would be a
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1

job opportunities that would come from the potential

1

2

development of the OCS.

2

3

numbers and they have, I think, a conservative number.

4
5
6

of barrels.

And USGS has looked at those
At

good the technology is, it still will fail at some point.
I work with the latest laser technology on a

3

daily basis, and it's amazing when it works well, and most

least our internal auditors look at it, and they think

4

of the time it doesn't work well.

there is a lot of opportunity there.

5

software glitch.

But tens of billions

And it just takes one

It just takes one person not being

6

trained correctly.

7

But more than that, I think it's looking at the

7

percent foolproof, so it's a matter of people losing jobs

I mean, the point is, it's not 100

8

broader context of how it relates to TAPS, how it related

8

immediately or the potential of people who live in the

9

to how our communities interact; really, the importance

9

north losing their food resources, losing their way of

10

that Alaska plays in its impact to the country at large.

10

11

And I'd like to see Alaska continue to play that role.

11

So I would encourage all of you, rather than

12

And I want to continue to live in Alaska because I love it

12

spending time trying to make a decision where somebody

13

here.

13

loses out or has the potential of losing out, to find an

14

alternative solution.

15

it involves job loss or temporary job loss, but we are

14

So that's all I have to say.

15

DR. JIM KENDALL:

16

Thank you.

Thank you, Lucas.

Next

And I realize that's scary because

16

creative as people.

My name is

17

it's amazing what we can do.

18

Katherine Schake, and I'm a seasonal worker up in Alaska,

18

neither group had to lose in this situation.

19

and I have been working up here for six years.

19

20

wanted to bring out the perspective that it seems like

20

Next we have got Randy Griffin, followed by Jay

21

both sides are speaking out of fear, and both sides have

21

Quakenbush.

22

legitimate fears.

And I think about all of the energy and

22

MR. RANDY GRIFFIN:

23

the time and the effort that's been put into the sale, and

23

Griffin, Post Office Box 73653, Fairbanks, Alaska.

24

the lease sales and the research involved in trying to do

24

to thank the group here for doing their revised draft

25

this in a safe way.

25

supplemental environmental impact statement.

17

we have Katherine and then Randy Griffin.

life.

MS. KATHERINE SCHAKE:

Hello.

And I just

And the fact is that no matter how

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

And when we are forced to do things,
So it would be great if

DR. JIM KENDALL:

That's all.

Thank you, Katherine.

My name is Randy
I want

It looks

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

like you have done a very thorough job, particularly

1

would say.

2

adding the very large oil spill, as opposed to the

2

area and so that's an economic question.

3

worst-case scenario oil spill.

3

Gulf oil spill, that was a horrible thing, horrible to

4

distinction I hadn't thought about.

4

watch it on TV, go day after day, week after week, several

5

about all those things, of course.

5

months pouring into the Gulf.

6

down there, a mile plus or two miles, or whatever it was;
way the heck down there.

6

That's an interesting
It's good to think

I'm in favor of drilling in the offshore

7

continental shelf, OCS, mainly to keep the pipeline full,

7

8

to keep our economy going, to keep the Permanent Fund and

8

9

its concept alive since that's where all the money for the

9

10

Permanent Fund came from is oil development.

11

I know an earlier speaker talked about why not

So the prospects are good on the -- in the OCS
Let's see.

The

Of course, that was way

This is -- the OCS is a very shallow area.

And

so -- but it -- every time we go through a disaster like

10

that, I think in the North Sea in the North Atlantic they

11

had a big oil spill, I think, some decades ago or a

12

drill in the safest place, and he gave a good example

12

platform blew up or whatever.

13

about cutting up caribou in your bedroom.

13

people learned -- we, civilization, learned from that, and

14

there?

14

that's what civilization is all about, trying and learning

15

Why not do it in the garage.

15

and proceeding and getting better and better.

16

don't have a garage, why don't you do it outside.

16

things just get safer and safer, as long as our endeavor

17

suppose if you were stopped because you didn't have a

17

is not absolutely catastrophic.

18

garage and you tried to do it outside, but some

18

reason not to venture forth while keeping safety at the

19

environmental group said that you are wrecking their view

19

highest level.

20

shed by doing all that nasty chopping up, you might have

20

21

to do it in your bedroom, better there than not having the

21

they colonized the moon, and some company developed a

22

food.

22

device that could capture a little bit of earth's

23

atmosphere, changing it to radio waves, even to the moon

23

Why do it

There's still blood in the carpet and nasty smell.
That's a good point.

If you
I

I suppose if we ask the left wing groups, would

And people learned --

I think

I think there is no good

I one time read a science fiction magazine where

24

you allow us to do it onshore in ANWR, I'm sure they would

24

to give them a little bit of atmosphere while just

25

give a hearty venting to that.

25

diminishing the earth's atmosphere a little bit.

No deal, I'm sure they

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

Unfortunately, something went wrong where they

68
1

to not die.

Thank you.

2

had this machine way out in the wilderness, and the

2

3

shutoff didn't go off, and it kept sucking away earth's

3

4

atmosphere.

4

5

shut the thing off, the atmosphere was so thin they

5

Scenic Loop, Fairbanks.

6

couldn't fly and it eventually sucked the whole earth's

6

and I want to thank you for coming and listening to

7

atmosphere and destroyed it; but the moon was okay.

7

everyone's opinion.

8

even though I'm a hometown boy, I hope to always keep an

9

open mind and to see our issues here in Alaska and how it

8
9

And when they tried to send an airplane to

That's an example of a catastrophic thing that
you don't want to go there now, but even in oil even in

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you, Randy.

Next,

Jay Quakenbush, followed by John Plutt.
MR. JAY QUAKENBUSH:

Jay Quakenbush, 1593

I'm a 53-year lifelong Alaskan,

My opinion is I view the world --

10

the Gulf of Alaska, as horrific as that was, I would not

10

affects our entire world because it gets smaller and

11

suggest that we shut down or not venture forth in the Gulf

11

smaller every day.

12

of Mexico [sic] because we will live and shrimp will come

12

13

back and things will go on.

13

to see as far as the offshore development is controlled

14

and regulated by the people of the United States of

15

America versus the very few controls that I have read

14

It would certainly be bad in the Arctic because

15

of ice and the oil doesn't evaporate as well.

16

means, the people should figure out what would they do;

16

about and heard about from some of the other countries of

17

where would they get their supplies?

17

the world that don't have an opportunity like this for

18

submarines to go under the ice to crimp off the well if

18

Americans to come out and speak.

19

the blowout preventer or whatever failed totally.

19

jail if they oppose development or if they suggest

20

it's one in a million, but things happen; Murphy's Law, I

20

realistic environmental protection laws which we do here

21

guess.

21

in Alaska.

22

So by all

And as Mr. Burggraf mentioned, what I would like

Do they need

I mean,

Anyway, I used to work up at ARCO up at Kuparuk

22

They will be thrown in

I've worked on the North Slope a little bit.

I

23

for 11 years at ARCO as an oil field operator, and I am

23

currently represent about 5,000 electrical workers in the

24

appreciative of all the effort they go to.

24

state of Alaska through the International Brotherhood of

25

happen, but civilization must go on and our economy needs

25

Electrical Workers.

Mistakes

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

We would love to build power lines all over

70
1

opportunities will possibly not only bring my grandkids

2

back, but keep other people's grandkids and family here in

but it doesn't no good to build a power line if you don't

3

Fairbanks and see our economy grow soundly here in

4

have people to use that power.

4

Fairbanks because it is getting harder and harder.

5

a need for other industries, not just the generation of

5

6

electricity, but industries that will bring people and

6

But I see more and more people every day not have a

7

keep people in Alaska so some of our members can work and,

7

good-paying job.

8

as Tim said, provide good wages and benefits for their

8

the North Slope -- I might as well say it now.

9

families and put food on their table.

9

when and if this sale goes through, that Shell and any

2

Alaska.

3

10

That's what part of our union membership does,

And so we realize there is

So I urge the movement of this sale to go

I've got a good job.

My wife has a good job.

Some of the jobs that are produced on
I hope

10

other company that has an opportunity to drill up there

11

forward, but I also urge many of the environmental

11

looks at people in this room, talk to Tim Sharp or anybody

12

protection issues to be brought to light so our

12

down at the unemployment office, and hires Alaskans

13

environment is protected.

13

because we will help you protect our Arctic Ocean, our

14

privilege to not only work on the North Slope and along

14

shoreline, and our fish and polar bears.

15

some of the coast in the Chukchi Sea, but to hunt and fish

15

don't have a stake in our land may not.

16

up there, as well, and all over Alaska, and I hope to

16

17

continue that.

17

that Alaskans be hired during the drilling and the process

18

of bringing that oil to shore or on tankers, or however

19

that's proposed.

18

I've had the -- the great

I want to see our environment protected, but --

So I would urge you to put that in your study

19

and I'd like to take my family with me.

20

gotten a little bit older, they are searching for

20

21

opportunities to make a living in this state and stay in

21

22

this state.

22

23

and husband move to Anchorage because it's a cheaper place

23

24

to live as far as energy goes.

24

opportunity to comment today.

25

I have lived in Fairbanks for almost 50 years.

25

And as they have

People that

I've already seen my grandkids and daughter

It makes me pretty sad.

And I'm hoping things like the offshore drilling

It's Alaskans that are doing that work.

Thank you again for your time.
DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you, Jay.

Next is

John Plutt, followed by Jessica LeClair.
MR. JOHN PLUTT:

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

Thank you for the

My name is John Plutt, and
I have

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

5HYLVHG'UDIW6(,6
3XEOLF+HDULQJ7UDQVFULSWV
)DLUEDQNV$ODVND

5HYLVHG'UDIW6(,6
3XEOLF+HDULQJ7UDQVFULSWV
)DLUEDQNV$ODVND

71

72

1

worked in the construction industry for about 30 years.

1

2

And a lot of that work was -- many years were on the North

2

Thank you for the opportunity to speak this evening.

3

Slope.

3

discussions tonight would not be complete if we didn't

4

Lease Sale 193 is a very important component to

MS. LECLAIR:

Good evening.

Is this okay?
Our

4

talk about why we were actually here.

5

help spur our economy and provide Alaskans with

5

opening up to petroleum exploration efforts undoubtedly

6

good-paying jobs.

6

because of global climate change.

7

development is a concern not only to me and Alaska, but

7

have given the perception that the Arctic region is a more

8

also on the national level as well.

8

hospitable -- is more hospitable to drilling operations.

9

Alaska is not going down, and I believe we must promote

9

Significant reductions in sea ice cover are tantalizingly

The ongoing delay in Alaska OCS

Cost of living in

The Arctic is

Rising temperatures

10

more oil and gas development in our state.

Every year the

10

exposing possible petroleum resources in the circumpolar

11

EPA issues useable permits across the country, but when it

11

north.

12

comes to Alaska, the time frame in which permits are

12

13

issued are drastically increased.

13

global climate change, caused by the combustion of fossil

14

and we need prompt action to help move Alaska forward.

14

fuels, is bringing about opportunity, though I would like

15

to stress that this is a temporary opportunity, at best.

15

This is unacceptable

OCS production will help bolster TAPS, which is

16

now operating at about one-third capacity.

17

to move forward at a faster pace and increase development

17

opportunity?

18

of our oil and gas resources.

18

change is bringing about many other changes to our global

19

create good-paying jobs for Alaskans who live here and

19

system.

20

want to remain in Alaska.

20

the warming climate is marked by increased occurrences of

21

Alaska needs

In a sense, here tonight at least, it seems that

This development will

At what cost are we willing to go after this
Along with the reduction in sea ice, climate

Along with the long-term changes to ecosystems,

21

extreme weather events, and these events cause serious

22

I urge you to support permit lease 193 for responsible

22

loss of life and property, along with longstanding

23

development.

23

regional impacts that are challenging to overcome.

24
25

Again, OCS is vital to economic prosperity, and

16

Thank you.
DR. JIM KENDALL:

Jessica, followed by Jim Laiti.

Thank you, John.
The floor is yours.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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The National Climatic Data Center of the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration reports
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1

that since 1980 there have been over 725 billion dollars

1

of the very source of the problem should be reconsidered,

2

in damages accrued from weather-related disasters.

And as

2

or at least more thought out.

3

stated by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, a

3

the USGS states the need for developing a better

4

consortium of scientists around the globe, weather-related

4

understanding of the effects of climate change on

5

disasters are certainly on the rise.

5

physical, biological, and social conditions, as well as

6

the news every single day.

6

resource management strategies in the Arctic.

7

completed, these should be included in this environmental

We cannot disagree that this is not

8

impact statement.

You are proposing to drill because the Arctic

9

7

We can see this in

We are all sitting in this room because of

8

climate change.

9

happening.

10

waters are finally opening up somewhat to allow rigs.

11
12
13

Once

Further, the impact of greenhouse emissions

10

resulting from the consequence of Lease Sale 193 --

cannot merely look at what, at least to the petroleum

11

Further, the impacts of greenhouse gas emissions resulting

industry, seems beneficial, but we must also see the

12

from the 1,000,000 barrels of oil and 2.25 trillion cubic

negative impacts of climate change.

13

feet of natural gas forecasted to be produced as a

14

consequence of Lease Sale 193 should also be included in
this document.

14

We

A report released today by

Increased extreme weather events are just one

15

drop in the bucket of impacts associated with global

15

16

climate change.

16

17

kills once bountiful marine habitats; changes to the

17

measures must be included in the SEIS.

18

hydrologic cycle resulting from increased floods and

18

considerations cannot be met, this project should advance

19

droughts; significant alteration of species distribution

19

no further.

20

and health; the melting of permafrost, which undermines

20

my future and the future of my children and theirs to

21

valuable built infrastructure, some of which are needed

21

come.

22

for this project, like the road systems and the

22

23

Trans-Alaska Pipeline.

23

world you are going to leave behind to us, to Joseph, to
everyone in here.

Others include ocean acidification which

And the list goes on from there.

24

Perhaps the perverse decision to use the impacts

24

25

of rampant fossil fuel use as a way to increase production

25

In addition, proof of adequate spill response
If these

I am 24 years old and today you are debating

Please, please act responsibly and think of the

And thank you very much.

MR. JIM LAITI:

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

My name is Jim Laiti.

I
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1

live at Ester on the Old Nenana Highway, and I have been

1

critical, you know, in my opinion, and I think everybody

2

here my entire life.

2

in this room would not argue about that.

3

fortunate enough to make a pretty good living over the

3

any oil spill to the ocean.

4

years.

I worked in the construction industry prior to the

4

followed that very closely, and from my -- what I saw, I

5

development on the North Slope and the construction of the

5

mean it was clearly human failure, you know, from all that

6

Alaska pipeline.

6

I read.

7

Nome, Nuiqsut, Anaktuvuk, Barrow, and some others.

7

point, but I think a very large oil spill, you know, that

8

know what it was like in those villages prior to the oil

8

term that we have here, is important to prepare for

9

development, and I saw what the income from developing our

9

something like that, but I think the real key is to

I work construction.

I have been

I remember -- I worked at many villages:
And I

We don't want

What happened in the Gulf, I

Of course, the courts will finalize that at some

10

resources here in the state brought to those villages in

10

prevent an oil spill from ever happening.

11

water and sewer systems, schools, some regional hospitals

11

learned in the Gulf, we have got the capability to do

12

and clinics.

12

that, and that's what we need to work for.

13

It's been a real boon for the state.

I know in the construction industry when I

13

From what we

Clearly, you know, we are very dependent on oil

14

started, we were lucky to get five or six months, and then

14

development, on the petrochemical industry.

15

you were to your own devices.

15

this room.

16

somewhere else to make ends meet during the winter.

16

the fans in here running, those are provided mostly by

17

have been fortunate enough to raise family here.

17

coal.

18

brothers, my father, our whole family benefited from the

18

here, if everybody put that energy into developing natural

19

work that we found here.

19

gas, that would be much better.

20

health care programs.

21

section.

22

day or age, either -- socially we pay for it somehow.

23

I have also got two grandsons now.

24

here.

25

Many people left, had to go
I

My

As others have said, funded

Both my kids were born by cesarian

I can't imagine trying to pay for that in this
But

My whole family lives

The protection of the environment here is
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

20

All of us in

Look here, you know, the lights in the room,

We can do better than that.

The energy in the room

Renewable energy, certainly we have to go there

21

and maximize that.

22

meantime, I'm supportive of the OCS development.

I agree with that.

But in the

23

to do it in the very best way that we can to ensure that

24

there is not any damage to our environment here.

25

jobs -- I diverted from my prepared remarks, and those

We need

And the

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

were my comments.

2

78
1

But I also represent the pipefitters here, Local

And that concludes my comments.
for coming here to Fairbanks.

3

Thank you guys

I appreciate that.

3

375.

4

projects on the North Slope and the Trans-Alaska Pipeline.

4

Zebulon Woodman.

5

Also I serve as the President of the Alaska Petroleum

5

And following -- the next will be Sharon Alden.

6

Joint Crafts Council.

6

7

hours, our folks do, maintaining the Trans-Alaska Pipeline

7

Zebulon Woodman.

8

system.

8

third generation union laborer, third generation working

9

workers and families.

9

in the oil field in Prudhoe Bay.

10

Many of our folks have worked to develop the

2

We work about a million-and-a-half

I've seen the benefit that it's brought to
It's incredible here, what

difference it's made here in the state.

11

And I would just like to say that, you know, if

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you, John.

I hope I'm pronouncing that correctly.

MR. ZEBULON WOODMAN:

Hi.

My name is

I've lived in Alaska all my life.

I'm

I believe we should

10

drill in the OCS and the Chukchi Sea.

11

crisis in our nation, we have a responsibility to develop

With the economic

12

there is no further development -- you know, I

12

domestic fields and try to free ourselves from the grip of

13

[indiscernible] the idea where the crude oil is going to

13

foreign oil.

14

come from.

14

to refill the Trans-Alaska Pipeline, which many people

15

will be demand.

15

have stated is running at one-third of capacity.

16

time in the Middle East, and he talked about what -- what

16

a chance to safely drill in the OCS while protecting our

17

a lack of focus there was on safety, on quality, and

17

environment.

18

especially disregard for environmental in the developments

18

19

that he was around.

19

fish in Chitina.

20

If it doesn't come from Alaska, there still
I talked to a welder on Monday that spent

At least here, like others have commented, we

In Alaska we need to create jobs.

We need

We have

My family and my children here, we eat fish.
We fish in all the rivers up here.

We
We

20

eat moose, shrimp, halibut.

21

have the freedom for our environmental community to come

21

environment.

22

out here, our locals that live along the coast to comment.

22

fishing up here, eating off the land.

23

And I think that's very important.

23

we have a chance to drill, we can do it in a safe manner.

24

to find the best way for the solutions and the situation

24

We need -- Alaska needs a sustainable supply of oil,

25

that we are in now.

25

natural gas, and jobs.

So I think we have got

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

We want to protect the

I want my children to grow up hunting and
And so even though

We can drill, protect the
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1

environment for our children and future generations.

2
3

Please affirm the lease and allow drilling.
That's it for my comments.

4

Thank you.

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you, Zebulon.

5

Sharon Alden followed by Paul Tengan.

6

is yours.

7

MS. SHARON ALDEN:

Sharon, the floor

I'm Sharon Alden, 159

8

Nevin Road, Fairbanks, Alaska 99712.

9

first say thank you for the opportunity to speak.

10

And I'd like to

We've talked a lot about costs and economics and

80
1

we still don't know how to clean up oil in the icy waters,

2

and especially in the type of weather that occurs in that

3

part of the Arctic Ocean.

4

lot of know-how to do things right, to do things

5

environmentally safely.

6

different things, we have seen.

7

And I do believe that we have a

But having it and doing it are

I'm going to make sure that I comment on

8

deferred maintenance.

9

end up not getting done and then, yes, there are always

Things that are supposed to be done

10

the human errors.

11

but if you want a boom, we will get a mini boom if we have

The cost to the environment in the case of a disaster or a

12

a spill in the Arctic Ocean.

very large oil spill are incalculable.

13

boom for the support of those operations, supporting the

what the real costs are to the environment, to the

14

workers to go and clean, transportation, food, lodging.

animals, to the -- to the systems, to the people who are

15

That will probably be mainly out of Anchorage, though, and

16

relying on the environment for their subsistence.

16

not Fairbanks.

17

costs of the cleanup of a spill are a little bit less

17

18

incalculable.

We can calculate those, and those are huge,

18

that the costs in the event of a spill will be greater

19

what it would cost to our economy, to our -- to clean up a

19

than we can imagine and environmentally incalculable.

20

very large oil spill in the Arctic.

20

financially it will be calculable, but it will also be

21

huge.

11

jobs.

12
13
14
15

21

What I want to say is that cleanups are costly.

We cannot fathom

But the

We have seen that even without big

And it would be nice to have the boom,

We will have an economic

That was -- that was really what I want to say,

Thank you.

22

headline-worthy disasters, there have been many small

22

23

spills up on the Slope, small, medium, and large.

23

is Paul Tengan, followed by Paloma Garcia.

24

these -- these have been caused by accidents and

24

I'm going to put the card back here in case he just

25

negligence, deferred maintenance, letting things go.

25

stepped out for a minute.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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And

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you, Sharon.

Paloma Garcia.

Paul?

Next

Okay.

Did I pronounce
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1

that correctly?

2

MS. PALOMA GARCIA:

3

DR. JIM KENDALL:

4

Paloma.

I got close.

The floor

is yours.

5

MS. PALOMA GARCIA:

My name is Paloma

6

Garcia.

7

the oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico.

8
9

82
1

turtles and 170 mammals have been affected or killed by

2

the oil spill.

3

carcasses that are found.

4

more.

5

And tonight we have heard a lot of mention about

And these numbers are just of the
So in real life there are way

So now imagine if an oil spill happens in the

6

Chukchi Sea.

7

54 percent chance of a large spill from the drill platform

what happened last year while we speak about drilling in

8

at the Chukchi Sea that it can happen.

the Arctic Ocean.

9

temperatures, the low visibility, the extended periods of

So I want to revisit

On April 20, 2010, BP's Deepwater

And according to the EIS, there is a 27 to

The cold

10

Horizon well exploded in the Gulf of Mexico and caused the

10

darkness, the broken sea ice and the high winds that are

11

largest accidental marine oil spill in the history of the

11

as strong as hurricanes will make any oil spill much

12

petroleum industry.

12

harder to control, and therefore it will affect the

13

months, and it caused damages to the environment that will

13

environment in a much more devastating way.

14

take decades or even centuries to repair.

14

15

The oil spill flowed for three

During the three months, 205.8 million gallons

Shell Oil claims to have more rigorous response

15

plans, but they are not field tested.

There should not be

16

of crude oil leaked from the Deepwater Horizon well.

And

16

oil drilling in the Chukchi Sea or anywhere else until

17

according to a NOAA report, about half or more of the oil

17

there is proven technology capable of cleaning up a spill

18

leaked into the Gulf remains on or below the Gulf's

18

effectively.

19

surface in a dissolved or dispersed form.

19

20

coastline along Louisiana, Mississippi, Alabama, Florida,

20

the wildest and most biologically diverse seas left in the

21

and Texas got contaminated by oil.

21

world.

22

the coasts were exposed to chemical poisoning that

22

affect the health and life of the Inupiat community that

23

affected their health.

23

lives on the coast, and it would cause irreversible

24

Wildlife Service, Deepwater Horizon Oil Spill Response

24

damages to polar bears, endanger bowhead and beluga

25

Report released in April 2011, 8,233 birds, 1,150 sea

25

whales, gray and finback whales, Pacific walrus, and any

665 miles of

The people living in

And according to the Fish &

The Chukchi Sea of the Arctic Ocean is one of

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

migratory birds.

2

What we decide to do now will affect the Arctic

84
1

this development?

2

existed on this ice.

Because for thousands of years we have
For thousands of years we understand

3

Ocean forever.

And just as Jessica and Sam and Joseph ask

3

these ice floes.

4

you to think about their future, I'm 22 years old, and I'm

4

have a phenomenon known as evu where certain ocean

5

asking you to think about my future, as well, and to keep

5

currents and wind currents, a big plate of ice push a

6

the Chukchi Sea as wild and biodiverse as it is now.

6

second plate onto shore and wipe it clean, clean, killing

7

everybody.

7

Thank you very much.

8
9
10

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you.

8

Daniel, the

9

Daniel Lum, followed by Carolyn Kremers.

Next is

floor is yours.

We understand the power behind it.

And in the turn of the century, a man came to
Barrow named Charles Brower, wrote a book called 50 Years

10

Below Zero.

I've not been

11

hunting geese or something, and he heard this thunder,

12

compelled to get up in front of politics like this before.

12

this deep thunder.

13

I was reading a paper this week and seeing all these

13

out and killed a dozen people.

14

things that are developing, and I hear both sides.

14

instantaneously.

15

mean, I understand jobs.

15

but it happens.

16

cost?

11

MR. DANIEL LUM:

17
18

People need jobs.

I

But at what

16
I should be talking to you guys.

Never mind

these guys.

19

You can't set an oil boom.

He was inland

And the ice came up onshore and wiped
And it happened

Granted, that doesn't happen very often,
It happens.

I heard the guy from Shell come up here and talk

17

about, you know, technology and safety, all that.

18

the CEO of all of Shell come to Barrow, come to our
village.

20

culture, the way that we live.

I'll repeat it one more

21

November or December.

22

someone -- I don't know -- but he came on my tour.

these people talking zero percent potential of oil spill,

23

to spend about eight hours with him.

fantasizing about fear.

24

drilling anymore in the ocean.

25

he's retired a couple years, but this is the head of

You can't.

21

set an oil boom in the ice floe.

22

time.

23
24

You cannot set an oil boom in the ice floe.

I hear

Why do you think my people are so united against
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

He came and seen the Chukchi Sea.

We have

19

boom in the ice floe.

You can't set an oil

He described this event.

Bottom line, you can't

20

25

(Inupiaq.)

We

He's seen our

And I think it was

I was reading in the paper.

John
I got

He doesn't support

This is the head of --
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1

Shell.

He's saying no.

2

Well, considering that we have not just evu, the

86
1

far have not created a catastrophe.

2

companies.

I challenge the oil

I challenge you guys to enforce and challenge

3

big ice flowing up onto the shore, on a social level I

3

the oil companies to practice inside a boom in flowing

4

took a class from my accredited community college in

4

ice.

5

Barrow for my sociology.

5

pounds of titanium boom to even come close to that.

6

with us is when the primary developers of the resources

6

impossible.

7

are from not -- not from the area, only social problems

7

can't.

8

ensues.

8

9

since oil came up.

One of the concepts that stuck

And that's been traditional of what's happened
I hear about clinics and schools, and

9

You need two Russian icebreakers and a million

Yeah, mistakes happen.

Look who -- you guys are

I'm grateful for that stuff, but at what cost?

10

here, and everybody benefits here.

11

Environmental catastrophe.

11

in our water, it's our whole way of life.

12

what happens on page 252, if you guys would open.

13

don't have to.

They cannot set an oil boom, by the way.
I'm a

But a mistake happens
Let's look at
You

13

cannot set an oil boom, by the way.

14

realist.

14

happen.

15

The power of the ice, I have boated from Barrow to Point

15

these giant ice floes.

16

Hope, all in between there.

16

two, undesirability for use from contamination or

17

losing my life with experienced people.

17

perceived tainting; three, reduced numbers due to species

18

unforgivable.

18

deflection from oil; four, increased risk of costs --

19

increased risk or cost of the subsistence effort due to

20

having to travel further.

The ice is unforgivable.

Sorry.

They

You

I heard one of these other guys talk, mistakes
happen.

10

12

It's

You cannot set a boom in flowing ice.

It's unforgivable.

Twice I've come close to
The ice is

It's treacherous.

19

They have this zero percent potential of oil

20

spill, 60,000 jobs, we are all fantasizing about fear.

21

people know what's going to happen.

22

ocean.

23
24
25

mean, it's -- it's lucky that these offshore islands so

My

Let me just read a few up here, what would

Very large oil spill, which is feasible with all
Number one, displacement; number

We understand the

21

This development is going to be a catastrophe.

22

hunting and sealing, bird hunting, sealing, whaling and

It's going to be -- you guys don't understand the power of

23

the ocean netting of fish.

the ice.

24

here -- I want you guys to listen to this carefully

25

because this is the most important thing I've read in this

You don't understand the power of the Arctic.

I

A very large oil spill would affect polar bear

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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An oil spill affecting any part of the migration

88

1

book.

2

route of the bowhead whale could taint this resource that

2

biomagnification, the concentration of toxins through the

3

is culturally pivotal to the subsistence lifestyle.

3

trophic levels.

4

and killer whales and polar bears.

4

You have our entire way of life in your hands,

1

Another thing that concerns me is

We are at the top of the food chain, us
Well, we eat the polar

5

and you want to gamble it away in treacherous sea ice

5

bears, so we are technically on the top.

6

conditions so that we can sustain an economy, enrich oil

6

blubber is essential to our absence of vegetables and

7

companies.

7

fruits.

8

stay so trim.

8
9

I don't think the tradeoff is there:
catastrophe.

10

safe.

11

technology.

12

Mexico.

13
14

Jobs,

Jobs -- oh, technology, it's safe, it's all

9

That's how I

But we are going to lose all of that in the

10

Chukchi.

11

what, your way of life is not on the line.

12

this guy talking from North Pole, I was visualizing what

mean, we've got this degrading old pipeline system; you

13

if a bunch of Eskimos came to Chena Lakes and we found

want to pump just millions more barrels through it out of

14

this wonderful resource in Chena Lakes, and we needed jobs

15

this sensitive area, which is completely dangerous.

15

and we -- it's not in your backyard, so it doesn't matter.

16

ridiculous.

17

happen.

18

That's what I hear, technology, technology,

It provides us with the minerals.

Marine mammal

Yeah, we see technology.

Look at the Gulf of

Look at all these spills on the North Slope.

I

It's

This is -- this is a catastrophe waiting to

But it is in our backyard.
It's our whole way of life.

You can't set an oil boom in flowing ice.

18

life.

19

can't.

20

whole way of life, this whole ecosystem at jeopardy.

20

contain it, anything.

21

is the biggest mistake in the world.

21

can't do it.

22

area.

22

set an oil boom in flowing ice.

23

see this happen.

25

This

The power of the ice is unforgivable.

I hate to

I've never came up like this publicly.

This is a disaster.

23
I feel

moved to do this, compelled.
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

It's our way of

life.

allows this, you will live with the legacy of putting this

This is a sensitive

When I heard

17

19

24

If you guys allow this, your Administration

16

Yeah, you roll your eyes, but I'll tell you

It's our whole way of

They can't do it.

Kremers.

25

Chena Ridge.

They simply

We are waiting for a catastrophe.

MS. CAROLYN KREMERS:

24

You

There will be no way to

You can't

My name is Carolyn

I live at 1191 South Farm Court, which is off of
First of all, I appreciate the comments that
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1

Daniel just made.

2

on that.

3

And it happens that I might follow up

It's marked in green.

2

Russia and the U.S.

That's about 30 miles between
Wales, where I lived, on Port

3

Clarence and for a summer I worked on a construction crew

poetry and literary nonfiction, and I teach at the

4

there, is just a little bit south.

5

University of Alaska Fairbanks.

5

can see that spit of land at the very -- underneath that

6

years this October.

I came here originally to teach in a

6

Bering Strait, that teeny little thing that is sticking

7

Yup'ik Eskimo village on the coast of the Bering Sea in a

7

out is where I lived.

8

very remote, small village of 330 traditional Eskimos.

8

9

They are not Inupiat like Daniel.

They are the Yup'ik.

9

They were a little bit further south on the Bering Sea.

10

say that living on that spit, when I arrived, the whole

11

I write

1

4

10

First I want to tell you I'm a writer.

90

I have lived in Alaska 25

But I have spent time very close to the Chukchi

It's on the map.

You

In comparison to that spit of land, this area
where the lease sales is is huge.

It's huge.

But I can

11

thing was surrounded by ice.

12

working at Port Clarence, which is on a little teeny

12

construction at a Coast Guard station, a Loran Coast Guard

13

little spit of land on your map just south of Wales, which

13

station.

14

is on the Chukchi.

14

15

turn to page B28 in the EIS report.

16

I wonder if you would be willing to
And maybe you could

I went there to do

And when we arrived, the whole thing was frozen.

15

There were literally several hundred seals.

look at the map and -- because I want to briefly talk

16

them from the shore.

With binoculars you could count them

17

about two things:

17

sitting on that ice.

It was spectacular.

18

here in Alaska in the Chukchi Sea, and also my sense of

18

The head of the construction project for the Coast Guard

19

maybe a lack of realism in the EIS statement as it's

19

was frustrated because, of course, they couldn't do all

20

amended.

20

the work they did.

21

particular in a second.

21

with the supplies with all that ice.

22

until it would go out.

23

money.

24

this:

25

bomb and blow it up so we can get the barge in here.

The scale that we are talking about

And I'll bring this to a couple of pages in

22

So if you look at the map, it's a nice map.

It

23

shows the whole Chukchi Sea.

24

Alaska, the area for the lease sales, and Russia.

It shows the coast of

25

look at the bottom left, you can see the Bering Strait.

If you

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

You could see

It was amazing.

They couldn't get the barge in there
They had to wait

It would hold up the crew, cost

His solution, he said -- one day I heard him say
We should just blow up all that ice, just set off a
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1

Well, I kind of laughed.

I didn't say anything,

92
1

careful, and they need to pay attention to every bit of

2

but I knew that he half believed that that could be done

2

information they can get in order to make informed

3

without consequence.

3

decisions.

4

didn't have the power to do it.

5

there was, yeah, that ice, it's amazing, it's powerful,

5

you all said at the introduction, was that one thing you

6

and I lived there in the summer.

6

really want is for us to think about this EIS statement

7

Yup'ik Eskimo village for two years year-round.

7

and see whether it seems adequate now that it has been

8

what it's like in the winter, what those winds can be

8

revised or whether it still is not adequate.

9

like, what that ice, how it moves in and out.

9

to be the main purpose of these hearings.

Of course he wouldn't do it.

He

But my sense from living

But I also lived in that
And I saw

One day you

4

Now, I understand the purpose tonight, from what

That seemed

10

would have a clear day; the next day we get totally

10

DR. JIM KENDALL:

11

covered in ice, or maybe not even the next day; within a

11

MS. CAROLYN KREMERS:

12

few hours.

12

can't ever really probably avoid hearing opinions about

13

tonight.

13

whether people support drilling and oil and gas

14

development in the Arctic Ocean and Chukchi Sea or maybe

15

the Beaufort Sea later, who knows.

16

people for, there are people against; but it seems to me

17

that's a big issue.

18

that because these things are all interrelated.

14

Huge winds which have been described earlier

The weather conditions are -- they are very
They

So I'm glad -- we

15

humbling, as people have said.

16

are not predictable.

17

earlier -- very eloquently, I thought.

18

to become more -- we have climate change happening.

19

weather conditions are going to become bigger and more

19

think about an EIS statement without thinking about what

20

unpredictable.

20

is it for.

21

They are humbling.

Correct.

And as Jessica pointed out
This is only going
These

So we have a lot to think about here.

And I just want to say that I feel it's very

22

important.

23
24
25

If people are -- in Washington, D.C., are

21

You know, there are

I mean, we are going to hear about
We can't

So I appreciate all the comments that we have

22

made tonight and I hope they have been helpful to you.

making decisions about the Arctic, which they have never

23

But as far as the EIS statement goes, I did want to point

lived in, never visited, and maybe even never seen even

24

out that the maps do show, if you can hear from the people

from an airplane, they need to be very respectful and very

25

who live there, how very huge this area is.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

at how close Russia is, 30 miles away at the Bering

1

2

Strait, and how far, how much huger that area is where the

2

bottom, Levels of Recovery and Cleanup Activities.

3

oil and -- where the lease sales are, then if we think

3

levels of activities required to apply the techniques

4

about what it says in here about the part that you said

4

described above are dependent on the specific timing and

5

needed to be added, one part, you said you got 150,000

5

location of a spill.

6

public comments about, was the desire, the theme thing

6

considerations allow, the number of vessels and responders

7

that you noticed was that people needed to look at what

7

would increase exponentially as a spill continues.

8

about a large oil spill, what might happen.

8

levels of activities described below are reasonable

9

estimates provided as a basis for analysis."

9

So I didn't have a lot of time tonight, but I

10

"The

As weather, ice and logistical

The

10

looked at some of the pages.

11

especially, I think, following up on what Daniel just said

11

listed below.

12

to page 135 and 136.

12

areas would be established.

13

you can keep thinking about what it's really like out

13

would those staging areas be if it's very far from the

14

there.

14

shore?

15

vessels could be used in offshore areas.

15

And I just want to go --

It says -- so I'm at that part right near the

And just briefly look at those, if

So it says here -- this is from Chapter 4,

So take a look at the things that are
The first one, between five and ten staging
If you look at the map, where

The second one, about 15 to 20 large skimming
It lists some of

16

environmental consequences and Section 4E, effects of a

16

the vessels, including other barges from Prudhoe Bay and

17

very large oil spill, this is just a little section.

17

vessels from Cook Inlet and Prince William Sound.

18

less than a page -- or maybe it's a page, Levels of

18

of us who live here know that those places are quite far.

19

Recovery and Cleanup Activities.

19

It would take, even in good weather, a while for any

20

few of these sentences.

20

vessels to get up to where we are talking about.

21

has been to the Arctic -- as you saw that's quite a few

21

course, if you have ice and bad weather, they probably

22

people -- can picture this.

22

could get there.

23

another conversation going on in your head as you think

23

24

about these sentences.

24

one is very interesting, I think.

25

and comment at the end about them, and then I'll be done.

25

from industry, federal government, private entities, could

It's

I just want to read a

And I think everyone in here who

You could probably have

And I'm just going to read a few

Those

But of

The third one, thousands of responders.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

assist spill response and cleanup efforts as the spill

1

is a Beaver, and in many cases just Cessnas and smaller

2

progresses.

2

airplanes land.

3

skimming, booming and lightering vessels could be used in

3

smaller places that don't have lights or they have very

4

areas closer to shore.

4

few lights.

5

closer to shore and thousands of people helping?

5

blowing snow.

Weather permitting, roughly 300 to 400

Did I mention 300 to 400 vessels

These are often airstrips in these

They are not easy to keep open when you have

6

But when you live here and you have lived in the

6

7

Bush or in any of these remote areas, you just -- you have

7

I know it's hard to imagine, especially because you are

8

a sense of it's not that simple.

8

here right after the solstice, the longest day of the

9

those people there.

9

year.

I mean, you have to get

You have got to get that equipment

10

there.

You have got to have food to feed them.

It's

11
12
13

understand.

14

only that, there are not airstrips that can -- later it

15
16

And then we have that whole aspect of darkness.

Well, it's the opposite in the winter.

It's dark.

10

And in the Arctic Circle where we are talking about, above

really hard for us to describe this to people who have

11

the Arctic Circle, it's dark all the time.

never been in the Bush in Alaska for you to even

12

doesn't rise.

13

able to get equipment and people and vessels and aircraft

14

there; we are talking about the conditions.

mentions airplanes and helicopters that could come.

15

we not get it there, but we also are dealing with the

That's over on page 136, the second to last bullet.

16

weather.

As someone said, there are no roads.

But not

Dozens of planes and helicopters.

18

planes and helicopters would fly over the spill area,

18

to look at a lot of this yet, but the part I looked at is

19

including impacted coastal areas.

19

not realistic.

20

facilities along the Arctic coast would be used to support

20

you know, I don't know if you need people to look at every

21

these aircraft.

21

section of this and see, but it would be good to have some

22

only are far away, like Kotzebue and Barrow, and then

22

people who live in Alaska, who live here and know this

23

smaller ones that are not capable of having any large

23

place, maybe help if you need it to be better.

24

aircraft land there.

24

Existing airport

And it lists airports, again, that not

Many of these, the biggest thing that can land
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

17

Not only can

17

25

Dozens of

The sun

So we are talking not only about not being

25

So I just -- I just wanted to say I didn't get

And it's -- it's just not accurate.

And

I think it's especially important because you
did say that this will be used to decide whether to
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1

reaffirm the sale, whether to modify it, or whether to

1

the Secretary of the Interior to make an informed decision

2

cancel it.

2

on which to affirm Lease Sale 193.

3

appreciate the chance that you gave us in Fairbanks to

3

4

talk about it.

4

recommendation to Secretary Salazar to expeditiously

It's an important document, and I really

5

Thanks.
DR. JIM KENDALL:

5

accept the revised report and affirm the lease.

6

Next is Jerry Walker, followed by, I believe it's David

6

sufficient safeguards will be in place to conduct

7

Valentine.

7

responsible activities with the respective accountable

8

parties in the area.

9

extreme caution exercised to get us to this point.

In the meantime, Jerry, the floor is yours.

8
9

Thank you, Carolyn.

Director Kendall, I urge you to provide your

MR. JERRY WALKER:

A very hardy welcome,

Director Kendall, to you and your associates.

We

I believe

I appreciate and respect the very

10

appreciate you coming to Fairbanks to solicit our input.

10

11

I have provided some written testimony.

11

all those with ability to move this process forward that

12

our national security has been and will continue to be not

13

only at risk, but will continue to erode until affirmation

14

of the lease is completed and responsible implementation
of an excellent plan commences.

12

My name is Jerry Walker.

I live in Bluebird

13

Subdivision, Fairbanks 99709.

14

affirmed as held in 2008.

15

supplemental environmental impact statement more than

15

16

adequately addresses concerns of the Outer Continental

16

17

Shelf oil and gas Lease Sale 193 Chukchi Sea, Alaska.

17

recommend affirmation of Lease Sale 193.

18

your good work.

18

Lease Sale 193 should be

With this accomplished, I am compelled to remind

I think the revised draft

The revised draft SEIS now includes extensive

Please expeditiously accept the report and

19

analysis of the environmental impact of natural gas

19

20

development, the inclusion of additional what had been

20

21

perceived as incomplete, missing or unavailable

21

MR. DAVID VALENTINE:

22

information, and does include analysis of a hypothetical

22

for coming to Alaska and Fairbanks in particular and

23

very large oil spill scenario.

23

listening to us.

24

including the various appendices, now provides sufficient

24

25

scientific data and analysis and a very strong basis for

25

I believe this report,

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you for

David, followed by Jane

Ransdell.
Thank you.

Thanks

I appreciate your coming here.

I just wanted to make a very simple point.

I

have been hearing -- I didn't come with prepared remarks,

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

but I have been hearing benefits, got lots of really cool

1

2

benefits that would come from this.

2

3

impacts.

4

could happen.

5

And then I hear

We have got lots of really scary impacts that
How do we compare those?

The traditional way that natural resource

bad happen.
So we are lousy at assessing probabilities, but

3

nevertheless, that's what we need to do is to be able to

4

come up with a reasonable way of estimating and

5

understanding the probability.

6

managers compare benefits and impacts is to look at risk.

6

7

And that is the probability of an event multiplied by its

7

if we take the mid-point of the probabilities that have

8

potential impacts.

8

been suggested at about 40 percent, let's say -- okay.

9

it's important to sort of bear that in mind.

9

Let's sort of imagine that you have a potential of having

10

And I know you guys know that, but

Well, the problem is that human beings are

The second point that I wanted to make is that

10

a job, and in this job you have a 40 percent chance over

11

really lousy at estimating probabilities, with all due

11

the lifetime of the job that you are going to lose your

12

respect, because I know you have included estimates of

12

left arm.

13

probabilities in your draft EIS, but we are pretty bad at

13

risk?

14

doing that.

14

that's not an acceptable risk.

15

So what do we do?

Let me take a step back from that and just sort

Would you take that job?

Is that an acceptable

And I think most people in the room would say, no,
Well, okay.

15

If you -- and your -- if you take this job and

16

of note that in the wake of the attacks of September 11th,

16

your neighbor has a 40 percent chance of losing his left

17

what happened to the airline industry?

17

arm, would you take the job?

18

suffered a lot.

18

Dan's testimony there.

19

suddenly traveled by car because they perceived that as

19

arms, necessarily.

20

safer.

20

21

Why?

Well, it really

Because people who traveled

Now, all of the actuarial tables, even knowing

We are talking about their left arms.

So those are the two points that I wanted to

21

make.

22

that -- even in light of the attacks of September 11th,

22

difficult to assess.

23

indicated that air traffic was still far safer than travel

23

who's really at risk.

24

by car, yet people chose to travel by car because they

24

25

perceived incorrectly the probability of having something

25

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

Well, that's where we get to

We are not talking about our left

One, probability is important and it's very
And second, let's remember who's --

Thank you.
DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you very much,
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1

David.

2

Tengan, if he's back in the room.

We have got Jane Ransdell, followed by Paul

3

yours.

4

1

Jane, the floor is

MS. JANE RANSDELL:

102
bring back the wildlife and reverse the damage?

2

My name is Jane

Drilling in the Chukchi Sea is not worth the

3

risk of ruining the rich habitat of this incredible area.

4

Thank you.

5

Ransdell, and I live at 607 Bullion Drive in Fairbanks

5

6

99712.

6

7

clean up an oil spill in the broken ice in severe

7

Now, one thing I'm very adamant about is that

8

conditions of the Chukchi Sea.

8

everybody has a chance to express their thoughts, their

9

devastating effect on bird and fish and mammal life of

9

opinion, their comments.

I do not believe oil companies can effectively

A spill would have a

10

this area.

Some of these species are already showing

11

clear signs of significant stress.

12

populations of these species in this area is essential to

13

DR. JIM KENDALL:
Paul.

The last card I have is

Paul Tengan come back in the room?

Okay.

We want to make this as

10

transparent as possible, and I want to make sure no one

11

leaves the room feeling they didn't have the chance to be

12

heard.

the subsistence lifestyle of the Inupiat people of the

13

a chance, did not put a card in there that now feels,

14

Chukchi.

14

well, maybe I do want to say something?

15

right of the Inupiat to continue their traditional way of

15

anywhere until everybody here is satisfied they have had a

16

life because the eventual spill will severely degrade the

16

good say.

17

habitat of their traditional natural food source long

17

here, you are more than welcome to.

18

term.

18

The maintenance of the

Allowing drilling in the Chukchi denies the

19

Any significant spill in broken sea ice

So is there anybody in the room that did not have

So please, if anybody would like to come up

This is very important to us.

19

decisionmaker.

conditions would be a worst-case discharge, too difficult

20

possible document.

21

to clean up fast enough for survival of the wildlife in

21

people are working on it.

22

the area.

22

other federal agencies.

23

Apologies, regrets, blame shifting, compensations, chaos,

23

we go up to the Secretary --

24

buyouts, cop-outs.

Will

24

Aha, now I'm a happy man.

25

that make it right with the Inupiat people?

Will that

25

MR. TONY FERNANDEZ:

Then what?

And what will that be worth?

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

We are not the

We want to make sure this is the best

20

Just too difficult to clean up.

We are not going

This is a revised draft.

A lot of

NOAA has worked on it with us,

And I want to be able to say when

Your name, sir.
Yes.

I never talk on
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1

the mike.

2

through mikes.

I get so nervous.

I get nervous when I talk

1

DR. JIM KENDALL:

4

MR. TONY FERNANDEZ:

Your name, sir?
Tony Fernandez.

I

live one block from here, 177 7th Avenue.

6

I listen to everybody talking over here, but to

7

me it's gone to the government.

8

sold our leases in the ocean, not their lease.

9

on Pump 5 for 21 years, and I retired.
about jobs around here.

11

talking about oil, crisis in oil.

12

oil.

The federal government

10

13

about 20 or 50 holes already drilled in Prudhoe Bay.

2

3

5

104

I worked

Everybody talking

No, you don't need no jobs.

He's

There is no crisis in

It's 20 to 50 capping holes in Prudhoe Bay.

Why

big, you know, mess?

4

know [indiscernible], you see.

He's talking about this

5

and that.

Let's go to the real

6

thing.

7

don't have no damage.

8

there to drill over there, that's dangerous.

9

And like this guy was talking, you

No, no, no, no, no.

Go over there and drill in the ground, and you
That's the bottom line.

Go over

And he's talking about oil spill containment.

10

You can't contain oil.

11

Yukon River, and if that line break right there and the

I practice all the time in the

12

oil coming down, you cannot stop the oil.

13

the way to the ocean because the water is so dangerous.

The oil run all

14

you don't put that oil in the pipeline?

14

You can't stop it over there.

15

there, we must push it in the pipeline 2,000,000 barrels a

15

big with a boom, and he put that [indiscernible], you see.

16

day.

What is still there is 500- to 600,000 barrels.

16

That's why, you know, that's so dangerous.

17

Why?

Why the oil companies manipulate this well data?

17

hear everybody talk about jobs and this and that.

18

keep the price high?

18

no.

19

oil over here real cheap when we get it from Kenai way

19

There is plenty oil over there.

20

back before this pipeline pass by and we build the

20

21

refinery.

21

drilled two holes right there close to ANWR, went straight

22

down and went horizontal to steal the oil from ANWR.

23

he don't put this oil to the land right now?

22

It's no good.

When I got over

Why you want to go in the water, you know, for a

3

To

We pay the gallon of

Right now we pay 4.60 is why it's killing me to
You see what I mean?

These guys

We tried a pig about this

That's why I
No, no,

You need to control this and drill in the ground.

Look at last winter and the winter before; they

Why

23

warm my house with this.

24

needs to push more oil and go over there and pump the

24

They're just keeping the prices way high to do all this

25

lines to these guys; punching, I think there's probably

25

drilling in the ocean.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

Look at what happened in Louisiana.

You kill

106
1

2

all the fish, all the -- everything is down, and the

2

3

fishermen is way down.

3

4

Thank you.

You don't see no money.

Okay.

Thank you very much.

5

DR. JIM KENDALL:
You used the microphone well.

7

nag.

Okay.

8

everybody has a chance before I close it out.

9

anybody else that would like to come up?

I'm sometimes accused of that.

going twice.

11

three?

12

want all the comments.

5

I don't want to be a

6

I want to make sure

7

Is there

8

Going once,

9

Do I have to tell a joke before I get to

10

Because I really -- this is important to us, and I

13

11
12

Well, with that, on behalf of the staff of

13

14

BOEMRE, or BOEMRE [pronunciation], as someone said with a

14

15

Cajun influence down in the Gulf, thank you very much for

15

16

coming tonight.

16

17

this.

18

through it.

19

dealt with, if there is mistakes, if there something we

19

20

are missing, go to regs.gov.

20

21

the chart.

The document is on the Web.

We have

We passed some of the big documents out.

Please go

17

If you fund things you think that needs to be

18

The address is back there on

And get us those comments.

22

This is a group effort.

21

I want to be able to

22

23

take the result and all the comments and take it and send

23

24

it upstairs and say this is everything you need to

24

25

consider before you make your decision.

25

So with that,
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1

REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE

2
3

I, MARY A. VAVRIK, RMR, Notary Public in and for
the State of Alaska do hereby certify:

4

That the foregoing proceedings were taken before

5

me at the time and place herein set forth; that the

6

proceedings were reported stenographically by me and later

7

transcribed under my direction by computer transcription;

8

that the foregoing is a true record of the proceedings

9

taken at that time; and that I am not a party to nor have

10

I any interest in the outcome of the action herein

11

contained.

12

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto subscribed

13

my hand and affixed my seal this _____ day of

14

______________ 2011.

15
16
17

_________________________
MARY A. VAVRIK,
Registered Merit Reporter
Notary Public for Alaska

18
19

(Proceedings adjourned at 10:03 p.m.)

4
Thank you very much.

6

10

number three, thank you very much and have a nice evening.

My Commission Expires:

November 5, 2012

20
21
22
23
24
25
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Taken by: Mary A. Vavrik, RMR
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18

BE IT KNOWN that the aforementioned proceedings were taken

19

19

at the time and place duly noted on the title page, before

20
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21

21

Public within and for the State of Alaska.

22
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3
1

P-R-O-C-E-E-D-I-N-G-S

2

DR. JIM KENDALL:

4
1

It's 20 after, so we are

hearings on the Revised Draft Supplemental Environmental

3

Impact sale for Lease Sale 193.

3

going to start the meeting now in just a minute.

4

make the introductions and go into any details, I want to

4

5

ask someone to give a blessing in just a minute here.

5

different.

6

President Doreen, can I ask you to give a blessing before

6

the team here, I'm going to ask them to go through a

7

we start the meeting please?

7

series of flip charts so that we all start from the same

8

knowledge base.

9

We are going to provide a lot more information at the

8

Before I

Now, what we are doing tonight is holding public

2

(Blessing offered by Doreen Lampe.)

9

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you very, very

What we are going to do is after I introduce

Okay?

So this is a little bit different.

10

much.

11

your busy day to join us.

12

the Regional Director of the Alaska Regional Office of the

12

13

Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and

13

table here I've got Sharon Warren.

14

Enforcement.

14

manager for the supplemental EIS.

15

go by BOEMRE.

15

Routhier.

16

He takes all the parts and pieces and puts it together.

16

Good evening and thank you for taking time out of

Now, that's mouthful.

We are doing this meeting a little bit

My name is Jim Kendall.

I'm

I know that's a long line there, but we just

Now, one thing I noticed at some of our other

10

beginning so that when we get into public comment,

11

everybody has an idea of really why we are here.
Now, starting with introductions, at the front
Sharon is the project
Next to her is Mike

Mike Routhier is the coordinator of the EIS.

17

meetings is, as we got into the meeting, someone asked who

17

18

are you, where are you from, just what are you.

18

make sure it flows and everybody understands it and all

19

are a federal government agency.

19

the definitions are there.

20

Department of Interior.

20

Scott Blackburn in the back there.

21

are not a nongovernmental organization.

21

Scott.

22

manage the energy and mineral resources of the Outer

22

do; he is also a technical editor.

23

Continental Shelf.

23

the document written in a way that people can understand

24

we pass it on to the decisionmaker, in this case the

24

it.

25

Secretary of the Interior.

25

Well, we

We're part of the

We are not an oil company.

We

Our job is to

We pull the information together and

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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5
1

Haller is our community liaison.

1

everybody feels they have had good input.

2

the communities, like here in Barrow, to get your input.

2

here tomorrow morning and someone didn't speak their

3

We also have tonight with us James.

3

piece, we failed.

4

translator.

4

something to say, we hear it, whether it's at the

5

translated, James has agreed to help us out.

All right.

5

beginning or at the end.

Now, with that -- oh, I also have to introduce

6

6

He helps us work with

6

James is a

If anybody feels something needs to be

7

Mary Vavrik.

Mary Vavrik is our court reporter.

8

everything that takes place at this meeting is very

9

important.

Okay.

Again,

Our job is to put together the

If we leave

It's very important that if you have

It just has to be said.

Okay?

With that, I'm going to give the microphone over

7

to Sharon.

8

all need to know before we start getting to work.

And Sharon, could you walk us through what we

9

MS. SHARON WARREN:

information that the Secretary and his team, the

10

welcome.

11

decisionmaker, will make.

11

we wanted to go through and let you know why we're here.

12

together.

12

And we have got some posters to explain why we're here and

13

make sure everything you say is entered.

13

what we would like from all of you on this document.

14

you speak, speak loud enough so it can be heard.

15

your name so we can get that for the record.

16
17

So we put the information

We send it up top.

Mary is instrumental to
So please, when
State

14

Here we are.

Like Jim said,

Why we're here today, we get -- we need your

15

comments on the Revised Draft Supplemental Environmental

happen to have anything -- any written comments, Mary will

16

Impact Statement for sale 193.

be happy to accept it.

17

there on the table.

18

CDs of the documents.

19

you would like one, please take one this evening.

18

And if you

Can you hear me?

Thank you, and

10

Now, with that, we are going to go to a brief

19

introduction of why we're here.

20

bit different from the way we usually do things.

21

Again, this is a little

Now, I'll give you a warning.

Okay.

20

After the little

The documents are back

We have documents as well as we have
So if you haven't received one and

What was Lease Sale 193?

Lease Sale 193, first

21

of all, we had done an environmental impact statement and

22

briefing is done, to maximize public input and so that

22

published it as final in 2007.

23

everybody can hear, we are going to move the chairs so

23

sale.

24

everybody sits in a circle.

24

on -- to explore for oil and gas.

25

around the room with the mike as long as it takes until

25

acres, and there was 487 leases issued for about 2.8

And then we are going to go

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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7
1

million acres.

2

Over here on this map is the area of the sale.

1

plaintiffs will ask for an injunction to stop the sale.

2

That was not asked for.

3

continued on.

So the sale was not stopped.

It

3

And this was the sale area that was out here in red.

4

is what we offered.

4

have this lease sale is because the Court did not prevent

5

were -- there are some alternatives, and you will find

5

us from holding it.

6

that out in the supplemental EIS, that we offered off the

6

7

coast and there is an alternative -- this alternative is

7

District of Alaska ruled that most of the EIS was

8

Alternative 3.

8

satisfactory, but there were three issues the agency

9

needed to address.

9

This

8

There is some alternatives that

It was not -- the decision was made not to

And that's the reason why we have -- we

Then in July 2010, the District Court for the

And those issues were the Court said

10

select that alternative by the Secretary, and so that's

10

the agency failed to analyze the environmental impacts of

11

why you will see leases in this area here [indicating].

11

natural gas development, despite industry interest and

12

This alternative is on the table on this -- in this

12

specific lease incentives for such development.

13

document for the decision for the Secretary.

13

In our notice of sale, we had a lease incentive

14

either decide to affirm the entire sale area or he can

14

that if they purchased a lease for oil, then there was an

15

select this alternative and even with the leases in it.

15

incentive for them to also produce the natural gas.

16

And we will explain what kind of happens with that.

16

However, we didn't analyze that in the environmental

17

But this is the entire sale area that was

17

impact statement that was released in 2007.

And you can see the blocks that were leased by

18

said go back and analyze that because you offered

19

something that you didn't analyze in the environmental

20

impact statement.

18

offered.

19

the six companies.

20

Then what happened?

He can

Days before the lease

So the judge

21

sale -- the lease sale was offered on February 6, 2008,

21

The judge also said that the agency failed to

22

but before that time, the plaintiffs sued to validate the

22

determine whether missing information identified by the

23

lease sale.

23

agency was relevant or essential under the federal

24

assess the environmental impacts.

24

regulations and, in addition to that, failed to determine

25

A

25

whether the cost of obtaining the missing information was

They alleged that the EIS did not adequately

In that litigation -- usually in litigation sometimes
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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9
1

exorbitant or means of doing so was unknown.

1

that we could do is to analyze a very large oil spill

2

saying that we didn't follow the regulations that were

2

scenario.

3

there for us to follow.

3

4

The judge is

10

So he said go back and do it.

So we went back and we followed the Court's
We drafted a supplemental environmental impact

And so that we do it correctly, we decided to

4

put it into an EIS form and add it to the draft SEIS,

5

which we already had.

5

order.

6

statement to address the three concerns.

7

have attended the public hearing we had in November here

7

spill or VLOS or V-L-O-S.

8

on that document.

8

what is it?

9

concerns with that document.

And we got comments on the

9

oil spill.

The comment period included public hearings

10

and understand all the potential environmental effects

Many of you may

And so we were addressing the Court

6

So I mentioned a few times now a very large oil
And that begs the question,

Well, like it says up here, it's a very large
And basically it's a tool for us to analyze

10

draft SEIS.

11

in Kotzebue, Point Hope, Point Lay, Wainwright, Barrow and

11

that could happen in the event that something goes

12

Anchorage, as well as a series of government-to-government

12

incredibly wrong and there is catastrophic oil spill.

13

meetings at the affected communities.

13

14

MR. MICHAEL ROUTHIER:

15

question is, was the draft SEIS finalized after that.

16

the answer is actually no.

17

the draft document.

18
19

It's a scenario.

It's purely hypothetical.

14

It's an extreme case.

15

scenario, our geologists who have the subject matter

16

expertise in these issues, were instructed to basically

17

consider or tell us what would be the largest possible

are doing for this document tonight, and solicited public

18

flow rate from any reservoir known in the Chukchi Sea.

comments.

19

20

So the next
And

In this situation, we put out

We held the public meetings like we

We received over 150,000 public comments.
Many of those requested that the agency consider

Basically, in developing this

So they looked at basically any sort of variable

20

that would go into determining how fast the oil will come

21

the environmental impacts of a very large oil spill.

This

21

out or how big would the oil spill be.

22

was occurring on the heels of the Deepwater Horizon event.

22

those variables, and we got a very large number.

23

A very large oil spill was on everyone's mind, for obvious

23

could be good because it helps us understand all the

24

reasons.

24

possible environmental effects, and it accomplishes the

25

considered our options and decided that the best thing

25

main goal here, and that is informing the decisionmaker.

So we, as an agency, reviewed the comments and

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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11
1

It is important to understand that the very

12
1

calculation as well as the rest of the exploration plan

2

that could potentially be submitted.

it's also different than another concept that you are

3

make sure that it contains everything it needs to contain.

4

likely to hear in the context of our agency's work, that

4

It does the analysis properly.

5

term being worst-case discharge.

5

deciding on whether to approve anything.

6

here has ever heard that term.

7

our regulations.

8
9

2

large oil spill is purely hypothetical, obviously.

3

10

And

I'm not sure everyone
But that term comes from

It's a term specifically within our

6

We review that and

We do that review before

MS. SHARON WARREN:

So again, what input

7

does BOEMRE need?

regulations, and it's a calculation that's required

8

There are four stages in the OCS process.

whenever an oil company submits an expiration plan or

9

five-year program.

proposes to actually drill a well.

11

Now, that's not happening right now.

Right now

If some or all of the

Again, this is in the lease sale stage.
We have a

We have the lease sale stage.

We have

10

an exploration plan stage.

And we have a development

11

production stage.

12

this is a decision the Secretary will make, whether or not

We are at the lease sale stage.

So

12

we are at the lease sale stage.

13

lease sale is reaffirmed, then we could possibly go to the

13

to affirm the lease sale that has already happened in 2008

14

next phase which would be an exploration plan phase.

14

or make some other changes concerning that lease sale.

15

are not there yet.

16

We

15

So we prepared the draft document, revised draft

the exploration plan from the oil company they would do a

16

supplemental that addresses the issues raised by the Court

17

worst-case discharge, which basically calculates how big

17

and the analysis of the environmental impacts of a very

18

an oil spill could be, but it also takes into account a

18

large oil spill.

19

lot of additional information that would be known at that

19

just a document that was attributable to where we were

20

time.

20

going to respond to the Court.

21

information in total from what we used to respond to the
Court, as well as the very large oil spill.

21

But if we get to that phase, within

And by additional information, I'm talking about

When we were here in November, we had

This document has

22

a specific location, specific type of well using specific

22

23

technology, having specific responses that would be on

23

24

hand.

24

supplement, and it's supplementing the final EIS that was

25

prepared in 2007.

25

So it's a much more detailed calculation.
And basically our agency would then review that
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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13

14

1

the document you may see references to sections of the

1

2

final EIS.

2

3

2007, and this is just supplementing the information

3

litigation with this document, and this litigation is

4

that's in that document.

4

before Judge Beistline with the U.S. District Court with

5

the District of Alaska.

5

That was because that was already released in

We are now seeking substantive comments on the
So if you have information that -- and

supplemental EIS.
This is on a court schedule.

We are in

He issued an order on May 19th

6

draft document.

6

saying, okay, you can do your very large oil spill

7

you want an opportunity to provide that information, this

7

analysis, but you need to have the Secretary to make the

8

is the time to do it.

8

decision by October 3rd of 2011.

9

comment period -- we are going around the communities for

The public hearing and the public

10

the public hearing like we are doing today.

The public

11

comment period is open until July 11th.

12

you to get your comments to us by July 11th.

13

website to go to.

14

you go to this website, it will take you directly to the

15

9

In order for us to do that, we need to have the

10

final EIS out at least 30 days before the Secretary can

11

make his decision.

12

decision whether to affirm the lease sale or to modify and

13

make changes to the lease sale; not to offer more land,

14

but it will be within the confines of what was -- what was

regulations.gov where you can submit your comments, and we

15

first offered.

16

have instructions on the back table on how to submit

16

17

comments using regulations.gov.

17

decision and the final SEIS will be filed with the

So we would ask
There is a

We are using regulations.gov, but if

And again, this is a lease sale

Once the Secretary makes his decision, both that

18

And if you have got any questions after you take

18

District Court.

19

a look at that, please talk to Scott Blackburn, and he can

19

established by the plaintiffs as well as the defendants,

20

answer questions concerning how to submit comments through

20

and it will go through the litigation process.

21

regulations.gov.

21

will then decide whether or not the agency has met its

22

So what happens after these hearings?

First we

There will be a briefing schedule

The Court

22

obligations under the National Environmental Policy Act

23

will consider the comments that we received through both

23

and the federal laws that we have to follow.

24

of the public hearings, as well as through the

24

25

regulations.gov comments.

25

We will prepare a final

Again, this is on the lease sale.
drilling plan.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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15

16

1

exploration on there because before even any exploration

1

person, and that person could say something or pass.

2

can take effect in this area is, one, the Secretary has to

2

we have kept going around till everybody agreed I've said

3

determine one way or the other that there is going to

3

all I needed to say and I'm just going to pass.

4

remain leases out there; and also the District Court has

4

I'd kind of like to try that here.

5

to decide whether or not we fulfilled our obligations

5

really opposed if we just moved our chairs a little bit

6

under NEPA.

6

and we could see each other's faces while we talk?

7

allow exploration because right now the Court does not

7

you.

8

allow exploration or anything of activities like that on

8

the circle up here so our court reporter can see our faces

9

the lease.

9

while we talk.

10

And then even that, the Court would have to

And then there is further NEPA review.

10

11

after we go through this and it just -- there is a lot of

11

12

ifs.

12

13

exploration plan, there is additional NEPA review on it.

13

take our seats.

14

So it's another stage process.

14

back.

15

circle closer.

If this, if this, if this.

15

And even with the

And so that's what I wanted to say.

16

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you.

Thank you very much.

This will take about three

minutes.
(Off the record.)
DR. JIM KENDALL:

Okay, Friends.

Let's

I know we have a nice meeting in the

James, come on up.

16

I think we may have to make our

MR. GEORGE EDWARDSON:

People will come

Now the fun part starts.

18

people in the audience -- we had about the same amount in

18

19

Kotzebue.

19

are going to start in 30 seconds.

20

really, really good.

20

way to start is to start with someone in authority.

21

so, but we tried it, and by the end of the night everybody

21

so if it's all right, I'd like to go to a new friend of

22

said, this is the way you have to do your meetings.

22

mine to see if she would like to start it off.

23

Doreen, you are free to pass and pass the microphone to

And we did something to try it and it worked
First everybody said, I don't think

We took the chairs and we put them in a circle.

17

Thank

So let's make

17

23

And since we have this many

Thank you.

And so

Would anybody be

I see George shaking his head yes.

So even

And

in.
DR. JIM KENDALL:

Okay.

Good.

24

Everybody sat in the circle and we passed the microphone

24

your right or you can speak now or speak later.

25

around.

25

to you.

And you could either pass, pass it to the next
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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17
1

MS. DOREEN LAMPE:

My name is Doreen

18
1

EIS will answer the concerns that -- that our primary

2

community members of Point Hope, Native Village of Point

3

Hope have sued for is because of the hardship of the

concerned about this draft supplemental EIS because our

4

access to their hunting and harvesting of our natural

5

tribal members in Point Hope had to go the length to sue

5

resources.

6

the government to get their voices and their concerns

6

7

heard.

7

contents today, first time I seen this draft supplemental

8

with the ICAS board of directors from our villages,

8

EIS today, of all the days when we are having a meeting

9

Nuiqsut, Point Lay, and Point Hope where it was called on

9

tonight, and I'm asked to comment on it in this very short

2

Lampe.

3

have three kids and a couple of grandchildren.

4

10

I live in Barrow all my life.

I am married.

I

I'm

And we had a nice little briefing this afternoon

such short notice.

And in briefly just looking at the table of

10

notice.

And the biggest concern that I feel why we joined

11

But my main concern is the -- the reason we had

11

-- why ICAS joined the Native Village of Point Hope's

12

to sue, and it seemed like the government has had a blind

12

lawsuit is because of the trouble, the trouble that

13

ear to our concerns.

13

hunters have in accessing subsistence resources and trying

14

interest to sue the federal government, we had to listen

14

to get the attention of the government when big oil is

15

to our tribal members in Point Hope.

15

right there blasting away seismic air guns and scaring all

16

year for them when they didn't catch any whales.

16

the game away for miles around when this is the only one

17

were screaming and hollering that the seismic activity

17

chance to harvest those natural resources.

18

that was taking place in the Chukchi Sea was the main

18

19

reason that they were not catching whales in Point Hope.

19

supplemental EIS.

20

hunters that they will mitigate the impacts from all four

21

stages of your programs, or five stages now, including the
five-year program.

20

And even though it's not in our best

And there was a bad

And we were not being acknowledged.

And they

We were not

So we had to join our

So I'm very skeptical about this draft EIS,
I didn't see any real teeth in assuring

21

being addressed or respected.

22

tribal sister government in Point Hope, one of our village

22

23

tribal governments under ICAS.

23

24

this lawsuit in Lease Sale 193.

And from our discussions

24

future hunters are going to have so much red tape and so

25

this afternoon, I'm not sure that this draft supplemental

25

much traffic from oil industry, so much interference that

We had to join them in

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

our ice cellars might not get filled up.

2

have seal oil one year.

3

We might not

But I thank you for taking the opportunity to

20
1

to say thank you for bringing maps and some visuals to

2

help communicate with people who are coming to learn about

3

the work that you are doing.

4

sit at our tables with us and discuss your draft

4

5

supplemental EIS this afternoon.

And I hope that we can

5

could clarify quickly.

6

work with you, that you can provide better access to our

6

that there would be additional NEPA processes for the next

7

hunters, better mitigation efforts for the hardships that

7

stages of the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act process,

8

a hunter goes through when trying to provide food on the

8

and you specifically referred to the exploration plan.

9

table.

9

That's my biggest concern for this offshore

And I also want -- was hoping that Sharon, you
In your presentation you had said

In the past, BOEMRE, MMS, the selected NEPA

10

drilling on Lease Sale 193 and why we had to go the length

10

procedure was an environmental assessment followed by a

11

to sue the federal government to get our concerns

11

finding of no significant impact.

12

addressed, our voices heard.

12

comment period is somewhat limited in part because of the

13

And I hope with this new Administration that we

And also the public

13

30-day time limit in OCSLA.

14

can work with the Obama Administration, the federal

14

you mentioned that in your presentation, that you could

15

cabinet members.

15

follow up on that and lay out maybe the differences that

16

BOEMRE sees in the input process for right now versus the

17

exploration plan stage.

16
17

And thank you for coming up here.

DR. JIM KENDALL:
Next.

Thank you, Doreen.

Sir, you are welcome to pass or --

18

MS. EMMA POKON:

19

Slope Borough.

20
21

Emma Pokon with the North

I haven't cleared any comments with the

18

So I was hoping, given that

MS. SHARON WARREN:

Is that fine?

I'll take the time now.

mayor's office, so I'm speaking on my own part, I guess.

20

do an environmental impact statement.

I just wanted to, I guess, first acknowledge that your

21

that environmental impact statement is that we do tier, as

22

meeting process seems to have improved since the last time

22

far as the National Environmental Policy Act says, that we

23

you were here with the Lease Sale 193 EIS.

23

can use that document in the later process.

24

much in the way of information other than what was shared

24

25

verbally for people who attended the meeting.

25

There wasn't

So I want

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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At the lease sale stage, we
And the purpose of

So with an exploration plan, if we do get an
exploration plan, the NEPA that we use to start out with
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22

1

is an environmental assessment.

That's what we do first.

1

within 30 days.

2

And at that point in time we determine whether or not, in

2

address that exploration plan.

3

that NEPA review of the environmental assessment, is there

3

comment period is -- it's usually, you know, a short

4

any significant effects that we have not already addressed

4

period of time.

5

in the environmental impact statement.

5

6

If we have addressed them in the environmental

So we have a real short time frame to
So that is why the public

We do put out a notice to prepare environmental

6

assessment with the exploration plan because the

7

impact statement, then what we do is what they call a

7

exploration plan goes out to stakeholders to review.

8

finding of no new significant impacts because they have

8

do do a notice of preparation of environmental assessment.

9

been addressed in the bigger environmental document.

9

That's the opportunity for individuals and stakeholders to

So

10

if we had -- if we find that there are significant effects

10

come and provide comments to us.

11

that we did not address, then what we would do is -- then

11

environmental assessment out for public review.

12

we would go to an environmental impact statement on the

12

time for the public to get their concerns addressed is

13

exploration.

13

when we issue that notice of -- a notice to prepare an

14

environmental assessment.

We

14

So it's a tiered process with NEPA because NEPA

We do not have the
So the

That's the cue to provide us

15

you do the lowest -- not the lowest, but you do an

15

your concerns so that they can be considered when we do

16

environmental assessment, and that assesses whether or not

16

the environmental assessment.

17

you had -- if there is a need to do an environmental

17

18

impact statement.

18

at the exploration plan stage that if the agency finds

19

exploration plan submitted -- so a company submits their

19

that there were potential impacts that weren't considered

20

exploration plan.

20

at the lease sale stage, that there would be a full EIS

21

they have all the information that's required by the

21

rather than just an EA.

22

regulations, and then we deem it submitted.

22

30-day time limit?

And like Emma said, when we deem an

We look at it internally, make sure

Does that answer that.

MS. EMMA POKON:

So there is a possibility

How would that work into the

23

Once that's deemed submitted, there is a very

23

24

short public time frame that we send it out because the

24

haven't -- I haven't been there where we had faced that

MS. SHARON WARREN:

25

law requires us to either approve it or disapprove it

25

where all the -- and it's just not impacts.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

significant impacts.

1

specifically for the exploration plan.

2

experience on how that would be figured in, so I can't

2

sale EIS is very broad.

3

answer that, Emma.

3

where somebody is going to drill.

4

exploration plan, that's where we have specific -- where

5

they are actually going to go out and drill, where the

4
5

So I haven't -- I don't have that

24

DR. JIM KENDALL:

We have to work with the

attorneys on that.

6

6

well is going to be.

everything else on how to work that into the bigger

7

there for us to do our NEPA on it we don't have at the

8

picture.

8

lease sale stage.

MS. EMMA POKON:

Attorneys and

So when we get an

7

9

MS. SHARON WARREN:

Because the lease

It doesn't have specifics of

And I guess another

9

So there is additional information

So it's taking -- it's going from a very large

10

follow-up question is, I guess, if you are tiering from

10

program, like from the five-year to the lease sale to the

11

the lease sale EIS, when you are looking at the

11

exploration plan.

12

exploration plans, does that make, then, people's thoughts

12

you are actually talking about.

13

or comments about possible exploration plans relevant at

13

DR. JIM KENDALL:

14

the lease sale stage because of the tiering process?

14

MR. ELI NUKIAPIGAK:

15

MS. SHARON WARREN:

We do look at the

15

a whaling captain from Nuiqsut.

Let's go back here.
Hello.

I'm Eli.

scenarios that we have in the final EIS.

16

hosting a whaling feed for my people in the Village of

17

look at what the -- how many explorations, what the

17

Nuiqsut.

18

resource and development would be in the area.

18

the Chukchi just around the corner from us.

19

so if people have comments -- not only would we take them

19

same Arctic Ocean to me.

20

at that point in time, but we would also take them at the

20

Chukchi, it's all Arctic Ocean to me.

21

exploration time.

21

So yeah,

But the approval of the exploration plan is

I'm

I just got through

16

22

I mean, we do

So you are getting finite down to where

I'm on the other side in the Beaufort Sea from
It's all the

Whether it's the Beaufort or

That's the people of the whole North Slope's

22

garden.

23

dependent on the environmental review, both, you know,

23

period of time, especially in the summertime when

24

if -- whether or not it's addressed in the EIS that we did

24

migration of all different marine mammals that come to our

25

prior to it, and then in the document that we are doing

25

area.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

the climate change is right now.

2

climate change right now.

3
4

1

Native ice.

2

boats that was lost because of boom project.

river, Colville River, is now two weeks ahead of time.

3

do the same thing.

That's how changing in our river now in Nuiqsut.

4

Now he's back there doing it -- what will happen now?

5

What kind of assurance does Shell have for our people if

6

something like mass destruction happens.

5

They're talking about

26

It's already started.

Our

The first (Inupiaq) come around, start to come
at least one or two weeks earlier.

7

the migrations, the animals and the land and sea that we

7

8

depend on.

8

DR. JIM KENDALL:

9

MR. GEORGE EDWARDSON:

What kind of assurance are you giving me as a

Shell, they

Twenty years ago, it's the same thing.

6

9

That's the changing of

We lost three boats, and I was one of the

Thank you.
Thank you.
My name is George

10

subsistence hunter if that full-blown exploration and

10

Edwardson.

11

full-blown barges that will come to our garden and to all

11

Community of the Arctic Slope.

12

the marine mammals that we depend on from one coast all

12

just left, when an animal, bearded seal, polar bear,

13

the way up to Canadian border?

13

whale, beluga, when Point Hope misses it, then it

14

assurance are you going to give me if something of mass

14

continues up to the east and Point Lay has a chance to go

15

destruction happens like just happened in Gulf of Mexico?

15

after the same animals.

16

What kind of assurance are you going to give me if the

16

over.

17

marine mammals or the food chain die-off happen?

17

that -- harvest that for their family.

18

will happen that you --

18

right on into Canada.

19

What kind of federal

What

The traditional knowledge of our Elders are

I'm one of the councilmen for Inupiat
And to continue where Eli

And if they miss it, it continues

Wainwright then has a chance to attempt to catch

19

And it continues

This is the migration routes of the seals we

20

passing away real fast, and yet there is no -- the

20

hunt, walrus, the whales, polar bear.

21

scientific of the federal government and the Inupiat

21

animals we depend on.

22

scientists need to work together to address the need of

22

23

what -- most and do it right and compromise to help one

23

look at it from this perspective.

24

another so we will have our food on our table once we

24

very large oil spill.

25

start, because I have experience in the Beaufort Sea

25

oil spill.

These are the

And when you look at the Chukchi, you have to

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

Before we do that, let's look at what happens to

28
1

see my son-in-law right there with his mike, he's the

2

North Pole, and all the way around is the way the currents

that in the mid 1940s when one of the Liberty ships

3

flow.

4

building the DEW lines ran aground and was about to be

4

will go all the way around and come back at me in ten

5

destroyed by the waves and the only way they saved that

5

years later and another ten years it will come back again

6

Liberty ship at Lonely was to off-load its fuel, its

6

if it doesn't flow south between down in the north sea

7

bunker oil.

7

flowing south.

8

the lagoons, you know, going to the west from Lonely.

8

direction.

9

killed the whole ecosystem right there.

9

back to me every ten years.

2

oil when it hits the Arctic Ocean.

3

10

We had a sample of

And then it killed the whole Admiralty Bay,
It

And then when the storm subsided, the oil that

10

And then a piece of ice sitting here in front of me

That piece of ice don't go in that

It continues in a circle.

It keeps coming

Now, if you put a pollutant inside the water,

11

was up in the high grounds, 50 years later a storm of the

11

and a very large one, there it is.

12

same caliber hit again, and that bunker oil started

12

around in a circle.

13

killing again.

13

And you saw what happened 50 years later with bunker oil.

14

Ocean is the Arctic Ocean is cold, very cold in

14

15

temperature.

15

between Siberia and Alaska, in summertime the currents

16

into vapor like it does in the Gulf of Mexico; the light

16

flow north.

17

ends will, you know, disappear.

In the Arctic they don't.

17

the salmon fingerlings hit the ocean and the currents take

And just to show you how effective that cold is,

18

See, the problem with oil in the Arctic

The light ends of the crude oil does not go

It's going all the way

It comes back at me every ten years.

And looking at that VOL, when you put it in

In springtime -- in springtime that's when

18

them up in the north.

19

cold weather is, driftwood that's been sitting on the

19

made of the temperature gradients up to 168 miles from the

20

beaches for over 100 years, the outside might be rotting,

20

shore going north from Alaska and from Siberia and over

21

but when you cut the wood inside, oil -- the sap actually

21

160 miles past Wrangell Island north of Siberia, the

22

starts to flow again.

22

temperature in this whole area was ideal temperatures for

23

oil, whether it be tree sap or crude oil.

23

the fingerlings to be in.

24

know, that kind of danger we have to watch.

25

That's how well the cold preserves
And that's, you

And when you look at the Arctic Circle -- you
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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And those of us that played in that ocean out
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30

1

we will run into schools of salmon; sometimes salmon,

1

and started going into our rivers up here that normally do

2

sometimes other fish, more than one species of salmon in

2

not get the large masses of salmon.

3

one big school.

3

migration of the fish had been changed by the seismic.

And I learned the dimensions from the --

They all were -- the

4

from the Naval Arctic Research Laboratories' aerial photos

4

5

of these schools of fish.

5

was, when they were doing the seismic in the Chukchi in

6

eight miles wide and 28 miles long, and these were all

6

the open water meetings in Anchorage, we learned that

7

juvenile salmon.

7

seismic being done in Banks Island in Canada had to shut

8

down because the background noise from the Chukchi was so

9

loud they could not do their seismic, do their readings in

8
9

There was one school of fish

Just to show you how thick that school is, one
of my uncles one time drove his boat into it and could

And just to show you how powerful that seismic

10

only get about one-fourth of the way in, nine miles out

10

Canada.

11

straight out in the ocean in the middle of summer, he

11

straight out in the ocean or further to the west?

12

stepped out of his boat into the ocean, and he never went

12

13

halfway up to his knees walking on top of a school of

13

been looked at.

14

fish.

14

ocean, the currents do take it up north, and they come up

15

north with their food.

15

This is that fish that is in the Arctic that

That's over 400 miles.

What is it doing going

These have to be considered.

These have never

But that salmon, when it does go into the

And then when belugas start

16

goes to the Arctic when the currents in the -- when the

16

migrating, when the seals start migrating, polar bears,

17

Bering Sea froze north in summer.

17

this -- that big school mass is their food.

18

that went there.

And when they mature, they flow south,

18

usually goes from Peard Bay 50 miles to the west of us to

19

start to go back into their rivers where they originated

19

over 160 miles past Wrangell Island up to 200 miles wide.

20

from.

20

21

This is the fingerlings

A few years back, the Yukon River did not get
And that was the same summer, that same spring

And this

The temperature says this is where that salmon

21

stock is.

That's their nursery right in the middle of

22

what you what you are calling the Chukchi lease sale area.

22

its fish.

23

that the seismic was done in the Chukchi.

24

that was supposed to have been going to the rivers south

24

salmon in end of the '70s and the early part of the '80s,

25

of the Arctic Circle scattered all across the North Slope

25

there was an international organization conducted in

And the salmon

23

Now, that mass of school, that big mass of

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

Seward, Alaska.

1

other country did not fish because they understood if they

2

And in that synthesis, there were 13 nations that dealt

2

both -- if both countries fished, they would destroy that

3

with the Arctic Ocean.

3

third of the world's fish.

4

know, what happens and what happens in the ocean and these

4

one area in the North Sea, Russians do not fish.

5

schools of fish and the currents that occurred.

5

following year the Russians go out.

6

there they showed the Bering Sea as one-third of the

6

they can preserve the next third of the world's fish.

7

world's fish stock.

7

8
9

They called it the Bering Sea Synthesis.

32

And they were explaining, you

Right

Let's take a look at all the fish on the whole
planet earth and give it a factor of one.

10

because it's fish, we will call it one.

11
12

Okay.

Just

The

That's the only way

Now, we are looking at all the world's

8

fish:

North Sea, the Bering Sea, and the Pacific Rim.

9

Two-thirds of them are damaged.

One-third is dead.

10

in -- in the North Sea, the salmon is no longer

look at -- start looking at these school masses, the

11

harvestable because it's been overfished.

Bering Sea, you are looking at one-third of the world's

12

fish are being negotiated on by these two big major

13

stock right there.

14

start looking around.

15

rim.

But the bottom

13

countries.

14

salmon and its nursery is the Chukchi.

The population has gotten so big they have eaten

15

responsibility is to make sure not just the lease sales,

16

but what the ground -- what the ocean feeds people.

that fish stock up.

17

reproduce itself.

18

fish.

Then you start looking at the world,

And

We end up with the Pacific fire

16

19

And then when you

Okay.

So today when Norway fishes

That fish is not -- can't barely
That's another third of the world's

Your

We are looking at the last third of the world's

18

fish.

Are you going to let it be destroyed so a couple of

19

companies can profit?

20

more, and then over there in the North Sea, there is

20

to seriously look at when you look at the Arctic Ocean.

21

another third of the world's fish.

21

22

about three years ago I went to Norway for an

22

chance to say something.

23

international organization on the Arctic Ocean and found

23

come in -- I've learned from the United States through the

24

out there was an agreement between Russia and Norway.

24

Navel Arctic Research Studies or international

25

organizations, you know, conferences conducted.

25

And then let's start looking at the planet some

17

Now, the last third of the world's fish is the

That one right there,

When one country fished in the North Sea, the
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

numbers I'm talking about are the United States' and other

1

have all been watching throughout our whole history as a

2

major nations' numbers.

2

people.

3

you of them.

4

And all I'm doing is reminding

3

And my problem is I've lived here, and the

There is very few of us up here that live up

4

here that depend on this up here.

We want to stay longer.

5

ocean, the animals in the ocean, and my relatives that

5

We need our kids to live here after us.

6

live up here, we have a very serious problem, and we --

6

here.

7

that is, we cannot live up here without the food from our

7

government, understand.

8

ocean.

8

selling something that don't belong to you.

9

beef and then make me live here and be healthy.

We are stuck with that food.

You can't bring me
I can't.

They have to be

And the only way they can do it is to make you, the

9

We know legally you can't go

At the UN, we have also come to understand when

10

It will not happen.

I need that fat from that animal that

10

the United States says they are going to do something in

11

lives in the ocean.

So this --

11

the Arctic, they always remind the world we are under

12

their custodial care.

12

I need your help.

We all need your help.

So

You are taking care of us,

13

together we can protect the last third of the world's

13

therefore, you can talk about the ocean.

14

fish.

It might

14

States has not signed the law of the high seas.

15

make us travel faster or a little bit longer, but it's not

15

Technically speaking, the Arctic Ocean is not yours, it's

16

going to keep us alive.

16

mine, the people that live here.

17

last third of the world's fish, which also feeds, you

17

have my home destroyed.

18

know, the seals I eat, the belugas, the bears, the animals

18

19

I named, that's what I need.

19

20

get their fat from the salmon fingerlings.

21

And it's not oil that's going to feed us.

And when you are looking at the

I need their fat.

And they

DR. JIM KENDALL:

And I am not ready to

Thank you, George.

James.

20

And two years ago, NOAA had done some studies on

The United

MR. JAMES PATKOTAK:

21

is James Patkotak.

Thank you.

My name

I grew up here in Barrow, Alaska.

I

22

the coast, and they found our coast filled with salmon

22

learned how to hunt from the ocean.

23

fingerlings, the fish I was saying that migrated north

23

that's our garden out there, and I learned at a very young

24

following the currents.

24

age hunting oogruk, seal and the whale out there.

25

information.

25

oil industry comes up here and decides to look for oil out

I mean, you are looking at this

It's not something new.

It's something we

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

in the ocean.

Why don't the oil industries stay on land.

36
1

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you, James.

Now,

2

Here is one concern that had been brought out by

2

I'm going to walk around here and pass the microphone back

3

the Minerals Management Service before BOEMRE came -- came

3

to Doreen, and she can start the cycle again.

4

to be.

4

can pass it on if you choose, or add to what you have

5

of our leaders way back then.

5

already said.

6

spill, will the people be provided with food, White Man

6

7

food?

7

Lampe, for the record.

8

for our table, our children.

8

finally a provision regarding a scenario for a very large

9

oil spill.

9

I remember hearing a concern by one of the -- one
In case of a very large oil

Will we -- will we be provided with necessary food

Now, there are about 10,000 Inupiats on the

10

North Slope alone, maybe more.

11
12

Make sure everybody has a chance.
MS. DOREEN LAMPE:

Thank you, Jim.

Doreen

I'm glad to see that there is

Every time there is a presentation given in

10

the past, the presentation usually ends with we don't plan

government be able to provide us with food each and every

11

for the event of a very large oil spill because we plan on

day because we won't be able to eat muktuk, eat the seal

12

prevention.

13

we like, the oogruk?

13

that was such a sorry statement if I ever heard one by an

14

very nourishing.

14

oil company.

15

and French fries, I'm still yearning to eat some more

15

government has learned something from the BP Gulf of

16

because it doesn't fill me up.

16

Mexico oil spill.

17

fill me up as well as our Inupiat food does.

18

been my concern, and also it is a concern of many people

18

but I just got technologically challenged with Facebook,

19

on the Slope.

19

and I read a comment on a Facebook that said if there was

20

a very large oil spill in the Chukchi Sea, our housing

20

Now, will the federal

Doreen, you

They are nourishing to our bodies,

I myself, even after I have a hamburger

The White Man food don't
So that's

Now, will that -- is that -- the EIS -- the EIS,

17

Prevention of an oil spill is our plan.

And

And I'm very glad to see that the federal

I don't know how many of you are on Facebook,

21

does that -- is it still in there, that concern that has

21

situation up here is so sorry, so bad for our own people,

22

been brought out a while back when this used to be MMS?

22

how are we going to house 30,000 employees that are needed

23

I'm wondering about that.

23

to come up here to clean up the oil spill?

24

going to do the supplemental EIS, check it out.

24

sorry our housing is in the Arctic.

25

it will still stand.

25

trees.

Look into that, and if you are

That's all I have.

Make sure

Thank you.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

So I'm glad to see that the federal government

38
1

decision.

2

finally, after 30 years, implemented a scenario in the EIS

2

3

for a very large oil spill.

3

My name is Ben Greene.

4

into consideration very seriously because we have been

4

Planning Department, but like my cohorts here, I have not

5

trying to say over and over and over the oil companies

5

vetted anything through the mayor's office, so I will be

6

cannot clean up a very large oil spill in the Arctic.

6

speaking as a private citizen.

7

some dialogue that Emma had.

8

answers to the questions and the questions that have to do

9

with significant thresholds for NEPA analysis, when to

7

DR. JIM KENDALL:

8
9

And I hope that it's taken

Thank you, Doreen.

MS. LEANDRA DE SOUSA:
Can you hear me?

I have a question.

Leandra, North Slope Borough, Department

10

of Wildlife Management.

11

myself.

12

spill.

13
14

But I'm speaking on behalf of

10

And I have a question about the very large oil
And what -- so what happens?

MR. BEN GREENE:

I will talk.

I'm going to follow up on
And I really appreciate the

perform an EIS versus an EA.

11

And this question might sound familiar because

12

it's the same question I asked last time that you were up

conclusions confirm that it would be huge negative impacts

13

here in Barrow.

to the environment and to the Inupiat people if there is a

14

2010 GAO report having to do with significant thresholds

15

very large oil spill, so that's out.

15

and MMS' -- the agency once known as MMS -- implementation

16

back to the courts.

16

of NEPA.

17

Is there a scenario?

17

up with a guidance document.

18

due December 2010.

Deepwater Horizon occurred.

18

A lot of the

All right.

I work for the North Slope Borough

That's going to go

What's the judge's decision on that?

MS. SHARON WARREN:

It will go -- this

And it has to do with, was it the March

MMS responded to that GAO report policy to come
I think it was originally

And of course, in the meantime, the

19

document will be used by the Secretary of the Interior to

19

20

make his decision so, you know, I don't know what the

20

21

decision will be of the Secretary of the Interior.

21

time that that guidance document talking about NEPA

22

will have all the information before him.

And that's why

22

thresholds, talking about significant thresholds was

23

we want your concerns and your positions on there so that

23

imminent.

24

we can articulate that in our document to the Secretary so

24

25

he has all the information before him before he makes his

25

But he

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

still moving forward.

2

on it every day to make sure it lives up to what is

2

mining and petroleum technician, and I'm also a certified

3

expected.

3

gas field operator with over 17 years of running a gas

4

very seriously.

4

field and having worked at Prudhoe Bay from the beginning

5

report on it, internal report, that is; but I know people

5

during the exploration.

6

are working diligently to make it happen and to get it on

6

what it does and how it operates.

7

the Web.

Does anyone know anything?

7

I'm sorry.

8

than most in the oil industry.

9

find a way to try to find a way to protect my home.

You know, it's something we are taking very,

8
9

There are a lot of people working

40

As I say, I haven't seen the latest

We can always get back with you, but

we didn't come prepared to answer that question, other

1

In my college education, I'm a geologist.

I'm a

So I do know the industry and

And when you look at my education, it's more
I took that education to
And I

10

than the fact that I have heard people talk about it and

10

had worked for the -- our corporation, made an engineering

11

people were pushing on it as hard as they can.

11

firm for them, and was in the process of going after the

12

offshore development.

13

safe, what do I do?

14

a way to stop it and we will be right behind you.

15

this is 1977.

12
13

MR. BEN GREENE:

Okay.

Good.

Thank you

Then I asked the board, if it's not

very much.

I appreciate the update.

15

Edwardson.

What I didn't do is tell you about my

16

education and where I have worked in the past.

17

captained the very first cleanup boat that ever came to

17

industry has and the direction they are going has not

18

the State of Alaska.

18

changed one bit.

19

would work to pick up the oil in the water.

20

picked up the heavy ends that floated to the top.

21

14

MR. GEORGE EDWARDSON:

Hi again.

George

1968 I

I had to change the system so it
And it only

19

And

And now we are in 2011, and the knowledge the

They claim they study, but where is it?
I haven't seen it.

We

20

don't see it.

light ends, like the gasoline and the diesel and the crude

21

degrees from the universities that says I'm an oil man.

22

oil and the natural gases from the cold weather, that

22

And when you look at VOL, very large oil spill, we all

23

don't go -- evaporate up in the air, that remained in

23

have a slight understanding of the Arctic gyro, how the

24

solution, but the cleanup boat I had captained was for Pan

24

Arctic Ocean goes around in a circle.

25

American Petroleum in the Cook Inlet in 1968.

25

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

islands, and there was a couple of people studying the

1

worries are the whales and the seals.

2

birds that were living on the island in summertime.

2

food.

3

had a drift card, and it was from a university in the

3

4

northerneastern end of Australia.

4

5

card he picked up from the barrier islands.

6

than 30 miles to the east of Barrow.

7

how did this get there.

8
9

They

He showed me the drift
That's less

The salmon is your

I hope we all understand each other.
DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you, George.

James.

5

MR. JAMES PATKOTAK:

What's -- what's

And then he asked me

6

the -- what are the Feds going to do once the oil come up

I just happened to have a copy of

7

to -- come up to the Arctic that does spill down in the

National Geographic on the ocean's currents, and I showed

8

Gulf of Mexico?

him how it traveled.

9

up here?

10

It was south of the south -- South America, went

Who is going to clean it up once it gets

Once there is ice out on our ocean, what are the

10

Feds going to do?

11

on the west side of Africa, went north, west side of

11

a plan for that?

12

Europe north, and then it got in in the North Sea and then

12

13

made the trip all the way around until it got to the

13

industry goes and buy a spot where they are going to

14

barrier island where it landed.

14

drill, now, will the oil industry keep their word in

15

four-year date on it.

15

hiring locals to be out there drilling with them or are

And that drift card had a

Do you have a plan?

Does the Feds have

I'm starting to wonder now.

Now, once the lease sales happen and the oil

16

And the Gulf of Mexico, we all worry about that.

16

they going to say the heck with them, the Natives, saying

17

I'm expecting to see that oil to the east of Barrow in not

17

we are going to drill.

18

too far in the future.

18

mean, what -- that's the -- that's a question that often

19

traveling tells me.

19

people ask, you know.

20

that's a big question.

20

The way that drift card was

And like I said, our Arctic Ocean is cold, so

21

the diesel and the gasoline don't evaporate out of it.

22

it comes back to me every ten years.

23

that big nursery between Siberia and Alaska.

24

it comes around, it's going to hit that.

25

world's fisheries everybody better be worried about.

So

And then there is

We don't care what they say.

What's going to happen?

I

You know,

Thank you.

21

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Good questions.

Mike,

22

if you could walk over to this side of the room.

Every time

23

this is a technique we tried in Kotzebue, and we just kept

And that's the

24

going around until everyone was comfortable that they all

25

had their say.

My

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

and feel that they got missed or left out.

2
3

MR. GEORGE EDWARDSON:

talk all night if you were willing to listen to me.

4
5

George.

I told them I could

DR. JIM KENDALL:

And we have got lots of

coffee and goodies.

6

MR. GEORGE EDWARDSON:

Okay.

7

talking oil and gas.

8

And you have seen the gyro of the ocean.

9

does when it hits, you know, the cold water.

We are

We are talking about the Arctic.
You see what oil
The light

10

ends do not evaporate like they do in the Gulf.

11

understood.

12

That's

44
1

Now the heat is hitting them, and on top of it

2

we have this seismic noise, we have this drilling noise.

3

Seismic that when they send off a seismic boom, the ships

4

are falling apart in between their seismic work.

5

rewelding the ships over and over.

6

And I'm listening to this from the people that

7

work on the ships.

8

tell me when they get off from the boats that in between

9

the seismic works, the welders are busy keeping the ship

10

Our marine mammal observers come and

together.

11

Now, another aspect, we have not touched all the

They are

Now, this is supposed to be a harmless boom.

12

And when steel can come apart from the seismic, there is

13

geological and information, biological data you have

13

something drastic going on in there someone is not

14

collected, you know, since the lease sale are now

14

bringing out.

15

obsolete.

15

its nose in there to see if it's really for real, even

You can't use those anymore because of today's

16

term everybody is using global warming.

16

though the other agencies bring out the point that when

17

had been under a sheet of ice for the last 28- to 32,000

17

the seismic boom is set off in the Chukchi, Banks Island

18

years.

18

in Canada 400 miles to the east cannot do their seismic

19

cold water.

19

work because of the background noise.

20

The Arctic Ocean

And the government is not willing to stick

That ecosystem had stabilized itself living in the

Now the ice is almost all gone and that

20

Now, what's happening to all the animals in

21

family -- that family, that ecosystem now is going through

21

between?

22

a cultural shock.

22

endangered birds, I'd go to jail for ten years right now.

23

ice is no longer there covering it.

23

You will not hesitate to lock me up, the Feds won't.

24

microorganisms that live in the ocean have adapted to the

24

happens to the industry when they destroy whole flocks of

25

cold.

25

them like that?

I call it a cultural shock because the
And they had -- the

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

discrimination going onto me as a subsistence hunter

1

2

versus, you know, the industry who can make a few dollars

2

And I've heard so much negative stuff come out

3

for the State and the federal government just because they

3

of our local people here regarding the oil industry when

4

are willing to pay the State and Feds some money.

4

they are working out in Prudhoe Bay.

5

okay to do that kind of damage?

5

the ocean, they got these negative reports back to us when

6

It's

The snow geese that used to be in the barrier

feelings for our Inupiat people.

When they are out in

6

we gather in our own little circles now and then.

7

islands when Prudhoe Bay first started to be developed

7

talk about the oil industry, how the Inupiats are being

8

disappeared from Alaska.

8

treated by the oil industry.

9

McMurray checking out a gas field operating school over

In 2000 I was in Alberta in Fort

9

People

Now, hopefully, with the industry out in our

10

there, and while I was there, the Canadian, you know,

10

garden, hopefully our local people get trained to be

11

wildlife was trying to figure out where all these snow

11

captains of these drilling ships to keep their ears and

12

geese came from, and they had already destroyed the

12

eyes out for our local people.

13

summering place of the snow geese, the Canada snow geese

13

the oil industry -- one great day, huh?

14

because the population had exploded.

14

Inupiat people get to that point and get even more

15

fined for that?

15

serious, more serious than we are now.

16
17

Did anybody get

Not a single individual or company.

And the snow goose is a very shy animal, and it
don't like to stay around people and noise.

18

DR. JIM KENDALL:

16

Again, we are going to

18

continue to go around until somebody does not take the

19

20

microphone.

20

21

James is not going to disappoint me.

Making sure everybody gets a fair shake.

DR. JIM KENDALL:

MR. JAMES PATKOTAK:

23

important gathering for our people.

24

that the oil industry -- it's our livelihood.

25

it's very important that we express our -- express our

Thank you.

Thank you, James.

Anybody else wishes to speak?
MR. GEORGE EDWARDSON:
Okay.

Let's finish off.

Let me finish it off.

21

22

I hope our

With that, I'm going to close.

17

19

Be top dogs in our -- in

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Okay.

I feel this is a very

22

This is our lives

23

Pipeline was in the process of being built and the EIS was

24

conducted and in that EIS the U.S. federal government

25

guaranteed one major spill in its transportation system,

You know,

MR. GEORGE EDWARDSON:

George.
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1

and it came about 20 years after it had been flowing.

2

that was the Exxon Valdez.

3

1

have lived here on this piece of land -- this is the

2

seventh Ice Age we are coming out of, according to the old

spill when the pipeline was in the process of being built.

3

stories we have.

4

That was a guarantee given and, sure enough, the federal

4

What gives?

5

government kept their promise.

5

6

And

48

Now, we were guaranteed that

They had Exxon Valdez.

And then when they done -- in the '80s when they

Is this going to be my last ice age?

DR. JIM KENDALL:

6

Thank you, George.

MR. JAMES PATKOTAK:

One more thing.

I

7

first attempted to do their offshore drilling up here in

7

wonder if -- I wonder how the oil industry would think and

8

the Chukchi when the first EIS came, we were guaranteed

8

I wonder how the White Man would think if we decide to

9

one and one-third major oil spill.

Exxon Valdez said you

9

give them an EIS.

Now you guarantee me a one-and-one-third

10

impact statement because you are coming up to our land

11

here.

12

EIS for us.

10

keep your word.

11

major spill.

12

spill.

13

can't stand back up again.

You have killed the ocean with a one-third

14

Your whole major spill had guaranteed that it

I'm -- we are going to require you to fill out an
I wonder how it would turn out.

13

Now, this is what I'm looking at when I look at

DR. JIM KENDALL:

14

Anyone else?

15

early.

I may have to close the meeting a tiny bit

the United States and its promises and its EIS.

16

us an EIS right here, which we saw for the first time

16

17

today, and we are supposed to be sitting here commenting

17

18

on that.

18

19

North Slope, I don't think there is even two handfuls of

19

the message through.

20

people that can read those books and understand what it's

20

other -- aha.

21

saying because we are a subsistence people.

21

another person who would like to speak --

And when you look at us throughout the whole

What are we going to do?

Do we have to secede

23

or what in order to stay alive?

We are Americans, just

24

like you are.

25

to live, and my parents, going on back, they tell us we

I have a right to live like the way I want

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

MR. GEORGE EDWARDSON:

24
25

I think we got the

message through, didn't we?
DR. JIM KENDALL:

22
23

That's all.

Thank you, James.

15

22

You give

I mean, I'll give you an environmental

Thank you.

George, I think you got
If there are no -- any

We were going to close, but if we have

MR. GEORGE EDWARDSON:

Yes, we would love

to speak.
MS. QAIYAAN OPIE:

Sorry.

I was going to

drop by and see if anybody was still here.
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1
2

DR. JIM KENDALL:

We are still here.

There is time to make a comment, if you would like.

3

MS. QAIYAAN OPIE:

4

MR. GEORGE EDWARDSON:

5

Okay.

Sure.

Just say it from

the heart and let them have it.

6

MS. QAIYAAN OPIE:

7

DR. JIM KENDALL:

8

Have a seat and get comfortable.

9

1

comfortable knowing that they are a part of the comments

2

being made and knowing exactly what the presentation

3

encompasses in that sense.

4

Thank you.

5
Okay.

Sure.

You can have a seat.

MS. QAIYAAN OPIE:
So I'm Qaiyaan Opie.

50

I'd prefer to stand.

10

Thank you.

I am the natural

11

resources director for ICAS.

12

daughter.

13

here to make sure if anyone was here.

14

I also did want to comment that I know BOEMRE at

6

this point is kind of going above and beyond what the

7

judge mandates in this sense in going beyond to take the

8

extra effort to come and have the community and our

9

agencies involved.

10

So thank you very much.

And we do have some comments, and this is on

11

behalf of ICAS here.

12

here since I don't really have much to say personally at

I thought it might

13

this moment.

have been over, but I'm glad I caught the tail end of it.

14

here.

15

This is my one-year-old

So I really appreciate that.

Couldn't find a sitter.

Was just stopping by

I know we met earlier today, and I got quite

15

And I'll just kind of read verbatim

I didn't quite catch the full conversation

So first of all, we do thank you for updating

16

a -- quite a bit, a lot of information regarding the Lease

16

the previous supplemental EIS from last fall.

17

Sale 193.

17

EIS is much improved, ICAS still does have many concerns

18

been working for ICAS, which has been since about the tail

18

about the analysis and whether the lease sale should move

19

end of November, just last year, so for about six months

19

forward.

20

now, I was really pleased and very refreshed to see the

20

21

outlay of the presentation.

21

and that ICAS, it's been pretty well known that we, as

22

And I did want to comment that since I have

And as I stated earlier with the first question

While the

Our first point here is the baseline information

22

well as a lot of agencies, have long advocated that the

23

on the board being what are we here for, is a great step

23

government must have baseline information about the area

24

in taking that level of communication to these public open

24

of OCS before authorizing work there.

25

meetings to a different level where people do feel more

25

recent USGS report both demonstrate that critical

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

information is missing.

2

ensure it has more information about the Chukchi and the

2

impacts to our climate from the lease sale to a worldwide

3

important natural resources before deciding where to sell

3

baseline is not appropriate when our communities are

4

offshore oil and gas leases in this area.

4

already being impacted by climate change.

5

here are rapidly melting like they haven't before, and our

5

And we ask that the government

52

Number two regarding oil spill, we appreciate

1

Lastly, here is climate change.

Comparing the

Our ice cellars

6

the updated information on a very large oil spill, VLOS --

6

sea ice is changing.

7

adding to the list of acronyms that I'm becoming

7

dramatically because I recently just turned 30 and I

8

accustomed to -- that is included in the EIS.

8

myself consider that old, but to my community and my

9

analysis shows the very far reaching and devastating

9

mentors it's fairly young.

This

I can very comfortably say

But I know that in my life

10

impact of a spill in the Chukchi, but does not answer our

10

span I have been able to see this happen before my eyes.

11

questions, which are:

11

So it is very real and very here and happening very

12

capable of cleaning up a spill in Arctic waters with ice,

12

rapidly.

13

hurricane force winds, darkness, and other challenging

13

14

conditions?

14

to respond to this climate change and you must address the

15

have not shown that they are capable of a cleanup.

15

impacts of climate change here and not just compared to

16

the rest of the world.

17

analysis of cumulative impacts must be expanded.

16

Are the oil and gas companies

Should they be allowed to explore if they

The next question:

Will oil and gas companies

And also cumulative impacts -- the

17

have to be able to drill same season relief wells?

18

what will the response time be for such a spill with the

18

definitions of past, present, and foreseeable impacts need

19

nearest Coast Guard office over a thousand miles away?

19

to be expanded.

20

And will the Coast Guard have ice breakers and other

20

be broader for migratory species like the bowhead whale.

21

vessels to be able to assist in cleaning up a spill?

And

21

22

what will the oil and gas companies and the government do

22

impact statement defines significant impacts to different

23

if subsistence resources are not available for Chukchi

23

resources is unlawful.

24

villages who cannot afford to live off of store-bought

24

violations of federal law before an impact is considered

25

foods.

25

to be significant.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

so that significant impacts are recognized before federal

1

the Coast Guard.

2

law is broken.

2

glad she did.

3

United States has, and it's only two in the Arctic.

4

if you have ever watched that TV show The Deadliest Catch,

3

And more alternatives and a hard look at the
We appreciate the inclusion of

She brought out the Coast Guard.

I'm

We have two super icebreakers that the
And

4

impacts are required.

5

additional qualification in the EIS on bowhead whales,

5

the Coast Guard is working to its maximum where it's --

6

very large oil spills, and natural gas development.

6

where it takes care of our fishermen down south on the

7

information has not changed the outcome.

7

south of where we live.

8

has not been used to develop a reasonable range of

8

9

alternatives.

9

This

This information

This information has not been given a hard

10

look in the analysis.

10

Guard, and we don't see them until spring.

11

range of alternatives and a hard look at the new

11

the habit of the U.S. Coast Guard.

12

information is necessary before leases are sold.

12

bad-mouth them.

13

can't ask for better people than the ones that are in

13

And actual analysis of a reasonable

And every time winter begins, the first thing
the Coast Guard -- the first things to leave are the Coast

And these are some cumulative points that ICAS

You

wanted to make.

14

there.

15

sitting here wondering, oh, no, what if somebody was here

15

The United States' so-called super icebreakers cannot

16

and already and did that.

16

handle the ice in winter.

17

to replace and allow the industry to stay in winter when

18

the Coast Guard can't even -- don't even have the manpower

19

to stay?

19

DR. JIM KENDALL:

You did good.

No, that's fine.

Thank

you.

20
21

Have they?

MR. GEORGE EDWARDSON:

18

And I'm

Those are very fine people there.

14

17

So I wanted to present that.

This has been

This is not to

MS. QAIYAAN OPIE:

Okay.

Yeah, so thank

you very much.

22

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you very much.

23

You were going to grab, say something.

24

like to say --

25

MR. GEORGE EDWARDSON:

Anyone else would

One last time on

They leave because they cannot deal with the ice.

They leave.

And what have you

20

And another thing I forgot to mention earlier,

21

we have to deal with the environmental impact statement.

22

We have to deal with the federal government.

23

dollars we receive are to do social service dollars, and

24

we cannot use those monies for such work as, you know, to

25

deal with you when you come.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

taking money away from our social services funds, putting

1

2

us in violation with our contract with the United States

2

I'm the program analysis officer in the Alaska Region, and

3

in order to attempt to protect our environment.

3

on this project I'm the project manager for the SEIS for

4

the Alaska Region of BOEMRE.

4

So you, as an agency, better find some dollars

MS. SHARON WARREN:

I am Sharon Warren.

5

for our Native villages and our regional governments so we

5

6

can deal with such issues as these EISs.

6

Blanchard.

7

time we seen it today we are commenting on it.

7

and community liaison here in Barrow.

8

even had time to read the first page.

9
10

Your EIS, first
We haven't

MR. CRAIG BLANCHARD:
I work for Shell.

8

Now, is that how we do environmental impact

I'm a SIMOPS coordinator

MR. JOHN MAKETA:
I'm a contractor for Shell.

My name is John Maketa.

I'm a logistics consultant,

10

and by trade I'm a marine engineer, so I have -- I told

11

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you, George.

11

George I did five years in the Coast Guard up here and I

12

MR. MIKE HALLER:

Other comments?

12

worked on the SIDS rig, the SDC.

13

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Anyone else?

13

an engineer, and I worked for Crowley at Caco.

14

of spent about 20 years up here kicking around.

15

here in Barrow for Shell, and I can answer a lot of these

16

questions if anybody wants to stop in the office on

17

logistics or local hire issues, too.

14

statements in the U.S. now?

9

My name is Craig

once, going twice --

15
16

Going

MS. RACHEL EDWARDSON:

Could you do an

introduction, have everybody introduce themselves?

17

DR. JIM KENDALL:

That would be an

18

excellent idea.

That would be great.

My name is Jim

19

Kendall.

20

office of the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management,

20

21

Regulation and Enforcement of the Department of Interior.

21

I'm the Regional Director for the regional

22

MR. MICHAEL ROUTHIER:

My name is Mike

I also work in the Alaska Region for BOEMRE,

18
19

22

So I kind
I'm based

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you.

Gentleman in

MR. HAL SALZMAN:

Hal Salzman, Rutgers

the back there.

University, just observing.
MS. EMMA POKON:

23

Routhier.

24

and I work as an EIS coordinator, so I help put together

24

MR. BOB MERCIER:

25

these documents.

25

Borough search and rescue pilot.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

23

I was a barge master and

Emma Pokon from the North

Slope Borough Law Department.
Bob Mercier, North Slope

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

3XEOLF+HDULQJ7UDQVFULSW
%DUURZ$ODVND

3XEOLF+HDULQJ7UDQVFULSW
%DUURZ$ODVND

57
1

MR. SCOTT BLACKBURN:

I'm Scott Blackburn,

2

and I'm with the Alaska Region of BOEMRE, as well.

3

technical editor and writer.

4

MS. QAIYAAN OPIE:

I'm a

58
1
2
3

Qaiyaan Opie, ICAS,

4

5

Inupiat Community of the Arctic Slope, National Resources

5

6

Director.

6

7

MR. GEORGE EDWARDSON:

Again, my name is

7

I'm one of the councilmen for Inupiat

8

8

George Edwardson.

9

Community of the Arctic Slope.

10

MR. MIKE HALLER:

I'm

the community liaison for the Bureau of Ocean Energy

11

Management, Regulation and Enforcement for the Alaska

12

13

Region.

13
I'm James Patkotak.

14

15

I worked for ICAS as a natural resource director myself.

15

16

Currently I am -- I work for KBRW radio station.

16

17

DJ.

MR. JAMES PATKOTAK:

I'm a

17

18

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

I recognize your

18

voice.

19

20
21

DR. JIM KENDALL:

And with that, if there

20

are no other comments, I would officially like to close

21

22

this meeting on the public hearing for the revised

22

23

supplemental EIS.

23

24

I know there is a whale celebration tomorrow.

25

really pleased we had some folks here because I know it's

I want to thank you all for coming out.
And I'm

24
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1

4
1

2

P-R-O-C-E-E-D-I-N-G-S

3

DR. JIM KENDALL:

be unbiased.

2

Before we do anything

The whole point of this meeting is to get

3

information from this community to help us make a certain

4

else, I'd like to start off with a blessing.

And we are

4

document better because that document and the material

5

honored that Willard has agreed to give the blessing for

5

that goes with it goes to the decisionmaker.

6

us tonight.

6

decisionmaker is the Secretary of the Interior.

He will

7

make the decision.

We just

8

package up the information that people have to give us.

7

(Blessing offered by Willard Neakok.)

8
9

DR. JIM KENDALL:
Willard.

Well, good evening.

Thank you very much,

Welcome to the public

9

The

We don't make the decision.

Now, my name is Jim Kendall.

I'm the regional

10

hearing for the Revised Draft Supplemental Environment

10

director for the Alaska Region of BOEMRE.

11

Environmental Impact Statement for 193.

11

chair over there is Mike Haller.

12

mouthful.

12

community liaison.

13

that because we are going to have a little bit of briefing

13

communities to make sure your information gets into the

14

on that so that we can start everybody off at the same

14

system.

15

point.

15

16

That is a

I'm not going to give you all the details on

Now, who are we?

In the last couple of

Carrying that

Mike Haller is our

He helps us make contact with the

Sitting down there is Sharon Warren.

16

the project manager for this.

Sharon is

She's the one that has to

17

meetings, we have had folks stop us almost halfway through

17

make sure everything works and comes together.

18

the meeting and say we are not exactly sure who you people

18

next to her is Michael Routhier.

19

are.

19

coordinator.

20

Management, Regulation and Enforcement.

20

from the scientists.

And Scott Blackburn is over there.

21

agency bureau within the Department of Interior.

21

He was taking names.

He is our technical expert and

22

the Feds.

22

technical editor.

23

not a nongovernmental organization or an NGO.

23

information we get from a lot of different people flows.

24

to manage the energy and mineral resources on the Outer

24

25

Continental Shelf.

25

Well, we are from the Bureau of Ocean Energy
We are a federal
We are

We are not the oil and gas industry and we are

We are unbiased.

Our job is

That's our job, to

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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His job to is to make sure all the

All right.

Now, the other person we brought

with us is extremely important.

And that's Mary Vavrik.
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5

6

1

Mary Vavrik is the court reporter who is taking all this

1

you for allowing us to come into your community and

2

information down.

2

provide this information to you and to get the comments

3

rules.

3

from you because it's very important.

4

Mary gets this down.

5

to ask that you say your name, speak slowly and loud

5

have a specific document that's back on the table.

6

enough with the microphone that Mary can get it.

6

the Revised Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact

7

right?

7

Statement for the Chukchi Sea Sale 193.

8

lease sale?

9

We did an environmental impact statement in 2007 prior to

8
9

And I am breaking one of the cardinal

I'm talking too fast.

It's real important that

So whenever you speak, we are going

4

All

Now, after we have the briefing, we are going to
open it up for public comment.

10

a little bit differently.

11

And we are going to do it

After we ask if any of our

Why are we here today?

We're here because we
It's

And when was the

The sale 193 was held in February of 2008.

10

conducting the sale.

Elders would like to make comments or any of the elected

11

the rights to explore tracts for the oil and gas.

12

officials, we are going to keep going around the room.

12

offered 29.3 million acres, and 2.8 million acres was

13

are going to walk the mike around to every single person

13

leased.

14

in the room multiple times so everybody has a chance to

14

15

speak.

15

sale, plaintiffs sued to invalidate the lease sale.

16

going to come around again, and you can speak again or

16

alleged that the EIS -- they said that the EIS to the

17

pass.

17

Court did not address the potential environmental impacts

18

the room feels like they have said everything they need to

18

that was necessary for us to do under the National

19

say for us.

19

Environmental Policy Act.

20

room feeling that their voice was not heard.

You can either pass or make a comment.

We

But it's

We are going to keep doing that until everybody in

21

Okay.

We don't want anybody leaving this
Okay?

And I know today is 2011.

So here is what happened.

Days before the lease
They

So in July of 2010, the judge ruled that the EIS

21

on most part was satisfactory, but he had three concerns,

22

and he wanted those concerns addressed.

I'm real good at.

23

this to Sharon, and she's going to tell you why we are

23

24

here.

24

said the agency failed to analyze the environmental

25

impacts of natural gas development, even though there was

MS. SHARON WARREN:

And I'm going to pass

We

22

25

I never shut up.

And that was in 2008.

20

Now, with that, I'm going to quit talking, which

There was six companies that bid on

Thank you, and thank

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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7

8

1

industry interest in the natural gas and even though we,

1

2

in our notice of sale, had incentives to the oil companies

2

3

that if they bid on the tract and issued and got a lease,

3

4

that they also had incentives to produce the gas after the

4

5

oil.

5

saying, we received over 150,000 comments on the draft

6

environmental impact of that part of the process.

6

SEIS we prepared.

7

public testimony we received going around to all the

So the judge said you didn't look at the

7

The judge also said that we failed to determine

receive over 150,000 comments.
And I'll turn the mike over to Mike so he can
tell you what happened next on this.
MR. MICHAEL ROUTHIER:

So as Sharon was

And that's in addition to all the

8

whether the missing information identified was relevant to

8

villages and then down in Anchorage.

9

the federal regulations.

9

that we received asked the agency to analyze what would

Part of the litigation that we

Many of the comments

10

are in, there was an exhibit that was submitted and there

10

happen if something went horribly wrong and there was a

11

was pages of quotations out of our document that we said

11

very large oil spill in the Chukchi Sea.

12

we had missing information, there was uncertainty, there

12

13

was unknowns.

So when we had that, there is a regulatory

13

of the Deepwater Horizon event.

14

process that you must go through to assess and determine.

14

images on TV.

15

We, as an agency, in reviewing the comments, considered

16

what can we do to address some of these concerns, and we

17

decided that the best thing to do would be to prepare an

15

The last one is that we failed to determine

As you all remember, this is coming on the heels
Everyone has seen those

It was and is of great concern to people.

16

whether the cost of obtaining the information was

17

exorbitant or the means of doing so was unknown.

18

Court told us that we needed to go back, that we couldn't

18

analysis of the potential environmental effects of a very

19

do anything more until we went back.

19

large oil spill in the Chukchi Sea.

20

So the

So what did we do in response to the court

20

We drafted a supplemental environmental impact

21

that mean?

Now, the term very large oil spill, what does

21

order?

22

statement to address the Court's concerns, and we came out

22

our office, and we went to them and asked the question,

23

here on the draft SEIS back in November.

Some of you may

23

what is the highest possible flow of spilled oil that

24

have been at that public hearing.

We came back to take a

24

could possibly occur in the Chukchi Sea.

25

look and get your comments on the document.

We did

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

25
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And so they studied some data, and they
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9

10

1

basically provided us with a detailed scenario of what is

1

reaffirm those or cancel some or cancel all those leases.

2

the worst thing that could happen out there theoretically.

2

We are at the lease sale stage.

3

We then provided that scenario to our scientists, our

3

affirmed and if an oil company were to down the road

4

wildlife biologists, our oceanographers, our air quality

4

submit an exploration plan, then that exploration plan

5

experts.

5

would include a worst-case discharge.

6

analysis on what the potential environmental effects could

6

7

be from such an oil spill.

7

lot more information than the very large oil spill because

8

there is a specific company that wants to drill a specific

9

type of well in a specific location going out for a

8

And they looked at the scenario and then wrote

9

It is important to remember that VLOS is a
hypothetical event.

It's an extreme case.

10

extremely large spill.

11

It's an

And it's not -- it doesn't

If some leases were to be

The worst-case discharge calculation includes a

10

specific type of oil.

represent any actual well that a company is proposing to

11

known.

12

drill.

12

numbers might be a little different.

13

analysis to inform the decisionmaker of the gravity of

13

heads-up in case you see this other term come up.

14

these concerns.

14

it's the worst-case discharge that is used to inform the
oil spill response plan.

It's just something we are using in our NEPA

So a lot of the variables are

There is a lot more information known.

So the

This is just a
And

15

A very large oil spill, as I just described, is

15

16

actually a bit different than another term that you might

16

17

hear associated with our agency or oil and gas activities

17

stations assets to respond to a potential oil spill, they

18

in general, that term being worst-case discharge.

18

will use a worst-case discharge as the basis for that.

19

some of you have probably heard that term.

20

explanation, the term worst case discharge is a specific

20

from you today?

21

term found in our regulations, and it's a required part of

21

Draft Revised Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact

22

an exploration plan.

22

Statement.

23

your comments.
to review.

23

I bet

Just as an

Right now we are at the lease sale stage.

So in other words, when the company prepares and

19

There

24

is a couple -- there is leases out there, and the

24

25

Secretary eventually has to decide whether he wants to

25

MS. SHARON WARREN:

So what do we need

We need to have your comments on the

As I said, we were here in November.

We are looking for your comments.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

regulations.gov, and the website is here.

2

some handouts over there at the table on how you can

2

3

access regulations.gov.

3

deadline.

4

at the break that we will probably take, you can come up

4

fine, you can go out and do your very large oil spill.

5

and see the maps that we have up on the wall.

5

is beyond what he asked for in his three concerns, and he

6

what the -- what the area is that was the lease sale area.

6

said at the time that we really didn't need to hold public

7

It shows what -- the alternatives, what was some of the

7

hearings, but the agency felt that it was necessary to

8

areas that was looked at prior to the decision being made

8

come out with this document again, back out to the

9

on this.

9

communities to ask them how did you -- do we have the

10

We also have

12

And then after the break -- yeah,

It shows

So again, this -- this is a decision that the

document.
Then what happens?

We are under a court

We have litigation.

Judge Beistline said,
It

10

correct information in the document for the very large oil

11

spill.

What happens is we will take your comments that you

12

those things, but we want -- he wanted a Secretary

13

provided us, and we really need them because we really

13

decision by October 3rd.

14

need to make sure that the document and the way we portray

14

15

subsistence, the patterns, the migratory patterns, is the

15

Secretary can make the decision by October 3rd, we will

16

correct information that we have before us.

And we will

16

finalize the supplemental EIS, and it will be in final

17

take those comments that you provide to us.

We will take

17

form sometime in early September because it has to be out

18

the public testimony, transcripts that we also have.

18

there to the public for 30 days before the decision can be

19

will go through those to take a look at it to see where we

19

made.

20

will make changes in the document.

20

21

will have is a final supplemental environmental impact

21

Secretary can either affirm the lease sale on how it was

22

statement that will include the transcripts, will include

22

conducted in 2008 and the leases that were issued; he can

23

our response to comments that people have provided us, and

23

modify it; he can cancel the leases.

24

also you will know where in the document that changes were

24

is on the table with this decision.

25

made and how your comments were incorporated in the

25

11
12

Secretary will be making.

1

So after this public hearing, what happens next?

We

And so that what we

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

So the judge said, you know, you can go out and do

And so for us to have a decision so that the

Again, this is the lease sale.

Whether -- the

He can -- everything

And in the OCS Lands Act, it provides for four
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1

processes, the stages in the OCS Lands Act:

1

how to navigate through regulations.gov, and we will be

2

program, the lease sale stage, the exploration stage, and

2

more than happy to have somebody walk you through it from

3

the development and production stage.

3

the office.

4

that needs to be made, even though this document takes a

4

5

look at what it would be to explore out there in the OCS,

5

before I forget, we do have an interpreter.

6

the decision the Secretary will make is whether or not to

6

to James?

7

go forward with the lease sale.

7

us if we need to.

8

want to use the interpreter, James, just tell us.

8
9

DR. JIM KENDALL:

The five-year

14

So the decision

And when was the

document made available to the public?

10

MS. SHARON WARREN:

DR. JIM KENDALL:

9

We brought this

James is there.

Thank you, Sharon.

Just

What happened

He's offered to interpret for

So please, if any of you feel that you

Now, the next part of this is I'm adamant that

10

everybody has a chance to speak and that everybody says

11

document out to the public -- notification was on the 21st

11

exactly what they are thinking.

12

of May.

12

long as we need to.

13

many of the stakeholders.

13

are not the decisionmaker, but we have to take the

14

then when we went out to the public hearings, several

14

information to the decisionmaker.

15

weeks prior to coming to the public hearings, we also sent

15

this package upstairs in Washington, D.C., we want to be

16

documents out to the communities so that the documents

16

able to say we went to everybody we could possibly go to

17

would be here when we also came here.

17

to get the information for you to base your decision.

And we did -- around that time we sent it out to

18
19

The document was sent out.

DR. JIM KENDALL:

And

And the comment period

ends, again?

20

MS. SHARON WARREN:

Yes.

The comment
So

And we will stay here as

This is really, really important.

And so when we send

18

And so that's what's before us tonight.

19

you feel you want to think about it, that's fine.

20

till July 11th.

21

CDs.

22

give us your comment to improve it.

The document is back there.

And if
We have

We have got

21

period is July 11th, and we are using regulations.gov.

22

please provide your comments by July 11th.

23

got any questions, like I said, there is a handout on how

23

24

to do that.

24

and we are not, of course, members of the community here,

25

telephone number to contact if you have any questions on

25

so I don't know all the Elders.

If you have

On the last page of the handout there is a

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

It's on the Web.

We

There is time to look at it and

Now we're going to open it up to public comment,

So I would like, first of
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16

1

all, before we go around the circle here, to ask if there

1

didn't catch the beginning part.

2

are any community Elders that would like to start us off.

2

what's your situation?

3

Would anyone like to volunteer?

3

you oppose it?

4

MR. ROBERT SUYDAM:

I'm not an Elder, but

5

I've got a question.

6
7

hearings there isn't a chance for questions and responses.

6

another meeting, and we answered it, and we answered it at

Is that how this is going to be run tonight?

7

8

taking comments, or will you answer questions?

the very beginning.

8

Interior.

9

Management, Regulation and Enforcement, BOEMRE, and we are

Are you just

Well, we want to get as

10

much from the community as we can.

11

careful.

12
13

That same question was asked before at

We represent the Department of

We are part of the Bureau of Ocean Energy

10

the regulators.

11

are not against oil and gas.

questions, but the fear is if we get too much into a

12

make sure what you think gets to the decisionmaker, who is

dialogue with one or two people, then all of a sudden

13

the Secretary of Interior.

14

there is people around the room who don't have a chance.

14

someone asks me, I don't have an opinion.

15

So simple questions, yes, I think we can answer, but we

15

get your opinions and your information to the top.

16

have got to keep it going.

16

17

you can call us on the phone.

18

questions.

19

a chance.

20

And we want to be

Okay.

I'm glad you asked that

question.

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Typically in public

DR. JIM KENDALL:

5

9

Robert Suydam.

4

Are you guys -- like,

Are you for oil, in the middle, or

I mean, we could answer some very basic

And there is always time -You can send us other

But the important thing here is everybody has

We are not for oil and gas.

We

The mission we have is to

Okay.

So I mean, my job -- if

MR. WILLARD NEAKOK:

My job is to

Willard Neakok, for

17

the record.

Is this the only -- I mean, you say a lot of

18

different other villages.

19

coastal villages that you are getting testimony from, or

Is it just for the outlying

We

20

is it the whole state of Alaska?

21

just don't want to have a dialogue with a small group of

21

DR. JIM KENDALL:

22

people and other folks are sitting there wondering when do

22

state of Alaska and anybody else who wants to comment.

23

I get to say my piece.

23

far now, we have gotten comments from Florida about this.

24

Bill.

24

So it's open to the entire country and anybody else.

25

think I got a few comments from Canada, but for actual

25

So the answer to your question is halfway.

Okay.

So a little respect for everybody.

MS. SOPHIE HENRY:

I have a question.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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18

1

visits, we are visiting the coastal communities up here:

1

been doing this for a long time.

2

Point Lay, Point Hope, Wainwright, Barrow, Kotzebue.

2

Hope took the government, took our own government to

We

Native Village of Point

3

had a public hearing in Fairbanks and we have tomorrow

3

court, and you see what we come up with.

4

night in Anchorage.

4

want to hear.

5

need to visit places like Point Lay.

We can't visit every place, but we

6

MR. WILLARD NEAKOK:

7

DR. JIM KENDALL:

5
Thank you.

Again, before we open it

This is what we

I am here to listen to you guys.

I'm not here

6

to make comments, but to listen to you guys and what you

7

guys are saying.

And that way, whenever I go to different

8

up generally, are there any Elders that would like to

8

villages, we will do it better.

9

speak first?

9

have Dr. Kendall give all the comments to everybody.

This is really important.

And the reason

And hopefully we will

10

why I like to push that is that I'm a big believer in

10

11

traditional knowledge or traditional science, if you want

11

feeling, 100 percent was against offshore activity due to

12

to call it that.

12

oil spill and other issues that's in front of them.

13

as we can to make sure that we get the traditional aspects

13

people even decided to go to the coastal plains of ANWR so

14

of nature and observation and science in the document, as

14

they would stay away from our ocean we love the most, the

15

well.

15

garden that provides unity, cultural activity, and

16

before we start?

16

everything that's been going on for thousands of years.

17

mayor?

18

And my staff and I are working as hard

So are there any Elders that would like to speak
Any elected officials, like maybe the

Okay.

17

In that case, then, let's start the process.

19

And it gets kind of fun.

20

should I start in the middle?

21

you, Earl, and if you could pick which side to go to.

22

We had over 60 people in Point Hope.

What side should I start on, or
I'm going to start with

MR. EARL KINGIK:

(Inupiaq.)

23

Earl Kingik.

I come from Point Hope.

24

belong to a clan called Qagmagtuuq.

25

organization called Alaska Wilderness League.

My name is

I'm a whaler.
I work for an

you guys.

19

want to hear from you guys, too.

20

little easier.

21

giving comments.

We have

This is your chance, and we want to hear and I
That will make my work a

Like somebody said, who all is going to be

I went to Alaska Intertribal Council, 209 tribal

23

organizations.

24

activities.

25

Indians.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

Our
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22

I

To my

They passed a resolution opposing offshore

I went to National Council of American

I asked for their assistance in protecting our
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

3XEOLF+HDULQJ7UDQVFULSWV
3RLQW/D\$ODVND

3XEOLF+HDULQJ7UDQVFULSWV
3RLQW/D\$ODVND

19
1

ocean due to the fast movement of the Bush era.

2

era gave us a big headache.

3

kind of slow them down, and time-out is called upon them.

4

The Bush

Now we are going to have to

1
2

their rigs and all their little vessels.
And another one is there should not be more than

3

one drilling operation at any time, not more than one.

4

And another one is the mud tailings that they will be

5

garden you love the most, the garden that provides unity,

5

putting out into our ocean should not be discharged.

6

The garden that provides cultural activities throughout

6

discharge should be -- there should be zero discharge into

7

the whole community because we are part of the ecosystem

7

our ocean in the event that there will be drilling.

8

here.

8

9

So this is your chance to open your heart to the

20

The ecosystem shouldn't be messed around with.
Thank you.

9

10

DR. JIM KENDALL:

11

MR. JULIUS REXFORD, SR.:

Sir, you have the floor.
My name is

12

Julius Rexford, Senior.

13

Village of Point Lay.

14

commissioner, and I sit on -- I sat on the North Slope

15

And

I'll pass the mike on.

10

DR. JIM KENDALL:

11

MR. WILLARD NEAKOK:

Thank you.
For the record,

12

Willard Neakok, father, husband, grandfather, hunter,

13

alternate planning department for the North Slope Borough.

14

I am in opposition of, you know, any kind of offshore

Borough Wildlife Committee for about five or six years.

15

drilling because, you know, like it was mentioned earlier,

16

And we got to look at it like -- we can't look at it like

16

you know, if we have a very large oil spill, you know, we

17

it's not going to happen, the opening of our Outer

17

lose everything in our ocean:

18

Continental Shelf for drilling, but we need to talk about

18

whales, walrus, whatever marine mammal that is out there

19

stipulations that need to be brought out to the floor and

19

because we live off of those animals.

20

to the BOEMRE staff and personnel.

20

during the winter.

21

that food that we get from out there.

21

I'm a whaling captain for the

And I'll probably talk about more later on.

Zero

I also sit on AEWC as a

That 60-mile buffer zone is something that needs
I know that these ships will be using low --

It keeps us warm

You know, we -- we do not waste any of

22

to be there.

23

the lowest grade fuel to get out there and run their

23

in opposition to the Anchorage Daily News and, you know, I

24

operations.

24

got a lot of feedback from a lot of different people

25

use ultra low sulfur fuels to burn in their ships and

25

saying that, you know, I'm not, you know -- that I'm not,

We need to put in stipulations on having them

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

22

Plankton, fish, seals,

You know, I wrote a comment -- I wrote a letter
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22

1

you know, trying to find, you know, fossil fuels to keep

1

enjoy the things that I have enjoyed because if we have a

2

our homes going, cars and everything.

2

very large oil spill, you know, we lose everything.

3

mentioned about that.

4

need the fossil fuel to keep our businesses going, our

4

little, tiny creatures.

If we lose those, we lose the

5

lives.

5

whale.

We have fish.

6

I never even

I know we need the fuel.

I know we

The whales live off the krill.

We have beluga.

And those are

The belugas eat

6

the fish.

7

before we go out to the ocean because we have ocean

7

forth all the way down to the planktons, micro-organisms.

8

currents that go all the way down to Bering Sea.

8

We have wildlife.

9

going to affect any kind of marine life that is in there

9

Argentina, South Pole coming up this way to migrate to

10

And, you know, what can we do on land first

3

And it's

if we have a very large oil spill.

11

You know, Prince William Sound is still trying

We have seabirds comes from as far as

10

be -- you know, repopulate.

11

mainly, you know, from the ocean.

And we lose those, too.

12

spill, we lose everything, our way of life.

But

If we have a large oil

12

to recuperate.

13

areas, you will still find oil.

14

of Mexico, how many millions of gallons was, you know,

14

to our local store to try and substitute the food that we

15

pouring out into the ocean?

15

have hunted for generations, from generation to generation

16

finally cap that thing off, or close to four months.

16

that was passed down by word of mouth.

17

know, if we have it here, we lose our wildlife, our

17

things like that on the board on how we do things.

18

culture of hunting, whaling, fishing.

18

19

That's scary.

20

But if you dig down a foot deep in certain

The fish eat smaller fish, and so on and so

And what happened in Gulf

Took them four months to
You

We lose everything.

I want my kids, my grandkids -- like I stated,

13

And if we do that, then, you know, we have to go

No documented

Our Elders taught us how to hunt, how to take

19

care of the ocean, how to take care of the animals on the

20

land.

21

you know, in the Anchorage Daily News, I want them to

21

village.

22

enjoy what I have enjoyed while living here in Alaska in

22

23

Point Lay.

23

how many times I might have to say this -- but we lose

24

tasted, I have hunted, I have given out, I have shared.

I

24

everything.

25

want my grandkids and possibly my great-grandkids, too, to

25

global warming is going, pretty soon we are going to have

I want them to taste the food that I have

We have a wonderful state.

We have a wonderful

We have a wonderful way of life.
If we lose our ocean, you know -- I don't know

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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24

1

ships coming from Atlantic Ocean coming this way.

2

will be using that Northwest Passage.

They

1

ground.

What about them,

2

most scariest part is we lose everything.

3

that discharge, you know, their waste, their oils?

4

what if we have a ship, you know -- we are going to have a

4

fishing, subsisting off the ocean, that the ocean has

5

coastline, you know, full of ships in another 100 years or

5

provided for us Inupiats.

6

so.

6

Alaska coastline.

7

all over the world, we have ships.

7

our Secretary of Interior will listen, understand what I

8

down south, start seeing ships run aground, getting rusty.

8

want to see in the future:

9

still out there.

And

Just like what we see down there in the Lower 48, go

9

If we go up north or

You know, that's a scary thought.

I don't want

3

And that's a scary thing to think about.

I love the way I have lived before, hunting,

We are all up and down the

I'm grateful that hopefully, you know,

Clean ocean, our wildlife

10

my grandkids or great-grandkids or even my kids to see the

10

11

devastation that we might have if we say go ahead and

11

thinner and thinner, thinner every year.

12

drill.

12

might not even have a North Pole.

13

why did you guys say yes for them to go and drill?

13

magnetic north, no ice.

14

our ocean doesn't have any life in it.

Before we pass on, we are going to ask ourselves,

15

Now

14

We have currents that, like I said, every

But the

I know that global warming is making our ice
Pretty soon we

All it will be is just

A lot of things are happening globally, and we

15

see it up here first.

We see things that are going on at

16

coastal village and here on the west side of Alaska is

16

Prudhoe Bay, all over the world, oil spills, oil spills,

17

going to be affected by, you know, if worst-case scenario

17

devastation of animals.

18

have an oil spill like the one in Gulf of Mexico.

18

60 years, but that's like 50 years of just going to the

19

have tar balls floating all over the place, washing to

19

store, go buy pizza or chicken or whatever, not the food

20

shore.

20

that we have enjoyed for thousands of years living off the

21

Florida, Louisiana, seeing tar balls washing up.

21

ocean, our garden.

22

want that?

22

grandkids to, you know, enjoy the foods that I have

23

might even see tar balls keep washing ashore.

23

enjoyed, enjoy the way of living, hunting, fishing,

24

start smelling the oil like in Prince William Sound.

24

subsisting the way I have enjoyed it.

25

around, start smelling that oil that seeped into the

We'll

That's an ugly sight to see all those people in

I know I sure don't.

Do we

Even my great-grandkids
We will

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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We

26

1

away because I don't want to see offshore drilling.

1

community, and I love it.

2

see oil companies say zero discharge, zero discharge.

2

you know, that's one of the ways that we celebrate for

3

Looks good on paper.

3

successful hunting and celebrate life.

4

you know, we still have oil spills by pollution or human

4

position supporting offshore drilling.

5

error.

5

6

still having oil spill.

Looks good when they talk to us but,

And that's their way of saying zero discharge,

7

I'm grateful that, you know, hopefully our voice

MS. MARIE TRACEY:

And

And so I am in no

I'm Marie Tracey from

6

the Native Village of Point Lay.

7

office as a communications liaison for the Native Village

I work for our mayor's

8

will be heard.

8

of Point Lay, and I'm a volunteer fire fighter and a

9

Interior will think about the statements that are going on

9

volunteer ambulance crew member, and I'm a coordinator for

10

right now, testimonies throughout Alaska or throughout the

10

the volunteer search and rescue group, and I'm the ASTAC

11

world regarding the Outer Continental Shelf plans to drill

11

director.

12

in the Chukchi Sea, in the Arctic Ocean.

12

supportive of the drilling offshore, and I wish that they

13

would try and drill onshore before they try to drill

14

offshore.

13
14

Hopefully that, you know, Secretary of

I love it with a passion.

So I'm glad that you folks are here.
pass it on.

15
16

MR. WILLARD L. NEAKOK:
that?

And I'll

Thank you.
How do I follow

I'm in the same position as my dad.

15

First of all,

I'm a mother.

I'm a grandmother.

I'm not

And with that global warming that we have been

16

witnessing, last fall we had thousands and thousands of

17

my name is Willard Neakok, and I have no see -- no

17

walruses off our beach.

I was born in the old site on the

18

representative.

18

sand spit across there.

And about one mile north of the

19

represent the Village of Point Lay.

19

village on the beach to our 11 miles, maybe at least ten

20

fighting people, and we have had to fight for our land.

20

miles up the beach was loaded with walruses.

21

We have had to fight for our animals, and now we are

21

when you look out -- out to the ocean, there is thousands

22

fighting for our ocean.

22

and thousands out there.

23

picture, the walruses, when they come on land, they are

24

right next to each other, real crowded and everything.

25

And that's how they were coming up on the beach.

23

I represent nobody.

I just wanted to
Our people are

So why stop now?

I mean, the reason why we go hunting is, like my

24

dad said, we love the food.

25

I may -- I'm one of the leaders -- drum leaders for our

We love doing all that.

And

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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28

1

And when they ran out of beach, the sandy beach,

1

Suydam has been here, we have gotten a wealth of

2

they were being pushed up on the land, you know, with more

2

information about beluga.

3

walruses coming up on the sandy beach, just really

3

4

crowded.

4

Rizzola from UAF Fairbanks has been coming here for three

5

in the ocean, you know, the blue ocean, green ocean, you

5

years to tag the loons, and he would also send us

6

would see nothing but like brown spots, brown lines at the

6

information.

7

distance, there is so many walruses out there.

7

these mammals go.

8

because we are getting a wealth of information from these

9

people that come in to our village.

8
9

And you could hear them.

And when you look out

If there is a stampede, then you could hear
their mourning, their loss of a loved one.

It's really

10

sad to hear.

11

that the next morning I was talking with my cousin.

12

said, boy, I couldn't sleep last night.

13

like they were quarreling all night.

14
15
16

And but when they came in, they were so loud
She

10

And they take samples.

And now we have a loon study going on.

Daniel

It's amazing where these birds and where
And I would like to keep this going

And Robert Suydam is getting old with us, too.

11

And he's bringing his wife, here, too, which is great.

12

But I would -- I would discourage drilling in our ocean

13

because we have hardly had any caribou around our village

told her those were the walruses out there making noises.

14

and that moves our meal from, like, caribou meat which I

She said, oh, my, I thought they were my neighbors.

15

grew up with as a main course of our meals, like

16

dinnertime and even lunch.

My neighbors just

I couldn't sleep.

Anyway, but -- and then we have our beluga

I

17

harvest that we have that we depend very huge, hugely on.

17

18

We have our biologist, Robert Suydam here.

He comes to

18

hunting or else we have searches like during the winter,

19

tag our beluga, and then when he tags them, he set them

19

we would have some food for them, you know, like dried

20

free, and then they would monitor them because they would

20

meat and oil and all kinds of food so they could have food

21

have satellite tags on them.

21

out there when they go out.

22

information, he would give it to us, and we would see

22

days, and it's miles and miles of travel looking for

23

where the beluga go, you know, because they are tagged.

23

people and hoping to take them home alive.

24

And it's amazing to see where they go because we have

24

hard for us up here, but we love our food.

25

never had this information before.

25

And then when he gets

And since Robert

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

[sic] Salazar to please walk in our shoes, help us keep

1

them about what they think about this EIS.

2

our way of life, please.

2

have already said that it's -- we hope that Secretary

3

hard on our walruses because they have to leave their

3

Salazar actually listens to people here that are more

4

young and travel hundreds of miles out to sea where they

4

directly affected by the actions associated with this EIS

5

feed, and then they would have to come back to their young

5

than most other people in the country.

6

ones because there is no ice to rest on out there.

6

are -- the risk is greater for folks here -- the benefits

7

aren't necessarily greater, but the risks are -- that the

8

opinions and attitudes and concerns should carry greater

My name

9

weight.

I'm a wildlife biologist with the North

10

7
8

This global warming is really

Anyway, I'll pass this on to Mrs. Suydam until
the next round.

9

Thank you.
MR. ROBERT SUYDAM:

Good evening.

Several people

So because they

And hopefully the Secretary will listen closely

10

is Robert Suydam.

11

Slope Borough Department of Wildlife Management.

12

lived in Barrow for about 21 years now, although Point Lay

12

for your appointment as the state director.

13

is kind of my second home and the folks here are my second

13

are a good addition to Alaska and the agency here.

14

family, that we have been working together a long time to

14

DR. JIM KENDALL:

15

learn more about belugas.

15

MR. ROBERT SUYDAM:
DR. JIM KENDALL:

I've

to the things that people say here.

11

Jim, I'd also like to say congratulations to you
I think you

Thank you.
So welcome.

16

And Marie, thank you for the nice things that

16

Thanks, Robert.

17

you have said but, you know, much of the credit goes to

17

18

the community and the hunters here for helping all of the

18

say, and maybe I'll say just a couple of them now to start

19

scientists -- not just me, but the others here in the room

19

with.

20

and others not here -- for the successes.

20

talking about, which was science and the need for

MR. ROBERT SUYDAM:

I have a few things to

And maybe I'll start with something that Marie was

21

I'd also like to say thanks to Jim and the rest

21

information.

22

of the BOEMRE crew, BUMMER [pronunciation] crew, whatever

22

supplemental EIS was about identifying information that

23

it is.

23

was needed and how much it cost.

24

coming to the other North Slope villages to ask the

24

25

residents here about what their concerns are, about -- ask

25

Thanks for coming to Point Lay and thanks for

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

to highlight the need for information and using that

1

2

information to make decisions that I have been surprised

2

3

to learn the lack of information in the Gulf of Mexico

3

first take a look at the data gap analysis that USGS

4

and, with the Deepwater Horizon spill, the limited ability

4

recently did.

5

of agencies to understand potential impacts or assess

5

document, and it may be difficult and challenging for the

6

impacts, especially to marine mammal populations.

6

agency to incorporate that in the EIS, but I think it's

7

really important.

8

gaps, and please use that to make your EIS here more

9

complete.

7

There is so little information known about the

8

population size or status or health of those marine

9

mammals that being able to assess what the impacts were is

And I think that's a pretty extensive

It's available information about data

very restricted, very limited.

11

little bit better position up here that we know a lot

11

information to make decisions, I think that's really,

12

about belugas, we know a lot about bowheads and walruses

12

really important.

13

and other things, but there is still very limited

13

that are also important.

14

information.

14

And so encouraging the agency not just to

10

As you evaluate comments on your EIS, please

10

15

And so I think we are in a

agency is able to continue to do that.

So again, just emphasizing the need to use

But I think there are some other things

In the document you talk about thresholds and

15

when a threshold is reached, that then the impact becomes

16

evaluate what information is missing, but also make --

16

significant.

17

continue to make efforts -- I know you have made great

17

document, you say that -- that "a significant effect on

18

efforts here recently, and especially in the last five or

18

subsistence harvest patterns occurs when one or more of

19

ten years, to help fill some of the data gaps, but please

19

subsistence resources become unavailable for a period of

20

keep doing that.

20

one to two years."

21

studies to document traditional knowledge.

22

many of the people in this room know more about the

22

are telling Point Lay and Wainwright and Barrow that if

23

environment than any scientist or manager.

23

the actions that result from this EIS could make

24

identification of traditional knowledge as being key in

24

subsistence resources unavailable for a year or two, if it

25

making decisions I think is really valid.

25

was less than that it wouldn't be significant, but if it's

Keep funding studies.

Keep funding
You know that

So your

And I hope the

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

more than that it would be.

2

inappropriate.

And I think that's

34
1

And I am against offshore drilling, any offshore activity

2

because it's -- it's not just the oil spill I'm afraid of.

3

I think that if the actions resulting from this

3

It's the noise pollution.

4

EIS cause subsistence resources to be unavailable for two

4

companies exhaust the land before they decide to do any

5

months or two weeks is significant and inappropriate.

5

offshore drilling of any energy resources.

6

so in this document, previous EISs and future EISs, I

6

7

think you need to change the thresholds that you use for

7

natural energy.

8

evaluating significant impacts, that the culture, the

8

drilling offshore in the Arctic.

9

people that live in these communities rely on subsistence

9

money looking for alternative energy.

10

resources.

11
12

And

And I'd like to see the oil companies focus on
They are spending too much money to start
They should spend their
I mean, just look

10

what happened in our oil field.

valuable, and saying that it won't be a significant impact

11

big deal, and now it's gone.

unless belugas or bowheads aren't available for two years

12

gas, all the jobs.

13

is just not right and something -- the agency should

13

14

approach things differently than that and revise this EIS

14

now.

15

and make sure that future EISs are done differently.

15

are too big.

16

It's -- it's not good for anybody to get spoiled like

It's

17

that.

My wife is packing up the house in

18

16

The unique culture that is here is incredibly

And I'd like to see oil

I'll pass the mike on for now.

17

DR. JIM KENDALL:

18

great to be in Alaska.

19

Virginia right now.

20

Thank you, Robert.

We are going to go around this way now and work

21

our way back.

22

in a circle.

23

Okay?

I have a nice group of people here

Would anyone like to take the mike?
MR. DANNY PIKOK, JR.:

Thank you.

And

We struck oil, it was a

We had all that oil, all the

It spoiled Native way of life.

We are spoiled

I mean, look -- you go look in the beach, the motors
They burn too much gas.

And it's getting worse.

We get spoiled.

And I'm afraid, you

19

know, we are going to start pushing for offshore drilling

20

because how are we going to run them big motors.

21

it's left or right; do you want to choose to go back to

22

old ways, or you want to choose to keep running that big

23

motor and start drilling offshore?

It's --

Just -- just noise

24

thank you for coming to Point Lay and helping our way of

24

pollution is bad enough for the ocean up here.

25

life.

25

too much wildlife, and a lot of folks depend on it.

And for the record, my name is Danny Pikok, Junior.
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

depend on it.

2

it's going to do a domino effect.

3

started in Prudhoe Bay and now it's working this way.

4

Our children depend on it.

It's just --

It already has.

It

And I'd like to see alternative energy resources

1

worse, and I want to encourage whoever is going to decide

2

to say yea or nay on offshore, please consider the folks

3

that live up here.

4

alternatives besides offshore drilling.

like the coal, natural gas.

6

floating in the ocean and drilling.

7

just too much -- it's -- it's too much -- it's too risky.

7

name is Delbert Rexford.

8

It's very risky.

8

Inupiat Community of the Arctic Slope.

9

at-large seat for the Regional Tribal Council, which is a

I'm against it.

It's

Just like Willard was saying, it's going to

Thanks.

6

MR. DELBERT REXFORD:

Good evening.

My

I'm an elected official of the
I have the

10

start small and it's going to grow.

10

federally recognized tribe.

Very briefly, we just came

11

drilling, we are going to invite other shipping industries

11

from a four-hour seal hunt.

We got one seal, not too much

12

up here and start a highway, and we are going to lose a

12

fat on it.

13

lot of good resources our ocean offers.

13

global warming effects are affecting our marine mammals,

14

really against any offshore activity.

14

the health of our marine mammals.

15

atmosphere globally, not just in Prudhoe Bay or where --

15

If we start offshore

5

And I'm sure there is other

5

9

I don't want to see oil rigs

36

It's just -- I'm

And I mean, I grew up -- when I was growing up,

And as Marie alluded to earlier, some of the

The emissions into the

16

I remember riding in a skin boat, two horsepower motor.

16

anywhere in the world within the industrial global

17

That was good enough to get you there and back.

17

community contributes to all of that.

18

carry 50 gallons of gas.

19

it's -- it's getting out of hand.

20
21
22

Focus on that oil inland.

23

start pushing offshore.

You carry five gallons.

Today

When the draft EIS came and addresses threatened
species or endangered species -- bearded seals, seals,

four-wheelers, they are getting bigger and they burn gas.

20

polar bears, walrus -- these are the cornerstones of our

And we need gas.

21

cultural way of life, including the bowhead whale.

22

1977 when they banned whaling, it was the International

23

Whaling Commission, without knowledge, without

24

acknowledging Inupiat traditional knowledge said, no,

25

there is not enough whales.

I know there is oil out there inland.
Exhaust that oil before you

And I love my family.
people.

Just even snowmachines,

18
19

24
25

You don't

I love my people, our

And the way things are going now, it's getting
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

through oral history, we knew there was more whales, but

1

micro-organisms, will be first affected up and down the

2

there was no database, no scientific database, as Robert

2

food chain.

3

is aware of.

3

4

The concerns that we have offshore is that the

I mean, that's what we are concerned about, our

4

way of life versus providing national energy to

5

equipment -- I'll take you back to 19 -- when the three

5

350,000,000 people who are driving on highways, who have a

6

gray whales were stranded.

6

lower cost of living allowances all across the nation.

7

state of their technology tried to save the whales.

7

One gallon of milk is nine bucks in Barrow; $9.

8

and behold, they couldn't, not with the state of their

8

of living is high.

9

technology that they propose to use on cleaning up oil

10

spills.

11
12

The oil industry and their

It failed, grossly failed.

Lo

9

Danny alluded to the size of the engines

10

emitting a lot of gases.

a detriment to take that equipment out to sea, out to ice

11

larger.

and try to clean up an oil spill.

12

13

So it would have been

And we make good friends with the Russians when

It's inevitable that they get

We will consume more.
Inupiat Community of the Arctic Slope filed a

13

lawsuit in opposition of the offshore -- of offshore

14

the Russian icebreaker came and freed the whales.

14

drilling on the Chukchi Sea because of the pollutants that

15

simple icebreaker allowed the global phenomenon of three

15

would be emitted into the atmosphere, because of the

16

gray whales to be expended to be saved.

16

noise -- cumulative effects of noise pollution and other

17

cumulative effects.

17

A

The cost

The point is the industry has not proven that

18

they have the technology to clean under ice.

19

18

And as BOEMRE is aware, they had to go back, and

present technology is limited to certain height of wave

19

that's why we're here tonight, because of that litigation.

20

lengths.

20

Very simply, it was that litigation that brought you back

21

The -- the oil spills in the Gulf, the Exxon Valdez are

21

to the communities because at the time MMS did not do

22

testaments to the fact that in a major -- and you talk

22

their homework.

23

about a VLOS of 150,000 barrels.

23

24

equates to in terms of gallons of oil.

25

technology is not there.

Those are limited.

And the

The booms are limited.

I don't know what that
It underlies the

The zooplankton, the

So we came back from a four-hour hunt, my nephew

24

and his girlfriend.

25

Eskimo heaven.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

completed.

1

are endangering through potential VLOS, very large oil

2

the sea, the marine mammals that we are concerned about,

2

spills.

3

about being devastated in the event.

3

an unknown that we are afraid of.

4

bothers our people.

5

is the term used in a lot of these environmental impact

5

analogy we used was that the buffalo was taken away from

6

draft statements.

6

the Native American Indians.

7

do you have to clean it up?

7

bowhead whales off, and suicides.

8

that occurred in those few years after that were -- were

9

astronomical.

8
9
10

What we can't get here on the land we get from

40

And this is what

In the unlikely event of an oil spill

If it was inevitable, what technology

When you look at the migratory -- what's that
guy's name that sends us those bowhead whale migration
maps?

11

MR. ROBERT SUYDAM:

12

MR. DELBERT REXFORD:

13

e-mails regarding the route.

14
15
16
17
18

John Citta sends us

When you look at the

That's

In 1977 when the IEWC banned whaling, the

Well, in 1977 they took our
The number of suicides

I mean, people lost a sense of

10

spirituality, a sense of wholeness, a sense of belonging

11

to their own land and to the sea that provided for them.

12

So whoever makes that decision to go offshore --

13

I attended in Houston the Outer Continental Shelf policy

migration, it's right there in Lease Sale 193, right smack

14

meetings, and we encouraged impact hunting to those

in the middle of it.

15

impacted communities.

that part of it, to mitigate any chances of adverse impact

16

impact program that they ever created on the North Slope

on bowhead whales?

17

within NPRA.

18

Outer Continental Shelf Policy Committee and asked for

19

impact funds to come back to the impacted communities.

What has BOEMRE done to consider

The community of Point Lay just went through a

19

very historical past three years.

20

bowhead whaling.

21

And they are a whaling community.

22
23
24
25

John Citta.

4

That's the threat that we are afraid of.

They just reactivated

They just landed their second whale.
Not only that, the

20

The federal government has only one

Those were the NPRA impacts.

We went to the

Impacted communities include suicide, alcohol

21

and drug abuse, and other social norms that go way out of

beluga -- to me it's the beluga whaling capital of Alaska.

22

line.

I mean, it is -- every time I come down here for beluga

23

whaling, I'm at home because I don't go home empty-handed.

24

considered at this stage because if you have, we would

25

like to see what you are offering to the community in case

And that's the culture that you are -- that you
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

of an oil spill.

2

42
1

But I'm speaking on behalf of Inupiat Community
I serve on the tribal council.

I've

a barrel.

2

About four-and-a-half

of the Arctic Slope.

4

also served on the Arctic Energy -- Arctic Environmental

4

5

Strategy Protection -- the strategy and the Arctic

5

million gallons?

6

monitoring and assessment program within the confines of

6

clean that up if it happens under your theory of a VLOS?

7

Inuit Circumpolar Conference as a delegate, as a delegate

7

I don't think you have a plan.

8

to the United States of America.

8

said, the industry tried their equipment to rescue the

9

are asking and concerned about tonight are the same issues

9

three gray whales, the stranded three gray whales, and all

And these issues that we

3

MR. ROBERT SUYDAM:

3

million.
MR. DELBERT REXFORD:
My lord.

Four-and-a-half

Do you have the technology to

You don't because, like I

10

that we address at the international forums, at the

10

of their equipment failed.

11

international regimes, that the Arctic nations, the eight

11

the technology didn't work that they were proposing to

12

country nations regulate within each respective state.

12

take out to the sea.

13

But I just want to emphasize that we do oppose

14

offshore drilling.

15

13

Well, I've taken a lot of your time.
what.

passed a resolution opposing it because of the unknowns of

15

can appreciate it and love it just the way we do if you

16

what would happen on our ocean if an oil spill like the

16

get a chance to get out there.

17

VLOS that you have noted should happen because we have

17

there.

18

three currents.

18

Up in Barrow -- I can talk about Barrow.

I'm

Up in Barrow we have three

You should spend time out in the ocean.

I tell you

14

19

Inupiat Community of the Arctic Slope

That's a living testament that

But thank you.

Maybe you

There is no mosquitoes out

I'm speaking on behalf of the

19

Inupiat Community of the Arctic Slope, and I serve with

20

Sophie on that tribal council.

21

time, but those are the concerns that we have.

20

not sure about right here.

21

currents.

22

species of wildlife would be affected by an oil spill if

22

23

it should occur.

23

everybody.

24

Can -- what's -- does anyone know?

24

So we're here to discuss stipulations that need to be

25

implemented into this BOEMRE.

They go north, they go south.

25

And every

How many gallons is 150,000 barrels?

DR. JIM KENDALL:

It's about 40 gallons to

I've taken a lot of your

MR. LEO FERREIRA:

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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Good evening,

My name is Leo Ferreira, III, for the record.

Point Lay would like to
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1

have a 60-mile buffer zone instead of -- I'm pretty sure

1

upwind and they smell their cologne, they are going to get

2

it's standing at 15- or 13-mile buffer zone.

2

disturbed.

3

move that up to a 60-mile buffer zone, not just for Point

3

are -- when you are kind of close to them, you will

4

Lay, but for the rest of the outlying villages in the

4

disturb the walruses by noise, too, also, but mostly by

5

Arctic Circle.

5

smelling when they are out of the water.

6

We want to

We also want another stipulation of one drill

6

They also get disturbed by noise when you

We also have seen a few animals that we never

7

rig -- one oil ship, drill rig up here in the ocean, and

7

seen before so much, like we seen a killer whale a couple

8

also zero tolerance of cuttings and mud in the ocean,

8

years ago, and that was during when we had ship activity

9

along with the oil, zero tolerance of oil discharge.

9

up here.

10

So we see -- so we take that as a disturbance

These reasons are for the disturbance of our

10

from all the ship activity that was happening in the

11

animals.

We have -- right now Point Lay is dealing with

11

Chukchi Sea and the Beaufort Sea over there further down

12

disturbance of our tutu migration, our caribou migration

12

south from us.

13

route.

13

14

and all the helicopter use with coal mining has pushed

14

the Slope, all of us Natives in Alaska been taught our way

15

away our migration route.

15

of life, so we have a lot of traditional knowledge to pass

16

route come back close to the village at all in about five

16

on to the government so they could help get a better

17

to seven years now.

17

understanding of how we want to live our life because we

18

have to give up for oil drilling activities, so in return

18

We have we have had a coal mine going for a while,

We haven't seen our migration

And we just shut down the coal mine just not too

And all of us -- all of us people that live on

19

long ago in our -- I think it was when President Obama

19

we want to protect our way of life.

20

went green finger on us.

20

government to start listening to what we have to say and

21

disturbance.

21

start putting these things down as our stipulations to

22

help protect our way of life, like the 60-mile buffer

23

zone.

22

So we feel the impacts of

And we also know that our animals in our ocean

23

are very sensitive to noise.

I could use walrus as an

24

example because walrus are disturbed by even smelling

24

25

cologne or smelling cigarettes in the air.

25

If somebody is

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

We want the federal

And maybe another one would be like when we go
harvest our bowhead whale, we would like no ship activity
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1

during our harvests or no air activity along with our

1

and the federal government or the oil companies can't even

2

beluga because our beluga is very sensitive to noise

2

fix those, can't even retrieve them, those little oil rigs

3

activity in the ocean from the ships and from sonar

3

out there.

4

activity.

4

just pollute the ocean.

5

going to pollute our ocean.

6

are going to lose our way of life.

5

And that's a big concern is all the activity

6

that's going to happen.

7

with oil ships.

8

Guard ships.

9

We are not just going to deal

We are also going to deal with Coast

7

And they have helicopters, too.

And the other thing I heard is that if there is

And if we leave junk behind, we are going to
If we have an oil spill, we're
Once we pollute our ocean, we

Point Lay is a traditional village.
traditional life around here.

9

the government or from our North Slope Borough.

We live a

8

There is not much jobs from
Our

10

going to be a port site, if and when this oil drill does

10

workforce around here is about 25 percent.

11

happen in the state of Alaska, I'm most definitely

11

percent of this village works, and the rest of us are on

12

positively saying that our way of life will definitely be

12

welfare.

13

disturbed because we are going to disturb our migration

13

and off the land.

14

route for our whales, bowhead whales, beluga whales and

14

ox, the whales, the walruses, the oogruks, the spotted

15

the walruses.

15

seals, so --

16

going to get pushed away from our mainland, and it's going

16

17

to be harder for us to catch our animals because we are

17

Kivalina and Point Hope are not in the NPRA, if there is

18

going to have to go farther and farther offshore because

18

an oil spill, these three villages will have no royalties

19

of too much ship activity out there on the ocean along

19

when there is an oil spill.

20

with --

20

to be the laborers.

21

and they are just going to get us for the jobs.

21

The migration routes for these animals are

Like I know like the oil spill, like Delbert was

Twenty-five

When we are on welfare, we live off the ocean
All the animals, the caribou, the musk

And I also know that because Point Lay and

I have been told we are going

We are going to be the cleanup crew,
And here

22

saying, is we don't know how -- federal government

22

we are going to lose out on it worse because we are not

23

scientists already tell us there was no way of cleaning up

23

even included in the NPRA.

24

an oil spill in the icy conditions out here.

24

boundaries.

25

three oil rigs that were toppled during Hurricane Katrina,

I know of

25

We are outside of the NPRA

And so myself and with others, I oppose offshore

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

drilling and I -- I wish the federal government would

1

oil spill in Louisiana or somewhere like that?

2

listen to our stipulations and what we are trying to tell

2

Horizon.

3

them.

3

like before you guys start that oil drill up here in the

4

Inupiat way of life for our animals.

4

deep ocean, if you guys ever do make an oil spill, will

5

our own animals.

We don't want the government telling

5

you guys have homes prepared for those that want to leave

6

us our drill ship is going to be here and good luck on

6

the area?

7

hunting your animals.

7

there is an oil spill, are you prepared to, like, move

8

some people if they want to move because, you know, like

9

it's being said our way of life is in the ocean and the

And we would like to control -- have control of our

8
9

We want to control

We want to have stipulations saying during this
whale time period, during our bowhead whale time period

10

for that village, please stop your activity.

11

And if you guys do have a drill out there, if

10

land.

our area and goes along down the coast, up and down the

11

spill but, you know, some people might say, oh, man, I

12

coast and so forth, along with the belugas, along with --

12

don't know if I want to stay here.

13

we also -- because we know there is going to be

13

have homes ready, like Anchorage, inland somewhere?

14

helicopters flying up and back workers and everything.

14

Because I'm pretty sure that Exxon would have, like,

15

And helicopters is a big concern.

15

thousands of homes to get prepared for the oil spill if,

16

factor, and we feel it around here in Point Lay.

16

you know, somebody like me said something like, hey, you

We are the -- we are the ambassadors of our land

17

got homes prepared for us if you do have an oil spill?

We want to keep on being the ambassadors of our

18

And does it matter what we say?

19

to go out there and drill or what?

17
18

up here.

19

way of life.

20

You are on

Deepwater

I'm pretty sure if somebody had said something

It's a real noise

Thank you.
I want to make sure we

20

21

get this end of the room here, but Emma, do you want say

21

22

something?

22

23
24
25

DR. JIM KENDALL:

MS. EMMA POKON:

(Shakes head.)

MR. NATHAN HENRY:
Henry, for the record.

Let's see.

Good evening.

23
Nathan

If -- what was that

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

24
25

And are you prepared to -- not only for the oil

Are you guys going to

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Are you guys still going

Those are good

questions.
MR. NATHAN HENRY:

I mean, you hand me the

mike and I got something to say, too.
DR. JIM KENDALL:

That's fine.

If you've

got something to say, we want to hear it.
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1

MR. NATHAN HENRY:

I said it.

1

kind of like what Willard said when he said that the

2

MS. SOPHIE HENRY:

Sophie Henry, for the

2

subsistence and stuff, they are our way of life.

I'm a member of the Native Village of Point Lay

3

tradition.

record.

4

or the Inupiat Community of the Arctic Slope.

4

Elders lived off of hundreds of years ago.

5

this offshore drilling, you know, they say that zero

5

have, you know, what we have now at the stores.

6

discharge and all that.

6

you know, if the Elders nowadays lose all of that stuff,

7

Everything you get is brand-new.

It's not going to leak,

7

you know, the living Elders we have now, they are going

8

but over time it leaks, you see.

And that's just going to

8

to -- if they can't have their -- if they lose their food,

9

cause a problem and it's just going to be a rolling effect

9

their way of life what they grew up on, pretty much the

10

And if all

Well, it's like buying a new car.

of more problems, of course.

11

And also -- oh, both the -- you know, the Prince

It's the way we live.

It's our

3

And it's what the
We didn't
And we --

10

oil companies are basically, you know, letting the

11

Elders -- you know, some Elders can't live without the

12

William Sound, you know, the Exxon/Mobil [sic], you know,

12

food, and if they don't have the food and they pass on,

13

that problem just -- it's still a devastation in that area

13

it's just a rolling effect of our life.

14

for them, and if -- you know, if they were to drill out

14

15

here, do the people that want to drill out here, do they

15

you asked me like ten years ago before I moved to Point

16

even know how thick the ice is, what's underneath the ice,

16

Lay, I'd be, like, yeah, I'm for offshore drilling, I'm

17

you know, what's there, like year-round?

17

for it.

18

that?

18

first time I hunt.

You know all that?

19

You know all of

It's good stuff.

Anyways, you know, like the famous question I

And you know, it's just something we don't -- if

Well, I moved up here nine years ago.

For the

So I know, you know, what it is like

19

to have the food.

20

have been seeing all over when they first started talking

20

provide for my family.

21

about it is how on earth do you clean up an oil spill in

21

22

ice; under ice, in the ice.

22

like my son, he prefers Inupiat food, which is caribou,

23

all that up?

23

you know, beluga, whale.

24

irritating.

24

food, pizza, crab, you know, what you guys enjoy.

25

prefers our food.

25

You know, how do you clean

And if -- there is just -- it's just

Anyways, also I wanted to know, like, you know,
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

I know how to hunt now.

I know how to

My kids are going to be eight and five.

And

He prefers that over, like, your
My son

And if he doesn't have that, well, when
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1

he becomes a father, how is he going to have that for his

1

whales, we would rather everything else.

2

family?

2

have the right to make the decision to take our lives,

3

basically.

4

mammals, our -- you know, it's just our way of life.

3

It's just basically the oil companies want to

They shouldn't have the right to take away our

4

rob us of our lives basically is how I feel.

5

know, with them doing that and killing off what we learned

5

our ancestors' traditions.

6

to love, they have been survive off of, they are basically

6

don't get to say what they can live off of or we don't --

7

in a way taking away our identity to a certain extent.

7

we don't get to take away what they love.

8

And I just -- I oppose offshore drilling 100

8

have the right to take ours is what I wanted to say.

9

And you

They shouldn't

percent, and I'd just like the people that's going to make

9

the decisions to do this, I suggest them to actually come

10

11

here, rather than living in Washington making all these

11

going to get everybody.

12

decisions -- how would they like it if, like, our

12

we have to go around first.

13

community tells them how to live their lives and take away

13

want to go over here.

14

what they love?

14

15

we don't like them taking away our mammals.

16

And it's wrong.

It's stupid.

And they

They shouldn't

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you.

Okay.

I'm

We are going to take a break, but
Two folks here.

Okay.

I

Thank you.

MR. ROBERT LISBOURNE:

Good evening.

15

Robert Lisbourne, for the record.

16

drilling, any kind, because the person who I am today is

17

who I stand for.

18

have been hunting.

19

thousands of years.

20

our food.

shouldn't have a say.

18

communities.

19

they all say no.

20

no, and they are still trying to come around and ask

21

questions, like we are not going to change our minds.

Why

21

just like to continue to -- our tradition and, you know,

22

do they keep pushing us, like, oh, it's job opportunities,

22

for it to go on for another hundred to thousand years.

23

it's this, it's that?

23

24

so what?

And everybody that I know and I've heard,
We can shout as loud as we want, no, no,

So what?

You know, we can -- we --

You know, we would rather -- we would rather our
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

I am Inupiat.

I am against offshore

17

25

They should obviously look at the

It's

Just like we

Thank you.

10

They wouldn't like that just as much as

It's everything.

We are Inupiat.

We -- we

We have the traditions we had for
We live off the land.

We live off

It's just a blessing to be Inupiat.

And I'd

I would just hate to see my kids and my

24

grandkids not able to be going out there because our ocean

25

and our land is -- we live off the food, and it's just -MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

it's just a continuous food chain that we need.

1

life, and I don't think it will ever change.

2

anything happen out there or in there, that chain is just

2

not to change.

3

going to break, and we will be lost without it.

3

mike tonight, I'm in full opposition of offshore oil, oil.

4

we are and what we love to do.

4

So -- and I'd like to give thanks and welcome to our

5

visitors here.

6

heard.

5
6

So

54

And thanks for coming to Point Lay.

It's who

I'm just

against the offshore drilling.

7

MR. SCOTT GUYER:

My name is Scott Guyer,

I want it

Just like everybody else who talk on the

They have a good voice.

Their voice is

It gives us ideas, gives us information.

7

I do serve on the North Slope Borough Fish &

8

G-U-Y-E-R.

I work for the North Slope Science Initiative.

8

Game Committee, volunteer at search and rescue.

9

I was in town today for another meeting and was invited to

9

Point Lay being so close to this offshore drilling, I

10

come tonight, and I'm happy to be here.

10

think we are the closest community, so we are in

11

all the comments and understand what the community feels

11

opposition.

12

about this subject.

12

is inevitable.

13

will be taking information back to him and discussing what

13

here now or, you know, there later.

14

was said here to him.

14

happen.

15

myself.

And I work for the director, and I

So don't really have any comment

15

16
17

DR. JIM KENDALL:
sir?

Glad to listen to

And with

And then I think -- and

I don't want to forget you.

18

MR. WARREN LAMPE, Sr.:

Hello.

Good

Warren Lampe, Senior, lifelong year-round

We are very worried about an oil spill.

It

I mean, it's going to happen, you know,
I mean, it will

I understand that they don't have the proper

16

equipment to do an oil spill cleanup here in our ocean.

17

know just recently they had started their -- they had

18

started these science projects out here in our ocean and

19

in our land.

20

it's good to hear that, you know, we have all these

19

evening.

20

subsistence hunter, subsistence user.

21

said, talking about all the children that are going to be

21

corporations going around trying to get information from

22

growing up before -- you know, after us, we want them to

22

the people who lived here for 1,000 years or more, more

23

use, you know, our land and our sea just like I did when I

23

than that.

24

was a child when my parents were out there hunting and

24

information in our head.

25

providing for us.

25

Like everybody

I have been in this lifestyle all my

I mean, that was just started recently.

And

And we have -- you know, we have all this

And I'm glad to see that there is people coming
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1

getting comments from us, getting the information from us

1

2

that it's not written down.

2

there.

3

written down on paper.

It's hard

3

pesticides in a greenhouse of, you know, stuff we are

4

for me to think of it, to have to deal with the oil spill

4

trying to eat.

5

because that will change everybody's life here.

5

lot of things.

6

wouldn't like -- we wouldn't like to see offshore oil

6

7

drilling.

7

8

as possible.

9

Nothing is -- none of this is

And it's -- it's hard.

We

We would like to see onshore drilling as much

8

I think everywhere you go they will have

10

opposition for the offshore drilling.

11

more voices.

12
13

9

That's -- that's contaminating our food out
It's like our garden.

It's like you using

It's the same thing.

It's killing off a

But I am in full opposition of offshore
drilling.

I have been living off the land my whole life.
I can't really think of anything else to say,

but welcome.

Thank you for coming, getting information,

And I'd like to see

10

and I really hope -- I really hope it's heard.

I'd like to see more -- more people talking,

11

voice is heard, and not only heard but put into the

more people telling us what they know and what some of us

12

thought and make them think about -- think about these

don't know.

So the more information we are getting into

13

things that they are trying to get information on, not

14

the meetings, I think the better off, but in some ways I

14

just go back and just say, yeah, we did get information.

15

think that no matter how hard we try to stop these oil

15

16

developments, we are just not going to stop them.

16

like to have them notify us, you know, talk to us back,

17

I

We need to find -- I mean, they need to come up

I hope our

You know, we -- I'd like to see some like -- I'd

17

not just us talking to them and telling them, you know,

18

with some kind of oil spill response that will work,

18

what we think.

19

actually work to stop -- stop this oil if they do have a

19

-- I think we should hear their voice back after they get

20

spill, stop it from coming ashore, try to contain it in

20

all this information.

21

the little area that's already affected.

21

I think we could get some information back on what is

22

one of the biggest worries that I have is oil spill

22

going to happen and what did happen to, you know, all this

23

containment and cleanup because it's inevitable.

23

stuff that we talked about.

24

happen in small amounts or in large amounts.

24

would be a real positive thing.

25

matter.

I think that's

It will

It doesn't

25
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

love my subsistence way of life.

2

stop for me.

3
4

1

get, you know, oil spill response teams in these

2

communities that we live in.

not going to stop for our future generations that are

3

and we are not going to move.

going to come.

4

5

And it's never going to

58

I'm just hoping and I'm praying that it's

I know there has been a lot of fighting for the
You know, the oil drills up on

We reside here year-round,

I think me and everybody else here would like to

5

have some good part of our population trained or at least

6

way of life that we live.

6

know how and know what to do in the event of an oil spill.

7

the North Slope, they are -- they are -- you know, they

7

I think we need -- we need these coastal communities to be

8

try to take away our bowhead living.

8

trained and know what to do in case of an oil spill.

9

to -- they are trying to get counts or, you know, like

9

know there is -- there is corporations that give a limited

They are trying

I

10

populations of all of our animals, and they are trying to

10

amount of people, two or three or four people, who go down

11

take actions before they -- before they come up with any

11

and they will leave town for training, this oil spill

12

kind of results.

12

training and whatnot, but two or three people won't -- I

13

up here and get the information from the people who

13

mean, it will help, but it won't cut it.

14

actually live up here and see it every day of our lives.

14

15

Even if it's the smallest animal that we see running

15

the oil spill and know what to do.

16

across the road, that's part -- part of our life up here.

16

whole community to understand that.

17

I can't put it any other way.

17

everybody in this community, if they are trained and if

18

they know how, they will give a hand.

19

their hand out there to help clean up or try to contain,
try to protect our way of life.

18

You know, it's nice for people to come

But I really do oppose offshore oil drilling.

19

I'm in full opposition to that.

20

on the mike, they are in full opposition, but the way I

20

21

see it, I think it's going to happen anyways.

21

22

going to go out there and drill offshore.

23

happen anyways, even without our opposition.

24
25

And everybody who talked

They are

It's going to

It will help a lot for each and every entity
that comes up here we can give information to and try to

We need a community to know what's going on with
I think it takes a
And I'm sure

They will lend

That's another big thing with all this oil

22

development.

23

at least a crew of people who know how to operate

24

machinery to contain and clean up an oil spill, not

25

just -- if they do have an oil spill, they will say, yeah,

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

I think every coastal community should have

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

3XEOLF+HDULQJ7UDQVFULSWV
3RLQW/D\$ODVND

3XEOLF+HDULQJ7UDQVFULSWV
3RLQW/D\$ODVND

59

60

1

well, we are going to have this contained and everything,

1

the top, passed on to, you know, higher-ups.

2

but they are going to be providing -- they are going to

2

like feedback on it.

3

say, yeah, we are bringing money up there.

3

like for them to, you know, at least come talk to us and

4

to clean it up, giving you money, putting people to work,

4

tell us, okay, this is what we do for your comment that

5

but that's the people that they already have trained to do

5

you said, you know.

6

that kind of job.

6

7

to every community and at least train as many people as

7

didn't get any feedback for any kind of information that

8

they could and get that thought in their mind so we know

8

we did get.

9

how to do it so we are able to do it.

9

helpful.

10

We are going

And I think -- I think they should come

I think that's another big thing on this

And we would

We would like feedback.

We would

We need some kind of feedback for that.

We

But feedback to us would be -- would be

That would be -- that would move us to the next

10

level of understanding, to the next level of comments and

11

everything that -- everything that we talked about so we

know, I think every community should know what to do, not

12

don't keep talking about the same thing over and over.

13

turning -- not turning to the phone and trying to call

13

14

people and ask, okay, what do we do?

14

something -- they could tell us, you know, when it's done

15

that would be a worst-case scenario on a -- you know, in a

15

so they could move on to another concern.

16

community level to have nobody know what to do here.

16

that's all I got to say.

17

think that should be another strong -- another real good

17

18

idea.

18

11

offshore drilling.

12

19

When an oil spill does happen, you

We don't know --

I

We would like to see something done about it and

And I hope everybody came to an understanding
about all that.

So thank you and good evening.

I think I've said pretty much everything I could

19

DR. JIM KENDALL:

I'm sure there is more but, you know, I'm -- I

20

Well said, and you will have a chance to speak again.

Thank you very much.

20

think of.

21

said -- I said I think -- I think I said what counts, so

21

have been at this for a while.

22

welcome and thank you.

22

our recorder about a ten-minute break.

23

you for letting us speak.

23

take a ten-minute break.

24

around the room again.

25

satisfied.

24
25

But I think

Thank you for your time.

Thank

And you know, we are providing information.

So

I think -- I think it should be passed on, passed on to
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

(A break was taken.)

2

DR. JIM KENDALL:

62
1

We notice it was pointed

go back and do it.

2

In addition, after we published the draft

3

out by one of the community members that some people

3

supplemental EIS, we came up here, got the community's

4

arrived after the initial presentation, and so just again

4

comments, got public comments, over 150,000 comments.

5

so we are all on the same plate, I've asked Sharon to come

5

We -- a lot of those, it was on the heels of the Deepwater

6

up and very quickly rehash what she went through before so

6

Horizon event, and communities wanted us to say what would

7

that everybody understands why we're here.

7

happen if there was a very large oil spill.

8

back and did an analysis on a very large oil spill.

9

so that is in the document.

8
9

MS. SHARON WARREN:

I was just going to,

rather than go -- unless you all want me to go through the

So we went
And

So not only do we have the

10

flip chart again, I can just kind of summarize what we

10

information that we had in the last draft SEIS, we also

11

talked about.

11

had information on what it would be if a very large oil

12

spill would happen.

So what's the preference?

12

MR. WILLARD NEAKOK:

13

MS. SHARON WARREN:

Summarize.
Why we are here

13

14

today, we are here because our agency, the Bureau of Ocean

14

We need any traditional knowledge to take a look at our

15

Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement, is seeking

15

document.

16

your comments on the Revised Draft Supplemental

16

comments are due July 11th.

17

Environmental Impact Statement.

17

There is information on the table on the website to how to

18

We are here because of a court litigation that was done

18

submit your comments.

19

back in 2008 prior to sale 193.

19

how to submit those comments, we have a telephone number

20

go back and to readdress the concerns.

20

to our office in Anchorage.

21

Alaska.

and we can let you know.

21

Okay.

Copies are on the table.

And the Court told us to

So those are the three concerns we are

We need your comments.

We need your comments.

The due date for public comments and your
We are using regulations.gov.

If you have got any questions on

We are out of Anchorage,

We are all Alaskans up here.

So you can call us

22

addressing in that document is what the Court told us we

22

23

had to do because our EIS was not adequate on natural gas

23

24

development or on the missing information that we stated

24

prepare a final supplemental environmental impact

25

in the document.

25

statement.

So we have to follow the regulations and

Again, after we take your comments, we will

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

statement that was done in 2007.

2

Secretary of the Interior who will make the decision

2

While you have this requirement, you also have

3

whether to affirm the lease sale, the area that was

3

new administrations and new presidents and new Secretary

4

offered for lease in 2008, or make some changes to it.

4

of the Interior and all those kind of folks.

5

can affirm the lease sale, keep the leases, or he can

5

of the OCS Lands Act and NEPA and others, there is a

6

cancel the leases.

6

requirement that we come back and speak with you.

7

go back and make that decision.

7

many ways you ought to kind of feel good about that, that

8

people have to come up and speak with you and make sure

9

that's what it is and somebody just doesn't say, oh, that

8
9

And it will go to the

64

It's all on the table.

1

He

So he needs to

Once he makes that decision, it will be filed
with the Court.

The Court has asked him to make that

10

decision by the 3rd of October.

11

decision.

12
13

But because

So in

10

was 30 years ago, it doesn't count.

11

have to make sure we are talking with the communities and

district judge in Alaska will decide whether or not our

12

your voice is heard.

agency has complied with the federal laws of the National

13

14

Environmental Policy Act and any other federal laws that

14

time of the year for you.

15

were raised in the litigation to make sure the agency met

15

understand belugas are coming.

16

its obligation in doing that.

16

great.

17

important and this is what we need.

18

much.

17

He will make the

and requires the Secretary of the Interior to do this.

It will be filed with the Court, and the

So that's a quick oversight [sic] of it again.

18

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you, Sharon.

One

We can't do that.

And so it's kind of a bother.

This is the best

It's gorgeous outside.

I

The fishing is going to be

And here we are at a meeting.

But this is
So thank you very

19

thing I want to add.

And I heard this in this meeting and

19

20

at our meeting government-to-government this afternoon and

20

21

at another meeting.

21

22

been coming up here for 15, 20, 30 years.

22

Henry.

23

same thing.

Well, it's not that we are coming to bother

23

maybe you guys were the ones that were coming in to the

24

you, thinking you might change your mind, but there is a

24

ocean and drilling.

25

law, the OCS Lands Act, that requires a five-year program

25

Some of the Elders have said you have
We tell you the

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

We

So why don't we start on this side of the room.
Okay.

Sir, would you like to comment again?
MR. NATHAN HENRY:

First of all, Nathan

And I'd like to apologize.

I was thinking that

So I'm sorry about that.
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That's fine.
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1

MR. NATHAN HENRY:

1

was sucked out and then, you know, see if there was a big

2

major difference or there are still grounds -- there are

global warming caused of the oil being sucked out -- like

3

still, you know, the natural flowers that were supposed to

4

opposite from insulation.

4

go there or are there different flowers growing out or,

5

down there will keep it cool and it's just being sucked up

5

you know -- I know that you can't stop the global warming,

6

and now it's just nothing to keep it cool, maybe, that

6

but you can stop the oil drilling possibly.

7

might be cause of -- part of the cause of the global

7

8

warming?

8

2

question.

3

So just a scientific

66

Is the global warming a natural cause or is the

9

You think that maybe that oil

DR. JIM KENDALL:

That's a good question,

DR. JIM KENDALL:

9
10

Bottom line is, no matter what's causing global

11

MR. NATHAN HENRY:

Okay.

Thank you.

Good

10

and we can talk about that all night.

11

speaking.

12

climate change, it's happening, and it's being felt first

12

13

in the Arctic you are on the forefront of it, and we have

13

14

to consider that in our analyses.

14

Lampe, Senior, for the record again.

15

what's causing it and why it's happening, but it is

15

thoughts that did come to mind within the short time that

16

happening.

16

I had the mike.

17

where they propose to drill is right smack in the middle

18

of our highway.

19

that our animals have to migrate past us and get back.

17

This is Jim Kendall

It's in the record.

Thank you.

But the jury is out on

You are -- right here in the Arctic it's

18

starting first.

19

analysis, as well.

20

And we have got to deal with it in our

MR. NATHAN HENRY:

There has been --

evening.
DR. JIM KENDALL:
right?

Thank you.

Okay.

Thank you.

It's Nathan,

Next?

MR. WARREN LAMPE, SR.:

Hello.

Warren

There was a couple

This ocean and where they are drilling,

It's like a highway, our food highway

20

They get to their feeding grounds.

21

throughout the years and years there has been like

21

grounds that they have babies.

They get to their

22

billions of gallons of oil being sucked out of the ground,

22

and they have to pass by us to do it.

23

and if maybe the scientists go back to that same place

23

24

like 30 years ago where they did look at it 30 years ago

24

going to halt the migration.

25

or 40 years ago and then look at it at the time the oil

25

migration.

You know, they pass by us,

With the oil spill happening out there, it's

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

store on the highway, a tree or something accidentally

1

heat off of it after we run a piece of machinery.

2

falls on the highway, it's going to stop us.

2

could use the heat off of it.

3

us from going to the store.

Same thing it will do to the

3

4

animals with the oil spill.

It will halt the migration,

4

out into getting energy, I think most of it should be put

5

change the route.

5

to renewable energy.

6

20, 50, 100 years for us to realize where this migration

6

another big situation that, you know, they should think

7

is going and, within that time, it will be too late.

7

about and put to use, renewable energy.

8

could have renewable -- we could have, like, wind turbines

9

here to have energy whenever we have wind instead of using

8
9

And it might take years.

It will stop

It might take

And on what Nate was saying, too, with the oil
being sucked out of the ground and its relevance with our

We

But it's not the same.

I think most of this money that they are pouring

I think that's another big --

With that, we

10

global heating, global warming, I mean, there is relevance

10

11

that they are pulling the oil out of the ground and they

11

12

are burning it.

12

of the situation that I'm trying to understand and I'm

13

So in a sense, Nate is -- part of his -- what he said, I

13

trying -- I'm still trying to calculate it in my brain

14

mean, he's right.

14

that -- all these negative effects that are going to

15

happen to us.

15

It makes carbon monoxide, carbon dioxide.

But with our ocean and the drilling, I think --

oil all the time to heat our homes.
And that's another part of the -- another part

And once that happens, there is pretty much

16

I think most of their studies and I think most of their

16

no way of getting it back.

17

money that they are putting out for this energy, I think

17

life the same.

18

it should be going towards renewable energy like ocean

18

probably forever.

19

currents.

19

20

technology that we can get energy out of currents.

21

have technology that we can get energy out of the wind.

22

They produce energy.

They have proven
We

We have a whole bunch of technology that's

There is no way of making our

It's going to be changed, you know,

But I think a lot more money should be put into

20

renewable energy instead of having all this wasted money

21

of trying to get, you know, oil out of our ocean and --

22

because a lot of the money that they put in, it's -- it's

23

proven to convert to -- converted to this renewable energy

23

almost like a waste to me.

24

that we could use over and over, not like the oil and gas

24

then their plan doesn't go through as they are trying to

25

that we burn one time or -- you know, we could use the

25

plan.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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You can't do it that way.

So all that

70

1

can't be done.

1

energy.

2

money that they use to try to come up with all this

2

would make a whole lot more of Alaska happy.

3

information, it could have been used to, you know, put --

3

4

put it towards renewable energy.

4

thought, too.

5

that's a -- that's a real big situation that should be

5

happen.

6

thought of more carefully, put more information into

6

going to run out, you know, 20, 30 years from now just

7

there.

7

like our Prudhoe Bay is running out.

I think that's a big --

I think that's -- I think that would be a -- that

I think that's -- that's a -- that's a big
I think that's -- that's what should

That's what should be happening because oil is

8

I think they should have a round of

8

out of oil.

9

informational meetings about renewable energy because I

9

that time we may have an oil spill.

We are going to run

We are going to run out of energy.

Within

We may have

10

think that's some -- something that -- that we would all

10

11

support instead of right now we are all in opposition of

11

12

offshore oil drilling, and if you come up with renewable

12

will be able to make use of it over and over again instead

13

energy such as, you know, ocean current providing energy

13

of this oil where we just use once and, you know, it burns

14

or the wind providing energy for us, that would be a whole

14

off into our atmosphere.

15

change of story that would save our traditional cultural

15

negative events.

16

way of life.

16

17

of people who live up here off the land and off the sea.

18

It would save a whole culture, a whole group

I think most of us would -- we would be in

contamination that's irreversible.
I mean, we go to renewable energy, we are -- we

It causes a chain reaction of

And when I think in my mind, I think we could

17

use this -- we could be going to renewable energy, and

18

it's not going to be -- it's not going to be as polluting

19

support of renewable energy because we are all -- we are

19

as burning oil and refining oil, all of this negative

20

all opposed to offshore oil drilling and oil energy, even

20

impacts of just getting this oil out of the ground and

21

on our land where we are opposed to oil energy, oil

21

getting it ready for us to use and making it useful for us

22

drilling so much, but it's more so far offshore.

22

to burn safely.

23

want it to happen.

24

more -- more of what they have, their funds, their

24

the other way, turn it away from offshore oil drilling and

25

thoughts, their energy, put more of it into renewable

25

put -- you know, face the renewable energy because the oil

We don't

I think they should put more --

23

I think -- I think they should turn their head
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1

is going to run out.

1

our sea animals, of our fish, of our bearded seals, our

2

currents, they may change, but they are still going to be

2

seals, and our bowhead whales.

3

there, not like the oil.

3

good study on our sea animals and how the effects of an

4

disappear.

4

oil spill -- what the harms would be to them.

5

thought.

5

need to do more baseline studies before the sale lease of

6

Our wind won't run out.

Our water

72

You know, it's going to

It's going to be gone.

So that's a big

6

193.

7

you know, information should be put towards renewable

I think more -- more thought, more energy, more,

7

the sea.

8

energy.

8

9

because everybody -- I'm -- I think everybody that you --

That's something we would be in support of

And so we

There needs to be more base study of our animals in

And another thing that the Coast Guard, the
Coast Guard ships, I already know that when they go out

10

everywhere you go there is going to be opposition.

10

here, they do a little drill hole just to go see how much

11

is going to be strong opposition for offshore oil

11

oil is in there, that there will only be -- I understand

12

drilling.

12

there will only be one ship for containment of an oil

13

spill in case.

13

There

9

There hasn't been a real

So if that could make it to, you know, the

14

decisionmakers up there to -- I think they should change

14

And Warren has a point about an oil spill that

15

direction and start -- start developing renewable energy.

15

the communities in the North Slope, the residents of the

16

That's a big thing because I think a lot of us would be in

16

outlying villages, should all be trained for an oil spill

17

support of that.

17

so the outlying communities will be able to respond faster

18

and will have more people available.

19

another way of generating jobs up here on the North Slope

20

is we all live off of the land and sea year-round, whether

21

it be berries, tutu, caribou, musk ox, polar bears, brown

18
19

So that's a thought I had in mind.

So thank you very much.
MR. LEO FERREIRA, III:

Good evening.

Leo

I just wanted to get out

And that's just

20

Ferreira, III, for the record.

21

some stuff that I kind of left out.

22

everything, but I just wanted to touch a little bit on

22

bears, walrus, bowhead whales, beluga, all the sea animals

23

science and the studies that's been going on.

23

and land animals.

24

think the lease sale of 193 should not [sic] happen

24

life.

25

because there hasn't been a real good baseline study of

25

oil spill, we would like to have training.

I can't remember

I don't

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

And that's another reason why the sale of 193

74
1

price for an oil spill and then end up living off of

2

shouldn't happen because their response is going to be too

2

welfare because the oil spill has taken away our way of

3

slow, especially when you have a Coast Guard ship

3

life out here in the ocean because we already know oil

4

stationed almost 1,000 miles from where we are at right

4

kills off and kills off on land.

5

now.

5

worse in the water.

6

And since there is no scientific way of cleaning

6

state of Alaska Natives.

7

up an oil spill in the ice conditions, in the sea ice

7

up here in the Arctic Circle.

8

conditions and the harsh environment out here in the

8

reaction.

9

Arctic Circle, if there is an oil spill that's going to

9

It's going to kill off

And it's not just going to affect the
It's going to affect everybody
It's going to chart a chain

Just like with global warming, it's already

10

affect all of our sea animals, our fish, our whales, our

10

starting a chain reaction.

11

beluga, our walrus, even our sea birds that migrate out

11

going to tell us yet, but we already know because we have

12

here when springtime has arrived, and also fall time is

12

a change in environment up here because of global warming.

13

what we deal with an oil spill, and that will hurt our way

13

So I hope that the federal government listens to our

14

of life as we know it to this day.

14

comments and takes into consideration that what we have to

15

say will help make these rules and regulations for the

16

offshore oil and gas drilling for the federal government
with the oil industry.

15

And I feel that government is not capable of
Right now

It's just the State ain't

16

replacing our way of life for the great dollar.

17

that green dollar doesn't even help us out in this

17

18

village.

18

19

biggest job is the North Slope Borough, and that's about

19

pollutions, to pollution of the oil, to pollution of noise

20

20 percent of this village workforce.

20

activity.

21

are on welfare.

21

our ancestors already told us, and we even see it

We live off of welfare around here, and the

22

And the rest of us

I don't think sale 193 should happen until some

Our ecosystem out here is very sensitive to

We already know; knowledge already tells us and

22

ourselves and we live the life.

23

of these other issues are dealt with and more studies

23

our animals and changing our migration routes.

24

being done just in case there is an oil spill and we have

24

a point there when he talks about the oil having an affect

25

to clean it up.

25

on our animals.

We feel like we shouldn't have to pay the

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

He's right.

We would be disturbing
Warren has

It will change the
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1

migration, or we might not even be able to harvest our

1

companies not really doing anything to try to stop that

2

animals because of an oil spill.

2

spill at the Gulf.

3

in a long time, and I seen some birds I will never see

3

And the oil industry has no way of cleaning up
And we would very much like to see them

I seen some birds that I haven't seen

4

an oil spill.

4

again, like what has happened with the Exxon Valdez oil

5

have some kind of way of assuring us that in case there is

5

spill.

6

an oil spill, there would be a fast response to an oil

6

7

spill.

7

He wanted feedback.

8

we know if there is an oil spill, it is going to take away

8

explain about the comments that Salazar will be looking

9

our way of life.

9

at.

And we don't want to lose our way of life because

We already know.

But we know we have to

One good comment I heard tonight was Mr. Lampe.
He wanted BOEMRE to come back and

So you see, Mr. Kendall, I think the Village of Point

10

try to balance things out and work with the federal

10

Lay would like you to come back and explain about your

11

government and work with the Obama Administration so we

11

comment -- about their comments and how you are going to

12

can have these buffer zones and these stipulations put

12

submit it to Salazar.

13

into effect so we could try to help our way of life and

13

14

sustain it the way we all come to an understanding.

14

the tribal council members to Washington, D.C. when he's

15

So I oppose sale 193.

16

15

going to make his decision.

Boy, I'd like to thank

16

resolution from all the tribal villages about opposition

You guys say the same thing Point Hope says.

17

to offshore activity.

MR. EARL KINGIK:

And thank you.

Before October's decision, I'd like to take all

And my goal is to pick up a

17

Point Lay.

18

You guys say the same thing that Kotzebue said.

And you

18

We all know in the past North Slope Borough has

19

guys say same thing -- I have been listening to this for

19

been doing a lot of research in which our communities has

20

20 years.

20

to have anything to say about.

21

talk about offshore leases, Point Hope always say no.

21

North Slope Borough Wildlife Commission, our communities

22

It's been -- my father was against offshore activity, and

22

always ask for assistance and very little is sent forth.

23

I'm strongly against offshore activity.

23

So we in the communities don't really trust the North

24

Slope Borough or the State of Alaska.

25

because our traditional knowledge is very strong, and we

24
25

Every time BOEMRE comes to our communities to

I had a chance to go down to the Gulf when it
happened, and I witnessed the government, the oil
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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We trust ourselves
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1

carry on for years.

1

transportation routes coming from Europe going to Asia

2

ancestors, our parents, our grandfathers give it to us by

2

from the Northwest Passage.

3

words.

3

4

We don't write in the book.

Our

78

I thank you very much from the bottom of my

4

It's very strong, make me feel

So thank you, Mr. Salazar, for accepting my
request.

Thank you.

5

heart about your comments.

6

real good that you guys are against offshore activity.

6

JoAnne Neakok, for the record.

7

I'm going to do a radio talk show at KBRW like I did at

7

I'd like to support my grandchildren and my children and

8

KOTZ, making my report what kind of meeting you had at

8

my future grandchildren that, you know, whatever is

9

Point Lay, what kind of meeting we had at Point Hope and

9

decided for whatever they can use for energy, you know, I

10

what kind of meeting we had at Kotzebue.

11

be able to make it to Wainwright.

12

Hopefully I'll

5

10

MS. JOANNE NEAKOK:

I just want to share that

really -- I really oppose offshore drilling myself.

11

I haven't heard anything much about baseline

I'll share this.

But you know, there is jobs that we depend on.

12

And we are so spoiled, like someone mentioned here,

13

studies about our wildlife, but all I heard was oil spill.

13

because we can just turn on a light switch and we don't

14

Everywhere I go to, we talk about oil spill.

14

have to hang dry our clothes.

15

I'll send a message to Salazar, Mr. Salazar, people of the

15

know, walking for transportation, but I -- I really feel

16

Arctic, the coastal communities, the people that are part

16

that, you know, whatever the decisions are, you know, we

17

of the ecosystem in the Arctic, want to protect the

17

are being attacked either way.

18

wildlife that they -- that the wildlife is feeding the

18

19

people for thousands of years, the wildlife that keeps our

19

husband.

20

cultural people together, the wildlife that keeps our

20

us joy to our family when we bring home something from the

21

people united, wildlife that would make our people work to

21

ocean.

22

good and be stronger.

22

happy occasion for the community.

23

together stronger, and we are able to work with each other

24

hand in hand.

25

life to everyone, you know.

23

So you see,

So you see, Mr. Salazar, we are in heavy

24

protection.

25

in the Arctic; not only oil development, but the

We need heavy protection from oil development

And we don't have to, you

And I love going out to the ocean with my

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

We share a lot of good times out there.

Brings

And when the captains bring home a whale, it's a
It brings the community

And it's a blessing, the ocean.

It brings
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1

1

Look at the sky.

2

18-footer but, you know, when the waves are rolling or

2

those days when we had our picture taken outside, the sky

3

the -- you know, the waves are so rough, you know, I think

3

wasn't that light.

4

about how mighty God is out there, controlling the waves.

4

Fifty years ago, 40 years ago, 30 years ago,

5

And you know, I say a prayer for anyone that goes out to

5

maybe, you know, our skies were a lot bluer than that.

6

hunt, that God will just bring them home safely.

6

you look at the childhood pictures where your parents are

7

everyone does that in the community, not only myself and

7

taking pictures, oh, yeah, you know, cute.

8

Willard or, you know, other families.

8

this picture.

9

the sky.

9

For me it was scary to even ride out there on an

80

I'm sure

And Marie mentioned that, you know, we worry

Fifty years ago, for those that remember

Maybe powder blue.

If

I want to take

And if you look in the background, look at

You know, for us, 50 years plus, look at our

10

about hunters out in the wintertime.

We are having to go

10

childhood pictures.

11

search distance, and it takes fuel to go out and look for

11

difference.

12

the person.

Look at the sky.

You will see the

They were a lot bluer than that, all because

12

of emissions from fossil fuels, smokestacks that weren't

13

But I wanted to say that sharing our food from

13

regulated, car engines that weren't tuned up.

14

the ocean is always a blessing to bring people together,

14

sure that's -- you know, the kids nowadays, they look

15

and that's a strong, you know -- I think it's strong

15

outside and, oh, it's a nice beautiful day.

16

enough to say that it pulls the families together.

16

ago, 40 years ago, 30 years ago, the sky was a lot more

17

want to share from Genesis I, Verse 10.

17

bluer than what we see today.

18

the dry and earth and the gathering together of the

19

waters, all he sees, and God saw that it was good."

20

I -- I see it that way.

21
22

And that's, you know, gas, using gas.

What is it?

But I

"And God called

18
And

You know, it's a blessing.

Thank you.
MR. WILLARD NEAKOK:

My name is Willard

23

Neakok, for the record.

I have three more items that are

24

related to offshore drilling which I'm in opposition.

25

first, you know, a few people would look out the window.
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

But

Just think about it.

And I'm

Fifty years

Even pictures back in the

19

days, you look at them, you will see the sky a lot more

20

bluer, more colorful, you know.

21

planet from a satellite, we see it blue, big blue planet;

22

but then a lot of people don't think of looking up and

23

seeing blue sky no more.

24

years ago.

25

We are seeing a blue

I noticed that like maybe 20

Our skies are changing.
Why is that?

And nowadays, learning from
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1

emissions from fossil fuels unregulated, you know,

1

right there on the north side of where they want to drill,

2

emissions from all the different countries that we have.

2

the south side of it is where the current goes.

3

the south side, that's where the walrus go there and feed.

4

They got clams, they got mussels; you know, whatever they

5

need.

to feed.

3

But three other things that I wanted to mention

4

is the sound that your drill rig will make.

5

use Kivalina as a subject.

6

they had -- they discovered Red Dog with all the zinc.

6

7

Before then, you know, they had belugas, they had whales

7

8

migrating through their ocean.

8

commissioner.

9

when we had a meeting with Shell Oil.

9

I'm going to

Thirty years ago, you know,

And then they built that Red Dog port, and all

And on

It's a small area, but that's where the walrus goes

I learned that.

You know, I am a walrus

And I just learned that just in February
In fact, Shell Oil

10

the noise coming from that port was affecting the

10

and we had an Eskimo Walrus Commission meeting almost a

11

migration of all their whales, their belugas, their fish.

11

day apart from each other.

12

Now they have to go 30 miles north just to try and harvest

12

drill.

13

belugas, bowheads.

13

concentration of clams and mussels and where the walrus

14

sound start being emitted from the ships that are going in

14

feed.

15

to Red Dog port.

15

16

They never had that problem before

And if we have that up here, you know, right

I learned where they wanted to

Next day I learned that is where the largest

And if we have an oil spill, the current is

16

going to take all that oil and spread it along that Hannah

17

where lease 193 is going to be, who knows what our

17

Shoal.

18

migration route is going to be for the bowheads or

18

that, then, you know, they are doomed.

19

belugas.

19

going to go next?

20

in opposition of, you know, having sale 193 right there.

21

It might be the hottest spot for oil, but it's also the

22

hottest -- more important that the walrus has been using

23

for probably thousands of years to go there and go eat.

24

Now they have to swim 60 plus miles just to come to land

25

and rest and then go back out to Hannah Shoal again to go

20

You know, sound travels quite a ways on the

21

water, a lot more further than on land.

22

that's why I'm in opposition of offshore drilling.

23

Another thing

Another thing is where sale 193 is, I had to ask

24

Robert what that shoal was, Robert Suydam.

I had to ask

25

him what that shoal was and he said Hannah Shoal.

And

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

And where the -- you know, if the walrus eats
Where are you

That's another thing.

That's why I'm
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feed.

84
1

try and find something that we can renew every -- even if

2

Losing one thing just because we want to gain

2

we have -- you know, we have cell phones.

3

another, you know, gas, diesel, whatever, to, you know,

3

cameras.

4

have lights, have gas to run around by boat, snowmachine,

4

batteries.

5

aircraft, you know, that's, you know -- that's why we are

5

fuels?

6

in opposition.

6

7

That's why, you know, we say what I've heard here tonight,

7

need the technology to recognize and figure out what we

8

you know.

8

can use to renew our way that we are so used to.

9

ANWR.

We are trying to balance everything.

Let's deplete whatever is on land.

There is

There is all different other places here in the --

Why can't we do something to substitute fossil

Someday we are going to run out.

9

We have

We have, you know, renewable, rechargeable

That's why we

When we first came here, you know, we had to go

10

or the Lower 48, I should say, that there might be

10

find wood, coal, you know, just to heat our homes.

11

potential for oil.

11

to carry out our honey buckets rather than just push a

12

Canada, even.

We are so dependent on trying to provide our own

We had

12

little handle to make our waste go to the sewage plant.

13

United States to be dependent [sic] of, you know,

13

You know, we are accustomed to it.

14

producing our own oil, our own gas, yet, you know, we

14

us.

15

still order from, you know, other different countries.

15

16

And now we have a small version of, you know, oil

16

today, I'm sure that, you know, scientists -- you know,

17

producing at Prudhoe Bay that only provides, probably,

17

somebody will come up with something that we can use

18

what, 15 percent of the United States consuming oil.

18

rather than it will be there forever.

19

skies will start turning darker blue than what we see now.

19

That's another thing.

20

know, renewable energy, you know.

21

century.

22
23
24

technology out there.

I like the idea of, you

25

We are in the 21st

Why can't we produce something to -- that will

20

It was introduced to

Now, you know, with the technology we have

Maybe someday our

And I think the last thing I was going to talk

21

about was what are we going to do if -- if this

be renewable, something that we can use to run our

22

exploratory drilling happens and we have the worst-case

generators, run our snowmachines, run our boats?

23

scenario of large oil spill.

24

of having staging areas for booms, for vessels.

25

one is, what, Kodiak.

We have

It's like Warren said, let's use that money to
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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They have a small
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1

one, but not enough to contain what may have happened like

1

technology on how to do it.

2

in Prince William Sound or the Gulf of Mexico.

2

it underneath the ice?

3

we going to stage it?

3

can travel with the current.

4

Where are

I go out one day and start seeing big containers
We have like

But how are they going to do

Oil is lighter than water, and it

4

That's why I said earlier, you know, all the

5

other coastal villages on the west coast of Alaska are

5

of boom, big, you know, boats out there.

6

six, seven different inlets that we utilize, each and

6

going to see like what Louisiana and Florida are seeing,

7

every boat captain here in the village we go in and out of

7

tar balls being washed ashore.

8

every summer.

8

the micro-organisms.

9

know, where are we going to -- might take four or five

9

from micro-organisms to the bowhead.

We utilize almost every one of them.

You

I heard about plankton,

It's going to domino effect to -It will do that,

10

days before we finally reach or they finally reach with

10

like I said again earlier, we lose everything.

11

adequate boom material to stop the stem of spreading.

11

our way of life.

12

Sure, Shell said that they are going to have

We lose

Like what I heard from Sophie, we lose

12

our identity.

They are

13

of the ocean and the ocean takes care of us.

We lose our identity because we take care

But what if it's bigger than the

14

take care of the ocean.

Exxon/Mobile [sic] or what if it's bigger or just as big

15

lose our identity.

as what happened in the Gulf of Mexico?

16

land.

13

boom close enough on their different ships.

14

going to have boom.

15
16
17

enough containment booms to take care of the oil spill.

17

18

Where are we going to stay?

18

get tired of hamburger, pizza.

19

you know, a ship to come up with enough containment.

19

Getting tired of this land-based food or McDonald's or

20

20

They don't have

Take four or five days for,

I heard somebody say, what about the oil under

We need to

If we lose that, you know, we

We are going to have to live off the

A lot of people -- we need different foods.

We

That gets monotonous.

Burger King or Pizza Hut or whatever.

It gets old.

21

the ice if it happens during the winter or during breakup.

21

need something different in our diet.

That's where the

22

We have a lot of moving ice out there.

22

ocean comes in.

23

underwater currents that can take oil that we can't see on

23

24

the surface of the ice.

24

understand what is going to happen if we have an oil

25

going to go?

25

spill.

We have a lot of

You know, who knows where it's

Oil companies say, yes, we have the

We

If we lose our ocean, we lose everything.

And I hope that Mr. Salazar will hear our voice,

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

that has been passed on to us from generation to

1

they can enjoy what we have enjoyed today because, you

2

generation by word of mouth.

2

know, we have lived off the ocean for thousands of years

3

you know, he does not make this a reality because we are

3

and we don't -- we want to continue to live off the ocean.

4

the ones that are going to lose.

4

5

going to lose.

6

are going to be going inland.

7

If he hears that, I hope,

We are the ones that are

We are going to be going to the store.

We

But yet, you know, we have currents that go up,

8

or rivers from the ocean.

9

inland before we, you know, when I first moved here, we

Can go at least maybe 15 miles

Once in a while

we eat store-bought food, yeah, but we live off the land

6

and off the ocean, you know.

7

most.

8

has been provided by -- we don't over harvest.

9

don't -- waste anything.

That is what we use the

There is natural resources, the natural foods, that

had to go inland to get fresh water.

11

travel quite a ways up our river, dip our hand in the

11

testimonies, not only from this village, but any other

12

water, still a little salty.

12

villages that BOEMRE is close to and hear what we are

13

You know, if we don't have containment booms, we have

13

talking about.

14

currents that go inland from the ocean, it's going to

14

decision.

15

affect whatever animals that we have in land, too.

15

16

a scary thought.

We have to go further up.

That's

But those -- like I said when I first started

10

We

10

17

Sometimes we had to

Change of diet, change of food.

5

So you know, I hope Mr. Salazar hears our

I hope that Mr. Salazar makes the right

Thank you.
MS. SOPHIE HENRY:

16

again.

This is Sophie Henry

Just to add on kind of what Willard was just

17

saying, but from my experience -- I moved up here nine

18

speaking, for those that are 50-plus years old and you see

18

years ago.

19

our childhood pictures, you see the sky, you will see when

19

was, you know hundreds and hundreds of caribou right here.

20

I'm talking about.

20

We had to chase them off of the runway for the plane to

21

the right decision so we can pass the traditional

21

land.

22

knowledge that has been passed on to us to our children,

22

23

our grandchildren, and hope they also pass their knowledge

23

mine and they started having a helicopter, and traffic

24

that they learned from us to continue to do the things

24

went back and forth.

25

that we have enjoyed here in the small village.

25

the migration of the caribou, so that pretty much robbed

I just hope that Mr. Salazar will make

That way

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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I mean, it was overloaded with caribou.
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Well, that -- you know, that changed
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1

our community of harvesting those caribou.

2

Washington or Shell Oil or whoever wants to, they want to

2

Junior.

3

drill out here in our ocean.

3

grandmother Dorcus Neakok.

4

here in Point Lay all my life.

4

Well, now,

90
1

Well, if they change the migration of our

MR. WILLIAM TRACEY, JR.:

William Tracey,

Inupiat name is Aqpaaqtuaq, named after my aaka,
I was born in Barrow, raised
Went hunting.

I almost

5

whales, all our mammals, you know, we might never get to

5

lived like a nomadic life when I was a kid with my

6

hunt that again.

6

grandparents.

7

may never see them.

7

boat.

8

to eat any of that food again.

8

for a lot of it, also.

9

put in like a teetertotter.

They may never come back up here.

We

We may never -- we might not ever get
So they are pretty much

We would travel up and down the coast by

Warren Lampe could attest to this.

Yeah, it's a good thing for

9

10

them to -- you know, for Alaska, I guess you should say,

10

what we caught was our dinner, our lunch, our breakfast;

11

to drill for the money, but they rob us of our food and

11

bearded seal, ringed seal, spotted seal, caribou, ducks,

12

our way of life and our tradition, you know.

12

eggs, fish.

13

fill, come back here, put them in the cellar and do it all

13

And it's just -- it's a teetertotter, and they

We traveled by boat.

He was there

We lived in a tent.

And

And we would hunt these animals, get our

14

are putting a hard decision to make, and we just hope and

14

over again, camping up and down the coast from Icy Cape to

15

pray that they listen to the communities and, you know,

15

Kutchiaq.

16

give us the opportunity to live our traditional ways and

16

17

the way our ancestors lived.

17

to land into it ice fishing and caribou hunting.

18

see the other side where we can, you know, continue to

18

the summer we got a caribou inland, and it was either too

19

live this way and not get robbed of our mammals.

19

hot or too many mosquitoes to butcher the caribou.

20

know, we don't get robbed of our food and our tradition

20

would load the caribou whole and go out in the ocean and

21

and our way of life.

21

find a piece of ice and butcher the caribou out on the

22

voices get heard loud and clear and they get -- they just,

22

ice.

23

you know, drill onshore rather than offshore, which would

23

would have floating ice.

24

be a lot better than offshore, I should say.

24

anymore.

25

all.

And hopefully, you know, we

You

It would just be nice for once our

But that's

25
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

Wintertime we would continue that.

We would go
During

We

This would be June, July, all the way in August we
We don't see that too much

Now, I grew up hunting beluga and walrus, and
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1

noise pollution is a big thing when it comes to beluga.

1

in Tyvek suits trying to scrub off a polar bear or a

2

Learning from our mistakes, we banned the use of ATVs on

2

walrus, even caribou.

3

the spit while we are herding the beluga because the noise

3

4

from the ATV will carry into the water and scare the

4

whole entire Western Arctic herd uses our lagoon to get

5

beluga out into deeper water, making it harder for us to

5

away from the heat and the mosquitoes.

6

herd the beluga.

6

entire herd sitting in the lagoon.

7

over the ocean or the lagoon during this time of the

7

lagoon and walk on the spit where there is less mosquitoes

8

season because the noise of the plane will scare the

8

and more wind.

9

beluga out and away.

9

And I couldn't even imagine losing that whole herd of

And we also banned any aircraft flying

So we have our president out with

10

Era Aviation to stay away from our hunting areas for

10

11

beluga.

11

12

I hear a lot of people saying the ocean and land

13

is like our garden.

14

U.S. have a garden anymore.

15

to shopping at a Carrs or a Safeway.

16

this way:

17

Sam's Club.

18

get my canned goods and baked goods from the land.

19
20

I don't know how many people in the

If the lagoon got contaminated with oil, our

You will see the

They will cross the

They will cross the inlets in whole herds.

caribou, a catastrophe like that would happen.
So thank you.

12

Good evening.

MS. MARIE TRACEY:

Hi.

This is Marie

13

Tracey again.

14

are listening -- and I'm sure you have listened to all of

15

us, and we are very concerned about our ocean and how it

16

may affect our life, our food chain.

17

to please be our hero.

Just

18

comment on what we have said from our little Native

another way to understand how we use our land and water.

19

Village of Point Lay run by a tribal government.

20

so happy to be talking to you.

back to me right now, but be our hero.

More and more people are used
I like to look at it

The land is my Safeway, and the ocean is my
I get all my bulk foods from the ocean, and I

People talk about the ocean getting polluted if

Secretary of State [sic] Salazar, if you

And I would like you

We will be waiting for your

21

there is an oil spill, all the animals and vegetation in

21

22

the ocean and the ducks and the birds that live in the

22

23

waters surrounding the spill.

23

people here to Point Lay.

24

time there is a spill, they are cleaning animals.

24

mosquitoes, but I'm sure they don't mind.

25

know how it would look if you see some people dressed up

We see it on TV.

Every

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

I don't

25

And I'm

I sure wish you could talk

Thank you for listening to us and sending these
They are getting bit by

MR. ROBERT SUYDAM:

Good evening.

Robert Suydam.
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1

have done a phenomenonal job about talking about how

1

2

important the ocean and the land is.

2

3

to add much to that.

4

role for my voice, anyway.

5

And so I'm not going

I don't think that's kind of the

But I would like to say a couple more things

activities under the EIS.
Mitigation measures, there is a section in here

3

that's not very thorough, and it references back to the

4

original 193 EIS.

5

been said today that I would like to reemphasize that the
agency needs to consider as mitigation measures.

And there are some things that have

6

specifically about the EIS and the ways that I think it --

6

7

the agency should re-evaluate, redo the EIS between the

7

8

draft stage here and the final stage.

8

to zero discharge in the Beaufort Sea, but they haven't

9

agreed to zero discharge in the Chukchi Sea.

9

The first thing is lots of folks have talked

Zero discharge is one of them.

Shell has agreed

And that

10

about the need for information and that there is more

10

should be a standard mitigation for both areas.

11

information that's needed, and that's absolutely true.

11

some discharge occurs early on in the topple, but muds and

12

However, it's also true that we need to use the

12

cuttings and industrial waste, household waste, those

13

information that's at hand correctly.

13

types of things shouldn't be discharged into the ocean

14

because it's people's gardens or Sam's Clubs, or whatever

14

And so, for an example, on page 106 under the

Certainly

15

section of cetaceans and effects from natural gas

15

it might be.

16

production, it says, gray whales, bowhead whales and

16

technology that Norway implements and should be

17

humpback whales have been shown to -- "that received

17

implemented here, as well.

18

levels of impulses in the 160 to 170 dB range appear to

18

19

cause avoid avoidance behavior."

19

the past have told me they don't want any industrial

20

true.

20

activity to occur in the Chukchi Sea until July 15th or

21

sound.

21

until the beluga hunt has occurred.

22

received levels of industrial sound oftentimes down to 120

22

standard mitigation to protect the beluga hunting here in

23

dB.

23

Point Lay and to protect the beluga hunting or the belugas

24

please make sure that the right information is used to

24

themselves.

25

evaluate what the potential impacts are from the

25

And this is just not

The bowheads are actually much more sensitive to
And the available literature says they avoid

So the statement here is misleading at best, and

So zero discharge is a best available

Many times beluga hunters here in Point Lay in

So that should be a

No ships out there in the Chukchi Sea till after

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

the beluga hunt has happened or until after the 15th of

1

showed that oil companies aren't prepared to respond to a

2

July.

2

large oil spill, even though they say they are.

3

out on beaches up and down the Chukchi Sea coast.

3

reality, things just don't work the way they would like

4

Mitigation measures need to be in place to make sure that

4

to.

5

those walruses aren't disturbed, that stampedes aren't

5

6

occurring because of helicopter traffic or airplane

6

think if oil companies are allowed to drill -- or before

7

traffic or ship traffic associated with oil and gas.

7

they are allowed to drill, they should demonstrate their

8

of birds depend on the Chukchi Sea.

8

ability to clean up oil that's spilled in open water

9

protected from oil spills especially, but also from

9

seasons and in broken ice seasons and in an ice covered

Folks have talked about walruses and seals hauling

They need to be

10

colliding with ships.

11

to be a standard mitigation measure in the EIS.

12

Lots

So the appropriate lighting needs

In the fall time, Chukchi Sea villages are

13

starting to hunt bowhead whales.

14

springtime isn't as good as it used to be.

15

for communities to hunt bowheads in the spring.

16

Wainwright is an example.

17

for the first time in a long, long, long time.

18

has gone hunting in the fall time for bowheads, as well.

19

The ice in the

I think the same is true here for the Arctic.

So

They hunted a bowhead last fall
Point Lay

So there needs to be a closing date or a window

season.

11

of companies to respond to an oil spill showing that they

So more emphasis needs to be put on the ability

12

can clean it up.
I'm pleased that BOEMRE decided to evaluate the

14

impacts of a large oil spill in the Chukchi Sea.

15

there is a lot of information that's needed to be able to

And

16

respond to it, to be able to assess risks and be able to

17

respond to a big oil spill or a small oil spill, for that

18

matter.

19

circulation patterns, and if we don't know that, it's

We don't know a lot about the surface -- water

20

when there isn't industrial activity in the Chukchi Sea in

20

really hard to estimate the trajectory of spilled oil or

21

order to allow for bowheads to be available to the

21

the fate of spilled oil.

22

communities here for hunting.

22

And that information will help for deploying oil spill

23

cleanup equipment before an accident happens.

23

Many people have talked about oil spills, and I

24

don't need to go into that too much more, although I would

24

25

like to add one thing.

25

The Deepwater Horizon incident

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

I

10

13

So it's harder

In

What beaches might it end up on?

I know that your agency, Jim, is trying to
gather some of that information, but a lot more is needed
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1

before oil companies should be allowed to go out and work

1

foreseeable, that are known.

2

out there.

2

activities that are going on in both places.

3

Russia has seismic shoots planned for the Chukchi Sea this

3

The issue of dispersants and how the dispersants

There is oil and gas
I know that

4

themselves affect the animals, the plants and mammals in

4

year.

5

the ocean is needed.

5

it, certainly the federal government knows it.

6

than just letting the oil be out there by itself?

7

are really important questions that remain to be answered.

7

section is comprehensive and does include all of the

8

And if people are going to dump dispersants on the oil but

8

foreseeable activities that are occurring.

9

it actually makes the situation worse, that shouldn't be

9

activities need to include areas where the animals that

And are dispersants actually better

10

considered.

11

use things like dispersants.

12

These

6

So we need more information before we try to

And finally, I wanted to make a comments on

13

cumulative impacts.

14

related to cumulative impacts.

15

not sufficient, and unfortunately the cumulative impact

16

Why isn't that considered in the EIS?

So please make sure that the cumulative impact

10

occur here, where they go to.

11

waters and the Bering Sea.

12

And those

And that includes Russian

And so one final thing is there was a tragedy in

13

Japan earlier this year, and a nuclear power plant has

14

leaked radiation, and we have received lots of calls

15

suggesting or expressing concern that radiation may be

section doesn't even include evaluation of what a large

16

impacting the subsistence resources.

17

oil spill might -- how that might contribute to cumulative

17

is that radioactive impacts to resources up here is

18

impacts.

18

probably minimal, but I think it needs to be evaluated,

19

especially in the cumulative impacts section.
needs to occur, and that needs to be evaluated.

19

The revised EIS has about 13 pages

If I know

And unfortunately, that's

So even though the judge didn't tell you to

And so my suspicion

Monitoring

20

evaluate a large oil spill, it should have been evaluated

20

21

in the cumulative impact section, as well.

21

22

that should change between now and the final EIS.

22

that's in the mitigation section.

23

That assessment, the cumulative impacts

23

that oil companies need to do resource-based monitoring.

And I think

And then one final statement on monitoring
There is a statement

24

assessment section, is also not sufficient because it

24

They need -- there will be studies that they need to do.

25

doesn't consider activities in Canada or Russia that are

25

And I think that the agency needs to require that the data

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

3XEOLF+HDULQJ7UDQVFULSWV
3RLQW/D\$ODVND

3XEOLF+HDULQJ7UDQVFULSWV
3RLQW/D\$ODVND

99

100

1

that the oil companies collect on environmental issues,

1

spill out there or not.

2

not from what's happening in the drilling or what's

2

slaughter the animals, the sea life before the oil does

3

happening -- or the data they get back from the seismic

3

or -- we don't know.

4

exploration, but the environmental data needs to be

4

5

publicly available.

5

6

all that information needs to be available for the public

6

7

to evaluate, as well.

7

the record.

8

short few hours.

9

that I keep hearing we, we, we.

8
9
10

Thank you again for hanging in here late into
the evening and for taking comments from me and other
folks.

11
12

They are using a public resource, and

DR. JIM KENDALL:
Don't go away.

13

Back here.

We are not done yet.

Anyone?

MR. NATHAN HENRY:

Before I go, I have one

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Good comment.

Thank

you, Nathan.
MR. DANNY PIKOK, JR.:

Danny Pikok, for

I heard a lot of good testimonies in just a
And I just want to let everybody know
And when I hear that word

10

we, we are talking about everybody, not just the Arctic.

11

We are talking about the United States, our nation.

12

just by watching science, biology, the ocean current up

13

here, it goes around the globe.

14

spill up here, it's not only going to affect us.
going to affect wherever that current is going.

And

So if we have an oil

14

more before I go.

15

Let's see.

I think that oil spill was in Louisiana

15

16

somewhere.

I'm pretty sure if somebody knew that --

16

17

nobody knew that there was going to be an oil spill,

17

who helps themselves.

18

probably.

18

together.

19

going to be an oil spill, I'm sure somebody would have

19

We are as one.

20

went out into the ocean and did a lot of -- I shouldn't

20

control.

21

say slaughtering because the oil already slaughtered them.

21

saying no to offshore drilling, we are still -- we are in

22

I'm pretty sure that people would have went to the ocean

22

control.

23

and got as much as sea life as they could possibly get and

23

24

store it to the cellars or freezers or wherever.

24

drilling on land.

25

even consider drilling offshore.

25

Nathan Henry, again, before I leave.

Should we go out there and

I'm pretty sure if somebody knew that there was

And we don't know if there is going to be an oil
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

It's

And I believe that, you know, God helps those
So help us help you.

Let's work

We are united -- what's that word united means?
So let us be a stepping stone.

This is our nation.

We are in

We work together, and by

Just like I mentioned earlier, let's keep
Let's deplete the oil on land before we
You know, just take the
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1

Gulf oil spill, other countries, they are spilling oil in

1

I mean, take, for example, our Inupiat values:

2

the ocean as we speak.

2

Conserve, sharing, caring, you know, helping each other.

3

are going to -- we are going to modify that spill.

And we have a spill out here, we

3

Just like one testimony, talk to farmers.

4

So I just want to let who is going to decide to

4

down.

5

lease that sale, I want to let them people know that, you

5

industries to drill where they want to drill.

6

know, it's not only going to affect the people of the

6

control, fossil fuel hunters or the farmers?

7

Arctic; it's going to affect them, too.

7

farmers here.

8

farmers.

8
9

And I encourage to be against offshore drilling,
especially up here in the Arctic.

In that way we may

10

encourage industries to look into conservation.

11

Quit making our motors eat gas.

12

are going the wrong direction.

13

mentioning, we are killing our world by using up our

14

fossil fuels.

15

9

Conserve.

Make them smaller.

We

Just like Willard was

There was another testimony about using natural
I believe that just by making this decision and

Don't shut them

By shutting them down you, are encouraging oil
Who is in
We are all

Native peoples in the Arctic, we are

Just like one fellow mentioned, the ocean is our

10

garden.

You know, just look at it that way.

11

an oil spill, it's going to -- it's going to ruin our

12

garden and it's going to ruin our nation.

13

the people, we are in control.

14

are, not the oil industry.

15

offshore.

We are -- we

Who is in control?

We

So please do not drill

16

energy.

17

not drilling offshore, we are doing us a favor, the whole

17

employee.

18

nation, everybody.

18

that into consideration.

19

going to decide to do the lease know that you are going to

19

and let them direct their drill to the oil, not -- not put

20

affect not only us.

20

ships in the water.

21

the whole nation, the whole world.

22

see -- I don't want to see offshore drilling.

23

want to see that Lease Sale 193 go through.

24

see conservation.

25

are going to help us learn to conserve.

And I just want to let whoever is

You are going to affect everybody;
And I just want to

16

So we have

And I hate to admit I am a former oil company

21

I don't

And I have seen directional drilling.

You are doing this nation a favor.

You

Take that into consideration.

Thank you.

22

And I want to

Take

Keep the -- keep the rig on land

MR. DELBERT REXFORD:

23

the record.

24

have happened.

25

your name, sir?

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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I'd like to echo many of the concerns that
I'd just like to add that when -- what's
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1

DR. JIM KENDALL:

2

MR. DELBERT REXFORD:

Jim Kendall.
Jim, when you talk

104
1

currents are integrated, whether it's the Atlantic warm

2

Gulf stream or the Pacific stream, or the Bering Sea, the
Arctic Ocean.

3

about 35 years of testimony, I had the privilege of being

3

4

a translator for many of our Elders that have passed on

4

5

over the years.

5

Coast Guard has already identified hundreds and thousands

6

frustrated of attending meetings over and over again since

6

of vessels over the years that will go through the

7

the discovery of oil and gas in Prudhoe Bay.

He said --

7

Northwest Passage and through the Chukchi Sea, the Bering

8

he told me to translate this.

It is time to

8

Straits in the name of trade and cargo.

9

kick those regulators and agency people in the butt.

I

9

193 is right on the migration path of the bowhead whale.

But he said

10

And one particular Elder was so

(Inupiaq.)

10

couldn't find the heart to translate that.

11

translate it.

12

And this is the frustration of 35 years of

Greenland is proposing to go offshore.

The U.S.

Yet, Lease Sale

I don't know if you receive any of John Citta's

11

e-mails, but you should -- you should -- I think it's

12

right smack in the middle of it.

13

repeating our testimony, of repeating our concerns, of

13

whaling captain's association meeting, right there.

14

repeating protecting our way of life.

14

Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission opposed the offshore

15

about cumulative effects, you are not even considering the

15

development of Lease Sale 193 because of that very

16

fact that the maritime Arctic is starting to begin.

16

concern; not only that, noise pollution.

17

Cruise ships coming through Barrow, through Davis Strait

17

18

and the Northwest Passage, and then on the Chukchi side,

18

marine mammal can hear 100 miles away.

19

estimating 18,000 marine vessels to go through the Russian

19

then ARCO put Cabot in into the Nelson Lagoon, we had to

20

side in the name of international trade and cargo

20

travel 80 miles to catch whales because of just the

21

delivery.

21

generator running.

22

And when you talk

All these cumulative effects are not even

When we had our Barrow

University of Miami 20 years ago proved that a
And when -- when

No exploration activity, no drilling.

22

Just the generator of the Cabot drill rig in Nelson

23

included in the Chukchi Sea because of this proposed Lease

23

Lagoon.

24

Sale 193.

24

the time we took the whales into Barrow, they were

25

disposed of into the sea.

25

spoiled.

And the amount of sewage or debris that may be
And as Danny stated, all these

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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Is this what we can look forward to in the

106
1

But you take a look at the cumulative effects in Nuiqsut,

2

future?

Do we have to travel further to catch whales in

2

surrounded by oil and gas industry.

3

the fall time and tow them in and the meat is no good by

3

use areas haven't been impacted.

4

the time we get them to shore?

4

to Point Hope to harvest wildlife that they were

5

What we want is from our country, from our nation.

5

accustomed to harvesting within close proximity to
Nuiqsut.

That's not what we want.

The traditional land

Now they go as far close

6

From Secretary Salazar what we want is the

6

7

assurance that our marine wildlife, the habitat, the

7

8

ecosystem, the food chain will be all protected.

8

that Lease Sale 193 does occur?

9

so eloquently spoke about the -- the clam beds and the

9

marine vessels increases, air traffic in the name of

10

mussel beds on the shoal.

11

Willard

Critical habitat.

10

When then MMS decided to have the NPRA lease

12

sale -- this is shocking.

13

Is this what we can look forward to in the event

helicopter or other support, airborne traffic increases.

11

When they proposed to have the

Marine traffic increases,

BHP alone affected the caribou here in Point Lay

12

when they did a short little study.

NPRA northwest lease, they said that the Kasegluk Lagoon

13

knowledge in the community.

14

from Wainwright all the way to Icy Cape was critical

14

we have, not only in this village; up in Barrow, in

15

habitat.

15

Wainwright, and elsewhere.

16

It goes all the way to Kutchiaq, 100 miles of it.

Oh, just a minute.

17

It doesn't stop at Icy Cape.

16

So how is BOEMRE going to evaluate 100 miles of

That's common

And these are concerns that

I do believe that as people, my fellow tribal

17

members as a tribal council member with the Inupiat

18

lagoon that is considered critical habitat in their

18

Community of the Arctic Slope, you know, we talk about

19

previous lease sales within NPRA?

19

airborne pollutants, things that are emitted into the air.

20

determine the entire 100 miles of lagoon critical habitat?

20

And then when them hot gases hit our Arctic area, it's

21

That needs to be considered seriously.

21

cold and then so they drop into the water.

Are they going to

So they become

22

A lot of things have been said, but they have

22

waterborne pollutants and then drop down to the bottom of

23

been said from the heart because of the concern for our

23

the ocean.

24

garden, our air, land and sea.

24

will have to live with?

25

industrial nations, we have clean air to breathe today.

Unlike any other

25

Is this something that our future generations

I think when you talk about cumulative effects,
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1

you need to look at what the Coast Guard is saying as they

1

working with Canada to make sure that those maritime

2

work with Canada to get a deep port in Canada and they are

2

routes are opened up, and that's going to affect our

3

looking at Nome or other areas in Alaska for a deep port

3

subsistence way of life, also.

4

so that maritime vessels can even increase right through

4

5

the migration, right through our ocean.

5

Lay, you know.

6

I love to visit Point Lay because I get a

6

chance to go beluga hunting, have some fresh muktuk, visit

7

weighed and considered; not just the lease sale itself,

7

with family and friends.

8

but all of these cumulative effects.

8

9

about increased emissions, carbon dioxide, carbon

10

These are cumulative effects that need to be

But I'd like to thank the community of Point

You are talking

9

monoxide, other pollutants into the atmosphere.

11

They have likened the Arctic to a canary in a

I mean, Barrow is just right

10

hit.

11

going south, as Willard stated, currents underneath.

It's one current, three currents.

Going north,

12

Because what we do during the whaling season is that we

13

drop a weight to assure our safety on the ice.

14

20 fathoms to see which way the current is coming and

15

going to protect ourself from being taken out to sea.

12

mine, and they use the beluga as a canary, sensitive.

13

this is a beluga harvesting community.

14

community.

15

another Amazon?

16

statistic in the future?

17

Indian brothers and sisters whose lands have been

17

alluded to earlier.

18

exploited, whose lands have been taken in the name of

18

that is there.

19

resource development?

19

how does the industry propose to collect it and to clean

20

future generations?

20

it up?

We know that

21

industry.

22

Holland, Princess and all these cruise ships -- I don't

22

But my late father worked hard to protect the

23

know how many people go into that cruise ship, but I'd

23

bowhead whale and make sure that we continue to harvest

24

imagine 500.

24

the bowhead whale.

25

that also goes into the waters.

25

whalers, we continue to do so because it is our way of

21

And

Just like Barrow.

on -- right on the same route that this thing is going to

It's a whaling

So when Salazar weighs these things, are we
Are we another Indian tribe in the
Are we like our Native American

Is this what we look forward to for

Look at the cumulative effects.

I don't know.

But that's a lot of waste
And the United States is

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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It's not just the surface current that Robert
It's also the current the undertow

And if globs of oil go to that current,

We don't -- we don't hear any answers from the
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It is our tradition, our cultural heritage.
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1

life.

That

1

spoke -- his parents spoke for him.

2

is far richer than any cow or any chicken can be valued.

2

proposal that they are doing the offshore drilling.

3

Yes, the farmers and the mass producers of those products

3

right.

4

reap the benefits, but it's not the same.

4

animals like down states can do.

5

spirituality linked with it.

5

ocean.

6

There is no

Like when we eat our oogruk or beluga or whale,

What we get is from the

It comes by itself naturally.

6

life.

when we harvest it, the gratification and the inner

7

need that.

8

satisfaction that you feel whole as a person.

8

year.

9

the same with hamburger.

It's not

He's

We can't raise or harvest cows, pigs, you know,

7

We don't go and find it.

It's the nature of

It comes to us.

And we

It's like the beluga harvest is only once a

9

And just that once a year it's a joyful thing

I always feel at home

10

because we barter the food that we get from the beluga.

11

in Point Lay, and this is the most beautiful season of the

11

Before we started the whaling, we used to barter our

12

year.

12

muktuk for whale meat or whale with Barrow or other

13

And thank you for coming.

13

villages that got the whale.

14

it doesn't go in one ear and out the other ear in the

14

quota to get the whale meat, now you guys want to go out

15

interest of national security or national interest.

15

and go offshore drilling.

16

away our hunting for the whale.

10

It's not the same with chicken.

I'm against the

But thank you for coming.

You are here when something very beautiful happens.

16

I do hope Salazar listens, that

But we don't want to be another Amazon Indian

17

tribe, overwritten, discarded and homeless.

18

to be that because this is our home.

19

We don't want

MS. MARJORIE PIKOK LONG:

And I don't want to see that because my boy,
he's 19.

19

about because it's being passed on not just from our

My name is

20

village, but people from other villages that do whale,

He said like

21

they come and help us to teach our kids and the villagers

Hi.

I agree with Delbert.

You guys might as well take

18

Thank you.

20

17

But now that we've got the

He's wanting to get an idea of what whaling is

21

Marjorie Pikok Long.

22

35 years ago his parents or the Elders were fighting for

22

how to get a whale.

23

something.

23

because now we just finally get to eat whale and enjoy the

24

on.

24

food they provide us.

25

I'm 42, and I have to speak for my kids because he

25

everything, not just our Elders use it for medicine.

That was 35 years ago that this is still going

I was seven years old.

And now it's happening now.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

kids, they get sick, the medicine that we get from the

1

still trying to adapt to their way and our way.

2

clinic doesn't help.

2

not easy to watch your kids grow up in two different

3

The oils, sometimes the mothers rub it on their

And it's

3

cultures when all -- we watch all our Elders before us

4

kids' chest for their cold, like you get thick gunk,

4

grow up just being people and not to have to worry about

5

nuvuk.

5

food, not to worry about paying bills, didn't have to

6

that's, you know, something that's not good to have when

6

worry about buying gas.

7

you are sick.

And the oil that's used to help loosen up

7

But now we have to adapt to this.

8

the gunk and they use that to rub on their kids and they

8

9

feed them a teaspoon full of that, too.

9

I don't know how you -- but nuvuk is something

And that helps

You didn't have to buy a bullet.

You guys have given us all these privileges that
you guys do, like the whaling.

10

those kids get better because the medicine doesn't work at

10

the whaling.

11

the clinic.

11

didn't have to do that then.

12

hard to get medicine out here, too.

12

whale.

13

anything out here to the Bush area.

14

And if that's gone it's -- you know, it's
It's hard to get

13

It took two weeks just for a loaf of bread to

We finally got a quota for

We had to fight for it.

I mean, our Elders

They went out and got a

And it's harder for us to see our kids have to

14

grow up this way.

I know for me it is.

I'm speaking for

15

finally come to Point Lay, and it takes three weeks

15

my baby in my stomach right now.

16

sometimes just for hamburger meat to come to Point Lay.

16

up to do what I did, to be able to eat what I'm eating and

17

We can't afford a $520 trip from here to Barrow to go from

17

not have to, you know, come to these kind of meetings to

18

here to Barrow to go get some groceries on our income

18

be the voice.

19

alone.

19

20

the whole two weeks to buy our groceries.

21

off the food that we have.

22

Sometimes our income alone doesn't make it through
We have to live

So our kids are not just being raised by the

You know, it should be stopped.
stop it.

Somebody has got to stop it for us because we

21

may be voicing our voices, but somebody out there has the

22

power to stop it.

weight of the -- how they are being raised right now with

23

to it, you know.

24

the White people's way of eating, you know, eating but

24

living.

25

they are also being taught with our culture.

25

So we're

Just, you know,

20

23
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And I hope somebody out there steps up
Listen to us.

This is our way of

Thank you.
MR. ROBERT LISBOURNE:

Robert Lisbourne,

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

3XEOLF+HDULQJ7UDQVFULSWV
3RLQW/D\$ODVND

3XEOLF+HDULQJ7UDQVFULSWV
3RLQW/D\$ODVND

113
1

for the record.

2

continue to say no.

We say no to offshore drilling.

3

114

We will

1

lease 193 at this time, but I'm going to speak for another

So if the government goes out and do

2

village, which is the village of Nuiqsut.

this drilling and happens to do a spill, that's stealing

3

going to have exploratory drilling on the Arctic Ocean.

4

from us.

4

And they are surrounded by oil companies on land.

5

government?

5

have to go 30, 40, 50 miles just to go inland to go hunt

6

do that to the government.

6

caribou, ducks, geese, you know, sheep.

7

going to drill on their ocean.

What would happen if I stole something from the

7

I go to jail, right?

We have no authority to

So this is very serious.

It is our land.

We

8

will fight for it, and we have been living off of it for

8

9

thousands of years.

9

So I'm just saying if they go out

I know they are

They

And now they are

They are covered by three sides, east, west, and
south.

And now I feel sorry for Nuiqsut for oil companies

10

there and drill and they do happen to have an oil spill,

10

closing their back door to their -- their ocean.

11

there goes our food.

11

that goes -- if that happens, you know, Nuiqsut is going

12

our land.

That's our land.

It's stealing from us.

13

DR. JIM KENDALL:

No more use for

So thank you.

12

to be surrounded completely.

Is

13

to go hunt bowhead, seals, you know, whatever else they

I see a couple

14

might get.

Anybody back here?

14

it time for a break, a ten-minute break?

15

heads shake.

16

want to continue to talk we are going to stay.

17

Why don't we take ten minutes, and if people

(A break was taken.)

18

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Okay.

And if

I think everybody

We care for each and every one of our villages.

16

When we hear somebody hurt, gets hurt in a different

17

village, you know, we -- we have our sympathy towards

18

them, their families, their friends.

19

village is going to be affected by closing their back door

And now their whole

19

is in the room that's sitting down.

20

around the room twice, and we want to make sure no one

20

and start having an oil company out there drilling.

21

leaves feeling that they didn't have their say.

21

they are a lot -- you know, the lease sale that's

22

instead of going around the room again, I'm just going to

22

happening over there is a lot closer than Lease Sale 193.

23

ask, who wants the microphone.

23

24
25

MR. WILLARD NEAKOK:
Neakok, for the record.

And we have gone

15

They have to go further out

So

Thank you.

Willard

I'm not going to speak for the

And

You might be able to see that oil rig, drill rig

24

out there, that ship, you know.

25

know, let Mr. Salazar know that, you know, if they let
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I just wanted to, you

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

3XEOLF+HDULQJ7UDQVFULSWV
3RLQW/D\$ODVND

3XEOLF+HDULQJ7UDQVFULSWV
3RLQW/D\$ODVND

115

116

1

these lease sales happen, the exploratory drilling happen,

1

spiritually, mentally.

2

they are just closing their back door to the Village of

2

you know.

3

Nuiqsut.

3

going through tornadoes, floods, oil spill.

4

like what's happening now because of Prudhoe Bay, drill

4

5

rigs all over the place.

5

say I hope that, you know, the lease sale doesn't go

6

rig out in the ocean.

6

through and it's been approved for oil to be explored,

7

further out to go hunt bowheads, even though there might

7

drilling because, you know, like I said, we care for each

8

be stipulations to cease their drilling operation for a

8

other.

9

month or so.

9

we send money to different parts of the world, you know,

Because I don't want to have this happen to them

10

And now you are going to have a

Now they are going to have to go

You know, that will cost the oil companies money

I hope it doesn't happen to us,

I would say that I'd hate to be those people

I hope there is a lot of compassion out there to

We are supposed to care for each other.

You know,

10

in case a natural disaster happens or what like happened

11

each and every day when they are not drilling.

But they

11

in the Gulf of Mexico or at Prince William Sound.

12

got to think of feeding the village for the passion that

12

don't want it to happen to us.

13

we have of living off the ocean.

13

14

if anybody goes to Nuiqsut, I hope this is passed on to

14

you know, I don't want to see what could happen to our

15

them that another village cares for other people, other

15

animals, our way of living.

16

villages here on the Slope.

16

happened down there happen to us up here.

17

some way.

17

have a lot of fisheries down there in Bering Sea.

18

in every village here on the Slope, whether by marriage,

18

a lot of crabbing.

19

whether by family, extended family, by blood, by marriage.

19

mammals that are going to be affected, not only here on

20

the North Slope, but we have currents that go to Russia,

You

21

Greenland, Norway, currents that not only goes through the

Like someone

22

Bering Straits, but it's going to affect Russia, Chukotka,

23

all different countries if an oil spill like what happened
in the Gulf of Mexico.

20
21

I hope that -- you know,

We are all related somehow,

I have relatives in Nuiqsut.

I have relatives

You know, I just feel sorry if that goes
through.

And even over here, too, if lease 193 goes.

22

know, people make decisions in the Lower 48.

23

said, they don't care what happens up here.

24

happens down there with all the storms, all the oil

24

25

spills, you know.

25

We care what

You know, it affects us, too,

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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I don't want to see what
You know, we
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1

sale in the Arctic Ocean happens, you know, the Village of

1

2

Nuiqsut is going to be -- you know, you are just shutting

2

Salazar might say, why did I do this, why did I say yes to

3

a back door on them.

3

exploratory drilling.

4

You know, I care for everybody here on this earth.

4

no animals.

5

beluga.

6

I said yes to exploratory drilling.

5

I don't want to see that happen.

So I'm grateful that folks came here and get our

Now look what happened.

They can't hunt bowhead.

They have

They can't hunt the

They can't harvest walrus, seals anymore because

6

testimonies.

7

makes the right decision to where we can live our way of

7

Mr. Salazar has a lot of weight on his shoulders

8

life, our cultural values, our heritage on what we do,

8

and, I hope he doesn't make it a lot heavier by saying yes

9

what we hunt and share.

9

to exploratory drilling.

10

And hopefully Mr. Salazar, like I said,

We will be asking ourselves why -- maybe Mr.

If you look at all these pictures here on the

11

wall, you know, we have spirituality over here.

12

togetherness on the other one.

13

10

We have

And all these pictures

Thank you.

11

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you, Willard.

12

Anybody else?

behind you, you can see the smiles on the children's

13

around and bother everybody.

14

faces.

14

15

'50s, '40s, pictures of people that were before us that

15

again.

16

passed on their knowledge on how to take care of the

16

and do a little experiment, like putting oil underground

17

ocean.

17

and oil -- putting the oil and see if -- like, freeze it

18

but different other villages along the coast, all up and

18

and see how long will the oil -- see if the oil will keep

19

down the west coast of Alaska down to King Island.

19

it cold and see if, where there is no oil, you know,

20

compare like -- because I think if you take a million

Over here, you know, we have old pictures,

20

We have a picture here of us whaling, not only us,

You know, if we let the oil companies come and

I have an open mike.

I'm not going to go

Is that you, Nathan?

MR. NATHAN HENRY:

Nathan Henry here

Talking about the oil, maybe scientists should try

21

drill and we have an oil spill, it not only affects us, it

21

gallons of oil underground out, it might warm up because

22

affects those people down there, too.

22

maybe the oil might be keeping the ground cool.

23

happiness in the kids.

24

somebody take that away, our heritage, our way of living,

24

cause the ground to get warm, and there is a big gap -- I

25

our animals, we won't see those smiles.

25

think I said that one time.

You can see the

If we take that away, if we let

23

And if you suck it out, maybe it will probably
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1

empty out the ground from the oil.

2

What do they do?

DR. JIM KENDALL:

4

MR. NATHAN HENRY:

5

DR. JIM KENDALL:

You want to drill in the ocean, in the Arctic Ocean for

2

oil, and we have a big spill, it's going to cost so much

It fills in.

3

just to clean up a fraction of that oil.

By itself?

4

Mr. Salazar takes that into consideration.

Usually with water or

salt or something.

7
8

1

Do they fill it in or leave it empty?

3

6

There is that big gap.

MR. NATHAN HENRY:

But does that warm that

area up?

9

DR. JIM KENDALL:

10

120

I don't know.

MR. NATHAN HENRY:

See, we don't know,

5

on his shoulders.

7

get worse.

8

the right decision.

9

industry deplete the oil onshore before we even consider

10

either.

And it would just be good if, like, scientists go

11

12

and check it out see if the oil is keeping the ground cool

12

13

or the earth cool.

13

14

I'd say that.

15

I don't know.

DR. JIM KENDALL:

16

words.

17

my hand.

Anyone else?

Thank you.

I will learn some of the

I still have the mike here.

It's still on.

18

I just thought maybe

Quyanaqpak.

It's in

The battery still works.

MR. DANNY PIKOK, JR.:

Danny Pikok, for

Prime example is back in the early and

Just like Willard was saying he's got lots, lots

6

11

Good evening.

So I hope

And if that sale passes, it's going to

So I just hope and pray that he -- he makes
And again, I'd like to see the oil

drilling offshore, especially in the Arctic.
DR. JIM KENDALL:
else?

Going once.

Thank you.

Thank you, sir.

You found someone?

MR. DANNY PIKOK, JR.:

Anyone

Going once?
Danny Pikok, for

14

the record.

Just to make one quick comment.

15

means money, more funding, and that's great.

I know oil

16

drill -- drill in the right place, not in the ocean.

17

offshore, you know.

18

oil, more [indiscernible].

19

to the old ways.

More oil, more money.

Just
No

Let's -- less

So we need to learn to go back

19

the record.

20

mid '40s, we had the government stage with radar sites all

20

are now, we are going to lose our old ways, and we are

21

up and down the coast of Alaska and who knows where else.

21

just messing up our nation by relying on fossil fuels.

22

And modern technology, state-of-the-art technology, got

22

Let's go to natural energy.

23

rid of those radars, and it cost the government more money

23

24

to clean up those sites, clean up those radar sites.

24

25

the mess those radar sites caused.

All

And just like deja vu.
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Thank you.
DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you.

Okay.

Anyone else?
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1

MR. LLOYD PIKOK:

1

way for the community to benefit off of what you guys are

2

Pikok.

And you know, there is -- everybody is relying on

2

going to do, even if it's not going to; you know, just

3

oil, you know, throughout the whole world, and there is a

3

give them that proposal of, you know --

4

population bigger than Point Lay and there is a population

4

5

bigger than the North Slope, and their demand for oil is

5

here that want to learn to help and keep it safe because

6

bigger than us wanting to stop it.

6

they know the way their environment is and they know

7

if; it's going to be when they are going to start

7

exactly how it works.

8

drilling.

8

guys are going to make the communities that you are going

9

Good evening.

Lloyd
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And I believe it's not

And what do you guys have planned for our

Because there are students and people around

And I just want to know how you

9

to start drilling in -- if or when, how you are going to

10

communities to benefit off of this?

You know, if -- the

10

make them benefit off of it, you know, because once this

11

way I feel it, you know, everybody has got so far to the

11

oil is gone and if we are going to deplete, we are just

12

point where we have to rely on oil unless we can find a

12

going to be here with, you know, nothing because you are

13

renewable resource to live off of.

And I feel like, you

13

going to take our land.

14

know, you guys should have something in position for us,

14

15

you know, like the students and the people that are

15

to mess up our environment, how are we going to be able to

16

learning here to give us something to learn so that we can

16

stop it?

17

do it, because we know the environment more than --

17

18

You know, everybody has lived off the

And the oil, if it were to come up and it were

That's all I got to say.
DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thanks.

And that's why we keep

18

going until everyone has a chance to speak.

19

environment for so long, and I feel that if you guys learn

19

Thank you.

20

and teach the proper techniques and the proper -- give

20

Anyone that didn't speak wants to speak?

21

everybody the proper training, that might end in a safer,

21

22

you know, conclusion than just coming into our backyard

22

my mind.

23

and start drilling.

23

know.

24

give us the opportunity to learn it than just say we are

24

And the less oil we have, the price of oil will go up.

25

going to do it and send people from up there.

25

And that could help this nation to, you know, start

You guys should learn to train us and

And find a

Anyone else?

MR. DANNY PIKOK, JR.:

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

Well said.

Anyone wants to speak again?
Good comments.

This just comes to

I have been thinking about it for a while, you

The more oil we have, the price of oil goes down.
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1

conserving, conserve our oil, you know.

2

going to buy a gallon of gas and it costs me $12, I'm

3

going to be real careful how I use that gas.

4

I mean, if I'm

5

oil, the price of oil goes down or stay the same.

6

oil, price goes up.

7

help ourselves, the more we can help the planet.

10

Less

The more we conserve -- the more we

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you.

It's Lloyd,

right?

pounds of carbon monoxide.

2

taught that in class, and it's hard to forget.

MR. LLOYD PIKOK:

Lloyd Pikok again.

And

And that's -- you know, I was

And I mean, these houses run at like -- I don't

4

even know how much, but it burns so much oil and that's

5

what's causing us to, you know, look for more is because

6

we are burning more of it.

7

it in a way, you know, into our building, into our

8

lifestyle and we learn to make it so that we run off of

9

that extra dollar.

10

11
12

More

Thank you.

9

1

3

Just take into consideration, Mr. Salazar.

8

124

What if we learn to conserve

You know, we run off that one gallon

of oil and we make it last as long as five, ten gallons.

11

And it would be nice to see if you guys invested

he's talking about conserving our oil, and I think it

12

in that so that, you know, we can take the opportunity to

13

would be better to make -- you know, invest in ways that

13

think about, you know, letting this happen.

14

can conserve our oil, you know, to make your dollar go a

14

be -- we would feel more, you know, safe.

15

little bit further, you know.

15

cause the thought of drilling oil a whole lot more.

16

we use oil a whole lot less than when we did before for

16

wouldn't need to drill so much oil if we knew how to use

17

those Toyo stoves and anything.

17

it if we knew the efficiency of how to produce it and then

18

how to use it because the way we are doing it, we are just

19

burning it all up and we are not finding a way to confine
it and conserve it.

18

Kind of invest in ways that

You build a better environment for the oil to

19

keep going and we will have more oil.

We will have more

20

sustainable oil because we know how to use it more

20

21

efficiently.

And I feel like if you guys are going to

21

22

come in and drill, you might as well find a way to use

22

23

this oil a whole lot more sustainable than just, you know,

23

24

burning up half of what you are going to get because I

24

25

know that when you burn one gallon of oil, you produce 34

25

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

And that's all I had to say.
DR. JIM KENDALL:
said.

And we would

That would
We

Thanks.

Thank you, Lloyd.

Well

Anyone else?
MR. LEO FERREIRA, III:

for the record.

Leo Ferreira, III,

I guess I have a small, little comment.
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1

Just a crazy idea that I just thought of since I have been

1

these stipulations should be in place to help us protect

2

hearing lots of talk about our culture and our -- where we

2

our culture.

3

hunt at and what we hunt because I already know -- I

3

4

already have a feeling that the federal government, they

4

idea, I think, that we should get to regulate our own

5

will take our comments and use it to make stipulations and

5

seasonal hunting and stop being able to stop a ship so we

6

regulations for the gas and oil industry.

6

can harvest our bowhead whales or stop the ships for a

7

while so we can harvest our beluga.

8

villages might want to do other things like they might

9

want a time frame to stop the activity so they can harvest

7
8
9

And I just had a crazy idea that since they are
going to go do it and go do exploration for oil, and if
they do find oil -- and they probably might, but we don't

And I hope they -- it's a good idea, a very good

I think these other

10

know how much yet -- is that when they do get to that

10

their whale when the whales are passing by on their

11

point to start processing and shipping our oil, that the

11

migration route.

12

federal government should take into consideration because

12

That was just an idea.

13

every village is unique in their own way.

13

DR. JIM KENDALL:

14

depends on fish.

15

subsistence.

16

Point Lay is unique to the beluga.

17

be bowhead and walrus and so forth.

18

lives a little bit different cultural lifestyle.

19

all depend on the same animals.

20

Kotzebue

It's their yearly supply for

Point Hope, theirs is bowhead whale.

And

And Wainwright could
So every village
But we

So if we get to past the exploration and get to

15

comment be the last comments?

16

You want to get the last comment?
Good night.

18

very much for hanging in there.

19

Good comments.

20

very, very much.

22

outlying communities regulate and mandate their own

22

23

wildlife in their areas with the stipulations that we are

23

24

trying to set forth so that we can harvest our -- harvest

24

25

our sea animals from the ocean and from the land, that

25

127
REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE
I, MARY A. VAVRIK, RMR, Notary Public in and for
the State of Alaska do hereby certify:

4

That the foregoing proceedings were taken before

5

me at the time and place herein set forth; that the

6

proceedings were reported stenographically by me and later

7

transcribed under my direction by computer transcription;

8

that the foregoing is a true record of the proceedings

9

taken at that time; and that I am not a party to nor have

10

I any interest in the outcome of the action herein

11

contained.

12

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto subscribed

13

my hand and affixed my seal this _____ day of

14

______________ 2011.

15
16
17

_________________________
MARY A. VAVRIK,
Registered Merit Reporter
Notary Public for Alaska

18
19

My Commission Expires:

November 5, 2012

20
21
22
23
24
25
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

Going three times.

Going twice.

Thank you very,

We had a good meeting.

And we will be back to share.

Thank you

Have a good night.

(Proceedings adjourned at 11:30 p.m.)
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With

those words, do we want to take a vote and have Leo's

development, I think the federal government should let the

1

Thank you, Leo.

14
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3
1

P-R-O-C-E-E-D-I-N-G-S

2

DR. JIM KENDALL:

4
1

Good evening.

Welcome

Now, with me on the floor here is Jeffery Loman.

2

Jeffery Loman is Deputy Regional Director for the Alaska

3

to the Revised Draft Supplemental EIS for Sale 193 public

3

OCS Region of BOEMRE.

4

hearings.

4

Mike Routhier is an EIS coordinator for the document you

5

that because after the brief introduction here, one of my

5

are going to hear about.

6

colleagues are going to give you a briefing on exactly

6

Warren.

7

what this is so we all start from the same knowledge base.

7

to make sure things happen on time.

8

document it's real important that things stay on time, and

9

she can tell you why.

8
9
10

That is a mouthful.

You don't have to remember

You know, there are a lot of misconceptions
about what this is, so we'll go through a series of flip
charts so we know why we're here today.

11

Now, who am I?

I'm

And then we have got Sharon

Sharon Warren is the project manager.

10

My name is Jim Kendall.

Up on the stage is Mike Routhier.

Her job is

And with this

Now, sitting right next to Sharon is Mary

11

Vavrik.

Mary Vavrik is our court reporter.

Because we

12

Regional Director of the Alaska OCS Region of a very long

12

value everything that's said here tonight, she is

13

acronym:

13

recording everything.

14

Regulation and Enforcement, or BOEMRE, for short.

14

help.

15

comments.

16

an incredible typist.

15

The Bureau of Ocean Energy Management,

Now, BOEMRE is not an oil company.

We are not a

We are a federal agency or

And so we need to give her some

Please state your name before you begin your
You don't have to talk too fast because she's

16

nongovernmental organization.

17

bureau within the Department of the Interior responsible

17

18

for managing the energy and mineral resources on the Outer

18

speak, we are going to ask you to limit your comments to,

19

Continental Shelf.

19

say, three to five minutes.

20

do our best to be unbiased, collecting information and

20

that's longer, try to summarize it and provide that

21

pass that up the chain of command to the decisionmaker.

21

summary, as well as any other paperwork you have, any

22

And as you are going to hear, the decisionmaker in this

22

notes, to us and we will give it to Mary.

That way we

23

case is the Secretary of the Interior.

23

will make sure we have a complete record.

All right?

24

We collect information.

25

pass that information up the chain.

We are a regulator and a manager.

We

So we are Feds.

We are not decisionmakers.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

We

24
25

So slow down.

Also, to make sure everyone has a chance to

If you have written testimony

Then after we go through this introduction of
what this document is, we are going to go into the public
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5

6

1

comment part of this.

And we are going to try something a

1

everybody hear me with the mike?

2

little bit different.

We tried it in Fairbanks, and it

2

Dr. Kendall said, we are going to go through a short

3

worked great.

3

presentation of why we are here.

4

signed that little piece of paper.

4

to get your comments on the Revised Draft Supplemental

5

and then we picked them out of the hat, so to speak.

5

Environmental Impact Statement for the Chukchi Sea OCS

6

that's the order in which people speak.

6

Lease Sale 193.

7

Everybody that came in that wanted to speak
It goes in the basket,
And

Now, what happens is if your name is pulled and

8

you are in the hallway?

9

chance.

Don't worry.

It goes back in the basket.

7

You don't lose your
We pull your name

Again, like

Why we're here today is

Prior to the lease sale, we issued an

8

environmental impact statement.

9

February of 2008.

We had the lease sale in

There was 29.3 million acres offered.

10

again to make sure you have a chance.

10

2.8 million acres was leased.

11

they have got kids at soccer, basketball, baseball,

11

There were six companies that received the rights to

12

whatever, and they don't get here for an hour, they

12

explore for oil and gas.

13

haven't lost their opportunity.

13

14

on a piece of paper, provide it to one of our staff, and

14

in 2008.

15

it goes in the basket.

15

our agency because the EIS did not adequately, per the

16

allegations, did not assess the potential environmental
impacts.

16

If people show up,

All right.

They can write their name

Our goal here is that no one leaves this room

Then what happened?

And 487 leases were issued.

Again, the lease sale was

Days before the lease sale, the plaintiffs sued

17

unless they are 100 percent confident they had a chance to

17

18

speak their piece.

18

In July of 2010, the U.S. District Court for the

19

collecting information and we provide it to the

19

District of Alaska issued a remand order to our agency and

20

decisionmaker.

20

said you need to go back and take a look at your

21

And so it's important that we all say what we believe.

21

environmental impact statement.

22

get it in writing, and we keep it orderly.

22

concerns concerning the environmental impact statement,

23

and are following the National Environmental Policy Act.

23
24

This is real important.

We are

And you all are the stakeholders in this.
We

So with that, since I'm talking too much
already, I'll turn it over to Sharon Warren.

25

MS. SHARON WARREN:

Okay.

24

Thank you.

Can

25

The judge had three

The three issues the Court wanted us to address
was the Court said that our EIS failed to analyze

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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7

8

1

environmental impacts of natural gas, despite industry

1

hearings in Anchorage.

2

interest and despite the agency allowing for incentives.

2

those public hearings in Anchorage.

3

So the judge said, you allowed incentives, but you did not

3

government-to-government meetings, as well.

4

analyze the environmental impacts.

4

about 150,000 comments on that draft supplemental impact

5

statement.

5

The judge also said the agency failed to

6

determine whether the missing information identified by

6

7

the agency was relevant or essential to making the

7

8

decision.

The federal regulations state the requirements

8

9

of what you're supposed to follow when you state in there

9

And we also had
We received

And I'm going to let Mike explain what happened
next on this and where we are going today.
MR. MICHAEL ROUTHIER:

Now, normally in

the NEPA process, you recall with the draft EIS we had the

10

that you have missing information.

10

comments and in a relatively short time afterwards, there

11

that was filed with the Court that pointed out all places

11

was the final EIS.

12

in the environmental impact statement where we said we

12

We received, as Sharon said, over 150,000 comments.

13

were uncertain, information was unknown, there was missing

13

are in addition to all the comments we received at the

14

information in order to make an analysis.

14

public hearings we held in the villages as well as

15

Anchorage.

15

There was an exhibit

Many of you may have attended

So the judge said you need to go back and take a

Here it was sort of a special case.
Those

And we noticed a recurring theme in many of

16

look and follow those regulations to assess that.

And he

16

the comments, and that was we needed to look at the

17

also said that we failed to determine whether the cost of

17

environmental effects of a very large oil spill.

18

obtaining the information we said that we were missing was

18

19

exorbitant and the means of doing so was unknown.

19

Deepwater Horizon event that was on everyone's mind, and

20

we as an agency sat down and considered those comments and

21

made a decision that, yes, it would be appropriate to

20

So what did we do as an agency as to respond to
We drafted a supplemental environmental

Now, this was occurring on the heels of the

21

the court order?

22

impact statement to address the Court's remand.

22

analyze the environmental effects of a very large oil

23

released the draft supplemental environmental impact

23

spill.

24

statement in October of 2010.

24

should be cognizant of.

25

communities, had public hearings.

We

We went out to the
We also had some

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

25

And that is something that the decisionmaker

So we spoke with our geologists.

They provided
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9

10

1

a reasonable scenario for -- I should say a hypothetical

1

an exploration plan down the road.

2

scenario of what was really an extreme case, and we then

2

the very large oil spill.

3

provided that scenario to our environmental analysts, our

3

information than a very large oil spill scenario.

4

wildlife biologists, our oceanographers, our air quality

4

instance, at that point, we would have a specific

5

experts, and they provided us with an analysis of the

5

location, a specific type of well, a specific type of

6

environmental effects.

6

technology proposed to be used to drill that well.

7

worst-case discharge would be much more specific, include

7

So I mentioned several times tonight the concept
Well, basically

For

So the

8

of a very large oil spill.

8

a lot more information.

9

it's an analytical tool, something we use in our NEPA

9

large oil spill scenario that's included in this document.

10

document to make a decision -- make the decisionmaker

10

11

aware of potential impacts.

11

from you today?

12

extreme case.

12

we're here because of the revised draft supplemental

13

not to be confused with another term you might hear in the

13

environmental impact statement.

14

context of oil and gas activities that's going to be a

14

copies, out there at the sign-in desk.

15

worst-case discharge.

15

received one, please take one.

16

What is that?

It's different than

It includes a lot more

It's hypothetical.

It's an

It's not tied to a specific well, and it's

Right now, we are at the lease sale stage.

[indiscernible] analyze the very

MS. SHARON WARREN:

So what do we need

We need your comments today.

We have documents, hard
If you have not

We have CDs available, as

16

well.

17

Before any exploration would occur in the OCS, several

17

submit your comments using regulations.gov.

18

things need to occur.

18

haven't used regulations.gov, there is a guide out there

19

the Secretary will need to approve all the leases; the

19

that will walk you through on how to submit comments on

20

courts will sign off on it; companies need to submit

20

that website.

21

exploration plans, and we need to review that and approve

21

22

that.

22

after you're looking at that, you can call our office and

23

somebody will help you walk through.
your comments.

23

We need to finish this document;

So we are a long way off before any exploration

24

plan is considered, but the worst-case discharge is

24

25

specifically required by our regulations to be a part of

25

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

Please take one.

As I said,

We also have a guide to how to
So if you

Also, if you have any questions concerning --

So again, we want

Your comments are due by July 11th, so that's
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11
1

just a little bit down the road here.

2

there is a website for you to go to as well.

So -- and then

3

trucks out there.

4

it.

It's on the

If you get the handout, it will have

12
1

to, you know, incorporated by reference of this there may

2

be more documents involved for you to take a look at when

3

you look at this.

4

We are under a court-mandated deadline.

On May

5

Also I want to point out, when we take a break,

5

19, Judge Beistline told us, you know, you go ahead and do

6

we do have the maps up on the wall so that you can take a

6

something that's additional to the court remand.

7

look at the lease sale area.

7

very large oil spill.

8

for the Secretary of Interior to decide concerning the

8

to have filed in court by October 3rd the final EIS,

9

lease sale.

9

planned supplemental EIS, as well as the Record of

Everything is on the table

So he will make that decision on the size of

10

the lease sale and concerning the alternatives that are in

10

11

the supplemental environmental impact statement.

11

12

What happens after these hearings?

We receive

How you do it, fine.

You do a

But you have

Decision by the Secretary of the Interior.
So that's why we are here today.

12

have a schedule that we have.

That's why we

So the final supplemental

13

your comments, and the analysts will go through your

13

EIS will be coming out in early September.

14

comments.

14

early -- it has to be out 30 days before the Secretary can

15

environmental impact statement.

15

make his decision on October 3rd.

16

environmental impact statement will be responses to your

16

17

comments, possibly changes to the document as appropriate.

17

decision, that document and SEIS and his records of

18

We will also have the public testimony included also in

18

decision will be filed with the District Court.

19

the document so that you can see what was testified, as

19

time there will be briefing with the litigation.

20

well as the responses to comments.

20

in full litigation on this document, and the judge will

21

final supplemental EIS.

21

decide whether or not the agency met its obligation under

22

National Environmental Policy Act or other.

22

We will prepare a final supplemental
Within that final

And we will do the

Again, this supplements the lease sale EIS that

23

was done in 2007.

So this supplemental EIS at times

24

refers you back to the final EIS.

25

there was an EIS done in 2007.

So just so you know,

So if you see references

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

23

Once the Secretary of Interior makes his

At that
We'll be

And that's all.

24
25

That is

DR. JIM KENDALL:

We have to move the

court reporter.
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13
1

(A break was taken.)

2
3

MR. JEFFERY LOMAN:

1
Senator Giessel, you

MS. CATHY GIESSEL:

for decades.

2

have the floor.

4

14

Thank you, Mr. Loman.

Now, you are asking about environmental impact.

3

And you know those questions were asked when Prudhoe Bay

4

was developed and when TAPS was built, the Trans-Alaska

5

For the record, my name is Cathy, with a C, Giessel,

5

Pipeline.

6

G-I-E-S-S-E-L.

6

development can exist with safe environmental standards.

7

P here in Anchorage.

7

We watched that Central caribou herd on the North Slope

8

represent South Anchorage.

8

increase from 5,000 animals to now over 30,000 animals.

9

while I represent -- while I represent South Anchorage, I

9

It can be done, and I believe it can be done on the Outer

I'm a State senator representing District
That's P, as in petroleum.

I

I'm a lifelong Alaskan, and

10

also provide health care services in the coastal -- in

10

11

coastal communities around Alaska, in rural Alaska.

11

12

I've seen the environment.

So

I've worked in the environment

Continental Shelf, as well.
Alaska, as a government, is working hard to

12

ensure that all of those emergency response abilities are

13

where this kind of development will take place.

13

in place.

14

speaking in favor of this as lease sale and of the

14

and I urge the expeditious permitting and development.

15

expeditious development of these resources.

15

16

And I'm

And we have shown in Alaska that petroleum

You know, the federal government is now

So I'm speaking on behalf of this lease sale

Thank you.

16

MR. JEFFERY LOMAN:

17

releasing 30 million barrels from our strategic petroleum

17

please report to the lobby.

18

reserves when Alaska holds 40,000,000,000 barrels of

18

report to the lobby immediately.

19

potential petroleum that could be developed, meeting

19

20

energy needs for our country.

But it also meets energy

20

21

needs for our people.

Energy needs heat our homes, our

21

you for the allowing me to testify.

Would Renee Limoge

Are you here, Renee?

Mr. Baker, you have the floor.
MR. LARRY BAKER:

Good evening, and thank
For the record, my

22

businesses, et cetera, but also human energy in the form

22

name is Larry Baker.

23

of jobs.

23

Mayor Dan Sullivan.

24

with the self-esteem of supporting themselves and still

24

you this evening.

25

live in those communities where the families have lived

25

nearly 2,000 miles and almost 300,000 people.

Jobs that allow people to live independently and

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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15

16

1

testifying on behalf of support for allowing the Chukchi

1

multinational companies who are in a position to invest

2

leases from sale 193 to go forward.

2

will do so outside of our country and therefore will

3

funnel hundreds of millions, even billions of dollars, to

3

The mayor opposes any further delay for

4

development of Alaska's offshore oil and gas resources.

4

outside economies that likely do not have the stringent

5

Not developing these valuable resources will directly

5

regulatory framework to support America's interests.

6

impact the City of Anchorage in ways that greatly concern

6

Again, Mayor Sullivan opposes any further delay

7

Mayor Sullivan.

7

in development of Alaska's offshore oil and gas resources

8

residents, schools and businesses of Cook Inlet is

8

and urges allowing these leases to move forward.

9

essential to the personal safety and well-being of all who

9

Thank you for the opportunity.

10

MR. JEFFERY LOMAN:

Thank you.

11

MS. JONNE SLEMONS:

Good evening.

Meeting the energy needs of military

10

live here.

11

Chukchi resources will be devastating to Anchorage.

12

whole economy relies heavily on the health of the

12

record, my name is Jonne Slemons, J-O-N-N-E S-L-E-M-O-N-S.

13

Trans-Alaska Pipeline and it is simply essential to get

13

I'm here representing the Alaska Department of Natural

14

more oil flowing in the pipe.

14

Resources and the Division of Oil and Gas.

15

The economic impact of not to develop the
Our

As a state and a nation, we need to responsibly

15

For the

The State has reviewed the Revised Draft

16

move forward with domestic offshore energy production.

16

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the

17

Mayor Sullivan encourages the Bureau of Ocean Energy

17

Chukchi Sea planning area oil and gas Lease Sale 193.

18

Management to continue to work to evaluate regulatory

18

compliment the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management,

19

structures that improve safety and spill response while

19

Regulation and Enforcement for the work put into this

20

making certain offshore energy production is done

20

document.

21

responsibly.

21

progress of leasing, exploration, and development of the

22

Arctic OCS.

22

World events today show without question just

We

Alaska has a tremendous stake in the successful

23

how fundamental Alaska's assets are to our nation's

23

24

security.

24

Anchorage Institute of Social and Economic Research finds

25

provide a reasonable regulatory environment, the

25

that the Alaska economy will be sustained by the addition

If the United States government does not

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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17

18

1

of 35,000 jobs with a $72,000,000,000 payroll over a

1

MR. JEFFERY LOMAN:

2

50-year period with development of the OCS.

2

DR. JIM KENDALL:

3

of the OCS would spin off approximately 5.8 billion in

3

elected officials, State, federal, tribal?

4

additional state and local revenues.

4

going to start with the general input here.

5

we are going to do this, I've already got three names.

5

Development

Further, OCS development is a prime source of

Thank you.

Do we have any other
If not, we are
Now, the way

6

the continued health and diversity of our onshore oil

6

I'm going to start one after the other, but I'm going to

7

industry.

7

let you know who is in a row so that you can sort of line

8

effects, including lower pipeline tariffs and a longer

8

up.

9

life for the TAPS pipeline, a more robust and lower cost

9

Try to make your comments three to five minutes.

10

Production from the OCS has several indirect

We want to make sure everyone has a chance to speak.
If you

service industry, and longer-lived onshore facilities.

10

have got something written, please, Mary would really like

It is apparent from our review that you have

11

11

it to help supplement her notes.

12

addressed the Court's three concerns on the original

12

very long, please try to paraphrase it, but everything you

If you have something

13

document in a comprehensive manner.

13

turn in will get recorded.

14

In addition, the analysis of a very large oil

14

15

spill in this revised draft is thorough, addressing the

15

Second is Peter Macksey, third is Curtis Smith.

So with that, first on deck is Maya Johnson.

16

phases of a blowout event and analyzing the impacts that

16

the floor is yours.

17

each phase would have on the various resources.

17

Curtis.

So Maya,

And the next will be Peter and then

18

In summary, the State concludes that the revised

18

19

draft supplemental EIS for Chukchi Lease Sale 193 provides

19

is Maya Johnson.

20

more than sufficient support for the Secretary to affirm

20

they asked me if I wanted to testify, and I said, sure, as

21

the February 6, 2008 Chukchi Lease Sale 193, and it is

21

long as I'm not first.

22

well past time for leaseholders to proceed to the next

22

23

phase of exploration.

23

great-great-grandparents, I believe, came over here in the

24

beginning of the 20th century to fur trap, and their son

25

was the first White man born above the Arctic Circle.

24
25

Thank you for the opportunity to provide our
comments.
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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My name

When I came to sign in at the front,

So I have personal interest in the Arctic.

My

So
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19
1

the Arctic always been a really important place to me.

2

And this year I have been studying at Dartmouth

20
1

large, but small state.

2

everyone counts.

When looking for customers,

3

College, and I took a class on the Arctic because they

3

4

have a really good cold regions research laboratory there.

4

I've testified for this.

5

And we learned that there has not been a lot of -- there

5

retirement before I'm going to see a well drilled in OCS,

6

is not a lot known about oil spills in the Arctic.

6

and I have a real problem with that.

7

I was interested, reading the EIS report, that they said

7

8

that 27 to -- there is a 27 to 54 percent chance of a

8

9

large oil spill from the drill platform or pipeline

9

10

And so

resulting from the Chukchi Sea sale 193.

11

10

I definitely support the development of our

I'd also like to say that this is the third time
I'm afraid I'm approaching

Thank you.
DR. JIM KENDALL:

Thank you very much.

Next is Curtis Smith.
MR. CURTIS SMITH:

11

is Curtis Smith.

Good evening.

My name

I work for Shell Exploration and

12

resources, but I don't want Alaska to be a boom and bust

12

Production, but this evening I am testifying as a private

13

economy.

13

citizen, as a fourth-generation Alaskan who very much

14

resources.

14

benefited from the very first oil boom here in Alaska and

15

as a father of two who would very much like his children

Peter.

16

to have the same opportunities in Alaska that I have.

For the record, my name

17

15

I want to see the development of our renewable
And so I do not support this lease sale.
Thank you.

16

DR. JIM KENDALL:

17

MR. PETE MACKSEY:

18

is Peter Macksey, M-A-C-K-S-E-Y.

19
20

Thank you, Maya.

I'm taking time to

You know, when I first went to work for an

18

energy company here in Alaska, I really didn't know what

encourage you to move forward with Lease Sale 193 and

19

the big deal was drilling in the water.

provide expedited permit approvals for this and other OCS

20

background, I grew up on the Kenai Peninsula where on a

21

development.

21

very sunny day you could drive out to the bluff and see up

22

and over tonight, so I'm just going to stand in testimony,

22

to 13 platforms operating in the Cook Inlet; every day,

23

but I want you to know this is self-serving testimony, as

23

every night, in the summer, and in the winter ice.

24

I work for oil companies as a fabricator.

24

those platforms fuel jobs, the Kenai Peninsula's economy,

25

only customer, but an important one in my mix.

25

my personal family's business, and also provide energy to

You are going to hear the same stuff over

They are not my
This is a

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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21
1

Southcentral Alaska, and they still do today.

2

22
1

Those platforms are right in the middle of one

The project Shell has in Alaska is defined by

2

its remoteness.

It was not a secret to Shell that the

3

of the most prolific salmon runs of all of North America.

3

leases they were purchasing in Beaufort and Chukchi Seas

4

And it was a shock to me that professional opposition

4

were in harsh conditions and far away from infrastructure.

5

groups would never acknowledge the work and engineering

5

So that's why Shell has invested everything to bring their

6

and the environmental responsible operation of the

6

equipment and the world's oil response capabilities to

7

platforms for 50 years, despite the fact those platforms

7

this scene.

8

are now right in the path of apparently endangered bowhead

8

worst-case scenario, chase ribbons of oil with thousands

9

whales.

9

of boats across the Arctic.

Not bowheads -- excuse me -- beluga.

10

As I mentioned, there are five species of salmon

10

It's never been Shell's intention to, in a

The other day I read a quote from another

11

that feed very rich rivers and streams in the Kenai

11

professional opposition group that said Shell doesn't have

12

Peninsula.

So it came apparent me that constantly these

12

any ice class vessels that could work in the aircraft,

13

professional opposition groups don't want to acknowledge

13

which would be a tremendous surprise to the thousand men

14

that's happened in Alaska already in the water because

14

and women who are working right now in Louisiana 24 hours

15

it's gone on wonderfully.

15

a day to build a second ice class [indiscernible] destined

16

ingenuity and prospects for other industries on the Kenai

16

for Alaska.

17

Peninsula and Southcentral for many, many years.

17

18

It has fueled jobs, human

So my fear is -- and I'm witnessing this -- we
And the dialogue

And two weeks ago, finally somebody from one of

18

these professional opposition groups showed his true

19

colors.

20

has passed its expiration date.

19

are not all dealing with honest workers.

20

is not always truthful.

21

professional opponent's quote saying that Shell doesn't

21

Alaskan, and I take from that that we should go back to

22

have any oil spill response equipment in the Arctic, none,

22

something close to territorial status.

23

which is a shock to me, considering I know that Shell has

23

do that.

24

spent hundreds of millions of dollars on an unprecedented

24

25

oil spill response field in the Arctic.

25

The other day I read a

Unprecedented.

He was quoted as saying the Trans-Alaska Pipeline
So as a fourth-generation

I'm not willing to

So I'm here to say, you know, on behalf of my
family, certainly myself, I absolutely support responsible

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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23
1

development in the offshore.

1

more attractive than Alaska, makes my heart break because

2

view that others, professional opponents who are not

2

this is a place where I want to raise my family.

3

necessarily interested in dialogue or the facts, are past

3

a place where I want my kids to have incredible

4

their expiration date.

4

opportunities.

5

not welcome here, the more they will just keep staying

5

It is absolutely my personal

24

Thank you.

6

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Okay.

Next three.

We

This is

And the more we tell people that they are

6

away.

7

have got Jonne Slemons, and it looks like Ben Mohr and

7

the investment in our state.

8

Maynard Trapp or Tapp, T-A-P-P.

8

development that comes from our natural resources.

9

S-L-E-M-O-N-S.

So Jonne Slemons,

Ben Mohr, followed by Maynard Tapp.

9

10

MR. BENJAMIN MOHR:

11

My name is Benjamin Mohr, M-O-H-R.

12

Eagle River.

13

193 and to talk a little bit about the draft, the

13

14

supplemental EIS that's going forward.

14

15

And we can't afford to do that.

We need to have

We need to have the

So just to close, I'm in support of this lease

Well, I'll be brief.

10

sale, and I believe that the draft supplemental EIS is

I'm a resident of

11

complete and robust, and I encourage you to move forward

12

with it.

I'm here to testify in support of Lease Sale

Seems like the incorporation of the worst-case

16

analysis in the EIS is a step further.

17

into what was already a robust document.

18
19

It's a step above

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Maynard, followed by

Renee Limoge and Michael Jesperson.

16

MS. MAYNARD TAPP:

I, too, have testified

17

here maybe two or three times before, so I will make the

this lease sale and hopefully the eventual development of

18

comments brief.

the lease just -- stuck on my words, but it's -- it's not

19

women that are involved in the war in Libya at this point

20

going to be good for our state.

20

from the halls of Montezuma.

21

a place for investment.

21

We need to have an oil energy policy in the United States

22

To further delay

15

Thank you.

We are already falling as

I was looking at a report earlier today that

But I do want to recognize the men and

We need to remember that.

22

where we supply our own requirements for oil.

23

shows where Alaska falls in regards to other jurisdictions

23

for that is the -- there has been many wars started

24

around the world as a place people would want to invest.

24

because of the lack of energy, the lack of oil, and this

25

And the list of countries, the names of places that are

25

is as important as anything in terms of the environment.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

The lives and health of our men and women in the

26
1

costs, while providing much needed jobs here in our state

2

Armed Forces, I think, are the -- are equally, if not

2

and throughout the country.

3

more, important than an oil spill that most likely won't

3

4

happen.

4

United States should do everything it can to develop

5

domestic energy resources, both on and off shore, rather

Right

6

than depend on foreign oil supplies.

It needs to

7

only can we employ Alaskans, but we will be assured that

5

So we also need the oil from the OCS Lease Sale

With the political climate around the globe, the

6

193 to keep Alyeska's pipeline safe and operable.

7

now it's at a very low oil production rate.

8

have more and more oil supplied to it so it can remain

8

development takes place under the world's highest safety

9

mechanically viable.

9

and environmental standards.

10

So thank you very much.

11
12

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Next we have Renee,

followed by Michael Jesperson.

13

10

The floor is yours.

MS. RENEE LIMOGE:

14

record, my name is Renee Limoge.

15

L-I-M-O-G-E.

16

Industry Alliance.

17
18

Good evening.

For the

That's R-E-N-E-E

And I'm here on behalf of the Alaska Support

The Alliance and our member companies urge you

11

to let the Chukchi Sea leases move forward and allow this

12

abundant energy supply to be tapped.

13

Thank you.

14

DR. JIM KENDALL:

15

MR. MICHAEL JESPERSON:

Michael Jesperson.
My name is Michael

16

Jesperson, J-E-S-P-E-R-S-O-N.

Specifically, we are asking BOEMRE to reaffirm Lease Sale

17

company.

I don't work for anybody that supports the oil

193.

18

company.

I work in the tourist industry, and I still

19

support development of the OCS.

19

We are in favor of OCS development.

In doing so, not

The Alliance represents over 400 member

I don't work for an oil

It's the only way we are

20

companies employing 35,000 Alaskans in the oil and gas and

20

going to keep the economy up here going.

21

mining support industries.

21

responsibly.

22

development of Alaska OCS is vital to the economy of our

22

But more importantly, the economy will improve and when my

23

state and our domestic energy supply.

23

children, who are 15, 12 and two, graduate from high

24

the nation are faced with high energy costs, and

24

school and college, they will be able to stay close to

25

development of the OCS would help relieve some of those

25

home and work if we get going now.

Continued exploration and

Americans across

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1
2

Don't delay.

3

Thank you.

4
5

Let the leases go forward.

Expedite permitting and start drilling.

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Okay.

Next is Raychelle

Daniel, Aves Thompson and Russell Sell.

6

MS. RAYCHELLE DANIEL:

Raychelle,

And I'm with the Pew

28
1

scientists about management and policy -- is that a lot of

3

the science doesn't get incorporated.

4

recognize that there is a lot of science that's been

5

conducted -- myself, I've contributed to some of those

6

studies that occurred in the Arctic Ocean -- we would like

7

to see that sound scientific information is applied to
good decisionmaking.

7

R-A-Y-C-H-E-L-L-E, Daniel.

8

Environmental Group, and I'm here speaking on behalf of

8

9

myself.

9

I grew up in Western Alaska, and I also grew up

10

living on a subsistence lifestyle.

11

And a lot of the

And one of the frustrations -- I talked with

2

And while we

And so one positive step is the USGS report that

10

was just released this past week.

species that were important to us went and traversed in

11

released the report entitled an evaluation of the science

12

the Chukchi 193 area.

12

needs to inform decisions on Outer Continental Shelf

13

to me.

13

energy development in the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas.

14

an important issue.

14

I believe this report is very relevant and highly

15

applicable to decisions for Lease Sale 193.

And so this is an important issue

As well as a background as a scientist, it's also

15

We are -- we -- the revised SEIS -- the revised

And the Secretary

And

16

draft SEIS, we believe, does not remedy some of the

16

17

significant flaws from the original EIS, and that's

17

BOEMRE should conduct careful evaluation of the USGS

18

because it doesn't have the necessary data and new

18

findings, the previous studies that have been conducted,

19

analysis of which to fully inform reconsideration of a

19

such as the NRC cumulative impact study, and produce a

20

leasing decision.

20

clear, coherent strategy for gathering necessary

21

the agency decides whether to commit an area to oil and

21

information and conducting appropriate analysis to address

22

gas activity.

22

key management decisions regarding activity in the U.S.

23

So it's essential that the agency have adequate

23

Arctic OCS.

24

information about resources and their impacts on those

24

25

resources.

25

So the lease stage is a time at which

So that's a really important time period.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

has completed the research analysis and synthesis to make

1

people, one out of 12 civilian workers.

2

informed decisions about drilling in the Chukchi Sea.

And

2

more than $1,000,000,000 annually in wages and consists of

3

if he does not affirm Lease Sale 193, he needs to adopt an

3

hundreds of family-owned and trucking business companies.

4

alternative that better protects key areas important for

4

5

wildlife and especially for subsistence purposes.

5

business day in Alaska.

6

And to make responsible decisions, BOEMRE needs

Trucking pays

Trucks move nearly 33,000 tons of freight each
Like the rest of the United

6

States, many communities in Alaska depend exclusively on

7

to better understand environmental and social consequences

7

trucking to supply the essential goods that they use in

8

of this activity on the offshore and its potential impacts

8

their daily lives.

9

on species and communities and plan accordingly.

9

the backbone of the economy of Alaska.

10

So specifically BOEMRE should place a suspension

10

And as in the Lower 48, trucking is

Since 2005, 680 leases have been awarded to

11

of operations on Lease Sale 193 until there is a

11

companies interested in exploring for oil and gas off the

12

comprehensive integrated research and monitoring plan in

12

Alaska coasts.

13

place, and BOEMRE undertakes a careful evaluation of the

13

community consultation, environmental studies and

14

findings from the USGS report and produces a clear

14

analysis, and more than $3,000,000,000 in bonus payments

15

strategy for gathering that necessary information, and

15

to the federal government and investment in technology,

16

that those important ecological areas are protected.

16

equipment and personnel, not one well has been drilled in

17

Alaska.

17
18

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Aves Thompson.

And

following Aves will be Russell Sell.

19

MR. AVES THOMPSON:

20

is Aves Thompson.

21

T-H-O-M-P-S-O-N.

That's A-V-E-S.

18
Good evening.

My name

Last name Thompson,

I'm the Executive Director of the Alaska
The Alaska Trucking Association is

Despite years of applications for permits,

The leases were sold after an exhaustive

19

environmental analysis.

20

government awards a lease and accepts payment, it has an

I believe when the federal

21

obligation to efficiently process permits within a

22

reasonable length of time.

22

Trucking Association.

23

an Alaskan trade association comprised of nearly 200

23

Recently, President Obama released a significant

24

member companies representing diverse trucking operations

24

amount of oil from the Strategic Petroleum Reserve to help

25

in Alaska.

25

calm the oil markets to try to bring down the price of

In 2008 Alaska Trucking employed nearly 20,000

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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While this release of oil may achieve some very

32

1

oil.

2

short-term relief, this action provides no longer term new

2

obligation to move the process forward, provide the oil

3

energy supply for our nation and provides few, if any, new

3

that our industry, our state, and our nation so

4

jobs for Americans.

4

desperately needs.

5

move forward on Lease Sale 193 and other lease potentials

5

6

to provide not only oil for the marketplace, but also

6

Trucking Association urges the Bureau of Ocean Energy

7

thousands of jobs and billions of dollars in new payroll.

7

Management, Regulation and Enforcement to move forward as

8

soon as possible in the approval process to allow for

9

exploration and production activities to begin on Chukchi

8
9

I believe the better strategy is to

To paraphrase Alaska Senator Mark Begich, let
Alaska be America's petroleum reserve.

10

There are four important points to be made.

10

11

Number one, trucking needs oil.

12

carbon based fuels to alternative fuel sources, diesel

12

13

fuel will continue to be the prime fuel source for on-road

13

14

trucking for the next 25 to 50 years.

14

15

Despite the shift from

1

For these and many other reasons, the Alaska

Lease Sale 193.
Thank you for your attention.
DR. JIM KENDALL:

Russell Sell and

followed by Mia -- or Mae Hank will be next.
MR. RUSSELL SELL:

Thank you.

For the

A recent study

15

record, my name is Russell Sell, S-E-L-L.

16

indicates that OCS development in the Chukchi, Beaufort

16

oil and gas business.

17

and North Aleutian Basin could generate an annual average

17

this event.

18

of 35,000 jobs, payrolls of 72,000,000,000, cumulative

18

your work and Mr. Secretary for allowing us to testify

19

state revenue of 15,000,000,000 and potential property

19

here tonight.

20

taxes to local governments of $4,000,000,000 over the next

20

21

50 years.

21

going forward.

22

Number two, Alaska needs oil.

11

And lastly, BOEMRE has the ability and the

Third, America needs oil.

The unrest in the

And I am in the

I represent myself and my family at

And thank you, Madam Project Manager, for all

I would also like to reaffirm the lease sale
And I'd like to say that I come from a

22

certain level of expertise experience.

23

Middle East and other producing areas serves as wake-up

23

onshore prospects that I've worked on in the Beaufort Sea

24

call for us to increase our economic production to provide

24

and the North Slope, I have been physically present on

25

for our national energy security.

25

offshore projects in the Lower Cook Inlet on some

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

[indiscernible] vessels, Shelikof Straits, North Aleutian

1

Mr. Secretary to look very seriously at this and allow us

2

Shelf, Navarin Basin, and I'm pretty convinced that I can

2

to do our job, bring jobs to Alaska, bring a piece of the

3

count myself as the only individual in this room who has

3

American energy puzzle to fruition.

4

been on an icebreaker and/or a drill ship in the Chukchi

4

5

Sea in full operational conditions.

5

6

I am very much concerned about the environmental

Thank you very much.
DR. JIM KENDALL:

Forgive me if I'm saying

6

the name wrong.

7

impacts of our state, but I recognize we have some of the

7

are next, followed by Colleen McCarthy and then a Carl

8

best minds in the industry working towards that end.

8

Portman.

9

hope that the government can supplement those great minds

I

Mia or Mae Hank.

Mae, thank you.

You

The floor is yours.

9

MS. MAE HANK:

Good evening.

My name is

10

with their endeavors, but we have wonderful, bright people

10

Mae Hank, M-A-E H-A-N-K.

11

working towards solutions that we hope will meet

11

I am a tribal member of the Native Village of Point Hope.

12

challenging conditions and prove to be successful.

12

And as the gentleman mentioned earlier, he's fourth

13

generation of residing in Alaska.

13

North Slope jobs, North Slope traditional values

I'm originally from Point Hope.

Me, myself, I am

14

is something that I work with on a daily basis in my job,

14

hundreds and hundreds of generations that have lived here

15

and I empathize with what they are concerned with, and I

15

in the beginning before anybody came.

16

do hope they really succeed in this endeavor.

16

17

It really is about Americans who choose to live
It's about

family's hunting ground.

18

brothers, sisters, we all depend on our traditional food.

It is my -- uncles, my aunts, my

18

in Alaska.

19

doing things right.

19

And without it, if there is an event of an oil spill, that

20

values and enjoying the future for children that are

20

would be very devastating because that would eliminate our

21

beyond my son's age of 19, but maybe a generation or two

21

culture, our traditions, and our religious celebrations we

22

from now.

22

do year-round.

23

It's about our energy policy.

My concern about Lease Sale 193 is that it is my

17

It's about sustaining traditional

So I'm looking for everybody to step forward and

23

I had a few issues about getting this into -- to

24

utilize their best abilities to make this a success when

24

get it opened again, that our traditional ecological

25

we get out in the Chukchi Sea, and I encourage

25

knowledge that we have from centuries and centuries, our
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1

people studying the currents, the ocean, the weather, the

1

fishable.

2

wind and ice, and how we've survived here has been very

2

has no currents as strong as ours.

3

well-studied by our people.

3

high tide.

4

ignoring our hunters when they speak in opposition of

4

consideration you have to think about, too.

5

drilling offshore.

5

6

And for years they have been

Our currents are very strong.

7

here in the Cook Inlet.

8

goes low, it's just a few inches.

9

feet.

You have tides

We have currents.

When our tide

It don't go hundreds of

So we have strong currents in our ocean, and it

That's what's going to happen here.

We don't have that up north.

recognized by our people.

7

development.

9

And that's one

Traditional ecological knowledge need to be

6

8

Cook Inlet

They have low tide,

And I oppose offshore

I oppose the lease sale 193.

Thank you for your time.
DR. JIM KENDALL:

Next we have Colleen

10

builds up the ice up to three or four stories high at

10

11

times, depending on the weather.

11

12

needs to be put in there is to -- it needs to be

12

Coleen McCarthy, M-C-C-A-R-T-H-Y.

13

implemented is that our people should be considered the

13

but I'm here tonight as a private citizen, as a longtime

14

professors of our ocean.

14

Alaska resident, and as the mother of three children who

15

would like to see a future in this state.

15

So that's one thing that

We have studied from generation to generation.

followed by Carl Portman.
MS. COLLEEN MCCARTHY:

Hello.

My name is

I am a Shell employee,

16

We handed it down, and that's one thing that our people

16

17

oppose.

We are the ones

17

state is tied to offshore development.

18

that will be impacted.

Studies need to be done overall as

18

because the Trans-Alaska Pipeline, the throughput that is

19

to the impacts of every industry in the United States, and

19

currently operating, is dangerously close to a level that

20

to consider whether that contamination that's been done

20

is suboperational.

21

with mining and factories and industry, is that what we

21

very scary impacts on the economic survival of this state.

22

are going to bring to Alaska, too?

22

And I also believe very passionately that exploration and

23

development can be conducted in an environmentally and
socially responsible fashion.

23

We are the ones that live there.

Everybody that's moved to Alaska had to move

24

because many of them are no longer employed or the mining

24

25

shut down due to high contamination.

25

Rivers are not

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

exploration and development in the Chukchi Sea.

2

Thank you.

3

MR. CARL PORTMAN:

Good evening.

My

38
1

soaring trade deficits, a weaker national economy, and

2

compromised national security.

3

will be bleak, with the State losing most of its economic
base.

For Alaskans, our future

4

name is Carl Portman, Deputy Director of the Resource

4

5

Development Council.

5

6

Management, Regulation and Enforcement Bureau to affirm

6

sense from an economic and energy security standpoint,

7

Lease Sale 193 as held in 2008.

7

especially given the fact that America imports over 50

8

sufficient information and analysis to support a decision

8

percent of its oil, and at a great cost.

9

affirming the sale.

9

10

RDC urges the Bureau of Ocean Energy

The SEIS provides

With its enormous potential reserves, the OCS

10

can sustain Alaska's economy for generations.

With the Trans-Alaska

11

interest should compel the Obama Administration to move

12

pipeline system now running at one-third capacity,

12

forward with policy that encourages job creation, supports

13

exploration blocked in ANWR and nondevelopment activists

13

national energy security while growing the economy and

14

working toward wilderness designations in the National

14

providing the nation with much needed domestic energy

15

Petroleum Reserve, nothing less than Alaska's future

15

reserves.

16

economy is at stake.

16

17

potentially immense oil and gas deposits in the Chukchi

17

exploration and development can occur safely in the Arctic

18

Sea would significantly boost the economy and extend the

18

and that mitigation measures can be put in place to

19

life of the oil pipeline.

19

address most concerns.

20

production, TAPS could be uneconomic to operate sometime

20

without harm to polar bears and other species.

21

in the next decade.

21

11

Oil and gas development is absolutely critical

Not developing federal oil in Alaska makes no

to Alaska's future economy.

22

The responsible development of

Without new federal oil

If there is no oil and gas development in ANWR

The public

RDC has a high level of confidence that

Development can and does occur

The SEIS concludes that the probability of a

22

very large oil spill is very minimal, and Shell has

23

and the OCS, and the best prospects in NPRA are taken off

23

defended its ability to quickly cap a highly unlikely

24

the table, the federal government must then accept the

24

blowout and contain and clean up spilled oil.

25

consequences, including heavy reliance on foreign oil,

25

Some groups opposing offshore development will
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1

insist that all data gaps be eliminated before exploration

1

Horizon spill to determine this analysis should be part of

2

is even considered.

2

a supplemental EIS.

3

anything scientific record exists in the Arctic and

3

operate in the Chukchi and the Arctic are very short, and

4

industry and others are well positioned to add to it with

4

your late determination that a very large oil spill

5

new studies, while exploration moves forward in a cautious

5

analysis should supplement your submission to the Court

6

and responsible manner.

6

threatens yet another drilling season and the creation of

7

Americans jobs.

7

In our view, this is unreasonable.

A

RDC will be submitting detailed comments before

8

the deadline, and we thank you for this opportunity to

8

9

testify this evening.

9

10

DR. JIM KENDALL:

10

spill in the Chukchi, it is also important, as you

deck are Susan Childs, John Sturgeon, and Ron McPheters.

11

explained before, that the public understands that the

12

And if John and Ron will move up here, that would be

12

analysis presented in the revised draft supplemental EIS

13

great.

13

does not take into consideration an operator's ability to

14

has a chance to speak.

14

respond immediately to an emergency that results from a

15

well controlled situation.

15

The next three on

While Shell acknowledges your attention to
ensure proper analyses of impacts from a very large oil

11

It will go faster.

Okay.

You are aware the timelines to

We want to make sure everyone

MS. SUSAN CHILDS:

Good evening.

My name

16

is Susan Childs, S-U-S-A-N C-H-I-L-D-S.

So I am here on

17

behalf of Shell Exploration and Production in Alaska.

18

a sustainable development manager for our venture.

19

always appreciate the opportunity to make public comments

20

to the BOEMRE.

21

For example, Shell's exploration plans since

17

2009 have identified and provided specific information on

18

all response vessels that would accompany a drilling

19

operation in the Chukchi.

20

misrepresented.

explanation of what the very large oil spill meant for

21

with them oil spill response assets, as has been

22

this EIS and that it's not the worst-case discharge for

22

documented in public for the last six years.

23

exploration plans that sit in your hands.

23

to -- our response time to well control scenario is one

24

hour.

24
25

I'm

16

We

Thank you for your hard work and your

It is a bit troubling, though, that the
Department of Interior waited six months after the BP
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

description of our plans in the very large oil spill

1

2

analysis.

2

oil spill response fleets, and they cost well over

3

and I would encourage you to continue to use all

3

$100,000,000 each.

4

appropriate language to make clear the impacts analyzed in

4

to spend over $100,000,000 each on vessels to make sure

5

that analysis which disregard any response efforts,

5

that we are prepared.

6

including Shell's oil spill response plans.

6

investment and dedication to keeping oil out of the water

7

in the Arctic.

7

But to avoid creating confusion, I appreciate

So after having said that, Shell can and will

8

meet the challenges presented in our current exploration

8

9

plans because meeting challenges have always been a part

9

That's meaningful.

That is meaningful

But that's only one example of our

So Shell has already committed to having in
place an Arctic capping system in the event we were to

10

of our plan wherever we were in the world.

10

have a spill and we were unable to shut in a well.

11

in Alaska has always been defined by the region in which

11

like to remind you that the last time the world saw a

12

we aspire to work.

12

capping system like the one we are building for the Arctic

13

it's harsh, and it is covered by a multiyear ice 65

13

it was shutting in the most prolific deepwater well

14

percent of the year.

So believe me, before we spent 2.1

14

blowout in the history of this nation.

15

billion dollars, we were very aware of the conditions in

15

that system and it will take place in Alaska before Shell

16

the Chukchi.

16

ever touches the sea floor.

17
18

So it is remote.

You are right.

We drilled four wells there.
wells in the Beaufort.

So our project

These ice-class vessels are centerpieces to our

And

We drilled 12

So we know about the Arctic.

17
And

I'd

We have modified

That capping system, combined with our ability

18

to ignite and effectively burn oil slicks, is not

19

we do recognize the traditional knowledge is absolutely

19

actually -- we are not actually given credit or credited

20

paramount to be able to continue to go forward.

20

when our oil spill response capabilities are calculated or

21

permitted.

21

Shell has already built a 300-foot ice-class oil

Nor is our ability to use and deploy

22

spill response vessel for the Alaska project, and we are

22

dispersants, despite the fact that they have proven very

23

building an even larger anchor handler for use in our

23

effective in the Arctic.

24

Arctic operations.

24

25

you tonight.

It's being built as I testified before

25

In the big picture, all of this doesn't matter
because we are committed to having those tools and assets

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

in the theater because we know that they work.

44
1

public a great disservice.

2

For the wells that we intend to drill in 2012,

2

3

our recovery margin already exceeds the current planning

3

continue to invest.

4

standard.

4

Arctic and in oil spill response and recovery equipment

5

discharge event in the Arctic has always far exceeded the

5

because if a worst-case discharge were to happen, it's our

6

projected worst-case discharge.

In fact, Shell's ability to respond to an oil

Finally, I want to tell you that we will
Shell will continue to invest in the

6

responsibility and ours alone to clean up.

7

If in the future that number goes up because the

7

of Texas, not the state of Alaska, not the Coast Guard,

Not the state

8

characteristics of the wells we intend to drill or because

8

but Shell.

9

of a new calculus, we will exceed that number, as well.

9

So I find that very -- actually, I find that

10

At the end of the day, it's a plan this agency must

10

very important and not comical at all.

11

approve and I don't intend on giving you any reason not

11

you that the best rate of return I can think of on that

12

to.

12

multimillion dollar investment in oil spill response

13

equipment is to never have to use it in the first place.

13

But until we get to the point where you are

And I will tell

14

evaluating our ability to respond to a blowout well by

14

That's our intention.

15

well, be fair to the public.

15

the final document and the Record of Decision so that

16

to the concerned citizens and members of the press the

16

Shell can get on with responsibly exploring for new

17

difference between this hypothetical very large oil spill

17

domestic supplies of oil that will help fill the

18

scenario and the actual factual worst-case discharge

18

Trans-Alaska Pipeline and create tens of thousands of new

19

analysis that Shell or other operators will apply to every

19

jobs for America, which I assume that many could use.

20

single well that is drilled.

20

21

Answer the phone and explain

Because if one person who is actually interested

I urge you to expeditiously prepare

Thank you very much.

21

MR. JOHN STURGEON:

Good evening.

My name

22

in this building in understanding what's happening here

22

is John Sturgeon, spelled S-T-U-R-G-E-O-N.

23

tonight walks away believing that Shell does not have the

23

resident of Alaska, and I work in the forest products

24

resources and the ability to respond to any realistic oil

24

business.

25

spill scenario in the Arctic, then you have done the

25

193.
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1

environmentally sound manner, that it can be done with 100

1

my name is Ron McPheters, M-C-P-H-E-T-E-R-S.

2

percent certainty that's not going to hurt the

2

lifelong resident of Alaska, married, father of four.

3

environment.

3

also President of the Laborers Local 341 in Anchorage.

4

is 100 percent concern, but I think there is enough

4

I'm here to speak on the importance of oil and gas

5

safeguards in place that it will reduce that risk

5

exploration on the Outer Continental Shelf Lease Sale 193

6

substantially.

6

should be affirmed as held in 2008.

7

sufficient information and analysis to support an informed

7

That's not possible.

Nothing in this world

I support Lease Sale 193 because it -- Alaska's

I'm nearly a

The SEIS provides

8

economy is still based on oil and gas, and oil and gas

8

decision affirming sale 193.

9

production drives our economy and is responsible for the

9

allowing a de facto moratorium to continue will harm

Rescinding the leases and

10

majority of our private sector jobs.

11

100 percent funds the State government.

12

money, we wouldn't have the government services that we

12

13

have today in Alaska and the many benefits we have.

13

our 6,000 statewide members.

14

and gas production we cannot afford any further decline in

14

It also pretty much

I'm

Without the oil

I support oil and gas development in the outer

10

Alaska's economy and discourage future industry

11

investment.
Ladies and gentlemen, this is what scares me and
We are so dependent on oil

15

shelf because it provides quality of life that we all

15

TAPS throughput.

16

enjoy here in Alaska.

16

produce oil and gas from the Alaska OCS and boost domestic

17

Lease Sale 193.

17

production from potential world-class energy deposits.

18

OCS production has the potential to refill TAPS, which is
now operating at one-third its peak flow.

18

I urge you to move forward with

And in closing, I'd like to thank you for being

19

here tonight and giving us an opportunity to have our say.

19

20

Thank you.

20

21

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Next we have Ron

The goal of Lease Sale 193 was to

An estimated annual 54,000 new jobs will be

21

created and sustained over 50 years by OCS-related

22

McPheters followed by Tom Maloney, Jeff Jones, and Marilyn

22

development in Alaska.

23

Houser.

23

payroll will be paid to employees in Alaska as a result of

24

great.

24

OCS development.

25

other unions.

25

So if you want to move up front, that would be

MR. RON MCPHETERS:

Ladies and gentlemen,

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

To date 30 wells have been drilled in the

48
1

P, as in petroleum.

2

Beaufort and five in the Chukchi, all without incident.

2

senator this evening.

3

These wells were drilled in the '80s, utilizing older

3

opportunity one more time to testify in front of you here

4

technology compared to what exists today.

Also, over 250

4

tonight.

5

studies have been funded in the Arctic, with the majority

5

little bit more room here compared to where we usually

6

focused on Beaufort and Chukchi, making the area perhaps

6

are.

7

the most studied in America.

7

8

additional research, but at the same time move forward

8

developing our resources.

9

with exploration.

9

that in 1968 Prudhoe Bay was first discovered.

10

We should continue with

Those who oppose exploration in the Arctic would

It was great to hear from my State
And it is wonderful to have the

And I must say it is much better to have a

So thank you for the continuous improvement.
I am 100 percent committed to leasing and
It is absolutely incredible
In nine --

10

that was nine -- short years, the field was developed and

11

study the issue indefinitely and use any data gaps as an

11

the Trans-Alaska Pipeline system was completed and oil

12

excuse for inaction.

12

flowed.

13

unanswered questions, no matter where we explore and

13

in the United States.

14

develop, no matter where exploration and development

14

15

occurs.

15

barrels of oil flow down that 800-mile beauty that some in

16

here helped build.

17

safely and reliably and has provided tremendous economic

18

benefits to the residents of Alaska and the United States.

19

In Alaska, we have a saying:

16

There will always be data gaps and

Please let us drill for all our kids' sake

17

because without this, we have nowhere else to go.

18

economy is one of the last strong ones in the nation.

19
20
21
22
23
24
25

Our

Thank you for your time.
DR. JIM KENDALL:

Next is Tom Maloney.

Tom, the floor is yours.
MR. TOM MALONEY:

Good evening.

For the

record, you have the toughest job here.
My name is Tom Maloney.

20

It was amazing what we used to do in Alaska and

Since 1977 TAPS has seen over 16,000,000,000

It has transported North Slope crude

No dough without oil flow.

It is now 2011 and we are faced with headlines

21

just today of "We cannot afford to let the pipeline die

22

from federal neglect."

23

Senator Lisa Murkowski.

Let's quit talking about the same thing and get

That's M-A-L-O-N-E-Y.

24

Alaskans and Americans working again.

And I'm a long-term resident of South Anchorage District

25

the Beaufort and Chukchi Sea back in the 1980s.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

TAPS had over 2,000,000 barrels a day being safely

1

address an oil spill in an environment like that 140 miles

2

transported.

2

offshore?

3

630,000 barrels a day.

3

time of one hour.

4

safely developing our Arctic resources and going forward

4

current North Slope oil workers are not permitted to work

5

with the OCS.

5

outside.

6

Let's get going.

6

human skin can freeze in one minute when it is zero

7

allow real work to take place.

7

degrees Fahrenheit and the wind is blowing 20 miles an

8

economic impact statement in the future.

8

hour.

9

Thank you very much.

9

Imagine, just imagine, trying to do anything

10

requiring fine motor movement 140 miles from shore, to

Now she's 70 percent empty and down to about
We can fill TAPS back up again by

There is a need to drill to pay the bill.

10

Don't take money for leases and then not
How about having an

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Okay.

I've got Jeff

I don't care if Shell asserts it has response
Promises, promises.

Days go by where

It is simply too cold, too hazardous.

Exposed

11

Jones, Marilyn Houser, and I've got three others and then

11

boot.

12

we will be taking a bit of a break.

12

course there will be an oil spill.

13

Jeff, are you around?

13

part of the human condition.

14

put his name back in there just in case.

14

Exxon Valdez oil tanker would fetch hard ground on Bligh

15

the floor is yours.

15

Reef.

16

uncapped well in the Gulf of Mexico spewing oil for almost

17

90 days, spewing almost 4.9 million barrels of oil.

18

course there will be an oil spill.

16

Ten minutes.

Did he leave us?

MS. MARILYN HOUSER:

Okay.

So

We will

Marilyn Houser,

Hello.

My name is

17

Marilyn Houser.

18

H-O-U-S-E-R.

19

an average person of average means.

20

a professional opposition group, as was mentioned

20

21

previously by one of the speakers.

21

22

That's M-A-R-I-L-Y-N, Houser,

I've lived in Alaska for 33 years.

It's dark 22 hours a day.

23

below zero Fahrenheit.

24

hour.

25

in Arctic Alaska.

I'm just

I'm not someone from

The temperature is 20

The wind is blowing 20 miles an

Don't tell me there won't be an oil spill.

How, pray tell, do we even begin to

The Chukchi Sea and Arctic Ocean are among the

No, no.

Just say no to offshore drilling in

Chukchi and Arctic Ocean.

Please just say no.

Thank you.

24
25

Of

most productive ocean ecosystems in the world.

23

The sea ice is thick, just an average February day

No one ever imagined the

No one could have imagined a blowout and an

19

22

Of

Making mistakes is

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Next on deck we have got

Paul Kendall, Jennifer Taylor, and Stacey Dean.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

And then if Jennifer and Stacey want to move down, that

1

fill in the blanks.

2

would be great.

2

There are a multitude of things.

3

open your records, we cannot resolve anything until public

4

information becomes public information.

5

gentlemen, again, I can't stress enough, the energy

3

MR. PAUL KENDALL:

For the record, my name

For example, until you

4

is Paul D. Kendall and I'll -- I'm sorry.

5

something.

6

Mr. James Kendall, there is no relationship, so -- we just

6

belongs to us.

7

had met here a few moment ago.

7

opportunity to serve us as a society.

8

would be that I would not allow it until you give me a

9

list of all of the things that are secret that are what

8
9

My Tim is Paul D. Kendall.

I heard

This is where I want to tell you why.

In all fairness

Before we begin, I want to give for a matter of
record two documents here.

I want to give a letter where

And ladies and

All of these companies are a conveyance of
The other thing

10

I am sending around to multiple institutions in Alaska

10

they will nondisclosure, proprietary, which would be

11

asking how many barrels of oil Anchorage uses; how many

11

called a tricked-up term, a sling term, by the way.

12

barrels of oil Anchorage uses.

12

13

that discussion brought.

14
15
16

that.

17

You would be amazed what

For example, the mayor sent one

Now having said that, I generally am here trying

13

to explain to you as a messenger, I think in some way, to

of his people who e-mailed me, charged me $45 an hour to

14

tell you you are much, much more important than you ever

ask his people.

15

dreamed.

16

them, hell, no, you are not putting nothing in out there

Just staggering.

But it goes better than

I'm also going to offer the letter of

If I were you, the OCS people, I would tell

17

until we have a comprehensive energy plan in the City of

18

understanding from the world's largest automobile

18

Anchorage.

19

manufacturers calling for hydrogen to be of sufficient

19

20

density by 2015.

20

hub.

21

transcends the individual.

21

which you can spawn in an accelerated mode.

22

might be so bold as to make that.

22

[indiscernible] up everybody in the state.

23

the record for historical purposes.

23

huge, the resources you can bring to bear and you can

Remember, ladies and gentlemen, the data
Don't ever forget that, if I
So if I can put this in

Now, keep in mind, the City of Anchorage is your
If you look at it like a wheel, it is from here
You can
It's just

24

For the record, I rise here in opposition to any

24

manifest things and create things.

25

kind of development off the coast of Alaska until they can

25

it is not in Barrow, it's not in [indiscernible].

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

Now, keeping that in mind, I want to mention a

2

couple other things to you.

3

hear Shell tonight.

4

major presentation.

5

I didn't -- I came here to

I thought they were going to give a

But for the record, before I forget, the

54
1

we came to the meeting, I thought we were going to have

2

the list of 68 countries that bring oil into America.

3

Sixty-eight countries.

4

not the environmentalists in Alaska.

5

holding this up.

This is just unfathomable.

You are being played.

Ladies and

6

Volt is going to be on display at Alaska Sales and

6

gentlemen and OCS, you are being played.

7

Service.

7

simple.

8

electric vehicle, drove 375 miles, average of 55 miles an

8

no, you are not going out there.

9

hour, and it recharged in six and a half minutes.

9

take [indiscernible] is going.

[indiscernible].

Late last year I drove an

If you

It is

It's not the Natives

It's that

If you all come together and you tell them, hell,
I want to see where your
I want that TAPS line to

10

will look up Rossie-Cat, R-O-S-S-I-E-C-A-T, they are

10

be guaranteed to be filled.

11

putting in 800 watts and they are giving out 10 kw of dry

11

some politician hanging out in Juneau, some quasi de facto

12

steam.

12

[indiscernible] submitting comments.

13

eight light bulbs, and they are getting 100 light bulbs on

13

and I want 50 of those countries taken off the list of the

14

the other end, in simple terms.

14

68.

15

In other words, they are taking 800 watts, or

But they are adding some hydrogen and some

16

nickel, and the nickel [indiscernible].

17

into production next year, over 50 scientists.

18

The reason that's imperative for you to

I want it filled up

Something is wrong somewhere.

15

They are going

I don't want some mouthpiece,

Now, keep this in mind.

These oil companies

16

know something is coming.

17

maintain this particular economic structure in paradigm.

18

There is no way in hell we can

And in closing -- and I need to get off here.

19

understand is because around you things are going very,

19

don't know what the time is.

20

very quickly.

20

ladies and gentlemen.

These people are playing you when

21

state of Alaska.

21

they talk about jobs.

It's about the quality of your

22

the hub of Anchorage to have an energy plan; you should

22

environment and your community being able to hold

23

definitely as a family get something formulated, a 30-day

23

sustainable quality so that you can understand what life

24

plenary with respectful on-camera, sworn-in testimony.

24

is about.

25

energy in your residential sector.

25

Some things does not make sense in the
If I were you, I would not only ask for

What I'm trying to tell you is this:

Last time

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

If you all come together and make Anchorage,

56
1

and raised Alaskan.

Alaska an all-electric residential sector, you will launch

2

tonight representing my family, including my husband, my

3

multiple economies, the like of which will lead the

3

daughter, parents.

4

country, if not the world.

4

5

come together as a family, you are never going to make

5

responsible development of Alaska's resources.

6

this.

6

it's vital to our state economy and future generations.

7

each other foolish names like liberal and conservative.

7

urge you to move forward allowing exploration on these

8

It's just gone nutty.

8

leases.

2

But if you don't stand up and

They hear you bickering and squabbling and calling

9

So I'll sit down, Mr. Kendall.

It was nice to

And again, I don't think we have a

I work for Shell, but I'm here

They are all Alaskans.

I'm here tonight to voice support for

9

have met you.

11

perspective until you can look at 68 countries bringing

11

12

oil.

12

13

that I see coming with 40 companies launching electric

13

Stacey Dean, S-T-A-C-E-Y D-E-A-N.

14

vehicles in the next three years -- and this document --

14

Anchorage.

15

those of you that didn't see it, this document was refused

15

business.

16

to be printed -- it's only a page and a half -- by Pat

16

sales continue.

17

Dolburg [ph] of the ADN, Juneau, your mayor; these people

17

18

are refusing.

18

19

disconnection.

20

just staggering, the potential you have.

They have a sense of denial and
We call it being disassociated.

DR. JIM KENDALL:

22

Jennifer Taylor and Stacey Dean.

23

yours.

24
25

10

And I really think if you could see the technology

opportunity.

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Stacey, the floor is

MS. STACEY DEAN:

Thank you.

My name is

I'm a resident of

I'm not in the oil or gas or oil services
I support Shell, and I'd like to see the lease

Thank you.
DR. JIM KENDALL:

Again, we are going to

try something a little bit different.

20

coming in and out disrupting, we are going to take an

Next we have got

21

official ten-minute break.

Jennifer, the floor is

22

minutes I will be knocking on the microphone, as well as

23

nine minutes, ten minutes starting now.

Thank you for the

My name is Jennifer Taylor, and I'm a born

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

24
25

I

yours.

19

MS. JENNIFER TAYLOR:

This is

I believe

Thank you.

10

21

I

But it is not about jobs,

Instead of people

I will warn you, in eight

Thank you.

(A break was taken.)
DR. JIM KENDALL:

Lois Epstein, Dave Cruz,
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1

Wayne Leighty, Leonard Horst, Mike Faust, Marilyn Heiman.

1

court decision written by Judge Gleason and signed onto by

2

So you may want to move up here.

2

the State.

3

mind being the next master of ceremonies here?

4

all the ones labeled up through 40.

5

first.

6

MS. LOIS EPSTEIN:

7

everybody.

8

this opportunity to testify.

Mr. Loman, would you
I've got

3

Lois Epstein is

Good evening,

9

Thank you, Dr. Kendall and BOEMRE staff for

According to that decision, TAPS will operate

4

until 2047 at least, using current reserves.

5

sort of a side show in terms of a discussion in this

6

setting.

7

My name is Lois Epstein, L-O-I-S E-P-S-T-E-I-N.

So that's

TWS's position is that BOEMRE needs to take the

8

time needed to make scientifically justified decisions

9

before allowing drilling, including exploratory drilling

10

And I'm a licensed engineer and the Arctic program

10

in the Chukchi.

11

director for The Wilderness Society, also known as TWS.

11

Administration issued Chukchi leases, prematurely in our

12

We are a nonprofit public interest organization.

12

view.

13

I've spent over 20 years working on oil and gas

13

This is true even though the previous

As I stated at a similar hearing in Anchorage

14

technical and policy issues as a consultant and as an

14

when the draft SEIS was issued, BOEMRE should reassess

15

employee of nonprofit organizations.

15

which scientific information in Appendix A of the SEIS is

16

advisor on the Report to the President in May 2010, which

16

obtainable at a cost that is not exorbitant rather than

17

contained recommendations on increasing offshore drilling

17

BOEMRE dismissing the need to consider such information.

18

safety, and I now serve on BOEMRE'S Ocean Energy Safety

18

Without such a reassessment, BOEMRE in effect is saying

19

Advisory Committee.

19

that it has decided to allow exploratory drilling

20

production in Alaska.

20

regardless of the impacts.

21

oil and gas drilling is done well and in appropriate

21

impacts, however, in as specific detail as possible for

22

locations.

22

rational decisionmaking.

I was a technical

I'm not opposed to oil and gas
My role at TWS is to ensure that

The public needs to know the

23

For the record, and in response to other

23

Last week the U.S. Geological Survey issued its

24

statements, TAPS is in no danger of shutting down,

24

science gap and sufficiency report evaluating the science

25

according to the industry data that was used in the recent

25

needed to inform Arctic Ocean drilling decisions.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

intellectually sound report, which acknowledges that there

1

2

are data gaps that ought to be addressed prior to

2

3

decisionmaking, provides critical information that BOEMRE

3

decision which we heard about earlier that BOEMRE complete

4

needs to utilize in SEIS development.

4

the remand process by October 3rd does not prevent the

5

agency from changing its present and, we would consider,
flawed course.

5

These gaps cover biological data, but also

how to permit implementation of the leases.
The Alaska Federal District Court's recent

6

physical, oceanographic and meteorological data which are

6

7

certainly relevant to BOEMRE's very large oil spill

7

8

trajectory modeling.

8

provided background information on its estimate of a very

9

large oil spill or VLOS.

9

If such data are not relevant or

essential, and some of these data may be relatively low

In Appendix D of the revised SEIS, BOEMRE

The VLOS analysis is valuable

10

cast to obtain, is there any information that BOEMRE would

10

information for decisionmakers and the public, and we

11

consider essential when deciding whether to offer oil and

11

welcome seeing that in the revised SEIS.

12

gas leases in the Chukchi Sea?

12

page of the appendix, however, BOEMRE characterizes such a

13

spill as a "low probability, high impacts" event.

13

More generally, BOEMRE should explain the

On the first

14

factors or criteria it evaluated in deciding whether

14

An academic colleague on the Ocean Energy Safety

15

information was essential to its leasing decision.

15

Advisory Committee forcefully argued in several conference

16

16

calls that blowouts are not, in fact, low probability

17

USGS report was released last week that, "This study is

Additionally, Secretary Salazar stated when the

17

events, as there have been 79 reported losses of well

18

helpful in assessing what we know and will help inform

18

control in the U.S. portion of the Gulf of Mexico from

19

determinations about what we need to know to develop our

19

1996 to 2009, according to the President's Oil Spill

20

Arctic energy resources in the right places in the right

20

Commission.

21

way."

21

believes such events should be characterized instead by

22

Secretary?

22

BOEMRE as low frequency, high impact events rather than

23

report has been issued, BOEMRE could suspend operations on

23

low probability, high impact events.

24

Lease Sale 193 leases pending further data collection upon

24

25

which to base future decisions covering whether, where and

25

Does it make sense for BOEMRE to ignore the
To carry out his direction now that the USGS

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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We currently do not have the world's best

62

1

improvements.

1

of 193 will occur under the world's highest safety and

2

regulatory standards for offshore drilling, contrary to

2

environmental standards.

3

some statements here tonight.

3

minimize the impacts and provides protection for the

To say otherwise is false.

Seasonal operating restrictions

4

My organization has documented those needed improvements

4

locals.

5

to prove -- which were developed by various commissions

5

ensure that this is done with to highest standards,

6

over the past year following the BP Deepwater Horizon

6

BOEMRE.

7

tragedy and has sent them to BOEMRE as part of the 2012 to

7

Alaska has a proven record of being above and beyond

8

2017 five-year leasing program proposal.

8

requirements.

9

submit that information to you in a different format, as

10

I'd be happy to

A whole new government entity was created to

Stringent permitting practices.

9

well.

The industry in

One of the companies that we own, Cruz

10

Construction, and we are an oil and gas exploration and

11

Until those types of improvements occur, there

11

support business.

12

will be infrequent but highly tragic spill events in the

12

that I parked in here tonight, if one of my projects had

13

Arctic and elsewhere on an ongoing basis.

13

the amount of oil that is currently spilled on that

14

information, combined with a clear need for collection and

14

parking lot outside of this building, I would be shut down

15

analysis of scientific data on the Arctic as discussed in

15

and run off the North Slope.

16

the USGS report demonstrate that BOEMRE is not ready at

16

17

this time to proceed with offshore drilling in the near

17

Slope and offshore projects in Alaska are the most studied

18

pristine Chukchi Sea.

18

energy basins in America.

19

field is the most cleanest and pristine in the world.

20

will not see oil like I see in this parking lot on any of

21

the jobs that I have been on in the last 30 years.

19

This

Thank you very much.

20

MR. JEFFERY LOMAN:

21

MR. DAVE CRUZ:

Dave Cruz.

For the record, my name is

22

Dave Cruz, C-R-U-Z.

23

lifelong Alaskan.

24

production in the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas.

25

I'll point out that this parking lot

Spill prevention and spill response.

North

In my personal opinion, our oil

I'm the CEO of Cruz Companies and a

22

I'm here to testify in support of oil

23

years ago is Cruz Marine.

24

business.

25

state-of-the-art shallow draft tugs for working in the

Oil and gas production resulting from the sale

You

One of our other companies that we started three

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

We are an Alaskan family-owned

In 2009 to 2011 we invested $16,000,000 in two

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

3XEOLF+HDULQJ7UDQVFULSWV
$QFKRUDJH$ODVND

3XEOLF+HDULQJ7UDQVFULSWV
$QFKRUDJH$ODVND

63
1

Arctic.

2

service.

3

hydraulics on the outside using electric wenches.

4

are the only ABS load line shallow draft tugs in the

4

5

world.

5

6

specifically for the Chukchi and the Beaufort Sea.

7

vessels are capable of running right up on the beach

7

record, my name is Wayne Leighty.

8

without damage to the hulls of the vessels and being able

8

L-E-I-G-H-T-Y.

9

to move very quickly to support an operation of this if

9

of myself speaking to tonight as an informed and

10

They are designed specifically for Arctic

64

They are double hulled.

They are big.

there was a problem.

11

We minimized the
These

We custom designed them
These

We are ready.

Oil is a global commodity.

OCS will boost

place.

2

We must open OCS.

The technology and resources to drill are stellar.

3

Can we?

Let's drill it, but drill it right.

Yes, we can.
Thank you.
MR. JEFFERY LOMAN:

6

MR. WAYNE LEIGHTY:

Wayne, you are next.
Thank you.

For the

That's W-A-Y-N-E

I work for Shell, but I'm here on behalf

10

interested lifelong Alaskan with degrees in environmental

11

science, economics, transportation technology, resource

12

economics, sustainable energy systems, and business
administration.

12

domestic production, increase American energy supply.

13

will help on long-term national energy security, and it

13

14

will fill the pipeline; it's designed to run with oil, not

14

15

sit empty.

In

15

economic benefits of OCS development and oil spill

16

1976 when I graduated from high school, I went to work on

16

prevention and response equipment and capabilities, so

17

the pipeline.

17

I'll use my time to focus on the stated mission of BOEMRE

18

That's a lifetime to an 18-year-old.

18

to manage mineral resources of the Outer Continental

19

old in 20 years.

19

Shelf.

20

permitting for exploration as wise resource management for

21

at least four reasons.

20

Whatever happened to north to the future?

Word was it was going to last 20 years.
I was going to be

Today it's 34 years.

The only -- the oil industry was our primary

21

means of revenue for our state.

22

We must take advantage of our natural resources.

23

State Constitution states this.

24

advantage in a responsible and dignified way.

25

It

1

It needs to remain so.
Our

But we need to take

OCS has been studied to death.

The plans are in

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

22

Others have spoken already eloquently on the

Prompt finalization of Lease Sale 193 and

First, OCS development will enhance existing

23

onshore oil production in both value and volume.

24

will be enhanced by -- or value will be enhanced by

Volume

25

reducing transportation costs per barrel with
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1

infrastructure operating nearer to capacity.

1

post-leasing in order to avoid destruction of value

2

be enhanced by expanding infrastructure such that some

2

through uncertainty.

3

satellite fields become economic.

3

4

resource potential for natural gas provided by OCS

4

expanding, including oil and gas exploration.

5

exploration may also enable construction of a natural gas

5

of these activities is often more lax in jurisdictions

6

pipeline that would unstrand a large known reserve with

6

outside U.S. waters.

7

existing production infrastructure.

7

Alaskan OCS can help us set a high standard for operations

8

development is a rare opportunity for resource managers to

8

and get more safety and response equipment mobilized to

9

maximize the value of the resources under their

9

the Arctic.

10

Volume will

66

And the additional

Hence, OCS

management.

11

Second is the real option value of the

Again, BOEMRE has a unique management

11

environmental protection in the context of increasing

12

activity by progressing leasing and development in the
Alaskan OCS.

13

continued operation, failure to progress development of

13

14

OCS resources may remove the option for future development

14

15

if TAPS is decommissioned.

15

16

value in progressing OCS development now.

So this is the resource management context in
which the SEIS under discussion tonight exists.

16

Third, regulatory uncertainty for offshore

Progressive development of the

opportunity to foster development of robust Arctic

Trans-Alaska Pipeline.

Hence, there is real option

Regulation

10

12

17

As declining flow jeopardizes

Fourth, international activity in the Arctic is

In summary, the upside potential of affirming

17

Lease Sale 193 and finalizing permitting for exploration

18

energy development in the United States destroys resource

18

is enhancing a resource in both volume and value,

19

value.

19

preserving real option value for infrastructure of

20

value, which is a function of the probability of finding

20

national importance, and strengthening environmental

21

and producing the resource and the value of that resource.

21

protection at a regional and ecosystem level.

22

Prolonged regulatory uncertainty casts doubt on the value

22

23

of leases, squandering our nations resource wealth.

23

193 include destroying resource value through uncertainty

24

and efficient resource management will seek to establish

24

and losing the economic value of this resource forever if

25

conditions at the time of leasing to ensure development

25

it becomes stranded without infrastructure.

For example, these bids are based on expected

Wise

The downside risks of filing affirm Lease Sale

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

For all these reasons Lease Sale 193 was wise

68
1

Australia.

2

didn't see those opportunities here.

proceed with permitting for exploration would be very poor

3

come back for their kids and generations beyond.

4

resource management.

4

5

Thank you.

5

comments that have been made -- I won't go into all the

6

facts and figures that I had originally planned, but I can

7

assure you that this economy is in a serious condition

8

right now.

9

now.

2

resource management.

3

6
7

MR. JEFFERY LOMAN:

10

Leonard Horst,

followed by Mike Faust.

8
9

Failing to affirm the sale and

MR. LEONARD HORST:

Thank you.

For the

record, my name is Leonard Horst, L-E-O-N-A-R-D; the last
name is H-O-R-S-T.

11

10

Tonight I appreciate the opportunity to speak

12

again, and thank you for that opportunity.

13

from three different perspectives, if I can.

14
15

I want to see that

Secondly, as a banker I can tell you many of the

We need to address what is going on with TAPS

Alaskans need to realize that the flow through that

pipeline at t his point is already at a critical stage.

11

Opening of OCS is important and it's timely to

12

do it now.

13

a ton of people back to work, and allow us to go forward

individual Alaskan; two, as a banker and an economist; and

14

with this economy for generations to come.

three, as a member of the Resource Development Council.

15

16

I will speak

My kids have been very successful, but they

One as an

I am speaking in support of the affirmation of

What comes from OCS will refill TAPS, will put

Finally, as a member of the executive committee

16

of the Resource Development Council, we are a group of

I think it's time we get going and get going

17

companies and individuals that represent all walks of life

As an individual with three grown children who

18

across the state of Alaska.

17

lease 193.

18

quickly.

19

have all left the state for opportunities that they didn't

19

responsible development of Alaska's natural resources.

20

feel they could gain here, I think the fact that we are

20

believe that we have seen the oil companies, the mining

21

talking in the neighborhood of 35,000 jobs on an annual

21

companies, the fisheries, all come forward, the tourist

22

basis is a critical factor.

22

groups; forestry spoke earlier this evening.

23

to develop resources in a responsible way in this state.

23

You know what?

We do need to consider this.

I'd love to visit my grandson in

24

South Anchorage, as opposed to Chicago.

25

my granddaughter in Eagle River, as opposed to Sydney,

I'd love to visit

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

We are committed to
I

We know how

24

In conclusion, I do encourage you to move

25

forward immediately to affirm the sale as proposed.
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

you.

2

MR. JEFFERY LOMAN:

3

MR. MIKE FAUST:

Mike Faust.

Good evening.

My name is

70
1

collecting biological, oceanographic and air quality data

2

from the Chukchi Sea.

3

This program has contributed to the existing

4

Mike Faust, and I am the Chukchi project manager for

4

scientific knowledge base of the Arctic OCS and has been

5

ConocoPhillips.

5

well received by North Slope communities and several

6

193 for the Chukchi Sea and supplemental EIS that has been

6

environmental groups.

7

released by BOEMRE.

7

support our plans to drill an exploration well in the

8

Chukchi in 2013.

8
9

I'm here today in support of Lease Sale

ConocoPhillips is one of the largest owners of
state and federal leases in Alaska.

We are a major

9

These studies are being done to

ConocoPhillips has extensive experience

10

operator in the three largest oil fields on the Alaska

10

conducting exploration, development, and production

11

North Slope, and we operate both the Kuparuk and the

11

operations in Arctic conditions in Alaska, Canada, Norway,

12

Alpine oil fields, as well as a number of smaller fields.

12

and Russia.

13

We are also an operator in Alaska's Cook Inlet.

13

operations practices tailored to these challenging

14

14

conditions.

environmentally responsible operating experience in Arctic

15

execution, and regulatory engagement drilling and

16

conditions.

16

development operations can be conducted safely and in an

17

preparing permit applications and operational plans for

17

environmentally responsible manner in the Arctic Ocean off

18

activities in the Arctic.

18

Alaska's North Slope.

15

Our company has decades, decades of safe and

We have developed design standards and

19

We also bring decades of experience in

ConocoPhillips sees great potential in the

20

Chukchi Sea.

21

over $500,000,000 on 98 OCS leases in 2008.

19

This is demonstrated by our investment of

We believe that with proper planning,

As almost everyone knows, Alaska's North Slope

20

production continues to decline with TAPS currently

Since then

21

flowing at one-third of the pipeline capacity.

22

ConocoPhillips has spent tens of millions of dollars on

22

exploration in Alaska has not resulted in discovery

23

environmental studies working with other offshore

23

sufficient to fully stem the decline in the supply to

24

operators like Shell and Stat Oil, universities, research

24

TAPS.

25

institutions and local stakeholders on a multiyear program

25

Sea, has the potential to significantly extend the life of

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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The Arctic OCS waters, particularly the Chukchi
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1

TAPS, keeping this critical link for domestic supplies of

1

2

oil in operation.

2

3

Working together, government and industry can

3

We intend to provide more comprehensive written
comments by July 11th.
Thank you very much for this opportunity.

4

develop a plan for careful exploration and production of

4

5

oil and natural gas within the Arctic OCS waters.

If

5

6

exploration efforts are successful, new OCS resources

6

7

would play a vital role in decreasing America's dependence

7

name is Marilyn Heiman.

8

on foreign oil, creating thousands of American jobs, and

8

Arctic Program for Pew Environment Group.

9

generating new sources of income for federal and state

9

Marilyn Heiman, H-E-I-M-A-N.

And

MS. MARILYN HEIMAN:

Good afternoon.

My

I'm the director of the U.S.
And it's

governments.

11

supply of oil during the critical period while America

11

Management, Regulation and Enforcement staff, I want to

12

balances fossil fuel energy use with other types of

12

thank you for the hearing, and I appreciate very much how

13

energy.

13

this hearing is being held.

14

respectful than those in the past and is a clear departure

We are committed to explore the Chukchi Sea

10

Marilyn Heiman.

10

14

At the same time, it will assure a steady

MR. JEFFERY LOMAN:

then Lucy Jean, followed by Kip Knudson.

Dr. Kendall and Bureau of Ocean Energy

I think it's much more

15

responsibly, with respect for the environment, and in a

15

from how they have been held and I felt like everyone here

16

manner that would respect the subsistence way of life for

16

has been very respectful of each other, so I really

17

the residents of Alaska's North Slope.

17

appreciate that and would love to see even more dialogue,

18

not just testifying back and forth, but among the parties

19

because I think there is a lot of great information being

18

In closing, ConocoPhillips supports the

19

supplemental EIS.

We commend the BOEMRE for a fine job on

20

that, and believe it provides sufficient information and

20

offered here and a lot more can be discussed in a

21

analysis for the Chukchi sea.

21

productive way.

We encourage BOEMRE to

22

issue supplemental EIS, affirming Lease Sale 193 and

22

23

allowing those holding leases to proceed to explore them

23

on oil and gas issues in Alaska.

24

for Alaska's future economy and the nation's long-term

24

the importance of oil and gas to Alaska's economy.

25

energy security.

25

Pew's goal, Pew Environment Group's goal is to ensure that

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

I have about three decades of experience working
And I fully understand
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1

the highest standards for science, spill prevention,

1

been mentioned many times today, recognizes that there has

2

response and safety are conducted in the Arctic Ocean.

2

been a significant amount of research done in the Arctic,

3

And we want to -- we try to take a solutions oriented

3

much of it by the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management.

4

approach, and we don't blanketly oppose all drilling in

4

there's critical knowledge gaps that still remain.

5

the Arctic.

5

also showed that the best -- that the information and data

6

We are pleased with BOEMRE that they have

But

It

6

we do have is not synthesized in a way that it best

7

included the analysis of very large oil spill in the EIS.

7

informs decisions on potential oil and gas activities.

8

We look forward to working with the department on more

8

9

clearly defining what response capacity needs to be in

9

We encourage BOEMRE to incorporate the
information in the USGS report in the supplemental EIS,

10

place to respond to a very large oil spill, including

10

specifically in filling needed information gaps, working

11

assuring adequate shoreline protection and near shore

11

with other agencies to come up with better ways to

12

protection.

12

synthesize and coordinate data and recognizing the
importance of traditional knowledge.

13

We have been pleased to see the department

13

14

has -- the Bureau has proposed new standards, strong

14

15

standards for safety, but we haven't seen those level of

15

coordinate and synthesize all the research and monitoring

16

standards for improvements in spill response.

16

that is being done to guide the decisionmaking.

17

seen it for containment, but not spill response.

17

urge BOEMRE to work with the USGS, NOAA and the Coast

18

know that the Bureau is working on that, but we would like

18

Guard, the university, the North Slope Bureau, industry,

19

to see that happen quickly because oil and gas is

19

and all the entities who are working to produce this

20

happening quickly in the Arctic Ocean.

20

research to provide a coordinated research program with a

21

one stop shop for the data.

21

We have
And we

As far as missing science, we were disappointed

We clearly need to find better ways to

And we

The data needs to be readily

22

that the revised EIS didn't remedy the flaws in the

22

available for decisionmakers, for permits, but also for

23

agency's initial analysis and did not provide meaningful

23

responding to oil spills.

24

new analysis with which to reconsider the leasing

24

available to the affected communities so they can take

25

decision.

25

part in decisionmaking.

The recently released USGS report, which has

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

This data should also be
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1

A comprehensive integrated research and

76
1

fortunate to be employed by a small refining company

2

monitoring program is essential to provide a framework for

2

called Tesoro.

3

decisions on development activity in the Arctic and to

3

refinery just recently built in the country of India that

4

help avoid adverse impacts on the environment and

4

refines double -- just a single plant -- refines double

5

subsistence way of life.

5

the amount of crude that my entire company does with seven

6

in the past are that, you know, we need to have better

6

refineries in the United States.

7

information on things, such as wind and currents, to

7

of manufacturing in the United States, and perhaps

8

determine where the spills will go and what the trajectory

8

refining is next based on that kind of model.

9

will be of those spills.

9

Some of the things that we said

More information on important

I say small because there is a single

We have lost other types

I'm also a volunteer with the Alaska State

10

ecological areas, sensitive areas, subsistence areas, just

10

Chamber.

11

to name a few.

11

like to note that the 400 members of the State Chamber

12

12

have repeatedly the last three years listed responsible

13

believe he should adopt a modified alternative that better

13

OCS exploration and development as a priority for the

14

protects important ecological and subsistence areas.

14

business community in the state of Alaska.

15

believe also that BOEMRE should place a suspension on

15

and I are raising a delightful, bright-eyed optimistic

16

Lease Sale 193 leases until a comprehensive integrated

16

nine-year-old who we are telling on a daily basis that she

17

research and monitoring plan is in place to guide

17

can do just about anything she sets her mind to.

18

decisions, critical gaps identified by the USGS report are

18

are carefully protecting her from proceedings like this

19

filled, and a plan is in place that protects important

19

for fear she might become pessimistic.

20

ecological and subsistence areas.

20

21

If the Secretary does affirm Lease Sale 193, we

I'm currently Chair of the Board and I would

Thank you development.

22
23
24
25

We

MR. JEFFERY LOMAN:

Thank you.

Lucy Jean.

Kip Knudson.
MR. KIP KNUDSON:

Good evening.

is Kip Knudson, last name K-N-U-D-S-O-N.

My name

I am very

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

And my wife

You know, I said I work for Tesoro.

And we

We operate

21

in one of the world's premier oil basins, and yet I'm

22

going to tell you a shocking fact, and that is that Tesoro

23

Alaska has to buy crude from foreign sources in order to

24

manufacture transportation fuels for Alaskans.

25

not aware, the West Coast of the United States is

If you are
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1

currently short of crude oil.

2

So the entire west coast from California north

1

arrive at a fuel that is as potent and inexpensive as

2

products made from petroleum, then --

3

has to buy foreign crudes.

4

issue, and he was incensed by it.

I'm incensed by it, but

4

our fuels in the United States, then the most

5

there is not an option because there are no new sources of

5

environmental thing we can do right now, regardless of the

6

northern American crude coming on-line.

6

number of environmental documents that we produce, is

7

none as prospective as the OCS in the Arctic.

7

responsibly explore and develop the OCS.

8
9

Mr. Kendall referenced this

78

3

And certainly

It's going to be very important for Alaskans.

8

It's going to be very important for Americans on the West

10

Coast.

11

world that we responsively develop in the OCS.

12
13

And as long as we are importing crudes to make

And it's going to be very important for the entire

9

So in conclusion, as quickly as is legally
possible, please use the search and delete function and

10

take the word draft off of this document and then work

11

double overtime to convince Secretary Salazar that the

drove to this hearing today, you likely burned gasoline

12

only honest and environmentally responsible solution is to

manufactured with foreign crudes.

13

affirm Lease Sale 193.

14

OCS.

14

So if you

Now, I am sure -- I am 100 percent certain that

And let exploration begin in the

Thank you.

15

not one of those crudes had to document even a tenth of

15

16

that size produced prior to their development.

16

17

doesn't concern you, fine.

18

opposing OCS, and you will get your very large oil spill

18

Dippel, and I'm a lifelong Alaskan resident.

19

in some other environment.

19

pretty sure that the Bureau has a copy of this, but I'm

20

going to go ahead and submit it just in case they don't.

21

And I would like to say I fully support, along

20

If that

Keep buying the fuel and keep

So I'm telling the story there to highlight a
I'm afraid to mention the word herring.

I

MR. JEFFERY LOMAN:

Rocky Dippel is next,

followed by Tom Lovas.

17

MR. ROCKY DIPPEL:

My name is Rocky
And I'm

21

red herring.

22

don't believe they live in the Arctic, and I would hate

22

with our congressmen, our senators, politically opposite

23

for there to be a supplemental environmental statement

23

parties are in full agreement to move ahead.

24

regarding the red herring.

24

paying $4 a gallon for fuel.

25

young woman that testified and my daughter can invent or

25

pay twice what we are paying.

However, until that first

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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In the Bush they probably
Can someone please explain
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1

to me what the holdup is?

2

Through my eyes, it takes on the appearance of

80
1

project and the sale and its downstream promises if we

2

expect to move Alaska forward.

I tend to disregard the

3

an agenda-driven issue, more than once the effects of this

3

nay-sayers when it comes to all the hype marketing.

4

study.

4

you listen to them long enough, a butterfly flapping its

5

The Deepwater Horizon happened in 5,000 feet of water.

5

wings in Africa causes a hurricane in Florida.

6

The water that we are talking about is less than 200 foot,

6

7

on the average.

7

TV ads with caribou walking around on the North Slope

8

not apples to oranges.

8

amongst the trees.

9

North Slope, other than the two that BP has up there.

Everybody keeps dredging up the Deepwater Horizon.

9

Let's keep comparing apples to apples,

Has anyone done a study of what would happen if

And if you think I'm making this up, I have seen

we allow this Lease Sale 193 not to move forward?

11

would happen to the state of Alaska and all development to

11

Kodiak wind towers, and they recovered 3,000,000.

12

this point?

12

not about taking a shot at the greenies.

13

Financially the State will be bankrupt in a few short

13

what we have, the resources.

14

years because we don't have enough oil for the line.

We

14

15

need to ensure that we write a smart play of our time in

15

what their agenda is and who finances what they are doing.

16

history and that we [indiscernible].

16

What do they do to promote the well-being of others?

17

look at who pays my bills and then the vision gets pretty
clear.

What would be the unintended consequences?

I was here before the pipeline ever came here,

10

And I have yet to see a tree on the

10

17

What

If

But I'm not against green.

I helped put up the
So it's

It's about using

When it comes to big green, I have to wonder

18

and back then Anchorage was small, didn't take a whole lot

18

19

to run it.

19

20

significant infrastructure.

21

seriously doubt that Anchorage, let alone the rest of the

21

22

state, has the financial resources to operate their

22

majority of Alaska be without Big Oil?

23

cities.

23

are meeting here in is because of Big Oil.

24

same time, I don't want them to run roughshod over us.

25

need to be real.

I

24
25

Right now, the City of Anchorage has a pretty
Without the pipeline, I

It will take years to implement what is on the
drawing board, but we must give a green light on this
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

20

I've always been a clean camper, and I try use
my natural resources wisely.

My state is my agenda.

Where would Anchorage, Fairbanks, Barrow, or the
This facility we
But at the

Trust, but verify.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

I fully support sale 193.

1

and gas resources of the Chukchi Sea area.

2

independence comes by working with those who can properly

2

information is surely now available from this

3

develop in a responsible manner both financially and

3

environmental review to make an informed decision

4

environmentally.

4

affirming sale 193.

5

dollars, along with reams of paper regarding study upon

5

this area, it is incumbent to fully explore the energy

6

study, environmental impact statements, contingency

6

potential of this region by drilling and to move to

7

programs; 30 years worth of paper, and we are still

7

production from this reservoir of energy not obtainable by

8

rehashing the current environmental impact statement.

8

other means.

9
10

Real energy

82

Shell Oil has invested over 3.5 billion

I say it's time to allow the players to take the
field and drill for independence.

11

long-term Alaskan since 1959, I believe the potential can

12

be realized in an environmentally sound fashion, that

13

adequate protections to the environment are in place, that

My name is

14

the SEIS as drafted properly addresses the issues, and I

Tom Lovas and then

12

Stan Senner and followed after Stan, Keith Silver.

13

you've got the floor.
Good evening.

Tom,

As a

15

Tom Lovas.

I'm an independent

15

support the oil and gas exploration and development from

16

consultant operating a company called Energy and Resource

16

this Lease Sale 193.

17

Economics.

17

immediately with this information.

18

Development Council.

19

That's spelled L-O-V-A-S.

The OCS is properly viewed as one of the most
petroleum rich offshore provinces in the country.

MR. JEFFERY LOMAN:

MR. TOM LOVAS:

With the potential available from

10

11

14

9

Sufficient

I'm also a member of the board of the Resource

18

Many others have spoken quite eloquently to the

And I thank you for the opportunity to comment.

19

MR. JEFFERY LOMAN:
MR. STAN SENNER:

20

points they wanted to raise tonight, so I'll be very

20

21

brief.

21

Stan Senner.

22

Without question, the oil production is vitally

The sale should be affirmed

Stan.

Thank you.

That's spelled S-E-N-N-E-R.

My name is

I'm the

22

director of conservation science for Ocean Conservancy.

23

important to the state and to the -- as well as to our

23

We are a nonprofit organization dedicated to marine

24

nation generally.

24

conservation.

25

forward with offshore drilling and development of the oil

And it's imperative that we move

25

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

reaffirm Lease Sale 193.

2

supplemental environmental impact statement.

3

all, we thank you for being responsive to some of the many

3

BOEMRE could not conclude -- did not find that even a

4

comments that were submitted on this document, and we

4

single piece of missing information was essential to a

5

appreciate the inclusion of the very large oil spill

5

decision.

6

analysis.

6

administration that is committed to science-based

7

decisionmaking.

8

the analysis of missing information, there is no single

9

piece of information that is essential.

7

I'll confine my remarks to the

84

First of

Unfortunately, we do believe that the

8

analysis -- the overall analysis does not remedy the

9

deficiencies in the original document.

The revised

1

are essential to doing the job.

2

Out of a long list of missing information,

I do not find that credible coming from the

Indeed, by the methods that were used in

And if you carry

10

environmental impact statement and its analysis of missing

10

that far enough, no information is essential to making a

11

information has not changed significantly from the

11

decision, and I don't think that's what anyone intends.

12

original draft.

12

13

As a graduate student in the 1970s at the

So we believe the agency needs to go back to the

13

drawing board, take seriously the need to address --

14

University of Alaska at Fairbanks, I was part of the Outer

14

identify and address missing information.

15

Continental Shelf Environmental Assessment Program.

15

bright U.S. Geological Survey will assist in that process.

16

gathered some of the data that led to the lease sale on

16

17

drilling in the 1980s.

17

it right and recouping the investment, the tremendous

18

important parts of those studies that have not been

18

investment that the oil industry has made in leases and

19

repeated, and now we are talking 30 years later.

19

response and science and all of this, recouping that

20

investment means that we should start out by doing it

20

I

Unfortunately, there are some very

There is missing information that are

The report

And I would simply conclude by saying that doing

21

fundamental to understanding this ecosystem and how it

21

right, and that means a good base of scientific

22

would be affected by an oil spill, and we have missing

22

information.

23

information such as fine scale data on currents and winds

23

24

that make it nearly impossible to project the trajectory

24

working in the environmental assessment program.

25

of spilled oil.

25

seven years as a State of Alaska science coordinator

I believe that those kinds of information

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

following the Exxon Valdez oil spill, and I spent the last

1

President Obama's recent call for more production.

2

year in the Gulf working on the Deepwater Horizon spill.

2

Sale 193 will occur in the world's highest safety

3

I think I understand something about the importance of

3

environmental standards.

4

good science to uphold our duty here, and we don't have

4

water, not subject to the issues brought to light in the

5

that information yet.

5

Horizon Gulf oil spill.

6

So thank you very much.

7

MR. JEFFERY LOMAN:

8
9

MR. KEITH SILVER:
is Keith Silver.

6
Thank you.

Keith.

Good evening.

K-E-I-T-H S-I-L-V-E-R.

My name

I'm a former oil

The lease sale is in shallow

There are approximately 54,000 new jobs that

7

would be credited and sustained over a 50-year period by

8

OCS-related development in Alaska.

9

$63,000,000,000 in payroll in Alaska alone as a result of

It is estimated that

10

field worker.

10

OCS development, many thousands of new high-paying jobs

11

delay tactics, some caused by federally funded

11

throughout the 50 states with a possible $82,000,000,000

12

environmental groups, in addition to state taxes, my job

12

in payroll.

13

and more than 10,000 others were eliminated.

13

14

However, with the federal government's

Lease

I am here yet again for the fourth or fifth time

realize substantial revenue from OCS development, of which

15

to testify in favor of OCS development.

15

the federal government would collect over 167,000,000,000.

16

of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement to

16

The lease sale would help to develop U.S. domestic energy

17

affirm Lease Sale 193 in the Chukchi Sea.

17

sources.

18

critical to Alaska's future economy and the nation's

18

19

long-term energy security.

19

20

29,000,000,000 barrels of oil and a possible

20

Laurie?

21

209,000,000,000,000 cubic feet of natural gas in place.

21

Lynette, you're after Laurie.

Besides the importance to Alaska's future and

22

22

I urge the Bureau

Federal, state and local governments would all

14

Sale 193 is

The Chukchi OCS has up to

Thank you.
MR. JEFFERY LOMAN:
Lynette Moreno-Hinz.

Laurie Becwar.

Laurie.

MS. LAURIE BECWAR:

Thank you.

23

the nation's long-term energy security, there are many

23

appreciate the opportunity to speak.

24

more reasons to affirm Lease Sale 193.

24

Becwar, L-A-U-R-I-E B-E-C-W-A-R.

25

but not limited to:

25

fourth-generation Alaskan.

The reasons are,

Helping the nation to respond to

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

Thank you.

I

My name is Laurie

And I'm a

[indiscernible] My kids are

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

3XEOLF+HDULQJ7UDQVFULSWV
$QFKRUDJH$ODVND

3XEOLF+HDULQJ7UDQVFULSWV
$QFKRUDJH$ODVND

87
1

five.

2

And when I say support it, I want every lease sold.

I'm here because I fully support Lease Sale 193.

3

want full investment.

4

investment is because, from an economic perspective, for

5

1

the reduction in TAPS.

And it is going to continue.

2

So from workforce development activities, with

3

that full investment, that would allow people within the

4

state of Alaska and the federal government to be developed

the federal government, for the state of Alaska, we can

5

to the degree that they wish to be developed.

6

receive the most benefit.

6

7

as I said.

8
9

I

88

And the reason I want full

I'm here representing myself,

I'm also, though, the chair of the workforce
readiness for the Society for Human Resource Management

10

for the State of Alaska -- the Alaska Chapter.

11

the study.

8

almost 55,000 jobs per year, which is 145,000,000,000 in

Alaska OCS, after a new analysis, will create

9

payroll.

And then over the next 50 years, 200,000,000,000

10

in government revenue.

So the Alaska Chapter is very much involved in workforce

11

from a workforce development standpoint, that will give

12

development activities.

12

tremendous opportunities to the people of the state of

13

involved in workforce development activities of oil and

13

Alaska and the federal government.

14

gas.

I do work for an energy firm, and I say energy

14

15

because they are currently here in Alaska trying to invest

15

16

in oil and gas, but it is a business.

16

17

Excuse me.

We have heard some of the statistics from ISER,

7

In my employment I'm also

You have heard before from some of the other

And so with that type of impact

Thank you.
MR. JEFFERY LOMAN:
And Betsy Lawer is after Lynette.

17

Thank you.

Lynette.

Betsy.

MS. LYNETTE MORENO-HINZ:

Good evening.

18

speakers who very eloquently spoke about the economics of

18

My name is Lynette Moreno-Hinz.

19

the sale.

With that economics, from a business

19

from Southeastern Alaska, member of the Anchorage Tlingit

20

perspective, the companies will continue to invest as long

20

and Haida Anchorage tribes of Tlingit and Haida Indians of

21

they feel there is a benefit.

21

Alaska.

22

So we have heard on TAPS, we have heard some

23

people say that TAPS, you know, isn't going to stop.

24
25

22

I'm not speaking for them, just for myself.
I was born on the 4th of July in the territorial

23

days before Statehood.

as a prior employee of TAPS in human resources, I can

24

here in Anchorage, Alaska.

guarantee you that people have been laid off because of

25

a worker from the Prudhoe Bay.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

But

I'm 52, Tlingit Indian

For 32 years I've driven a taxi
And today I picked up a woman,
She said it had been
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1

snowing, and it did three times this week.

2

surprised at that.

3

there.

4

sounds like.

Where is summer?

5

I'm very

There was still patches of snow up
There is no summer so far, it

It sounds like climate change.

Who is going to work up there with the weather

6

so messed up?

7

north.

8

energy.

9

about, the big push for oil and gas was shoved down our

Stop ignoring the Inupiat people of the

throats.

The risk is too great and the return is not guaranteed.
The Native people of the northern region do not
want to give up their way of life.
River kings.

15

there.

stay that way for them and their families and friends.

4

They are greedy.

Just look at the Yukon

Just to

It makes me sick.

MR. JEFFERY LOMAN:
And happy birthday.

MS. BETSY LAWER:
B-E-T-S-Y L-A-W-E-R.

Thank you, Lynette.

Betsy.
I'm Betsy Lawer,

I'm vice chair of the First National

10

Bank Alaska, but I'm here to testify as a third generation

11

Alaskan.

12

fourth-generation Alaskans.

My daughter and her 14 nieces and nephews are

13

I grew up in Alaska without oil, and I remember

14

it well.

The State says that there is not enough fish to go

15

hard, particularly rural Alaska.

The discovery at Prudhoe

16

around for those Native people that are starving up there,

16

Bay changed all that for Alaska.

For the last 40 years,

17

and their kids.

17

our economy has stabilized.

18

Look at what it's doing to those people up

That's what they want.

Thank you for letting me testify.

8
9

Now it's time to say goodbye to this industry.

14

kind of high-end living.

3

7

When the ANCSA came

11

13

They don't care about anyone but themselves and want a

2

6

10

12

1

5

We need alternative energy and not this negative
We need green, clean energy.

90

It's not just the adults.

Please include pictures of the Native people and

We had a boom and bust economy.

Living was

We have had money in the

18

pockets for Alaskans year-round.

19

the Native points of view in a supplement that is passed

19

seasonality of jobs that we had when I was growing up.

20

out with your BOEMRE Chukchi Sea drilling manual.

20

21

I oppose the drilling and the sale of lease 193.

We haven't had

I'm not going to testify about the safety of

21

drilling in the Chukchi because I think people have spoken
about that very eloquently.

22

These people who say their children are here -- are not

22

23

here in Alaska and they want their adult siblings here,

23

24

they are not saying that they want the Native people to

24

Alaska.

25

survive here and remain here, living a healthy life, too.

25

Pipeline, and it's a third full.

What I'd like to talk about is the economics of

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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It's also declining at a
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1

rate of six percent a year.

2

Pipeline funds 85 percent of our state general fund.

1

people who have their homes on the market, will be losing

2

3

all the equity that they have for college educations for

the point at which that pipeline is closed down, I do not

3

their children, for their retirement, and so forth.

4

know what Alaska will be able to use to replace that 85

4

5

percent of those dollars.

5

the economy of Alaska in consideration and you permit

6

they fund social services, they fund health care, they

6

drilling in the Chukchi Sea as soon as possible.

7

fund opportunities for rural Alaska.

7

is it important for Alaska, it's also important for the

8

country.

8
9

Money from that Trans-Alaska

92

At

Those dollars fund education,

The only opportunity I see to fund that pipeline
is the opportunity to drill in the Chukchi and the

10

Beaufort.

11

9

Not only

We still have not come out of the recovery that

10

has lasted several years.

available to be discovered, based on information that I

11

oil.

12

know, on the North Slope.

12

drop the price down.

13

opportunity for Alaska.

13

only provide jobs in Alaska; it will also provide jobs

14

There is not another Prudhoe Bay that's

So I think it's very important that you consider

So the Chukchi is our economic

And drilling in the Chukchi will not

14

throughout the country.

15

one-third full, our economy is like a three-legged stool.

15

shipped through the Port of Seattle.

16

One-third is funded by federal and state dollars,

16

as cars are produced in our car companies.

17

one-third is funded by the oil industry, and one-third is

17

provide jobs for manufacturing services throughout our

18

everything else.

18

country.

19

that our country needs to help pull us out of the
depression that we are in right now.

19

Right now, with the Trans-Alaska Pipeline at

One of those is the cost of

We need more supply of oil for supply and demand to

If we lose that one-third of the oil industry

It will provide jobs as goods are
It will provide jobs
It will

And I believe it will give the shot in the arm

20

because there really isn't very much drilling at all going

20

21

on in the North Slope and there is only maintenance jobs

21

22

available and those one-third of our jobs head south

22

23

looking for something else, there is going to be a real

23

24

estate crash because those people are going to be putting

24

Ryan Schryver, followed by John Shively, followed by Kate

25

their homes on the market.

25

Williams.

And existing Alaskans, those

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

I thank you very much for the opportunity, and
please approve drilling as soon as possible.
MR. JEFFERY LOMAN:

Ryan?

John?

Thank you, Betsy.

Mr. Shively, and then Kate
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1

Williams.

Kate, are you here?

2

94
1

MR. JOHN SHIVELY:

Thank you.

And one of the things that people need to

My name is

2

understand about this, as others have said, this is not

I'm here testifying

3

only about Alaska's economy.

4

our nation's oil supply.

3

John Shively, J-O-H-N S-H-I-V-E-L-Y.

4

on my own behalf.

5

Alaska is I was formerly the Commissioner of the

5

others have done, put any credence in a court decision

6

Department of Natural Resources for the State of Alaska of

6

that says the pipeline is going to last another 47 years.

7

the Tony Knowles Administration.

7

It can last that long if there is more oil supply, but

8

right now, over the last several years, as several have

9

said, the decline has been six to seven percent a year.

8
9

Among other things that I've done in

I'd just like to make a couple points.

One I do

think that you have enough information to proceed with

10

affirming the lease sale and letting the lessees, who

11

spent billions of dollars, proceed with exploration.

This is about the nation and

I would not, for instance, as

10

We are at 600,000 barrels a day or a little more.

I'm

11

do the math, and it doesn't get you to 47 years.

12

not going to repeat what a lot of other people said about

12

13

that.

13

sale is affirmed and the lessees are allowed to begin

14

exploration next year, we are a decade or more off before

15

any oil will get into the pipeline or supply America's
energy needs that the country really, really has to have.

14

I will say that I have a fair amount of
I did a number of them on

So we need other supplies.

You can

Even if this lease

15

experience in public hearings.

16

oil and gas and a number of issues when I was

16

17

commissioner.

I don't think I have ever been at a public

17

18

hearing when the environmental NGOs felt there was enough

18

beholden to others, others in countries that don't share

19

information to make a decision.

19

our values and don't share our interests.

20

government studied the Chukchi Sea for another 30 years

20

develop the national energy supplies for that reason and

21

and I was still alive to come back to a hearing at that

21

because we need to improve the economy.

22

time, an unlikely event at my age -- if I were to come

22

23

back, we would still find that there was not enough

23

MR. JEFFERY LOMAN:

Thank you.

24

information to proceed.

24

MS. KATE WILLIAMS:

My name is Kate

25

information.

I think that if the

I think you have enough

25

We right now are in a position where we are

We need to

Thank you very much.

Williams, and I'm the Regulatory Affairs Representative

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

for the Alaska Oil and Gas Association.

1

activities that do not harm the environment.

2

private, nonprofit trade association whose member

2

an authorization to drill.

3

companies account for the majority of oil and gas

3

public process, and federal agency approvals are required

4

exploration, development, production, transportation,

4

prior to any exploration, development, or production

5

refining, and marketing activities in Alaska.

5

activities.

6

appreciate this opportunity to provide comments on the

6

7

revised draft SEIS for Lease Sale 193.

7

and gas lease sales in U.S. history, generating 2.7

8

AOGA is a

96

We

As

Lease Sale 193 is one of the most successful oil

8

billion in revenues to the federal government for 487

9

directed by the U.S. District Court for Alaska, the SEIS

9

leases.

10

fully addresses deficiencies in the original EIS related

10

exploratory well has been drilled and production

11

to natural gas development and missing information.

11

activities are at least a decade away.

12

SEIS also analyzes the very large oil spill scenario,

12

13

which is hypothetical, meaning it is not based on any

13

Alaska's OCS cannot be overstated.

14

actual exploration plan and does not include the

14

holds an estimated 27,000,000,000 barrels of oil and

15

beneficial impacts of cleanup, recovery, and intervention

15

132,000,000,000,000 cubic feet of natural gas.

16

efforts.

16

comparison, total production from the North Slope is

17

SEIS.

17

16,000,000,000 barrels of oil.

18

AOGA urges BOEMRE to affirm Lease Sale 193.

This is not

Further environmental review,

The

BOEMRE should make this point clear in the final

In fact, the likelihood of a large-scale spill

18

However, almost five years later, not a single

The importance of oil and gas development on
This untapped area

By

Development of these resources is necessary for

19

event occurring is extremely low.

As BOEMRE acknowledges

19

the continued operation of the trans-Alaska Pipeline

20

in the SEIS before the Deepwater Horizon incident, during

20

system, which delivers 14 percent of domestic oil to

21

the 38-year period 1971 to 2009, less than 2,000 barrels

21

refineries on the West Coast and has been identified as

22

of oil in total were spilled as a result of well control

22

critical infrastructure for natural security.

23

incidents from OCS drilling operations.

23

currently operating at one-third of its capacity, or

24

640,000 barrels of oil per day, compared to 2,000,000,000

25

barrels a day in 1988, and could be uneconomic to operate

24
25

Important to remember is that this is a lease
sale which authorizes lessees to engage only in ancillary
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

as early as 2020 without additional supply.

2

An annual average of 54,000 new jobs in Alaska

98
1

couple of years at a company where they were just starting

2

to develop oil, and I saw the abuses, environmental and to
the people there.

3

and the rest of the U.S. would be created and sustained by

3

4

OCS-related development for 50 years.

4

And I'm happy to live in a country where at

5

into 63,000,000,000 in payroll to employees in Alaska and

5

least we can get up and tell what our concern is to a

6

82,000,000,000 to employees in the Lower 48.

6

regulatory agency which I hope has some teeth, because my

7

state, and local governments would realize 193,000,000,000

7

concern is that we always talk ahead of time about how

8

in revenues.

8

it's going to be good, how we are going to get the water

9

back to where it was, and we're going to get the

9

This translates

Federal,

Clearly, development of Alaska's OCS resources

10

is vital to the nation's energy security and would help

10

mountaintop back to where it was and the ocean is going to

11

turn the tide against the economic recession we're now

11

be taken care of and the mammals, and they aren't.

12

facing.

12

afterwards we are appalled.

13

Sale 193.

14

exploration and development of Alaska's OCS to continue,

14

came and I told you my concern, which is that it's

15

harming the Alaskan U.S. economies and our energy security

15

apparent to me by listening -- and I listened to

16

without any corresponding benefit to the environment.

16

everybody, and it's apparent that the people who had the

17

most information were a couple of people who were

18

scientists, and they gave specifics about information that

19

the regulatory agency has not taken into consideration yet

20

with this process.

Once again, AOGA urges BOEMRE to affirm Lease

17

Failure to do so would allow the moratorium on

13

Thank you.

18

MR. JEFFERY LOMAN:

19

Lazar, Cody Lee, and Lindsey Hajduk.

20

is yours.

Thank you.

21

MS. DOROTHY LAZAR:

Dorothy

Dorothy, the floor

Yeah.

I'm Dorothy

And

And so I'm here just to say, well, at least I

21

And so that needs to be addressed.

The oil is going to be there in a year.

It's

22

Lazar, D-O-R-O-T-H-Y L-A-Z-A-R, and I'm a citizen, and my

22

going to be there in ten years.

23

concern is that -- and I appreciate the opportunity to

23

we have learned historically, which is there will be a

24

speak as a citizen because I've lived in Anchorage since

24

large oil spill, we will be appalled by it, and we will

25

1986, but I had the opportunity to live in Africa for a

25

say, why wasn't there something in place.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

But we cannot ignore what

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

3XEOLF+HDULQJ7UDQVFULSWV
$QFKRUDJH$ODVND

3XEOLF+HDULQJ7UDQVFULSWV
$QFKRUDJH$ODVND

99
1

So just to say what the bottom line would be for

100
1

country needs the oil.

2

me is it would be unconscionable to go forward at this

2

past speaks for itself.

3

point until such a time that all this other information,

3

4

scientific and environmental, with data gaps, as one

4

5

mentioned, these mechanisms are in place and fully

5

Lindsey.

6

functional.

6

Last shot for Jeff Jones.

7

Jean.

7

The oil will be there.

Thank you.

8
9

MR. JEFFERY LOMAN:

Thank you, Dorothy.

9

10

MR. CODY LEE:

Hi.

My name is Cody Lee,

11

C-O-D-Y L-E-E.

12

am not directly a part of the oil business.

13

business owner.

14

company.

15

the oil companies and the development of Alaska.

16
17
18
19
20

8

Cody Lee.

And I've lived in Anchorage since 1981.

10
I

I am a small

11

I support development, and the
Oil has been developed safely.

Thank you very much.
MR. JEFFERY LOMAN:
Jeff Jones.

Ryan Schryver.

Lindsey H-A-J-D-U-K.

Let me see the hands.
Lucy Jean?

Jeff Jones?

Last shot for Lucy

You can have the very last word.

DR. JIM KENDALL:

And then we may take a

short break to see if anybody else wanted to chime in.

So

you have the last word before the break.
MS. LINDSEY HAJDUK:

My name is Lindsey

12

Hajduk, L-I-N-D-S-E-Y H-A-J-D-U-K.

I'm a field organizer

13

with the Sierra Club in Anchorage.

The Sierra Club is a

14

national grassroots organization, and we have 1,500

But I

15

members in Alaska.

lived here in the mid '80s when I have seen the lack of

16

the opportunity to weigh in to this revised draft

development on the Slope and what it did to our economy

17

supplemental EIS for the Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193.

and the families in our communities and the people moving

18

appreciate the changes BOEMRE made in the hearing formats

out.

19

on the North Slope, in addition to the Fairbanks hearing

20

and the changes at this hearing.

I own a small residential remodeling

And I've benefited greatly from the economics of

It's not a pretty sight.
We are a resource-based economy.

And oil

I want to start by thanking BOEMRE for

I

21

companies have been developing oil safely in Alaska for

21

22

quite some time.

22

And that is for a lot of residents in Alaska.

23

not in good faith, but just a way to do more studies, to

23

just an event that we had on Saturday with over 80 people

24

create jobs for a few scientists and environmentalists,

24

saying they don't want offshore drilling, and I'll give

25

not to protect the environment.

25

you more information on that.

It seems a lot of the lawsuits are filed

Alaskans need jobs.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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I want to just kind of emphasize who I work for.
This is

And we did collect
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1

comments.

2

BOEMRE.

3

We are working hard to get more comments for

In this revised draft SEIS, the Sierra Club once

102
1

decisions, we risk another Deepwater Horizon disaster in

2

the Arctic.

3

In addition, the National Marine Fisheries

4

again feels two main issues are not addressed regarding

4

Service has told BOEMRE to obtain more information about

5

missing data and unanswered questions about the Chukchi

5

the effects of oil and gas activities on fish before

6

Sea, as well as the effects oil development will have on

6

proceeding, and the same can be said about marine mammals.

7

the ecosystem, including impacts from natural gas

7

BOEMRE has acknowledged it does not know if seismic

8

development.

Site specific information regarding a very

8

testing will affect fish at the population level because

9

large oil spill must also be incorporated in the SEIS in

9

scientific information is inadequate.

However, at the

10

order to move forward.

Because these issues are not

10

same time, it concludes that available information shows

11

adequately addressed, the lease sale should not move

11

that there is no significant effects on fish.

12

forward.

12

of double speak is not acceptable, particularly in the

13

This revised draft SEIS does nothing to remedy

This type

13

wake of the Deepwater Horizon disaster.

14

the flaws in the agency's initial analysis of missing

14

the public to do better in this revised draft.

15

information.

15

16

Horizon oil disaster seconds the call to fill these gaps

16

about a very large oil spill in the Arctic, which is

17

and encourages BOEMRE to work with the U.S. Geological

17

something over 150,000 barrels of oil.

18

Survey and the National Marine Fisheries Service.

18

chance, a 27 to 54 percent chance, of a big oil spill

19

USGS recently published a report, and the information --

19

occurring.

20

and the important missing information identified in this

20

acknowledges that this will have a catastrophic effect on

21

report must be incorporated into the SEIS before

21

the region's wildlife and, therefore, communities.

22

development decisions are made.

22

analysis actually finds that over 2,000,000 barrels of oil

23

clear that drilling in the Arctic Outer Continental Shelf

23

can spill in just 74 days in the Arctic.

24

is risky, so we need to proceed without -- so if we

24

25

proceed without taking the time to make thoughtful

25

The President's Commission on the Deepwater

The

This report makes it

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

BOEMRE owes it to

It is good that BOEMRE is looking at scenarios

But there is a

It's not a low probability.

BOEMRE also

This

It took almost five months to stop the Deepwater
Horizon disaster from spewing oil, and that was in the
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104

1

Gulf of Mexico where weather is hardly an issue, thousands

1

2

of people are there to help cleanup efforts.

Those are

2

3

luxuries we don't have in the Arctic.

If you think the

3

are going to take a ten-minute break and we are going to

4

pipeline right now functioning at a level that is fine is

4

come back for anybody that has, as a result of the break

5

really scary, we have to re-evaluate what we think is

5

or otherwise, something to say at the very bitter end.

6

actually going to happen up there.

6

7

That said, this analysis is an approach in

8

assessing a spill in the Arctic in general, but there must

9

also be a site specific environmental analysis for Shell's

thank you for coming to watch our process.
So we are going to take a break.

And then -- we

(A break was taken.)

7

DR. JIM KENDALL:

Okay.

Ladies and

8

gentlemen, we are going to wrap this up with anyone else

9

that wants to provide some comments.

Please, let's keep

10

proposed drilling plans for 2012, including a potential

10

them three to five minutes if you choose to speak, and

11

blowout oil spill.

11

let's focus at the Lease Sale 193 revised draft EIS.

12

really need to kind of focus on that.

And who would like
the floor is yours.

12

The Sierra Club will submit more complete

13

comments, but this outlines the reasons why we think a

13

to be next?

14

decision should not move forward.

14

Please state your name for the reporter.

15

information can be adequately addressed, we cannot put the

15

16

Arctic at risk from aggressive offshore drilling plans.

16

Erik Thede, E-R-I-K T-H-E-D-E.

17

We have a lot of people to stand behind this.

17

work for Unocal in Kenai at the fertilizer plant.

18

started up the one -- it was built in '76, '77, the one

18
19

Until, and if, this

Thank you.

Good evening.
I'm retired.

My name is
I used to
I

19

that's now being exported over to, I think, Nigeria.

So everybody didn't agree with each other tonight, but I'd

20

we will be getting no fertilizer to grow our plants from

21

like everybody to stand and jointly agree with each other

21

food from Nigeria.

22

to welcome our guests from China in the back of the room.

22

we have no more gas.

23

They came here tonight and spent the entire evening

23

reason is because we have difficulty in drilling and

24

listening to us and watching our process here in America.

24

getting permits and so on, so forth.

Welcome to America.

Thank you, Lindsey.

MR. ERIK THEDE:

20

25

MR. JEFFERY LOMAN:

We need your name and --

We

Welcome to Alaska.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

And

25

So

The reason it's going there is because
We have no more feedstock here.

The

In 1976 when I was running one of the plants,
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1

starting up a second one, we were exporting fertilizer to

1

2

China, to India, to Mexico, to the entire West Coast of

2

3

the United States, to England.

3

4

around the world.

5

We were shipping ammonia

Final comment -- final two comments.

Russia

4

owns the shoreline, about one-third of the -- one-half of

instead of taking fertilizer, was exporting engineers,

5

the Arctic Ocean.

6

exporting technology.

6

National Geographic a few years ago.

7

coal into gas that would make fertilizer.

7

that a central part of their national oil energy policy is

8

happen, so the fertilizer is gone.

8

to develop the offshore oil, gas, in the Arctic Ocean.

9

of difficulty in permitting and getting industry and

10

In the late 1990s, early 2000s, China,

I strongly support the oil industry, not because
they are perfect, but because they are our future.

They said that they could turn our
It did not

The same general kind

9

growth is occurring here.

11

Shell has spent something like 3.5 maybe

They have stated -- and this was in
They have stated

If we don't and we don't have the technology and

10

we don't have the experience, they are going to do it.

11

And when they have an oil spill, they are going to say,

12

$4,000,000,000 in the Chukchi Sea, and has gotten

12

oh, well.

13

absolutely nothing except reports.

13

14

you have seen some of the guests.

15

are in college.

16

one-third of the oil fields in Uganda.

17

Nothing, no result, versus one-third of a very productive

17

audience.

18

oil field.

18

siblings, ten people made 200 Renminbi for the entire

19

year.

19

Meanwhile, China -They are students that

China has spent 1.3 billion and bought

We as a nation are competing.

3.5 versus 1.3.

14

this.

15

are doing our best to make this a safe project.

We will get experience.

16

And while we are

And we won't even be able to help them.
So I think that's another reason for pursuing

Final comment.

We are well regulated.

We

My wife is sitting in the

1976, she and her family, in other words, her

Two hundred, that's maybe $10 the entire year.

20

looking for more data -- as Mr. Shively says, he's never

20

They had a very small carbon footprint.

21

seen testimony where the NGOs said there was enough there.

21

buffalo that plowed the field.

22

We are looking for more data, more data, more data, while

22

she would hit to pump the water.

23

our competitors are producing, surviving, growing, and

23

They didn't have gas.

24

getting in the position to feed us, to lend us money, to

24

she is making maybe 100-, $200,000 a year in real estate

25

give us fuel.

25

appreciation in China.

This is a very, very dangerous position.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

They had water

She had a water buffalo
They didn't have oil.

That's how they lived.

This year

They have gone from maybe her
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1

share was $1 to 1-, $200,000 in 30 years.

108
1

I was busy

quickly.

2

I was starting up a chemical plant.

3

exporting, making money for the state, making money for

3

Ms. Heiman suggested that these were very difficult

4

the United States.

4

circumstances before.

5

to -- versus we were rich.

5

strong, stern presence, I assure you.

6

continue this way, we will be a Third World country not in

6

to watch those large animals with a great deal of detail.

7

30 years, maybe ten years, maybe 20.

7

But setting that aside, Mr. Lohan, the other meetings were

8

is our survival.

8

very, very difficult, crammed in, just crammed in; hot,

9

nothing that's totally guaranteed.

9

irritable.

We have gone from very poor people
The total opposite.

If we

I don't know.

We have to do something.

This

And there is

Like our companies

2

There was a Ms. Heiman here earlier, and that

And Mr. Lohan [ph] here is a

It was very difficult.

-- a

And you always have

It was very -- even

10

[indiscernible], they are going to do everything humanly

10

here, this is not as well organized as I would like, but

11

possible to prevent disaster.

11

this is much, much better.

12

The alternative is turn off the lights.

In

12

Thank you so much.

Your bowl didn't work out for me, and I was

13

China today, no heat, no air-conditioning, so in the

13

going to assess it because you were pulling the cards out,

14

winter we are sitting here in coats at 30 degrees.

14

but I'll pass this moment up, but I would suggest that

15

want that, if we want to grow food and water buffalo, have

15

next time -- I'm taking a couple slings here, but this is

16

at it.

16

a tough guy up here.

17

alternative we are facing.

17

Now, look.

18

backwards or stop it.

18

pile and the others in the other and then just draw back

19

It's difficult to turn around.

19

and forth, and then a question from the audience.

20

is no choice.

20

way you will get a good spread, for what that's worth.

If we

But this -- this is in graphic terms, this is the

21

Continue declining and going

This is our chance to stop it.
We have to do it.

That's my comment.
DR. JIM KENDALL:

22

MR. PAUL KENDALL:

23

person.

24

again.

25

a summary.

There

Thank you.
I guess I'm the last

My name is Paul D. Kendall, for the record,
I wanted to thank you, Mr. Kendall, for asking for
What I wanted was to reflect here very

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

21

Okay.

Don't you think he's not.

I'd suggest you put those people for one in

That

The lady -- there were so many moments here to

22

have a discussion with people who had credible content.

23

Mr. Kip Knudson, he's with Tesoro.

24

letter making inquires of how many barrels of oil

25

Anchorage -- let me explain, this is part of the problem

When I sent out the
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1

we have in our society.

2

personally.

3

Not you.

Don't take it

110
1

times where we should be doing that.

2

We are having complex problems that are
And that connection is becoming more complex

Now, a couple other things I wanted to mention

3

here.

Thank you so much.

4

of questions for your public.

I was going to ask for a round

5

more people here, but what's happening is we are being so

4

connected.

5

to find resolution.

6

fallen back to old mindsets of control, control, control.

6

disconnected, so disconnected -- three minutes, you can't

7

This is the time when you have to open your people up and

7

even -- you can't -- you can't build a reasonable platform

8

give them unhurried moments on camera, on recording, so

8

in three minutes, let alone a complex platform.

9

that the greater body can see this.

9

happens is the public is just breaking away because they

And yet, many of our leaders have

But when you gather

You would have had a lot

So what

10

men together and you try to herd them through comments of

10

cannot sustain the -- the loss of dignity and self-esteem

11

desperation or fear, which we call pounding the message,

11

in trying to communicate in those moments.

12

you end up with chaos, and it's just a matter of time

12

13

before it blows back on you.

13

was a wonderful moment and I heard you propose it to

14

This lady here, the reason she can't hear me is

So when you set a round again, I thank you.

I saw him swing with it.

It

14

Mr. Lohan.

15

because you don't have a camera running.

You didn't prep

15

back here, for example, Mr. Knudson where I asked for the

So anyway, coming

16

ahead to tell a radio station or a TV station which has a

16

barrels of oil, the reason I did that is 50 of our cities

17

see right in the -- you could have gone to the entire

17

are now preparing to do charging stations for electrical

18

state of Alaska right in here on this circuit board.

18

vehicles.

19

But because our leaders seem to be divided

19

now preparing charging stations.

20

$10,000,000,000 a month on beyond combustion energy.

We are

21

in order for you to understand where your community has to

We are no longer having

Forty of the world's international cities are
China is spending

20

between the Republicans and Conservatives and the

21

liberals, it's just gone nasty, absolutely nasty.

22

no longer able to have dialogue.

22

go, you have to understand your foundational fuel feed

23

unhurried dialogue where men can interrogate and probe the

23

stocks, which are oil.

24

content and character of other men.

24

foundational feedstock.

25

make a society work.

25

out, they all tell you, oh, we can't tell you.

And that's how you

And these are the most critical of

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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That oil is what we call a
But when you try to find that
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1

Mr. Knudson, bless his heart, he's a good man.

2

good man, and he called me right up and told me that he

2

them, you must be talking about circumcision, or a triple

3

was bound by federal law that he couldn't give me the

3

x-rated individual.

4

answers.

4

about investors.

And then he wouldn't

5

investors?

But he was a good man,

5

What the hell is that?

He's a

112
1

When they say skinning the game to me, I tell

Oh, no, Mr. Kendall, we are talking

And I tell them, why don't you say

And here is why they don't, Mr. Kendall.

The

6

e-mail me, so I have no record.

6

reason they don't is when you talk like that as a

7

but we should have been able to query him because in order

7

reasonable person, I can make inquiries, who are the

8

for us to understand where we have to go, we have to

8

investors, how much do they want to invest, what's their

9

understand that by some formula that we can refer to

9

intention, what's their rate of return?

10

outside of individuals with personal drives and conflicts

10

11

of interest.

11

12

In closing, for example, there was another thing

But those people who do not have the

12

intellectual capacity or are corrupted in some way or not

13

well intended, they use these sling terms so you can use

14

of move past, like skinning the game, stakeholders,

15

shareholders.

13

here, they keep talking about Shell Oil.

14

of the Rice Krispie Rocks up on the Slope?

15

Rice Krispie.

16

Big Bird is claiming they can come in now and there is

16

I'm very concerned I'm seeing that now develop across the

17

trillions of barrels of oil in what they call source

17

board here.

18

rocks.

18

19

going on in this state that do not make sense.

20
21

The source rocks.

Have you heard

What happens is

you can begin to discover.

I call them

Big bear, somebody, or

I call them Rice Krispies.

There are discussions
They

Not shareholders, but things like that.

In closing, Mr. Kendall, you are in a very, very

19

special place.

appear to have some insect colony hive like design where

20

G8 or the G20 tell us how they are going to reconstruct

the chamber -- as long as the chamber can pound the

21

revenues -- we are in a precipice, a bore tide.

22

message next to the general populace and drone them out,

22

don't figure this out, I think we are going to see chaos

23

they move past any reasonable discussion.

23

unlike we've seen before.

24

that is terms like skinning the game, stakeholders,

24

G20 redesign and reconstruct new revenues, when here in

25

infrastructure.

25

Alaska we could do that ourselves.

And a sign of

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

We have a chance, rather than having the

If we

Why would we let the G8 or the

And all we need is
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1

people like yourselves and are the people who have

1

2

conveyed tremendous hope and faith and trust in which is

2

sling term.

3

what you folks have earned.

3

to pull a log out of a burnt fireplace that's black and

4

put structures in place, like a 30-day plenary on camera

4

try to light that up, it's 5- to 7,000 degrees.

5

unhurried that so I can challenge these people and we can

5

doesn't do anything.

6

challenge each other.

And I hope that makes sense to you.

6

ocean is a complex hydrogen compounded body, almost

One more thing, if I might, like this said other

7

another dimension.

8

hydrogen.

9

hydrogen with more carbon crammed into it.

7

We now need you to be able to

8

gentleman -- it's only you guys.

9

place unusual.

Let me take you a little

Our children are going to understand

10

energy like we have never understood it before.

11

not drink water.

12

tricked-up term.

13
14

You drink hydrogen.

You do

The word water is a

It is an ancient, archaic, disconnecting term.
When you drink water, that's hydrogen.

Your body makes

You try

Carbon

Hydrogen is the work horse.

The

The known universe is 99.88 percent

The sun is 96 percent hydrogen.

Diesel is
Natural gas.

These are tricked-up terms, sling terms.

11

thing as natural gas.

12

child is about to understand that he is related to

13

everything around him.

14

manifestation of energy attempting to find a state of
construct or a state of being.

electricity, and that's where you get your synaptic

15

16

impulse.

16

17

You are a hydrogen fueled transportation system.

Every

It is a

Gasoline is hydrogen popping carbon.

10

15

That synaptic impulse is your state of being.

There is no such thing as gasoline.

There is no such

When you make that connection, that

Everything you see is a

And so what I'm trying to show you is it is my

17

position -- I've looked at energy for many, many years and

18

creature you can fathom in the universe, whether it's

18

I have been many places.

19

microscope -- not the universe.

That's a little bit of a

19

are about to understand energy like we have never seen it

It appears to me our children

20

reach.

Every creature that we are aware of, whether it's

20

before.

21

microscopic or bacteria, is a transportation system, a

21

want to get too esoteric on you here, but I consider

22

specialized design.

All of those creatures are fueled by

22

hydrogen to be a female fuel because it not only breaches

23

living in harmony with the hydrogen, which allows them to

23

life, it sustains life.

24

consume and make electricity, which allows them to fuel

24

circle.

25

their transportation system.

25

It is just staggering.

And by the way, I don't

And when you burn it, it's a full

It booms, and then it comes to be a consumable,
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1

which we call, as an agent, people water.

1

being, which is maintained by hydrogen; your individual

2

energies appeared to be magnetic fields and frequencies,

2

free will; without that, you are a drone or a slave or a

3

which we call, as an agent people, water.

3

subject.

4

energies appear to be magnetic fields and frequencies, and

4

electricity for your property and dwelling, which belongs

5

we are some serious players, but we are still a big

5

to us in an allotment.

6

mystery.

6

that.

7

proper magnetic fields and frequencies.

7

the only way for us to bring stability.

8

serious players, but we are still a big mystery.

8

how the rest of the world to watch people like yourselves

9

is held together without us without a proper magnetic

9

who are career people and I think well intended to see

10

The male

116

The male

Nothing is held together without us without
We are some
Nothing

field or frequency.

11

Our children are about to understand that.

And

And the third is clean in harmony energy,

And I have a form and a model for

And it appears to me after all these years it is
And I do not see

10

them have foolish discussions about the stock market and

11

not talk about energy, we can no longer sustain using

12

in doing that, it appears to me -- and I have a site and I

12

energy as a means to be able to bring value to the dollar

13

have plenty of statements in writing; everybody knows

13

it's all falling down.

14

that.

14

15

annual allotment of clean electricity per person per

15

and the new technologies.

16

dwelling at no charge.

16

to have to look at energy, and Alaska, with your

17

residential sector here, the Cook Inlet, the Knik Arm, and

18

the oil companies and the Natives and the vast resources,

19

we have a chance -- the chance of a millennium to lead the
rest of the world, and for everybody to have everything.

17

I'm now proposing that each of us should have an

Now, energy is what we call a spherical subject.
It is heavy.

It is complex.

And most

The new economies are in replacing the carbon
But in doing that, we are going

18

It is thick.

19

people can't handle that.

20

important energy is as a foundation to you and your

20

21

family, you will realize that all economies are

21

22

aftermarkets of the energy from that individual family.

22

privilege you have extended to me.

23

All of these economies, all of these free enterprises are

23

issue later, but Mr. Kendall, thank you so much.

24

conveyances of opportunity from us living in harmony.

24

DR. JIM KENDALL:

25

Your top three priorities are your state of

25

MR. PAUL KENDALL:

But once you understand how

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

this little moment, and there would be more people show

1

2

up, but we go to a City Council meeting and it's three

2

3

minutes.

And they turn

3

4

your head to the crowd to the back so you all can't see

4

5

your public.

5

me at the time and place herein set forth; that the

6

so the public can see the faces of your -- it's very

6

proceedings were reported stenographically by me and later

7

important that we gauge the content and the character of

7

transcribed under my direction by computer transcription;

8

those people speaking.

8

that the foregoing is a true record of the proceedings

9

people, you power them down, which is not uncommon in past

9

taken at that time; and that I am not a party to nor have

You just embarrassed yourself.

All your meetings should be to the left side

But when you disempower your

10

histories.

11

beginning of the demise of your society.

12

They no longer show up, and that is the

And so I thank you for this moment here.

13

it was a wonderful moment.

14

for talking so long.

15

what it's worth.

16
17
18

For me

Again, now I'm feeling guilty

And Mr. Lohan, I still love you, for

This is a tough guy.

MR. JEFFERY LOMAN:

Have a good one.

Thank you very much.
(Proceedings adjourned at 10:22 p.m.)

the State of Alaska do hereby certify:
That the foregoing proceedings were taken before

10

I any interest in the outcome of the action herein

11

contained.

12

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto subscribed

13

my hand and affixed my seal this _____ day of

14

______________ 2011.

15
16
17

_________________________
MARY A. VAVRIK,
Registered Merit Reporter
Notary Public for Alaska

18

19

19

20

20

21

21

22

22

23

23

24

24

25

REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE
I, MARY A. VAVRIK, RMR, Notary Public in and for

My Commission Expires:

November 5, 2012

25
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3
1

P-R-O-C-E-E-D-I-N-G-S

2

MS. SHARON WARREN:

Okay.

We will get

4
1

court reporter, and she's going to be taking all the

2

comments tonight.

She will be transcribing them and

3

started here, but before we start and make introductions

3

taking them so we will have a record of this meeting and

4

and I let you know who we are and why we are here,

4

of your concerns.

5

Marjorie is going to give us your blessing.

5

if there needs an interpreter.

6

Marjorie.

6

to interpret it for us if there needs to be one.

7

(Blessing offered by Marjorie Angashuk.)

8
9

Thank you,

MS. SHARON WARREN:

Thank you for coming

tonight, and thank you for allowing us to come into your

7

And Earl Kingik has offered or we asked
Earl said he would be able

So anyway, we are going to conduct this meeting

8

a little different than maybe we have come out here before

9

to conduct meetings on public hearings.

We are going to

10

community to be able to have this public hearing on the

10

give you a short presentation of why we are here and go

11

Revised Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement

11

through the information that we have.

12

for the Chukchi Sea Sale 193.

12

ask the Elders, if there is any Elders in the group, to

13

myself and who we are and who is here tonight to listen to

13

speak, any elected officials to speak.

14

your comments on this document.

14

15

Just want to introduce

My name is Sharon Warren.

I'm the Program

And then we will

And then what we will do is we will be passing

15

the mike around, and then each of you can either say your

16

Analysis Officer for the Bureau of Ocean Energy

16

comments on the document; if you don't want to speak, you

17

Management, Regulation and Enforcement.

17

can pass the mike to the next person.

18

agency under the Department of the Interior.

18

continue to do this throughout the night until all of you

19

the project manager for this supplemental EIS.

19

have had a chance to comment and say what you wanted to

20

say on this document.

20

We are a federal
I am also

Tonight we have here from our office, we have
He's our environmental impact statement

21

Mike Routhier.

22

coordinator; Michael Haller who is our community liaison;

22

the Secretary of the Interior is the person who will be

23

Scott Blackburn, who is the technical writer and editor

23

making the decision concerning this lease sale, and what

24

for this document; Rance Wall, he's our regional

24

we are doing now is to get the information from the

25

supervisor for resource evaluation.

25

communities.

Mary Vavrik is our

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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5

6

1

Hope, Point Lay, Fairbanks, Anchorage, and now we are

1

2

in -- and Barrow.

2

3

Wainwright.

4

We went to Barrow, and now we are in

3

So anyway, so with that I'm going to turn the

bidding for leases out in the OCS, out in the ocean.
MR. LES SEGEVAN:

Is that right in front

here?

4

MR. MICHAEL ROUTHIER:

It's a ways off.

5

mike over to Mike, and he's going to go through the

5

There actually -- you can see on some of the maps in the

6

presentation that we have for you this evening.

6

back where the leases are.

7

MR. MICHAEL ROUTHIER:

Thanks, Sharon.

7

MR. LES SEGEVAN:

As Sharon explained, we're here to talk about a

8

MR. MICHAEL ROUTHIER:

8

Okay.

9

document that we brought here tonight.

It's a Revised

9

Those colored ones?

three of those maps show the leases.

Yes, yes.

All

All the leases in

10

Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, or EIS,

10

the Chukchi Sea were all from this lease sale right here

11

for Chukchi Sea OCS Lease Sale 193.

11

that we're talking about.

12

give you a little background information on that.

13

What was Lease Sale 193?

And I'd just like to

12

MS. MARJORIE ANGASHUK:

13

14

our agency, prepared an environmental impact statement, an

14

15

EIS, on a proposed lease sale for submerged lands out in

15

what was 193.

16

the OCS in the Chukchi Sea.

And in 2008, the agency held

16

sale.

17

a lease sale.

Six companies bid on the rights to explore

17

this stuff happened, through that lease sale, the name of

18

tracts of the OCS.

18

the sale.

19

little under 3,000,000 acres were actually leased.

20

We offered about 30,000,000 acres.

MR. LES SEGEVAN:

22

3,000,000 acres.

23

said about the 3,000,000 acres.

24

What was that?

What is 193?

MR. MICHAEL ROUTHIER:

The question was,

And that was just the name of the lease

They called it Lease Sale 193, and that's how all

19

A few days before the sale was held, a group of

20

plaintiffs sued the bureau trying to invalidate the lease

I just heard you say

21

sale.

I didn't get what you

22

the agency prepared, they didn't adequately address the

23

environmental impacts of what could happen if they were to

24

offer the lease sale.

25

little while.

However, days before --

21

25

A

you, what is 193?

I was going to ask

Well, in 2007, BOEMRE,

MR. MICHAEL ROUTHIER:

Okay.

So in the

lease sale that was held in 2008, a few companies were
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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7
1

Then last summer, July 2010, the Federal Court

8
1

procedures and protocols they are supposed to follow.

2

down in Anchorage ruled that while most of the EIS was

2

of those procedures is 40 CFR, Section 1502.22.

3

satisfactory, there were three issues where the Court had

3

basically that section of the federal regulations tells

4

concerns, and he remanded it back to the agency.

He

4

the agencies what to do where there is data gaps or

5

basically said you didn't do these three things well

5

missing or incomplete information.

6

enough.

6

7

You have got to do some more work.
The first of those three issues said that the

The judge agreed with the plaintiffs.

He found

7

that the agency didn't follow the procedures in the

8

agency didn't do a good enough job analyzing the potential

8

correct way.

9

effects if there were to be natural gas development in the

9

the judge telling the agency you need to go back and

Chukchi Sea.

11

incentives for companies who bought leases to develop

11

12

natural gas, but the EIS that the agency did didn't really

12

response to the court order?

13

analyze well enough the potential consequences of what

13

environmental analysis and then produced a supplemental

14

were to happen if these companies analyzed -- I'm sorry --

14

environmental impact statement; in other words, another

15

produced gas.

15

EIS to supplement the one that it did in 2007, with the

16

natural gas production.

16

thought that the two documents combined would fully

17

address the issues.

18

draft SEIS.

The second issue --

18
19
20

So the judge said you have got to analyze

MR. LES SEGEVAN:

That's only natural gas,

not oil?

10

So the second and third issues is basically

10

17

That Lease Sale 193 included certain

One

And

19
MR. MICHAEL ROUTHIER:

Yeah, that's --

follow those procedures.
So what did BOEMRE, what did the agency do in
The agency prepared more

It was a draft.

It was called a

And part of publishing the draft EIS means that

20

you have a comment period.

So you put the document out

21

this is one of the issues that the judge said the agency

21

for public comment.

22

didn't do a good enough job on.

22

came to Kotzebue, Point Hope, Point Lay, here in

23

the analysis of natural gas development.

23

Wainwright, Barrow, and then also in Anchorage, and we

24

heard testimony.

25

series of government-to-government meetings with the

24
25

One of those issues was

The other two issues are related.

Basically,

when a federal agency produces an EIS, there are certain
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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9
1

tribal governments from each village.

1

together, and that's what this document is.

2

November of last year, so some of you might have -- I

2

document we had in November, plus the very large oil spill

3

think were at that meeting.

3

analysis.

4

comments that we heard in November.

4

Again, that was in

10

Next question, was a draft SEIS finalized after
We received over

It's the same

Plus we made some other changes in response to

5

that, and the answer is actually no.

6

150,000 comments on that draft SEIS, which is a huge

5
6

people -- do you have -- in the case of a spill, do you

7

number.

7

have the equipment and all that to clean it up real fast,

8

theme, which was, in light of the Deepwater Horizon event

8

or is it going to be like the Gulf, you know, and slowly,

9

that occurred down in the Gulf of Mexico, you as an agency

9

methodically cleaning it up or something like that?

And many of those comments brought up a recurring

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

There are some

10

need to analyze the environmental effects of a really

10

11

large oil spill.

11

whether we would have sufficient equipment to clean up a

12

catastrophic were to occur in the Chukchi.

12

large oil spill in the Chukchi Sea or whether it would be

13

explain to the decisionmaker what could happen in that

13

something akin to what happened in the Gulf.

14

event.

14

analysis that we did, we talked about all the types of

15

response techniques that are available.

16

have any specific exploration plans.

15

In other words, what if something
You need to

So we as an agency considered those comments and

The question was

This

However, we don't

16

we said, you know what?

17

decisionmaker should know about, and we are going to do an

17

to drill out in the Chukchi right now, so that will be

18

analysis of a very large oil spill.

18

evaluated if and when we look at a specific plan.

19

short answer, I guess, is, no, there is no specific plan,

19

Yes, that's something the

MR. MICHAEL ROUTHIER:

So we got a scenario from our geologists in
We passed on that scenario to our

There are no plans

So the

20

Rance's department.

20

but that's because we are not formally considering any

21

wildlife biologists and our air quality experts and our

21

specific proposal to drill.

22

oceanographers, all our scientists who know about the

22

sale phase.

23

environmental effects, and we produced a very large oil

23

24

spill analysis.

24

if the Secretary affirms some or all the leases, and if

25

had talked about in November, and we published it

25

the Court agrees that we did a good job on the EIS, and

Then we combined that with a draft EIS we

We are still at the lease

Only after getting through the lease sale phase,

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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11

12

1

then if the companies submit an exploration plan, then we

1

of enforcing certain laws.

2

as an agency would start looking to see whether their

2

enforce requires the oil companies to have an adequate

3

response was adequate, but we are a few steps away from

3

plan to respond to an accident.

4

that right now.

4

something that we would be looking at if we receive an

5

exploration plan.

5

MR. LES SEGEVAN:

Would you be prepared to

One of the regulations that we

6

clean up whatever goes down to the bottom of the ocean

6

7

where the microorganisms are in case there was a spill?

7

had an okay and you drill for gas, you would need to be

8

Like if there was ice on top of the water, would you be --

8

prepared to get in there as fast as possible, you know,

9

your company be prepared to go in there as fast as they

9

because we got them currents out there and it's moving all

10

can in cleaning up?

11

10

MR. MICHAEL ROUTHIER:

Again, that's

MR. LES SEGEVAN:

So that's certainly

the time.

11

12

something we look at in this document.

13

effects.

14

probably go down into the water column into the benthic

15

Not -MR. MICHAEL ROUTHIER:

Yes.

If there were

12

any development, including gas development, there would

13

need to be plans and resources to get out there quickly.

14

We agree that's something the agency would make sure is

areas, but again, we don't have a -- we are not evaluating

15

within any specific plan that might come in down the road

16

any specific plans yet.

16

in a few years or whenever.

17

to drill, so there is not any response plans either.

But

17

18

if we got to that stage, then, yes, the agency would look

18

19

at whether what the oil company was proposing would be

19

should find the recovery of oil and, you know, reading in

20

sufficient to do that.

20

magazines and whatnot, there are different weights of oil,

21

right?

22

might be light -- light crude oil.

23

of oil you are going to find out there.

24

to be recoverable, if it's heavy spot crude oil, what do

25

you expect to find out there if you are going to go into

21
22

We look at the

Like if there was -- we

We understand that some of the spilled oil would

So there are -- there is no plan

MR. LES SEGEVAN:

They will need to do

that.

23

MR. MICHAEL ROUTHIER:

Yeah, we agree

24

that's something as an agency we would be looking at.

25

Sharon said, we are a regulatory agency.

As

We are in charge

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

So we are here today to talk about -MR. ENOCH OKTOLLIK:

(Inupiaq.)

If you

There is real thick spot crude oil, and there
I don't know what kind
And if it's going
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13
1

production?

2

are you looking at?

3

What are you looking at?

MR. MICHAEL ROUTHIER:

What kind of oil

Well, the scenario

14
1

decisionmaker understood the gravity of such an event,

2

even if it's hypothetical, even if it's low probability.

3

So we analyze basically the largest -- or the

4

that we analyze, the very large oil spill scenario,

4

highest flow rate we thought basically possible that could

5

analyzes a specific type of oil.

5

give us a very large hypothetical spill and we think that

6

crude.

6

really reinforces the kinds of environmental effects that

7

sale area.

7

could occur if such an event were to happen.

8

areas, but again, we don't know exactly what the companies

8

it was important that the decisionmaker understood that.

9

are even going to propose to do, you know, so we look at

There might be some heavier crudes in some

10

each specific plan.

11

still at the lease sale stage.

12

It's a lightweight

That might differ in different areas of the lease

But we are not there yet.

9

We are

And so we are not looking formally at any plans

13

to actually drill anything right now.

14

looking at any specific plans to drill right now.

So we are not

15

Again, the VLOS scenario is purely hypothetical.

10

It's a very extreme case, and it's different than any

11

actual well that the company is proposing to drill.

12

are not evaluating a specific drilling proposal here.

13

We

The VLOS is also different from another term you

14

might hear, which is a worst-case discharge.

is a few other things that would need to happen before we

15

hear that in the news or you might hear companies talking

16

might get to that stage.

16

about that, and we want to give you a little information

17

record the public comments that we get from you folks, and

17

as far as what that was.

18

we are going to consider them when we prepare the final

18

19

SEIS.

19

specifically required by our regulations, and it's

20

and try to make our document better before we finalize it.

20

specifically required in each exploration permit.

21

down the road a company were to submit an exploration

21

There

We thought

So we are just here tonight to

In other words, we are going to take your comments

I mentioned a couple times the term very large

You might

A worst-case discharge is a calculation

So if

22

oil spill, so I just want to provide a few more details on

22

plan, it would have to include a worst-case discharge.

23

what we mean when we say very large oil spill or VLOS.

23

But because there would be an actual proposal at that

24

Basically we analyze a hypothetical scenario.

24

point, there would be a lot more information.

25

serious matter, so if we want to make sure that the

25

could tell us where on the map they were proposing to

It's a very

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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15

16

1

drill, what type of well, what type of equipment, and so

1

2

on.

2

3

So the numbers might be different.
The VLOS, the quantity of oil might be different

MS. CHELSEA THIBEAULT:

Can you repeat

what he says?

3

MR. MICHAEL ROUTHIER:

I believe --

4

from the worst-case discharge, so it's a subtle

4

correct me if I'm wrong, but I believe you are saying we

5

difference.

But we just wanted to highlight that for you

5

have to be careful -- ready for a worst-case discharge.

6

because you might hear both terms thrown around, and it's

6

Given the extreme weather and all the conditions out

7

just important to understand that they are different.

7

there, things can get bad pretty quickly, so there would

8

need to be something we would be ready for.

8
9

And again, the worst-case discharge is -- that's
what forms the oil spill response plan.

The oil spill

9

MR. LES SEGEVAN:

Yeah, that's true.

We

10

response plan, in other words, the measures that the

10

have got a current, and the wind can change, and the ice

11

company would take to stop or to clean up an oil spill,

11

can move around.

12

that's based on a worst-case discharge, and that's

12

MR. MICHAEL ROUTHIER:

13

something that our agency would review before any

13

about those things in the VLOS scenario and analysis.

14

approvals are given.

14

actually that would be a great thing to comment on.

15

know, we talk about some of the winds and the waves and

16

the currents, so people with firsthand and traditional

17

knowledge of these areas want to review what we have done

18

in the document, tell us what we got right, tell us what

19

we got wrong.

20

improve the document and go final with it.

15
16
17
18
19

MR. LES SEGEVAN:

Out here it's going to

be worst-case discharge.
MR. MICHAEL ROUTHIER:

Can I get your name

for the record, sir?
MR. LES SEGEVAN:

Because it's a powerful

We talk

21

some oil and gas in the future, but it's good you are

21

22

doing this because you are going to need to respond in

22

record.

23

case you go exploration out there and something happens.

23

into the -- how many miles is it out there where the

24

popcorns are?

25

Yeah, we agree.

have heard from a lot of the communities -MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

We

25

So
You

That would be very helpful as we try to

ocean out there.

MR. MICHAEL ROUTHIER:

I agree we need

Yeah.

20

24

It's got some currents.

It's a powerful environment out there.

MR. ENOCH OKTOLLIK:

Enoch, for your

I think you might -- if you go further out there

That's almost about -UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

About 140 miles.
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17
1

1

the ice maybe being 10 to 15 miles out there when the

2

you might see some whirl -- water whirls, whirls that

2

currents are going, when you are staying in the packed ice

3

might be happening in the areas out there.

3

when the current is going, sometimes it will try to pull

4

know what they consist of.

4

you under the -- under the ice or some -- some -- some

5

us, to try to get a second opinion from our own selves.

5

way, you know.

6

We don't have ships.

6

dropped into the water where the current was trying to

7

community go 140 miles out to observe how the ocean reacts

7

pull me under the -- under the ice.

8

out there.

8

9

would probably try to understand how our ocean act 140

10

MR. ENOCH OKTOLLIK:

140 miles out there

18

And I don't

We don't have the equipment,

I don't know if anybody in our

And if we had our own opinion out there, we

9

miles offshore.

11

And boy, it's just like you coming to me and

12

trying to find answers.

I can't even give you answers for

13

what you are trying to talk about.

14

need to sit down all together and try to understand --

15

understand what you are doing out there in the ocean.

16
17

It's very hard.

We

I've dropped into -- hunting seals I've

MR. MICHAEL ROUTHIER:

Yeah, I think

that's important for the decisionmaker to know.

It will

10

be important for the agency to know.

11

that we now have in the record with the court reporter.

12

And we will make sure we consider that in the document.

13

And that's something

If you want to give more information on that, we

14

are going to tell you how to submit comments.

15

we are going to accept comments by mail, but also by

don't know what I'm getting at, but I'm -- the depth of it

16

electronically, so you can go to the website.

and how the 140 miles offshore, how it reacts out there.

17

over here has instructions on how to provide written

18

I

But I've heard it from Elders that we start

Basically

And Scott

18

comments through the website.

19

seeing different kind of currents from shallow water area,

19

instructions.

20

there will be a different current and then further out a

20

Scott is available by telephone.

21

little ways there will be another current, and even

21

the back of those directions over there, and we are

22

further out, there will be different currents.

And the

22

available to walk you through those.

23

way they -- the way they go in some currents sometimes,

23

24

they will just probably come straight down like that and

24

help me with technical words that might be there that I

25

just go straight down into the ocean.

25

won't understand?

But observing in

They are step-by-step

But if there is something that's not clear,
The phone number is on

MR. ENOCH OKTOLLIK:

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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19
1

MR. MICHAEL ROUTHIER:

1

as individuals in our community as you work with the North

2

job correctly -- and I think we will -- we don't need a

2

Slope Borough mayor.

3

lawyer to communicate.

3

4

will put that in the document.

5

If we are doing our

20

We can take what you say and we

MR. EARL KINGIK:

Earl Kingik, for the

We got a North Slope Borough attorney over there.

MR. MICHAEL ROUTHIER:

The agency also has

4

a relationship with the North Slope Borough, so we can be

5

sure to say that when you submit your comments, please

6

include the comments from the people out in the villages,

6

record.

7

You guys have any powers, Mayor Itta's worker is over

7

as well, because they are very important to us, and

8

there.

8

everything should be sent on.

What's your name?

9

MS. CHELSEA THIBEAULT:

10

I'm not an attorney.

11

Borough.

12

I'm listening.

I do work for the North Slope

MR. ENOCH OKTOLLIK:

Nice to see them come

9
10

MR. ENOCH OKTOLLIK:

It's important for

us, too, that area out there.

11

MR. MICHAEL ROUTHIER:

12

all these comments we are going to try to improve the

So after we collect

13

around to go to the community to try to help us out.

13

document any way we can, and we are going to publish a

14

First time I ever see you.

14

final supplemental environmental impact statement that

15

community, and the first time I ever see you with -- with

15

will be done by early September.

16

whatever is happening over here.

16

Secretary of the Interior is the decisionmaker here.

17

the borough is not even going to our community and helping

17

going to look at our document and some other materials and

18

us out and let us fill out what's going on with this Lease

18

make a final decision on the lease sale.

19

Sale 193.

19

affirm the leases or he could change the previous lease

20

sale.

21

the decision that he's going to make, and that will happen

22

in early October of this year.

20

I'm the mayor of the

And you are not even --

MS. CHELSEA THIBEAULT:

I'm here to listen

21

to what you all have to say to tell the Borough.

22

I'm taking notes on everything that you say.

23

MR. ENOCH OKTOLLIK:

Today

Your mayor could work

24

with you.

You guys work close with the North Slope

25

Borough mayor, and you are not working real close with us
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

23

And we are -- the

So he could

He could cancel some or all of the leases.

MR. ENOCH OKTOLLIK:

He's

That's

Before you go on,

24

could I address the person from the North Slope Borough

25

here?

It's just a small question.

I'm going to ask her a
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21

22

1

question.

The State is right now trying to settle the

1

to be here.

2

coastal management plan, and it's been wondering in my

2

season that we are coming in, so --

3

head, you know, the North Slope Borough -- I know when

3

4

Adelaide [ph] went to Alaska Municipal League meeting and

4

us what we are here for for real, just in plain English so

5

brought the first time to get a coastal management plan,

5

everyone can understand.

6

what does it mean to us when -- when there is no coastal

6

7

management plan right now in the North Slope area with

7

8

this oil -- with what is happening with this environmental

8

9

impact statement?

9

10

MS. CHELSEA THIBEAULT:

Can I talk to you

We didn't have a lot of flexibility on the

MR. LES SEGEVAN:

In plain English, tell

MR. MICHAEL ROUTHIER:

MR. LES SEGEVAN:

That's the document to

10

MR. MICHAEL ROUTHIER:

after they present, aside, and I can give you some contact

11

12

information of someone that could give you an answer on

12

MR. LES SEGEVAN:

13

your questions?

13

MR. MICHAEL ROUTHIER:

15

MR. ENOCH OKTOLLIK:

We are here

explore about 140 miles out of Wainwright, right?

11

14

Sure.

to get comments on this document that we have prepared.

It's a document to

lease areas.
To these areas?
So it's just a step

And it's relevant to

14

before any exploration.

what you guys are -- what the federal is doing right now?

15

come later and wouldn't happen at all if the Secretary

16

cancels the leases.

16

MR. MICHAEL ROUTHIER:

I really shouldn't

You know, I shouldn't get between talking to your

17

say.

18

attorney, so maybe if she could just give you her

18

19

information, if you guys can talk about that on the side,

19

MR. MICHAEL ROUTHIER:

20

that would be fine.

20

MR. LES SEGEVAN:

21

attorney talk.

22

17

Any exploration, that phase would

But I don't want to eavesdrop on any

So if we could just table that for now.

21

With that, I think that is some background

23

information on what we are here for.

24
25

MR. LES SEGEVAN:

Yes.

Are you guys from

Washington, D.C.?

22

And again, I

To lease areas for gas

and oil exploration?

MR. MICHAEL ROUTHIER:

No.

Well, Anchorage, Alaska.

We are all

23

from Alaska.

And so we are not

apologize for coming at such a busy time for you folks

24

here to advocate for a certain position or anything like

but, like we said, there is a court order that requires us

25

that.

We are just here to collect feedback.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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23

24

1

collect that, package it up, and we are going to submit it

1

leases to go forward, then the companies will come in and

2

to the Secretary of the Interior.

2

file an exploration plan.

3

to hear your voices and get information from you folks.

3

third stage.

4

And we are going to pass that on up to our bosses, the

4

5

Secretary of the Interior.

5

from Shell for the Chukchi Sea.

6

for.

6

formally doing anything with it.

7

office.

7

In other words, we want

So that's what we are here

MR. LES SEGEVAN:

They need to be prepared

And that's the next stage, the

Just to clarify, we do have an exploration plan

It's on our website.

However, we are not
We have it in our

But we are only in

8

for some heavy-duty gas and oil spill if they going to do

8

discussions with them.

9

any poking around out there if they -- if they drill.

9

because we need to complete this document.

10

MR. MICHAEL ROUTHIER:

10

have the Secretary's decision whether or not he is going

11

to continue to allow the leases out into the Chukchi Sea.

11
12

MR. LES SEGEVAN:

Yeah.

We have got some

heavy-duty currents and wind and water out there.

13

MR. MICHAEL ROUTHIER:

14

MR. LES SEGEVAN:

15

Yeah.

12

I agree.

That's where we eat

from, fish, seals, bearded seals, whales, walrus.

16

MR. MICHAEL ROUTHIER:

17

open it up to the public comments.

18

MS. SHARON WARREN:

I think we can just

Let me clarify

19

something real quick.

20

quick.

Let me just clarify something real

21

here is a diagram of the OCS leasing process.

22

four-stage process.

23

welcome to take a copy of it, we are at where the green

24

blocks are.

25

Mike said, should the Secretary of Interior allow the

We are at the lease sale stage.

And what I have
It's a

So on this diagram -- and you are

So we are at the lease sale stage.

And like

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

We are not doing anything with it
We need to

So we are back at the beginning, pretty much at

13

the beginning of the process.

14

things happening because we are at the lease sale.

15

that people are talking in the media and out there

16

concerning the exploration, and the companies have also

17

expressed that they are going to go out and drill.

18

have to get through this first process first before that

19

can happen.

20

So I know there is a lot of
I know

But we

So I just wanted to clarify that because there

21

is a lot of things happening out in the communities and to

22

again say that we are at the lease sale.

23

collect your comments, your concerns so that we can take

24

them to the Secretary of the Interior.

25

at this document as well as when he makes his decision on

We are here to

He will be looking

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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25

26

1

the 3rd of October, we are still in litigation.

It will

1

concerns and their information concerning every step of

2

go back to the Court.

So we

2

the way.

3

are -- there is still a lot -- like Mike says, there is

3

those science studies and everything else, those will be

4

still a lot that has to happen before exploration can go

4

used when we do the final SEIS.

5

out in the Chukchi Sea.

5

6

There will be briefings.

MR. ENOCH OKTOLLIK:

What you are saying

MR. ENOCH OKTOLLIK:

Okay.

6

out there, there got to be ships, right?

But all

In order to be
There will

7

is you are getting comments.

7

probably be how many ships that will be traveling and in

8

the water out there from the shoreline all the way down to

8

the routes of which direction the ships are going and

9

the lease sale areas, you are trying to get comments, and

9

what -- I'm trying to imagine this, how many -- how many

10

whatever kind of studies they are doing out there, bottom

10

ships will be going out into the Arctic Ocean from the

11

sea, sea studies and whatnot, shallow water testing,

11

Bering -- from the Bering Sea from a little narrow strait

12

seismic work and all those -- all that put together all

12

of ships that will be trying to come in through there, or

13

the way to exploration and production and stuff like that,

13

are they going to come from the Northwest Passage and come

14

that's what you are saying?

14

this way to bring their ships and do studies?

15

going to see some activities out there.

16

much activities we going to see out in the ocean.

15

Somebody should set foot on

So right now we are on the lease sale.

MS. SHARON WARREN:

Right.

It starts with

16

the lease sale.

17

lease sale.

So all that information prior to the

18

leases, the leases go, there will be an exploration.

19
20
21

production.

22

review.

We

23

So you have a lease sale.

Then if there is

17

And

MS. SHARON WARREN:

We are

I don't know how

Right.

The scenario

18

that we have in our environmental impact statement talks

then after exploration, should the companies find anything

19

about how much of activity would be out there.

out there that they want to produce, then you have

20

companies get -- file an exploration plan, there is even

21

more information on how many ships will be out there,

22

what's all going to be involved.

will be coming out here and -- like on this chart it says

23

sale -- it's our EIS that describes in this scenario how

24

you will be seeing people coming back out in the community

24

many ships could be looked at to go out there in response

25

or calling the communities to get the communities'

25

to the scenario.

And at each stage of the process, there is

You know, there is comment, public comments.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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27
1

MR. ENOCH OKTOLLIK:

I don't even have

28
1

your concerns, your information, anything that you want to

2

let us know so that when we go back to finish up this

3

document, that we will have the information to look at.

tried to read it, the first two or three pages I'll fumble

4

It's going to be transcribed, and we will have it.

5

because I'm not too much an educated English reading

5

6

person.

6

missing link from the North Slope Borough of the coastal

7

that book because I'm not too much of a good reader.

7

management plan that's going to tie in along with whatever

8

I know we got some good readers out there that will

8

kind of activity is going to be out in the Arctic.

9

probably understand it real quick.

9

much of that coastal management plan, how much play it got

2

your -- I might have your book already.

3

book to try to read and try to understand.

4

10

I'll fumble on it right away.

MS. SHARON WARREN:

That's a real big
Probably if I

I'll fumble on
But

I'm trying to get

How

10

from the shoreline to the -- to the State waters or stuff

11

if you don't have a book, we can give you a book and see

11

like that.

12

in there -- you know, see -- point you to the pages that's

12

13

mentioned in there.

13

get you contact information so you can get answers to your

14

question.

14

Well, and at the break

MR. ENOCH OKTOLLIK:

So it will be there.

Right now what I would like to do, if it's -- if

15

you are ready to start, would like to pass the mike

15

16

around.

16

17
18

Is it Enoch?

You are the mayor.

MR. ENOCH OKTOLLIK:

Yeah, I'm the mayor,

yeah.

19

MS. SHARON WARREN:

20

MR. ENOCH OKTOOLIK:

I got to find out first.
MS. CHELSEA THIBEAULT:

And I'm going to

Okay?
MR. LES SEGEVAN:

Yes.

We need to know

that, the coastal management.

17

MS. SHARON WARREN:

The area that's out

18

here is for the federal OCS.

We can start with you.

19

out.

I'll turn over to my

20

go -- when we take a break, you go up to the map, and the

Okay.

It's from the three miles

So it's beyond three miles.

And then if you

21

first person, the young gentleman over there.

He's got

21

lease sale map shows you how far off coast the lease sale

22

good language, and he will give us directions to speak.

22

boundary starts.

23

MS. SHARON WARREN:

So who wants to -- start --

I was going to turn it

23

24

over to -- if we had Elders, elected officials and then --

24

name is John Hopson.

25

and then pass the mike around, and each of you can express

25

because we need the jobs, the idea of benefits for the

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

community long-term.

2

idea of offshore oil is because our Prudhoe Bay is

2

support this.

3

dwindling down and our tax dollars are dwindling down.

3

don't support it.

4

With that comes budget cuts.

4

for the sake of my children.

What are they going to have

5

20 years from now, you know?

That's what I'm looking at.

6

What are our homes going to look at -- look like 20 years

5

One -- another reason I support the

30

We need this money to continue to educate our

We are going to have a lot of people that
We are going to have a lot of people that
But I have to support this for the --

6

students the way we are today.

7

compared to the rest of the -- the rest of the state in

7

from now?

8

different regions.

8

if we don't create them?

9

sewer facilities in Alaska.

9

people to get these jobs?

10

We have -- we have the best water and

maintain and operate that.

11

We are top notch in Alaska

1

So we need to continue to
Without tax dollars we cannot.

We just need this thing.

One, because there are

10

Where are our people going to go to find jobs
How do I find money to train my
We can't do it without the oil

company.

11

State of Alaska lives off of oil.

12

is going to keep the State of Alaska going.

13

loves to receive that Permanent Fund, but where does it

14

come from?

15

from, Prudhoe Bay.

industry has put together has comfort me a lot more than

16

What are our Elders going to have what they need the

it used to just five years ago.

17

money, you know?

confidence in what they can do to protect our waters and

18

the oil companies.

our land when it comes to an oil spill.

19

12

a lack of jobs.

We are -- we are -- we have a high

13

unemployment rate across the North Slope.

14

concerns.

15

that's having an oil spill.

16
17
18
19

We do have

20

I have concerns with offshore oil and gas, and
But the program that the

I have a lot more

So I support their lease sale.

Once you have

Prudhoe Bay.

This is what
Everybody

Today that's where it comes

And that's going to dwindle down.

Our companies are making money off of
And that's where dividends come from.

So I do support the -- the idea of a lease sale.

20

Then we can negotiate talks with the industry within our

21

your lease sale, then we can talk about ideas of how many

21

local community and mitigate the issues.

22

ships, how do we mitigate the issues.

22

23

later on.

24

complete your lease sale.

25

sale.

We can do that

That will happen down the road once you
So I do support your lease

MS. SHARON WARREN:

So thank you.

As I said earlier, we

23

are just going to pass the mike around, and you can either

24

pass and pass it to the next person or talk.

25

just going to continue to go around the room until

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

everybody feels that they have had their say.

2

be here as long as it takes this evening.

3
4

1

propane, couldn't go buy any, and she was complaining.

Thank you.

2

She was complaining about one bottle costs too much and

My name is Allen

3

she can't afford.

4

to start buying a different stove so she won't buy a

My name is Les Segevan,

5

bottle of propane.

We are going to be needing

6

MR. ALLEN AHLALOOK:
Ahlalook.

I agree with this young man.

5

MR. LES SEGEVAN:

And we will

32

Thank you.

She would get mad.

And then I told her

Thank you.

6

and I agree with John Hopson.

7

the monies that we are accustomed to living with in

7

Earl Kingik.

8

Wainwright for our children, our grandchildren, whether we

8

take a look at this issue.

9

like it or not.

9

for the future of our people and future way of our life.

We need the gas and oil that we are

10

accustomed to getting monies from.

11

Thank you.

My name is

I come from Point Hope, Alaska.

My tribe

It's a very important issue

10

The lease sale already happened, John, over $2,000,000,000

to work it to keep the animals safe, the fish in the ocean

11

Shell Oil spent, and there is other oil companies that

12

where the lease sale is getting ready to lease out, then

12

spent a lot of money just for this lease sale.

13

if it can be done, it should be done, as we going to need

13

is a lot of dots there.

14

the monies in the near future.

14

companies have already put money from oil companies and.

15

Prudhoe is dwindling, and that's true.

15

My tribe takes a look at it and said it's time to stop

16

this.

16

And if there is a way

MR. EARL KINGIK:

And the monies coming from

And then if it can be done, you guys should just

And there

A lot of corporations, a lot of

We need to tell our own government to slow down.

17

go ahead and start, do what you need to do, but you need

17

Start thinking about what will happen if there is an oil

18

to do it with public -- North Slope Borough people

18

spill.

19

permission and to see which is the best way to go about it

19

20

safely for the people and for the animals because we all

20

to take a look at the oil spill.

21

live together up here.

21

week, and no cleanup was happening.

22

the money.

22

moving.

23

ahead and do it.

23

take our own government to court, and that's how come this

24

lawsuit exists.

25

Wilderness League, Northern Environmental, Pacific

24
25

We need the animals and we need

If there is a way to do it, then let's go
Needs to be done.

Thank you.

MS. MARJORIE ANGASHUK:
Marjorie Angashuk.

My name is

I had a friend who was concerned about

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

I had a chance to go down to the Gulf of Mexico
I spent down there one
Nothing.

Oil was coming to the shore.

Nothing was

And we decided to

Native Village of Point Hope, Alaska
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34

1

Environment, all the environmental organizations of Alaska

1

2

put this thing together and took it to court.

2

3

The government got to slow down.

We got to

3

for thousands of years.

Thank you.

MR. ENOCH OKTOLLIK:
Billy.

(Inupiaq.)

Go ahead,

You look like you want to say something.

4

consider how we are going to stop this if there is an oil

4

5

spill because there is already a lease sale going on.

5

Nashoalook, retired from everything.

6

Shell Oil already got their plan ready to go to Obama, and

6

reading the Sounder today.

7

we'll be down there when Shell Oil submits their plan to

7

have read it.

8

Obama.

8

in Alyeska.

9

their tribe [sic] to the Secretary of the Interior.

9

They are going to be coming and coming no matter what we

10

Our tribe will be down there when BOEMRE submits

So you see we are not really against offshore,

MR. BILLY NASHOALOOK, SR.:

I'm Billy

And I was just

I don't know if most of you

There were comments during the Summit down

We know the oil companies will keep coming.

10

say.

11

but we want to do it safe way because the next Coast Guard

11

to work with them and these other people that --

12

that would go up and clean up is 1,000 miles away.

12

13

went down there to the Gulf, there was over 30,000 people

13

14

cleaning up that oil spill.

14

15

to bring in jets to bring these people.

16

rooms to have people to sleep and to eat.

17

much stuff.

18

help the oil companies clean up.

19

When I

We don't have a long runway
We don't have no
We don't have

We don't have commercial fishing boats to

So you see -- and that's how come we took the

But, the only way we can get most of what we want is

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

House on fire.

(Off the record.)
MR. BILLY NASHOALOOK, SR.:

Anyway, what

15

we need to start doing, we need to go after the State

16

lawmakers, maybe Governor Parnell, to work with us and

17

work with the State of Alaska to get with the federal

18

government to start helping.

19

Congressional delegation is working with us, but not the

I would comment that our

20

government to court because they were moving too fast.

20

State.

21

And they need to listen to us.

21

stand up in allowing this to get -- if we don't do that,

22

they will just run over us anyway.

23

money to fight them with.

24

of money that they can use to get what they want.

22

And I'm glad you are thinking about jobs, John.

23

We are thinking about jobs too.

There is alternative

24

jobs.

25

to think about the animals we love and the world we live

There is other ways we can make money.

But we got

And so we need to go after the State of Alaska to

25

We don't have any

They do.

They have all kinds

But if we work with them [indiscernible] and for

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

5HYLVHG'UDIW6(,6
3XEOLF+HDULQJ7UDQVFULSWV
:DLQZULJKW$ODVND

5HYLVHG'UDIW6(,6
3XEOLF+HDULQJ7UDQVFULSWV
:DLQZULJKW$ODVND

35

36

1

future generations to have what they need for our culture.

1

2

And that's what they have to say on in the Arctic Sounder

2

3

I was reading.

3

Charles A. Ekak.

4

think we need to do is have a little bit more

5

understanding between the agency here and the community

6

itself.

7

compromise and see what come down at the end.

8

know about the -- but the way things are going, with a

9

little bit more explanation and understanding, we can

4
5

MS. SHARON WARREN:

MS. CHELSEA THIBEAULT:

He would like to

get an introduction of who you are.

8
9

The court reporter

can't hear, so --

6
7

And these people.

MS. SHARON WARREN:

We are a federal

agency, so we all work -- Mary is a court reporter.

10

the court reporter for us.

11

She's

But we work with the federal

comment I got, so -MR. CHARLES EKAK:

Hello.

My name is

I'm a subsistence hunter.

And what I

If that can be materialized, then we can
I don't

10

compromise in the community.

agency that does the offshore energy and minerals and

11

be -- we can work it out.

12

regulates the offshore minerals.

And we are within the

12

13

Department of the Interior.

We are not an oil company.

13

not in between, but I can understand it and I know what it

14

We are not a nongovernmental agency.

To me, it's -- I'm for it, I'm against it and

14

means.

I want our

15

will make it much easier on an Inupiat village like us.

16

people to understand that people like this, we need to

16

17

work with them and we need to also go after our State

17

18

lawmakers, according to what I read today.

18

Oktollik.

19

[indiscernible] Get together with what we need according

19

the chairman for the North Slope Borough Fish and Wildlife

20

to how we live up here.

20

and also chairman for the Nanook Commission and also a

21

member of the walrus commission and member of the

22

Northwest Caribou Working Group.

23

I'm -- it's been blooming out, expanding.

15

We are federal.

That way I think it will

MR. BILLY NASHOALOOK, SR.:

21

MS. SHARON WARREN:

Thank you very much.

22

MR. FRANK BESTER, JR.:

My name is Frank

23

Bester.

I guess I'm halfway supporting and not supporting

24

due to the fact of some of the endangered species.

25

support it halfway because of money-wise.

And I

That's the

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

24
25

As long as you can make it more presentable, that

Thank you.
MR. ENOCH OKTOLLIK:

My name is Enoch

I'm the mayor of the community and I'm -- I'm

And my comment, boy,

And I grew up -- I grew up in Point Hope, and I
grew up with this gentleman here.

And I know what he
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1

feels because he's probably feeling the same thing with

1

2

our cousin Amos Lane feel of the industry going out

2

3

because they live the subsistence way of living where we

3

4

come from, from -- from that direction.

4

probably would be $20 around here for a gallon.

5

understand John Hopson, Junior.

5

hear the people crying in the Lower 48 with our gas, our

6

working people in our community right now.

6

gas guzzling, and they are trying to improve the mileage

7

and most of it come from the North Slope -- North Slope

7

in the vehicle.

8

Borough, the most strength of our working people.

8

job.

9

got a corporation that is expanding and putting -- trying

9

25 miles per gallon right now, and they have been trying

And I could

We got 40 percent of
And that's --

But we

MS. SHARON WARREN:
Anchorage.

MR. ENOCH OKTOLLIK:

And

But we

But seems like they are doing a very poor

to put some people to work right now, and probably it's

10

11

going to grow into the future and increase our workforce

11

12

of our community.

12

$3.90, they cry about it.

13

them in the news.

And I also went to some meetings in the Borough

4.79 a gallon.

And right now probably -- probably a good car burns

10

13

A gallon of milk in

A gallon of milk in Anchorage is about 4.79.

to improve it to 50 miles per gallon.
But in the Lower 48, when their gas go up to
And in Anchorage -- we watch

They start making noise when their gas

14

where we were told that every year six percent of the

14

that going to $3.80 or even $3 for -- even past $2 they

15

Trans-Alaska Pipeline, six percent is reducing from the --

15

will start making noise.

16

from the pipeline.

16

part of the day, we will pay $6.08 a gallon.

17

future.

And right now we are working with some people

17

cry about it.

18

like WH Pacific and trying to get some windmills, some

18

19

type alternative energy to support our community to reduce

19

somehow with our oil, with our heating oil.

20

cost.

20

at least probably a $1.53 a gallon of oil, but our

21

And that's going to increase into the

In our community, if you go to our stores --

Up here right now in the coldest
And we don't

And we are lucky we are getting subsidized
We are paying

21

corporation is helping us somehow or the Borough is

22

probably if you went to Anchorage -- I don't know how much

22

helping us, how we are putting heat into our homes.

23

a carton of milk is in Anchorage, maybe $2 or something.

23

some of these things you will see.

24

I don't know.

24

so high because we are so remote.

25

let me know how much a carton of milk is?

How much would a milk be?

Would somebody

25

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

they write the language of hauling -- hauling our

1

going to even tell you they are running out of food in

2

material, like if I bought a -- I'll use an example of a

2

their homes, but we got at least 15 families in our

3

300 -- 400-pound snowmachine.

3

community that go without.

4

it cost me pretty well almost $7,000, and the weight of it

4

we are working to try to collect a food bank for our --

5

is almost -- I don't know.

5

for our community.

6

snowmachine, Isaac?

6

trying to collect food for -- for a food bank, try to

7

share with them.

If I got a snowmachine and

How many pounds is a

7

MR. ISAAC PANIK:

8

MR. ENOCH OKTOLLIK:

9

400.
400 pounds.

And we

use Northern Air Cargo, and they charge us at almost 90

10

cents a pound, I guess, from Anchorage to Barrow.

11

cents times 400 is how much?

12

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

13

MR. MIKE HALLER:

14

MR. ENOCH OKTOLLIK:

And 90

You mean 4,000?

About $400.

8
9

And it hurts sometimes when you are

But people won't go out without jobs.
are working people.

You guys

You don't even have to worry.

10

you might have families that you have seen in your

11

families that try to struggle.

12

living in our community, it's unbearable sometimes.

13

$400, and then it's

And sometimes it reach where

Maybe

And way high cost of

And when you go out hunting, our shelves in our

14

stores, we go buy bullets, and they are almost $30 a box

15

probably about 80 cents a gallon -- I mean 80 cents a

15

now for a box of bullets.

16

pound from Era Aviation from Barrow to here.

16

going to go out hunting, some of our boats go from 50

17

I'm trying to get a snowmachine up here, it cost me almost

17

horse to 115 or 200-horsepower.

18

extra two more thousand dollars.

18

the more they burn gas.

19

But what

And on top of that, if you are

And the more you go up,

And sometimes for good hunting

19

time, you got to spend at least -- go with about 45

20

does it all mean with oil industry that is going out in

20

gallons of gas, $6 -- $6.08 times 45 gallons is almost --

21

our area?

But I'll tell you that 40 percent of our

21

how much is that?

22

community is employed and 60 percent is unemployed.

22

MR. ISAAC PANIK:

23

MR. ENOCH OKTOLLIK:

23

It goes on in our lives like that.

By the time

I have dreams in my head that start turning

A lot.

24

because in our community, sometimes some people won't tell

24

go get gas, to burn gas.

25

you because we got 60 percent not employed.

25

go to the store and go purchase some food.

They are not

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

probably be another 2 to $300.

1

teaming right now.

2

get food, but you are fortunate enough, if you like to eat

2

would be a little cost if you had dog teams to bring your

3

Eskimo food, that will be noncost item.

3

food in and out.

4

of our children right now supplement themselves with our

4

5

Native food to go out there to go hunting.

5

community.

6

you guys just come and go, but nobody observes of coming

6

You go to the store to go

42

But not too many

But by the time you are going to go out to

That would be less cost, but there

But cost of living is real high in our
If you guys take time and spend time -- I know

7

gather our local food -- like right now it's for bearded

7

and see how we live like day-to-day like.

8

seals -- and also for walrus and for birds and whatnot.

8

and go see to our stores and observe how much food items

If you go out

9

If you don't get caught -- some of them are illegal birds.

9

cost, how much fuel we use and all that, same time you are

10

Like this one guy say, there is probably some birds that

10

going to go hunting, you spend about $1,000, same time you

11

are endangered, and it's hard to catch -- hunt them

11

are thinking about your light and power, how much you

12

sometimes because they are endangered.

12

going to pay a bill for your light and power, your water

13

to try to put something into the table of a -- on the

13

bill and your heating and stuff like that, you got to

14

table to eat, and it hurts sometimes when you have to try

14

supplement all those together.

15

to go hunt and you have to put almost $1,000 to go hunt in

15

16

one trip.

16

working man or something.

17

now, you got to find a good job that pays you pretty well,

17

And you are going

That trip might be from six hours to one day,

To find a good job today right

18

two days, to try to harvest something.

18

almost $50 an hour the way our society is living now in

19

what you are harvesting out there and you don't see the

19

the U.S.

20

weather right or stuff like that, you lost all that for

20

it in the news.

21

not harvesting something.

21

our United States is so much in debt, it's going to be

22

able to recover.

22

If you don't see

By the time you probably have to be a good hard

But that's the kind of stuff we see in our

The cost of living is getting so bad.

You watch

You guys watch it yourself, too, that

But every time they take time to

23

community right now because cost of produce and goods and

23

recover, you think what it feels like us that live in the

24

the stuff we use to motorize our boats and stuff like

24

remote area, how much we are getting crunched every time,

25

that, snowmachines, Hondas.

25

how the Lower 48 is going.

Not too many of us go dog

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

1

they going to use?

2

you see the hurricanes and you see the tornadoes and

2

Strait to bring their ships through where our migratory

3

whatnot in the Lower 48 you are seeing.

3

birds, our migratory whales, belugas, others that migrate

4

and go birth their young in the summertime?

4

We are probably not as bad as they are because

44

We got a television now.

In fact, we pay about

Are they going to use the Bering

Most -- a lot

5

100-and-some dollars a month to watch good -- get good

5

of birds, sea mammals, land animals come to the Arctic to

6

channels and watch CNN and watch our local news, news

6

go bear their young.

7

media and whatnot of how the world going out there.

7

got hurt by an oil spill or stuff like that, how much we

8

would -- because we are consumers of these Native foods,

9

what were -- we got the right to hunt them right now.

8
9

But that's the kind of community you are looking
at here in Wainwright.

Somehow it's got to fit.

And when

And how it would be drastic if they

10

you go out -- like I told you, it start blooming things

10

11

into my head.

11

human beings that could benefit out from the ocean and

12

we -- because the federal government says if you go out

12

from the land and from the sea -- I mean, from the air.

13

there, if it benefit the federal, if it benefit the State

13

But it seems -- like I told you, it trickles my mind.

14

and if it benefit the private sectors and it benefit a

14

Boy, they going to come and they going to go and pump out,

15

little local government, how much it would be -- how much

15

produce 3.7 billion barrels of oil from the -- from the

16

it would help us here if we try to decide, the people, if

16

popcorn area from Lease Sale 193.

17

they want to decide what kind of money we could get off

17

dump out another 3.7 billion barrels of oil from -- from

18

this oil and gas development or we could turn to the

18

the Beaufort -- Beaufort area.

19

natural gas, how much it would be easier for us in our

19

But when it open my mind to my community, I want

20

community in subsidizing what we use to heat our homes and

20

to try to get that -- that impact money, which is going to

21

motorize our boats and going hunting out there.

21

the North Slope Borough now and which is not going to our

22

community, the most impacted community, this community and

23

Point Lay.

started looking at that impact money.

22

I start thinking as the mayor, boy, if

I know that shipping going to be a big thing if

23

the activities start going in the Arctic Ocean.

I see

24

probably almost over 1,000 ships that going to probably

24

25

travel to our ocean, the Arctic Ocean.

25

And what route are

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

get 3.5 million dollars in the life of that Lease Sale

1

our light and power, our educational systems, our clinics

2

193, it could go to 30 years out there.

2

and all that when you put them all together.

3

million dollars of that -- of some kind of funding impact

3

things start -- start opening in the head, our head when,

4

money to this community, our people would decide what --

4

kind of things that are going to be impacting us because

5

it will open my mind for 30 years.

5

of oil and gas development.

6

for 30 years would probably almost bring us already almost

6

7

$100,000,000.

7

gas, that natural gas, trillions and trillions of cubic

8

feet of natural gas.

9

community could be able to get that natural gas and we

8
9

And if we get 3.5

3.5 million dollars

And our community, I thought they could be able
to use that as capital money.

They could decide or they

A lot of

But I look -- I want to get some of that natural

Boy, it opened my mind if this

10

could -- they could make a dividend, make -- make a

10

could spear in somehow to the natural gas, it would make

11

dividend that grows off its interest for 30 years of that

11

it easier for us from today till the day it wear out,

12

$100,000,000.

12

maybe 300 years from now.

13

grow and they could benefit from it.

14

the Nuiqsut people, we could get quarterly dividends

14

cannot make it on alternative energy alone.

15

somehow.

15

have some kind of resources that we are going to utilize.

16

people that cannot make it today because we got 60 percent

16

But every time we miss that resource, we lose some of that

17

unemployed.

17

money.

18

that's sitting out there.

19

try to go put it ourselves and put it into the market.

And if they invest it right, they could
And possibly like

13

Because I think of that, amongst some of our

18

But I worry about, like, what John Hopson,
Six percent of that Trans-Alaska Pipeline,

But I know that we can't -- the state of Alaska
We got to

We know we are going to lose the oil and the gas
We are not given the power to

19

Junior said.

20

the crude oil is diminishing and it's -- we are getting

20

Just think how much it would benefit us if we could be

21

tax money, royalty money into there, and it's funding all

21

able to go pull that oil out and that natural gas and we

22

our city powers that we turn over to the North Slope

22

could be able to sell it to you folks for -- boy, that's

23

Borough, and they fund all that.

23

almost -- how many trillion dollars, boy, this community

24

$150,000,000 every year spending from the North Slope

24

could make and its neighbors.

25

Borough and give us leisures of taking care of our roads,

25

And it brings us almost

But sometimes my mind, it tries to get expanded

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

and think about things, and I'm trying to bring you guys

1

out hunting, I don't know.

2

on the trip, a plane trip and back to reality.

2

Coast Guard come up and build a base up here because just

3

what I feel and that's the only thing I got to say.

3

in case if there is an oil spill up here, where is the

4

next base closest to us and how long will it take for them

5

to come up with their resources to contain this oil spill?

4

That's

Thank you.

5

MS. SHARON WARREN:

6

MR. ISAAC PANIK:

Thank you.

Good evening.

My name is Isaac Panik.

Good

I'm torn, torn.

6

7

afternoon.

8

love to hunt.

9

don't see any Coast Guard bases being built up here before

I love to eat what I hunt.

I

Right now I

I feel as if this community and

But I sure do hope we have the

Well, I thank you guys.

7

MS. SHARON WARREN:

Thank you.

8

Is there anybody else that would like to speak?

9

not, I guess we are done.

No?

If

Thank you very much.

10

oil development is done.

11

this region is being treated as third class.

12

United States is one of the most productive -- supposedly

12

13

one of the most productive and advanced civilizations on

13

14

this earth.

14

your concerns and your comments that you provided us, it's

Our -- the

And still, I -- I'm torn.

10

Who else?

Appreciate it.

11

MR. LES SEGEVAN:

Did you get the

information you need?
MS. SHARON WARREN:

Yes, we did.

With

15

I -- I joined Uncle Sam's Army to help defend

15

in the record and we have that before us when we go back

16

this country and its people, and yet still I feel as if

16

to our office and we will have our analysts take a look at

17

this community and this region is -- is -- is being

17

it and incorporate it.

18

treated as third class.

18

incorporating it in the final document that comes out.

19

hate to say this.

20

very little.

21

really hurts.

22

My trust in the White people -- I

My trust in the civilized people is

They say one thing and do another.

Us Eskimos, we help each other.

And it

19
20

MS. CHELSEA THIBEAULT:

Were you going

explain how to make more comments on-line?

21
We expect --

And Mike will be involved in

MS. SHARON WARREN:

Yes.

If you can -- we

22

have handouts here, so please take them tonight with you

23

we -- we -- as a hunter, we know they will help us if we

23

and take a look at them.

24

break down.

24

real quick here, and he can kind of walk you through this

25

the Lower 48, you do that, you go down there and you go

25

handout.

We know they will come to our aid.

Down in

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

MS. CHELSEA THIBEAULT:

1

page that looks just like this.

2

didn't feel comfortable speaking tonight, they are telling

2

will be on the computer screen.

3

you right now how you can make your comments without

3

4

having to speak tonight.

4

gray there, dark letters.

5

Region News and the appropriate link there, which is

6

indicated in red in that screen.

7

you need to go, and you click on that with your mouse.

5
6

So if any of you

50

Okay?

MR. JOHN HOPSON:

Make positive comments.

We need the oil and gas.

7

MS. SHARON WARREN:

So even though you

8

didn't comment tonight, this is another way.

9

your comments until July 11th.

10

We will take

MR. JOHN HOPSON:

We as Inupiat people can

And we can -- and we can make

At the bottom of the page is step 2.

8
9

So it's showing you what

It's in

And it tells you to find Alaska

So it tells you where

You turn the page, and this is the screen that
will show up.

At that point, you click on the step

10

indicated in red, step 3, and that's indicated at the

11

work with other people.

11

bottom of the page.

12

this work if we work with the federal government and work

12

Federal eRulemaking Portal in bold print two-thirds of the

13

with the oil companies.

If we take them to court, we

13

way down the page.

14

can't talk to them much.

They -- only the judge will

14

15

speak for us or our lawyers will speak for us.

16
17

When we

You can read that.

It says find the

And that's what's indicated in red.

So you click on that.

And that will bring up

15

this next page, regulations.gov.

work together, we can sit down and make things happen.

16

our notice for this document.

Make positive comments.

17

comment, all you need to do is click the orange button at

18

the top there where it says step 4 in red.

It's

19

do that, it will bring up the next page.

So you go

20

the things, again, that you will see on the screen as you

21

are going through it.

Thank you.

18

MR. SCOTT BLACKBURN:

Okay.

What she's

19

handing out to you is -- it looks harder than it is.

20

a step-by-step way of putting comments on-line.

21

to your computer.

22

Internet connection.

23

page and you do what it says.

24
25

You go to your computer and use an
You start at step 1 on the first

22

It says go to the BOEMRE

And there you will see

And in order to submit a

And when you
And these are

The next page shows you the actual page where

23

you would input your comment.

Alaska Region website, and that's in blue right below it.

24

need to write your name and your address, et cetera, and

So if you type in that blue address, it will take you to a

25

all the points that are indicated by the little blue

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

stars.

2

And then in the space on the right are the page

1

If I'm not there, one of my other colleagues will be happy

2

to help you, and we can help you walk through it over the

3

phone.

3

over here where it says step 6 in red.

4

would write your comments.

5

in there.

6

hit submit which is down in the right, the orange button.

6

7

Or you can -- if you want to prepare a statement in a word

7

8

processing program or some other program, you can prepare

8

9

a statement and then upload that document.

9

10

That's where you

52

You can just type your comment

At that point you can be through and you can

Okay?

And

these steps, 5, 6 and 7, walk you through that process.

11

At that point, if you are uploading a document,

5

MR. ENOCH OKTOLLIK:

MR. SCOTT BLACKBURN:

You are welcome to

call us and we will help you.
MR. LES SEGEVAN:

Is this your office

phone?

10
11

You can provide me

with a lawyer that would help me write a good comment?

MR. SCOTT BLACKBURN:

The office phone,

uh-huh.

12

the next page shows you how to upload a document.

13

are uploading a document, it will pull up the screen while

13

14

you browse to your document in your computer and open that

14

15

up and attach it.

15

step clearly and along with each step is what you'll see

16

on the screen.

17

through it.

Give us a call.

16

If you

4

But like I said, you can just type your comment

17

into the box if you prefer and hit submit.

18

will tell you whether you have completed that successfully

18

19

or not.

19

20

the very last page and it will say success.

21

has been submitted.

22

And then it

12

If you completed that successfully, you will get
Your comment

And that's it.

And if there are questions about that that may

MR. ENOCH OKTOLLIK:
pretty explanatory here.

Looks like it's

I'll --

MR. SCOTT BLACKBURN:

We tried to put each

So it should look like that as you go

If it doesn't, then you have got a problem.

MR. ENOCH OKTOLLIK:

Make sure you guys --

20

because we are Native-speaking people and sometimes our

21

comments come out better from our Native language.

22

it would be good for you to try to get an interpreter and

Maybe

23

seem hard -- I don't think it will be when you sit down to

23

interpret -- get an interpretation in Inupiaq.

24

do it.

24

interpreter because sometimes our language come out better

25

welcome to call us.

25

by our Native language or what we say probably come out

There is a phone number on the back, and you are
Hopefully they will send you to me.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

better because we are Inupiaq-influenced speaking

1

2

language.

2

3

I'll speak for me, anyway, because I speak

than us.
MR. EARL KINGIK:

I would interpret all

3

right, but I would benefit offshore, and it would be right
for me.

4

broken English because I just -- I graduate from high

4

5

school with a D from high school in English, but I never

5

6

learned your dictionary too good.

6

a computer, if somebody wants to write their comments and

7

speak English.

7

put them in the mail to us, we will also take them in the

8

mail.

9

you want to write down your comments on a piece of paper,

8
9

MR. SCOTT BLACKBURN:

MR. ENOCH OKTOLLIK:

Probably would

have -- I flunked maybe English bad.

12
13

I think that's a

good idea, and we --

10
11

It's hard trying to

MR. SCOTT BLACKBURN:

Your suggestion has

been made by others, as well.

14

MS. SHARON WARREN:

So maybe some people don't have a computer, and if

10

you can provide them as well.

11

language on it, we can take that and we will get somebody

12

to interpret it for us in the document.

13

MR. EARL KINGIK:

And if it's got the Inupiaq

MR. MIKE HALLER:

Okay.

Mr. Mayor, we have had

14

some good interaction with Maggie and Stephanie, and they

15

guys don't need to take to their boss because I had a

15

seem pretty good about operating with a computer because

16

chance to talk with their boss, which is Dr. Kendall, and

16

I've had e-mails back and forth with them.

17

he's willing to put somebody in the Borough office to

17

that perhaps they could put down some of your comments and

18

coordinate these kind of meetings to educate the

18

send them to us and we could include them then?

19

communities about this meeting, about issues that these

19

20

people will have.

20

21

Dr. Kendall, that you guys do get an interpreter.

22

heard that before in other villages.

23

Got the message these

In addition to use of

That would be a good recommendation to

MR. LES SEGEVAN:

We

MR. ENOCH OKTOLLIK:

That would be the best

Little bit of

spending money to do your work for you.

21
22

May I offer

MR. MIKE HALLER:
money.

A little bit of spending

You just never know how that goes.

23

MR. ENOCH OKTOLLIK:

If you can give us a

24

because we have some Elders who would like to speak up,

24

little bit of spending money, I can make comments.

25

but they don't know English.

25

takes money to keep them computers operating.

They have been here longer

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

little funding money, yeah.

2

56
1

MS. SHARON WARREN:

We will take your

communicate the results from when we come out.

2

A lot of times we come out, we take comments

3

comments, you know, that we have heard tonight back and

3

from you, and then you don't see us again until the next

4

put it in the document.

Again, I

4

time we want comments from you.

5

know this is not a good time to come out because of your

5

out a better way of getting feedback to you and how your

6

subsistence, and we apologize.

6

comments were incorporated into the document.

7

deadline, so this is not necessarily a good time, so --

7

working on that.

8

but I think that you -- I thank you for allowing us to

8

9

come in and making the time so we can hear your comments

9

10

and take them into consideration, because that's what we

10

able to print this page and whatnot and what's written in

11

need is we need to have the comments from the people on

11

there from the Secretary of Interior.

12

the ground.

12

they come out the first time that we be heard and included

13

in there.

13

And again, thank you.

We are on a court

Thank you very much.

14

MR. LES SEGEVAN:

When would be the best

So we are trying to work

MR. ENOCH OKTOLLIK:

So we are

It was good on

this -- on that EIS for little local governments to be

14

MS. SHARON WARREN:

That was good when

Right.

Right.

And

15

time to expect results of these meetings that you are

15

when the final document comes out, part of it will have

16

having?

16

the appendices in it with all the transcripts, and then

17

also in there we summarize the comments and we respond to

17

MS. SHARON WARREN:

We are going to take

18

comments until July 11th, and the next document will be

18

them.

19

called the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact

19

there of how we, you know, took a look at what you were

20

Statement, and it will be out the first part of September.

20

doing, what you told us, and then our analysts, our

21

We will be mailing them out to the communities like we did

21

scientists, our oceanographers, will take a look at it and

22

this time.

If you -- we are

22

respond to the information.

23

also going to be taking a look at who testified as well to

23

24

get a hold of you to see if you want to have a copy of it

24

document because we get correct -- you know, better

25

come out.

25

information from the community, meaning how we said things

We mailed a lot of them out.

And we are also looking at ways best how to

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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So again, we will

58

1

and how we were first looking at them.

1

experts in certain areas, and to take a look at those

2

be sending out the final document sometime in early

2

areas, you know, that you are interested in to make sure

3

September because the Secretary by the Court has to make a

3

that we have it right and give us their comments.

4

decision.

4

though we get comments from a lot of organizations and

5

on the 3rd of October.

5

everything else, but getting comments from individual

6

members of the community also is important because you are

The Court wants a decision filed with the judge

6

MR. ENOCH OKTOLLIK:

It's good all right

Even

7

to make comments, but you got to do it professional way to

7

actually going out there.

8

do comments and to be heard.

8

have what the Elders handed down to you from your own

9

got workers -- they got enough money in the borough to --

9

family that maybe somebody else wouldn't have that would

And the borough mayor, he's

the borough mayor to make comments.

11

working for him.

But in our city here, we don't have that

11

12

big of money -- big money to try to get a lawyer or people

12

13

to write languages down to make comments.

It's very hard,

13

14

or to even review that EIS if we wish to make comments and

14

Let me explain on that.

15

stuff like that.

15

talking about tonight was in the five-year program that

16

was approved from 2007 to 2012.

MS. SHARON WARREN:

10

You

10

16

He's got people

You are actually living.

I know the EIS is

be important for us to consider.
UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

How far are you on

this development program?
MS. SHARON WARREN:

On that one?

Okay.

This lease sale that we are

The Department of the

17

large and it can be hard to read, as well, but there are

17

Interior and our agency right now is working on the next

18

some sections in it, like on subsistence; you will see

18

five-year program for 2012 to 2017.

19

some words and areas that we are looking at.

19

some of the folks in our organization came out here to do

20

if you -- just like in our office, not one person writes

20

scoping meetings -- Mike, were you on that trip that came

21

the document.

21

out and did scoping meetings?

22

document because they are expert in their field in a

22

MR. MIKE HALLER:

23

certain area, so they just write in that area.

23

MS. SHARON WARREN:

24
25

And so maybe

There is a lot of people that write the

And then so I would ask -- like in the
community, I'm sure there is individuals here that are

And I believe that

I was.
Okay.

That came out

24

and did scoping meetings to start preparing a draft

25

environmental impact statement.
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1
2

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

So are you on the

third-year plan or the second year?

3

MS. SHARON WARREN:

Right now we are on

Actually, there has been -- there may have

60
1

addition to sale 193.

2

he wanted to take a cautious approach to oil and gas

He canceled those sales.

Okay.

3

offshore oil and gas leasing in the Arctic.

4

canceled those sales.

5

five-year program was this lease sale.

So

So he

4

the 2007-2012.

5

been four five-year programs that have been done.

6

started in 1978 when the law -- when they changed the law

6

7

for the Secretary to do five-year plans, five-year

7

even went through litigation.

8

programs for every five years.

8

five-year program.

9

program was -- this sale was in the 2007-2012.

9

you will see probably -- I don't know when -- I don't know

It

So there was -- so this
In fact,

The only sale he left in the

So he left it in the five-year program.

That

And so that stayed in this

So now we are at the lease sale.

So

10

it was in even the one that was before that, 2012 -- it

10

if it's later this year you will see the agency send out

11

started out in 2002-2007, but the sale wasn't able to be

11

to everybody a draft environmental impact statement on the

12

completed because the draft environmental document wasn't

12

five-year program.

13

going to be completed in time to have it in that program,

13

coming out here when that document comes out asking for

14

so it rolled over to the next 2007-2012 program.

14

your comments.

15
16

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:
MS. SHARON WARREN:

That's in between?

Yeah, right.

So we

So you will be seeing that.

So there is a lot of times because we have

16

this -- and another thing you may see.

17

if something -- should the lease sale get approved, you

have started the 2012-2017 five-year program just scoping

18

may also see us coming out here concerning an exploration

it out, coming out to the communities.

19

plan.

20

will see the reason why our agency comes out so often to

the Beaufort, the Chukchi, and Cook Inlet, but there is

21

get your comments and concerns because it is part of the

no -- there isn't any decision on how many sales.

22

law for us to come out here and get your comments and

23

concerns when we are -- when we are preparing our document

17

are at the tail end of the 2007-2012, this lease sale.

18
19
20

decision on any sales.

21
22
23

15

So again, you will see agency people

We

There has been no

They are looking at three areas,

The Secretary of the Interior -- for the

If -- you may see

But if you take this diagram tonight with you, you

24

2007-2012 there was supposed to be two more sales in the

24

and preparing for a decision because we need the input of

25

Beaufort Sea and two more sales in the Chukchi Sea in

25

the public and the communities.
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1

MR. ENOCH OKTOLLIK:

We are looking at

62
1

Us, maybe some Elders have talked to some people

2

this lease sale here, and on the Beaufort side -- we are

2

or maybe we might have had Eskimo divers that went in

3

looking at the Beaufort on this side.

3

there to the bottom of the floor and study it, but we

4

know -- us, we don't have the money as Natives.

4

don't have that information what's in there because we are

5

know if we have divers or anything like that or basket

5

looking at the transportation -- Northwest Passage going

6

spears or stuff like that to do assessments in this area.

6

to come to us one day, and then the Northwest Fisheries

7

But it was good and sometimes they gave us a set of water

7

Service will come this direction.

8

testing in this area of the ground fish and what all the

8

impact us into the future and probably oil and gas.

9

assessments are in this -- in the ocean, plus the

9

those will impact us here in the Arctic Ocean.

And we don't really
I don't

Tourism will probably
All

10

migratory -- migratory birds, sea mammal, fish and whatnot

10

11

that goes through this area.

11

in the circumpolar work.

12

of our North Slope Borough mayors, and he made this area a

12

And today we don't even know -- I don't know if

Maybe Billy knows of Evan Hopson and their work
Evan Hopson, I guess he was one

13

my good friends here know and my friend and my relatives

13

nuclear free zone in their languages and whatnot.

14

and stuff if they know of the assessments in these because

14

want to know myself what's in here, the bottom studies of

15

we don't -- we don't have that kind of money to show you

15

what is plentiful or so that we could probably try to know

16

our opinions.

We want permission in here because there is

16

what's in there for us to try to harvest and sell

17

[indiscernible] of some type in here that travels this way

17

commercial.

18

where the bowhead whales travel, we --

18

19

Like the gentleman Earl said that you have got

But I

We don't know what kind of fish migrate through

19

here.

We barely catch them sometimes.

We get silver

20

to slow down and to go in here to do your -- to do the

20

salmon, king salmon.

21

production, but you got to give us a study of what's in

21

are being conducted in here and given to us, but some of

22

here inside -- under here in the water, if there is

22

those information got to be -- be given, all given to us

23

pollock, if there is pollock here, if there is crabs and

23

at one time or another of what's being impacted that is

24

all that, the little critters and whatnot that live in

24

plentiful out there in these two bodies of -- in these two

25

here in the ocean.

25

part of the seas and whatnot.

But we don't even know.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

64

I hope you understanding what I'm trying to get

1

now, which is dangerous -- but just thinking about this

2

at.

But I still want to get information from her what --

2

because we have heard this other places.

3

what the coastal management and what it -- what it is all

3

useful for us to bring a few folks, two or three, to come

4

about and how it ties in with the State, the federal and

4

out at a time that's agreeable to you where we plan that

5

our -- the private people here.

5

time and we come and we review some of these various

6

studies and step over the top of them and talk about them?

6

MS. SHARON WARREN:

Thank you.

7

has been studies out there in that area.

8

studies program.

9

the studies they have done out there.

Yes, there

We have a

And in our document it mentions some of
We just need to do

7

MR. ENOCH OKTOLLIK:

Would it be

Yeah, the people like

8

this that do that kind of stuff, you got to bring them

9

here and tell us about -- give us all that information,

10

a better job to let you know about the studies that have

10

11

been done out in that area and the studies that are

11

12

ongoing.

I did bring -- on our website there is a list

12

13

not only of the ongoing studies, but also the completed

13

MR. ENOCH OKTOLLIK:

14

studies that our agency has done.

14

too fast, your getting the EIS and stuff like that.

15

don't even know what's assessed out there, what's got to

15

Of course, there is many people out there who

what the assessments are out there in our ocean.
MR. MIKE HALLER:

We can talk about these

things.
Because it's going
We

16

have been doing studies over the course of time out there,

16

be out there in the ocean, what's going to be impacted out

17

and I think it's just a matter of coming to the community,

17

there in the ocean.

18

and those individuals who have done the studies to come to

18

19

the community and say, you know, here is where the

19

20

information is.

20

21

the federal government or from another research entity and

21

companies -- there is research entities.

22

all.

22

have been out there.

23

the community members is what I'm hearing.

24
25

At least how -- how it was collected by

So -- and I guess that information is not getting to

MR. LES SEGEVAN:

Which companies have

been poking around out there?
MS. SHARON WARREN:

There has been
Universities

I just don't have the list of the --

23

the -- our agency partners with a lot of entities to go

Mr. Mayor, would it help

24

out and do studies.

if we put together -- just thinking off the top of my head

25

program that has been going on for many, many years, for

MR. MIKE HALLER:

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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66

1

decades, and a lot of money has been spent going out there

1

2

in the area to collect information.

2

3

we can get from folks to come out here and let you know

3

looking out into the future in the Arctic Ocean.

4

about the studies in the environmental studies program and

4

to know the assessments there already and what these

5

then see who else has been out there.

5

assessments mean to us.

6

entities that have gone out there to do research.

6

somebody say, that's out there in the ocean and the chain

7

of life that goes up to the top of the ice and how -- how

8

they feed each other.

7

So we can see if what

But there are

National Marine Fisheries Service, I think has

8

been out there, NOAA.

9

that the Healy, NASA, was -- has a ship coming out here to

10

I think I just read in the paper

do research, so --

11

MR. ENOCH OKTOLLIK:

It's not only oil and

12

gas.

It's the Northwest Pacific Fisheries Service are

13

looking at the Arctic Ocean, tourism in the Northwest

14

Passage.

15

we got to be prepared about --

A lot of things there in the Arctic Ocean.

16

MR. LES SEGEVAN:

It's not only oil and gas.

They are

getting ready to come.

18

there in order for us to protect it the right way.

We need to find out what's out

MR. ENOCH OKTOLLIK:

They are going to be
We got

The little microorganisms, like

We got to know those.

You have got to come up and help us to put them

10

in paper and show us why these -- why these bearded seals,

11

seals, polar bears, whales, birds and why are they -- you

12

got to tell us why they are migrating through these areas

13

because they mean a lot for us.

14

was sitting here, he lives a subsistence way of living.

15
That's true.

17

19

And

9

direction to try to do commercial -- commercial work.

Like that gentleman that

MS. SHARON WARREN:

Those are really good

16

concerns and comments, and we have them in the record, and

17

we will be able to follow up on them.

18

MR. ENOCH OKTOLLIK:

All right.

I'm glad

We know that they are

19

20

doing the commercial fishing down there in Bristol Bay and

20

21

them areas, and the Bering Sea and whatnot, and they are

21

22

ground fishing that as hard as they can already.

22

23

are going to see them pushing toward our area because it's

23

the first production going to take place, I mean, just out

24

plentiful with pollock and crab in the Arctic Ocean.

24

of your mind?

25

those are the things that are going to push them this

And we

And

this gentleman, he will try to bring some people up.
MR. MIKE HALLER:

MR. FRANK BESTER:

25

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

We will work with you,
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I don't know.

I don't
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1

know.

1

2
3

MR. FRANK BESTER:

MR. ENOCH OKTOLLIK:

5

MS. SHARON WARREN:

2030.
I don't know.

I mean,

we are at the lease sale stage, and so if --

7
8

So we need to elongate

it so you know.

4

6

68

MR. FRANK BESTER:

And you got to know all

these studies and all that.

9

MS. SHARON WARREN:

There is a lot that

There is a lot of things that happen, and so

2

there is not a set time frame of, oh, it's going to happen

3

in X amount of years.

4

going through this process, and each step of the way there

5

is further environmental review.

6

decisions that are made.

7

environmental review shows and the decisions that are made

8

will depend on the timing of everything.

9

have to find it.

I don't know.

We are -- we are

There is further

So -- and depending on what the

And again, they

You know, they have to have some --

10

happens before you even get to production, because you

10

11

have a lease sale, you go through -- the leases have to be

11

12

affirmed in some manner that you still have leases out

12

13

there, so that the companies will file an exploration

13

It takes time.

14

plan, and then the companies will have to go out and

14

government process, a regulatory process that we take

15

explore.

15

seriously when they go through all this and looking at the

16

environmental information that's needed, not only that we

17

need in order to do that, to make sure that any operations

18

that are out there are conducted safely, environmentally

16
17
18

I don't know.
MR. FRANK BESTER:

Slow the oil companies

down a little bit.
MS. SHARON WARREN:

They have to go out

MR. FRANK BESTER:

So they're going to

slow it down, in other words, huh?
MS. SHARON WARREN:

Well, it takes time.

You are out in an area, and we have a

19

and find what they are looking for and they have to find

19

safe, and safety is also involved.

20

it in quantities that is economical to bring from out in

20

set -- but you will be -- with that chart it shows you

21

the ocean forward.

21

where you can be involved in each step of the way where we

22

find that, then they have to file with us a production

22

will come out and ask you, you know.

23

plan, and they have to tell us how they are going to

23

24

produce that oil, how they are going to bring it to shore,

24

25

what the infrastructure is, what's the mitigation.

25

And then when they -- and if they do

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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Where are you at,
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1

specific sale.

2

EIS.

3

1

significant effects that was not taken into consideration

2

with an EIS, then we will be looking at an environmental

And that's when the Court told us you didn't do your

3

impact statement.

4

environmental impact statement.

4

5

He said, you go back because you missed these points.

6
7

We did the notice of sale.

We issued the leases.

He had three concerns.

review to make sure it has all the regulatory pieces in

we are back, so we did a draft supplemental, revised it;

6

it.

so we did that.

7

have to have that in there to explain to us what they are

8

doing.

9

regulations have -- there is a lot of requirements for the

So now we are right here.

So

And then they look at the exploration plan for

5

8
9

So we had to redo -- we -- we published an

70

We have a 45-day

comment period on it, which closes July 11th, and then the

We were talking about the worst-case discharge.

They

It has to have an oil spill contingency plan.

The

10

next step will be the final supplemental EIS, and then

10

companies to follow before there is approval on any

11

after that he will make a decision.

11

exploration plan.

12

because the sale -- we won't have the final notice of sale

12

there is any other wells.

13

because the sale has already taken place.

13

14

go to is right to this block that says sale, and he will

14

the exploration plan, they also have to file an

15

make a decision whether or not the sale that was held in

15

application permit to drill.

16

2008 will stand or if he will make a decision that he

16

exploration plan, we usually conditionally approve it

17

wants it configured differently.

17

because they have to get all the permits.

18

they have to get permits from us, but they have to get

18

We don't have that

So what he will

Okay.

So then we are right here.

Should any leases

And then the well is drilled, and if

And then after that, you know, the company has

So even if they have an

Not only do

19

remain after his decision and the Court weighs in, should

19

permits from the Environmental Protection Agency.

They

20

any of those leases remain, then it will go down to the

20

have to get permits from Fish & Wildlife Service.

They

21

next tier, the pink.

21

have to get permits from the National Marine Fisheries

22

22

Service.

Other federal agencies are involved to issue

23

exploration plan that will be submitted by the company.

And we will start here where there is an

23

permits.

And once they get those permits from all the

24

We will review it with an environmental assessment if

24

federal government, then they can go out and explore.

25

there is no new significant effects.

25

If there are new

So they may stop here.

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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1

they explore and find out that, gee, that there is not

1

watching TV.

2

anything economical that we can bring onto shore at this

2

and we need this oil.

3

time.

3

there is a way you can do it to keep the subsistence life

4

animals going and oil and gas revenue, if you can do it

5

and keep the subsistence way of our life going, if you can

6

do it, I say you go ahead and do it for the future; not

4
5

MR. FRANK BESTER:

So it's about less than

a year for the post sale, right, about there?

6

MS. SHARON WARREN:

Shell has filed with

They're used to easy life.

We need this gas

There is no two ways about it.

If

7

us an exploration plan that they want to go out and drill

7

only for us up here, but also for the people in the state

8

in 2012.

8

of Alaska.

So they want to go out next year to drill.

9

MR. FRANK BESTER:

10

A little too early.

MS. SHARON WARREN:

11

to do.

12

lease sale first.

That's what they want

But we have to get through this decision on the

13

MR. LES SEGEVAN:

As soon as they start,

14

the better because the revenues are falling.

15
16

MR. ENOCH OKTOLLIK:

We rely on it, the

10

state of Alaska oil right now, 80 percent, 90 percent of

11

that crude oil.

12

MR. LES SEGEVAN:

13

MS. MARJORIE ANGASHUK:

We need the money now.
I'm on food

14

stamps, too.

revenues monies start falling, the jobs start declining

15

When I go to KOC store it's cheaper.

and there will be -- instead of 60 percent unemployment in

16

to buy meat.

17

our village, it's going to be 80 percent.

17

for meat, you know, but I can't afford.

18

money.

18

is too small.

19

Our great-grandchildren need it.

Our village needs it.

19

turn around and let them eat Inupiat food and maybe cook

20

With everything going on right now with the subsistence

20

up.

21

animals unexplainably getting sick here and there, it's

21

their favorite.

22

going to be hard.

22

Like I told them, I'm on food stamps and I can't afford

23

them because it's too much.
cheaper.

23

Everybody knows that.

And when the

That's what we need to do.

9

We need this

Our grandchildren need it.

It takes gas to hunt.

It takes money to get an

24

outboard boat.

And our young people now today, they are

24

25

used to money.

They grew up with money.

25

They're used to

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

I know in Wainwright food is very expensive.

It's too much.

And I can't afford

My family always get hungry
The supermarket

So we have family that likes to eat.

The only thing they like to eat is duck soup.

So I

That's

And you can get the meat and all that.

When I went over there, it's

MS. SHARON WARREN:

Thank you.
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1

MR. FRANK BESTER:

One more question.

How

74
1

corrected.

2

much -- if the oil start development, how will Wainwright

2

3

benefit for that, you know, for, you know, money-wise

3

in the record and concern, and we will make sure that we

4

or --

4

respond to it so that you can have the answer.

5

MS. SHARON WARREN:

I'm not sure.

And so

6

I would have to take that question back.

7

the record, and I'll have to take that back to give you --

8
9

MR. FRANK BESTER:

We have it in

That's a big

question.

5

MR. FRANK BESTER:

6

MS. SHARON WARREN:

MS. SHARON WARREN:

-- an accurate answer.

thank you again.

10

And I don't want to answer it off the top of my head and

11

be wrong.

12

13
14

MR. FRANK BESTER:

Wainwright needs to be

benefited.
MR. ENOCH OKTOLLIK:

I know the North

16

17

that we are supposed to get for Wainwright.

But the North

17

18

Slope Borough takes that impact money.

Some kind of money

18

19

was issued, impact money, and the North Slope Borough got

19

20

it and we never -- we are the most impacted community, and

20

21

we never got the impact money here when we -- what should

21

22

have been used here in Wainwright for that lease sale --

22

23

where that lease sale area is at for that Chukchi Sea,

23

24

anyway.

24

25

MR. LES SEGEVAN:

Yeah, that needs to be

25
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1

REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE

2

I, MARY A. VAVRIK, RMR, Notary Public in and for
the State of Alaska do hereby certify:

4

That the foregoing proceedings were taken before

5

me at the time and place herein set forth; that the

6

proceedings were reported stenographically by me and later

7

transcribed under my direction by computer transcription;

8

that the foregoing is a true record of the proceedings

9

taken at that time; and that I am not a party to nor have

10

I any interest in the outcome of the action herein

11

contained.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto subscribed

13

my hand and affixed my seal this _____ day of

14

______________ 2011.

15

17

_________________________
MARY A. VAVRIK,
Registered Merit Reporter
Notary Public for Alaska

18
19

(Proceedings adjourned at 9:16 p.m.)

15

Slope Borough benefit from it, Frank, the impact money

16

Thanks for coming.

Thank you very much.

13

16

12

MR. FRANK BESTER:

If not,

14

15

3

Is there any more that

8

12

So --

We will be sheiks.

you would like to say before we close the record?

11

I think it needs a correct answer.

We have your question

7

9

10

MS. SHARON WARREN:

My Commission Expires:

November 5, 2012

20
21
22
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25
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
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DRAFT FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES ONLY

Community’s IWC quota. Other marine life relied upon by the Community, including
beluga whales, ringed seals, bearded seals, walrus, polar bears, fish and water fowl,
may also be affected. The loss of any one of these species would place an additional
burden on the remaining species and on non-marine animals such as caribou.

OIL SPILL CONTINGENCY AGREEMENT
BY AND BETWEEN
______________________________
AND
THE ALASKA ESKIMO WHALING COMMISSION, NORTH SLOPE BOROUGH, AND
INUPIAT COMMUNITY OF THE ARCTIC SLOPE
DATE

______________________________ recognizes the critical importance of
subsistence hunting to the Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission (“AEWC”), the North
Slope Borough (“NSB”), and the Inupiat Community of the Arctic Slope (“ICAS”)
(hereinafter collectively referred to as “the Community”). The Community’s centuries-old
cultural practices associated with subsistence hunting, particularly that of the bowhead
whale, are essential to its members’ sense of identity and vitality. Each year,1
Community members conduct their annual bowhead whale subsistence hunt and
participate in the customary practice of sharing among villages.
The International Whaling Commission (“IWC”) requires the Community to
demonstrate through peer-reviewed science that its allotted annual quota of whales is
necessary to meet the nutritional and cultural needs of the Community.
______________________________ understands that its activities (hereainafter,
“______________________________’s Activities”) as described in (____insert name of
permit or plan that governs the company’s activities___)
(“______________________________’s Plan)2 pose a risk of damage to the population
of whales in the Chukchi and/or Beaufort Seas, and may result in the reduction of the
1

Subsistence hunters from Barrow harvest bowhead whales during the both the spring and fall.

______________________________ also understands the serious
consequences to the Community and its culture that would result from an inability to
engage in subsistence hunting and its associated activities due to
______________________________’s activities. While the effects of an oil spill might
be partially mitigated through costly measures such as hunting for subsistence
resources at a different location, trading quotas with other villages and transporting the
catch, or hunting alternate species, centuries of traditional hunting practices would be
disrupted. Villages outside the Community would also be affected by an oil spill, as
customary patterns of sharing and bartering among villages would be disrupted.
Accordingly, in addition to complying with all applicable federal, state and local oil
spill laws, regulations and permit conditions, ______________________________
agrees to mitigate the subsistence resource-related impacts that may result from a
triggering event (as defined in Section I.A) in accordance with this Agreement.
I. MITIGATION
A.

Triggering Event

A triggering event occurs whenever ______________________________’s
Activities result in any discharge (as defined in 33 U.S.C. § 2701(7)) of liquid
hydrocarbons (including, but not limited to, crude oil and diesel fuel), irrespective of
cause, including Acts of God, that:
1. causes liquid hydrocarbons to be present in the water of the Beaufort,
Chukchi, or Bering Seas, including ice and broken ice,
2. has the potential to adversely affect3 bowhead whales and their habitat, or
other species harvested for subsistence use and their habitat, and
3. is followed by a reduction in the availability of these species for subsistence
use in the area(s) in which they are traditionally hunted.

2

______________________________s’ Activities include all activities described in
______________________________’s Plan as of (____insert applicable date____), even if
______________________________’s Activities take place after the originally contemplated timeframe.
______________________________’s Activities also include any additional activities described in any
extension of ______________________________’s Plan.

3
Adverse effects may be direct or indirect and may result from any cause associated with the
discharge, including but not limited to oil spills, hazing or other oil spill cleanup measures described in
Appendix I.
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Evidence of a “reduction in availability for subsistence use” may include (but is
not limited to) any of the following: changes in migratory behavior, reduced numbers of
a subsistence resource population, contamination of the subsistence resource,
increased travel times/distances to find the subsistence resources, forced reliance on
alternative food sources, or a reduction in the IWC harvest quota resulting from an oil
spill.

a.
Expenses related to relocating subsistence hunters and their equipment to
alternate hunting sites and safely returning the hunters, their equipment, and their
subsistence catch to their villages.

B.

c.
Counseling, healthcare services, and cultural assistance for affected
persons of the Community to handle the disruptions to their lives and culture.

Financial Assurance

______________________________ shall provide financial assurance that it
shall maintain a fund to assist the Community upon the occurrence of a Triggering
Event.
The fund shall be controlled by a trustee (“Trustee”) agreed upon by
______________________________ and the Community.
1.

Financial Assurance Instrument

______________________________ agrees to obtain a financial assurance
instrument (“Instrument,” attached as Appendix II) guaranteed by the United States
Government or an FDIC-insured bank and made payable to the Trustee.
The
Instrument shall be held by the Trustee for the benefit of the Community and for
disbursement to the Community in accordance with this Agreement.
The funds
represented by the Instrument shall be at least $20,000,000 (Twenty Million U.S.
Dollars) in 2001 dollars adjusted annually [based on the rate of inflation appropriate for
the North Slope of Alaska], or in the amount set forth in Appendix if it is greater.
The Community and ______________________________ shall re-estimate the
costs underlying the need for financial assurance at least once every three years, and
______________________________ shall provide for any increase in the costs by
updating the Instrument to reflect increased financial insurance or providing an
additional instrument.
______________________________’s liability under the Agreement is not
limited to amount represented by the Instrument, nor is it limited by any failure to reestimate the costs underlying the need for financial assurance.
2.

Purposes for Which Trustee May Disburse Funds

b.
Expenses related to the pursuit and acquisition of subsistence or alternate
food supplies to replace subsistence resources that are otherwise unavailable.

d.
an oil spill.

Assistance for AEWC to restore the IWC quota in the event it is affected by

e.
Any other purpose mutually agreed to by the Community and
______________________________.
3.

Trustee

______________________________ and the Community select (____insert
n a m e o f Tr u s t e e _ _ _ _ ) a s t h e Tr u s t e e .
At any time
______________________________ and the Community may decide to select a
different Trustee. At no time shall the Trustee be affiliated with or in any way subject to
the influence of the Community or ______________________________. The Trustee
is authorized to disburse funds represented by the financial assurance instrument in
accordance with the Agreement.
4.

Alternate Trustee

Should the Trustee at any time be unable or unwilling to perform the duties
required under the Agreement, ______________________________ and the
Community shall select an Alternate Trustee.
5.

Disbursement of Funds

The Trustee shall disburse funds within forty-eight hours of a timely written
request to the Trustee by the NSB Mayor, the AEWC Chairman or Executive Director,
and the ICAS President.

Upon the occurrence of a Triggering Event and a timely (as defined in Part I.B.5)
request by the Community, the Trustee shall disburse funds for any of the following
purposes:

A request is timely if it is made within three years of the time at which Community
noticed or should have noticed adverse effects (as described in I.A. note 6).
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The NSB Department of Administration and Finance, or its successor agency,
shall be responsible for receipt of funds from the Trustee and disbursement of the funds,
with the approval of the AEWC and ICAS, to the Community.
The Community shall use funds it receives from the Trustee to mitigate costs
identified in Part I.B.2. of the Agreement, and shall document for the Trustee that the
funds are so used. These expenditures and documentation shall be subject to audit by
an independent third party auditor selected by ______________________________
and the Trustee.
The Trustee generally shall only disburse funds for two months in advance of
use. However, the Trustee shall release funds for costs that require up-front payment
for a long term cost item.
A request for disbursal of funds made by the Community pursuant to the terms of
this Agreement shall be granted irrespective of any dispute.
______________________________ retains the right to enter the appropriate dispute
resolution process (as described in Part II) to determine whether the Community
received an impermissible disbursal or excess of that permitted by the Agreement.
Following a determination in ______________________________’s favor, the
Community will, within one year, return to ______________________________ the
amount that was determined to not be allowed under the Agreement.

joint letter to the Chairperson4 requesting that s/he select and convene a panel of
individuals with expertise in the areas of research and study necessary for making a
determination as to whether a Triggering Event occurred or the time at which the
Community should have noticed the adverse effects of a Triggering Event. The number
of experts and the types of expertise required for this purpose will be at the
Chairperson’s discretion. The Chairperson shall inform
______________________________ and the Community of his or her decision
regarding panel selection.
2.
Within 60 days of sending the letter to the Chairperson, the Community and
______________________________ will provide the Chairperson with copies of all
documents they have relating in any way to ______________________________’s
Activities, the Triggering Event, and adverse effects.
3.
The Chairperson will select the earliest possible date5 and arrange a meeting
place or teleconference for the panel to determine what additional information is
required. The Chairperson shall obtain the additional information, if required. The
Chairperson shall inform ______________________________ and the Community of
his or her decisions regarding additional information.
4.
Any testimony from interviews by panel members with any third party will be
written and made available to ______________________________ and the Community
upon request.

II. DISPUTE RESOLUTION PROCESSES
Disputes Related to a Triggering Event and Notice of Adverse Effects

5.
The panel will hold a sufficient number of meetings or teleconferences lasting for
an amount of time sufficient to enable the Chairperson and the panel members to confer
and conduct their deliberations.

In the event of a dispute between the Community and
______________________________ related to whether a Triggering Event occurred or
the time at which the Community should have noticed the adverse effects of a
Triggering Event, the dispute shall be resolved by an independent panel of experts
selected by ______________________________ and the Community through the
following process:

6.
One scientist representing the NSB Department of Wildlife Management and one
scientist representing ______________________________ may attend all panel
meetings and teleconferences. Such observers will not participate in the panel’s
deliberations and will not seek to affect panel decisions.

A.

1.
The NSB Mayor, the AEWC Chairman or Executive Director, and the ICAS
President, and an authorized agent of ______________________________ will send a

4
As of the date ______________________________ and the Community entered this Agreement,
and until ______________________________ and the Community agree otherwise, the Chairperson is
Dr. John Kelly of the University of Alaska, Fairbanks. If Dr. Kelly is unable or unwilling to serve,
______________________________ and the Community shall agree on the selection of an alternate
Chairperson.

5
The meeting date shall be no later than six months from the date the Chairperson receives of the
above-referenced request letter.
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7.
The panel will provide a written report of its conclusions. The report will be
delivered to the Community and ______________________________ no later than 45
days following the conclusion of the panel’s final meeting.
8.
______________________________ and the Community agree that the
determination of the panel will be considered conclusive and binding as to whether a
Triggering Event occurred and/or the time at which the Community should have noticed
the adverse effects of a Triggering Event. This determination is not subject to review by
the independent third party under Section II.B of this Agreement.
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____________________________
Chairman, Alaska Eskimo Whaling
Commission

__________________________
Date

____________________________
President, Inupiat Community of the
Arctic Slope

__________________________
Date

9.
All costs and expenses associated with the dispute resolution process described
in this subsection will be borne by ______________________________, including but
not limited to, the Chairperson’s fees, fees charged by panel members, travel expenses
for all participants, administrative costs and conference room rentals.
B.

All Other Disputes Related to the Agreement

Should a dispute arise between ______________________________ and the
Community or the Trustee regarding any issue relating to the Agreement other than
those issues described in II.A, the aggrieved party shall provide written notice to the
other party that the former wishes to exercise its rights under this clause. Following
issuance of the notice, parties shall conduct good faith negotiations. If the dispute is still
unresolved after 20 days, it shall be resolved through mediation in Barrow, Alaska or
Anchorage, Alaska.
This mediation will begin upon at least thirty (30), but no more than sixty (60)
days prior written notice given by the party seeking dispute resolution within the time for
commencing a legal action involving the controversy. Such notice shall be given six
months before the statutory time limit for commencing a legal action involving the
controversy. The independent third party mediator will be selected by mutual consent of
______________________________ and the Community from a list of available
members of the American Arbitration Association.

____________________________
___(insert name of company)______

__________________________
Date

____________________________
Mayor, North Slope Borough

__________________________
Date
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Appendix II
FINANCIAL ASSURANCE INSTRUMENTS
OIL SPILL SCENARIOS AND ACTION PLANS
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Native Village of Point Hope
P.O. Box 109
Point Hope, Alaska 99766
(907) 368-2330
Fax: (907) 368-2332

July 11th, 2011
VIA FEDERAL ERULEMAKING PORTAL
Regional Director
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation
and Enforcement
Alaska OCS Region
3801 Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, AK 99503-5802

Re:

Comments on Revised Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
for Lease Sale 193

Dear Regional Director:
The Native Village of Point Hope submits the following comments on the Bureau of
Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement’s (BOEMRE) revised draft
Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (revised
DSEIS).
The Native Village of Point Hope is a federally recognized tribal government that is
responsible for the well being of its members. It is also the oldest, continuously inhabited
village in all of North America. Our members have harvested the sea for thousands of
years. We preserve our traditional way of life by hunting bowhead whales, walrus, seals,
polar bears, beluga whales, and various fish and sea birds. Where we live, groceries must
be flown in and are extremely expensive, and families depend on subsistence hunting as a
source of healthy food. Subsistence resources are so vital to our well being that if the
health of the ocean suffers, so will the physical health of our people. Hunting is also
central to our culture as a way to celebrate our heritage and maintain ties within the
community. The ocean is our garden. It is what sustains us physically and spiritually as
individuals and as community members.
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Tracking No. 80ebfb73
Comments Due: July 11, 2011
Submission Type: Web

Docket: BOEM-2011-0044
Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Chukchi Sea Planning Area Oil and Gas Lease Sale 193
Comment On: BOEM-2011-0044-0001
Environmental Impact Statements; Availability, etc.: Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Region,
Chukchi Sea Planning Area, Oil and Gas Lease Sale
Document: BOEM-2011-0044-0062
Comment from Kevin Eischens, UMIAQ

Submitter Information
Name: Kevin Eischens
Address:
3820 Remington Circle
Anchorage, AK, 99518
Email: keischens@hotmail.com
Organization: UMIAQ
Government Agency Type: Tribal

General Comment
I am writing is response to the OCS Lease sale 193.
I am urging that the lease sale be affirned as held in 2008.
I believe this lease sale is critical to the long term energy security and economic stability of our
nation. With the demand for energy on the rise the U.S. should develop and secure more of it's
own oil and gas resources. This OCS Lease sale would go along ways in securing our nations
Energy Independence!
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We are gravely concerned about the potential effects of oil and gas development on the
Arctic Ocean. We are worried that BOEMRE is not taking its job seriously with respect
to Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193. Instead of working to gather information needed to fully
assess the potential effects of the lease sale and fully inform our community about those
effects, BOEMRE seems to be rushing ahead to justify a decision it has already made.
The revised DSEIS is the second document BOEMRE has issued in response to a court
order directing the agency to redo its analysis of missing information about the Chukchi
Sea and possible natural gas development. However, as with the original draft SEIS in
October, BOEMRE refuses to meaningfully assess missing information about the Arctic
Ocean and its marine resources and the potential effects of natural gas development on
the region. It is as if BOEMRE intends to justify why it originally held lease sale 193
rather than meet its obligations under the court to improve its analysis and reconsider the
decision in the face of that new analysis. We are encouraged that BOEMRE has now for
the first time admitted that a very large oil spill is possible in the Chukchi Sea from oil
drilling. But the analysis contained in the revised DSEIS is confusing and does not give a
clear picture of what an oil spill would look like or how it would affect our Ocean and
coasts. For example, it does not tell us what the oil plume would look like, and it only
gives big ranges of the amount of the coast that would be covered if there were an oil
spill. We urge BOEMRE to complete an analysis that addresses these shortcomings and
provides a clearer picture of the consequences of a large oil spill. We also urge
BOEMRE to discuss more deeply the shortcomings of oil spill response in the Arctic
Ocean, with its harsh and remote conditions.
The Obama Administration has repeatedly said it is committed to science-based decisionmaking. Many agencies have acknowledged that many questions about the potential
effects of oil and gas activities in the Arctic Ocean cannot yet be answered. Most
recently, the U.S. Geological Survey issued a detailed report of all that is still unknown.
Of deep concern to us, the report concluded that: “Additional information is needed to
determine the potential hazard to native subsistence livelihoods from oil and gas
exploration and development, since such development can impact all parts of the
spectrum from the specific subsistence animals themselves through their food chain and
ecosystem.” We urge BOEMRE to get this information—including by seeking local
traditional knowledge—before making decision that put our community at risk.
We support and join the more detailed comment letter submitted by Alaska Wilderness
League and a number of other conservation groups on the revised DSEIS.

Sincerely,
s/ Caroline Cannon
Caroline Cannon
Native Village of Point Hope

State Government

Alaska Department of Natural Resources Comment

Alaska Department of Natural Resources Comment

Alaska Department of Natural Resources Comment

Alaska Department of Natural Resources Comment

Alaska Department of Natural Resources Comment

REPRESENTATIVE MIA COSTELLO
Member: House Finance Committee
July 8, 2011

James Kendall, Regional Director, Alaska OCS Region
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement
3801 Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, AK 99503
Re: Support Revised Draft SEIS, LEASE SALE 193 Chukchi Sea
Dear Mr. Kendall:
As a Representative in the Alaska State House and life-long Alaskan, I want to urge the Bureau of Ocean Energy
Management, Regulation and Enforcement (BOEMRE) to affirm Lease Sale 193 and expedite permit approvals without
further delay.
I believe we need to act now; we have sufficient information to conduct this exploration safely and efficiently. The North
Slope and the offshore are now perhaps the most studied energy basins in America. In the past decade, over 250 studies have
been funded in the Arctic, with the majority focused on the Beaufort and Chukchi Seas.
And while understandable and prudent that we proceed with caution, drilling in the Outer Continental Shelf offers distinct
differences than deepwater exploration and development in the Gulf of Mexico. The pressure encountered in deepwater
drilling is substantially greater than in Alaska’s shallow water drilling areas. There are also major differences in well designs,
as well as fundamental differences in the geology of the regions. All of these contrasts should lead BOEMRE to conclude
that exploration can and should move forward in the Chukchi.
The original directive of Lease Sale 193 in 2008 was to produce oil from the Alaska OCS and boost domestic production
from our world-class energy deposits. OCS production could potentially refill the TransAlaska pipeline, a crucial point now
that the pipeline is operating at only one-third of its 1988 peak flow. The Chukchi OCS is an important future source of U.S.
energy supply with up to 29 billion barrels of oil and 209 trillion cubic feet of natural gas potentially in place and considered
to be the most prospective unexplored offshore basin in the country.
Given the continuing demand for energy and the impact of high energy prices on American citizens and their economy, the
U.S. has a duty to develop all domestic energy sources, both onshore and offshore. Allowing Lease Sale 193 to move forward
will help alleviate these problems and protect the United States from unpredictable events across the globe and ensure our
energy stability in the long term.
Sincerely,

Rep. Mia Costello
Alaska State House, District 27

Session: Tel: 907-465-4968
Alaska State Capitol, Juneau AK 99801
FAX: 907-465-2040
Interim: 716 W. 4th Ave., Anchorage, AK 99501 Tel: 907-269-0117 FAX: 907-269-011 1-800-773-4968
Rep.Mia.Costello@legis.state.ak.us
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Chukchi Sea Planning Area, Oil and Gas Lease Sale
Document: BOEM-2011-0044-0006
Comment from Cathy Giessel, Senate District P

Submitter Information
Name: Cathy Giessel
Address:
716 W 4th Ave.
Anchorage, AK, 99501
Email: senator_cathy_giessel@legis.state.ak.us
Phone: 907-269-0181
Fax: 907-269-0184
Organization: Senate District P

General Comment
Alaska’s Constitution was ratified by our citizens. It was also supported by the Alaska Statehood
Act that was approved by Congress and signed by the President. As an elected legislator in the
Alaska Senate, I have sworn to uphold the United States and State of Alaska Constitutions.
Both the Statehood Act & the Alaska Constitution presume development of our natural resources.
New oil from state and federal lands is essential to keep the TransAlaska Pipeline System (TAPS),
Alaska’s economic lifeline, viable. TAPS is also an economic, petroleum resource and jobs
lifeline for all America. Areas of the Beaufort and Chukchi Seas are under lease. Those leased
areas need to be explored and produced now.
As an Alaska State Senator, I urge BOEMRE to affirm the Lease Sale 193 and responsibly
expedite permit approvals that allow lease tracts to be explored and developed without further
delay.
Respectfully,
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Senator Cathy Giessel
714 W 4th Avenue
Suite 200
Anchorage AK 99501-2133

State Capitol
Juneau AK 99801-1182
907-465-4843
Fax: 907-465-3871
800-892-4843

Attachments
BOEMRE letter lease sale 193

Senator Cathy Giessel
Senate District P

June 27, 2011

James Kendall, Regional Director
Alaska OCS Region
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement
3801 Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, AK 99503
Re: Support Revised Draft SEIS, LEASE SALE 193 Chukchi Sea
Dear Mr. Kendall,
Alaska’s Constitution was ratified by our citizens. It was also supported by the Alaska Statehood
Act that was approved by Congress and signed by the President. As an elected legislator in the
Alaska Senate, I have sworn to uphold the United States and State of Alaska Constitutions.
Both the Statehood Act & the Alaska Constitution presume development of our natural resources.
New oil from state and federal lands is essential to keep the TransAlaska Pipeline System (TAPS),
Alaska’s economic lifeline, viable. TAPS is also an economic, petroleum resource and jobs lifeline
for all America. Areas of the Beaufort and Chukchi Seas are under lease. Those leased areas need
to be explored and produced now.
As an Alaska State Senator, I urge BOEMRE to affirm the Lease Sale 193 and responsibly expedite
permit approvals that allow lease tracts to be explored and developed without further delay.
Respectfully,

Senator Cathy Giessel

Senator_Cathy_Giessel@legis.state.ak.us
http://www.aksenateminority.com/
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July 7, 2011
Comments on the Revised Draft SEIS
Lease Sale 193 Chukchi Sea
C/O Regional Director James Kendall
BOEMRE ‐ Alaska OCS
3801 Centerpoint Drive Ste. 500
Anchorage AK 99503‐5820
Re: Revised Draft Supplemental Impact Statement for Lease Sale 193
Dear Mr. Kendall,
I am writing to express my strong belief that the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and
Enforcement (BOEMRE) should move forward with the approval of Lease Sale 193.
We would all agree that since the passage of the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act nearly six decades ago,
government agencies such as BOEMRE have provided an invaluable service to the long‐term accountability of the
resources possessed in Alaska’s Outer Continental Shelf (OCS). This service has been provided by due diligence paid to the
economic, environmental, and equitability issues raised by the exploration and production of our natural resources. I feel
strongly that Lease Sale 193 would be another positive chapter in this history.
The American government faces three critical crises at present that Chukchi Sea oil and gas production could
help alleviate. First, energy prices continue to rise and will steadily do so as long as a legitimate stream of domestic
production is not provided. In addition to the abundance of natural gas that can be found in OCS, it is estimated that 27
billion barrels of oil exist, providing both long and short term benefits to American consumers. Second, the American
economy is sputtering due to the lack of a healthy job market, while burgeoning national debts are putting weight on our
recovery. Lease Sale 193 would create thousands of jobs and inject billions of dollars in revenue that could help us retire a
portion of this debt. Third, our nation is continuously under threat from petro‐tyrants in unsettled parts of the globe that
use our energy consumption to fund their regimes. This situation has been made even more unstable by recent events
throughout the Middle East, most notably in Egypt and Libya. We need to expedite national energy production; Lease Sale
193 would accomplish this.
Even with these benefits in place, I recognize that any time energy production is proposed in these regions
environmental and societal concerns must be weighed. I would offer, however, that Lease Sale 193 has been properly
vetted on these fronts and the May 20th Supplemental Impact Statement should be approved. The final phase of this
process is public comment in order to ascertain societal impact; upon its positive completion, I would recommend
approval.
I would like to reiterate my strong belief that you should move as quickly as possible to approve Lease Sale 193
and allow its positive impacts on our economy, energy prices, and national security to be realized.
Sincerely,

Jeannie Haddaway‐Riccio

Alaska State Legislature
tultrim.
716 West 4th Avenue

Alaska State CapiloJ

Anthurat'c Alaska 93501-2133

Janeiro, Alaska 99801-1] H2

Phone: (907)269-0199

Khone: (907) 465-4945

Fax (3(17) 269-019?

Fas: (907) 465-3471!
Toll Free: (866J 465-4945
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June 23, 2011

Senator Kevin Meyer
Majority Leader

Alaska Legislature

Representative Charisse Millett
Session:

Interim:

State Capitol Building, Room 13
Juneau, AK 99801
Phone (907) 465-3879
Fax (907) 465-2069
Toll free (888) 269-3879

.lames Kendall. Regional Director

Alaska OCS Region
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement

Anchorage LIO
th
716 W 4 Ave., Room 390
Anchorage, AK 99501
Phone (907) 269-0222
Fax (907) 269-0223

District 30

3801 Cenlerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, Alaska 99503

July 1, 2011

Re: Support Revised Draft SEIS, LEASE SALE 193 Chukchi Sea

Dear Mr. Kendall,

As an elected legislator in the Alaska Senate. I swore an oath to uphold the Constitutions of both
the United Slates and State of Alaska. Both the Alaska Statehood Act & the Alaska Constitution

James Kendall, Regional Director
Alaska OCS Region
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement
3801 Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, AK 99503

presume development of our natural resources. Specifically, Article 8, Section 1 of the Alaska

Constitution requires the "development of its resources by making them available for maximum
use consistent with the public interest."

Re: Support Revised Draft SEIS, LEASE SALE 193 Chukchi Sea

New oil from state and federal lands is essential to keep the Trans-Alaska Pipeline System
(TAPS), viable and operational. TAPS is the main lifeline for Alaska's citizens, over 80% of the

Dear Mr. Kendall,

State budget is dependent upon revenue from oil and gas.

Continued decline in production will threaten the viability of TAPS il'new production does not
come on-line. Areas of the Beaufort and Chukchi Seas are under lease. Those leased areas need
to be explored and produced now.

As an Alaska State Senator, I urge BOEMRE to affirm the Lease Sale 193 and responsibly
expedite permit approvals that allow lease tracts to be explored and developed without further
delay.
Respectfully.

Senator Kevin Meyer
Alaska State Senate Majority Leader

JUL 1 1 2011
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Your agency is preparing the Revised Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Lease
Sale 193 in the Chukchi Sea. I urge you to affirm the lease sale so environmentally
responsible oil and natural gas development can begin as soon as possible.
While I applaud and encourage efforts to develop alternative and renewable forms of
energy, the fact remains that our country will have to rely on non-renewable energy
sources for decades to come.
Alaska’s Chukchi Sea OCS is the most promising unexplored offshore basin the United
States. It holds up to 29 billion barrels of oil and 209 trillion cubic feet of natural gas.
That amount of oil can refill the Trans-Alaska Pipeline and energize the country with
tens of thousands of new jobs and billions of dollars in new revenue for decades to
come.
OCS development will also help heal the country’s spiraling debt crisis. The federal
government stands to collect an estimated $167 billion in new revenue.

Senator Linda Menard

Now is not the time to rely on foreign countries like Brazil to meet our future energy
needs. It is time to meet our energy needs with plentiful and safe domestic oil and gas
reserves.

Interim

Session

600 E. Railroad Ave.

Stale Capitol, Room 9

Wasilla, Alaska 99654

Juneau, Alaska 99801

Phone: (907) 376-3370

Phone: (907) 465-6600

Fax:(907)376-3157

Fax: (907) 465-3805

Sincerely,

Alaska State Legislature
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June 27, 2011

Rep. Charisse Millett

Mr. James Kendall, Regional Director
Alaska OCS Region

Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement
3801 Centcrpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, Alaska 99503
Re: Support Revised Draft SEIS, Lease Sale 193 Chukchi Sea
Dear Mr. Kendall.

As an Alaska state senator. I urge the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and
Enforcement to affirm the Lease Sale 193 and responsibly expedite permit approvals that allow
lease tracts to be explored and developed without further delay.

It is no secret that new oil from state and federal lands is essential to keeping the Trans-Alaska
Pipeline System (TAPS) alive and viable. The TAPS pipeline is the lifeblood of our state, and

crucial to America as a whole. Areas of the Beaufort and Chukchi Sea are under lease to private
companies, and those areas need to be explored and produced now. Alaska's Constitution,

ratified by our citizens and supported by Congress and President Dvvight Eisenhower through the
Alaska Statehood Act, presumes the development of our natural resources. As an elected official,
I've sworn to uphold the United Stales Constitution and the Alaska Constitution, and I believe
the development of our natural resources for the benefit of all falls in line with that oath.
Again. I urge BOEMRE to affirm the Lease Sale 193.
Sincerely.

Senator Linda Menard

Senate r_Linda_ Me nard@legis.state.ak.us

ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE
SENATOR THOMAS H. WAGONER,
Co-Chair: Senate Resources Committee

Official Business

Member: C&RA Committee
Member: Regulatory Review

Member: LB&A Committee
Member: World Trade

Session: January – May
State Capitol, #427
Juneau, AK 99801
Phone: 907-465-2828 Fax: 907-465-4779

Interim: May – December
145 Main Street Loop; Suite 226
Kenai, AK 99611
Phone: 907-283-7996 Fax 907--283-8127

ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE

REPRESENTATIVE PEGGY WILSON
HOUSE DISTRICT 2

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

DATE:

July 11, 2011

TO:

Regional Director, BOEMRE; Alaska OCS Region
3801 Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, Alaska 99503–5820

FROM:

Senator Tom Wagoner, Alaska State Senate

RE:

Comments on Revised Draft SEIS - Lease Sale 193 Chukchi Sea

Session:
State Capitol, Room 406
Juneau, AK 99801-1182
Phone: (907) 465-3824
1-800-686-3824
Fax: (907) 465-3175

Interim:
P.O. Box 109
Wrangell, AK 99929
Phone: (907) 874-3088
Fax: (907) 874-3055

James Kendall, Regional Director
Alaska OCS Region
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation & Enforcement
3801 Centerpoint Drive, Ste. 500
Anchorage, AK 99503
July 1, 2011
Re: Support for Revised Draft SEIS, Lease Sale 193 Chukchi Sea

This is purposely short and to the point.
1. Affirming Lease Sale 193 is supported by the SEIS information and analysis.
2. Alaska’s economy and the nation’s long-term energy solutions need Lease Sale
193 to go forward.
3. The Chukchi OCS has substantial potential and is huge unexplored national
basin.
4. Alaska’s North Slope has been massively studied and Alaska’s permitting
structure requires safeguards so that exploratory and development activities will
have minimal environmental impacts, including species impacts.
5. America must develop our domestic energy sources and lessen the stranglehold
of foreign sources.
I support Lease Sale 193, as held in 2008, and ask that this be included as public
comment to NOT rescind the leases and allow development in this area.

Dear Mr. Kendall,
As an Alaska State Representative and Vice-Chair of the House Resource Committee, I strongly urge the
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation & Enforcement to affirm Lease Sale 193, and expedite
permit approvals that allow exploration and development of Alaska’s resources.

New oil from state and federal lands is essential to the nation’s future energy supply, as we strive to
become less dependent on other nations for the oil and gas that keeps our country running. As stated by
Rebecca Watson, attorney for the Western Energy Alliance, “These are resources held by the American
people and they are meant to be developed for the good of the American people."
An important part of the nation’s interconnected energy system is the Trans Alaska Pipeline System
(TAPS). TAPS is an incredible asset that is not only Alaska’s economic lifeline; it has also served as a
lifeline for oil and jobs to the lower 48 for over thirty years. But the pipeline needs to have a
continuing supply of oil and gas to keep it viable. Alaska has the oil and gas to fill the pipeline again
and provide for the country’s energy needs.
Shell has spent more than $3 billion on its Arctic exploration program so far, including over $2 billion
in payments to the government for leases in the Chukchi Sea. The company stands ready to deploy the
most robust Arctic oil spill response system known in the industry and has shown that their oil spill
response capability meets or exceeds worst-case discharge volume for the proposed wells. Those
leased areas need to be explored and energy produced for America now.
Kindest Regards,

Representative Peggy Wilson
House District 2
Alaska State Legislature

Local Governments
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nationwide with a cumulative payroll of $154 billion over the next 50 years. Outside Alaska,
development of the Chukchi Sea would generate approximately 15,200 U.S. jobs annually during
the production phase and an average of 12,100 jobs annually through 2050.
Offshore oil and gas development in the Chukchi Sea, as well as the Beaufort Sea, has the
potential to help the United States meet its energy demand, create jobs, and grow the economy.
Proceeding with Lease Sale 193 is in the best interest of all Americans.

Docket: BOEM-2011-0044
Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Chukchi Sea Planning Area Oil and Gas Lease Sale 193
Comment On: BOEM-2011-0044-0001
Environmental Impact Statements; Availability, etc.: Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Region,
Chukchi Sea Planning Area, Oil and Gas Lease Sale
Document: BOEM-2011-0044-0123
Comment from Jason Custer, City of Saxman

Submitter Information
Name: Jason Custer
Address:
PO Box 7892
Ketchikan, AK, 99901
Email: jasonryancuster@gmail.com
Organization: City of Saxman
Government Agency Type: Local

General Comment
As an American and an energy consumer, I am writing to express support for oil and gas
development in the Chukchi Sea and to urge the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management,
Regulation, and Enforcement (BOEMRE) to proceed with Lease Sale 193.
The Revised Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) for Lease Sale 193
represents a thorough analysis of the concerns raised by those who oppose oil and gas
development on Alaska’s Outer Continental Shelf. Now that the Lease Sale 193 has been fully
reviewed, I ask BOEMRE to move promptly to finalize this process so that Americans can realize
the benefits of increased domestic production.
In addition to increasing our domestic supply of energy, development of our energy resources in
Alaska’s Outer Continental Shelf would have a tremendous ripple effect throughout the nation’s
economy – creating tens of thousands of jobs nationwide. At a time when Americans are
struggling to find work and unemployment remains high in many states, the jobs and economic
growth associated with Alaska’s OCS are significant. It is estimated that economic activity from
the development of the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas would create an annual average of 54,700 jobs
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ALASKA WILDERNESS LEAGUE – CENTER FOR BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY
DEFENDERS OF WILDLIFE – EARTHJUSTICE
NATIONAL AUDUBON SOCIETY – NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL
NORTHERN ALASKA ENVIRONMENTAL CENTER – OCEAN CONSERVANCY
OCEANA – PACIFIC ENVIRONMENT – REDOIL – SIERRA CLUB
THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY – WORLD WILDLIFE FUND

July 11, 2011

VIA FEDERAL ERULEMAKING PORTAL
Dr. James Kendall
Regional Director
BOEMRE Alaska OCS Region
3801 Centerpoint Dr.
Anchorage AK 99503-5820

Re:

Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193 Revised Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement, OCS EIS/EA BOEMRE 2010-034 (May 2011)

Dear Regional Director Kendall:
The undersigned groups hereby submit the following comments on the revised draft
supplemental environmental impact statement for Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193 (Revised Draft
Supplement) prepared by the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and
Enforcement (BOEMRE) pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).
The Revised Draft Supplement proposes to move forward with leasing decisions in the
absence of critical scientific information. The document appears designed to justify BOEMRE’s
earlier decision to hold Lease Sale 193 rather than provide a meaningful reanalysis to inform
reconsideration of the decision. This approach is inconsistent with BOEMRE’s obligations
under the law.
The Revised Draft Supplement does not revise the flawed analyses of missing
information or the effects of natural gas development contained in the first draft supplemental
environmental impact statement (Original Draft Supplement) in October. On November 30,
2010, the undersigned groups submitted comments to the Original Draft Supplement, and we
renew those comments and incorporate them by reference here. We supplement our prior
comments where necessary and provide additional comments on BOEMRE’s new analysis of a
very large oil spill in the Chukchi Sea, which in this document the agency for the first time
admits is possible.
Since BOEMRE published the Revised Draft Supplement, the Secretary of Interior has
released a major and critically relevant report from the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS): An

$ODVND:LOGHUQHVV/HDJXHHWDO)RXUWHHQ(QYLURQPHQWDO2UJDQL]DWLRQV&RPPHQWV

evaluation of the science needs to inform decisions on outer continental shelf energy
development in the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas, Alaska.1 The report confirms that critical
questions, particularly about which areas of the Chukchi Sea are important to the species that
inhabit the region and how and when they use those areas, remain unanswered because of a lack
of scientific data. As explained further below, the USGS report demonstrates the inadequacy of
BOEMRE’s current approach to analyzing missing information and the indefensibility of the
agency’s conclusion that no information essential to the lease sale decision is missing. The
report compels a fundamental reconsideration of BOEMRE’s approach and offers ample
justification for BOEMRE to extend the remand period to address missing information.
At the lease sale stage, BOEMRE makes important decisions about whether to offer areas
of the ocean for oil and gas activities, and if so, under what conditions. These decisions are
concrete and consequential—once leases are validly issued, the government’s discretion is more
constrained. Without gathering the missing information identified in the Lease Sale 193
environmental impact statement (EIS), USGS report, and elsewhere, BOEMRE cannot satisfy its
stewardship obligations under the law, and it cannot make good decisions about whether and
how to proceed with activities in the Arctic Ocean like Lease Sale 193.
BOEMRE should recognize that there is missing information about the Chukchi Sea that
is essential to the lease sale decision. BOEMRE should rescind the Revised Draft Supplement,
obtain missing information that is essential, and prepare a new EIS that adequately informs its
decision whether to cancel, modify, or affirm Lease Sale 193. Short of extending the remand
period, the agency should explore alternatives that allow it to maintain the status quo on Lease
Sale 193 leases while it obtains essential missing information, for example, by deciding to
continue the suspension of leases pending further research and analysis to inform future
decisions about whether, where, and how to implement the leases.
I.

Missing Information Analysis

The Original Draft Supplement presented an analysis pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 1502.22
that concluded that BOEMRE had all information essential to the decision about whether to offer
oil and gas leases in the Chukchi Sea. The Revised Draft Supplement does not meaningfully
revise the Section 1502.22 analysis and reaches the same conclusion. The agency does not
rescind or amend the hundreds of admissions that it cannot yet answer fundamental questions
about the basic ecology of the Chukchi Sea and the potential effects of oil and gas activities
there. For example, the agency admits that it still “lack[s] site-specific data on the habitat-use
patterns, routes, and timing to assess impacts” on birds, which “have a high probability of
experiencing substantial negative impacts” from oil and gas activities.2 It is still “unable to
determine at this time if significant impacts will or will not occur” to marine mammals or “if
noise introduced into the environment from industrial activities, including drilling and seismic
1

Holland-Bartels, Leslie, and Pierce, Brenda, eds., 2011, An evaluation of the science needs to inform decisions on
Outer Continental Shelf energy development in the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas, Alaska: U.S. Geological Survey
Circular 1370 (USGS Report), available at http://pubs.usgs.gov/circ/1370/.
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement, Chukchi Sea Planning Area, Oil and Gas
Lease Sale 193 in the Chukchi Sea, Revised Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), OCS
EIS/EA BOEMRE 2010-034 at A7 (May 2011) (Revised Draft Supplement).
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operations, will have an adverse impact on non-endangered and non-threatened marine
mammals.”3 But nevertheless, BOEMRE concludes that it does not need to answer these or
myriad other questions before making leasing decisions in the Chukchi Sea. The conclusion was
untenable in October, and it is even more so now in light of the USGS report and other evidence
described below.

x

x

A. The USGS Report Compels Reconsideration of BOEMRE’s Approach
The newly published USGS report demonstrates the fallacy of BOEMRE’s approach.
The report is a culmination of a year-long study by the USGS designed specifically to analyze
data gaps and research needs for the Arctic Ocean in connection with oil and gas activities in the
region.4 The report concludes that there are large information gaps about the Arctic Ocean.
Many of these gaps are directly related to understanding the importance of different areas of the
Ocean to different species and to the ecosystem as a whole. “The Arctic environment is highly
variable both physically and biologically,” but scientific understanding of those differences is not
well developed, which serves as a “major constraint to a defensible science framework for
critical Arctic decision making.”5 The USGS report confirms that essential missing information
about the Chukchi Sea is missing and offers ample justification for BOEMRE to extend the
remand period to address this information.
A fundamental element of a lease sale decision is spatial: BOEMRE must decide which
areas to open to oil and gas leasing. As BOEMRE itself has acknowledged, data about the
importance of different areas in the region under consideration—for example when and how
various species use particular areas and how important that use is to the health of the population
and broader ecosystem—is critical to this decision.6 The USGS report makes clear that this type
of spatial and temporal information is missing for the overwhelming number of species in the
Arctic Ocean and the Chukchi Sea:
x

For marine mammals generally, “seasonal, annual, and geographic variability in diet are
poorly quantified and foraging areas are poorly described.”7

3

Id. at A7, A8.
In May 2010, Secretary Salazar cancelled the remaining Arctic Ocean leases in the 2007-2012 Five Year OCS
Leasing Program, stating “that the country must take a cautious approach in the Arctic, and gather additional
scientific information about resources, risks, and environmental sensitivities before making decisions about potential
future lease sales in frontier areas.” Department of the Interior, Fact Sheet, A Comprehensive, Science-Based
Offshore Energy Plan at 1 (May 27, 2010). He directed the USGS to conduct an evaluation of scientific needs in the
region “[t]o better understand the resilience of Arctic coastal and marine ecosystems to potential OCS resource
extraction activities . . . .” Id.
5
USGS Report at 151.
6
See Alaska Wilderness League, et al., Comments on Draft Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193 Supplemental EIS at 9-10
(November 30, 2010) (November 30 Comments) (citing EIS).
7
See, e.g., USGS Report at 59 (“Trophic interactions of marine mammals were first studied 30 years ago. Although
trophic structure generally is understood for most species (for example, general prey types, where they feed in the
food web), seasonal, annual, and geographic variability in diet are poorly quantified and foraging areas are poorly
described.”); see also id. (“Population enumeration is poor, even non-existent, for many [marine mammal] species,
and relatively good for a few. Without information on stock structure, however, which is poorly known for many
species but fundamental to management, data are difficult to interpret even for species where abundance estimates
exist.”).
4

3

x
x
x
x
x

x

For bowhead whales, “the understanding of essential spatial and temporal habitat needs . . .
particularly the oceanographic parameters that most influence foraging, breeding, raising
young, and migrating is not yet sufficient to confidently determine the times and places
where whales might be most impacted by anthropogenic sounds.”8
For beluga whales, the “present understanding of the essential spatial and temporal habitat
needs . . . in the Arctic is limited and constrains the ability to confidently understand and
efficiently mitigate potential anthropogenic noise impacts.”9
For gray whales, “present understanding of the essential spatial and temporal habitat needs . .
. in the Arctic is limited and constrains the ability to presently confidently understand and
efficiently mitigate potential anthropogenic noise impacts.”10
For seals, “[t]here is a basic lack of information about ice seals. Key information about the
abundance, distribution, and vital aspects of ice seals is incomplete.”11
For walrus, “[b]etter understanding and inventory of essential spatial and temporal habitat
needs . . . during its summering in the Chukchi Sea, particularly the oceanographic
parameters that determine foraging, are needed.”12
For fish, “[i]nformation about status and trends, habitat requirements, relative distribution
and abundance, and knowledge of life history stages of marine fish is incomplete and
unavailable for large expanses of Arctic nearshore and shelf waters.”13
For birds, “[s]tudies to examine seasonal dynamics of seabirds in the Chukchi Sea related to
oceanography, climate, sea-ice dynamics, primary and secondary productivity and
movements of birds from breeding colonies (for example, Cape Lisburne) . . .” and “[f]urther
analyses and studies . . . to increase the understanding of seasonal and inter-annual variation
in shorebird use (numbers of birds, timing of their use, change in site quality) of key postbreeding areas, especially coastal areas where oil development is likely to occur (for
example, the deltas of the Meade, Ikpikpuk, Colville, Sagavanirktok, and Canning Rivers,
and coastal sites on NPR–A)” are necessary.14
The list goes on.15

The USGS report’s conclusions and recommendations underscore that the type of
information that is missing is precisely the type of information that is critical at the lease sale
stage: namely, what areas of the Chukchi Sea are ecologically important. The lack of such
information constrains agencies’ abilities to assess the potential impacts of industrial activity in
the Chukchi Sea, let alone rationally plan and manage those activities. BOEMRE cannot
credibly assert that information that does exist is sufficient to “support sound scientific
judgments and reasoned managerial decisions”16 about where to allow oil and gas activities when
it does not know what areas of the sea are biologically significant. It cannot credibly defer
8

Id. at 182.
Id. at 184.
Id. at 185.
Id. at 187.
12
Id. at 190.
13
Id. at 69.
14
Id. at 66 (noting that some industry studies are already underway but have not yet been published).
15
See, e.g., USGS Report at 43 (“Circulation processes along the Chukchi Sea shelfbreak and around Hanna Shoal
in the northeast Chukchi Sea are poorly understood.”); id. at 47 (“Improved understanding of the impact of the
changing ice regime on species and on biological hot spots in the Chukchi Sea . . . .” is needed).
16
Revised Draft Supplement at A3.
9
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information gathering to later stages, because the information that is missing is critical to the
lease sale decision—the decision about where—and the lease sale decision constrains later
decisions, particularly in terms of spatial choices. By underscoring the spatial nature of missing
information about the Chukchi Sea, the USGS report highlights the arbitrariness of BOEMRE’s
out-of-hand rejection of the importance of all missing information to the lease sale decision. It
compels a full reconsideration of BOEMRE’s approach to missing information in the Chukchi
Sea.17
B. BOEMRE Should Heed The Recommendations Of The National Commission On The BP
Deepwater Horizon Oil Spill And Offshore Drilling And Of The Presidential National
Ocean Policy Task Force
In January 2011, the National Commission on the BP Deepwater Horizon Oil Spill and
Offshore Drilling (Commission) released its final report and recommendations. The
Commission specifically concluded there are “serious concerns” and “special considerations”
regarding Arctic drilling and oil spill response. The Commission called for a “comprehensive
overhaul of both leasing and the regulatory policies and institutions used to oversee offshore
activities.”18 It concluded “that the breakdown of the environmental review process for OCS
activities [at the former Minerals Management Service] was systemic and that Interior’s
approach to the application of NEPA requirements in the offshore oil and gas context needs
significant revision.”19
The Commission Report underscores the need for BOEMRE to gather missing data to
inform its Arctic Ocean management decisions. The report reiterated concerns identified by
scientists, communities, and courts about gaps in scientific information in the Arctic Ocean and
BOEMRE’s ability to make informed management decisions in the Arctic: “Scientific
understanding of environmental conditions. . . in areas proposed for more drilling, such as the
Arctic, is inadequate. The same is true of the human and natural impacts of oil spills.”20 In light
of these concerns, the Commission recommended “an immediate, comprehensive federal
research effort to provide a foundation of scientific information on the Arctic (with periodic
review by the National Academy of Sciences), and annual stock assessments for marine
mammals, fish, and birds that use the Beaufort and Chukchi Seas.”21 Recognizing that these
basic science gaps are important for BOEMRE’s management decisions, the Commission
recommended that missing scientific information should be gathered through research “with

17
The USGS report, and the studies and documents underlying the report, should all be included in the
administrative record for the remand decision.
18
National Commission on the BP Deepwater Horizon Oil Spill and Offshore Drilling, Deep Water: The Gulf Oil
Disaster and the Future of Offshore Drilling Report to the President at 250 (January 2011) (Commission Report),
available at http://www.oilspillcommission.gov/final-report.
19
Id. at 260.
20
Id. at vii; see also id. at 301 (“Environmental and biological conditions are at least as well understood along the
Atlantic coast as in the Gulf—and there are also important facilities, such as Coast Guard installations in place; in
contrast, equivalently detailed geological and environmental information does not exist for the Arctic exploration
areas of greatest interest for energy exploration—and industry and support infrastructures are least developed, or
absent, there.”).
21
Id. at 303.
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specific timeframes in mind in order to inform the decision-making process.”22 The Commission
recommended that “[i]n less well-explored areas, Interior should reduce the size of lease sales so
their geographic scope allows for a meaningful analysis of potential environmental impacts and
identification of areas of ecological significance.”23 In frontier areas like the Arctic, the
Commission also called for collection of “data on prevailing environmental conditions on a
broad geographic scale, not just at individual lease sites.”24 It stated that “[e]xpanded
coordination and cooperation on scientific research efforts with [the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)], the U.S. Geological Survey, and other agencies with
relevant expertise can improve the quality of science available for OCS decision-making.”25
The advice of the Commission—to identify key research needed to inform specific
decisions and carry it out on a defined timeline to influence those decisions—is also strongly
supported by President Obama’s National Ocean Policy. In July 2010, the Presidential National
Ocean Policy Task Force stated in its final report that the one of the priority needs for addressing
environmental stewardship of the rapidly changing Arctic Ocean is “[i]mprovement of the
scientific understanding of the Arctic system and how it is changing in response to climateinduced and other changes.”26
During its consideration of the Lease Sale 193 remand, BOEMRE should heed the
Commission’s and Task Force’s recommendations. BOEMRE’s current approach falls far short
of the approach recommended by the President’s Commission and Ocean Policy Task Force.27
Although BOEMRE cannot fill in all the gaps in scientific understanding immediately, the
agency must identify the critical information and develop an approach for gathering and
synthesizing that information before it proceeds with a leasing decision.
C. BOEMRE Should Collaborate With Other Expert Agencies
As discussed above, the Commission recommended that BOEMRE engage in a “more
robust and formal interagency consultation process” to “identify precise areas that should be
excluded from lease sales because of their high ecological importance or sensitivity.”28
BOEMRE should follow this advice and coordinate with NOAA and USGS, among others, in
preparing its analysis of missing information, natural gas development, and the effects of a very
large oil spill.
22
Id. The Commission’s recommendation does not require a “de facto moratorium” on all activity in the Arctic
until definitive information is gathered to fill all existing and acknowledged gaps, id., but rather that information
necessary to inform specific key decisions be identified and gathered before those decisions are made. This
recommendation for targeted research mirrors Section 1502.22’s mandate that agency’s obtain information essential
to decisions before making them.
23
Id. at 262.
24
Id. at 263.
25
Id.; see also id. at 262 (stating that a “more robust and formal interagency consultation process is needed—with
the goal of identifying precise areas that should be excluded from lease sales because of their high ecological
importance or sensitivity”).
26
Final Recommendations of the Interagency Ocean Policy Task Force, at 40 (July 19, 2010), available at
http://www.whitehouse.gov/files/documents/OPTF_FinalRecs.pdf.
27
The Spill Commission Report, National Ocean Policy Task Force documents, and the studies underlying these
reports should all be included in the administrative record for the remand decision.
28
Commission Report at 262.
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BOERME recently entered into a “Memorandum of Understanding” with NOAA.29
Recognizing the distinct areas of expertise of each agency and their joint management
responsibilities of the ocean, the memorandum was intended to foster greater cooperation and
collaboration among the agencies.30 Unfortunately, BOEMRE and NOAA here appear to be
moving in the opposite direction. The Original Draft Supplement listed NOAA as a cooperating
agency, but the Revised Draft does not. NOAA’s role here is unclear, but whether NOAA is a
formal cooperating agency or not, BOEMRE should coordinate closely with NOAA in
conducting its remand analysis. The agency has considerable expertise on marine mammals and
fish that should inform BOEMRE’s work. On February 28, 2011, NOAA submitted detailed
comments to the Original Draft Supplement. Among other things, the comments stated that
information about how seismic surveying will affect fish is essential to the lease sale decision
and must be obtained. The agency explained this comment by pointing to contradictory
statements in the Original Draft Supplement. On the one hand, BOEMRE says it does not have
information to determine whether seismic surveying would have population-level effects on fish
because experiments to date have been inadequate. On the other hand, BOEMRE asserts that
available scientific information is sufficient to conclude that there will be no significant effects to
fish. BOEMRE appears to have ignored NOAA’s comment—the Revised Draft Supplement
continues to assert that BOEMRE need not obtain the missing information.31
NOAA’s comments about missing information for fish are equally applicable to missing
information about marine mammals. On the one hand, BOEMRE states in the Revised Draft
Supplement that it does not have sufficient information to determine effects on marine mammals
of oil and gas activities.32 On the other hand, it states “sufficient information is available to
support sound scientific judgments and reasoned managerial decisions at the lease sale stage.”33
In its 2007 comments to the original Lease Sale 193 draft EIS, NOAA said “[d]ata to describe
marine mammals within the sale area and their habitat use of the sale area are lacking or
inadequate to support impact assessment and mitigation planning” and “acquisition of
[audiometric data] must precede leasing, where acoustic effects on marine mammal species have
not been adequately researched.”34 BOEMRE is still unable to answer these and other basic
questions about noise effects on marine mammals. That information, like noise effects on fish, is
essential to the lease sale decision. The recent USGS report further underscores the extent and
importance of missing information about marine mammals essential to the spatial decision at the

29
Memorandum of Understanding on Coordination and Collaboration Regarding Outer Continental Shelf Energy
Development and Environmental Stewardship between the U.S. Department of the Interior and U.S. Department of
Commerce (May 19, 2011).
30
BOEMRE, Press Release, BOEMRE and NOAA to Increase Coordination, Collaboration on Offshore Energy
Development and Environmental Stewardship (May 23, 2011), available at
http://www.boemre.gov/ooc/press/2011/press0523b.htm.
31
Revised Draft Supplement at A5.
32
See, e.g., Revised Draft Supplement at A7, A69.
33
Id.
34
Native Village of Point Hope v. Salazar, 1:08-cv-00004-RRB, Administrative Record, MMS AR 1304 (Letter
from Robert D. Mecum, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, to John Goll, Minerals Management
Service, Re: Minerals Management Service (MMS) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Chukchi Sea
Planning Area – Oil and Gas Lease Sale 193 and Seismic Surveying Activities in the Chukchi Sea (Lease Sale 193)
(Jan. 30, 2007)) at 3.
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lease sale stage. BOEMRE should obtain this information before making decisions about Lease
Sale 193.
D. BOEMRE Cannot Dismiss The Potential For Significant Effects From Noise and
Disturbance From Oil And Gas Activity
BOEMRE asserts in places that noise is not relevant to potentially significant effects
because “significant adverse effects to marine mammals could only occur as a result of the
unlikely event of a large oil spill.”35 To the extent BOEMRE now claims that noise cannot cause
significant effects, that conclusion contradicts the agency’s prior conclusions, which it has not
retracted or amended. For instance, BOEMRE acknowledged in the Final EIS, “[i]f seismic
surveys were unmitigated, or are insufficiently mitigated to reduce impacts to the whales
themselves, effects that are biologically significant could result if seismic surveys cause
avoidance of feeding areas, resting (including nursing) areas, or calving areas by large numbers
of females with calves or females over a period of many weeks.”36 In addition, further evidence
suggests that routine activities on leases, including drilling, can cause serious harm to marine
mammals like bowhead whales. For example, an expert analysis of a drilling plan proposed for
Lease Sale 193 leases in 2010 concluded that the activities created a “serious risk of harm to
bowheads due to consequences of disturbance, direct injury due to exposure to dangerous levels
of noise, and ship strike.”37
To the extent BOERME discounts the effects of noise and disturbance because of future
mitigation measures that could be imposed by other agency permitting processes under the
Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA)38, that approach is flawed. As described in our
November 30 comments, BOEMRE may not avoid analyzing the impacts of an activity in an
environmental impact statement by relying on future mitigation measures.39 To the extent
BOEMRE chooses to incorporate mitigation measures into its analysis of potential effects, it
must analyze the efficacy of the measures.40 There is evidence that the mitigation measures are
not always effective. For example, an expert analysis of mitigation measures imposed under the
MMPA for seismic surveying on and around Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193 leases in 2009
concluded that the measures may not adequately protect bowhead whales and other marine
mammals from serious adverse effects.41 More recently still, an expert panel evaluating seismic
surveying in 2010, including on Chukchi Sea leases, highlighted the importance of evaluating
cumulative effects of noise and the potential need to mitigate cumulative effects.42 BOEMRE
35

See, e.g., Revised Draft Supplement at A8.
36
Minerals Management Service, Chukchi Sea Planning Area Oil and Gas Lease Sale 193 and Seismic Surveying
Activities in the Chukchi Sea, OCS EIS/EA MMS 2007-026 at IV-123 (May 2007) (Final EIS).
37
Exhibit 1 at 15.
38
Revised Draft Supplement at A3, A7-8.
39
November 30 Comments at 14; S. Fork Band Council of W. Shoshone of Nev. v. U.S. Dep’t of Interior, 588 F.3d
718, 726 (9th Cir. 2009).
40
November 30 Comments at 14.
41
Exhibit 2 at 14-16.
42
See Exhibit 3 at 5 (“There is growing evidence that under chronic noise conditions the impacts of acoustic
masking could have biological consequences.”); id. at 7 (noting the need “for a more robust and comprehensive
means of assessing the collective or cumulative impact of many of the varied human activities that contribute noise
into the Arctic environment”). See also Exhibit 4 (“Long term or repeated disturbances and interactions may
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cannot reasonably discount the relevance of missing information about the effects of noise on
marine mammals in reliance on uncertain mitigation measures of questionable efficacy.
The USGS report also underscores that large gaps exist in information relating to the
effects of noise on marine mammals. “[L]arge uncertainty still exists in extrapolating how
impacts of noise on individual animals may affect survivorship or reproductive rates of
population,” and “[m]ore work is needed that is designed to determine how to most effectively
determine the impacts of noise at both individual and population levels.”43 BOEMRE cannot
credibly discount the potential for significant effects to marine mammals from oil and gas
activity noise in the absence of this and other missing information acknowledged in the final
2007 EIS and the USGS report.
E. Additional Comments
The Revised Draft Supplement states in various places that the probability of an oil spill
occurring, and its consequences, are the same for all alternatives, so missing information is not
essential to a reasoned choice among alternatives.44 These statements contradict assertions in the
final 2007 EIS that the likelihood of a large oil spill will differ among lease sale alternatives.45
BOEMRE should clarify its analysis. Furthermore, as discussed in our November 30 comments,
it is not correct to state that BOEMRE has concluded that the effects of an oil spill will be the
same under all alternatives. The final 2007 EIS asserts that there are differences in oil spill
effects under alternatives.46 The problem is that BOEMRE could only describe these differences
in the most general terms given the lack of data. To the extent each of the alternatives do in fact
result in the same or similar effects, BOEMRE may not have chosen an adequate range of
alternatives for the lease sale analysis, and it should revisit the range here.47
The Revised Draft Supplement contains an analysis of a very large oil spill that concludes
that such a spill could have significant effects. The discussion does not acknowledge that there
is incomplete or unavailable information relevant to the analysis, as required by 40 C.F.R. §
1502.22 (“When an agency is evaluating reasonably foreseeable significant adverse effects on
the human environment in an environmental impact statement and there is incomplete or
unavailable information, the agency shall always make clear such information is lacking”).48
BOEMRE cannot reasonably conclude that no information relevant to the analyses of a very
large oil spill is unavailable or incomplete—the information it freely admits is missing in its
analysis of smaller oil spills is clearly also relevant to its analysis of a very large oil spill.
BOEMRE should acknowledge and analyze the information missing for the very large oil spill
displace marine mammals from preferred forage areas and migratory routes with potential consequences to animal
fitness and reproduction.”).
43
USGS report at 167.
44
See, e.g. Revised Draft Supplement at A5 (“the probability of a large oil spill occurring is identical under each
action alternative”); id. at A7 (“the effects, as well as the probability of these effects occurring, would be the same
under each action alternative”).
45
See Final EIS at IV-20-21.
46
See, e.g., id. at IV-268-269.
47
See November 30 Comments at 15.
48
See Revised Draft Supplement at A4 (stating “the SEIS is written in compliance with the requirements of 40 CFR
1502.22 . . . the SEIS does not include unexplained statements regarding incomplete information”).
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pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 1502.22. Except for a discussion about effects to archaeological
resources, BOEMRE’s analysis of natural gas development similarly omits any
acknowledgement or discussion of missing information.49 As discussed above and in our
November 30 comments, noise and disturbance from drilling and associated ship and aircraft
traffic threatens serious biological harm to marine mammals. BOEMRE cannot dismiss those
effects in reliance on future permitting processes. In its natural gas development analysis, the
agency must acknowledge missing and incomplete information and analyze it pursuant to 40
C.F.R. § 1502.22.
II.

Very Large Oil Spill Analysis

The Revised Draft Supplement’s very large oil spill analysis (VLOS) is a step in the right
direction. BOEMRE is right to acknowledge, in the wake of the Deepwater Horizon spill, that a
spill of more than two million barrels in the Chukchi Sea is a foreseeable risk that should be
addressed and planned for. And BOEMRE is correct to recognize that such a large spill would
be released over a period of many days.50 However, the Revised Draft Supplement’s analysis
suffers from a number of flaws which render it inadequate to fully inform the lease sale decision.
The analysis fails to help decision makers or the public understand the real-world consequences
of a very large oil spill and fails to draw conclusions relevant to a central element of the lease
sale decision—where to allow oil and gas activities.
First, the analysis relies excessively on recapitulation of the raw results of the oil spill
trajectory model, without explaining what the results mean in terms of effects in the real world.
Appendix B states that, unlike previous oil spill analyses that BOEMRE has conducted, such as
in the final Lease Sale 193 EIS and the 2003 Beaufort Multi-sale EIS, these results do not
represent “the percent chance of a large spill contacting a . . . resource;” rather, the results
“represent the percent of trajectories from a long duration VLOS contacting these resources.”51
BOEMRE repeats this terminology throughout the document.52 This recitation of model results,
however, does not inform the public or decision-maker about the effects of an oil spill—a
“trajectory” is a creation of the model rather than a real-world phenomenon. BOEMRE should
clarify what, exactly, the recitation of “percent[s] of trajectories” tells decision makers and the
public about the actual behavior of very large oil spills. Also, by reciting model results for each
environmental resource in isolation, BOEMRE fails to draw conclusions about the risk to the
environment overall posed by a spill at any of the areas under consideration. BOEMRE should
synthesize the oil spill information in a manner that presents the public and decision maker with
information critically relevant to the lease sale decision—namely, how severe are the
consequences of oil spills originating in different areas of the Chukchi Sea. The lease sale is
fundamentally a decision about where to allow oil and gas activity, so analysis of the

49

See id.
Revised Draft Supplement at B8.
Id. Indeed, it is unclear how BOEMRE’s description of the trajectory model data in the VLOS analysis squares
with the description of that same data in the 2007 Final EIS’s analysis of smaller “large” oil spills. BOEMRE has
not revised or rescinded that earlier oil spill analysis, but it is in tension with the new analysis. BOEMRE must
explain how the two presentations fit together.
52
See, e.g., Revised Draft Supplement at 141 (explaining that the model is used to “simulate estimated oil spill
trajectories . . . .”)
50
51
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consequences of an oil spill originating in different parts of the region under consideration is
critical to the decision about where to lease.
Second, the Revised Draft Supplement’s discussion of shoreline oiling is inadequate.
Because the lease sale decision is fundamentally spatial, a meaningful oil spill analysis must tell
the decision-maker and the public what are the different consequences of oil spills originating in
different places. The Revised Draft Supplement does not provide such information for shoreline
oiling. Rather, it provides only a composite of how much shoreline might be “discontinuously
oiled” from an oil spill originating anywhere in the region under consideration.53 While the
Revised Draft Supplement may impart information about the extent of shoreline oiling for oil
spills of different durations, it does not provide the information about impacts from oil spills
originating in different areas, and potentially contacting different areas, species, and resources as
a result, that is essential to the lease sale decision.
Third, the Revised Draft Supplement’s description of the size and shape of the oil slick
from a VLOS is similarly flawed. The slick’s total area is estimated by adding up all of the area
though which linear trajectories from the trajectory model pass.54 BOEMRE does not, however,
disclose whether or how slicks will behave differently if they originate from different areas and
how that may differentially affect resources and species. Again, this spatial information is
critical to the lease sale decision at issue here. BOEMRE also fails to integrate its conclusions
about oil spreading into its impacts analysis, even after acknowledging that a VLOS will spread
to cover a vast area. Instead, the impacts analysis is premised on the trajectory model, which
assumes that oil spills do not spread, cannot contact multiple locations at once, and stop moving
after landfall.55 BOEMRE cannot adequately assess the risk posed by an oil spill without
accounting for the actual behavior of oil spills, including spreading, in its impacts analysis.
BOEMRE should improve its VLOS analysis to explain how the trajectory model data on
which it relies relates to real-world effects and should analyze and describe whether and how
spills from different locations will behave differently and have different effects on the Chukchi
Sea environment.56

change.58 The Revised Draft Supplement, however, offers a range of new and different
rationales for declining to analyze these impacts, including that there are no reliable
methodologies for estimating the impact of changes in oil and gas supplies on consumption
patterns, that the productive capacity of the Chukchi is unknown, and that burning of oil and gas
is not a reasonably foreseeable or proximate consequence of Lease Sale 193.59 None of
BOEMRE’s newly asserted rationales are supportable.
BOEMRE’s assertion that no reliable methodologies exist for determining the impact of
changes in U.S. supply on world oil markets is contradicted by two recent environmental impact
statements that employ modes of economic analysis to assess the agency decisions’ effects on oil
and gas consumption and estimate their net contribution to greenhouse gas emissions.60 In an
April draft EIS, the Department of State employed modeling to estimate the Keystone XL
Pipeline project’s impact on oil supplies and net greenhouse gas emissions.61 Likewise, the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
(NHTSA) modeled the impact on world oil markets of their Proposed Rulemaking to Establish
Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Emission Standards and Corporate Average Fuel Economy
Standards.62 BOEMRE’s assertion is also inconsistent with its own internal analyses, which
predict that conservation measures and switching to natural gas will increase if supply
decreases.63
The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)’s promulgation, on February 10, 2010, of
draft guidance on the consideration of greenhouse gas emissions under NEPA also strongly
counsels in favor of BOEMRE analyzing the greenhouse gas effects of the end-use of Chukchi
Sea oil and gas. The guidance identifies 25 thousand tons of annual CO2 emissions as a “useful
indicator” of environmental significance under NEPA.64 Combustion of oil and gas from Lease
Sale 193 will generate far greater emissions than that. BOEMRE predicts that lease area 193
contains 12 billion barrels of oil recoverable with current technologies. “At a $60 oil price, 8.4
billion barrels . . . could be economic to develop,” but BOEMRE assumes for purposes of
environmental analysis that only one billion barrels will be produced as a result of the lease and
58

Id. at 133 (Table 5).
Id. at B10.
Final EIS at A.1-11-A.1-12.
BOEMRE should also consider in its analysis a recent report by the Coast Guard, BP Deepwater Horizon Oil Spill
Incident Specific Preparedness Review (Jan. 2011), available at http://www.uscg.mil/foia/docs/DWH/BPDWH.pdf,
when assessing the effects of and responses to a VLOS. That report and the documents underlying the report should
become part of the administrative record for the remand decision about Lease Sale 193.
57
Final EIS at V-16.

Id.
Revised Draft Supplement at 19.
We are not in this letter providing comments on the methodologies employed by the State Department,
Environmental Protection Agency or National Highway Traffic Safety Administration. The existence of these
analyses, however, calls into serious question BOEMRE’s assertion that methodologies do not exist to predict the
greenhouse gas consequences of Lease Sale 193.
61
U.S. Department of State, Keystone XL Project Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement at 3-188
(April 22, 2011), available at available at http://www.keystonepipeline-xl.state.gov/clientsite/keystonexl.nsf?Open.
62
U.S Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Draft Joint Technical Support Document for Proposed Rulemaking
to Establish Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Emission Standards and Corporate Average Fuel Economy
Standards at 4-29ԟ4-32 (September 2009), available at
http://www.epa.gov/otaq/climate/regulations/420d09901.pdf.
63
MMS, Energy Alternatives and the Environment , OCS Report MMS 2001-096 at 11 (November 2001) (Energy
Alternatives Report), available at http://www.boemre.gov/itd/pubs/2001/2001-096.pdf; MMS, Economic Analysis
for the OCS 5-Year Program 2002-2007: Theory and Methodology, OCS Report MMS 2001-088, Figure 3 at 5
(Sept. 28, 2001), available at http://www.boemre.gov/itd/pubs/2001/2001-088.pdf.
64
Council on Environmental Quality, Memorandum for Heads of Federal Departments and Agencies re: Draft
NEPA Guidance on Consideration of the Effects of Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions at 3 & n.2 (Feb.
18, 2010), available at http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/microsites/ceq/20100218-nepa-considerationeffects-ghg-draft-guidance.pdf..
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III.

59

Greenhouse Gas Analysis

60

BOEMRE should analyze the contribution to climate change from burning the one billion
barrels of oil and 2.25 trillion cubic feet of natural gas forecast to be produced as a consequence
of Lease Sale 193. The 2007 Final EIS concluded that the contribution of burning oil produced
from Lease Sale 193 would be “minor.”57 It did not model the impact of an increase in oil
supplies on total oil consumption, because it assumed that levels of oil consumption would not

53
54
55
56
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that annual production will peak at 80 million barrels.65 With respect to natural gas, BOEMRE
forecasts that 2.25 trillion cubic feet will be produced.66 Burning a barrel of oil as fuel releases
.43 tons of CO2 equivalent,67 and about 90% of oil consumed in the United States is burned as
fuel.68 Therefore, the one billion barrels of oil that BOEMRE assumes will be produced as a
result of lease sale 193 will generate approximately 387 million tons of new greenhouse gas
emissions.69 For the years of peak production volumes, the contribution to global greenhouse
gas emissions will be approximately 31 million tons each year. The burning of natural gas will
add over 116 thousand tons over the life of the project.70 These contributions to greenhouse gas
emissions are so large that BOEMRE can no longer credibly conclude that they are minor, even
allowing for some uncertainty concerning their magnitude. If BOEMRE concludes that the effect
of new production on levels of consumption is determinable, it should not, in light of the CEQ’s
draft guidance, re-adopt its prior conclusion that the effect is minor.
BOEMRE is also incorrect in its new conclusion that the use of oil and gas for energy is
not a foreseeable and proximate consequence of Lease Sale 193. BOEMRE has adopted one
billion barrels of oil and 2.25 trillion cubic feet of gas as a foreseeable production scenario.71
Both BOEMRE and other agencies managing oil and gas resources routinely employ estimates
of future production to guide analysis of environmental impacts under NEPA.72 NEPA requires
the same approach with respect to greenhouse gas emissions. The lease sale stage, where
BOEMRE is deciding whether and where to offer an area for oil and gas development, is the
appropriate stage at which to analyze the greenhouse gas effects of the fuels that would be
produced as a result of the sale.

65

Final EIS IV-5; Revised Draft Supplement at 76-77.
Revised Draft Supplement at 77.
EPA, Green Power Equivalency Calculator Methodologies, Barrels of Oil Consumed, available at
http://www.epa.gov/greenpower/pubs/calcmeth.htm.
68
Stephanie Clifford, Oil Oozes Through Your Life, N.Y. Times (June 25, 2001) (“About 46 percent of [a typical
barrel of oil] is refined into gasoline, and another 40 percent or so is turned into jet and fuel oil. Only about 2
percent becomes petrochemicals like polyethylene and benzene for everyday products (with the rest going to other
uses).”); U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA), U.S. Refinery Yield, available at
http://www.eia.gov/dnav/pet/PET_PNP_PCT_DC_NUS_PCT_A.htm; EIA, Annual Energy Review 2009, at 149
(Table 5.11), 182(Note 1) (2010) (breaking down U.S. petroleum consumption by type for each year 1949ԟ2009),
available at http://www.eia.gov/totalenergy/data/annual/pdf/aer.pdf; see also Energy Alternatives and the
Environment Report at 7 (MMS 2001) (“[T]he amount of oil going into [non-fuel industrial products] is much less
than that which goes into energy applications, especially transportation.”).
69
Oil production from Lease Sale 193 will also reduce conservation and switching from oil to natural gas. The
combustion of oil generates 164 thousand pounds of CO2 per billion BTU of energy, while combustion of natural
gas generates only 117 thousand pounds per billion BTU. U.S. Energy Information Administration, Natural Gas
Issues and Trends at 58, Table 2 (1998), available at
ftp://ftp.eia.doe.gov/pub/oil_gas/natural_gas/analysis_publications/natural_gas_1998_issues_trends/pdf/chapter2.pdf
70
2.25 trillion cubic feet x 1 therm/96.7 cubic feet = 23.27 million therms. EPA’s Greenhouse Gas Equivalencies
Calculator (available at http://www.epa.gov/cleanenergy/energy-resources/calculator.html) yields this result in tons
of CO2 equivalent.
71
Final EIS IV-5, V-7; Revised Draft Supplement at 76-77.
72
Revised Draft Supplement at 77; Interagency Reference Guide Reasonably Foreseeable Development Scenarios
And Cumulative Effects Analysis For Oil and Gas Activities On Federal Lands In the Greater Rocky Mountain
Region at 10, 12 (2003), available at http://www.fs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5173039.pdf.
66
67
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IV.

Natural Gas Development Analysis

As detailed in our November 30 comments the Original Draft Supplement’s analysis of
the effects of natural gas development fell short of what NEPA requires in a number of respects.
It failed to adequately account for climate change, its scenario was unjustifiably limited, its
dismissal of liquefied natural gas (LNG) tankering was unjustified, it failed to adequately
analyze the effects of pipelines, it failed to adequately analyze the impacts on a number of
species, and it failed to analyze the potential for displacement of subsistence users. With few
exceptions, BOEMRE failed entirely to address these issues in its Revised Draft Supplement;
moreover, the minimal alterations BOEMRE did make fall far short of providing meaningful
analysis.
We previously commented that BOEMRE must address the impact natural gas
development will have on black carbon emissions. The Revised Draft Supplement adds one
sentence addressing black carbon emissions to its analysis.73 BOEMRE now states:
The amount of black carbon associated with natural gas production would be relatively
small on the appropriate global scale; the consumption[] of diesel, natural gas, and other
fuels produces less black carbon as compared to oil and coal; and Clean Air Act
regulations would require appropriate technological controls of these activities.74
This addition does not address the issue BOEMRE fails to provide any actual analysis. It does
not provide any estimate of the amount of black carbon that may be produced and the effect that
black carbon may have on Arctic warming. More specifically, the agency’s conclusion that the
emissions “would be relatively small on the appropriate global scale” is arbitrary. BOEMRE
offers no support for the contention that the “global scale” is “appropriate.” Indeed, the assertion
is flatly inconsistent with evidence we provided in our November 30 comments demonstrating
that Arctic black carbon emissions have a drastically larger effect on Arctic warming than
emissions occurring outside of the Arctic. BOEMRE’s actions could introduce substantially
more black carbon to the Arctic environment, where it is likely to have the most dramatic effect,
and those effects must be analyzed.
BOEMRE has provided additional statements in the Revised Draft Supplement regarding
the effect of natural gas development on marine and coastal birds. In reviewing whether onshore
development could disturb birds, the agency states that “[a]dditional facility footprints were not
considered necessary.”75 However, this statement appears to conflict with the agency’s later
statement that “natural gas development scenario entails expansion of the onshore facility . . . .”76
The agency should address this apparent contradiction.
The agency also acknowledges that predators could be attracted to infrastructure or
additional human foods or garbage, but concludes that such impacts are unlikely because the
onshore development will occur in a manner that will not provide nesting or denning sites for
73

Revised Draft Supplement at 88.
Id.
Id. at 102.
76
Id. at 104.
74
75
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predators, or generate additional human food or garbage to attract them.77 This is also
incongruous with BOEMRE’s statement that natural gas development entails expansion of
onshore facilities.78 The expansion of facilities likely will result in more workers, meaning more
food and garbage. Further, the agency does not provide a basis for its conclusion that
development would not occur in a manner that provides additional nesting or denning sites.79
The agency must explain this conclusion in light of the fact that “[a]rctic foxes are able to exploit
man-made structures as denning sites.”80
*****
BOEMRE must reconsider its approach to reanalyzing the effects of Lease Sale 193. The
USGS report, along with the BP Deepwater Horizon Spill Commission Report, comments from
NOAA, and other information presented here and in our November 30 comments demonstrate
the inadequacy of BOEMRE’s current analysis. BOEMRE should recognize that there is
essential information missing about the Chukchi Sea, rescind the Revised Draft Supplement,
obtain essential information, and prepare a new environmental impact statement that fully
informs the remand decision to cancel, modify, or affirm Lease Sale 193. Should BOEMRE
decide to reach a decision on the shorter schedule directed by the Alaska Federal District Court,
it must explore alternatives that permit it to maintain the status quo on Lease Sale 193 leases
pending the gathering of essential missing information to inform decisions about whether, where,
and how to permit their implementation.

Respectfully,
Cindy Shogan
Executive Director
ALASKA WILDERNESS LEAGUE

Rebecca Noblin
Alaska Director
CENTER FOR BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY

Sierra Weaver
Staff Attorney
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Erik Grafe
Attorney
EARTHJUSTICE
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Vice President, Government Relations
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Charles M. Clusen
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Andrew Hartsig
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Id. at 102, 104.
Id. at 104
Id. at 102, 104.
Perham, Craig J., Arctic Fox Den Distribution and Activity Between the Sagavanirktok River and the Staines
River, Alaska, Summer 2000 at 2 (Jul. 6, 2001), available at
http://www.arlis.org/docs/vol2/point_thomson/1066/1066A_Arctic%20fox%20den%20distribution%20july%206%2
02001.pdf.
78
79
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CURRICULUM VITAE OF DAVID E. BAIN

SERVICE

Friday Harbor Laboratories,
620 University Rd.,
Friday Harbor, WA 98250
e-mail: dbain@u.washington.edu

Peer-reviewer for the SRKW ESA listing and draft Critical Habitat designation
Member of the Killer Whale Recovery Team convened under SARA in Canada

AWARDS AND HONORS
ACADEMIC BACKGROUND
University of California at Davis (Post-Doctoral Fellow)
University of California at Santa Cruz (Ph.D. in Biology)
San Francisco State University (Master's program in Biology)
University of California at Santa Cruz (B.A., with majors in
Biology and Physics with Psychobiology)
New College, University of South Florida
NSF Summer Science Training Program, Humboldt State University
University of Maryland at College Park (summer sessions)

1989-1991
1981-1989
1980-1981
1978-1980
1977-1978
1976
1974,1975

National Research Council Research Associateship,
1991-1992
American Cetacean Society, Monterey Bay Chapter, Award,
1982
National Science Foundation Graduate Fellowship,
1981-1984
B.A. with Honors with Majors in Biology and Physics with Psychobiology,
University of California at Santa Cruz,
1980
New College Out-of-State Tuition Waiver,
1977
Earthwatch Scholarship,
1977
National Science Foundation Summer Science Training Program at
Humboldt State University,
1976
Johns Hopkins University Study of Mathematically and
Scientifically Precocious Youth, Scholarship,
1974

EXPERIENCE
FUNDING HISTORY
Contractor, National Marine Fisheries Service,
Research Director, Global Research and Rescue,
Visiting Scientist, The Whale Museum,
Affiliate Assistant Professor of Psychology, University of Washington,
Killer Whale Research Director, Marine World Foundation,
NRC Research Associate at National Marine Mammal Laboratory,
Post-Doctoral Fellow, University of California at Davis
Consultant for Active Environments
Consultant for Dolphin Research Center
Research Assistant, University of California at Santa Cruz
Teaching Assistant, University of California at Santa Cruz,
Computer Programmer, Satellite Business Systems,
Research Assistant, Marine World Research Foundation,

AFFILIATIONS
Charter Member, Society for Marine Mammalogy
Director, Cascadia Environmental Science Center
Science Advisor, Killer Whale Tales
Science Advisor, Global Research and Rescue

1990-Present
2005-2007
2000-2006
1993-2006
1979-2001
1991-1992
1989-1991
1990-1991
1990
1987
1982-1986
1980
1978-1979

National Marine Fisheries Service Contracts, 1990-present,
$740K
Earth Island Institute, Contract
2K
Northwest Straits Commission Grants, 2001-2002
60K
Orca Relief Citizens Alliance Grant, 2001
4K
Center for Biological Diversity Contract, 2001
2K
Oiled Wildlife Care Network Grant, 2000-2001
20K
Anonymous Donation, 1999-2002
250K
Marine World Grants, 1987-2001
400K
Minerals Management Service, 1998-99
60K
The Whale Museum Contracts, 1997-2001
14K
Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution, 1997-1999
4K
United States Geological Survey 1997-1998
15K
BioRad Laboratories, 1997
9K
National Academy of Sciences COBASE Project Development Grant, 1995
2K
British Columbia Ministry of Parks Contract, 1995
2K
National Research Council Research Associateship, 1991-1992
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by David E. Bain, Ph.D.

I have over 30 years experience working on marine mammal acoustics. I have a B.A. in
Biology and Psychobiology with Physics and a Ph.D. in Biology from the University of
California at Santa Cruz. I have worked as contractor for government agencies including
the National Marine Fisheries Service, US Geological Survey, Minerals Management
Service, and National Research Council, as well as for non-governmental organizations
and the University of Washington and the University of California at Davis. I have
received grants from the National Science Foundation and National Academy of
Sciences. My work experience includes field research on marine mammal behavior in
the presence of both large airgun arrays and a small airgun, as well as mid-frequency
sonar. I have extensively studied the effects of vessel traffic on killer whales. I have
conducted studies on killer whale hearing. I have studied the use of noise to displace
killer whales from unsuitable habitat. I have studied sound propagation in both shallow
and deepwater habitats. I have been an observer shipboard line transect surveys. I have
conducted research at night using a variety of light enhancement and infrared imaging
devices, as well as passive acoustic monitoring equipment. I have worked with sick and
injured stranded cetaceans. The comments below are based on my training and
experience and a review of the application and relevant texts.

General comments
The methods employed by NMFS for calculating marine mammal density are confusing.
The proposal addresses data in Moore et al. (2000), as corrected following Richardson
and Thomson (2002). Although additional industry surveys are referenced, the estimates
of Funk et al. (2006) are ignored. Further, in some cases (e.g., bowheads), although
corrected data from Moore et al. (2006) are available, they are ignored in favor of model
results, which have no empirical support. It is not clear how corrections were made, as
the application indicated species specific values for g(0) and f(0) were used. However,
these values are dependent on the species and the observation platform used and sighting
conditions involved, not just the species. While no on-effort sightings during surveys
were reported for some species, the probability of detecting any individuals given the
effort level and assumed density was not reported.
As NMFS noted, there is no reason to believe maximum density is likely to be twice the
mean density. For gregarious animals like odontocetes, actual densities can easily be
zero or well over 100 times the mean density in a given area at a given time. While the
mean density may be used in some cases to calculate a best estimate of take, maximum
estimates should be considered as well to ensure worst case scenarios do not pose an
unacceptable threat to a population.
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Seismic surveys and shallow hazard surveys may impact marine life through a variety of
mechanisms (Gordon et al. 2003). NMFS distinguishes two types of takes: Level A, in
which there is immediate injury or death; and Level B, in which there is no immediate
injury, but cumulative exposure may lead to harm at the population level. However, in
certain contexts, Level B harassment may lead to Level A takes through indirect
mechanisms.
The population effects of Level A takes on populations are relatively easy to assess, as
individuals that are killed are obviously removed from the population, and those that are
injured are more likely to die whenever the population is next exposed to stress.
Calculating the population effects of Level B takes is a topic of contemporary research
(Trites and Bain 2000). For example, Bain (2002a) explored using energetic
consequences of behavior change in conjunction with population dynamics models to
estimate population effects of Level B takes. Stress concurrent with Level B harassment
would have additional population consequences. Stress may occur in the absence of
behavioral change, or the absence of change in significant behavioral patterns such as
foraging or nursing, or exclusion from optimal habitat. Lusseau et al. (2006) concluded
disturbance caused a decline in and posed a significant threat to the survival of the
bottlenose dolphin population in Doubtful Sound, New Zealand. While they noted vessel
strikes were occurring (Level A takes), cumulative behavioral effects (Level B takes)
were believed to be the primary threat to the population. That is, the population declined
without being exposed to noise above 160 dB.
It is likely that different magnitudes of effect, whether physical harm, behavioral change
that leads to physical harm, disruption of significant behavioral activities, or behavioral
changes that pose negligible risk to populations when they occur only rarely but can
become significant when exposure is prolonged or repeated, will have different
relationships to noise. The different magnitudes of takes will have different population
consequences. Further, the population consequences can depend on the health of the
population (Bain 2002a). All these factors need to be considered when evaluating the
environmental consequences of exposing marine mammals to noise.
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2003, Kastak et al. 2005, Finneran et al. 2002 and 2005). However, in humans, chronic
exposure to levels of noise too low to generate a TTS can result in PTS (Henderson et al.
1991, OSHA 2007). Animal models (e.g., rats, cats, monkeys, chinchillas) have been
used for tests of noise causing permanent physical harm (Henderson et al. 1991, Gao et
al. 1992, Blakeslee et al. 1978, Clark 1991). Damage to hearing from noise exposure is
an example of unconditional injury from noise. OSHA (2007) requires limiting human
exposure to noise at 115 dB above threshold (equivalent to 145 dB re 1 TPa for killer
whales, Szymanski et al. 1999) to 15 minutes. Although the reference levels for sound in
air and water are different, this difference is taken into account when determining
thresholds.
While OSHA’s standards are for continuous noise and assume multi-year exposure,
surveys employ multiple intermittent sources, which, in a reverberant environment, have
the potential to become nearly continuous, much like the noise generated by the survey
vessel itself. While individual projects will cause limited exposure to individual marine
mammals, these individuals will accumulate exposure from natural sources (e.g., wind
noise) as well as all human activities (e.g., other seismic sources, vessel traffic)
conducted over the course of their lifetime.
While high levels of noise lead to TTS and PTS that impair hearing even after exposure
to noise has ended, hearing ability can also be impaired by masking during exposure to
low levels of noise. Masking can lead to increased risk of predation and reduced foraging
efficiency (see Au et al. 1988, Bain and Dahlheim 1994, Fisheries and Oceans Canada
2008).
Stress reactions are another available index (e.g., Romano et al. 2004). Ayres (personal
communication) found evidence suggesting that whale watching results in increased
levels of stress hormones in wild killer whales.

Conditional Effects
Changes in behavior resulting from noise exposure could result in indirect injury in the
wild. A variety of mechanisms for Level B harassment to potentially lead to Level A
takes have been identified.

Unconditional Effects
Richardson et al. (1995) addressed the concept of zones of influence. The zone of most
concern is the one in which there is risk of immediate injury or death. Three primary
mechanisms have been proposed to be of concern. One is damage to the ears that causes
permanent threshold shifts (PTS) (Syka and Popelar 1980, Blakeslee et al. 1978, Nielsen
et al. 1978, Solecki and Gerken 1990, Clark 1991, McCauley et al. 2003). There is great
uncertainty over received levels that may cause this. Estimates have been based on
research on a handful of terrestrial mammals, birds, and fish. An often stated assumption
is that the threshold for PTS must be higher than the threshold for Temporary Threshold
Shift (TTS), which has been addressed in a few marine mammal species (Nachtigall et al.

2

Flight may lead to injury in some species. Exhaustion from rapid flight leading to heart
or other muscle damage (Williams and Thorne 1996) could also account for increased
mortality such as was observed in harbor porpoises following sonar exercises in Juan de
Fuca and Haro Straits in April and May of 2003. Harbor porpoises, in contrast to Dall’s
porpoises, rarely engage in sustained high energy activities such as rapid swimming or
bow riding, and hence are less adapted to long distance flight responses.
Even successful flight may have negative survival consequences. Although many noise
exposure protocols consider movement of animals out of the area an acceptable outcome,
as the animals are not exposed to high levels of noise, such movement requires
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expenditure of significant amounts of energy. Assuming animals were in optimal habitat,
moving out of that habitat is likely to have consequences such as reduced foraging
efficiency. This is of particular importance in the Arctic, where nutrients from fresh
water sources, ice cover, bottom topography, currents, and other factors influence prey
density (NRC 2003a, MMS 2004). Such factors vary temporally, resulting in the location
of patches of high quality habitat varying through time. Feeding studies noted that prey
density averaged 230 mg/m3, while feeding appears to require a density of 800 mg/m3 for
bowheads (MMS 2004). Such highly productive patches are likely to be rare, so
displacement from these areas would negatively affect individuals. While large whales
can go extended periods of time without eating much, small cetaceans (e.g., harbor
porpoises), along with individuals in poor condition, face a risk of death if they are
unable to feed for periods as short as 48-72 hours (personal observation). They may also
move into habitat where they face increased risk of predation.

level of 195 dB excluded harbor porpoises within a radius of 3 km (individuals may have
been kept farther away, but porpoises are difficult to see at all beyond that range), where
received levels probably dropped below 135 dB. Belugas have been observed to respond
to icebreakers by swimming rapidly away at distances of up to 80 km, where received
levels were between 94 and 105 dB. Bowheads appeared to be displaced to distances of
about 20-30 km when seismic devices were inactive, and distances of 30-40 km when
airguns were active (Miller et al.1999), suggesting major behavioral effects to noise in
the 105-125 dB range (NRC 2003b). Morton and Symonds (2002) found the same type
of acoustic harassment devices as studied by Olesiuk et al. (2002) not only excluded
killer whales from the area around the devices, they kept them from accessing the area
beyond the devices. It is reasonable to conclude that site clearance surveys could
similarly prevent various whale species from accessing areas around the surveys.

Separation of individuals from social units is another consequence of noise exposure that
may lead to mortality. In 2003 in Haro Strait, some killer whales responded to midfrequency sonar by seeking shelter behind a reef. Others chose to flee, resulting in
splitting of a pod that historically spent all of its time together as a single unit. While no
deaths resulted from this particular incident, other killer whales have been observed
separated from their social units resulting in death prior to reunion or requiring human
intervention to restore the individual to its social unit (Schroeder et al. 2007).
TTS may conditionally lead to harm. Impaired hearing ability increases vulnerability to
ship strike. In 2003, blunt force trauma was identified as a cause of death in the
investigation of harbor porpoise mortalities following exposure to mid-frequency sonar in
Washington State. A minke whale was nearly struck by a research vessel in the area
where one had been observed fleeing mid-frequency sonar exposure. These species are
familiar with boats in that area, and normally avoid them by a wide margin when they
can hear them coming (personal observation).
Impaired auditory ability may also increase predation risk. For example, Dahlheim and
Towell (1994) reported an attack by killer whales on white-sided dolphins. The approach
by the whales went undetected due to the noise of the research vessel. Further, impaired
hearing may impair foraging ability and communication (Bain and Dahlheim 1994).

Relationship of Noise Level to Impact
Major behavioral changes appear to be associated with received levels of around 135 dB
in killer whales. Bain and Dahlheim (1994) observed major behavioral changes in a
captive killer whale exposed to 135 dB (in a band below 5 kHz), and Bain (1995) used
noise with a received level of around 135 dB (with a predominant frequency at 300 Hz)
to drive killer whales from Barnes Lake, where two individuals in the group had
previously died rather than leave. Killer whale watching guidelines prohibit close
approaches that would result in received levels exceeding approximately 135 dB (Bain
2001). Olesiuk et al. (2002) found noise from acoustic harassment devices with a source

Minor behavioral changes can occur at received levels from 90-110 dB re 1 µPa or lower.
Porpoises avoid pingers with source levels of about 130 dB at distances of from 100-1000
m, depending on experience and environmental context (Bain 2002b, Barlow and
Cameron 1999, Cameron 1999, Cox et al. 2001, Gearin et al. 1996 and 2000, Kraus et al.
1997, Laake et al. 1997, 1998, 1999). Kastelein et al. (1997, 2001) found behavioural
responses to even lower levels. Bain et al. (2006ab) and Williams et al. (2002ab, 2009)
found killer whales exhibited behavioral changes in the presence of a single vessel
producing a received level in the neighborhood of 105-110 dB re 1 µPa. Belugas
exhibited minor behavioral changes such as changes in vocalization, dive patterns and
group composition at distances up to 50 km (NRC 2003b), where received levels were
likely around 120 dB. It should be further noted that these behavioral responses occurred
where noise was barely detectable above ambient noise, suggesting that noise whose total
level is below ambient but occurs at a frequency where ambient noise is low may have
effects. In addition, the range at which effects are observed would be expected to vary
with natural ambient noise, with effects occurring at greater ranges on quiet days and
shorter distances on noisy days. North Atlantic right whales exhibited changes in diving
behavior when exposed to noise below 135 db (Nowacek et al. 2004).
It is clear from the above review that marine mammals respond to noise at levels far
below 160 dB. Thus implications of takes must be considered at far lower received levels
of noise, which will occur over much larger areas, and hence affect much greater
numbers of individuals than when 160 dB or higher is set as the threshold for concern.
There are three main ways that minor behavioral changes, when experienced by
numerous individuals for extended periods of time, can affect population growth. These
include increased energy expenditure, reduced food acquisition, and stress (Trites and
Bain, 2000).
Whales typically are active part of the time and rest part of the time. Traveling around a
noise source replaces resting with active time. Marine mammals typically have a
metabolic scope of about 6. That is, energy consumption at rest is about 6 times lower
than fast travel. In killer whales, travel at moderate speeds requires expenditure of about
twice the energy as resting (Kriete 1995).
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When whales are displaced from optimal habitat, rates of energy acquisition are reduced.
As noted above, whales typically forage where prey density is at least four times higher
than average prey density. Thus displacement from optimal foraging habitat may result
in a four-fold reduction in food intake.
The actual situation may be worse, as foraging may be abandoned altogether when
conditions are poor. For example, killer whales are 40% less likely to forage at all when
vessels are nearby (Lusseau et al. 2009), perhaps because vessel noise masks echoes from
prey, making the probability of foraging successfully negligible (Bain and Dahlheim
1994). This likely reduction in food intake is significant to food limited populations (e.g.,
killer whales: Ford et al. 2005, Olesiuk et al. 2005, Fisheries and Oceans Canada 2008).

before and after it is received, meaning an almost continuous received noise can mask
signals continuously.
Another characteristic of pulsed sources is known as the “time-bandwidth” product. That
is, any sound with a finite duration (that is, any real-world sound) contains additional
frequencies to the nominal frequency. That is, pulsed sources that nominally have a
frequency that is too low or too high to hear, may, in fact, be audible, as the source may
contain other frequencies that are detectable. Similarly, directional sources and arrays
produce significant energy in directions other than their primary direction.

Number of Takes
These energetic consequences are most significant to a population approaching carrying
capacity, as bowheads are (Angliss and Outlaw 2008). The increased competition with
conspecifics that consume more energy than they would if undisturbed, and reduced
effective carrying capacity due to inaccessibility of prey protected by anthropogenic
noise could be used in conjunction with population dynamics models to calculate the net
change in population growth rate resulting from reduced fecundity and increased
mortality (Bain 2002a).
In addition to energetic consequences, stress can increase mortality rates through
impairing the immune system and reduce calf production through abortion of fetuses or
prevention of conception (Rolland et al. 2006).

Sound Sources
Sound sources are typically divided into continuous and pulsed categories. This
recognizes the different mechanisms for injury. Direct injury is typically related to the
cumulative exposure. This depends on the total duration of the sounds. Intermittent
sounds produce effects while signals are received, but not in the “silence” between
pulses.
However, behavioral effects are related to received level rather than cumulative sound
energy. That is, behavioral effects last beyond noise exposure. As long as the next pulse
is received before behavior returns to normal, the behavioral effects are likely to be
independent of the repetition rate and duty cycle, and depend primarily on the duration of
the survey.
The exception to this is when masking causes behavior changes. In this case,
reverberation becomes important. Intermittent pulses can result in continuously received
noise when sound arrives via multiple paths. That is, sound that bounces between the
bottom and the surface will take longer to reach an animal than sound traveling via a
direct path. If the range of travel times is longer than the interval between pulses, the
sound will effectively be continuous. In fact, noise can mask signals for a brief period

6

Underestimate of Bowhead Takes
In addition to overestimating the noise threshold for takes, NMFS has underestimated the
number of bowheads likely to be taken for two reasons. First, during migration, the
number of whales likely to be exposed to noise is higher than during the feeding season.
Second, NMFS has used models to estimate density in the Chukchi from data in the
Beaufort that underestimate the numbers observed empirically.

Takes during migration versus feeding
When estimating number of takes, it is important to know whether individuals have little
net movement, as would be the case for individuals in a feeding area, or are passing
through as would be the case for migrating individuals.
In the case where there is little natural movement, the number of individuals in the
ensonifed area is an index of the number of takes. Exposed individuals can accumulate
noise exposure or move out of the area. Assuming optimal foraging, displaced
individuals will move to poorer feeding areas or compete with individuals for food in
comparable habitat. When competition outside the ensonified area occurs, the fitness of
all individuals involved will be reduced, although only those exposed to noise are
typically counted as taken.
However, when individuals are migrating through an area, new individuals are exposed to
noise as they approach the noise source. Rather than estimating takes based on density in
the ensonified area, it is more appropriate to draw a line across the ensonified area and
estimate the number of individuals that would be expected to cross that line during the
survey.
For example, Funk et al. (2006) estimated bowhead density at 3 / 100 km2 in offshore
waters in mid-season. The 120 dB contour is at about 23 km, giving a diameter of the
ensonified area (1661 km2) of about 46 km. Initially, 50 whales would be in the
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ensonified area, and this would be an estimate of takes if whales and sound source were
relatively stationary.
A 46 km by 4.5 km box (the diameter of the ensonified area by the one hour travel time at
a typical migration speed for bowheads reported by Koski et al. [2002]) on average
would contain 6 whales in area of about 200 km2. At a migration speed of 4.5 km/h, it
would take an hour for these 6 whales to pass the sound source. In the same time, on
average, another 6 whales would enter the area. How many whales would approach the
sound source depends on how long the survey operated during the migration. For
example, in 24 hours, approximately 144 whales would enter the ensonified area or be
deflected to avoid it. In 21 days, over 3,000 individuals (21 days times 144 / day) would
be exposed. As can be seen, the number of migrating whales exposed is far higher than
would be the case if the sound source and whales were relatively stationary. These
calculations are not intended to be exact. The longer the overlap between the survey and
the migration, the more whales will be taken. The timing of the survey and migration
will be important as the average density of bowheads is ten times higher in mid-season
than early season (Funk et al. 2006). Location and speed of migration vary from year to
year and also will be important. For example, numbers approaching the ensonified area
would be highest at the peak of the migration, along the core of the migration route, and
when migration speed is high. The numbers used here are well within the range of
possibilities and serve to illustrate that far more whales might be exposed during
migration than during a feeding season. As noted in the application, whales are expected
to be migrating during much of the survey period.
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tagged two bowheads. The tag worked well on one and provided a detailed track (see
Figure 1). The other bowhead was tagged near the first in Alaska, and gave some
locations near the first in Russia. However, the tag did not work well on the second, so
there is no record of the path actually taken from the Chukchi to Russia. As can be seen
in Figure 1, the first whale passed directly through the survey area. In addition, Moore et
al. (2000) plotted bowhead sightings in autumn. These are also shown in Figure 1. At
the longitudes of the survey area, the bulk of the sightings are the same distance offshore
as the survey area, not north of it. Finally, Funk et al. (2006) found many bowheads
nearshore, not north of the survey area as anticipated by NMFS.
Since the assumptions upon which NMFS based its model are faulty, one would expect
available data to contradict the model, and this is, in fact, the case. The model estimated
offshore abundance in September to be between 0.0011 and 0.0021 / km2 depending on
ice cover. However, Funk et al. (2006), using more recent data from the Chukchi than
the data in Richardson and Thomson (2002) from the Beaufort used by NMFS, found
mid-season offshore densities to be 0.03156 / km2. That is, NMFS’ model
underestimates density by a factor of almost 30 for the latter part of the survey season.

Failure of density models
NMFS modeled takes in the Chukchi in September based on sightings in the Beaufort.
However, the model is demonstrably inaccurate based on existing data from the Chukchi.
Further, NMFS misinterpreted the data that form the basis of their extrapolation.
NMFS cites three reasons for believing densities would be 20 times lower in the survey
area than in the Beaufort in September. First, NMFS claims the migration corridor is
narrower in the Beaufort. While this may be true to some degree, this is irrelevant. The
reported density for the Beaufort depends on how well the survey design identifies the
corridor boundary. Regardless of whether the average density is correctly identified, the
density will vary across the corridor. That is, when the corridor widens, the average
density will decline, but concentrations may still occur, as appears to be the case for the
survey area (see plot in Moore et al. 2000).
Second, NMFS maintains that bowheads are more likely to migrate non-stop through the
Chukchi, in contrast to the Beaufort where they sometimes linger. As discussed in detail
above, this will increase rather than decrease the number of whales taken.

Figure 1. Bowhead use of the survey area. Lease blocks in the survey
area are shown as pink squares (Ireland et al. 2009). The yellow line with
pink triangles shows the migration route of a satellite tagged bowhead
(Quakenbush 2007). Dark circles are autumn bowhead sightings from
Moore et al. (2000).

Third, NMFS states that most of the whales will migrate north of the survey area. To the
contrary, the survey area is in the center of the migration route. Quakenbush (2007)
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NMFS used a second model for estimating August densities. Although no bowheads
were sighted in formal surveys in the Chukchi summarized in Moore et al. (2000), NMFS
calculated density as though one whale was seen. The model performs a little better than
the September model. It predicts densities will range from 0.0004 to 0.0008 / km2.
Observed early season densities were 0.00309 (Funk et al. 2006), or about 7.5 times
higher than predicted by NMFS.

responses to even lower levels. That is, porpoises are likely to exhibit short-term (weeks)
exclusion to the 70 dB contour, and long-term exclusion to the 90 dB contour (throughout
the survey period).

The reason this model fails is that it assumes only one bowhead was missed. Even if
NMFS concluded estimating abundance from missed sightings rather than existing
sighting data were the best approach, the assumption of one missed sighting is the wrong
methodology. Rather, NMFS should identify the lowest density which would result in a
small probability that all whales would be missed (scientists typically use 0.05, 0.01, or
0.001 as the definition of a “small probability”).
Richardson and Thomson (2002) noted whales might be missed because they are
underwater, the whales are at the surface near the track line but are not noticed, and they
are at the surface but are hard to see because they are not close enough to be easily seen.
Further, sighting conditions such as sea state, glare, fog, etc. can increase the chance that
whales will be missed. While these factors can be incorporated in corrections when
calculating abundance, adverse sighting conditions reduce the chance that any individuals
will be sighted during a survey.
In summary, the models used for estimating bowhead density are based on faulty
assumptions and underestimate bowhead density by an order of magnitude.

Underestimate of Effects on Harbor Porpoises
Two main factors have contributed to the underestimate of the effects of the proposed
survey on harbor porpoises. First, harbor porpoises are far more easily disturbed by noise
than the default marine mammal. Second, it is likely that the affected harbor porpoise
stock is far smaller than currently recognized. In addition, it is possible that levels of
takes from other sources are higher than currently recognized, and that density estimates
are too low.
As noted above, Olesiuk et al. (2002) found noise from acoustic harassment devices with
a source level of 195 dB excluded 95% of harbour porpoises within a radius of 3 km
(individuals may have been kept farther away, but porpoises are difficult to see at all
beyond that range), where received levels probably dropped below 135 dB.

Ireland et al. (2009) reported received levels from 2 x 10 in3 and 4 x 10 in3 arrays (p. 373). They provided equations that fit the data, which allows calculation of received level
contours. Takes were calculated based on the location of the 160 dB contour, which
occurs at about 750-1250 m depending on array size and propagation conditions.
However, biologically significant behavioral changes can occur at far lower levels. The
90 dB contour will be at 55-60 km, covering an area roughly 2500 times larger than that
used for calculating takes. The 70 dB contour would be at 80-90 km, an area roughly
5,000-10,000 times the area used to calculate takes.
While it is possible that distance as well as received level should be considered when
predicting whether porpoises will avoid a noise source, I've observed harbor porpoises
moving away from a large array at a distance of over 60 km (Bain and Williams 2006), so
even though the small arrays are quieter, it is realistic that porpoises would be displaced
at tens of kilometers, disrupting feeding behavior.
This sensitivity to noise is compounded by the over-inclusive division of the harbor
porpoise population. Angliss and Allen (2009) noted, “In areas outside of Alaska, studies
have shown that stock structure is more fine-scale than is reflected in the Alaska Stock
Assessment Reports. At this time, no data are available to reflect stock structure for
harbor porpoise in Alaska. However, based on comparisons with other regions, smaller
stocks are likely. Should new information on harbor porpoise stocks become available,
the harbor porpoise Stock Assessment Reports will be updated.” That is, the stock to be
affected by the survey is likely to be far smaller than currently recognized. The
implication is that the population is far less able to tolerate takes than expected based on
the current stock definition.
Another point of concern is that NMFS is reviewing new data on other sources of takes,
but will not complete the analysis until next year (Allen and Angliss in prep.). These data
are needed to assess the cumulative effects of the proposed survey and other factors that
impact the population.
Finally, the density estimates for harbor porpoises may be low. The values used in the
application appear to be based on observer sightings. While efforts were made to
equalize data quality (Funk et al. 2006), it is unlikely the data are as reliable as data from
dedicated surveys, and small species like harbor porpoises are easily missed.

Behavioral changes, including exclusion from an area, can occur at received levels from
90-110 dB re 1 µPa or lower. Porpoises avoid pingers with source levels of about 130 dB
at distances of from 100-1000 m (received levels around 70-90 dB), depending on
experience with the noise source and environmental context (Bain 2002a, Barlow and
Cameron 1999, Cameron 1999, Cox et al. 2001, Gearin et al. 1996 and 2000, Kraus et al.
1997, Laake et al. 1997, 1998, 1999). Kastelein et al. (1997, 2001) found behavioural
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Impact on Gray Whales
The Chukchi Sea is an important feeding habitat for gray whales. As can be seen in
Figure 2, the distance offshore and water depth of the survey area is prime gray whale
habitat (Rugh et al. 1999, Moore et al. 2000).
Gray whale movement is known to be affected by noise levels of 120 dB (Richardson et
al. 1995), which is far lower than the 160 dB used in calculating takes. The 120 dB
contour would occur about 23 km from the survey vessel.
The significance of the survey to the gray whale population depends in part on its true
conservation status. Following decades of recovery from commercial whaling, gray
whales were removed from the endangered species list in 1994, and their population
continued to increase through 1997. However, the population then proceeded to decline
by about one-third in less than 10 years. The most recent population count is below the
number when the species was delisted (Ireland et al. 2009).
This raises the question of whether gray whales should be re-listed as threatened under
the Endangered Species Act, since their population has a negative trend and is at a level
that was considered threatened even when it was increasing.
One implication of re-listing would be a change in the Recovery Factor for calculating
Potential Biological Removal. Using the value for an ESA listed species would reduce
PBR to 42. Subsistence harvest in Russia alone exceeds this number. Thus additional
threats, such as habitat loss due to disturbance from seismic surveys, would result in
further jeopardy to the survival of the species. Feeding habitat loss due to climate change
has been identified as a threat to this species (Angliss and Allen 2009), so habitat loss due
to disturbance would be a threat as well. Thus it is clear that a careful evaluation of the
status of this species is needed before activities that disturb gray whales are allowed.

Figure 2. Autumn Gray Whale Distribution. Gray whale sightings (dark
circles) are from Moore et al. (2000) and the survey area (pink squares) is
from the Shell application (Ireland et al. 2009. Note the concentration of
gray whales adjacent to the survey area.

Belugas
As with bowheads, it appears belugas will be present in the survey area in small numbers
at the start of the proposed survey, but their numbers will increase later in the season as
they migrate through the survey area. Studies have also demonstrated the sensitivity of
belugas to levels of noise below 160 dB, as discussed above.
As with bowheads, increased takes due to migration should have been taken into account.
The number of takes would also depend strongly on the timing of the migration (Moore
et al. 2000, Angliss and Allen 2009) relative to the actual timing of the survey.

Summary
NMFS has acknowledged it lacks the data necessary to determine the significance of the
effects of the proposed survey on harbor porpoises. It knows neither stock boundary nor
stock size nor population trends. A careful review of the status of gray whales is also
needed to assess the significance on them. NMFS also lacks the high quality data needed
to accurately estimate effects on bowheads.
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In addition, NMFS has misinterpreted the available data, resulting in serious
underestimates of takes. Systematic errors include: underestimating bowhead density
with poor models, while ignoring existing data; underestimating the number of bowheads
exposed by failing to consider migration; failing to consider consequences of behavioral
changes caused by noise levels below 160 dB; failing to carefully consider the overlap in
distribution of the species with the survey area.
Further, bowheads and belugas increase their use of the survey area in September and
October. NMFS failed to consider the increases in takes if there are delays in the work
resulting in its completion at the end of the period covered by the application (end of
October) rather than at the time given for the best case scenario (late September).

Mitigation
A fundamental assumption in noise mitigation in general is that animals will move away
from the noise source (horizontal avoidance). However, this is not a good assumption.
Some species may exhibit vertical avoidance rather than horizontal avoidance (see
Williams 1999). Other species may try to find shelter (e.g., rockfish Skalski et al. 1992,
Pearson et al. 1992, and killer whales, personal observation). Local minima in the sound
field may be found near shore, near the surface, and near the bottom. However,
remaining in a sheltered location only provides temporary protection. An additional
problem is that many species are sedentary, territorial, or have strong tendencies toward
site fidelity (e.g., Eisenhardt et al. 2002, Pearson et al. 1992, Skalski et al. 1992). These
species are unlikely to move away from a noise source. A related problem is that many
predators are used to experiencing pain during feeding, and hence tolerate pain rather
than abandon their prey (e.g., many marine mammals involved in fishery-interactions
(Reeves et al. 1996, Norberg and Bain 1994, Yano and Dahlheim 1995, Whitehead
2003).
MMOs can be helpful. However their ability to give full attention is limited. A common
work schedule where consistent effort is required is 40 minutes on, 40 minutes off
(recording rather than observing), 40 minutes on, two hours off (resting), three times a
day (e.g., Forney and Barlow 1998, Dahlheim and Towell 1994, Barlow and Forney
2007). Thus to have two observers on duty full time, an observation team of six would
be required to cover a twelve hour day. Twelve observers would be required to cover a 24
hour period. Further, observers working shifts longer than 40 minutes cannot be
expected to have the same sighting efficiency as those working in dedicated surveys,
making it questionable to use sighting efficiencies from dedicated surveys to predict
effectiveness of MMOs, and to use dedicated survey parameters to extrapolate density
estimates from MMO data.
Even with well-rested, dedicated observers, on a ship that is frequently outfitted
for marine mammal surveys, a high proportion of marine mammals will be missed.
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Factors affecting sightability include the duration of dives, duration of surface intervals,
group size and synchrony, and propensity for conspicuous behavior. Forney and Barlow
(1998) estimated that from 10 to 44% of cetacean groups directly on the track line were
missed in ship-based surveys. The probability of detecting groups 1 km off to the side
was about 1/4 that of groups directly on the track line (~20-30%). Similarly, Richardson
and Thomson (2002) estimated that in aerial surveys 40% of bowheads at the surface near
the trackline will be missed, even in good conditions. Since NMFS’ proposed mitigation
does not require the two observers employed in the Forney and Barlow (1998) study,
detection rates could be as low as half those reported while the observer is still fresh. As
the observer fatigues, detection rates would become even lower. That is, the potential to
mitigate impact through the use of observers is far from realized with the proposed
implementation.
For pinnipeds, sighting efficiency is likely to be even lower. Richardson et al. (1999)
compared sighting rates with one versus two observers. If each observer sighted 10% of
the seals present at the surface, then 9% of seals would only be sighted by the first
observer, 9% would only be sighted by the second, and 1% would be sighted by both.
That is, if the sighting rate were .2/hr for one observer, the predicted sighting rate for two
observers would be .38/hr. This agrees well with the data, suggesting that when
monitoring is carried out by one observer, 90% of seals will be missed, and with two
observers, 81% of seals would be missed (not counting seals that remained submerged
when the vessel was within sighting range). That is, relying on observers to see seals and
shut down the airguns is likely to fail the vast majority of the time.
Another approach to estimating sighting efficiency is to assume density is constant and
comparing sighting rates. With the annuli increasing in radius by 50 m, the area in
successive annuli used by Richardson et al. (1999) will increase and hence the expected
number of sightings would increase. That is, the ring from 350-400 should have 15 times
as many sightings as the number of sightings within 50 m. The actual number of
sightings was only about 1% of this number. Even the 51-100 ring, which should have
three times as many sightings, had fewer sightings than the number within 50 m,
suggesting sighting efficiency was already down by at least a factor of 3.
Even with limited sighting efficiency, industry surveys reveal that seals were sighted
within the safety zone. This indicates that seals cannot be counted on to move out of the
way. It appears some seals move to the surface to minimize their received level, but
being at the surface makes them unable to swim rapidly away. As a result, the airgun
arrays can approach them closely.
Many species are capable of diving for more than 30 minutes. Richardson and Thomson
(2002) estimated that 85% of bowheads would be missed in aerial surveys because they
are underwater. Even if animals are at the surface, they are likely to be missed (Forney
and Barlow 1998, Wade et al. 2003, Cox et al. 2006). Groups more than 1 km away are
unlikely to be seen, but survey vessels typically travel farther than this during the course
of a long dive.
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Visibility can further reduce sighting efficiency. Rain, snow, fog, and glare all impair
sighting efficiency. Wind (and resulting waves) also impairs the ability to sight animals,
particularly small ones (Forney and Barlow 1998). Sightings with the unaided eye
become nearly impossible at night (personal observation).

effects and to better relate noise exposure to effects. Important information to gather
include: individual identifications of individuals actually exposed to noise; measurement
of actual received levels both near the noise sources and distant from them; and
measurement of fecal stress hormones.

As acknowledged by NMFS, the effectiveness of infra-red or night vision gear in
compensating for reduced visibility is limited. A number of technologies are in fact
available, including light enhancement, illumination, and thermal infrared. Light
enhancement is ineffective in offshore areas, because even with enhancement dark
animals do not reflect enough light to be seen (personal observation). Some devices
attempt to overcome this through the use of infrared lasers to illuminate the scene.
However, high humidity in the marine environment results in backscatter that obscures
the view (personal observation). Thermal infrared can result in successful visual detection
of marine mammals at night (Perryman et al. 1999, Bain personal observation). However,
images need to be sufficiently magnified to distinguish the animal from noise and marine
debris, and there also needs to be sufficient resolution to allow animals to be recognized.
Existing sensors offer limited numbers of pixels (typically 0.25 - 1% the number offered
by digital cameras designed to replace film), and the necessary magnification limits the
field of view. As a result, the probability of pointing the device in the right direction
while animals are at the surface is small (personal observation). The probability of seeing
animals at night is far lower than during the day, even with the best of night vision gear.
Nevertheless, thermal infrared imaging is better than not observing at all, and is likely to
be more effective with large marine mammals like bowheads than small marine mammals
like porpoises.

Identification of individuals exposed to noise will allow comparison of population
dynamics of exposed and non-exposed individuals. It would also allow identification of
individuals repeatedly exposed to noise, both under this IHA and other IHA’s in the
region.

Passive acoustic monitoring is another technique that could be applied, although it is
another technique that is likely to have limited effectiveness. Even with vocally active
species like sperm (Forney and Barlow 1998) and killer whales (personal observation),
all individuals in groups can be silent for hours at a time. Other species are even less
likely to vocalize. Further, once noisy operations begin, species may respond by
becoming silent (e.g., none were heard even though many acoustic measurements were
made in close proximity to marine mammals during the SHIPS seismic survey, Brocher
et al. 1999, Calambokidis et al. 1998, personal observation). Nonetheless, species like
blue, right and bowhead whales are frequently acoustically detected in areas where they
are not sighted by vessel or shore-based observers (ŠiroviU 2006, Wade et al. 2006), so it
would be worth using this approach.
Even if marine mammals are sighted, it is not clear that effective mitigation can result
from that, as it will take time to communicate the need to shut down and carry out the
steps needed to terminate sound generation.

Limiting observations to individuals near the noise source biases results, as data can be
collected from exceptionally noise tolerant individuals, but not from individuals that
avoid the source at a distance (Bain and Williams 2006). Estimating takes based only on
noise tolerant individuals may seriously underestimate the number of individuals taken.
Noise exposure is known to cause stress reactions in captive cetaceans (Romano et al.
2004). Fecal sampling to monitor stress and reproduction has proven a valuable tool for
conservation of North Atlantic right whales (Reeves et al. 2001). Adrenal hormone
metabolites can be used to measure psychological stress. Other metabolites can be used
to measure nutritional stress. Reproductive hormones can be used to determine
reproductive status (Rolland et al. 2006). Combined with re-sightings of these
individuals in the subsequent year, this information can be used to assess whether stress
from noise exposure can lead to reproductive failure.
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Expert Panel Review of Monitoring Protocols in Applications for Incidental
Harassment Authorizations Related to Oil and Gas Exploration in the
Chukchi and Beaufort Seas, 2011: Statoil and ION Geophysical
Anchorage, Alaska
9 March 2011
1. BACKGROUND
Sections 101(a)(5)(A) and (D) of the Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) allow for the incidental,
but not intentional, taking of small numbers of marine mammals by U.S. citizens who engage in a
specified activity (other than commercial fishing) within a specified geographic region. For activities that
occur in Arctic waters and have the potential to affect the availability of a species or stock of marine
mammal for subsistence uses, the monitoring plan for the proposed activity must be independently peerreviewed. To aid the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) in its review of the monitoring plans for
the upcoming season, NMFS holds an annual Open Water Meeting in Anchorage, Alaska, each spring.
The meetings are open to the public and provide an opportunity for applicants to share the results of
monitoring programs from the previous year and present the monitoring plans for activities proposed for
the upcoming open water season. The meeting also allows for input and comments from Alaska Natives,
industry representatives and industry-funded scientists, government representatives, environmental
organizations, and interested members of the public on the results of the previous year's monitoring
programs and the proposed monitoring plans for the upcoming season.
In 2011, NMFS, working with the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement
(BOEMRE), sponsored the Open Water Meeting on 7-8 March. At the time of the meeting, NMFS had
received two applications for Incidental Harassment Authorizations (IHAs), one from Statoil and the
other from ION Geophysical, to take marine mammals by harassment incidental to industry operations.
For each of these applications, NMFS must make a determination as to whether the proposed activities
will have (1) more than a negligible impact on the pertinent protected species or stock, or (2) an
unmitigable adverse impact on the availability of such species or stock for subsistence hunting. NMFS
also must prescribe (1) regulations establishing permissible means of taking and other means of effecting
the least practicable adverse impact, and (2) monitoring and reporting requirements.
The methods most often described in monitoring plans have two specific goals. The first is to detect
when mitigation thresholds have been met and appropriate responses must be instigated (e.g., monitoring
that may lead to a shutdown of an activity if a marine mammal enters a relatively small “safety” zone
intended to minimize the probability of injury). The second objective is to provide sufficient information
about distribution and movement of animals to support a sufficiently robust post-hoc analysis of the
number of animals that may have been taken incidental to, and the potential effects of, industry activities.
Thus, the former type of monitoring is used to provide a degree of protection for animals from harm
during operations, whereas the latter is used to estimate post-hoc just what the impact was based on
number and types of takes.
According to NMFS policy guidelines, the marine mammal monitoring prescribed in the terms of either
an IHA or Letter of Authorization (LOA) and generally required of action-proponents (e.g., oil and gas
industry, military) whose operations may impact marine mammals and other protected species should be
designed to accomplish or contribute to one or more of the following:
a) An increase in our understanding of the likely occurrence of marine mammal species in the
vicinity of the action, i.e., presence, abundance, distribution, and/or density of species.
b) An increase in our understanding of the nature, scope, or context of the likely exposure of
marine mammal species to any of the potential stressor(s) associated with the action (e.g.,

sound), through better understanding of one or more of the following: 1) the action itself and
its environment (e.g., sound source characterization, propagation, and ambient noise levels);
2) the affected species (e.g., life history or dive patterns); 3) the likely co-occurrence of
marine mammal species with the action (in whole or part) associated with specific adverse
effects, and/or; 4) the likely biological or behavioral context of exposure to the stressor for
the marine mammal (e.g., age class of exposed animals or known pupping, calving or feeding
areas).
c) An increase in our understanding of how individual marine mammals respond (behaviorally
or physiologically) to the specific stressors associated with the action (in specific contexts,
where possible, e.g., at what distance or received level).
d) An increase in our understanding of how anticipated individual responses, to individual
stressors or anticipated combinations of stressors, may impact either: 1) the long-term fitness
and survival of an individual; or 2) the population, species, or stock (e.g., through effects on
annual rates of recruitment or survival).
e) An increase in our understanding of the effectiveness of mitigation and monitoring measures.
f) A better understanding and record of the manner in which the authorized entity complies with
the incidental take authorization.
2. PEER-REVIEW PANEL OBJECTIVES
To satisfy the peer-review requirements of section 216.108(d) of the regulations pertaining to issuance of
IHAs in areas of the Alaskan Arctic, NMFS convened an expert peer-review panel (hereafter the “panel”)
of five scientists and one experienced Inupiat hunter, with diverse backgrounds and familiarity with
marine mammal natural history and biology, research, and conservation in the Arctic regions of Alaska.
A facilitator with extensive background in Arctic marine mammal science, conservation, and management
issues assisted with the discussions among the panelists and between the panel and industry
representatives. This was the second such panel conducted in conjunction with the Arctic Open Water
Meetings to consider the previous and proposed monitoring plans; four members of the panel and the
facilitator from 2010 also participated in 2011. On March 9, 2011, panel members reviewed the two IHA
applications from Statoil and ION Geophysical and discussed specific recommendations (meeting
minutes available upon request). The panel considered how components of monitoring plans applied to
all lines of investigation identified in NMFS’ policy guidelines stated above, although expert panelists
were instructed to focus primarily on deriving a robust estimate of actual takes and enhancing
understanding of the potential effects of industry's activities on marine mammals. Panel members did not
strive for consensus on specific points; differing perspectives are indicated herein by reference to “some”
and “others.”
The specific guidance given to the panel was as follows:
Each IHA applicant’s monitoring program should be designed to accomplish one or more of the
following: document the effects of the activity (including acoustic) on marine mammals;
document or estimate the actual level of take as a result of the activity (in this case, seismic or
marine surveys or icebreaking); increase the knowledge of the affected species; or increase
knowledge of the anticipated impacts on marine mammal populations. OPR [NMFS’ Office of
Protected Resources] is asking you to review the monitoring plans to ensure that the monitoring
activities and methods described in the plans will enable the applicant to meet these stated goals.
Specifically, OPR would like the panel to discuss the following questions with regards to each
monitoring plan:
ʹͲͳͳǦ
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x

Are the applicant’s stated objectives the most useful for understanding impacts on marine
mammals and otherwise accomplishing the goals stated in the paragraph above?

x

Are the applicant’s stated objectives able to be achieved based on the methods described in
the plan?

x

Are there techniques not proposed by the applicant, or modifications to the techniques
proposed by the applicant, that should be considered for inclusion in the applicant’s
monitoring program to better accomplish the goals stated above?

x

mammals and any marine mammal responses to sound; biological and physical oceanographic data;
location and movement of equipment operating in the region; type of equipment used, including
characteristics of sound intensity and frequency, sound propagation in the environment at the time of the
activity, and duty cycles; and timing of the activity) upon request. OPR committed to review the 90-day
reports to ensure that the new requirements (e.g., incorporating uncertainty into post-season estimates of
take) had been addressed.
Building on the successes of the framework established in 2010, the panel recommended that the
following actions be taken to assist NMFS in interpreting future panel recommendations and to ensure
that the companies implement the prescribed recommendations:

What is the best way for an applicant to present their data and results (formatting, metrics,
graphics, etc.) in the required reports that are to be submitted to NMFS?

Recommendations

This report documents the panel’s evaluation of Statoil’s and ION’s proposed monitoring plans for 2011
and provides recommendations for improvements that could be enacted for operations conducted within
two timeframes: a) 2011; or b) in the near future, possibly with intermediate steps before complete
compliance. Specific recommendations are numbered consecutively throughout this report.

(1) Companies should be asked specifically to report what changes they made in their operations
as a result of the previous years’ panel recommendations. These should be highlighted in
their verbal presentations at the Open Water Meeting, discussed directly with the review
panel, and detailed in their 90-day reports (and final reports, if appropriate).

3. RESULTS OF 2010 PEER-REVIEW PANEL RECOMMENDATIONS

(2) NMFS should follow up with the panel shortly after the draft panel report is submitted to
NMFS to make sure NMFS understands the recommendations so that they can better
communicate the recommendations to industry.

The panel requested a report from staff of NMFS’ Office of Protected Resources on the implementation
of the recommendations from the 2010 panel. OPR reported that while the primary purpose of the review
was to provide an assessment of the monitoring plans for NMFS, the 2010 panel report is publically
available on the OPR website. The recommendations from the 2010 panel were discussed within OPR
and the NMFS Alaska Regional Office. Additionally, OPR sent letters requesting that Statoil and Shell
make specific changes to their respective monitoring plans as a result of comments by the panel. The
letters from OPR included requirements for both 1) specific panel recommendations NMFS expected the
companies to implement in the 2010 monitoring plans for their IHAs and 2) improvements to monitoring
plans they should consider implementing in 2011 and beyond. OPR staff held conference calls with
company representatives to make sure they understood the new recommendations and requirements.

(3) NMFS should follow up with industry to ensure that the new IHA requirements resulting
from NMFS’ decisions based on the panel’s recommendations were implemented, both in the
field and in the reports.
4. GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS AND COMMENTS
Some of the 2010 panel recommendations were more overarching and/or long-term than a single
company’s monitoring plan or activities. These recommendations encouraged NMFS and all stakeholders
to take a more comprehensive view of increasing development in the Arctic, in addition to the narrow,
single operation approach that historically has been applied. Panel members encouraged the agency to
incorporate some of these more programmatic recommendations regarding consideration of the concept of
acoustic “habitat” and aggregate/cumulative effects of multiple types of human activities within new
NEPA compliance assessments being developed for Arctic exploration and production activities (see
recommendation 12.ii of this report). Within this process, NMFS should recognize the critical importance
of the acoustic habitat for basic life functions in marine mammals and other marine life and establish
management processes to protect not only individual animals but the overall acoustic habitat.

OPR’s letters to each company added specific requirements to the 2010 IHAs, in part resulting from panel
recommendations, including additional observer training requirements, the use of high-power “big eye”
binoculars, conducting observations from the highest possible position on the boat, and prioritizing
observation of safety radii over acquiring detailed behavior data, among others. OPR additionally
required that companies share raw data from their monitoring plans upon request. OPR also requested
that the companies collect additional information pertaining to the effectiveness of the “ramp-up”
mitigation procedure for airgun operations that is a current industry standard despite a lack of study as to
its actual efficacy.

Over the course of the panel review, the panel frequently touched on general recommendations and
comments that had previously been raised in the 2010 panel review. Section 3.0 from the 2010 meeting is
incorporated here by reference (see Appendix A for a summary of the recommendations from the 2010
panel), with updates as discussed below.

The panel noted and appreciated industry’s efforts to pursue new monitoring technologies during
operations in 2010. Specifically, ION pursued the panel’s recommendation to investigate the use of
thermal imaging technology for night observations but did not implement its use because their 2010
seismic program was postponed. Additionally, Statoil investigated the use of a towed passive acoustic
monitoring array. Results of this feasibility test were presented and discussed at the 2011 Open Water
Meeting. Statoil’s tests enabled evaluations of the pros and cons of this new equipment application and
provided a better understanding of whether and how this technology might substantially improve an
integrated approach to marine mammal monitoring during the open water period.

4.1 ACOUSTIC EFFECTS OF OIL AND GAS EXPLORATION – ASSESSMENT AND MITIGATION
As identified in the 2010 panel report, the potential environmental impacts of noises produced by
exploration and production activities include both small-scale, short-term effects (i.e., acute), and largescale, long-term influences (i.e., chronic). Acute effects from single noise sources (e.g., seismic airgun
array, pile driving) are presently assessed by acoustic monitoring and post-processing these data to
estimate sound exposure levels at nearby animals. Acute cumulative effects on animals as a result of
multiple noise sources from simultaneous activities are not considered, and neither are the potential
chronic influences from multiple noise sources. For large whales and some pinnipeds, such as the

The panel discussed the requisite follow-up to ensure the companies implemented the new requirements
in their monitoring plans that resulted from the 2010 panel recommendations. Members of the panel
expressed some concern about the lack of willingness of some companies to provide certain nonproprietary data (aerial and vessel-based marine mammal survey data; acoustic detections of marine
ʹͲͳͳǦ
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bowhead whale, bearded seal, and walrus, which produce low-frequency sounds (< 1000Hz) for
communication, masking of communication sounds as a result of cumulative noises can result in the loss
of communication opportunities (Clark et al. 2009). There is growing evidence that under chronic noise
conditions the impacts of acoustic masking could have biological consequences. Furthermore, as noted
by the 2010 panel, sufficient evidence exists to conclude that factors of sound exposure other than simply
the received level are key determinants of potential impact, particularly regarding behavioral response
probability. The current panel reiterates these broader recommendations for NMFS to consider and
integrate into decision-making in conservation management on a more programmatic basis. This concern
is especially pertinent because migrating bowhead whales are highly sensitive to low levels of
anthropogenic sounds (IWC 2007, pg. 233). Additionally, and in some cases related to these overarching
conclusions, members of the panel made recommendations resulting from specific observations regarding
acoustic effects.

Recommendations
(4) All significant acoustic sources of operations should be included both from a mitigation and a
monitoring perspective.
(5) Assessments of sound sources should consider the differential hearing abilities of differing
marine mammal species (see Southall et al., 2007) and the physics governing underwater
sound production.
(6) NMFS should provide companies with explicit information about what acoustic aspects of
their activities need to be detailed in their IHA applications and incorporated into take
estimates.
(7) The probability of behavioral impact from specific activities should be assessed based on the
best available science that is most appropriate and similar to the condition of exposure that
will occur. Where significant uncertainty exists, such as when it is difficult to ascertain the
whale’s behavior, a precautionary means (i.e., the behavioral state when whales are most
sensitive to anthropogenic sounds) of predicting response should be applied.

First, all acoustic sources of operations should be included both from a mitigation and a monitoring
perspective. As mentioned above, most of these assessments are focused on acute, high-power sources
such as seismic airgun arrays. While these are clearly important, often lost in these assessments are
sounds that may have lower total instantaneous power output, but may operate more continuously or over
broader areas (e.g., service or supply vessels), or may occur at somewhat higher frequencies but still
within audible range of most species and at relatively high output power (e.g., some sub-bottom profilers
used in shallow hazard surveys). These assessments should consider the differential hearing abilities of
differing marine mammal species (see Southall et al., 2007), and the physics governing underwater sound
production and propagation. Furthermore, under present acoustic impact guidelines, seismic airgun
signals are categorized as impulses, even for ranges at which a significant portion of the original acoustic
impulse energy is converted into broadband reverberation and/or frequency dispersive components with
biologically salient features. Thus, seismic airgun signals should not be treated as truly impulsive when
received at ranges where sound propagation is known to remove the impulsive nature of these signals.
Over very short ranges where potential hearing loss (temporary or permanent) can occur, airgun impulses
retain their impulsive features and should be considered as impulses. As distance from the seismic source
increases, and the area over which behavioral impacts could occur increases, the impulsiveness of the
signal is no longer its dominant acoustic feature and the signal should no longer be considered or
regulated as an impulse.

(8) NMFS should routinely require that the authorized entity report estimates of the spatiotemporal distributions of acoustic levels. Some panel members recommended that this
reporting explicitly include acoustic levels at least as low as the 120 dB level because
evidence exists to suggest that this received level has caused bowhead whales to deflect, or be
entirely excluded from, an area (Brewer et al., 1993; LGL Ltd. and Greeneridge Sciences
Inc., 1987; Davies, 1997; and Hall et al., 1994). Others thought that the 120 dB level should
not be explicitly referenced due to the inherent complexity of the system, as marine mammal
reactions to noise are likely a function of multiple factors.
4.2 AERIAL SURVEYS
Panel members spent minimal time discussing aerial surveys because neither proposed 2011 monitoring
plan incorporated aerial surveys. Aerial surveys remain a useful tool for conducting far-field monitoring
in some conditions, and the points made in the previous report remain relevant. Section 3.2 from the
previous report is incorporated by reference (see Appendix A for a summary of recommendations from
the 2010 panel).

Second, NMFS should provide companies with explicit information about what acoustic aspects of their
activities need to be detailed in their IHAs and incorporated into take estimates. For example, this could
be accomplished by recommending certain combinations of frequencies, propagating signal types and
source levels that should be thoroughly addressed in the IHAs, and some measures of the spatial and
temporal scales over which the activities extend.

4.3 MARINE MAMMAL OBSERVERS
Panel members specifically highlighted a few of the issues regarding marine mammal observers identified
in 2010 (summarized in Appendix A), namely, the importance of having observers that are independent
from industry, and the need for a tool to assess the observers' abilities to identify species. There is also a
need for an independent debrief of observers to identify problems from the previous monitoring efforts
and to recommend improvements for future efforts.

Third, the probability of behavioral impact from specific activities should be assessed based on the best
available science that is most appropriate and similar to the condition of exposure that will occur. The
panel specifically noted large differences in the existing literature about the response probability for
migrating bowhead whales relative to feeding/socializing individuals (see Southall et al., 2007, for a
discussion). Migrating bowhead whales respond to anthropogenic sounds at much greater distances and
at much lower received levels than feeding bowhead whales. Thus the behavioral context appears in this
case to be a key driver of response probability, rather than merely the loudness of the received sound,
which is the common metric by which these impacts have previously been regulated. Consequently, the
behavioral state of animals must be considered in assessing potential impacts on animals at different times
of the year or in different habitats; this might require modification to existing marine mammal observer
protocols so that the ability to detect marine mammals is not compromised by the need to determine the
animals’ behavioral state. Where significant uncertainty exists, such as when it is difficult to ascertain the
whale’s behavior, a precautionary means of predicting response should be applied.
ʹͲͳͳǦ

Significant concerns remain that the observers for the oil and gas industry are not independent of the
industry, because the observers are contracted, trained, deployed, and debriefed by individuals working
directly for the industry, and the observer data is transmitted, quality controlled, analyzed, released, and
archived by the industry. This model was rejected long ago for the commercial fishing industry: at a
minimum, when an observer program is required for a commercial fishery, the federal government trains
and debriefs the observers, and conducts the quality control, analysis, release, and archival of the data.
The panel also identified that no assessment tool exists to determine whether marine mammal observers
(MMOs) are correctly identifying sightings to species. It is not clear whether observers are required to
demonstrate their ability to identify Arctic marine mammals before they begin observing. At the least,
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observers should pass an identification test, using material that is different than what was used during
training, before beginning stints as Arctic MMOs.

In addition to the overarching recommendation for a more holistic and biologically relevant means of
assessing the overall footprint (acoustic and otherwise) of human development in the Arctic, the 2010
panel made a number of specific recommendations about comprehensive ecosystem assessment and
cumulative impacts (Appendix A). These are presented in similar form here, with some modifications
derived in the 2011 panel review process.

The 2010 panel recommended that MMOs should provide more details about observed characteristics of
marine mammals that were not identified to species. For example, if an unknown mysticete was seen, it
should be noted whether it had a dorsal fin. If only a blow was observed, it should be recorded as only a
blow. MMOs may have recorded those details, as required in the 2010 IHAs, but those details are not
included in the 90-day reports. They should be included in the final reports.

Recommendations
(12) NMFS should develop a framework for assessing, and requiring steps to minimize, the
collective impacts of human activities on marine ecosystems, including acoustic habitats.
This can be addressed two ways:

Recommendations
(9) NMFS should investigate funding and implementing an independent observer program to
replace the current system of vessel–based marine mammal observers for the oil and gas
industry.

i.

NMFS should require in IHAs that cumulative impacts assessments be conducted.

ii.

In the pending Arctic EIS for oil and gas exploration, NMFS should address the issues
and incorporate the recommendations identified in the 2010 and 2011 panel reports. The
following ongoing issues are particularly important:

(10) NMFS should require that MMOs pass an Arctic marine mammal identification test, with
material that is different than what was used in training, before serving on an industry vessel.
(11) NMFS should require that MMOs record additional details about unidentified marine
mammal sightings, such as “blow only”, mysticete with (or without) a dorsal fin, “seal
splash”, etc. That information should also be included in 90-day and final reports.

a. Evaluating monitoring techniques and the limitations thereof;

4.4 VISUAL NEAR-FIELD MONITORING
Section 3.4 from the previous report is incorporated by reference (see Appendix A for a summary of the
recommendations from the 2010 panel).

Requiring improvements in both near-field and far-field monitoring techniques;

c.

Improving techniques for estimating the number of takes when companies or
organizations request an IHA or LOA, and improving methods for estimating the
number of marine mammals actually taken (or exposed) during operations;

d. Assessing cumulative impacts and proposing thresholds for limiting the total amount
of human activity in the Alaskan Arctic to protect marine mammals, their habitat, and
the availability of marine mammals to subsistence hunters.

4.5 VISUAL FAR-FIELD MONITORING

(13) Data analysis and integration:

Section 3.5 from the previous report is incorporated by reference (see Appendix A for a summary of the
recommendations from the 2010 panel).

i.

4.6 BASELINE BIOLOGICAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL INFORMATION
Section 3.6 from the previous report is incorporated by reference (see Appendix A for a summary of the
recommendations from the 2010 panel).

To better assess impacts to marine mammals, data analysis should be separated into
periods when a seismic airgun array (or a single mitigation airgun) is operating and when
it is not. Final and comprehensive reports to NMFS should summarize and plot:
a. Data for periods when a seismic array is active and when it is not;
b. The respective predicted received sound conditions over fairly large areas (tens of
km) around operations.

4.7 COMPREHENSIVE ECOSYSTEM ASSESSMENTS AND CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
The 2010 panel report included a section regarding the need for a more robust and comprehensive means
of assessing the collective or cumulative impact of many of the varied human activities that contribute
noise into the Arctic environment (see Section 4.1 above). The essence of those observations was that for
many species, sounds generated by human activities overlap those used by the marine mammals, and the
potential impacts from these human activities should be determined not by each activity in isolation, but
rather by the cumulative effects from the suite of human activities in relation to the biological and
environmental events. The 2010 panel suggested, and the 2011 panel reiterates that, in addition to the
mitigation and monitoring of single activities, as occurs with IHA or LOA applications, NMFS should
develop an overarching means of assessing and requiring steps to minimize the collective impacts of
development activities on marine ecosystems, including marine acoustic habitats. This will require a
fundamentally different mode of assessment than has previously been applied under federal law; the panel
encourages NMFS to strongly consider how this may be accomplished within the ongoing programmatic
EIS for Arctic oil and gas exploration and production. Cumulative impacts could and should be assessed
in IHAs using risk assessment methodology.
ʹͲͳͳǦ
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ii.

To allow visualization and interpretation of the complex field of anthropogenic activities
and distributions and movements of marine mammals, the final and comprehensive
reports required by the IHA should provide all spatial data on figures that depict the
locations of the principal sound sources. This could be represented by a diagram in
which all MMO sightings (vessel-based and aerial) and acoustic detections are plotted
relative to their distance and bearing from a specific sound source. Alternatively, it could
be depicted in a map of the region, showing the operation area, tracklines of vessels and
aircraft (if applicable), MMO sightings (vessel-based and aerial), and acoustic detections.
To facilitate understanding of both the spatial and temporal aspects of the activity and
marine mammal responses, these figures would ideally be animated, showing industry
activities and sightings or acoustic detections changing through time. Whenever ancillary
biological data (e.g., tagging, acoustic, broad-scale aerial survey) are available that are
coincident in space and time with the activity, they should be included in these figures.

iii.

Advances in integrating data from multiple platforms through the use of standardized
data formats are needed to increase the statistical power to assess potential effects.

ʹͲͳͳǦ
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Therefore, industry should examine this issue and jointly propose one or several data
integration methods to NMFS at the Open Water Meeting in 2012.
iv.

To help evaluate the effectiveness of MMOs, reports should include sightability curves
(detection functions) for distance-based analyses.

v.

To better understand the potential effects of oil and gas activities on marine mammals
and to facilitate integration among companies and other researchers, the following
information should be obtained and provided electronically: the location and time of each
aerial or vessel-based sighting or acoustic detection; position of the sighting or acoustic
detection relative to ongoing operations (i.e., distance from sightings to seismic
operation, drilling ship, support ship, etc.), if known; the nature of activities at the time
(e.g., seismic on/off); any identifiable marine mammal behavioral response (sighting data
should be collected in a manner that will not detract from the MMO's ability to detect
marine mammals); and any adjustments made to operating procedures. These data should
be presented in final and comprehensive reports, if practicable.

vi.

vii.

power of the tests. The ability to evaluate the reliability of a hypothesis test is low without an estimate of
the associated power.
Recommendations
(14) Reported results from all hypothesis tests should include estimates of the associated
statistical power.
(15) NMFS should continue to assess and apply the evolving best available science in estimating
the potential effects of acoustic exposure on marine mammals and other protected species.
NMFS and others should expect that this would result in evolving regulatory criteria as our
understanding of the underlying complex issues evolves.
(16) In the meantime, companies should:
i.
Provide in their reports a clear and complete explanation of methods used to estimate
takes. The methods should be transparent and repeatable, and should include all
necessary information on species or stock, time period, spatial extent, and other relevant
parameters (e.g., whether the data were collected during times when a seismic array was
active), including relevant contextual factors such as multiple simultaneous activities.

Prior to the 2012 Open Water Meeting companies should discuss the most practical and
constructive means of making their marine mammal and environmental data (e.g., aerial
and vessel-based marine mammal survey data, acoustic detections of marine mammals
and any responses to sound, biological and physical oceanographic data) and other
information about their activities (location and movement of equipment operating in the
region; type of equipment used, including characteristics of sound intensity and
frequency, sound propagation in the environment at the time of the activity, and duty
cycles; and timing of the activity) available to the public.

ii.

During the 2012 Open Water Meeting, companies should propose an approach, method,
or organization (e.g., AOOS, NSSI, NSB, NMFS, etc.) that could help accomplish this
data-sharing task.

iii.

Include all potential sources of disturbance (e.g., seismic arrays, sub-bottom profilers, all
ships, etc.) in take estimates.

iv.

Use the best available information to compute estimated takes.
a. If multiple sources of reputable information are available, it is generally better to use
the more recent information, even if it is not from a peer-reviewed publication, as
long as standard scientific practices of data quality control and analysis are followed.

4.8 DUPLICATION OF SEISMIC SURVEY EFFORT

b. If multiple sources of concurrent, relevant information result in considerably different
take estimates, both sources should be cited and both take estimates should be
presented.

Section 3.8 from the previous report is incorporated by reference (see Appendix A for a summary of the
recommendations from the 2010 panel).

c. Differences in the species/stock, time period, spatial extent, and other relevant
parameters should be investigated to determine how they might bias the take
estimates for a specific activity.

4.9 IMPROVING TAKE ESTIMATES AND STATISTICAL INFERENCE INTO EFFECTS OF THE ACTIVITY
Estimating the number of individuals of each species that could potentially be taken incidental to an
activity is critically important for NMFS to consider in their determination of whether the activity is
likely to have no more than a negligible impact on those species. In addition, estimating the number of
individuals of each species that actually were taken incidental to a permitted activity is critically
important for NMFS to consider when evaluating whether the monitoring and mitigation measures were
effective. However, panel members continue to have concerns that take estimates are not inferred using
the best available data; neglect to incorporate existing knowledge on the animal movement (i.e., migration
or other movements), which, therefore, tends to negatively bias take estimates; do not incorporate all
potential disturbances associated with an activity; and fail to incorporate reliable estimates of uncertainty.
Estimates of uncertainty in take estimates are particularly important, because the use of point estimates
alone implies a level of certainty that does not exist.

4.10 IMPROVING THE PEER-REVIEW PROCESS
There were various suggestions for improving the peer-review process. When monitoring plans were first
peer-reviewed in the late 1990s, the process involved more of a dialog about how to modify monitoring
plans to meet specific needs identified by researchers or the subsistence community. This approach
allowed the industry to participate directly in recommending novel methods for meeting scientific goals
that, in some cases, proved very successful. Some members of the panel thought it would be helpful to
extend the peer-review panel process to allow more time for an interactive discussion of the objectives,
methodologies, technologies, and practical limitations inherent in monitoring plans with the company
representatives and consultants.

In addition, hypothesis tests conducted on data acquired during operations, which are used to identify
whether an activity affected marine mammals, usually are not presented with relevant information on the

ʹͲͳͳǦ

Estimate and report uncertainty in all take estimates. Uncertainty could be expressed by
the presentation of confidence limits, a minimum-maximum, posterior probability
distribution, etc.; the exact approach would be selected based on the sampling method
and data available.

The panel also asked each company’s representatives if they had recommendations for improving the
meeting. Statoil suggested delaying the panel meeting by one day to provide the companies time to
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prepare additional materials, if necessary, based on comments received during the public meetings. This
is in contrast to some suggestions made at the Open Water Meeting to schedule the panel's meetings with
industry prior to the public meetings. Statoil also suggested that it might be helpful to hold a poster
session, during which each activity could be displayed and people could ask questions.

5. COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS ON SPECIFIC APPLICATIONS
5.1 STATOIL
5.1.1 Are the applicant’s stated objectives the most useful for understanding impacts on marine
mammals and otherwise accomplishing the goals stated in the paragraph above?

Recommendations
(17) The 2011 public Open Water Meeting was 2 days long. This was sufficient time for the
companies to present a brief overview of the previous year’s activities and the upcoming
season’s planned activities, and for the companies and the regulatory agencies to receive
stakeholder input.

See section 5.1.2, below.

(18) During the 2012 Open Water Meeting, additional time should be devoted to presentations
and discussions of the insights into the impacts (or lack thereof) of exploration and
production activities on marine mammals and the spatiotemporal distribution, density, and
movements of marine mammals in the Arctic that have resulted from the cumulative body of
research that industry has conducted in the Beaufort and Chukchi Seas from 2006 to the
present, or since ~2000 for monitoring activities at Northstar production island in the
Beaufort Sea.

The panelists considered whether the objectives of the monitoring program were “useful” (question in
section 5.1.1, above), and simultaneously discussed whether they could be achieved based on the methods
described.

5.1.2 Are the applicant’s stated objectives able to be achieved based on the methods described in
the plan?

In general, the panel thought that the objectives were useful for understanding the impacts on marine
mammals. However, there were no objectives focused on understanding how marine mammals would be
impacted beyond the line of sight of vessel-based marine mammal observers and beyond the distance at
which acoustic recorders can monitor. The panel thought that it is reasonable to add these far-field issues
to the objectives and that the proposed monitoring plan would not meet these objectives. The panel also
noted that several of the other acoustic sources (in addition to the small airgun array) used in the shallow
hazard survey are relatively powerful and operate in the acoustic band of many if not most marine
mammals; members of the panel particularly noted the sub-bottom profiler as a concern. To date, NMFS
has not required the companies to include these types of sources in mitigation or monitoring plans; thus
Statoil did not predict takes nor will they use the effective mitigation zones that incorporate these other
acoustic sources during operations. While they are complying with the regulations in this regard, the
panel notes that the objectives for mitigation and monitoring are incomplete without considering all
elements of an activity with the potential to disturb or harm marine mammals.

(19) The panel meeting should accommodate more time for discussion with the company
representatives.
(20) NMFS and the panel should provide key questions to the companies before meeting with the
panel in future years. This will be particularly helpful if the panel has technical questions
about the monitoring plans that are best answered by specific technical staff who might not
have otherwise been present at the panel meeting.
(21) NMFS should provide explicit guidelines to the companies regarding what details should be
included in the written monitoring plans and presented to the public during the Open Water
Meeting.

Nevertheless, for the stated objectives, the panel generally thought that the specified monitoring plan
would be generally effective.

(22) NMFS should consider implementing a requirement to have IHA applications submitted by
November 1, thereby allowing review of plans prior to March. This would allow both NMFS
and industry more time to review and adjust plans prior to the scheduled start of activities.

Objective: Provide the basis for real-time mitigation, if necessary, as required by the various permits that
Statoil receives. Panel members generally agreed that this objective could be achieved within the 180/190
dB “injury” zone, except during inclement weather or darkness. During those times, MMOs would
unlikely be able to observe the entire safety zones.

(23) NMFS should encourage companies to present an overview of activities planned further than
one year into the future, if known.

Objective: Provide information needed to estimate the number of “takes” of marine mammals by
harassment, which must be reported to NMFS and USFWS. The panel generally agreed that this
objective could be achieved within the 180/190dB zone, with the concern about effective monitoring
during darkness or inclement weather noted above, but that there was no effective way to estimate takes
beyond the area that could be effectively seen from the vessel. Thus, it was not likely that Statoil would
be able to collect data to reliably estimate the number of marine mammals that were actually “taken” by
harassment.

(24)NMFS should compile and present a summary table detailing both the authorized and actual
estimated takes for the previous year, and the proposed takes for the upcoming season.
NMFS should explain how these take estimates relate to “small numbers” of individuals
being affected by the permitted or proposed activities.
(25) NMFS should develop a specific template that the panel would use to assess specific
questions about the efficacy and design of monitoring programs for applications for the
upcoming open water season. The panel should be directed to review and complete these
assessments immediately following the panel meeting and provide those to NMFS so that
relatively quick decisions may be made in this regard. The panel should then provide a
separate review and recommendations on the overarching/broader issues, along the lines of
many of those given here, within six weeks of the Open Water Meeting.

Objective: Provide data on the occurrence, distribution, and activities of marine mammals in the areas
where the survey program is conducted. The panel generally agreed that this objective could be partially
achieved, but only within visual sighting distance of the observers on the vessels, which might not be
representative of the occurrence, distribution and activities of all animals that could potentially be
affected by the activity.
Objective: Provide information to compare the distances, distributions, behavior, and movements of
marine mammals relative to the survey vessel at times with and without airgun activity. The panel
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generally agreed that this objective could be partially achieved, but only within visual sighting distance of
the observers on the vessels. Broad-scale movements of marine mammals should be investigated within
the context of both the Statoil survey vessel and other activities in the area. Because the number of
sightings from the seismic survey boat will be small, other sources of information (including passive
acoustics and aerial surveys) should be pooled to increase the amount of information that can be
incorporated in the analysis.

5.2 ION GEOPHYSICAL
5.2.1 Are the applicant’s stated objectives the most useful for understanding impacts on marine
mammals and otherwise accomplishing the goals stated in the paragraph above?
See section 5.2.2, below.

Objective: Provide a communication channel to coastal communities including Inupiat whalers and other
subsistence users. This objective can be achieved provided there is always an Inupiat communicator on
the vessel. The vessel-based monitoring program may help to minimize impacts on the subsistence
harvest, particularly during crew transfers at villages (e.g., Wainwright) by obtaining updated and
accurate information on the status and location of subsistence hunting activities in the area and taking
necessary actions to minimize disturbance, but the monitoring plan does not address impacts on
subsistence at other times.

5.2.2 Are the applicant’s stated objectives able to be achieved based on the methods described in
the plan?
The panelists considered whether the objectives of the monitoring program were “useful” (question from
section 5.2.1, above) and simultaneously discussed whether they could be achieved based on the methods
described. In general, the panel thought that the objectives were useful for understanding the impacts on
marine mammals. However, one major shortcoming was there were no objectives focused on estimating
actual takes or understanding how marine mammals would be impacted beyond the immediate line of
sight of vessel-based marine mammal observers. The panel recognizes the trade-off that ION is
attempting to make, working during a time when fewer whales are likely to be present, but the
compromise is that there are likely to be so few daylight hours (particularly by the end of the survey) that
none of the monitoring objectives will be achievable.

Objective: Passive acoustic monitoring. Panel members agreed that the passive acoustic monitoring
objectives are appropriate for assessing sound source verification for some of the sound sources on the
seismic vessel. However, concerns remained because not all sound sources would be evaluated and the
effects of the activities’ sounds on animals in the far-field would not be evaluated.
5.1.3 Are there techniques not proposed by the applicant, or modifications to the techniques
proposed by the applicant, that should be considered for inclusion in the applicant’s monitoring
program to better accomplish the goals stated above?
The panel recognized that the current monitoring plan does not propose to address any far-field impacts of
the seismic operation. In order to improve the monitoring plan so it would address far-field monitoring,
the following should be implemented:

5.1.4

x

Use the cluster array to localize whale calls and evaluate the effects of sound on calling
animal distribution.

x

Conduct sound source verification for the sub-bottom profilers.

x

Under specific conditions, conduct aerial surveys to evaluate distributions of whales in the
vicinity of exploration and production activities. The industry has expressed concerns related
to the safety of manned aerial surveys. If manned surveys are not feasible, other methods for
far-field monitoring (e.g., unmanned systems or scout vessels) need to be investigated and,
upon approval by NMFS, implemented.

Objective: Provide the basis for real-time mitigation, if necessary, as required by the various permits that
ION receives. Panel members generally agreed that this objective could not be achieved due to extended
periods of darkness and inclement weather, and presence of sea ice, during the time of year (October to
December) in which the proposed activity would occur. The panel discussed whether previous failures of
thermal imaging technologies to detect marine mammals, especially cetaceans, should preclude ION's
plan to use thermal imaging technologies during the autumn and winter in the Beaufort and Chukchi Seas.
Some panel members commented that the winter environment might be very different, and that thermal
imaging technologies had been helpful during spring ice seal research in the Bering Sea when seals were
on the ice. There was concern expressed about whether thermal imaging systems are able to detect
bowheads. The conclusion was that thermal imaging technologies should still be tested by ION during
their proposed activities.
Objective: Provide information needed to estimate the number of “takes” of marine mammals by
harassment, which must be reported to NMFS and USFWS. Panel members generally agreed that this
objective could not be achieved due to multiple factors (e.g., extended periods of darkness, presence of
sea ice, inclement weather) that are likely to occur during the proposed time period for the activity.

x Consider other new technologies (i.e., underwater vehicles, satellite monitoring, etc.) to
assess far-field monitoring.
What is the best way for an applicant to present their data and results (formatting, metrics,
graphics, etc.) in the required reports that are to be submitted to NMFS?

x

The report should clearly compare authorized takes to the level of actual estimated takes.

x

Sightability curves (detection functions) for MMOs should be provided.

Objective: Provide data on the occurrence, distribution, and activities of marine mammals in the areas
where the survey program is conducted. Panel members generally agreed that this objective could not be
achieved under true "baseline," or undisturbed, conditions; therefore, the resulting data would provide
little information for estimating actual takes or understanding potential effects of the activity on marine
mammals. Even during the 40- to 60-second periods each hour during which ION plans to not fire the
airguns, marine mammals in the vicinity of the operations could potentially be affected by the presence of
the vessels and the previous operation of the airgun array. At best, these data will provide information on
the occurrence, distribution, and activities of marine mammals that were detected by MMOs during the
operations; extrapolation to all animals in the area of operations will be extremely unreliable and
inappropriate.

x

As a starting point for integrating different data sources, Statoil should present their 2010 and
2011 data by plotting acoustic detections from bottom-mounted hydrophone and visual
detections from MMOs on a single map.

Objective: Provide information to compare the distances, distributions, behavior, and movements of
marine mammals relative to the survey vessel at times with and without airgun activity. Panel members
generally agreed that this objective could not be achieved because the 40- to 60-second periods each hour

Review panel members generally re-iterated the recommendations made in last years’panel report, in
addition to those listed in section 4.7 above. Furthermore,
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during which ION plans to not fire the airguns is too short to consider representative of baseline
conditions. However, the panel noted that the acoustic information about the activity that could be gained
over the course of the survey when the airguns were shut off would be valuable for post-analysis of this
activity and for evaluating future activities. The panel recommended the airguns be turned off for two
shots (i.e., 60 seconds) to provide sufficient time to record the background noise associated with the
vessels.

6. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
Panel members wish to acknowledge and thank Mr. George Noongwook of St. Lawrence Island and
Johnny Aiken of Barrow for the information and insights they brought to the panel discussions. Panel
members also wish to thank Dr. Robyn Angliss for facilitating the panel’s discussion and Ms. Sheyna
Wisdom for taking minutes of the meeting.

5.2.3 Are there techniques not proposed by the applicant, or modifications to the techniques
proposed by the applicant, that should be considered for inclusion in the applicant’s monitoring
program to better accomplish the goals stated above?
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ION should deploy overwintering acoustic recorders within their survey area during their eastward transit
across the Alaskan Beaufort to the Canadian Beaufort Sea early in the summer. The recorders would
monitor sounds during the summer, the seismic shoot, and over the winter. ION should contract someone
to return in 2012 to retrieve the instruments and analyze the data. These acoustic data would provide
some true baseline information to compare the occurrence, distribution, and behavior of marine mammals
at times when ION's activities are occurring and when they are absent. To accomplish this, ION should
present a plan for an acoustic monitoring program to an independent expert panel for review. The plan
should consider the best placement of the instruments relative to ION’s proposed activities, the expected
distribution and gradients in marine mammal distribution, and other existing overwintering recorders.
There are relatively few data on the distribution and relative abundance of marine mammals in the
Beaufort Sea during ION’s planned seismic survey. Additional information is needed. Therefore, some
panel members thought that ION should conduct aerial surveys in the proposed survey area in October,
when there is sufficient daylight to effectively conduct a visual survey, and when belugas, seals, polar
bears, and bowheads will likely still be in the area.
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ION should also consider changing the survey design to minimize the likelihood of affecting the autumn
subsistence whaling and hunting activities. If the western transect lines are critically important to survey,
ION should survey them during the open water period, which is prior to the autumn whaling and hunting
season and is when more is known about the occurrence, distribution, density, and behavior of marine
mammals. It is also when available mitigation methods are most likely to be successful.
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If ION does conduct their surveys during the proposed time period, they should establish a
communication plan with the hunters. The proposed time period is after the other companies plan to
complete their activities, and, therefore, the communication centers are not scheduled to continue
operating. ION should wait until the bowhead hunt ends (approximately 20 October) before beginning to
survey in the western region of their survey area.

8. PANEL MEMBERS
The members of the review panel were:
Harry Brower
Christopher W. Clark, PhD
Megan Ferguson, PhD
Jason Gedamke, PhD
Brandon Southall, PhD
Robert Suydam, PhD

5.2.4

What is the best way for an applicant to present their data and results (formatting, metrics,
graphics, etc.) in the required reports that are to be submitted to NMFS?
Panel members generally re-iterated the recommendations made in last years’panel report and listed in
section 4.7 above. In addition,
x

The report should clearly compare authorized takes to the level of actual estimated takes.

x

Sightability curves (detection functions) for MMOs should be provided.
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Appendix A

3.0 Marine Mammal Observers
3.1 Observers should be trained using visual aids (e.g., videos, photos), to help them identify the
species that they are likely to encounter in the conditions under which the animals will likely
be seen.
3.2 Observers should understand the importance of classifying marine mammals as “unknown”
or “unidentified” if they cannot identify the animals to species with confidence. In those
cases, they should note any information that might aid in the identification of the marine
mammal sighted. For example, for an unidentified mysticete whale, the observers should
record whether the animal had a dorsal fin.
3.3 Observers should attempt to maximize the time spent looking at the water and guarding the
safety radii. They should avoid the tendency to spend too much time evaluating animal
behavior or entering data on forms, both of which detract from their primary purpose of
monitoring the safety zone.
3.4 “Big eye” binoculars (e.g., 25 x 150 power) should be used from high perches on large, stable
platforms. They are most useful for monitoring impact zones that extend beyond the effective
line of sight. With two or three observers on watch, the use of big eyes should be paired with
searching by naked eye, the latter allowing visual coverage of nearby areas to detect marine
mammals. When a single observer is on duty, the observer should follow a regular schedule
of shifting between searching by naked-eye, low-power binoculars, and big-eye binoculars
based on the activity, the environmental conditions, and the marine mammals of concern.
3.5 Observers should use the best possible positions for observing (e.g., outside and as high on
the vessel as possible), taking into account weather and other working conditions.
3.6 Sightings should be entered and archived in a way that enables immediate geospatial
depiction to facilitate operational awareness and analysis of risks to marine mammals. Realtime monitoring is especially important in areas of seasonal migration or influx of marine
mammals. Various software packages for real-time data entry, mapping, and analysis are
available for this purpose.
3.7 Observer teams should include Alaska Natives and all observers should be trained together.
Whenever possible, new observers should be paired with experienced observers to avoid
situations where lack of experience impairs the quality of observations.
3.8 Following the model used to monitor commercial fisheries, observers should be managed by
an independent organization that trains and assigns them to observe various operations.
Training and on-site performance should be evaluated regularly. At the end of every
assignment, the organization should debrief the observers, collect their data, conduct basic
analyses with the data, and prepare the data and results for dissemination to interested parties.
3.9 NMFS should provide instructions regarding the estimation of the number of takes during the
course of an activity (e.g., seismic survey). The guidance should be sufficiently specific to
ensure that take estimates are accurate and include realistic estimates of precision and bias.
4.0 Visual Near-field Monitoring
4.1 NMFS should require efficacy testing of night-vision binoculars, forward-looking infrared
devices, and other such instruments to improve near-field monitoring under Arctic conditions.
4.2 NMFS should encourage the industry to consider the use of seismic streamers (passive
acoustic technology) to collect bioacoustic information. At present, this kind of monitoring

Summary of General Recommendations from the 2010 Peer-review Panel Report
1.0 Acoustic effects of oil and gas exploration – assessment and mitigation
1.1 NMFS should begin a transition away from using a single metric of acoustic exposure (i.e.,
sound pressure level) to estimate the potential effects of anthropogenic sound on marine
living resources.
1.2 NMFS should be constantly striving toward a more comprehensive ecosystem-based
approach in predicting the nature and severity of environmental risks from industrial
activities, including oil and gas development.
1.2.1 Recognizing that NMFS may not able to implement such an approach for
mitigation purposes on a real-time basis, for real-time mitigation NMFS may
have to continue relying on simple measures that can be readily applied in the
field.
1.2.2 These simple measures should be based on the more comprehensive ecosystem
assessments and they should be precautionary to compensate for remaining
uncertainty in potential effects.
1.2.3 Furthermore, NMFS should tailor those simple measures to the various activities
to be conducted (e.g., seismic studies versus exploratory drilling), the
environments in which they will be conducted (e.g., deep pelagic versus shallow
coastal), and the relevant biological circumstances (e.g., species present,
migratory versus reproductive seasons).
2.0 Aerial Surveys
2.1 Aerial surveys should not be categorically excluded as a research and monitoring tool in the
Chukchi Sea.
2.2 If aerial surveys are not used, then additional monitoring tools (e.g., passive acoustic systems,
unmanned aircraft systems) must be further developed, field tested, and implemented to
provide the type of information gained from aerial surveys (e.g., species-specific estimates of
the number of individuals taken by a particular activity).
2.3 Monitoring for the purpose of detecting mitigation thresholds (e.g., identifying aggregations
or mothers with calves within safety radii) requires that the aircraft be able to break away
from pre-determined transects to circle sighted animals and confirm such information as
species, number of animals, and group composition.
2.4 Those responsible for monitoring with the intent of detecting the effects of certain activities
(e.g., seismic surveys, exploratory drilling) should adjust their survey design (e.g., stratify
levels of effort) to meet the monitoring goals, with anticipated level of survey effort
determined by pre-survey analyses of statistical power for detecting responses.
2.5 To maximize the value of aerial surveys for mitigation, survey data should be entered into a
computer on board the aircraft in a way that enables immediate geospatial analysis by the
survey team and evaluation by NMFS.
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has not been successfully used for determining the exact locations of animals relative to
safety zones, but further development of passive acoustic technology may facilitate such
uses in the foreseeable future.
4.3 Industry should avoid the use of “sampling” the visual near-field area periodically and then
extrapolating to the full survey period. This approach has severe shortcomings and could
lead to biased results and conclusions regarding the effects of industry activities.
4.4 To help evaluate the utility of ramp-up procedures, NMFS should require observers to record,
analyze, and report their observations during any ramp-up period. NMFS also should support
specific studies using multiple types of monitoring (visual, acoustic, tagging) to evaluate how
marine mammals respond to increasing received sound levels. Such information should
provide useful evidence as to whether ramp-up procedures are an effective form of
mitigation.
5.0 Visual far-field monitoring
5.1 Marine mammal observers should carefully document visibility during observation periods so
that total estimates of take can be corrected accordingly.
5.2 Aerial surveys should be used whenever possible to supplement the monitoring effort in areas
not visible to observers on vessels.
5.3 Alternative methods should be developed to improve monitoring of the visual far-field. In
this regard, the most promising method is passive acoustic monitoring. Active acoustic
monitoring also may be useful under certain circumstances (i.e., when the risk of injury to
animals is high), but is itself a source of additional noise and is therefore a less desirable
means of monitoring.
6.0 Baseline Biological and Environmental Information
6.1 NMFS and the Minerals Management Service [now BOEMRE] should work with the
industry to develop more rigorous, longer-term research methods for collecting baseline
information before activities are initiated.
7.0 Comprehensive Ecosystem Assessments and Cumulative Impacts
The following is a list of “basic tasks” that the “industry, federal agencies, Alaska Native
organizations, conservation ogranizations, and other interested parties could undertake to promote
more comprehensive ecosystem assessments”:
7.1 Emphasize multidisciplinary studies that integrate physical, chemical, and biological
measurements to assess human influences throughout marine ecosystems.
7.2 Incorporate data collected using all reliable methods and from all pertinent sources, including
broad ecosystem studies, more narrowly targeted research, and other activities (e.g.,
commercial, military) that may have ecosystem effects. These data streams should be
integrated spatially and temporally to provide a more comprehensive assessment of the
ecosystem.
7.3 Archive all collected data in standardized databases for sharing among scientific disciplines.
7.4 Maintain and make available detailed logs of all activities in the Beaufort and Chukchi area
(e.g., oil and gas, shipping, fishing, scientific cruises, use of ice breakers).
7.5 Develop and implement policies and means for sharing data and ensuring that the research
community has access to the information needed to conduct more integrated, comprehensive
ecosystem assessments.

7.6 Develop better and more timely methods for integrating and displaying combined datasets
spatially and temporally.
7.7 Include data on location and timing of subsistence hunts.
7.8 Monitor developments in other regions or scientific disciplines that may reveal better ways of
integrating and analyzing multiple datasets or conducting cumulative effects or
comprehensive ecosystem analyses.
7.9 Include pertinent biological information on the status, ecology, and behavior of the
potentially affected species or stocks (e.g., contaminant load, body condition, reproduction,
distribution, and relative abundance).
8.0 Duplication of Seismic Survey Effort
8.1 NMFS should work with the Minerals Management Service [now BOEMRE] and other
relevant stakeholders to promote and possibly require data sharing to reduce or eliminate
duplicative seismic surveys in the Alaskan Arctic. It may be possible that essential seismic
information could be collected by a coordinated survey effort rather than by independent and
sometimes duplicative efforts.
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time, which is greatly complicated by the inclusion of both the Beaufort and Chukchi Seas under
the same DEIS. Furthermore, the DIES is difficult to read and understand, due to its confusing
format and the systematic redundancies throughout the document.
The DEIS states that it tiers from the Programmatic EIS prepared for the 2007-2012 5-year
program, and incorporates by reference information presented in the Beaufort Sea Multi-Sale
EIS for Sales 186, 195, and 202; the Chukchi Sea Sale 193 EIS; and the draft EIS for Seismic
Surveys in the Beaufort and Chukchi Seas, Alaska. However, the most recent NEPA document
prepared for OCS oil and gas activities in the Beaufort Sea is the Lease Sale 202 EA. That
document presents the most recent information on OCS activities in the Beaufort Sea, and
should be referenced, rather than the Beaufort Sea Multi-Sale EIS for Sales 186, 195, and 202.
Marine Mammal Issues
General Comments
We have limited our review to sections of the DEIS pertaining directly to marine mammals and
the subsistence use of those resources. Consequently, we have not had the opportunity to
evaluate the data or models used for oil spill risk assessment.
The Chukchi and Beaufort Sea lease sale areas include important habitat for marine mammals.
The proposed multi-sale action described in the DEIS has the potential to result in significant
impacts to marine mammal populations and habitats in Alaska. We remain particularly
concerned over the individual and cumulative effects of oil and gas activities on the Western
Arctic population of bowhead whales. The MMS has responded to these concerns in its
environmental studies program, researching many issues and providing decision makers with
important data.
One of the most contentious and potentially harmful activities associated with leasing of the
OCS is the introduction of underwater noise to the environment. As noted in the DEIS, marine
mammals are sensitive to noise and prone to disturbances by human activities. The noise
generated by the proposed exploration and development activities (e.g., seismic surveys,
icebreakers, airplanes, helicopters, drilling operations and support vessels) has the potential to
cause serious impacts to marine mammals. High levels of noise can result in temporary or
permanent hearing damage. Even low levels of noise can disrupt biological processes such as
nursing, resting or feeding or result in disturbance events. Long term or repeated disturbances
and interactions may displace marine mammals from preferred forage areas and migratory
routes with potential consequences to animal fitness and reproduction.
Marine mammals are also a resource of enormous cultural and economic importance to coastal
communities in Alaska. The proposed activities described in the DEIS have the potential to
disrupt or interfere with subsistence hunting activities in communities bordering the proposed
lease sale areas. Any impacts to marine mammal populations or alteration of migratory
pathways could have significant consequences for subsistence hunters across Arctic Alaska.
However, the DEIS fails to take a hard look at the impacts that oil field development in
important habitat areas of the Beaufort and Chukchi Seas might have on marine mammal
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populations and subsistence hunters. For example, displacement of migrating bowhead whales
or heightened sensitivity to noise may adversely impact traditional subsistence use of these
whales by Alaska Natives. We believe repeated exposure of migrating bowhead whales to noise
sources may be an example of synergistic impact. While whales may avoid a sound source by
moving further offshore before resuming their normal course, and may make such avoidance
movements around several sources (additive impact), there may be a point at which the whales
remain offshore after exposure to multiple sources, even once the sound source is no longer
present. Given the many potential noise sources associated with exploration, development, and
production on the OCS, Alaska Natives and scientists consider this a real possibility. MMS
should address these concerns in the DEIS through the proposal and analysis of specific
mitigation measures designed to address these potential impacts.

For example, there is little analysis in the DEIS on the potential impacts to migrating bowhead
whale and subsistence hunting of that species in the Beaufort Sea. Other than providing
alternatives for deferral areas in the Beaufort Sea, there is little discussion of the effectiveness of
time/area closures for mitigating potential impacts to the bowhead whale migrations or
subsistence hunting practices. Without more specific descriptions of existing and proposed
mitigation measures, it is impossible to evaluate their effectiveness or assess to what degree they
will mitigate potential effects of oil and gas activities. As a result, the DEIS fails to analyze the
effectiveness of proposed mitigation measures to protect marine mammals, their habitat, and
subsistence hunting from potential impacts.

While the multi-sale DEIS provides a useful overview of the potential range of activities and
environmental impacts that might occur over the next 20 years, this overview is extremely
generalized and lacks sufficient site-specific details necessary for a rigorous assessment of the
various proposed actions and their potential impacts to marine mammals. The information
necessary to properly assess the biological effects of the proposed lease sales must be more
thorough and at a much finer scale than what is provided in this DEIS. Unfortunately, much of
this essential information is not available. Data to describe marine mammals and their habitat
within the sale areas are lacking or inadequate to support impact assessment and mitigation
planning. The DEIS contains many statements to this effect, and some of these data gaps are
striking given the ecological, social, and cultural importance of the marine mammals in
question. For example:
x
x

x

p. 3-76, “recent data to evaluate bowhead use of the Chukchi Sea Planning Area, or
adjacent areas to the south, are insufficient to be conclusive; studies are under way to
further define use patterns.”.
p. 3-81, “we caution against over interpretation of these data out of context of survey
effort, because these Chukchi Sea data were collected between 1979 and 1991, they
should not be interpreted as indicating current use of the Chukchi Sea by bowhead
whales.”
p. 4-79, “very little is known about the actual hearing capabilities of the large whales or
the impacts of sound on them.”

Such data gaps are clearly a hindrance to MMS’s ability to prescribe specific mitigation
measures for future exploration and development plans or permits. Without a detailed look at
when and where marine mammals are likely to be distributed within the lease sale areas, it is
difficult to determine what level of interactions are likely to occur, or what the magnitude of
potential impacts might be. As a result, it is critical that MMS and its subject matter experts,
who are most familiar with the proposed action, present a clear and logical analysis of the
proposed action, and the actions proposed to mitigate potential adverse effects resulting from it.
Based on this knowledge, the MMS should propose and evaluate a suite of specific mitigation
measures to address potential impacts, rather than defer that mitigation and analysis to
subsequent actions by NMFS and FWS at some point in the future. The DEIS does not meet this
standard.

The DEIS should consider that the offshore lease sale areas are not homogeneous with respect to
biological significance or environmental challenges. One case in point is the proposed Hanna
Shoal deferment area. It does not appear that the DEIS considered the thickness of built up and
grounded sea ice in this region in its oil spill risk assessment, or the difficulty industry would
face in protecting pipelines from heavy sea ice in this region. The shallow waters of Hanna
Shoal often retain grounded sea ice late into the season, which in turn traps floating sea ice,
creating a refuge for ice dependent species such as ice seals throughout the open water season.
Even during the summer “open water season”, exploration and development activities will have
a high probability of encountering and impacting ice dependent marine mammal species in this
region.
Underwater noise associated with oil and gas leasing, such as seismic and drilling noise,
represents a significant source of harassment for marine mammals. The potential for
disturbances to marine mammals associated with the proposed action will depend on the timing,
location and scale of operations. Activities occurring near productive forage areas such as the
Hanna Shoal deferral area, or along migratory corridors (e.g. the coastal zone deferral area) are
most likely to encounter and impact marine mammals. Without current and thorough data which
describe the habitat use and function of the proposed lease areas, along with the seasonal
presence and distribution patterns of marine mammals in the planning areas, it will be very
difficult to permit and conduct OCS activities in a manner that has no more than a negligible
impact to the stock and minimizes disturbance and harassment to the extent practicable.
The continued lack of basic audiometric data for key marine mammal species that occur
throughout the proposed lease sale areas hampers our ability to determine the nature and
biological significance of exposure to various levels of both continuous and impulsive oil and
gas sounds. Audiometric data, including threshold shifts and recovery for the dominant marine
mammals in each region, should be obtained to support lease sale actions and for NMFS to
consider authorizing incidental taking under the Endangered Species Act and Marine Mammal
Protection Act. Acquisition of these data should precede leasing where acoustic effects on
marine mammal species have not been adequately researched.
The DEIS should acknowledge that the uncertain status and trend of the marine mammal
populations inhabiting the proposed lease sale areas will make it difficult to detect and quantify
any population level effects from the proposed actions. The lack of information on population
size and trend will also make it difficult to monitor the impacts and effects of proposed
activities. The distribution and habitat use patterns of marine mammals within the proposed
lease sale areas are only generally known and may be subject to change in the foreseeable
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future, due to changing habitat conditions. Information regarding preferred migratory routes
and the identification and delineation of important forage areas are necessary to evaluate
potential effects of proposed activities on individuals and populations. We recommend that
MMS give high priority to addressing these information needs through its Environmental
Studies Program. Until such time as these information needs can be addressed through research
and monitoring, we recommend MMS proceed cautiously with long term lease sales to ensure
no adverse impacts to marine mammals or important habitat areas occurs. Because data on the
impacts to marine mammals are not readily available, the MMS must give a more thorough
explanation in the DEIS of how, in light of those gaps, it still believes this action would not
cause significant impacts to marine mammals and the communities that hunt them.

events. Concern has been expressed about increasing tourism and shipping vessel traffic
between the Bering Sea and the North Atlantic, especially vessels with crews
unaccustomed or ill-prepared for these remote and dangerous areas. If recent
performance in the Antarctic is any indication, vessels transiting the Chukchi Sea during
ice periods may be prone to ice-related accidents. The ADEC (2007) reports the highest
probability of spills of noncrude products occurs during fueltransfer operations at remote
North Slope villages. Other sources of petroleum spills include contamination from oil
and gas exploration or development.”
What is the purpose of Section 4.5.2.8.1? It only serves as another source of confusion
for the reader.
The recent ribbon seal status review published by NMFS in December 2008 provides the
most current information for that species.
P. 4-181- no discussion is provided of icebreaker effects on belugas.
Several places in the DEIS mention exploration drilling in the Beaufort and Chukchi
Seas in 2007 (p. 4-105, 4-192). NMFS was not aware of any such activities. Could this
topic be elaborated on?
Invasive Species: On p. 2-20, the DEIS states “The Chukchi and Beaufort seas pose
harsh and frigid environmental conditions that are believed to impose major and difficult
challenges to AIS that might be introduced into the region’s waters by vessels or
equipment. Therefore, the likelihood of introducing AIS from the Proposed Actions is
considered to be very low, and this issue is not considered further in this EIS.” Yet on p.
4-128, the DEIS states “changing conditions potentially could provide opportunity for
exotic or invasive species of marine life to expand into the Chukchi or Beaufort sea, and
potential pathogens and parasites previously absent in the Arctic could survive and affect
Arctic species lacking resistance or immunity.” A similar statement is made at p. 4-657.
This is an issue of serious concern to NMFS; consequently we would like a detailed
explanation of this discrepancy in the DEIS.
There are many other contradictions throughout the DEIS. For example, p. 4-701 of the
DEIS states that “In the Chukchi it is estimated that 10 exploration wells could be drilled
on the existing leases.” In the very next paragraph, it says “In the Chukchi, it is
estimated that 8-14 exploration wells could be drilled on the existing leases.”
Some sections of the DEIS say that “oil and gas development in the Chukchi Sea is not
considered reasonably foreseeable”, other sections say that “it is reasonable foreseeable
to assume production activities could occur in the foreseeable future.” Please clarify the
position that MMS is taking in this regard.
P. 4-187 refers to sections of the DEIS that do not exist: “activities noted in Sections
4.4.1.8.2.1 and 4.4.1.8.2.2…”
On p. 4-453, the DEIS states “The MMS mitigation measures likely would require no
discharges into marine waters but that they be treated and disposed of into the subsurface
in disposal wells or barged to and disposed of in designated and approved disposal
wells,” and on p. 4-506, the DEIS states “mitigation measures require that most
discharges (cuttings and drilling muds) from production wells be reinjected into
authorized disposal wells.” Could the MMS elaborate on this point? Specifically, is the
MMS advocating a “zero-discharge” policy with regard to drilling muds and cuttings?
P. 4-602, “The primary reduction in impacts of this deferral would be to exclude
disturbance and collision impacts to endangered whales arising from exploration

As noted in the DEIS, projected sea ice changes are expected to present some significant
adaptive challenges for marine mammal population in the near future. For example, in 2008
NMFS was petitioned to list three ice seal species (bearded, spotted, and ringed) as threatened or
endangered under the ESA, largely as a consequence of global climate change. Although the
merits of that petition are currently under review, it underscores the need to identify and protect
important habitat areas and use a precautionary approach to carrying out commercial activities
in the Arctic.

x
x
x
x
x

Specific Comments
The current organization of the DEIS is unnecessarily confusing, repetitive, and difficult to
follow. For example, although effects definitions are provided in section 4.4.1.1, they are
unnecessarily reiterated in many subsequent sections of the DEIS. Another source of confusion
is that specific topics, such as oil spill impacts, are discussed in multiple places for a single
species or group of species (e.g., there is no “one-stop” section for each resource for a complete
discussion of potential impacts from oil spills). We suggest that the oil spill scenario section be
written such that it can easily be referenced from each section of analysis of impacts, rather than
continually repeating information common to all resources in each section of the DEIS.
The information in Section 4.4.1.8.3 seems to be universal to the analyses of impacts to all
resource groups; it’s inclusion here is confusing and redundant with information presented
elsewhere in the DEIS. It is not clear why sections are duplicated repeatedly within each species
group (e.g., vessel traffic noise) nor why there are separate sections on “vessel traffic and noise”
and “vessel disturbance”, and “aircraft noise” and “aircraft disturbance” (e.g., under Alt 1, Other
Marine Mammals). These categories of impacts are essentially the same and should be
combined for clarity and ease of reading. In general, much information is repeated numerous
times in section after section, making the document cumbersome, unnecessarily long, and very
difficult to read. For example, why are there two sections on “Effects from Vessel and Aircraft
Disturbance” (4.4.1.8.1.2, 4.4.1.8.3.2.4)? The DEIS would be greatly improved if such sections
were condensed and consolidated. For example, details of the oil spill analysis should be
consolidated into one stand-alone section that individual analysts can refer the reader back to.
Additional comments follow:
x

Another example of redundancy is the following paragraph found throughout the DEIS:
“According to oil-spill records, most accidental spills in Alaska happen in harbors or
during groundings. Vessel-related spills on the high seas are considered infrequent

x

x

x
x

x
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x

x
x

activities in these blocks for the remainder of the 2007-2012 5-Year Program period.”
Why does the reduction in impacts only last for a 5-year period? Why not for the life of
the sale?
Citations and rationale for conclusory statements are largely lacking throughout the
marine mammal sections, particularly for the Chukchi Sea. For example, under Alt 1,
Chukchi, T&E Whales, there is a distinct lack of citations for the information presented.
Please provide citations here, and throughout the other marine mammal sections, so that
we are able to tell what primary sources were used to arrive at the conclusions presented
in the DEIS.
P. 4-656, 2nd bullet: what species is being referred to here?
P. 4-795, Mitigation measures are mentioned in Section 4.5.2.6.1.3, but the section
references itself in the last sentence.
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x

x

Oil Spills
The potential for a major oil release into the arctic marine environment is the most significant
risk to marine and coastal wildlife associated with this proposed action. As a result, we urge
MMS to seek NMFS review of all future Oil Spill Response Plans (OSRPs) submitted to MMS
for approval to ensure adequate safeguards are included in OSRPs for our trust species.
x

x

On p. 4-17, the DEIS cites ADEC, 2001 for assumptions regarding oil spills. Please
include a discussion of all the pipeline spills on the North Slope since 2006 which have
resulted from corrosion of existing pipelines. Although these have been terrestrial spills,
they are still indicative of what normal “wear and tear” can do to pipelines, particularly
in a more corrosive and inaccessible environment such as under marine waters, and
should be considered when making assumptions about oil spills.
On p. 4-23 and p. 4-824, LEOS is cited as one method to detect subsea pipeline leaks. In
other recent MMS NEPA documents (e.g., the 193 EIS), this system was described as
“proven to detect leaks equal to <1% of the total daily pipeline flow. This type of
technology will help prevent large undetected oil spills from small chronic leaks under
the ice.” However, the rate at which BP’s large oil spill on Alaska's North Slope
occurred in March 2006 was small enough that it would not have been detected by
LEOS. According to the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation, the leak
detection system on the pipeline that leaked was “successfully tested in 2002 as capable
of detecting a leak of 0.5 percent of the flow in 24 hours. That detection level is
significantly more sensitive than the current regulatory requirement of 1 percent.”
However, ADEC findings indicated that the rate of oil loss may have occurred over time
at a rate that was below the rate of loss that would have to occur to trigger the leak
detection system. Although this spill occurred on land, next to a main trunk road on the
North Slope, it still went undetected long enough for over 200,000 gallons of oil to spill
from the pipeline before it was discovered. In light of these facts, we encourage MMS to
continue to work to improve technology to more effectively identify potential leaks in
subsea pipelines. Although the March 2006 spill occurred in a pipeline that did not
utilize the LEOS system, it still indicates that the LEOS system is obviously inadequate
to mitigate large oil spills from chronic subsea pipeline leaks of this type. LEOS is not,
as stated in the DEIS, “proven to provide adequate leak detection.”
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Beaufort Sea

x

Four extensive areas in the Beaufort Sea previously were recommended for deferral during
scoping for the 2003 Beaufort Multisale EIS. The same four areas were again recommended for
deferral during scoping for this DEIS. However, this alternative (termed the “Large BowheadWhaling Deferral Area in the Beaufort Sea” in the DEIS) was considered, but not included in
this DEIS for further analysis, without explanation. We request the reason for this be further
explained. For the purposes of mitigating potential impacts to subsistence practices, we also
request that this alternative be included and analyzed as an alternative to the Proposed Action.

x

As written, the DEIS seems to intend that the alternatives presented are mutually exclusive. In
other words, no alternative includes all three Beaufort Sea whaling and the Beaufort Sea
Deepwater deferral areas. However, in the absence of the Large Bowhead-Whaling Deferral
Alternative mentioned above, we recommend the adoption of Alternatives 3, 4, 5, and 6,
inclusive, as the preferred alternative. The combination and selection of these four alternatives
would help reduce potential conflicts between bowhead whale subsistence hunters and offshore
oil and gas operations.
Chukchi Sea
MMS’s analysis supporting Alternative 2, Proposed Action for Sales 212 and 221, did not
present a strong enough case to NMFS that marine resources would be adequately protected.
The MMS presents a broad, but certainly not exclusive, range of potential alternatives for
consideration. Much of the coastal region within the Chukchi Lease Sale area is an important
subsistence hunting area for Alaska Native villages on the Chukchi Sea. Leasing and
exploration activity in these waters would increase the potential for impacts to subsistence
hunting.
NMFS strongly recommended Alternative III (Corridor I deferral) for Lease Sale 193, yet this
alternative was considered in this DEIS, but not included for further analysis. However, no real
explanation was given, other then saying the effects would be essentially the same under both
the Corridor 1 and Corridor 2 alternatives. That is a curious conclusion, considering the two
alternatives provide a protective buffer offshore of the coastline of 60 miles versus 25 miles,
respectively. In our comments on Lease Sale 193, we noted the limited amount of biological and
physical information available for the Chukchi Sea. Alternative III (Corridor I) offered a larger
migration corridor for marine resources, including those that are important to subsistence
activities. Thus, this Alternative offered a precautionary approach to afford protection to marine
resources in a data limited environment, and should be included for analysis as an Alternative in
this DEIS.
We strongly endorse the inclusion and selection of the original Alternative III from Lease Sale
193 for several reasons. This would:
x

Provide some degree of impact reduction for the endangered bowhead whale, as this
population migrates through the nearshore lead system of the sea ice during its spring
migration into the Beaufort Sea. The spring lead system is one of the most sensitive
environments for these whales.

On p. 4-24, the DEIS suggests tracking an oil spill can be accomplished through the use
of FLIR. The DEIS should explicitly state that this technology is largely inadequate for
tracking an oil spill, as it would not be useful once the oil spill reached ambient
temperatures. That would not take long in the arctic environment, and therefore is not
really a useful tool for tracking and responding to an oil spill.
On p. 4-25, the DEIS states “oil-spill response equipment dedicated to oil-industry spill
response on the North Slope is located primarily in Deadhorse.” This is inadequate for
responding to potential oil spills in the Chukchi, due to the distances involved and the
complications resulting from unpredictable weather conditions across the North Slope.
The DEIS states “an effective response, regardless of the environment relies on…the
ability to act quickly once the event occurs.” How does MMS intend to address this
contradiction?
Oil spill clean-up in the broken ice and open water conditions that characterize arctic
waters is problematic. In the 193 EIS, the MMS noted that there are difficulties in
effective oil-spill response in broken-ice conditions:
“The MMS advocates the use of nonmechanical methods of spill response, such as
in situ burning, during periods when broken ice would hamper an effective
mechanical response. In situ burning has the potential to rapidly remove large
quantities of oil and can be employed when broken-ice conditions may preclude
mechanical response. However, there is a limited window of opportunity (or time
period of effectiveness) to conduct successful burn operations. The type of oil,
prevailing meteorological and oceanographic conditions, and the time it takes for
the oil to emulsify define that window. Once spilled, oil begins to form emulsions.
When water content exceeds 25% most slicks are unignitable”.
Yet the DEIS states on p. 4-27 that “ISB is the preferred method of non-mechanical
response for ice-infested waters.” What is MMS doing to address the admitted
inadequacies of their “preferred method of non-mechanical response for ice-infested
waters?”
On p. 4-28, the DEIS discusses the use of dispersants for responding to an oil spill, yet
admits “aircraft could be over the spill site within 9 hours to apply dispersants.” That
could be a critically long time to effectively respond to an oil spill. What is MMS doing
to address this weakness in its response strategy, considering that the DEIS states “an
effective response, regardless of the environment relies on…the ability to act quickly
once the event occurs?”
On p. 4-461, the DEIS states “The probability of an oil/fuel spill increases with more and
broader regional distribution of oil- and gas-related activity…” Also, on p. 4-518, the
DEIS states that “Production from these existing leases and any new leases is not
anticipated, but we evaluated the potential effects of production, including the potential
for a large spill, and these effects closely approximate the levels of effects described for
the previous lease sales.” What is the cumulative oil spill probability for all active and
proposed sales (e.g., 193, 202, 195, etc.)? It doesn’t make sense to separate oil spill
probabilities for Beaufort/Chukchi for migratory species such as bowheads.

x
x

Afford some mitigation and avoidance for the Native villages along the Chukchi coast
which depend on subsistence resources, especially marine mammals.
Protect nearshore marine resources and reduce the potential for a catastrophic event to
impact benthic habitats, migratory current corridors, and nearshore estuarine habitats.
Offer a precautionary setback to better protect marine resources facing warmer oceanic
conditions and larger open water areas.
Reduce the effect of seismic geophysical surveys occurring in the Hannah Shoal region
and the productive nearshore zone of the Chukchi Sea.

Several of the alternatives in the DEIS contain deferments that would also protect important
habitat and subsistence hunting areas to some degree, but unfortunately these are presented in a
mutually exclusive fashion. For example, Alternative 3 recognizes the importance of the near
shore coastal zone for migrating marine mammals and marine mammal subsistence hunting,
while Alternative 5 recognizes the Hanna Shoal region as a unique and diverse habitat and as an
important feeding area for gray whales and other marine mammals. However, none of the
alternatives presented would protect both of these important habitat areas. MMS should develop
and consider an alternative that defers leasing in both these areas until such time as it can be
demonstrated that exploration and development activities in these sensitive regions can be
accomplished without significant impacts to marine mammal populations or subsistence hunters.
Alternative 3 as adopted in this DEIS was developed by MMS as the Corridor II deferral
alternative in the Sale 193 EIS to reduce potential conflicts between subsistence users and OCS
oil and gas operations, and was ultimately selected as the preferred alternative. In the absence
of other alternatives to consider, we recommend combining Alternative 3 with Alternative 5, the
Hannah Shoal Deferral Alternative, and Alternative 6, the Chukchi Sea Deepwater Deferral, as
the preferred Alternative. This would better protect marine mammals, their habitat, and
subsistence hunting, and reduce unnecessary work on areas likely to have low industry interest,
In the absence of that, adoption of Alternative 3 by MMS as the preferred alternative would help
to reduce potential impacts to marine mammals and subsistence practices.
However, as noted above, we strongly recommend that Alternative III from the 193 EIS should
be included for analysis as an Alternative in this DEIS, as it offers a precautionary approach to
OCS development, and affords protection to marine resources in the current data limited
environment.
Legal standards of the MMPA have not been fully presented or considered
Section 101(a)(5) of the MMPA provides for the incidental, but not intentional, taking of small
numbers of marine mammals for maritime activities provided that the Secretary finds the total of
such takings will have no more than a negligible impact on the species and does not have an
unmitigable adverse impact on the availability of these species for subsistence uses. Activities
occurring in areas used by large numbers of animals or areas of biological significance to the
population may not qualify for take exemptions, unless it can be demonstrated that mitigation
measures can effectively reduce potential impacts to animals in these regions.
The MMPA standard also restricts take authorization to activities unlikely to have an
unmitigable adverse impact on the availability of these species for subsistence uses. Chukchi
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Sea Lease Sale 193 deferred leasing of near shore blocks, in part, to minimize potential impacts
to subsistence hunting of marine mammals near coastal communities. The DEIS provides no
compelling information suggesting that the concerns of the subsistence hunting communities
have been addressed, or that any evaluation of existing mitigation measures to mitigate impacts
to subsistence uses has been undertaken. Indeed, much of the public record contained in the
DEIS indicates that these concerns persist and that ongoing exploration activities in the region
may be impacting subsistence hunting near the communities. As noted above, we recommend
that the MMS defer leasing in the coastal zone, particularly near subsistence communities, until
adequate mitigation standards have been developed to address concerns about impacts to
subsistence hunting. Further, we recommend that MMS prepare a NTL advising that MMPA
take authorization may not be possible in biologically sensitive regions or in areas important for
subsistence hunting of marine mammals.
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Cumulative Impacts
The DEIS should present an expanded discussion of oil and gas activities within the Canadian
Beaufort, particularly off the McKenzie delta, as well as vessel movement into and out of
Canadian waters necessary to support activities within the Alaskan OCS region. Cumulative
impacts associated with activities in Canadian waters would present several concerns with
respect to bowhead whales and subsistence hunting, especially as late season traffic in the
eastern Beaufort Sea would be most likely to encounter and harass these whales.

x

Mitigation

x

The EIS states that “the analyses in this EIS also consider whether the mitigation that is
proposed as part of the proposed actions is likely to reduce or eliminate all or parts of the
potential adverse effects.” However, from the text of the analyses, it is not clear how this was
accomplished. Rather, MMS seems to have resorted to conclusory statements that mitigation
will be effective in place of explaining and analyzing how, in fact, mitigation measures will
reduce effects. In order to be effective, a mitigation measure must be supported by analytical
data demonstrating why it will constitute an adequate buffer against the negative impacts that
may result from the authorized activity. Stakeholders must be able to review, in advance, how
specific measures will mitigate potential impacts to the environment. In order to rely on
mitigation to obviate further analysis, the measure must be identified and its effectiveness
analyzed. For example:

x

x
x

Throughout document, “mitigation” is cited that would “avoid or eliminate” adverse
effects, yet the “mitigation” is rarely specified, analyzed, or a description provided on
how the “mitigation” would in fact mitigate potential effects.
On p.2-13, the DEIS says the lease stipulation to prohibit permanent OCS production
facilities within a 10-mi radius shoreward of Cross Island was considered but not
incorporated into this action. The objective of the stipulation was to ensure that OCS
development in that area did not preclude reasonable subsistence access. The DEIS
states “analysis of the measure concluded that the stipulation would provide little
protection of subsistence whaling activities”, and was not included for further analysis.
What was the analysis that was conducted of this measure which contravened MMS’s
previous inclusions of this stipulation as mitigation in its NEPA documents? No

x

x

explanation is given for why this stipulation was dropped. Please provide a detailed
explanation of what analysis was conducted, and how the conclusion was reached that
this mitigation was no longer effective or needed.
On p. 2-16, lease blocks are listed to which Stipultion #3 (Permanent Facility Siting in
the Vicinity Seaward of Cross Island) apply, yet it is not clear how these blocks differ
from the original lease stipulation described on p. 2-13 which was dropped from further
consideration in this EIS. Please explain the difference, as this is a point of confusion.
On p. 2-16, the new NTL No. 08-A02 is described, and Adaptive Management and
Mitigation Plans are alluded to. What does this mean? What are some specific
mitigation measures that may be adopted to mitigate future EPs and DPPs, based on
MMS’s past experience?
Information is presented on the effects of ice-breakers on marine mammals (e.g., p. 4-89,
“effects of an actual icebreaker on migrating bowheads, especially mothers and calves,
could be biologically significant”), yet nothing in the DEIS specifically addresses
mitigating this potentially significant source of disturbance to marine mammals. How
does MMS intend to mitigate the effects of icebreakers on marine mammals?
P.4-105, “We believe that the strongest effects could be avoided through careful shaping
of the action through the implementation of sufficient monitoring coupled with adaptive
management to focus area, timing and bowhead presence-related mitigating measures
where most needed.” What specifically does the MMS envision, and how, specifically,
would this help to avoid the “strongest effects?” Details and analysis of the “mitigation”
alluded to is notably lacking.
P.4-121, “additional mitigation measures (Appendix G) may be selectively
incorporated.” However, there is nothing there; Appendix G is blank.
P.4-123, “required mitigation would avoid or minimize the effect of such activity
(icebreakers) on spring and fall whale migration so as to not interfere with the traditional
availability of bowhead for subsistence hunts or concentrations of vulnerable cows and
calves in the spring lead system.” What is the mitigation referred to, and how would it
“avoid or minimize the effect” of icebreakers?
P.4-124, “Mitigation measures would be required to avoid deflecting migrating whales
away from subsistence-hunt areas when drillship location is east of subsistence hunting
areas and periods avoid impacts to subsistence harvest opportunity. Similar mitigation
would be applied should delineation and production wells be developed. Synergistic
adverse effects as result of platform placement and construction, drilling, and other
concurrent activities are avoided or minimized by application of mitigation measures that
avoid or minimize the footprint of multiple activities relative to bowhead whale and
other endangered whale biological activities and subsistence-hunt periods.” Again, what
are the mitigation measures being referred to, and what analysis led to the conclusion
that only minor temporary, nonlethal effects would take place?
P. 4-451, “The MMS would impose mitigation measures to avoid deflecting migrating
whales away from and provide for historical levels of whale access to and presence
within subsistence-hunting areas during hunting periods, when drillship location is east
of subsistence-hunting areas, to avoid impacts to subsistence-harvest opportunity.
Similar mitigation would be applied should delineation and production wells be drilled.
Synergistic adverse effects as a result of platform placement and construction, drilling,
and other concurrent activities are avoided or minimized by application of mitigation
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measures that avoid or minimize the footprint of multiple activities relative one another
and to the bowhead whale and other endangered whale biological activities, movement,
and subsistence hunts.” A similar statement is made at 4-797. What are the specific
mitigation measures being referred to, and what analysis has been conducted to reach the
conclusion that there will be no effect to bowhead whale migration and subsistence?
P. 4-459, “Depending on where discovery and production activities occur, MMSrequired mitigation measures would ensure whale movement into harvest areas,
subsistence-hunting activities, and opportunity to harvest bowhead whales are not
impaired or enhanced by OCS actions. The OCS activities are not anticipated to alter the
subsistence harvest or the vulnerability of bowhead whales to harvest.” Again, what are
the specific mitigation measures being referred to, and what analysis has been conducted
to reach the conclusion that there will be no effect to whale movements and subsistence?
We strongly endorse the command system concept outlined on p. 4-448 and p. 4-794. In
2008, NMFS, MMS, and FWS successfully implemented a trial run of this system. We
feel the continued implementation and improvement of this system would greatly
enhance the ability to manage the synergistic effects of multiple OCS activities that may
occur simultaneously and in proximity to one another.
P. 4-500, “The potential effects from MMS-authorized activities would be moderated by
the mitigation and monitoring measures (NTLs and ITLs) listed in Appendix F.”
However, ITLs are not listed in Appendix F of the DEIS.
P. 4-500, “Any MMS-required measures would be in addition to or superseded by those
mandated under an IHA or LOA.” No specific mitigation is identified, or analyzed in the
context of the proposed action and its potential effects.

(4) provide for specific time/area closures to protect subsistence hunting practices, and (5) allow
NMFS to review all future OSRPs submitted to MMS for approval to ensure adequate
safeguards are included for our trust species. This will enable us to make recommendations
based on the latest information resulting from changes in Arctic ecosystems and our knowledge
base.

x

x

x
x

In short, mitigation measures alluded to in the DEIS for the subsistence use of marine mammals
are inadequate. The result is that MMS has failed to take a hard look at the potential effects of
OCS activities on subsistence hunting. The document frequently references further mitigation
measures to be prescribed at a later date by NMFS and USFWS through the MMPA
authorization process to help mitigate impacts to subsistence hunters. However, these
mitigation measures are not explicitly identified in this document and, consequently, cannot be
evaluated. Therefore, MMS abdicates its responsibility for analyzing the effects on subsistence
practices by leaving it up to other parties to mitigate the impacts, outside of the NEPA process.
In order to rely on mitigation measures to obviate further analysis of impacts to hunters, MMS
needs to identify the specific measures and analyze their effectiveness at mitigating potential
impacts. Only a carefully constructed and monitored mitigation plan is likely to address
potential impacts to subsistence hunting, and these mitigations need to be detailed in this DEIS
to evaluate their efficacy at mitigating potential effects.
Following are some recommendations to mitigate the impacts of proposed activities on marine
mammals and subsistence practices. These recommendations are by no means comprehensive.
In order to reduce the impacts of multiple, concurrent exploration and development projects in
biologically sensitive regions, we recommend MMS: (1) consolidate support operations to the
greatest extent possible; for example, share support operations to reduce the number of boats
and aircraft operating in an area, (2) fund research on suppression of high-frequency noise and
other methods of noise reduction, (3) review future exploration and development plans with
NMFS and subsistence hunting organizations regarding the timing and location of simultaneous
operations to ensure the least practicable impact to marine mammals and subsistence activities,

Commercial Fisheries
While no commercial fisheries occur in the lease sale area, MMS should be aware of recent
discussions undertaken by the North Pacific Fishery Management Council (NPFMC) and NMFS
regarding the northward expansion of Bering Sea fisheries. Recently, the NPFMC prepared a
Fishery Management Plan (FMP) for Arctic waters. For FMP purposes, Arctic waters are all
waters north of the Bering Strait. The Arctic FMP is accompanied by an Environmental
Assessment (EA) and Regulatory Impact Review/Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis
(RIR/IRFA). These documents support NMFSs and the NPFMCs precautionary approach to
conserve habitat in absence of research, and protect habitat where uncertainty exists. If
approved and implemented by NMFS, the Arctic FMP would close Arctic waters to commercial
fishing activities until such a time that systematic surveys have been properly designed,
implemented, and, with scientific certainty, indicate that sustainable commercial fisheries can
occur. For more information see
http://www.fakr.noaa.gov/sustainablefisheries/arctic/. NMFS offers these most recent
developments as these may be complimentary to the MMS’s Alaska Environmental Studies
Program and Coastal Marine Institute.
Essential Fish Habitat (EFH)
The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA) requires a federal
agency to consult with NMFS for any action authorized, funded, or undertaken, or proposed to
be authorized, funded, or undertaken by such agency that may adversely affect EFH. MMS
initiated EFH consultation by copy of the DEIS.
NMFS has reviewed the DEIS and finds the various EFH sections difficult to ascertain whether
or not MMS has determined their action may have adverse effects on EFH. An example is
within the EFH section under Alternative II (Section 4.4.2.5; page 4-441) as “the direct and
indirect effects of implementing this alternative would have no more than minor level of effect
on EFH”. Alternative II is the proposed action, or preferred alternative, and yet no clear
determination is offered using may adversely affect EFH; the point when MMS needs to further
describe impacts on EFH.
Further, EFH sections of the deferral Alternatives III, IV, and V offer “ …this alternative would
result in a somewhat reduced level of adverse affect”; “...this reduction in size would reduce
adverse effects to EFH…”; or “minimize adverse effects to EFH”. Importantly, the use of
adverse affect is now mentioned and is compared directly to Alternative II. However,
Alternative II states that only minor effects to EFH will occur. The adverse affect determination
becomes important because once this is determined, an EFH Assessment is required. Thus,
NMFS finds these determinations contradictory and unclear.
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The DEIS begins to discuss mitigation measures in Section 2.2, however the discussion is
basically a regulatory overview; no specific mitigation measures are offered. Further, specific
mitigation measures by alternative do not offer any specific measures to avoid, reduce, or
mitigate for adverse affects. Section 4.4.2.5.2. offers three primary mitigation measures “to
avoid or minimize adverse effects to EFH”. Again, the discussion conflicts with the previously
stated minor effect determination. More importantly, the first mitigation measure notes seismic
operations would not occur in Ledyard Bay Critical Habitat. While critical habitat is important
to discuss, this designation has no relationship to EFH and any adverse effects. The remaining
two measures are also specific to seismic operations. MMS offers a reduction of effect may
occur from not operating adjacently and simultaneously, however, little if any conservation
benefit could be really be measured. NMFS asks what would be the measure of effect.
The MSA defines the term fish to mean any finfish, mollusk, crustacean, and all other forms of
marine life animal life other than marine mammals or birds. This definition is important to
consider because Section 4.4.2.3 of the DEIS summarizes affects from oil exploration and
development activities on lower trophic marine organisms. Many of these organisms are EFH
species or prey of EFH species. Specifically, this section details potential discharge wastewater
potentials and describes effects to kelp communities from seismic cables.
MMS offers that many unknown areas are affected by seismic cable laying operations. Limited
data exists to determine how rare these areas are. What is commonly known is that these living
substrates are sensitive, ecologically significant, provide cover, and concentrate prey. In
summer 2008, Arctic seismic cable laying and retrieval operations encountered kelp habitats
(MMS Staff contacted NMFS staff). Using that lease sale’s mitigation measures, these
operations were to avoid or modify operations should activities contact unique, biologically
significant habitats or areas deserving protection. Kelp densities meet these considerations.
Organisms were released wholly or partially back into the marine environment. However, MMS
has not demonstrated that operations were not drastically modified nor what avoidance measures
used.
Foremost, conservation measures should offer to avoid sensitive habitats. MMS likely has the
information to demonstrate a better knowledge of these areas and offer measures to avoid them.
Seismic vessels are some of the most state-of-the art vessels in the marine industry. There
mission is to identify seafloor substrates and beyond. NMFS offers that these vessels should be
able to pre-survey areas for concentrations of living substrates and avoid these areas entirely.
DEIS Figure 3.2.1-4 depicts seismic transect coverage throughout the planning areas and the
overlapping of transects are several times over one another. Information is also somewhat
limited, because even more data has been collected than is shown. Additionally, recent transect
data are not available for public release. NMFS fails to understand why all levels of information
are proprietary, when it is rather obvious the entire area has been covered and some usable
information, such as substrate type, would likely be non-proprietary. Nonetheless, NMFS feels
that MMS has the information to describe both living and non-living substrates from data
transects and can do so in manner that does not release confidential data. Lastly, effects to
sensitive living marine substrates, such as kelps and sponges, need to be mitigated for; MMS
needs to address this concern.
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Conservation’s Northern Voice
July11,2011

Dr.JamesKendall
RegionalDirector
BOEMREAlaskaOCSRegion
3801CenterpointDr.
AnchorageAK995035820
VIAFEDERALERULEMAKINGPORTALwww.regulations.gov

Re: ChukchiSeaLeaseSale193RevisedDraftSupplementalEnvironmentalImpact
Statement,OCSEIS/EABOEMRE2010034(May2011)

DearRegionalDirectorKendall:

WearepleasedtoprovidethisletterofpubliccommentonbehalfoftheNorthernAlaska
EnvironmentalCenterandour1,700members—mostofwhomresideinAlaska.1Wearea
regionalnonprofitorganizationbasedinFairbanksAlaskacelebratingits40thanniversaryof
promotingconservationoftheenvironmentandsustainableresourcestewardshipinInterior
andArcticAlaskathrougheducationandadvocacy.

WeappreciatethisopportunitytodiscussthefutureoftheArcticOcean’slivingecosystem.
HereinFairbanksourcommunityhasanimportantstakeinthisissue.Ourcommunityistiedto
theoceansbythePacificsalmonthatmigratefromtheseauptheYukontotheTananaRiver
wherepeoplehavefishedthemforatleast11,500years.Weareconnectedbymigratorybirds
thatflypastontheirwaytoArcticnestinggrounds.Ourcommunityisconnectedsociallyto
peoplelivingincoastalcommunities.

AndlikeallAmericanswecareaboutthefutureofthediversityofwildlifethatdependsonthe
productiveChukchiSeawaters,fromwhalestosealsandpolarbears,anditsecological
connectionstothesurroundingcoasts.Acrosstown,theUniversityofAlaskaFairbankshas
mademajorscientificcontributionsnotonlytomarinesciencebuttoourunderstandingthat
1

These comments supplement the testimony Pamela A. Miller provided on behalf of NAEC at the public hearing in
Fairbanks on June 23, 2011, and the technical letter sent on our behalf along with other environmental organizations
by Earthjustice today. Furthermore, since we have earlier addressed many of the issues still at hand in this draft
SEIS, particularly the continued failure to address essential scientific data gaps, we also request that all of our earlier
public comments on Chukchi Sea lease sales (Sale 193, as well as the underlying 5-year Plan comments for 20022007, 2007-2012, and 2012-2017) be incorporated by reference.
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theArcticservesastheairconditionertotheworld,affectingclimateandoceansattheglobal
scale,andthatmeltingseaicefromthemostrapidwarminganywherehasintroducedgreat
uncertaintyintofutureplans.

WenotethathalfofthepublichearingtestimonygivenattheFairbankspublichearingonthe
reviseddraftSEISopposedtheproposedleasesaleandChukchiSeaoffshoredrillingandraised
concernsabouttherisksofdisastrousspillstosensitiveenvironment.2

WeareatthisjuncturetoprovidepublicreviewofthereviseddraftSEISbecauseofthefederal
government’sfailures,notjustoncebutthreetimestoprovideanadequatescientificanalysis
oftheimpactsofoffshoreoilandnaturalgasdevelopmentandafailuretoapplycommon
sensetotherisksofmajoroilspillsintheChukchiSeathatcannotbecleanedupinbrokenice
andextremeconditionsthatexistmostoftheyear.DuringthistimeBP’sDeepwaterHorizon
offshoreoilspillblowouttookplace.EventhoughthistimeBOEMREhasfinallyacknowledged
significantimpactsfromablowoutorverylargeoilspill,thedecisionsstillhavenotchanged.

ThisreviseddraftSEISisahardwonstepinlightofthepoorandrushedleasesalebytheBush
Administrationthatwasfoundtobelegallydeficient.

TheNorthernAlaskaEnvironmentalCenterjoinedwithNativeVillageofPointHopeandother
AlaskaNativecommunitiesinthelegalchallengetothisleasesaleduetoanumberofconcerns,
especiallythelackofanadequatescientificunderpinningofthedecisiontoleasemillionsof
acresacrosstheChukchiSeaforthefirsttimesince1990andtheagency’slackofcommon
senseinitsconsiderationofthedauntingrisksofanoilspill.

Thestakesarehightothemarineandcoastalenvironmentwithchancesofamajorspill(>1,000
bbls)is2754%fromthedrillplatformsorpipelinesasaresultofChukchiSeaSale193,asthe
originalFEISnoted.3

However,theimpactsofblowoutspillswerenotanalyzedoriginallyintheFinalEISfromJune
2007whichsaid“weconsiderblowoutstobeunlikelyevents.”MMSstilldidnotconsiderthe
impactsofblowoutspillsinitsSept2010revisionreleasedaftertheDeepwaterHorizonspill.

ThisnewreviseddraftSEISdoesdisclosethatdrillingintheChukchiSeacouldresultinaVery
LargeOilspill–likelastyear’sDeepwaterHorizonandthatitcouldhavesignificanteffectson
essentialfishhabitatforArcticcod,saffroncodandall5speciesofPacificsalmon,polarbears,
birds,bowhead,finandhumpbackwhales,andsubsistencebycoastalcommunities.Yet,the
analysisofenvironmentalimpact–especiallycumulativeimpactofspills–remainsinadequate.


2

Author’s notes. See also Fairbanks Daily News-Miner, June 24, 2011, “Fairbanks residents weigh in on Chukchi
Sea drilling.”
FEIS, 2007, IV-20.

3

A 501 (C) (3) NOT-FOR-PROFIT ORGANIZATION
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TheVeryLargeOilSpilltrajectoryanalysis,likeallofMMS’spriorpresentationsofinformation,
stillreliesontheworkdonefortheoriginalEISdocuments,anddoesnotprovide
understandable,mappedinformationthatthepubliccandecipher.Thosetrajectoryanalyses
werenotcarriedoutorpresentedinawaythatcanbeunderstoodbythepublicregardinghow
thespreadofoilcouldunfoldfromdrillingindifferentpartsoftheleasedareasandindifferent
seasonssothatatrueanalysisofspatialleasingalternatives/mitigationmeasurescouldbe
done,andsothatalternativescouldbecompared.Furthermore,thetrajectoriesstillwereonly
donewithanassumptionforalimitedperiodoftimeaftertheoilwasspilled.

ThereviseddraftSEISshouldconsidertherisksfromaverylargeoilspillcausedbyatanker
spill,aswepointedoutinourDec26,2006letteronthedraftEISforSale193,aswellasthe
increasedrisksofoiltankerspillsintheeventthatbothLNGandcrudeoiltankersaretravelling
fromtheoffshoreplatforms.MMSacknowledgedthat“Arcticwarmingcouldchangethe
feasibilityofmarinetransportationthroughtheArctic,”yetexcuseditslackoftankeranalysis
bysayingthatthe“mostpracticalwaytotransportoilfromtheChukchiSeaOCSwouldbeby
pipelineacrossNPRAandthenthroughtheestablishedTAPSandtankerroute.”4However,it
stillhasnotconsideredmitigationmeasuresthatwouldstrictlyprohibittankeroperations,
whetherforLNGorforcrudeoil.

WearedisappointedthattherevisedDraftSEIScontinuestoprovideabusinessasusual
approachbyBOEMREtomoveforwardwithriskyoilandgasactivitiesintheArcticOceaninthe
absenceofcriticalscientificinformation.Infact,thisdocumentappearsdesignedtojustifythe
earlierdecisiontoholdLeaseSale193ratherthanprovideameaningfulreanalysistoinforma
reconsiderationofthedecision.

Thenaturalgasimpactanalysisisfundamentallyflawedinitsassumptionsfortheanalysisin
thereviseddraftSEIS.Itdoesnotaddressthenumberandtypeofexplorationandproduction
wells,alternativepipelineroutesandconstructionandoperationalactivities,noiselevelsfor
constructionandoperations,andalternativesfortheinfrastructureandactivitiesincluding
whereitcrossesland.Initially,inthedraftSEIS(BOEMRE201034,September2010)itsimply
piggybackedontotheoildevelopmentanalysis,whileitispossiblethatthenaturalgas
prospectiveareasmaydifferfromtheoildevelopmentareaseitherintimingorlocation,
differentcompaniescouldchoosetodevelopatdifferentlocations,ormorethanone
developmentplatformmaybeneeded(“Thisscenarioassumesthatanynaturalgas
developmentandproductionwouldutilizeanexisting(duetooildevelopmentandproduction)
platformlocatednearthecenteroftheSale193area.Thisisthesameplatformlocationaswas
assumedandanalyzedinthe193FEIS….Thegasdevelopmentandproductionscenariowould
alsoutilizetheexistingshorebase,andrunnewoffshoreandonshoregaspipelinesalongthe
samecorridorastheexistingoilpipelines”(draftSEISSeptember2010,p.17).Wehave
searchedthemapsfromtheearlierSale193Saledocuments,andcannotfindanymaps
showingthelocationoftheoneassumedplatformlocation,noristhiscontainedinthecurrent

4

FEIS, Vol. II, Response to Comment NAEC 011-003.
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pipelinelandfalllocationswithrespecttoimpactstosubsistenceresourcesandactivities,
threatenedandendangeredspeciesimpacts,iceconditionssuchasintheChukchiPolynyaand
howthismayaffectintegrityofpipelineoperationsincludingleakdetection,adequateburialof
pipelinesiftrenched(notetheimpactsfromExxon’srecentYellowstoneRiverspill5),and
climatechangeimpactstoshorelineerosionandpermafrostmeltattheshorelinetransition
zoneforthepipeline.Furthermore,theanalysisfailedtoaddressthecumulativeimpactsto
coastalandterrestrialresourcesofKasagalukLagoonandtotundrawetlandenvironments
withintheNationalPetroleumReserveAlaska.

WehadexpectedthattherevisedDraftSEISwouldhaverevisedtheflawedanalysesofmissing
informationortheeffectsofnaturalgasdevelopmentcontainedinthefirstdraftSEIS(Original
DraftSupplement)inOctober,andalsotheconsiderationofalternatives.

Instead,theDraftSEIScontains98pages(AppendixA)whichsimplylistMMSsidentified
scientificdatagaps,andthenexplainwhyitisnotnecessarytoaddressthem.Quitesimply,the
governmentstillhasnotcorrectedtheerrorofnothavinganadequatescientificbaseline,as
requiredbytheOCSLAA,uponwhichtobaseitsleasingdecisionanduponwhichitcan
evaluatepostleasingexploratoryimpactsincludingplanneddrilling.

WedoknowthatAmerica’sArcticOceanisanintegralpartoflifeinArcticcoastalcommunities;
thatitsupportsiconicwildlifespecies;thatithelpsregulatetheplanet’sweatherandclimate;
andthatitischangingrapidly.However,scientistsknowverylittleabouthowtheArcticOcean
functionsorthewaysinwhichthisfragilemarineecosystemthatisincreasinglystressedby
climatechangemightrespondtoindustrialoilandgasactivities.Thereissignificantmissing
informationabouteventhemostbasicparametersforeveryoneofthelargestandmost
conspicuousanimalsinthisecosystem—includingallfish,marinemammals,andbirds—which
aretypicallythemoststudiedanimalsinanecosystem.

Ironically,thesamedayasthepublichearinginFairbanks,thenewreportbytheU.S.
GeologicalSurvey(USGS)wasreleased(AnEvaluationoftheScienceNeedstoInformDecisions
onOCSEnergyDevelopmentintheChukchiandBeaufortSeas,Alaska).6YeteventhoughUSGS
isalsowithintheInteriorDepartment,likeBOEMRE,therewasnomentionofthisconcurrent
reviewintheEIS,noranyplanstoincorporateitsfindings.

ThereportisaculminationofayearlongstudybyUSGSdesignedspecificallytoanalyzedata
gapsandresearchneedsfortheArcticOceaninconnectionwithoilandgasactivitiesinthe
region.7Itconfirmsthatcriticalquestions,particularlyaboutwhichareasoftheChukchiSea
5

http://billingsgazette.com/special-section/news/oil-spill/
Holland-Bartels, Leslie, and Pierce, Brenda, eds., 2011, An evaluation of the science needs to inform decisions on
Outer Continental Shelf energy development in the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas, Alaska: U.S. Geological Survey
Circular 1370.
7
In May 2010, Secretary Salazar cancelled the remaining Arctic Ocean leases in the 2007-2012 Five Year OCS
Leasing Program, stating “that the country must take a cautious approach in the Arctic, and gather additional
scientific information about resources, risks, and environmental sensitivities before making decisions about potential
future lease sales in frontier areas.” Department of the Interior, Fact Sheet, A Comprehensive, Science-Based
6
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documentthatstates“Gasproductionwouldutilizethesameoilproductionplatformdescribed
intheSale193FEISscenario.”(p.80,reviseddraftSEIS,May2011).

Furthermore,thisassumptionoftheneedforjustoneoilandgasdevelopmentplatformis
contradictedbyinformationthatMMSprovidedtocoastalcommunitiesalongtheChukchiSea
inNovember2007whichindicatedthepossibilitythatmorethanonepotentialoffshorenatural
gasplatformlocationcouldbelocatedwithintheChukchiSea,andmorethanonepotential
shorelinelandfalland“shorebase”andgaspipelineroute(seeScenariosandBenefitsfrom
DevelopmentintheChukchiSeabyJamesCraig,MMS,sentviaseparateattachment).Itis
impossibletounderstandthedraftSEISanalysisfornaturalgaswithoutamapbeingincludedin
thisdocumentitselfthatshowsthepotentialproductionislands,pipelineroutes,and
shorebases.

ThereviseddraftSEISfailstoadequatelyaddresstheimpactsfromconstructionofthenew
naturalgaspipeline,especiallytheimpactsfromconstructionofagravelcausewayinthehighly
dynamicChukchipolynyawherecurrentsarecomplicated,movingiceispresentthroughout
winter,andthehighlyproductivewaterssupportcriticalmigrationsofwhales,birds,andother
marinemammalsandsupportsubsistenceresources.ThereviseddraftSEISstatedonp.94,“at
acoastallandfall,thepipelinelikelywouldbeelevatedonashortgravelcausewaytoprotectit
againstshorelineerosion…Overall,installationofthenewoffshoregaspipelinewouldcause
directandindirectimpactssimilartovesselanchoring,butwoulddosoonamuchlargerscale.
ThoughnegativeimpactstomarinesalmonaswellasArcticandsaffroncodwouldbeexpected,
theywouldremaintemporaryandlocalized.”

Thereisnoscientificjustificationforthisconclusion,noranyindicationofanyscientificanalysis
ofcurrents,expectedchangestowatertemperatureandsalinity,alterationofcoastalcurrents
thatmayaffectmigrationsandwaterquality,changestobeacherosionandsedimentation,and
impactstoEssentialFishHabitat.OffshorecausewaysintheBeaufortSeahavebeen
documentedtohavesignificantimpactstooceanographicprocessesincludingwater
temperatureandsalinitythatareessentialhabitatfeaturesforanadromousfish(seefindingsof
U.S.ArmyCorpsofEngineersbyCol.KakelandbytheEPAregardingtheWestDockand
EndicottCauseways).

ThereviseddraftSEISstatesanassumptionthatthelandfallwouldbeatWainwright(p.80)soa
sitespecificanalysisshouldbedoneaspartofthisnaturalgasanalysis,andconsiderationof
additionalalternativesormitigationmeasures(suchasprohibitionofgravelcauseways)should
beevaluated.Boththetrenchingofthepipelineduringconstruction,scouringthatexposedthe
pipelineandresultedinaspillsuchhasrecentlyhappenedintheYellowstoneRiver,and
causewayconstructionandlongtermoperationcouldhavesignificantimpactsonwater
quality,EssentialFishHabitat,andotherthreatenedorendangeredspecieshabitats.

ThereviseddraftSEISfailstoanalyzearangeofnaturalgasproductionalternativesand
discountsthepossibilityofLNGtransportviatankerswithoutprovidingsupportingeconomicor
otherjustificationcitations.ThedraftSEISalsofailstoevaluatetheimpactsofdifferent
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areimportanttothespeciesthatinhabittheregionandhowandwhentheyusethoseareas,
remainunansweredbecauseofalackofscientificdata.“TheArcticenvironmentishighly
variablebothphysicallyandbiologically,”butscientificunderstandingofthosedifferencesis
notwelldeveloped,whichservesasa“majorconstrainttoadefensiblescienceframeworkfor
criticalArcticdecisionmaking.”8

TheUSGSreportdemonstratestheinadequacyofBOEMRE’scurrentapproachtoanalyzing
missinginformationandtheindefensiblenatureoftheagency’sconclusionthatnoinformation
essentialtotheleasesaledecisionismissing.InlightoftheUSGSreport,theInterior
Departmentmustfundamentallyreconsideritsapproach.Theagencycannotsatisfyits
stewardshipobligationsunderthelawinlightofmissinginformation,anditcannotmakegood
decisionsaboutwhetherandhowtoproceedwithactivitiesintheArcticOceanlikeLeaseSale
193.

WeprovideafewexamplesofthehighlyrelevantUSGSreportconclusions,suchasthat“the
effectsofclimatechangeareanticipatedtoinfluenceallcomponentsoftheArcticecosystem,
andtheArcticOCSenergyactivitiesmayexacerbatethosechanges,unlesscarefulanalysisof
risksandtradeoffsisconducted.”(p.217).ThisisnotreflectedintheChukchiSealeasing
analysisordecision.

TheUSGSalsonotedthat“althoughportionsoftheChukchiandBeaufortSeasareexpectedto
beicefreeforagreaterperiodoftimeeachyear,thepackiceispredictedtobemoredynamic
atcertaintimes,increasingtheriskofaccidentsandmakingoilspillresponsemoredifficult
duringthesetimes.”(p.217218).SomeimaginetheicefreesummerArcticOceanflatcalm
likeabathtub,nottheincreasinglyunpredictableplaceitistodayandisexpectedtobeinthe
future.OnthedayoftheFairbankshearing,anelderfromBarrowsentanemailthatclimate
changeimpactswereveryevidentthatday,astheseaicehadmadetravelbyresidentsdifficult
becauseitwasslammedhighalongthecoast.ThereviseddraftSEISprovidesabitmore
generalizedinformationaboutseaicemelt,butdoesnotevaluatehowseaiceconditionshave
changedthroughoutthedifferentareasoftheleasesalearea,includingwithintheChukchi
Polynya,overthebiologicallyimportantHannahShoal,andhowsuchchangescouldaffectboth
biologicalimpactsandriskstoexploratoryandproductionplatforms.

Fairbanksansarequitefamiliarwiththecomprehensiveecologicalandoceanographicbaseline
studiesconductedinthe1970’sandearly1980’sundertheauspicesoftheOCSEAPprogram
largelymanagedbyNOAA.Manyoftoday’sbestknownUniversityofAlaskaFairbanks
professorsofmarineandcoastalresearch,includingemeritus,cuttheirteethinthatprogram.
WhileMMSstillconductedscatteredstudiesaftertheOCSEAPprogramwasdisbandedduring
theReaganAdministration,thelaterstudieswererarelyknittogetherinthesame
geographicallybroadandecologicalcomplexwaywithinterdisciplinaryprojectsashadbeen
Offshore Energy Plan at 2 (May 27, 2010). He directed the USGS to conduct an evaluation of scientific needs in the
region “[t]o better understand the resilience of Arctic coastal and marine ecosystems to potential OCS resource
extraction activities.” Id.
8
USGS Report at 151.
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carriedoutduringOCSEAP.WesupporttheconclusionslaidoutbytherecentUSGSreview
andinlightofthephenomenalenvironmentalchangesthathavetakenplacesincetheOCSEAP
programthatUSGSraised,anew,comprehensiveprogramneedstobeestablishedandis
legallynecessary.Thistimeitshouldtakeintoaccounttraditionalecologicalknowledgefroma
wellsupportedtribalconsultativeeffortthatinvolvedstudiesguidedbyaffectedtribalentities
(notcorporations).

Ironically,eachyearintheAlaskaRegion’sAnnualStudyPlan,9theagencyidentifieswhydozens
onecological,oceanographic,andotherstudiesmustbedoneinordertosupportNEPA
analyses,andthefederalgovernmentspendsmillionsofdollarsonthesestudies.

WenotethattheMMS’shastilydesignedCOMIDAstudiesplanwashighlyfocusedondrilling
locationsandthestudieswereevenstartedpriortotheleasingdecisionorpriortopostleasing
seismicsurveys,nordiditaddressthecomprehensiveinformationneededtoprovideadequate
preleasingandpostleasinginformationthatOCSLAArequires.

ButitisinconceivablethatNONEtheinformationthatscientistshavecollectedsincetheflawed
FEIS(2007)inthepastfiveyearsundertheAnnualStudiesplanwaspublishedwerefoundtobe
relevanttotheenvironmentalimpactanalysesforthereviseddraftSEIS.Whileitwasnot
collectedaspartofthenecessarycomprehensivebaselineframeworkasUSGSdatagapsreport
assuggestedisnecessary,itisblatentdisregardforthescientificendeavorsthathavebeen
carriedoutandforwhichresultshavebeenpublished,aswellasabasicwasteofthetaxpayers’
fundstohaveignoredthemorerecentresultseventoevaluatetheirsufficiencyinmeetingthe
baselinescienceinformationrequirements.

Inconclusion,thisreviseddraftSEISstilldidnotaddressasingledatagapamonghundredsit
notedaboutthemarineandcoastalecosystem.TheInteriorDepartmentshouldrecognizethat
thereismissinginformationabouttheChukchiSeathatisessentialtotheleasesaledecision,as
westatedinourNovember30comments.

TheinterveningUSGSreportnowfurthercompelsthatconclusionandsotheInterior
DepartmentshouldrescindtheRevisedDraftSEIS,obtainmissinginformationthatisessential,
andprepareanewsupplementthatadequatelyinformsitsdecisionwhethertocancel,modify,
oraffirmLeaseSale193.Shortofextendingtheremandperiod,theagencyshouldexplore
alternativesthatallowittomaintainthestatusquoonLeaseSale193leaseswhileitobtains
essentialmissinginformation,forexample,bydecidingtocontinuethesuspensionofsomeor
alloftheleasespendingfurtherresearchandanalysistoinformfuturedecisionsabout
whether,where,andhowtoimplementtheleases.

Finally,therestillisnotproventechnologytocleanupoilspilledamidtheArctic’sbrokensea
iceandextremeweatherandwhereemergencyresponseequipmentishundredsofmilesaway
andtheCoastGuardis1,000milesaway.Itisnotresponsibletomoveforwardwithriskyplans



PamelaA.Miller
ArcticProgramDirector

Attachments:

ScenariosandBenefitsfromDevelopmentintheChukchiSea,JamesCraig,MMS,2007

ProposedOffshoreOilandGasExplorationandDevelopment,2011,
http://northern.org/medialibrary/maps/arctic/arcticoceanmaps/arcticoceanleases
proposedshelloildrilling20122013/view
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todrillinthesebountifulwatersuntilprovenresponsecapabilitiesareinplacetocleanupan
oilspill.AstheDeepwaterHorizonspilldemonstrated,rushingaheadwithoutadequate
informationcanhavetragicandirreversibleconsequences.

BeforetheInteriorDepartmentconsidersanydrillingintheArcticOcean,suchasShellOil’s
planstodrill10wellsintheBeaufortandChukchifor2012and2013,moreenvironmental
analysismustbecompleted,includingtheimpactsfromapotentialblowoutoilspillduringthe
proposeddrilling.Untilissuessuchasthelackofscienceandtheinabilitytocleanupanoil
spillinArcticwatersareaddressed,thefederalgovernmentcannotmakeinformeddecisions
aboutleasingdrillingintheArctic'sChukchiandBeaufortSeasandshouldnotapprovedrilling
plans.


Thankyouforthisopportunitytocomment.

Sincerely,


http://alaska.boemre.gov/ess/essp/sp2011.pdf

US EEZ Lim

9

8

1RUWKHUQ$ODVND(QYLURQPHQWDO&HQWHU&RPPHQW

1RUWKHUQ$ODVND(QYLURQPHQWDO&HQWHU&RPPHQW

1RUWKHUQ$ODVND(QYLURQPHQWDO&HQWHU&RPPHQW

1RUWKHUQ$ODVND(QYLURQPHQWDO&HQWHU&RPPHQW

Comments on Revised Draft Supplemental EIS for Lease Sale 193
Oceana
Page 2 of 3
Such multidisciplinary data sets need to be used to develop comprehensive, holistic approaches to
resource development and impact scenarios to inform planning.”3

July 11, 2011
Dr. James Kendall
Regional Director
BOEMRE Alaska OCS Region
3801 Centerpoint Dr.
Anchorage AK 99503-5820
Re:

Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193 Revised Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement, OCS EIS/EA BOEMRE 2010-034

Dear Dr. Kendall:
Thank you for considering these comments on the revised draft supplemental
environmental impact statement for Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193 (Revised Draft Supplement).
See 76 Fed. Reg. 30956 (May 27, 2011). In addition to this letter, you have received individual
comments from more than 20,000 Oceana members and supporters. As each of these comments
and our previous letters make clear, there is substantial missing scientific information about the
Chukchi Sea that is essential to the lease sale decision, and there is no demonstrated way to
respond effectively to a spill in Arctic conditions. The Bureau of Ocean Energy Management,
Regulation and Enforcement (BOEMRE) has the opportunity to move forward by implementing
comprehensive research and monitoring, which should include the identification of important
ecological areas. Rather than taking this opportunity in the Revised Draft Supplement,
BOEMRE has continued to ignore missing information and to justify a decision made without
good science or planning. BOEMRE must rescind the Revised Draft Supplement, obtain
essential missing information, and prepare a new environmental impact statement (EIS) that
adequately informs its decision whether to cancel, modify, or affirm Lease Sale 193.
Missing scientific information is at the heart of the ongoing controversy about decisions
to allow offshore oil and gas activities in the Chukchi Sea. The Revised Draft Supplement is
now BOEMRE’s second effort to satisfy a court order invalidating the EIS prepared for Lease
Sale 193.1 Lease Sale 193 was held pursuant to the original 2007-12 Five-Year Leasing
Program, which was invalidated because the environmental sensitivity of offshore areas had not
been properly evaluated or considered.2 In addition to courts, communities, scientists, the
National Commission on the Deepwater Horizon Oil Spill and Offshore Drilling, and, most recently,
the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) have all recognized the urgent need to gather missing scientific
information to help guide decisions about industrial activities in the Arctic. In particular, the USGS
concluded that “[t]here is a continuing need to facilitate the collection, integration, and sharing of
multi-scale data sets to advance our understanding of the Arctic as a complex, interdependent system.

1
2

See Native Vill. of Point Hope v. Salazar, 730 F.Supp.2d 1009 (D. Alaska 2010).
See Ctr. for Biological Diversity v. U.S. Dep’t of the Interior, 563 F.3d 466 (D.C. Cir. 2009).

The lack of baseline information creates a significant impediment to both effective
planning and preparedness. The recently adopted national ocean policy recognizes the need for
basic scientific information to make wise decisions.4 In addition, this understanding is essential
for the government to comply with statutory and regulatory mandates that were established to
help ensure responsible stewardship of resources, including the Outer Continental Shelf Lands
Act, National Environmental Policy Act, Endangered Species Act, and Marine Mammal
Protection Act.
The most effective way to respond to the courts’ orders and prepare for decisions about
future industrial activities is to undertake a comprehensive research and monitoring program that
would provide a fundamental understanding of the marine ecosystem. The recent USGS Report
found that “a collaborative and comprehensive Arctic science planning process would bring great
value to the decisions required to proceed with development of oil and has and other strategic
assets in the Arctic in a changing climate environment.”5 A collaborative science planning
process should include guidance and input from local communities, and it is all the more
important to ensure that this occurs given the recent termination of Alaska’s Coastal Zone
Management Program.
A focus of this research and monitoring program should be the identification and
protection of important ecological areas (IEAs). IEAs are geographically delineated areas which
by themselves or in a network have distinguishing ecological characteristics, are important for
maintaining habitat heterogeneity or the viability of a species, or contribute disproportionately to
an ecosystem’s health, including its productivity, biodiversity, function, structure, or resilience.
Identifying IEAs and implementing the protections needed to maintain their roles in the
ecosystem should be a first step in determining whether industrial activities should proceed and,
if so, under what conditions.
In the Lease Sale 193 area, there is not sufficient spatial and temporal information to
identify all of the IEAs and the protections needed. Based on the available western science and
Local and Traditional Knowledge, some areas can already be identified. Hanna Shoal and the
area surrounding it stands out as a likely IEA. The following information indicates that Hanna
Shoal and surrounding area is likely an IEA:

3
Holland-Bartels, Leslie, and Pierce, Brenda, eds., 2011, An evaluation of the science needs to
inform decisions on Outer Continental Shelf energy development in the Chukchi and Beaufort
Seas, Alaska: U.S. Geological Survey Circular 1370, 220 (hereinafter “USGS Report”).
4
3 Exec. Order No. 13547, 75 Fed. Reg. 43023 (2010); Council on Environmental Quality, Final
Recommendation Of The Interagency Ocean Policy Task Force (July 2009) at 6, 39-40,
available at http://www.whitehouse.gov/files/documents/OPTF_FinalRecs.pdf. See also U.S.
Commission on Ocean Policy, An Ocean Blueprint for the 21st Century 374 (2004), available at
http://www.oceancommission.gov.
5
USGS Report at 221.
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Sea ice generally lingers longer in summer in this area than in others in the region;6
Benthic feeding marine mammals, such as walrus and gray whales, have been know to use
the area for feeding;7
It may be a key feeding area for Ivory Gulls;8 and
Recent studies indicate that water currents slow in the region, which may account for the
longer lingering sea ice, and which may lead to heightened deposition of detritus and
enhance filter feeder habitat and growth.9

This combination of features is likely to make the region increasingly important in light of the
rapid climate changes that are occurring in the region, including the loss of summer sea ice.
Further studies are needed to delineate the importance of Hanna Shoal and surrounding areas to
the health of the Chukchi Sea.
As an IEA, protection measures should be implemented for Hanna Shoal to prevent it
from being degraded. These management measures should be tailored to maintain Hanna
Shoal’s important contribution to ecosystem health and must consider not only activities within
the greater Hanna Shoal area, but also activities outside of the area that may affect its importance
and health. For example, if walrus are travelling to and from large beach haulouts near Point
Lay to Hanna Shoal, which appears to be the case, measures should be put in place to ensure that
travel is not affected.
We are just learning that Hanna Shoal is an IEA. Unfortunately our spatial and temporal
understanding of the region is currently insufficient to identify the other IEAs in the lease sale
area and the protections needed. This information is necessary to complete the Lease Sale 193
EIS and to guide decisions about whether industrial activities can be conducted in a way that
does not harm ecosystem health, and if so, under what conditions.
As a first step, BOEMRE must rescind the Revised Draft Supplement, obtain essential
missing information, and prepare a new EIS. We look forward to continuing to work with you
on this important issue.
Sincerely,

Susan Murray
Senior Director, Pacific
6
See Smith, M.A. et al., Arctic Marine Synthesis, Atlas of the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas
(Audubon-Alaska in cooperation with Oceana) 2-11 (2010) (hereinafter “Arctic Synthesis”).
7
See, e.g., USGS, Walrus radio-tracking in the southern Chukchi Sea 2010, available at
http://alaska.usgs.gov/science/biology/walrus/tracking.html; Moore, S.E. et al., Cetacean habitat
selection in the Alaskan Arctic during Summer and Autumn, 53 Arctic 432, 438 (2000).
8
See Arctic Synthesis at 5-29.
9
See id. at 2-11; Alaska Marine Science Symposium, Book of Abstracts 21 (2010), available at
http://doc.nprb.org/web/symposium/2010/2010%20AMSS%20Abstract%20Book.pdf.

OCEAN CONSERVANCY
PEW ENVIRONMENT GROUP
______________________________________________________________________________
July 11, 2011

VIA ELECTRONIC DELIVERY

Dr. James Kendall
Regional Director
BOEMRE Alaska OCS Region
3801 Centerpoint Dr. Ste 500
Anchorage AK 99503-5820

Re:

Comments on the Revised Draft SEIS, Lease Sale 193 Chukchi Sea (OCS EIS/EA
BOEMRE 2010–034)

Dear Regional Director Kendall:
The Pew Environment Group and Ocean Conservancy submit the following comments on the
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement’s (BOEMRE) revised draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193 (revised draft
SEIS).1
I.

Introduction

Since it was first proposed in 2005, Lease Sale 193 has been the subject of significant concern
and controversy, including litigation that resulted in a remand order from the Alaska Federal
District Court in Native Village of Point Hope v. Salazar.2 BOEMRE’s initial response to the
court’s remand order—the draft SEIS released in September 2010—did not address adequately
the shortcomings identified by the court. The addition of a very large oil spill (VLOS) analysis
in the revised draft SEIS, while an improvement, does not remedy the serious deficiencies of the
original draft SEIS. We refer BOEMRE to our November 2010 comment letters and incorporate
by reference all the information contained in those letters.3
The following comments provide additional information relevant to BOEMRE’s new VLOS
analysis and underscore the deficiencies of BOEMRE’s missing information analysis. To make
responsible decisions, BOEMRE needs to better understand the environmental and social
consequences of development and plan accordingly. The revised draft SEIS states that, at the end
1

76 Fed. Reg. 30956 (May 27, 2011).
Native Village of Point Hope v. Salazar, No. 1:08-cv-0004-RRB (D. Alaska Aug. 5, 2010) (amended order
remanding to agency).
See Pew Environment Group, Comments Re: Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193 Draft Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement (Nov. 29, 2010) (attached as Appendix 1); Conservation Coalition, Comments Re: Draft Chukchi
Sea Lease Sale 193 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (Nov. 30, 2010) (attached as Appendix 2).
2

3

1
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of the remand process Secretary Salazar must decide whether to “reaffirm, modify, or cancel the
Department’s previous decision on Sale 193.”4 Given the shortcomings of the revised draft SEIS
and the significant threats to the environment revealed by the VLOS analysis, we urge Secretary
Salazar not to affirm the previous decision. If the Secretary chooses to affirm the previous
decision, he should modify that decision to better protect the key areas that are especially
important for wildlife or for subsistence purposes, including the sixty-mile offshore corridor and
Hanna Shoal. In addition, the Secretary should suspend oil and gas operations5 on any remaining
Chukchi leases until:

are challenging, as yet not fully understood, and the necessary infrastructure to support a major
spill response does not exist. Moreover, in most cases, the Arctic operating environment reduces
the effectiveness of oil spill control and recovery methods and equipment. For example, the
presence of sea ice can clog skimmers, interfere or tear boom, and hinder responder's access to
the oil. While the industry and spill responders continue to research cleanup methods in Arctic
waters, there is virtually no real-world experience with such incidents. Most of the research to
date has been in the laboratory or in small-scale trials where there are far fewer variables than in
the Arctic offshore environment. The inability to remove oil from the ecosystem is likely to
exacerbate the significant impacts of a VLOS.

• BOEMRE evaluates the findings from the June 23, 2011 U.S. Geological Survey
(USGS) report and produces a clear, coherent strategy for gathering information
necessary to determining whether, where, when and how oil and gas activities can occur;
• A comprehensive, integrated research and monitoring plan is in place that will provide
the information necessary to make informed decisions regarding oil and gas activities in
the Chukchi Sea;
• BOEMRE develops and implements a plan to protect areas that are important for their
ecological and subsistence values; and
• There is demonstrated capacity to contain and effectively respond to a blowout in the
specific arctic conditions where activities are planned.
II.

BOEMRE’s new VLOS analysis is unclear and fails to provide meaningful
information about the risks of a blowout scenario.

The major change in the revised draft SEIS from the original draft SEIS is the inclusion of a new
VLOS analysis. By including this analysis BOEMRE acknowledges for the first time that a
VLOS is a reasonably foreseeable possibility. Unfortunately, the VLOS analysis in the revised
draft SEIS is unclear and fails to provide the level of information necessary to inform decisions
about if, when, where, and how to lease. Moreover, the VLOS analysis does not consider
adequately the significant limitations of oil spill response in the Chukchi Sea.
According to BOEMRE, the trajectory analysis at the heart of the VLOS analysis is designed to
provide an estimate of “where very large oil spills might travel on the ocean’s surface and what
land segments and biological, social, and economic resources might be contacted.”6 BOEMRE’s
model, however, appears to assume that oil travels in a simple path, and stops upon contacting
the shoreline. This approach ignores the very real likelihood of oil spreading along the coastline.
Moreover, the narratives, figures, and tables presented in the revised draft SEIS and in Appendix
B fail to describe meaningfully the potential impacts to specific areas of the ocean and coast. As
a result, the analysis does not provide the level of information necessary to support decisions
about whether, when, where, and under what conditions oil and gas drilling activities might
occur.
The revised draft SEIS also fails to address adequately the difficulty of responding to a VLOS
many miles offshore in the middle of the remote Chukchi Sea where environmental conditions
4

See, e.g., Revised Draft SEIS at 3.
See 30 C.F.R. § 250.168 (authorizing BOEMRE to suspend operations on OCS leases); see also id. § 250.172.
6
Revised Draft SEIS, Appendix B, at B9.
5

Despite the significant shortcomings in the VLOS analysis, it clearly acknowledges that a VLOS
could have catastrophic impacts on most species, habitat and coastal communities. Specifically,
BOEMRE concludes that a VLOS “could cause significant adverse environmental impacts to
most of the examined environmental resources in the Chukchi Sea region,” that “some
vulnerable animal populations could suffer lasting, population-level impacts under certain
circumstances,” and that “[l]ongterm reductions in local animal populations would exacerbate
disruptions to subsistence-harvest patterns and displacement of sociocultural systems.”7
Given the acknowledgement of potentially severe environmental impacts, BOEMRE and
Secretary Salazar should consider this new information carefully—especially in light of the
significant limitations on the ability to respond to a VLOS in Arctic conditions—and reassess the
previous Lease Sale 193 decision. In addition, BOEMRE should prepare a site-specific
environmental impact analyses that include potential blowouts and trajectory models for any
proposed exploration drilling.
III.

We acknowledge that government agencies, academic institutions, and industry have conducted
and continue to conduct research in the Chukchi Sea. These studies are important and contribute
to our baseline knowledge and understanding of the Chukchi Sea ecosystem. However, the
existence of a large body of individual studies does not mean that the research is sufficient to
raise the level of understanding of the Chukchi Sea to the point that decisions about whether,
where, when, and how oil and gas activity should occur in the Chukchi Sea are fully informed.
Despite all the research that has been conducted in the Chukchi Sea, the BOEMRE’s NEPA
analysis is still riddled with admissions of missing and incomplete information.
Unfortunately, the analysis of missing information set forth in BOEMRE’s revised draft SEIS is
not significantly different from the analysis in the original draft SEIS, and the revised draft SEIS
remains inadequate. We refer BOEMRE to our November 2010 comment letters and incorporate
by reference all the comments contained in those letters.8 The following comments supplement
our original comment letters with respect to BOEMRE’s missing information analysis, address
7
Revised Draft SEIS at 282.
8
See Pew Environment Group, Comments Re: Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193 Draft Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement (Nov. 29, 2010) (attached as Appendix 1); Conservation Coalition, Comments Re: Draft Chukchi
Sea Lease Sale 193 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (Nov. 30, 2010) (attached as Appendix 2).

2

3
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the new science report recently released by the USGS, and recommend implementation of a
holistic science plan for the Arctic.
A.

BOEMRE’s revised draft SEIS fails to address significant shortcomings with
respect to missing information.

evaluate what is known about the cumulative effects of energy extraction on ecosystems
and other resources of interest; and review how future changes in climate conditions may
either mitigate or compound the impacts from Arctic energy development.

BOEMRE’s missing information analysis remains inadequate.

The Alaska Federal District Court’s remand order instructed BOEMRE to revise its analysis of
missing information pursuant to NEPA regulations at 40 C.F.R. § 1502.22.9 Instead of taking
seriously its obligation to make a decision informed by science and gathering missing scientific
information, BOEMRE opted to undertake a paper exercise, cataloging the statements in the
SEIS regarding missing information and concluding that none of the missing information is
essential to a reasoned choice among alternatives. That conclusion is not valid, and is not
consistent with the Department of Interior’s commitment to science-based decision-making.

In June 2010, the Secretary released the USGS report, “An Evaluation of the Science Needs to
Inform Decisions on Outer Continental Shelf Energy Development in the Chukchi and Beaufort
Seas, Alaska.”11 The USGS report, in combination with the National Research Council’s report
in 2003 on “Cumulative Environmental Effects of Alaskan North Slope Oil and Gas
Activities,”12 represent the best and most comprehensive evaluations of information available—
as well as information needed but not known—in support of decisions about oil and gas activities
in the Arctic.
Much of the USGS report can be boiled down to the following statements:

As our previous comments explain, much of the missing information identified by BOEMRE in
the original Lease Sale 193 EIS is essential to a reasoned choice about whether, where, and under
what conditions to offer oil and gas leases in the Chukchi Sea. Gaps in data about the Chukchi
Sea include missing basic information about species that inhabit the region and their habitat
needs over both time and space. These types of gaps are widespread across the Chukchi Sea, and
this lack of information has been widely acknowledged.10 BOEMRE tries to brush aside the
need for this missing information by saying that all alternatives considered in the EIS will result
in significant impacts to the environment and thus the information is not necessary to a choice
among the alternatives. However, the agency can’t just make a sweeping statement that harm
will occur. It must provide sufficient information about the types and extents so that decisions
can be made as to the relative extent of the harms between the alternatives and so that the agency
can take measure to limit that harm.
B.

Our analysis of the many different literature sources—scientific reports, public
policy documents, workshop findings, web sites—and discussions with a diverse
range of stakeholders has resulted in a recognition that in recent years there has
been a concerted effort to obtain more data and information on and conduct more
research in the Arctic, so there is a great deal of information existing about the
Arctic. Yet, in many ways, relatively little is known about the Arctic in large part
because many of the studies are targeted in focus and independently conducted
with limited synthesis, even within studies on the same topics. There is a critical
need for large-scale synoptic efforts that synthesize the many different studies on
the full range of topics by the numerous researchers and organizations examining
the Arctic. However, there also is a need for some very specific research to
address the identified science gaps (in the previous chapters, specifically, and here
in general).13 (emphasis added)

BOEMRE must incorporate the findings of the recently released USGS
report.

Secretary Salazar has recognized that “sound scientific information” is needed “to develop
energy resources in the right places and the right ways.” As a result, in April 2010, he tasked the
USGS with completing “a special review of information that is known about the Beaufort and
Chukchi Sea.” Specifically, the Secretary asked USGS to:
examine the effects of exploration activities on marine mammals; determine what
research is needed for an effective and reliable oil spill response in ice-covered regions;

Even a cursory reading of the USGS report indicates that it is directly relevant and highly
applicable to the decisions at hand on Lease Sale 193. BOEMRE should review the new USGS
report closely and incorporate the report’s findings into the final SEIS. In addition, BOEMRE
should incorporate the findings of the USGS report into future decisions about this lease sale, as
well as environmental analyses, permit applications, and other processes associated with future
Chukchi leases, if any.
Some people believe that there is sufficient science to justify oil and gas activity in the Chukchi
and Beaufort seas at this time. For others, there never will be enough science. Our organizations
do not support either extreme, nor should BOEMRE. Instead, BOEMRE should undertake a
careful evaluation of USGS’s findings, the NRC report on cumulative impacts, and other sources

9
When an EIS discloses incomplete or unavailable information relevant to a foreseeable significant adverse effect, a
federal agency must determine whether the missing or incomplete information is “essential to a reasoned choice
among alternatives.” 40 C.F.R. 1502.22. If so, and if “the overall costs of obtaining [the missing information] are
not exorbitant, the agency shall include the information in the environmental impact statement.” Id.
10
See, e.g., Holland-Bartels, Leslie, and Pierce, Brenda, eds., 2011, An evaluation of the science needs to inform
decisions on Outer Continental Shelf energy development in the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas, Alaska: U.S.
Geological Survey Circular 1370; Coastal Response Research Center. 2010. Natural Resources Damage Assessment
(NRDA) in Arctic Waters: The Dialogue Begins. University of New Hampshire, Durham, MBC. 2007. Proceedings
of a Workshop on Chukchi Sea Offshore Monitoring in Drilling Area OCS Study MMS 2007-002, at 49-50,
prepared by MBC Applied Environmental Sciences, Costa Mesa, CA for the U.S. Dept. of the Interior, Minerals
Management Service, Alaska OCS Region.

Holland-Bartels, Leslie, and Pierce, Brenda, eds., 2011, An evaluation of the science needs to inform decisions on
Outer Continental Shelf energy development in the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas, Alaska: U.S. Geological Survey
Circular 1370.
National Research Council, 2003, Cumulative environmental effects of oil and gas activities on Alaska’s North
Slope. Washington: National Academies Press.
13
Holland-Bartels, Leslie, and Pierce, Brenda, eds., 2011, An evaluation of the science needs to inform decisions on
Outer Continental Shelf energy development in the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas, Alaska: U.S. Geological Survey
Circular 1370, at 218.
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of information and should develop a clear, coherent strategy for gathering necessary information
and conducting appropriate analyses to address key management decisions regarding activity in
the Arctic Outer Continental Shelf (OCS).
The Pew Environment Group, Ocean Conservancy, and others are working with a group of
scientists to review the new USGS report and identify priority actions with regard to research,
monitoring, and synthesis, to advance our understanding of Arctic marine ecology with respect
to OCS activity. This effort will be relevant to Lease Sale 193 and other decisions in the
Chukchi and Beaufort Seas. We will share the results of this review with BOEMRE when it is
completed later this summer.
C.

BOEMRE should develop and implement an integrated, holistic science plan.

To adequately address the issue of missing information, BOEMRE must develop and implement
an integrated, holistic science plan for the Arctic Ocean. Existing scientific studies in the
Chukchi Sea have been undertaken in an uncoordinated basis without an overarching purpose for
the information or a clearly identified goal to advance knowledge of Chukchi Sea ecosystems
and provide information directly relevant to decisions regarding oil and gas activities.
Specifically, many of the current scientific studies are focused on specific drilling lease sites that
are of interest to industry. They provide information about physical and biological aspects for a
small area within a larger ecosystem for a limited time period. To be useful to leasing decisions,
however, longer-term studies must be undertaken to provide an understanding of the variability
of species over time.
Similarly, BOEMRE’s current approach to science—as demonstrated in the agency’s
Environmental Studies Program Annual Study Plan—is not adequate. Narrow studies are
undertaken by contractors responding to a request for proposal with no coordinated analysis and
synthesis of that information. Without an overarching purpose and scientific plan to guide and tie
the research together, the individual studies do little to advance knowledge of the Chukchi Sea.
This need for synthesis and purpose was highlighted in the recent USGS report.14
To address these problems, BOEMRE—in conjunction with local, state, and federal partners—
must develop and implement comprehensive, integrated research and monitoring plan for the
U.S. Arctic. Such a plan should be designed to improve our understanding of Arctic marine
ecosystem structure and functioning and to avoid adverse impacts on the Arctic environment and
subsistence way of life. It should: (1) define existing information and research needs through a
comprehensive gap analysis (the USGS review was a first step in this process); (2) gain a more
comprehensive catalog of species, populations and habitats (including seasonal migrations) in a
marine life assessment; (3) track the physical factors that influence and determine biological
productivity, habitat preference and migration pathways in an integrated, comprehensive
environmental monitoring program; (4) secure a better understanding of ecosystem interactions
and trophic linkages and the effects of human activity; and (5) integrate scientific data to identify
processes and habitats that are sensitive and vulnerable to disruption.
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IV.

If Secretary Salazar affirms Lease Sale 193, he should adopt a modified alternative
that protects important ecological areas, including the sixty-mile offshore corridor
and Hanna Shoal.

If Secretary Salazar opts to affirm Lease Sale 193, he should adopt a modified alternative that
better protects key areas that are especially important for wildlife or for subsistence purposes.15
Specifically, the Secretary should adopt an alternative that excludes known important ecological
areas (IEAs)—and buffer zones sufficient to ensure the protection of these areas—from the
Chukchi Sea lease sale.
The concept of protecting the most ecologically important regions of the ocean is not new.
Norway, for example, has undertaken a thorough planning process that includes the identification
of areas that are important to the ecological functioning of the Barents Sea ecosystem. Norway’s
forthcoming update of the 2006 integrated management plan for the Barents Sea – Lofoten Area
provides an example of how to protect important areas of the offshore environment. The updated
plan will protect ecologically sensitive areas like the important fish spawning areas in the
Lofotens, and the marginal ice zone and the polar front, which is an oceanographic feature
important to the healthy functioning of the Barents Sea.16
BOEMRE should map and identify IEAs as part of the comprehensive Arctic science plan
described above. In the mean time, however, there is sufficient information to identify and
protect at least two IEAs in the Chukchi Sea: the 60-mile offshore corridor and Hanna Shoal.17
(1)

60-Mile Offshore Corridor

Subsistence hunting in the marine environment is vital to Arctic coastal communities. Hunters
take bowhead and beluga whales, ringed and bearded seals, walrus, polar bears, seabirds, and
fish. The use areas for these species, the travel routes to and from harvest locations, and the areas
used when searching for animals all cover large areas of the sea. With changes in technology
(e.g., more powerful outboard engines and boats capable of longer trips) and changes in the
environment (e.g., loss of summer sea ice), subsistence use areas have been expanding in recent
decades, particularly offshore. In 1979, one researcher found that lifetime subsistence use areas

15

Holland-Bartels, Leslie, and Pierce, Brenda, eds., 2011, An evaluation of the science needs to inform decisions on
Outer Continental Shelf energy development in the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas, Alaska: U.S. Geological Survey
Circular 1370, at 218.

Cf. Dep’t of Commerce, Nat’l Oceanic and Atmospheric Admin, Nat’l Marine Fisheries Serv., Comments Re:
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement (BOEMRE) Draft Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement (Draft SEIS) for the Chukchi Sea Planning Area - Oil and Gas Lease Sale 193 in the Chukchi Sea.
(Feb. 28, 2011), at 6 (“The Draft SEIS does not examine the effects of natural gas development and production on
any unique habitat areas, such as Hanna Shoal, which are present in the lease sale area. It is important for other
agencies and the public to understand what special areas may be present, how they function in the ecosystem, and
how they may be impacted.).
16
Anon, St.meld.nr. 8 (2005–2006) Helhetlig forvaltning av det marine miljø i Barentshavet og havomra°dene
utenfor Lofoten (forvaltningsplan). Ministry of Environment, Oslo (2006) (available in English from the Norwegian
Ministry of Environment).
17
As scientists learn more about Chukchi Sea ecosystems, it is almost certain that additional IEAs will be identified.
In the future, BOEMRE should use its authorities to protect any newly-identified IEAs.
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in Barrow extended ten to twenty miles offshore.18 Thirty years later, researchers found that
bowhead hunting areas extended over forty miles from shore, and walrus hunting took Barrow
hunters more than fifty miles from shore.19 Similar results have been found in Wainwright, with
seal and walrus hunting extending well over forty miles from shore, and a marked expansion of
hunting area between the 1970s and the late 1980s.20 Given these documented subsistence use
areas, a twenty-five mile buffer zone along the coast is insufficient to protect current subsistence
hunting. Removing the sixty-mile corridor from the leasing program, as recommended by
NOAA,21 would better protect current use areas and avoid disturbance of marine mammals at the
outer edge of the use areas. If current trends continue, future subsistence use may extend even
farther offshore. Further, NOAA’s February 28, 2011 comments on the original draft SEIS detail
the importance of protecting the benthic habitats, nearshore estuarine habitats, marine mammals
and subsistence resources in the sixty-mile corridor from leasing, exploration and development.

this persistent lobe of ice, and the minimum September sea ice extent has come that far south
only once in the last decade.25 In comparison, Hanna Shoal and Post Office Point were icecovered seven out of ten years in the 1980s and four out of ten years in the 1990s. Nonetheless,
Post Office Point and Hanna Shoal continues to be an area of persistent ice floes, which are very
important for ice-associated wildlife. Although the pack ice is expected to further recede with
climate change, the seafloor topography is likely to continue to divert warm waters, and Hanna
Shoal has the potential to provide substantial lingering ice floes well into the future compared to
other areas in the region,26 and to become a last stronghold for some species. As a result, Hanna
Shoal—and any buffer zone necessary to protect it from the impacts of oil and gas operations—
should be excluded from the Chukchi Sea lease sale.

14

(2)

Hanna Shoal

Hanna Shoal’s physical factors contribute toward the persistence of sea ice, which is an
important substrate for marine mammals like walrus. During a time of rapid change, Hanna
Shoal appears to be an important sea ice area over the long term. This shallow area diverts warm
water masses flowing northward from the Bering Sea, holding colder water long into the summer
season.22 As a result, sea ice persists there longer into the season, as well.23 A pack ice feature
near Hanna Shoal called Post Office Point was historically a meeting point known for its reliable
ice all summer long. The area was given its name because ships would meet at this dependable
location to exchange mail and information at sea.24 Recent warming has changed the structure of
18
Pedersen, S. 1979. Regional Subsistence Land Use, North Slope Borough, Alaska. Occasional Paper No. 21,
Anthropology and Historic Preservation, Cooperative Park Studies Unit, University of Alaska, Fairbanks, Alaska
and Conservation and Environmental Protection, North Slope Borough, Barrow, Alaska.
19
Stephen R. Braund & Associates. 2010. Subsistence Mapping of Nuiqsut, Kaktovik, and Barrow. Prepared for
United States Department of the Interior Minerals Management Service, Alaska OCS Region, Environmental
Studies Program. Anchorage, Alaska.
20
See, e.g., Pedersen, S. 1979. Regional Subsistence Land Use, North Slope Borough, Alaska. Occasional Paper No.
21, Anthropology and Historic Preservation, Cooperative Park Studies Unit, University of Alaska, Fairbanks, Alaska
and Conservation and Environmental Protection, North Slope Borough, Barrow, Alaska. Stephen R. Braund &
Associates (SRB&A), and Institute of Social and Economic Research (ISER). 1993. North Slope Subsistence Study:
Wainwright, 1988 and 1989. Prepared by S.R. Braund and Associates and Institute of Social and Economic
Research, University of Alaska, Anchorage. U.S. Department of the Interior, Minerals Management Service, Alaska
OCS Region Social and Economic Studies. Technical Report No.147. Wainwright Traditional Council and The
Nature Conservancy. 2008. Wainwright Traditional Use Area Conservation Plan Map Book. Wainwright, Alaska.
21
See Dep’t of Commerce, Nat’l Oceanic and Atmospheric Admin, Nat’l Marine Fisheries Serv., Comments Re:
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement (BOEMRE) Draft Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement (Draft SEIS) for the Chukchi Sea Planning Area - Oil and Gas Lease Sale 193 in the Chukchi Sea.
(Feb. 28, 2011), at 7 (“NMFS recommends that BOEMRE modify Lease Sale 193 and adopt Alternative III
(Corridor I Deferral) given that the larger corridor offers a precautionary approach to afford protection of
marine resources in a data limited environment.”).
22
Weingartner et al. 2005. Circulation on the north central Chukchi Sea shelf. Deep Sea Research Part II: Topical
studies in Oceanography 52:3150-3174.
23
Martin, S. and R. Drucker. 1997. The effect of possible Taylor columns on the summer ice retreat in the Chukchi
Sea. Journal of Geophysical Research 102:10473-10482.; Spall, M.A. 2007. Circulation and water mass
transformation in a model of the Chukchi Sea. Journal of Geophysical Research 12.
24
Aldrich, H.L. 1915. Lands in the Arctic: what may be beyond ice as old as the year one. New York Times.
http://query.nytimes.com/mem/archive-free/pdf?_r=1&res=9C00E0D81138E633A25757C2A96F9C946496D6CF .
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V.

Conclusion

At the conclusion of the remand process, the revised draft SEIS indicates that Secretary Salazar
will choose whether to “reaffirm, modify, or cancel the Department’s previous decision on Sale
193.”27 Given the shortcomings of the revised draft SEIS and the significant threats revealed by
the VLOS, we urge Secretary Salazar not to affirm the previous decision. If the Secretary
chooses to affirm the previous decision, he should affirm a modified alternative that better
protects the key areas that are especially important for wildlife or for subsistence purposes.
Specifically, he should exclude from the lease sale the sixty-mile offshore corridor and Hanna
Shoal. In addition, the Secretary should suspend operations28 on remaining Chukchi leases
until:
• BOEMRE evaluates the findings from the June 23, 2011 U.S. Geological Survey
(USGS) report and produces a clear, coherent strategy for gathering information
necessary to determining whether, where, when and how oil and gas activities can occur;
• A comprehensive, integrated research and monitoring plan is in place that will provide
the information necessary to make informed decisions regarding oil and gas activities in
the Chukchi Sea;
• BOEMRE develops and implements a plan to protect areas that are important for their
ecological and subsistence values; and
• There is demonstrated capacity to contain and effectively respond to a blowout in the
specific arctic conditions where activities are planned.

Accessed October 2008.; Bockstoce, J.R. 1986. Whales, men and ice: the history of whaling in the western Arctic.
University of Washington Press, Seattle, Washington.
25
National Snow and Ice Data Center. 2010. Monthly sea ice extent. GIS shapefile.
ftp://sidads.colorado.edu/DATASETS/NOAA/G02135/shapefiles/. Accessed January 2010.
26
Spall, M.A. 2007. Circulation and water mass transformation in a model of the Chukchi Sea. Journal of
Geophysical Research 112.
27
Revised Draft SEIS at 3.
28
See 30 C.F.R. § 250.168 (authorizing BOEMRE to suspend operations on OCS leases); see also id. § 250.172.
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Thank you for considering our comments. We look forward to working with BOEMRE to
ensure that the Chukchi Sea ecosystems are understood and protected.

Sincerely,

________________________
Marilyn Heiman
Director, U.S. Arctic Program
Pew Environment Group

________________________
Andrew Hartsig
Director, Arctic Program
Ocean Conservancy

Appendix 1
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November 29, 2010

VIA EMAIL
John Goll, Director
Alaska OCS Region
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement
3801 Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, AK 99503-5820
BOEMREAKPublicCommen@boemre.gov
Re: Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
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NEPA compliance1 and with respect to ensuring that decisions are based on sound science as
detailed in the September 29, 2010, Secretarial Order No. 3305. In addition, the Department’s
September 1, 2010 Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) Safety Oversight Board report provided
recommendations to strengthen permitting and environmental stewardship. The report
highlighted concerns with BOEMRE’s failure to fulfill its dual mandate to lease offshore lands,
yet also to protect the environment and cultural resources. The Alaska Region must ensure these
recommendations and reforms are implemented in all new decisions, including its draft SEIS for
the Chukchi Sea. To date, the Alaska Regional office of BOEMRE has failed to do so.
NEPA and OCSLA Require Missing or Incomplete Information be Included in the SEIS
BOEMRE was ordered to supplement the FEIS it prepared for Lease Sale 193 by reassessing the
extent and relevance to decision making of missing information about the environmental impacts
of offshore oil and gas activities in the Chukchi Sea. In preparing the draft SEIS, BOEMRE must
comply with NEPA’s obligation to take a “hard look” at environmental impacts, just as it must in
preparing an initial FEIS. The draft SEIS fails to do so.

Dear Director Goll:
The Pew Environment Group appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Bureau of Ocean
Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement (BOEMRE) draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement for Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193 (draft SEIS). Unfortunately,
the draft SEIS does not provide the “hard look” at the environmental impacts of Lease Sale 193
required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) because it fails to include necessary
information regarding environmental consequences of oil and gas activities within the lease sale
area. Thus, we request that BOEMRE prepare a revised draft SEIS that fully addresses the issues
presented below.
The draft SEIS was prepared in response to a July 21, 2010 order of the Alaska federal district in
Native Village of Point Hope v. Salazar. In that case, plaintiffs challenged the adequacy of the
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) prepared by BOEMRE for the nearly 30 million
acre Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193. The court concluded that the FEIS analysis of environmental
impacts of oil and gas activities in the Chukchi Sea lease sale area was deficient, and required the
agency to rectify those flaws in a supplemental EIS. Specifically, the court ordered BOEMRE to
(1) analyze the environmental impact of natural gas development; and (2) determine whether
missing information identified by BOEMRE in the FEIS was essential or relevant to the agency’s
decision making as required under NEPA regulation 40 CFR 1502.22; then (3) determine
whether the cost of obtaining the missing information was exorbitant, or the means of doing so
unknown. Our comments focus on the draft SEIS’ assessment of the relevance and need for
information that was identified in the FEIS as missing or incomplete.

The draft SEIS purports to respond to the court’s order to meet the requirements of NEPA
regulation 40 CFR 1502.222 by determining whether missing information in the FEIS is relevant
to assessing potentially significant effects of oil and gas development in the Chukchi Sea, and
whether the missing information is essential to a reasoned choice among the FEIS’ alternatives.
The purpose of that regulation is to require agencies to gather all information necessary to make
a decision, but to allow it to move forward in cases where information might not be relevant to
the decision to be made or if the cost of obtaining the information is exorbitant. BOEMRE has
not taken seriously its obligation to make a decision informed by science, and to gather whatever
missing scientific information is needed, but has instead undertaken a paper exercise, simply
cataloging the hundreds of statements in the FEIS regarding missing information and then
concluding that the addition of any of this information is not necessary in the decision-making
process.
BOEMRE’s primary rationale for its assertion that the information is not essential at the lease
sale stage is that the decision is not a consequential commitment of the area to oil and gas
activities and information can be obtained at later stages of the Outer Continental Shelf Lands
Act (OCSLA) process, when the agency is evaluating exploration or production plans. This
1
CEQ NEPA Guidance available at
http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/current_developments/docs/CEQ_Report_Reviewing_MMS_OCS_NEPAImplementation.pdf

2

As an initial matter, we note that the analysis in the draft SEIS is not consistent with the
Department of Interior’s offshore oil and gas program reforms that have been adopted in
response to the Deepwater Horizon oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico. The Secretary of Interior has
announced several changes to improve its analyses and decisions, most notably with respect to

Once incomplete or unavailable information regarding a foreseeable significant adverse effect is
disclosed in an EIS, NEPA regulation 40 C.F.R. 1502.22 requires that: “If the incomplete information
relevant to reasonably foreseeable significant adverse impacts is essential to a reasoned choice among
alternatives and the overall costs of obtaining it are not exorbitant, the agency shall include the
information in the environmental impact statement.” Thus, the focus of the regulation is on obtaining that
information and including it in the EIS.

1

2
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reasoning misconstrues OCSLA, and also overlooks longstanding BOEMRE practice to conduct
only abbreviated environmental assessments at the exploration plan stage and instead to rely
heavily on the lease sale EIS analysis. This practice is necessitated by OCSLA, which requires
the Secretary of the Interior to approve exploration plans within 30 days, constraining
BOEMRE’s ability to undertake an environmental review at that stage beyond the brief
environmental assessment (EA) that, as a matter of practice, it prepares at the exploration stage.

BOEMRE also asserts that it can defer gathering missing information at the lease sale stage
because tiering of NEPA analyses is allowed within OCSLA. However, BOEMRE’s approach is
a misapplication of “tiering” within NEPA. Tiering is a means to allow an agency to avoid
repetitive analysis in subsequent, more site-specific phases of a project. Thus, if a complete EIS
is prepared at the first stage in which potential significant effects are identified, subsequent
decisions can often be accompanied by a shorter EA/FONSI or an EIS that incorporates and
follows from the analysis in the prior EIS. The key is that tiering allows for subsequent NEPA
analysis to build on a thorough EIS prepared at an earlier stage. By assuming that it can defer
gathering information until a later stage, BOEMRE is in essence committing itself to undertaking
an EIS later, turning tiering on its head. In light of the fact that BOEMRE’s decisions regarding
approvals for oil and gas activity continue to be challenged, it makes no sense to pursue a status
quo approach that satisfies no one. In its August 16, 2010 report and recommendations to
BOEMRE regarding NEPA implementation, the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)
clarified the purpose and implementation of tiering.3 The practical reality is that in order to fully
comply with NEPA within the structure of OCSLA, the agency must prepare a full assessment of
potential impacts and the site-specific details and impacts can then easily be addressed within the
compressed approval time period for an exploration plan.

More significantly, BOEMRE’s reasoning ignores the nature of the decision to be made at each
stage of oil and gas development under OCSLA. It is at the lease sale stage that the agency
makes the decision about whether, where and how oil and gas activities will occur within a
particular portion of the outer continental shelf. Once the leases are issued, the agency’s ability
to alter course is constrained. OCSLA authorizes the Secretary to suspend or cancel a lease or
permit only if oil and gas activities threaten to cause serious harm or damage to life, property, the
environment, or national security or defense. At the exploration plan stage, the decision is
whether to approve a plan that outlines the exact location, timing and equipment to be used to
explore for productive deposits of oil and gas. The decision at the development and production
stage is similar. In other words, while OCSLA establishes stages for development of oil and gas
resources in the outer continental shelf, the decision about whether to allow that activity to go
forward occurs at the lease sale stage; the decisions at later stages are simply refinements of the
lease decision and BOEMRE cannot change the decision about whether to authorize oil and gas
activity absent unusual circumstances. Thus, BOEMRE must have complete information about
the environmental effects at the lease sale stage before it decides whether to authorize oil and gas
activities. This thorough understanding of the existing environment and the environmental
consequences of development within that environment is essential not only to determining
whether to authorize oil and gas activities but also to identify any mitigation measures to
minimize potential environmental impacts.

It bears mentioning that the task of gathering the vast amount of incomplete and missing
information necessary to conduct a thorough analysis of the environmental impacts of oil and gas
activity within Lease Sale 193 is a consequence of BOEMRE’s decision to offer for lease an area
approximately the size of Colorado.4 It would be daunting in the best of circumstances to gather
and analyze the necessary information for an area of this huge scope. Nonetheless, BOEMRE
cannot use its decision to offer for lease such a huge area to then treat the lease sale decision as a
programmatic rather than site specific decision or as an excuse to not fully analyze the
environmental impacts of oil and gas activity within that area on the grounds that it is too big
with too many unknowns.
Information Identified as Missing or Incomplete in the FEIS and draft SEIS is Essential to
Making Decisions Regarding the Lease Sale
BOEMRE also concludes that missing information is not relevant or essential to a choice among
alternatives because the impacts under all of its alternatives are essentially the same. This
rationale does nothing to support its position but instead suggests that its range of alternatives is
inadequate, further compounding the flaws in the FEIS. Much of the missing information
identified by BOEMRE in the original Lease Sale 193 EIS is essential to a reasoned choice about
whether, where, and under what conditions to offer oil and gas leases in the Chukchi Sea.
Gaps in data about the Chukchi Sea include missing basic information about species that inhabit
the region and their habitat needs over both time and space. These types of gaps are widespread
3

CEQ NEPA Guidance at 22-24, available at
http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/current_developments/docs/CEQ_Report_Reviewing_MMS_OCS_NEPAImplementation.pdf

4

Under OCSLA, leases are to be for tracts “consisting of a compact area not exceeding
five thousand seven hundred and sixty acres, as the Secretary may determine, unless the Secretary finds
that a larger area is necessary to comprise a reasonable economic production
unit.” 43 U.S.C. Sec. 1337(6)(b).

3
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across the Chukchi Sea, and this lack of information has been widely acknowledged (e.g., CRRC
2010, MBC 2007). Table 1 depicts by category the types of essential missing basic data about
the Chukchi Sea ecosystem.

Another type of missing information is data about the effects of oil and gas exploration and
development on species and habitats in the Chukchi Sea. One of the lessons we have learned
from the Deepwater Horizon Gulf of Mexico oil spill is that BOEMRE must conduct meaningful
environmental review, including a full analysis of impacts, before offshore oil and gas activities
occur (Nuka 2010). For example, to prevent and prepare for oil spills in the Arctic Ocean,
BOEMRE needs information on the physical environment and the unique challenges it poses to
offshore oil and gas drilling. It also needs to understand the effect of drilling and oil spills on
marine ecosystems. A prediction of the impacts of spilled oil in Arctic waters must take into
account the behavior of oil in an environment with sea ice, the varying characteristics of sea ice
throughout the year, Arctic weather conditions, the long-term fate of oil in cold water and the
specific vulnerabilities of Arctic marine species and ecosystems. BOEMRE has not endeavored
to obtain this information for the draft SEIS.

Type of Essential
Need (or gap in
knowledge)
Topic

Abundance

Spatial coverage

Type of Essential
Need (or gap in
knowledge)
Temporal coverage

Seasonal coverage

Spatial scale

Explanation

Some resources have not been studied
in the Arctic or have very little
information.
For many species or species groups,
there is little or no information on
population size and/or relative
abundance.
Many resources studied in depth still
lack complete coverage over the
Beaufort and Chukchi seas within the
U.S. EEZ.
Explanation

Example of Essential
Need or gap in
knowledge
Zooplankton, benthic
organisms, fish
Zooplankton, Opilio
crab, fish, ice seals,
Chukchi polar bear
population, Kittlitz’s
Murrelet
Benthic biomass, fish,
Steller’s Eider, Arctic
fox

Example of Essential
Need or gap in
knowledge
Outside of remotely sensed satellite
Invertebrates, fish, birds
information (temperature, chlorophyll- (surveyed in nearshore
a, etc.), no resource in the Arctic has
areas only), and marine
adequate data to detect temporal
mammals (surveyed in
change over annual or decadal time
Beaufort only)
periods for the Beaufort and Chukchi
seas.
Most surveys occur in July and
Invertebrates, benthic
August when weather, sea ice, and
organisms, fish, polar
snow are in optimal condition; direct
bear, ribbon seal
observation is difficult to impossible
at other times of the year. Most
species are lacking adequate seasonal
distribution data.
Very broad-scale information covering The Outer Continental
the Beaufort and Chukchi seas is
Shelf Environmental
available for many species. Similarly, Assessment Program
fine scale survey data in disjunct
(OCSEAP) which
development areas also exist. Midoccurred in the 1970scale data with full spatial coverage
1980s is a good midare needed to make reasoned
scale survey that has not
landscape-scale management
occurred in recent years.
decisions.
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BOEMRE Failed to Include in the FEIS and draft SEIS Available Analyses and Studies
BOEMRE completed this draft SEIS without obtaining and incorporating information from
relevant Department of Interior Arctic Ocean science initiatives. Those efforts, though not
currently complete, would contribute to a more thorough analysis of environmental impacts in
the draft SEIS. Specifically, BOEMRE failed to take advantage of -or even acknowledge- the
ongoing analysis by the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) to identify information gaps in the
Arctic Ocean as related to decisions about OCS activity that was ordered by the Secretary of
Interior on March 31, 2010. That analysis will be completed in April 2011. The draft SEIS also
appears to have been developed in isolation from an assessment BOEMRE is undertaking
specifically to address missing information about the Chukchi Sea (MBC 2007). This Chukchi
Offshore Monitoring in Drilling Area (COMIDA) effort by BOEMRE is intended to
“characterize the Chukchi Sea ecosystem in order to detect and distinguish future changes
resulting from oil industry activities, natural variability, and other anthropogenic effects…prior
to oil and gas exploration activities” (MBC 2007). The COMIDA effort is supposed to look at
data needs and provide monitoring recommendations from an ecosystem perspective, and to
obtain baseline data before oil and gas activity, including exploration begins in the Chukchi Sea.
While COMIDA has a promise of providing sufficient information to assist the agency in making
informed decisions, the agency is not using the information gained from this research effort to
inform its decisions regarding if, when, where and how oil and gas activities might occur in the
Chukchi Sea.
Moreover, BOEMRE could have – and should have – included additional information in the
draft SEIS that has become available in the two years since the FEIS was completed.
Attachment 1 is a list of references that include relevant and essential information that should be
incorporated into a revised draft SEIS.
One example pertains to the bowhead whale – an important marine mammal for the Inupiat
along the Arctic slope, and a species afforded protection under the Marine Mammal Protection
Act and the Endangered Species Act. The FEIS acknowledges “data are limited on the bowhead
whale fall migration through the Chukchi Sea before the whales move south into the Bering
Sea.” And that “recent data on distribution, abundance, or habitat use [by bowheads] in the
Chukchi Sea Planning Area are not available.” In the draft SEIS (Appendix A) BOEMRE
6
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responded that: “While there will always be some lag between environmental change and
available data that reflects that change, BOEM (formerly MMS) has conducted or commissioned
extensive study bowhead use of the Chukchi Sea, and a general understanding of the bowhead
distribution, abundance, and habitat use is known.” The important and very pertinent research to
which the agency refers was finalized in July of this year, and made publicly available on their
website during the fall of 2010 (Quakenbush et al. 2010). The draft SEIS goes on to say
“Existing information is sufficient to support sound scientific judgments and reasoned
managerial decisions, especially during the earlier stages of OCSLA review, which are
necessarily more programmatic in nature. Furthermore, the missing information pertains to
potential impacts equally applicable to each action alternatives, meaning that additional
information on this subject is not likely to be useful to decision making at this stage. Overall, this
incomplete information is not essential to a reasoned choice among alternatives.” However, this
is not necessarily the case, as Quakenbush et al. (2010) identified important corridors for
migration and important feeding areas that should be excluded from the lease sale or at least
considered essential information.

the region. They depend on local plants and animals for food, clothing and shelter, and have
learned a great deal about the species they use and see. In recent years, a substantial amount of
research has focused on traditional knowledge in the Arctic. Major projects such as the Arctic
Council’s Arctic Climate Impact Assessment (ACIA 2004) have incorporated traditional
knowledge in efforts to understand what is taking place in the region. Nonetheless, there is much
more to be done to make the knowledge of Arctic peoples more widely available, such as
incorporating traditional knowledge in management processes that directly impact people,
including in this EIS process. Co-management organizations and institutes of public governance
are one means of incorporating not just knowledge but the holders of that knowledge in the
decision-making process. Greater involvement by Arctic peoples in the governance of their
regions and communities allows their knowledge to benefit modern institutions. These
approaches can help in the development of long-term solutions to economic and environmental
challenges in the Arctic.

The alternatives considered by BOEMRE in the draft SEIS all have the same impacts, with the
exception of no action – indicating that the range of alternatives is too narrow. Ecologically
sensitive areas must be identified and protected. Areas within an ecosystem are not equal in
biological and ecological terms; some areas are more important than others to the ecosystem or
human populations. Identification of important ecological areas based on essential habitats and
functions in the Arctic ecosystem along with traditional cultural activities, can be an important
step toward ensuring ecosystem functionality. The ecologically and culturally sensitive areas in
the Arctic Ocean should be removed from the leasing process.
The draft SEIS also fails to include all of the relevant and related information collected from the
BOEMRE Environmental Studies Program in Alaska. For example, Attachment 2 documents
peer reviewed literature produced by the Environmental Studies Program since 19905 that was
not considered, but relevant to the FEIS and subsequent draft SEIS. The Alaska Annual Studies
Plan Final FY 2011 notes that since the conception of the Environmental Studies Program in
1973 more than $350 million has funded studies in Alaska across 15 planning areas (BOEMRE
2010). Since much time and effort was put into these studies, it is for BOEMRE’ responsibility
to consider the results and implications of these study results, particularly as they may contribute
to some of the essential unknown information about species and habitats as well as the effects of
oil and gas exploration and development on these species and habitats.
Traditional Knowledge Can Be Used to Fill Gaps in Information
Some of the information that was identified in the FEIS and draft SEIS as missing or incomplete
could be satisfied in part by incorporating local and traditional knowledge. Local and traditional
knowledge, a different but equally valid knowledge system will help expand our understanding
of the Arctic and can supplement and enhance existing knowledge. Indigenous peoples who
have lived in the Arctic Ocean region for millennia have developed a wealth of knowledge about
5

BOEMRE provides a listing of all peer-reviewed ESP studies at:
http://alaska.boemre.gov/ess/2010_0604_AKPeerReview.pdf (last accessed 21 November 2010)

Documenting knowledge in a report, however, is just one step towards fully incorporating what
Arctic peoples have learned over generations. A report about traditional knowledge may put
certain facts and observations before a larger audience but using that knowledge appropriately
entails the wisdom than many people associate with traditional perspectives. We have attached a
bibliography with selected references that should help provide guidance and provide examples of
situations where traditional knowledge has been effectively utilized (Attachment 3). Traditional
knowledge can help fill some of the gaps in the draft SEIS as well as guide future efforts to
collect necessary information.
BOEMRE Must Employ a Holistic Ecosystem-Based Approach to Research
We recognize and acknowledge that research has been and is currently being conducted in the
Chukchi Sea by various U.S. government agencies, and by industry (e.g., BOEMRE 2010, Funk
et al. 2007). These studies are important and contribute to our baseline knowledge and
understanding of the Chukchi Sea ecosystem. However, the existence of such research does not
necessarily mean that it is relevant or complete to sufficiently inform the decisions about
whether, where, when, and how oil and gas activity should occur in the Chukchi Sea. A large
quantity of research cannot substitute for relevant research.
Existing scientific studies have been undertaken in an uncoordinated basis without an
overarching purpose for the information or a clearly identified goal to advance knowledge of
Chukchi Sea ecosystems. Specifically, many of the current scientific studies are focused on
specific drilling lease sites that are of interest to industry. They provide information about
physical and biological aspects (e.g., species) for a small area within a larger ecosystem for a
limited time period. To be useful to leasing decisions, longer-term studies must be undertaken
in order to provide an understanding of the variability of species over time. Moreover, the
current piecemeal approach to science currently practiced by BOEMRE in its Environmental
Studies Program Annual Study Plan, is not adequate. Narrow studies are undertaken by
contractors responding to a request for proposal (RFP) with no coordinated analysis and
synthesis of that information. Without an overarching purpose and scientific plan to guide and tie
the research together, the individual studies do little to advance knowledge of the Chukchi Sea.
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BOEMRE has used the same flawed segregated approach that it uses in its research to its
assessment of missing information in the draft SEIS. The agency has reached the conclusion that
none of the missing information is essential to decision making by addressing each statement
regarding missing information in isolation without looking at the entire set of research needs for
particular species or other environmental parameters. However, a more holistic approach, would
likely lead to a different conclusion. It is possible to conclude that each piece of missing
information might not be relevant to the decision to be made, but taken together, all of the
missing information for a particular species certainly is important. This type of piecemeal
approach to scientific research is pervasive in all of BOEMRE research study programs and
ensures that scientific research produces little useable information to advance knowledge about
the Arctic Ocean.
What is needed instead is a comprehensive, integrated research and monitoring plan for the U.S.
Arctic to improve our understanding of Arctic marine ecosystem structure and functioning and to
avoid adverse impacts on the Arctic environment and subsistence way of life. Such a plan
should (1) define existing information and research needs such as in a gap analysis (this is
currently undertaken by the USGS) (2) gain a more comprehensive catalog of species,
populations and habitats (including seasonal migrations) in a marine life assessment (3) track the
physical factors that influence and determine biological productivity, habitat preference and
migration pathways in an integrated, comprehensive environmental monitoring program (4)
secure a better understanding of ecosystem interactions and trophic linkages and the effects of
human activity and (5) integrate scientific data to identify processes and habitats that are
sensitive and vulnerable to disruption. Such work is critical to the development of a
comprehensive, collaborative program of research, monitoring, data collection, mapping, and
documentation of local and traditional knowledge in the Arctic Ocean. This science plan would
provide the framework for all development activity in the Arctic, and approval of oil and gas
development activity would have to be consistent with the plan’s ecological science, monitoring,
and assessments.
BOEMRE Must Prepare a Revised SEIS
BOEMRE’s draft SEIS fails to adequately address the district court’s order and fails to satisfy
NEPA’s requirements. The draft SEIS also fails to incorporate the offshore oil and gas program
reforms initiated by Department of Interior in the face of the worst environmental disaster in our
nation’s history. BOEMRE should prepare a revised draft SEIS only after it has gathered missing
information and drawn on the work of other agencies.

*Please Note: This email includes 3 Attachments to be considered in the public record with this
comment letter.
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Sincerely,
Marilyn Heiman
Director, U.S. Arctic Program
PEW Environment Group
Eleanor Huffines
Manager, U.S. Arctic Program
PEW Environment Group
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ALASKA WILDERNESS LEAGUE – CENTER FOR BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY
DEFENDERS OF WILDLIFE – EARTHJUSTICE
NATIONAL AUDUBON SOCIETY – NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL
NORTHERN ALASKA ENVIRONMENTAL CENTER – OCEAN CONSERVANCY
OCEANA – PACIFIC ENVIRONMENT – REDOIL – SIERRA CLUB
THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY – WORLD WILDLIFE FUND

November 30, 2010
VIA EMAIL
Regional Director
Alaska OCS Region
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management,
Regulation and Enforcement
3801 Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, Alaska 99503–5820
BOEMREAKPublicCommen@boemre.gov

Appendix 2

Re:

Draft Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
(OCS EIS/EA BOEMRE 2010-034)

Dear Regional Director:
The undersigned groups hereby submit the following comments to the draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement for Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193 (draft SEIS) prepared by the
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement (BOEMRE) pursuant to the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).
The draft SEIS purports to address the issues identified by the Alaska Federal District Court’s
remand order in Native Village of Point Hope v. Salazar, No. 1:08-cv-00004-RRB (D. Alaska).
Rather than furthering the Obama administration’s commitment to sound science, however, the
draft appears to be a paper exercise designed to justify the earlier decision to hold Lease Sale
193. For the reasons explained below, the draft should be rescinded, a thorough assessment of
missing information undertaken, and a re-assessment of natural gas development conducted.
Once it has prepared an adequate and informative draft SEIS based on that information,
BOEMRE should reengage in a public comment period. Thereafter, the agency should consider
anew in light of these new analyses whether to cancel, modify, or affirm its decision to hold
Lease Sale 193.
In Native Village of Point Hope, the Court determined that Lease Sale 193 was held in violation
of NEPA because BOEMRE prepared a flawed environmental impact statement (EIS).
BOEMRE failed to conduct a full analysis of missing information about the Chukchi Sea and the
effects of oil and gas activities pursuant to Council on Environmental Quality regulation 40
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C.F.R. § 1502.22, and it failed to analyze the potential impacts of natural gas development.
Accordingly, the Court remanded the decision to the agency with direction to redo its
environmental analysis in these respects. In the draft SEIS, BOEMRE falls far short of
satisfying the Court’s order to meet the requirements of NEPA.
With respect to the Section 1502.22 missing information analysis, BOEMRE acknowledges it
cannot make basic assessments of the lease sale’s impacts in light of data gaps, but it concludes
in the draft SEIS that not one piece of information identified as missing in the original EIS is
essential to the lease sale decision. The conclusion is not supported or credible, demonstrates a
desire to proceed quickly rather than deliberately, does not comply with the law, does not reflect
a thoughtful assessment of the nature of the information that should be available at the critical
lease sale stage of the process, and is a significant step in the wrong direction. With respect to
analyzing natural gas development, the draft SEIS contains little more than a justification of the
analyses contained in the original EIS. BOEMRE’s conclusion that natural gas development
would have only minimal additive impacts suffers from significant flaws.
BOEMRE should take actions in the Arctic Ocean that are consistent with the Administration’s
commitment to science-based decision-making. It should ensure that the information required
for informed decision-making is available, the systemic failures in regulatory oversight made
evident by the Deepwater Horizon accident are addressed, and new decisions, including the
decision whether to cancel, amend, or affirm Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193, are made taking into
account what we have learned. Accordingly, it must not finalize the draft SEIS as currently
written, but should undertake a meaningful reanalysis of Lease Sale 193 that is consistent with
NEPA, and the Administration’s commitment to sound science in decision-making.
I.

MISSING INFORMATION ANALYSIS

It is undisputed that there are significant gaps in basic information about the Arctic Ocean and
that, absent this information, it is not possible, in many instances, to understand the scope of
potential impacts from oil and gas activities on the region’s wildlife and people. The need for
more information has been acknowledged repeatedly by the Administration: in President
Obama’s National Ocean Policy process, the National Marine Fisheries Service’s closure of the
Arctic Ocean to commercial fishing, and in Secretary Salazar’s initiation of a scientific gap
analysis by the United States Geological Survey. The current draft SEIS clashes badly with the
Administration’s commitment to sound science in decision-making.
In the original Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193 EIS, BOEMRE identified literally hundreds of
instances in which it lacked information about the Chukchi Sea, ranging from basic science
about the presence and behavior of species in the region to information about the effects of oil
and gas activities on wildlife. However, it failed to analyze which of the missing information
was relevant to reasonably foreseeable adverse impacts and essential to a reasoned choice among
alternatives and to obtain that information absent a finding that the costs of obtaining the
information are exorbitant. In Native Village of Point Hope, the Alaska Federal District Court
ruled that this failure constituted a violation of 40 C.F.R § 1502.22. The Court remanded the EIS
to the agency and directed it to conduct this analysis as required by NEPA.
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Section 1502.22 sets out an “ordered process” for an agency preparing an EIS in the face of
missing information. Save Our Ecosystems v. Clark, 747 F.2d 1240, 1244 (9th Cir. 1984).
When there is incomplete information relevant to reasonably foreseeable significant adverse
impacts that is essential to a reasoned choice among alternatives, an agency must obtain and
include the missing information in the EIS if the overall costs of obtaining it are not exorbitant.
40 C.F.R. § 1502.22. The regulation furthers NEPA’s purpose of ensuring that agencies make
“fully informed and well-considered decision[s] . . . ,” Vt. Yankee Nuclear Power Corp. v.
Natural Resources Def. Council, 435 U.S. 519, 558 (1978), its mandate of “widespread
discussion and consideration of the environmental risks and remedies associated with [a] pending
project”, and its “require[ment] that this evaluation take place before a project is approved.”
LaFlamme v. FERC., 852 F.2d 389, 398 (9th Cir. 1988) (internal quotation marks omitted).
The draft SEIS purports to respond to the Court’s order to satisfy the requirements of Section
1502.22. However, BOEMRE’s determination that none of the missing information is essential
to a reasoned choice among alternatives is arbitrary and improper. Rather than engage in a goodfaith effort to analyze the missing information and identify which of it is essential to a reasoned
choice among alternatives, the agency appears instead to have spent its energy developing
justifications for avoiding its obligation to obtain essential information. Appendix A of the draft
SEIS contains a 140-page exposition of the instances in the original EIS in which the agency said
“we don’t know” about the Chukchi Sea and the effects of oil and gas activities there. For each
instance of missing information, BOEMRE offers an arbitrary justification—usually one of the
same five recurring excuses discussed below—for why it does not need to obtain the particular
information before leasing in the Chukchi Sea. This approach is inconsistent with Section
1502.22 and the agency’s obligation to reconsider the lease sale in light of a new analysis of
missing information. Much of the missing information identified in the original Lease Sale 193
EIS is essential to the decision at issue—whether, when, where, and under what conditions to
issue leases in the Chukchi Sea. The appendix demonstrates the agency’s misdirection of
resources into justifying an already-made decision, rather than engaging in a meaningful inquiry,
real science, or research to inform a reexamination of the lease sale decision.
A.

Because the decision to sell leases is a critical decision in the offshore development
process, information relevant to the resources in the area and to the effects of oil
and gas activity on those resources is essential to making that decision.

Because the lease sale stage involves concrete and consequential decisions about committing
portions of planning areas to oil and gas activities, information about the biological function of
different parts of the planning area and the importance of those parts to the regional ecosystem is
essential to this choice. See, e.g., Kettle Range Conservation Group v. U.S. Forest Serv., 148 F.
Supp. 2d 1107, 1125-26 (E.D. Wash. 2001) (information is essential if without the data the
agency cannot know if its conclusions regarding impacts are reliable). Similarly, understanding
the effects of industrial oil and gas activities on different components of the ecosystem is
essential to deciding where, if anywhere, those activities should be permitted and how they
should be constrained.
A lease sale is a meaningful decision about the commitment of an area to oil and gas activity. It
is the second of the “four distinct statutory stages [under the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act
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(OCSLA)] to developing an offshore oil well: (1) formulation of a five-year leasing plan by the
Department of the Interior; (2) lease sales; (3) exploration by the lessees; (4) development and
production.” Sec’y of the Interior v. California, 464 U.S. 312, 337 (1984). Each of the four
stages presents the decision-maker with a different and distinct choice about offshore
development. The five-year leasing plan is a programmatic evaluation of the nation’s outer
continental shelf areas to determine whether any of those areas should be open to potential future
oil and gas lease sales in the coming five years. 43 U.S.C. § 1344(a). At the lease sale stage,
BOEMRE decides whether to hold the scheduled sales and, if so, under what conditions. In the
third stage, the agency reviews exploration plans submitted by an oil company and determines
whether to allow the company to drill wells on the lease tracts purchased during the second
phase. If it finds recoverable reserves, the company would submit a development plan, which is
reviewed and approved or denied during the fourth and final phase.

to later-stage analyses, such as those conducted at the exploration stage. Typically, those
analyses tier to and expand upon the lease sale analysis. In practice, moreover, BOEMRE has
not obtained additional information at the post-lease exploration stage, because it has prepared
only short environmental assessments, rather than full EISs, for these plans.

Before a lease sale, the government has complete discretion over whether to permit oil and gas
activity in an area included in a five-year plan and, if so, under what conditions to permit the
activity. Once valid leases are issued, the government’s options are much more constrained.
Once they have obtained leases, companies may conduct ancillary activities on their leases, such
as certain seismic surveying, without further approval from BOEMRE, and they may submit for
approval exploration drilling plans and development plans. Further, by selling leases, the
government sells a promise to the lessee that it will comply with the procedures and standards set
forth in OCSLA in permitting the exploration and development of the leases. Mobil Oil
Exploration & Producing Se. v. United States, 530 U.S. 604, 620-621 (2000) (explaining that
“lease contracts g[i]ve the companies more than rights to obtain approvals. They also g[i]ve the
companies rights to explore for, and to develop, oil.”). Accordingly, once the government has
lawfully issued valid leases, it can suspend activities on leases only for reasons and pursuant to
the procedures set forth in OCSLA and its implementing regulations. These include a “threat of
serious, irreparable, or immediate harm or damage to life (including fish and other aquatic life),
to property, to any mineral deposits (in areas leased or not leased), or to the marine, coastal, or
human environment,” 43 U.S.C. § 1334(a)(1)(B), or when “necessary to carry out the
requirements of NEPA or to conduct an environmental analysis,” 30 C.F.R. § 250.172(d).
Similarly, it can only cancel leases for reasons and following procedures set forth in OCSLA, 43
U.S.C. § 1334(a)(2)(A) & (B); see also 30 C.F.R. § 256.77(d), and cancellation entitles lease
holders to compensation, 43 U.S.C. §1334(a)(2)(C); 30 C.F.R. § 250.184.

B.

BOEMRE must comply with NEPA at each stage of OCSLA offshore development process.
Because the decision being made at each stage differs, so do the NEPA analyses. At the fiveyear plan stage, the analysis is relatively general in light of the programmatic nature of the
decision. An analysis at the lease sale stage must examine more closely the impacts of oil and
gas activities in a particular area. It must provide information to the decision-maker and the
public about the consequences of oil and gas activities in a particular area and offer a reasonable
range of alternatives. These alternatives must encompass the size and scope of the sale,
including whether to defer certain areas from leasing, and the imposition of stipulations in the
leases that limit or mitigate the effects of activities under the leases. Because of the nature of the
decision at the lease sale stage—whether, where, and under what conditions to open areas to oil
and gas activities—the analysis of potential impacts is different and more specific than the more
general programmatic analysis at the five-year plan stage. The lease sale analysis is also relevant

Thus, a lease sale decision is a meaningful commitment in OCSLA’s staged offshore
development process, and a meaningful NEPA analysis must provide information to the
decision-maker and the public about the potential effects of oil and gas activities on the areas
under consideration for leasing. As described more fully below, missing information about the
basic biology of the Chukchi Sea ecosystem and the effects of oil and gas activities to the
biological resources of the areas under consideration for leasing is essential to the lease sale
decision.
Missing information identified in the original Lease Sale 193 EIS is essential to the
lease sale decision.

In the draft SEIS, BOEMRE concedes that much of the information identified as missing in the
2007 Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193 EIS was relevant to potentially significant effects of the lease
sale. See BOEMRE, Chukchi Sea Planning Area, Oil and Gas Lease Sale 193 in the Chukchi
Sea, Alaska, Draft SEIS, OCS EIS/EA BOEMRE 2010-034 (Draft SEIS) at App. A (Sep. 2010).
However, it concludes that none of the information was essential to reasoned choices among
alternatives, and thus the agency was not obliged to obtain the information. Id. at 10-11. That
conclusion is unwarranted.
1.

Missing information is pervasive and goes to fundamental questions at issue in the
lease sale decision.

The missing information that forms the basis for the Court’s remand includes the most basic
parameters for every one of the largest and most conspicuous animals in the ecosystem—all fish,
marine mammals, and birds—which in other regions are typically the most well-studied segment
of an ecosystem. The missing information includes the abundance, distribution, and life history
characteristics for many of these species. The state of information about these more charismatic
animals in the ecosystem is further evidence of the lack of information about the rest of the
ecosystem, including the clams, worms, sea stars, and other species that are important prey for
the more conspicuous species. The information that does exist is outdated and too spotty to
provide an appropriate baseline for decision-making. This lack of basic information about the
ecosystem makes it difficult, if not impossible, to determine whether there will be significant
impacts to animals and the ecosystem. Additionally, there are substantial data gaps about the
effects of oil and gas activities, like industrial noise, on marine mammals and fish. These gaps
further limit the agency’s ability to meaningfully analyze the impacts of the lease sale or chose
among alternatives.
Gaps in data about the Chukchi Sea include missing basic information about species that inhabit
the region and their habitat needs over both time and space. These types of gaps are widespread
across the Chukchi Sea, and this lack of information has been widely acknowledged. See, e.g.,
NRDA – Coastal Response Research Center. 2010. Natural Resources Damage Assessment
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(NRDA) in Arctic Waters: The Dialogue Begins. University of New Hampshire, Durham, NH;
MBC Applied Environmental Sciences. 2007. Proceedings of a Workshop on Chukchi Sea
Offshore Monitoring in Drilling Area OCS Study MMS 2007-002. Prepared by MBC Applied
Environmental Sciences, Costa Mesa, CA for the U.S. Dept. of the Interior, Minerals
Management Service, Alaska OCS Region) (MBC, 2007). Table 1 depicts by category some of
the types of missing basic data about the Chukchi Sea ecosystem.
Type of Gap
Resource

Abundance

Spatial coverage

Temporal coverage

Seasonal coverage

Ecosystem Structure and
Functioning

Applied research
including understanding
how the ecosystem is
changing

Explanation
Some resources have not been studied in the
Arctic or have very little basic, life history
information.
For most species or species groups, there is
little or no information on population size,
relative abundance, and/or distribution.
Furthermore, little is known about the
ecological roles played by most species and
thus which species are crucial for ecosystem
health.
Many resources studied in depth still lack
complete coverage across the Beaufort and
Chukchi seas within the U.S. EEZ.
Outside of remotely sensed satellite
information (ice, temperature, chlorophyll-a,
etc.), no resource in the Arctic has adequate
data to detect change over annual or decadal
time periods for the Beaufort and Chukchi
seas.
Most surveys occur in July and August when
weather, sea ice, and snow are optimal for
human observers; direct observation is
difficult at other times of the year. Most
species lack adequate seasonal distribution
data.
The physical, chemical and biological
processes that help drive the composition of
the food web, energy flow and spatial
variability are not well understood,
Arctic marine ecosystems are poorly known to
begin with, and are now changing in a myriad
of ways. There is need for greater
understanding of organismic and ecosystemlevel responses to changes due to loss of sea
ice, increased water temperature and
acidification.

Examples of Gap
Zooplankton, benthic
organisms, fish
Zooplankton, Opilio crab,
fish, ice seals, Chukchi polar
bear population, Kittlitz’s
Murrelet

Benthic biomass, fish,
Steller’s Eider, pelagic birds,
Arctic fox
Invertebrates, fish, pelagic
birds, and mammals
(surveyed in Beaufort only)

These broad areas of missing data about the basic ecology of the Chukchi Sea and the effects of
oil and gas activities there render BOEMRE unable to answer questions that are essential to the
decision about whether, where, when, and under what conditions to lease an area for oil and gas
activities. Listed below are some examples of the types of questions essential to the decision.
x

Invertebrates, benthic
organisms, fish, polar bear,
ribbon seal

Quantitative food web model,
currents and winds, nutrient
cycling, the effects of sea ice
on productivity And species
distribution
Effects of ocean acidification
on benthic invertebrates,
which are key part of the
larger food web. Cumulative
effects of disturbance and
noise on bowhead whales and
other marine mammals.

In addition to missing basic information about the ecosystem, including the species and
relationships, we also lack a basic understanding of the effects of oil and gas exploration and
development on species and habitats in the Chukchi Sea. One of the lessons we have learned
from the Gulf spill is that BOEMRE must conduct meaningful environmental review, including a
full analysis of impacts, before offshore oil and gas activities occur. See, e.g., Nuka Research
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and Planning Group, LLC, Pearson Consulting LLC. 2010. Oil spill prevention and response in
the U.S. Arctic Ocean: Unexamined risks, unacceptable consequences. Commissioned by the
Pew Environment Group, U.S. Arctic Program, November 2010. Philadelphia, PA, USA,
available at http://oceansnorth.org/arctic-oil-spill-report. For example, to prevent and prepare
for oil spills in the Arctic Ocean, BOEMRE needs information about the physical environment
and the unique challenges it poses to offshore oil and gas drilling. It also needs to understand the
effect of drilling and oil spills on marine ecosystems. A prediction of the impacts of spilled oil
in Arctic waters must take into account the behavior of oil in an environment with sea ice, the
varying characteristics of sea ice throughout the year, Arctic weather conditions, the long-term
fate of oil in cold water and the specific vulnerabilities of Arctic marine species and ecosystems.
BOEMRE has not endeavored to obtain this information for the lease sale draft SEIS.

x

x

Where will Pacific walrus be during summer? In 2007 and 2009, walrus hauled out on land
in large numbers in northern Alaska. Prior to 2007, walrus spent summers on sea ice in the
Chukchi Sea. In 2010, a number of walrus hauled out along the U.S. Chukchi coast, yet a
number of walrus also used the region around Hanna Shoal, which is squarely within the
Lease Sale 193 area, extensively. Without knowing where walrus will be, infrastructure and
activity cannot be positioned to avoid incidental takes and other impacts. See e.g., USGS
2010. Walrus tracking and telemetry data acquired from walruses instrumented on the
Alaska shores of the Chukchi Sea in September 2009. Radio-tagging field report. USGS
Alaska Science Center, Walrus research project, available at
http://alaska.usgs.gov/science/biology/walrus/pdfs/EC09_Radio_Tagging_Field_Report.pdf;
Jay, C.V. and A.S. Fishbach. (2008). Pacific walrus response to Arctic sea ice losses. U.S.
Geological Survey Fact Sheet 2008-3041, available at http://pubs.usgs.gov/fs/2008/3041/.
Which areas in the Chukchi Sea are crucial for various life stages of marine mammals?
Satellite telemetry has shown that the movements of bowhead whales, beluga whales, walrus,
spotted seals, ringed seals, bearded seals, and polar bears are more complex and variable than
previously anticipated. Without an understanding of which areas are crucial and why, it is
impossible to identify critical areas that must be avoided by development and protected in the
event of oil spills.
How have distributions of marine birds changed since the pelagic surveys conducted in the
mid-1970s to mid-1980s in the Outer Continental Shelf Environmental Assessment Program
(OCSEAP)? For birds at sea, these data are now at least 25 years out of data and much has
changed since. Previous data point to the importance of areas overlapping the lease sale area
in the Chukchi Sea. Furthermore, because of a lack of baseline information, there is very
little knowledge about long-term trends and variation due to climate change [(CRRC 2010)].
In the Proceedings of the Northern Oil and Gas Research Forum held in Anchorage in
October 2008, the forum acknowledged the importance of long-term studies compared to
observations made at “a single point in time” and their usefulness. See
http://alaska.boemre.gov/reports/2008rpts/2008_1028_proceedings.pdf.
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x

x
x

x

x

x

What are the distributions and life histories of species that are critical in marine food webs
and how will loss of sea ice influence these species? Many marine birds and mammals rely
on species like Arctic cod, yet there is a paucity of even basic knowledge about this species.
Other of these species, such as Arctic cisco, are also very important for subsistence purposes.
According to the environmental assessment on the recent Arctic Fishery Management Plan,
sampling of fish and shellfish species is extremely limited, with only a small area of the
Beaufort Sea off Barrow sampled adequately within the last 18 years. Some areas have never
been sampled to determine even basic abundance estimates.
How do the effects of climate change and industrial activity interact and are the effects
cumulative?
How will the distribution of species of concern (including ESA candidate or listed species)
shift due to climate change? Species currently in the Chukchi may shift their ranges and key
habitat areas. Species from the Bering Sea and farther south may move northwards, possibly
requiring new areas or types of protection in the Chukchi Sea. The ability to reasonably
predict such shifts is necessary to evaluate the life-cycle impacts of offshore development
and infrastructure.
How can quantitative risk and impact assessments be conducted? There is insufficient
information about the distribution and productivity of plankton, benthic organisms, fishes,
seabirds, the response of marine mammals to noise, ecological changes likely to be caused by
sea ice loss, and other basic environmental parameters to support quantitative evaluation of
potential and actual impacts from offshore activity, including oil spills. Without such
information, risk and damage assessments are reduced to speculation or experts’ opinions
and recovery from an oil spill or other accident cannot be determined. Lack of an adequate
quantitative baseline of information was the primary impediment to assessing ecological
damages caused by the Exxon Valdez oil spill.
What trajectories would spilled oil follow? The general atmospheric and circulation patterns
of the Chukchi Sea have been mapped, but patterns and variability at the scale of an oil spill
are not well known and are difficult to predict based on current understanding. In addition
while general circulation patterns are known, there is relatively little understanding of the
currents at the ocean’s surface where the majority of oil collects in a spill. Without that
knowledge, the placement of response equipment and the ability to respond promptly are
hindered, reducing the ability to contain and recover spilled oil. Furthermore, there is
insufficient information or monitoring capacity to project fine scale trajectories of spilled oil
in real time to be projected in real time during a spill event, making it difficult or impossible
to respond quickly and protect critical wildlife habitat areas, such as Kasegaluk Lagoon or
Ledyard Bay.
How can negative social and cultural impacts be avoided? Industrial development can
disrupt traditional practices, interfere with cultural norms, and lead to social dislocation.
Proper planning can help minimize such problems, but requires detailed understanding of
local cultures and societies as well as the involvement of local communities in all phases of
decision-making. The processes for such involvement have not yet been devised and tested
for offshore oil and gas in U.S. Arctic waters. See Wernham, A. 2007. Inupiat health and
proposed Alaskan oil development: Results of the first integrated health impact
assessment/environmental impact statement for proposed oil development on Alaska’s north
slope. Ecohealth 4:500-513.

x

Because BOEMRE has not obtained any new information for this draft SEIS, it has left these and
other questions unanswered, as they were in the original EIS. In light of the important decisions
being made at the lease sale stage, as described above, the answer to these questions and others
like them, are essential to the agency’s choices at this stage.
During the remand, BOEMRE should obtain missing information to answer these and other
important questions about the Chukchi Sea and the impacts of oil and gas development there. As
discussed below and in the attachments, the most effective way to do this would be to engage in
a comprehensive gap analysis, taking into account the ongoing United States Geological Survey
effort, potentially supplemented by information from other federal agencies with expertise in the
Arctic such as the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, and then to undertake a
comprehensive, coordinated, and integrated study plan to obtain essential missing information
with which to analyze effects and make sound management decisions.
2.

Missing information is essential to the choice among the alternatives identified in the
original EIS.

The original EIS illustrates that the kind of information missing in the Chukchi Sea is essential to
the choice among alternatives. BOEMRE “carried forward” the range of alternatives it analyzed
in the original 2007 lease sale EIS in the draft SEIS. Draft SEIS at 12. It dismisses the
importance of the missing information for choosing among these original alternatives. However,
as several examples below illustrate, much of the missing information is essential to the reasoned
choice among the original four alternatives in the 2007 analysis:
x

Information about bowhead whale use of the Chukchi Sea is incomplete. The original
EIS acknowledges that data on bowhead use of the Chukchi Sea are dated, provide only
limited insight into areas where bowheads may be exposed to oil and gas activities should
they occur, and “should not be interpreted as indicating current use of the Chukchi Sea by
bowhead whales . . . .” Draft SEIS, App. A at 21 of 143; see also Draft SEIS at 25 of 143
(noting that “recent data on distribution, abundance, or habitat use in the Chukchi Sea
Planning Area are not available”). The original EIS acknowledges further that, even
were distribution and use patterns better understood, the significance of bowhead use of
areas to the overall food requirements of the population are not clear. See Draft SEIS,
App. A at 24 of 143.
The original EIS’s alternatives consisted of different sized coastal deferral zones. These
different zones were proposed in part to provide different levels of protection for
bowhead whales. See Minerals Management Service (MMS), Chukchi Sea Planning
Area, Oil and Gas Lease Sale 193 and Seismic Surveying Activities in the Chukchi Sea,
Alaska, Final EIS, OCS EIS/EA MMS 2007-026 (FEIS) at ES-7-8 (May 2007)
(explaining reasons for each alternative). Indeed one alternative, Alternative IV, was
developed specifically to afford protection to migrating bowhead whales. Id. at ES-8.
Given the reason for positing the various alternatives—to offer, among other things,
varying levels of protection for the bowhead whales—information that would allow
BOEMRE to analyze the importance of the deferred areas to the species is essential to the
choice among those alternatives.
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The original EIS for Lease Sale 193 acknowledged that information about marine and
coastal birds is outdated or completely lacking for the Chukchi Sea. Draft SEIS, App. A
at 4 of 143 (noting that several areas historically documented to be important for birds, as
well as the entire lease sale area “lack site-specific data on habitat-use patterns, routes,
and timing to assess impacts”); id. (noting that for many species, “the most recent data is
between 15 and 30 years old, making accurate analysis difficult”). Yet, “several species
or species-groups have a high probability of experiencing substantial negative impacts”
and “[t]he risk that several regional bird populations could experience significant adverse
impacts is high” in the event of an oil spill. Id.
BOEMRE proposed one of the alternatives, Alternative III, at least in part to reduce
impacts to marine and coastal birds. See FEIS at ES-8. Given the reason for the
alternative, information about areas that are important to marine and coastal bird species,
and information about how and when those birds use these areas, is essential to making a
choice between this and other potentially less-protective alternatives.

In the face of missing information, BOEMRE was left in the original EIS to speculate about the
different effects among alternatives. For example, the original EIS states that in Alternatives III
and IV, “[t]he increased distance between offshore development and coastal bird habitats would
conceivably decrease the percent chance of spilled oil contact, increase weathering of spilled oil
prior to contact, and increase available spill response time.” FEIS at IV-269, 273 (emphasis
added); id. at II-42, 45 (“The increased distance between offshore development and coastal bird
habitats also would conceivably decrease the percent chance of spilled oil contacting bird habitat
. . . .”) (emphasis added). The alternatives analysis is replete with this sort of conjectural
differentiation among alternatives. Conjectural language is used to describe different effects
from oil spills on fish, fish habitat, bowhead whales, other marine and coastal birds, and
terrestrial mammals. FEIS at IV-268-69 (Alternative III); id. at IV-272-73 (Alternative IV); see
also id. at II-41, 45 (“Differences in noise and oil-spill effects to bowhead whales from this
deferral compared to Alternative I [ ] and Alternative III/IV [ ] are difficult to quantify, but
qualitatively can be described.”); id. at II-42, 45 (“any spill that would occur would conceivably
take longer to reach and enter the spring-migratory route”); id. (“The increased distance between
offshore development and coastal habitats also would conceivably decrease the percent chance of
spilled oil contact with marine mammals . . . .”); id. at II-44 (“The increased distance between
offshore development and coastal fish habitats also would conceivably decrease the percent
chance of spilled oil contacting fish resources . . . .”); id. at II-41 (noting that “[i]n theory”
Alternative III provides more protection for coastal and marine fish habitat). Because better
information would enable BOEMRE to perform an actual, rather than a conjectural, analysis of
the differences among potential alternatives, it is essential to a reasoned choice among
alternatives.
3.
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Missing information is essential to determining an adequate range of alternatives.

Missing information is essential to the choice among alternatives, because it is essential to the
agency’s definition of an adequate range of alternatives. NEPA requires that an EIS contain a
detailed statement of the “alternatives to the proposed action.” 42 U.S.C. § 4332(C)(iii). The

10

discussion of alternatives “is the heart of the environmental impact statement.” 40 C.F.R. §
1502.14. That discussion should “provid[e] a clear basis for choice among options by the
decisionmaker and the public.” Id.; see City of Angoon v. Hodel, 803 F.2d 1016, 1020 (9th Cir.
1986) (“[T]he touchstone for our inquiry is whether an EIS’s selection and discussion of
alternatives fosters informed decision-making and informed public participation.”) (quoting
California v. Block, 690 F.2d 753, 767 (9th Cir. 1982)). BOEMRE has chosen not to reexamine
the range of alternatives for the lease sale in the draft SEIS process. The agency should
reconsider this approach. As agencies and conservation groups explained in commenting on the
original EIS, missing information about the basic biology of the region and about the effects of
oil and gas activities on the species that inhabit it is essential to framing an appropriate range of
alternatives that have meaningfully different effects. Without this information, neither the
agency nor the public could determine whether the range of alternatives presented in the original
EIS was adequate. The lack of information, in other words, thwarted the discussion of
alternatives to the proposed lease sale, undermining a central component of the NEPA analysis.
The original EIS alternatives consist of three different-sized deferrals of coastal areas from
leasing (the first of which, Alternative I, is inconsistent with the 25-mile coastal buffer zone
mandated by the 2007-12 Five-Year Leasing Program, pursuant to which Lease Sale 193 was to
be held, and is thus not a viable alternative). Because so much information about the Chukchi
Sea is missing, however, it is impossible to determine whether these alternatives would have a
different effect on the environment much less describe to a decision-maker why and how. The
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) identified this flaw, commenting on the draft of the
original EIS:
Alternatives to the Proposed Action that are presented in the Draft EIS include
two variations of exclusion areas along the coastward side of the Planning Area.
However, it is unclear how the boundaries of the excluded areas in the two
alternatives (Alternatives III and IV) were determined. Due to the lack of
information about the Planning Area, the use of the “Opportunity Index” and
other assumptions regarding the potential level of exploration, development and
production activity as a result of a lease sale, it is unclear if the two alternatives,
together with the Proposed Action and a No Action Alternative, represent a range
of reasonable alternatives in the Draft EIS. The Final EIS should present a more
thorough discussion of the decision criteria and the geophysical, biological and
subsistence information that was used to develop the alternatives in order to
demonstrate that a range of reasonable alternatives was considered.
FEIS at 013-002. EPA also suggested that BOEMRE “consider removal of additional areas with
sensitive fish and wildlife, subsistence, and cultural resources, and at a minimum, deferring areas
until further research and studies are conducted to ensure development can occur without
significant impacts to critical resources.” FEIS at II-4. BOEMRE rejected these suggestions, in
part because EPA did not provide specifics as to areas that should be considered for removal. Id.
at II-5 EPA, of course, could not do so, given the lack of information in the Chukchi Sea.
Absent adequate information, it is not possible to frame a meaningful range of alternatives for
the decision-maker. Missing information that would allow the agency to frame alternatives that
provide meaningful choices—namely information sufficient to identify “areas with sensitive fish
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and wildlife, subsistence, and cultural resources” and to provide at least one action alternative
that “ensure[s] development can occur without significant impacts to critical resources”—is
clearly essential to a choice among alternatives.
In the draft SEIS, BOEMRE concludes that the effects under all the action alternatives presented
in the original EIS are basically the same. Draft SEIS at 11 (noting the “commonality of
potential impacts and their severity among all action alternatives, which substantially reduced the
utility of incomplete information to the decision-maker”); see also FEIS at ES-8 (noting that
“[t]he EIS analysis concludes that for most resources, while the alternative [III and IV] would
provide a measure of protection to the resources within the deferral area, the effects to the
resources in the Chukchi Sea area under this alternative would be essentially the same as the
effects under Alternative I.”). This conclusion, if true, which it is not,1 suggests only that the
range of alternatives in the original EIS was inadequate. It highlights, rather than excuses, the
essential nature of missing information to the choice among alternatives.
For example, BOEMRE stated in the original EIS that information about beluga whales was both
important for the lease sale decision and missing from the analysis. It stated that
“[u]nderstanding the distribution and timing of movements of belugas is important for planning
lease sales in the Chukchi Sea and designing possible mitigation measures.” FEIS at IV-163.
But, “[l]ate-summer distribution and fall-migration patterns are poorly known, wintering areas
effectively are unknown, and areas that are particularly important for feeding have not been
identified . . . .” Id. Rather than obtaining this information acknowledged in 2007 to be
important to planning lease sales, BOEMRE in the draft SEIS attempts to excuse itself from that
work with general boilerplate language. See Draft SEIS, App. A at 99 of 143 (stating that
“[w]hile additional information on the distribution and timing of movements of belugas would be
useful, this information is not essential to a reasoned choice among alternatives in this case”
because “[m]uch information is already known on the general habits of the many species of birds
[sic] that use the Chukchi Sea” [and] “this level of available information is sufficient to support
sound scientific judgments and reasoned managerial decisions regarding formulation and
selection of lease sale alternatives” and “[t]he protections that this species receives under the
MMPA will serve to preclude or reduce impacts under all action alternatives”). These
generalizations are not credible attempts to comply with Section 1502.22 with respect to
information the agency itself has admitted is important for the decision-maker. As described in
the next section, BOEMRE’s rationales do not justify the agency’s course.
C.

BOEMRE’s reasons for not to obtain any missing information are arbitrary.

BOEMRE advances five recurring excuses for its decision not to obtain a single piece of
information during the remand period. A key BOEMRE excuse for this extraordinary decision,
that is both explicit and implicit in several rationales, is that missing information is not essential
to the lease sale decision, because that decision is not a consequential commitment of areas to oil
1
The original EIS does acknowledge generally some differences in effects to a number of species among
the alternatives. See FEIS at IV-268-69. However, as described above, the real problem is that there is
not enough information about the biology of the region or effects of oil and gas activities on its wildlife to
determine whether the different alternatives will in fact have different effects or to fashion different
alternatives that will in fact ensure different effects if chosen.
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and gas activities. Thus, information can be obtained at later stages of the OCSLA process,
when the agency is evaluating exploration or production plans.
As an initial matter, this rationale ignores the agency’s practice, which has been to conduct only
abbreviated environmental assessments of exploration plans and to rely heavily in that review on
the analyses the agency conducts at the lease sale stage. See MMS, Shell Gulf of Mexico, Inc.,
2010 Exploration Drilling Program, Chukchi Sea OCS, Alaska, Environmental Assessment at 67 (December 2009); MMS, Shell Offshore Inc. 2010 OCS Exploration Plan, Camden Bay,
Alaska, Environmental Assessment at 2-3 (October 2009). Under this practice, the need to
gather information is always either pushed into the future or deemed unnecessary in light of past
NEPA documents.
More fundamentally, BOEMRE’s excuses fail to recognize the importance of the decision being
made at the lease sale. As described above, at the lease sale stage, BOEMRE makes the decision
about whether to permit oil and gas activities in an area, and the existence of leases, once issued,
considerably constrains the agency’s discretion to alter course. BOEMRE can, of course, deny
lessees’ exploration and development plans, and it can suspend and even cancel leases after they
are issued. But these actions may only be taken in compliance with the substantive and
procedural constraints of OCSLA and its regulations. It is precisely at the lease sale stage—
where the agency finds itself now—when it has full discretion to determine if, when, where, and
how oil and gas activities may occur in a planning area, that information about the biological
resources of an area and the effects of oil and gas activities on those resources is essential.
BOEMRE also misapprehend its obligation under NEPA in preparing the draft SEIS. The job of
the SEIS is to inform the decision-maker and the public about the effects of the decision to offer
oil and gas leases in the Chukchi Sea. To satisfy this obligation, BOEMRE must “prepare a
‘detailed statement’ covering the impact of particular actions on the environment, the
environmental costs which might be avoided, and alternative measures which might alter the
cost-benefit equation . . . to aid in the agencies’ own decision making process and to advise other
interested agencies and the public of the environmental consequences of planned federal action.”
Calvert Cliffs’ Coordinating Comm., Inc. v. U. S. Atomic Energy Comm’n, 449 F.2d 1109, 1114
(D.C. Cir. 1971). “[T]he purpose of an [EIS] is to . . . produce an informed estimate of the
environmental consequences,” Kern v. U.S. Bureau of Land Mgmt., 284 F.3d 1062, 1072 (9th
Cir. 2002) (quotation and citation omitted), and give the decision-maker a “clear idea how to
visualize the environmental harms” of the proposed action, Mass. v. Watt, 716 F.2d 946, 949 (1st
Cir. 1983).
Similarly, BOEMRE states that, although large quantities of data are missing about the Chukchi
Sea, there is enough information available now for informed management and decision-making.
Draft SEIS at 11. This excuse is unsupported. In most instances, BOEMRE makes this
statement without pointing to the information that it relies on to make its management decision
notwithstanding important data gaps. For example, the original EIS states that there is not
enough information to determine whether or not there will be significant effects to marine
mammals from oil and gas activities under the lease sale. FEIS at V-32. Yet, in the draft SEIS,
without disputing the fact that it is unable to determine whether there will or will not be
significant effects to marine mammals from oil and gas activities in the Chukchi Sea and without
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pointing to any specific information at all, BOEMRE concludes that there is nonetheless enough
information now to make management decisions. Draft SEIS, App. A at 136 of 143.
BOEMRE’s statement boils down to a conclusion that it is not essential to the lease sale decision
to know whether oil and gas activities that will result from the decision will or will not
significantly affect Chukchi Sea marine mammals. This conclusion is not credible. It
underscores the agency’s abnegation of its NEPA duties to describe in detail the “the actual
impact of proposed projects,” Earth Island Institute v. U.S. Forest Serv., 442 F.3d 1147, 1172
(9th Cir. 2006), in an EIS “to obviate the need for [ ] speculation by insuring that available data
is gathered and analyzed prior to the implementation of the proposed action.” Found. for N. Am.
Wild Sheep v. U.S. Dep’t of Agric., 681 F.2d 1172, 1179 (9th Cir. 1982).

could result from the lease sale and to provide the decision-maker and public with a clear picture
of the potential impacts.

Relatedly, BOEMRE states that it need not obtain additional information because other
environmental laws and regulations would preclude significant adverse effects on particular
resources. Again, BOEMRE misapprehends its obligations under NEPA. An agency may not
rely on the imposition of future mitigation measures to avoid analyzing the impacts of an activity
in an EIS. See S. Fork Band Council of W. Shoshone of Nev. v. U.S. Dep’t of Interior, 588 F.3d
718, 726 (9th Cir. 2009) (holding EIS violated NEPA because it failed to analyze a project’s air
quality impacts in reliance on separate Clean Air Act permitting process); see also Neighbors of
Cuddy Mountain v. U.S. Forest Serv., 137 F.3d 1372, 1381 (9th Cir. 1998) (holding EIS
discussion of mitigation inadequate in part because it was “not clear whether any mitigation
measures would be adopted”); Nat’l Parks & Conservation Ass’n v. Babbitt, 241 F.3d 722, 73435 (9th Cir. 2001). Furthermore, where an EIS relies on mitigation measures to avoid discussing
potential effects, the mitigation measures must “‘be discussed in sufficient detail to ensure that
environmental consequences have been fairly evaluated.’” Neighbors of Cuddy Mountain, 137
F.3d at 1380-81 (EIS violated NEPA where it failed to discuss “how effective the mitigation
measures would be”); Nat’l Parks & Conservation Ass’n, 241 F.3d at 735 (“the impact of the
proposed mitigation measures must be studied as part of the preparation of an EIS”). Neither the
original EIS nor the draft SEIS discusses the future mitigation BOEMRE claims excuses analysis
in any meaningful detail.
BOEMRE also states that it need not obtain further information about adverse impacts because it
has disclosed that significant adverse effects would occur under certain circumstances, such as an
oil spill, and further description of those effects is not necessary. Draft SEIS at 11. This excuse,
however, fails to recognize the agency’s obligation to prepare a “detailed statement” that
provides the decision-maker and public with a “clear idea how to visualize the environmental
harms.” For example, the original EIS said in the context of discrete populations of fish: “Given
a lack of contemporary abundance and distribution information, large oil spill effects on rare or
unique species (including potential extirpation) could occur, but would likely go unnoticed or
undetected.” FEIS at II-34. The draft SEIS responds to this statement as follows: “[i]t is well
understood that the environmental impacts associated with a large oil spill could be quite severe.
Rare species could be affected by such an event whereever [sic] they may occur throughout the
lease sale area . . . the decision-maker already has sufficient information regarding the relative
probability and various impacts of a large oil spill to allow a reasoned choice among lease sale
alternatives.” Draft SEIS, App. A at 2 of 134. Without information about what would happen in
the event of an oil spill, including, for example, what species of fish might be extirpated, it is not
possible for BOEMRE to create a detailed statement of the potential environmental harms that
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Finally, BOEMRE states that there is a “commonality” of effects among all action alternatives
which “substantially reduced the utility of incomplete information to the decision-maker.” Draft
SEIS at 11. As an initial matter, and as discussed above, the statement is not true—the original
EIS acknowledges that there are differences among alternatives. The problem is that data gaps
prevent meaningful distinction among those alternatives. Part of the problem is that the lack of
information has led managers to consider the environment as being basically homogenous, which
would be unprecedented for a continental shelf region with varying currents and topography (i.e.,
shoals and canyons). Regions are likely to vary in their importance for a number of species. For
example walrus appear to congregate regularly in the region around Hanna Shoal within the lease
area. See, USGS 2010. Walrus tracking and telemetry data acquired from walruses
instrumented on the Alaska shores of the Chukchi Sea in September 2009. Radio-tagging field
report. USGS Alaska Science Center, Walrus research project.
http://alaska.usgs.gov/science/biology/walrus/pdfs/EC09_Radio_Tagging_Field_Report.pdf. If
information is lacking to allow BOEMRE to determine whether oil and gas activities will have
significant effects on marine mammals, for instance, there is no way to describe in any detail the
effects of any one alternative, let alone describe differences among different alternatives.
Additionally, the statement ignores the comparison that the decision-maker must make between
the action alternatives and the no-action alternatives. It also begs the question whether, if it is
true that effects are the same for all alternatives, the original EIS presented an adequate range of
alternatives.
D.

Other flaws in BOEMRE’s analysis of missing information in the draft SEIS.

The draft SEIS suffers from a number of other flaws in its analysis of missing information.
Exhibit 129 to the plaintiffs’ opening brief in Native Village of Point Hope, upon which
BOEMRE purports to rely at least in part for its identification of missing information in
Appendix A to the draft SEIS, identifies missing information related to threatened spectacled and
Steller’s eiders. These identifications of missing data were contained in a biological evaluation
that BOEMRE prepared in connection with its consultation with the Fish and Wildlife Service
under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. BOEMRE relied on the analyses in that
biological evaluation in the original EIS. Thus, these unknowns must be addressed here in the
draft SEIS.
The draft SEIS fails to include essential information that has been developed about the Chukchi
Sea that BOEMRE itself has developed. This information includes information collected from
the BOEMRE Environmental Studies Program in Alaska. The listing is available at:
http://alaska.boemre.gov/ess/2010_0604_AKPeerReview.pdf (last visited Nov. 21, 2010). For
example, attachment A documents those references from peer reviewed literature produced under
the auspices of the study program since 1990 that BOEMRE failed to consider. BOEMRE must
consider these studies, as some of these studies may contain information relevant to unknowns
about species and habitats as well as the fates and effects of oil and gas exploration and
development on these species and habitats.
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The draft SEIS also failed to include essential information that has been developed about the
Chukchi Sea between the completion of the original EIS in 2007 and the present. This
information is also included in attachment B. One example of an important study that is already
available and provides information essential to the lease sale decision but that BOEMRE has
ignored is Quakenbush, L.T., Small, R.J., and Citta, J.J. 2010. Satellite tracking of western Arctic
bowhead whales. Final Report. OCS study BOEMRE 2010-033. Bureau of Ocean Energy
Management, Regulation and Enforcement. 65 pp plus appendices. The study pertains to the
bowhead whale—an important marine mammal for the Inupiat along the Arctic slope, and a
species afforded protection under the Marine Mammal Protection Act and the Endangered
Species Act. The original EIS acknowledges that “[d]ata are limited on the bowhead whale fall
migration through the Chukchi Sea before the whales move south into the Bering Sea,” and that
“[r]ecent data on distribution, abundance, or habitat use [by bowheads] in the Chukchi Sea
Planning Area are not available.” FEIS at III-51, III-55. The Quakenbush study identified
important corridors for migration and potentially important feeding areas in the Chukchi Sea,
information BOEMRE admits is missing and admits is relevant to potentially significant impacts
from leasing. Draft SEIS, App. A at 25 of 143. BOEMRE should consider the information
provided by these and other studies, such as recent walrus tagging data from the United States
Geological Survey, that are already available but that it has neglected to incorporate into its
analysis of Lease Sale 193 effects.

now would also ensure that, if leases were sold, there would not be an information gap later in
the process, when the agency is called upon to analyze and approve exploration and development
plans on those leases. We are attaching hereto, as attachment C, a draft research plan that sets
forth one possible approach to obtaining missing information that would be true to the
Administration’s commitment to science-based decision-making.

E.

BOEMRE should reassess its approach, obtain essential missing information, and
reconsider the lease sale decision in light of the new information.

BOEMRE should not finalize the draft SEIS as currently written. It should take a new approach
and undertake a meaningful assessment of whether missing information is essential to a reasoned
choice among alternatives, obtain the information that is, assess whether the new information
merits different alternatives, and fully reconsider the Chukchi Sea lease sale in light of that new
information.2
The most effective way to respond to the Court’s order and prepare for decisions about future
industrial activities is to undertake comprehensive research and monitoring that would provide a
fundamental understanding of the marine ecosystem. This information will allow managers to
move from qualitative assertions (i.e., educated guesses) to making quantitative assessments of
potential impacts. Information will allow decision makers to weigh the costs and benefits of
industrial activities and determine whether there are alternatives that could allow for
development while protecting the ecosystem and subsistence way of life. Obtaining information
2
In public meetings on the draft SEIS, BOEMRE repeatedly stated that it has been instructed by the
Alaska Federal District Court to complete its remand analysis by January 21, 2011. This statement is
misleading. Although the Court stated its opinion that a “reasonable goal” for completion of the remand
analysis would be January 21 and directed the agency to make reasonable efforts to respond to the remand
by that date, it was careful to state that it was not “impos[ing] rigid or arbitrary constraints on the
Agency” and explicitly “recognize[d] the Agency’s expertise in the field.” Native Village of Point Hope,
Docket No. 171 at 1-2. Accordingly, the Court instructed the agency to file a report with the Court as to
the agency’s progress by January 21, 2011, if that date proves unrealistic to complete consideration of the
issues on remand. BOEMRE should not use this date as an excuse to avoid conducting the analysis that is
required under NEPA and Section 1502.22

Once it has obtained missing information and completed a meaningful reanalysis of the potential
effects of Lease Sale 193, BOEMRE should, as it recognizes, Draft SEIS at 4 (“When the EIS
process is completed the Secretary per the court’s remand will affirm or change the department’s
previous Sale 193 decision.”), make anew its decision whether to cancel, modify, or amend the
decision to hold Lease Sale 193. To protect the integrity of the administrative process and avoid
“bureaucratic rationalization and bureaucratic momentum,” BOEMRE and the Department of
Interior must not lend weight to the existence of outstanding leases in the Chukchi Sea—the
prior decision to hold the lease sale must “count for nothing” in the present decision regarding
Lease Sale 193. Northern Cheyenne Tribe v. Hodel, 851 F.2d 1152, 1157 (9th Cir. 1988).
II.

ANALYSIS OF NATURAL GAS DEVELOPMENT

The draft SEIS’s analysis of the effects of natural gas development also falls short in a number of
respects. It fails to adequately take into account climate change, its scenario is unjustifiably
limited, its dismissal of liquefied natural gas (LNG) tankering is unjustified, it fails to adequately
analyze the impacts of pipelines, it fails to adequately analyze the effects of natural gas
production on a number of species, and it fails to analyze the potential for activities to displace
subsistence users.
A.

The draft SEIS fails to adequately take into account climate change.

The draft SEIS, like the original Lease Sale 193 EIS, fails to assess adequately the lease sale’s
impacts in the context of Arctic climate change. It is essential that the final SEIS analyze the
effects of gas development and production in light of Arctic climate change because the draft
SEIS states that “the timeframe for all activities . . . could span 50 years,” and assumes that gasrelated activities will occur during the latter portion of that period. Draft SEIS at 65. The Arctic
at the time natural gas will be developed according to BOEMRE’s scenario will be a very
different place than the Arctic of 2010.
The Arctic is undergoing rapid change. It is warming faster than any other place in the world.
Among the most profound changes are the loss of sea ice, the melting of permafrost, and coastal
erosion. As temperatures continue to rise and precipitation patterns change, species distributions
will shift, and many species will experience increased stress and decreased chance of
reproduction and survival. The listing of the polar bear due to warming-related habitat loss
exemplifies the changing Arctic environment. Polar bears are spending more and more time on
land and less time on ice where they hunt for prey, including seals. As a result, scientists predict
that two-thirds of the world’s polar bear population could disappear by the middle of the century.
The future looks similarly grim for walrus. Walrus are benthic feeders that use the ice as a
platform from which to dive for food. Without sea ice, food will become much more difficult to
access, leading to malnutrition and increased energy expenditures in searching for food.
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B.
The original Lease Sale 193 EIS failed to adequately take into account climate change. The EIS
analyzed the proposed action against a static baseline and ignored likely changes in the Arctic
climate and environment. See, e.g., FEIS at III-47-55 (establishing the baseline for bowheads
without accounting for climate change). As a result, the EIS included an incomplete analysis of
climate change impacts to a number of rare and declining species, including polar bears, walrus,
seals, and other marine mammals. FEIS at IV-145 – IV-171.
The draft SEIS makes the same error. It acknowledges that climate change is occurring. Draft
SEIS at 32-33. Also, it indicates that changes in climate are irregular, making accurate
projections difficult, but adds that “[c]limate change in the Arctic is projected to be larger than in
other areas of the globe . . . .” Id. at 33. It recognizes that “[t]he arctic sea ice is undergoing
changes in extent, thickness, distribution, age, and melt duration . . . .” Id. at 34. However, the
draft SEIS fails to analyze the effects of Arctic gas production and development in the context of
a changed and likely stressed environment.
Scientists predict that over the 50-year time frame of the lease sale activities, the Arctic could
warm by more than three degrees Celsius as compared to a 1981 – 2000 baseline. ACIA, Arctic
Climate Impact Assessment 2005, Cambridge University Press at 122 (Table 4.3), available at
http://www.acia.uaf.edu/pages/scientific.html. As described above, Arctic warming will
dramatically affect the Arctic environment and Arctic species. BOEMRE cannot provide a
complete analysis of the effects of gas development and production without considering these
changes. Thus, the final SEIS must account for the fact that in future decades the Arctic will be
much different than it is today. The final SEIS’s analyses of effects to Arctic species, including
marine mammals, polar bears and walrus, terrestrial mammals, and birds, should account for
factors like diminished habitat, food resources, or population levels, and increased competition
from species expanding their ranges into the Arctic.
BOEMRE should also analyze the impact of natural gas development’s contribution to black
carbon emissions, for example from increased vessel traffic and development infrastructure.
Black carbon is generally regarded as the second most important contributor to Arctic warming
after CO2. It warms the environment by absorbing solar radiation and heating the atmosphere,
and it darkens snow and ice after falling to earth, thus increasing absorption and reducing the
reflection of sunlight and accelerating melting. EPA Ad Hoc Working Group, Current Policies,
Emission Trends and Mitigation Options for Black Carbon in the Arctic Region at 7 (April 28,
2009), available at http://iiasa.ac.at/rains/reports/DRAFTWhitePaper-BCArcticMitigation280909.pdf. Emissions of black carbon from sources in the Arctic itself are particularly
troubling, as Arctic emissions are far more likely to come in contact with and accelerate melt of
Arctic snow and ice. See id. at 20. One recent study indicates that Arctic black carbon
emissions are 10 to 100 times more important with respect to contributing to Arctic black carbon
radiative forcing than emissions outside of the Arctic. Hirdman et al., Source identification of
short-lived air pollutants in the Arctic using statistical analysis of measurement data and particle
dispersion model output, 10 Atmos. Chem. Phys. 669 (Jan. 2010), available at
http://www.atmos-chem-phys.net/10/669/2010/acp-10-669-2010.pdf. BOEMRE should analyze
these effects.
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The Draft SEIS arbitrarily assumes no additional seismic or exploration drilling will
occur in the natural gas development scenario.

In the draft SEIS, BOEMRE arbitrarily assumes that gas development and production would
entail no additional seismic surveying or exploration drilling. Draft SEIS at 65. The scenario
forms the basis of the agency’s analysis in the EIS. Thus, an arbitrary scenario infects the entire
analysis of effects throughout the EIS. In the draft SEIS, BOEMRE has projected Chukchi Sea
gas development and production in a manner that ensures effects will be essentially no different
than the effects of projected oil development and production in the original EIS. Draft SEIS at
65.
BOEMRE’s limited gas scenario is arbitrary. BOEMRE assumes that gas development will
result in no additional exploration activities because gas development will remain much less
financially attractive than oil development. Draft SEIS at 65. However, even if gas development
remains less attractive than oil development, this does not justify BOEMRE’s assumption that
gas activities would not involve additional seismic surveying or drilling. Indeed, this assumption
is contrary to the agency’s past statements on the attractiveness and probability of gas
development. In the 2008 Multi-Sale Draft EIS, BOEMRE stated that an operational gas
pipeline would “encourage new exploration, development, and production of natural gas
throughout northern Alaska, including the Arctic OCS.” MMS, Beaufort Sea and Chukchi Sea
Planning Areas, Oil and Gas Lease Sales 209, 212, 217, and 221, Draft EIS, App. E at E-4
(November 2008) (Multi-Sale Draft EIS) (stated in the context of discussing Beaufort Sea gas).
Also, in the administrative record for Lease Sale 193 BOEMRE recognized that some companies
could be even more interested in gas than oil in the Chukchi Sea and the agency noted that
billions of dollars in royalties and taxes could be lost if companies did not develop marginal gas
projects. Email from James Craig, BOEMRE, to John Goll, Re: Chukchi PNOS at 3 (March 19,
2007). A BOEMRE evaluation of Chukchi Sea lease sale scenarios plainly stated that “including
gas development in the scenario will greatly increase potential environmental impacts because
the number of wells and platforms will be greater . . . .” Email from James Craig, BOEMRE, to
Rance Wall, Re: My response to Shell’s request to change the Chukchi scenario at 3 (Dec. 13,
2005).
A pipeline stretching from the Chukchi Sea to the main transport hub near Prudhoe Bay may also
provide an incentive to gas companies to perform additional exploration. The Chukchi Sea could
contain considerable natural gas reserves. Multi-Sale Draft EIS, App. E at E-5, E-3 (stating that
undiscovered gas resources in the Chukchi Sea range from 10.3-209.5 Tcf, while such resources
in the Beaufort Sea range from 0.6-72.2 Tcf). While the gas may presently be less valuable than
oil, the presence of a pipeline to transport gas to market could make any Chukchi Sea gas field
commercially viable. This could cause companies to develop more gas, as well as oil found in
the ground with the gas. It is arbitrary for BOEMRE to ignore this incentive and the possibility
that a gas pipeline could transform the value of developing a gas and oil field from marginally
unprofitable to lucrative.
Moreover, it is arbitrary for BOEMRE to assume that accessible gas will remain relatively
unattractive well into the future. The International Energy Agency predicts that global demand
for natural gas will increase 44 percent between 2008 and 2035, and that this increase in demand
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will end current conditions of oversupply and low price. See
http://www.alaskadispatch.com/dispatches/alaska-beat/88-alaska-beat/7471-iea-nat-gas-demandto-rise-14-yearly-over-long-term. Additionally, future attempts to mitigate climate change could
further boost demand for natural gas because gas is a relatively clean fossil fuel when compared
to oil.

Vessels transporting the LNG to market through the Bering Sea could negatively affect the
critically endangered North Pacific right whale, one of the most endangered whales in the world.
It is essential that BOEMRE consider the possibility that boat strikes could result in mortality to
right whales because the loss of any North Pacific right whale would be a significant effect.

Thus, it is reasonably foreseeable that natural gas leasing in the Chukchi Sea will result in
additional exploration and development activities. BOEMRE’s failure to account for this in the
draft SEIS is arbitrary, and the agency must remedy this omission in the final SEIS. The agency
must consider the effects of additional exploration and development, such as noise disturbances
to bowhead whales and walrus from increased seismic activities, drilling, and icebreaking, the
increased risk of birds striking oil and gas structures, potential air and water discharges from
natural gas drilling, and increased risk of a large oil spill occurring if natural gas development
results in additional oil development.
C.

Additionally, LNG tankering could greatly increase Arctic emissions of black carbon and
contribute to Arctic warming. BOEMRE should analyze these effects.
Thus, given the feasibility of LNG tankering, MMS’s own promotion of the technology during
the process leading to the original Lease Sale 193, industry interest in it, and the potentially
significant impacts of LNG tankering, BOEMRE must include an analysis of the effects of LNG
tankering in the final SEIS.
D.

BOEMRE has not sufficiently analyzed the effects of the construction and operation
of pipelines resulting from natural gas development.

BOEMRE’s dismissal of liquefied natural gas tankering is arbitrary.

As in the original Lease Sale 193 EIS, the draft SEIS arbitrarily fails to analyze the effects of
LNG tankering. In the Lease Sale 193 EIS, BOEMRE refused to analyze the effects of LNG
tankering by arguing that the method of bringing natural gas to market was not feasible or
economically attractive, even though record evidence indicates that LNG tankering is not only
feasible, but is also drawing industry interest. In the draft SEIS BOEMRE continues to ignore
the record evidence indicating the potential for LNG tankering in the Chukchi Sea. Instead of
grappling with this evidence, BOEMRE simply repeats its Lease Sale 193 EIS conclusion that
LNG tankering is not feasible or economically attractive. Draft SEIS at 15.
BOEMRE should analyze the effects of LNG tankering. The record shows that LNG tankering,
is a feasible option that BOEMRE has promoted and industry has showed an interest in. In the
2008 draft Multi-Sale EIS, BOEMRE stated that “LNG is a plausible . . . strategy to export gas
from the Chukchi OCS.” Multi-Sale Draft EIS, App. E at E-6. In its presentations to the North
Slope Borough on Lease Sale 193, BOEMRE indicated that LNG tankering was a possible
development scenario. Chukchi Development Presentation at 5. Further, in commenting on
[BOEMRE]’s Notice of Intent to prepare the EIS for Lease Sale 193, Shell recommended that in
addition to effects of a gas pipeline, LNG tankering “should also be analyzed.” Shell E&P
Company, Comments on Notice of Intent to Prepare an EIS on Proposed Chukchi Sea Lease Sale
193 at 2 (December 9, 2005).

The effects of a gas pipeline spanning from offshore in the Chukchi Sea to near Prudhoe Bay
have never been analyzed. Neither the original Lease Sale 193 EIS nor the draft SEIS
adequately analyzes the potential effects of a hundreds-mile long pipeline traversing diverse
habitat for caribou and other species in across the National Petroleum Reserve—Alaska (NPRA).
As an initial matter, the original Lease Sale 193 EIS’s analysis of an oil pipeline does not provide
the necessary analysis of the effects of a gas pipeline. Even if the gas pipeline travels the same
corridor as the oil pipeline discussed in the original EIS, the later time frame BOEMRE has
identified for gas development will result in the construction of the gas pipeline at a later date.
Also, a second pipeline and additional compression facilities and maintenance activities will
result in other effects, both individually and cumulatively with oil-related activities.

An analysis of LNG tankering is essential because these activities could have substantial effects
on the environment. The infrastructure and activities associated with LNG transport could affect
large areas of the land and ocean. Facilities—including a major LNG plant—and activities on
shore could disturb local species and destroy local habitat, including threatened and endangered
birds. Also, LNG transport could significantly increase vessel traffic in the Chukchi and Bering
seas. Increased noise from these vessels could harm pinnipeds and migrating bowhead whales,
and disturbances of sea ice could have an impact on polar bears, walrus, and other species that
depend on the ice for habitat.

The final SEIS for Lease Sale 193 must consider the effects that a gas pipeline and its associated
facilities and activities could have, in conjunction with oil production and development activities,
on the Arctic environment. However, the draft SEIS provides no more than a cursory and
incomplete analysis of the effects of the construction and operation of a gas pipeline. Instead of
providing a detailed analysis, the draft SEIS relies on later analyses and permitting processes to
identify and prevent environmental harms. See, e.g., Draft SEIS at 81-82 (noting that the
construction and operation of a pipeline is noisy and can disturb threatened and endangered
whales, but relying on later analyses and permitting to identify and prevent impacts). This does
not satisfy NEPA; BOEMRE must take a hard look at the environmental effects of the lease sale
before moving forward. Information about the biological resources of an area and the effects of
oil and gas activities on those resources is essential at the lease sale stage because it is at this
stage that the agency has discretion to determine if, when, where, and how oil and gas activities
may occur in a planning area. Thus, only now can BOEMRE consider the entire scope of the
lease sale and how the action as a whole could affect the Arctic environment and have that
analysis inform the agency’s decision making. At later stages, the agency will already be
invested in particular courses of action, and its discretion may be more constrained.
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In particular, the draft SEIS does not sufficiently analyze the potential effect a gas pipeline over
land could have on caribou. The agency provides only two sentences on this topic, concluding
that an elevated pipeline will not prevent caribou movements and stating that “[p]ipelines
without adjacent roads and vehicle traffic are not likely to affect caribou movements.” Draft
SEIS at 89. BOEMRE should provide a more detailed analysis of the potential for onshore
activities to disturb caribou, including a review of the potential for a natural gas pipeline to delay
caribou movements and the effect that would have on caribou herds and individuals.
A large pipeline stretching across the NPR-A could have important adverse impacts. For
example, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has considered the effects of smaller
pipelines—ones stretching across only part of the NPR-A—in its EISs analyzing potential effects
of different management strategies for the NPR-A. BLM, Northwest National Petroleum
Reserve-Alaska, Final Integrated Activity Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (November
2003) (available at http://www.blm.gov/ak/st/en/prog/planning/npra_general/nw_npra/nw_npra_final_iap.html ) (NW NPR-A IAAP/EIS); BLM, Northeast National Petroleum ReserveAlaska, Final Supplemental Integrated Activity Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (April
2008), available at
http://www.blm.gov/ak/st/en/prog/planning/npra_general/ne_npra/northeast_npr-a_final.html)
(NE NPR-A IAP/EIS. The BLM identified numerous potential adverse effects of even these
much less extensive pipelines. The BLM indicates that onshore oil and gas activities, and
especially roads, can displace caribou and reduce caribou densities for miles. NE NPR-A
IAP/EIS at 4-161. Further, it states that “there could be reproductive consequences from
extensive disruption of caribou [movement] during the insect-relief season.” Id. at 4-162. This
is contrary to BOEMRE’s statement in the draft SEIS that caribou are tolerant of development
and its conclusion that caribou are able to habituate to oil and gas activities. Draft SEIS at 90.
The BLM has also identified particular problems with pipelines themselves. It states that snow
drifts under a pipeline can block or interrupt caribou movements. NW NPR-A IAP/EIS at IV193. It also indicated that parallel sets of pipelines can lengthen crossing delays, NE NPR-A
IAP/EIS at 4-171, as can roads that are adjacent to a pipeline, especially when there is high
traffic on the adjacent roads, NW NPR-A IAP/EIS at IV-193. In some cases, caribou “may be
delayed in crossing a pipeline and road for several minutes or hours in period of heavy traffic.”
Id. “[T]he energetic costs associated with such delays are unknown.” NW NPR-A IAP/EIS at
IV-193.
Moreover, the final SEIS should provide a more comprehensive review of relevant research on
the effects of oil and gas development on caribou. For example, in the draft SEIS, BOEMRE
cites a study from 2000 indicating that onshore development and production have not resulted in
population-level effects. Draft SEIS at 90. However, a later report from the National Research
Council found that
[a]s a result of conflicts with industrial activity during calving and an interaction
of disturbance with the stress of summer insect harassment, reproductive success
of Central Arctic Herd female caribou in contact with oil development from 1988
through 2001 was lower than for undisturbed females, contributing to an overall
reduction in herd productivity.
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National Research Council, Cumulative Environmental Effects of Oil and Gas Activities on
Alaska’s North Slope at 116 (2003).
BOEMRE also has not provided sufficient analysis of the effects the construction of a gas
pipeline from offshore facility to shore would have on marine mammals. For instance,
BOEMRE recognizes that noise from the construction of a gas pipeline can be quite loud, and as
a result, can affect threatened and endangered whales. Draft SEIS at 81. The agency, however,
states that because construction activities will be slow moving, the whales will be able to avoid
the construction area and avoid harm. Id. The Draft SEIS also recognizes that noise from the
construction of a pipeline can disturb seals, whales, and walrus, but provides only a minimal
description of potential harm, and relies on later processes to prevent these harms. Id. at 87-88.
This does not constitute the hard look NEPA requires. The agency mentions that harm may
occur to these species, but fails to analyze the relevance of this harm. The agency states that
whales will avoid pipeline construction, but does not discuss whether the construction will be
excluding whales from important habitat and how this may affect individuals or the species.
Similarly, while the agency presumes that harm to seals and walrus can be avoided, it fails
completely to consider the potential for construction activities to occur near important habitat. In
the final SEIS, BOEMRE should perform a complete analysis of the potential effects of the
construction of a natural gas pipeline that takes into account the locations of important marine
mammal habitat and the cost of excluding animals from that habitat.
E.

BOEMRE fails to adequately analyze the effects of natural gas development on
Arctic species.

BOEMRE has not adequately analyzed the effects gas development and production operations
will have on various Arctic species. The review of the effects of these activities provides very
little data or actual analysis to support the conclusions. BOEMRE in large part attempts to avoid
the need to obtain data and to perform analyses by stating that analyses at later OCSLA stages
can protect health, wildlife, and the Arctic environment. This is insufficient. BOEMRE must
take a hard look at the impact gas operations will have on Arctic species, including birds ,at the
lease sale stage.
The draft SEIS fails to sufficiently consider impacts to polar bears. Significantly, the analysis
fails to account for changes in the Arctic climate and ice extent and how this will affect polar
bears. It states that “[d]uring the open-water season, most polar bears remain offshore on the
pack ice.” Draft SEIS at 83 (quoting FWS 2009 Biological Opinion). The draft SEIS also
assumes that vessel-bear interactions usually result in short-term behavior disturbances. Id. at
83. These assumptions ignore data showing that the disappearance of Arctic sea ice is forcing
polar bears to spend increasing time in open water, and to travel farther to find prey species, such
as seals. Vessels may encounter bears that are hungry and weak either on ice or in the open
ocean; fleeing from a vessel may constitute a very harmful energetic cost to a weak polar bear,
especially one that has already spent much time swimming in the open ocean. The draft SEIS’s
analysis of disturbances to polar bears also fails to recognize that the melting ice is forcing bears
to spend additional time on land, and that due to a lack of access to sea ice hunting habitat, many
of these bears will be very hungry, and perhaps starving. Because oil and gas facilities can draw
hungry bears, gas development and production could increase bear disturbances and human-bear
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encounters. BOEMRE recognizes that human-bear interactions can result in harassment of the
bear, but fails to sufficiently consider the cost of such disturbances to the bear. Id. at 83-84. Of
particular concern is the potential for these interactions to endanger the life of a human or a bear.
For instance, a human-bear encounter may lead to injuries or deaths to workers or an urgent need
to protect a worker that results in the killing of a bear. The final SEIS should provide a
comprehensive analysis of these and other relevant potential effects to polar bears, and should
consider such impacts in light of the changing Arctic climate and environment.
The final SEIS should also provide additional analyses of effects to walrus. BOEMRE
acknowledges that “the potential for serious adverse impacts to individual or groups of walruses
does exist,” Draft SEIS at 88, and has noted that the population of Alaskan pacific walrus is
likely in decline, FEIS at III-74; however, the draft SEIS provides only a very brief analysis of
potential impacts to walrus. Draft SEIS at 88. As with the EIS’s analysis for other species, it
assumes that later permitting processes and mitigation measures will prevent harm. Id.
However, even the short analysis BOEMRE has provided shows this to be arbitrary. The agency
states that aircraft overflights can result in mortality from trampling and the separation of cowcalf pairs, but argues that “BOEM’s minimum altitude requirements would preclude adverse
impacts to walrus, to the extent that human safety considerations permit flying at this altitude.”
Id. Thus, BOEMRE’s own analysis shows that human safety considerations may result in
aircraft flying at an altitude that can startle walrus and cause walrus mortalities. In fact, lowceiling clouds in the Arctic prevent compliance with the minimum altitude requirements with
some frequency. However, BOEMRE essentially ignores this potential harm and refuses to
analyze whether resulting injuries or mortalities could result in population-level effects.
BOEMRE also states that vessels can cause walrus to abandon haulouts, but does not address
further the potential for vessels to disturb walrus. BOEMRE should provide an analysis of the
potential for vessel disturbances to harm walrus. The draft SEIS does not consider any other
potential disturbances to walrus. However, as discussed supra, gas production and development
will require the construction of offshore pipelines and likely will result in additional exploration
and development activity. BOEMRE must remedy these deficiencies by providing a complete
analysis of potential effects to walrus in the final SEIS that includes a discussion of all relevant
impacts.
BOEMRE also has not sufficiently analyzed the effects of gas development and production on
birds. Gas development and production will require an onshore facility and onshore and offshore
pipelines, Draft SEIS at 86, and “could entail relatively large-scale activity . . . .” Id. at 87.
BOEMRE attempts to avoid substantive analysis by stating that later analyses and permitting
processes will prevent impacts to birds. The agency should analyze the effects that disturbance
could have on specific species of bird, including threatened and endangered species, and should
not simply rely on conclusory statements of no significant impact, as it has done in the draft
SEIS. Also, the draft SEIS fails to consider how increased predation due to predator attraction to
natural gas operations will affect bird species, even though it also acknowledges that
development infrastructure can increase concentrations of arctic foxes, which prey on birds and
bird eggs. Draft SEIS at 86-87, 91. The final SEIS should analyze potential effects of increased
predation.
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F.

BOEMRE fails to adequately analyze the potential for gas development and
production activities to displace subsistence users.

The final SEIS should consider the potential for gas development and production activities to
displace subsistence activities. The draft SEIS’s analysis of effects to subsistence-harvest
patterns is largely restricted to the potential for activities to restrict access to resources through
reductions in the resources themselves or changes in the distribution of those resources. Draft
SEIS at 95-98. As detailed elsewhere, BOEMRE’s consideration of effects to Arctic species—
including subsistence species—is lacking. However, beyond those issues, BOEMRE has also
failed to consider the potential for gas development to displace subsistence users. BLM detailed
some relevant subsistence displacement concerns in its Northeast NPR-A Supplemental IAP/EIS.
Subsistence users have identified numerous reasons why they might avoid areas in response to
industrial development. These reasons include a lack of cultural privacy, belief that resource are
contaminated, reduced resource productivity in an area, and physical obstacles. NE NPR-A
IAP/EIS at 3-135. Natural gas development resulting from Lease Sale 193 has the potential to
result in large scale and far reaching industrial activities that could displace subsistence users
from vast expanses of subsistence lands as occurred during development of the Prudhoe Bay
region. See Wernham, A. 2007. Inupiat health and proposed Alaskan oil development: Results of
the first integrated Health Impact Assessment/Environmental Impact Statement for proposed oil
development on Alaska’s North Slope. EcoHealth 4:500-513. In the final SEIS, BOEMRE
should analyze the potential for gas development and production to have such an effect.
III.

NEW INFORMATION FROM THE DEEPWATER HORIZON SPILL

BOEMRE states in the draft SEIS that it need not consider the Deepwater Horizon spill in the
Gulf of Mexico because it is beyond the scope of the remand. Draft SEIS at 16. Alternatively,
BOEMRE states that the Gulf spill need not be incorporated into the Chukchi Sea lease sale
analysis because (i) it has not changed baseline conditions in the Chukchi Sea, since it occurred
in the Gulf of Mexico, (ii) it occurred in deep water and the Chukchi Sea lease sale area is
predominantly shallow water, and (iii) “any change in likelihood of an oil spill from a blowout
during exploration drilling would not alter the potential effects of the oil spill already analyzed”
in the original EIS. Id. These reasons are unavailing, and BOEMRE should analyze new
information from the spill that is still being developed by, for example, the Presidential
commission on the Deepwater Horizon spill.
NEPA compels supplementation of environmental impact analyses when “there are significant
new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns and bearing on the
proposed action or its impacts.” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.9(c)(1)(ii); see also Idaho Sporting Cong.,
Inc. v. Alexander, 222 F.3d 562, 566 n.2 (9th Cir. 2000). The events surrounding the Deepwater
Horizon spill provide significant new information that requires BOEMRE to supplement its
analysis of lease sale 193. See, e.g., Council on Environmental Quality, Report Regarding the
Minerals Management Service’s National Environmental Policy Act Policies, Practices, and
Procedures as They Relate to Outer Continental Shelf Oil and Gas Exploration and Development
(Aug. 16, 2010) at 32, available at
http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/microsites/ceq/20100816-ceq-mms-ocs-nepa.pdf
(stating “The BP Oil Spill constitutes significant new information and circumstances that may

24

25

2FHDQ&RQVHUYDQF\DQG3(:(QYLURQPHQW*URXS&RPPHQWV

2FHDQ&RQVHUYDQF\DQG3(:(QYLURQPHQW*URXS&RPPHQWV

require reevaluation of some conclusions reached in prior NEPA reviews and other
environmental analyses and studies”). Fundamentally, the oil spill in the Gulf shows that that
large spills from exploration drilling can happen and that, even in the relatively benign
conditions of the Gulf, they cannot be contained. These facts alone fundamentally undermine
BOEMRE’s assumptions about oil spills in the original EIS. In the original EIS, for instance,
BOEMRE concludes that no oil spill would occur during exploration drilling. FEIS, App. A at
A.1-1-A.1-2. Any oil spill would occur only during development and production. Id. The
Deepwater Horizon spill shows that, even with the latest technology, oil spills do, in fact, occur
during exploration. In addition, the spills analyzed in the original EIS—a 1,500 barrel oil spill
from a production facility and a 4,600 barrel oil spill from a pipeline, FEIS at IV-19—are less
than 1/1000 the size of the Deepwater Horizon spill—estimated by the Presidential commission
investigating the Deepwater Horizon spill at close to 5,000,000 barrels of oil. See National
Commission on the BP Deepwater Horizon Oil Spill and Offshore Drilling, The Amount and the
Fate of the Oil, Draft, Staff Working Paper No.3 at 16 (Oct. 6, 2010). The original EIS does not
analyze a large blowout spill. In light of the Deepwater Horizon, BOEMRE cannot dismiss a
blowout spill as not reasonably foreseeable. In addition, BOEMRE must supplement its analysis
of oil spill prevention and containment to reflect the lessons being learned from the spill and its
aftermath, including the effects of dispersants.
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CONCLUSION
BOEMRE should not finalize the draft SEIS in its current. With respect to missing information,
BOEMRE should reassess whether there is essential missing information, taking into
consideration the ongoing United States Geological Survey analysis of Arctic data gaps. It
should obtain information that is essential to a lease sale decision, most effectively by engaging
in a comprehensive and integrated research program. It should then prepare a revised draft SEIS
that analyzes Lease Sale 193 in light of this new information. With respect to its analysis of
natural gas development, BOEMRE should revise its assumptions and improve its analysis as
described above. Once it has prepared an adequate and informative draft SEIS, it should make
the document available for public comment. Thereafter, the agency should consider anew in
light of this new information whether to cancel, modify, or affirm its decision to hold Lease Sale
193.
Respectfully,
Cindy Shogan
Executive Director
ALASKA WILDERNESS LEAGUE

Rebecca Noblin
Alaska Director
CENTER FOR BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY

Sierra Weaver
Staff Attorney
DEFENDERS OF WILDLIFE

Erik Grafe
Attorney
EARTHJUSTICE
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A Comprehensive, Integrated Approach to Arctic Science and Local and Traditional Knowledge for
Offshore Oil and Gas Planning

studies designed to answer individual questions. Similarly, the National Science Foundation has funded
significant cutting edge, hypothesis-driven basic research. While these efforts bolster our understanding
of some processes in limited areas, they have not been conducted at the scale necessary to provide the
holistic understanding of the ecosystem needed to make wise decisions about if and how industrial
activities should proceed. Nor have they been conducted year-round—almost all of the existing studies
focused solely on the summer months. The needed information is best obtained through year-round
monitoring (including sampling for species distributions and abundance) and interdisciplinary research to
elaborate trophic relationships, ecosystem structure and functioning, and other interactions.

Introduction
The United States is at a crossroads with respect to planning and decision-making for offshore oil and gas
activities in the Chukchi and Beaufort seas. President Obama and the Department of the Interior (DOI)
must decide whether to continue with plans and approvals that are based on inadequate science and have
generated controversy, litigation, and—as the blowout in the Gulf of Mexico demonstrates—the potential
for environmental and social disaster. This document and the attachments provide a path forward that
would use a comprehensive, integrated scientific research and monitoring plan to fill the gaps identified
by scientists and courts and provide the necessary baseline information from which to make effective
decisions.
At the heart of the controversy about offshore drilling in the Arctic is the widely acknowledged lack of
scientific information about the Arctic Ocean. While we do know that the Arctic Ocean is important to
life in coastal communities, has regions of high productivity that support varied ecosystems with iconic
species of wildlife, helps regulate the planet’s weather and climate, and is changing rapidly, scientists
know very little about how the Arctic Ocean functions or the ways in which it might respond to stresses
from industrial activities. The lack of baseline information about the marine ecosystem was one of the
bases for court decisions invalidating the 2007-12 Five-Year Leasing Program and Lease Sale 193 in the
Chukchi Sea. Without this understanding, it is not possible to comply with statutory and regulatory
mandates that were established to help ensure responsible stewardship of resources, including the Outer
Continental Shelf Lands Act (OCSLA), National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Endangered Species
Act (ESA), and Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA)
Moreover, the lack of baseline information creates a significant impediment to both effective planning
preparedness. The U.S. Commission on Ocean Policy stated as a principle tenet, “Ocean managers and
policy makers need comprehensive scientific information about the ocean and its environment to make
wise decisions.”1 The final recommendations of the Interagency Ocean Policy Task Force (OPTF) call
for science-based decision making and a better understanding of our ocean ecosystems, including a
special emphasis on the Arctic.2 The Obama administration implemented the final OPTF
recommendations and has both the opportunity and obligation to obtain the necessary science and use it to
guide decisions about industrial activities.3 By deferring future leasing in the Chukchi and Beaufort seas,
calling for the U.S. Geological Survey Arctic (USGS) gap analysis, committing to science in the NOAA
Arctic Strategic Plan, and creating the National Commission on the BP Deepwater Horizon Oil Spill and
Offshore Drilling, the Obama administration has taken important steps toward allowing for
comprehensive science and planning. At the same time, the government is in the process of determining
how to respond to the court-ordered re-evaluation of Lease Sale 193 and the 2007-12 Five-Year Leasing
Program, and Congress is debating legislation that includes provisions for better science in the Arctic.
The most effective way to respond to the courts’ orders and prepare for decisions about future industrial
activities is to undertake comprehensive research and monitoring that would provide a fundamental
understanding of the marine ecosystem. This research has not been done adequately before, and much of
what has been done is decades out of date in a region that is changing rapidly. While it is true that DOI
and industry have undertaken significant research, those efforts have been narrowly focused, applied

Moving from uncoordinated studies to planned, integrated research would provide the necessary
information, affordably, in a reasonable amount of time. In fact, the USGS gap analysis study, which has
already started, could be the initial step. The results of that study–which should identify some of the
largest and most pressing information gaps–should be used to help design the research program. The
largest and most important information gaps almost certainly could be filled in 5-7 years for
approximately $20 million annually. Given the $2.7 billion in revenue generated from Lease Sale 193
alone and the immense risks from oil and gas activities, this cost is neither exorbitant nor unwarranted.
Such a comprehensive plan would provide many of the answers to the unknowns identified in the court
proceedings relevant to Lease Sale 193 and the 2007-12 Five-Year Leasing Program and would provide
the necessary information to make informed decision about whether to allow industrial activities and, if
so, under what conditions.
State of Science About the Arctic Ocean
Very little is known about the Arctic Ocean, and in particular the Chukchi Sea. According to the U.S.
Arctic Research Commission, the Arctic is “the least studied and most poorly understood area on Earth.”4
In particular, “The Arctic Ocean is the least well known ocean on the planet. We know more about the
topography of the planets Venus and Mars than we do about the bathymetry of the Arctic Ocean.”5 Even
our knowledge of what species inhabit the U.S. Arctic Ocean, either permanently or seasonally, is
substantially incomplete. We recognize that the recent losses of sea ice during summer are fundamentally
changing these ecosystems, but we still know little about the abundance and distribution of common
species much less how the food webs work in this region.6
As part of the Lease Sale 193 litigation, the plaintiffs compiled a 38-page appendix of quotations from the
Environmental Impact Statement that recognize the lack of available information about the Chukchi Sea.7
These citations are explicit recognitions by DOI and NOAA that there is significant missing information
about even the most basic parameters for every one of the largest and most conspicuous animals in the
ecosystem—all fish, marine mammals and birds— which in other regions are typically the most highly
studied animals of an ecosystem. The missing information for these species includes abundance,
distribution, and life history. This lack of basic information makes it difficult, if not impossible, to
determine whether there will be significant impacts to the animals and the ecosystem. The state of
information about the more charismatic animals in the ecosystem is further evidence of the lack of

1
U.S. Commission on Ocean Policy, An Ocean Blueprint for the 21st Century (2004) at 374, available at
http://www.oceancommission.gov.
2
See Council on Environmental Quality, Final Recommendation Of The Interagency Ocean Policy Task Force (July
2009) at 6, 39-40, available at http://www.whitehouse.gov/files/documents/OPTF_FinalRecs.pdf.
3
Exec. Order No. 13547, 75 Fed. Reg. 43023 (2010).

4
U.S. Arctic Research Commission, Report on Goals and Objectives for Arctic Research at “A Message from the
Chair” (2005), available at http://www.arctic.gov/files/USARCReportOnGoals2005.pdf.
5
Id. at 6-7.
6
See Arctic Climate Imapact Assessment, IMPACTS OF A WARMING ARCTIC 8, 10, 14-15, 24, 58-61 (2004); National
Marine Fishery Service, Environmental Assessment/Regulatory Impact Review/Final Regulatory Flexibility
Analysis For the Arctic Fishery Management Plan And Amendment 29 to the Fishery Management Plan for Bering
Sea/Aleutian Islands King and Tanner Crabs 79-90, 99-105, 192, available at
http://www.fakr.noaa.gov/analyses/arctic/earirfrfa0809final.pdf. (hereinafter “Arctic FMP EA”).
7
This appendix is Attachment 2 to this document.
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information about the rest of the ecosystem, including the clams, worms, sea stars and other species that
are important prey for the more conspicuous species.
The lack of baseline science has also been highlighted by several other prominent local and federal
agencies as well as international forums. In its comments on the Draft Proposed 2010-15 Five-Year
Leasing Program, NOAA recommended using a precautionary approach to oil and gas activities for the
Chukchi and Beaufort seas that prevents those activities until more information is available to support
sustainable management.8 The Arctic Climate Impact Assessment, an international project of the Arctic
Council and the International Arctic Science Committee, highlighted basic surveys and monitoring as
well as ecosystem-based research as some of the highest priority research actions needed for Arctic
marine waters.9 Further, the North Slope Borough has called for better baseline science to guide
decisions, and Senator Begich has introduced legislation that calls for additional Arctic research and
coordination.10
Moreover, where basic information about the marine ecosystem exists, much of it is old, spotty, and too
sparse. For example, the Environmental Assessment for the Arctic Fishery Management Plan states that
“data were scarce for estimating the abundance and biomass of fishes in the Alaskan Arctic.”11 The
review of potential data sources indicated that surveys for fish have occurred about every 15-20 years, but
typically over different regions. Even if those surveys over the past 60 years were combined together
(which would be inappropriate due to different sampling methodologies and other reasons), there are still
major areas of the U.S. Arctic Ocean shelf region that have yet to be surveyed. These areas include those
where commercial fisheries could reasonably be expected to develop and those within lease sale areas.
Additionally, the vast majority of existing studies have been conducted in summer months. We need a
year-round understanding of the Arctic Ocean ecosystem. One stunning example of this is a seabird, the
spectacled Eider. In the summer their population would be widely dispersed, but in the winter, the entire
world’s population gathers together in a small area of the northern Bering Sea. If studies on this bird
were only conducted in the summer, it would result in erroneous conclusions about the impacts of
activities on this species, especially if activities occurred at or near their winter gathering area.
In addition, the Lease Sale 193 (Chukchi) and 2003 Multi-Sale (Beaufort 186, 195, 202) environmental
impact statements use the same primitive model to estimate how spilled oil might travel in the marine
environment. This model, which was developed in 1982, forms the basis for the evaluation of potential
impacts from a spill. Much of the environmental data input to the model is old; for example, current and
wind information dates from 1979-1996. More sophisticated models are available and better information
would allow for more effective analysis of the risks from spilled oil.12
While significant resources have been dedicated to studying particular Arctic animals and potential
impacts to those animals from offshore oil and gas activities, we still lack critical baseline information
about the ecosystem. The only studies designed to provide the comprehensive information and
understanding of the health, biodiversity, and functioning of Arctic marine ecosystems and the potential
impacts of industrial activities were conducted 30 years ago pursuant to the Outer Continental Shelf
Environmental Assessment Program (OCSEAP). The information gained under that program did not
initially cover the Chukchi Sea lease area and is so outdated as to be of very limited use in making
decisions now for the Beaufort Sea.
8

See Letter from Jane Lubchenco, Ph.D. to S. Elizabeth Birnbaum, Re: Comments on the Interior Minerals
Management Service Draft Proposed Outer Continental Shelf Oil and Gas Leasing Program for 2010-2015 (Sept. 9,
2009), at 5, available at http://www.peer.org/news/news_id.php?row_id=1265.
9
See Arctic Climate Impact Assessment, ARCTIC CLIMATE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 522 (2005).
10
See S. 1562, 111th Cong. (2010).
11
Arctic FMP EA at 99.
12
These problems are explained in more detail in Attachment 3 to this document.

Since the conclusion of the OCSEAP program, DOI’s studies in the Arctic Ocean have not been guided
by an overarching monitoring and research plan. Instead, research priorities over the past several decades
have been guided by an assumption that enough was known about the basics. DOI, therefore, focused “on
topical studies in smaller areas to answer specific questions and fill identified information needs.”13
These applied research questions are important and have led to a better understanding of specific issues,
such as the fall bowhead whale migration route through the Chukchi Sea. However, without continued
monitoring of key parameters studied in OCSEAP it is now unclear if the base of information gained
remains valid. Climate change has altered the region dramatically over the last 30 years and ecosystems
have significant variability on yearly to decadal spans.
Thus, DOI stopped examining and monitoring the fundamentals and, instead focused on applied research
without even tying those studies together in a framework or committing to update results. As a result,
population and distribution data for several vulnerable species that play important roles in the marine
ecosystem are either outdated or missing. For example, Arctic cod, which is potentially the most
important fish species in this ecosystem, is indicated to be present throughout all of the U.S. EEZ, but no
seasonal variation, concentration, or spawning area data are published at this time.14
The lack of comprehensive planning may account, at least in part, for conflicting statements made by
DOI—first through the Bureau of Land Management then Minerals Management Service and now Bureau
of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement (BOEMRE)—about the state of science in
the Arctic. On the one hand, DOI has acknowledged repeatedly both that it lacks basic scientific
information and needs good information for decision making.15 On the other hand, the agency points to
the fact that it has spent $350 million on research since 1973 across Alaska’s 15 OCS planning areas and,
therefore, has a substantial understanding of the Arctic Ocean.16 The agency also has argued in court that
the research undertaken gives it a sufficient basis for making decisions.17 The references in the Lease
Sale 193 EIS discussed above about the lack of basic information for species runs directly counter to any
assertions by DOI or BOEMRE that there is a broad base of information available for the Arctic from
which to make decisions.
The National Science Foundation (NSF) also has funded important basic research in the Arctic Ocean.
That research has been hypothesis-driven, meaning that it was designed to answer specific, cutting-edge
scientific questions, including those about the specific impacts and feedbacks of climate change. While
this cutting-edge research is important, it does not provide the basic, baseline information that is critical
for making decisions, including what species live there, how many of them are there, and do those
populations change from place to place and season to season. Much of that information simply is not
available for the Arctic Ocean.
Similarly, industry has invested in significant scientific research, some of which may address important
missing information. Currently, however, the results of those studies are not reliable because the data
from industry studies are generally not made available publicly, and the degree to which other
information about industry research is shared varies from study to study. Given the lack of transparency
and the obvious conflict of interest for industry that would not want to share information that could
potentially hinder development, there is a substantial risk of bias in the information that is shared. Unless
13

See Alaska Annual Studies Plan Final FY 2011 3 (October 2010), available at
http://alaska.boemre.gov/ess/essp/sp2011.pdf.
See Arctic FMP EA at 79, 99, and 201; B. Bluhm & R. Gradinger, Regional variability in food availability for
Arctic marine mammals. 18 Ecological Applications S77-S96 (2008).
15
See http://www.doi.gov/whatwedo/energy/ocs/AlaskaRegion.cfm (stating that the Arctic Ocean requires
“additional scientific, environmental, and spill risk analysis before new areas are offered for leasing.”); see also
Attachment 2 to this document detailing unknowns in Lease Sale 193 EIS.
16
See Alaska Annual Studies Plan Final FY 2011 at 1.
17
See Native Village of Point Hope, et al. v. Salazar, et al., 1:08-cv-00004 (RRB), Fed. Def. Opp’n Br. at 12-17.
14
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all data and methods for all research projects are made available to the public, it is impossible to give
selective results credence in the decisions about oil and gas activities.
Ultimately, when considered with the long list of studies performed over the last 15 years, the 38-page
index of recognized unknowns about the Lease Sale 193 area is indicative of a systemic problem with the
way research is being conducted in the Arctic. As a result of the narrow focus on applied research
questions, while baseline research and monitoring is ignored, large sums have been spent to provide
information about specific issues without providing decision-makers the information needed to make
informed decisions about Arctic resources. One or two specific studies will not solve this problem.
Rather, a more holistic research program is needed to fill the important information gaps related to almost
every aspect of the ecosystem.
An Interdisciplinary, Integrated Research and Monitoring Program for the U.S. Arctic Ocean
At this point, it is incontrovertible that there are: substantial information gaps about Arctic marine
ecosystems, a laundry list of studies that have been conducted, ongoing processes at BOEMRE in
response to court orders to supplement the Lease Sale 193 EIS to better account for missing science and
to revise the environmental sensitivity analysis and 2007-12 Five-Year Leasing Program; and a
commitment by the new administration to bring science back to decision-making. President Obama and
his administration must establish a path forward that harmonizes this situation and provides the basic
information required to protect the resources of the Arctic, including the subsistence way of life. The
most efficient way to accomplish these goals is through another OCSEAP-type program limited to the
Beaufort and Chukchi seas
To provide the basic information required to protect the resources of the Arctic, including the subsistence
way of life, and to guide decisions about oil and gas and other industrial activities, a new comprehensive
research and monitoring program should:
1. integrate existing information to give a more holistic picture of what is known and conduct an
analysis of the gaps in information to determine the most pressing research and monitoring needs;
2. gain a more comprehensive catalogue of identified species, populations and habitats, including
seasonal migrations;
3. track the physical forcing factors that modulate biological productivity, habitat occupancy and
migration pathways;
4. secure a better understanding of trophic linkages, physical and biological processes affecting
productivity and other facets of ecosystem structure and functioning, and effects of anthropogenic
perturbations;
5. study potential ecological and sociological impacts; and
6. integrate these scientific data to identify Important Ecological Areas as well as processes and
habitats that are sensitive and vulnerable to perturbation, and furnish a basis for marine spatial
planning.
This program could easily be conducted in three simple phases over the next 5-7 years: 1) gap analysis
and planning (2011-2012); 2) research and monitoring (2013-2016, with monitoring continuing into the
future); and 3) integrating new and older information to provide decisions-makers the basic understanding
needed to make effective decisions (2016-2017). Each of these phases must be informed by local and
traditional knowledge, including planning and peer-review.
Phase I: Gap Analysis and Planning

New research and monitoring should build on what has been learned about the Arctic Ocean already.
Thus, the first step in this process is to reconcile the large information gaps with the important research
that has occurred. Existing information should be compiled and integrated, then an analysis conducted of
the gaps that are left. This gap analysis would then drive creation of an integrated research and
monitoring program. The USGS Arctic studies initiative is an important step in this direction, and should
be followed by a more comprehensive analysis as called for in Senator Begich’s Arctic Ocean Research
and Science Policy Review Act of 2009.18
President Obama and Secretary Salazar have directed the USGS to assess “resources, risks, and
environmental sensitivities in Arctic areas.”19 The USGS will complete an initial review of Arctic science
and issue a report in April 2011 that will “examine the effects of exploration activities on marine
mammals; determine what research is needed for an effective and reliable oil spill response in ice-covered
regions; evaluate what is known about the cumulative effects of energy extraction on ecosystems and
other resources of interest; and review how future changes in climate conditions may either mitigate or
compound the impacts from Arctic energy development.”20 That report should set the stage for a more
comprehensive analysis that forms the basis for implementation of the necessary studies and monitoring.
The USGS study is an important initial effort to gather existing information and identify gaps in
knowledge, but it is likely not to be sufficiently comprehensive and inclusive to form the basis of the
necessary research and monitoring program. Thus far, DOI has insisted on keeping the study firmly and
fully in the control of the USGS and BOEMRE. Despite the important knowledge and experience within
those agencies, their expertise clearly does not encompass the broad interdisciplinary breadth inherent in
the more comprehensive undertaking needed. Experts are needed from many fields, from climate and
oceanographic sciences to population biology and community ecology as well as the social sciences to
determine the breadth of potential impacts to local communities. Second, the guidance given by DOI to
USGS mandates consideration of four particular subject areas, which focuses their study towards a
narrower applied research path rather than the holistic picture of Arctic information needs. Lastly, a gap
analysis and research and monitoring plan should be developed with opportunities for public input and a
peer review process that helps ensure the study accurately describes the state of, and existing gaps in,
Arctic information.
Based on a comprehensive gap analysis, government scientists, together with public input, should define a
research and monitoring plan to fill information gaps. In the aftermath of the Exxon Valdez oil spill a
similar analysis and development of a research plan was put together with the benefit of hindsight to
address the shortcomings of knowledge in Prince William Sound and the Gulf of Alaska that became
apparent after the spill. The Gulf of Alaska Ecosystem Monitoring and Research (GEM) plan was
designed to provide critical information for both quantitatively predicting the potential impacts of another
spill and determining the impacts from another spill. The GEM plan should serve as a modern model for
the type of plan needed to guide research and monitoring in the Arctic. The research and monitoring plan
put together for the U.S. Arctic Ocean should be developed with input from the public and evaluated by
an independent panel of experts.21
Phase II: Research and Monitoring
Once the information gaps are identified and a research plan devised, the research and monitoring must be
executed. As the known gaps in knowledge outlined above show, scientific research and monitoring
should include:
18

To develop a comprehensive, integrated research and monitoring program, scientists must first understand
the existing information and gaps in knowledge. Based on that information, a research program can be
devised, with public input, to fill the gaps.

5

S. 1562, 111th Cong. (2010).
See Secretary Salazar Unveils Arctic Studies Initiative that will Inform Oil and Gas Decisions for Beaufort and
Chukchi Seas, available at http://www.doi.gov/news/pressreleases/2010_04_13_releaseA.cfm.
19

20

Id.

21

An outline for such a plan for the Arctic Ocean is included as Attachment 1.
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1. Marine life assessment to provide a year-round picture of the species in each marine habitat and
their population trends;
2. Environmental monitoring to measure atmospheric and physical ocean conditions, such as salinity
and temperature, and biological factors, such as productivity and community richness and
diversity;
3. Scientific process studies to understand the way in which the ecosystem functions and is likely to
respond to stresses;
4. Studies designed to identify patterns of subsistence use and changes in well-being as well as
potential impacts from industrial activities; and
5. Documentation of local and traditional knowledge.
This research and monitoring should be interdisciplinary, spanning from climate sciences to social
impacts studies, and to the greatest extent possible, it should be conducted in an integrated fashion to
better elucidate the processes that underlie the way in which the ecosystem functions.22 As demonstrated
by the GEM plan, our understanding of how ecosystems work and the ways in which to study them has
grown considerably since the original OCSEAP. Studies should be coordinated and integrated to measure
multiple aspects of the ecosystem simultaneously, which will more effectively and efficiently elucidate
many of the important drivers and links in the ecosystem.
Integrated research reveals relationships that are not apparent in focused single species or component
studies. For example, scientists were able to determine that, as a result of climate change, productivity in
the northern Bering Sea ecosystem was shifting from moving through seafloor communities to open water
communities.23 They were only able to do this by studying multiple aspects of the ecosystem
simultaneously, including climate indices, sea ice concentration, water temperature, sedimentation, and
seafloor biomass. In addition to providing better information, this type of integrated research and
monitoring is more cost effective because more information is elucidated than would be from individual
studies.
ConocoPhillips and Shell are conducting integrated research studies in the Chukchi Sea around two of
their drilling prospects. They are simultaneously measuring physical, biological and chemical
oceanographic parameters along with marine mammals, fish, birds and benthic invertebrates. While they
are not sharing their data publicly, the results they present are intriguing.24 Their work indicates that the
Chukchi Sea is not a homogenous region, but instead potentially has a high degree of spatial complexity.
The benthic topography of the Chukchi Sea appears to affect sea ice concentrations and ocean currents
that in turn affect the distribution of productivity and how that productivity flows through the food web to
invertebrates, fish, birds and marine mammals.
This example shows that integrated research can be—and, in fact, is being—conducted in the Arctic
Ocean. ConocoPhillips’s and Shell’s research, however, is confined to areas around two of their drilling
prospects during the open water season. With a concerted effort, this research could easily be expanded
to the rest of the region and other seasons. Expanding this type of research and monitoring would provide
decision-makers with the more complete picture needed to protect Arctic ecosystems and the subsistence
way of life. The abundance and diversity of animals varies across this region, and decision-makers must
understand that variability to determine which areas are most important and how to protect them from oil
and gas and other industrial activities.

22

Integrated research seeks to provide information about multiple characteristics of the ecosystem and the ways in
which they interact.
J.M. Grebmeier, et al., A major ecosystem shift in the northern Bering Sea. 311 Science 1461-1464 (2006).
24
See http://doc.nprb.org/web/symposium/2010/2010%20AMSS%20Abstract%20Book.pdf at 19-28.
23

Phase III: Data Integration
Once sufficient information is available from the research and monitoring outlined above, that
information should be synthesized to demonstrate an understanding of ecosystem structure and
functioning, including quantitative and robust models of the food web, and a determination of the
important ecological areas of the region. Those models and information provide the basis from which to
understand likely impacts of industrial activities and, accordingly, whether and how to allow them.
Managers will be able to move from qualitative assertions (i.e., educated guesses) to making quantitative
assessments of potential impacts and allow decision makers to weigh the costs and benefits of industrial
activities and to find alternatives that could allow for development while protecting the ecosystem and
subsistence way of life.
This new program would provide the answers to the unknowns identified in the Lease Sale 193 litigation
by virtue of providing a basic understanding of the marine ecosystem. The missing information is broad
in scope and covers major, fundamental components of the ecosystem. A comprehensive research and
monitoring program, rather than ad hoc research will build this foundation of knowledge most efficiently.
In addition, having this basic information will avoid the problem that has arisen in the Gulf of Mexico,
where development occurred with scant attention to the status of the ecosystem beforehand. As a result,
we find ourselves wondering what was lost following development or an industrial accident because we
did not evaluate what was there to begin with. Further, comprehensive, integrated research and
monitoring could prevent that from happening in the Arctic, and a complete understanding of the
ecosystem can drive response and restoration activities should an industrial accident occur.
Meeting Legal Requirements and Policy Goals
As explained above, an integrated, comprehensive research and monitoring program would be the most
efficient way to provide the baseline necessary to make informed decisions about offshore oil and gas
activities in the Arctic. Such a plan would build on the commitments to science already made by the
administration and would be the most effective way to resolve the ongoing litigation and controversy.
Federal courts have invalidated the 2007-12 Five-Year Leasing Program and Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for Lease Sale 193 in the Chukchi Sea. While the decisions rest on different grounds, the
lack of scientific information about the Arctic Ocean. In the 2007-12 Five-Year Leasing Program that
lack of scientific information resulted in an arbitrary analysis of the relative environmental sensitivity of
marine areas. In the Lease Sale 193 context, the court found that the agency had not complied with a
Council on Environmental Quality regulation, 40 C.F.R. § 1502.22, by failing to determine “whether
missing information identified by the agency was relevant or essential” and then failing to determine
“whether the cost of obtaining the missing information was exorbitant or the means of doing so
unknown.”
DOI has issued a draft proposed 2007-12 Five-Year Leasing Program and a Draft Supplemental EIS for
Lease Sale 193. Neither document fully accounts for the missing information or makes an effort to put in
place the necessary interdisciplinary, integrated research and monitoring. Both, however, are drafts, and
DOI still has the opportunity to move forward in this way.
As explained above, there are 38 pages of references to scientific unknowns made by DOI and NOAA in
planning for Lease Sale 193. The agency has an affirmative duty to get this information, including by
performing research itself when necessary, if it is essential to its decision and not exorbitant in cost.
Information is significant, essential, or important where without the information the agency cannot
accurately assess the effects of various alternatives, the extent of certain problems, or the need for
particular proposed actions.
Basic scientific information is essential at the lease sale stage. It is when BOEMRE evaluates alternatives
about the size of the sale, deferral areas, and other limitations that may affect exploration and

7
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development. Further, once the lease sale is held, companies have additional rights to conduct activities
in the water that may affect sensitive species and habitats. Information that would be gathered by a
comprehensive research and monitoring effort would allow for more effective consideration of
alternatives and better evaluation of potential impacts.
Additionally, at the lease sale stage, BOEMRE should undertake a more detailed analysis than was
conducted for the Five-Year Leasing Program, based on better information. This analysis is particularly
important given the agency’s current practice of preparing an environmental assessment, rather than full
EIS to evaluate proposed exploration activities. If the agency prepares a programmatic-level analysis
based on incomplete information at both the Leasing Program and Lease Sale stages, no detailed
evaluation will be prepared until development is scheduled to occur. Neither OCSLA nor NEPA
contemplate such a result.
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A Scientific Research and Monitoring Plan for the U.S. Arctic Ocean (October 2010 Draft).
Compendium of Lease Sale 193 Unknowns – Exhibit 129 to Plaintiffs’ Motion for Summary
Judgment in Native Village of Point Hope, et al. v. Salazar, et al., 1:08-cv-00004 (RRB) (Feb.
2009).
Major Problems With Oil Spill Models (October 2010 Draft).

Nor, as it appears to have done in the Draft SEIS for Lease Sale 193 should BOEMRE rely on analyses to
be conducted by other agencies pursuant to other statutory mandates. Rather, the agency should abide
Secretary Salazar’s commitment to science and lead the way toward a better understanding of the ocean
ecosystem by working with other expert agencies to put in place a comprehensive research and
monitoring program.
The cost of this type of research and monitoring program is not exorbitant. The plan outlined in
Attachment 1 could be carried out for approximately $100 million over 5 years. By comparison, Lease
Sale 193 alone generated $2.7 billion in revenue to the federal government. At less than five percent of
that revenue, the cost of the program is relatively small. Further, in considering whether the cost of
obtaining additional data on the Chukchi Sea is exorbitant, BOEMRE must consider the risk and benefits
of the governmental action at issue. Lease Sale 193 covers nearly thirty million acres of remote,
undeveloped Arctic Ocean, and oil and gas activities would threaten the subsistence way of life, wildlife,
habitat, and the marine ecosystem more generally. It may provide jobs and other economic benefit, but it
also poses considerable risks, economic and otherwise, to the benefits provided by a healthy marine
ecosystem.
These cost estimates are consistent with the other programs mentioned above. The GEM program was
projected to cost $120 million in 1999, and the OCSEAP program was estimated to cost $25 million
annually.
Conclusion
A careful, deliberate approach in the Arctic will allow for energy production if it can be done without
harming the health of the marine ecosystem or opportunities for the subsistence way of life. The first step
in such an approach is to develop and implement a comprehensive research and monitoring program like
OCSEAP. We simply do not know enough now to make good decisions about stewardship for the oceans
and clean energy. The first step toward resolving the ongoing controversy and litigation in the Arctic is to
commit to obtaining basic science through an integrated, comprehensive research and monitoring plan
that could help determine if industrial activities are appropriate; and if so, when, where and how such
activities could be conducted.

9
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Attachment 1
A Scientific Research and Monitoring Plan for the U.S. Arctic Ocean

B. Conduct periodic population assessments for exploited and selected important species.
These assessments should be spatially explicit, and include migratory species (birds,
marine mammals and some fish). These assessments will provide crucial baselines for
evaluating impacts of industrial development and ecosystem change.

Compared with other marine ecosystems, very little is known about the living marine resources
in the U.S. Arctic Ocean. We recognize that the recent losses of sea ice during summer are
fundamentally changing the ways these ecosystems function, but we still know little about how
these food webs work. Even our knowledge of what species inhabit the U.S. Arctic Ocean,
either permanently or seasonally, is substantially incomplete. Permitting large-scale industrial
activities in the absence of even basic knowledge of the composition and functioning of the
marine ecosystem sets the stage for inadvertent environmental degradation at best, and
catastrophic interactions at worst. The risks of adverse interactions are exacerbated by the rapid
rate of environmental change in the Arctic, and our limited knowledge of existing resources and
conditions makes it difficult even to detect ecosystem responses to change. The following
science plan is intended as a guide toward systematically improving our knowledge of Arctic
marine ecosystem structure and function.
The geographic scope of this science plan includes the exclusive economic zone (EEZ) of the
U.S. Arctic Ocean, extending from the northern Alaskan coastline to the continental shelf break
to the north, from the Bering Strait in the west to the Canadian border to the east. Most of the
plan should be completed within four years. In recognition of the great scientific value of longterm data sets, however, the monitoring should be continued indefinitely, with at least a multidecade planning horizon.
The essential elements of the plan are grouped into six categories: gap analysis, resource
assessment, environmental monitoring, scientific process studies and synthesis. These elements
are intended to (1) define existing information and research needs; (2) gain a more
comprehensive catalogue of identified species, populations and habitats, including seasonal
migrations, (3) track the physical forcing factors that modulate biological productivity, habitat
occupancy and migration pathways; (4) secure a better understanding of trophic linkages,
physical and biological processes affecting productivity and other facets of ecosystem
functioning, and effects of anthropogenic perturbations; (5) study sociological impacts, and (6)
integrate these scientific data to identify processes and habitats that are sensitive and vulnerable
to perturbation and furnish a basis for marine spatial planning. Each of these constituent efforts
must be informed by local and traditional knowledge (LTK) at all stages, including planning and
peer-review.
I. Gap Analysis
A. Conduct a comprehensive gap analysis to determine what scientific research is currently
being done and what additional information is needed.
II. Marine Life Assessment
A. Conduct a comprehensive survey of species occupying each marine habitat, including
communities in the benthic, pelagic and littoral zones, and ice-associated communities.
Whenever feasible these surveys should be conducted seasonally to identify migrations
and patterns of periodic habitat use.
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III. Environmental Monitoring
A. Establish a network of fixed monitoring stations to track physical forcings and local
biological responses. This station network should be patterned along the lines of the
National Science Foundation’s Long Term Ecological Research Network (LTER) and
NOAA’s oceanographic buoys adapted to the US Arctic Ocean, with sampling stations
allocated to both the Chukchi and Beaufort seas. These stations will measure physical
factors in the ocean including temperature and salinity, acidity, alkalinity and nutrients as
functions of seawater depth, along with current profilers at strategically chosen locations;
atmospheric factors including surface temperature, wind speed and direction, insolation,
gas composition, and particulate density and composition; and biological factors such as
primary and secondary productivity, zooplankton abundance and composition, benthic
species presence, community richness and diversity, and community assemblages
associated with sea ice.
B. Support remote monitoring by satellite and aircraft to track sea ice extent, surface albedo
and ocean color in collaboration with NOAA, NASA and NSIDC.
C. Establish a systematic process for incorporating LTK for early detection of unanticipated
ecosystem change, and for review by LTK experts for accuracy and completeness.
D. Periodically update the resource assessments identified in “II” above to track ecosystem
responses to climate change and industrialization.
E. Monitor detection of invasive species, including species displaced by warming seawater
temperatures to the south, and exotic species introduced by industrial activities.
IV. Scientific Process Studies
A. Identify processes strongly coupled with biological production, species’ distribution and
abundance, and support research that will improve understanding of them aimed at
improving prediction of community responses to short- and long-term environmental
stressors. This research should include identification of the species interactions that
structure the biological community, which includes studies of the food web to determine
linkages and energy flow through the ecosystem, as well investigations to determine the
processes responsible for nutrient cycling.
B. Prioritize research to initially emphasize known proximate sources of ecosystem stress,
including processes strongly affected by transition from light limitation to nutrient
limitation resulting from continued sea ice loss, effects of warmer water temperatures on
growth and provisioning requirements of selected target species (especially young-of-theyear and juveniles), and sensitivity to acidification from increases in atmospheric carbon
dioxide.
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V. Sociological and Ecosystem Impact Studies
A. Identify historical and current patterns of land and subsistence use, and conduct a survey
of social and psychological well-being in North Slope communities to document current
conditions in these communities.
B. Monitor changes in patterns of land and subsistence use, and in measures of social and
psychological well-being in North Slope communities affected by oil development.
C. Conduct studies to determine potential impacts from industrial activities in the Arctic
Ocean, such as research on the effects of noise on Bowhead whales, as well as the
potential effects from produced waters, drilling muds, routine discharges, and other
emissions on the ecosystem.
VI. Data Integration and Marine Spatial Planning
A. Construct ecosystem models including a quantitative nutrient-phytoplankton-zooplankton
(NPZ) model and an Ecopath model to evaluate how predicted ecosystem responses
compare with data observed from the monitoring programs. Identified inadequacies will
highlight areas requiring further research.
B. Archive monitoring data in a publicly accessible database that is continuously
maintained. Also, monitoring results should be periodically included in GIS maps to
facilitate identification of Important Ecological Areas (IEAs) and important subsistence
areas in the US Arctic Ocean and how they may change through time. Important
Ecological Areas are geographically delineated areas with distinguishing characteristics
that contribute disproportionately to an ecosystem’s health or are particularly vulnerable
to disturbance.
C. Integrate the results of the monitoring and research described above with a marine spatial
planning effort that identifies IEAs as well as all potential energy sources and their
availability to markets to help minimize the likelihood of adverse consequences
associated with industrialization.
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(EIS) for the Oil and Gas Lease Sale 193 and Seismic Surveying Activities in the Chukchi Sea

ATTACHMENT A

(OCS EIS/EA MMS 2007-026) (May 2007). This contains statements in the EIS acknowledging

COMPENDIUM OF LEASE SALE 193 FEIS UNKNOWNS

missing information about the Chukchi Sea environment and the potential effects of the lease
LACK OF INFORMATION ABOUT SPECIES/HABITAT ....................................................5
sale 193 on wildlife and subsistence. This declaration was compiled by an Earthjustice staff

I.

FISH.........................................................................................................................5
A. General..............................................................................................................5

member under my direct supervision and reviewed by me.

B. Individual Species and/or Species Assemblages ..............................................6
I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

th

Dated this 29 day of January, 2009.
s/ Erik Grafe
ERIK GRAFE
II.

1.

Primary Arctic Fish Assemblages .............................................................6
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Bowhead Whale.........................................................................................8
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Gray Whale..............................................................................................11
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Beluga Whale ..........................................................................................11
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Harbor Porpoise.......................................................................................11
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II.
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Murres ..............................................................................................17

1.
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Effects of Seismic and Other Noise on Marine Mammals ......................24
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Black-Legged Kittiwake ..................................................................17
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Effects of Oil Spills on Marine Mammals...............................................24

Bering Sea Breeders and Summer Residents ..........................................17
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b.

Short-Tailed Shearwater...................................................................18

a.

Effects from seismic/noise on whales in general .............................25

c.

Auklets .............................................................................................18

b.

Effects from oil spills on whales in general .....................................26

High Arctic-Associated Seabirds ............................................................18

1.

2.

General ....................................................................................................25

Bowhead Whale.......................................................................................27

a.

Black Guillemot ...............................................................................18

a.

b.

Ivory Gull .........................................................................................18

b.

Effects of oil spill on bowhead whale ..............................................30

c.

Arctic Tern .......................................................................................18
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Effects of past activity on bowhead whale.......................................31

d.

Cumulative effects on bowhead whale.............................................32

Tundra-Breeding Migrants ......................................................................18
a.

Jaegers ..............................................................................................18

3.

b.

Glaucous Gull...................................................................................18

4.

Waterfowl ................................................................................................19
a.

Effects of seismic and other noise on bowhead whale.....................28
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Humpback, Fin, and Other Baleen Whales .............................................33
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Effects of seismic and other noise on humpback, fin, and/or
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b.
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c.

Yellow-Billed Loons ........................................................................19

b.

Common Eider .................................................................................19

c.
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d.

Greater White-Fronted Geese...........................................................19

Cumulative impacts on humpback, fin, and/or other baleen
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e.

Lesser Snow Goose ..........................................................................19
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Bar-Tailed Godwit (species of concern) ..........................................19

LACK OF INFORMATION ABOUT EFFECTS ON SPECIES............................................21
I.

Exhibit 129, Page 3 of 40

2

Native Village of Point Hope, et al., v. Kempthorne, et al.,
Case No. 1:08-cv-00004-RRB

Ringed Seal ......................................................................................12

b.

1.

Seals.........................................................................................................34

2.

Walrus......................................................................................................34
a.

3.

Effects of seismic .............................................................................34

Polar Bears...............................................................................................34

FISH.......................................................................................................................21

a.

Effects from oil spills .......................................................................34

A. General............................................................................................................21

b.

Cumulative effects............................................................................35

1.

General effects of seismic on fish ...........................................................21

Exhibit 129, Page 4 of 40
2

Exhibit 129, Page 5 of 40
3

Case 1:08-cv-00004-RRB
Document 85-46
Filed 02/05/2009 Page 6 of 40
2FHDQ&RQVHUYDQF\DQG3(:(QYLURQPHQW*URXS&RPPHQWV

III.

Case 1:08-cv-00004-RRB
Document 85-46
Filed 02/05/2009 Page 7 of 40
2FHDQ&RQVHUYDQF\DQG3(:(QYLURQPHQW*URXS&RPPHQWV

MARINE AND COASTAL BIRDS......................................................................36

LACK OF INFORMATION ABOUT SPECIES/HABITAT

A. Impacts Generally...........................................................................................36
1.

Noise impacts on marine and coastal birds .............................................36

2.

Oil impacts on marine and coastal birds..................................................36

I.

FISH
A.

General

B. Impacts to Threatened Spectacled and Steller’s Eiders..................................37
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D. Impacts on Waterfowl.....................................................................................38
1.

Impacts on Yellow-Billed Loons.............................................................38

2.

Impacts on Common Eiders ....................................................................38

E. Impacts on Shorebirds ....................................................................................38

“Surveys of coastal and marine fish resources in the Chukchi and Beaufort seas are typically
conducted during periods that ice cover is greatly reduced (late July, August, or September) and
information concerning the distribution, abundance, habitat use, etc., of marine fishes outside
this period is limited. Due to the lack of specific information for many species, it is necessary to
discuss the biology and ecology at the family level.” EIS at III-32.
“Despite these previous works, several data deficiencies remain. Information of current
distribution and abundance (e.g., fish per square kilometer) estimates, age structure, population
trends, or habitat use areas are not available for fish populations in the northeastern Chukchi Sea.
Many fish studies reporting distribution and/or abundance are 20-30 years old. Other studies are
still older. For example, the only survey of demersal fishes in the region is more than 20 years
old. Fish assemblages and populations in other marine ecosystems of Alaska (e.g., Gulf of
Alaska, Bering Sea) have undergone observable shifts in diversity, distribution, and abundance
during the last 20-30 years; it is not known if the findings of Frost and Lowry (1983) still
accurately portray the diversity and abundance of demersal fishes in the Alaskan Beaufort Sea.
The same is true for other dated studies. It is possible that they no longer accurately and precisely
reflect the current distribution, abundance, and habitat use patterns of fish resources in the
northeastern Chukchi and western Beaufort seas. Such information could be stale, or in some
cases, stagnant. If so, accurate information concerning the distribution, abundance, and habitat
use patterns of fish resources is incomplete and/or unavailable from which to accurately and/or
precisely assess environmental impacts from the Proposed Action.” EIS at III-32.
“Another important data gap is the lack of information concerning discrete populations for arctic
fishes. The literature abounds with casual references made of various fish populations without
having delimited the population other than by perhaps using arbitrary boundaries of a study area,
or presenting data without discriminating one discrete population unit from another.
Additionally, a few marine species are regarded as widespread and/or abundant, yet distribution
and density statistics for discrete populations are scarce, unknown, and therefore, incomplete.
Several species are known only from a single specimen of each species; others are known from
perhaps a handful of specimens collected years to decades ago. Population information is entirely
lacking for such species.” EIS at III-33.
“Fish resources of the northeastern Chukchi Sea were last surveyed 15-17 years ago.
Additionally, other surveys over the years and area reflect a pattern of temporally and spatially
irregular and disjunct sampling. Such disorganized sampling and data reporting greatly
influences the information quality necessary to determine population trends and adjustments to
environmental perturbations. Establishing a current, accurate, and precise baseline is critical to
assessing potential changes to biotic resources. It is unknown if the distribution and abundance
information gathered by the last surveys remains an accurate and precise description of arctic
fish populations today. This is an important because the Chukchi and Bering seas are considered
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5.

to be large marine ecosystems serving as principle bellwethers to climate change in North
America and the Arctic Ocean.” EIS at III-40.

Oceanic-Demersal Assemblage

“Life-history statistics for most species covered in this assemblage are data deficient, chiefly for
lack of fish surveys and studies in oceanic waters of the Alaskan arctic.” EIS III-36.

“Adjustments by one or more fish populations often require adjustments within or among large
marine ecosystems, influencing the distribution and/or abundance of competitors, prey, and
predators. Consequently, it appears reasonable to believe that the composition, distribution, and
abundance of fish resources in the northwestern Chukchi Sea is changing and is now different
from that measured in the surveys conducted 15-17 years ago or earlier. The magnitude of these
differences is unknown.” EIS at III-41.
B.

5

6.

Diadromous Fishes

“A number of diadromous species in the region have complicated life-history patterns that are
not fully understood.” EIS at IV-61.

Individual Species and/or Species Assemblages
1.

7.

Primary Arctic Fish Assemblages

“Marine waters support the most diverse, although least well known, fishes of the Alaskan
Beaufort Sea region. Studies of marine fishes in the region are very limited; most of the
surveys/studies have been performed in coastal waters landward of the landward of 200-m
isobath, with scant surveys having sampled deeper waters. . . . [R]obust population estimates or
trends for marine fishes of the region are unavailable. Distribution or abundance data for marine
fish species are known only generally at the coarsest grain of resolution (for example, common,
uncommon, rare)…. Detailed information generally is lacking concerning the spread, density, or
patchiness of their distribution in the overall Chukchi Sea region. Data concerning habitatrelated densities; growth, reproduction, or survival rates within regional or local habitats; or
productivity rates by habitat, essentially are unknown for fishes inhabiting waters seaward of the
nearshore, brackish-water ecotone.” EIS at III-34 (internal citations omitted).
2.

Salmon

“Little is known of the movements undertaken during the 18 months the [pink] salmon spend at
sea.” EIS at III-39 (quoting Schmidt, McMillan, and Gallaway (1983)).
“Chum salmon fry, like pink salmon, do not overwinter in streams but migrate (mostly at night)
out of streams directly to sea shortly after emergence. The timing of outmigration in the arctic is
unknown, but occurs between February and June (chiefly during April and May) in more
southern waters.” EIS at III-40.

Neritic-Demersal Assemblage

“Life-history data for many of the demersal species using neritic substrates is lacking (e.g.,
whitespotted greenling, twohorn sculpin, spinyhook sculpin, veteran poacher); consequently,
assessing the species resilience to perturbations is not feasible until additional information
becomes available.” EIS at III-35.
3.

Neritic-Pelagic Assemblage

“No species of this assemblage are assessed as being of low resilience, because life-history data
are lacking.” EIS at III-35.
4.

The Cryopelagic Assemblage

“Arctic cod and Pacific sand lance are assumed to be of medium resilience to exploitation; polar
cod and toothed cod are data deficient such that an assessment of resilience is not feasible with
available information.” EIS at III-36.
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However, we caution against over-interpretation of these data out of context of survey effort and,
because these data were collected between 1979 and 1991, they should not be interpreted as
indicating current use of the Chukchi Sea by bowhead whales; they are the best data available.”
EIS at III-50—51.

MARINE MAMMALS
A.

Whales
1.

“Data are limited on the bowhead fall migration through the Chukchi Sea before the whales
move south into the Bering Sea.” EIS at III-51.

Bowhead Whale

“There is scientific uncertainty about the population structure of bowheads that use the Arctic
Ocean.” EIS at III-45.
“Recent data to evaluate bowhead use of the Chukchi Sea Planning Area, or adjacent areas to the
south, are lacking.” EIS at III-45.
“No data are available indicating that, other than historic commercial whaling, any previous
human activity has had a significant adverse impact on the current status of BCB Seas bowheads
or their recovery.” EIS at III-45.

“The amount of feeding in the Chukchi Sea and Bering Strait in the fall is unknown as is the
amount of feeding in the Bering Sea in the winter (Richardson and Thomson, 2002). Richardson
and Thomson (2002:xxxviii) concluded that: “…behavioral, aerial-survey, and stomach-content
data, as well as certain energetics data…show that bowheads also feed widely across the eastern
and central Beaufort Sea in summer and fall.” In mid- to late fall, at least some bowheads feed in
the southwest Chukchi. Detailed feeding studies have not been conducted in the Bering Sea in
the winter.” EIS at III-54.

“Conservation concerns include: . . uncertain potential impacts of climate warming. . ..” EIS at
III-45.

“There are locations in the Beaufort Sea and the western Chukchi Sea where large numbers of
bowheads have been observed feeding in many years. However, the significance of feeding in
particular areas to the overall food requirements of the population or segments of the population
is not clear.” EIS at III-55.

“The uncertainty of the stock structure adds some uncertainty to summaries of the status of
bowheads that may be impacted by the Proposed Action.” EIS at III-45.

“Recent data on distribution, abundance, or habitat use [by bowheads] in the Chukchi Sea
Planning Area are not available.” EIS at III-55.

“[I]f whales become more ‘skittish’ and more highly sensitized following a hunt, it may be that
their subsequent reactions, over the short-term, to other forms of noise and disturbance are
heightened by such activity. Data are not available that permit evaluation of this possible,
speculative interaction.” EIS at III-46 (quoting NMFS’ Arctic Region Biological Opinion).

“[I]mportantly, data are not available sufficient to characterize the current seasonal and temporal
use of the Chukchi Sea Planning Area by bowheads and other whales, or to fully understand the
importance of parts of the Beaufort Sea to bowhead whales.” EIS at IV-82.

“There is little information regarding causes of natural mortality for BCB Seas bowhead
whales.” EIS at III-49.
“Little is known about the effects of microbial or viral agents on natural mortality [of
bowheads].” EIS at III-49.
“The amount of feeding [by the BCB Seas bowhead stock] in the Bering Sea in the winter is
unknown as is the amount of feeding in the Bering Strait in the fall (Richardson and Thomson,
2002).” EIS at III-49.
“The MMS funded large-scale surveys in this [Chukchi Sea lease sale] area when there was oil
and gas leasing and exploration, but while surveys in the Beaufort Sea have continued, the last
surveys in the Chukchi Sea were about 15 years ago. These data were summarized by Mel’nikov,
Zelensky, and Ainana (1997), Moore (1992), Moore and Clarke (1990), and Moore, DeMaster,
and Dayton (2000). We have plotted counts of bowheads in the Chukchi Sea during those
surveys (Fig. III.B-4), because they visually provide limited insight into areas where bowheads
may be exposed to oil and gas activities should they occur in the Chukchi Sea Planning Area.

“Bowheads are not randomly distributed throughout the Proposed Action area. The extent of use
of particular habitats varies among years, sometimes considerably; therefore, it is difficult to
predict, in advance of a given year, exactly how bowheads will use the entire area that is
available to them. Some aspects of their habitat use are poorly understood. For example, current
data are not available on which to typify the current summer use of the northern Chukchi Sea by
bowheads. For example, in the Beaufort Sea in some years, large aggregations of bowheads near
Smith Bay have been observed during MMS’ Bowhead Whale Aerial Survey Program (BWASP)
surveys at the beginning of September. It is unclear if these animals are early migrants that have
come from the east, if they summered in the northern portions of the Beaufort Sea and came
south, or if they entered from the Chukchi Sea and never migrated east. . . . It is important to note
that the Chukchi Sea data are not recent (1979-1991) and thus should not be interpreted as
indicating current patterns of bowhead use of the Chukchi Sea.” EIS at IV-101.
“We note that the general location of the spring lead system in the Chukchi Sea (and Beaufort
Sea) is based on relatively limited survey data and is not well defined.” EIS IV-102 (similarly at
EIS at IV-105).
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“Variability in the distribution of bowhead whales in the Beaufort Sea over time and among
years, and lack of recent data on bowhead seasonal distribution and abundance in the Chukchi
Sea makes attempts to quantitatively model the numbers of whales that might be contacted by oil
problematic.” EIS at IV-121.
2.

Fin Whale

“The threat of disease or predation [on humpbacks] as [sic] unknown.” EIS at V-29.
4.

Gray Whale

“[E]xisting information is insufficient to understand the dynamics of gray whales and offshore
Chukchi Sea habitat relationships, quality and quantity dynamics and distribution of prey
resources, or the capability of habitat to support (carrying capacity) long- and short-term whale
use.” EIS, Vol. II, AC 019-076.

“The NMFS has concluded that there is no reliable information about population-abundance
trends, and that reliable estimates of current or historical abundance are not available, for the
entire Northeast Pacific fin whale stock.” EIS at III-46. See also id. at III-56 (similar).
“There are no recent data to confirm their use or lack of use of the Chukchi Sea Planning Area,
or adjacent areas to the south.” EIS at III-47.
“There is little information about natural causes of mortality (Perry, DeMaster, and Silber,
1999a). The NMFS summarized that ‘There are no known habitat issues that are of particular
concern for this stock’ (Angliss and Lodge, 2002, 2005). Perry, DeMaster, and Silber (1999a:51)
listed the possible influences of disease or predation as ‘Unknown.’” EIS at III-56.
“The importance of specific feeding areas to populations or subpopulations of fin whales in the
North Pacific is not understood.” EIS at III-57.
“The possible influences of disease or predation and of overutilization [on fin whales] are listed
[by NMFS] as ‘Unknown.’” EIS at V-28.
3.

9

Humpback Whale

“[T]he relationship between the expanding gray whale population to amphipod community
dynamics is unknown but is of considerable interest.” EIS at V-35.
5.

Beluga Whale

“Understanding the distribution and timing of movements of belugas is important for planning
lease sales in the Chukchi Sea and designing possible mitigation measures. Late-summer
distribution and fall-migration patterns are poorly known, wintering areas effectively are
unknown, and areas that are particularly important for feeding have not been identified (Suydam,
Lowry, and Frost, 2005).” EIS at IV-163. See also id. at III-77 (second sentence same).
“Based on recent telemetry studies on eastern Chukchi belugas, it is likely that members from
both stocks occur in similar places and at similar times during the fall migration although the
significance of this is unknown (Suydam, Lowry, and Frost, 2005).” EIS at III-76.
“Winter food habits of belugas are largely unknown . . ..” EIS at III-77.

“Available information does not indicate humpback whales inhabit the Chukchi Sea OCS project
area. There are no recent data to confirm their lack of use of the Chukchi Sea OCS Planning
Area, or adjacent areas to the south.” EIS at III-47.
“There is ‘no clear consensus’ (Calambokidis et al., 1997:6) about the population stock structure
of humpback whales in the North Pacific due to insufficient information (Angliss and Lodge,
2002) (see further discussion in USDOI, MMS,2003a,b).” EIS at III-58.
“Angliss and Outlaw (2005) stated that: ‘There are no reliable estimates for the abundance of
humpback whales at feeding areas for this stock’ (the Western North Pacific Stock) ‘because
surveys of the known feeding areas are incomplete, and because not all feeding areas are
known.’ There are not conclusive or reliable data on current population trends for the western
North Pacific stock (Perry, DeMaster, and Silber, 1999b; Angliss and Outlaw, 2005).” EIS at III59.

“Belugas generally are associated with ice and relatively deep water throughout the summer and
autumn, which may reflect their preference for feeding on ice-associated arctic cod (Moore et
al., 2000). Late-summer distribution and fall-migration patterns are poorly known, wintering
areas are effectively unknown, and areas that are particularly important for feeding have not been
identified (Suydam, Lowry, and Frost, 2005).” EIS at III-77.
6.

Harbor Porpoise

“The harbor porpoise inhabits shallow, coastal areas in temperate, subarctic, and arctic waters of
the Northern Hemisphere (Read, 1999). In the North Pacific, harbor porpoises range from Point
Barrow, Alaska to Point Conception, California (Gaskin, 1984). In Alaska, three separate stocks
have been recommended, although there is insufficient biological data to support the designation
at this time.” EIS at III-78.

“Causes of natural mortality in humpbacks in the North Pacific are relatively unknown, and rates
have not been estimated.” EIS at III-60.
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Minke Whale
d.

“There are no reliable estimates for the Alaska stock of minke whales. A provisional estimate
was made for the Bering Sea of 810 individuals; however, this is not used for the Alaska stock
because the entire stock’s range was not surveyed.” EIS at III-78.
B.

Bearded Seal

“No reliable estimate for the size of the Alaska bearded seal stock currently is available (Angliss
and Outlaw, 2005). Bengtson et al. (2005) conducted surveys in the eastern Chukchi Sea but
could not estimate abundance from their data.” EIS at III-74.

Other Marine Mammals
1.

2.

Seals

“Little is known about the biology or population dynamics of ice seals, and they have received
little attention compared with other Bering/Chukchi Sea species known to be in decline.
Accurate population estimates for ice seals are not available and are not easily attainable due to
their wide distribution and problems associated with research in remote, ice-covered waters
(Quakenbush and Sheffield, 2006). Although little is known about the population status of ice
seals, there is cause for concern. Sea ice is changing in thickness, persistence, and
distribution (Sec. III.A.4, Sea Ice), and evidence indicates that oceanographic conditions have
been changing in the Bering Sea (Sec. III.A.3, Oceanography), which suggests that changes in
the ecosystem may be occurring as well (Quakenbush and Sheffield, 2006).” EIS at III-71.
a.

“The population size has never been known with certainty; however, the most recent survey
estimate was approximately 201,039 animals (Gilbert et al., 1992).” EIS at III-76.
3.

Polar Bear

“Coastal areas provide important denning habitat for polar bears. Terrestrial denning areas for
bears of the CBS polar bear stock are less well understood than those for the SBS polar bear
stock.” EIS at IV-166.

Spotted Seal

“No reliable estimate for the size of the Alaska spotted seal stock is available (Angliss and
Outlaw, 2005).” EIS at III-72.
c.

“No reliable estimate is currently available for the size of the Alaskan stock of Pacific walrus
(Angliss and Outlaw, 2005). However, available evidence indicates that the population is
likely in decline (Kelly, Quakenbush, and Taras, 1999; Kochnev, 2004).” EIS at III-74. See also
id. at EIS at III-76 (first sentence same).

“A reliable estimate for the CBS stock of polar bears, which ranges into the southern Beaufort
Sea, does not exist, and its current status is in question. In 2002, the IUCN/SSG Polar Bear
Specialist Group estimated the size of the CBS population at 2000+ bears, though the certainty of
this estimate was considered poor (Lunn, Schliebe, and Born, 2002).” EIS at III-84.

Ringed Seal

“No reliable estimate for the size of the Alaska ringed seal stock is available (Angliss and
Outlaw, 2005) . . ..” EIS at III-71.
b.

Pacific Walrus

“The maximum reproductive age for polar bears is unknown, but is likely well into their
20’s (Amstrup, 2003).” EIS at III-81.

Ribbon Seal

“Ribbon seals inhabit the North Pacific Ocean and the adjacent fringes of the Arctic Ocean. In
Alaska, they range northward from Bristol Bay in the Bering Sea and into the Chukchi
and western Beaufort seas. They are found in the open sea, on pack ice, and rarely on shorefast
ice (Kelly, 1988). As the ice recedes in May to mid-July, they move farther north in the Bering
Sea, hauling out on the receding ice edge and remnant ice (Burns, Shapiro, and Fay, 1981). Seal
distribution throughout the rest of the year is largely unknown; however, recent information
suggests that many ribbon seals migrate into the Chukchi Sea for the summer months (Kelly,
1988).” EIS at III-73.

“[W]ith the collapse of the Soviet empire in 1991, levels of illegal harvest dramatically increased
in Chukotka in the Russian Far East (Amstrup, 2000; USDOI, FWS, 2003). While the magnitude
of the Russian harvest from the CBS is not precisely known, some estimates place it as high as
400 bears per year, although the figure is more likely between 100 and 250 bears per year.”
EIS at III-84. See also id. at V-36 (same).
“[B]ecause of the unknown rate of illegal take currently taking place, in 2006 the IUCN/SSG
Polar Bear Specialist Group designated the status of the CBS stock as “declining” from its
previous estimate of 2000+ animals (IUCN/SSG Polar Bear Specialist Group, 2006).” EIS at III84.

“No reliable estimate for the size of the Alaska ribbon seal stock is available (Angliss and
Outlaw, 2005).” EIS at III-73.
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MARINE AND COASTAL BIRDS
1.

“Variability in the abundance of the Alaska breeding population of spectacled eiders is not well
understood (USFWS 1999).” BE at 28.

General

“Despite the importance [for marine and coastal birds] of [Kasegaluk Lagoon, Ledyard Bay,
Peard Bay, barrier islands, the spring open-water lead system, and the seabird-nesting colonies at
Cape Lisburne and Cape Thompson], as well as the entire Chukchi Sea within the proposed
lease-sale area, little recent site-specific data are available on habitat-use patterns, routes, and
timing to assess impacts. For many species, the most recent data are between 15 and 30 years
old, making accurate analysis difficult. Because of this long data gap, it is unknown if population
abundance or distribution of many species have changed.” EIS at IV-145.

“The Alaskan and Russian populations of spectacled eider were listed as a threatened species on
9 June 1993 (USFWS 1993). Although the factors that caused these declines are unknown, a
number of potential contributory factors have been identified. These, or other still-unidentified
threats, have increased mortality above the rate of reproductive replacements. No data are
available to show whether similar trends have affected the breeding population in Russia where
as many as 40,000 pairs traditionally nested.” BE at
29.
3.

2.

Threatened Spectacled Eiders1

Threatened Steller’s Eiders2

“[T]he length of time that Steller’s eiders remain paired is unknown.” BE at 13.

“In general, population demography for this species and in particular breeding information (i.e.,
timing of pair formation and duration of pair bonds, timing of mating, male and female dispersal
rates, sex-specific estimates for natal, breeding, and molt-site fidelity, breeding propensity,
nonbreeding component, duckling/brood and first-year survival, etc.) is poorly understood due to
a lack of long-term marking/monitoring programs and/or low resighting/recapture/recovery
rates.” BE at 23.
“Few data are available on the overall longevity of spectacled eiders, but if similar to other
eiders, they would likely be long-lived.” BE at 23.

“Many life history aspects of Steller’s eiders (e.g., timing of pair formation, duration of pair
bonds, dispersal rates, sex-specific seasonal site fidelity, first-year survival, etc.) are poorly
understood.” BE at 13.
“The reason for relatively low nesting success or failure to nest by the Alaska nesting population
is unknown, but may be related to predators switching to alternate prey when lemmings are in
low abundance (Quakenbush and Suydam 1999).” BE at 15.
“Steller’s eider recruitment rates are unknown (USFWS 2002b).” BE at 15.

“Recruitment rate of spectacled eiders is unknown (USFWS 1999).” BE at 25.

“Departure from the [Arctic Coastal Plain] to molting areas is poorly documented, but males
probably begin departing as early as late June, followed by non- and failed nesting females
resumably from late July – late August, and finally successful females and fledged young.” BE at
16.

“Migration routes [of spectacled eiders] in the spring are not well known . . ..” BE at 25.
“The summer range of non-breeding [spectacled] eiders is not known . . ..” BE at 26.
“Food habits of spectacled eiders in the Ledyard Bay molting area remain unknown.” BE at 27.
“The world population of spectacled eiders has declined substantially during the past 30 years,
and may be continuing to decline (USFWS 1999, 2002b). Long-lived species like spectacled
eiders typically do not have highly variable populations and unknown mortality factors may be
undermining their ability to maintain a stable population. The causes of decline could be varied
and are largely unknown . . ..” BE at 28.

1

From Minerals Management Service, Biological Evaluation of Spectacled Eider (Somateria
fischeri), Steller’s Eider (Polysticta stelleri), and Kittlitz’s Murrelet (Brachyramphus
brevirostris) for Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193 (September 2006), incorporated by reference into
the Lease Sale 193 EIS at III-61, IV-125, V-30.
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“The population of Steller’s eiders molting and wintering along the Alaska Peninsula appears to
be declining (USFWS 1999, 2002a). … The causes of decline could be varied and are largely
unknown, but if the cause of the decline is within the marine environment, it is reasonable to
conclude that the Alaska and Russia nesting populations are being affected similarly because a
large portion of the Russian population winters with the Alaskan population.” BE at 18.
“Variability in the abundance of the Alaskan breeding population of Steller’s eiders is not well
understood.” BE at 18.
“Williamson et al. (1966) listed Steller’s eiders as occurring in the Cape Thompson area 25 miles
southeast Point Hope during surveys for Project Chariot at Ogotoruk Creek. Steller’s eiders were
listed as occupying marine littoral, lacustrine, and beach environments in order of affinity. In this

2

See note 1.
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study, marine littoral waters extended seaward 2 miles from shore. Steller’s eiders were listed as
present from June 1 through October 4 and uncommon, but possibly breeding in the area. It is
not known if Steller’s eiders still nest in this area.” BE at 20-21.
4.

“The diet of the Chukchi Sea summer residents is unknown . . ..” BE at 35.
“Winter foods are unknown, but may consist mostly of pelagic euphausiids or other
macroinvertebrates.” BE at 35.

Kittlitz’s Murrelets3

“The Kittlitz’s murrelet (Brachyramphus brevirostris) is one of the rarest and least understood
seabirds in North America. There is limited life history information on the Kittlitz’s murrelet
(i.e., age at first breeding, nest success, hatching success, fledging success, first-year survival,
survival to breeding age, proportion of breeding females, proportion of non-breeders, periodic
non-breeding, etc.) and mechanisms of population regulation. The limited information available
for this species and research on the closely-related marbled murrelet suggests a K-selected life
history strategy.” BE at 33.

“Information regarding fidelity to nesting sites is not available (Day et al. 1999).” BE at 35.
“‘Causes for the declines [in Kittlitz’s murrelets] are not well known, but likely include: habitat
loss or degradation, increased adult and juvenile mortality, and low recruitment, and we believe
that glacial retreat and oceanic regime shifts are the factors that are most likely causing
population-level declines in this species.’” BE at 36 (citing USFWS status review, 2004).
5.

“The longevity of the Kittlitz’s murrelet is unknown . . ..” BE at 33.

Cliff-Nesting Seabirds
a.

“Age to maturity in Kittlitz’s murrelets is unknown . . ..” BE at 33.

Murres

Noting “limited data.” EIS III-62.

“Little is known about the reproductive strategy of Kittlitz’s murrelet because nesting sites are
difficult to find (Day et al. 1999).” BE at 33.

b.

“Annual breeding effort is poorly understood, but is considered highly variable.” BE at 33.

Puffins

“Spring migration for Kittlitz’s murrelets in the Chukchi Sea is unknown . . ..” BE at 34.

“The current status of horned puffins in the Chukchi Sea is unknown.” EIS III-62.

“Little is known about Kittlitz’s murrelet recruitment . . ..” BE at 34.

“The current status of the tufted puffin in the Chukchi Sea is also unknown.” EIS III-62.
c.

“Annual adult survival has not been estimated . . ..” BE at 34.
“Though there is some evidence for long-term population declines for Brachyramphus murrelets
(van Vliet and McAllister 1994, Ralph et al. 1995, Kuletz et al. 2003), Day et al. (1999) argued
that evidence for major population declines for the Kittlitz’s murrelet was equivocal. In large
part, their conclusion stems from the fact that historical population estimates are lacking (but see
Isleib and Kessel 1973, Agler et al. 1998, Kendall and Agler 1998).” BE at 34.

Black-Legged Kittiwake

“The current status of the black-legged kittiwake (Rissa tridactyla) in the Chukchi Sea is
unknown.” EIS at III-63.
“The portion of [Chukchi] population in the proposed lease sale area is unknown, but could be
substantial late in the open-water season. Seasonal areas of concentration, if any, are unknown.”
EIS at III-63. See also id. at IV-142 (similar).

“Fall migration in the Chukchi Sea population [of Kittlitz’s murrelet] is unknown . . ..” BE at 35.
“Current population estimates at [Cape Thompson and Cape Lisburne] colonies are unknown.”
EIS at IV-143.

“Post-breeding distribution [of Kittlitz’s murrelet] is poorly understood, but is likely farther
offshore than pre-breeding season.” BE at 35.

6.

“Winter distribution [of Kittlitz’s murrelet] is poorly understood, but is probably pelagic.” BE at
35.

Bering Sea Breeders and Summer Residents
a.

Northern Fulmar

“The current status of the northern fulmar (Fulmarus glacialis) is unknown.” EIS at III-63.
3

See note 1.
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Short-Tailed Shearwater

9.

“The current status of the short-tailed shearwater (Puffinus tenuirostris) in the Chukchi Sea is
unknown.” EIS at III-63.
c.

a.

b.

Black Guillemot

“The current status of the black guillemot (Cepphus grylle) in the Chukchi Sea is unknown.” EIS
at III-63.
b.

c.

c.

Pacific Brant

“The current status of the Pacific brant along the Chukchi Sea is unknown.” EIS at III-68.
d.

Greater White-Fronted Geese

“The current status of greater white-fronted geese along the Chukchi Sea coast is unknown.”
EIS at III-68.

Arctic Tern

e.

“The current status of the Arctic tern (Sterna paradisaea) in the Chukchi Sea is unknown.” EIS
at III-64.

Common Eider

“During spring migration, the common eider (Somateria mollissima) typically migrates along the
Chukchi Sea coast, using offshore open-water leads. Offshore migration distances are poorly
understood for the Chukchi Sea, but in the Beaufort Sea they are usually found within 48 km (29
mi) of shore.” EIS at III-66.

Ivory Gull

“The current status of the ivory gull (Pagophila eburnea) in the Chukchi Sea is unknown.
Divoky (1987) reported that ivory gulls are closely associated with the ice edge throughout their
lifecycle. Ivory gulls are considered uncommon to rare in pelagic waters of the Chukchi during
summer, and small numbers migrate through in fall to wintering areas in the northern Bering
Sea.” EIS at III-64.

8.

“The [yellow-billed loon] is little studied and basic biological information (such as the seasonal
distribution of immature and non-breeding yellow-billed loons) is unknown.” EIS at IV-140.

High Arctic-Associated Seabirds
a.

Yellow-Billed Loons

“Compared to what is known about yellow-billed loons near the Beaufort Sea coast, there is very
little known about the coastal areas bordering the Chukchi Sea.” EIS at III-65.

Auklets

“The current status of parakeet (Cyclorrhynchus psittacula), least (Aethia pusilla) and crested (A.
cristatella) auklets in the Chukchi Sea is unknown.” EIS at III-63.
7.

Waterfowl

Lesser Snow Goose

“Ritchie et al. (2006) reported that the number of snow geese nesting on the Ikpikpuk River delta
continued to increase substantially from numbers recorded prior to 1999. There are no
comparable data for the Kukpowruk River delta colony.” EIS at III-68.

Tundra-Breeding Migrants
10.
a.

Shorebirds

Jaegers
a.

“The current status of [all three species of] jaegers in the Chukchi Sea is unknown.” EIS at III64.
b.

Buff-Breasted Sandpiper (species of concern)

Noting “limited data.” EIS III-70.

Glaucous Gull
b.

“The current status of the glaucous gull (Larus hyperboreus) in the Chukchi Sea is unknown.”
EIS at III-64.

Bar-Tailed Godwit (species of concern)

“The abundance and distribution of bar-tailed godwits in northern Alaska and coastal areas of the
Chukchi Sea are not well understood.” EIS at III-69.
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“The North American population of bar-tailed godwits (Limosa lapponica baueri) breeds in
western and northern Alaska. Postbreeding bar-tailed godwits move to staging grounds along the
Bering Sea Coast and then apparently fly nonstop 11,000 km to New Zealand. Recent counts
conducted at both breeding and nonbreeding sites provide evidence of a serious and rapid
population decline (McCaffrey et al., 2006), but the cause of the decline is unknown.” EIS at III69.

LACK OF INFORMATION ABOUT EFFECTS ON SPECIES
I.

FISH
A.

General
1.

General effects of seismic on fish

“A review of available science and management literature shows that at present, there are no
empirical data to document potential impacts from seismic surveys reaching a local populationlevel effect. The experiments conducted to date have not contained adequate controls to allow us
to predict the nature of a change or that any change would occur.” EIS at II-33. See also id. at
IV-51—52 (similar) and IV-74 (similar).
2.

General effects of oil spills on fish

“Given a lack of contemporary abundance and distribution information, large oil spill effects on
rare or unique species (including potential extirpation) could occur, but would likely go
unnoticed or undetected.” EIS at II-34. See also EIS at IV-52 and IV-74 (similar).
“While small-spills are required to be reported, the number of unreported spills is unknown. Not
all spills would be expected to receive a spill-response. Overall, it is unclear whether, over the
long-term and in the absence of a monitoring program to assess effects, any negative impacts to
fish resources from chronic small spills would be detected.” EIS at IV-72.
B.

Effects on Marine Pelagic Species

“Effects on recruitment would be particularly difficult to assess, because very few studies of
offshore fishes have been made.” EIS at IV-61.
C.

Effects on Capelin

“Eggs deposited in the proximity of the contaminated substrate over a series of years likely
would be exposed to oil (PAH’s) retained in the substrate, as PAH’s in weathered oil can be
biologically available for long periods and very toxic to sensitive lifestages, subsequently leading
to lethal and sublethal effects to those offspring of successive generations. It is not known what
such a behavioral response may have on the dynamics of the population; however, the spawning
site likely would be unavailable for use for multiple generations, depending on the sensitivity of
the capelin to detecting contaminated substrates and how long the oil persists in the localized
habitat.” EIS at IV-60-61.
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“Also unknown are the distribution and abundance of spawning sites used by capelin in the
Alaskan Arctic.” EIS at IV-63.
D.

II.

MARINE MAMMALS
A.

Effects on Arctic Cod

“Although arctic cod can be extremely abundant in nearshore lagoonal areas, the importance of
nearshore versus offshore environments to the lifecycle is not known (Craig et al., 1982).
Although it is known that juvenile arctic cod associate with floating ice, it is unknown to what
degree this association contributes to the development and survival of young fishes later
recruiting to the breeding population. If early lifehistory stages of arctic cod were concentrated in
nearshore environments, in patches in the open ocean, or under floating ice, they certainly would
be more vulnerable to effects from an oil spill impacting such habitats.” EIS at IV-62.

General
1.

Effects on Marine Mammals in General

“Based on the paucity of information available on marine mammal ecology in the Chukchi Sea
and on specific locations of future developments, we are unable to determine at this time if
significant impacts will or will not occur.” EIS at II-37.
“[B]ecause of the lack of data on marine mammal distributions and habitat use in offshore areas
of the Chukchi Sea, it is uncertain what the level of effects would be in offshore areas [regarding
Alt. III]. EIS at II-42. See also id. at IV-269 (same) and EIS at II-45 (same, re: Alt. IV).
“Because there are no oil and gas production facilities in the Chukchi Sea, it is difficult to predict
with certainty what potential impacts from such development would have on threatened and
endangered marine mammals.” EIS at IV-111.
“Unfortunately, it has not been possible to predict the type and magnitude of marine mammal
responses to the variety of disturbances caused by oil and gas operations and industrial
developments in the Arctic. More importantly, it has not been possible to evaluate the potential
effects on populations.” EIS at IV-152.
“In light of the uncertainty over the potential impacts of exploration and development activities,
the earliest possible establishment of long-term monitoring programs for vulnerable species in
the project area should be pursued. The design of long-term monitoring should take into account
the likely size of any effect and the probability of detecting it within a reasonable time span
(IWC, 2006).” EIS at IV-162--63.
“[W]ithout historical data on distribution and abundance, it is not possible to measure the
impacts of an oil spill on marine mammals.” EIS at IV-156.
“Based on the paucity of information available on marine mammal ecology, and specifically on
habitat use patterns, in the Chukchi Sea and based on the lack of specific information regarding
the location of future developments, we are unable to determine at this time if significant impacts
would or would not occur to marine mammal populations in the project area as a result of the
Proposed Action.” EIS at IV-145.
“Careful mitigation can help reduce the effects of future industrial developments and their
accumulation through time. However, the effects of full-scale industrial development of the
waters of the Chukchi Sea likely would accumulate through displacement of marine mammals
from their preferred habitats, increased mortality, and decreased reproductive success. Because
of the lack of data on which to base informed decisions, it is unknown if noise introduced into
the environment from industrial activities, including drilling and seismic operations, will have an
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adverse impact on nonendangered and nonthreatened marine mammals in the Proposed Action
area. Increasing vessel traffic in the Northwest Passage, defined as the marine route between the
Pacific and Atlantic oceans through the Arctic Ocean across the top of North America, which
includes the Proposed Action area, increases the risks of oil and fuel spills and vessel strikes of
marine mammals.” EIS at IV-145—46.
“Because very little is known about the distributions, population sizes or habitat use of marine
mammals in the Chukchi Sea, it is difficult to determine if significant impacts will or will not
occur to marine mammals as a result of the proposed action.” EIS at V-32.
2.

Effects of Seismic and Other Noise on Marine Mammals

“Because of the lack of data it is unknown if noise introduced into the environment from
industrial activities, including drilling and seismic operations, will have an adverse impact on
nonendangered and nonthreatened marine mammals in the Proposed Action area.” EIS at II-37.
See also EIS IV-145—146 (similar).
“Despite the increasing concern and attention noted above, there still is uncertainty about the
potential impacts of sound on marine mammals; on the factors that determine response and
effects; and especially on the long-term, cumulative consequences of increasing noise in the
world’s oceans from multiple sources (NRC, 2003, 2005). The NRC (2005) concluded that it is
unknown how or in what cases responses of marine mammals to anthropogenic sound rise to the
levels of biologically significant effects. This group also developed an approach of injury and
behavioral “take equivalents”. These take equivalents use a severity index that estimates the
fraction of a take experienced by an individual animal. This severity index is higher if the
activity could be causing harassment at a critical location or during a critical time (e.g.,
calving habitat). Because we have uncertainty about exactly where and how much activity will
occur, the recommendations from the NRC (2005) are qualitatively incorporated in MMSs
analysis.” EIS at IV-86.
“Long-term impacts of OCS seismic-survey noise on the hearing abilities of individual marine
mammals are unknown . . ..” EIS IV-89.
“Although it is unlikely that airgun operations during most seismic surveys would cause
[permanent threshold shift to hearing] in marine mammals, caution is warranted given the limited
knowledge about noise-induced hearing damage in marine mammals.” EIS IV-147.
3.

Effects of Oil Spills on Marine Mammals

“There are few post-spill studies with sufficient details to reach firm conclusions about the
effects, especially the long-term effects, of an oil spill on free-ranging populations of marine
mammals.” EIS at IV-115.

B.

Whales
1.

General

“The need to rely on indirect methods of assessing the environmental impact of human activity
on marine mammals is a recurring problem (Inglis and Gust, 2003). Impact assessments for
cetaceans typically emphasize immediate behavioral responses to human activities (Samuels and
Bejder, 2004), the biological relevance of which is rarely known (Corkeron, 2004).” EIS at IV154.
“[M]onitoring plans typically emphasize readily obtainable, short-term behavioral measures that
can be directly related to disturbance factors (Bejder et al., 2006). However, it is rarely known in
what ways short-term responses translate to longer term changes in reproduction, survival, or
population size (Gill, Norris, and Sutherland, 2001; Beale and Monaghan, 2004a), and it is
seldom possible to infer biological significance based on short-term behavioral observations.”
EIS at IV-154.
a.

Effects from seismic/noise on whales in general

“[T]here is acknowledged . . . scientific uncertainty about the potential effects of noise,
especially repeated exposure to loud noise, on baleen whales.” EIS at IV-82.
“There are very few, if any, data available about potential effects of . . . noise . . . on cetacean
calves.” EIS at IV-82.
“[T] here are few instances where data are sufficient to evaluate the total energy exposure of a
marine mammal from a given source. At present, we do not have the data necessary to make
such a determination or understand how it might change our analysis.” EIS at IV-86.
“While there is some general information available, evaluation of the impacts of noise on marine
mammal species, particularly on cetaceans, is greatly hampered by a considerable uncertainty
about their hearing capabilities and the range of sounds used by the whales for different
functions (Richardson et al., 1995a; Gordon et al., 1998; NRC, 2003, 2005). This is particularly
true for baleen whales. Very little is known about the actual hearing capabilities of the large
whales or the impacts of sound on them, especially on them physically. While research in this
area is increasing, it is likely that we will continue to have great uncertainty about physiological
effects on baleen whales because of the difficulties in studying them. Baleen whale hearing has
not been studied directly. There are no specific data on sensitivity, frequency or intensity
discrimination, or localization (Richardson et al., 1995a). Thus, predictions about probable
impacts on baleen whales generally are based on assumptions about their hearing rather than
actual studies of their hearing (Richardson et al., 1995a; Gordon et al., 1998; Ketten, 1998).”
EIS IV-87.
“Based on indirect evidence, at least some baleen whales are quite sensitive to frequencies below
1,000 Hz but can hear sounds up to a considerably higher but unknown frequency.” EIS IV-87.
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“With whales, even when unusual changes in abundance occur following an event such as the
EVOS (as with the disappearance of relatively large numbers of killer whales from the AB pod
in Prince William Sound) (Dahlheim and Matkin, 1994), interpretation of the data is uncertain or
is often controversial due to the lack of supporting data, such as oiled bodies or observations of
individuals in distress (and, in that case, the existence of a viable alternate explanation of the
probable mortality). Thus, the potential for there to be long-term sublethal (for example, reduced
body condition, poorer health, or longer dependency periods), or lethal effects from a large oil
spill on cetaceans essentially is unknown. There are no data on cetaceans adequate to evaluate
the probability of such effects. EIS at IV-115. See also id. at IV-117 (latter two sentences
similar).

“Repeated long exposures to intense sound or sudden onset of intense sounds generally
characterize sounds that cause permanent threshold shift in humans. Ketten (1998) stated that
age-related hearing loss in humans is related to the accumulation of permanent-thresholdshift
and TTS damage to the ear. Whether similar age-related damage occurs in cetaceans is
unknown.” EIS at IV-88.
“There are no data on which to determine the kinds or intensities of sound that could cause a
[temporary threshold shift, TTS] in a baleen whale.” EIS at IV-88.
“Little data are available about how, over the long term, most marine mammal species
(especially large cetaceans) respond either behaviorally or physically to intense sound and to
long-term increases in ambient noise levels. Large cetaceans cannot be easily examined after
exposure to a particular sound source.” EIS at IV-88.

“It is not clear how long crude oil would remain on a free-ranging cetacean’s skin once it was
oiled.” EIS at IV-117.

“Long-term impacts of OCS seismic-survey noise on the hearing abilities of individual marine
mammals are unknown, and information about the hearing capabilities of large baleen whales is
mostly lacking. As noted previously, the assumption is made that the area of greatest hearing
sensitivity is at frequencies known to be used for intraspecific communication. However,
because real knowledge of sound sensitivity is lacking, we believe it is prudent to assume in our
analyses that sensitivities shown by one species of baleen whale also could apply to another. This
reasonable approach provides the means to infer possible impacts on other species (such as the
fin whale), especially when using studies on a species such as the humpback, which uses a large
sound repertoire in intraspecific communication.” EIS at IV-89.
“It is not known whether (or which) marine mammals can . . . and do adapt their vocalizations to
background noise.” EIS at IV-89 (internal citation omitted).
b.

25

“The potential effect of crude oil on the function of the cetacean blowhole is unknown.” EIS at
IV-118. See also id. at IV-159.
“The effects of an oil spill on cetacean newborns or other calves and the potential effects of
contact or detection of spilled oil by near-term, or post-partum females are not known.” EIS at
IV-121.
“[T]he potential for long-term sublethal (for example, reduced body condition, poorer health, or
longer dependency periods), or lethal effects from large oil spill on cetaceans is unknown.
However, observations of cetaceans behaving in a lethargic fashion or having labored breathing
has been documented in more than one species, including in gray whales after the EVOS, in
which large numbers of individuals were subsequently found dead.” EIS at IV-158.
“The potential for there to be long-term sublethal (for example, reduced body condition, poorer
health, reduced immune function, reduced reproduction or longer dependency periods) effects on
large cetaceans from a large oil spill essentially is unknown. There are no data on large cetaceans
adequate to evaluate the probability of sublethal effects. EIS at IV-160.

Effects from oil spills on whales in general

“There is uncertainty and controversy regarding the potential effects of oil spills on large
cetaceans. There are very few, if any, data available about potential effects of . . . oil spills on
cetacean calves.” EIS at IV-82.

“The effects of a large oil spill and subsequent exposure of whales to fresh crude oil are
uncertain, speculative, and controversial.” EIS at IV-161.

“There are no data available to MMS that definitely link even a large oil spill [associated with
seismic surveys] with a significant population-level effect on a species of large cetacean.” EIS at
IV-103.
“Data are not available that would permit evaluation of the potential for long-term sublethal
effects [from oil spills] on large cetaceans.” EIS at IV-115.
“[T]he potential for there to be long-term sublethal (for example, reduced body condition, poorer
health, or longer dependency periods), or lethal effects from a large oil spill on cetaceans
essentially is unknown. There are no data on cetaceans adequate to evaluate the probability of
such effects.” EIS at IV-115.
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2.

Bowhead Whale

“There are multiple sources of uncertainty in our analyses. These include, but are not limited to
uncertainty about the action: where seismic surveys will occur; how many surveys will occur;
how much noise will be produced purposely by the firing of airguns; what the exact shape of
related ancillary activities, such as support vessel type and activity will be; where exploration
drilling could occur; where leases will be let; where a spill could occur; where production
platforms and pipelines may be based; etc. More important, there is acknowledged (NRC, 2003,
2005; minutes from meetings of the Marine Mammal Commission Sound Advisory Panel, 2004,
2005 from their web site) scientific uncertainty about the potential effects of noise, especially
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repeated exposure to loud noise, on baleen whales. There is uncertainty and controversy
regarding the potential effects of oil spills on large cetaceans. There are very few, if any, data
available about potential effects of either noise or oil spills on cetacean calves. Lastly, and
importantly, data are not available sufficient to characterize the current seasonal and temporal
use of the Chukchi Sea Planning Area by bowheads and other whales, or to fully understand the
importance of parts of the Beaufort Sea to bowhead whales. Thus, it is difficult to predict
exposure in some parts of the area where the action could occur and to understand fully the
potential effects of any exposure.” EIS at IV-82.
a.

Effects of seismic and other noise on bowhead whale

“Uncertainty exists about the potential effects of seismic surveys on bowhead whales (especially
on calf survival and growth and female reproduction) in the Chukchi Sea due to a lack of current
data about their use of the Proposed Action area during periods when seismic surveys could be
occurring. What is known, however, is that the observed response of bowhead whales to seismic
survey noise varies among studies. Some of the variability appears to be context specific (i.e.
feeding versus migrating whales) and also may be related to the whales' reproductive status
and/or sex or age.” EIS at II-35.
“Bowheads respond to drilling noise at different distances depending on the types of platform
from which the drilling is occurring. Data indicate that many whales can be expected to avoid an
active drillship at 10- 20 km or possibly more.” EIS at II-36. See also id. at IV-194 (similar).

“The long-term response of bowheads to production facilities located at the southern end of the
migration corridor is unknown.” EIS at II-36.
“The response of bowhead whales to construction in high-use areas is unknown and is expected
to vary with the site and the type of facility being constructed. Similarly, the long-term response
of bowheads to production facilities other than gravel islands located at the southern end of the
migration corridor is unknown.” EIS at IV-194 (internal references omitted).
“There are multiple sources of uncertainty in our analyses. These include, but are not limited to
uncertainty about the action: where seismic surveys will occur; how many surveys will occur;
how much noise will be produced purposely by the firing of airguns; what the exact shape of
related ancillary activities, such as support vessel type and activity will be; where exploration
drilling could occur. . ..” EIS at IV-82.

“The encounter rate of bowhead whales with vessels associated with exploration would be
determined by what areas were being explored. Data are insufficient for us to accurately predict
the average geographic zone of activity by the support vessels and thus, to predict the additional
area that could be affected by the vessels.” EIS at IV-100.
“Data on reactions of bowheads to helicopters are limited.” EIS IV-100.
“While it is clear that seismic activity may overlap with bowhead use of the Chukchi Sea during
fall migration, it is highly uncertain about the likely extent of overlap between seismic activity
and bowhead whales in the summer.” EIS at IV-101.
“During fall migration, available, but dated, data indicate that overlap is likely to be greatest in
the main migratory pathways, one heading nearly directly to the Bering Strait, and the other
heading west from Barrow towards Wrangell Island.” EIS at IV-101—102.
“It is clear that if 2D/3D seismic surveys impacted areas of the spring lead and polynya system
during the spring migration, impacts could potentially be biologically significant. We note that
the general location of the spring lead system in the Chukchi Sea (and Beaufort Sea) is based on
relatively limited survey data and is not well defined.” EIS at IV-102.
“The second situation for possibly larger than typical impacts exists in the Chukchi Sea in the
autumn (e.g., late September on) as whales migrate both towards the Asian coast and toward the
Bering Strait. Insufficient data exist to determine the current migration paths or the numbers of
whales that might be deflected from those paths. Data are also not available to determine how
intensively bowheads feed during the autumn migration in the Chukchi Sea or whether large
aggregations exist in certain places due to prey resources.” EIS at IV-103.
“The factors associated with the variability [of bowhead responses to drillships and other noise]
are not fully identified or understood.” EIS IV-105.
“There are few data on the noise [imposed on, e.g., bowheads] from conventional drilling
platforms.” EIS at IV-105.

“More important, there is acknowledged (NRC, 2003, 2005; minutes from meetings of the
Marine Mammal Commission Sound Advisory Panel, 2004, 2005 from their web site) scientific
uncertainty about the potential effects of noise, especially repeated exposure to loud noise, on
baleen whales.” EIS at IV-82.

“Most observations of bowheads tolerating noise from stationary operations are based on
opportunistic sightings of whales near ongoing oil industry operations, and it is not known
whether more whales would have been present in the absence of those operations. Because other
cetaceans seem to habituate somewhat to continuous or repeated noise exposure when the noise
is not associated with a harmful event, this suggests that bowheads will habituate to certain
noises that they learn are nonthreatening. Additionally, it is not known what components of the
population were observed around the drillship (adult or juvenile males, adult females, etc.).” EIS
IV-105.

“Data are not sufficient to determine sex, age, or reproductive factors that may be involved in
[bowhead] response to vessels. We are not aware of data that would allow us to determine
whether females with calves tend to show avoidance and scattering at a greater, lesser, or at the
same distances as other segments of the population.” EIS at IV-109.

“The response of bowhead whales to construction in high use areas is unknown and is expected
to vary with the site and the type of facility being constructed. Similarly, the long-term response
of bowheads to production facilities other than gravel islands located at the southern end of the
migration corridor is unknown.” EIS at IV-123.

Exhibit 129, Page 30 of 40

Exhibit 129, Page 31 of 40

28

Case 1:08-cv-00004-RRB
Document 85-46
Filed 02/05/2009 Page 32 of 40
2FHDQ&RQVHUYDQF\DQG3(:(QYLURQPHQW*URXS&RPPHQWV

Case 1:08-cv-00004-RRB
Document 85-46
Filed 02/05/2009 Page 33 of 40
2FHDQ&RQVHUYDQF\DQG3(:(QYLURQPHQW*URXS&RPPHQWV

“The response of bowhead whales to construction in high-use areas is unknown and is expected
to vary with the site and the type of facility being constructed. EIS at IV-194.
“Noise associated with ships or other boats potentially could cause bowheads to alter their
movement patterns or make other changes in habitat use. Clapham and Brownell (1999)
summarized that “…effects of ship noise on whale behavior and ultimately on reproductive
success are largely unknown.” EIS at V-23.
“[R]ecent monitoring studies indicated that most fall migrating whales avoid an area with a
radius about 20-30 km around a seismic vessel operating in nearshore waters; however, there are
no data that indicate that such avoidance is long-lasting after cessation of the activity.” EIS at V25.
b.

29

Effects of oil spill on bowhead whale

“There is uncertainty about the effects on bowheads (or any large cetacean) from the event of a
large oil spill.” EIS at II-36.
“The potential effects to bowheads of exposure to [polyaromatic compunds, PACs] through their
food are unknown. Because of their extreme longevity, bowheads are vulnerable to incremental
long-term accumulation of pollutants.” EIS at IV-103. See also id. at IV-119 (same).
“In the Biological Opinion for Federal oil and gas leasing and exploration by the MMS within
the Alaskan Beaufort Sea and its effects on the endangered bowhead whale, the NMFS (2001:51)
stated that: ‘It is difficult to accurately predict the effects of oil on bowhead whales (or any
cetacean) because of a lack of data on the metabolism of this species and because of inconclusive
results of examinations of baleen whales found dead after major oil releases.’” EIS at IV-103.
“There is great uncertainty about the potential effects of ingestion of spilled oil on bowheads,
especially on bowhead calves. Decreased food assimilation could be particularly important in
very young animals, those that seasonally feed, and those that need to put on high levels of fat to
survive their environment.” EIS at IV-118.

“Variability in the distribution of bowhead whales in the Beaufort Sea over time and among
years, and lack of recent data on bowhead seasonal distribution and abundance in the Chukchi
Sea makes attempts to quantitatively model the numbers of whales that might be contacted by oil
problematic.” EIS at IV-121.
“In conclusion, there is uncertainty about effects on bowheads (or any large cetacean) in the
event of a large oil spill. There are, in some years and in some locations, relatively large
aggregations of feeding bowhead whales within the proposed lease-sale area. If a large amount
of fresh oil contacted a significant portion of such an aggregation, effects potentially could be
greater than typically would be assumed and we cannot rule out population-level effects if a
large number of females and newborn or very young claves [so this would be in spring] were
contacted by a very large amount of fresh crude oil.” EIS at IV-125.
“Variability in the distribution of bowhead whales in the Beaufort Sea over time and among
years, and lack of recent data on bowhead seasonal distribution and abundance in the Chukchi
Sea makes attempts to quantitatively model the numbers of whales that might be contacted by oil
problematic.” EIS at IV-121.
“It is unknown what effects an oil spill would have on bowhead whales, but it is likely that some
whales would experience temporary, nonlethal effects from the oiling of skin, inhaling
hydrocarbon vapors, ingesting oil contaminated prey, fouling of their baleen, losing their food
source, and temporary displacement from some feeding areas.” EIS at IV-216--217.
“Limited monitoring data prevent effective assessment of cumulative subsistence-resource
damage; resource displacement; changes in hunter access to resources; increased competition;
contamination levels in subsistence resources; harvest reductions; or increased effort, risk, and
cost to hunters. Limited data also limit our assessment of the effectiveness of mitigation
measures.” EIS at V-46.
c.

Effects of past activity on bowhead whale

“Available data . . . are inadequate to fully address issues about effects of past oil and gas
activity specifically in the Chukchi Sea on bowhead behavior.” EIS at V-25.

“It is not known if bowheads would leave a feeding area where prey was abundant following a
spill.” EIS at IV-118.
“The factors associated with the presence of [large aggregations of bowhead whales] are not yet
clear. It is not known if they would leave the area heavily contaminated with crude oil.” EIS at
IV-121.

Also, “we cannot adequately assess potential effects on patterns or durations of bowhead habitat
use. Because of the inadequacy of the data on activities, and because of the limitations inherent
in studying large baleen whales, MMS was not able to assess whether there were any adverse
health effects to individuals during the period of relatively intensive seismic survey activity in
the 1980’s.” EIS at V-25.

“Primarily because of the uniqueness of the bowhead and its apparently obligate use of spring
lead and polynyas as its migratory path between wintering and summering grounds, MMS is
uncertain of the potential severity of impact should a large oil spill occur within such a system,
especially if spring migration were underway and hundreds of females were calving in or near
those leads.” EIS at IV-121.

“However, data are inadequate to fully evaluate potential impacts on whales during this period,
including the duration of habitat use effects or numbers and types of individuals that did not use
high-use areas because of the activities.” EIS at V-27.
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Cumulative effects on bowhead whale

4.

“Whether there are long-lasting behavioral effects from [subsistence] activity are unknown, but
overall habitat use appears to be relatively unaffected.” EIS at V-20.
“There are not sufficient data about past human activities, including, but not limited to, past
offshore oil and gas related seismic surveys, or ice-management activities, to address whether
there are any long-term impacts on [bowhead] behavior from such activities in either evaluation
area.” EIS at V-20.
“There are insufficient data to make reliable predictions of the effects of Arctic climate change
on bowhead whales.” EIS at V-22 (quoting Angliss and Lodge (2002:174)).
“If climate changes occur, it is likely that shipping would increase throughout the range of the
bowhead, especially in the southern portions of the Arctic Ocean. If commercial fisheries were to
expand, bowhead whale death and or injury due to interactions with fishing gear, possibly injury
and/or death due to incidental take in commercial fisheries, and temporary effects on behavior
potentially could occur. There are, however, no data that would permit a quantitative prediction
of the aforementioned possible effects.” EIS at V-22.
“Data on other activities, such as hunting activity, barge traffic, and shipping noise are
incomplete. Thus, while it is clear there have been multiple noise and disturbance sources in the
Beaufort Sea over the past 30 years, because of the incompleteness of data, even for the 1990’s,
for many types of activities, we cannot evaluate the cumulative effects on bowhead whales
resulting from multiple noise and disturbance sources (e.g., 2D seismic in State and Federal
waters, drilling, ice management, high-resolution acoustic surveys, vessel traffic, construction,
geotechnical borehole drilling, aircraft surveys, and hunting). Because data also are incomplete
for the Chukchi Sea, we reach the same general conclusions.” EIS at V-26.
3.

Humpback, Fin, and Other Baleen Whales
a.

“[D]ata on other potential perturbations (e.g., past seismic surveys and oil spills) are not
sufficient to clearly know the level of effects [on bowheads].” EIS at V-20.

Effects of seismic and other noise on humpback, fin, and/or other
baleen whales

“Given the greater potential for anthropogenic-noise impacts on baleen whales, more research
has been done to focus on potential effects on baleen whales than with toothed whales (although
data is still considered limited).” EIS at IV-151.
“No studies are available specific to the effects of seismic-survey noise on minke whales, but the
potential for impacts would be considered within the range of other baleen whales. Also, no
known long-term impacts have been documented on gray and minke whale behavior as a result
of seismic activity.” EIS at IV-151.
“Long-term impacts of OCS seismic-survey noise on the hearing abilities of individual marine
mammals are unknown, and information about the hearing capabilities of large baleen whales is
mostly lacking.” EIS at IV-89.
b.

Effects of oil spills on humpback, fin, and/or other baleen whales

“[I]t is difficult to predict the impact of a large spill on either humpback whales or especially on
fin whales. Based on literature on other mammals indicating severe adverse effects of inhalation
of the toxic aromatic components of fresh oil, mortality of cetaceans could occur if they surfaced
in large quantities of fresh oil. However, if such mortality occurred, it would be not be consistent
with many, perhaps most, published findings of expected impacts of oil on cetaceans. The
potential for there to be long-term sublethal (for example, reduced body condition, poorer health,
or longer dependency periods), or lethal effects from large oil spill on cetaceans essentially is
unknown. There are no data on cetaceans adequate to evaluate the probability of such effects.”
EIS at IV-122.
“There are no data available on which to evaluate the potential effect of a large or very large spill
on baleen whale calves, on females who are very near term or who have just given birth, or on
females accompanied by calves of any age.” EIS at IV-161.

Beluga Whale

“A large oil spill could have significant impacts to beluga prey species, including anadromous
and coastal spawning species such as salmon (Sec. IV.C.1.d). If a significant impact to
anadromous and coastal spawning species occurred, the effects on belugas would be detrimental,
but the magnitude unknown.” EIS at IV-161.
“Given the greater potential for anthropogenic-noise impacts on baleen whales, more research
has been done to focus on potential effects on baleen whales than with toothed whales (although
data is still considered limited).” EIS at IV-151.

c.

Cumulative impacts on humpback, fin, and/or other baleen whales

“There are no records of humpbacks killed or injured in the fisheries in which fishers self report
(Angliss and Lodge, 2002), but the reliability of such data is unknown.” EIS at V-29.
“The impacts of pollution and habitat degradation [on humpback whales] due to coastal
development are not known.” EIS at V-30.
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Other Marine Mammals
1.

33

b.

Seals

Cumulative effects

“Quantitative data are lacking that specifically addresses the potential cumulative impacts of
development on polar bears and the effects of disturbance related to human activities on polar
bear habitat use, as well as recruitment and survival (Perham, 2005). There also is a high degree
of uncertainty regarding the spatial scope of potential Industry activities on the Alaskan OCS.”
EIS at V-36. See also id. at V-52 (same).

“It is uncertain how seismic surveys potentially might impact seal-food resources in the
immediate vicinity of the survey.” EIS at IV-147.
In the context of seals: “Although it is unlikely that airgun operations during most seismic
surveys would cause [permanent threshold shift] in marine mammals, caution is warranted given
the limited knowledge about noise-induced hearing damage in marine mammals.” EIS at IV147.
“Little information is known about oil-spill effects on seals although any large oil spill in
nearshore marine or coastal riverine environments could cause injury or death to these sea
mammals, potentially cause them to move off of their normal course, and make them unavailable
for subsistence harvest.” EIS at IV-217 (internal references omitted).
2.

Walrus
a.

Effects of seismic

There is “no data available to evaluate the potential response of walruses to seismic operations.
EIS at IV-148.
“Quantitative research on the sensitivity of walruses to noise has been limited because no
audiograms (a test to determine the range of frequencies and minimum hearing threshold) have
been done on walruses.” EIS IV-148.
“Although the hearing sensitivity of walruses is poorly known, source levels are thought to be
high enough to cause temporary hearing loss in other species of pinnipeds.” EIS at IV-148.
“Seismic operations are expected to create significantly more noise than general vessel and
icebreaker traffic; however, there are no data available to evaluate the potential response of
walruses to seismic operations.” EIS IV-148.
3.

Polar Bears
a.

Effects from oil spills

“With the limited background information available regarding large oil spills in the offshore
arctic environment, the outcome of a large oil spill is uncertain.” EIS at IV-165.
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“It is unknown if exposed adult[ birds] could become permanently sterilized [due to exposure to
oil].” EIS at IV-133.

MARINE AND COASTAL BIRDS
A.

Impacts Generally
B.

“Several areas historically documented to be important to marine and coastal birds in Sale 193
area, as well as the entire proposed lease sale area, lack site-specific data on habitat-use patterns,
routes, and timing to assess impacts. For many species, the most recent data is between 15 and
30 years old, making accurate analysis difficult. Overall, several species or species-groups have a
high probability of experiencing substantial negative impacts. The risk that several regional bird
populations could experience significant adverse impacts is high.” EIS at II-37.
“The current distribution and abundance of [bird] predators along the Chukchi Sea coast are
unknown.” EIS at IV-132.

“The behavioral response of eiders to aircraft overflights is unknown; some spectacled eiders
nest and rear broods near the Deadhorse airport indicating that some individuals tolerate frequent
aircraft noise. Individual tolerances are expected to vary, however, and the intensity of
disturbance associated with the proposed action would, in most cases, be less than that
experienced by birds at the Deadhorse airport. Some birds may be displaced, with unknown
physiological and reproductive consequences.” BE at 38 (emphases added).
“Collision-related mortality to eiders on the North Slope is not known and is difficult to estimate
…” BE at 44.

“Marine and coastal birds could be exposed to a variety of potential negative effects during
seismic surveys, exploration drilling, and production including disturbances, collisions, habitat
loss, petroleum exposure, and exposure to toxic contamination. The greatest potential for
substantial adverse impacts typically would arise from collisions, aircraft disturbance, and large
and chronic low-volume spills in important coastal bird habitats. These areas are Kasegaluk
Lagoon, Ledyard Bay, Peard Bay, barrier islands, the spring open-water lead system, and the
seabird-nesting colonies at Cape Lisburne and Cape Thompson. Despite the importance of these
areas, as well as the entire Chukchi Sea within the proposed lease-sale area, little recent sitespecific data are available on habitat-use patterns, routes, and timing to assess impacts. For many
species, the most recent data are between 15 and 30 years old, making accurate analysis difficult.
Because of this long data gap, it is unknown if population abundance or distribution of many
species have changed.” EIS at IV-145.

Ledyard Bay Critical Habitat Areas: “The loss of seafloor habitats due to exploration or
delineation drilling cannot be quantified at this time, but could be in important staging or molt
migration areas. The importance of these areas relative to the timing of molt, survival during the
molting period, and condition after molting is unknown, however, the availability and quality of
key resources in those areas during the prolonged migration period ultimately may influence the
survival of the spectacled eiders (Petersen et al. 1999).” BE at 47.
“The disturbance radius from the drilling operation is unknown. Temporal and spatial use
patterns for eiders within the Critical Habitat Area are also largely unknown.” BE Addendum at
1.
C.

1.

Noise impacts on marine and coastal birds

“Seismic airgun pulses have the potential to physically harm or kill diving birds. The threshold
for physiological damage, namely to the auditory system, for marine birds is unknown.” EIS at
IV-127.
“Few studies have assessed the effects of seismic surveys on marine birds and waterfowl.” EIS
at IV-127.
2.

Impacts to Threatened Spectacled and Steller’s Eiders4

Impacts to Kittlitz’s Murrelets5

“Clearly, there is cause for concern regarding the long-term survival of the [Kittlitz’s Murrelet]
and the potential negative impacts of offshore oil and gas development; however, management
decisions are difficult given the lack of available information.” BE at 36-37.
“Though impacts of oil spills [on Kittlitz’s murrelets] have been documented (van Vliet and
McAllister 1994, Carter and Kuletz 1995), little is known of potential impacts of disturbance on
courtship behavior, foraging ecology and feeding, or energetics (Day et al. 1999).” BE at 37.

Oil impacts on marine and coastal birds

“There are several areas historically documented to be important to marine and coastal birds in
the proposed lease sale area. These areas, as well as the entire proposed lease sale area, lack sitespecific data on habitat use patterns, routes and timing to assess impacts. For many species, the
most recent data is between 15 and 30 years old, making accurate analysis difficult.” EIS IV-126.

4
5

See note 1.
See note 1.
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DRAFT
DRAFT
DRAFT
FEBRUARY 2010
Attachment 3
Major Problems with Oil Spill Models

“Additional information on the response of diving birds to approaching seismic survey vessels is
essential to verify assumptions that there is a low potential for seabirds, including Kittlitz’s
murrelets, to be harmed by airgun noises.” BE at 41.
D.

Impacts on Waterfowl
1.

Impacts on Yellow-Billed Loons

“Yellow-billed loons in the Chukchi Sea are at particular risk [from environmental perturbations
such as disturbance, habitat alterations, and oil spills] due to their low numbers and low
reproductive rate. The species is little studied and basic biological information (such as the
seasonal distribution of immature and non-breeding yellow-billed loons) is unknown. Additional
research could improve our understanding of the vulnerabilities of the yellow-billed and other
loons using nearshore areas of the Chukchi Sea and western Beaufort Sea.” EIS at IV-140-41.
2.

Impacts on Common Eiders

The Lease Sale 193 (Chukchi) and 2003 Multi-Sale (Beaufort 186, 195, 202) environmental
impacts statements use the same primitive model to estimate how spilled oil might travel in the
marine environment. This model, which was developed in 1982, forms the basis for the
evaluation of potential impacts from a spill. Because the environmental assessments for the
exploration drilling proposed for the Beaufort and Chukchi Seas in 2010 assume that no large
spill will occur, they do not contain any additional modeling of, or evaluation of potential effects
from, a spill. The model used in the environmental impact statements suffers from substantial
deficiencies:
x

The model assumes that spilled oil is a point—it does not account for spreading of spilled oil,
for the possibility that different parcels of a spreading oil slick may travel along different
trajectories, or that these parcels may re-converge at locations distant from the spill origin, all
of which are important aspects of the behavior of actual oil spills.

x

Much of the environmental data input to the model is old—particularly current and wind
information, which is from 1979-1996. Much has changed in the Arctic since then, and
better information should be available.

x

The model cannot account for the presence of sea ice. It assumes that shorefast ice exists for
part of the year and that the ice “masks” the shore, which means that no oil could reach the
shore.

x

The model divides the leased area into a series of quadrants. Within each quadrant, it
predicts that a spill could occur from a number of locations. It treats a spill from each
location as equally likely and then provides an estimate of likelihood that a spill from each
quadrant would reach land. This method biases the calculation in two ways. Some of the
locations are further from land than others, so the model understates the likelihood of spilled
oil from one of the closer locations reaching shore. Also, a spill is not equally likely from
each location—Shell only wants to drill at some of them.

x

The SINTEF model used to evaluate weathering effects on spilled oil is independent of the
model used to estimate trajectories, making it impossible to evaluate effects related to, for
example, the increasing propensity of oil to sink as it weathers.

x

The model does not consider interactions with suspended particulate matter, which is crucial
for determining the propensity of spilled oil to sink, thereby affecting the benthic community
which is especially important in Arctic coastal marine ecosystems.

x

More sophisticated and appropriate models that address the defects listed above have been
available for over a decade.

“The number of [common eiders] that could be affected [by oil spill] at sea during spring or fall
migration is unknown.” EIS at IV-142.
E.

Impacts on Shorebirds

“Dunlins are another prominent species in Kasegaluk Lagoon and Peard Bay in late summer and
fall. As with other species of shorebirds and waterfowl, a spill during periods of peak abundance
could impact large numbers of dunlins. Less is known about the numbers, timing, and patterns of
habitat use of Kasegaluk Lagoon and Peard Bay by bar-tailed godwits but, given their recent
population declines, effects of an oil spill could be particularly important.” EIS at IV-144.
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sufficiency’ report 1 that was to be released later in June. I recall you said that if the report was issued
prior to the end of the public comment period, its contents and analyses would be considered in the
Revised Draft SEIS. Since USGS issued the report on June 23, 2011, TWS requests that BOEMRE
respond to the detailed findings in this report, including whether the individual gaps identified (some of
which can be remedied relatively easily like some types of oceanographic data and some of which require
a long-term plan to address) need to be filled prior to Lease Sale 193 decision-making. While TWS
recognizes there always will be scientific gaps, the key question for BOEMRE and the Secretary of the
Interior regarding Lease Sale 193 is do we know “what we need to know to develop our Arctic energy
resources in the right places in the right way”? 2 TWS contends that, at this point, there are biological,
ecological, weather, oceanographic, and climate change data and considerations that have not been
sufficiently investigated and analyzed in order to make “responsible decisions” 3 on oil and gas
exploration and development in the Beaufort and Chukchi Seas.

July 11, 2011

Dr. James Kendall, Regional Director
BOEMRE Alaska OCS Region
3801 Centerpoint Dr Ste 500
Anchorage AK 99503-5820
RE:

REVISED DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT

The Revised Draft SEIS’ Very Large Oil Spill Analysis

(OCS EIS/EA BOEMRE 2010-034)
Dear Dr. Kendall:
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Revised Draft Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (Revised Draft SEIS) prepared by the Bureau of Ocean
Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement (BOEMRE) pursuant to the National Environmental
Policy Act. TWS submitted comments on the Draft SEIS on November 30, 2010 and those comments are
incorporated by reference.
The Wilderness Society (TWS) contributed to and supports the comments submitted by Alaska
Wilderness League, et al. on this Revised Draft SEIS, however we are submitting these comments to
highlight additional items we would like BOEMRE to address. As for my background, I have over 25
years of engineering experience in the private, governmental, and non-profit sectors, and I am a licensed
professional engineer in Alaska. I have presented invited testimony to Congress on numerous occasions
on oil and gas issues, I served as a technical advisor on the Department of the Interior’s report to the
President delivered on May 27, 2010 containing recommendations for BOEMRE following the
Deepwater Horizon spill, and I am the sole Alaskan member of BOEMRE’s Ocean Energy Safety
Advisory Committee.

TWS is pleased that BOEMRE included in the Revised Draft SEIS quantification of a hypothetical Very
Large Oil Spill (VLOS) in the Lease Sale 193 area and discussion of its potential impacts. The Revised
Draft SEIS shows that such of spill could be of roughly the same order of magnitude as the BP Deepwater
Horizon spill in 2010 in the Gulf of Mexico.
While TWS agrees that coastal-area deferrals would minimize many of the impacts from a VLOS, not all
adverse impacts are correlated with the SEIS alternatives. For example, in offshore areas which cetaceans
frequent during particular times of the year, a VLOS may have very significant feeding implications
depending on the location, size, timing, and duration of such a spill. This type of spill scenario has not
been sufficiently analyzed in the Revised Draft SEIS given the limitations of looking at only the SEIS
Lease Sale alternatives.
Last, according to the Revised Draft SEIS, there has been 1 well control incident per 201 exploration
wells drilled (p. 123). As a result of these and other data, BOEMRE characterizes a VLOS in the Revised
Draft SEIS as a “low probability, high impact” event. In her testimony to Congress, Dr. Nancy Leveson
from MIT - an expert in system safety engineering - advises against such a characterization:

TWS has approximately 225,000 members nationwide and over 750 members in Alaska who share an
interest in how the Arctic Ocean is managed because of its inherent value and because decisions involving
the Arctic Ocean could affect federal lands in northern Alaska. TWS has a strong concern for the sound
management and the well-being of the largest public land management unit in the U.S., the National
Petroleum Reserve – Alaska, with a good portion of its coastline located adjacent to the Chukchi Sea.

Belief that process accidents are low probability: Referring to accidents as “low
probability, high consequence” events is rampant and unique to this industry [and within
BOEMRE]. The implication is that accidents are low probability no matter how the
system is designed or operated. Labeling is used to prove that accidents are rare. While
process accidents may be low frequency, they are not necessarily low probability…This
mislabeling leads to the belief that nothing can be done about such events nor does

The USGS Report and its Relevance to the Revised Draft SEIS
During a meeting on June 1, 2011 which included Eric Myers from Alaska Audubon, you, and me we
discussed the applicability of the United States Geological Survey’s (USGS’) ‘science gap and

1
Holland-Bartels, Leslie, and Pierce, Brenda, eds., 2011, An Evaluation of the Science Needs to Inform Decisions
on Outer Continental Shelf Energy Development in the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas, Alaska: U.S. Geological Survey
Circular 1370.
2
Quote by Secretary of the Interior Salazar in the news release announcing release of the USGS report, USGS
Arctic Study Evaluates Science and Knowledge Gaps for OCS Energy Development; Offers recommendations to
better inform responsible oil and gas decisions for Beaufort and Chukchi Seas, June 23, 2011.
3
Ibid.
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anything in particular need to be done to reduce their probability—they are by definition
already low probability. 4
TWS urges BOEMRE to use the terminology, “low frequency” rather than “low probability” to
describe the likelihood of blowouts or VLOS events.
Thank you for your attention to these comments.
Respectfully submitted,

Lois N. Epstein, P.E.
Engineer and Arctic Program Director
The Wilderness Society

4

Leveson, Nancy G.,“Risk Management in the Oil and Gas Industry,” testimony before the U.S. Senate Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources, May 17, 2011, unpaginated.
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Posted: July 06, 2011
Tracking No. 80eba369
Comments Due: July 11, 2011
Submission Type: Web

Docket: BOEM-2011-0044
Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Chukchi Sea Planning Area Oil and Gas Lease Sale 193
Comment On: BOEM-2011-0044-0001
Environmental Impact Statements; Availability, etc.: Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Region,
Chukchi Sea Planning Area, Oil and Gas Lease Sale
Document: BOEM-2011-0044-0021
Comment from walter williamson, Air Liquide America

Submitter Information
Name: walter williamson
Address:
po box 2530
kenai, AK, 99611
Email: walter.williamson@airliquide.com
Phone: 9072837141
Organization: Air Liquide America

General Comment
Sale 193 is critical to Alaska’s future economy and the nation’s long-term energy security.
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Docket: BOEM-2011-0044
Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Chukchi Sea Planning Area Oil and Gas Lease Sale 193

I have reviewed the Revised Draft SEIS for the Lease Sale 193 Chukchi Sea and believe that it
provides sufficient information and analysis to support an informed decision affirming Lease Sale
193 Chuckchi Sea. By reference, I endorse and incorporate comments by the Resource
Development Council, found at http://www.akrdc.org, urging affirmation of this Lease Sale 193. I
also incorporate information provided in the reports titled Economic Analysis of Future Offshore
Oil and Gas Development: Beaufort Sea, Chukchi Sea, and North Aleutian Basin, March 2009,
and Potential National-Level Benefits of Alaska OCS Development, February 2011, prepared by
Northern Economics and Institute of Social and Economic Research, University of Alaska
Anchorage that project positive employment and economic returns that could be generated over
the next 50 years mitigating the alarming and chronic unemployment and discouragement that
exists most recently in the nation and for over 15 years in Southeast Alaska.

Comment On: BOEM-2011-0044-0001
Environmental Impact Statements; Availability, etc.: Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Region,
Chukchi Sea Planning Area, Oil and Gas Lease Sale

I urge BOEMRE to consider the positive economic influence that 40 years of oil and gas activity
in the North Atlantic has had in creating the in St. John’s, Newfoundland, and Labrador Ocean
Technology Cluster - an industry le
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Document: BOEM-2011-0044-0043
Comment from Doug Ward, Alaska Ship & Drydock, Inc.

Submitter Information
Name: Doug Ward
Address:
3810 Tongass Ave.
Ketchikan, AK, 99901
Email: dward@askship.com
Phone: 907 228-5302
Organization: Alaska Ship & Drydock, Inc.

General Comment
July 9, 2011
James Kendall, Regional Director
Alaska OCS Region
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement
3801 Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, Alaska 99503
RE: Comments on Revised Draft SEIS, Lease Sale 193 Chukchi Sea
Yesterday’s disappointing announcement that the economy generated only 18,000 new jobs in
June driving unemployment to 9.2 % is disappointing. Accompanied by news that the
unemployment rate would be even higher (over 16%), if over a quarter million Americans had not
stopped their search for work is alarming and compels me to urge BOEMRE to finalize and affirm
the latest Revised Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) as quickly as
possible to facilitate rebuilding America’s workforce.
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American Trucking Associations
950 N. Glebe Road, Suite 200, Arlington, VA 22203

P.O. Box 7655
KETCHIKAN, AK 99901
(907) 225 8847
FAX (907) 225 8254

Driving Trucking’s Success

Richard Moskowitz
Vice President and Regulatory Affairs Counsel

July 11, 2011
James Kendall, Regional Director
Alaska OCS Region
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement
3801 Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, Alaska 99503
RE: Comments on Revised Draft SEIS, Lease Sale 193 Chukchi Sea
Dear Mr. Kendall:
I appreciate all the additional steps the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Enforcement, and
Regulation (BOEMRE) has taken to assess the risk of drilling in the Chukchi Sea, and I believe the revised
Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) rightfully determines a very large oil spill
remains highly unlikely. While I agree the BOEMRE needs to take all thoughtful precautions, I think this
most recent EIS concludes that development of Alaska’s offshore resources can proceed safely.

July 1, 2011

James Kendall, Regional Director
BOEMR – Alaska OCS
3801 Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, AK 99503-5820
Re: Comments on the Revised Draft SEIS, Lease Sale 193 - Chukchi Sea
Dear Mr. Kendall:

As the revised draft EIS states, a very large oil spill in the Chukchi is highly improbable given the history
of exploratory drilling and well control incidents in the Outer Continental Shelf (OCS). Since 1971, 84
wells have been drilled in the Alaska region alone, all without incident. Moreover, the proposed drilling in
the Chukchi would occur in waters similar in depth to the shallow-waters in the Gulf of Mexico, which
boasts a long history of safe operations. The Deepwater Horizon blowout and resulting very large oil spill
in the Gulf of Mexico, conversely, was the first incident of this magnitude in nearly 40 years of OCS
exploration.

The American Trucking Associations1 (“ATA”) is writing to urge the Bureau of Ocean
Energy, Management, Regulation and Enforcement (“BOEMR”) to finalize the
environmental impact statement supporting the Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193. Developing
our domestic petroleum reserves in the Chukchi Sea is critically important to reducing
our dependence on foreign oil.

Notwithstanding, producers and regulators have made significant investments – both in time and resources
– to ensure all drilling proceeds in the safest manner possible. Pursuant to the Notice to Lessees 06,
producers were required to reassess the potential impacts of a worst-case discharge. As such, Shell revised
its exploratory plan for the Chukchi Sea using calculations of spill estimates based on the known geology
of the basin and has since determined that the company maintains the capacities needed to prevent a
blowout and respond swiftly and effectively in the unlikely event a blowout occurs.

The trucking industry is the backbone of this Nation's economy with nearly 7 million
Americans working in trucking-related jobs. Trucks move 70% of our Nation’s freight
tonnage and earn 82% of the Nation’s freight revenue. The trucking industry delivers
virtually all of the consumer goods in the United States.

The revised supplemental EIS notes that since 1979, for every 130 billion barrels of oil produced, one well
incident resulting in a very large oil spill has occurred – though one-third of these spills have been the
result of military action. Clearly, the probability of a well incident is very low, even if some risk exists.
Given the economic and energy security benefits of increased domestic oil production, I believe this
minimal risk is acceptable, particularly because of the advanced response capabilities in place.

This year, the trucking industry will consume over 35 billion gallons of diesel fuel. Each
one-cent increase in the average price of diesel costs the trucking industry an additional
$356 million a year in fuel expenses. The trucking industry is on pace to spend more
than $135 billion on fuel this year -- $34 billion more than we spent in 2010, and $56
billion more than in 2009.

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on this important matter, and I urge the BOEMRE to move
forward with this process to allow the safe production of these resources.
Sincerely,

John Thompson,
General Manager

1
ATA is a united federation of motor carriers, state trucking associations, and national trucking
conferences created to promote and protect the interests of the trucking industry. Directly and through its
affiliated organizations, ATA encompasses every type and class of motor carrier operation.
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Today it may cost over $1,000 to refuel a long-haul, over-the-road truck. Our industry is
overwhelmingly comprised of small businesses that operate in extremely competitive
business environments, with narrow profit margins now being radically impacted by high
fuel prices.2 The future of these trucking companies is at risk when the price of fuel
spikes. In addition, soaring and volatile fuel prices are a serious threat to the broader
economy, adversely impacting both the cost of goods and our ability to move them
affordably throughout the country.

Americans can fully realize the energy and economic benefits increased domestic energy
production can bring.

The trucking industry has developed a sustainability plan and continues to pursue new
technologies and operating procedures to reduce fuel consumption.3 Even with the most
aggressive fuel conservation program, the trucking industry will continue to demand
additional diesel fuel to deliver an increasing volume of freight. The trucking industry
also embraces the voluntary use of alternative fuels (e.g., renewable diesel and natural
gas); however, these alternatives present both economic and operational challenges for
many fleet and additional research and investment incentives are needed to overcome
these challenges. The trucking industry is a very diverse industry and while some
segments of the industry may be able to operate on alternative fuels, large segments of
the trucking industry will continue depend upon a plentiful supply of diesel fuel for the
foreseeable future.
That is why it is critical to the trucking industry that we have an abundant supply of
affordable petroleum-based diesel fuel. We understand that the recent run-up in fuel
prices is due to several factors, some of which are beyond the government’s ability to
control. Regulatory obstacles to increased production, however, can and should be
corrected. Current regulatory policy has put our country on a path of declining domestic
supply and has resulted in an unnecessary increase in the current price of oil. While
some of the price increase may be the result of excessive speculation; this speculation is
fueled by a perception that the supply of available crude oil will decline as a result of
numerous factors, including the reduction in the U.S. ability to produce crude oil. The
United States is the third largest oil producer in the world, but production of oil from
Alaska (and the Gulf of Mexico) is declining and new sources of production have been
placed off-limits. Without a concerted effort to drill more wells, domestic oil production
will continue to decline and the price of we pay for diesel fuel will increase.
Lease Sale 193 has undergone a series of extensive environmental reviews that began
more than 4 years ago. The draft SEIS demonstrates that oil and gas development in the
Chukchi Sea can be done safely. As such, we urge BOEMRE to finalize the
environmental impact statement and move forward with Lease Sale 193 so that

2

Roughly 96% of all interstate motor carriers operate 20 or fewer trucks.

3
A copy of ATA’s sustainability plan may be viewed through the following link:
http://www.trucksdeliver.org/

July 2011
Comments on the Revised Draft SEIS
Lease Sale 193 Chukchi Sea
c/o Regional Director James Kendall
BOEMRE - Alaska OCS
3801 Centerpoint Drive Ste. 500
Anchorage AK 99503-5820
Re: Revised Draft Supplemental Impact Statement for Lease Sale 193
Dear Mr. Kendall:
On behalf of Anchorage Republican Women’s Club, we would like to express our
strong support of oil and gas development in the Chukchi Sea and other areas of Alaska’s Outer
Continental Shelf (OCS) and to urge the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and
Enforcement (BOEMRE) to finalize the environmental review process and move forward with
Lease Sale 193. We are part of a state-wide organization of over 600 women and we
appreciate the opportunity to submit a public comment on the revised Draft Supplement Impact
Statement, released by BOEMRE on May 20th. Lease Sale 193 has undergone exhaustive
environmental review, and the potential environmental impacts have undergone a very lengthy
and thorough analysis. Oil and gas development in the Chukchi Sea can and should be done
safely, and it is past time for the government to proceed with Lease Sale 193 so that Americans
can fully realize the energy and economic benefits increased domestic energy production can
bring.
Offshore oil and gas development in Alaska will strengthen our energy security, create
jobs in Alaska and across the country, and generate significant government revenue. With a
conservatively estimated 27 billion barrels of oil and 132 trillion cubic feet of natural gas, energy
production on Alaska’s OCS is critical to our country’s long-term energy supply. It is estimated
that economic activity from the development of the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas would create an
annual average of 54,700 jobs nationwide. Government revenue generated from the Chukchi
Sea is estimated to be nearly $50 billion over the next fifty years. The benefits of energy
production on Alaska’s OCS cannot be overstated; development of our domestic energy
resources is an asset to the entire economy.
In order to achieve greater price stability for consumers, America needs more energy –
not less. The United States continues to import oil from unstable and adversarial countries
despite the vast North American resources available. We are forced to rely on oil imports,
which put the United States at greater risk for disruptions in supply and price spikes. Volatile
energy prices hinder economic growth and make it extremely difficult to do business. But
expanding our domestic production will increase our energy supply and help meet growing
demand. For that reason, we strongly support moving forward with Lease Sale 193.
Upon conclusion of this public comment period, I respectfully request that the leaseholders be allowed to move forward with planned exploration and production. I appreciate
BOEMRE’s attention to this important matter and look forward to safe and responsible energy
production in the Chukchi Sea.
Regards,
Judy Eledge
ARWC President
Anchorage, AK

Offshore oil and gas development in Alaska will strengthen our energy security and
generate significant new revenue for the federal government. With an estimated 27
billion barrels of oil and 132 trillion cubic feet of natural gas, energy production on
Alaska’s OCS is critical to our country’s long-term energy security. Government
revenue generated from the Chukchi Sea is estimated to be nearly $50 billion over the
next fifty years.
The United States continues to import oil from unstable and adversarial countries despite
the vast North American resources available. The United States reliance on imported oil
places U.S. consumers at greater risk of supply disruptions and damaging price spikes.
Volatile diesel prices harm the trucking industry and jeopardize the U.S. economy.
Expanding our domestic production will increase our energy security and help meet
growing demand. For that reason, we strongly support moving forward with Lease Sale
193.
*

*

*

*

*

The benefits of energy production on Alaska’s OCS are critically important to our
domestic energy security and to the trucking industry, which depends upon a stable
supply of diesel fuel to deliver virtually all consumer goods in the United States. As we
begin a transition to alternatives, we must not forget that the trucking industry and our
economy will continue to depend upon diesel fuel for the foreseeable future. The failure
to boost domestic fossil fuel supplies during this transition will simply translate into
increased dependence on foreign sources of oil, damaging fuel price spikes, and a
continuing threat to our economy and national security.
For these reasons ATA believes there is an urgent need to increase access to and
production of our domestic crude supply as a means to help lower fuel prices. We
therefore urge BOEMRE to finalize the environmental review process and move forward
with Lease Sale 193.

Respectfully submitted,

Richard Moskowitz
Vice President and Regulatory Affairs Counsel
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James Kendall
Regional Director
July 11, 2011

Alaska Oil and Gas Association

American Petroleum Institute

121 W. Fireweed Lane, Suite 207
Anchorage, Alaska 99503-2035
Phone: (907) 272-1481
www.aoga.org

1220 L Street, NW
Washington, DC 20005
Phone: (202)682-8000
www.api.org

July 11, 2011
James Kendall
Regional Director
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement
Alaska OCS Region
3801 Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, AK 99503-5820
Re:

Revised Draft SEIS, OCS Oil and Gas Lease Sale 193, Chukchi Sea, Alaska

Dear Mr. Kendall:
The American Petroleum Institute (“API”) and the Alaska Oil and Gas Association (“AOGA”)
appreciate this opportunity to submit comments on the Revised Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (“SEIS”), Outer Continental Shelf (“OCS”) Oil and Gas Lease
Sale 193, Chukchi Sea, Alaska. API is a national trade association that represents over 470
members involved in all aspects of the oil and natural gas industry. AOGA is a private,
nonprofit trade association whose member companies account for the majority of oil and gas
exploration, development, production, transportation, refining, and marketing activities in
Alaska.
We endorse the comments on the Revised Draft SEIS being submitted by Shell Gulf of Mexico
Inc. (“SGOMI”) and encourage the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and
Enforcement (“BOEMRE”) to consider and incorporate the suggestions contained therein. We
offer the following additional comments.
The purpose of the SEIS is for BOEMRE to provide new National Environmental Policy Act
(“NEPA”) analysis as directed by the U.S. District Court for Alaska in a July 2010 order. The
order instructed BOEMRE to address three specific concerns: (1) the environmental impact of
natural gas development; (2) whether missing information identified in the original EIS was
essential or relevant under 40 CFR 1502.22; and (3) whether the cost of obtaining the missing
information was exorbitant, or the means of doing so unknown. BOEMRE completed this
analysis and released a Draft SEIS in October 2010. Following a public comment period,
BOEMRE announced in March 2011 that it would also analyze a Very Large Oil Spill (“VLOS”)
from a hypothetical exploration well blowout. API and AOGA believe that the detailed analysis

James Kendall
Regional Director
July 11, 2011
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BOEMRE recognizes and refers to the VLOS as a “low-probability, high impacts” event, but
does not explain how it arrived at this characterization or how unlikely such an event would be.
BOEMRE included an assessment of the probability of a VLOS occurring in Appendix B, but
not in the text of the SEIS. BOEMRE should cross-reference, summarize, and/or otherwise
provide this information in the appropriate sections of the SEIS document to provide more
guidance to the reader. BOEMRE should also highlight the extreme assumptions used to
construct the VLOS scenario to better contextualize the probability of such an event occurring in
the real world. This would avoid the inaccurate potential expectation by decision-makers and the
public that the VLOS scenario applies to each and every well for which permit approval is
sought.
We commend BOEMRE for including in the SEIS information about oil spills from blowout
events on the OCS from 1971-2010. This data shows how rare large scale spill events are.
BOEMRE should, however, clarify that spill events do not always result from well control
incidents and in fact, past experience and history show that spill events from well control
incidents have not occurred more often than they have. For example, as BOEMRE appropriately
acknowledges in the SEIS, of the 249 well control incidents that occurred during exploratory and
development/production activities over 38 years (1971-2009) only 50 resulted in oil spills.
Importantly, the total spilled from these incidents was less than 2000 barrels of oil.
BOEMRE should also clarify that the VLOS scenario analyzed in the SEIS does not include the
beneficial effects of cleanup, recovery, and intervention efforts (on the estimated spill volume or
spill duration) and explain why the analysis does not include these effects. This distinction is
important since oil spill contingency and response plans are required prior to the approval of any
OCS exploration or development and production plan. Clearly, in the unlikely event that a
blowout does lead to an oil spill, these activities would help decrease the spill volumes reaching
the environment and the duration of an uncontrolled flow. Including such a discussion would
help provide better context to the VLOS scenario.
The regulatory and administrative changes made by BOEMRE following the Deepwater Horizon
incident serve to increase safety and further reduce the risk of blowouts and oil spills on the
OCS. We commend BOEMRE for providing a discussion of these changes in the SEIS,
including the Notices to Lessees (“NTL”), but believe this discussion could be strengthened by a
more complete description of the intent and requirements of the changes as well as the beneficial
impacts they will have on safety and the probability of a VLOS or other large scale spill event
from occurring. In addition, many new studies and data collection efforts are currently underway
that are helpful to the Natural Resources Damage Assessment process. The ongoing nature of
these studies, however, which are likely to continue for decades, does not diminish or adversely
affect the agency’s ability to conclude that there is no incomplete or unavailable information that
is deemed relevant to making a determination regarding reasonably foreseeable significant
adverse impacts of new leasing operations in the Chukchi Sea Planning Area or that is essential
to a reasoned choice among alternatives.
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provided in the Revised Draft SEIS, along with other supporting environmental documents and
additional assessments being conducted by BOEMRE, provide a thorough analysis upon which
to make decisions related to Lease Sale 193, new or revised exploration and development plans
in the Chukchi Sea Planning Area, and future permit applications, without delay. We also
support BOEMRE’s continued practice of tiering Environmental Impact Statements (“EIS”) and
Environmental Assessments (“EA”) under NEPA. The Revised Draft SEIS, issued on May 27,
addresses both the deficiencies identified by the court and a hypothetical VLOS scenario and
recommends that Lease Sale 193 be affirmed as held. API and AOGA urge the Secretary to
accept the conclusions of the SEIS and expeditiously affirm the sale so that the suspension of
operations imposed on the leases may be removed.
Natural Gas Development and Production
The SEIS considers the most viable natural gas development and production scenario for the
Chukchi leases – including use and potential expansion of existing infrastructure (due to oil
development and production) and an offshore/onshore gas pipeline transportation system in the
same corridor as existing pipelines – in the context of the alternatives analyzed (and evaluated to
the satisfaction of the Court) in the original EIS for Lease Sale 193. On this point, the SEIS
correctly assumes that first commercial gas production would only follow the oil exploration,
development, and production activities already analyzed in the Final EIS (and deemed sufficient
by the Court). Gas production would utilize the same oil production platform described in the
original EIS, no additional exploration seismic surveys are expected, no additional exploration or
development well drilling is anticipated, and no produced water discharges would occur. For
each resource category identified, BOEMRE determined that natural gas development and
production would either not have any significant adverse impacts or that potential impacts could
be avoided or mitigated through stipulation and mitigation measures, adherence to construction
protocols, and compliance with existing law and regulation. We support this analysis.
Missing Information
BOEMRE conducted an extensive evaluation effort with regard to the missing information
identified by the Court and determined that while many items of incomplete, missing or
unavailable information were relevant to the issues at hand, none were essential for a reasoned
choice among alternatives. We also agree with this analysis and conclusion.
Very Large Oil Spill
We commend BOEMRE for the comprehensive VLOS analysis contained in the SEIS.
However, we suggest that BOEMRE clarify exactly what the VLOS scenario is and the
differences between the VLOS and the worst case discharge analysis associated with an actual
exploratory well plan.
BOEMRE correctly emphasizes that the VLOS is hypothetical, that the discharge numbers
associated with it do not reflect any particular well, and that any operator that proposes drilling a
well must provide its own worst-case discharge analysis based on the unique characteristics of
the well prior to an exploratory plan being approved and well drilled. However, BOEMRE
should better explain the probability of a VLOS actually occurring. Throughout the SEIS,

James Kendall
Regional Director
July 11, 2011
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Important to emphasize moving forward is that this is a lease sale, which authorizes lessees to
engage only in “ancillary activities” that do not harm the environment. Parties seeking to
conduct ancillary activities are required to notify BOEMRE, and the proposed activities are
reviewed for compliance with performance standards contained in federal regulation. A lease
sale is not an authorization to drill. Further environmental review, public process and federal
agency approvals are required before any exploration, development or production activities may
occur.
Lessees seeking to engage in these activities must submit an exploration plan or a development
and production plan for BOEMRE review and approval, which involves the preparation of the
appropriate level of environmental review by BOEMRE. Importantly, in the SEIS, BOEMRE
specifically puts lessees on notice that it intends to prepare an EIS for any development and
production plan submitted for a lease issued from Lease Sale 193. As BOEMRE acknowledges
in the SEIS, an EIS for development and production activities typically takes 2-3 years, which
allows time for exhaustive environmental review and public process of those specific activities.
Proposed plans are evaluated for compliance with applicable regulations, lease stipulations, and
other requirements, including the adequacy of the oil spill response plan. Prior to conducting
any drilling operations, the lessee must submit and obtain approval for an Application for Permit
to Drill (“APD”). The rulemaking which followed the Deepwater Horizon incident, as well as
the new NTLs, augment and strengthen prior regulatory and administrative requirements for
exploration plans, development and production plans, and permitting on the OCS, including the
Chukchi Sea.
Importance of New Production for Continued Throughput for the Trans-Alaska Pipeline System
The importance of oil and gas development on Alaska’s OCS cannot be overstated. According
to resource estimates, including those performed by the U.S. Geological Survey, this largely
untapped area may hold as much as 27 billion barrels of oil and 132 trillion cubic feet of natural
gas. By comparison, total production from the Alaska North Slope is approximately 16 billion
barrels of oil. Development of the oil and gas resources in the Chukchi Sea will not only add to
domestic energy supplies and our nation’s energy security, but such development is also
necessary for the continued operation of the Trans-Alaska Pipeline System (“TAPS”). TAPS has
been identified as critical infrastructure for national security because of the transportation link
that it provides to present and future development of crude oil resources in Alaska’s Arctic
region. The significance of the subject of diminishing Alaska production to provide throughput
for TAPS merits more detailed discussion.
Since commencement of its operation in August of 1977, TAPS has proven to be a strategically
critical component of America’s energy infrastructure. Designed as a 48 inch pipeline, TAPS has
transported over 16 billion barrels of American oil from the Alaska North Slope to the Valdez
Marine Terminal, from which tankers carry the oil to U.S. West coast terminals and refineries.
At its peak in the late 1980s, TAPS was transporting about 2.1 million barrels of crude oil per
day, or about 25 percent of our nation’s domestic crude oil supply. Since 1989, there has been a
steady decline in Alaska North Slope production, and current average TAPS throughput is about
600,000 barrels per day compared to 2 million barrels per day in 1988, or about one-third of its

James Kendall
Regional Director
July 11, 2011
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capacity and now approximately 11 percent of our nation’s oil production. Over the same period,
while production from existing fields has diminished, efforts to find and develop potentially
promising new crude oil resources in Alaska’s Arctic Outer Continental Shelf have been stymied
by regulatory delays and litigation.
Decreasing oil throughput presents significant challenges for the operators of TAPS. Notable
among these is the fact that the temperature of the oil flowing through the line decreases as flow
or throughput rates decline. With lower flow rates it takes longer for the crude oil to move from
the current production areas on the North Slope to the Valdez Marine Terminal where the tankers
are loaded. This allows more time for the oil to cool.
During peak production in 1989, it took approximately four and a half days for Alaska North
Slope crude oil production to travel the pipeline’s 800 mile length to reach Valdez. Today, each
barrel takes about 15 days to move through the pipeline. Were the throughput rate to diminish to
300,000 barrels per day, it would take just over a month for a barrel of oil to move the entire
length of TAPS. In the not too distant future, were present trends to continue, crude oil
temperatures in the line could become cold enough to accelerate wax deposition and even
possible ice formation in the pipeline. These situations present operational challenges because
they make conditions favorable to corrosion more likely, and greatly increase the cost and
complexity of maintenance and repairs along the pipeline.
As noted, TAPS is among the most important components of our nation’s energy transportation
infrastructure. While its maintenance and operational record has been exemplary, if production
from existing Alaska North Slope fields that now moves through TAPS continues to decline, and
administrative and litigation-driven barriers prevent the discovery and development of new crude
oil resources such as those in the Chukchi Sea, the continued operation of one of America’s
energy supply lifelines could be prematurely placed at risk decades before the end of its useful
design life. Access to the crude oil resource potential both onshore and offshore Alaska is thus
important not only for the additional supplies of domestically produced energy that discovery
and development of those resources would bring, but the continued viability of TAPS which
depends upon increasing safe and environmentally responsible production.
Importance of Chukchi Sea Production to Economic Health of State of Alaska and the U.S.
The oil and gas industry accounts for more than 41,000 jobs in Alaska, which is 9.4 percent of all
employment in the state and 11.2 percent of all wages at $2.4 billion. Employment and payroll
include direct impacts of 4,497 jobs and $643.8 million in payroll for the primary companies.
Indirect and induced impacts include $5 billion in industry spending in Alaska on goods, services
and capital, generating 8,000 support industry jobs and $769.2 million in payroll. Almost 29,000
additional jobs, with $987 million in payroll, are created throughout the rest of the state by
support industry spending on payroll and purchasing, and by primary company employee
spending.

James Kendall
Regional Director
July 11, 2011
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advancement of knowledge and conservation of habitat, wildlife, and subsistence resources in the
region.
In conclusion, API and AOGA strongly urge the Secretary to affirm Chukchi Sea Lease Sale
193, as recommended by the SEIS. The leases issued under Sale 193 were sold only after
exhaustive environmental analysis, and the specific concerns the District Court raised are
adequately addressed by the SEIS. Moreover, the SEIS analyzes a VLOS, which is hypothetical
and extremely unlikely. Any further exploration or development activities would not occur until
additional environmental review, public process, and BOEMRE approval occurs. Failure to
affirm Lease Sale 193 would allow the moratorium on exploration and development of Alaska’s
OCS to continue harming the Alaska and U.S. economies and the nation’s energy security
without a corresponding benefit to the environment.
If you have any questions on these comments, please do not hesitate to contact Kate Williams
with AOGA at 907.272.1481 or Richard Ranger with API at 202.682.8057.
Sincerely,

KATE WILLIAMS
Regulatory Affairs Representative

RICHARD L.RANGER
Senior Policy Advisor

James Kendall
Regional Director
July 11, 2011
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An analysis by the University of Alaska Anchorage showed the oil industry supports as many as
110,000 jobs in Alaska (one-third of the state’s workforce), including funding for three-quarters
of state government jobs. The report does not merely count the number of jobs that exist in each
industry and its support sector. It estimates how many of Alaska’s 357,000 jobs rely on cash flow
created by a specific sector. The Anchorage Economic Development Corporation has reasoned
that the total spinoff from oil and gas activity, state revenues and employment accounts for
approximately 40 percent of Alaska’s economy.
According to a recent study by Northern Economics and the University of Alaska, an annual
average of 54,700 new jobs would be created and sustained through the year 2057 from the
Alaska OCS, with 68,600 during production and 91,500 at peak employment. A total of $145
billion in new payroll would be paid to employees through the year 2057, including $63 billion
to employees in Alaska and $82 billion to employees in the rest of the U.S. In addition, a total of
$193 billion in government revenue would be generated through the year 2057, with $167 billion
to the Federal government, $15 billion to the State of Alaska, $4 billion to local Alaska
governments, and $6.5 billion to other state governments. In short, action to expedite completion
of the SEIS and to affirm the lease sale will provide considerable benefit to the nation’s
economic and employment situations, and will be of profound importance to the economic health
and well-being of the State of Alaska.
Concluding Remarks
Lease Sale 193 is one of the most successful oil and gas lease sales in U.S. history, generating
$2.7 billion in revenues for the federal government for 487 leases. However, over four years
later, not a single exploratory well has been drilled and production activities are at least a decade
away.
Exploring for oil and gas offshore in Alaska is not a new concept. A total of 30 wells have been
drilled in the Beaufort Sea and five wells drilled in the Chukchi Sea. These wells were drilled
over 20 years ago using older technology. Today’s technology has resulted in reduced
environmental impacts and footprints for infrastructure for oil and gas development projects.
Advancements in 3-D and 4-D seismic technology allow industry to focus their “targets,”
reducing impacts even more. Moreover, there has never been an oil spill caused by a blowout
from offshore exploration and production drilling in state or federal waters off Alaska or the
Canadian Arctic.
Alaska’s North Slope and OCS are now perhaps the most studied energy basins in the U.S. In
the past decade alone, over 250 scientific studies have been funded in the Arctic, with the
majority focused the Beaufort and Chukchi Seas. All told, at least $500 million has been spent
on more than 5,000 independent studies since 1973. In this effort, Alaska’s oil and gas industry
has proven itself to be an important partner not only in the development of the Arctic, but in
expanding our knowledge of an Arctic environment in which the industry has explored for and
produced energy resources for nearly 40 years. This operating record demonstrates that a balance
is achievable in the Arctic between production of valuable and needed energy resources and

Place cursor here and begin typing ...

public review opportunities and federal agency approvals are required before any exploration, development or
production activities may occur.
James Kendall
Regional Director
BOEMRE – Alaska OCS
3801 Centerpoint Drive
Suite 500
Anchorage, AK 99503-5820
Dear Mr. Kendall:
Associated Industries of Florida (AIF) welcomes the opportunity to provide comments to the Department
of Interior’s revised Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, announced by BOEMER on
May 20, 2011. We respectfully submit the following comments in support for oil and gas development in
the Chukchi Sea and other areas of Alaska’s Outer Continental Shelf (OCS).
Florida, the fourth largest state, uses 27 million gallons of gasoline and diesel per day and generates more
than half of its electricity from clean burning natural gas. Florida’s economy, which continues to languish
with unemployment hovering around 10.5 percent, is heavily dependent on affordable and reliable oil and
natural gas; access to additional domestic resources is critical to rebuild the tourism, agriculture, and
manufacturing base of our economy.
The importance of oil and gas development on Alaska’s OCS cannot be overstated. This largely untapped
area holds 27 billion barrels of oil and 132 trillion cubic feet of natural gas. By comparison, total
production from the North Slope is 16 billion barrels of oil. Development of these resources is necessary
for the continued operation of the Trans-Alaska Pipeline System (“TAPS”), which delivers 11% of
domestic oil production to refineries on the West Coast and has been identified as critical infrastructure for
national security. TAPS is currently operating at one-third of its capacity, or 600,000 barrels of oil per day
compared to 2 million barrels per day in 1988, and will face operational challenges without additional
supply.
Furthermore, an annual average of 54,000 new jobs in Alaska and the rest of the U.S. would be created
and sustained by OCS-related development for 50 years. This translates into $63 billion in payroll to
employees in Alaska and $82 billion to employees in the Lower 48. Federal, state and local governments
would realize $193 billion in revenues. Clearly, development of Alaska’s OCS resources is vital to the
nation’s energy security and would help turn the tide against the economic recession we are now facing.
Exploring for oil and gas offshore in Alaska is not a new concept. A total of 30 wells have been drilled in
the Beaufort Sea and five wells drilled in the Chukchi Sea. These wells were drilled over 20 years ago
using older technology. Today’s technology has resulted in reduced environmental impacts and footprints
for infrastructure for oil and gas development projects.
It is important to recognize that the administrative action proposed is a lease sale, which authorizes lessees
to engage only in “ancillary activities” that do not harm the environment. Parties seeking to conduct
ancillary activities are required to notify BOEMRE, and the proposed activities are reviewed for
compliance with performance standards contained in federal regulation. Equally important is the point
that lease sale is not an authorization to drill. Considerable additional environmental review, additional
516 North Adams Street • Post Office Box 784 • Tallahassee, Florida 32302-0784 • Phone: (850) 224-7173 • Fax: (850) 224-6532 • Email: aif@aif.com • www.aif.com

Lessees seeking to engage in these activities must submit an exploration plan or a development and production
plan, as appropriate, for BOEMRE review and approval, which involves preparation of an Environmental
Assessment (“EA”) and/or an EIS by BOEMRE. Importantly, in the SEIS, BOEMRE specifically puts lessees on
notice that it intends to prepare an EIS for any development and production plan submitted for a lease issued from
Lease Sale 193. As BOEMRE acknowledges in the SEIS, an EIS for development and production activities
typically takes 2-3 years, which allows time for exhaustive environmental review and public process of those
specific activities. Proposed plans are evaluated for compliance with applicable regulations, lease stipulations, and
other requirements, including the adequacy of the oil spill response plan. Prior to conducting any drilling
operations, the lessee must submit and obtain approval for an Application for Permit to Drill (“APD”). The
rulemaking which followed the DWH event, as well as the new well as the new NTLs, augment and strengthen
prior regulatory and administrative requirements for exploration plans, development and production plans, and
permitting on the OCS, including the Chukchi Sea.
Accordingly, AIF urges the BOEMRE to move forward with the Lease Sale of 193 by finalizing the environmental
review process. It is essential that manufacturers have access to reliable, secure and affordable energy while
recovering from one of the worst recessions in our nation’s history.
Sincerely,

Barney T. Bishop III
President & Chief Executive Officer

CC: Members of the Florida Congressional Delegation

The Bennett Consulting Group
At the Nexus of Business and Government

101 Constitution Ave. NW
Suite 525
Washington, DC 20001
202-292-4860
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Docket: BOEM-2011-0044
Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Chukchi Sea Planning Area Oil and Gas Lease Sale 193
Comment On: BOEM-2011-0044-0001
Environmental Impact Statements; Availability, etc.: Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Region, Chukchi Sea
Planning Area, Oil and Gas Lease Sale
Document: BOEM-2011-0044-0019
Comment from Brian Benson, Air Liquide America L. P.

Submitter Information
Name: Brian Benson
Address:
PO Box 230874
Anchorage, AK, 99523
Email: brian.benson@airliquide.com
Phone: 907-273-9763
Organization: Air Liquide America L. P.

General Comment
I am writing to ask BOEM to reaffirm the leases sold in sale 193.
The development of offshore oil in the Chukchi Sea is critical to the continued health of the Alaskan
economy, as well as the infrastructure required to support continued oil and gas exploration and
production.
The product of the continued production is sorely needed in America today, and will provide employment
to Alaskan's and others in the US in downstream petrochemical businesses.
To continue to deny access to the area is a defacto moratorium on energy production in the US, while
giving lip-service to Americans in need of oil and gas. The producers have met every requirement that the
federal government has asked, and continued delays are petty harassment.
The shareholders of the companies interested in working the leases need some return on their investment
dollar, before they decide to quit Alaska. Loss of energy development here would mean economic disaster.
On the other hand, substantial economic returns to the state and federal governments will be realized when
production begins.
Thank you,
Brian Benson
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Docket: BOEM-2011-0044
Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Chukchi Sea Planning Area Oil and Gas Lease Sale 193

Comment On: BOEM-2011-0044-0001
Environmental Impact Statements; Availability, etc.: Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Region,
Chukchi Sea Planning Area, Oil and Gas Lease Sale

Comment On: BOEM-2011-0044-0001
Environmental Impact Statements; Availability, etc.: Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Region,
Chukchi Sea Planning Area, Oil and Gas Lease Sale

Document: BOEM-2011-0044-0052
Comment from Robert Cox, Crowley Petroleum Distribution

Document: BOEM-2011-0044-0035
Comment from Steve Denton, Denton Civil and Mineral

Submitter Information

Submitter Information

Name: Robert Cox
Address:
4620 Silver Spring Circle
Anchorage, AK, 99507
Email: bobcoxhome@gmail.com
Organization: Crowley Petroleum Distribution

Name: Steve Denton
Address:
PO Box 149
Healy, AK, 99743
Email: dcandm@mtaonline.net
Organization: Denton Civil and Mineral

General Comment

General Comment

Lease Sale 193 should be affirmed as held in 2008. The SEIS provides sufficient information and
analysis to support an informed decision affirming Sale 193.
Rescinding the leases will harm Alaska’s economy and discourage future industry investment,
without a corresponding benefit to the environment. Oil and gas production resulting from Sale
193 will occur under the world’s highest safety and environmental standards. Activities will be
governed by stringent lease stipulations. Numerous mitigation measures, including seasonal
operating restrictions, will minimize potential impacts, and conflicts avoidance mechanisms will
protect subsistence whaling and other harvest activities.
Sale 193 is critical to Alaska’s future economy and the nation’s long-term energy security. The
Chukchi OCS is an important future source of U.S. energy supply with up to 29 billion barrels of
oil and 209 trillion cubic feet of natural gas potentially in place. The Chukchi Sea is considered
the most prospective unexplored offshore basin in the country.
The goal of Lease Sale 193 was to produce oil from the Alaska OCS and boost domestic
production from potential world-class energy deposits. OCS production has the potential to refill
the Alaska oil pipeline, which is now operating at one-third of its 1988 peak flow.
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demonstration of improved conventional and proven drilling techniques than it will be an exercise
in development of new techniques.
We have the technology, experience and will to allow responsible development of the Chukchi
Sea oil and gas resources without having to sacrifice our natural wonders, as Alaskans have done
in many other resource development venues. Please confirm lease sale 193 and allow the United
States to benefit from the great treasure in the Arctic once again, as it did from oil development on
Alaska’s North Slope.
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I encourage the BOEM to expeditiously affirm OCS lease sale number 193.
The resources of the Chukchi Sea have been estimated at 29 billion barrels of oil and 209 tcf of
gas. If 25% of that is recoverable it could supply 5% of the nation’s oil demand (about the excess
capacity in the Alaska pipeline) for 20 years and 10% of the nation’s gas demand for 22 years.
Absent a true fatal flaw in the proposed development, it is unconscionable that development of
this resource should not proceed. The positive impact in jobs, tax revenue and general stimulus to
local, State and US economies are benefits too significant to be squandered.
The BOEM has done a thorough job of assessing the potential environmental impacts to
exploration and development in the Chukchi Sea. Mitigation measures in place, and agreed to by
the lessees, provide a high level of protection of the environment and the local use of wildlife
resources. Oil development in Alaska’s Arctic, both onshore and offshore, has a stellar record of
environmental stewardship and safety. 30 wells have already been drilled in the Chukchi See
using far less refined technology than will be employed today, and there have been no significant
incidents. Because of the relatively shallow depth of water, exploration can be done using
techniques that are tried and proven. Exploration in the Chukchi Sea will be more of a
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Eagles' Enterprise, LLC

Attachments
BOEM 001

Docket: BOEM-2011-0044
Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Chukchi Sea Planning Area Oil and Gas Lease Sale 193
Comment On: BOEM-2011-0044-0001
Environmental Impact Statements; Availability, etc.: Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Region,
Chukchi Sea Planning Area, Oil and Gas Lease Sale
Document: BOEM-2011-0044-0126
Comment from Catkin Kilcher Burton, Eagles' Enterprises

Submitter Information
Name: Catkin Kilcher Burton
Address:
1143 M Court
Anchorage, AK, 99501
Email: c2burton@gci.net
Phone: 9076446202
Organization: Eagles' Enterprises

General Comment
see attached files for signed letter and additional comments*
Dear Mr. Kendall:
On behalf of Eagles’ Enterprises, I would like to express my strong support of oil and gas
development in the Chukchi Sea and other areas of Alaska’s Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) and
to urge the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement (BOEMRE) to
finalize the environmental review process and move forward with Lease Sale 193. Thank you for
the opportunity to comment.
Upon conclusion of this public comment period, I respectfully request that the lease-holders be
allowed to move forward with planned exploration and production. I appreciate BOEMRE’s
attention to this important matter and look forward to safe and responsible energy production in
the Chukchi Sea.
Sincerely,
Catkin Kilcher Burton
President/Co-Founder

file://C:\Documents and Settings\BENEDETD\Local Settings\Temp\wz84ad\Document Li... 7/27/2011

file://C:\Documents and Settings\BENEDETD\Local Settings\Temp\wz84ad\Document Li... 7/27/2011

Page 1 of 2
(167$51DWXUDO*DV&R&RPPHQW

PUBLIC SUBMISSION

As of: July 25, 2011
Received: July 11, 2011
Status: Posted
Posted: July 11, 2011
Tracking No. 80ebf9d7
Comments Due: July 11, 2011
Submission Type: Web

Docket: BOEM-2011-0044
Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Chukchi Sea Planning Area Oil and Gas Lease Sale 193
Comment On: BOEM-2011-0044-0001
Environmental Impact Statements; Availability, etc.: Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Region,
Chukchi Sea Planning Area, Oil and Gas Lease Sale
Document: BOEM-2011-0044-0053
Comment from Catherine Gardner, ENSTAR Natural Gas Co.

Submitter Information
Name: Catherine Gardner
Address:
23005 Whispering Birch Dr.
Chugiak, AK, 99567
Email: gardnersinak@gmail.com
Phone: 907-688-8806
Organization: ENSTAR Natural Gas Co.

General Comment
I would like to express my strong support of oil and gas development in the Chukchi Sea and
other areas of Alaska’s Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) and to urge the Bureau of Ocean Energy
Management, Regulation and Enforcement (BOEMRE) to finalize the environmental review
process and move forward with Lease Sale 193. Lease Sale 193 has undergone exhaustive
environmental review, and the potential environmental impacts have undergone a very lengthy
and thorough analysis. Oil and gas development in the Chukchi Sea can and should be done
safely, and it is past time for the government to proceed with Lease Sale 193 so that Americans
can fully realize the energy and economic benefits increased domestic energy production can
bring.
Offshore oil and gas development in Alaska will strengthen our energy security, create jobs in
Alaska and across the country, and generate significant government revenue. With a
conservatively estimated 27 billion barrels of oil and 132 trillion cubic feet of natural gas, energy
production on Alaska’s OCS is critical to our country’s long-term energy supply. It is estimated
that economic activity from the development of the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas would create an
annual average of 54,700 jobs nationwide. Government revenue generated from the Chukchi Sea
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is estimated to be nearly $50 billion over the next fifty years. The benefits of energy production
on Alaska’s OCS cannot be overstated; development of our domestic energy resources is an asset
to the entire economy.
Upon conclusion of this public comment period, I respectfully request that the lease-holders be
allowed to move forward with planned exploration and production. I appreciate BOEMRE’s
attention to this important matter and look forward to safe and responsible energy production in
the Chukchi Sea.
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Docket: BOEM-2011-0044
Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Chukchi Sea Planning Area Oil and Gas Lease Sale 193
Comment On: BOEM-2011-0044-0001
Environmental Impact Statements; Availability, etc.: Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Region,
Chukchi Sea Planning Area, Oil and Gas Lease Sale
Document: BOEM-2011-0044-0002
Comment from Jack Phelps, organization

Submitter Information
Name: Jack Phelps
Address:
P.O. Box 3426
Palmer, AK, 99645
Email: jack.phelps68@gmail.com
Organization: ExecuSwift Consulting

General Comment
Exploration and development of oil and gas reserves in the Chukchi Sea is vitally important to the
economic welfare of the United States and Alaska in particular. There is no reason to believe that
oil development in the OCS off Alaska's northwest coast cannot be done in a safe manner without
harm to the environment or other activities in the area, such as whaling. Adequate safeguards are
available and will be implemented by Shell Oil Company and other operators in the area.
The government should act expeditiously to release and approve the EIS and other required
permitting documents so that exploration can move forward as soon as possible.
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Interior Alaska – The “Place” To Do Business

July6,2011

JamesKendall,RegionalDirector
BureauofOceanEnergyManagement,RegulationandEnforcement
AlaskaOCSRegion
3801CenterpointDrive,Suite500
Anchorage,Alaska99503*5820

RE:  Outer Continental Lease Sale 193 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
(SEIS)

Greetings:


The Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement has
done an excellent job in the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS)
through addressing all the issues raised in the legal challenge to the Draft
EnvironmentalImpactStatementforOCSSale193.LeaseSale193shouldbeaffirmed
as held in 2008. The SEIS provides sufficient information and analysis to support an
informeddecisionaffirmingSale193.

Rescindingtheleasesandallowingadefactomoratoriumtocontinuewillharm
Alaska'seconomyanddiscouragefutureindustryinvestment,withoutacorresponding
benefit to the environment.  Sale 193 is critical to Alaska's future economy and the
nation'slong*termenergysecurity.

TheChukchiOCSisanimportantfuturesourceofU.S.energysupplywithupto
29billionbarrelsofoiland209trillioncubicfeetofnaturalgaspotentiallyinplace.The
Chukchi Sea is considered the most prospective unexplored offshore basin in the
country.ThegoalofLeaseSale193wastoproduceoilfromtheAlaskaOCSandboost
domestic production from potential world*class energy deposits. OCS production has
thepotentialtorefilltheAlaskaoilpipeline,whichisnowoperatingatone*thirdofits
1988peakflow.

Oil and gas production resulting from Sale 193 will occur under the world's
highest safety and environmental standards. Activities will be governed by stringent
lease stipulations. Numerous mitigation measures, including seasonal operating
restrictions, will minimize potential impacts, and conflicts avoidance mechanisms will
protect subsistence whaling and other harvest activities.  Industry has committed to
unprecedentedprovisionsforpreventionandspillresponsethatgoaboveandbeyond
what is required by law.  These provisions, combined with a stringent permitting
process,giveAlaskansahighlevelofconfidencethatexplorationanddevelopmentcan
occursafelyandwithoutharmtopolarbearsandotherspecies.

I N V E S T O R S
D I A M O N D
BP Exploration
ConocoPhillips
ExxonMobil
Fairbanks Daily News-Miner
FMH & Denali Center
Flint Hills Resources Alaska
P L A T I N U M
Alyeska Pipeline Service Co.
Carlson Center
Doyon, Limited
Fred Meyer Stores
Golden Heart Utilities
Mt. McKinley Bank
Wells Fargo Bank Alaska
G O L D
Birchwood Homes
Denali State Bank
Design Alaska
Doyon Utilities LLC
First National Bank Alaska
GCI
Kinross-Fort Knox Mine
MAC Federal Credit Union
Northrim Bank
Sumitomo Metal Mining Pogo LLC
The Boeing Co.
Usibelli Coal Mine
S I L V E R
ACS
Alaska Airlines
Alaska Railroad
Alaska USA
AT&T
Denali – The Alaska Gas Pipeline
Everts Air Cargo, Everts Air AK
Exclusive Paving/Univ. Redi-Mix
Fairbanks Natural Gas
Flowline Alaska
Fountainhead Development
General Teamsters Local 959
GVEA
Hale & Associates, Inc.
JL Properties, Inc.
Key Bank
Personnel Plus
Spirit of Alaska FCU
Tanana Valley Clinic
TDL Staffing
The Boeing Co.
TOTE
WAL-MART Stores, Inc.
Yukon Title Company

DrillingintheArcticoffersdistinctdifferencesthandeepwaterexplorationanddevelopmentin
the Gulf of Mexico. The pressure encountered in deepwater drilling is multiple times greater than in
Alaskawherewellswouldbeinveryshallowwater.Therearealsomajordifferencesinwelldesigns,as
wellasfundamentaldifferencesinthegeologyoftheregions.AllofthesecontrastsshouldleadBOEM
to conclude that exploration should move forward in the Chukchi.  Uncertainties are inherent to any
future event however uncertainties in OCS development are manageable and should not be a basis
justifyinginaction.

ThirtywellshavebeendrilledintheBeaufortandfiveintheChukchi*allwithoutincident.These
wells were drilled in the 1980s, utilizing older technology compared to what exists today.  The North
SlopeandtheoffshorearenowperhapsthemoststudiedenergybasinsinAmerica.Inthepastdecade,
over250studieshavebeenfundedintheArctic,withthemajorityfocusedontheBeaufortandChukchi
Seas.

Independent third parties have estimated that an annual average of 54,700 new jobs shall be
createdandsustainedover50yearsbyOCS*relateddevelopmentinAlaska.Anestimated$63billionin
payrollshallbepaidtoemployeesinAlaskaasaresultofOCSdevelopment.Newoffshoreoilandgas
developmentinAlaskashallalsogeneratethousandsofnewhigh*payingjobsthroughoutall50states*
in manufacturing, computer technology, construction and maintenance. $82 billion in payroll shall be
paid to employees in the Lower 48 under a full OCS development scenario.  Federal, state and local
governmentswouldallrealizesubstantialrevenuefromOCSdevelopment,withthebasecasetotaling
$193billion,ofwhichthefederalgovernmentwouldcollect$167billion.

Demand for energy is continuing to rise and the U.S. requires continued development of
America'soilandgasresourcesasthenationtransitionstothenewenergysourcesofthefuture.Given
theimpactofhighenergypricesonAmericansandtheireconomy,theU.S.hasanobligationtodevelop
domesticenergysources,bothonshoreandoffshore.Increaseddomesticoilandnaturalgasproduction
shall reduce the U.S. dependence on foreign sources for energy including transportation fuels and
therebyreducetheU.S.imbalanceofforeigntradeandcurrencyexchange.


Sincerely,

TheGreaterFairbanksChamberofCommerce


 



RichardHeieren




LisaHerbert
BoardofDirectors,Chair



ExecutiveDirector
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to help mitigate disruptions to their rural subsistence socio-economic culture.In order to
effectively take advantage of employment opportunities,Alaska's First People of the Arctic must
be trained to acquire the needed technical and safety skill sets.The Fairbanks Pipeline Training
Center will commit to an active outreach effort to ensure that these Alaskans have the opportunity
to acquire necessary and appropriate training, so that they will be provided the first opportunity
for employment.Additionally, the Training Center, in cooperation with our federally registered
apprenticeship partners, is prepared to provide spill prevention and mitigation training to those
who participate in the development of the 193 Lease Sale Area.
In closing, let me reiterate that I support safe and responsible development of the 193 Area.

Comment On: BOEM-2011-0044-0001
Environmental Impact Statements; Availability, etc.: Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Region,
Chukchi Sea Planning Area, Oil and Gas Lease Sale
Document: BOEM-2011-0044-0100
Comment from James Sampson, Fairbanks Pipeline Training Center

Submitter Information
Name: James Sampson
Address:
P.O Box 74313
Fairbanks,, AK, 99707
Email: fptc@alaska.net
Phone: 907-455-1234
Fax: 907-455-1235
Organization: Fairbanks Pipeline Training Center

General Comment
I am writing in support of responsible development of the area encompassed by Lease Sale 193.
After reviewing the Revised Draft SEIS it is clear that the additional analyses of the three specific
areas of concern, combined with the prior analyses and conclusions put forth in the 193 Final EIS,
provides an accurate depiction of real and hypothetical considerations.The body of this work leads
to a conclusion that the 193 Area can be developed in a responsible manner.
Safe and responsible development requires diligent regulatory over site.Your agency is charged
with this task.After the unfortunate Gulf of Mexico blow-out and subsequent oil spill, BOEMRE
was created and mandated to require a regulatory regime which would be an effective means to
ensure that development would continue while at the same time ecosystems and socioeconomic/cultural systems would be protected.I am confident that a restructured BOEMRE will
do the job that Americans expect you to do.
As the Director of the Fairbanks Pipeline Training Center,I am particularly concerned that
Alaska's First Indigenous People affected by development be provided employment opportunities
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LOUISIANA TRADE CONSULTANTS, LLC
ADVISORS TO SMALL AND MEDIUM SIZE ENTERPRISES

July 8, 2011
Comments on the Revised Draft SEIS
Lease Sale 193 Chukchi Sea
c/o Regional Director James Kendall
BOEMRE - Alaska OCS
3801 Centerpoint Drive Ste. 500
Anchorage AK 99503-5820
Re: Revised Draft Supplemental Impact Statement for Lease Sale 193

Upon conclusion of this public comment period, I respectfully request that the leaseholders be allowed to move forward with planned exploration and production. I
appreciate BOEMRE’s attention to this important matter and look forward to safe and
responsible energy production in the Chukchi Sea.
Sincerely,

Paris J. Theriot
President

Dear Mr. Kendall:
On behalf of Louisiana Trade Consultants, I would like to express my strong support of
oil and gas development in the Chukchi Sea and other areas of Alaska’s Outer
Continental Shelf (OCS) and to urge the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management,
Regulation and Enforcement (BOEMRE) to finalize the environmental review process
and move forward with Lease Sale 193. I appreciate the opportunity to submit a public
comment on the revised Draft Supplement Impact Statement, released by BOEMRE on
May 20th. Lease Sale 193 has undergone exhaustive environmental review, and the
potential environmental impacts have undergone a very lengthy and thorough analysis.
Oil and gas development in the Chukchi Sea can and should be done safely, and it is past
time for the government to proceed with Lease Sale 193 so that Americans can fully
realize the energy and economic benefits increased domestic energy production can
bring.
Offshore oil and gas development in Alaska will strengthen our energy security, create
jobs in Alaska and across the country, and generate significant government revenue.
With a conservatively estimated 27 billion barrels of oil and 132 trillion cubic feet of
natural gas, energy production on Alaska’s OCS is critical to our country’s long-term
energy supply. It is estimated that economic activity from the development of the
Chukchi and Beaufort Seas would create an annual average of 54,700 jobs nationwide.
Government revenue generated from the Chukchi Sea is estimated to be nearly $50
billion over the next fifty years. The benefits of energy production on Alaska’s OCS
cannot be overstated; development of our domestic energy resources is an asset to the
entire economy.
In order to achieve greater price stability for consumers, America needs more energy –
not less. The United States continues to import oil from unstable and adversarial
countries despite the vast North American resources available. We are forced to rely on
oil imports, which put the United States at greater risk for disruptions in supply and price
spikes. Volatile energy prices hinder economic growth and make it extremely difficult to
do business. But expanding our domestic production will increase our energy supply and
help meet growing demand. For that reason, we strongly support moving forward with
Lease Sale 193.

POST OFFICE BOX 67
GONZALES, LA 70707
PHONE: 225.936.5105
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Docket: BOEM-2011-0044
Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Chukchi Sea Planning Area Oil and Gas Lease Sale 193
Comment On: BOEM-2011-0044-0001
Environmental Impact Statements; Availability, etc.: Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Region, Chukchi
Sea Planning Area, Oil and Gas Lease Sale
Document: BOEM-2011-0044-0113
Comment from Erin Double, Lynden International

Submitter Information
Name: Erin Double
Address:
6441 S Airpark Place
Anchorage, AK, 99502
Email: double@lynden.com
Organization: Lynden International
Government Agency Type: Federal
Government Agency: BOEM

General Comment
“I urge you to adopt the Supplement Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) and reaffirm Chukchi
Sea Oil and Gas Lease Sale 193. As an Alaskan, I support the development of Alaska’s Outer
Continental Shelf. The SEIS is just for the lease sale only, which authorizes a lessee to engage only in
“ancillary activities” that do not harm the environment. The lease holders have been waiting for over
three years since the historic lease sale in 2008 to explore and hopefully develop these leases. But
before any exploration, development or production activities can occur, further environmental review
and approval will be required.
Alaskans have and continue to support the development of our state’s OCS as it is not only vital to our
economy and the continued operation of the Trans-Alaska Pipeline System, but it is important for our
nation’s energy security. Alaska’s OCS is estimated to hold 27 billion barrels of oil and 132 trillion
cubic feet of natural gas. That could fuel 25 million cars for 35 years. Alaska’s North Slope region has
already produced 16 billion barrels of oil in the last years, so the OCS really could fuel Alaska’s
economy and provided much needed energy for the nation for decades.
Again, please adopt the SEIS and reaffirm Lease Sale 193.”
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Submitter Information
Name: Benjamin Mohr
Address:
1001 West Fireweed Lane
Anchorage, AK, 99503
Email: anchorageyr@gmail.com
Organization: Anchorage Young Republicans

General Comment
We are writing collectively to support OCS drilling in the Chukchi Sea, specifically in the area of Lease
Sale 193. We encourage BOEMRE to move forward with responsible development of the Chukchi Sea.
The federal government has a tremendous opportunity at hand in terms of economic revitalization,
strengthening national security, and job creation for everyday Americans. Today's economic outlook is
bleak: with many state government and our federal government creeping further into debt, it's time for
these entities to partner with the private sector in order to generate public revenue and begin the process of
freeing ourselves from the financial chains that hold us back from success. Resource development is one
of the major solutions to the problems before our country.
Supporting Alaska supports our entire country, and this issue is proof that we are a key component to
building a better America. Oil and gas development in Alaska is one of the steps our country can take the
assure national and energy security.
Sincerely,
Benjamin Mohr
Chair, Anchorage Young Republicans
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Submitter Information

Name: Matthew Hanson
Address:
645 G Street, Suite 100-779
Anchorage, AK, 99501
Email: mjhanson@ft.newyorklife.com
Organization: New York Life
Government Agency Type: Federal
Government Agency: BOEM

Name: Tanja Davis
Address:
5547 Penn Circle, A
Anchorage, AK, 99504
Email: honig@cox.net
Phone: 907-717-5270
Organization: NMS Staffing

General Comment

General Comment

Alaskans have and continue to support the development of our state’s OCS as it is not only vital to
our economy and the continued operation of the Trans-Alaska Pipeline System, but it is important
for our nation’s energy security. Alaska’s OCS is estimated to hold 27 billion barrels of oil and
132 trillion cubic feet of natural gas. That could fuel 25 million cars for 35 years. Alaska’s North
Slope region has already produced 16 billion barrels of oil in the last 34 years, so the OCS really
could fuel Alaska’s economy and provided much needed energy for the nation for decades.

• Over 81% of Alaskans consistently support OCS activities.
• New offshore oil and gas development in Alaska would also generate thousands of new highpaying jobs throughout all 50 states – in manufacturing, computer technology, construction and
maintenance.
• Oil and gas production resulting from Sale 193 will occur under the world’s highest safety and
environmental standards.
• Industry has committed to unprecedented provisions for prevention and spill response that go
above and beyond what is required by law.
• The North Slope and the offshore are now perhaps the most studied energy basins in America. In
the past decade, over 250 studies have been funded in the Arctic, with the majority focused on the
Beaufort and Chukchi Seas.
• Demand for energy is continuing to rise and will require continued development of America’s
oil and gas resources as the nation transitions to the new energy sources of the future.
• Given the impact of high energy prices on Americans and their economy, the U.S. has an
obligation to develop domestic energy sources, both onshore and offshore.
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I urge you to adopt the Supplement Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) and reaffirm Chukchi
Sea Oil and Gas Lease Sale 193. As an Alaskan, I support the development of Alaska’s Outer
Continental Shelf. The SEIS is just for the lease sale only, which authorizes a lessee to engage
only in “ancillary activities” that do not harm the environment. The lease holders have been
waiting for over three years since the historic lease sale in 2008 to explore and hopefully develop
these leases. But before any exploration, development or production activities can occur, further
environmental review and approval will be required.
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• The Very Large Oil Spill Analysis is hypothetical and so extremely unlikely as to be irrelevant.
From 1971 to 2009, 41,514 wells were drilled on the OCS with 50 well control incidents (0.1%)
resulting in spillage, of 1,829 barrels (0.0000115% of the volume produced). Learnings from the
BP Deepwater Horizon blowout in 2010 have been documented and numerous new prevention
measures have been implemented as a result. Having learned how to prevent the one-in-40thousand tragedy, we should not sacrifice the enormous benefits of domestic energy production on
the altar of fear.
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Submitter Information
Name: Joseph Beedle
Address:
1985 Brandilyn Street
Anchorage, AK, 99516
Email: beedle@gci.net
Phone: 907-250-3202
Organization: Northrim Bank

General Comment
James Kendall, Regional Director Alaska OCS Region Bureau of Ocean Energy Management,
Regulation and Enforcement 3801 Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500 Anchorage, Alaska 99503 RE:
Comments on Revised Draft SEIS, Lease Sale 193 Chukchi Sea
I wish to encourage affirmative action to accept the Revised Draft SEIS. As a near life-long Alaskan
working and living in all regions of the State (including 6 years as president/CEO of a large ANCSA
Corporation, 6 years as the CFO/VP Finance for the University of Alaska System and 25 years in
finance/banking positions, and having experienced visitation to remote regions offshore and outside of
the North Slope, ANWR and Point Barrow - I wish to communicate my personal and professional
confidence in the ability of this Stage of the Sale/Lease to perform in complete compliance with the
plan. As I reviewed the 180 pages of Analysis of Incomplete or Missing Information as included in
Appendix A of the SEIS I was overwhelmed with the efforts to get distracted with the appeal process absent evidence of construtive intent. I am convinced that this Draft SEIS sets an extremely high
standard for compliance and that these significant companies are committed to absolute compliance and
should be permitted to pursue their exploratory process. Future phases can and will undoubtedly
experience additional oversight, but please proceed to approve this phase for the benefit of all
concerned. The Plan, science, controls, oversight, commitment and liability combine to make this
project fully supportable by any rational, reasonable and prudent authority.
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administration to move forward with policy that encourages job creation, supports national
energy security while growing the economy, and providing the nation with much needed
domestic energy supplies.
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July 8, 2011
Mr. James Kendall, Regional Director
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation, and Enforcement
Alaska OCS Region
3801 Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, AK 99503-5820
Re: Comments on Revised Draft SEIS, Lease Sale 193 Chukchi Sea
Dear Mr. Kendall:
The Resource Development Council (RDC) is writing to urge the Bureau of
Ocean Energy Management to affirm Lease Sale 193 as held in 2008. The
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) provides sufficient
information and analysis to support a decision affirming the sale.
OCS oil and gas development is absolutely critical to Alaska’s future
economy. With the Trans-Alaska Pipeline System now running at one-third
capacity, exploration blocked in ANWR, and non-development activists
working toward Wilderness designations in the National Petroleum Reserve,
nothing less than Alaska’s future economy is at stake.
The responsible development of potentially immense oil and gas deposits in
the Chukchi Sea would significantly boost the economy and extend the life
of the oil pipeline. Without new federal oil production, TAPS could be
uneconomic to operate at some point in the next decade.
If there is no oil and gas development in ANWR and the OCS, and the best
prospects in NPR-A are taken off the table, the federal government must
then accept the consequences, including heavier reliance on foreign oil,
soaring trade deficits, a weaker national economy, and compromised
national security. For Alaskans, our future will be bleak with the state
losing much of its economic base.
Not developing federal oil in Alaska makes no sense from an economic and
energy security standpoint, especially given the fact that America imports
over 50 percent of its oil, and at a great cost.
With its enormous potential reserves, the OCS can sustain Alaska’s
economy for generations. The public interest should compel the Obama

RDC has a high level of confidence that exploration and development can occur safely in the
Arctic and that mitigation measures can be put in place to address most concerns.
Development can and does occur without harm to polar bears, caribou and other species.
Since the 2010 oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico, opponents of offshore drilling are calling for an
indefinite ban on new exploration and development in Alaska. RDC sharply disagrees.
Operating conditions in these waters are categorically different than those in the deep waters
of the Gulf of Mexico and pose much lower risk. Moreover, the processes and safeguards in
place today in Alaska should allow leasing and exploration activity to resume in the Alaska
OCS.
Drilling in the Arctic offers distinct difference than deepwater exploration and development in
the Gulf of Mexico. The pressure encountered in deepwater drilling is multiple times greater
than in Alaska, where wells would be in very shallow water. In addition, the relatively shallow
water depth in the Chukchi Sea would allow blowout preventers to close much more rapidly
than those in deep water. The blowout preventers would also be directly accessible to dive
teams, unlike the Gulf where any maintenance or repairs had to be accomplished by remote
control vehicles. Another distinction is that many Alaskan offshore operations are seasonal in
nature. For example, Shell has proposed conducting its exploratory drilling during the summer
and fall open water season. Ice management vessels will be positioned on site to deflect any
ice flows that could potentially approach a rig. There are also major differences between state
and federal oversight and regulatory frameworks, as well as fundamental differences in the
geology of the regions. All of these contrasts warrant special consideration in public policy
decisions and should lead the BOEMRE to conclude that exploration should move forward in
the area covered by Lease Sale 193.
Advances in technology provide an additional measure of confidence in Alaska drilling. Energy
development in Alaska is subject to in-depth analysis by federal law, a stringent permitting
process, and oversight by state and federal agencies. In every instance, development is
preceded by extensive studies.
RDC recognizes that subsistence whaling is vitally important, both economically and culturally
to North Slope villages. Industry and government working together have the ability to protect
subsistence resources while producing needed domestic energy for the nation. Strong
regulatory oversight, combined with other mitigation measures, can be employed to protect
all resource and subsistence users.
While the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas are considered frontier areas, exploration activity has
occurred there before. In fact, thirty wells have been drilled in the Beaufort and five in the
Chukchi – all without incident. These wells were drilled in the 1980s, utilizing older technology
compared to what exists today. Moreover, there has never been a blowout in the Alaska or
the Canadian Arctic that has resulted in an oil spill.
Opponents of oil exploration have cited the lack of infrastructure in the Arctic as a reason not
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to drill in the region. However, it is important to note that additional infrastructure will be built
to accommodate future needs once exploration and development activities move forward. The
lack of infrastructure today is due directly to the fact that there has been virtually no ongoing
development or commercial activity of any kind offshore in the Arctic.

New production in the Alaska OCS would reduce America’s reliance on foreign energy. The
Alaska OCS is an important future source of U.S. energy supply with up to 29 billion barrels
and over 235 trillion cubic feet of natural gas potentially in place. The potential recoverable
reserves offshore Alaska is more than all the current total proven U.S. oil reserves of
approximately 21 billion barrels. Alaska could have the ninth largest oil resources in the world
ahead of Nigeria and Libya – if access is granted to these potential reserves. Moreover, OCS
gas reserves would significantly improve the long-term economic viability of the proposed gas
pipeline from the North Slope to the Lower 48 – a clean energy priority of the Obama
administration. To become a reality, the pipeline requires additional gas reserves beyond what
has already been discovered onshore.

The SEIS concludes that the probability of a very large oil spill is very minimal and Shell has
defended its ability to quickly cap blowouts and to contain and clean up spilled oil. Shell has
committed to stage extensive resources onsite to immediately respond to any incident. The
company has also committed to building and staging in the region a pre-fabricated dome to
place over a troubled well. Moreover, virtually all functions of Shell’s operations will be
monitored at remote sites off the rig, giving industry and government critical “real-time” data
and allowing for early detection of potential problems. In addition, the Alaska Clean Seas
consortium has substantial resources and experience in the Arctic and has done extensive
mapping to identify sensitive areas. The consortium has also conducted extensive safety and
oil spill drills in the Arctic and has active research programs dating back into the early 1980s.
Some groups opposing offshore development will insist that all scientific and research data
gaps be eliminated before exploration is even considered. In our view, this is unreasonable. A
significant scientific record exists in the Arctic and industry and others are well positioned to
add to it with new studies, while exploration moves forward in a cautious and responsible
manner. The North Slope and the offshore are now perhaps the most studied energy basins in
America. The federal government has spent more than $500 million on studies in Alaska and
in the past decade the agency has funded hundreds of studies here, with the majority of those
focused on the Beaufort and Chukchi Seas. Rather than wait for all the questions to be
answered, drilling should proceed as research continues to advance our knowledge of the
Arctic.
Those who oppose exploration in the Arctic would study this issue indefinitely and use any
data gaps as an excuse for inaction. There will always be gaps and unanswered questions, no
matter where exploration and development occur. In fact, significant gaps existed before and
during development of the North Slope’s most prolific oil fields. Despite these gaps,
development moved forward in a responsible manner while at the same time our knowledge
and understanding of the Arctic advanced. But not all questions and concerns regarding oil
and gas exploration and development can be answered and met. Not all risks can be
eliminated. If we wait until we have all the answers, drilling will never occur. That may be the
goal of some, but that ignores the nation’s need for domestic sources of oil. If the federal
government insists that every risk be eliminated, then it must be prepared to significantly
increase foreign imports to meet future needs. It must then also accept the consequences of a
heavier reliance on foreign oil, including higher trade deficits, a weaker and more vulnerable
economy, and compromised national security. Put another way, failure to move forward with
OCS development in Alaska will put the state economy at risk, as well as the nation’s security.
Between ANWR, NPR-A and the Alaska OCS, there could be nearly 40 billion barrels of oil in
place. By comparison, 16 billion barrels of oil have been produced on state lands across the
North Slope in 33 years. The sustainability of TAPS and Alaska’s economy will largely depend
on some combination of oil production from these federal areas, which represent the nation’s
best onshore and offshore prospects for major discoveries.

Given its potential for immense recoverable reserves and enormous economic benefits to the
state and nation, the Alaska OCS should be opened to responsible development. OCS
development would generate hundreds of billions of dollars in royalty and tax revenues to the
state and federal governments and aid the nation’s economic recovery by reducing the trade
deficit and creating tens of thousands of new jobs. Indeed, OCS leases off Alaska’s coast have
already generated billions of dollars to the federal treasury.
The OCS can sustain Alaska’s economy for generations. Currently there are more than
108,000 Alaskan jobs tied to the discovery, production and shipment of Alaskan oil and
natural gas, accounting for more than 15 percent of Alaska’s population. According to a
University of Alaska study, OCS production could provide an annual average of 54,700 jobs
nationwide with an estimated cumulative payroll of $145 billion over the next 50 years.
Moreover, revenues generated from OCS development in the Arctic could amount to $193
billion in revenues to federal, state and local governments over a 50-year period.
RDC and many Alaskans share President Obama’s view that America needs to conserve more
and put new emphasis on renewable and alternative energy. By doing so, the nation can
ultimately break its reliance on foreign oil. Yet while America must conserve more and move
toward renewable energy, it still needs to pursue new domestic oil and gas production, given
the fact it will take decades before renewable energy becomes a dominant energy source.
Even with the Obama administration’s goal to decrease dependence on oil, it is projected that
fossil fuels will still account for two-thirds of this nation’s energy consumption in 2025.
Meanwhile, every barrel of oil that is not produced in the U.S. will be imported from abroad to
meet our needs. Given economic, environmental and geopolitical concerns, America must
produce more of the oil it consumes – under American laws, regulations and oversight, and by
American workers.
It is vital that our nation’s abundant energy resources be fully utilized for compelling
economic and energy security reasons. RDC encourages BOEMRE to re-affirm Lease Sale 193
as held in 2008. Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments.
Sincerely,

Carl Portman
Deputy Director
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TRANSPORTATION INSTITUTE
Pacific Coast Office
2200 Alaskan Way Suite 110
Seattle, WA 98105
phone (206) 443-1738
Rberkowitz@trans-inst.org

July 8, 2011
VIA EMAIL
James Kendall, Regional Director
BOEMRE – Alaska OCS
3801 Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, AK 99503-5820
Re:

BOEM – 2010-0043
Comments on the Revised Draft SEIS, Lease Sale 193 - Chukchi Sea

Dear Mr. Kendall:
The Transportation Institute (TI) wishes to urge the Secretary of the Interior and the Bureau of Ocean Energy,
Management, Regulation and Enforcement (“BOEMRE”) to finalize the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
and affirm the Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193 as held in 2008. In so doing the agency will assure a steady flow of
oil and gas is available to our nation, sustain the economy of Alaska, provide critical tax and leasehold revenue
for the federal budget, increase America’s energy security, and support the U.S.-flag merchant marine.
The Transportation Institute was established in 1967 as a Washington-based, non-profit organization dedicated
to maritime research education and promotion. The Institute companies participate in all phases of the nation's
deep sea foreign and domestic shipping trades, and barge and tugboat operations on the Great Lakes and on the
25,000 mile network of America's inland waterways. These operations embrace deep-sea and river passenger
vessels, and liquid, dry-bulk, container and special purpose ships. Many are contracted to the U.S. military
services. All are of U.S. registry -- crewed by American citizens operating under the world's highest safety
standards, and proudly flying the American flag. With offices on the east and west coasts, the Transportation
Institute supports a wide range of programs that promote the strength of America's maritime capability. Our
member carriers in the Alaska trade directly impacted by this crucial EIS decision include Crowley Maritime
Corporation, Horizon Lines, Alaska Tanker Company, Seabulk, Inc., and Totem Ocean Trailer Express, Inc.
Offshore oil and gas development in Alaska will strengthen our energy security and generate significant new
revenue for the federal government. Recent estimates peg this region as having 27 billion barrels of oil and 132
trillion cubic feet of natural gas. Consequently, energy production on Alaska’s Outer Continental Shelf (OCS)
is critical to our country’s long-term energy security. Furthermore, government revenue generated from the
Chukchi Sea is estimated to approach $50 billion over the next fifty years.
The United States continues to rely on oil and gas from nations whose stability and existence remain uncertain
or who are in open conflict with us. Such dependency invariably leads to supply disruptions and threatening
economic pressures. Such volatility is ever more intimidating to a population having withstood years of
economic decline or stagnation. Despite efforts to diversify our energy resource base through non-fossil fuel,
alternative wind, current, and solar energy, and significantly reduce energy consumption, we will be dependent
upon petroleum for a good measure of our energy needs for decades to come.
Development of Alaska’s OCS is estimated to create and sustain 55,000 jobs over 50 years in Alaska alone.
The oil to be developed from Alaska’s OCS will flow through the Trans-Alaska Pipeline System (TAPS). This
pipeline has seen years of declining oil output and experts have become concerned that continued low levels of
oil throughput will result in significant and prolonged strain on the line and consequent rupture or premature
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closure. OCS oil resources will reverse this trend and help to reduce operational deficiencies on a pipeline that
currently provides 12 percent of our nation’s domestic supply of oil.
Furthermore, the oil flowing through TAPS to tidewater in Valdez is then carried on U.S.-flag merchant vessels
along the West Coast and Hawaii. These vessels and the officers and crew that operate them have considerable
military utility and are relied upon by our government and military to be counted upon when facing defense and
emergency contingencies. Other vital skilled maritime positions would be created through the development and
exploration of OCS oil and gas as well as those jobs hauling additional cargo from the Lower 48 as Alaska’s
economic growth gives rise to additional business, industrial, and personal expenditures.
The benefits of energy production on Alaska’s OCS are critically important to our domestic energy security and
to the maritime industry, which depends upon a stable supply of fuel to deliver cargo throughout the United
States. The abundance of quality Alaskan oil and gas will help our industry meet the imposition of federal
Environmental Protection Agency requirements for drastic marine engine emission reductions as promulgated
for all transits within 200-miles of the North American shoreline. These new strict rules were imposed through
the U.S. and Canada adopting via treaty a North American Emission Control Area. Furthermore, the maritime
industry, as encouraged by federal policymakers, environmentalists, and transportation planners, is seeking to
create an alternative to our deteriorating road infrastructure through a burgeoning maritime highway system.
This freight transportation alternative would drastically reduce emissions and pollution per ton/mile of cargo
carried and averts growing congestion on our highways and rail corridors. However, its viability is greatly
dependent upon access to a dependable supply of fuel at a reasonable cost. Alaska’s OCS assets are a most
certain part of this equation.
We trust Secretary Salazar and BOERME will recognize these concerns, finalize the environmental review
process, and quickly move forward with Lease Sale 193. Thank you for providing this opportunity to share our
thoughts on this matter.
Respectfully submitted,
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Richard Berkowitz
Director, Pacific Coast Operations

General Comment
Dear Mr. Kendall,
I am writing to support the oil and gas development in the Chukchi Sea and to urge the Bureau of
Ocean Engery Management, Regulation, and Enforcement to proceed with the lease sale 193.
I believe that the draft supplimental environmental statemet for the lease sale 193 represents a
thorough analysis of the concrens raised by those who oppose oil and gas developement on
Alaska's Outer Contental Shelf.
We as Americans should work together to utilize the resources that we have available to both help
reduce our dependency on foreign oil and to promote jobs and economic growth. The proposed
drilling in the Chukchi Sea would occur in water depths that are close to those in the shallow
waters of the Gulf of Mexico, drilling in the shallow waters in the Gulf of Mexico has been done
for years with a long history of safe operation.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this issue and I urge BOEMRE to affirm the
Chuckchi Sea Leas sale 193, and promote the reinvenstment in America.
Sincerely,
Charlie Allen
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General Comment
I urge you to adopt the Supplement Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) and reaffirm Chukchi Sea
Oil and Gas Lease Sale 193. As an Alaskan, I support the development of Alaska’s Outer Continental
Shelf. The SEIS is just for the lease sale only, which authorizes a lessee to engage only in “ancillary
activities” that do not harm the environment. The lease holders have been waiting for over three years
since the historic lease sale in 2008 to explore and hopefully develop these leases. But before any
exploration, development or production activities can occur, further environmental review and
approval will be required.
Alaskans have and continue to support the development of our state’s OCS as it is not only vital to our
economy and the continued operation of the Trans-Alaska Pipeline System, but it is important for our
nation’s energy security. Alaska’s OCS is estimated to hold 27 billion barrels of oil and 132 trillion
cubic feet of natural gas. That could fuel 25 million cars for 35 years. Alaska’s North Slope region has
already produced 16 billion barrels of oil in the last 34 years, so the OCS really could fuel Alaska’s
economy and provided much needed energy for the nation for decades.
Again, please adopt the SEIS and reaffirm Lease Sale 193
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ʹʹ͵  ǡͷͳͺͻ
ThisoilwillonlybesenttotheChineseorJapaneseandwillnotalleviateanyshortageshereorreduceourprices.Itwill
onlyenrichenShellandthefatcatsintheoldboynetwork
 
ʹͶ ǡ ǡ ͵͵Ͷͳͳ
In
addition to the physical envrironmental damage of oil drilling, we now have the dire predictions of the newly released
Inadditiontothephysicalenvrironmentaldamageofoildrilling,wenowhavethedirepredictionsofthenewlyreleased
report
on the state of the oceans,
reportonthestateoftheoceans,
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/scienceenvironment13796479
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/scienceenvironment13796479
Adding
more carbon from oil wells to this already critical situation and in an ecologically fragile area makes absolutely
Addingmorecarbonfromoilwellstothisalreadycriticalsituationandinanecologicallyfragileareamakesabsolutely
no
sense at all.
nosenseatall.
More
ecofriendly
f
alternatives to oil drilling must be made a priority.
Moreecofriendlyalternativestooildrillingmustbemadeapriority.
No
more oil drilling. Period.
Nomoreoildrilling.Period.
  
ͳͲͲ  ǡǡʹͲͲͲͲ
NowayshouldBPoranyothercompanybeallowedtotaketheriskystepstodestroytheArcticecosystem.
Thereshouldnotnoworeverbeallowedanyoilexplorationonthesepreciousremainingseas.

͵ͻͲǡǡͳͺͺ͵
Rightnow,Iamdrinkingwaterfromourspring,whichgetstestedonceaweekbecausethereisnaturalgasdrillinggoing
oninthevicinity.Itisnotjustthewildlife,butwehumanswhocouldbeaffected.DoyouwantthenameKenSalazarto
beuptherewithBenedictArnold?Don'tsellusoffonanicefloe.
 
ͳͷͶʹǡǡ Ͳͳʹ͵
PleasedonotapprovepermitsforShellOiltodrillintheArcticOcean.Ishuddertothinkofthedevastationthatwould
resultwhen(notif)thereisanoilspillofanydimensionthere.ItwoulddwarfthedisastercausedbythespillintheGulf
lastyear.
  
ͶͲͲ ͳͷʹǡ ǡͻͷͻʹ
Whyruinsuchbeautifulpristineland???
 
 ǡͺ͵Ͳͷ
GoSolar..

ǡͻʹͳ
SHAMEONYOUMONEYGRUBBINGHOUNDS!Mustyouruintheentireworls?GetthosSIXWELLSOUTTATHERE!You
aren'tpreparedtohandleamishapanybetternowthanBPwasintheGulf!Getoutofthereentirely!

ͳͶͺͷͳ  ͵ǡ ǡͻʹͳͺ
Isn'titinterestinghowyou(ShellOilCo.)areplayingGod,distroyingpartoftheworldforeverformoney!Howmuch
moneydoyouneedanyway?!!!
 
ͻͶͷǡ ǡͻ͵Ͷʹʹ
Whatareyouguysthinking,thiswilldestroymoreofourfragileecologyandnotproduceenoughorinatimelyenough
mannertomakeabitofdifference.

 ǡ ͲͳͶ͵
Theoilindustryreceivesubsidieswhilewereceivenothingexceptmoretaxestopayoffdebt.Highgaspricesandthe
speculatorswhobuythensellitweakenoureconomy.Rewardinggreedvictimizesmillionswhilepropellingthisnation
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ͳ͵ͷͻǤǡǡͷͷͳʹ͵
Ifyoucan'trealizefromallfrighteningweatherreportsfromallovertheglobethatweCAN'TCONTINUETOPOUROIL
INTOTHESKY!!!Wearedestroyingourselves,tosaynothingoftherapiddestructionofoceansandfishingorthe
continualpoisoningofusandallanimals,It'sbeyondunbelievable.

ͷͳͲ͵͵ͳͷǡǡͻͳ
Don'tallowthedestructionofouroceansandecosystems.Dowhatisnecessarytostopthisatrocity.

ͳͲ ǡǡʹͶͷͻ
Isn'ttimeweputastoptodestroyingourheritage?

ͳͻǤǡǡͳͲʹ
Investallthismoneyandresearchinclean,greenenergysources,please!!!
 
ͷͳͳͳͲͲ͵ǡǡͻͺʹͲ
gettheoilintheDakotasandMontanafirst,I understandthereisatrillionbarrelsthere

ͷʹʹͻ ͵Ͷʹǡǡ Ͷͺͳͻ
Weneedwindfarmsandsolarpanelsnotmoreoilwells,especiallyintheArctic.

Ͷʹͻ Ǥǡ ǡͳͲ
Enoughisenough!!

ͳ͵ǡǡʹͺ͵ͻͷ
AtthecurrenttimethereisnosafewaytodrillforoilintheArctic.OilfromtheExxonValdezspillin1989isstillpresent
onthoseshoresandscientificstudiesestimatethatisisdecreasingatwellbelowfourpercentperyear,probablylessthan
onepercentperyear.Theoilisstillhighlytoxicandstillaffectingwildlife.


ͳ͵ͳ͵ʹǡǡͺͳͳʹ
ͳ͵ͳ͵ʹǡǡͺͳͳʹ
This
from the ISPO et al. expert workshop on ocean stresses, June 2011, http://www.stateoftheocean.org/pdfs/1906IPSO
ThisfromtheISPOetal.expertworkshoponoceanstresses,June2011,http://www.stateoftheocean.org/pdfs/1906IPSO
LONG.pdf
f : "The workshop enabled leading
g experts to takea g
global view on how all the different
ff
effects
ff
we are having
g on
LONG.pdf:"Theworkshopenabledleadingexpertstotakeaglobalviewonhowallthedifferenteffectswearehavingon
the
ocean are compromising
g its ability to support us. This examination off synergistic
g
threats leads to the conclusion that
theoceanarecompromisingitsabilitytosupportus.Thisexaminationofsynergisticthreatsleadstotheconclusionthat
we
have underestimated the overall risks, that the whole of marine degradation is greater than the sum of its parts, and
wehaveunderestimatedtheoverallrisks,thatthewholeofmarinedegradationisgreaterthanthesumofitsparts,and
that
degradation
g
is now happening
g at a ffaster rate than predicted."
thatdegradationisnowhappeningatafasterratethanpredicted."
Mr.
Secretary, we do not need that oil. I am so tired of the Administration's inclination to cave to the spin of the industries
Mr.Secretary,wedonotneedthatoil.IamsotiredoftheAdministration'sinclinationtocavetothespinoftheindustries
and
corporate media.The Intergovernental
g
Panel on Climate Change
g says renewable energy
g can power the world.
andcorporatemedia.TheIntergovernentalPanelonClimateChangesaysrenewableenergycanpowertheworld.
Renewable
energy can be devlopeed much faster than oil extraction in the Arctic and transportation to consumer
RenewableenergycanbedevlopedmuchfasterthanoilextractionintheArcticandtransportationtoconsumer
populations.
populations.


ͳͲͲʹʹͲʹǡǡͻͺͳͻͺ
Theenvironmentalpriceistoohigh,simplyrecallthedevastationcausedbyBPintheGulf.Adisasterofthatmagnitude
inAlaskawouldbeevenmorecatastrophic.Thiscountrymustpursuealternativeenergy,notdestroytheplanetto
continuesupportinggreedandprofitsofbigoil.

ʹͺͲ͵ʹ ǡǡͻʹͻʹ
Extinctionisforever.
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ʹͺ ǡǡͻ͵ͲͲ͵
YOUneedtoacttoSTOPTHEONGOINGDESTRUCTIONOFOURPLANET!

ʹ͵ǡǡͻͶͲͳ
No.Wecontinuetofollowadeadendinenergyresourceswhenweshouldbesupportingrenewableenergyresources.
ǤǤ
ʹͶͷͲʹͺǡ ǡͻͷͺʹʹ
Ecosystemsandwildlifeneedtobeprotectedfrompollution.It'stimetomovepastoildrillingandrealizeweneedtodo
better.

Ͷ͵ͶǡǡͺͲ
Ͷ͵ͶǡǡͺͲ
Until we can be completely assured off safety,
f
should another disaster occur, we must be sure that any oil leak can be
Untilwecanbecompletelyassuredofsafety,shouldanotherdisasteroccur,wemustbesurethatanyoilleakcanbe
stopped
immediately . According to reports, no changes have been made at all in repairing or retooling the shutoff
stoppedimmediately.Accordingtoreports,nochangeshavebeenmadeatallinrepairingorretoolingtheshutoff
system!
system!

ʹͷʹͲ ǡ  ǡͻͶ
PLEASEDON'TSPOILWHATLITTLEWEHAVELEFT.WECOULDWORKHARDERANDFINDALTERNATIVESOURCES.
ALLOFUSHAVETOCHANGEOURHABITS.ITISNOTCOMFORTABLETODOBUTPLEASEDON'TGIVEINTOBIGOIL
COMPANIES,WENEEDOURLIVESANDLANDTOBECLEANEDUP,NOTCLEANEDOUT.
THANKYOUFORYOURCONSIDERATION
LINDAASHWORTH,OREGON

ͷǡǡʹͳʹ
Thisneedstostop.Thisisouronlyplanetandweneedtoprotectit!!Futuregenerationsdontcareaboutmoney,.theycare
abouthavingahealthyliving.planettoliveon.Youwouldrobthemofthisfor.money?Shameandkarmaonyou!!

ͶͲͲͻʹͶǡǡͻͺͳͻͻ
Thisisawatershedmomentwithrespecttocontractingwithprivatecorporationsmakingprivateprofitstodrillinthe
Arctic.Iaskyoutoresistlobbyistpressure,andrejectShell'sexpandingplantonowdrillTENnewwellsintheArctic.
Pleasedonotpermitthis;ShellisnomoreconcernedwithourirreplaceableenvironmentthanBPwas:bothare
dangerouslyunsafe,envoronmentallydisastrous,anddrasticallyunrealistic.

ͳͲͶͳ ǡ ǡ ͲͶ͵
BasedonGeneralElectric'sprojectionsforalternativeenergyintheshortterm,thereappearstobelittlereasonto
plunderournaturalresourcesbyfurtherdrilling.Fossilfueldemandisonitswaydown.

ͳ͵ͻͻͲǡ ǡͺͷ͵ͻ
Thisadministrationneedstodomoretoprotectourenvironment.ItispartlywhyIvotedforPresidentObama,butIam
becomingmoreandmoredisappointed.Pleasedon'tdisappointmeagain.
 
ͶǡǡͻͶͲ
"Seriousconcerns"and"specialconsiderations"meanSTOP,untilALLtheSCIENCEISIN.In2008Icampaignedhardin
PennsylvaniatoelectPresidentObama,drivingupfromBaltimoreeveryweekendfortheeightweeksbeforetheelection.
IBELIEVEDTHATHEWOULDRESPECTSCIENCE,NOTIGNOREIT.NowIneedhimandhissecretariestohonorthat
pledge!

ʹͲ͵ǡ ǡ ͵ͶͶͶͺ
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ͳ͵͵ͷ ǡǡͳͷʹͳͺ
SecretarySalazar,youareafailureasSecretaryoftheInteriorand,subsequently,you'reputtingourfragileecosystem
antheentireUSpopulationinjeopardy!

͵ͻͶͳ  ǡǡͳͻͲʹͲ
ThewholeCounteryisgoingtohellinahandbasket.Pleasedontletthishappen.

 ǦǦͳͲͻǡ ǡͳʹͷͳ
Thefoodresourcesfromthe Arctic Ocean are much more important than oil. No one can eat or drink oil. And company
profitsshouldnotbemoreimportantthanpeople'ssurvival.

ͶͷͲͷǡ ǡͻʹͳʹ
PreservethispartofEarth.
Findothersourcesofenergy.

ǡ ͷ͵ͷͳͳ
Drillingatseaisuncalledforatthistime.Drillinthelower48inthedirt.

ͷʹͲ͵Ͳǡ ǡ ͵ͶͶͳ
PleasetellShellOiltohaveaplantocopewithanoilspillbeforetheybegindrillingnewwells.
 
Ͷͳǡ ǡͳ͵Ͳͳ
DoesthisbenefittheAmericanPeople?No,itbenefitsthealreadyfilthyrichstockholdersateveryoneelse'sexpense.
That'swhythislandmustremainasitiswithnochanceofitgettingruinedbyaspilllikewehaveneverwitnessedbefore.
 
ʹͲʹͷǡ ǡ ͷʹͷͷ
MoratoriumonANYnewoilwellsintheArcticOcean.PLEASE!!!

ͳͺ͵ǡ ǡͷͲͳ
Howcanyoubelieveoilcompanieswhoseveryattitudeistolietoyoujustsotheycanfilltheircoffersattheexpenseof
ourworldecosystem.Itisbeyondstupidity,itiscriminaltoallowthisexpansionoffossilfueldrillingwhenwehave
suffucientgreenenergyandmethodstopowertheworld.Pleasedon'tallowtheseearthrapiststocontinuetodoso.

ͳͺ ǡǡͻͶͻͲ
Whatwillittakeforyoutostandupandstopthedestructionofourenvironment.Ifwehaven'tnoticedweactuallyneed
thestabilityoftheenvironmenttohaveasomewhatbalancedweathersystemonourearthandifthatchangesweain't
gonnahaveanyfood,includingyouandyourfamily!!!!Wakeup!
 
Ͷͷͺǡ ǡͶͻͷ
Wecannoteatordrinkoil.Thatisreallythebottomline.WeCANfindbetterenergysources,eventhowemayhaveto
tightenourbeltstodoso,andperhapsevendowithoutforawhile.ButthatwillNOTkillusoff.Messingwiththe
environmentwilleventually.

͵ͻͷǡǡͻͶͲʹ
͵ͻͷǡǡͻͶͲʹ
There
is no technology
g to clean up oil spills in broken ice conditions off the Beaufort
f or Chukchi Seas where currents push
ThereisnotechnologytocleanupoilspillsinbrokeniceconditionsoftheBeaufortorChukchiSeaswherecurrentspush
around ice packs the size of Manhattan. Any sudden movements would flatten wells and prevent blow out preventers
aroundicepacksthesizeofManhattan.Anysuddenmovementswouldflattenwellsandpreventblowoutpreventers
from
even being accessed. So the bottom line is that drilling for oil in the arctic is a catastrophe waiting to happennot
fromevenbeingaccessed.Sothebottomlineisthatdrillingforoilinthearcticisacatastrophewaitingtohappennot
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j a question off if,f jjust a question off when. The Inupiat people off the arctic coastt have always warned that to g
justaquestionofif,justaquestionofwhen.TheInupiatpeopleofthearcticcoasthavealwayswarnedthattogamble
just
gamble
with
the forces of the arctic ice is not worth sacrificing an ocean. Say no to all offshore drilling in the arctic seas, because
withtheforcesofthearcticiceisnotworthsacrificinganocean.Saynotoalloffshoredrillinginthearcticseas,because
the
technology
g is not there to clean up accidents at all. Past oil spill response exercises have proven that beyond any
thetechnologyisnottheretocleanupaccidentsatall.Pastoilspillresponseexerciseshaveproventhatbeyondany
doubt.Sooilcompanieshavenorighttodrillbecausetheirtechnologyistotallyinadequate.
doubt.
So oil companies have no right to drill because their technology is totally inadequate.

Ihavebeenfollowingthisinthenewsandinmyopinionallowingthemtodothisinthisareaisaskingforadisasterlarge
enoughtomakethegulfcoastspilllooklikeanoilleakunderacarinmydriveway.Pleasestopthisplan.


ͳͲͺǡǡͺͲͺ͵
Don'tletShelloranyotheroilcompanydrillintheArctictillitisaprovenfactbeyondadoubtthattheArcticecosystem
cannotbejeoprodizedinanyway.

ͳͺͲͶǡ ǡͺͷͳͷ
Theneedtomovetoalternative,renewableenergyresourceshasneverbeenmoreurgent.DonotapproveANYoilwells
inArcticwaterswithoutfullreviewoftheirpotentialimpacts.Withitsbillionsofdollarsinprofits,Shellandtheother
bigoilcompaniescancertainlyaffordtoinvestinlessdestructivesourcesofenergyandshouldbeencouragedtodoso.

ͳͶͳͲͳ ǡǡ ͵͵ʹͷ
Don'tenduplikeFlorida.

ͳͲͻǡ ǡ ͶͶͲͶ
thisisanapallingdevelopement.thearticistoofragileforthisdrillingoperation.theecosystemwillnotrecoveraspill
liketheGulf.thegulfhasnotrecoveredthisspill.

ͳ͵ͳ͵ ͷͳͳǡ ǡ Ͳ͵Ͳ
LetsbeginNOWintakingcareoftheearth!!Helpusfindalternativestofoosilfuels!!
 
 ǡͻʹͷͳ
Whenthereisaspill,Thenwhat?Theecosystemisgone.Weneeddifferenttypesofenergy.Wecan'tdestroyanymore
ecosystem.
Ǧ
ͷͶͳ͵ȀͶ ǡǡͻͲͲʹͻ
Mr.Salazarisnofriendoftheenvironmentandsofarhasshowntojustcatertobiginterests.Hisrecordisdismal.mm

ͳͶͻǡǡͻͶͲͶͲ
Maketheoilcompaniesresponsiblefortheiracts.Makesuretheyareascarefulwithourenvironmentaspossiblesothat
thereisanenvironmenttoleavetoourchildrenandgrandchildren.

ͷͻͲͻǡǡ ͵͵ͷͶͷ
Notagain!Nomoredisastersinthemaking.Yourcampaigncontributionsmayhavecongressfooled,butnotthoseofus
thatcaresaboutourhomeland!

ǡͻͻͺͲͳ
Pleasedon'tdoit.Itisn'tworththerisktotheoceanandmarinelife.
  
ͷͺͳ͵ ǡǡʹͳʹʹ
Pleasedonotallowanotherdisasterfromdeepwaterdrilling.Itwillbefarmoredifficult,ifnotimpossible,tocleanupin
theArcticcomparedwiththegulf(whichisfarfromcleannow,asyouwellknow).
 
ͶͳͶ͵ͶͶǤǡǡͻʹͳͲͷ
HowcanthisevenbeconsideredafterthedisasterintheGulf,amuchfriendlierenvironmentthantheArctic!Ouroceans
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ʹͺͳͲ ǡǡ ͶͺͲͶ
Whywouldanyrationalhumanorcorporationrisklongtermdestructionoftheenvironmentforshorttermmonetary
gains?Greed?Aren'twebetterthanthat?

ǡͳͲͻͷͲ
Pleasestopthedestruction!
  
ͺͶ͵ͳǡ  ǡͳͳ͵ͷ
Enoughisenough!Thisistheonlyplanetwehavetoliveonyetwecontinuallydestroyit.
 
͵Ͳ͵ǡǡͺͳͲ
Wecanmakethetransitiontocleanenergymostquicklybyassessingthetruecostsofenergytypesincluding
environmentaldegradationanddisaster,endingunfairsubsidiesandtaxbreaks,andputtingourmoneyintoclean
sources.Stopthestrangleholdofbigoil,coal,andnuclearandreturntheproductionofenergytoandfortheAmerican
people.Stopthecorporateabuse.
 
ͳͷͲǡǡ͵ͺͷ
nodrillinguntilallsafetymeasuresareinplace:::wedon'tneedanotherB.P.
 
ͳͲǡǡʹͲ
Whenwillwelearn?Pleasestoptheoffshoredrilling.
 Ǥ  
 ǡͻͶͺͲ
ǡͻͶͺͲ
Has
nothing been learned from the Gulf oil spill? With no technology in place to deal with an inevitable spill how can
HasnothingbeenlearnedfromtheGulfoilspill?Withnotechnologyinplacetodealwithaninevitablespillhowcan
Shell'sproposalbegranted.Walrusarebottomfeeders,meaningtheywouldbeharmedforyearsbyanyspill.Doyou
Shell's
proposal be g
granted. Walrus are bottom ffeeders, meaning
g they would be harmed ffor years by any spill. Do you
want
that reasonably foreseeable disaster on your watch? Please, just say no.. Thank you.
wantthatreasonablyforeseeabledisasteronyourwatch?Please,justsayno..Thankyou.
 
ǡʹͳ͵ͷ
Karmuppance:Whatyoudowillbedonetoyouandyourssoonerorlater.
  
ͺǡǡͺͷʹͻ
Wakeup!Wakeup!Wakeup!
ItisbeyondmycomprehensionthatthemajorityofthoseofyouintheAdministrationandCongressCANNOTSEE"the
forestthroughthetrees"becauseofyourblindinggreed,favortism,andloyaltytotheCorporateworldratherthanthe
Earth,humanity,andallofcreation.
 
ͷͶ͵ǡǡͳͲͲͲͻ
IhavenumerousfriendsinAlaska.Inthepastyear,oneofthemmadeatriptoseewhattheSoundlookedliketwenty
yearsafterExxonValdez.Unsurprisingly,thebeachisfullofoil.It'sundereveryrock.Thereisnowaytocleanupoilspills,
particularlysofarnorth.
 
ǡͻʹͷͻͷǦͲͳͲͳ
Ionlysawplansfor'a'newwellintheArcticNotsixorten;Theyarereallyescalatingthepricetagforfutureoil
reservesthinkofthedevastationiftheprobabilityofaspillgoesfrom1in1oilrig,to1in10oilrigsthisisa
simplification,buttheprobabiltiyDOESescalate.Andnowaytocleanitupinthecold&extremeiceconditionsofthe
Arctic"glorifiedmops&brooms,"indeed!!

  
ǡ ͶͻͶͲ
Whenwilldestroyingourplanetbeenough?WhynotencourageShelltospendtheirmoneyonalternativeenergies
ratherthanoil!?
 
 ǡǡͳͳ͵͵
Mustweputtherarepristineplacesonearthatrisk?Can'twefindabetterway?Wewillneedanoutofthisearth
solutionifwecan'tgetoff this energyatanycost merrygoround. We will stop destroying our air, water and soils when
weareallgoneandthatdayseemstobemorerapidlyapproaching.Humanintelligenceisbecominganoxymoron.
 
ͳǡǡ Ͷ͵Ͳ
Wedon'tneedthelittlebitofoilasmuchasweneedtheArcticwithoutanoildisaster.
 
ǡͳͳʹʹͻ
Investincleanenergy.Whyriskanymoredeathandsicknesswiththesepolluters?Theirtrackrecorddoesnotproveany
respectforlife.
 
ʹʹ ǡ ǡ ͵ʹͳͳͶ
The
product of the oil industry produces green house gas emissions, which further causes a hazard to the environement
Theproductoftheoilindustryproducesgreenhousegasemissions,whichfurthercausesahazardtotheenvironement
according
to Environmental Protection Agency. So, please reject Shell's plan for 10 new Artic oil wells.
accordingtoEnvironmentalProtectionAgency.So,pleaserejectShell'splanfor10newArticoilwells.
 
ͺͲͶͶ ǡǡʹʹͳʹ
Cleanenergy,notdangerousoffshoredrilling!StayoutoftheArctic.
 
ͳͲͺͳͲ ǡ ǡͻͺͳͳͲ
Let'getresponsiblehere!NONEWOILWELLS!!!
 
͵ͺͳͲͷͺǡǡ ͵͵Ͳʹ͵
Nomoreoilinsensitiveecoareas,saveourEarthfromdestruction!!!
 
ǡͻͲͲͳͺ
Stopkillingtheplanet,letlearntosurviveandtakecareofwhatwehaveleft,ourchildrenaregrowingstopwastingtheir
future...
 
ͳͳͺǡ   ǡͻͶͳͳʹ
Pleasedowereallyneedoilthatbad?Nowedonot.
 
ͳͶͳʹͷǡǡͻͳͶͳ
Theoilindustryhasfailedtoprovethatitcandrillresponsibly,andthecircumstancesoftheDeepwaterHorizondisaster
notonlywouldseemtoprovetheopposite,butalsoseemtoprovethattheindustryiswillingtotakedangerousshortcuts
inordertoimprovetheirbottomline.WehavehundredsofwellsintheGulfofMexicorightnowthatthreatentogothe
wayofDWHbecauseofthismindset...wedonotneedmoreofthesameinthearctic.
 
 ǡǡͳͻ͵ʹͲ
WillyouGETOFFthefossilfueluseandstartinvestinginrenewable,sustainableenergybeforeyoudriveusallto
extinctionasaresultoftheignorant/blindcontinuationoftheuseofthesepollutants?

5HSUHVHQWDWLYH)RUP/HWWHUVRIVXEPLWWHGE\$ODVND:LOGHUQHVV/HDJXH

 
ͳʹ͵ͺͳ͵ʹǡ  ǡʹͳͲͳ
IhavehaditwithCorporateinterestssupercedingthepublicinterest.Thewholerightwingagendaisbasedinliesand
hasnologicaljustificationsinceit'sgoalistoenrichandempowerasmallnumberofextremelyarrogantindividualswho
thinktheyareGod'schosen.Don'tallowyourselvestobebought.Thereisnopricethatjustifiesthedestructionofthe
environment.
 
ʹͷͷͷǡǡͷͻͲͳ
HowcomewehereintheUSApayasmuchforgassuposedlyownedbytheciticensaswedothestuffwebuyfromabroad.
thereissomethingfishyaboutthiswholedarnedsetup.Oillikeallpublicklyownedresourcesshouldnotconsiered
propertyoftheoilcompanies.Theyarestealingpublicpropertyandthensellingitbacktous.???Wearestupidletting
thishappin.
  

Ͷͳǡǡͻͻͷʹ
Ͷͳǡǡͻͻͷʹ
As
a wildlife
f biologist
g in the arctic, I acknowledge
g the paucity off baseline data on marine and coastal environments and
Asawildlifebiologistinthearctic,Iacknowledgethepaucityofbaselinedataonmarineandcoastalenvironmentsand
have
not witnessed sufficient dialogue with local residents, policy makers, researchers, and industry together in a
havenotwitnessedsufficientdialoguewithlocalresidents,policymakers,researchers,andindustrytogetherina
productive
fforum. With an entire ecosystem and culture at stake, our nation can afford
ff
to wait ffor the technology
g to
productiveforum.Withanentireecosystemandcultureatstake,ournationcanaffordtowaitforthetechnologyto
catch
up with industry's ambitions. Furthermore, while a corporation must describe how they intend to address a spill at
catchupwithindustry'sambitions.Furthermore,whileacorporationmustdescribehowtheyintendtoaddressaspillat
the
rig (frequently inadequate), the process should require foresight into response to spills from tankers supporting the
therig(frequentlyinadequate),theprocessshouldrequireforesightintoresponsetospillsfromtankerssupportingthe
drilling
g at ffull operations and address the overland pipeline's route, maintenance, and response before
f
exploration even
drillingatfulloperationsandaddresstheoverlandpipeline'sroute,maintenance,andresponsebeforeexplorationeven
begins.
Until our federal government can effectively promote and demonstrate energy conservation, our people and
begins.Untilourfederalgovernmentcaneffectivelypromoteanddemonstrateenergyconservation,ourpeopleand
environment
should not be asked to sacrifice for additional production.
environmentshouldnotbeaskedtosacrificeforadditionalproduction.
Ǥ 
 ǡ ͵ͶͲ
Weneedtostopexpandingoilproductionandincreaseourcleanenergysources,suchaswind,water,andsolar.
  
ʹͳǡǡͲͶͳ
DidwenotlearnanythingfromBP'sdisasterintheGulfofMexicoandtheExxon Valdez disaster in Prince William Sound,
amongstmanyothersthatwerarelyhearabout?Wecannottrusttheseoilcompaniestoputsafetyfirst.Ourhealthand
environmentshouldbethefirstpriority.Weneedtostoptrashingourplanetouronlyhomeandstartfocusingour
effortstowardcleansustainableenvironmentallyfriendlyenergy,conservingenergy.
  
ʹʹͳ ǡ ǡͻͷͺͳ
SaveAlaska'senviroment!!!
 
ʹͷͳ ǡǡͻͲͳ
Simple,insteadofdrillingandcontinuingtodobuildanantiquatedinfrastructurethatwillhaveoilcompaniestryingto
utilizeregardlessofitsnegativeimpact,putthemoneyintoalternatives!!!!!!
 
ͶͷǦͳͻͲǡ ǡ ͷͶͲʹͲ
Pleaseprotectthisfragileecosystem.Weneedtodevelopcleanenergyandnotcontinuetodestroyourheritage
 
ͳͺͳ ǡǡͶͳʹ͵Ͳ
stopthedrilling.
  
 ǡ ͶͻʹͲ͵
ATTHISRATEOURWORLDWILLHAVENOWILDERNESS
 
ʹͻͳ  ǡǡͻʹͳ

Page 1 of 2

PUBLIC SUBMISSION

As of: July 25, 2011
Received: July 11, 2011
Status: Posted
Posted: July 11, 2011
Tracking No. 80ebff3f
Comments Due: July 11, 2011
Submission Type: Web

Page 2 of 2

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment and I strongly urge the BOEMRE to move
forward with this process to allow the safe production of these resources.
Best regards,
Paul Axelson
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Comment from Paul Axelson, Independent

Submitter Information
Name: Paul Axelson
Address:
P.O. Box 7181
Ketchikan, AK, 99901
Email: paula@norpac1.com
Organization: Independent

General Comment
James Kendall, Regional Director
Alaska OCS Region
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement
3801 Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, Alaska 99503
RE: Comments on Revised Draft SEIS, Lease Sale 193 Chukchi Sea
Dear Mr. Kendall:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Revised Draft SEIS, Lease Sale 193, Chukchi
Sea.
The developement of oil production in the Chukchi Sea is paramont in achieving energy security
in the United States not to mention the economic benefits to the United States.
Time and industry awareness have proven that Lease Saile 193 and other leases in the Chukchi
Sea can be developed safely and responsibly.
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Arctic in the 1980s.
4. Drilling in OCS Alaska is shallow water drilling, will only happen during the open season, and
will stop during subsistence whale hunting.
5. Demand for energy is increasing and the U.S. has an obligation to develop its own resources for
the good of our nation.
6. There is plenty of science.
It's time. Time to create revenue and jobs for the United States. Time to do what's right for our
country.
Thank You,
Megan Baldino

Document: BOEM-2011-0044-0058
Comment from Megan Baldino, Shell

Submitter Information
Name: Megan Baldino
Address:
3601 c street
Suite 1000
Anchorage, AK, 99503
Email: megan.baldino@shell.com
Phone: 907-771-7254
Organization: Shell

General Comment
In Washignton D.C. we hear about it almost daily, a cry from citizens across the country, "where
are the jobs?"
Guess what? Alaska has the jobs if we develop our OCS resources. According to a study at the
University of Alaska Anchorage by the Institute of Social and Economic Research, an annual
average of 54,000 jobs, nationwide, over the next 50 years. But these jobs only manifest
themselves if we say yes to OCS. Additionally, there is $193 billion dollars in potential local, state
and federal revenue. We can't afford not to develop Alaska's OCS.
The facts:
1. The USGS estimates there are 25 billion barrels of oil and 209 trillion cubic feet of natural gas
in the Chukchi Sea.
2. We can safely and responsible develop Alaska's Outer Continental Shelf. What we can no
longer do, is delay what is best for our country.
3. Shell has a long, safe and successful history of drilling in Alaska, with wells drilled in the
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mitigation measures, including seasonal operating restrictions, will minimize potential impacts,
and conflicts avoidance mechanisms will protect subsistence whaling and other harvest activities.
•Industry has committed to unprecedented provisions for prevention and spill response that go
above and beyond what is required by law. These provisions, combined with a stringent
permitting process, give Alaskans a high level of confidence that exploration and development
can occur safely and without harm to polar bears and other species.
•Drilling in the Arctic offers distinct differences than deepwater exploration and development in
the Gulf of Mexico. The pressure encountered in deepwater drilling is multiple times greater than
in Alaska where wells would be in very shallow water. There are also major differences in wel
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Environmental Impact Statements; Availability, etc.: Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Region,
Chukchi Sea Planning Area, Oil and Gas Lease Sale
Document: BOEM-2011-0044-0007
Comment from Alice Barnett, Citizen

Submitter Information
Name: Alice Barnett
Address:
12610 Neher Ridge Dr
Anchorage, AK, 99516
Email: alice.g.barnett@gmail.com
Phone: 907 334 9601
Organization: Citizen
Government Agency Type: Federal
Government Agency: BOEM

General Comment
•Lease Sale 193 should be affirmed as held in 2008. The SEIS provides sufficient information and
analysis to support an informed decision affirming Sale 193.
•Rescinding the leases and allowing a de facto moratorium to continue will harm Alaska’s
economy and discourage future industry investment, without a corresponding benefit to the
environment.
•Sale 193 is critical to Alaska’s future economy and the nation’s long-term energy security.
•The Chukchi OCS is an important future source of U.S. energy supply with up to 29 billion
barrels of oil and 209 trillion cubic feet of natural gas potentially in place. The Chukchi Sea is
considered the most prospective unexplored offshore basin in the country.
•The goal of Lease Sale 193 was to produce oil from the Alaska OCS and boost domestic
production from potential world-class energy deposits. OCS production has the potential to refill
the Alaska oil pipeline, which is now operating at one-third of its 1988 peak flow.
•Oil and gas production resulting from Sale 193 will occur under the world’s highest safety and
environmental standards. Activities will be governed by stringent lease stipulations. Numerous
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Submitter Information

Submitter Information
Name: Mary Barr
Address:
9441 Strathmore Dr
Anchorage, AK, 99502
Email: ak031764@customcpu.com
Phone: 907-248-2429
Organization: none
Government Agency Type: Federal
Government Agency: BOEM

General Comment
Please approve the lease sales in the Chukchi sea. The new draft SEIS speaks to the objections
that were raised in July 2010.
•Sale 193 is critical to Alaska’s future economy and the nation’s long-term energy security.
•Oil and gas production resulting from Sale 193 will occur under the world’s highest safety and
environmental standards. Activities will be governed by stringent lease stipulations. Numerous
mitigation measures, including seasonal operating restrictions, will minimize potential impacts,
and conflicts avoidance mechanisms will protect subsistence whaling and other harvest activities.
I strongly urge you to move forward with the lease approvals so we can begin to work on
lowering the cost of fuel for the United States.l
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Name: Jerome Birch
Address:
4740 E 115th Aveue
Anchorage, AK, 99516
Email: jbirch@taigamining.com
Organization: n/a personal

General Comment
Lease Sale 193 should be affirmed as originally held in 2008. The extensive information accumulated
and the analysis of it was more than adequate the first time. The practice of constantly coming up with
reasons to redo a comment period or re-examine the comment period removes faith in the process and
discourages business from investing in our countries oil future.
Offshore exploration is a critical aspect of our future energy needs and our nation's security. The
Chuckchi OCS is one of the best prospects our nation has for additional oil invetory. In addition to it
being important to our nation's needs, it is also vital to Alaska's economic future. The environmental
record of oil exploration and development in Alaska is the envy of the world. We have proven that
responsible development can co-exist with with protecting the environment. Our country is in dire
need of new energy sources. We will get them either by the high standards of environmental
stewardship in our own development or by purchasing energy from sources that develop with a much
lower environmental standard. It's obvious that for us to be responsible stewards of the environment,
we should be doing our own development at our high standards.
Our nation is at a critical economic period. Our high energy costs on top of our high unemployment is
a tradegy that we should be trying to solve. Producing our own oil, both onshore and offshore, is a
major factor in solving our economic problems.
Respectively submitted,
Jerome I. Birch
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Submitter Information

Name: Elizabeth Blankenship
Address:
11427 Discovery View Drive
Anchorage, AK, 99515-2751
Email: bethbeads@gci.net
Organization: Self

Name: Susan Bucknell
Address:
PO Box 1401
Kotzebue, AK, 99752
Email: susanbucknell@gmail.com
Phone: 907-442-2508
Organization: self

General Comment

General Comment

After the disaster in the Gulf of Mexico you're still considering drilling in the Chukchi Sea?
Seriously? When are we going to stop risking the health of the earth and it's people for short term
gains.

I’m concerned about an incident at the June 21st BOEMRE hearing in Kotzebue.
In response to a question of mine about what happens to oil in the ocean, Conoco Phillips
spokesperson Bruce St. Pierre replied that oil floats. End of discussion.
But when I had a chance to actually look at the revised draft supplemental EIS for Lease Sale 193,
I found lots of references to oil both sinking to the ocean floor, and remaining in the water
column. (See pages 146 and 147.) This seems particularly relevant because people at the hearing
were saying the Chukchi Sea is safer to drill because it’s so shallow. But those shallow waters are
important marine mammal feeding grounds. Information about the possibility of oil and tarballs
on the seabed and in the water column should have been an essential part of the discussion.
It's concerning that misleading information was presented during a BOEMRE hearing. And it's
concerning the eight BOEMRE people in the room let that incorrect science pass without a word,
because people didn't receive the benefit of accurate and full scientific information on which to
base their comments.
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Before the meeting, we were told that "subject matter experts" would provide answers to
questions. I'm confused about whether the ConocoPhillips representative acting as a subject
matter expert for BOEMRE?
To sum up, it troubles me that an oil industry spokesperson was given the floor to respond to
public questions and comments during the BOEMRE hearing, he used that opportunity to derail
questions and discussion by stating inaccurate information, and BOEMRE staff allowed that
misleading statement to stand.
I wonder if this is acceptable practice, and if industry representatives were allowed to make
similar misleading statements, unchallenged, at other BOEMRE hearings on Chukchi Sea Lease
Sale 193.
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Name: Gary Cameron
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Organization: Shell Exploration & Production Company

General Comment
• Rescinding the leases and allowing a de facto moratorium to continue will harm America’s economy
and discourage future industry investment.
• Allowing leases to go forward from Sale 193 is critical to Alaska’s future economy and the nation’s
long-term energy security.
• The Alaska OCS is a critical U.S. energy supply with up to 27 billion barrels of oil and 132 trillion
cubic feet of natural gas potentially in place.
• Alaska OCS will create almost 55 thousand jobs per year, $145 billion in payroll, and roughly 200
billion in government revenue over 50 years.
• The Chukchi Sea is considered the most prospective unexplored offshore basin in the country.
• OCS production will bolster TAPS, which is now operating at one-third of its 1988 peak flow.
• Over 81% of Alaskans consistently support OCS activities.
• New offshore oil and gas development in Alaska would also generate thousands of new high-paying
jobs throughout all 50 states – in manufacturing, computer technology, construction and maintenance.
• Oil and gas production resulting from Sale 193 will occur under the world’s highest safety and
environmental standards.
• Industry has committed to unprecedented provisions for prevention and spill response that go above
and beyond what is required by law.
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General Comment

General Comment

The very thorough process of research and permitting has already taken place. Please do not waste
any more money and time by delaying OCS development. Let's make this happen and help reduce
our dependency on foreign oil.

I am writing to support drilling in the Chukchi Sea, in the area of Lease Sale 193. I also encourage
the idea of drilling in the Beaufort Sea, and support a cooperative relationship with the State of
Alaska and the federal government that yields revenue sharing from the proceeds of this venture.
It’s not hard to explain why I am supportive of this action. Drilling is a technology that is more
environmentally-friendly than it has been in past years, especially here in Alaska where our State
Department of Environmental Conservation works so hard to protect the beauty and cleanliness of
our beautiful state. “Drilling” is not a term that is feared or rejected here in Alaska; drilling
provides access to Alaska’s resources. Resource development is the bread and butter of Alaska’s
economy; Prudhoe Bay employs many up on “The Slope” and the oil they extract from the ground
flows through the pipeline, and, really, straight into our state budget.
Oil puts people to work, places food on the table, builds roads and schools, keeps energy prices
down, and provides a decent chunk of domestic oil production in the United States.
As oil begins to not surge but trickle through the Pipeline, we can expect employment on “The
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Slope” to decrease, paychecks helping families to buckle, and the overall Alaska economy to
suffer. Truth be told—if our state is going to survive, we need oil. Not only does it ensure our
state’s survival, but it also ensures our country’s best interests. The less we rely on dangerous
foreign oil coming from countries who do not operate in our best interests—and have in the past
used revenue from oil to harm civilians and our men and women in uniform serving overseas—the
better off our country and our allies are.
Drilling in the area of Lease Sale 193 has far too many benefits for it to be denied. The federal
government is gazing at a tremendous opportunity for resource development and the
establishment of fiscal stability. Thank you!
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Docket: BOEM-2011-0044
Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Chukchi Sea Planning Area Oil and Gas Lease Sale 193

Comment On: BOEM-2011-0044-0001
Environmental Impact Statements; Availability, etc.: Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Region,
Chukchi Sea Planning Area, Oil and Gas Lease Sale

Comment On: BOEM-2011-0044-0001
Environmental Impact Statements; Availability, etc.: Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Region,
Chukchi Sea Planning Area, Oil and Gas Lease Sale

Document: BOEM-2011-0044-0020
Comment from Sean Cochrane, Individual

Document: BOEM-2011-0044-0009
Comment from John Cookson, Self

Submitter Information
Name: Sean Cochrane
Address:
5820 Beverly Dr
Anchorage, AK, 99516
Email: s_p_cochrane@hotmail.com
Organization: Individual

Submitter Information
Name: John Cookson
Address:
20442 Williamsburg Dr.
Eagle River, AK, 99577
Email: cookson@gci.net
Organization: Self

General Comment

General Comment

I write to support the adoption of the Supplementary Environmental Impact Statement on Oil and
Gas Lease Sale 193. The SEIS provides the Secretary with sufficient information and analyses to
make an informed decision to affirm Sale 193.
Contrary to what some may assert, there has already been oil and gas exploration and
development in the US Arctic Ocean. In fact, since the 1980’s some 35 wells have been drilled
without incident including five in the Chukchi. These wells are also significantly different in
nature than those in the deepwater Gulf of Mexico as it relates to depth, pressure and temperature.
I am a concerned Alaskan who believes that study of this issue has gone on too long. The time for
endless process has passed. An effort to rescind these leases will effectively result in a
moratorium which is inconsistent with federal policy and the needs of Alaskans and Americans.
The exploration and development of America’s oil and gas resources are critical to Alaska’s
future economy and the nation’s long-term energy security.

I encourage Secretary Salazr, the BOEMRE and other regulating officials to promptly affirm Oil
and Gas Lease Sale 193, Chukchi Sea. Development of our offshore resources, including the
Chukchi leases, is critical to our national prosperity and security. The Deepwater Horizon incident
has greatly heightened sensitivities to the risks of a very large oil spill (VLOS). However, it must
be recognized that the risks of a VLOS in the Chukchi are significantly lower than in the
deepwater Gulf of Mexico due to the much shallower water depth and lower reservoir pressure.
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Thank you for your consideration of this matter.
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reviewed, I ask BOEMRE to move promptly to finalize this process so that Americans can realize
the benefits of increased domestic production.
America has for to long relied on foreign oil while we have it here at home. The federal
government by stopping the exploration and utilization of USA owned and controled does
unnecessarily cause high petroleum prices.
Now is the time to start using some common sense and move forward on this project.

Docket: BOEM-2011-0044
Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Chukchi Sea Planning Area Oil and Gas Lease Sale 193

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on this important matter, and I urge the BOEMRE to
move forward with this process to allow the safe production of these resources.

Comment On: BOEM-2011-0044-0001
Environmental Impact Statements; Availability, etc.: Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Region,
Chukchi Sea Planning Area, Oil and Gas Lease Sale

Sincerely,
Richard L Coose

Document: BOEM-2011-0044-0135
Comment from Richard Coose, individual

Submitter Information
Name: Richard Coose
Address:
PO Box 9533
Ketchikan, AK, 99901
Email: dcoose@kpunet.net
Organization: individual

General Comment
July 11, 2011
James Kendall, Regional Director
Alaska OCS Region
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement
3801 Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, Alaska 99503
RE: Comments on Revised Draft SEIS, Lease Sale 193 Chukchi Sea
Dear Mr. Kendall:,
I am writing to express support for oil and gas development in the Chukchi Sea and to urge the
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation, and Enforcement (BOEMRE) to proceed with
Lease Sale 193.
The Revised Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) for Lease Sale 193
represents a complete analysis of the concerns raised by those who oppose oil and gas
development on Alaska’s Outer Continental Shelf. Now that the Lease Sale 193 has been

file://C:\Documents and Settings\BENEDETD\Local Settings\Temp\wzd1e3\Document Li... 7/27/2011

file://C:\Documents and Settings\BENEDETD\Local Settings\Temp\wzd1e3\Document Li... 7/27/2011

Page 1 of 1

Page 1 of 1

PUBLIC SUBMISSION

As of: July 25, 2011
Received: July 04, 2011
Status: Posted
Posted: July 05, 2011
Tracking No. 80eb9380
Comments Due: July 11, 2011
Submission Type: Web

Docket: BOEM-2011-0044
Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Chukchi Sea Planning Area Oil and Gas Lease Sale 193
Comment On: BOEM-2011-0044-0001
Environmental Impact Statements; Availability, etc.: Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Region, Chukchi
Sea Planning Area, Oil and Gas Lease Sale
Document: BOEM-2011-0044-0015
Comment from Billie Corbin, none

PUBLIC SUBMISSION

As of: July 25, 2011
Received: July 11, 2011
Status: Posted
Posted: July 11, 2011
Tracking No. 80ebfb3a
Comments Due: July 11, 2011
Submission Type: Web

Docket: BOEM-2011-0044
Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Chukchi Sea Planning Area Oil and Gas Lease Sale 193
Comment On: BOEM-2011-0044-0001
Environmental Impact Statements; Availability, etc.: Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Region,
Chukchi Sea Planning Area, Oil and Gas Lease Sale
Document: BOEM-2011-0044-0059
Comment from Deantha Crockett, personal

Submitter Information

Submitter Information

Name: Billie Corbin
Address:
3411 Cobblestone Creek
Houston, TX, 77084
Email: billie_corbin@hotmail.com
Phone: 281-620-7145
Organization: none
Government Agency Type: Federal
Government Agency: BOEM

Name: Deantha Crockett
Address:
11431 Cobra St
Anchorage, AK, 99507
Email: dcrockett@gci.net
Phone: 9073176323
Organization: personal

General Comment
Considering the impact of high energy prices that affect each American and our economy, the United
States has an obligation to develop domestic energy sources. Demand continues to rise and our country
needs to continue to develop the resourses we have. Lease 193 should be affirmed as held in 2008. There
is sufficient information and analysis to support an informed decision affirming Sale 193. If the leases
are rescinded, it will, no doubt, harm Alaska's economy, as well as the rest of the country's.
The Chukchi OCS is an important future source of energy. Lease Sale 193 has the potential to refill the
alaska oil pipeline and produce much needed energy and jobs.

General Comment
Please affirm Lease sale 193 as held in 2008. It is vitally important to Alaska and the nation's
economy.
Industry has gone above and beyond to implement environmental protections. There is NO reason
not to move forward in the OCS.
I say this as a 30-year resident of Alaska. I SUPPORT OCS development.
Thank you!

The industry has committed to preventing spills that are beyond legal requirements. The wells in Alaska
would be in very shallow water where pressures are much lower than in deep water drilling, thus
lowering risk. All current wells in Alaska were drilled without incident, even though most were drilled
using 1980's technology.
It is my belief that the Lease Sale 193 should be affirmed.
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JamesKendall,RegionalDirector
AlaskaOCSRegion
BureauofOceanEnergyManagement,RegulationandEnforcement
3801CenterpointDrive,Suite500
Anchorage,Alaska99503

RE:CommentsonRevisedDraftSEIS,LeaseSale193ChukchiSea

DearMr.Kendall:

AsanAmericanandanenergyconsumer,Iamwritingtoexpresssupportforoilandgasdevelopmentin
theChukchiSeaandtourgetheBureauofOceanEnergyManagement,Regulation,andEnforcement
(BOEMRE)toproceedwithLeaseSale193.

TheRevisedDraftSupplementalEnvironmentalImpactStatement(SEIS)forLeaseSale193representsa
thoroughanalysisoftheconcernsraisedbythosewhoopposeoilandgasdevelopmentonAlaska’s
OuterContinentalShelf.NowthattheLeaseSale193hasbeenfullyreviewed,IaskBOEMREtomove
promptlytofinalizethisprocesssothatAmericanscanrealizethebenefitsofincreaseddomestic
production.

Inadditiontoincreasingourdomesticsupplyofenergy,developmentofourenergyresourcesin
Alaska’sOuterContinentalShelfwouldhaveatremendousrippleeffectthroughoutthenation’s
economy–creatingtensofthousandsofjobsnationwide.AtatimewhenAmericansarestrugglingto
findworkandunemploymentremainshighinmanystates,thejobsandeconomicgrowthassociated
withAlaska’sOCSaresignificant.Itisestimatedthateconomicactivityfromthedevelopmentofthe
ChukchiandBeaufortSeaswouldcreateanannualaverageof54,700jobsnationwidewithacumulative
payrollof$154billionoverthenext50years.OutsideAlaska,developmentoftheChukchiSeawould
generateapproximately15,200U.S.jobsannuallyduringtheproductionphaseandanaverageof12,100
jobsannuallythrough2050.

OffshoreoilandgasdevelopmentintheChukchiSea,aswellastheBeaufortSea,hasthepotentialto
helptheUnitedStatesmeetitsenergydemand,createjobs,andgrowtheeconomy.Proceedingwith
LeaseSale193isinthebestinterestofallAmericans.Therehasbeenampleopportunityfor
environmentalreviewandpublicinputonLeaseSale193.Therefore,uponconclusionofthispublic
commentperiod,IurgeBOEMREtomoveforwardsothatAmericanscanreaptheeconomicandenergy
securitybenefitsofAlaska’sOuterContinentalShelf.

Sincerely,

LesCronk
POBox8080
Ketchikan,Alaska99901
Phone9072256157
Fax9072258254
Emaillesc@sousteve.com
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General Comment
We have recently seen an uncontrolled oil spill in the Gulf Coast region of the southern US. The ability
to stop and mitigate the effects of a similar spill in the Arctic Ocean is more than questionable.
BOEMRE's own analysis shows that very large oil spills could occur from drilling in the Chukchi Sea.
An oil spill would have catastrophic effects on species and communities in the region. The oil spill in
the Gulf of Mexico taught us that preparation is key. Shell Oil Co.'s oil spill prevention plan for the
Chukchi Sea is wholly inadequate. It is based on flawed and unrealistic assumptions. The Coast Guard
and other agencies agree -- we are woefully unprepared to respond to a large oil spill in the Arctic Ocean
were one to occur.
Many basic questions about the Arctic Ocean ecosystem remain unanswered. There is much more that
must be understood in this remote area -- through a comprehensive research and synthesis plan -- before
leasing and drilling can be allowed to proceed. Without this basic information, we cannot know the
potential consequences of oil development there and we cannot manage those activities in a way that
protects the people and resources of the region, particularly in the face of ever growing climate change
threats.
I urge you to not to move forward with risky, aggressive leasing and drilling plans in America's Arctic
Ocean.
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SidneyStetson
Northfield,VT056635738
July2,2011
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LoisBraun
SaintPaul,MN551082003
July4,2011


RegionalDirector
BureauofOceanEnergyManagement,RegulationandEnforcement,AlaskaOCSRegion,
3801CenterpointDrive,Suite500
Anchorage,Alaska995035820

RE:CommentsonRevisedDraftSEIS,LeaseSale193ChukchiSea:ArcticOceanOilDrillingisaBadIdea

DearBureauofOceanEnergyManagement,Regulation,andEnforcement,

Iftheycanprovetheyhavethetechnologyandcapabilityofstoppingadeepwateroilleakwithin48
hoursafteritbegins,thentheymaydrillatthatdepth.Simple.TheBureauofOceanEnergy
Management,Regulation,andEnforcementandtheDepartmentoftheInteriorarecurrentlymaking
importantdecisionsabouttheArcticOceanthatthreatenlongtermconsequencesfortheregion.
BOEMREiscurrentlyintheprocessofreconsideringtheBusheraChukchiSeaLeaseSale193thatwas
sentbacktotheagencybyanAlaskaFederalcourtlastsummer.ItisalsoconsideringplansbyShellOil
Co.todrillforoilintheChukchiandBeaufortseasstartingin2012andrevisionstotheaccompanyingoil
spillresponseplans.ItistoosoontopermitoilandgasactivitiesintheArcticOcean.BOEMREand
InteriorshouldnotreaffirmtheChukchiSealeasesandshouldnotapproveShellsplanstodrilluntil
fundamentalquestionsabouttheArcticOceanhavebeenansweredthroughmorescientificstudyand
synthesisandbeforerealisticandeffectiveplanstorespondtoalargeoilspillareputinplace.Iurgeyou
tonottomoveforwardwithrisky,aggressiveleasinganddrillingplansinAmericasArcticOcean.Until
BOEMREhasconductedathoroughscientificanalysisabouttheeffectsofoilandgasactivitiesonfish,
birds,andmarinemammals,leasesintheChukchiSeashouldnotbeaffirmedandoildrillingshouldnot
proceed.Thereisfartoomuchatrisk:theArcticOceanisapristine,remoteregion,hometomany
threatenedandendangeredspecies,includingbowheadwhales,polarbears,walruses,sealsandmuch
more.ThisregionisalsoofgreatsignificancetoAlaskaNativecommunitieswhichrelyonthebountyof
theArcticOceantosustaintheirthousandsyearoldwayoflife.BOEMREsownanalysisshowsthatvery
largeoilspillscouldoccurfromdrillingintheChukchiSea.Anoilspillwouldhavecatastrophiceffects
onspeciesandcommunitiesintheregion.TheoilspillintheGulfofMexicotaughtusthatpreparationis
key.ShellOilCo.soilspillpreventionplanfortheChukchiSeaiswhollyinadequate.Itisbasedon
flawedandunrealisticassumptions.TheCoastGuardandotheragenciesagreewearewoefully
unpreparedtorespondtoalargeoilspillintheArcticOceanwereonetooccur.Itisalsobeyonddispute
thatmanybasicquestionsabouttheArcticOceanecosystemremainunanswered.Thereismuchmore
thatmustbeunderstoodinthisremoteareathroughacomprehensiveresearchandsynthesisplan
beforeleasinganddrillingcanbeallowedtoproceed.Withoutthisbasicinformation,wecannotknow
thepotentialconsequencesofoildevelopmentthereandwecannotmanagethoseactivitiesinawaythat
protectsthepeopleandresourcesoftheregion,particularlyinthefaceofevergrowingclimatechange
threats.Iurgeyoutonottomoveforwardwithrisky,aggressiveleasinganddrillingplansinAmericas
ArcticOcean.

Sincerely,

SidneyStetson



RegionalDirector
BureauofOceanEnergyManagement,RegulationandEnforcement,AlaskaOCSRegion,
3801CenterpointDrive,Suite500
Anchorage,Alaska995035820

RE:CommentsonRevisedDraftSEIS,LeaseSale193ChukchiSea:ArcticOceanOilDrillingisaBadIdea

DearBureauofOceanEnergyManagement,Regulation,andEnforcement,

Iurgeyoutonottomoveforwardwithrisky,aggressiveleasinganddrillingplansinAmericasArctic
Ocean.JustayearagowewitnessedadevastatingoilspillintheGulfofMexico.Ifaspillwasthat
difficulttocontaininthewarmwatersoftheGulf,howmuchmoredifficultmightaspillinthecoldicy
watersoftheArcticbe?Itisnotworththerisk,consideringthemanythreatenedandendangeredspecies
thatmaketheArctictheirhome,andconsideringtheAlaskaNativecommunitieswhosthousandsof
yearsoldwayoflifewouldbeendangerediftheecosystemsuponwhichtheydependisdamaged.Itis
especiallynotworththeriskconsideringthatthefutureoftheworlddependsonourstoppingclimate
changebygettingoffoil.Whyrisksomuchtofeedanaddictionthatiskillingus?Itistimetosayno!
todrillingintheArctic,aswellastooffshoredrillingelsewhere,andtoredirecttheresourcesweexpend
onoilandgasextractionintodevelopingrenewablenonpollutingalternatives.

Sincerely,

LoisBraun
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gerrylamanski
Tempe,AZ852857927
July2,2011

RegionalDirector
BureauofOceanEnergyManagement,RegulationandEnforcement,AlaskaOCSRegion,
3801CenterpointDrive,Suite500
Anchorage,Alaska995035820

RE:CommentsonRevisedDraftSEIS,LeaseSale193ChukchiSea:ArcticOceanOilDrillingisaBadIdea

DearBureauofOceanEnergyManagement,Regulation,andEnforcement,

Nodrillinguntilthesecorporationscanwithoutadoubtcontainanyspillsorbeabletoleaveno
footprint.Theworldiswatching.Iftheydrillnowandspillsdueoccuritiswithoutadoubtinmymind
thatasaspeciesourselveswedontcareaboutanythinginthisworldbutusdamntheplanetandits
wonderfulness.WhydontwepushalternativeenergiesnowforourusehereintheUS,useupother
countriesoilfirstthenwewillliterallyhaveblackgoldunderourfeetandwillmaintainourdominance
inthemarketplaceandensureoursurvival.

Sincerely,

gerrylamanski


PennyWildPerkowski
Pequannock,NJ074401124
July2,2011

RegionalDirector
BureauofOceanEnergyManagement,RegulationandEnforcement,AlaskaOCSRegion,
3801CenterpointDrive,Suite500
Anchorage,Alaska995035820

RE:CommentsonRevisedDraftSEIS,LeaseSale193ChukchiSea:ArcticOceanOilDrillingisaBadIdea

DearBureauofOceanEnergyManagement,Regulation,andEnforcement,

AftertheBPdisaster,itisclearthatthereisnttheknowledgeneededtoreacttoanothersimiliar
catastropheintheocean.Wecantaffordtomakethesemistakesanylonger.Wedependonthehealthof
theplanet,andtheplanetdependsonustocareforit.TheBureauofOceanEnergyManagement,
Regulation,andEnforcementandtheDepartmentoftheInteriorarecurrentlymakingimportant
decisionsabouttheArcticOceanthatthreatenlongtermconsequencesfortheregion.BOEMREis
currentlyintheprocessofreconsideringtheBusheraChukchiSeaLeaseSale193thatwassentbackto
theagencybyanAlaskaFederalcourtlastsummer.ItisalsoconsideringplansbyShellOilCo.todrill
foroilintheChukchiandBeaufortseasstartingin2012andrevisionstotheaccompanyingoilspill
responseplans.ItistoosoontopermitoilandgasactivitiesintheArcticOcean.BOEMREandInterior
shouldnotreaffirmtheChukchiSealeasesandshouldnotapproveShellsplanstodrilluntil
fundamentalquestionsabouttheArcticOceanhavebeenansweredthroughmorescientificstudyand
synthesisandbeforerealisticandeffectiveplanstorespondtoalargeoilspillareputinplace.Iurgeyou
tonottomoveforwardwithrisky,aggressiveleasinganddrillingplansinAmericasArcticOcean.Until
BOEMREhasconductedathoroughscientificanalysisabouttheeffectsofoilandgasactivitiesonfish,
birds,andmarinemammals,leasesintheChukchiSeashouldnotbeaffirmedandoildrillingshouldnot
proceed.Thereisfartoomuchatrisk:theArcticOceanisapristine,remoteregion,hometomany
threatenedandendangeredspecies,includingbowheadwhales,polarbears,walruses,sealsandmuch
more.ThisregionisalsoofgreatsignificancetoAlaskaNativecommunitieswhichrelyonthebountyof
theArcticOceantosustaintheirthousandsyearoldwayoflife.BOEMREsownanalysisshowsthatvery
largeoilspillscouldoccurfromdrillingintheChukchiSea.Anoilspillwouldhavecatastrophiceffects
onspeciesandcommunitiesintheregion.TheoilspillintheGulfofMexicotaughtusthatpreparationis
key.ShellOilCo.soilspillpreventionplanfortheChukchiSeaiswhollyinadequate.Itisbasedon
flawedandunrealisticassumptions.TheCoastGuardandotheragenciesagreewearewoefully
unpreparedtorespondtoalargeoilspillintheArcticOceanwereonetooccur.Itisalsobeyonddispute
thatmanybasicquestionsabouttheArcticOceanecosystemremainunanswered.Thereismuchmore
thatmustbeunderstoodinthisremoteareathroughacomprehensiveresearchandsynthesisplan
beforeleasinganddrillingcanbeallowedtoproceed.Withoutthisbasicinformation,wecannotknow
thepotentialconsequencesofoildevelopmentthereandwecannotmanagethoseactivitiesinawaythat
protectsthepeopleandresourcesoftheregion,particularlyinthefaceofevergrowingclimatechange
threats.Iurgeyoutonottomoveforwardwithrisky,aggressiveleasinganddrillingplansinAmericas
ArcticOcean.

Sincerely,

PennyWildPerkowski
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JerisTurner
Oxnard,CA930368809
July3,2011

StephenSleeper
BonitaSprings,FL341357623
July2,2011


RegionalDirector
BureauofOceanEnergyManagement,RegulationandEnforcement,AlaskaOCSRegion,
3801CenterpointDrive,Suite500
Anchorage,Alaska995035820

RE:CommentsonRevisedDraftSEIS,LeaseSale193ChukchiSea:ArcticOceanOilDrillingisaBadIdea

DearBureauofOceanEnergyManagement,Regulation,andEnforcement,

TodrillanywhereintheArcticwouldbecatastrophic.Offshoredrillingisanenormousrisk.The
explosionofDeepHorizonwasaforegoneconclusion.ThequestionwasneverIFitwouldhappen,the
questionwasWHEN.Justasitwasinevitablethattherewouldbeanuclearmeltdownsoonerorlater,it
isinevitablethatifwearefoolishenoughtoletanyonedrillintheArctic,anaccidentwillinevitably
happen.Oilcompaniesdontmindtakingrisks,becausetheyareallaboutprofit,keepingusdependent
onfossilfuels,andtheydontcarewhattheydestroy.Thatisnottrueoftherestofus.Mostofuswantto
leavebehindaworldfitforourchildrenandtheirchildrentolivein.Pleasediscardthisinsaneidea.

Sincerely,

JerisTurner



RegionalDirector
BureauofOceanEnergyManagement,RegulationandEnforcement,AlaskaOCSRegion,
3801CenterpointDrive,Suite500
Anchorage,Alaska995035820

RE:CommentsonRevisedDraftSEIS,LeaseSale193ChukchiSea:ArcticOceanOilDrillingisaBadIdea

DearBureauofOceanEnergyManagement,Regulation,andEnforcement,

TheBureauofOceanEnergyManagement,Regulation,andEnforcementandtheDepartmentofthe
InteriorarecurrentlymakingimportantdecisionsabouttheArcticOceanthatthreatenlongterm
consequencesfortheregion.BOEMREiscurrentlyintheprocessofreconsideringtheBusheraChukchi
SeaLeaseSale193thatwassentbacktotheagencybyanAlaskaFederalcourtlastsummer.Itisalso
consideringplansbyShellOilCo.todrillforoilintheChukchiandBeaufortseasstartingin2012and
revisionstotheaccompanyingoilspillresponseplans.Itistoosoontopermitoilandgasactivitiesinthe
ArcticOcean.BOEMREandInteriorshouldnotreaffirmtheChukchiSealeasesandshouldnotapprove
ShellsplanstodrilluntilfundamentalquestionsabouttheArcticOceanhavebeenansweredthrough
morescientificstudyandsynthesisandbeforerealisticandeffectiveplanstorespondtoalargeoilspill
areputinplace.Iurgeyoutonottomoveforwardwithrisky,aggressiveleasinganddrillingplansin
AmericasArcticOcean.UntilBOEMREhasconductedathoroughscientificanalysisabouttheeffectsof
oilandgasactivitiesonfish,birds,andmarinemammals,leasesintheChukchiSeashouldnotbe
affirmedandoildrillingshouldnotproceed.Thereisfartoomuchatrisk:theArcticOceanisapristine,
remoteregion,hometomanythreatenedandendangeredspecies,includingbowheadwhales,polar
bears,walruses,sealsandmuchmore.ThisregionisalsoofgreatsignificancetoAlaskaNative
communitieswhichrelyonthebountyoftheArcticOceantosustaintheirthousandsyearoldwayoflife.
BOEMREsownanalysisshowsthatverylargeoilspillscouldoccurfromdrillingintheChukchiSea.An
oilspillwouldhavecatastrophiceffectsonspeciesandcommunitiesintheregion.TheoilspillintheGulf
ofMexicotaughtusthatpreparationiskey.ShellOilCo.soilspillpreventionplanfortheChukchiSeais
whollyinadequate.Itisbasedonflawedandunrealisticassumptions.TheCoastGuardandother
agenciesagreewearewoefullyunpreparedtorespondtoalargeoilspillintheArcticOceanwereone
tooccur.ItisalsobeyonddisputethatmanybasicquestionsabouttheArcticOceanecosystemremain
unanswered.Thereismuchmorethatmustbeunderstoodinthisremoteareathrougha
comprehensiveresearchandsynthesisplanbeforeleasinganddrillingcanbeallowedtoproceed.
Withoutthisbasicinformation,wecannotknowthepotentialconsequencesofoildevelopmentthereand
wecannotmanagethoseactivitiesinawaythatprotectsthepeopleandresourcesoftheregion,
particularlyinthefaceofevergrowingclimatechangethreats.Iurgeyoutonottomoveforwardwith
risky,aggressiveleasinganddrillingplansinAmericasArcticOcean.NODRILLING!!!Youragencyis
supposedtoprotectTHEPEOPLEfromegregiousattemptsbygreedycorporationstofurtherexploitthe
peopleofthiscountryandOURnaturalresources.Nomore...ENDCORPORATERULE!!!

Sincerely,

StephenSleeper
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General Comment

General Comment
Please allow development of the outer continental shelf of Alaska. The oil and gas companies in
Alaska have done a good job to date of developing our resources in a responsible manner. The
development of these resources has led to clean water, good housing, energy, the development of
roads and schools for all of us here in the state. The companies have followed state, local, and
federal laws and done a good job of protecting the environment. If the state and companies feel
that these resources can be developed safely, and permit review by all the agencies is within
guidelines, then they should be allowed to develop these leases they have bought in good faith.

“I urge you to adopt the Supplement Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) and reaffirm Chukchi
Sea Oil and Gas Lease Sale 193. As an Alaskan, I support the development of Alaska’s Outer
Continental Shelf. The SEIS is just for the lease sale only, which authorizes a lessee to engage only in
“ancillary activities” that do not harm the environment. The lease holders have been waiting for over
three years since the historic lease sale in 2008 to explore and hopefully develop these leases. But
before any exploration, development or production activities can occur, further environmental review
and approval will be required.
Alaskans have and continue to support the development of our state’s OCS as it is not only vital to our
economy and the continued operation of the Trans-Alaska Pipeline System, but it is important for our
nation’s energy security. Alaska’s OCS is estimated to hold 27 billion barrels of oil and 132 trillion
cubic feet of natural gas. That could fuel 25 million cars for 35 years. Alaska’s North Slope region has
already produced 16 billion barrels of oil in the last 34 years, so the OCS really could fuel Alaska’s
economy and provided much needed energy for the nation for decades.
Again, please adopt the SEIS and reaffirm Lease Sale 193.”
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General Comment

General Comment
I am against exploratory drilling, or any type of drilling for Oil in the Chukchi Sea. I am Inupiat,
an enrolled tribal member of the Native Village of Point Hope. My poeple have survived and
thrived for centuries here in the Arctic. Anthropologists believe it is one of the oldest continually
inhabited places in North America. Why? Point Hope is on a peninsula that juts out into the
Chukchi Sea; it is rich in marine life, such as Bow head whales, bearded seals, polar bears, arctic
fox, walrus and many more animals. Our ancestors have survived for centuries in the most
extreme arctic environment. This did not happen by chance. As Patrick Attungana, a resected
whaling captain once said: our blood is mixed with that of the animals, with the bowhead whales.
Point Hope is a complex whaling society. Our identity and our social and cultural laws and
customs are derived from the lands, our waters, the animals, the fish and the birds. All of this
knowledge has been handed down orally through generation after generation. It is very hard to
fathom, to even wrap one's brain around what it actually means to be out on the ice on the
Chukchi Sea; survival is paramount. The currents, the weather conditions, the ice and the extreme
force and power of the elements can never be underestimated. I do not care what sort of
"technology" Shell Oil or any oil company thinks they have, it is no match for mother nature. Drill
where it is safer, on land. Thank You
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Regional Director
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement
Alaska OCS Region
3801 Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, Alaska 99503–5820
Regional Director
I urge you to affirm the lease sale 193.
Oil and gas development is critical to our Nations energy security.
By affirming this sale you could help create 54,000 new Alaskan jobs for the next 50 years.
Alaska has some of the worlds highest safety and environmental standards.
These outer continental shelves have been drilled before in the 1980 with old technologies with
out incident.
The impact the high oil prices have on the nation’s poor and less fortunate people is an important
factor that is often disregarded by the environmental attorneys lobbying to stop all OCS oil
development. I believe drilling in Alaska’s OCS will help stabilize oil prices. It is our nation’s
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moral obligation to develop all types of domestic energy sources especially oil and gas.
Again I urge you to affirm the Lease Sale 193
Respectfully
Kevin Greenfield
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YRHIVWXSSHEVIEMRXLI[SVPH8LIVIMWEPEGOSJFEWMGWGMIRGIVERKMRK
JVSQWMQTPIWTIGMIWGSYRXWSJQEVMRIQEQQEPWWYGLEWXLIXLVIEXIRIH
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WLS[WXLEXZIV]PEVKISMPWTMPPWGSYPHSGGYVJVSQHVMPPMRKMRXLI
'LYOGLM7IE8LMWEREP]WMWWLS[WXLEXWYGLEWTMPPGSYPHLEZI
GEXEWXVSTLMGIJJIGXWSRXLIVIKMSR WWTIGMIWWYGLEWXLIXLVIEXIRIH
TSPEVFIEVEW[IPPEWIRHERKIVIHFMVHWERH[LEPIW-JXLMWEPSRI[EW
RSXWIVMSYWIRSYKL&3)16) WTVIHIGIWWSVEKIRG]XLI1MRIVEPW
1EREKIQIRX7IVZMGITVIZMSYWP]WXEXIHXLEXRSXIGLRSPSK]I\MWXWXSGPIER
YTEWTMPPMRXLI%VGXMG WZSPEXMPIWIEMGIIRZMVSRQIRX8LIXLVIEX
SJSMPWTMPPWERHXLIMREFMPMX]XSGPIERXLIQYTEVIVIEWSRIRSYKLXS
GERGIPER]TPERWJSVTVSTSWIHHVMPPMRK
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3GIERMWXLIMVKEVHIRERH[IQYWXTVSXIGXMXJSVJYXYVIKIRIVEXMSRW-X
MWEPWSTEVXSJXLI[SVPH WSGIERKEVHIR[LIR[MPPFVYXIGSQQSRWIRWI
TVIZEMP#
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YTEWTMPPMRXLI%VGXMG WZSPEXMPIWIEMGIIRZMVSRQIRX8LIXLVIEX
SJSMPWTMPPWERHXLIMREFMPMX]XSGPIERXLIQYTEVIVIEWSRIRSYKLXS
GERGIPER]TPERWJSVTVSTSWIHHVMPPMRK
%WETISTPI[LSLEZIPMZIHSJJXLIFSYRX]SJXLI%VGXMG3GIERJSV
XLSYWERHWSJ]IEVWXLI-RYTMEXXVEHMXMSREPP]WTIRH[IIOWEXEXMQISR
XLI[EXIVLYRXMRKXSJIIHXLIMVJEQMPMIWERHXLIMVGSQQYRMXMIW8LI
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KIRIVEXMSRW
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Jul 7, 2011

.EQIW/IRHEPP

James Kendall

7YFNIGX'SQQIRXWSRXLI6IZMWIH(VEJX7)-70IEWI7EPI'LYOGLM7IE

Subject: Comments on the Revised Draft SEIS, Lease Sale 193 Chukchi Sea

(IEV.EQIW/IRHEPP

Dear James Kendall,

8LIJYXYVISJ%QIVMGE W%VGXMG3GIERQE]FIHIGMHIHXLMWWYQQIV- Q
[VMXMRKXSEWOXLEXRSHVMPPMRKMWTIVQMXXIHMR%VGXMG[EXIVWKMZIRXLI
PEGOSJIWWIRXMEPMRJSVQEXMSRSRXLIIGSW]WXIQERHXIGLRSPSK]XSGPIER
YTEWTMPPMRXLI%VGXMG WYRMUYIGSRHMXMSRW

I have lived and worked in the arctic for the past 36 years and know
that much of it is no longer pristine because of oil exploration and
development. I have tried to clean up oil spills there and know it is
very dificult to imposible. therefore i request that any massive
drilling effort, like the shell proposal be denied until the industry
develpos a technology and proceedure that can be effective for clean up
because spills are unavoidable apparentlyl. The future of America's
Arctic Ocean may be decided this summer. I'm writing to ask that no
drilling is permitted in Arctic waters given the lack of essential
information on the ecosystem and technology to clean up a spill in the
Arctic's unique conditions.

8LI%VGXMG WVMGLQEVMRIIRZMVSRQIRXMWXLIPIEWXYRHIVWXSSHEVIEMR
XLI[SVPH8LIVIMWEPEGOSJFEWMGWGMIRGIJVSQWMQTPIWTIGMIWGSYRXW
SJQEVMRIQEQQEPWWYGLEWXLIXLVIEXIRIHTSPEVFIEVERHXLIIRHERKIVIH
FS[LIEH[LEPIXSMRJSVQEXMSREFSYXGYVVIRXWERHXMHEPW]WXIQW8LI
(ITEVXQIRXSJ-RXIVMSV (3- QYWXRSXQSZIJSV[EVH[MXLHIGMWMSRWEFSYX
HVMPPMRKFIJSVIMXLEWGVMXMGEPQMWWMRKMRJSVQEXMSRTEVXMGYPEVP]
EKEMRWXXLIFEGOHVSTSJWIEMGIPSWWERHSGIEREGMHMJMGEXMSRX[S
I\MWXIRXMEPXLVIEXWGEYWIHF]JSWWMPJYIPFYVRMRKXLEXGSYPHVMTSYX
XLIZIV]JSYRHEXMSRSJXLI%VGXMG3GIERIGSW]WXIQ
%WTEVXSJXLIVIZMWIHHVEJX7YTTPIQIRXEP)RZMVSRQIRXEP-QTEGX
7XEXIQIRX 7)-7 JSV'LYOGLM0IEWI7EPI&3)16)GSRHYGXIHER
EREP]WMWXLEXWLS[WXLEXZIV]PEVKISMPWTMPPWGSYPHSGGYVJVSQ
HVMPPMRKMRXLI'LYOGLM7IE8LMWEREP]WMWWLS[WXLEXWYGLEWTMPP
GSYPHLEZIGEXEWXVSTLMGIJJIGXWSRXLIVIKMSR WWTIGMIWWYGLEWXLI
XLVIEXIRIHTSPEVFIEVEW[IPPEWIRHERKIVIHFMVHWERH[LEPIW%WMJ
XLMW[IVIRSXWIVMSYWIRSYKL&3)16) WTVIHIGIWWSVEKIRG]XLI1MRIVEPW
1EREKIQIRX7IVZMGITVIZMSYWP]WXEXIHXLEXRSXIGLRSPSK]I\MWXWXSGPIER
YTEWTMPPMRXLI%VGXMG WZSPEXMPIWIEMGIIRZMVSRQIRX8LIXLVIEX
SJSMPWTMPPWERHXLIMREFMPMX]XSGPIERXLIQYTEVIVIEWSRIRSYKLXS
GERGIPER]TPERWJSVTVSTSWIHHVMPPMRK
%WETISTPI[LSLEZIPMZIHSJJXLIFSYRX]SJXLI%VGXMG3GIERJSV
XLSYWERHWSJ]IEVWXLI-RYTMEXXVEHMXMSREPP]WTIRH[IIOWEXEXMQISR
XLI[EXIVLYRXMRKXSJIIHXLIMVJEQMPMIWERHXLIMVGSQQYRMXMIW8LI
%VGXMG3GIERMWXLIMVKEVHIRERH[IQYWXTVSXIGXMXJSVJYXYVI
KIRIVEXMSRW
-LEZI[SVOIHEWEVSYKLRIGOERHIZIRMJEHMWEWXIVSYWWTMPPHMHR X
SGGYVXLIVIMWRSHIR]MRKXLEXHVMPPMRKVMKWLEZIEPEVKIHIXVMQIRXEP
MQTEGXSRXLIVIIRZMVSRQIRX

Secretary Salazar, please do not allow the oil industry to move forward
with aggressive, risky plans to drill in these one-of-a-kind waters.
There is too much at stake.
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WXSTTMRKEWTMPPEXEKMZIRHITXL[MXLMRLSYVWSJMXWSGGYVVIRGI
QE]FIXLIR[IGSYPHVIGSRWMHIVEPPS[MRKXLIQXSHVMPP9RXMPXLIRRS
HMGI
8LIJYXYVISJ%QIVMGE W%VGXMG3GIERQE]FIHIGMHIHXLMWWYQQIV- Q
[VMXMRKXSEWOXLEXRSHVMPPMRKMWTIVQMXXIHMR%VGXMG[EXIVWKMZIRXLI
PEGOSJIWWIRXMEPMRJSVQEXMSRSRXLIIGSW]WXIQERHXIGLRSPSK]XSGPIER
YTEWTMPPMRXLI%VGXMG WYRMUYIGSRHMXMSRW
8LI%VGXMG WVMGLQEVMRIIRZMVSRQIRXMWXLIPIEWXYRHIVWXSSHEVIEMR
XLI[SVPH8LIVIMWEPEGOSJFEWMGWGMIRGIJVSQWMQTPIWTIGMIWGSYRXW
SJQEVMRIQEQQEPWWYGLEWXLIXLVIEXIRIHTSPEVFIEVERHXLIIRHERKIVIH
FS[LIEH[LEPIXSMRJSVQEXMSREFSYXGYVVIRXWERHXMHEPW]WXIQW8LI
(ITEVXQIRXSJ-RXIVMSV (3- QYWXRSXQSZIJSV[EVH[MXLHIGMWMSRWEFSYX
HVMPPMRKFIJSVIMXLEWGVMXMGEPQMWWMRKMRJSVQEXMSRTEVXMGYPEVP]
EKEMRWXXLIFEGOHVSTSJWIEMGIPSWWERHSGIEREGMHMJMGEXMSRX[S
I\MWXIRXMEPXLVIEXWGEYWIHF]JSWWMPJYIPFYVRMRKXLEXGSYPHVMTSYX
XLIZIV]JSYRHEXMSRSJXLI%VGXMG3GIERIGSW]WXIQ
%WTEVXSJXLIVIZMWIHHVEJX7YTTPIQIRXEP)RZMVSRQIRXEP-QTEGX
7XEXIQIRX 7)-7 JSV'LYOGLM0IEWI7EPI&3)16)GSRHYGXIHER
EREP]WMWXLEXWLS[WXLEXZIV]PEVKISMPWTMPPWGSYPHSGGYVJVSQ
HVMPPMRKMRXLI'LYOGLM7IE8LMWEREP]WMWWLS[WXLEXWYGLEWTMPP
GSYPHLEZIGEXEWXVSTLMGIJJIGXWSRXLIVIKMSR WWTIGMIWWYGLEWXLI
XLVIEXIRIHTSPEVFIEVEW[IPPEWIRHERKIVIHFMVHWERH[LEPIW%WMJ
XLMW[IVIRSXWIVMSYWIRSYKL&3)16) WTVIHIGIWWSVEKIRG]XLI1MRIVEPW
1EREKIQIRX7IVZMGITVIZMSYWP]WXEXIHXLEXRSXIGLRSPSK]I\MWXWXSGPIER
YTEWTMPPMRXLI%VGXMG WZSPEXMPIWIEMGIIRZMVSRQIRX8LIXLVIEX
SJSMPWTMPPWERHXLIMREFMPMX]XSGPIERXLIQYTEVIVIEWSRIRSYKLXS
GERGIPER]TPERWJSVTVSTSWIHHVMPPMRK

7IGVIXEV]7EPE^EVTPIEWIHSRSXEPPS[XLISMPMRHYWXV]XSQSZIJSV[EVH
[MXLEKKVIWWMZIVMWO]TPERWXSHVMPPMRXLIWISRISJEOMRH[EXIVW
8LIVIMWXSSQYGLEXWXEOI

As part of the revised draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (SEIS) for Chukchi Lease Sale 193, BOEMRE conducted an
analysis that shows that very large oil spills could occur from
drilling in the Chukchi Sea. This analysis shows that such a spill
could have catastrophic effects on the region's species, such as the
threatened polar bear as well as endangered birds and whales. As if
this were not serious enough, BOEMRE's predecessor agency, the Minerals
Management Service previously stated that no technology exists to clean
up a spill in the Arctic's volatile sea ice environment. The threat
of oil spills and the inability to clean them up are reason enough to
cancel any plans for proposed drilling.
As a people who have lived off the bounty of the Arctic Ocean for
thousands of years, the Inupiat traditionally spend weeks at a time on
the water, hunting to feed their families and their communities. The
Arctic Ocean is their garden and we must protect it for future
generations.

7IGVIXEV]7EPE^EVTPIEWIHSRSXEPPS[XLISMPMRHYWXV]XSQSZIJSV[EVH
[MXLEKKVIWWMZIVMWO]TPERWXSHVMPPMRXLIWISRISJEOMRH[EXIVW
8LIVIMWXSSQYGLEXWXEOI

%WETISTPI[LSLEZIPMZIHSJJXLIFSYRX]SJXLI%VGXMG3GIERJSV
XLSYWERHWSJ]IEVWXLI-RYTMEXXVEHMXMSREPP]WTIRH[IIOWEXEXMQISR
XLI[EXIVLYRXMRKXSJIIHXLIMVJEQMPMIWERHXLIMVGSQQYRMXMIW8LI
%VGXMG3GIERMWXLIMVKEVHIRERH[IQYWXTVSXIGXMXJSVJYXYVI
KIRIVEXMSRW

The Arctic's rich marine environment is the least understood area in
the world. There is a lack of basic science from simple species counts
of marine mammals such as the threatened polar bear and the endangered
bowhead whale to information about currents and tidal systems. The
Department of Interior (DOI) must not move forward with decisions about
drilling before it has critical missing information, particularly
against the backdrop of sea ice loss and ocean acidification, two
existential threats caused by fossil fuel burning that could rip out
the very foundation of the Arctic Ocean ecosystem.
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XLITVMWXMRI=IPPS[WXSRIVMZIVERHWYVVSYRHMRKEVIE-XMWLEVHXS
JEXLSQ[L][IEVIIZIRGSRWMHIVMRKTIVQMXXMRK&-+3-0MRXIVIWXWERH
KVIIHXSVMWOHEQEKMRKXLI%VXMG3GIER8LIJYXYVISJ%QIVMGE W%VGXMG
3GIERQE]FIHIGMHIHXLMWWYQQIV- Q[VMXMRKXSEWOXLEXRSHVMPPMRK
MWTIVQMXXIHMR%VGXMG[EXIVWKMZIRXLIPEGOSJIWWIRXMEPMRJSVQEXMSR
SRXLIIGSW]WXIQERHXIGLRSPSK]XSGPIERYTEWTMPPMRXLI%VGXMG W
YRMUYIGSRHMXMSRW
8LI%VGXMG WVMGLQEVMRIIRZMVSRQIRXMWXLIPIEWXYRHIVWXSSHEVIEMR
XLI[SVPH8LIVIMWEPEGOSJFEWMGWGMIRGIJVSQWMQTPIWTIGMIWGSYRXW
SJQEVMRIQEQQEPWWYGLEWXLIXLVIEXIRIHTSPEVFIEVERHXLIIRHERKIVIH
FS[LIEH[LEPIXSMRJSVQEXMSREFSYXGYVVIRXWERHXMHEPW]WXIQW8LI
(ITEVXQIRXSJ-RXIVMSV (3- QYWXRSXQSZIJSV[EVH[MXLHIGMWMSRWEFSYX
HVMPPMRKFIJSVIMXLEWGVMXMGEPQMWWMRKMRJSVQEXMSRTEVXMGYPEVP]
EKEMRWXXLIFEGOHVSTSJWIEMGIPSWWERHSGIEREGMHMJMGEXMSRX[S
I\MWXIRXMEPXLVIEXWGEYWIHF]JSWWMPJYIPFYVRMRKXLEXGSYPHVMTSYX
XLIZIV]JSYRHEXMSRSJXLI%VGXMG3GIERIGSW]WXIQ
%WTEVXSJXLIVIZMWIHHVEJX7YTTPIQIRXEP)RZMVSRQIRXEP-QTEGX
7XEXIQIRX 7)-7 JSV'LYOGLM0IEWI7EPI&3)16)GSRHYGXIHER
EREP]WMWXLEXWLS[WXLEXZIV]PEVKISMPWTMPPWGSYPHSGGYVJVSQ
HVMPPMRKMRXLI'LYOGLM7IE8LMWEREP]WMWWLS[WXLEXWYGLEWTMPP
GSYPHLEZIGEXEWXVSTLMGIJJIGXWSRXLIVIKMSR WWTIGMIWWYGLEWXLI
XLVIEXIRIHTSPEVFIEVEW[IPPEWIRHERKIVIHFMVHWERH[LEPIW%WMJ
XLMW[IVIRSXWIVMSYWIRSYKL&3)16) WTVIHIGIWWSVEKIRG]XLI1MRIVEPW
1EREKIQIRX7IVZMGITVIZMSYWP]WXEXIHXLEXRSXIGLRSPSK]I\MWXWXSGPIER
YTEWTMPPMRXLI%VGXMG WZSPEXMPIWIEMGIIRZMVSRQIRX8LIXLVIEX
SJSMPWTMPPWERHXLIMREFMPMX]XSGPIERXLIQYTEVIVIEWSRIRSYKLXS
GERGIPER]TPERWJSVTVSTSWIHHVMPPMRK
%WETISTPI[LSLEZIPMZIHSJJXLIFSYRX]SJXLI%VGXMG3GIERJSV
XLSYWERHWSJ]IEVWXLI-RYTMEXXVEHMXMSREPP]WTIRH[IIOWEXEXMQISR
XLI[EXIVLYRXMRKXSJIIHXLIMVJEQMPMIWERHXLIMVGSQQYRMXMIW8LI
%VGXMG3GIERMWXLIMVKEVHIRERH[IQYWXTVSXIGXMXJSVJYXYVI
KIRIVEXMSRW
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Dr. Ilsa Lottes
1000 Hilltop Cir
Baltimore, MD 21250-0001
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Jul 7, 2011
James Kendall

Docket: BOEM-2011-0044
Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Chukchi Sea Planning Area Oil and Gas Lease Sale 193

Subject: Comments on the Revised Draft SEIS, Lease Sale 193 Chukchi Sea
Dear James Kendall,
It is very important that no drilling be allowed the the Arctic. The
oceans of the world are already harmed enough by the activities of
man.

Comment On: BOEM-2011-0044-0001
Environmental Impact Statements; Availability, etc.: Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Region, Chukchi
Sea Planning Area, Oil and Gas Lease Sale
Document: BOEM-2011-0044-0129
Comment from William Hawley, Individual

The future of America's Arctic Ocean may be decided this summer. I'm
writing to ask that no drilling is permitted in Arctic waters given the
lack of essential information on the ecosystem and technology to clean
up a spill in the Arctic's unique conditions.
The Arctic's rich marine environment is the least understood area in
the world. There is a lack of basic science from simple species counts
of marine mammals such as the threatened polar bear and the endangered
bowhead whale to information about currents and tidal systems. The
Department of Interior (DOI) must not move forward with decisions about
drilling before it has critical missing information, particularly
against the backdrop of sea ice loss and ocean acidification, two
existential threats caused by fossil fuel burning that could rip out
the very foundation of the Arctic Ocean ecosystem.
As part of the revised draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (SEIS) for Chukchi Lease Sale 193, BOEMRE conducted an
analysis that shows that very large oil spills could occur from
drilling in the Chukchi Sea. This analysis shows that such a spill
could have catastrophic effects on the region's species, such as the
threatened polar bear as well as endangered birds and whales. As if
this were not serious enough, BOEMRE's predecessor agency, the Minerals
Management Service previously stated that no technology exists to clean
up a spill in the Arctic's volatile sea ice environment. The threat
of oil spills and the inability to clean them up are reason enough to
cancel any plans for proposed drilling.
As a people who have lived off the bounty of the Arctic Ocean for
thousands of years, the Inupiat traditionally spend weeks at a time on
the water, hunting to feed their families and their communities. The
Arctic Ocean is their garden and we must protect it for future
generations.
Secretary Salazar, please do not allow the oil industry to move forward
with aggressive, risky plans to drill in these one-of-a-kind waters.
There is too much at stake.
Sincerely,
Dr. Ilsa Lottes

Submitter Information
Name: William Hawley
Address:
PO Box 110838
Anchorage, AK, 99511
Email: ted.hawley.ak@gmail.com
Phone: 907.223.7621
Organization: Individual

General Comment
•Lease Sale 193 should be affirmed as held in 2008. The SEIS provides sufficient information and
analysis to support an informed decision affirming Sale 193.
•Rescinding the leases and allowing a de facto moratorium to continue will harm Alaska’s economy and
discourage future industry investment, without a corresponding benefit to the environment.
•Setting a precedent of halting projects after they have gone through the NEPA process will show
industry and the world that the US does not understand or respect it's own environmental process - one
of the most rigourous in the world.
•The North Slope and the offshore are now perhaps the most studied energy basins in America. In the
past decade, over 250 studies have been funded in the Arctic, with the majority focused on the Beaufort
and Chukchi Seas.
•New offshore oil and gas development in Alaska would generate thousands of new high-paying jobs
throughout all 50 states – in manufacturing, computer technology, construction and maintenance. $82
billion in payroll would be paid to employees in the Lower 48.
•Federal, state and local governments would all realize substantial revenue from OCS development, with
the base case totaling $193 billion, of which the federal government would collect $167 billion.
•Demand for energy is continuing to rise and the U.S. requires continued development of America’s oil
and gas resources as the nation transitions to the new energy sources of the future.
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July 10, 2011

To whom it may concern:

Frankly, I am reluctant to endorse any oil exploration in the Chukchi Sea given recent
events such as the Deepwater Horizon oil spill in 2010 and now the current spill from a
broken pipeline into the Yellowstone River in Wyoming. Spills, blowouts and other
incidents, regardless of the reasons behind them, shake the nation’s confidence in oil
companies and their partners as well as in regulatory agencies.
It seems more than reasonable to suggest a shift in the mindset from “it will never
happen” to “it WILL happen” and to choose to be prepared. I would urge all to take up
the full recommendations of the findings of the National Commission on the BP Deep
Water Horizon Oil Spill and Off Shore Drilling. Regardless of the depth of the water, any
oil exploration and drilling needs to follow these recommendations to safeguard the
environment and establish financial responsibility.
In addition, Congress needs to fully fund the regulatory agencies involved so they can
function as partners in prevention and response to any incidents. For example, there
needs to be increased investment in the Coast Guard so it can receive equipment, staff
and training to be ready to respond to all manner of incidents in the arctic. Coupled with
this, NOAA needs support to increase its abilities and do its part for improved quality of
necessary weather forecasting and real-time sea ice conditions. If the funding isn’t there,
then drilling should be delayed.
We need to have a transparent and traceable inclusion of science and expertise in a more
effective way. I strongly support the recommendations from the 2011 excellent report by
Holland-Bartels and Pierce of the USGS (An evaluation of the science needs to inform
decisions on Outer Continental Shelf energy development in the Chukchi and Beaufort
Seas, Alaska: U.S. Geological Survey Circular 1370, 278 p.) In that report, there is
evidence of the wide gaps in our current knowledge and our understanding of the arctic
ecosystems. Comprehensive research should be integrated and focused in helping us
understand how the ecosystem works. Much work is needed to establish baseline data
before any drilling. If the funding isn’t there to support such work, then drilling should be
delayed.
As Gulf Oil Commissioner and fellow Alaskan, Frances Ulmer noted in a public forum in
Fairbanks, AK this past spring, the arctic doesn’t just belong to the US; it belongs to a
group of nations. A collaboration of arctic nations should ahead of time establish best
practices methods and training appropriate to the special challenges of the arctic. Any
spill will become an international incident. We as a nation need to be prepared to
respond. We have seen what happens when there is ill preparedness for the inevitable.
No one benefits from that. Again, a spill, blowout or similar incident WILL happen and
we should do all we can to be prepared. It will cost, but it will cost much more if we do
not.
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Sarah W. Keller
169 Eagle Ridge Rd.
Fairbanks, AK 99712
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Submitter Information
Name: Daniel Kelly
Address:
898 Lincoln Street
Ketchikan, AK, 99901
Email: dan.kelly_ak@yahoo.com
Phone: (907)225-7998
Organization: None

General Comment
As an American and an energy consumer, I am writing to express support for oil and gas
development in the Chukchi Sea and to urge the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management,
Regulation, and Enforcement (BOEMRE) to proceed with Lease Sale 193.
The Revised Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) for Lease Sale 193
represents a thorough analysis of the concerns raised by those who oppose oil and gas
development on Alaska’s Outer Continental Shelf. Now that the Lease Sale 193 has been fully
reviewed, I ask BOEMRE to move promptly to finalize this process so that Americans can realize
the benefits of increased domestic production.
In addition to increasing our domestic supply of energy, development of our energy resources in
Alaska’s Outer Continental Shelf would have a tremendous ripple effect throughout the nation’s
economy – creating tens of thousands of jobs nationwide. At a time when Americans are
struggling to find work and unemployment remains high in many states, the jobs and economic
growth associated with Alaska’s OCS are significant. It is estimated that economic activity from
the development of the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas would create an annual average of 54,700 jobs
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nationwide with a cumulative payroll of $154 billion over the next 50 years. Outside Alaska,
development of the Chukchi Sea would generate approximately 15,200 U.S. jobs annually during
the production phase and an average of 12,100 jobs annually through 2050.
Offshore oil and gas development in the Chukchi Sea, as well as the Beaufort Sea, has the
potential to help the United States meet its energy demand, create jobs, and grow the economy.
Proceeding with Lease Sale 193 is in the best interest of all Americans. There has been ample
opportunity for environmental review and public input on Lease Sale 193. Therefore, upon
conclusion of this public comment period, I urge BOEMRE to move forward so that Americans
can reap the economic and energy security benefits of Ala
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Submitter Information
Name: Beth Klein
Address:
5706 Denali St
Anchorage, AK, 99518
Email: bethk98@yahoo.com
Organization: Resource Development Council

General Comment
Industry got this state going and has sustained it through the years. Sale 193 is important in
ensuring a future for our state, our children and our businesses.
The cost of energy is rising and we have a solution in our midst- it's time to take action and get a
move on the OCS.
Without opposition we can become complacent... We, as Alaskans, have never been complacent
in keeping our land/sea safe and will continue to make every effort to do just that.
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Submitter Information
Name: Sarah Lawer
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1607 11th Avenue W
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General Comment
Due to declining rates of oil production in the onshore North Slope region, offshore resources are
desperately needed to offset these production losses, fill the pipeline and keep the Trans-Alaska
Pipeline flowing for generations to come. The economic activity from the development of the
Chukchi and Beaufort Seas would also create an annual average of 54,700 jobs nationwide with a
cumulative payroll of $154 billion over the next 50 years.
The time is now to help the U.S. meet its energy demand and grow the economy by developing
the resources in Alaska's Outer Continental Shelf. From hauling produce across the nation to
flying people home, it is important to acknowledge how much energy we consume and realize
how the Trans-Alaska Pipeline impacts our nation's energy security infrastructure.
To grow our economy, within Alaska and throughout the nation, I urge BOEMRE to move
forward and proceed with Lease Sale 193. Thank you.
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Sunday, July 10, 2011

&KULVWRSKHU/LVK&RPPHQW

-- Theodore Roosevelt

Regional Director
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement
Alaska OCS Region
3801 Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, Alaska 99503-5820
Subject: Protect Wildlife in America's Arctic from Drilling -- Environmental Impact
Statements; Availability, etc.: Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Region, Chukchi Sea
Planning Area, Oil and Gas Lease Sale (Document ID BOEM-2011-0044-0001)
Dear Secretary Salazar and BOERME Alaska OCS Regional Director,
The Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation, and Enforcement (BOERME)
and the Department of the Interior (DOI) are currently making important decisions about
the Arctic Ocean that threaten long-term consequences for the region. The BOERME is
currently in the process of reconsidering the Bush-era Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193 that
was sent back to the agency by an Alaska Federal court last summer. It is also
considering plans by Shell Oil Co. to drill for oil in the Chukchi and Beaufort seas
starting in 2012 and revisions to the accompanying oil spill response plans.
“It is horrifying that we have to fight our own government to save the
environment.”
-- Ansel Adams
Disappointingly (but not surprisingly), the revised draft supplemental EIS does not
sufficiently account for missing information and, as a result, the BOEMRE should not
move forward with Lease Sale 193. The BOEMRE and the DOI should not reaffirm the
Chukchi Sea leases and should not approve Shell’s plans to drill until fundamental
questions about the Arctic Ocean have been answered through more scientific study
and synthesis (such as research on the effects of oil and gas activities on fish, birds,
and marine mammals) and not before realistic and effective plans to respond to a large
oil spill are put in place. I urge you not to move forward with risky, aggressive leasing
and drilling plans in America’s Arctic Ocean. At a minimum, the BOEMRE should
suspend the leases sold until the necessary baseline information is available to
determine whether drilling activities should occur and, if so, under what conditions. The
decisions you make as part of this process will provide important direction for our ocean
resources, in particular for Alaska’s Chukchi Sea.
“Every man who appreciates the majesty and beauty of the wilderness and of
wild life, should strike hands with the farsighted men who wish to preserve our
material resources, in the effort to keep our forests and our game beasts, gamebirds, and game-fish—indeed, all the living creatures of prairie and woodland and
seashore—from wanton destruction. Above all, we should realize that the effort
toward this end is essentially a democratic movement.”

There is far too much at risk. The Arctic is one of the most beautiful and forbidding
places on Earth, where temperatures regularly plunge well below zero and the time
between sunset and sunrise is sometimes measured in months rather than hours.
Despite these difficult conditions, a variety of people and animals have adapted to thrive
at the top of the world. The Arctic Ocean is a pristine, remote region, home to many
threatened and endangered species, including many of our nation’s most iconic wildlife
species: polar bears, walrus, ice seals, bowhead whales, beluga whales and more. This
region is also of great significance to Alaska Native communities which rely on the
Arctic Ocean to sustain their way of life. As a people who have lived off the bounty of
the Arctic Ocean for thousands of years, the Inupiat traditionally spend weeks at a time
on the water, hunting to feed their families and their communities. The Arctic Ocean is
their garden and we must protect it for future generations. Unfortunately, facing
pressures of climate change and industrialization, a bottleneck for survival has been
created in the Arctic Ocean, ultimately threatening wildlife and putting Arctic
community’s subsistence way of life at risk.
“As we peer into society's future, we—you and I, and our government—must
avoid the impulse to live only for today, plundering for our own ease and
convenience the precious resources of tomorrow. We cannot mortgage the
material assets of our grandchildren without risking the loss also of their political
and spiritual heritage. We want democracy to survive for all generations to come,
not to become the insolvent phantom of tomorrow.”
-- Dwight D. Eisenhower
It is also beyond dispute that many basic questions about the Arctic Ocean ecosystem
remain unanswered. The Arctic’s unique marine environment is one of the least
understood areas in the world, so a base-line scientific understanding of the area is also
critical for future development. There is a lack of basic science—from simple species
counts of marine mammals, such as the threatened polar bear and the endangered
bowhead whale, to information about currents and tidal systems. There is much more
that must be understood in this remote area—through a comprehensive research and
synthesis plan—before leasing and drilling can be allowed to proceed. Without this
basic information, we cannot know the potential consequences of oil development there
and we cannot manage those activities in a way that protects the people and resources
of the region, particularly in the face of ever growing climate change threats. Even the
National Marine Fisheries Service has told the BOEMRE that it should obtain more
information about the effects of oil and gas activities—especially seismic testing—on
fish before proceeding with decisions about drilling. Additionally, the recent US
Geological Survey analysis of the ocean’s science needs concluded that further
research should take place before drilling in the Arctic Ocean, including establishing a
baseline scientific understanding.
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“Our government is like a rich and foolish spendthrift who has inherited a
magnificent estate in perfect order, and then has left his fields and meadows,
forests and parks to be sold and plundered and wasted.”
-- John Muir
It is too soon to permit oil and gas activities in the Arctic Ocean. Oil drilling companies
must have basic, essential information and technologies to clean up an oil spill in Arctic
conditions beyond today’s inadequate means. The Presidential commission on the BPDeepwater Horizon disaster identified there are “serious concerns” and “special
considerations” regarding Arctic drilling. The BOEMRE’s own analysis shows that very
large oil spills similar in size to that of the BP-Deepwater Horizon disaster could occur
from drilling in the Chukchi Sea. This analysis shows that such a spill could have
catastrophic effects on the region’s communities and species, such as the threatened
polar bear as well as endangered birds and whales. As if this were not serious enough,
BOEMRE’s predecessor agency, the Minerals Management Service previously stated
that no technology exists to clean up a spill in the Arctic’s volatile sea ice environment.
There are no trained personnel or equipment in the region capable of carrying out an
effective response plan and there is a clear lack of basic scientific information about the
ocean ecosystem. The vibrancy and biodiversity of the Arctic ecosystem depends on
how we manage future development.
“Then I say the Earth belongs to each generation during its course, fully and in its
own right, no generation can contract debts greater than may be paid during the
course of its own existence.”
-- Thomas Jefferson
Last year’s disaster in the Gulf of Mexico taught us that preparation is key. However,
Shell Oil Company’ s oil spill prevention plan for the Chukchi Sea is wholly inadequate.
It is based on flawed and unrealistic assumptions. The Coast Guard and other agencies
agree—we are woefully unprepared to respond to a large oil spill in the Arctic Ocean
were one to occur. As you consider all proposed activities in the Chukchi and Beaufort
Seas, I urge you to ensure that there is more to the oil industry’s response plans than
just glorified mops and buckets. The threat of oil spills and the inability to clean them up
are reason enough to cancel any plans for proposed drilling.
“It is our task in our time and in our generation, to hand down undiminished to
those who come after us, as was handed down to us by those who went before,
the natural wealth and beauty which is ours.”
-- John F. Kennedy
With all of this in mind, it is clear that exploratory drilling resulting from Lease Sale 193
in the Chukchi Sea should be postponed until there is a better understanding of the
Arctic Ocean. The Arctic Ocean is too special a place to risk with incomplete data on the
ocean’s marine resources and poor spill response plans. Now is the time to take proper
precautions and ensure that drilling is done only after we have confidence that spill risks
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are minimized. The oil in the Arctic Ocean isn’t going anywhere, and can wait for proper
research and preparedness.
“I think America will have come to maturity when it will be possible to erect
somewhere in the United States a great bronze marker which will read:
“‘Beneath these lands which surround you there lies enormous mineral
wealth. However, it is the judgment of the American people, who locked
up this area, that these lands shall not be disturbed, because we wish
posterity to know that somewhere in our country, in gratitude to nature,
there was at least one material resource that we could let alone.’”
-- Freeman Tilden
Until issues such as the lack of science and the inability to clean up an oil spill in Arctic
waters are addressed, the federal government cannot possibly make informed decisions
about whether oil and gas activities should occur in Arctic waters, particularly against
the backdrop of sea ice loss and ocean acidification, two existential threats caused by
fossil fuel burning that could rip out the very foundation of the Arctic Ocean ecosystem..
BOEMRE must ensure that Shell Oil’s plans to drill in the Chukchi Sea for 2012 and
2013 address these issues, including the impacts from a potential blowout during
drilling.
“Our duty to the whole, including to the unborn generations, bids us to restrain an
unprincipled present-day minority from wasting the heritage of these unborn
generations. The movement for the conservation of wildlife and the larger
movement for the conservation of all our natural resources are essentially
democratic in spirit, purpose and method.”
-- Theodore Roosevelt
America’s Arctic Ocean is in your hands. We need to ensure that any offshore
development puts our coastal communities, wildlife, and waters first. Please do not
allow Shell Oil’s risky and aggressive offshore drilling plan to occur in ecologicallycritical Arctic waters before basic essential information is gathered and there are proven
technologies to clean up spills in the Arctic’s icy waters. There is too much at stake.
“A thing is right when it tends to preserve the integrity, stability, and beauty of the
biotic community. It is wrong when it tends otherwise.”
-- Aldo Leopold
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Revised Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and Lease Sale 193 in the Chukchi Sea. Please
do NOT add my name to your mailing list. I will learn about future developments on this
issue from other sources.
Sincerely,
Christopher Lish
Olema, CA
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General Comment
I urge you to affirm Lease Sale 193, and allow exploration to move forward in the Chukchi Sea.
This could be an important source of domestic energy for the U.S., and could help keep the transAlaska pipeline operating well into the future. New jobs would be created and revenues from the
OCS could help offset the federal deficit. Industry is committed to exploring in a way that respects
the environment and the lifestyle of local residents. More studies are in progress to better
understand the science of the Arctic, but even now, the Chukchi Sea is one of the most studied
basins in the world. I support the SEIS and believe it provides sufficient information and analysis
to move forward with Lease Sale 193. Thank you,
Natalie Lowman
A lifelong resident of Alaska
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Name: Kevin McDaid
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Submitter Information
Name: Robyn McGhee
Address:
12921 Foster Road
Anchorage, AK, 99516
Email: mcghee@acsalaska.net
Organization: Private

General Comment
With high energy prices in the United States and the impact on our economy, the U.S. has a moral
obligation to develop domestic energy sources, both onshore and offshore. We need to stop these
delays by the EPA and BOEM in the Chukchi Sea now!
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General Comment
The revised SEIS should contribute to Lease Sale 193 being affirmed as held in 2008. The SEIS
provides sufficient information and analysis to support an informed decision affirming Sale 193.
Rescinding the leases and allowing a de facto moratorium to continue will harm Alaska's
economy and most certainly discourage future industry investment without a corresponding
benefit to the environment. Several large oil and gas firms have already spent billions of dollars
preparing to responsibly explore and produce oil from this area and to rescind the leases at this
point would be tragic. The Chukchi OCS is an important future source of US energy supply and
now more than ever, the US needs domestic sources of energy. Plus, this production can help
offset the declining flow through the Trans-Alaska pipeline at a time when it will be very critical
to do so.
I firmly believe the oil and gas industry can produce oil in a safe and environmentally responsible
manner. My family's future and my children's future, along with my State's future, depend upon
continued oil and gas exploration and production.
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Pamela A. Miller
P.O. Box 82803
Fairbanks, AK 99708
pammiller@alaska.com
July 11, 2011
Dr. James Kendall
Regional Director
BOEMRE Alaska OCS Region
3801 Centerpoint Dr.
Anchorage AK 99503-5820
VIA www.regulations.gov
Re:

While the ACMP had already been weakened by Gov. Frank Murkowski to eliminate
local district enforceable standards, now this important program with its standwide
standards and role for addressing Alaskan public concerns is completely gone. This
program not only contained important standards for protecting the human and natural
environment onshore and in the state’s 3-mile zone it also applied to the impacts from
offshore activities and infrastructure that had impacts to the coastal zone including to
subsistence, recreation, and ecological integrity.
Since it just expired this month1 due to failure of the Alaska state House to pass an
extension to the ACMP in the face of lack of support from Governor Parnell,2 it is too
soon to provide a thorough analysis of all of the coastal measures that are no longer in
place. The simple truth is that as an Alaskan resident, I can no longer look to the state
of Alaska to provide any meaningful avenues for addressing the impacts of offshore
development.

Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193 Revised Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement, OCS EIS/EA BOEMRE 2010-034 (May 2011)

Dear Regional Director Kendall:
I wish to provide a few additional individual comments based on my long history in
reviewing Beaufort Sea and Chukchi Sea lease sale documents, as well as exploration
and development plans. I also served as a peer reviewer to the National Research
Council’s 2003 study, Cumulative environmental effects of oil and gas activities on
Alaska’s North Slope and served on the Alaska OCS advisory committee during the
1990’s.
ACMP… Gone. A significant new piece of information that must be considered in this
SEIS is that the state of Alaska has abolished its Alaska Coastal Management Program
(ACMP) as of July 1, 2011. The lack of the ACMP to meet the nation’s goals for
protecting vital coastal estuaries and sensitive shorelines so important to fish, wildlife,
and people that had been achieve through this opt-in mechanism for implementing the
Coastal Zone Management Act is a huge change that constitutes significant new
information.
This is highly relevant to evaluating data gaps and the necessity for the federal
government to obtain the relevant information so that it can assess impacts, consider a
full range of lease sale alternatives, and also to design and require adequate mitigative
measures for the lease sale and subsequent exploration and production activities. It is
also relevant to the consideration of the Very Large Oil Spill analysis due to the grave
impacts that blowout spills could pose including to the coastal zone. This change is
also significant for your evaluation of impacts from natural gas development (especially
in the nearshore waters, shoreline landfall and transition zone, and where it traverses
onshore tundra wetlands), as the coastal standards that used to be in place through the
ACMP no longer exist.

The State of Alaska can no longer claim that it has high environmental standards for
coastal or offshore development now that the ACMP is dead. The ACMP had
enforceable standards, in addition to a streamlined way to provide public comment.
Alaska’s track record of environmental impact review and regulation has hit rock
bottom.3
Sea Ice… Going… (in summer) but More Dynamic. The recent USGS study noted
that the complexity and predictability of Arctic Ocean sea ice has changed dramatically.
It said, “although portions of the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas are expected to be ice-free
for a greater period of time each year, the pack ice is predicted to be more dynamic at
certain times, increasing the risk of accidents and making oil-spill response more
difficult during these times.” (p. 217-218).
The revised draft SEIS fails to address how this may affect pileups, pressure ridging, ice
movements, ice gouging, streudal scouring, and the force of ice that can affect the
integrity of offshore exploratory and production platforms, including for natural gas
development, subsea buried pipelines especially in the transition zone at landfall, and
coastal erosion which could affect the integrity of offshore pipelines. If the (oil and)
natural gas pipeline landfall is near Wainwright, how might gas pipeline breaks, leaks,
and explosions affect local residents?
During prior exploratory well drilling, sea ice and major weather factors such as wind
and waves caused drilling operations to need to be shut down and the rigs moved
offsite. This operation is called critical curtailment. The attachment provides information
obtained from MMS about the Chukchi Sea and Beaufort Sea drilling critical
curtailments as of 1993 when the analysis was done, as is described in the following
1

The program ended July 1, 2011 per AS 44.66.030. http://www.alaskacoast.state.ak.us/ (accessed July 11, 2011)
http://articles.ktuu.com/2011-06-28/extension-bill_29715215; http://www.alaska-native-news.com/article/
State_News/State_News/Coastal_Zone_Management_is_History/22929
3
Bob Shavelson, July 6, 2011, Homer News, “Alaskans lose rights without coastal management program,”
http://homernews.com/stories/070611/oped_alrwcm.shtml
2
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section from P.A. Miller, et al, 1993, Oil in Arctic Waters, Chapter 8, p.74 (see
Attachment). At all three Chukchi Sea wells for which records could be obtained, there
were critical curtailments of operations. The movement of wells off the drill location and
suspension of operations adds considerable risks to the drilling operation.
There have been many gas blowouts in Alaska, including in Cook Inlet (see P.A. Miller,
1993, p. 78) and along the coasts of the Beaufort Sea. In June 1989, the Kulluk
drillship which is now proposed for use in Shell’s Beaufort Sea drilling program had a
natural gas blowout in the Canadian Arctic. This was also the same rig used for the
earlier Kuvlum well in the U.S. Beaufort Sea.5 A more thorough assessment of natural
gas blowouts should be done, especially in light of the assumption that natural gas
drilling will be done on the same exploratory rigs and production platforms as oil
exploration and development.
The revised draft SEIS fails to address the risks from critical curtailment operations, and
their expected frequency, and this additional risk from natural gas drilling (as well as
combined with risks from oil well drilling) needs to be considered along with more
specific information regarding movements of sea ice during the year. This could affect
not only mitigation measures regarding timing of exploratory and production drilling but
also geographic scope of lease sale areas and where particular activities and
operations are prohibited due to the nature of the conditions.
I have been told by an environmental scientist from BOEMRE that if there is an oil spill
in the Chukchi Sea it will go “all over the place.” This is not the impression that the
convoluted presentation of the trajectory analysis in the OSRA presents.
I strongly urge the agency to go back to the drawing board, get the proper
oceanographic, sea ice, and biological information (including critical migration, staging,
nesting, feeding areas and conservation system units including Alaska Maritime and
other national wildlife refuges, national parks and preserves, wilderness areas, marine
protected areas, state critical habitat areas) that is needed. Then use modern GIS
overlay analyses along with a graphic designer to show meaningful animations where
the oil spill would spread from various drilling, pipeline, tanker (including those used for
well testing, fuel hauling and oil spill cleanup tankers). The New York Times did a great
job of presenting this information in a way that was understandable and presented the
relevant layers of information, including the dozens of impacted national wildlife refuges,
during the crisis period of the Deepwater Horizon Gulf of Mexico disaster.

Please do not wait until the first disaster in the sensitive Arctic Ocean and surrounding
coasts to provide relevant and meaningful information upon which to consider the longterm risks and environmental impacts that Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193 sets in motion.
I also urge you to consider to provide the full public comment letters, with the
annotations by BOEMRE indicated right on them for the response to comments. Much
of the significance and context of comments results from the whole body of thought and
knowledge that is provided in a letter and particularly during the public hearings (the
entire hearing transcript also should be provided, intact).
I urge the Interior Department to go back to the drawing board with a new review once
the scientific data gaps are addressed and a comprehensive scientific baseline program
has undertaken adequate studies. As the Arctic Ocean faces potentially a huge
transformation from a wild, remote ocean to an industrialized zone into the
indeterminate but very long-term future, it is wise to proceed with ample caution. No
new drilling should take place in the Arctic Ocean in light of the huge data gaps and the
woeful inability to respond to – much less clean up – oil spills in icy seas.
I have looked out at the Chukchi Sea with a subsistence fisherman and hunter in Point
Hope who pointed out four different currents moving before us. He watched subtle
changes in the surface of the water to see the fish coming then set his net. He followed
the low flight of eiders winging the shore, showed me a whale spout, shared great
respect for the ocean and its life. A seal looked at us for a long time. My friend sat so
still for many long hours gazing at the ever changing ocean that provides for him and his
family and has forever.
Why would we risk all this?

Sincerely,

Pamela A. Miller
Wildlife Biologist

Attachment follows
4

P.A. Miller et al. 1993. Data Source: MMS, 9 April 1991, Letter for response to Greenpeace USA FOIA request
dated 2 October 1990. Summary of Critical Operations and Curtailment Plans: Implementation Resulting in
Suspension of Operations.

5
Letter from George N. Ahmaogak, Sr., North Slope Borough Mayor, 11 October 1989, to John A. Krause,
Undersecretary for Oceans and Atmosphere, about State of Alaska objection to consistency certification for Amoco
Galahad Prospect.
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General Comment
I attended a hearing this evening in Fairbanks, Ak. regarding the DSEIS for 193. I am not against
oil explioration and/or development, but wish only to see that it is done in the most
environmentally save manner. My concerns are as follows;
1; weather; extreme cold, high winds, making any clean-uo efforts more difficult.
2; shifting ice; very powerful, unstoppable forces that could damage or destroy drill rigs/platforms
3; fragile ecosystem, very sensitive to contamination by petroleum products
4; lack of any experience any where in the world with oil recovery from spills in extreme cold
regions, in broken ice, or even under-ice spills, which could go undetected
5; a fragile, local food chain for the Inuit who have lived along this cost for thousands of years
and whose livelihood and culture depend on maintaining a healthy ocean environment
6; regarding the DSEIS itself, I see mention of cleanup, response, etc., but no mention of
PREVENTION. If industry can develop foolproof methodology, perhaps spill response would be
a moot point; we did, after all, land men on the moon!
7; the DSEIS actually seems to admit a 27-54% possibility for a large oil spill from drilling
activities in this area; is that really a risk we should be taking for our ocean?
8; with the lax permitting for, lack of strict governmental agency scrutiny of, and in some cases
actual covering up of abuses, oversights, and mistakes by the oil companies by agencies charged

file://C:\Documents and Settings\BENEDETD\Local Settings\Temp\wz1568\Document Li... 7/26/2011
Page 2 of 2
.DUO0RQHWWL&RPPHQW

with protecting the environment, I find it hard to look at the process under discussion with a level
eye. The district court has asked for clarification of many point that had been left out of the
original EIS, and I still do not see them addressed in the current draft. Issues concerning baseline
environmental information, wildlife populations, etc., needs to be fully studied, reported and
addressed.
I feel some of these concerns can be addressed adequately, but, if not, then the leases should not
go ahead in area 193.
Thanks
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Mr. Bob &amp; Tallie M. MooreBush
507 County Road 32050
Brookston, TX 75421-2513

Jun 30, 2011
James Kendall
3801Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, AK 99503
Subject: Revised Draft SEIS, Lease Sale 193 Chukchi Sea
Dear James Kendall,
DON'T LET THEM NEAR THE ARCTIC; AFTER THE BP SPELL IN THE GULF WE HAVE
PROOF THAT OIL COMPANIES ARE DIRTY AND HAVE LOTS OF HELP HIDING FROM
THEIR MESSES!!
I'm writing to ask that you make no decisions about drilling in the
Arctic Ocean until a plan is in place to gather basic scientific
information about the region and there is proven technology to clean up
a spill in the Arctic's unique conditions. The Presidential commission
on the BP Deepwater Horizon disaster specifically concluded that there
are "serious concerns" and "special considerations"
regarding Arctic drilling and oil spill response.
The Arctic's rich marine environment is the least understood area in
the world. There is a lack of basic science from simple species counts
of marine mammals to information about currents and tidal systems. The
Department of Interior (DOI) must fill missing data gaps before moving
forward with any leasing decisions. The National Marine Fisheries
Service has told the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management Regulation and
Enforcement (BOEMRE) that it should obtain more information about the
effects of oil and gas activities, especially seismic testing, before
proceeding with decisions about drilling. This information is an
essential part of creating a plan to manage America's Arctic Ocean.
As part of the revised draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (SEIS) for Chukchi Lease Sale 193, BOEMRE conducted an
analysis that shows that very large oil spills could occur from
drilling in the Chukchi Sea. This analysis shows that such a spill
could have catastrophic effects on the region's species, including
polar bears, birds and whales. Before BOEMRE considers any drilling in
the Arctic Ocean, such as Shell Oil's plans in the Chukchi for 2012 and
2013, more environmental analysis must be completed, including the
impacts from a potential blowout oil spill during the proposed
drilling.
Furthermore, BOEMRE's predecessor agency, the Minerals Management
Service, previously confirmed that no technology exists to clean up a
spill in the Arctic's volatile sea ice environment. As you consider all
proposed activities in the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas, I urge you to
ensure that there is more to the oil industry's response plans than
just glorified mops and buckets.
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Mr. Max Macauley
1025 Valencia Dr SE
Albuquerque, NM 87108-4773

We must also protect the Arctic Ocean for the Inupiat, who have lived
off the bounty of its waters for thousands of years, and for future
generations who will continue to do so.
I urge you not to allow the oil industry to move forward with
aggressive, risky plans to drill in these one-of-a-kind waters until
important information is gathered and a plan is in place to clean up an
oil spill in the Arctic's extreme conditions. There is too much at
stake.

Jun 30, 2011

Sincerely,
Mr. Bob &amp; Tallie M. Moore-Bush

Subject: Revised Draft SEIS, Lease Sale 193 Chukchi Sea

James Kendall
3801Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, AK 99503

Dear James Kendall,
*** I am a 74-yr.old veteran, citizen activist and concerned
citizen--especially about leaving behind me a living, healthy planet
where present and future generations of children can do their part to
protect and preserve in good condition the natural world we all live
in! Please do YOUR part to help
provide a viable future for all living creatures and the
enviroment!!--Max Macauley ***
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------I'm writing to ask that you make no decisions about drilling in the
Arctic Ocean until a plan is in place to gather basic scientific
information about the region and there is proven technology to clean up
a spill in the Arctic's unique conditions. The Presidential commission
on the BP Deepwater Horizon disaster specifically concluded that there
are "serious concerns" and "special considerations"
regarding Arctic drilling and oil spill response.
The Arctic's rich marine environment is the least understood area in
the world. There is a lack of basic science from simple species counts
of marine mammals to information about currents and tidal systems. The
Department of Interior (DOI) must fill missing data gaps before moving
forward with any leasing decisions. The National Marine Fisheries
Service has told the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management Regulation and
Enforcement (BOEMRE) that it should obtain more information about the
effects of oil and gas activities, especially seismic testing, before
proceeding with decisions about drilling. This information is an
essential part of creating a plan to manage America's Arctic Ocean.
As part of the revised draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (SEIS) for Chukchi Lease Sale 193, BOEMRE conducted an
analysis that shows that very large oil spills could occur from
drilling in the Chukchi Sea. This analysis shows that such a spill
could have catastrophic effects on the region's species, including
polar bears, birds and whales. Before BOEMRE considers any drilling in
the Arctic Ocean, such as Shell Oil's plans in the Chukchi for 2012 and
2013, more environmental analysis must be completed, including the
impacts from a potential blowout oil spill during the proposed
drilling.
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Furthermore, BOEMRE's predecessor agency, the Minerals Management
Service, previously confirmed that no technology exists to clean up a
spill in the Arctic's volatile sea ice environment. As you consider all
proposed activities in the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas, I urge you to
ensure that there is more to the oil industry's response plans than
just glorified mops and buckets.

Mr. Jeff Baker
242 Melody Ln
Watsonville, CA 95076-1217

Jun 30, 2011

We must also protect the Arctic Ocean for the Inupiat, who have lived
off the bounty of its waters for thousands of years, and for future
generations who will continue to do so.

James Kendall
3801Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, AK 99503

I urge you not to allow the oil industry to move forward with
aggressive, risky plans to drill in these one-of-a-kind waters until
important information is gathered and a plan is in place to clean up an
oil spill in the Arctic's extreme conditions. There is too much at
stake.

Subject: Revised Draft SEIS, Lease Sale 193 Chukchi Sea

Sincerely,
Mr. Max Macauley

Sincerely,
Mr. Jeff Baker

Dear James Kendall,
Stop drilling in the arctic ocean please!
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Mr. Jim Cokas
3438 Irvine Ave
Newport Beach, CA 92660-3114

Ms. Virginia Hanson
71 Wendt Way
Kalispell, MT 59901-6911

Jun 30, 2011

Jun 30, 2011

James Kendall
3801Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, AK 99503
Subject: Revised Draft SEIS, Lease Sale 193 Chukchi Sea

Secretary Ken Salazar
Interior Building, Room 6156
1849 C Street, NW
Mail Stop 7229
Washington, DC 20240

Dear James Kendall,

Subject: Don't Risk a Spill in U.S. Arctic Waters

I don't need to tell you that BOEMRE conducted an analysis showing that
very large oil spills could occur from drilling in the Chukchi Sea. And
that such a spill could have catastrophic effects on the region's
species, including polar bears, birds and whales.

Dear Secretary Salazar,

I don't need to tell you that the Minerals Management Service,
previously confirmed that no technology exists to clean up a spill in
the Arctic's sea ice environment. But here I am doing it anyway. Why?
Because some things matter should (and do!) matter more than the rush
for yet more profits by an industry that does not possess the necessary
knowledge or skill to prevent or control a spill or blowout in this
volatile and irreplaceable environment
I urge you not to allow the oil industry to move forward with
aggressive, risky plans to drill in these one-of-a-kind waters until
important information is gathered and a plan is in place to clean up an
oil spill in the Arctic's extreme conditions. There is too much at
stake.
Sincerely,
Mr. Jim Cokas

You are considering important decisions regarding the future of
offshore drilling that will set a precedent for oil and gas exploration
in U.S. Arctic waters. I do not want the administration going forward
without critical information on the ecosystem and on industry's spill
response capability. Before approving drilling in the U.S. Arctic, the
administration should implement a comprehensive, science-based plan
that includes local indigenous knowledge and protects ecologically
important habitats in the U.S. Arctic Ocean. And before allowing
exploration to begin, you should ensure there is the spill response
capacity proven to clean up oil in icy arctic conditions.
Sincerely,
Ms. Virginia Hanson
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Jun 30, 2011

Ms. Debra Neel
623 Monte Vista Dr
Dallas, TX 75223-1241

James Kendall
3801Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, AK 99503
Jun 30, 2011
Subject: Revised Draft SEIS, Lease Sale 193 Chukchi Sea
James Kendall
3801Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, AK 99503

Dear James Kendall,
My feelings are less measured than those of NRDC. I say, after
Deepwater Horizon and Fukushima: no new underwater drilling, no new
nukes. We've had our chance at being responsible enough to handle this
stuff, now it's time to admit that the planet is already awash in wind,
sunlight, and other renewables, which together should become 99% of our
sources of energy ASAP.
Best,
Thomas Marshalek
Sincerely,
Mr. Thomas Marshalek

Subject: Revised Draft SEIS, Lease Sale 193 Chukchi Sea
Dear James Kendall,
I urge you not to allow the oil industry to move forward with
aggressive, risky plans to drill in these one-of-a-kind waters until
important information is gathered and a plan is in place to clean up an
oil spill in the Arctic's extreme conditions. As you know, there is too
much at stake.
Thank you for consideration.
Sincerely,
Ms. Debra Neel
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Mr. Steve Rollner
Foothill Avenue
Sierra Madre, CA 91024

Jun 30, 2011
James Kendall
3801Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, AK 99503
Subject: Revised Draft SEIS, Lease Sale 193 Chukchi Sea
Dear James Kendall,
Stop this insanity of allowing big oil to destroy our environment! We
are demanding this from YOU.
You MUST rely on science, not greed, to be true guardians of this
nation's resources. We are really tired of government that can easily
be bought!!!
I'm writing to ask that you make no decisions about drilling in the
Arctic Ocean until a plan is in place to gather basic scientific
information about the region and there is proven technology to clean up
a spill in the Arctic's unique conditions. The Presidential commission
on the BP Deepwater Horizon disaster specifically concluded that there
are "serious concerns" and "special considerations"
regarding Arctic drilling and oil spill response.
The Arctic's rich marine environment is the least understood area in
the world. There is a lack of basic science from simple species counts
of marine mammals to information about currents and tidal systems. The
Department of Interior (DOI) must fill missing data gaps before moving
forward with any leasing decisions. The National Marine Fisheries
Service has told the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management Regulation and
Enforcement (BOEMRE) that it should obtain more information about the
effects of oil and gas activities, especially seismic testing, before
proceeding with decisions about drilling. This information is an
essential part of creating a plan to manage America's Arctic Ocean.
As part of the revised draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (SEIS) for Chukchi Lease Sale 193, BOEMRE conducted an
analysis that shows that very large oil spills could occur from
drilling in the Chukchi Sea. This analysis shows that such a spill
could have catastrophic effects on the region's species, including
polar bears, birds and whales. Before BOEMRE considers any drilling in
the Arctic Ocean, such as Shell Oil's plans in the Chukchi for 2012 and
2013, more environmental analysis must be completed, including the
impacts from a potential blowout oil spill during the proposed
drilling.
Furthermore, BOEMRE's predecessor agency, the Minerals Management
Service, previously confirmed that no technology exists to clean up a
spill in the Arctic's volatile sea ice environment. As you consider all
proposed activities in the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas, I urge you to
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ensure that there is more to the oil industry's response plans than
just glorified mops and buckets.
We must also protect the Arctic Ocean for the Inupiat, who have lived
off the bounty of its waters for thousands of years, and for future
generations who will continue to do so.
I urge you not to allow the oil industry to move forward with
aggressive, risky plans to drill in these one-of-a-kind waters until
important information is gathered and a plan is in place to clean up an
oil spill in the Arctic's extreme conditions. There is too much at
stake.
Sincerely,
Mr. Steve Rollner
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Mrs. Robin Swennes
6 Chapman Ln
Kennebunk, ME 04043-6289

Ms. Christine Carmines
412 Texas St
San Francisco, CA 94107-2933

Jun 30, 2011

Jul 1, 2011

James Kendall
3801Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, AK 99503

James Kendall
3801Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, AK 99503

Subject: Revised Draft SEIS, Lease Sale 193 Chukchi Sea

Subject: Revised Draft SEIS, Lease Sale 193 Chukchi Sea

Dear James Kendall,

Dear James Kendall,

This organization wants me to ask that you make no decisions about
drilling in the Arctic Ocean until a plan is in place to gather basic
scientific information about the region and there is proven technology
to clean up a spill in the Arctic's unique conditions. I want to go one
step further and say that there should be NO DRILLING in the Arctic,
period.

Sir: Please read my concluding comments.
I'm writing to ask that you make no decisions about drilling in the
Arctic Ocean until a plan is in place to gather basic scientific
information about the region and there is proven technology to clean up
a spill in the Arctic's unique conditions. The Presidential commission
on the BP Deepwater Horizon disaster specifically concluded that there
are "serious concerns" and "special considerations"
regarding Arctic drilling and oil spill response.

Everyday I get requests from organizations trying to protect this
planet, asking me to TAKE ACTION. I'm happy to do it, but I am dismayed
and disgusted that I or they even have to ask. What part about
polluting this planet we all have to live on do you not understand? The
concept is pretty simple. If we keep polluting this planet, it will
become inhabitable. We've been given a perfect environment that we mess
up constantly w/oil drilling, toxic emissions, and various other
atrocities. Didn't we learn the lesson w/the Gulf oil spill?
I urge you not to allow the oil industry to move forward with
aggressive, risky plans to drill in these one-of-a-kind waters. There
is too much at stake.
Sincerely,
Mrs. Robin Swennes

The Arctic's rich marine environment is the least understood area in
the world. There is a lack of basic science from simple species counts
of marine mammals to information about currents and tidal systems. The
Department of Interior (DOI) must fill missing data gaps before moving
forward with any leasing decisions. The National Marine Fisheries
Service has told the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management Regulation and
Enforcement (BOEMRE) that it should obtain more information about the
effects of oil and gas activities, especially seismic testing, before
proceeding with decisions about drilling. This information is an
essential part of creating a plan to manage America's Arctic Ocean.
As part of the revised draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (SEIS) for Chukchi Lease Sale 193, BOEMRE conducted an
analysis that shows that very large oil spills could occur from
drilling in the Chukchi Sea. This analysis shows that such a spill
could have catastrophic effects on the region's species, including
polar bears, birds and whales. Before BOEMRE considers any drilling in
the Arctic Ocean, such as Shell Oil's plans in the Chukchi for 2012 and
2013, more environmental analysis must be completed, including the
impacts from a potential blowout oil spill during the proposed
drilling.
Furthermore, BOEMRE's predecessor agency, the Minerals Management
Service, previously confirmed that no technology exists to clean up a
spill in the Arctic's volatile sea ice environment. As you consider all
proposed activities in the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas, I urge you to
ensure that there is more to the oil industry's response plans than
just glorified mops and buckets.
We must also protect the Arctic Ocean for the Inupiat, who have lived
off the bounty of its waters for thousands of years, and for future
generations who will continue to do so.
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I urge you not to allow the oil industry to move forward with
aggressive, risky plans to drill in these one-of-a-kind waters until
important information is gathered and a plan is in place to clean up an
oil spill in the Arctic's extreme conditions. There is too much at
stake.
Please, please listen to me sir. This has to be the tenth letter I've
sent pleading for those who make a difference to realize the tremendous
biological significance of the polar bear's plight. As they go, so
will we. Please stop this profits at any and all costs mentality
before it is too late for all of us. Thank you so much; I am also a
biologist, not just a passionate member of the public.
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Ms. Kay Woods
10118 W Desert Rock Dr
Sun City, AZ 85351-1273

Jul 7, 2011
James Kendall
3801Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, AK 99503
Subject: Revised Draft SEIS, Lease Sale 193 Chukchi Sea
Dear James Kendall,

Sincerely,
Ms. Christine Carmines

The Presidential commission on the BP Deepwater Horizon disaster
specifically concluded that there are "serious concerns" and
"special considerations" regarding Arctic drilling and oil
spill response. With the on-going impact that the most recent oil
spills continue to have on our eco-system, I'm writing to ask that you
make no decisions about drilling in the Arctic Ocean. We must first
execute a plan to gather basic scientific information about the region
and also have a proven technology to clean up a spill in the Arctic
where unique conditions abound.
The Arctic's rich marine environment is the least understood area in
the world and if we make a mistake now, there are no "do
overs". There is a lack of basic science from simple species
counts of marine mammals to information about currents and tidal
systems. The Department of Interior (DOI) must fill missing data gaps
before moving forward with any, preferably short term, leasing
decisions. The National Marine Fisheries Service has told the Bureau of
Ocean Energy Management Regulation and Enforcement (BOEMRE) that it
should obtain more information about the effects of oil and gas
activities, especially seismic testing, before proceeding with
decisions about drilling. This information is an essential part of
creating a plan to manage America's Arctic Ocean. We must also protect
the Arctic Ocean for the Inupiat, who have lived off the bounty of its
waters for thousands of years, and for future generations who will
continue to do so. There should be concern for the lack of adequate
maintenance and replacement of parts of the existing Alaska pipeline
and the prevention of oil spills for drilling sites that already exist.
As part of the revised draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (SEIS) for Chukchi Lease Sale 193, BOEMRE conducted an
analysis that shows that very large oil spills could occur from
drilling in the Chukchi Sea. This analysis shows that such a spill
could have catastrophic effects on the region's species, including
polar bears, birds and whales. Before BOEMRE considers any drilling in
the Arctic Ocean, such as Shell Oil's plans in the Chukchi for 2012 and
2013, more environmental analysis must be completed, including the
impacts from a potential blowout oil spill during the proposed
drilling.
Furthermore, BOEMRE's predecessor agency, the Minerals Management
Service, previously confirmed that no technology exists to clean up a
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spill in the Arctic's volatile sea ice environment. As you consider all
proposed activities in the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas, I urge you to
ensure that the oil industry's response plans actually work and match
in magnitude the level of oil that can be lost in just one day! We
can't be so stupid as not to have learned by our past mistakes. Greed
and profits are not an excuse for taking risks when we already know the
price that would be paid should such a catastrophic oil spill be
repeated!
There is too much at stake to allow aggressive drilling in these
one-of-a-kind waters. We are far from having the level of needed
important information gathered nor is there a proven plan in place to
clean up an oil spill in the Arctic's extreme conditions given the
diverse species that would be directly impacted.
If there has ever been a time when caution should be followed, that
time is now. Given the acquatic, mammal, and animal diversity as well
as ecological importance of the Arctic land and sea environment, this
area is unique in so many ways.
Sincerely,
Ms. Kay Woods
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Mrs. Karen Frutchey
1720 Poki St Apt 201
Honolulu, HI 96822-4499

Jun 24, 2011
Secretary Ken Salazar
Interior Building, Room 6156
1849 C Street, NW
Mail Stop 7229
Washington, DC 20240
Subject: Don't Risk a Spill in U.S. Arctic Waters
Dear Secretary Salazar,

Document: BOEM-2011-0044-0017
Comment from Tomala Paulson, individual

Submitter Information
Name: Tomala Paulson
Address:
4823 NE 18th AVe.
Portland, OR, 97211
Email: tomala3@gmail.com
Organization: individual

As a biologist that served in the response for the deep water horizion
oil spill, I have a request that you acknowledge the following
concerns.
You are considering important decisions regarding the future of
offshore drilling that will set a precedent for oil and gas exploration
in U.S. Arctic waters. I do not want the administration going forward
without critical information on the ecosystem and on industry's spill
response capability. Before approving drilling in the U.S. Arctic, the
administration should implement a comprehensive, science-based plan
that includes local indigenous knowledge and protects ecologically
important habitats in the U.S. Arctic Ocean. And before allowing
exploration to begin, you should ensure there is the spill response
capacity proven to clean up oil in icy arctic conditions.
Improve Exploration and Oil Spill Response Plans

General Comment
After the Gulf Oil spill last year haven't we proven that the oil companies are incapable of
protecting our environment? The Chukchi area is so harsh and extreme in it's weather conditions
that a spill there would not be a matter of if, but rather, when. This area is irreplaceable and
irreparable. From my understanding, the Prince William spill stiill has residual problems to this
day and it was no where near as remote or untouched. Yes, we're addicted to oil but this is an
incredibly short-sighted response to our problems. Let's put a stop to this foolish give-away of a
National treasure.

The Arctic is a challenging environment where operators may encounter
harsh conditions year-round, such as dense fog, high winds, and
freezing temperatures even in the summer months; in the late fall and
winter months, sea ice and darkness pose additional challenges. These
conditions increase the risks of a potential spill and would likely
hamper oil spill response. Given the lack of infrastructure to support
a significant spill response, the remote location of the lease sites
and the challenging weather, potential Arctic operators must be
equipped to contain and clean up an oil spill with the resources they
bring.
Current exploration and oil spill response plans submitted for the
Beaufort and Chukchi Seas are larger in scope, with planned
simultaneous drilling and increased worst-case oil discharge estimates.
But they lack many improvements to response capacity and technology to
respond to and clean up an oil spill.
Before exploration and spill response plans are approved, the
Administration should require that operators have built and tested a
containment system in arctic conditions to be stationed near the drill
site. Additionally, a second drilling vessel should be available nearby
that is capable of operating in December ice conditions to drill a
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potential late season relief well. Also, operators must be able to
provide adequate nearshore and shoreline protection that includes
identification of important ecological areas and pre-staged equipment.
Currently, the oil spill response organization for the Arctic slope is
unable to respond to a spill in the nearshore and shoreline in the
presence of broken ice.
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Ms. Sheri Kuticka
820 Weaver Ln
Concord, CA 94518-3526

Jun 23, 2011

The Revised Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) is
Not Sufficient
The Bureau of Ocean and Energy Management failed to determine which of
the missing information from the EIS was important to know in order to
determine whether, when, where and under what conditions to issue oil
and gas leases before conducting the Chukchi 193 lease sale in 2008.
Oil and gas activities could have significant impacts on marine life
(such as bowhead whales, walrus, ice seals and fish), yet this is not
fully considered in the DEIS. The DEIS should be revised to incorporate
the recently completed U.S. Geological Survey science review on the
Arctic Ocean to help address missing information that would have
informed which areas should have been included in the 2008 lease sale.
A modified alternative should be selected that protects marine species
and subsistence communities.
Fully informed decisions regarding the Arctic Outer Continental Shelf
require balancing potential resource extraction and development with
maintaining the ecological integrity of the ocean.

Secretary Ken Salazar
Interior Building, Room 6156
1849 C Street, NW
Mail Stop 7229
Washington, DC 20240
Subject: Don't Risk a Spill in U.S. Arctic Waters
Dear Secretary Salazar,
Before approving drilling in the U.S. Arctic, the administration should
implement a plan that protects ecologically important habitats in the
U.S. Arctic Ocean. And before allowing exploration to begin, you should
ensure there is proven plan to clean up oil in icy arctic conditions.
And considering what happened in the Gulf, I don't think we're ready to
drill in the Arctic.
The Arctic is a challenging environment where operators may encounter
dense fog, high winds, and freezing temperatures even in the summer
months and in the late fall and winter months, sea ice and darkness
pose additional challenges. Given the lack of infrastructure to support
a significant spill response, the remote location of the lease sites
and the challenging weather, the response would be inferior to what
happened in the Gulf and that was a major catastrophe. Remember? There
are still animals dying in the Gulf due to that spill forteen months
ago. Oil is still present. It is still not cleaned up and you want to
drill in the Arctic???

Sincerely,
Mrs. Karen Frutchey

The Revised Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) is
Not Sufficient
Sincerely,
Ms. Sheri Kuticka
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Ms. Wendy Moylan
125e McKnight Rd N
Saint Paul, MN 55119-6653

Ms. Audrey Lima
1073 Conover St
Port Charlotte, FL 33952-1408

Jun 23, 2011
Jun 23, 2011
Secretary Ken Salazar
Interior Building, Room 6156
1849 C Street, NW
Mail Stop 7229
Washington, DC 20240
Subject: Don't Risk a Spill in U.S. Arctic Waters
Dear Secretary Salazar,
Please, NO MORE. Please.
Sincerely,
Ms. Audrey Lima

Secretary Ken Salazar
Interior Building, Room 6156
1849 C Street, NW
Mail Stop 7229
Washington, DC 20240
Subject: Don't Risk a Spill in U.S. Arctic Waters
Dear Secretary Salazar,
BEFORE allowing exploration to begin, PLEASE ensure there is the spill
response capacity proven to clean up oil in icy arctic conditions.
You are considering important decisions regarding the future of
offshore drilling that will set a precedent for oil and gas exploration
in U.S. Arctic waters.
I do not want the administration going forward without critical
information on the ecosystem and on industry's spill response
capability.
Before approving drilling in the U.S. Arctic, the administration should
implement a comprehensive, science-based plan that includes local
indigenous knowledge and protects ecologically important habitats in
the U.S. Arctic Ocean.
Improve Exploration and Oil Spill Response Plans
The Arctic is a challenging environment where operators may encounter
harsh conditions year-round, such as dense fog, high winds, and
freezing temperatures even in the summer months; in the late fall and
winter months, sea ice and darkness pose additional challenges. These
conditions increase the risks of a potential spill and would likely
hamper oil spill response. Given the lack of infrastructure to support
a significant spill response, the remote location of the lease sites
and the challenging weather, potential Arctic operators must be
equipped to contain and clean up an oil spill with the resources they
bring.
Current exploration and oil spill response plans submitted for the
Beaufort and Chukchi Seas are larger in scope, with planned
simultaneous drilling and increased worst-case oil discharge estimates.
But they lack many improvements to response capacity and technology to
respond to and clean up an oil spill.
Before exploration and spill response plans are approved, the
Administration should require that operators have built and tested a
containment system in arctic conditions to be stationed near the drill
site. Additionally, a second drilling vessel should be available nearby
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that is capable of operating in December ice conditions to drill a
potential late season relief well. Also, operators must be able to
provide adequate nearshore and shoreline protection that includes
identification of important ecological areas and pre-staged equipment.
Currently, the oil spill response organization for the Arctic slope is
unable to respond to a spill in the nearshore and shoreline in the
presence of broken ice.
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Dr. Nima Rosepiper
62 Stockbridge Rd
Great Barrington, MA 01230-1228

Jun 23, 2011

The Revised Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) is
Not Sufficient
The Bureau of Ocean and Energy Management failed to determine which of
the missing information from the EIS was important to know in order to
determine whether, when, where and under what conditions to issue oil
and gas leases before conducting the Chukchi 193 lease sale in 2008.
Oil and gas activities could have significant impacts on marine life
(such as bowhead whales, walrus, ice seals and fish), yet this is not
fully considered in the DEIS. The DEIS should be revised to incorporate
the recently completed U.S. Geological Survey science review on the
Arctic Ocean to help address missing information that would have
informed which areas should have been included in the 2008 lease sale.
A modified alternative should be selected that protects marine species
and subsistence communities.

Secretary Ken Salazar
Interior Building, Room 6156
1849 C Street, NW
Mail Stop 7229
Washington, DC 20240
Subject: Don't Risk a Spill in U.S. Arctic Waters
Dear Secretary Salazar,
You are considering important decisions regarding the future of
offshore drilling that will set a precedent for oil and gas exploration
in U.S. Arctic waters.
Please do not go forward with this.
I do not want to see any drilling in Arctic Waters.

Fully informed decisions regarding the Arctic Outer Continental Shelf
require balancing potential resource extraction and development with
maintaining the ecological integrity of the ocean.

Sincerely,
Dr. Nima Rosepiper

Sincerely,
Ms. Wendy Moylan
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Ms. Teresa Stimpfel
328 Andover Pl
Robbinsville, NJ 08691-3436

Jun 23, 2011
Secretary Ken Salazar
Interior Building, Room 6156
1849 C Street, NW
Mail Stop 7229
Washington, DC 20240
Subject: Don't Risk a Spill in U.S. Arctic Waters
Dear Secretary Salazar,
Repeatedly in energy-related decisions I see the US making decisions
without the benefit of science. A case in point is local -- the Army
Corp of Engineers as the US representative on the Delaware River Basin
Commission, voted to release proposed natural gas drilling rules
without having initiated or waited for the results of a comprehensive
study of the environmental impacts of natural gas extraction on the
ecosystems of the Delaware River watershed.
As a Democratic administration I has hoped that science would inform
decisions. I am still hopeful that science will become a leading factor
in decisions. HoweverI am a former scientific investigator and I know
just as yiu do, that science can't inform decision making if decisions
occur before scientific studies are completed.
Now you are considering important decisions regarding the future of
offshore drilling that will set a precedent for oil and gas exploration
in U.S. Arctic waters. I do not want the administration going forward
without critical information on the ecosystem and on industry's spill
response capability. Before approving drilling in the U.S. Arctic, the
administration should implement a comprehensive, science-based plan
that includes local indigenous knowledge and protects ecologically
important habitats in the U.S. Arctic Ocean. And before allowing
exploration to begin, you should ensure there is the spill response
capacity proven to clean up oil in icy arctic conditions.
Improve Exploration and Oil Spill Response Plans
The Arctic is a challenging environment where operators may encounter
harsh conditions year-round, such as dense fog, high winds, and
freezing temperatures even in the summer months; in the late fall and
winter months, sea ice and darkness pose additional challenges. These
conditions increase the risks of a potential spill and would likely
hamper oil spill response. Given the lack of infrastructure to support
a significant spill response, the remote location of the lease sites
and the challenging weather, potential Arctic operators must be
equipped to contain and clean up an oil spill with the resources they
bring.
Current exploration and oil spill response plans submitted for the
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Beaufort and Chukchi Seas are larger in scope, with planned
simultaneous drilling and increased worst-case oil discharge estimates.
But they lack many improvements to response capacity and technology to
respond to and clean up an oil spill.
Before exploration and spill response plans are approved, the
Administration should require that operators have built and tested a
containment system in arctic conditions to be stationed near the drill
site. Additionally, a second drilling vessel should be available nearby
that is capable of operating in December ice conditions to drill a
potential late season relief well. Also, operators must be able to
provide adequate nearshore and shoreline protection that includes
identification of important ecological areas and pre-staged equipment.
Currently, the oil spill response organization for the Arctic slope is
unable to respond to a spill in the nearshore and shoreline in the
presence of broken ice.
The Revised Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) is
Not Sufficient
The Bureau of Ocean and Energy Management failed to determine which of
the missing information from the EIS was important to know in order to
determine whether, when, where and under what conditions to issue oil
and gas leases before conducting the Chukchi 193 lease sale in 2008.
Oil and gas activities could have significant impacts on marine life
(such as bowhead whales, walrus, ice seals and fish), yet this is not
fully considered in the DEIS. The DEIS should be revised to incorporate
the recently completed U.S. Geological Survey science review on the
Arctic Ocean to help address missing information that would have
informed which areas should have been included in the 2008 lease sale.
A modified alternative should be selected that protects marine species
and subsistence communities.
Fully informed decisions regarding the Arctic Outer Continental Shelf
require balancing potential resource extraction and development with
maintaining the ecological integrity of the ocean.
Sincerely,
Ms. Teresa Stimpfel
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Ms. Julie Unruh
1203 New Jersey St
Lawrence, KS 66044-3357

Mr. Randall Abrams
2709 Jeannes Trl
Edmond, OK 73012-4431

Jun 23, 2011

Jun 24, 2011

Secretary Ken Salazar
Interior Building, Room 6156
1849 C Street, NW
Mail Stop 7229
Washington, DC 20240

Secretary Ken Salazar
Interior Building, Room 6156
1849 C Street, NW
Mail Stop 7229
Washington, DC 20240

Subject: Don't Risk a Spill in U.S. Arctic Waters

Subject: Don't Risk a Spill in U.S. Arctic Waters

Dear Secretary Salazar,

Dear Secretary Salazar,

Have you lied to the children on earth, your children? You are now
ruining the U.S. Arctic Waters, for what, to make sure we will never
have seafood again? I implore you, please do not drill in the Arctic
Waters and ruin our Arctic Waters, like you did the Gulf of Mexico.

You are considering important decisions regarding the future of
offshore drilling that will set a precedent for oil and gas exploration
in U.S. Arctic waters. I do not want the administration going forward
without critical information on the ecosystem and on industry's spill
response capability. Before approving drilling in the U.S. Arctic, the
administration should implement a comprehensive, science-based plan
that includes local indigenous knowledge and protects ecologically
important habitats in the U.S. Arctic Ocean. And before allowing
exploration to begin, you should ensure there is the spill response
capacity proven to clean up oil in icy arctic conditions.

Sincerely,
Ms. Julie Unruh

Improve Exploration and Oil Spill Response Plans
The Arctic is a challenging environment where operators may encounter
harsh conditions year-round, such as dense fog, high winds, and
freezing temperatures even in the summer months; in the late fall and
winter months, sea ice and darkness pose additional challenges. These
conditions increase the risks of a potential spill and would likely
hamper oil spill response. Given the lack of infrastructure to support
a significant spill response, the remote location of the lease sites
and the challenging weather, potential Arctic operators must be
equipped to contain and clean up an oil spill with the resources they
bring.
Current exploration and oil spill response plans submitted for the
Beaufort and Chukchi Seas are larger in scope, with planned
simultaneous drilling and increased worst-case oil discharge estimates.
But they lack many improvements to response capacity and technology to
respond to and clean up an oil spill.
Before exploration and spill response plans are approved, the
Administration should require that operators have built and tested a
containment system in arctic conditions to be stationed near the drill
site. Additionally, a second drilling vessel should be available nearby
that is capable of operating in December ice conditions to drill a
potential late season relief well. Also, operators must be able to
provide adequate nearshore and shoreline protection that includes
identification of important ecological areas and pre-staged equipment.
Currently, the oil spill response organization for the Arctic slope is
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unable to respond to a spill in the nearshore and shoreline in the
presence of broken ice.

Dr. BD Stillion
Craighead County
Jonesboro, AR 72401 2196

The Revised Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) is
Not Sufficient
Jun 27, 2011
The Bureau of Ocean and Energy Management failed to determine which of
the missing information from the EIS was important to know in order to
determine whether, when, where and under what conditions to issue oil
and gas leases before conducting the Chukchi 193 lease sale in 2008.
Oil and gas activities could have significant impacts on marine life
(such as bowhead whales, walrus, ice seals and fish), yet this is not
fully considered in the DEIS. The DEIS should be revised to incorporate
the recently completed U.S. Geological Survey science review on the
Arctic Ocean to help address missing information that would have
informed which areas should have been included in the 2008 lease sale.
A modified alternative should be selected that protects marine species
and subsistence communities.
Fully informed decisions regarding the Arctic Outer Continental Shelf
require balancing potential resource extraction and development with
maintaining the ecological integrity of the ocean.
Until and unless the DOI requires oil companies to adequately address
the requirements of NEPA in a responsible manner, the American public
will continue to bear the costs and buden of petroleum exploration.
The American public has subsidized the risks of oil exploration and
extraction long enough. It's time for the oli companies to internalize
their external costs of doing business. Tell the Republicans and
yellow dog Democrats that's the way the free market capitalist system
actually works...in a DEMOCRACY!!!!
Sincerely,
Mr. Randall Abrams

Secretary Ken Salazar
Interior Building, Room 6156
1849 C Street, NW
Mail Stop 7229
Washington, DC 20240
Subject: Don't Risk a Spill in U.S. Arctic Waters
Dear Secretary Salazar,
As the granddaughter of an Appalachian coal miner and the wife of a
former Shell Oil employee, I tell you that coal and oil are resources
whose time has come and GONE. They are filthy, dangerous, and
hazardous to human health at EVERY stage of development and use; they
destroy the environment and leave nothing but grief and destruction in
their wake. It is long past time we STOPPED burning any kind of filthy
and dangerous fossil-based fuels and grew up to a healthy and SANE
relationship to and with the environment upon which ALL OUR LIVES
DEPEND. Had we listened to President Carter decades ago, we could be
living RIGHT NOW in a cleaner world, and thousands of lives lost--to
accidents, disease, oil-based wars, oil-funded terrorism, poor air
quality aggravating asthma and lung disease, and on and on--would still
be with us, to the delight of their families and to potentially great
benefit to the world. Perhaps you could not do anything about the loss
of THOSE lives; but unless you take every possible action in your power
to encourage--indeed, to INSIST that our culture develop TRULY clean
and TRULY sustainable sources of energy, then you will be to blame for
future deaths.
The only thing necessary for evil to prevail is for good people to do
nothing. Please, do what is right--even if it is difficult. Indeed,
ESPECIALLY if it is difficult. Do your duty; see to it that the world
is left a BETTER place for your having served in the privileged
position which you now hold.
You are considering important decisions regarding the future of
offshore drilling that will set a precedent for oil and gas exploration
in U.S. Arctic waters. I do not want the administration going forward
without critical information on the ecosystem and on industry's spill
response capability. Before approving drilling in the U.S. Arctic, the
administration should implement a comprehensive, science-based plan
that includes local indigenous knowledge and protects ecologically
important habitats in the U.S. Arctic Ocean. And before allowing
exploration to begin, you should ensure there is the spill response
capacity proven to clean up oil in icy arctic conditions.
Improve Exploration and Oil Spill Response Plans
The Arctic is a challenging environment where operators may encounter
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harsh conditions year-round, such as dense fog, high winds, and
freezing temperatures even in the summer months; in the late fall and
winter months, sea ice and darkness pose additional challenges. These
conditions increase the risks of a potential spill and would likely
hamper oil spill response. Given the lack of infrastructure to support
a significant spill response, the remote location of the lease sites
and the challenging weather, potential Arctic operators must be
equipped to contain and clean up an oil spill with the resources they
bring.
Current exploration and oil spill response plans submitted for the
Beaufort and Chukchi Seas are larger in scope, with planned
simultaneous drilling and increased worst-case oil discharge estimates.
But they lack many improvements to response capacity and technology to
respond to and clean up an oil spill.
Before exploration and spill response plans are approved, the
Administration should require that operators have built and tested a
containment system in arctic conditions to be stationed near the drill
site. Additionally, a second drilling vessel should be available nearby
that is capable of operating in December ice conditions to drill a
potential late season relief well. Also, operators must be able to
provide adequate nearshore and shoreline protection that includes
identification of important ecological areas and pre-staged equipment.
Currently, the oil spill response organization for the Arctic slope is
unable to respond to a spill in the nearshore and shoreline in the
presence of broken ice.
The Revised Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) is
Not Sufficient
The Bureau of Ocean and Energy Management failed to determine which of
the missing information from the EIS was important to know in order to
determine whether, when, where and under what conditions to issue oil
and gas leases before conducting the Chukchi 193 lease sale in 2008.
Oil and gas activities could have significant impacts on marine life
(such as bowhead whales, walrus, ice seals and fish), yet this is not
fully considered in the DEIS. The DEIS should be revised to incorporate
the recently completed U.S. Geological Survey science review on the
Arctic Ocean to help address missing information that would have
informed which areas should have been included in the 2008 lease sale.
A modified alternative should be selected that protects marine species
and subsistence communities.
Fully informed decisions regarding the Arctic Outer Continental Shelf
require balancing potential resource extraction and development with
maintaining the ecological integrity of the ocean.
Sincerely,
Dr. BD Stillion
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Name: Christopher Burley
Address:
1130 17th Street NW
Washington, DC, 20036
Email: cburley@defenders.org
Phone: 202-772-0220
Organization: Defenders of Wildlife

General Comment
Please find attached more than 48,000 comments from Defenders of Wildlife supporters regarding
the Revised Draft SEIS, Lease Sale 193 Chukchi Sea. Many of these individuals signed on to a
version of the text below, however some chose to personalize their comments.
"As a concerned member of the public and a supporter of Defenders of Wildlife, I'm writing to
urge you to protect polar bears and other Arctic wildlife by ensuring that no drilling takes place in
Arctic waters before a plan is in place to gather essential information and there is proven
technology to clean up a spill in the Arctic's unique conditions.
The original environmental analysis for Chukchi Lease Sale 193 was rejected by a federal court
because of its failure to fill critical data gaps, yet the revised draft Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement still does not remedy these errors. As the agency well knows, Shell Oil is
pursuing an aggressive drilling plan in the Beaufort as well as the Chukchi making the
environmental analysis for the rugged and pristine Chukchi sea all the more important.
Furthermore, the government has admitted that no technology exists to clean up a spill in the
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Arctic's volatile sea ice environment. As you consider all proposed activities in the Chukchi and
Beaufort Seas, I urge you to ensure that there is more to the oil industry's response plans than just
glorified mops and buckets.
The Presidential commission on the BP Deepwater Horizon disaster specifically concluded that
there are "serious concerns" and "special considerations" regarding Arctic drilling and oil spill
response. The agency must take these concerns seriously and address them in its final
Environmental Impact Statement.
The Arctic's rich marine environment is one of the least understood areas in the
world..." (comments continue)
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John
. Barbetta
55 Echo Bay Dr
Excelsior
MN
55331-9577
As a concerned member of the public and a supporter of Defenders of Wildlife, I'm writing to
urge you to protect polar bears and other Arctic wildlife by ensuring that no drilling takes
place in Arctic waters before a plan is in place to gather essential information and there is
proven technology to clean up a spill in the Arctic's unique conditions. The original
environmental analysis for Chukchi Lease Sale 193 was rejected by a federal court because
of its failure to fill critical data gaps, yet the revised draft Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement still does not remedy these errors. As the agency well knows, Shell Oil is
pursuing an aggressive drilling plan in the Beaufort as well as the Chukchi making the
environmental analysis for the rugged and pristine Chukchi sea all the more important.
Furthermore, the government has admitted that no technology exists to clean up a spill in
the Arctic's volatile sea ice environment. As you consider all proposed activities in the
Chukchi and Beaufort Seas, I urge you to ensure that there is more to the oil industry's
response plans than just glorified mops and buckets. The Presidential commission on the BP
Deepwater Horizon disaster specifically concluded that there are "serious concerns" and
"special considerations" regarding Arctic drilling and oil spill response. The agency must take
these concerns seriously and address them in its final Environmental Impact Statement. The
Arctic's rich marine environment is one of the least understood areas in the world. There is a
lack of basic science from simple species counts of marine mammals such as the threatened
polar bear and the endangered bowhead whale to information about currents and tidal
systems. The Department of Interior must not move forward with decisions about drilling
before it has critical missing information. The revised draft Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement for Chukchi Lease Sale 193 shows that very large oil spills could occur
from drilling in the Chukchi Sea. If such a spill does occur, it could have catastrophic effects
on the region's species, such as the iconic polar bear as well as birds and whales. An oil
accident like the one Exxon created last week in the Yellowstone River or last year's BP
Deepwater Horizon tragedy would be truly disastrous here. Please do not allow the oil
industry to move forward with aggressive, risky plans to drill in these one-of-a-kind waters,
until important information is gathered and a plan is in place to clean up an oil spill in the
Arctic's extreme conditions. There is too much at stake. Thank you.

Renee
A'Brial
203 Hill Rd
Elizaville
NY
12523-1324
As a concerned member of the public and a supporter of Defenders of Wildlife, I oppose the
proposal to allow Shell Oil to drill ten wells in the coastal waters of the Arctic over the next
two years. The national commission on the BP Deepwater Horizon disaster specifically
concluded that there are "serious concerns" and "special considerations" regarding Arctic
drilling and oil spill response. Yet Shell Oil is barreling ahead with plans to begin new
operations in the Arctic as soon as next summer. The Bureau of Ocean Energy Management,
Regulation and Enforcement is currently considering an aggressive drilling plan that would
allow Shell to drill ten wells in the coastal waters of the Arctic over the next two years. But
these waters provide vital habitat for threatened polar bears, endangered bowhead whales,
imperiled walruses and other sensitive wildlife. An oil accident -- like the one ExxonMobil
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created recently -- in the Yellowstone River or last year's BP Deepwater Horizon tragedy
would be truly disastrous here. The Arctic's rich marine environment is one of the least
understood areas in the world. There is a lack of basic science -- from simple species counts
of marine mammals such as the threatened polar bear and the endangered bowhead whale
to information about currents and tidal systems. As of now, there is no effective way to deoil a polar bear should tragedy strike as it too often does. And Shell has yet to demonstrate
the ability to implement a clean-up in such remote and icy waters. For all of these reasons, I
strongly urge you to reject Shell's drilling plans for this special area. Thank you.

Sunday
Abbott
524 Heather Dr
Virginia Beach
VA
23462-4569
I URGE YOU TO REJECT SHELL OIL'S DANGEROUS PLANS TO DRILL OFF THE ARCTIC COAST.
IT IS OBVIOUS FROM PREVIOUS DISASTERS THAT WE DO NOT KNOW HOW TO HANDLE A
MAJOR OIL SPILL. IT IS A NO-BRAINER TO ALLOW SHELL TO DRILL. As a concerned
member of the public and a supporter of Defenders of Wildlife, I'm writing to urge you to
protect polar bears and other Arctic wildlife by ensuring that no drilling takes place in Arctic
waters before a plan is in place to gather essential information and there is proven
technology to clean up a spill in the Arctic's unique conditions. The original environmental
analysis for Chukchi Lease Sale 193 was rejected by a federal court because of its failure to
fill critical data gaps, yet the revised draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
still does not remedy these errors. As the agency well knows, Shell Oil is pursuing an
aggressive drilling plan in the Beaufort as well as the Chukchi making the environmental
analysis for the rugged and pristine Chukchi sea all the more important. Furthermore, the
government has admitted that no technology exists to clean up a spill in the Arctic's volatile
sea ice environment. As you consider all proposed activities in the Chukchi and Beaufort
Seas, I urge you to ensure that there is more to the oil industry's response plans than just
glorified mops and buckets. The Presidential commission on the BP Deepwater Horizon
disaster specifically concluded that there are "serious concerns" and "special considerations"
regarding Arctic drilling and oil spill response. The agency must take these concerns seriously
and address them in its final Environmental Impact Statement. The Arctic's rich marine
environment is one of the least understood areas in the world. There is a lack of basic
science from simple species counts of marine mammals such as the threatened polar bear
and the endangered bowhead whale to information about currents and tidal systems. The
Department of Interior must not move forward with decisions about drilling before it has
critical missing information. The revised draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement for Chukchi Lease Sale 193 shows that very large oil spills could occur from
drilling in the Chukchi Sea. If such a spill does occur, it could have catastrophic effects on
the region's species, such as the iconic polar bear as well as birds and whales. An oil
accident like the one Exxon created last week in the Yellowstone River or last year's BP
Deepwater Horizon tragedy would be truly disastrous here. Please do not allow the oil
industry to move forward with aggressive, risky plans to drill in these one-of-a-kind waters,
until important information is gathered and a plan is in place to clean up an oil spill in the
Arctic's extreme conditions. There is too much at stake. Thank you.

Jeff
Adams
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decisions about drilling before it has critical missing information. The revised draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for Chukchi Lease Sale 193 shows that very
LARGE OIL SPILLS COULD OCCUR from drilling in the Chukchi Sea. If such a spill does
occur, it could have catastrophic effects on the region's species, such as the iconic polar bear
as well as birds and whales. An oil accident like the one Exxon created last week in the
Yellowstone River or last year's BP Deepwater Horizon tragedy would be truly disastrous
here. PLEASE DO NOT ALLOW the oil industry to move forward with aggressive, risky plans
to drill in these one-of-a-kind waters, UNTIL IMPORTANT INFORMATION IS GATHERED AND
A VALID PLAN IS IN PLACE TO CLEAN UP AN OIL SPILL in the Arctic's extreme conditions.
There is too much at stake. Thank you.

Mary-Ann
Allen
113 Koornhof Road
Meadowdale
MA
1609
Has shell not damaged the earth enough!! Leave God's creatures & their land alone!!As a
concerned member of the public and a supporter of Defenders of Wildlife, I oppose the
proposal to allow Shell Oil to drill ten wells in the coastal waters of the Arctic over the next
two years. The national commission on the BP Deepwater Horizon disaster specifically
concluded that there are "serious concerns" and "special considerations" regarding Arctic
drilling and oil spill response. Yet Shell Oil is barreling ahead with plans to begin new
operations in the Arctic as soon as next summer. The Bureau of Ocean Energy Management,
Regulation and Enforcement is currently considering an aggressive drilling plan that would
allow Shell to drill ten wells in the coastal waters of the Arctic over the next two years. But
these waters provide vital habitat for threatened polar bears, endangered bowhead whales,
imperiled walruses and other sensitive wildlife. An oil accident -- like the one ExxonMobil
created recently -- in the Yellowstone River or last year's BP Deepwater Horizon tragedy
would be truly disastrous here. The Arctic's rich marine environment is one of the least
understood areas in the world. There is a lack of basic science -- from simple species counts
of marine mammals such as the threatened polar bear and the endangered bowhead whale to
information about currents and tidal systems. As of now, there is no effective way to de-oil a
polar bear should tragedy strike as it too often does. And Shell has yet to demonstrate the
ability to implement a clean-up in such remote and icy waters. For all of these reasons, I
strongly urge you to reject Shell's drilling plans for this special area. Thank you.

Kathryn
Andre
2021 McCarthy Rd
Ames
IA
50014-7821
As Exxon demonstrated just this past week, the oil companies have not yet learned how to
protect the environment. Either that, or the bottom line is important enough to justify only
half way investing in protecting the environment. They talk the talk, but you have to admit,
they damage the environment often, and in BIG ways. As a concerned member of the public
and a supporter of Defenders of Wildlife, I'm writing to urge you to protect polar bears and
other Arctic wildlife by ensuring that no drilling takes place in Arctic waters before a plan is in
place to gather essential information and there is proven technology to clean up a spill in the
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161 Nola Dr
Holden
MA
01520-2633
As a concerned member of the public, I oppose the proposal to allow Shell Oil to drill ten
wells in the coastal waters of the Arctic over the next two years. The national commission on
the BP Deepwater Horizon disaster specifically concluded that there are "serious concerns"
and "special considerations" regarding Arctic drilling and oil spill response. Yet Shell Oil is
barreling ahead with plans to begin new operations in the Arctic as soon as next summer.
The Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement is currently
considering an aggressive drilling plan that would allow Shell to drill ten wells in the coastal
waters of the Arctic over the next two years. But these waters provide vital habitat for
threatened polar bears, endangered bowhead whales, imperiled walruses and other sensitive
wildlife. An oil accident -- like the one ExxonMobil created recently -- in the Yellowstone
River or last year's BP Deepwater Horizon tragedy would be truly disastrous here. The
Arctic's rich marine environment is one of the least understood areas in the world. There is a
lack of basic science -- from simple species counts of marine mammals such as the
threatened polar bear and the endangered bowhead whale to information about currents and
tidal systems. As of now, there is no effective way to de-oil a polar bear should tragedy
strike as it too often does. And Shell has yet to demonstrate the ability to implement a
clean-up in such remote and icy waters. For all of these reasons, I strongly urge you to
reject Shell's drilling plans for this special area. Thank you.

Vonna
Alexander
PO Box 1048
Nags Head
NC
27959-1048
I AM ANGRY THAT SUCH DRILLING IN THE ARCTIC IS EVEN BEING CONSIDERED given the
proven irresponsibility of the oil companies and their related contractors to develop the
technology for an immediate containment and clean up in case of a spill. As a concerned
member of the public and a supporter of Defenders of Wildlife, I'm writing to urge you to
protect polar bears and other Arctic wildlife by ensuring that NO DRILLING takes place in
Arctic waters before a plan is in place to gather essential information and there is
MANDATORY AND PROVEN technology to clean up a spill in the Arctic's unique conditions.
The original environmental analysis for Chukchi Lease Sale 193 was rejected by a federal
court because of its failure to fill critical data gaps, yet the revised draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement still does not remedy these errors. As the agency well
knows, Shell Oil is pursuing an aggressive drilling plan in the Beaufort as well as the Chukchi
making the environmental analysis for the rugged and pristine Chukchi sea all the more
important. Furthermore, the government has admitted that no technology exists to clean up
a spill in the Arctic's volatile sea ice environment. As you consider all proposed activities in
the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas, I urge you to ensure that there is more to the oil industry's
response plans than just glorified mops and buckets. The Presidential commission on the BP
Deepwater Horizon disaster specifically concluded that there are "serious concerns" and
"special considerations" regarding Arctic drilling and oil spill response. The agency MUST
TAKE these concerns SERIOUSLY and address them in its final Environmental Impact
Statement. The Arctic's rich marine environment is one of the least understood areas in the
world. There is a lack of basic science from simple species counts of marine mammals such
as the threatened polar bear and the endangered bowhead whale to information about
currents and tidal systems. The Department of Interior MUST NOT move forward with
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Arctic's unique conditions. The original environmental analysis for Chukchi Lease Sale 193
was rejected by a federal court because of its failure to fill critical data gaps, yet the revised
draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement still does not remedy these errors. As
the agency well knows, Shell Oil is pursuing an aggressive drilling plan in the Beaufort as
well as the Chukchi making the environmental analysis for the rugged and pristine Chukchi
sea all the more important. Furthermore, the government has admitted that no technology
exists to clean up a spill in the Arctic's volatile sea ice environment. As you consider all
proposed activities in the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas, I urge you to ensure that there is more
to the oil industry's response plans than just glorified mops and buckets. The Presidential
commission on the BP Deepwater Horizon disaster specifically concluded that there are
"serious concerns" and "special considerations" regarding Arctic drilling and oil spill response.
The agency must take these concerns seriously and address them in its final Environmental
Impact Statement. The Arctic's rich marine environment is one of the least understood areas
in the world. There is a lack of basic science from simple species counts of marine mammals
such as the threatened polar bear and the endangered bowhead whale to information about
currents and tidal systems. The Department of Interior must not move forward with decisions
about drilling before it has critical missing information. The revised draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement for Chukchi Lease Sale 193 shows that very large oil spills
could occur from drilling in the Chukchi Sea. If such a spill does occur, it could have
catastrophic effects on the region's species, such as the iconic polar bear as well as birds and
whales. An oil accident like the one Exxon created last week in the Yellowstone River or last
year's BP Deepwater Horizon tragedy would be truly disastrous here. Please do not allow
the oil industry to move forward with aggressive, risky plans to drill in these one-of-a-kind
waters, until important information is gathered and a plan is in place to clean up an oil spill in
the Arctic's extreme conditions. There is too much at stake. Thank you.
Rosalind
Andrews
942 Scenic Dr
Knoxville
TN
37919-7638
RIGHT NOW OIL HAS SPILLED IN YELLOWSTONE NATIONAL PARK AND IS CONTAMINATING
THE RIVER. AND YOU WANT TO ALLOW SHELL TO DRILL WHERE????????As a concerned
member of the public and a supporter of Defenders of Wildlife, I'm writing to urge you to protect
polar bears and other Arctic wildlife by ensuring that no drilling takes place in Arctic waters
before a plan is in place to gather essential information and there is proven technology to clean
up a spill in the Arctic's unique conditions. The original environmental analysis for Chukchi
Lease Sale 193 was rejected by a federal court because of its failure to fill critical data gaps, yet
the revised draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement still does not remedy these
errors. As the agency well knows, Shell Oil is pursuing an aggressive drilling plan in the
Beaufort as well as the Chukchi making the environmental analysis for the rugged and pristine
Chukchi sea all the more important. Furthermore, the government has admitted that no
technology exists to clean up a spill in the Arctic's volatile sea ice environment. As you consider
all proposed activities in the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas, I urge you to ensure that there is more
to the oil industry's response plans than just glorified mops and buckets. The Presidential
commission on the BP Deepwater Horizon disaster specifically concluded that there are "serious
concerns" and "special considerations" regarding Arctic drilling and oil spill response. The
agency must take these concerns seriously and address them in its final Environmental Impact
Statement. The Arctic's rich marine environment is one of the least understood areas in the
world. There is a lack of basic science from simple species counts of marine mammals such as
the threatened polar bear and the endangered bowhead whale to information about currents
and tidal systems. The Department of Interior must not move forward with decisions about
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drilling before it has critical missing information. The revised draft Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement for Chukchi Lease Sale 193 shows that very large oil spills could occur from
drilling in the Chukchi Sea. If such a spill does occur, it could have catastrophic effects on the
region's species, such as the iconic polar bear as well as birds and whales. An oil accident like
the one Exxon created last week in the Yellowstone River or last year's BP Deepwater Horizon
tragedy would be truly disastrous here. Please do not allow the oil industry to move forward
with aggressive, risky plans to drill in these one-of-a-kind waters, until important information is
gathered and a plan is in place to clean up an oil spill in the Arctic's extreme conditions. There is
too much at stake. Thank you.
Teri
Apodaca
PO Box 725
Ben Lomond
CA
95005-0725
I am a supporter of Defenders of Wildlife, and a protector of Nature and Mother Earth. It's
time to stop destroying our planet and everything on it. I oppose the proposal to allow Shell
Oil to drill ten wells in the coastal waters of the Arctic over the next two years. The national
commission on the BP Deepwater Horizon disaster specifically concluded that there are
"serious concerns" and "special considerations" regarding Arctic drilling and oil spill response.
Yet Shell Oil is barreling ahead with plans to begin new operations in the Arctic as soon as
next summer. The Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement is
currently considering an aggressive drilling plan that would allow Shell to drill ten wells in the
coastal waters of the Arctic over the next two years. But these waters provide vital habitat
for threatened polar bears, endangered bowhead whales, imperiled walruses and other
sensitive wildlife. An oil accident -- like the one ExxonMobil created recently -- in the
Yellowstone River or last year's BP Deepwater Horizon tragedy would be truly disastrous
here. The Arctic's rich marine environment is one of the least understood areas in the world.
There is a lack of basic science -- from simple species counts of marine mammals such as
the threatened polar bear and the endangered bowhead whale to information about currents
and tidal systems. As of now, there is no effective way to de-oil a polar bear should tragedy
strike as it too often does. And Shell has yet to demonstrate the ability to implement a
clean-up in such remote and icy waters. For all of these reasons, I strongly urge you to
reject Shell's drilling plans for this special area. Thank you.

Chara
Armon
309 Dogwood Ln
Wallingford
PA
19086-6007
America's people, animals, and natural environment do NOT need any further drilling or any
further drilling disasters. Renewables are our solution now. As a concerned member of the
public and a supporter of Defenders of Wildlife, I oppose the proposal to allow Shell Oil to drill
ten wells in the coastal waters of the Arctic over the next two years. The national
commission on the BP Deepwater Horizon disaster specifically concluded that there are
"serious concerns" and "special considerations" regarding Arctic drilling and oil spill response.
Yet Shell Oil is barreling ahead with plans to begin new operations in the Arctic as soon as
next summer. The Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement is
currently considering an aggressive drilling plan that would allow Shell to drill ten wells in the
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Standring
137 ave. Chant d'Oiseau, Brussels
Brussels, 1160
NY
10025Dear Mr. Salazar, Please REJECT SHELL's offer to develop endangered wildlife and polar bear
regions with wells., They have already caused much environmental harm and are willing to
do so many times more. They are crooks. Thank you for REJECTING SHELL's offer. Yours
sincerely, Helen Standring ---------------------------------------- As a concerned member of
the public and a supporter of Defenders of Wildlife, I oppose the proposal to allow Shell Oil to
drill ten wells in the coastal waters of the Arctic over the next two years. The national
commission on the BP Deepwater Horizon disaster specifically concluded that there are
"serious concerns" and "special considerations" regarding Arctic drilling and oil spill response.
Yet Shell Oil is barreling ahead with plans to begin new operations in the Arctic as soon as
next summer. The Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement is
currently considering an aggressive drilling plan that would allow Shell to drill ten wells in the
coastal waters of the Arctic over the next two years. But these waters provide vital habitat
for threatened polar bears, endangered bowhead whales, imperiled walruses and other
sensitive wildlife. An oil accident -- like the one ExxonMobil created recently -- in the
Yellowstone River or last year's BP Deepwater Horizon tragedy would be truly disastrous
here. The Arctic's rich marine environment is one of the least understood areas in the world.
There is a lack of basic science -- from simple species counts of marine mammals such as
the threatened polar bear and the endangered bowhead whale to information about currents
and tidal systems. As of now, there is no effective way to de-oil a polar bear should tragedy
strike as it too often does. And Shell has yet to demonstrate the ability to implement a
clean-up in such remote and icy waters. For all of these reasons, I strongly urge you to
reject Shell's drilling plans for this special area. Thank you.

David
Stassen
330 N Orange Grove Ave
Los Angeles
CA
90036-2136
As an employee of the government, you work for me, a citizen, and not for big oil. As a
concerned member of the public and a supporter of Defenders of Wildlife, I'm writing to urge
you to protect polar bears and other Arctic wildlife by ensuring that no drilling takes place in
Arctic waters before a plan is in place to gather essential information and there is proven
technology to clean up a spill in the Arctic's unique conditions. The original environmental
analysis for Chukchi Lease Sale 193 was rejected by a federal court because of its failure to
fill critical data gaps, yet the revised draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
still does not remedy these errors. As the agency well knows, Shell Oil is pursuing an
aggressive drilling plan in the Beaufort as well as the Chukchi making the environmental
analysis for the rugged and pristine Chukchi sea all the more important. Furthermore, the
government has admitted that no technology exists to clean up a spill in the Arctic's volatile
sea ice environment. As you consider all proposed activities in the Chukchi and Beaufort
Seas, I urge you to ensure that there is more to the oil industry's response plans than just
glorified mops and buckets. The Presidential commission on the BP Deepwater Horizon
disaster specifically concluded that there are "serious concerns" and "special considerations"
regarding Arctic drilling and oil spill response. The agency must take these concerns seriously
and address them in its final Environmental Impact Statement. The Arctic's rich marine
environment is one of the least understood areas in the world. There is a lack of basic

5HSUHVHQWDWLYH)RUP/HWWHUVIURP'HIHQGHUVRI:LOGOLIHFRPPHQWOHWWHUV

coastal waters of the Arctic over the next two years. But these waters provide vital habitat
for threatened polar bears, endangered bowhead whales, imperiled walruses and other
sensitive wildlife. An oil accident -- like the one ExxonMobil created recently -- in the
Yellowstone River or last year's BP Deepwater Horizon tragedy would be truly disastrous
here. The Arctic's rich marine environment is one of the least understood areas in the world.
There is a lack of basic science -- from simple species counts of marine mammals such as
the threatened polar bear and the endangered bowhead whale to information about currents
and tidal systems. As of now, there is no effective way to de-oil a polar bear should tragedy
strike as it too often does. And Shell has yet to demonstrate the ability to implement a
clean-up in such remote and icy waters. For all of these reasons, I strongly urge you to
reject Shell's drilling plans for this special area. Thank you.

Carla
Arneson
PO Box 336
Ely
MN
55731-0336
We need alternatives not more drilling. Stop the oil monopoly and put the money supporting
it into research. As a concerned member of the public and a supporter of Defenders of
Wildlife, I'm writing to urge you to protect polar bears and other Arctic wildlife by ensuring
that no drilling takes place in Arctic waters before a plan is in place to gather essential
information and there is proven technology to clean up a spill in the Arctic's unique
conditions. The original environmental analysis for Chukchi Lease Sale 193 was rejected by
a federal court because of its failure to fill critical data gaps, yet the revised draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement still does not remedy these errors. As the
agency well knows, Shell Oil is pursuing an aggressive drilling plan in the Beaufort as well as
the Chukchi making the environmental analysis for the rugged and pristine Chukchi sea all
the more important. Furthermore, the government has admitted that no technology exists
to clean up a spill in the Arctic's volatile sea ice environment. As you consider all proposed
activities in the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas, I urge you to ensure that there is more to the oil
industry's response plans than just glorified mops and buckets. The Presidential commission
on the BP Deepwater Horizon disaster specifically concluded that there are "serious concerns"
and "special considerations" regarding Arctic drilling and oil spill response. The agency must
take these concerns seriously and address them in its final Environmental Impact Statement.
The Arctic's rich marine environment is one of the least understood areas in the world. There
is a lack of basic science from simple species counts of marine mammals such as the
threatened polar bear and the endangered bowhead whale to information about currents and
tidal systems. The Department of Interior must not move forward with decisions about
drilling before it has critical missing information. The revised draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement for Chukchi Lease Sale 193 shows that very large oil spills
could occur from drilling in the Chukchi Sea. If such a spill does occur, it could have
catastrophic effects on the region's species, such as the iconic polar bear as well as birds and
whales. An oil accident like the one Exxon created last week in the Yellowstone River or last
year's BP Deepwater Horizon tragedy would be truly disastrous here. Please do not allow
the oil industry to move forward with aggressive, risky plans to drill in these one-of-a-kind
waters, until important information is gathered and a plan is in place to clean up an oil spill in
the Arctic's extreme conditions. There is too much at stake. Thank you.

Helen
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science from simple species counts of marine mammals such as the threatened polar bear
and the endangered bowhead whale to information about currents and tidal systems. The
Department of Interior must not move forward with decisions about drilling before it has
critical missing information. The revised draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement for Chukchi Lease Sale 193 shows that very large oil spills could occur from
drilling in the Chukchi Sea. If such a spill does occur, it could have catastrophic effects on
the region's species, such as the iconic polar bear as well as birds and whales. An oil
accident like the one Exxon created last week in the Yellowstone River or last year's BP
Deepwater Horizon tragedy would be truly disastrous here. Please do not allow the oil
industry to move forward with aggressive, risky plans to drill in these one-of-a-kind waters,
until important information is gathered and a plan is in place to clean up an oil spill in the
Arctic's extreme conditions. There is too much at stake. Thank you.

Marc
Stein
15220 Steinbeck Ln
Colorado Springs
CO
80921-3529
Come on Ken. We just had the Deep Water Horizon disaster and then the Yellowstone
disaster. What does it take to convince you that these oil companies cannot be trusted to
use our natural resources in a responsible manner. Thank you.

Karl
Zimmerman
156 Columbia Dr
Amherst
MA
01002-3127
Have you ever seen a heroin addict looking for his next hit? It's not a pretty sight. He'll act
out violently, threatening his wife and kids. He'll steal, he'll attack. He'll do _whatever_ he
thinks he needs to do to get drugs. Drugs that will ruin his body; that _are_ ruining his life.
He'll do anything, even though the next syringe-full might kill him. That's what I think of
when I hear about plans to drill for oil in the Arctic. Global warming is what makes this
drilling feasible -- the carbon we've dumped into the air from our prior use of oil, coal, and
natural gas has warmed the Arctic, melting the summer ice and all but eliminating the thick
perennial winter ice. We know this has happened. We're already suffering consequences;
more severe weather events, drought in the south and midwest, loss of trees in the Rockies
and Sierra Nevadas from beetle damage. The oceans are becoming more acidic. It takes half
a century for the sea to reach equilibrium with carbon concentrations in the atmosphere. We
can measure the change in acidity, yet what we see represents equilibrium with atmospheric
carbon from 1961. Krill populations are declining and coral reefs are bleaching now. What
will be the damage in 50 years? And yet we can't seem to restrain ourselves from looking for
our next hit. Shell is seeking permits to drill ten wells in shallow Arctic water -- wells that are
possible because of global warming; wells that will provide us with more oil to burn, more
carbon to emit. Yet the House wants to hamstring the EPA, and won't even consider
meaningful caps on carbon emissions. How can we stop this insanity? I strongly urge to you
make a start now. Reject Shell's drilling plans for the Arctic. Start to send Big Fossils a new
message: We can quit. We won't keep buying their harmful product. We are ready to help
ourselves; to put ourselves on a healthier path. Thank you.
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buzz
alpert
7220 N Keeler Ave
Lincolnwood
IL
60712-2021
Alternative energy sources must begin to inject themselves into our lives so that we do not
continue to destroy pristine areas of our habitat that can never be replaced even with
thousands of years of healing. Please do not allow Shell to drill in the Arctic. Thanks, Buzz As
a concerned member of the public and a supporter of Defenders of Wildlife, I oppose the
proposal to allow Shell Oil to drill ten wells in the coastal waters of the Arctic over the next
two years. The national commission on the BP Deepwater Horizon disaster specifically
concluded that there are "serious concerns" and "special considerations" regarding Arctic
drilling and oil spill response. Yet Shell Oil is barreling ahead with plans to begin new
operations in the Arctic as soon as next summer. The Bureau of Ocean Energy Management,
Regulation and Enforcement is currently considering an aggressive drilling plan that would
allow Shell to drill ten wells in the coastal waters of the Arctic over the next two years. But
these waters provide vital habitat for threatened polar bears, endangered bowhead whales,
imperiled walruses and other sensitive wildlife. An oil accident -- like the one ExxonMobil
created recently -- in the Yellowstone River or last year's BP Deepwater Horizon tragedy
would be truly disastrous here. The Arctic's rich marine environment is one of the least
understood areas in the world. There is a lack of basic science -- from simple species counts
of marine mammals such as the threatened polar bear and the endangered bowhead whale to
information about currents and tidal systems. As of now, there is no effective way to de-oil a
polar bear should tragedy strike as it too often does. And Shell has yet to demonstrate the
ability to implement a clean-up in such remote and icy waters. For all of these reasons, I
strongly urge you to reject Shell's drilling plans for this special area. Thank you.
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General Comment
Dear protectors of the public trust,
The idea of allowing oil extraction in the location of Oil Lease Sale 193 is ludicrous. What does it take for
us to learn? The most fundamental natural resource of all, upon which we DEPEND as a species, is our
oceans. They (key life-forms there) are already shown to be at increasing risk due to climate change, overfishing, and factors still not identified (pollution a likely culprit).
Existing technology, and technology in the foreseeable future, is simply inadequate to even BEGIN to make
a claim that this sale is anything less than a recipe for disaster.
To allow this sale would be irresponsible in the worst sense of the word. Do YOU want to be the ones we
point back to when the question is asked: WHO approved this? PLEASE take Oil Lease Sale 193 OFF the
auction block.
Thank you for your consideration and responsible public service in this matter.
Sincerely,
Mark Sabol, PhD
Tacoma, Washington
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Comment On: BOEM-2011-0044-0001
Environmental Impact Statements; Availability, etc.: Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Region,
Chukchi Sea Planning Area, Oil and Gas Lease Sale

Comment On: BOEM-2011-0044-0001
Environmental Impact Statements; Availability, etc.: Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Region,
Chukchi Sea Planning Area, Oil and Gas Lease Sale

Document: BOEM-2011-0044-0094
Comment from Michael Satre, self

Document: BOEM-2011-0044-0018
Comment from Katherine Schake, None

Submitter Information
Name: Michael Satre
Address:
9356 Turn Street
Juneau, AK, 99801
Email: msatre@alaskaproducers.org
Organization: self

General Comment
I have reviewed the SEIS regarding Lease Sale 193 and find that it sufficiently and substantially
addresses all potential impacts of activities that would commence upon the approval of these
leases.
The exploration and potential production of oil and gas from these areas are critical to the future
of Alaska and these activities should no longer be held hostage to a never-ending "what-if"
analysis.
This lease sale should be affirmed as it was originally in 2008.
Thank you,
Michael Satre
Juneau, Alaska
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Submitter Information
Name: Katherine Schake
Address:
4709 SE 64th Ave
Portland, OR, 97206
Email: kaschake@yahoo.com
Phone: 503-568-2794
Organization: None

General Comment
I have had the incredible fortune to travel through much of the Arctic this summer for work,
observing it from both the ground and the air as I map the Alyeska Pipeline. It is an incredibly
harsh, breath-taking landscape. There are people who live here, throughout the North Slope and
on the coast of the Chukchi Sea, surviving subsistently off of the sea ice while highly valuing their
way of life.
Daniel, a native Inupiat from Barrow, shared his perspective at the public hearing in Fairbanks
and his story shook me to my core. Most of us do not know what it is like to come from a
traditional culture, one that nurtures a relationship to the land and sea. His is a lifestyle that is
hard, but balanced. To hear the passion with which he spoke about his home...it was powerful to
witness that such cultures are still alive in the U.S.
The SEIS was written by folks in Washington D.C. who have never lived in the Arctic. Their plan
for an oil spill clean-up relies heavily on air support, when there are no airstrips anywhere near
close enough to be effective. The winds and weather are so violent at times that simply accessing
an oil boom in the Chukchi Sea would be impossible, let alone cleaning up a spill. Not to mention
that it is completely dark for months on end- the sun simply does not rise. We are fooling
ourselves if we think we would be able to clean up an oil spill in the middle of the Chukchi Sea-
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we simply don’t have the skill to do this.
One thing I’ve learned working in a technological field: no matter how great our technology is, it
will still break down. We cannot assure that an oil spill would not occur, let alone foresee all
consequences that an oil drilling operation in the midst of sea ice may have for the natives who
depend on this ecosystem for their existence. Please do not drill for oil in the Chukchi Sea.
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Comment On: BOEM-2011-0044-0001
Environmental Impact Statements; Availability, etc.: Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Region,
Chukchi Sea Planning Area, Oil and Gas Lease Sale
Document: BOEM-2011-0044-0024
Comment from Melody Schake, Individual

Submitter Information
Name: Melody Schake
Address:
849 Evergreen Circle
Burnsville, MN, 55337
Email: mlschake@hotmail.com
Phone: 651-206-8961
Organization: Individual
Government Agency Type: Local

General Comment
Please do not drill in the Chukchi Sea as we don't have the technology to immediately stop and
clean up a spill should one occur. Please learn from what happened in the Gulf. Protecting the
delicate balance of nature and the lives of the people who live in the region is far more important
than feeding our oil dependent lifestyles. We can shed our cars and rely on public transportation.
That is the right and responsible thing to do.
Thank you.
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•Industry has committed to unprecedented provisions for prevention and spill response that go
above and beyond what is required by law. These provisions, combined with a stringent
permitting process, give Alaskans a high level of confidence that exploration and development
can occur safely and without harm to polar bears and other species.
•Drilling in the Arctic offers distinct differences than deepwater exploration and development in
the Gulf of Mexico. The pressure encountered in deepwater drilling is multiple times greater than
in Alaska where wells would be in very shallow water.

Docket: BOEM-2011-0044
Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Chukchi Sea Planning Area Oil and Gas Lease Sale 193
Comment On: BOEM-2011-0044-0001
Environmental Impact Statements; Availability, etc.: Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Region,
Chukchi Sea Planning Area, Oil and Gas Lease Sale
Document: BOEM-2011-0044-0040
Comment from Douglas Smith, None

Submitter Information
Name: Douglas Smith
Address:
15827 Noble point
Anchorage, AK, 99516
Email: dsmith@lrs-ak.com
Phone: 907 349-2931
Organization: None

General Comment
•Lease Sale 193 should be affirmed as held in 2008. The SEIS provides sufficient information and
analysis to support an informed decision affirming Sale 193.
•Rescinding the leases and allowing a de facto moratorium to continue will harm Alaska’s
economy and discourage future industry investment, without a corresponding benefit to the
environment.
•Sale 193 is critical to Alaska’s future economy and the nation’s long-term energy security.
•The Chukchi OCS is an important future source of U.S. energy supply with up to 29 billion
barrels of oil and 209 trillion cubic feet of natural gas potentially in place. The Chukchi Sea is
considered the most prospective unexplored offshore basin in the country.
•The goal of Lease Sale 193 was to produce oil from the Alaska OCS and boost domestic
production from potential world-class energy deposits. OCS production has the potential to refill
the Alaska oil pipeline, which is now operating at one-third of its 1988 peak flow.
•Oil and gas production resulting from Sale 193 will occur under the world’s highest safety and
environmental standards. Activities will be governed by stringent lease stipulations. Numerous
mitigation measures, including seasonal operating restrictions, will minimize potential impacts,
and conflicts avoidance mechanisms will protect subsistence whaling and other harvest activities.
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North American resources available. We are forced to rely on oil imports, which put the United
States at greater risk for disruptions in supply and price spikes. Volatile energy prices hinder
economic growth and make it extremely difficult to do business. But expanding our domestic
production will increase our energy supply and help meet growing demand. For that reason, we
strongly support moving forward with Lease Sale 193.
Upon conclusion of this public comment period, I respectfully request that the lease-holders be
allowed to move forward with planned exploration and production. I appreciate BOEMRE’s
attention to this important matter and look forward to safe and responsible energy production in
the Chukchi Sea.

Comment On: BOEM-2011-0044-0001
Environmental Impact Statements; Availability, etc.: Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Region,
Chukchi Sea Planning Area, Oil and Gas Lease Sale
Document: BOEM-2011-0044-0041
Comment from Lori Stepansky, ARWC

Submitter Information
Name: Lori Stepansky
Address:
510 Glacier Bay Circle B
Anchorage, AK, 99508
Email: alcanlori@gci.net
Phone: 907-222-7501
Organization: ARWC

General Comment
I would like to express my strong support of oil and gas development in the Chukchi Sea and
other areas of Alaska’s Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) and to urge the Bureau of Ocean Energy
Management, Regulation and Enforcement (BOEMRE) to finalize the environmental review
process and move forward with Lease Sale 193. Oil and gas development in the Chukchi Sea can
and should be done safely, and it is past time for the government to proceed with Lease Sale 193
so that Americans can fully realize the energy and economic benefits increased domestic energy
production can bring.
Offshore oil and gas development in Alaska will strengthen our energy security, create jobs in
Alaska and across the country, and generate significant government revenue. Government revenue
generated from the Chukchi Sea is estimated to be nearly $50 billion over the next fifty years. The
benefits of energy production on Alaska’s OCS cannot be overstated; development of our
domestic energy resources is an asset to the entire economy.
In order to achieve greater price stability for consumers, America needs more energy – not less.
The United States continues to import oil from unstable and adversarial countries despite the vast
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It is of paramount importance for Alaska’s economy, National economy, and National Defense
that Sale 193 be affirmed.
The Chukchi Sea will likely be a major supplier of energy for the United States in the future and
ease our importation of oil from undesirable foreign sources.
Thank you.
Bill Stevens

Comment On: BOEM-2011-0044-0001
Environmental Impact Statements; Availability, etc.: Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Region,
Chukchi Sea Planning Area, Oil and Gas Lease Sale
Document: BOEM-2011-0044-0060
Comment from BILL STEVENS, citizen

Submitter Information
Name: BILL STEVENS
Address:
P.O. BOX 8596
NIKISKI, AK, 99635
Email: casscon1@acsalaska.net
Organization: citizen

General Comment
BILL STEVENS
P.O. BOX 8596
NIKISKI, ALASKA 99635
July 11, 2011
Comments on Revised Draft SEIS
Lease Sale 193 Chukchi Sea
Regional Director
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement
Alaska OCS Region
3801 Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, Alaska 99503–5820
Sir or Ma’am,
I believe that OCS Lease Sale 193 should be affirmed as held in 2008. Sufficient information and
analysis, as provided by the SEIS, is available to support Sale 193.
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Comment On: BOEM-2011-0044-0001
Environmental Impact Statements; Availability, etc.: Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Region,
Chukchi Sea Planning Area, Oil and Gas Lease Sale

Comment On: BOEM-2011-0044-0001
Environmental Impact Statements; Availability, etc.: Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Region,
Chukchi Sea Planning Area, Oil and Gas Lease Sale

Document: BOEM-2011-0044-0010
Comment from Peter Stokes, Self

Document: BOEM-2011-0044-0096
Comment from Paul Tengan, UAF (retired); personal

Submitter Information

Submitter Information

Name: Paul Tengan
Address:
Box 315
Ester, AK, 99725
Email: pstengan44@yahoo.com
Organization: UAF (retired); personal

Name: Peter Stokes
Address:
3521 Andree Drive #A
Anchorage, AK, 99517
Email: stokes@gci.net
Organization: Self

General Comment

General Comment
Lease Sale 193 should be affirmed as held in 2008. The SEIS provides sufficient information and
analysis to support an informed decision affirming Sale 193.
Industry has committed to unprecedented provisions for prevention and spill response that go
above and beyond what is required by law. These provisions, combined with a stringent
permitting process, give Alaskans a high level of confidence that exploration and development
can occur safely and without harm to polar bears and other species.
The North Slope and the offshore are the most studied energy basins in America. In the past
decade, over 250 studies have been funded in the Arctic, with the majority focused on the
Beaufort and Chukchi Seas.
The goal of Lease Sale 193 was to produce oil from the Alaska OCS and boost domestic
production from potential world-class energy deposits. OCS production has the potential to refill
the Alaska oil pipeline, which is now operating at one-third of its 1988 peak flow.
An estimated annual average of 54,700 new jobs would be created and sustained over 50 years by
OCS-related development in Alaska. As estimated $63 billion in payroll would be paid to
employees in Alaska as a result of OCS development.

The full ramifications of exploration and development in the Chukchi Sea still needs further study.
As the permanent nothern polar ice cap continues to shrink, it is inevitable that new shipping lanes
through and across the Arctic Ocean will evolve. This can only further complicate the migratory and
feeding patterns of marine and sea bird life across the whole area.
Climate changes are likely to continue; this will further affect the weather and sea ice flow patterns.
Can there be ANY proper planning and preparation for disasters when these factors have yet to
develop and be studied?
It is already known that the climate and weather in the area can be extreme. During the war in the
early 1940s, it is on record that the military --on both sides-- LOST MORE equiptment from
WEATHER EVENTS than enemy action! How much more severe weather would anyone expect
north of the Bering Strait?
Oil and gas reserves are already known to exist, and are yet to be developed, onshore on Alaska's
North Slope and near coastal areas. It would be totally foolhardy to explore and develop resources
on the fragile OCS prior to development in these immeasurably safer areas.
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Ms. Anne Lazarus
524 E 20th St Apt 2g
New York, NY 10009-1340
(212) 673-9059
Jun 29, 2011
Interior Secretary Ken Salazar
Subject: Comments on the Revised Draft SEIS, Lease Sale 193 Chukchi Sea
Dear Interior Secretary Ken Salazar,
The Arctic Ocean is home to hundreds of thousands of marine animals,
including seals, walruses, whales and polar bears, and is depended upon
by Native villagers for food.
Please do not allow drilling in ecologically-critical Arctic waters
before basic essential information is gathered and there are proven
technologies to clean up spills in the Arctic's icy waters. The
Presidential Commission on the BP Deepwater Horizon tragedy
specifically concluded that there are "serious concerns" and
"special considerations" regarding Arctic drilling and oil
spill response.
Additionally, the recent US Geological Survey analysis of the ocean's
science needs concluded that further research should take place before
drilling in the Arctic Ocean, including establishing a baseline
scientific understanding. With this in mind, it is clear that
exploratory drilling resulting from Lease Sale 193 in the Chukchi Sea
should be postponed until there is a better understanding of the Arctic
Ocean.
The Arctic Ocean is too special a place to risk with incomplete data on
the ocean's marine resources and poor spill response plans. The oil in
the Arctic Ocean isn't going anywhere, and can wait for proper research
and preparedness.
A Deepwater Horizon-scale oil spill which the Bureau of Ocean Energy
Management, Regulation and Enforcement acknowledges hypothetically is
possible - would be catastrophic for the Arctic Ocean and the wildlife
and people that depend on it. Now is the time to take proper
precautions and ensure that drilling is done only after we have
confidence that spill risks are minimized. How can you even consider
drilling in the Arctic after knowing all the risks and irreversible
damage? We need to reduce the use of fossil fuel. A decision to drill
in the Arctic is just a donation to the coffers of the greedy oil
industry.
Sincerely,
Ms. Anne Lazarus
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Ms. Grace Neff
800 28th Ave SE
Albany, OR 97322-4177
(541) 928-8508

Ms. Doris Lynch
3618 E Park Ln
Bloomington, IN 47408-6303
(812) 332-5043
Jun 29, 2011

Jun 29, 2011

Interior Secretary Ken Salazar

Interior Secretary Ken Salazar

Subject: Comments on the Revised Draft SEIS, Lease Sale 193 Chukchi Sea

Subject: Comments on the Revised Draft SEIS, Lease Sale 193 Chukchi Sea

Dear Interior Secretary Ken Salazar,

Dear Interior Secretary Ken Salazar,

I lived in Arctic Alaska for one year and know well the vulnerability
of the land--tire tracks last more than a hundred years--and how much
the native people and wildlife rely on a clean habitat.

The Arctic Ocean is home to hundreds of thousands of marine animals,
including seals, walruses, whales and polar bears, and is depended upon
by Native villagers for food.

After the destruction and pollution of the Gulf oil spill, we must not
drill in such a vulnerable remote place until we are absolutely sure we
can do it without harm.
The Arctic Ocean is home to hundreds of thousands of marine animals,
including seals, walruses, whales and polar bears, and is depended upon
by Native villagers for food.

Please do not allow drilling in ecologically-critical Arctic waters
before basic essential information is gathered and there are proven
technologies to clean up spills in the Arctic's icy waters. The
Presidential Commission on the BP Deepwater Horizon tragedy
specifically concluded that there are "serious concerns" and
"special considerations" regarding Arctic drilling and oil
spill response.

Please do not allow drilling in ecologically-critical Arctic waters
before basic essential information is gathered and there are proven
technologies to clean up spills in the Arctic's icy waters. The
Presidential Commission on the BP Deepwater Horizon tragedy
specifically concluded that there are "serious concerns" and
"special considerations" regarding Arctic drilling and oil
spill response.

Additionally, the recent US Geological Survey analysis of the ocean's
science needs concluded that further research should take place before
drilling in the Arctic Ocean, including establishing a baseline
scientific understanding. With this in mind, it is clear that
exploratory drilling resulting from Lease Sale 193 in the Chukchi Sea
should be postponed until there is a better understanding of the Arctic
Ocean.

Additionally, the recent US Geological Survey analysis of the ocean's
science needs concluded that further research should take place before
drilling in the Arctic Ocean, including establishing a baseline
scientific understanding. With this in mind, it is clear that
exploratory drilling resulting from Lease Sale 193 in the Chukchi Sea
should be postponed until there is a better understanding of the Arctic
Ocean.

The Arctic Ocean is too special a place to risk with incomplete data on
the ocean's marine resources and poor spill response plans. The oil in
the Arctic Ocean isn't going anywhere, and can wait for proper research
and preparedness.
A Deepwater Horizon-scale oil spill which the Bureau of Ocean Energy
Management, Regulation and Enforcement acknowledges hypothetically is
possible - would be catastrophic for the Arctic Ocean and the wildlife
and people that depend on it. Now is the time to take proper
precautions and ensure that drilling is done only after we have
confidence that spill risks are minimized.

The Arctic Ocean is too special a place to risk with incomplete data on
the ocean's marine resources and poor spill response plans. The oil in
the Arctic Ocean isn't going anywhere, and can wait for proper research
and preparedness.
A Deepwater Horizon-scale oil spill which the Bureau of Ocean Energy
Management, Regulation and Enforcement acknowledges hypothetically is
possible - would be catastrophic for the Arctic Ocean and the wildlife
and people that depend on it. Now is the time to take proper
precautions and ensure that drilling is done only after we have
confidence that spill risks are minimized.

A spill in these waters would be many, many times worse than the Gulf
spill which will take years to repair even in these warmer waters. We
still don't know the extent of damage done there.
Sincerely,
Ms. Grace Neff

Sincerely,
Ms. Doris Lynch
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Mrs. Pat Pascual
1216 Route 311
Patterson, NY 12563-2823

Mr. Seth Bensel
16 The Byway
Ithaca, NY 14850-2719
(607) 257-8126
Jul 1, 2011

Jun 29, 2011

Interior Secretary Ken Salazar

Interior Secretary Ken Salazar

Subject: Comments on the Revised Draft SEIS, Lease Sale 193 Chukchi Sea

Subject: Comments on the Revised Draft SEIS, Lease Sale 193 Chukchi Sea

Dear Interior Secretary Ken Salazar,

Dear Interior Secretary Ken Salazar,

We have no idea how to clean up an oil spill in the Arctic Ocean, and
the more we drill up there, the more likely we are to have one. Our
dependence on foreign oil should be addressed through conservation
(like increased CAFE standards for cars and trucks), not extremely
risky offshore drilling in the Arctic, with disastrous consequences
when the inevitable spill occurs.

The Arctic Ocean is home to hundreds of thousands of marine animals,
including seals, walruses, whales and polar bears, and is depended upon
by Native villagers for food.

So please, do not allow drilling in ecologically-critical Arctic waters
before basic essential information is gathered and there are proven
technologies to clean up spills in the Arctic's icy waters. The
Presidential Commission on the BP Deepwater Horizon tragedy
specifically concluded that there are "serious concerns" and
"special considerations" regarding Arctic drilling and oil
spill response.
Additionally, the recent US Geological Survey analysis of the ocean's
science needs concluded that further research should take place before
drilling in the Arctic Ocean, including establishing a baseline
scientific understanding. With this in mind, it is clear that
exploratory drilling resulting from Lease Sale 193 in the Chukchi Sea
should be postponed until there is a better understanding of the Arctic
Ocean.
The Arctic Ocean is too special a place to risk with incomplete data on
the ocean's marine resources and poor spill response plans. The oil in
the Arctic Ocean isn't going anywhere, and can wait for proper research
and preparedness.
A Deepwater Horizon-scale oil spill which the Bureau of Ocean Energy
Management, Regulation and Enforcement acknowledges hypothetically is
possible - would be catastrophic for the Arctic Ocean and the wildlife
and people that depend on it. Now is the time to take proper
precautions and ensure that drilling is done only after we have
confidence that spill risks are minimized.
Sincerely,
Mr. Seth Bensel

Please do not allow drilling in ecologically-critical Arctic waters
before basic essential information is gathered and there are proven
technologies to clean up spills in the Arctic's icy waters. The
Presidential Commission on the BP Deepwater Horizon tragedy
specifically concluded that there are "serious concerns" and
"special considerations" regarding Arctic drilling and oil
spill response.
Additionally, the recent US Geological Survey analysis of the ocean's
science needs concluded that further research should take place before
drilling in the Arctic Ocean, including establishing a baseline
scientific understanding. With this in mind, it is clear that
exploratory drilling resulting from Lease Sale 193 in the Chukchi Sea
should be postponed until there is a better understanding of the Arctic
Ocean.
The Arctic Ocean is too special a place to risk with incomplete data on
the ocean's marine resources and poor spill response plans. The oil in
the Arctic Ocean isn't going anywhere, and can wait for proper research
and preparedness.
A Deepwater Horizon-scale oil spill which the Bureau of Ocean Energy
Management, Regulation and Enforcement acknowledges hypothetically is
possible - would be catastrophic for the Arctic Ocean and the wildlife
and people that depend on it. Now is the time to take proper
precautions and ensure that drilling is done only after we have
confidence that spill risks are minimized.
There should be an independent inspector making sure everything is
done right and he or she should be there as long as any drilling is
being done. There should also be an inspector to check on the inspector
every month or so to make sure he is doing his job and not being paid
off.
Sincerely,
Mrs. Pat Pascual
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Dr. Tim Tarbell
3765 Mayfair Dr
Los Angeles, CA 90065-3208

Ms. Heidi Jackson
10006 W 61st St
Merriam, KS 66203-3214
(913) 362-8853

Jun 29, 2011

Jun 29, 2011

Interior Secretary Ken Salazar

Interior Secretary Ken Salazar

Subject: Comments on the Revised Draft SEIS, Lease Sale 193 Chukchi Sea

Subject: Comments on the Revised Draft SEIS, Lease Sale 193 Chukchi Sea

Dear Interior Secretary Ken Salazar,

Dear Interior Secretary Ken Salazar,

The Arctic Ocean is home to hundreds of thousands of marine animals,
including seals, walruses, whales and polar bears, and is depended upon
by Native villagers for food.

The Arctic Ocean is home to hundreds of thousands of marine animals,
including seals, walruses, whales and polar bears, and is depended upon
by Native villagers for food.

Please do not allow drilling in ecologically-critical Arctic waters
before basic essential information is gathered and there are proven
technologies to clean up spills in the Arctic's icy waters. The
Presidential Commission on the BP Deepwater Horizon tragedy
specifically concluded that there are "serious concerns" and
"special considerations" regarding Arctic drilling and oil
spill response.

Please do not allow drilling in ecologically-critical Arctic waters
before basic essential information is gathered and there are proven
technologies to clean up spills in the Arctic's icy waters. The
Presidential Commission on the BP Deepwater Horizon tragedy
specifically concluded that there are "serious concerns" and
"special considerations" regarding Arctic drilling and oil
spill response.

Additionally, the recent US Geological Survey analysis of the ocean's
science needs concluded that further research should take place before
drilling in the Arctic Ocean.

Additionally, the recent US Geological Survey analysis of the ocean's
science needs concluded that further research should take place before
drilling in the Arctic Ocean, including establishing a baseline
scientific understanding. With this in mind, it is clear that
exploratory drilling resulting from Lease Sale 193 in the Chukchi Sea
should be postponed until there is a better understanding of the Arctic
Ocean.

The Arctic Ocean is too special a place to risk with incomplete data on
the ocean's marine resources and poor spill response plans.
Sincerely,
Dr. Tim Tarbell

The Arctic Ocean is too special a place to risk with incomplete data on
the ocean's marine resources and poor spill response plans. The oil in
the Arctic Ocean isn't going anywhere, and can wait for proper research
and preparedness.
A Deepwater Horizon-scale oil spill which the Bureau of Ocean Energy
Management, Regulation and Enforcement acknowledges is possible - would
be catastrophic for the Arctic Ocean and the wildlife and people that
depend on it. It would be impossible to clean it up. Now is the time
to take proper precautions and do the required scientific research.
Even wells that are for exploration -- not production -- still pose
threats to the fragile Arctic Ocean habitat. Do not allow drilling.
Sincerely,
Ms. Heidi Jackson
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General Comment
The isolation and extreme climate of the Chukchi Sea make it nearly impossible that an accident
or spill could be effectively contained or cleaned up. Oil spills in active drilling areas are not a
question of "If," but rather of "when?" Pack ice, darkness for months on end, extreme cold, and
lack of access by plane or ship make clean up of an inevitable accident a technological challenge
for which no one is prepared.
The revised SEIS shows a lack of understanding of this area and the unique environmental
challenges of working there.
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today. Second, while the region poses unique challenges, it is not inherently more dangerous or
difficult than other offshore locations. The risks are simply different.
In developing the revised SEIS, government has identified the unique challenges of offshore
exploration in the Chukchi and has formed rigorous stipulations that will ensure the safety of the
ocean environment and coastal communities. Let us adopt these regulations and lead other Arctic
nations in responsible development. Doing so could help refill the Trans Alaska Pipeline System,
create nearly 55,000 new jobs over the next 50 years and provide billions of dollars for the federal
treasury.
Thank you for considering my comments.
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General Comment
I am writing in support of the revised draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS)
for the 2008 Chukchi Sea lease sale. This new SEIS—three years in the making—answers not
only the technical issues cited by Judge Ralph Beistline in his July 2010 ruling, but also the
potential impacts of a theoretical “worst case” oil spill.
As it now stands, the SEIS provides a clear path forward to responsible development in Alaska’s
Outer Continental Shelf (OCS). This path is a long-time coming. Oil and gas exploration in the
Alaska OCS dates back to the early 1980s. The company I work for, in fact, provided numerous
surveying and geotechnical projects to aid in these activities. Industry drilled more than 30
exploratory wells during this time, including five wells in the Chukchi; all without incident.
This prior experience underscores a couple of important points. First, the Alaska OCS isn’t
“uncharted territory” as some would argue. Rather, industry has a proven record of success
working in these waters, even without the advanced surveying and drilling technology available
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Appendix E – Section 4

Draft SEIS
Public Hearing Transcripts
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Draft SEIS
Comment Letters

Federal Government
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State Government
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Environmental Organizations
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Native Village of Point Lay
Native Village of Point Hope
Alaska Inter-Tribal Council
November 30, 2010
VIA EMAIL
Regional Director
Alaska OCS Region
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation
and Enforcement
3801 Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, AK 99503-5802
E: BOEMREAKPublicCommen@boemre.gov

Re:

Draft Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
(OCS EIS/EA BOEMRE 2010-034)

Dear Regional Director:
Native Village of Point Lay submits the following comments on the Bureau of Ocean Energy
Management, Regulation and Enforcement’s (BOEMRE) draft Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (draft SEIS).
[DESCRIPTION OF GROUP – example:
The Native Village of Point Lay is a federally recognized tribal government that is responsible
for the well being of its 950 members. It is also the oldest, continuously inhabited village in all
of North America. Our members have harvested the sea for thousands of years. We preserve
our traditional way of life, hunting bowhead whales, walrus, seals, polar bears, beluga whales,
and various fish and sea birds. Where we live, a half-gallon of milk costs nine dollars, and
families depend on subsistence hunting as a source of healthy food. Subsistence resources are so
vital to our well being that if the health of the ocean deteriorates so will the physical health of
our people. Yet, the importance of hunting runs much deeper. Hunting is central to our culture
as a way to celebrate our heritage and maintain ties within the community. The ocean is our
garden. It is what sustains us physically and spiritually as individuals and as community
members.]
The Arctic Ocean is central to our communities’ cultural and subsistence traditions, and we are
gravely concerned about the potential effects of oil and gas exploration and development upon it.
We are worried that BOEMRE intends to allow oil and gas leases and drilling in the Chukchi Sea
without first obtaining basic scientific data about the Chukchi Sea and the Arctic environment as
a whole. As demonstrated by the National Ocean Policy, the U.S. Geological Survey’s Arctic
science gap analysis, and the decision to close the Arctic Ocean to commercial fishing until more

Native Village of Point Lay, Native Village of Point Hope, Alaska Inter-Tribal Council Comment

Native Village of Point Lay, Native Village of Point Hope, Alaska Inter-Tribal Council Comment

scientific information can be obtained, the Obama Administration has repeatedly promised a
commitment to a scientific-based decision-making process for the Arctic Ocean. However, in
direct opposition to the Administration’s promise, the Alaska Region office of BOEMRE has
hastily published a draft SEIS in response to a court order to reconsider the 2008 lease sale 193
in the Chukchi Sea. The court ordered BOEMRE to redo its analysis of missing information
about the region and natural gas development that could result from the lease sale. BOEMRE is
then supposed to reconsider whether to cancel, modify, or affirm the leases in the Chukchi Sea in
light of the new environmental analysis. Instead of doing a thorough job and fulfilling its duties
under the National Environmental Policy Act, BOEMRE has rushed out a draft document that
seeks to justify the lease sale and the earlier environmental analysis that the court found
insufficient.

to sustain themselves. We also request that BOEMRE provide a meaningful opportunity for
public involvement. This was not done here. For example, the Point Hope hearing on lease sale
193 was held on Election Day, which placed an unfair burden on the ability of the community to
make its voice heard.

The current draft SEIS concludes that BOEMRE has no obligation to fill the massive gaps in
Arctic scientific knowledge before finalizing its analysis of lease sale 193. The Alaska Region
has determined that it does not need even minimal scientific data on things like the distribution
of Arctic species and their key habitat to reach conclusions regarding the risks of oil and gas
development. It appears to believe that it can base its oil and gas leasing decisions on mere
speculation. We find this unwillingness to analyze the lease sale with scientific rigor deeply
offensive. BOEMRE is putting at risk our way of life without even knowing enough to disclose
the risks or consequences of the decisions. It needs to do better—as the Deepwater Horizon spill
demonstrates, we need to know the environmental effects of offshore drilling before it happens.
Instead of finalizing the current proposed draft, BOEMRE should undertake a complete and
thorough analysis of all missing scientific information concerning the Chukchi Sea and the
Arctic environment, prepare a revised draft SEIS that incorporates the new information, and
reevaluate the impacts of the lease sale in light of the new information. It should then assess
anew whether to cancel the leases, modify the leases or affirm the leases. In making this
decision, it should not take into account that there are existing lease sale 193 leases in the
Chukchi Sea. BOEMRE needs to make a fresh, new decision about lease sale 193.

Native Village of Point Lay IRA Council
PO Box 59031
Point Lay, Alaska 99759

We will do everything in our power to protect our water, land, and way of life and hope that you
will address our concerns. We look forward to meeting with your agency on this important
issue.
Sincerely,

Alaska Inter-Tribal Council
431 West 7th Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-3500
Native Village of Point Hope
P.O. Box 109
Point Hope, Alaska 99766

BOEMRE should move slowly and cautiously before allowing oil and gas activities in the
Chukchi Sea. Oil and gas development, especially without adequate planning, gambles not only
a pristine, changing, and rich wilderness—it gambles our home and our way of life. If an oil
spill occurs and the sea and its subsistence resources that we rely upon are polluted or disappear,
we are the ones who will bear the ultimate consequences. You have an opportunity to prevent
this injustice. BOEMRE must set a new course and reassess what information it needs to
complete a proper environmental analysis.
BOEMRE should also ensure that, as required by law, it involves Alaska Native governing
bodies and local populations in the decision-making process. The policy of the United States is
that “[w]hen undertaking to formulate and implement policies that tribal implications, agencies
shall . . . consult with tribal officials as to the need for Federal standards and any alternatives that
would limit the scope of Federal standards or otherwise preserve the prerogatives and authority
of Indian tribes.” Executive Order 13175 § 3(c)(3). We ask that BOEMRE meet this
government-to-government consultation requirement by sitting down with Alaska Native
governing bodies to discuss the lease sale decision. The input of Alaska Native governments is
essential because decisions concerning lease sale 193 will affect the ability of our communities
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maintenance and protection of the Iñupiat cultural and traditional practices into the
ASRC business.1
November 29, 2010
Regional Director, Alaska OCS Bureau
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement
3801 Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, Alaska 99503–5820
Email: BOEMREAKPublicCommen@boemre.gov
Re:

Chukchi Sea Draft SEIS

Dear Sir/Madam:
This letter provides comments on the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management,
Regulation and Enforcement ("BOEMRE") Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (“SEIS”) for the Chukchi Sea Planning Area, Oil and Gas Lease Sale 193.
Introduction
These comments are submitted by the Arctic Slope Regional Corporation ("ASRC").
ASRC is an Alaska Native Regional Corporation created at the direction of Congress
under the terms of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act of 1971 (“ANCSA”). See 43
U.S.C. § 1606. This landmark legislation extinguished Alaskan aboriginal land rights,
and authorized and directed Alaskan Natives to adopt a western corporate model,
managing lands, funds and natural resources. Although the western corporate model
was foreign to Alaska Natives, our people were also able to manage our assets
consistent with our sound stewardship and values. Under ANCSA, Iñupiat Eskimos
living on the North Slope in 1971 were enrolled as shareholders in ASRC. ASRC has
since issued additional shares to their descendants, giving ASRC a shareholder base of
approximately 11,000 Iñupiat Eskimos.
Through ANCSA, Congress created ASRC and provided ASRC with the ability – and
duty – to use the North Slope's natural resources to benefit Iñupiat people financially
and culturally. Congress authorized ASRC “to provide benefits to its shareholders who
are Natives or descendants of Natives or to its shareholders’ immediate family members
who are Natives or descendants of Natives to promote the health, education or welfare
of such shareholders or family members.” 43 U.S.C. § 1606(r) (emphasis added).
Consistent with this unique legislation, ASRC is a for-profit business that is committed
both to providing sound returns to our shareholders and to preserving our Iñupiat way of
life, culture, and traditions.
Operating in one of the least hospitable natural climate in the world, we have built
businesses to provide jobs for our people, tax revenues for our Villages and Boroughs,
and cash dividends for our shareholders. At the same time, we have integrated

ASRC itself owns approximately 5,000,000 acres of on-shore land (surface and
subsurface) on the North Slope – an area nearly the size of Massachusetts. Our lands
are located within our regional area of 89,000 square miles – an area the size of
Minnesota. Our regional area follows the coastline of the Beaufort and Chukchi Seas.
There are eight Iñupiat Villages in the region, six of which are located on or near the
coastline of the Beaufort and Chukchi Seas, each of which have Village Corporations
pursuant to ANCSA. In addition to ASRC-owned lands, Alaskan Native-owned lands
include property of Village Corporations, Villages or Boroughs and native allottees.
These lands are distributed within a rugged and challenging terrain. Our businesses
depend on activities on lands owned by others, including the federal and state
governments. The Iñupiat and our ancestors have occupied and depended upon these
Northern Alaska lands and waters since time immemorial, extending at least 10,000
years.
In just a few short decades, the Iñupiat have adapted from an economy based almost
solely on subsistence to a mixed economy. We operate ASRC consistent with Iñupiat
cultural values, and our 21st century life is an integration of traditions into a
contemporary economy. The cash portion of that mixed economy depends on oil and
gas and other natural resource activity to provide the jobs, economic activity, and a tax
base for our local government that make available basic amenities such as schools,
health care and sanitation facilities – all of which, although taken for granted elsewhere
in the United States, are operated and maintained in our region at considerable cost. In
carrying out its congressionally-mandated mission, ASRC and its subsidiary companies2
are active participants in North Slope oil exploration, development, and production. This
is the source of many jobs for ASRC’s Iñupiat shareholders and many contracting
opportunities for ASRC’s subsidiaries. This includes work as contractors in oil field
developments, engineering work, maintenance of pipelines, and leasing property for
exploration and development.
In the 21st century and into the future, the Iñupiat's ability to maintain our traditions, our
communities and the rudimentary services and amenities that make it possible for our
1

Even with this increasingly mixed economy, subsistence hunting continues to provide 40% of
caloric intake for Iñupiat Eskimos on the North Slope, with substantially higher percentages in
the more rural villages. Alaska Natives’ unique cultural and subsistence needs have been
repeatedly recognized by Congress. Although the Iñupiat’s aboriginal hunting rights were
extinguished by ANCSA, see 43 U.S.C. § 1603(b), Congress ensured that subsistence rights to
hunt, fish and make handicrafts would be protected through a number of other statutes,
including the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act ("ANILCA"), 16 U.S.C. § 3111(1),
3111(4), the Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972 (“MMPA”), 16 U.S.C. § 1371(b) and the
ESA, 16 U.S.C. § 1539(e).
2

The ASRC family of companies includes ASRC Energy Services, Inc.; ASRC Construction
Holding Company, Inc.; Petro Star, Inc.; ASRC Federal and other entities and subsidiaries.

1
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shareholders to survive and thrive on the North Slope all depend upon access to natural
resources and an active local resource development industry - it is the only economic
development in our region.
Comments
ASRC has purposely not commented on previous Outer Continental Shelf Lease
Activities. In fact ASRC, through its Board of Directors, has historically opposed offshore exploration in both the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas. However, ASRC has
evaluated the long-term scenarios with respect to the onshore North Slope oil and gas
industry. We have come to the conclusion that the future of the Trans Alaska Pipeline
System depends on additional oil production. Onshore lands have been rendered offlimits by government policy. With the production decline of the larger onshore fields and
few marginal discoveries to replace them, the future of TAPS (and the economic future
of both the Alaskan North Slope and the State of Alaska itself) depends on the
development of additional production from offshore prospects. If the TAPS goes away,
then there is no North Slope economy. We have moved beyond the “pro” and “anti”
OCS discussion; our communities and our region need additional development. And
yet we depend upon environmentally responsible development, as our communities
also depend upon a healthy marine ecosystem. It is for these reasons that ASRC is
submitting comments on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for
the Chukchi Sea Oil and Gas Lease Sale 193.
The Arctic Outer Continental Shelf (“OCS”) holds significant potential for discovery of
large oil and gas accumulations that could assist in meeting the nation’s energy needs.
The Chukchi Sea is considered the nation’s most prolific, unexplored offshore basin in
North America. BOEMRE has estimated that Alaska’s OCS has up to 29 billion barrels
of oil and 209 trillion cubic feet of natural gas potentially in place.
The size and
significance of the potential in the Chukchi Sea has caused ASRC to re-evaluate its
impacts to our shareholders, our communities, our borough and our businesses – all of
which our region relies on for a viable economic future.
In the Draft SEIS the BOEMRE analyzes three specific issues raised by the U.S. District
Court of Alaska. The District Court Ordered remanding the BOEMRE’s Chukchi Sea
Lease Sale 193 Final EIS (“FEIS”) to address three areas of concern with the FEIS.
The three concerns are:
1. Analyze the environmental impact of natural gas development;
2. Determine whether missing information identified by BOEM in the FEIS for Lease
Sale 193 was essential or relevant under statute; and
3. Determine whether the cost of obtaining the missing information was exorbitant,
or the means of doing so unknown.
The SEIS is intended to provide the Secretary of the Interior with sufficient information
and analysis to make a final informed decision among the alternatives on whether to
affirm, modify or cancel Lease Sale 193.

3

Summary of Major Comments by ASRC
ASRC has historically been very concerned about Arctic OCS exploration and its effects
on the subsistence activities of our communities and shareholders. Our concerns have
centered around four fundamental areas:
• Impacts to the marine mammals our culture is dependent on;
• Impacts to the environment our marine mammals are dependent on;
• Risks of a catastrophic oil spill that would affect our coast and
communities; and,
• Industry’s ability to clean up a spill in ice-infested waters.
With respect to the above issues we have taken the stance that the Iñupiat have the
most to lose if any or all of the above impacts occur. Based on these fundamental
concerns ASRC has been notably silent on the process and issues with respect to oil
and gas leasing in the Arctic OCS. We have diligently worked to gain an understanding
of the new technologies to be employed by industry and we have watched with disbelief
the Gulf of Mexico oil spill that occurred in April 2010. It is with this background and
careful consideration that ASRC has decided to comment on the Draft SEIS.
ASRC recommends that Lease Sale 193 be affirmed as held in 2008. After careful
review and analysis we feel the Draft SEIS provides sufficient information and analysis
to support an informed decision by the Secretary of Interior affirming Sale 193. Under
our review of the Draft SEIS we have also reviewed the earlier FEIS for Lease Sale 193
and we feel the agencies have sufficiently addressed this issues set forth by the District
Court.
Item One for review ordered by the District Court was to analyze the environmental
impact of natural gas development. We believe that gas development scenarios have
been adequately analyzed for environmental cumulative impacts. Gas development for
the on-shore areas of the North Slope of Alaska is still an economic uncertainty despite
the fact of large gas accumulations existing at the Prudhoe Bay and Pt. Thomson fields.
Based on this experience we feel it is actually premature to try to evaluate the
environmental impacts of gas development from the Chukchi lease area as part of this
document despite the fact that industry expressed interest in gas and asked for specific
lease incentives for gas development.
Item Two for review ordered by the District Court was to determine whether missing
information identified by BOEM in the FEIS for Lease Sale 193 was essential or relevant
under 40 CFR 1502.22. In the Draft SEIS the BOEMRE states that “[R]ecurring
reasons why missing information is not essential to a reasoned choice among
alternatives under 40 CFR 1502.22 include:
•

The availability of sufficient information to support sound scientific judgments and
reasoned managerial decisions, even without the identified incomplete, missing,
or unavailable information.
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•

•

•
•

The presumption that adverse effects would certainly occur under the specific
circumstance to which the incomplete information applies. For instance,
significant adverse effects are presumed if marine mammals are contacted by a
large oil spill; it may not be essential to understand every potential physiological
mechanism (for instance, potential impacts to the function of a whale’s blowhole)
through which these adverse effects may occur.
The commonality of potential impacts and their severity among all action
alternatives, which substantially reduced the utility of incomplete information to
the decision-maker.
The existence of other environmental laws and regulations that would preclude
significant adverse effects on particular resources.
The understanding that certain items of presently missing or incomplete
information will be known (and utilized to avoid or minimize adverse impacts) at a
later stage of OCS Lands Act environmental review, when the information could
potentially become essential.”

ASRC feels that it is necessary to acknowledge that there will always be project
opponents who feel there is not enough data to be deemed sufficient in any analysis.
In the case of the previous FEIS and now with the Draft SEIS ASRC contends that there
is sufficient information available to support sound scientific judgment and decisions.
Additional data and information collection continues to occur with respect to all aspects
of the Arctic OCS and as that data and information is collected and analyzed all parties
continue to gain knowledge that can be built into mitigations and future environmental
review.
It is actually through the concerns brought forward due to Arctic OCS leasing that
research dollars have increased to allow for the collection of important data with respect
to the Arctic marine environment. The North Slope and the offshore are now perhaps
the most studied energy basins in America. In the past decade, over 250 studies have
been funded in the Arctic, with the majority focused on the Beaufort and Chukchi Seas.
After the Gulf of Mexico incident we have seen increased scrutiny on the Arctic OCS
with calls that there is not enough data.
Our position is to not allow the de facto moratorium to continue while additional
research conducted and analyzed but to instead make the research a component of a
solid regulatory program and industry mandate moving forward. All parties benefit from
the resources and research being directed at the Arctic OCS.
Item Three ordered for review by the District Court is to determine whether the cost of
obtaining the missing information was exorbitant, or the means of doing so unknown. In
responding to this item of review the BOEMRE has stated that if information relevant to
reasonably foreseeable significant adverse impacts cannot be obtain because the costs
of obtaining it are exorbitant the a statement will be made that such information was
incomplete or unavailable. A statement of the relevance of the missing data will be
made as to its impacts on the human environment, and a summary of credible scientific
evidence as to its impact on the human environment will be included in the
5
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Drilling in the Arctic offers distinct differences than deepwater exploration and
development in the Gulf of Mexico. In addition, we are familiar with, and favorably
impressed by the additional drilling safeguards introduced by the Chukchi Sea explorers
and by their methods to minimize other environmental impacts that have historically
been deemed invevitable for all OCS exploration wells. The spill prevention portion of
today’s Arctic OCS plans is truly and offers us great confidence in a successful
outcome. Any oil spill in the Arctic OCS will be catastrophic to our communities and
people and so ASRC has taken a very deliberate approach in our consideration for offshore exploration and development. As part of our assessment we have reviewed the
spill prevention and response components anticipated for the Arctic OCS and we feel
industry has committed to unprecedented provisions for prevention and spill response
that go above and beyond what is required by law. These provisions, combined with a
stringent permitting process, give us a high level of confidence that exploration and
development can occur safely and without harm to our off-shore subsistence
environment. Since the Gulf of Mexico spill, industry has increased its prevention and
spill response plans creating a system of redundancy that provides us with some
comfort they will be able to response to the unlikely event of a spill in an immediate and
responsive manner.
All of these contrasts should lead BOEMRE to conclude that exploration should move
forward in the Chukchi.
ASRC appreciates the opportunity to present these comments on the Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Chukchi Sea Oil and Gas Lease
Sale 193.
Sincerely,
ARCTIC SLOPE REGIONAL CORPORATION

Richard Glenn
Executive Vice President

7
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environmental impact statement.
ASRC feels this is a reasonable approach to
addressing the costs of obtaining missing information. Our response to this item is
consistent with our response for item two since both addresses the issue of missing
data. Ongoing research and data collection will continue and there are other times in
the OCS process that new data and research can be incorporated into the knowledgebase to make informed decisions.
On-going data collection is a critical component of the affirming the FEIS and continuing
with the lease activities. It is through this additional activity that our communities and
residents gain Western scientific information about our off-shore environment while at
the same time having the opportunity to incorporate our Iñupiat traditional knowledge
into the mix. Our shareholders have been employed as researchers and marine
mammal observers in the Chukchi lease area as new scientific baseline data is
collected. This is a double-win for our people; they are employed in the research and
data collection process while at the same time learning more about our nature
environment in the process. We see this as a positive impact to our region and our
understanding.
ASRC believes rescinding the leases and allowing a de facto moratorium to continue
will harm the North Slope’s and Alaska’s economies and discourage future industry
investment, without a corresponding benefit to the environment. Economic estimates
state that the Arctic OCS would provide upwards of 4,000 direct jobs on the North Slope
with direct tax revenue to the North Slope Borough of over $3.0 billion from the on-shore
facilities and infrastructure. Jobs and the North Slope Borough tax base are critical to
the long-term economic sustainability to our communities. As such it is important to
ASRC that the Secretary affirms Sale 193.
We feel the oil and gas production resulting from Sale 193 will occur under the world’s
highest safety and environmental standards. Activities will be governed by stringent
lease stipulations identified in the FEIS and SEIS. Numerous mitigation measures,
including seasonal operating restrictions, will minimize potential impacts, and conflicts
avoidance mechanisms will protect subsistence whaling and other harvest activities.
There has never been a blowout in the Alaska or the Canadian Arctic that resulted in an
oil spill. Thirty wells have been drilled in the Beaufort and five in the Chukchi – all
without incident. These wells were drilled in the 1980s, utilizing older technology
compared to what exists today.
Despite the Gulf of Mexico incident, we recognize the difference in geologic conditions
between the Macondo Well in the Gulf and prospective exploratory drilling in the
Chukchi Sea. The differences between the two areas are significant and they cannot be
compared as analogues. First the Macondo Well was drilled in an ultra-deep water
column into a high- or over-pressured reservoir. By contrast geologic targets in the
Chukchi are in relatively shallow water and based on past drilling in the leased area we
know that the geologic targets are normally pressured greatly reducing the potential for
a ‘Macondo-style’ blow-out in the Chukchi.
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Routhier, Michael
From:

Lily Tuzroyluke [lilyh.tuzroyluke@tikigaq.org]

Sent:

Tuesday, November 30, 2010 2:11 PM

To:

BOEMRE AK Public Comments

Subject:

Native Village of Point Hope: Public Comments

Attachments: Chukchi SEIS Comments Nov 2010.doc

Please accept the attached comments on behalf of our President Mrs. Caroline Cannon, and our Tribal
members of the Native Village of Point Hope.
November 30, 2010
VIA EMAIL
Regional Director
Alaska OCS Region
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and
Enforcement
3801 Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, AK 99503-5802
E: BOEMREAKPublicCommen@boemre.gov
Re: Draft Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
(OCS EIS/EA BOEMRE 2010-034)
Dear Regional Director:
The Native Village of Point Hope submits the following comments on the Bureau of Ocean
Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement’s (BOEMRE) draft Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (draft SEIS).
The Native Village of Point Hope is a federally recognized tribal government that is responsible
for the well being of its 950 members. It is also the oldest, continuously inhabited village in all of North
America. Our members have harvested the sea for thousands of years. We preserve our traditional way
of life, hunting bowhead whales, walrus, seals, polar bears, beluga whales, and various fish and sea
birds. Where we live, a half-gallon of milk costs nine dollars, and families depend on subsistence
hunting as a source of healthy food. Subsistence resources are so vital to our well being that if the
health of the ocean deteriorates, so will the physical health of our people. Yet, the importance of
hunting runs much deeper. Hunting is central to our culture as a way to celebrate our heritage and
maintain ties within the community. The ocean is our garden. It is what sustains us physically and
spiritually as individuals and as community members.
The Arctic Ocean is central to our communities’ cultural and subsistence traditions, and we are
gravely concerned about the potential effects of oil and gas exploration and development upon it. We
are worried that BOEMRE intends to allow oil and gas leases and drilling in the Chukchi Sea without
first obtaining basic scientific data about the Chukchi Sea and the Arctic environment as a whole. As
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demonstrated by the National Ocean Policy, the U.S. Geological Survey’s Arctic science gap
analysis, and the decision to close the Arctic Ocean to commercial fishing until more scientific
information can be obtained, the Obama Administration has repeatedly promised a commitment to a
scientific-based decision-making process for the Arctic Ocean. However, in direct opposition to the
Administration’s promise, the Alaska Region office of BOEMRE has hastily published a draft SEIS in
response to a court order to reconsider the 2008 lease sale 193 in the Chukchi Sea. The court ordered
BOEMRE to redo its analysis of missing information about the region and natural gas development that
could result from the lease sale. BOEMRE is then supposed to reconsider whether to cancel, modify, or
affirm the leases in the Chukchi Sea in light of the new environmental analysis. Instead of doing a
thorough job and fulfilling its duties under the National Environmental Policy Act, BOEMRE has
rushed out a draft document that seeks to justify the lease sale and the earlier environmental analysis that
the court found insufficient.
The current draft SEIS concludes that BOEMRE has no obligation to fill the many gaps in Arctic
scientific knowledge before finalizing its analysis of lease sale 193. The Alaska Region has determined
that it does not need even minimal scientific data on things like the distribution of Arctic species and
their key habitat to reach conclusions regarding the risks of oil and gas development. It appears to
believe that it can base its oil and gas leasing decisions on mere speculation. We find this unwillingness
to analyze the lease sale with scientific rigor deeply offensive. BOEMRE is putting at risk our way of
life without even knowing enough to disclose the risks or consequences of the decisions. It needs to do
better—as the Deepwater Horizon spill demonstrates, we need to know the environmental effects of
offshore drilling before it happens. Instead of finalizing the current proposed draft, BOEMRE should
undertake a complete and thorough analysis of all missing scientific information concerning the Chukchi
Sea and the Arctic environment, prepare a revised draft SEIS that incorporates the new information, and
reevaluate the impacts of the lease sale in light of the new information. It should then assess anew
whether to cancel the leases, modify the leases or affirm the leases. In making this decision, it should
not take into account that there are existing lease sale 193 leases in the Chukchi Sea. BOEMRE needs
to make a fresh, new decision about lease sale 193.

Native Village of Point Hope Comment

We support and join the comments submitted on the draft SEIS by the Alaska Wilderness
League, et al. conservation groups. We will do everything in our power to protect our water, land, and
way of life and hope that you will address our concerns.
Sincerely,

Caroline Cannon
President
Native Village of Point Hope

-Lily H. Tuzroyluke, Executive Director
Native Village of Point Hope
P.O. Box 109
Point Hope, Alaska 99766
(907) 368-2330 p
(907) 368-2332 f

BOEMRE should move slowly and cautiously before allowing oil and gas activities in the
Chukchi Sea. Oil and gas development, especially without adequate planning, puts at risk not only a
pristine, changing, and rich wilderness—it puts at risk our home and our way of life. If an oil spill
occurs and the sea and its subsistence resources that we rely upon are polluted or disappear, we are the
ones who will bear the ultimate consequences. You have an opportunity to prevent this injustice.
BOEMRE must set a new course and reassess what information it needs to complete a proper
environmental analysis.
BOEMRE should also ensure that, as required by law, it involves Alaska Native governing
bodies and local populations in the decision-making process. The policy of the United States is that
“[w]hen undertaking to formulate and implement policies that tribal implications, agencies shall . . .
consult with tribal officials as to the need for Federal standards and any alternatives that would limit the
scope of Federal standards or otherwise preserve the prerogatives and authority of Indian tribes.”
Executive Order 13175 § 3(c)(3). We ask that BOEMRE meet this government-to-government
consultation requirement by sitting down with Alaska Native governing bodies to discuss the lease sale
decision. The input of Alaska Native governments is essential because decisions concerning lease sale
193 will affect the ability of our communities to sustain themselves. No government to government
meeting was held after Point Hope had to cancel an initial meeting due to conflicts; we request that
BOEMRE reschedule the missed government to government meeting. We also request that BOEMRE
provide a meaningful opportunity for public involvement. The Point Hope hearing on lease sale 193
was held on Election Day, which placed an unfair burden on the ability of the community to make its
voice heard.
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It is what sustains us physically and spiritually as individuals and as community
members.

Native Village of Point Hope
P.O. Box 109
Point Hope, Alaska 99766
(907) 368-2330
Fax: (907) 368-2332

November 30, 2010
VIA EMAIL
Regional Director
Alaska OCS Region
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation
and Enforcement
3801 Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, AK 99503-5802
E: BOEMREAKPublicCommen@boemre.gov

Re:
Draft Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193 Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement
(OCS EIS/EA BOEMRE 2010-034)

Dear Regional Director:
The Native Village of Point Hope submits the following comments on the Bureau
of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement’s (BOEMRE) draft Chukchi
Sea Lease Sale 193 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (draft SEIS).
The Native Village of Point Hope is a federally recognized tribal government that
is responsible for the well being of its 950 members. It is also the oldest, continuously
inhabited village in all of North America. Our members have harvested the sea for
thousands of years. We preserve our traditional way of life, hunting bowhead whales,
walrus, seals, polar bears, beluga whales, and various fish and sea birds. Where we live,
a half-gallon of milk costs nine dollars, and families depend on subsistence hunting as a
source of healthy food. Subsistence resources are so vital to our well being that if the
health of the ocean deteriorates, so will the physical health of our people. Yet, the
importance of hunting runs much deeper. Hunting is central to our culture as a way to
celebrate our heritage and maintain ties within the community. The ocean is our garden.
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ultimate consequences. You have an opportunity to prevent this injustice. BOEMRE
must set a new course and reassess what information it needs to complete a proper
environmental analysis.
BOEMRE should also ensure that, as required by law, it involves Alaska Native
governing bodies and local populations in the decision-making process. The policy of the
United States is that “[w]hen undertaking to formulate and implement policies that tribal
implications, agencies shall . . . consult with tribal officials as to the need for Federal
standards and any alternatives that would limit the scope of Federal standards or
otherwise preserve the prerogatives and authority of Indian tribes.” Executive Order
13175 § 3(c)(3). We ask that BOEMRE meet this government-to-government
consultation requirement by sitting down with Alaska Native governing bodies to discuss
the lease sale decision. The input of Alaska Native governments is essential because
decisions concerning lease sale 193 will affect the ability of our communities to sustain
themselves. No government to government meeting was held after Point Hope had to
cancel an initial meeting due to conflicts; we request that BOEMRE reschedule the
missed government to government meeting. We also request that BOEMRE provide a
meaningful opportunity for public involvement. The Point Hope hearing on lease sale
193 was held on Election Day, which placed an unfair burden on the ability of the
community to make its voice heard.
We support and join the comments submitted on the draft SEIS by the Alaska
Wilderness League, et al. conservation groups. We will do everything in our power to
protect our water, land, and way of life and hope that you will address our concerns.
Sincerely,

Caroline Cannon
President
Native Village of Point Hope

The Arctic Ocean is central to our communities’ cultural and subsistence
traditions, and we are gravely concerned about the potential effects of oil and gas
exploration and development upon it. We are worried that BOEMRE intends to allow oil
and gas leases and drilling in the Chukchi Sea without first obtaining basic scientific data
about the Chukchi Sea and the Arctic environment as a whole. As demonstrated by the
National Ocean Policy, the U.S. Geological Survey’s Arctic science gap analysis, and the
decision to close the Arctic Ocean to commercial fishing until more scientific information
can be obtained, the Obama Administration has repeatedly promised a commitment to a
scientific-based decision-making process for the Arctic Ocean. However, in direct
opposition to the Administration’s promise, the Alaska Region office of BOEMRE has
hastily published a draft SEIS in response to a court order to reconsider the 2008 lease
sale 193 in the Chukchi Sea. The court ordered BOEMRE to redo its analysis of missing
information about the region and natural gas development that could result from the lease
sale. BOEMRE is then supposed to reconsider whether to cancel, modify, or affirm the
leases in the Chukchi Sea in light of the new environmental analysis. Instead of doing a
thorough job and fulfilling its duties under the National Environmental Policy Act,
BOEMRE has rushed out a draft document that seeks to justify the lease sale and the
earlier environmental analysis that the court found insufficient.
The current draft SEIS concludes that BOEMRE has no obligation to fill the
many gaps in Arctic scientific knowledge before finalizing its analysis of lease sale 193.
The Alaska Region has determined that it does not need even minimal scientific data on
things like the distribution of Arctic species and their key habitat to reach conclusions
regarding the risks of oil and gas development. It appears to believe that it can base its
oil and gas leasing decisions on mere speculation. We find this unwillingness to analyze
the lease sale with scientific rigor deeply offensive. BOEMRE is putting at risk our way
of life without even knowing enough to disclose the risks or consequences of the
decisions. It needs to do better—as the Deepwater Horizon spill demonstrates, we need
to know the environmental effects of offshore drilling before it happens. Instead of
finalizing the current proposed draft, BOEMRE should undertake a complete and
thorough analysis of all missing scientific information concerning the Chukchi Sea and
the Arctic environment, prepare a revised draft SEIS that incorporates the new
information, and reevaluate the impacts of the lease sale in light of the new information.
It should then assess anew whether to cancel the leases, modify the leases or affirm the
leases. In making this decision, it should not take into account that there are existing
lease sale 193 leases in the Chukchi Sea. BOEMRE needs to make a fresh, new decision
about lease sale 193.
BOEMRE should move slowly and cautiously before allowing oil and gas
activities in the Chukchi Sea. Oil and gas development, especially without adequate
planning, puts at risk not only a pristine, changing, and rich wilderness—it puts at risk
our home and our way of life. If an oil spill occurs and the sea and its subsistence
resources that we rely upon are polluted or disappear, we are the ones who will bear the
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Alaska State Legislature

Routhier, Michael
From:

Cathy Giessel [cathy@giessel.org]

Sent:

Wednesday, November 10, 2010 4:49 PM

To:

BOEMRE AK Public Comments

Subject: attn: Chukchi Sea Draft SEIS

Dear Sirs,
My name is Cathy Giessel, Alaska State Senator-elect, but, more importantly, a lifelong Alaskan. I was
born in the Territory of Alaska and there are four generations of my family living in our state today.
I have watched our economy change over the years from before statehood until now. The vibrant
economy we currently enjoy is based on the development of our vast natural resources.
I am advocating that the OCS lease sale 193 be affirmed as held in 2008. Rescinding those leases
would destroy Alaska's economy and Alaskans' future in this wonderful state.
I enjoyed hearing the testimony from my fellow Alaskans of native ancestry. I have spent several years
working for the North Slope Borough School District and I am concerned about the future for the young
people of our rural communities.
Presently the schools of the North Slope Borough (Point Hope, Point Lay, Wainwright, Barrow,
Nuiqsut, Kaktovik, Atqasuk and Anaktuvuk) are wonderful facilities. The schools are well-staffed and
supplied. All the schools have wireless internet in the buildings, with high school students issued new
laptop computers. In fact, I can walk into any North Slope school, open my laptop, and in minutes I am
connected to the internet. The schools are community centers for evening activities for the whole
community, in the gym and library. Several of the schools even have swimming pools.
All of this educational opportunity is funded by petroleum tax revenues to the North Slope Borough.
After graduation, these rural students have the opportunity to pursue jobs in resource development close
to home on the North Slope. These are good paying jobs, in a place where jobs are limited. The
income brought home from resource development jobs benefit the entire community by injecting
revenue into their economy.
Alaskans, present and future, need these valuable jobs.
I strongly support affirmation of the OCS Lease Sale 193.

Session:
State Capitol
Juneau, AK 99801
907 465-4949 direct
800 478-4950 toll free
907 465-4979 fax

Interim:
716 W 4th Avenue
Anchorage, AK 99501
907 269-0244 office
907 269-0248 fax

House District 32:
Eagle River
Anchorage
Rainbow
Indian
Bird
Girdwood
Portage
Whittier
Sunrise
Hope

November 29, 2010
John Goll
Regional Director, Alaska OCS Bureau
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement
3801 Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, Alaska, 99503-5820
Attn: Chukchi Sea Draft SEIS
Dear Mr. Goll,
I strongly support affirmation of Lease Sale 193 as held in 2008. I urge you to eliminate any
further delays in allowing lease holders to develop Chukchi Sea interests. Companies paid top
dollar for their Chukchi Sea leases in 2008, with the full expectation that the federal government
would allow development already deemed in the best interests of Alaska and of the nation.
Delays - including rescinding leases - discourage crucial new industry investment in Alaska.
Alaskan OCS development is critical to the state’s economic health. Delays are costing real jobs
and generally discouraging investment in the face of growing uncertainties and higher risks.
With eventual development – if plans meet the most stringent environmental and regulatory
standards – Alaska’s rich OCS reserves may drive 35,000 additional jobs, annually, over 50
years, and would generate an estimated $72 billion in new payroll. Tapping into those 27 billion
barrels of oil and 132 trillion cubic feet of natural gas would secure Alaska’s economic health
through a new generation of support industries, jobs and modest tax revenues, while funneling
billions into the federal treasury.
The United States already imports more than 60 percent of its oil, refusing to tap extraordinarily
rich resources within its own bounds. This risks financial and political security in a global game
of prices and production, manipulated by foreign leaders in direct competition with the private
sector oil and gas interests based here at home. If there ever was a time to promote responsible,
active drilling, it is now.
We can, as numerous projects and companies have demonstrated, produce resources without
compromising the environment and subsistence lifestyles prized in Alaska. I urge prompt
approval of Chukchi Sea lease development, and affirmation of the 2008 Lease Sale 193, an
action clearly supported by BOEMRE’s supplement to the EIS.

Respectfully,
Cathy
Cathy Giessel, MS, ANP, FAANP
Senator-elect, Alaska Senate District P

Sincerely,

12701 Ridgewood Rd
Anchorage, AK 99516
cathy@giessel.org

Representative Mike Hawker
House Finance Committee Co-Chairman
Alaska State Legislature, House District 32

Rep.Mike.Hawker@legis.state.ak.us
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Alaska State Legislature
Chairman
State Affairs Committee

Session:
Alaska State Capitol, #104
Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Member
Judiciary Committee
Labor & Commerce Committee
Health & Social Services Committee
Military & Veterans Affairs Committee
Finance Subcommittees
Labor and Workforce Development
Military and Veterans’ Affairs
Public Safety

A Communication From

REPRESENTATIVE BOB LYNN
District 31 Anchorage
E-Mail: Representative_Bob_Lynn@legis.state.ak.us
“Bob Lynn’s Alaska Blog” www.RepLynnBlog.com

Phone: (907) 465-4931
Fax: (907) 465-4316
Toll Free: (800) 870-4391
Interim:
716 W. 4th Ave., #650
Anchorage, AK 99501-2133
Phone: (907) 269-0205
Fax: (907) 269-0207

November 29, 2010

John Goll, Regional Director
Alaska OCS Region
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement
3801 Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, Alaska 99503
RE: Chukchi Sea Draft SEIS – Allow Responsible Access to Alaska’s Resources
Dear Mr. Goll:
I strongly support resource development in Alaska including the development of oil and gas in
the Chukchi Sea. As you are aware, drilling in the Chukchi Sea is very different than drilling
a deep water well in the Gulf of Mexico. We have the technology and expertise required to safely
extract oil and gas without harm to the environment or wildlife. I urge you to lift the de facto
moratorium in the Chukchi Sea for the good of Alaska and our nation.
Thank you for consideration.
Sincerely,

Representative Bob Lynn
Alaska State House of Representatives
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-

“For many species [of coastal and marine birds], the most recent data is between
15 and 30 years old, making accurate analysis difficult. Overall, several species or
species groups have a high probability of experiencing substantial negative
impacts. The risk that several regional bird populations could experience
significant adverse impacts is high.”

-

“Based on the paucity of information available on marine mammal ecology in the
Chukchi Sea and on specific locations of future developments, we are unable to
determine at this time if significant impacts will or will not occur.”

-

“Because of the lack of data on marine mammal distributions and habitat use in
offshore areas of the Chukchi Sea, it is uncertain what the level of effects would
be in offshore areas.”

-

“Several species [of fish] are known only from a single specimen of each species;
others are known from perhaps a handful of specimens collected years to decades
ago. Population information is entirely lacking for such species.”

-

“Late summer distribution and fall migration patterns [of beluga whales] are
poorly known, wintering areas are effectively unknown, and areas that are
particularly important for feeding have not been identified.”

th

441 West 5 Avenue – Suite 300
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

November 24, 2010
John T. Goll
Regional Director
BOEMRE – Alaska OCS Region
3801 Centerpoint Drive – Suite 500
Anchorage, Alaska 99503-5820
Attn: Lease Sale 193 Draft SEIS - Chukchi Sea
Dear Mr. Goll:
The purpose of this letter is to provide comment on the Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement for Lease Sale 193 (LS 193 Draft SEIS) in the Chukchi
Sea, prepared as required by the U.S. District Court to address deficiencies in the original
Lease Sale 193 Final EIS (LS 193 FEIS). The court has directed that the Bureau of Ocean
Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement (BOEMRE)1 determine whether
missing information, identified by the agency itself in the LS 193 FEIS, is “essential or
relevant” to making a reasoned decision regarding Lease Sale 193 and, if so, “whether the
cost of obtaining the missing information [would be] exorbitant or the means of doing so
unknown.” Federal Register, Vol. 75, No. 199 (October 15, 2010).
The LS 193 Draft SEIS fails to provide the Secretary of the Interior with the
information required to make a reasoned choice among alternatives, including the
“No Action” alternative. The document should be rescinded and prepared anew. The
original LS 193 FEIS included approximately two hundred and fifty specific instances in
which BOEMRE explicitly identified a lack of scientific knowledge regarding resources
that could be impacted as a result of the lease sale and the reasonably foreseeable oil and
gas development that could follow. In many cases, these statements recognize a
fundamental lack of knowledge regarding important biological resources, including many
that are vital to continued subsistence harvest (e.g., marine mammals) by communities on
the North Slope. Just a few of the statements in which BOEMRE expressly noted its lack
of knowledge, include the following:

1

-

“There is uncertainty about the effects on cetaceans in the event of a large spill.”

-

“Given a lack of contemporary abundance and distribution information, large spill
effects on rare or unique species (including potential extirpation) could occur, but
would likely go unnoticed or undetected.”

Minerals Management Service (MMS) at the time the Lease Sale 193 FEIS was published.

This candor respecting BOEMRE’s recognition of a widespread dearth of scientific
information available to support a well reasoned analysis of LS 193 impacts is consistent
with recent observations of Alaska’s Governor Sean Parnell:
“The Arctic, literally, needs to be put on the map. Scientific research and
economic exploration are set back by low quality, decades old mapping data. …
There is no accurate baseline to measure change, to identify trends and patterns,
or predict potential outcomes.”2
Remarkably, however, BOEMRE’s court-ordered LS 193 Draft SEIS concludes that none
of the many noted knowledge gaps identified in the original LS 193 FEIS must be
addressed to support its environmental analysis.
“BOEM[RE] analysts determined that while many statements of incomplete or
unavailable information were broadly relevant to the important issues at hand,
none were essential for a reasoned choice among alternatives.”3 (emphasis added)
That is, BOEMRE has concluded that environmental impacts in the planning area have
been sufficiently analyzed even as the agency acknowledges that rare or unique species
could be extirpated but that due to a “lack of contemporary abundance and distribution
information” such an impact “would likely go unnoticed or undetected.” All of the
2
Governor Sean Parnell, testimony to the Homeland Security Subcommittee of the Senate Appropriations
Committee, Arctic Sounder, “Research for Arctic development called out of date” (August 27, 2009)
3
Lease Sale 193 Draft SEIS – Appendix A

1

2
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agency’s statements acknowledging myriad and sweeping scientific knowledge
deficiencies in the LS 193 FEIS have been dismissed by BOEMRE as unimportant or
irrelevant to the Lease Sale 193 environmental analysis required by the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).4
This conclusion is unjustified and fundamentally flawed. As a matter of law as well as
sound policy, the environmental analysis for Lease Sale 193 must provide decisionmakers with a sufficient understanding of the “reasonably foreseeable” environmental
consequences of OCS leasing in the Chukchi Sea so as to permit a reasoned choice
among alternatives. In light of the many admissions regarding fundamental knowledge
gaps (e.g., “the paucity of information available on marine mammal ecology in the
Chukchi Sea”), BOEMRE’s claim that it has available “sufficient information to support
sound scientific judgments and reasoned managerial decisions”5 is not credible.
BOEMRE’s LS 193 Draft SEIS is inconsistent with the Obama Administration’s
stated commitment to making decisions on the basis of sound science. This
commitment to sound science includes the on-going effort by another agency within the
Department of the Interior, the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), as directed by Secretary
Salazar, to identify and evaluate the importance of Arctic Ocean science knowledge gaps:
"As part of the Administration's commitment to ensuring that offshore oil and gas
decisions are based on science and sound information, the U.S. Geological Survey
will examine and summarize what information is available about the Arctic and
what knowledge gaps may exist regarding environmental sensitivities, including
impending climate change, and other factors that would be considered in
decisions about potential future development in the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas."6

of policy because of DOI’s mandate to properly protect the nation’s natural resources. In
short, if important policy choices, such as whether or where to lease lands for oil and gas
development in the Arctic Ocean, are to be made on the basis of sound science they
cannot be made in the absence of sound science. By definition, inadequate scientific
knowledge precludes the possibility of a well reasoned decision.7
Of particular concern is BOEMRE’s continued reliance on manifestly inappropriate
assumptions regarding the potential impact of a “large” oil spill. A realistic largescale oil spill event has never been evaluated by BOEMRE for the Chukchi Sea. The
LS 193 Draft SEIS, and the underlying LS 193 FEIS, persist in severely underestimating
possible oil spill impacts. This precludes any meaningful evaluation or understanding of a
credible large-scale spill scenario and negates the utility of the NEPA analysis prepared
to this point. The so-called “large” spill considered by BOEMRE in the original LS 193
FEIS (i.e., 1,500 – 4,600 bbl) is inconsequential in light of what is known to be a realistic
spill possibility in light of the Gulf of Mexico disaster. The maximum oil spill analyzed
in the LS 193 FEIS – a 4,600 bbl spill from a ruptured pipeline – is less than one tenth of
the daily estimated flow from the Deepwater Horizon spill (52,700 – 62,200 barrels per
day). The maximum 4,600 bbl spill assumed for the Chukchi Sea in the LS 193 FEIS is
less that one-tenth of one percent (0.09%) the size of the Deepwater Horizon spill (5
million barrels).8 While certainty about the exact size of a spill can not be known in
advance, a disparity of multiple orders of magnitude between the BOEMRE-identified
maximum spill (4,600 bbl) and a credible large-scale spill, is not reasonable. BOEMRE’s
relatively small maximum spill assumption effectively cripples the evaluation of
environmental impacts and prevents the Secretary of the Interior from receiving the
necessary analysis required by NEPA.
The LS 193 FEIS analysis inappropriately dismissed the possibility of a blowout:

Rather than discounting so many scientific knowledge gaps as unimportant, BOEMRE
should await the USGS findings regarding Arctic Ocean knowledge gaps and use that
report to inform BOEMRE’s revised NEPA analysis of Lease Sale 193.
BOEMRE’s LS 193 Draft SEIS is also at odds with Secretary Salazar’s commitment
to scientific integrity as reflected in the recently issued Order 3305 - Ensuring
Scientific Integrity within the Department of the Interior. This departmental order
expressly recognizes the critical role that sound scientific knowledge plays in the creation
4

“We consider blowouts to be unlikely events…. Very few blowout events have
resulted in spilled oil and the volumes spilled are often small …. After the Santa
Barbara blowout in 1969, amendments to the OCS Lands Act and implementing
regulations significantly strengthened safety and pollution-prevention
requirements for offshore activities.”
Especially in light of the Deepwater Horizon and the widespread recognition that
confidence in the regulatory oversight provided by the MMS (now BOEMRE) was
thoroughly misplaced, this language seems darkly quaint. Dismissing even the possibility

In its justification for the dismissal of knowledge gaps and missing information as unimportant and “not
essential to a reasoned choice among alternatives” BOEMRE cites the “existence of other environmental
laws and regulations that would preclude significant adverse effects on particular resources.” (Lease Sale
193 Draft SEIS – Appendix A). The mere existence of other laws and regulations can not assure that
significant adverse effects will be precluded. The fact that BP’s oil spill response plan for the Gulf of
Mexico “existed” as required by law in no way precluded significant adverse effects from the Deepwater
Horizon blowout (although it could be argued that BP’s plan did succeed to the extent that no walrus were
harmed by the Gulf spill). Moreover, NEPA requires that the effects of alternatives be described and, if the
agency relies upon mitigation to prevent or avoid adverse effects, then that these mitigation measures be
described in detail. BOEMRE does not do this in the LS 193 Draft SEIS.
5
Lease Sale 193 Draft SEIS. Chapter 1. The Proposed Action, p. 11
6
Statement of USGS Director Marcia McNutt, “Secretary Salazar Unveils Arctic Studies Initiative that will
Inform Oil and Gas Decisions for Beaufort and Chukchi Seas” DOI Press Release (April 13, 2010)

7
While attention has been drawn to past and on-going industry-sponsored research in the Arctic Ocean, it
is essential to recognize that research activity must not be confused with scientific knowledge. There is
important research underway but the many identified knowledge gaps make it clear that numerous
questions remain unaddressed regarding the basic ecology of the Arctic Ocean. The various wall charts
displayed by BOEMRE at the public hearing in Anchorage listing research projects are no substitute for the
much needed over-arching science plan for the Arctic Ocean. This plan should synthesize existing
knowledge, identify key knowledge gaps and support long-term research to address information needs.
8
See: http://www.oilspillcommission.gov/document/amount-and-fate-oil, National Commission on the
Deepwater Horizon Oil Spill.
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of a blowout in the Chukchi Sea can not be considered reasonable nor can this omission
be dismissed as a mere “technical deficiency at the lease sale stage.”9

It should be noted that even if a blowout scenario were to be evaluated at a later
point in the permitting process, analysis of a credible, large-scale spill/blowout is
needed at the stage of the lease sale in order to permit the Secretary of the Interior to
make a reasoned decision among leasing alternatives, including the “No Action”
alternative. While it has been argued that more information will be available at later
stages of the permitting process, thus allowing the Secretary of the Interior to possibly
modify oil development plans, this perspective inherently acknowledges that decisions
made at the lease sale stage are fundamentally distinct from subsequent authorizations.

Failure to evaluate the consequences of a blowout contradicts the guidance provided
by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regarding NEPA analysis of
offshore oil and gas development. In the August 16, 2010 report published by the Office
of the President, it is stated that BOEMRE “has committed to using the following CEQ
recommendations….”10 This includes that BOEMRE’s NEPA documents are to:
“provide decision makers with a robust analysis of reasonably foreseeable impacts
and include an analysis of reasonably foreseeable impacts associated with low
probability catastrophic spills for oil and gas activities on the Outer Continental
Shelf.”11

It is at the time of the lease sale that the decision is made as to whether or where leasing
should take place while subsequent authorizations concerning exploration or
development are directed at making decisions about how activities should take place. The
theoretical opportunity to analyze an appropriate large spill/blowout scenario at a
subsequent point in the regulatory process can not be considered a substitute or otherwise
fungible in terms of satisfying the NEPA analysis required at the time of a lease sale.

The report notes that BOEMRE did not anticipate the possibility of a catastrophic spill as
a reasonably foreseeable impact in the case of the Deepwater Horizon. The CEQ report
unambiguously states:

The LS 193 Draft SEIS further misleads when it seeks to justify the dismissal of
incomplete, missing or unavailable information:

“BOEM[RE] should identify potentially catastrophic environmental consequences
and accurately assess them as part of its decision making. … BOEM[RE] will
ensure that potentially catastrophic consequences will be identified, assessed and
considered as part of its decision making.”12

“[I]n the unlikely event of a large oil spill, it is well understood that
environmental impacts could be severe. The severity of potential impacts would
be nearly identical under any action alternative…”14

That commitment has yet to be fulfilled with regard to the analysis of Lease Sale 193.
Failure to evaluate a large-scale blowout scenario as part of the Lease Sale 193
environmental review prevents the NEPA analysis from fulfilling its essential
purpose: to provide decision-makers the ability to make a reasoned choice among
leasing alternatives, including the “No Action” (no lease) alternative. Moreover,
while it has been argued elsewhere that “additional Environmental Impact Statements
will be required at the later exploration, production, and development stages”13 this has
not, in fact, turned out to be the case. Reasonably foreseeable impacts from a blowout
from Shell’s drilling plans were not evaluated by BOEMRE prior to approval of Shell’s
exploration plans for drilling in the Arctic Ocean in 2010. Shell’s most recent proposal to
drill in 2011 also fails to analyze the effects of a blowout.

This statement does not withstand scrutiny as the true severity of potential impact
that would be caused by a credible, large-scale spill in the Chukchi Sea has never
been analyzed. A maximum spill of 4,600 bbl is only a small fraction of what should be
evaluated as a reasonable spill/blowout possibility. Because the LS 193 FEIS assumed an
unjustifiably small oil spill, the “severity of potential impacts” has not, in fact, been
considered. Again, absent this needed analysis, critical information remains unavailable
to decision-makers charged with evaluating whether or where to offer leases.
The LS 193 Draft SEIS purports to address this deficiency with the assertion:
“[A]ny change in likelihood of an oil spill from a blowout during exploration
drilling would not alter the potential effects of the oil spill already analyzed.”15

9
Akutan v Hodel (1988)
10
http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/microsites/ceq/20100816-ceq-mms-ocs-nepa.pdf Office of
the President, Report Regarding the Minerals Management Service’s National Environmental Policy Act
Policies, Practoices and Procedures as They Relate to Outer Continental Shelf Oil and Gas Exploration
and Development (August 16, 2010), p. 22
11
Office of the President, Report Regarding the Minerals Management Service’s National Environmental
Policy Act Policies, Practoices and Procedures as They Relate to Outer Continental Shelf Oil and Gas
Exploration and Development (August 16, 2010), p. 26
12
Office of the President, Report Regarding the Minerals Management Service’s National Environmental
Policy Act Policies, Practoices and Procedures as They Relate to Outer Continental Shelf Oil and Gas
Exploration and Development (August 16, 2010), p. 28-29
13
Akutan v Hodel (1988)

As noted, however, the impact analysis of the so-called “large” spill considered in the
Lease Sale 193 FEIS is based upon the unreasonable assumption of an undersized spill
that grossly understates possible impacts.
Analysis of a credible, large-scale spill/blowout scenario per se by BOEMRE is
mandatory as a reasonably foreseeable adverse impact. Even if all of the information
relevant to analyzing a “reasonably foreseeable” significant adverse impact cannot be
14
15

Lease Sale 193 Draft SEIS – Appendix A
Lease Sale 193 Draft SEIS, p. 16
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obtained (i.e., because costs of obtaining it are exorbitant or the means to obtain it are not
known) the agency:

ALASKA WILDERNESS LEAGUE – CENTER FOR BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY
DEFENDERS OF WILDLIFE – EARTHJUSTICE
NATIONAL AUDUBON SOCIETY – NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL
NORTHERN ALASKA ENVIRONMENTAL CENTER – OCEAN CONSERVANCY
OCEANA – PACIFIC ENVIRONMENT – REDOIL – SIERRA CLUB
THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY – WORLD WILDLIFE FUND

“shall include within the environmental impact statement the agency's evaluation
of such impacts based upon theoretical approaches or research methods generally
accepted in the scientific community.” 16 (emphasis added)
The regulatory definition of “reasonably foreseeable” includes “impacts which have
catastrophic consequences, even if their probability of occurrence is low, provided that
the analysis of the impacts is supported by credible scientific evidence, is not based on
pure conjecture, and is within the rule of reason.”17 The Deepwater Horizon experience
has clearly established a blowout during exploration drilling as a “reasonably
foreseeable” event that would have significant adverse impacts in the Arctic Ocean. A
large-scale blowout scenario should now be rigorously evaluated. To meet the regulatory
standard, this analysis should evaluate the impacts of a late season blowout that continues
over an extended period of time into the winter freeze up.
Conclusion
1. The recently released LS 193 Draft SEIS is not credibly responsive to the court order
that BOEMRE reconsider its analysis and determine whether: a) the knowledge gaps
identified by the agency are relevant or essential to making a reasoned choice using
the NEPA analysis, and b) the cost of obtaining the missing information is exorbitant,
or the means of doing so unclear. The LS 193 Draft SEIS should be rescinded and
prepared anew.

November 30, 2010
VIA EMAIL
Regional Director
Alaska OCS Region
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management,
Regulation and Enforcement
3801 Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, Alaska 99503–5820
BOEMREAKPublicCommen@boemre.gov

Re:

Draft Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
(OCS EIS/EA BOEMRE 2010-034)

Dear Regional Director:

2. The NEPA analysis, including the LS 193 Draft SEIS and the associated LS 193
FEIS, remain deficient in the absence of an analysis of a credible “large” spill. The
reasonably foreseeable impact of a blowout has not been analyzed and thereby
precludes a reasoned decision-making process regarding Lease Sale 193.

The undersigned groups hereby submit the following comments to the draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement for Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193 (draft SEIS) prepared by the
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement (BOEMRE) pursuant to the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

3. A credible large-scale blowout scenario should now be evaluated as part of the LS
193 analysis. To be meaningful, this analysis should assess impacts of a late season
blowout that continues over at least 30 days18 and extending into the winter freeze up.

The draft SEIS purports to address the issues identified by the Alaska Federal District Court’s
remand order in Native Village of Point Hope v. Salazar, No. 1:08-cv-00004-RRB (D. Alaska).
Rather than furthering the Obama administration’s commitment to sound science, however, the
draft appears to be a paper exercise designed to justify the earlier decision to hold Lease Sale
193. For the reasons explained below, the draft should be rescinded, a thorough assessment of
missing information undertaken, and a re-assessment of natural gas development conducted.
Once it has prepared an adequate and informative draft SEIS based on that information,
BOEMRE should reengage in a public comment period. Thereafter, the agency should consider
anew in light of these new analyses whether to cancel, modify, or affirm its decision to hold
Lease Sale 193.

Sincerely,

Eric F. Myers
Director of Policy

16
17
18

CEQ NEPA Regulation 1502
CEQ NEPA Regulation 1502
A minimum 30-day blowout is an appropriate standard for analysis as indicated by 30 CFR 254.47.
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In Native Village of Point Hope, the Court determined that Lease Sale 193 was held in violation
of NEPA because BOEMRE prepared a flawed environmental impact statement (EIS).
BOEMRE failed to conduct a full analysis of missing information about the Chukchi Sea and the
effects of oil and gas activities pursuant to Council on Environmental Quality regulation 40
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C.F.R. § 1502.22, and it failed to analyze the potential impacts of natural gas development.
Accordingly, the Court remanded the decision to the agency with direction to redo its
environmental analysis in these respects. In the draft SEIS, BOEMRE falls far short of
satisfying the Court’s order to meet the requirements of NEPA.
With respect to the Section 1502.22 missing information analysis, BOEMRE acknowledges it
cannot make basic assessments of the lease sale’s impacts in light of data gaps, but it concludes
in the draft SEIS that not one piece of information identified as missing in the original EIS is
essential to the lease sale decision. The conclusion is not supported or credible, demonstrates a
desire to proceed quickly rather than deliberately, does not comply with the law, does not reflect
a thoughtful assessment of the nature of the information that should be available at the critical
lease sale stage of the process, and is a significant step in the wrong direction. With respect to
analyzing natural gas development, the draft SEIS contains little more than a justification of the
analyses contained in the original EIS. BOEMRE’s conclusion that natural gas development
would have only minimal additive impacts suffers from significant flaws.
BOEMRE should take actions in the Arctic Ocean that are consistent with the Administration’s
commitment to science-based decision-making. It should ensure that the information required
for informed decision-making is available, the systemic failures in regulatory oversight made
evident by the Deepwater Horizon accident are addressed, and new decisions, including the
decision whether to cancel, amend, or affirm Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193, are made taking into
account what we have learned. Accordingly, it must not finalize the draft SEIS as currently
written, but should undertake a meaningful reanalysis of Lease Sale 193 that is consistent with
NEPA, and the Administration’s commitment to sound science in decision-making.
I.

MISSING INFORMATION ANALYSIS

It is undisputed that there are significant gaps in basic information about the Arctic Ocean and
that, absent this information, it is not possible, in many instances, to understand the scope of
potential impacts from oil and gas activities on the region’s wildlife and people. The need for
more information has been acknowledged repeatedly by the Administration: in President
Obama’s National Ocean Policy process, the National Marine Fisheries Service’s closure of the
Arctic Ocean to commercial fishing, and in Secretary Salazar’s initiation of a scientific gap
analysis by the United States Geological Survey. The current draft SEIS clashes badly with the
Administration’s commitment to sound science in decision-making.
In the original Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193 EIS, BOEMRE identified literally hundreds of
instances in which it lacked information about the Chukchi Sea, ranging from basic science
about the presence and behavior of species in the region to information about the effects of oil
and gas activities on wildlife. However, it failed to analyze which of the missing information
was relevant to reasonably foreseeable adverse impacts and essential to a reasoned choice among
alternatives and to obtain that information absent a finding that the costs of obtaining the
information are exorbitant. In Native Village of Point Hope, the Alaska Federal District Court
ruled that this failure constituted a violation of 40 C.F.R § 1502.22. The Court remanded the EIS
to the agency and directed it to conduct this analysis as required by NEPA.
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Section 1502.22 sets out an “ordered process” for an agency preparing an EIS in the face of
missing information. Save Our Ecosystems v. Clark, 747 F.2d 1240, 1244 (9th Cir. 1984).
When there is incomplete information relevant to reasonably foreseeable significant adverse
impacts that is essential to a reasoned choice among alternatives, an agency must obtain and
include the missing information in the EIS if the overall costs of obtaining it are not exorbitant.
40 C.F.R. § 1502.22. The regulation furthers NEPA’s purpose of ensuring that agencies make
“fully informed and well-considered decision[s] . . . ,” Vt. Yankee Nuclear Power Corp. v.
Natural Resources Def. Council, 435 U.S. 519, 558 (1978), its mandate of “widespread
discussion and consideration of the environmental risks and remedies associated with [a] pending
project”, and its “require[ment] that this evaluation take place before a project is approved.”
LaFlamme v. FERC., 852 F.2d 389, 398 (9th Cir. 1988) (internal quotation marks omitted).
The draft SEIS purports to respond to the Court’s order to satisfy the requirements of Section
1502.22. However, BOEMRE’s determination that none of the missing information is essential
to a reasoned choice among alternatives is arbitrary and improper. Rather than engage in a goodfaith effort to analyze the missing information and identify which of it is essential to a reasoned
choice among alternatives, the agency appears instead to have spent its energy developing
justifications for avoiding its obligation to obtain essential information. Appendix A of the draft
SEIS contains a 140-page exposition of the instances in the original EIS in which the agency said
“we don’t know” about the Chukchi Sea and the effects of oil and gas activities there. For each
instance of missing information, BOEMRE offers an arbitrary justification—usually one of the
same five recurring excuses discussed below—for why it does not need to obtain the particular
information before leasing in the Chukchi Sea. This approach is inconsistent with Section
1502.22 and the agency’s obligation to reconsider the lease sale in light of a new analysis of
missing information. Much of the missing information identified in the original Lease Sale 193
EIS is essential to the decision at issue—whether, when, where, and under what conditions to
issue leases in the Chukchi Sea. The appendix demonstrates the agency’s misdirection of
resources into justifying an already-made decision, rather than engaging in a meaningful inquiry,
real science, or research to inform a reexamination of the lease sale decision.
A.

Because the decision to sell leases is a critical decision in the offshore development
process, information relevant to the resources in the area and to the effects of oil
and gas activity on those resources is essential to making that decision.

Because the lease sale stage involves concrete and consequential decisions about committing
portions of planning areas to oil and gas activities, information about the biological function of
different parts of the planning area and the importance of those parts to the regional ecosystem is
essential to this choice. See, e.g., Kettle Range Conservation Group v. U.S. Forest Serv., 148 F.
Supp. 2d 1107, 1125-26 (E.D. Wash. 2001) (information is essential if without the data the
agency cannot know if its conclusions regarding impacts are reliable). Similarly, understanding
the effects of industrial oil and gas activities on different components of the ecosystem is
essential to deciding where, if anywhere, those activities should be permitted and how they
should be constrained.
A lease sale is a meaningful decision about the commitment of an area to oil and gas activity. It
is the second of the “four distinct statutory stages [under the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act

2
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(OCSLA)] to developing an offshore oil well: (1) formulation of a five-year leasing plan by the
Department of the Interior; (2) lease sales; (3) exploration by the lessees; (4) development and
production.” Sec’y of the Interior v. California, 464 U.S. 312, 337 (1984). Each of the four
stages presents the decision-maker with a different and distinct choice about offshore
development. The five-year leasing plan is a programmatic evaluation of the nation’s outer
continental shelf areas to determine whether any of those areas should be open to potential future
oil and gas lease sales in the coming five years. 43 U.S.C. § 1344(a). At the lease sale stage,
BOEMRE decides whether to hold the scheduled sales and, if so, under what conditions. In the
third stage, the agency reviews exploration plans submitted by an oil company and determines
whether to allow the company to drill wells on the lease tracts purchased during the second
phase. If it finds recoverable reserves, the company would submit a development plan, which is
reviewed and approved or denied during the fourth and final phase.

to later-stage analyses, such as those conducted at the exploration stage. Typically, those
analyses tier to and expand upon the lease sale analysis. In practice, moreover, BOEMRE has
not obtained additional information at the post-lease exploration stage, because it has prepared
only short environmental assessments, rather than full EISs, for these plans.

Before a lease sale, the government has complete discretion over whether to permit oil and gas
activity in an area included in a five-year plan and, if so, under what conditions to permit the
activity. Once valid leases are issued, the government’s options are much more constrained.
Once they have obtained leases, companies may conduct ancillary activities on their leases, such
as certain seismic surveying, without further approval from BOEMRE, and they may submit for
approval exploration drilling plans and development plans. Further, by selling leases, the
government sells a promise to the lessee that it will comply with the procedures and standards set
forth in OCSLA in permitting the exploration and development of the leases. Mobil Oil
Exploration & Producing Se. v. United States, 530 U.S. 604, 620-621 (2000) (explaining that
“lease contracts g[i]ve the companies more than rights to obtain approvals. They also g[i]ve the
companies rights to explore for, and to develop, oil.”). Accordingly, once the government has
lawfully issued valid leases, it can suspend activities on leases only for reasons and pursuant to
the procedures set forth in OCSLA and its implementing regulations. These include a “threat of
serious, irreparable, or immediate harm or damage to life (including fish and other aquatic life),
to property, to any mineral deposits (in areas leased or not leased), or to the marine, coastal, or
human environment,” 43 U.S.C. § 1334(a)(1)(B), or when “necessary to carry out the
requirements of NEPA or to conduct an environmental analysis,” 30 C.F.R. § 250.172(d).
Similarly, it can only cancel leases for reasons and following procedures set forth in OCSLA, 43
U.S.C. § 1334(a)(2)(A) & (B); see also 30 C.F.R. § 256.77(d), and cancellation entitles lease
holders to compensation, 43 U.S.C. §1334(a)(2)(C); 30 C.F.R. § 250.184.

B.

BOEMRE must comply with NEPA at each stage of OCSLA offshore development process.
Because the decision being made at each stage differs, so do the NEPA analyses. At the fiveyear plan stage, the analysis is relatively general in light of the programmatic nature of the
decision. An analysis at the lease sale stage must examine more closely the impacts of oil and
gas activities in a particular area. It must provide information to the decision-maker and the
public about the consequences of oil and gas activities in a particular area and offer a reasonable
range of alternatives. These alternatives must encompass the size and scope of the sale,
including whether to defer certain areas from leasing, and the imposition of stipulations in the
leases that limit or mitigate the effects of activities under the leases. Because of the nature of the
decision at the lease sale stage—whether, where, and under what conditions to open areas to oil
and gas activities—the analysis of potential impacts is different and more specific than the more
general programmatic analysis at the five-year plan stage. The lease sale analysis is also relevant

4

Thus, a lease sale decision is a meaningful commitment in OCSLA’s staged offshore
development process, and a meaningful NEPA analysis must provide information to the
decision-maker and the public about the potential effects of oil and gas activities on the areas
under consideration for leasing. As described more fully below, missing information about the
basic biology of the Chukchi Sea ecosystem and the effects of oil and gas activities to the
biological resources of the areas under consideration for leasing is essential to the lease sale
decision.
Missing information identified in the original Lease Sale 193 EIS is essential to the
lease sale decision.

In the draft SEIS, BOEMRE concedes that much of the information identified as missing in the
2007 Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193 EIS was relevant to potentially significant effects of the lease
sale. See BOEMRE, Chukchi Sea Planning Area, Oil and Gas Lease Sale 193 in the Chukchi
Sea, Alaska, Draft SEIS, OCS EIS/EA BOEMRE 2010-034 (Draft SEIS) at App. A (Sep. 2010).
However, it concludes that none of the information was essential to reasoned choices among
alternatives, and thus the agency was not obliged to obtain the information. Id. at 10-11. That
conclusion is unwarranted.
1.

Missing information is pervasive and goes to fundamental questions at issue in the
lease sale decision.

The missing information that forms the basis for the Court’s remand includes the most basic
parameters for every one of the largest and most conspicuous animals in the ecosystem—all fish,
marine mammals, and birds—which in other regions are typically the most well-studied segment
of an ecosystem. The missing information includes the abundance, distribution, and life history
characteristics for many of these species. The state of information about these more charismatic
animals in the ecosystem is further evidence of the lack of information about the rest of the
ecosystem, including the clams, worms, sea stars, and other species that are important prey for
the more conspicuous species. The information that does exist is outdated and too spotty to
provide an appropriate baseline for decision-making. This lack of basic information about the
ecosystem makes it difficult, if not impossible, to determine whether there will be significant
impacts to animals and the ecosystem. Additionally, there are substantial data gaps about the
effects of oil and gas activities, like industrial noise, on marine mammals and fish. These gaps
further limit the agency’s ability to meaningfully analyze the impacts of the lease sale or chose
among alternatives.
Gaps in data about the Chukchi Sea include missing basic information about species that inhabit
the region and their habitat needs over both time and space. These types of gaps are widespread
across the Chukchi Sea, and this lack of information has been widely acknowledged. See, e.g.,
NRDA – Coastal Response Research Center. 2010. Natural Resources Damage Assessment

5
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(NRDA) in Arctic Waters: The Dialogue Begins. University of New Hampshire, Durham, NH;
MBC Applied Environmental Sciences. 2007. Proceedings of a Workshop on Chukchi Sea
Offshore Monitoring in Drilling Area OCS Study MMS 2007-002. Prepared by MBC Applied
Environmental Sciences, Costa Mesa, CA for the U.S. Dept. of the Interior, Minerals
Management Service, Alaska OCS Region) (MBC, 2007). Table 1 depicts by category some of
the types of missing basic data about the Chukchi Sea ecosystem.
Type of Gap
Resource

Abundance

Spatial coverage

Temporal coverage

Seasonal coverage

Ecosystem Structure and
Functioning

Applied research
including understanding
how the ecosystem is
changing

Explanation
Some resources have not been studied in the
Arctic or have very little basic, life history
information.
For most species or species groups, there is
little or no information on population size,
relative abundance, and/or distribution.
Furthermore, little is known about the
ecological roles played by most species and
thus which species are crucial for ecosystem
health.
Many resources studied in depth still lack
complete coverage across the Beaufort and
Chukchi seas within the U.S. EEZ.
Outside of remotely sensed satellite
information (ice, temperature, chlorophyll-a,
etc.), no resource in the Arctic has adequate
data to detect change over annual or decadal
time periods for the Beaufort and Chukchi
seas.
Most surveys occur in July and August when
weather, sea ice, and snow are optimal for
human observers; direct observation is
difficult at other times of the year. Most
species lack adequate seasonal distribution
data.
The physical, chemical and biological
processes that help drive the composition of
the food web, energy flow and spatial
variability are not well understood,
Arctic marine ecosystems are poorly known to
begin with, and are now changing in a myriad
of ways. There is need for greater
understanding of organismic and ecosystemlevel responses to changes due to loss of sea
ice, increased water temperature and
acidification.

Examples of Gap
Zooplankton, benthic
organisms, fish
Zooplankton, Opilio crab,
fish, ice seals, Chukchi polar
bear population, Kittlitz’s
Murrelet

Benthic biomass, fish,
Steller’s Eider, pelagic birds,
Arctic fox
Invertebrates, fish, pelagic
birds, and mammals
(surveyed in Beaufort only)
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and Planning Group, LLC, Pearson Consulting LLC. 2010. Oil spill prevention and response in
the U.S. Arctic Ocean: Unexamined risks, unacceptable consequences. Commissioned by the
Pew Environment Group, U.S. Arctic Program, November 2010. Philadelphia, PA, USA,
available at http://oceansnorth.org/arctic-oil-spill-report. For example, to prevent and prepare
for oil spills in the Arctic Ocean, BOEMRE needs information about the physical environment
and the unique challenges it poses to offshore oil and gas drilling. It also needs to understand the
effect of drilling and oil spills on marine ecosystems. A prediction of the impacts of spilled oil
in Arctic waters must take into account the behavior of oil in an environment with sea ice, the
varying characteristics of sea ice throughout the year, Arctic weather conditions, the long-term
fate of oil in cold water and the specific vulnerabilities of Arctic marine species and ecosystems.
BOEMRE has not endeavored to obtain this information for the lease sale draft SEIS.
These broad areas of missing data about the basic ecology of the Chukchi Sea and the effects of
oil and gas activities there render BOEMRE unable to answer questions that are essential to the
decision about whether, where, when, and under what conditions to lease an area for oil and gas
activities. Listed below are some examples of the types of questions essential to the decision.
x

Invertebrates, benthic
organisms, fish, polar bear,
ribbon seal

Quantitative food web model,
currents and winds, nutrient
cycling, the effects of sea ice
on productivity And species
distribution
Effects of ocean acidification
on benthic invertebrates,
which are key part of the
larger food web. Cumulative
effects of disturbance and
noise on bowhead whales and
other marine mammals.

x

x

In addition to missing basic information about the ecosystem, including the species and
relationships, we also lack a basic understanding of the effects of oil and gas exploration and
development on species and habitats in the Chukchi Sea. One of the lessons we have learned
from the Gulf spill is that BOEMRE must conduct meaningful environmental review, including a
full analysis of impacts, before offshore oil and gas activities occur. See, e.g., Nuka Research

x

x
x

x

x

x

Where will Pacific walrus be during summer? In 2007 and 2009, walrus hauled out on land
in large numbers in northern Alaska. Prior to 2007, walrus spent summers on sea ice in the
Chukchi Sea. In 2010, a number of walrus hauled out along the U.S. Chukchi coast, yet a
number of walrus also used the region around Hanna Shoal, which is squarely within the
Lease Sale 193 area, extensively. Without knowing where walrus will be, infrastructure and
activity cannot be positioned to avoid incidental takes and other impacts. See e.g., USGS
2010. Walrus tracking and telemetry data acquired from walruses instrumented on the
Alaska shores of the Chukchi Sea in September 2009. Radio-tagging field report. USGS
Alaska Science Center, Walrus research project, available at
http://alaska.usgs.gov/science/biology/walrus/pdfs/EC09_Radio_Tagging_Field_Report.pdf;
Jay, C.V. and A.S. Fishbach. (2008). Pacific walrus response to Arctic sea ice losses. U.S.
Geological Survey Fact Sheet 2008-3041, available at http://pubs.usgs.gov/fs/2008/3041/.
Which areas in the Chukchi Sea are crucial for various life stages of marine mammals?
Satellite telemetry has shown that the movements of bowhead whales, beluga whales, walrus,
spotted seals, ringed seals, bearded seals, and polar bears are more complex and variable than
previously anticipated. Without an understanding of which areas are crucial and why, it is
impossible to identify critical areas that must be avoided by development and protected in the
event of oil spills.
How have distributions of marine birds changed since the pelagic surveys conducted in the
mid-1970s to mid-1980s in the Outer Continental Shelf Environmental Assessment Program
(OCSEAP)? For birds at sea, these data are now at least 25 years out of data and much has
changed since. Previous data point to the importance of areas overlapping the lease sale area
in the Chukchi Sea. Furthermore, because of a lack of baseline information, there is very
little knowledge about long-term trends and variation due to climate change [(CRRC 2010)].
In the Proceedings of the Northern Oil and Gas Research Forum held in Anchorage in
October 2008, the forum acknowledged the importance of long-term studies compared to
observations made at “a single point in time” and their usefulness. See
http://alaska.boemre.gov/reports/2008rpts/2008_1028_proceedings.pdf.
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What are the distributions and life histories of species that are critical in marine food webs
and how will loss of sea ice influence these species? Many marine birds and mammals rely
on species like Arctic cod, yet there is a paucity of even basic knowledge about this species.
Other of these species, such as Arctic cisco, are also very important for subsistence purposes.
According to the environmental assessment on the recent Arctic Fishery Management Plan,
sampling of fish and shellfish species is extremely limited, with only a small area of the
Beaufort Sea off Barrow sampled adequately within the last 18 years. Some areas have never
been sampled to determine even basic abundance estimates.
How do the effects of climate change and industrial activity interact and are the effects
cumulative?
How will the distribution of species of concern (including ESA candidate or listed species)
shift due to climate change? Species currently in the Chukchi may shift their ranges and key
habitat areas. Species from the Bering Sea and farther south may move northwards, possibly
requiring new areas or types of protection in the Chukchi Sea. The ability to reasonably
predict such shifts is necessary to evaluate the life-cycle impacts of offshore development
and infrastructure.
How can quantitative risk and impact assessments be conducted? There is insufficient
information about the distribution and productivity of plankton, benthic organisms, fishes,
seabirds, the response of marine mammals to noise, ecological changes likely to be caused by
sea ice loss, and other basic environmental parameters to support quantitative evaluation of
potential and actual impacts from offshore activity, including oil spills. Without such
information, risk and damage assessments are reduced to speculation or experts’ opinions
and recovery from an oil spill or other accident cannot be determined. Lack of an adequate
quantitative baseline of information was the primary impediment to assessing ecological
damages caused by the Exxon Valdez oil spill.
What trajectories would spilled oil follow? The general atmospheric and circulation patterns
of the Chukchi Sea have been mapped, but patterns and variability at the scale of an oil spill
are not well known and are difficult to predict based on current understanding. In addition
while general circulation patterns are known, there is relatively little understanding of the
currents at the ocean’s surface where the majority of oil collects in a spill. Without that
knowledge, the placement of response equipment and the ability to respond promptly are
hindered, reducing the ability to contain and recover spilled oil. Furthermore, there is
insufficient information or monitoring capacity to project fine scale trajectories of spilled oil
in real time to be projected in real time during a spill event, making it difficult or impossible
to respond quickly and protect critical wildlife habitat areas, such as Kasegaluk Lagoon or
Ledyard Bay.
How can negative social and cultural impacts be avoided? Industrial development can
disrupt traditional practices, interfere with cultural norms, and lead to social dislocation.
Proper planning can help minimize such problems, but requires detailed understanding of
local cultures and societies as well as the involvement of local communities in all phases of
decision-making. The processes for such involvement have not yet been devised and tested
for offshore oil and gas in U.S. Arctic waters. See Wernham, A. 2007. Inupiat health and
proposed Alaskan oil development: Results of the first integrated health impact
assessment/environmental impact statement for proposed oil development on Alaska’s north
slope. Ecohealth 4:500-513.

8

Because BOEMRE has not obtained any new information for this draft SEIS, it has left these and
other questions unanswered, as they were in the original EIS. In light of the important decisions
being made at the lease sale stage, as described above, the answer to these questions and others
like them, are essential to the agency’s choices at this stage.
During the remand, BOEMRE should obtain missing information to answer these and other
important questions about the Chukchi Sea and the impacts of oil and gas development there. As
discussed below and in the attachments, the most effective way to do this would be to engage in
a comprehensive gap analysis, taking into account the ongoing United States Geological Survey
effort, potentially supplemented by information from other federal agencies with expertise in the
Arctic such as the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, and then to undertake a
comprehensive, coordinated, and integrated study plan to obtain essential missing information
with which to analyze effects and make sound management decisions.
2.

Missing information is essential to the choice among the alternatives identified in the
original EIS.

The original EIS illustrates that the kind of information missing in the Chukchi Sea is essential to
the choice among alternatives. BOEMRE “carried forward” the range of alternatives it analyzed
in the original 2007 lease sale EIS in the draft SEIS. Draft SEIS at 12. It dismisses the
importance of the missing information for choosing among these original alternatives. However,
as several examples below illustrate, much of the missing information is essential to the reasoned
choice among the original four alternatives in the 2007 analysis:
x

Information about bowhead whale use of the Chukchi Sea is incomplete. The original
EIS acknowledges that data on bowhead use of the Chukchi Sea are dated, provide only
limited insight into areas where bowheads may be exposed to oil and gas activities should
they occur, and “should not be interpreted as indicating current use of the Chukchi Sea by
bowhead whales . . . .” Draft SEIS, App. A at 21 of 143; see also Draft SEIS at 25 of 143
(noting that “recent data on distribution, abundance, or habitat use in the Chukchi Sea
Planning Area are not available”). The original EIS acknowledges further that, even
were distribution and use patterns better understood, the significance of bowhead use of
areas to the overall food requirements of the population are not clear. See Draft SEIS,
App. A at 24 of 143.
The original EIS’s alternatives consisted of different sized coastal deferral zones. These
different zones were proposed in part to provide different levels of protection for
bowhead whales. See Minerals Management Service (MMS), Chukchi Sea Planning
Area, Oil and Gas Lease Sale 193 and Seismic Surveying Activities in the Chukchi Sea,
Alaska, Final EIS, OCS EIS/EA MMS 2007-026 (FEIS) at ES-7-8 (May 2007)
(explaining reasons for each alternative). Indeed one alternative, Alternative IV, was
developed specifically to afford protection to migrating bowhead whales. Id. at ES-8.
Given the reason for positing the various alternatives—to offer, among other things,
varying levels of protection for the bowhead whales—information that would allow
BOEMRE to analyze the importance of the deferred areas to the species is essential to the
choice among those alternatives.

9
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x

The original EIS for Lease Sale 193 acknowledged that information about marine and
coastal birds is outdated or completely lacking for the Chukchi Sea. Draft SEIS, App. A
at 4 of 143 (noting that several areas historically documented to be important for birds, as
well as the entire lease sale area “lack site-specific data on habitat-use patterns, routes,
and timing to assess impacts”); id. (noting that for many species, “the most recent data is
between 15 and 30 years old, making accurate analysis difficult”). Yet, “several species
or species-groups have a high probability of experiencing substantial negative impacts”
and “[t]he risk that several regional bird populations could experience significant adverse
impacts is high” in the event of an oil spill. Id.
BOEMRE proposed one of the alternatives, Alternative III, at least in part to reduce
impacts to marine and coastal birds. See FEIS at ES-8. Given the reason for the
alternative, information about areas that are important to marine and coastal bird species,
and information about how and when those birds use these areas, is essential to making a
choice between this and other potentially less-protective alternatives.

In the face of missing information, BOEMRE was left in the original EIS to speculate about the
different effects among alternatives. For example, the original EIS states that in Alternatives III
and IV, “[t]he increased distance between offshore development and coastal bird habitats would
conceivably decrease the percent chance of spilled oil contact, increase weathering of spilled oil
prior to contact, and increase available spill response time.” FEIS at IV-269, 273 (emphasis
added); id. at II-42, 45 (“The increased distance between offshore development and coastal bird
habitats also would conceivably decrease the percent chance of spilled oil contacting bird habitat
. . . .”) (emphasis added). The alternatives analysis is replete with this sort of conjectural
differentiation among alternatives. Conjectural language is used to describe different effects
from oil spills on fish, fish habitat, bowhead whales, other marine and coastal birds, and
terrestrial mammals. FEIS at IV-268-69 (Alternative III); id. at IV-272-73 (Alternative IV); see
also id. at II-41, 45 (“Differences in noise and oil-spill effects to bowhead whales from this
deferral compared to Alternative I [ ] and Alternative III/IV [ ] are difficult to quantify, but
qualitatively can be described.”); id. at II-42, 45 (“any spill that would occur would conceivably
take longer to reach and enter the spring-migratory route”); id. (“The increased distance between
offshore development and coastal habitats also would conceivably decrease the percent chance of
spilled oil contact with marine mammals . . . .”); id. at II-44 (“The increased distance between
offshore development and coastal fish habitats also would conceivably decrease the percent
chance of spilled oil contacting fish resources . . . .”); id. at II-41 (noting that “[i]n theory”
Alternative III provides more protection for coastal and marine fish habitat). Because better
information would enable BOEMRE to perform an actual, rather than a conjectural, analysis of
the differences among potential alternatives, it is essential to a reasoned choice among
alternatives.
3.

Missing information is essential to determining an adequate range of alternatives.

Missing information is essential to the choice among alternatives, because it is essential to the
agency’s definition of an adequate range of alternatives. NEPA requires that an EIS contain a
detailed statement of the “alternatives to the proposed action.” 42 U.S.C. § 4332(C)(iii). The
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discussion of alternatives “is the heart of the environmental impact statement.” 40 C.F.R. §
1502.14. That discussion should “provid[e] a clear basis for choice among options by the
decisionmaker and the public.” Id.; see City of Angoon v. Hodel, 803 F.2d 1016, 1020 (9th Cir.
1986) (“[T]he touchstone for our inquiry is whether an EIS’s selection and discussion of
alternatives fosters informed decision-making and informed public participation.”) (quoting
California v. Block, 690 F.2d 753, 767 (9th Cir. 1982)). BOEMRE has chosen not to reexamine
the range of alternatives for the lease sale in the draft SEIS process. The agency should
reconsider this approach. As agencies and conservation groups explained in commenting on the
original EIS, missing information about the basic biology of the region and about the effects of
oil and gas activities on the species that inhabit it is essential to framing an appropriate range of
alternatives that have meaningfully different effects. Without this information, neither the
agency nor the public could determine whether the range of alternatives presented in the original
EIS was adequate. The lack of information, in other words, thwarted the discussion of
alternatives to the proposed lease sale, undermining a central component of the NEPA analysis.
The original EIS alternatives consist of three different-sized deferrals of coastal areas from
leasing (the first of which, Alternative I, is inconsistent with the 25-mile coastal buffer zone
mandated by the 2007-12 Five-Year Leasing Program, pursuant to which Lease Sale 193 was to
be held, and is thus not a viable alternative). Because so much information about the Chukchi
Sea is missing, however, it is impossible to determine whether these alternatives would have a
different effect on the environment much less describe to a decision-maker why and how. The
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) identified this flaw, commenting on the draft of the
original EIS:
Alternatives to the Proposed Action that are presented in the Draft EIS include
two variations of exclusion areas along the coastward side of the Planning Area.
However, it is unclear how the boundaries of the excluded areas in the two
alternatives (Alternatives III and IV) were determined. Due to the lack of
information about the Planning Area, the use of the “Opportunity Index” and
other assumptions regarding the potential level of exploration, development and
production activity as a result of a lease sale, it is unclear if the two alternatives,
together with the Proposed Action and a No Action Alternative, represent a range
of reasonable alternatives in the Draft EIS. The Final EIS should present a more
thorough discussion of the decision criteria and the geophysical, biological and
subsistence information that was used to develop the alternatives in order to
demonstrate that a range of reasonable alternatives was considered.
FEIS at 013-002. EPA also suggested that BOEMRE “consider removal of additional areas with
sensitive fish and wildlife, subsistence, and cultural resources, and at a minimum, deferring areas
until further research and studies are conducted to ensure development can occur without
significant impacts to critical resources.” FEIS at II-4. BOEMRE rejected these suggestions, in
part because EPA did not provide specifics as to areas that should be considered for removal. Id.
at II-5 EPA, of course, could not do so, given the lack of information in the Chukchi Sea.
Absent adequate information, it is not possible to frame a meaningful range of alternatives for
the decision-maker. Missing information that would allow the agency to frame alternatives that
provide meaningful choices—namely information sufficient to identify “areas with sensitive fish
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and wildlife, subsistence, and cultural resources” and to provide at least one action alternative
that “ensure[s] development can occur without significant impacts to critical resources”—is
clearly essential to a choice among alternatives.
In the draft SEIS, BOEMRE concludes that the effects under all the action alternatives presented
in the original EIS are basically the same. Draft SEIS at 11 (noting the “commonality of
potential impacts and their severity among all action alternatives, which substantially reduced the
utility of incomplete information to the decision-maker”); see also FEIS at ES-8 (noting that
“[t]he EIS analysis concludes that for most resources, while the alternative [III and IV] would
provide a measure of protection to the resources within the deferral area, the effects to the
resources in the Chukchi Sea area under this alternative would be essentially the same as the
effects under Alternative I.”). This conclusion, if true, which it is not,1 suggests only that the
range of alternatives in the original EIS was inadequate. It highlights, rather than excuses, the
essential nature of missing information to the choice among alternatives.
For example, BOEMRE stated in the original EIS that information about beluga whales was both
important for the lease sale decision and missing from the analysis. It stated that
“[u]nderstanding the distribution and timing of movements of belugas is important for planning
lease sales in the Chukchi Sea and designing possible mitigation measures.” FEIS at IV-163.
But, “[l]ate-summer distribution and fall-migration patterns are poorly known, wintering areas
effectively are unknown, and areas that are particularly important for feeding have not been
identified . . . .” Id. Rather than obtaining this information acknowledged in 2007 to be
important to planning lease sales, BOEMRE in the draft SEIS attempts to excuse itself from that
work with general boilerplate language. See Draft SEIS, App. A at 99 of 143 (stating that
“[w]hile additional information on the distribution and timing of movements of belugas would be
useful, this information is not essential to a reasoned choice among alternatives in this case”
because “[m]uch information is already known on the general habits of the many species of birds
[sic] that use the Chukchi Sea” [and] “this level of available information is sufficient to support
sound scientific judgments and reasoned managerial decisions regarding formulation and
selection of lease sale alternatives” and “[t]he protections that this species receives under the
MMPA will serve to preclude or reduce impacts under all action alternatives”). These
generalizations are not credible attempts to comply with Section 1502.22 with respect to
information the agency itself has admitted is important for the decision-maker. As described in
the next section, BOEMRE’s rationales do not justify the agency’s course.
C.

BOEMRE’s reasons for not to obtain any missing information are arbitrary.

BOEMRE advances five recurring excuses for its decision not to obtain a single piece of
information during the remand period. A key BOEMRE excuse for this extraordinary decision,
that is both explicit and implicit in several rationales, is that missing information is not essential
to the lease sale decision, because that decision is not a consequential commitment of areas to oil
1
The original EIS does acknowledge generally some differences in effects to a number of species among
the alternatives. See FEIS at IV-268-69. However, as described above, the real problem is that there is
not enough information about the biology of the region or effects of oil and gas activities on its wildlife to
determine whether the different alternatives will in fact have different effects or to fashion different
alternatives that will in fact ensure different effects if chosen.
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and gas activities. Thus, information can be obtained at later stages of the OCSLA process,
when the agency is evaluating exploration or production plans.
As an initial matter, this rationale ignores the agency’s practice, which has been to conduct only
abbreviated environmental assessments of exploration plans and to rely heavily in that review on
the analyses the agency conducts at the lease sale stage. See MMS, Shell Gulf of Mexico, Inc.,
2010 Exploration Drilling Program, Chukchi Sea OCS, Alaska, Environmental Assessment at 67 (December 2009); MMS, Shell Offshore Inc. 2010 OCS Exploration Plan, Camden Bay,
Alaska, Environmental Assessment at 2-3 (October 2009). Under this practice, the need to
gather information is always either pushed into the future or deemed unnecessary in light of past
NEPA documents.
More fundamentally, BOEMRE’s excuses fail to recognize the importance of the decision being
made at the lease sale. As described above, at the lease sale stage, BOEMRE makes the decision
about whether to permit oil and gas activities in an area, and the existence of leases, once issued,
considerably constrains the agency’s discretion to alter course. BOEMRE can, of course, deny
lessees’ exploration and development plans, and it can suspend and even cancel leases after they
are issued. But these actions may only be taken in compliance with the substantive and
procedural constraints of OCSLA and its regulations. It is precisely at the lease sale stage—
where the agency finds itself now—when it has full discretion to determine if, when, where, and
how oil and gas activities may occur in a planning area, that information about the biological
resources of an area and the effects of oil and gas activities on those resources is essential.
BOEMRE also misapprehend its obligation under NEPA in preparing the draft SEIS. The job of
the SEIS is to inform the decision-maker and the public about the effects of the decision to offer
oil and gas leases in the Chukchi Sea. To satisfy this obligation, BOEMRE must “prepare a
‘detailed statement’ covering the impact of particular actions on the environment, the
environmental costs which might be avoided, and alternative measures which might alter the
cost-benefit equation . . . to aid in the agencies’ own decision making process and to advise other
interested agencies and the public of the environmental consequences of planned federal action.”
Calvert Cliffs’ Coordinating Comm., Inc. v. U. S. Atomic Energy Comm’n, 449 F.2d 1109, 1114
(D.C. Cir. 1971). “[T]he purpose of an [EIS] is to . . . produce an informed estimate of the
environmental consequences,” Kern v. U.S. Bureau of Land Mgmt., 284 F.3d 1062, 1072 (9th
Cir. 2002) (quotation and citation omitted), and give the decision-maker a “clear idea how to
visualize the environmental harms” of the proposed action, Mass. v. Watt, 716 F.2d 946, 949 (1st
Cir. 1983).
Similarly, BOEMRE states that, although large quantities of data are missing about the Chukchi
Sea, there is enough information available now for informed management and decision-making.
Draft SEIS at 11. This excuse is unsupported. In most instances, BOEMRE makes this
statement without pointing to the information that it relies on to make its management decision
notwithstanding important data gaps. For example, the original EIS states that there is not
enough information to determine whether or not there will be significant effects to marine
mammals from oil and gas activities under the lease sale. FEIS at V-32. Yet, in the draft SEIS,
without disputing the fact that it is unable to determine whether there will or will not be
significant effects to marine mammals from oil and gas activities in the Chukchi Sea and without

13

$ODNVD:LOGHUQHVV/HDJXHHWDO)RXUWHHQ(QYLURQPHQWDO2UJDQL]DWLRQV&RPPHQW

$ODNVD:LOGHUQHVV/HDJXHHWDO)RXUWHHQ(QYLURQPHQWDO2UJDQL]DWLRQV&RPPHQW

pointing to any specific information at all, BOEMRE concludes that there is nonetheless enough
information now to make management decisions. Draft SEIS, App. A at 136 of 143.
BOEMRE’s statement boils down to a conclusion that it is not essential to the lease sale decision
to know whether oil and gas activities that will result from the decision will or will not
significantly affect Chukchi Sea marine mammals. This conclusion is not credible. It
underscores the agency’s abnegation of its NEPA duties to describe in detail the “the actual
impact of proposed projects,” Earth Island Institute v. U.S. Forest Serv., 442 F.3d 1147, 1172
(9th Cir. 2006), in an EIS “to obviate the need for [ ] speculation by insuring that available data
is gathered and analyzed prior to the implementation of the proposed action.” Found. for N. Am.
Wild Sheep v. U.S. Dep’t of Agric., 681 F.2d 1172, 1179 (9th Cir. 1982).

could result from the lease sale and to provide the decision-maker and public with a clear picture
of the potential impacts.

Relatedly, BOEMRE states that it need not obtain additional information because other
environmental laws and regulations would preclude significant adverse effects on particular
resources. Again, BOEMRE misapprehends its obligations under NEPA. An agency may not
rely on the imposition of future mitigation measures to avoid analyzing the impacts of an activity
in an EIS. See S. Fork Band Council of W. Shoshone of Nev. v. U.S. Dep’t of Interior, 588 F.3d
718, 726 (9th Cir. 2009) (holding EIS violated NEPA because it failed to analyze a project’s air
quality impacts in reliance on separate Clean Air Act permitting process); see also Neighbors of
Cuddy Mountain v. U.S. Forest Serv., 137 F.3d 1372, 1381 (9th Cir. 1998) (holding EIS
discussion of mitigation inadequate in part because it was “not clear whether any mitigation
measures would be adopted”); Nat’l Parks & Conservation Ass’n v. Babbitt, 241 F.3d 722, 73435 (9th Cir. 2001). Furthermore, where an EIS relies on mitigation measures to avoid discussing
potential effects, the mitigation measures must “‘be discussed in sufficient detail to ensure that
environmental consequences have been fairly evaluated.’” Neighbors of Cuddy Mountain, 137
F.3d at 1380-81 (EIS violated NEPA where it failed to discuss “how effective the mitigation
measures would be”); Nat’l Parks & Conservation Ass’n, 241 F.3d at 735 (“the impact of the
proposed mitigation measures must be studied as part of the preparation of an EIS”). Neither the
original EIS nor the draft SEIS discusses the future mitigation BOEMRE claims excuses analysis
in any meaningful detail.
BOEMRE also states that it need not obtain further information about adverse impacts because it
has disclosed that significant adverse effects would occur under certain circumstances, such as an
oil spill, and further description of those effects is not necessary. Draft SEIS at 11. This excuse,
however, fails to recognize the agency’s obligation to prepare a “detailed statement” that
provides the decision-maker and public with a “clear idea how to visualize the environmental
harms.” For example, the original EIS said in the context of discrete populations of fish: “Given
a lack of contemporary abundance and distribution information, large oil spill effects on rare or
unique species (including potential extirpation) could occur, but would likely go unnoticed or
undetected.” FEIS at II-34. The draft SEIS responds to this statement as follows: “[i]t is well
understood that the environmental impacts associated with a large oil spill could be quite severe.
Rare species could be affected by such an event whereever [sic] they may occur throughout the
lease sale area . . . the decision-maker already has sufficient information regarding the relative
probability and various impacts of a large oil spill to allow a reasoned choice among lease sale
alternatives.” Draft SEIS, App. A at 2 of 134. Without information about what would happen in
the event of an oil spill, including, for example, what species of fish might be extirpated, it is not
possible for BOEMRE to create a detailed statement of the potential environmental harms that

Finally, BOEMRE states that there is a “commonality” of effects among all action alternatives
which “substantially reduced the utility of incomplete information to the decision-maker.” Draft
SEIS at 11. As an initial matter, and as discussed above, the statement is not true—the original
EIS acknowledges that there are differences among alternatives. The problem is that data gaps
prevent meaningful distinction among those alternatives. Part of the problem is that the lack of
information has led managers to consider the environment as being basically homogenous, which
would be unprecedented for a continental shelf region with varying currents and topography (i.e.,
shoals and canyons). Regions are likely to vary in their importance for a number of species. For
example walrus appear to congregate regularly in the region around Hanna Shoal within the lease
area. See, USGS 2010. Walrus tracking and telemetry data acquired from walruses
instrumented on the Alaska shores of the Chukchi Sea in September 2009. Radio-tagging field
report. USGS Alaska Science Center, Walrus research project.
http://alaska.usgs.gov/science/biology/walrus/pdfs/EC09_Radio_Tagging_Field_Report.pdf. If
information is lacking to allow BOEMRE to determine whether oil and gas activities will have
significant effects on marine mammals, for instance, there is no way to describe in any detail the
effects of any one alternative, let alone describe differences among different alternatives.
Additionally, the statement ignores the comparison that the decision-maker must make between
the action alternatives and the no-action alternatives. It also begs the question whether, if it is
true that effects are the same for all alternatives, the original EIS presented an adequate range of
alternatives.
D.

Other flaws in BOEMRE’s analysis of missing information in the draft SEIS.

The draft SEIS suffers from a number of other flaws in its analysis of missing information.
Exhibit 129 to the plaintiffs’ opening brief in Native Village of Point Hope, upon which
BOEMRE purports to rely at least in part for its identification of missing information in
Appendix A to the draft SEIS, identifies missing information related to threatened spectacled and
Steller’s eiders. These identifications of missing data were contained in a biological evaluation
that BOEMRE prepared in connection with its consultation with the Fish and Wildlife Service
under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. BOEMRE relied on the analyses in that
biological evaluation in the original EIS. Thus, these unknowns must be addressed here in the
draft SEIS.
The draft SEIS fails to include essential information that has been developed about the Chukchi
Sea that BOEMRE itself has developed. This information includes information collected from
the BOEMRE Environmental Studies Program in Alaska. The listing is available at:
http://alaska.boemre.gov/ess/2010_0604_AKPeerReview.pdf (last visited Nov. 21, 2010). For
example, attachment A documents those references from peer reviewed literature produced under
the auspices of the study program since 1990 that BOEMRE failed to consider. BOEMRE must
consider these studies, as some of these studies may contain information relevant to unknowns
about species and habitats as well as the fates and effects of oil and gas exploration and
development on these species and habitats.
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The draft SEIS also failed to include essential information that has been developed about the
Chukchi Sea between the completion of the original EIS in 2007 and the present. This
information is also included in attachment B. One example of an important study that is already
available and provides information essential to the lease sale decision but that BOEMRE has
ignored is Quakenbush, L.T., Small, R.J., and Citta, J.J. 2010. Satellite tracking of western Arctic
bowhead whales. Final Report. OCS study BOEMRE 2010-033. Bureau of Ocean Energy
Management, Regulation and Enforcement. 65 pp plus appendices. The study pertains to the
bowhead whale—an important marine mammal for the Inupiat along the Arctic slope, and a
species afforded protection under the Marine Mammal Protection Act and the Endangered
Species Act. The original EIS acknowledges that “[d]ata are limited on the bowhead whale fall
migration through the Chukchi Sea before the whales move south into the Bering Sea,” and that
“[r]ecent data on distribution, abundance, or habitat use [by bowheads] in the Chukchi Sea
Planning Area are not available.” FEIS at III-51, III-55. The Quakenbush study identified
important corridors for migration and potentially important feeding areas in the Chukchi Sea,
information BOEMRE admits is missing and admits is relevant to potentially significant impacts
from leasing. Draft SEIS, App. A at 25 of 143. BOEMRE should consider the information
provided by these and other studies, such as recent walrus tagging data from the United States
Geological Survey, that are already available but that it has neglected to incorporate into its
analysis of Lease Sale 193 effects.

now would also ensure that, if leases were sold, there would not be an information gap later in
the process, when the agency is called upon to analyze and approve exploration and development
plans on those leases. We are attaching hereto, as attachment C, a draft research plan that sets
forth one possible approach to obtaining missing information that would be true to the
Administration’s commitment to science-based decision-making.

E.

BOEMRE should reassess its approach, obtain essential missing information, and
reconsider the lease sale decision in light of the new information.

BOEMRE should not finalize the draft SEIS as currently written. It should take a new approach
and undertake a meaningful assessment of whether missing information is essential to a reasoned
choice among alternatives, obtain the information that is, assess whether the new information
merits different alternatives, and fully reconsider the Chukchi Sea lease sale in light of that new
information.2
The most effective way to respond to the Court’s order and prepare for decisions about future
industrial activities is to undertake comprehensive research and monitoring that would provide a
fundamental understanding of the marine ecosystem. This information will allow managers to
move from qualitative assertions (i.e., educated guesses) to making quantitative assessments of
potential impacts. Information will allow decision makers to weigh the costs and benefits of
industrial activities and determine whether there are alternatives that could allow for
development while protecting the ecosystem and subsistence way of life. Obtaining information
2
In public meetings on the draft SEIS, BOEMRE repeatedly stated that it has been instructed by the
Alaska Federal District Court to complete its remand analysis by January 21, 2011. This statement is
misleading. Although the Court stated its opinion that a “reasonable goal” for completion of the remand
analysis would be January 21 and directed the agency to make reasonable efforts to respond to the remand
by that date, it was careful to state that it was not “impos[ing] rigid or arbitrary constraints on the
Agency” and explicitly “recognize[d] the Agency’s expertise in the field.” Native Village of Point Hope,
Docket No. 171 at 1-2. Accordingly, the Court instructed the agency to file a report with the Court as to
the agency’s progress by January 21, 2011, if that date proves unrealistic to complete consideration of the
issues on remand. BOEMRE should not use this date as an excuse to avoid conducting the analysis that is
required under NEPA and Section 1502.22
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Once it has obtained missing information and completed a meaningful reanalysis of the potential
effects of Lease Sale 193, BOEMRE should, as it recognizes, Draft SEIS at 4 (“When the EIS
process is completed the Secretary per the court’s remand will affirm or change the department’s
previous Sale 193 decision.”), make anew its decision whether to cancel, modify, or amend the
decision to hold Lease Sale 193. To protect the integrity of the administrative process and avoid
“bureaucratic rationalization and bureaucratic momentum,” BOEMRE and the Department of
Interior must not lend weight to the existence of outstanding leases in the Chukchi Sea—the
prior decision to hold the lease sale must “count for nothing” in the present decision regarding
Lease Sale 193. Northern Cheyenne Tribe v. Hodel, 851 F.2d 1152, 1157 (9th Cir. 1988).
II.

ANALYSIS OF NATURAL GAS DEVELOPMENT

The draft SEIS’s analysis of the effects of natural gas development also falls short in a number of
respects. It fails to adequately take into account climate change, its scenario is unjustifiably
limited, its dismissal of liquefied natural gas (LNG) tankering is unjustified, it fails to adequately
analyze the impacts of pipelines, it fails to adequately analyze the effects of natural gas
production on a number of species, and it fails to analyze the potential for activities to displace
subsistence users.
A.

The draft SEIS fails to adequately take into account climate change.

The draft SEIS, like the original Lease Sale 193 EIS, fails to assess adequately the lease sale’s
impacts in the context of Arctic climate change. It is essential that the final SEIS analyze the
effects of gas development and production in light of Arctic climate change because the draft
SEIS states that “the timeframe for all activities . . . could span 50 years,” and assumes that gasrelated activities will occur during the latter portion of that period. Draft SEIS at 65. The Arctic
at the time natural gas will be developed according to BOEMRE’s scenario will be a very
different place than the Arctic of 2010.
The Arctic is undergoing rapid change. It is warming faster than any other place in the world.
Among the most profound changes are the loss of sea ice, the melting of permafrost, and coastal
erosion. As temperatures continue to rise and precipitation patterns change, species distributions
will shift, and many species will experience increased stress and decreased chance of
reproduction and survival. The listing of the polar bear due to warming-related habitat loss
exemplifies the changing Arctic environment. Polar bears are spending more and more time on
land and less time on ice where they hunt for prey, including seals. As a result, scientists predict
that two-thirds of the world’s polar bear population could disappear by the middle of the century.
The future looks similarly grim for walrus. Walrus are benthic feeders that use the ice as a
platform from which to dive for food. Without sea ice, food will become much more difficult to
access, leading to malnutrition and increased energy expenditures in searching for food.
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B.
The original Lease Sale 193 EIS failed to adequately take into account climate change. The EIS
analyzed the proposed action against a static baseline and ignored likely changes in the Arctic
climate and environment. See, e.g., FEIS at III-47-55 (establishing the baseline for bowheads
without accounting for climate change). As a result, the EIS included an incomplete analysis of
climate change impacts to a number of rare and declining species, including polar bears, walrus,
seals, and other marine mammals. FEIS at IV-145 – IV-171.
The draft SEIS makes the same error. It acknowledges that climate change is occurring. Draft
SEIS at 32-33. Also, it indicates that changes in climate are irregular, making accurate
projections difficult, but adds that “[c]limate change in the Arctic is projected to be larger than in
other areas of the globe . . . .” Id. at 33. It recognizes that “[t]he arctic sea ice is undergoing
changes in extent, thickness, distribution, age, and melt duration . . . .” Id. at 34. However, the
draft SEIS fails to analyze the effects of Arctic gas production and development in the context of
a changed and likely stressed environment.
Scientists predict that over the 50-year time frame of the lease sale activities, the Arctic could
warm by more than three degrees Celsius as compared to a 1981 – 2000 baseline. ACIA, Arctic
Climate Impact Assessment 2005, Cambridge University Press at 122 (Table 4.3), available at
http://www.acia.uaf.edu/pages/scientific.html. As described above, Arctic warming will
dramatically affect the Arctic environment and Arctic species. BOEMRE cannot provide a
complete analysis of the effects of gas development and production without considering these
changes. Thus, the final SEIS must account for the fact that in future decades the Arctic will be
much different than it is today. The final SEIS’s analyses of effects to Arctic species, including
marine mammals, polar bears and walrus, terrestrial mammals, and birds, should account for
factors like diminished habitat, food resources, or population levels, and increased competition
from species expanding their ranges into the Arctic.
BOEMRE should also analyze the impact of natural gas development’s contribution to black
carbon emissions, for example from increased vessel traffic and development infrastructure.
Black carbon is generally regarded as the second most important contributor to Arctic warming
after CO2. It warms the environment by absorbing solar radiation and heating the atmosphere,
and it darkens snow and ice after falling to earth, thus increasing absorption and reducing the
reflection of sunlight and accelerating melting. EPA Ad Hoc Working Group, Current Policies,
Emission Trends and Mitigation Options for Black Carbon in the Arctic Region at 7 (April 28,
2009), available at http://iiasa.ac.at/rains/reports/DRAFTWhitePaper-BCArcticMitigation280909.pdf. Emissions of black carbon from sources in the Arctic itself are particularly
troubling, as Arctic emissions are far more likely to come in contact with and accelerate melt of
Arctic snow and ice. See id. at 20. One recent study indicates that Arctic black carbon
emissions are 10 to 100 times more important with respect to contributing to Arctic black carbon
radiative forcing than emissions outside of the Arctic. Hirdman et al., Source identification of
short-lived air pollutants in the Arctic using statistical analysis of measurement data and particle
dispersion model output, 10 Atmos. Chem. Phys. 669 (Jan. 2010), available at
http://www.atmos-chem-phys.net/10/669/2010/acp-10-669-2010.pdf. BOEMRE should analyze
these effects.

The Draft SEIS arbitrarily assumes no additional seismic or exploration drilling will
occur in the natural gas development scenario.

In the draft SEIS, BOEMRE arbitrarily assumes that gas development and production would
entail no additional seismic surveying or exploration drilling. Draft SEIS at 65. The scenario
forms the basis of the agency’s analysis in the EIS. Thus, an arbitrary scenario infects the entire
analysis of effects throughout the EIS. In the draft SEIS, BOEMRE has projected Chukchi Sea
gas development and production in a manner that ensures effects will be essentially no different
than the effects of projected oil development and production in the original EIS. Draft SEIS at
65.
BOEMRE’s limited gas scenario is arbitrary. BOEMRE assumes that gas development will
result in no additional exploration activities because gas development will remain much less
financially attractive than oil development. Draft SEIS at 65. However, even if gas development
remains less attractive than oil development, this does not justify BOEMRE’s assumption that
gas activities would not involve additional seismic surveying or drilling. Indeed, this assumption
is contrary to the agency’s past statements on the attractiveness and probability of gas
development. In the 2008 Multi-Sale Draft EIS, BOEMRE stated that an operational gas
pipeline would “encourage new exploration, development, and production of natural gas
throughout northern Alaska, including the Arctic OCS.” MMS, Beaufort Sea and Chukchi Sea
Planning Areas, Oil and Gas Lease Sales 209, 212, 217, and 221, Draft EIS, App. E at E-4
(November 2008) (Multi-Sale Draft EIS) (stated in the context of discussing Beaufort Sea gas).
Also, in the administrative record for Lease Sale 193 BOEMRE recognized that some companies
could be even more interested in gas than oil in the Chukchi Sea and the agency noted that
billions of dollars in royalties and taxes could be lost if companies did not develop marginal gas
projects. Email from James Craig, BOEMRE, to John Goll, Re: Chukchi PNOS at 3 (March 19,
2007). A BOEMRE evaluation of Chukchi Sea lease sale scenarios plainly stated that “including
gas development in the scenario will greatly increase potential environmental impacts because
the number of wells and platforms will be greater . . . .” Email from James Craig, BOEMRE, to
Rance Wall, Re: My response to Shell’s request to change the Chukchi scenario at 3 (Dec. 13,
2005).
A pipeline stretching from the Chukchi Sea to the main transport hub near Prudhoe Bay may also
provide an incentive to gas companies to perform additional exploration. The Chukchi Sea could
contain considerable natural gas reserves. Multi-Sale Draft EIS, App. E at E-5, E-3 (stating that
undiscovered gas resources in the Chukchi Sea range from 10.3-209.5 Tcf, while such resources
in the Beaufort Sea range from 0.6-72.2 Tcf). While the gas may presently be less valuable than
oil, the presence of a pipeline to transport gas to market could make any Chukchi Sea gas field
commercially viable. This could cause companies to develop more gas, as well as oil found in
the ground with the gas. It is arbitrary for BOEMRE to ignore this incentive and the possibility
that a gas pipeline could transform the value of developing a gas and oil field from marginally
unprofitable to lucrative.
Moreover, it is arbitrary for BOEMRE to assume that accessible gas will remain relatively
unattractive well into the future. The International Energy Agency predicts that global demand
for natural gas will increase 44 percent between 2008 and 2035, and that this increase in demand
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will end current conditions of oversupply and low price. See
http://www.alaskadispatch.com/dispatches/alaska-beat/88-alaska-beat/7471-iea-nat-gas-demandto-rise-14-yearly-over-long-term. Additionally, future attempts to mitigate climate change could
further boost demand for natural gas because gas is a relatively clean fossil fuel when compared
to oil.

Vessels transporting the LNG to market through the Bering Sea could negatively affect the
critically endangered North Pacific right whale, one of the most endangered whales in the world.
It is essential that BOEMRE consider the possibility that boat strikes could result in mortality to
right whales because the loss of any North Pacific right whale would be a significant effect.

Thus, it is reasonably foreseeable that natural gas leasing in the Chukchi Sea will result in
additional exploration and development activities. BOEMRE’s failure to account for this in the
draft SEIS is arbitrary, and the agency must remedy this omission in the final SEIS. The agency
must consider the effects of additional exploration and development, such as noise disturbances
to bowhead whales and walrus from increased seismic activities, drilling, and icebreaking, the
increased risk of birds striking oil and gas structures, potential air and water discharges from
natural gas drilling, and increased risk of a large oil spill occurring if natural gas development
results in additional oil development.
C.

Additionally, LNG tankering could greatly increase Arctic emissions of black carbon and
contribute to Arctic warming. BOEMRE should analyze these effects.
Thus, given the feasibility of LNG tankering, MMS’s own promotion of the technology during
the process leading to the original Lease Sale 193, industry interest in it, and the potentially
significant impacts of LNG tankering, BOEMRE must include an analysis of the effects of LNG
tankering in the final SEIS.
D.

BOEMRE has not sufficiently analyzed the effects of the construction and operation
of pipelines resulting from natural gas development.

BOEMRE’s dismissal of liquefied natural gas tankering is arbitrary.

As in the original Lease Sale 193 EIS, the draft SEIS arbitrarily fails to analyze the effects of
LNG tankering. In the Lease Sale 193 EIS, BOEMRE refused to analyze the effects of LNG
tankering by arguing that the method of bringing natural gas to market was not feasible or
economically attractive, even though record evidence indicates that LNG tankering is not only
feasible, but is also drawing industry interest. In the draft SEIS BOEMRE continues to ignore
the record evidence indicating the potential for LNG tankering in the Chukchi Sea. Instead of
grappling with this evidence, BOEMRE simply repeats its Lease Sale 193 EIS conclusion that
LNG tankering is not feasible or economically attractive. Draft SEIS at 15.
BOEMRE should analyze the effects of LNG tankering. The record shows that LNG tankering,
is a feasible option that BOEMRE has promoted and industry has showed an interest in. In the
2008 draft Multi-Sale EIS, BOEMRE stated that “LNG is a plausible . . . strategy to export gas
from the Chukchi OCS.” Multi-Sale Draft EIS, App. E at E-6. In its presentations to the North
Slope Borough on Lease Sale 193, BOEMRE indicated that LNG tankering was a possible
development scenario. Chukchi Development Presentation at 5. Further, in commenting on
[BOEMRE]’s Notice of Intent to prepare the EIS for Lease Sale 193, Shell recommended that in
addition to effects of a gas pipeline, LNG tankering “should also be analyzed.” Shell E&P
Company, Comments on Notice of Intent to Prepare an EIS on Proposed Chukchi Sea Lease Sale
193 at 2 (December 9, 2005).

The effects of a gas pipeline spanning from offshore in the Chukchi Sea to near Prudhoe Bay
have never been analyzed. Neither the original Lease Sale 193 EIS nor the draft SEIS
adequately analyzes the potential effects of a hundreds-mile long pipeline traversing diverse
habitat for caribou and other species in across the National Petroleum Reserve—Alaska (NPRA).
As an initial matter, the original Lease Sale 193 EIS’s analysis of an oil pipeline does not provide
the necessary analysis of the effects of a gas pipeline. Even if the gas pipeline travels the same
corridor as the oil pipeline discussed in the original EIS, the later time frame BOEMRE has
identified for gas development will result in the construction of the gas pipeline at a later date.
Also, a second pipeline and additional compression facilities and maintenance activities will
result in other effects, both individually and cumulatively with oil-related activities.

An analysis of LNG tankering is essential because these activities could have substantial effects
on the environment. The infrastructure and activities associated with LNG transport could affect
large areas of the land and ocean. Facilities—including a major LNG plant—and activities on
shore could disturb local species and destroy local habitat, including threatened and endangered
birds. Also, LNG transport could significantly increase vessel traffic in the Chukchi and Bering
seas. Increased noise from these vessels could harm pinnipeds and migrating bowhead whales,
and disturbances of sea ice could have an impact on polar bears, walrus, and other species that
depend on the ice for habitat.

The final SEIS for Lease Sale 193 must consider the effects that a gas pipeline and its associated
facilities and activities could have, in conjunction with oil production and development activities,
on the Arctic environment. However, the draft SEIS provides no more than a cursory and
incomplete analysis of the effects of the construction and operation of a gas pipeline. Instead of
providing a detailed analysis, the draft SEIS relies on later analyses and permitting processes to
identify and prevent environmental harms. See, e.g., Draft SEIS at 81-82 (noting that the
construction and operation of a pipeline is noisy and can disturb threatened and endangered
whales, but relying on later analyses and permitting to identify and prevent impacts). This does
not satisfy NEPA; BOEMRE must take a hard look at the environmental effects of the lease sale
before moving forward. Information about the biological resources of an area and the effects of
oil and gas activities on those resources is essential at the lease sale stage because it is at this
stage that the agency has discretion to determine if, when, where, and how oil and gas activities
may occur in a planning area. Thus, only now can BOEMRE consider the entire scope of the
lease sale and how the action as a whole could affect the Arctic environment and have that
analysis inform the agency’s decision making. At later stages, the agency will already be
invested in particular courses of action, and its discretion may be more constrained.
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In particular, the draft SEIS does not sufficiently analyze the potential effect a gas pipeline over
land could have on caribou. The agency provides only two sentences on this topic, concluding
that an elevated pipeline will not prevent caribou movements and stating that “[p]ipelines
without adjacent roads and vehicle traffic are not likely to affect caribou movements.” Draft
SEIS at 89. BOEMRE should provide a more detailed analysis of the potential for onshore
activities to disturb caribou, including a review of the potential for a natural gas pipeline to delay
caribou movements and the effect that would have on caribou herds and individuals.
A large pipeline stretching across the NPR-A could have important adverse impacts. For
example, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has considered the effects of smaller
pipelines—ones stretching across only part of the NPR-A—in its EISs analyzing potential effects
of different management strategies for the NPR-A. BLM, Northwest National Petroleum
Reserve-Alaska, Final Integrated Activity Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (November
2003) (available at http://www.blm.gov/ak/st/en/prog/planning/npra_general/nw_npra/nw_npra_final_iap.html ) (NW NPR-A IAAP/EIS); BLM, Northeast National Petroleum ReserveAlaska, Final Supplemental Integrated Activity Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (April
2008), available at
http://www.blm.gov/ak/st/en/prog/planning/npra_general/ne_npra/northeast_npr-a_final.html)
(NE NPR-A IAP/EIS. The BLM identified numerous potential adverse effects of even these
much less extensive pipelines. The BLM indicates that onshore oil and gas activities, and
especially roads, can displace caribou and reduce caribou densities for miles. NE NPR-A
IAP/EIS at 4-161. Further, it states that “there could be reproductive consequences from
extensive disruption of caribou [movement] during the insect-relief season.” Id. at 4-162. This
is contrary to BOEMRE’s statement in the draft SEIS that caribou are tolerant of development
and its conclusion that caribou are able to habituate to oil and gas activities. Draft SEIS at 90.
The BLM has also identified particular problems with pipelines themselves. It states that snow
drifts under a pipeline can block or interrupt caribou movements. NW NPR-A IAP/EIS at IV193. It also indicated that parallel sets of pipelines can lengthen crossing delays, NE NPR-A
IAP/EIS at 4-171, as can roads that are adjacent to a pipeline, especially when there is high
traffic on the adjacent roads, NW NPR-A IAP/EIS at IV-193. In some cases, caribou “may be
delayed in crossing a pipeline and road for several minutes or hours in period of heavy traffic.”
Id. “[T]he energetic costs associated with such delays are unknown.” NW NPR-A IAP/EIS at
IV-193.
Moreover, the final SEIS should provide a more comprehensive review of relevant research on
the effects of oil and gas development on caribou. For example, in the draft SEIS, BOEMRE
cites a study from 2000 indicating that onshore development and production have not resulted in
population-level effects. Draft SEIS at 90. However, a later report from the National Research
Council found that
[a]s a result of conflicts with industrial activity during calving and an interaction
of disturbance with the stress of summer insect harassment, reproductive success
of Central Arctic Herd female caribou in contact with oil development from 1988
through 2001 was lower than for undisturbed females, contributing to an overall
reduction in herd productivity.
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National Research Council, Cumulative Environmental Effects of Oil and Gas Activities on
Alaska’s North Slope at 116 (2003).
BOEMRE also has not provided sufficient analysis of the effects the construction of a gas
pipeline from offshore facility to shore would have on marine mammals. For instance,
BOEMRE recognizes that noise from the construction of a gas pipeline can be quite loud, and as
a result, can affect threatened and endangered whales. Draft SEIS at 81. The agency, however,
states that because construction activities will be slow moving, the whales will be able to avoid
the construction area and avoid harm. Id. The Draft SEIS also recognizes that noise from the
construction of a pipeline can disturb seals, whales, and walrus, but provides only a minimal
description of potential harm, and relies on later processes to prevent these harms. Id. at 87-88.
This does not constitute the hard look NEPA requires. The agency mentions that harm may
occur to these species, but fails to analyze the relevance of this harm. The agency states that
whales will avoid pipeline construction, but does not discuss whether the construction will be
excluding whales from important habitat and how this may affect individuals or the species.
Similarly, while the agency presumes that harm to seals and walrus can be avoided, it fails
completely to consider the potential for construction activities to occur near important habitat. In
the final SEIS, BOEMRE should perform a complete analysis of the potential effects of the
construction of a natural gas pipeline that takes into account the locations of important marine
mammal habitat and the cost of excluding animals from that habitat.
E.

BOEMRE fails to adequately analyze the effects of natural gas development on
Arctic species.

BOEMRE has not adequately analyzed the effects gas development and production operations
will have on various Arctic species. The review of the effects of these activities provides very
little data or actual analysis to support the conclusions. BOEMRE in large part attempts to avoid
the need to obtain data and to perform analyses by stating that analyses at later OCSLA stages
can protect health, wildlife, and the Arctic environment. This is insufficient. BOEMRE must
take a hard look at the impact gas operations will have on Arctic species, including birds ,at the
lease sale stage.
The draft SEIS fails to sufficiently consider impacts to polar bears. Significantly, the analysis
fails to account for changes in the Arctic climate and ice extent and how this will affect polar
bears. It states that “[d]uring the open-water season, most polar bears remain offshore on the
pack ice.” Draft SEIS at 83 (quoting FWS 2009 Biological Opinion). The draft SEIS also
assumes that vessel-bear interactions usually result in short-term behavior disturbances. Id. at
83. These assumptions ignore data showing that the disappearance of Arctic sea ice is forcing
polar bears to spend increasing time in open water, and to travel farther to find prey species, such
as seals. Vessels may encounter bears that are hungry and weak either on ice or in the open
ocean; fleeing from a vessel may constitute a very harmful energetic cost to a weak polar bear,
especially one that has already spent much time swimming in the open ocean. The draft SEIS’s
analysis of disturbances to polar bears also fails to recognize that the melting ice is forcing bears
to spend additional time on land, and that due to a lack of access to sea ice hunting habitat, many
of these bears will be very hungry, and perhaps starving. Because oil and gas facilities can draw
hungry bears, gas development and production could increase bear disturbances and human-bear
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encounters. BOEMRE recognizes that human-bear interactions can result in harassment of the
bear, but fails to sufficiently consider the cost of such disturbances to the bear. Id. at 83-84. Of
particular concern is the potential for these interactions to endanger the life of a human or a bear.
For instance, a human-bear encounter may lead to injuries or deaths to workers or an urgent need
to protect a worker that results in the killing of a bear. The final SEIS should provide a
comprehensive analysis of these and other relevant potential effects to polar bears, and should
consider such impacts in light of the changing Arctic climate and environment.
The final SEIS should also provide additional analyses of effects to walrus. BOEMRE
acknowledges that “the potential for serious adverse impacts to individual or groups of walruses
does exist,” Draft SEIS at 88, and has noted that the population of Alaskan pacific walrus is
likely in decline, FEIS at III-74; however, the draft SEIS provides only a very brief analysis of
potential impacts to walrus. Draft SEIS at 88. As with the EIS’s analysis for other species, it
assumes that later permitting processes and mitigation measures will prevent harm. Id.
However, even the short analysis BOEMRE has provided shows this to be arbitrary. The agency
states that aircraft overflights can result in mortality from trampling and the separation of cowcalf pairs, but argues that “BOEM’s minimum altitude requirements would preclude adverse
impacts to walrus, to the extent that human safety considerations permit flying at this altitude.”
Id. Thus, BOEMRE’s own analysis shows that human safety considerations may result in
aircraft flying at an altitude that can startle walrus and cause walrus mortalities. In fact, lowceiling clouds in the Arctic prevent compliance with the minimum altitude requirements with
some frequency. However, BOEMRE essentially ignores this potential harm and refuses to
analyze whether resulting injuries or mortalities could result in population-level effects.
BOEMRE also states that vessels can cause walrus to abandon haulouts, but does not address
further the potential for vessels to disturb walrus. BOEMRE should provide an analysis of the
potential for vessel disturbances to harm walrus. The draft SEIS does not consider any other
potential disturbances to walrus. However, as discussed supra, gas production and development
will require the construction of offshore pipelines and likely will result in additional exploration
and development activity. BOEMRE must remedy these deficiencies by providing a complete
analysis of potential effects to walrus in the final SEIS that includes a discussion of all relevant
impacts.
BOEMRE also has not sufficiently analyzed the effects of gas development and production on
birds. Gas development and production will require an onshore facility and onshore and offshore
pipelines, Draft SEIS at 86, and “could entail relatively large-scale activity . . . .” Id. at 87.
BOEMRE attempts to avoid substantive analysis by stating that later analyses and permitting
processes will prevent impacts to birds. The agency should analyze the effects that disturbance
could have on specific species of bird, including threatened and endangered species, and should
not simply rely on conclusory statements of no significant impact, as it has done in the draft
SEIS. Also, the draft SEIS fails to consider how increased predation due to predator attraction to
natural gas operations will affect bird species, even though it also acknowledges that
development infrastructure can increase concentrations of arctic foxes, which prey on birds and
bird eggs. Draft SEIS at 86-87, 91. The final SEIS should analyze potential effects of increased
predation.
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F.

BOEMRE fails to adequately analyze the potential for gas development and
production activities to displace subsistence users.

The final SEIS should consider the potential for gas development and production activities to
displace subsistence activities. The draft SEIS’s analysis of effects to subsistence-harvest
patterns is largely restricted to the potential for activities to restrict access to resources through
reductions in the resources themselves or changes in the distribution of those resources. Draft
SEIS at 95-98. As detailed elsewhere, BOEMRE’s consideration of effects to Arctic species—
including subsistence species—is lacking. However, beyond those issues, BOEMRE has also
failed to consider the potential for gas development to displace subsistence users. BLM detailed
some relevant subsistence displacement concerns in its Northeast NPR-A Supplemental IAP/EIS.
Subsistence users have identified numerous reasons why they might avoid areas in response to
industrial development. These reasons include a lack of cultural privacy, belief that resource are
contaminated, reduced resource productivity in an area, and physical obstacles. NE NPR-A
IAP/EIS at 3-135. Natural gas development resulting from Lease Sale 193 has the potential to
result in large scale and far reaching industrial activities that could displace subsistence users
from vast expanses of subsistence lands as occurred during development of the Prudhoe Bay
region. See Wernham, A. 2007. Inupiat health and proposed Alaskan oil development: Results of
the first integrated Health Impact Assessment/Environmental Impact Statement for proposed oil
development on Alaska’s North Slope. EcoHealth 4:500-513. In the final SEIS, BOEMRE
should analyze the potential for gas development and production to have such an effect.
III.

NEW INFORMATION FROM THE DEEPWATER HORIZON SPILL

BOEMRE states in the draft SEIS that it need not consider the Deepwater Horizon spill in the
Gulf of Mexico because it is beyond the scope of the remand. Draft SEIS at 16. Alternatively,
BOEMRE states that the Gulf spill need not be incorporated into the Chukchi Sea lease sale
analysis because (i) it has not changed baseline conditions in the Chukchi Sea, since it occurred
in the Gulf of Mexico, (ii) it occurred in deep water and the Chukchi Sea lease sale area is
predominantly shallow water, and (iii) “any change in likelihood of an oil spill from a blowout
during exploration drilling would not alter the potential effects of the oil spill already analyzed”
in the original EIS. Id. These reasons are unavailing, and BOEMRE should analyze new
information from the spill that is still being developed by, for example, the Presidential
commission on the Deepwater Horizon spill.
NEPA compels supplementation of environmental impact analyses when “there are significant
new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns and bearing on the
proposed action or its impacts.” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.9(c)(1)(ii); see also Idaho Sporting Cong.,
Inc. v. Alexander, 222 F.3d 562, 566 n.2 (9th Cir. 2000). The events surrounding the Deepwater
Horizon spill provide significant new information that requires BOEMRE to supplement its
analysis of lease sale 193. See, e.g., Council on Environmental Quality, Report Regarding the
Minerals Management Service’s National Environmental Policy Act Policies, Practices, and
Procedures as They Relate to Outer Continental Shelf Oil and Gas Exploration and Development
(Aug. 16, 2010) at 32, available at
http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/microsites/ceq/20100816-ceq-mms-ocs-nepa.pdf
(stating “The BP Oil Spill constitutes significant new information and circumstances that may
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require reevaluation of some conclusions reached in prior NEPA reviews and other
environmental analyses and studies”). Fundamentally, the oil spill in the Gulf shows that that
large spills from exploration drilling can happen and that, even in the relatively benign
conditions of the Gulf, they cannot be contained. These facts alone fundamentally undermine
BOEMRE’s assumptions about oil spills in the original EIS. In the original EIS, for instance,
BOEMRE concludes that no oil spill would occur during exploration drilling. FEIS, App. A at
A.1-1-A.1-2. Any oil spill would occur only during development and production. Id. The
Deepwater Horizon spill shows that, even with the latest technology, oil spills do, in fact, occur
during exploration. In addition, the spills analyzed in the original EIS—a 1,500 barrel oil spill
from a production facility and a 4,600 barrel oil spill from a pipeline, FEIS at IV-19—are less
than 1/1000 the size of the Deepwater Horizon spill—estimated by the Presidential commission
investigating the Deepwater Horizon spill at close to 5,000,000 barrels of oil. See National
Commission on the BP Deepwater Horizon Oil Spill and Offshore Drilling, The Amount and the
Fate of the Oil, Draft, Staff Working Paper No.3 at 16 (Oct. 6, 2010). The original EIS does not
analyze a large blowout spill. In light of the Deepwater Horizon, BOEMRE cannot dismiss a
blowout spill as not reasonably foreseeable. In addition, BOEMRE must supplement its analysis
of oil spill prevention and containment to reflect the lessons being learned from the spill and its
aftermath, including the effects of dispersants.
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CONCLUSION
BOEMRE should not finalize the draft SEIS in its current. With respect to missing information,
BOEMRE should reassess whether there is essential missing information, taking into
consideration the ongoing United States Geological Survey analysis of Arctic data gaps. It
should obtain information that is essential to a lease sale decision, most effectively by engaging
in a comprehensive and integrated research program. It should then prepare a revised draft SEIS
that analyzes Lease Sale 193 in light of this new information. With respect to its analysis of
natural gas development, BOEMRE should revise its assumptions and improve its analysis as
described above. Once it has prepared an adequate and informative draft SEIS, it should make
the document available for public comment. Thereafter, the agency should consider anew in
light of this new information whether to cancel, modify, or affirm its decision to hold Lease Sale
193.
Respectfully,
Cindy Shogan
Executive Director
ALASKA WILDERNESS LEAGUE

Rebecca Noblin
Alaska Director
CENTER FOR BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY

Sierra Weaver
Staff Attorney
DEFENDERS OF WILDLIFE

Erik Grafe
Attorney
EARTHJUSTICE

26

27

$ODNVD:LOGHUQHVV/HDJXHHWDO)RXUWHHQ(QYLURQPHQWDO2UJDQL]DWLRQV&RPPHQW

$ODNVD:LOGHUQHVV/HDJXHHWDO)RXUWHHQ(QYLURQPHQWDO2UJDQL]DWLRQV&RPPHQW

Table of Attachments

Description
A

Peer Reviewed Publications for MMS Funded Projects (1990-Present) missing from the
SEIS and FEIS for Chukchi 193

B

List of recent studies that should be considered in the SEIS

C

A Comprehensive, Integrated Approach to Arctic Science and Local and Traditional
Knowledge for Offshore Oil and Gas Planning (DRAFT)

Attachment A

$ODNVD:LOGHUQHVV/HDJXHHWDO)RXUWHHQ(QYLURQPHQWDO2UJDQL]DWLRQV&RPPHQW

PeerͲreviewedPublicationsforMMSFundedProjects(1990ͲPresent)missingfromtheSEISandFEIS
forChukchi193(http://alaska.boemre.gov/ess/2010_0604_AKPeerReview.pdf)
Barber,W.E.,R.L.Smith,M.VallarinoandR.M.Meyer.1997.DemersalFishAssemblagesofthe
NortheasternChukchiSea,Alaska.FisheryBulletin95:195Ͳ208.
Becker,P.R.,Koster,B.J.,Wise,S.A.andZeisler,R.1990.AlaskanMarineMammalTissueArchival
Project,BiologicalTraceElementResearch.TheHumanaPressInc.329Ͳ334.
Becker,P.R.,B.J.Koster,S.A.WiseandR.Zeisler.1993.BiologicalSpecimenBankinginArcticResearch:
AnAlaskaPerspective.ScienceoftheTotalEnvironment139/140:69Ͳ95.
Becker,P.R.,E.A.Mackey,R.Demiralp,B.J.KosterandS.A.Wise.InPress.EstablishingBaselineLevelsof
ElementsinMarineMammalsThroughAnalysisofBankedLiverTissues.Subramaniam,K.S.and
Iyengar,G.V.EnvironmentalBiomonitoringandSpecimenBankingWashington,DC.American
ChemicalSocietyBooks.
Becker,P.R.,E.A.Mackey,R.Demiralp,M.M.Schantz,B.J.KosterandS.A.Wise.1997.Concentrationsof
ChlorinatedHydrocarbonsandTraceElementsinMarineMammalTissuesArchivedintheU.S.
NationalBiomonitoringSpecimenBank.Chemosphere34:2067Ͳ2098.
Becker,P.R.,E.A.Mackey,R.Demiralp,R.Suydam,G.Early,B.J.KosterandS.A.Wise.1995.Relationship
ofSilvertoSeleniumandMercuryintheLiverTissueofTwoSpeciesofToothedWhales
(odontocetes).MarinePollutionBulletin30:262Ͳ271.
Becker,P.R.,S.A.Wise,L.Thorsteinson,B.J.KosterandT.Rowles.1997.SpecimenBankingofMarine
OrganismsintheUnitedStates:CurrentStatusandLongͲTermPerspective.ElsevierScienceLtd.
34:9/101889Ͳ1906.
BeloreR.C,K.Trudel,J.V.MullinandA.Guarino.2009.LargeͲscaleColdWaterDispersantEffectiveness
ExperimentswithAlaskanCrudeOilsandCorexit9500and9527Dispersants.MarinePollution
Bulletin58:118Ͳ128.
Bentzen,R.L.,A.N.Powell,L.M.PhillipsandR.S.Suydam.2010.IncubationBehaviorofKingEidersonthe
CoastalPlainofNorthernAlaska.PublishedonlinePolarBiol:8.
Bercha,F.G.,R.TPrentkiandC.Smith.2008.PredictionofOilSpillOccurrenceProbabilitiesinthe
AlaskanBeaufortandChukchiSeasOCS.Proceedings:InternationalConferenceandExhibition
onPerformanceofShipsandStructuresinIce,20Ͳ23July2008,Banff,Canada.
Bercha,F.G.,R.T.PrentkiandM.Cerovsek.2003.ArcticSubseaPipelineOilSpillProbablisticAnalysis.
Proceedings:TheProceedingsofTheThirteenth(2003)InternationalOffishoreandPolar
EngineeringConference,May25Ͳ30,2003,Honolulu,HI.InternationalSocietyofOffshoreand
PolarEngineers510Ͳ517.

$ODNVD:LOGHUQHVV/HDJXHHWDO)RXUWHHQ(QYLURQPHQWDO2UJDQL]DWLRQV&RPPHQW

Blackwell,S.B.,W.J.Richardson,C.R.Greene,Jr.andB.Streever.2007.BowheadWhale(Balaena
mysticetus)MigrationandCallingBehaviorintheAlaskanBeaufortSea,Autumn2001Ͳ04:An
AcousticLocalizationStudy.Arctic60:255Ͳ270.
Blix,A.S.andJ.WLentfer.1992.NoiseandVibrationLevelsinArtificialPolarBearDensasRelatedto
SelectedPetroleumExplorationandDevelopmentalActivities.Arctic45:20Ͳ24.
Bluhm,B.A.,R.GradingerandM.R.Nielson.2005.TheRoleofSeaIceSedimentsintheSeasonal
DevelopmentofNearͲshoreArcticFastIceBiotaofBarrow,Alaska.
Boersma,P.D.,J.K.ParrishandA.BKettle.1995.CommonMurreAbundance,Phenology,and
ProductivityontheBarrenIslands,Alaska:TheExxonValdezOilSpillandLongͲTerm
EnvironmentalChange.AmericanSocietyforTestingMaterials.820Ͳ853.
Brandvik,P.J.,P.SDaling,D.DickinsandIBuist.2007.BehaviorandWeatheringofOilSpillsunderArctic
ConditionsandImplicationsforResponse.
Brown,J.S.andP.D.Boehm.2003.TheANIMIDAPrograminNorthernAlaska.Proceedings:Oceanology
International2003,June4Ͳ6,2003,NewOrleans,LA.
Brown,J.S.,P.DBoehmandJ.H.Trefry.2000.TheMineralsManagementServiceArcticNearshore
ImpactMonitoringintheDevelopmentArea(ANIMIDA)Program:PhaseIofaMultiͲyear
MonitoringProgramintheNearshoreBeaufortSea.Proceedings:23rdArcticandMarineOilspill
Program(AMOP)TechnicalSeminar,June14Ͳ16,2000,Vancouver,BC.EnvironmentCanada.
Brown,J.S.,P.D.Boehm,andL.L.Cook.2001.TheMineralsManagementServiceANIMIDAProgram:
HydrocarbonChemistryofSedimentsandBiotaintheNearshoreBeaufortSea[Abstract].
Buist,I.,R.Belore,F.Bercha,M.Cerovšek,A.Lewis,J.Wilson,B.RinelliandR.T.Prentki.2005.
PersistenceofCrudeOilSpillsonOpenWater.Proceedings:28thArcticandMarineOilspill
Program(AMOP)TechnicalSeminar.EnvironmentCanada.
Buist,I.A.,R.Belore,D.Dickins,A.Guarino,D.HackenbergandZ.Wang.2009.EmpiricalWeathering
PropertiesofOilinSnowandIce.Proceedings:20thInternationalConferenceonPortandOcean
EngineeringUnderArcticConditions.TobepublishedinColdRegionsScienceandTechnology.
Burns,J.J.,J.J.MontagueandC.J.Cowles.1993.TheBowheadWhale.SocietyforMarineMammalogy
787pp.
Callaway,D.G.andA.Pilyasov.1993.ComparativeAnalysisoftheSettlementsofNewChaplinoand
Gambell.PolarRecord29:25Ͳ36.
Carey,A.G.1991.EcologyofNorthͲAmericanArcticContinentalShelfBenthos:AReview.Continental
ShelfResearch11:865Ͳ883.

Bercha,F.G.,R.T.Prentki,C.SmithandM.Cerovsek.2006.ProbabilisticPredictionofOilSpillOccurrence
ProbabilitiesintheAlaskanOCS.Proceedings:InternationalConferenceandExhibitionon
PerformanceofShipsandStructuresinIce(ICETECH2006),16Ͳ19July2006,Banff,Canada.
SocietyofNavalArchitectsandMarineEngineers.

Carlson,P.R.andK.A.Kvenvolden.1996.TrackingExxonValdezOilfromBeachtoDeepwaterSediments
ofPrinceWilliamSound,Alaska.AmericanFisheriesSocietySymposium18:109Ͳ120.

$ODNVD:LOGHUQHVV/HDJXHHWDO)RXUWHHQ(QYLURQPHQWDO2UJDQL]DWLRQV&RPPHQW

$ODNVD:LOGHUQHVV/HDJXHHWDO)RXUWHHQ(QYLURQPHQWDO2UJDQL]DWLRQV&RPPHQW

Chen,C.ͲT.A.1993.SummerͲWinterComparisonsofOxygen,Nutrients,andCarbonatesinPolarSeas.La
Mer26:1Ͳ11.

Dunton,K.H.,S.V.SchonbergandD.W.Funk.2009.InterannualandSpatialVariabilityinLight
Attenuation:EvidencefromThreeDecadesofGrowthintheArcticKelp,Laminariasolidungula.
SmithsonianInstitutionScholarlyPress271Ͳ284.

Christopher,S.J.,S.S.VanderPol,R.S.Pugh,R.D.DayandP.R.Becker.2002.DeterminationofMercuryin
theEggsofCommonMurres(Uriaaalge)fortheSeabirdTissueArchivalandMonitoringProject.
TheRoyalSocietyofChemistry1Ͳ7.
Clayton,J.R.,Jr.,E.Reimnitz,J.R.PayneandE.W.Kempema.1990.EffectsofAdvancingFreezeFrontson
DistributionsofFineͲGrainedSedimentParticlesinSeawaterͲandFreshwaterͲSlushIceSlurries.
JournalofSedimentaryPetrology60:145Ͳ151.
Coon,M.D.,G.S.KnokeandM.A.Stika.1990.PerformanceandCompatibilityAnalysisofFourOilͲSpill
FateComputerModels4pp.
Coon,M.D.,R.Kwok,G.Levy,M.Pruis,H.L.Schreyer,andD.L.Sulsky.2007.AIDJEXAssumptions
RevisitedandFoundInadequate.JournalofGeophysicalResearch112:34pp.
Crecelius,E.A.,J.H.Trefry,M.S.SteinhauerandP.DBoehm.1991.TraceMetalsinSedimentsfromthe
InnerContinentalShelfoftheWesternBeaufortSea.EnvironmentalGeologyandWaterScience.
18:71Ͳ79.
Danenberger,E.P.1993.OuterContinentalShelfDrillingBlowouts,1971Ͳ1991.OffshoreTechnology
Conference.
Delvigne,G.A.L.1991.OnScaleModelingofOilDropletFormationfromSpilledOil.Proceedings:1991
InternationalOilSpillConference(Prevention,Behavior,Control,Cleanup),March4Ͳ7,1991,San
Diego,CA.AmericanPetroleumInstitute.
D'Souza,A.,S.Badopadhyay,A.S.Naidu,R.GanguliandD.Misra.2009.ExplorationandEstimationof
GravelResourcePotentialinSoutheastChukchiSeaContinentalShelfOffKivalina,Alaska.
MarineResourcesandGeotechnology27:4255Ͳ4272.
Dunton,K.H.1990.GrowthandProductioninLaminariasolidungulaRelationtoContinuousUnderwater
LightLevelsintheAlaskanHighArctic.MarineBiology106:297Ͳ304.
Dunton,K.H.1992.ArcticBiogeography:TheParadoxoftheMarineBenthicFaunaandFlora.Trendsin
EcologyandEvolution7:183Ͳ189.
Dunton,K.H.andP.KDayton.1995.TheBiologyofHighLatitudeKelp.ElsevierScienceB.V.499Ͳ507.
Dunton,K.H.andS.V.Schonberg.2000.TheBenthicFaunalAssemblageoftheBoulderPatch
Community.TheNaturalHistoryofanArcticOilField.SanDiego,CA.AcademicPress371Ͳ397.
Dunton,K.H.,S.VSchonberg,L.RMartinandG.S.Mueller.1992.SeasonalandAnnualVariationsinthe
UnderwaterLightEnvironmentofanArcticKelpCommunity.AmericanAcademyofUnderwater
Sciences83Ͳ92.

Dunton,K.H.,T.J.WeingartnerandE.C.Carmack.2006.TheNearshoreWesternBeaufortSeaEcosystem:
CirculationandImportanceofTerrestrialCarbonintheArcticCoastalFoodWebs.Progressin
Oceanography71:362Ͳ378.
Durell,G.,J.Neff,J.BrownandJ.Trefry.2006.MonitoringtheImpactofNearͲShoreDevelopmentand
ProductionintheArcticBeaufortSea,Alaska.Proceedings:SPEInternationalHealth,Safety,and
EnvironmentConferencePaper,April2Ͳ4,2006,AbuDhabi,UAE.SocietyofPetroleumEngineers
PaperNumber98500ͲMS.
Durner,G.M.,S.C.AmstrupandK.J.Ambrosius.2001.RemoteIdentificationofPolarBearMaternalDen
HabitatinNorthernAlaska.Arctic54:115Ͳ121.
Emons,H.1997.Proceedings:BiologicalEnvironmentalSpecimenBanking,SecondInternational
SymposiumandWorkshop,May20Ͳ23,1996,Stockholm,Sweden.ElsevierScienceLtd.34:Nos
9/10.
Eschenbach,T.G.,W.V.Harper,C.M.AndersonandR.TPrentki.2010.EstimatingOilSpillOccurrence
Rates:ACaseStudyforOCSAreasofGulfofMexico.JournalofEnvironmentalStatistics1:19pp.
Fabry,V.J.,J.B.McClintock,J.T.MathisandJ.M.Grebmeier.2009.OceanAcidificationatHighLatitudes:
TheBellwether.Oceaonography22:160Ͳ171.
Fay,F.H.,J.J.Burns,S.W.StokerandJ.S.Grundy.1994.TheStuckͲandͲLostFactorinAlaskanWalrus
Harvests,1952Ͳ1972.JournaloftheArcticInstituteofNorthAmerica47:368Ͳ373.
Feder,H.M.,A.S.Naidu,S.C.Jewett,J.M.Hameedi,W.R.JohnsonandT.E.Whitledge.1994.The
NortheasternChukchiSea:BenthosͲEnvironmentalInteractions.MarineEcologyProgressSeries
111:170Ͳ190.
Finley,K.1990.IsabellaBay,BaffinIsland:AnImportantHistoricalandPresentͲdayConcentrationArea
fortheEndangeredBowheadWhale(Balaenamysticetus)oftheEasternCanadianArctic.Arctic
43:137Ͳ152.
Flint,P.L.,D.L.Lacroix,J.A.ReedandR.B.Lanctot.2004.MovementsofFlightlessLongͲTailedDucks
duringWingMolt.Waterbirds27:35Ͳ40.
Franson,J.C.,T.E.Hollmen,P.L.Flint,J.B.GrandandR.B.Lanctot.2004.ContaminantsinMoltingLongͲ
TailedDucksandNestingCommonEidersintheBeaufortSea.MarinePollutionBulletin48:504Ͳ
513.
Frey,C.L.andS.L.Wood.2003.DevelopmentofanAutonomousUnderwaterVehicleforSubͲIce
EnvironmentalMonitoringinPrudhoeBay,Alaska.FloridaInstituteofTechnology1161Ͳ1173.
Geraci,J.R.1990.PhysiologicandToxicEffectsonCetaceans.SeaMammalsandOil:Confrontingthe
Risks.SanDiego,California.AcademicPress,Inc.265Ͳ275.

$ODNVD:LOGHUQHVV/HDJXHHWDO)RXUWHHQ(QYLURQPHQWDO2UJDQL]DWLRQV&RPPHQW

$ODNVD:LOGHUQHVV/HDJXHHWDO)RXUWHHQ(QYLURQPHQWDO2UJDQL]DWLRQV&RPPHQW

Gibson,D.D.andG.V.Byrd.2007.BirdsoftheAleutianIslands,Alaska.SeriesinOrnithology,1.Nuttall
OrnithologicalClubandAmericanOrnithologists'Union

Hatch,S.A.andM.A.Hatch.1990.BreedingSeasonsofOceanicBirdsinaSubarcticColony.Canadian
JournalofZoology68:1664Ͳ1679.

Gill,R.E.,Jr.,andC.M.Handel.1990.TheImportanceofSubarcticIntertidalHabitatstoShorebirds:A
studyoftheCentralYukonͲKuskokwimDelta,Alaska.TheCondor92:709Ͳ725.

Hatch,S.A.1990.IncubationRhythmintheFulmarFulmarusglacialis:AnnualVariationandSexRoles.
IBIS132:515Ͳ524.

GlazierE.J.,C.PattersonandA.Craver.2006.TowardMitigationProblemsattheFisheriesͲOil
DevelopmentInterface:TheCaseoftheSalmonDriftGillnetFisheryinCookInlet,Alaska.
HumanOrganization65.

Hatch,S.A.1990.IndividualVariationinBehaviorandBreedingSuccessofNorthernFulmars.TheAuk
107:750Ͳ755.

Gleason,J.S.andK.D.Rode.2009.PolarBearDistributionandHabitatAssociationReflectLongͲterm
ChangesinFallSeaIceConditionsintheAlaskanBeaufortSea.Arctic62:405Ͳ417.
Gleason,J.S.,C.MonnetandC.J.Cowles.2006.LongͲTermChangesinHabitatsAssociatedwithPolar
BearSightingsintheAlaskanBeaufortSea:1979Ͳ2004.WildlifeSocietyBulletinAbstractOnly.
Gradinger,R.,M.R.KaufmanandB.A.Bluhm.2009.ThePivotalRoleofSeaIceSedimentsforthe
SeasonalDevelopmentofNearͲShoreArcticFastIceBiota.MarineEcologyProgressSeries
394:49Ͳ63.
Groves,J.E.andW.J.Stringer.1991.TheUseofAVHRRThermalInfraredImagerytoDetermineSeaIce
ThicknesswiththeChukchiPolynya.Arctic44:130Ͳ139.
Gundlach,E.R.andR.E.McMahon.1991.Computerized(GIS)SensitivityMappinginAlaska.Proceedings:
1991InternationalOilSpillConference(Prevention,Behavior,Control,Cleanup),March4Ͳ7,
1991,SanDiego,CA.UnitedStates,DOT,CG;AmericanPetroleumInstitute;andUnitedStates,
EPA718pp.

Hatch,S.A.1990.TimeAllocationbyNorthernFulmarsFulmarusglacialisduringtheBreedingSeason.
OrnisScandinavica21:89Ͳ98.
Hatch,S.A.1991.EvidenceforColorPhaseEffectsontheBreedingandLifeHistoryofNorthernFulmars.
TheCondor93:409Ͳ417
Hatch,S.A.andM.A.Hatch.1990.ComponentsofBreedingProductivityinaMarineBirdCommunity:
KeyFactorsandConcordance.CanadianJournalofZoology68:1680Ͳ1690.
Hatch,S.A.,P.M.Meyers,D.M.MulcahyandD.C.Douglas.2000.PerformanceofImplantableSatellite
TransmittersinDivingSeabirds.USGSWaterbirds23(1):84Ͳ94.
Herman,B.M.andS.A.Zerwick.1994.APreliminaryAnalysisofPotentialFieldDataintheSouthern
ChukchiSea.Proceedings:1992InternationalConferenceonArcticMarginsOCSStudyMMS94Ͳ
0040.UnitedStatesDepartmentoftheInterior,MineralsManagementService,AlaskaOCS
Region301Ͳ306.
Higgins,M.E.andJ.J.Cassano.2009.ImpactsofReducedSeaIceonWinterArcticAtmospheric
Circulation,Precipitation,andTemperature.JGeophys.Res114pp.

Haney,J.C.1993.ACloserLook:IvoryGull.Birding330Ͳ338.
Harding,A.M.A.,T.I.vanPelt,J.F.PiattandA.S.Kitaysky.2002.ReductionofProvisioningEffortin
ResponsetoExperimentalManipulationofChickNutritionalStatusintheHornedPuffin.The
Condor842Ͳ847.
Harper,W.V.andT.G.Eschenbach.2007.ExcelFunctionstoComputeExactConfidenceIntervalsforthe
RatioofTwoFailureRates(RatiosofPoissonMeansofOilSpillRatesandOtherApplications).
ReliabilityReview27:11Ͳ29.
Harper,W.V.,T.G.Eschenbach,andT.R.James.2008.DetermineExactPoissonC.I.UsingExcelVBA
Function.R&MTechnicalBriefs2:1Ͳ6.

Hobson,K.A.andD.M.Schell.1998.StableCarbonandNitrogenIsotopePatternsinBaleenfromEastern
ArcticBowheadWhales(Balaenamysticetus).Can.J.Fish.Aquat.Sci.55:2601Ͳ2607.
Hollmen,T.E.,J.C.Franson,P.L.Flint,J.B.Grand,R.B.Lanctot,D.E.DochertyandH.M.Wilson.2003.An
AdenovirusLinkedtoMortalityandDiseaseinLongͲTailedDucks(ClangulaHyemalis)inAlaska.
AvianDiseases47:1434Ͳ1440.
Howell,M.D.,J.B.GrandandP.L.Flint.2003.BodyMoltofMaleLongͲTailedDucks.TheNearͲShore
WatersOfTheNorthSlope,Alaska.WilsonBulletin115:170Ͳ175.

Harper,W.V.,T.G.EschenbachandT.R.James.2008.ExposureVariablesforReliabilityAssessment:
ExactPoissonCI.ReliabilityReview28:23Ͳ29.

Humphrey,B.,E.H.OwensandG.Sergy.1991.LongͲTermResultsfromtheBIOSShorelineExperimentͲ
SurfaceOilCover.Proceedings:1991InternationalOilSpillConference(Prevention,Behavior,
Control,Cleanup),March4Ͳ7,1991,SanDiego,CA.UnitedStates,DOT,CG;AmericanPetroleum
Institute;andUnitedStates,EPA447Ͳ452.

Harper,W.V.,T.RJamesandT.G.Eschenbach.2008.MaximumLikelihoodEstimationMethodology
ComparisonfortheThreeͲParameterWeibullDistributionwithApplicationstoOffshoreOilSpills
intheGulfofMexico.AmericanStatisticalAssociation.

Humphrey,B.,G.SergyandE.H.Owens,1990.StrandedOilPersistenceinColdClimates.Proceedings:
ThirteenthArcticandMarineOilspillProgramTechnicalSeminar,June6Ͳ8,1990,Edmonton,
Alberta.EnvironmentCanada401Ͳ410.

$ODNVD:LOGHUQHVV/HDJXHHWDO)RXUWHHQ(QYLURQPHQWDO2UJDQL]DWLRQV&RPPHQW

$ODNVD:LOGHUQHVV/HDJXHHWDO)RXUWHHQ(QYLURQPHQWDO2UJDQL]DWLRQV&RPPHQW

Humphries,E.andK.Winker.2010.WorkingThroughPolytomies:AukletRevisted.Molecular
PhylogeneticsandEvolution.

Kelly,B.P.andL.T.Quakenbush.1990.SpatiotemporalUseofLairsbyRingedSeals(Phocahispida).
CanadaJournalofZoology68:2503Ͳ2512.

Jarvela,L.E.andL.K.Thorsteinson.MovementsandtemperatureoccupancyofsonicallytrackedDolly
VardenandarcticciscoesinCamdenBay,Alaska.AmericanFisheriesSocietySymposium19,
165Ͳ174.97.AmericanFisheriesSociety.

Kempema,E.W.,E.ReimnitzandP.W.Barnes.1990.SaltͲWaterAnchorIceFormationObservationsfrom
theAlaskanBeaufortSeaandFlumeExperiments.Proceedings:SeaIcePropertiesandProcesses
oftheW.F.WeeksSeaIceSymposium,December,1988,SanFrancisco,CA.U.S.ArmyCold
RegionsResearchandEngineeringLaboratory114Ͳ116.

Jayko,K.,Reed,M.andBowles,A.SimulationofInteractionsBetweenMigratingWhalesandPotential
OilSpills.Environ.Pullution63:97Ͳ127.90.
Jensen,K.C.1990.ResponsesofMoltingPacificBlackBranttoExperimentalAircraftDisturbanceinthe
TeshekpukLakeSpecialArea,Alaska.Wildl.Soc.Bull.
Jin,M.,J.Wang,K.Mizobata,H.HuandK.Shimada.2008.ObservationsandModelingoftheIceͲOcean
ConditionsintheCoastalChukchiandBeaufortSeas.ActaOceanologicaSinica27:79Ͳ87.

\Kemperna,E.W.,E.ReimnitzJr.,J.R.ClaytonJr.andJ.R.Payne.1993.InteractionsofFrazilandAnchor
IcewithSedimentaryParticlesinaFlume.ColdRegionsScienceandTechnology21:137Ͳ149.
Klaus,A.D.,J.S.OliverandR.G.Kvitek.1990.TheEffectsofGrayWhale,Walrus,andIceGouging
DisturbanceonBenthicCommunitiesintheBeringSeaandChukchiSea,Alaska.National
GeographicResearch6:470Ͳ484.
Knapp,G.andT.A.Morehouse.1991.Alaska'sNorthSlopeBoroughRevisited.PolarRecord27:303Ͳ312.

Johnson,S.R.1993.AnImportantEarlyͲAutumnStagingAreaforPacificFlywayBrant(Brantabernicla):
KasegalukLagoon,ChukchiSea,Alaska.JournalofFieldOrnithology64:539Ͳ548.

Koons,D.N.,J.B.Grand,B.ZinnerandR.F.Rockwell.2005.TransientPopulationDynamics:Relationsto
LifeHistoryandInitialPopulationState.EcologicalModeling185:283Ͳ297.

Johnson,S.R.1998.DistributionandMovementsofBroodͲRearingLesserSnowGeeseinRelationto
PetroleumDevelopmentinArcticAlaska.JournaloftheArcticInstituteofNorthAmerica51:336Ͳ
344.

Koski,W.R.andG.W.Miller.2009.HabitatUsebyDifferentSizeClassesofBowheadWhalesinthe
CentralBeaufortSeaduringLateSummerandAutumn.Arctic62:`37Ͳ150.

Johnson,S.R.,D.A.WigginsandP.F.Wainwright.1993.LateͲSummerAbundanceandDistributionof
MarineBirdsinKasegalukLagoon,ChukchiSea,Alaska.Arctic46:212Ͳ227.

Koski,W.R.,J.C.George,G.SheffieldandM.S.Galginaitis.2005.SubsistenceHarvestsofBowhead
Whales(Balaenamysticetus)atKaktovik,Alaska.J.CetaceanRes.Manage.7:33Ͳ37.

Johnson,W.R.andR.PLaBelle.1991.ComparisonofModeledLagrangianTrajectoryStatistics.
Proceedings:1991InternationalOilSpillConference(Prevention,Behavior,Control,Cleanup),
March4Ͳ7,1991,SanDiego,CA.UnitedStates,DOT,CG;AmericanPetroleumInstitute;and
UnitedStates,EPA737Ͳ739.

Koski,W.R.,R.A.Davis,G.W.MillerandWithrowD.E.1992.GrowthRatesofBowheadWhalesas
DeterminedfromLowͲlevelAerialPhotogrammetry.Rep.Int.Whal.Commn42:491Ͳ499.

Johnson,W.R.andT.Paluszkiewicz.1992.RiskAssessmentInitiativesintheU.S.BeaufortSea.
Proceedings:FifteenthArcticandMarineOilspillProgramTechnicalSeminar,June10Ͳ12,1992,
Edmonton,Alberta,Canada.EnvironmentCanada197Ͳ210.

Kucklick,J.R.,W.D.J.Struntz,P.R.Becker,G.W.York,T.M.O'HaraandJ.E.Bohonowych.2002.Persistent
OrganochlorinePollutantsinRingedSealsandPolarBearsCollectedFromNorthernAlaska.
ScienceoftheTotalEnvironment287:45Ͳ59.
Kvenvolden,K.A.,F.D.Hostettler,J.B.RappandP.R.Carlson.1993.HydrocarbonsinOilResidueson
BeachesofIslandsofPrinceWilliamSound,Alaska.MarinePollutionBulletin26:24Ͳ29.

Jorgensen,J.G.1990.OilAgeEskimos.UniversityofCaliforniaPress.
Jorgensen,J.G.1995.Ethnicity,NotCulture?ObfuscatingSocialScienceintheExxonValdezOilSpill
Case.AmericanIndianCultureandResearchJournal19:1Ͳ124.
Jorgensen,J.G.1996.AlaskaNativesandtheProtestantEthic.JournaloftheAmericanIndian1Ͳ19.
Jorgensen,J.G.1996.PersistenceofTraditionsinCoastalAlaskanVillages.UniversityofOregon
AnthropologicalPapers52:17Ͳ45.
Kelley,J.J.,A.S.NaiduandJ.J.Goering.2004.TraceMetalsinSedimentsofElsonLagoon(Northwest
ArcticAlaska)asRelatedtothePrudhoeBayIndustrialRegion.Proceedings:19thInternational
SymposiumonOkhotskSeaandSeaIce,2004,Mombestu,Hokkaidio,Japan175Ͳ179.

Kvenvolden,K.A.,P.R.Carlson,C.N.ThrelkeldandA.Warden.1993.PossibleConnectionbetweenTwo
AlaskanCatastrophesOccurring25YrApart(1964and1989).Geology21:813Ͳ816.
Kwok,R.2006.ContrastsinSeaIceDeformationandProductionIntheArcticSeasonalandPerennialIce
Zones.JGRͲOcean111:C11522
Lanctot,R.B.andJ.S.Gleason.2006.AlaskaOilfieldDevelopmentandGlaucousGulls.Arctic59:334Ͳ336.
Landino,S.W.,S.D.Treacy,S.A.ZerwickandJ.B.Dunlap.1993.ALargeAggregationofBowheadWhales
(Balaenamysticetus)FeedingNearPointBarrow,Alaska,inLateOctober1992.TheSocietyfor
MarineMammalogy130pp.

$ODNVD:LOGHUQHVV/HDJXHHWDO)RXUWHHQ(QYLURQPHQWDO2UJDQL]DWLRQV&RPPHQW

$ODNVD:LOGHUQHVV/HDJXHHWDO)RXUWHHQ(QYLURQPHQWDO2UJDQL]DWLRQV&RPPHQW

Landino,S.W.,S.D.Treacy,S.A.ZerwickandJ.B.Dunlap.1994.ALargeAggregationofBowheadWhales
(Balaenamysticetus)FeedingNearPointBarrow,Alaska,inlateOctober1992.Arctic47:232Ͳ
235.

McGurk,M.D.andE.D.Brown.1996.EggͲLarvalMortalityofPacificHerringinPrinceWilliamSound,
Alaska,aftertheExxonValdezOilSpill.CanadianJournalofFisheriesandAquaticSciences
53:2343Ͳ2354.

Lasorsa,B.1994.TrendsinMercuryConcentrationsintheHairofWomenofNome,Alaska:Evidenceof
SeafoodConsumptionorAbioticAbsorption?MercuryPollutionIntegrationandSynthesis.Lewis
Publishers665Ͳ675.

McLaren,I.A.1990.PinnipedsandOil:EcologicPerspectives.SeaMammalsandOil:Confrontingthe
Risks.AcademicPress,Inc.55Ͳ101.

LeBlanc,L.A.andP.D.Boehm.1991.MonitoringHydrocarbonsinBeaufortSeaSedimentsand
Organisms:ImplicationsforOilSpillMonitoring.Proceedings:FourteenthArcticandMarine
OilspillProgramTechnicalSeminar,June12Ͳ14,1991,Vancouver,BritishColumbia.Environment
Canada131Ͳ148.
Litzow,M.A.,J.F.Piatt,A.A.Abookire,A.K.PrichardandM.D.Robards.2000.MonitoringTemporaland
SpatialVariabilityinSandeel(Ammodyteshexapterus)AbundancewithPigeonGuillemot
(Cepphuscolumba)diets.ICESJournalofMarineScience57:976Ͳ986.
Litzow,M.A.,J.F.Piatt,A.K.PrichardandD.D.Roby.2002.ResponseofPigeonGuillemotstoVariable
AbundanceofHighͲLipidandLowͲLipid.Oecologia132:286Ͳ295.
Lowry,L.F.1993.FoodsandFeedingEcology.SpecialPublicationNumber2.TheSocietyforMarine
Mammalogy,201Ͳ238.
Mahoney,A.,H.Eicken,A.GravesandL.Shapiro.2006.DefiningandLocatingtheSeawardLandfastIce
EdgeinNorthernAlaska.18thInternationalConferenceonPortandOceanEngineeringunder
ArcticConditions,POAC’05.POAC3:991Ͳ1001.
Mahoney,A.,H.Eicken,A.G.GaylordandL.Shapiro.2007.AlaskaLandfastSeaIce:Linkswith
BathymetryandAtmosphericCirculation.JournalofGeophysicalResearch112:C0200118pp.
Malme,C.I.1990.AMethodforRankingtheAcousticDisturbancePotentialofNoiseSourcesinthe
EnvironmentofMarineMammals.J.Acoust.Soc.Am.Suppl.88:S5.
Markon,C.J.andD.V.Derksen.1994.IdentificationofTundraLandCoverNearTeshekpukLake,Alaska
UsingSPOTSatelliteData.JournaloftheArcticInstituteofNorthAmerica47:222Ͳ231.
Maslanik,J.A.,M.C.SerrezeandT.Agnew.1999.OntheRecordReductionin1998WesternArcticSeaͲ
IceCover.GeologicalResearchLetters26:1905Ͳ1908.
Maslowski,W.,J.C.Kinney,D.C.MarbleandJ.Jakacki.2008.TowardsEddyͲResolvingModelsofthe
ArcticOcean.OceanModelinginanEddyingRegime.AmericanGeophysicalUnion241Ͳ264.

McNabb,S.1990.ImpactsofFederalPolicyDecisionsonAlaskaNatives.TheJournalofEthnicStudies
18:111Ͳ126.
McNabb,S.1990.SelfͲReportsinCrossͲCulturalContexts.HumanOrganization49:291Ͳ299.
McNabb,S.1991.Elders,Iupiat,Ilitqusiat,andCultureGoalsinNorthwestAlaska.ArcticAnthropology
28:66Ͳ76.
McNabb,S.L.TheUsesof"Inaccurate"Data:AMethodologicalCritiqueandApplicationsofAlaska
NativeData.AmericanAnthropologist92:116Ͳ129.
Meyer,R.M.1991.AssessingtheRisktoPacificHerringfromOffshoreGasandOilDevelopmentinthe
SoutheasternBeringSea.LowellWakefieldFisheriesSymposium,9.Proceedings:International
HerringSymposium;Anchorage,Alaska,USA.AlaskaSeaGrantCollegeProgram.
Miller,G.W.,R.A.Davis,W.RKoski,M.JCrone,D.JRugh,D.E.WithrowandM.A.Fraker.1992.Calving
IntervalsofBowheadWhalesͲAnAnalysisofPhotographicData.Rep.Int.Whal.Commn42:501Ͳ
506.
Miller,M.W.1994.RouteSelectiontoMinimizeHelicopterDisturbanceofMoltingPacificBlackBrant:A
Simulation.TheArcticInstituteofNorthAmerica47:341Ͳ349.
Miller,M.W.,K.C.Jensen,W.E.GrantandM.W.Weller.1994.AsimulationModelofHelicopter
DisturbanceofMoltingPacificBlackBrant.InternationalJournalonEcologicalModelingand
SystemsEcology3:293Ͳ309.
Misra,D.,S.A.Naidu,J.J.Kelley,M.I.VenkatesanandF.J.Mueter.2006.HeavyMetalsand
HydrocarbonsinBeaufortLagoonSediments,NorthArcticAlaska.Proceedings:Coastal
EnvironmentandWaterQuality.WaterResourcesPublicationsLLC.3Ͳ16.
Mizobata,K.,J.Wang,H.HuandD.Wang.2010.LowPrimaryProductivityintheChukchiSeaControlled
byWarmPacificWater:ADataͲModelFusionStudy.RemoteSensingoftheChangingOcean.
HigherEducationPressandSpringe,InPress.
Montague,J.J.1993.Introduction.SpecialPublication2.TheSocietyforMarineMammalogy1Ͳ21.

Mathis,J.T.,J.N.Cross,N.R.Bates,S.B.Moran,M.W.LomasandP.J.Stabeno.2010.Seasonal
DistributionofDissolvedInorganicCarbonandNetCommunityProductionontheBeringSea
Shelf.Biogeosciences7:1769Ͳ1787.
Matson,C.W.,J.C.Franson,T.Hollmen,M.H.M.Kilpi,P.L.FlintandJ.W.Bickham.2004.Evidenceof
ChromosomalDamageinCommonEiders(Somateriamollissima)FromtheBalticSea.Marine
PollutionBulletin49:1066Ͳ1071.

$ODNVD:LOGHUQHVV/HDJXHHWDO)RXUWHHQ(QYLURQPHQWDO2UJDQL]DWLRQV&RPPHQW

Moore,S.E.andJ.T.Clarke.1993.BowheadWhaleAutumnDistributionandRelativeAbundancein
RelationtoOilandGasLeaseAreasintheNortheasternChukchiSea.PolarRecord29:209Ͳ214.
Moore,S.E.,J.T.ClarkeandM.M.Johnson.1993.BelugaDistributionandMovementsOffshoreNorthern
AlaskainSpringandSummer,1980Ͳ84.Rep.Int.Whal.Commn43:375Ͳ386.
Muench,R.D.,C.H.PeaseandS.A.Salo.1991.OceanographicandMeteorologicalEffectsonAutumn
SeaͲIceDistributionintheWesternArctic.AnnualsofGlaciology15:171Ͳ177.
Murphy,E.C.,A.M.SpringerandD.G.Roseneau.1991.HighAnnualVariabilityinReproductiveSuccessof
Kittiwakes(Rissatridactylal.)ataColonyinWesternAlaska.JournalofAnimalEcology60:515Ͳ
534.
Naidu,A.S.,A.Blanchard,J.J.Kelley,J.J.Goering,M.J.HameediandM.Baskaran.1997.HeavyMetalsin
ChukchiSeaSedimentsasComparedtoSelectedCircumͲArcticShelves.MarinePollutionBulletin
35:260Ͳ269.
Naidu,A.S.,J.J.KelleyandJ.J.Goering.2003.ThreeDecadesofInvestigationonHeavyMetalsinCoastal
Sediments,NorthArcticAlaska:ASynthesis.Jour.PhysiqueIVII:913Ͳ916.
Naidu,A.S.,L.W.Cooper,B.P.Finney,R.W.Macdonald,C.AlexanderandI.P.Semiletov.2000.Organic
CarbonIsotopeRatios(13C)ofArcticAmerasianContinentalShelfSediments.International
JournalofEarthScience89:522Ͳ532.

Moore,S.E.andJ.T.Clarke.1991.EstimatesofBowheadWhale(Balaenamysticetus)Numbersinthe
BeaufortSeaduringLateSummer.Arctic44:43Ͳ46.
Moore,S.E.andJ.T.Clarke.1992.PatternsofBowheadWhaleDistributionandAbundancenearBarrow,
Alaska,inFall1982Ͳ1989.MarineMammalScience8:27Ͳ36.

$ODNVD:LOGHUQHVV/HDJXHHWDO)RXUWHHQ(QYLURQPHQWDO2UJDQL]DWLRQV&RPPHQW

Pearse,J.M.,K.G.McCracken,T.K.ChristensonandY.N.Zhuravlev.2009.MigratoryPatternsand
PopulationStructureamongBreedingandWinteringRedͲBreasted(Mergusserrata)and
CommonMergansers(M.merganser).Auk126:784Ͳ798.
Phillips,L.M.andA.N.Powell.2006.EvidenceforWingMoltandBreedingSiteFidelityinKingElders.
Waterbirds29:148Ͳ153.
Phillips,L.M.,A.N.PowellandE.A.Rexstad.2006.LargeͲScaleMovementsandHabitatCharacteristicsOf
KingEidersThroughoutTheNonbreedingPeriod.TheCondor108:887Ͳ900.
Piatt,J.F.andR.G.Ford.1993.DistributionandAbundanceofMarbledMurreletsinAlaska.TheCondor
95:662Ͳ669.
Piatt,J.F.,BD.RobertsandS.A.Hatch.1990.ColonyAttendanceandPopulationMonitoringofLeastand
CrestedAukletsonSt.LawrenceIsland,Alaska.TheCondor92:97Ͳ106.
Piatt,J.F.,B.D.Roberts,W.W.Lidster,J.L.WellsandS.A.Hatch.1990.EffectsofHumanDisturbanceon
BreedingLeastandCrestedAukletsatSt.LawrenceIsland,Alaska.TheAuk107:342Ͳ350.
Piatt,J.F.,C.J.Lensink,W.Butler,M.KendziorekandD.R.Nysewander.1990.ImmediateImpactofthe
'ExxonValdez'OilSpillonMarineBirds.TheAuk107:387Ͳ397.
Prentki,R.T.andM.C.Boatman.2009.MercuryinDrillingFluids.AlaskaSeaGrant,UniversityofAlaska
Fairbanks118Ͳ120.

Naidu,A.S.,R.S.Scalan,H.M.Feder,J.J.Goering,M.J.Hameedi,P.L.,Parker,E.W.BehrensandM.E.
Caughey.1993.StableOrganicCarbonIsotopesinSedimentsoftheNorthBeringͲSouthChukchi
Seas,AlaskanͲSovietArcticShelf.ContinentalShelfResearch13:669Ͳ691.

Prichard,A.K.,D.D.Roby,R.T.BowyerandL.K.Duffy.1997.PigeonGuillemotsasaSentinelSpecies:A
DoseͲResponseExperimentwithWeatheredOilintheField.Atmosphere35:1531Ͳ1548

Norcross,B.L.,B.A.HolladayandF.J.Muter.1995.NurseryAreaCharacteristicsofPleuronectidsin
CoastalAlaska,USA.NetherlandsJournalofSeaResearch34:161Ͳ175.

Proshutinsky,A.Y.andM.A.Johnson.2001.TwoRegimesoftheArctic'sCirculationfromOceanModels
withIceandContaminants.MarinePollutionBulletin43:61Ͳ70.

Okkonen,S.R.,C.J.Ashjian,R.G.Campbell,W.Maslowski,J.L.ClementͲKinneyandR.Potter.2009.
IntrusionofWarmBering/ChukchiWatersontotheShelfintheWesternBeaufortSea.Journalof
GeophysicalResearch114:

Proshutinsky,A.Y.,M.A.JohnsonandT.O.Proshutinsky.2001.UnderstandingClimaticControlson
ContaminantTransportwithSeaIceintheArcticOcean.AnnualsofGlaciology33:551Ͳ554.

Patenaude,N.J.,W.J.Richardson,M.A.Smultea,W.R.Koski,G.W.Miller,B.WursigandC.R.Jr.Greene.
2002.AircraftSoundandDisturbancetoBowheadandBelugaWhalesduringSpringMigrationin
theAlaskaBeaufortSea.MarineMammalScience18:309Ͳ335.
Payne,J.R.,J.R.Clayton,Jr.andB.E.Kirstein.2003.Oil/SuspendedParticleMaterialInteractionsand
Sedimentation.SpillScienceandTechnologyBulletin.SpillScienceandTechnologyBulletin
8:201Ͳ221.
Payne,J.R.,J.R.Clayton,Jr.,G.D.McNabb,Jr.andB.E.Kirstein.1991.ExxonValdezOilWeatheringFate
andBehavior:ModelPredictionsandFieldObservations.AmericanPetroleumInstitute641Ͳ654.
Payne,J.R.,L.E.Hachmeister,G.D.McNabb,Jr.,H.E.Sharpe,G.S.SmithandC.A.Manen.1991.BrineͲ
InducedAdvectionofDissolvedAromaticHydrocarbonstoArcticBottomWaters.Environmental
ScienceandTechnology25:940Ͳ951.

Proshutinsky,A.Y.,V.PavlovandR.Bourke.2001.SeaLevelRiseintheArcticOcean.Geophysical
ResearchLetters28:22Ͳ37.
RameyA.,S.L.GrazianoandJ.L.Nielsen.2007.IsolationandCharacterizationofMicrosatelliteLocifrom
theArcticCisco(Coregonusautumnalis).MolecularEcologyResources8:357Ͳ359.
Reed,M.,C.Turner,A.OduloandT.Isaji.1990.FieldTestofSatellitePositionedDriftersforOilSpill
SimulationandTracking.Proceedings:ThirteenthArcticandMarineOilspillProgramTechnical
Seminar,June6Ͳ8,1990,Edmonton,Alberta.EnvironmentCanada329Ͳ360.
Reed,M.,C.Turner,A.OduloandT.Isaji.1991.FieldTestofSatelliteTrackedBuoystoSimulateOilDrift.
Proceedings:1991InternationalOilSpillConference(Prevention,Behavior,Control,Cleanup)
March4Ͳ7,1991,SanDiego,CA.UnitedStates,DOT,CG;AmericanPetroleumInstitute;and
UnitedStates,EPA619Ͳ628.91.

$ODNVD:LOGHUQHVV/HDJXHHWDO)RXUWHHQ(QYLURQPHQWDO2UJDQL]DWLRQV&RPPHQW

Reed,M.,Ø.Johansen,P.J.Brandvik,P.Daling,A.Lewis,R.Fiocco,D.MackayandR.T.Prentki.1999.Oil
spillModelingTowardstheCloseofthe20thCentury:OverviewoftheStateoftheArt.Spill
Science&TechnologyBulletin5:3Ͳ16.
Reimnitz,E.,E.W.Kempema,W.S.Weber,J.R.ClaytonandJ.R.Payne.1990.SuspendedͲMatter
ScavengingbyRisingFrazilIce.U.S.ArmyColdRegionsResearchandEngineeringLaboratory97Ͳ
100.
Reimnitz,E.,J.R.Clayton,E.W.Kempema,J.R.Payne,andW.S.Weber.1993.InteractionofRisingFrazil
withSuspendedParticles:TankExperimentswithApplicationstoNature.ColdRegionsScience
andTechnology21:117Ͳ135.
Reimnitz,E.,P.W.BarnesandW.S.Weber.1993.ParticulateMatterinPackIceoftheBeaufortGyre.J
Glaciol39:186Ͳ198.
Richardson,W.J.,B.WorsigandC.R.GreeneJr.1990.ReactionsofBowheadWhales,Balaena
mysticetus,toDrillingandDredgingNoiseintheCanadianBeaufortSea.MarineEnvironmental
Research29:135Ͳ160.
Richardson,W.J.,K.J.Finley,G.W.Miller,R.A.DavisandW.R.Koski.1995.Feeding,SocialandMigration
BehaviorofBowheadWhales,BalaenaMysticetus,inBaffinBayvs.theBeaufortSeaͲRegions
withDifferentAmountsofHumanActivity.MarineMammalScience11:1Ͳ45.

$ODNVD:LOGHUQHVV/HDJXHHWDO)RXUWHHQ(QYLURQPHQWDO2UJDQL]DWLRQV&RPPHQW

Schreyer,H.L.,D.L.Sulsky,L.B.Munday,M.D.CoonandR.Kwok.2006.ElasticͲDecohesiveConstitutive
ModelforSeaIce.JournalofGeophysicalResearch111:C11S26.
SchwederT.,D.Sadykova,D.RughandW.Koski.2009.PopulationEstimatesfromAerialPhotographic
SurveysofNaturallyandVariablyMarkedBowheadWhales.AmericanStatisticalAssociationand
theInternationalBiometricSociety15:1Ͳ19.
Sellmann,P.V.,A.J.Delaney,E.J.ChamberlainandK.H.Dunton.1992.SeafloorTemperatureand
ConductivityDatafromStefanssonSound,Alaska.ColdRegionsScienceandTechnology20:271Ͳ
288.
Sherwood,K.W.1994.Startigraphy,StructureandOriginoftheFranklinian,NortheastChukchiBasin,
ArcticAlaskaPlate.Proceedings:InternationalConferenceonArcticMargins,September1992,
Anchorage,AK.UnitedStatesDepartmentoftheInterior,MineralsManagementService,Alaska
OCSRegion245Ͳ250.
Sherwood,K.W.,J.D.CraigandL.W.Cooke.1997.UndiscoveredOilandGasPotentialoftheAlaska
FederalOffshore.1995NationalResourceAssessment.ArcticResearchoftheUnitedStates
11:10Ͳ21.
Sherwood,K.W.,P.P.Johnson,D.James,S.A.Zerwick,R.T.Lothamer,D.K.ThurstonandS.B.Hurlber.
2002.StructureandStratigraphyoftheHannaTrough,U.S.ChukchiShelf,Alaska.SpecialPaper.
GeologicalSocietyofAmerica360:39Ͳ66.

Robards,M.D.,G.A.RoseandJ.F.Piatt.InPress.GrowthandAbundanceofPacificSandLance,
Ammodyteshexapterus,UnderDifferingOceanographicRegimes.EnvironmentalBiologyof
Fishes64:429Ͳ441.

Signorini,S.andW.Lasch1990.SimulationStudiesHelpPredictOilImpactinAlaskaOffshoreAreas.Sea
Technology31:41Ͳ44.

Rocque,D.A.andK.Winker.2004.BiomonitoringofContaminantsinBirdsfromTwoTrophicLevelsin
theNorthPacific.EnvironmentalToxicologyandChemestry23:759Ͳ766.

Skolnik,J.andC.D.Holleyman.2001.ModelingtheEconomicImpactsofOffshoreActivitiesintheAlaska
Arctic.

Rotterman,L.M.andC.Monnett.2002.LengthͲMassandTotalBodyLengthofAdultFemaleSeaOtters
inPrinceWilliamSoundBeforeandAftertheExxonValdezOilSpill.MarineMammalScience
18:977Ͳ993.

SmithT.S.,S.Herrero,T.D.DebruynandJ.M.Wilder.2008.EfficacyofBearDeterrentSprayinAlaska.
JournalofWildlifeManagement72:640Ͳ645.

Rugh,D.J.,H.W.BrahamandG.W.Miller.1992.MethodsforPhotographicIdentificationofBowhead
Whales,Balaenamysticetus.CanadianJournalofZoology70:617Ͳ624.

Smith,K.G.andP.G.Connors.1993.PostbreedingHabitatSelectionbyShorebirds,WaterBirds,and
LandBirdsatBarrow,Alaska:AMultivariateAnalysis.CanadianJournalofZoology71:1629Ͳ
1638.

Schantz,M.M.,B.J.Koster,S.A.WiseandP.R.Becker.1993.DeterminationofPCBsandChlorinated
HydrocarbonsinMarineMammalTissues.TheScienceoftheTotalEnvironment139/140:323Ͳ
345.

Sonsthagen,S.A.,R.B.Talbot,K.T.ScribnerandK.G.McCracken.2010.HierarchialSpacialGenetic
StructureofCommonEiders(Somateriamollissima)BreedingAlongaMigratoryCorridor.Auk
126:744Ͳ754.

SchliebeS.,K.D.Rode,J.S.Gleason,J.Wilder,K.Proffitt,T.J.EvansandS.Miller.2008.EffectsofSeaIce
ExtentandFoodAvailabilityonSpatialandTemporalDistributionofPolarBearsduringtheFall
OpenͲWaterPeriodintheSouthernBeaufortSea.PolarBiology31:999Ͳ1010.

Sonsthagen,S.A.,S.L.Talbot,K.G.McCraken.2007.GeneticCharacteriztionofCommonEidersBreeding
intheYukonͲKuskokwimDelta,Alaska.Condor109:878Ͳ893.

Schreyer,H.,L.Munday,D.Sulsky,R.KwokandM.andCoon.2005.ADecohesiveRepresentationofIce
Failure,18thInternationalConferenceonPortandOceanEngineeringUnderArcticConditions
1:331Ͳ340.

$ODNVD:LOGHUQHVV/HDJXHHWDO)RXUWHHQ(QYLURQPHQWDO2UJDQL]DWLRQV&RPPHQW

Steinhauer,M.S.andP.D.Boehm.1992.TheCompositionandDistributionofSaturatedandAromatic
HydrocarbonsinNearshoreSediments,RiverSediments,andCoastalPeatoftheAlaskan
BeaufortSea:ImplicationsforDetectingAnthropogenicHydrocarbonInputs.Marine
EnvironmentalResearch33:223Ͳ253.
Stirling,I.1990.PolarBearsandOil:EcologicPerspectives.SeaMammalsandOil:ConfrontingtheRisks.
AcademicPress282pp.
Stoker,S.W.andI.I.Krupnik.1993.SubsistencewhalingIn:SpecialPublicationNumber2.TheSocietyfor
MarineMammalogy579Ͳ629.
Sulsky,D.,K.Peterson,H.Schreyer,R.KwokandM.Coon.2005.OntheEvaluationofIceModels.
InternationalConferenceonPortandOceanEngineeringUnderArcticConditions.2:765Ͳ774.
Sulsky,D.L.,H.L.Schreyer,K.Peterson,R.Kwok,andM.D.Coon.2007.UsingtheMaterialͲPointMethod
toModelSeaIceDynamics.JournalofGeophysicalResearch112:C02590
Thurston,D.K.andR.T.Lothamer.1991.SeismicEvidenceofEvaporiteDiapirsintheChukchiSea,
Alaska.Geology19:477Ͳ480.
Treacy,S.D.,J.S.GleasonandC.J.Cowles.2006.OffshoreDistancesofBowheadWhales(Balaena
mysticetus)ObservedDuringFallintheBeaufortSea,1982Ͳ2000:AnAlternativeInterpretation.
Arctic59:83Ͳ90.
Trefry,J.H.2000.TheInfluenceofBasinͲScaleProcessesonSedimentMetalContamination.TheCoastal
Society713Ͳ720.
Trefry,J.H.,R.D.Rember,R.P.TrocineandJ.S.Brown.2003.TraceMetalsinSedimentsNearOffshoreOil
ExplorationandProductionSitesintheAlaskanArctic.EnvironmentalGeology45:149Ͳ160.
Trefry,J.H.,R.P.Trocine,M.B.Alkire,R.D.Rember,M.A.SavoieandC.M.Semmler.2006.RiverͲShelf
InteractionsDuringSpringFloodsintheCoastalBeaufortSea.EOSTransactionsoftheAmerican
GeophysicalUnion87:FallMeetingSupplement,AbstractC44BͲ05.

Spaulding,M.L.,K.Bedford,A.Blumberg,R.ChengandC.Swanson.1994.Proceedings:Estuarineand
CoastalModelingIII,September8Ͳ10,1993,OakBrook,Illinois.AmericanSocietyofCivil
Engineers.

$ODNVD:LOGHUQHVV/HDJXHHWDO)RXUWHHQ(QYLURQPHQWDO2UJDQL]DWLRQV&RPPHQW

Wang,J.,K.Mizobata,H.Hu,M.Jin,S.Zhang,W.JohnsonandK.Shimada.2008.ModelingSeasonal
VariationsofOceanandSeaIceCirculationintheBeaufortandChukchiSeas:AModelͲData
FusionStudy.ChineseJournalofPolarScience19:168Ͳ184.
Wang,J.,M.Jin,J.Takahashi,T.Suzuki,I.V.Polyakov,K.Mizobata,M.Ikeda,F.J.SaucierandM.Meier.
2008.ModelingtheArcticOceanHeatTransportandWarmingEpisodesinthe20thCentury
CausedbytheIntrudingAtlanticWater.ChineseJournalofPolarScience19:159Ͳ167.
Wang,J.,R.Kwock,F.J.Saucier,J.Hutchings,M.Ikeda,W.Hibler,III,J.Haapala,M.D.Coon,H.E.M.
Meier,H.Eicken,N.Tanaka,R.T.PrentkiandW.Johnson.2003.WorkingTowardsImproved
SmallͲScaleSeaIceandOceanModelingintheArcticSeas.EOS84:329Ͳ330.
Ward,D.H.,C.J.MarkonandD.C.Douglas.1997.DistributionandStabilityofEelgrassBedsatIzembek
Lagoon,Alaska.AquaticBotany58:229Ͳ240.
Ward,D.H.,R.A.StehnandD.V.Derksen.1994.ResponseofStagingBranttoDisturbanceattheIzembek
Lagoon,Alaska.WildlifeSocietyBulletin22:220Ͳ228.
Ward,D.H.,R.A.Stehn,W.P.EricksonandD.V.Derksen.1999.ResponseofFallͲStagingBrantand
CanadaGeesetoAircraftOverflightsinSouthwesternAlaska.JournalofWildlifeManagement
63:373Ͳ381.
Weingartner,T.J.,K.Aagaard,R.A.Woodgate,S.Danielson,Y.SasakiandD.J.Cavalieri.2005.Circulation
ontheNorthCentralChukchiSeaShelf.DeepͲSeaRes.PartII52(24Ͳ26):3150Ͳ3174.
Weller,M.W.,K.C.Jensen,E.J.Taylor,M.W.Miller,K.S.Bollinger,D.V.Derksen,D.EslerandC.Markon.
1994.AssessmentofShorelineVegetationinRelationtoUsebyMoltingBlackBrantBranta
berniclanigricansontheAlaskaCoastalPlain.BiologicalConservation70:219Ͳ225.
Wespestad,V.G.andD.R.Gunderson.1991.ClimaticInducedVariationinEasternBeringSeaHerring
Recruitment.LowellWakefieldFisheriesSymposium:ProceedingsoftheInternationalHerring
Symposium.AlaskaSeaGrantCollegeProgram127Ͳ140.

Venkatesh,S.1990.ModelSimulationsoftheDriftandSpreadoftheExxonValdezOilSpill.AtmosphereͲ
Ocean28:90Ͳ105.

Wiencke,C.,M.N.Clayton,I.K.Gómez,U.H.Lüder,C.D.Amsler,U.Karsten,D.Hanelt,K.BischofandK.H.
Dunton.2006.LifeStrategy,EcophysiologyandEcologyofSeaweedsinPolarWaters.Rev.
Environ.Scie.Biotechnol.32pp.

Wang,J.,H.Hu,andK.Mizobata.2007.SimulatingIceͲoceanDownscalingCharacteristicsinthe
BeaufortͲChukchiSeasbyanIARCCoupledIceͲOceanModel(CIOM).GeophysicalResearch
Abstracts9:1p.

Wilson,J.M.andJ.F.Bennette.2002.ApplicationoflinkednumericalmodelstothesimulationofoilͲspill
effectsonmarinemammals.MaineMammalScience18:997Ͳ99.

Wang,J.,H.Hu,K.Mizobata,andS.Saitoh.2009.SeasonalVariationsofSeaIceandOceanCirculationin
theBeringSea:AModelͲdataFusionStudy.JournalofGeophysicalResearch114:C02011

Wolfe,D.A.,M.J.Hameedi,J.A.Galt,G.Watabayashi,J.Short,O'Claire,S.Rice,J.Michel,J.R.Payne,J.
Braddock,S.HannaandD.Sale.1994.TheFateoftheOilSpilledfromtheExxonValdez.
EnvironmentalScienceandTechnology28:561AͲ568A.

Wang,J.,J.Zhang,E.Watanabe,K.Mizobata,M.Ikeda,J.E.Walsh,X.BaiandB.Wu.2009.IstheDipole
AnomalyaMajorDrivertoRecordLowsintheArcticseaIceExtent?JournalofGeophysical
Research36:L05706

Woodby,D.A.andD.B.Botkin.1993.StockSizesPriortoCommercialWhaling.In:SpecialPublication
Number2.TheSocietyforMarineMammalogy387Ͳ407.
Wu,B.,J.WangandJ.E.Walsh.2006.DipoleAnomalyintheWinterArcticAtmosphereandIts
AssociationwithSeaIceMotion.JournalofClimate19:210Ͳ225.

$ODNVD:LOGHUQHVV/HDJXHHWDO)RXUWHHQ(QYLURQPHQWDO2UJDQL]DWLRQV&RPPHQW

$ODNVD:LOGHUQHVV/HDJXHHWDO)RXUWHHQ(QYLURQPHQWDO2UJDQL]DWLRQV&RPPHQW

Wursig,B.,W.R.KoskiandW.J.Richardson.1999.WhaleRidingBehavior:AssistedTransportfor
BowheadWhaleCalvesduringSpringMigrationintheAlaskanBeaufortSea.MarineMammal
Science15:204Ͳ210.

Attachment B

$ODNVD:LOGHUQHVV/HDJXHHWDO)RXUWHHQ(QYLURQPHQWDO2UJDQL]DWLRQV&RPPHQW

$ODNVD:LOGHUQHVV/HDJXHHWDO)RXUWHHQ(QYLURQPHQWDO2UJDQL]DWLRQV&RPPHQW






ListofrecentstudiesthatshouldbeconsideredintheSEIS

Relevanttoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutallstocksofmarinemammals:

Angliss,R.P.,andR.B.Outlaw.2007.Alaskamarinemammalstockassessments,2006.U.S.Dep.
Commer.,NOAATech.Memo.NMFSAFSCͲ168,244p.

Contents

Relevanttoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutallstocksofmarinemammals: .................................... 2
Relevanttoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutwalrus:.......................................................................... 2
Relevanttoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutringedseals: ................................................................. 3
RelevanttoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutBeardedseals: .............................................................. 3
Relevanttoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutspottedseal:................................................................. 3
Relevanttoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutribbonseal: .................................................................. 4
Relevanttoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutnarwhals:...................................................................... 4
Relevanttoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutfinwhales: .................................................................... 4
Relevanttoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutgraywhales: ................................................................. 4

Angliss,R.P.,andR.B.Outlaw.2008.Alaskamarinemammalstockassessments,2007.U.S.Dep.
Commer.,NOAATech.Memo.NMFSAFSCͲ180,252p.
Angliss,R.P.,andB.M.Allen.2009.Alaskamarinemammalstockassessments,2008.U.S.Dep.
Commer.,NOAATech.Memo.NMFSAFSCͲ193,258p.
Allen.B.M.,andR.P.Angliss.2010.Alaskamarinemammalstockassessments,2009.U.S.Dep.
Commer.,NOAATech.Memo.NMFSAFSCͲ206,276p.
Allen,B.M.,andR.P.Angliss.2010.DraftAlaskamarinemammalstockassessments2010.April2010.
Cameron,M.F.,B.Fadely,K.E.W.Shelden,M.A.Simpkins,andL.HirukiͲRaring.2010.Marinemammals
oftheAlaskaregion,p.267Ͳ281.InOurLivingOceans.ReportonthestatusofU.S.livingmarine
resources,6thedition.U.S.Dep.Commer.,NOAATech.Memo.NMFSͲF/SPOͲ80.

Relevanttoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutbowheadwhales: ......................................................... 4
Relevanttoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutseabirds:....................................................................... 6

Relevanttoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutwalrus:


Relevanttoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutfishandinvertebrates: ................................................. 7
Relevanttoaddressingessentialunknownsforlowertrophiclevelspeciesandcommunities: ................. 7

Douglas,D.C.,2010,Arcticseaicedecline:Projectedchangesintimingandextentofseaiceinthe
BeringandChukchiSeas:U.S.GeologicalSurveyOpenͲFileReport2010Ͳ1176,32p.

Relevanttoaddressingessentialunknownsforallecosystemcomponents: .............................................. 7
Relevanttoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutimpactstoecosystemandmammalsbecauseof
climatechange ......................................................................................................................... ........ 8
Relevanttoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutfateandeffectsofoilspillandeffectsonecosystem
components: .................................................................................................................... ................ 9
RelevanttoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutHealthImpactAssessmentandNEPA:....................... 11
Relevanttoaddressingessentialunknownsusingtraditionalknowledge:................................................ 11
RelevanttoaddressingessentialunknownsfromindustryͲbasedsurveys:............................................... 13

Fischbach,A.S.,Monson,D.H.,andJay,C.V.,2009,EnumerationofPacificwalruscarcassesonbeaches
oftheChukchiSeainAlaskafollowingamortalityevent,September2009:U.S.GeologicalSurvey
OpenͲFileReport2009Ͳ1291,10p.
Hassol,S.2004.ImpactsofawarmingArctic.ArcticClimateImpactAssessment.AMAP,CAFF,andIASC.
CambridgeUniversityPress.
Jay,C.V.andA.S.Fishbach.(2008).PacificwalrusresponsetoArcticseaicelosses.U.S.GeologicalSurvey
FactSheet2008Ͳ3041.Retrievedfromhttp://pubs.usgs.gov/fs/2008/3041/
Jay,C.V.,B.G.Marcot,andD.C.Douglas.2010.ProjectedstatusofthePacificwalrus(Odobenus
rosmarusdivergens)inthe21stCentury.AdministrativeReportsubmittedtotheU.S.Fishand
WildlifeService.September10,2010.
Krupnik,I.,andG.C.Ray.2007.Pacificwalruses,indigenoushunters,andclimatechange:Bridging
scientificandindigenousknowledge.DeepSeaResearchPartII54(23Ͳ26):2946Ͳ2957.



1



2

$ODNVD:LOGHUQHVV/HDJXHHWDO)RXUWHHQ(QYLURQPHQWDO2UJDQL]DWLRQV&RPPHQW

$ODNVD:LOGHUQHVV/HDJXHHWDO)RXUWHHQ(QYLURQPHQWDO2UJDQL]DWLRQV&RPPHQW

Rideout,B.P.,andS.E.Dosso,2010.ThreeͲdimensionalBayesianpassiveacoustictrackingofwalrusesin
theChukchiSea.J.Acoust.Soc.Am.128(4):2483Ͳ2483.

Commer.,NOAATech.Memo.NMFSͲAFSCͲ200,153p.
http://www.afsc.noaa.gov/Publications/AFSCͲTM/NOAAͲTMͲAFSCͲ200.pdf

Sheffield,G.,andJ.M.Grebmeier.2009.Pacificwalrus(Odobenusrosmarusdivergens):Differentialprey
digestionanddiet.MarineMammalScience25(4):761Ͳ777.

Quakenbush,L.T.,andG.G.Sheffield.2007.IcesealbioͲmonitoringintheBeringͲChukchiSearegion.
NorthPacificResearchBoardFinalReport,46p.

Speckman,S.G.,V.I.Chernook,D.M.Burn,M.S.Udevitz,A.A.Kovhnev,A.Vasilev,C.V.Jay,A.L.Lisovsky,
A.S.Fishbach,andR.B.Benter.InPress.ResultsandevaluationofasurveytoestimatePacific
walruspopulationsize,2006.MarineMammalScience.

Relevanttoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutribbonseal:

USGS.2010.WalrustrackingandtelemetrydataacquiredfromwalrusesinstrumentedontheAlaska
shoresoftheChukchiSeainSeptember2009.RadioͲtaggingfieldreport.USGSAlaskaScience
Center,Walrusresearchproject.
http://alaska.usgs.gov/science/biology/walrus/pdfs/EC09_Radio_Tagging_Field_Report.pdf


Quakenbush,L.T.,andG.G.Sheffield.2007.IcesealbioͲmonitoringintheBeringͲChukchiSearegion.
NorthPacificResearchBoardFinalReport,46p.

Relevanttoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutnarwhals:


Relevanttoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutringedseals:


Allen,B.M.,andR.P.Angliss.2010.DraftAlaskamarinemammalstockassessments2010.April2010.

Davis,C.S.,I.Stirling,C.Strobeck,D.W.Coltman.2008.PopulationstructureoficeͲbreedingseals.Mol.
Ecol.17:3078Ͳ3094.

Relevanttoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutfinwhales:

Kelly,B.P.,O.H.Badajos,M.Kunnasranta,J.R.Moran,M.MartinezͲBakker,D.Wartzok,andP.Boveng.
2010.PolarBiology33:1095Ͳ1109.

Delarue,J.,D.K.Mellinger,K.S.Stafford,andC.L.Berchok.2010.WheredotheChukchiSeafinwhales
comefrom?LookingforanswersinthestructureofsongsrecordedintheBeringSeaand
WesternNorthPacific.J.Accoust.Soc.Am.127:1758Ͳ1758.

Quakenbush,L.T.,andG.G.Sheffield.2007.IcesealbioͲmonitoringintheBeringͲChukchiSearegion.
NorthPacificResearchBoardFinalReport,46p.



Relevanttoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutgraywhales:
RelevanttoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutBeardedseals:





Bluhm,B.A.,K.O.Coyle,B.Konar,andR.Highsmith.Highgraywhalerelativeabundancesassociated
withanoceanographicfrontinthesouthͲcentralChukchiSea.DeepSeaResearchPartII54(23Ͳ
26):2919Ͳ2933.

Cameron,M.,andP.Bovent.2009.HabitatUseandSeasonalMovementsofAdultandSubͲAdult
BeardedSeals.AFSCQuarterlyReportFeature(OctoberͲNovemberͲDecember2009)4p.
http://www.afsc.noaa.gov/Quarterly/ond2009/OND09feature.pdf

Quakenbush,L.T.,andG.G.Sheffield.2007.IcesealbioͲmonitoringintheBeringͲChukchiSea
region.NorthPacificResearchBoardFinalReport,46p.

Relevanttoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutspottedseal:

Boveng,P.L.,J.L.Bengston,T.W.Buckley,M.F.Cameron,S.P.Dahle,B.P.Kelly,B.A.Megrey,J.E.
Overland,andJ.Williamson.2009.Statusreviewofthespottedseal(Phocalargha).U.S.Dep.



3

Relevanttoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutbowheadwhales:

Ashjian,C.J.,S.R.Braund,R.G.Campbell,J.C.George,J.Kruse,W.Maslowski,S.E.Moore,C.R.Nicolson,
S.R.Okkonen,B.F.Sherr,E.B.Sherr,andY.H.Spitz.2010.Climatevariability,oceanography,
bowheadwhaledistribution,andInupiatsubsistencewhalingnearBarrow,Alaska.Arctic
63(2):179Ͳ194.
Bockstoce,JohnR.,DanielB.Botkin,AlexPhilp,BrianW.Collins,andJohnC.George.2007.The
geographicdistributionofbowheadwhales(Balaenamysticetus)intheBering,Chukchi,and



$ODNVD:LOGHUQHVV/HDJXHHWDO)RXUWHHQ(QYLURQPHQWDO2UJDQL]DWLRQV&RPPHQW

BeaufortSeas:Evidencefromwhaleshiprecords,1849Ͳ1914.MarineFisheriesReview67(3):1Ͳ
43.
Cosens,S.E.,H.Cleator,andP.Richard.2006.Numbersofbowheadwhales(Balaenamysticetus)inthe
EasternCanadianArctic,basedonaerialsurveysinAugust2002,2003and2004.Unpubl.paper
submittedtotheScientificCommitteeoftheInt.Whal.Comm.June2006(SC/58/BRG7).19pp.
Delarue,J.,M.Laurinolli,andB.Martin.2009.PassiveacousticsurveyofbowheadwhalesintheChukchi
Sea.J.Acoust.Am.125(4):2549Ͳ2549.
George,J.C.,C.Nicolson,S.Drobot,J.Maslanik,andR.Suydam.2006.Seaicedensityandbowhead
whalebodyconditionpreliminaryfindings.PosterpresentedtotheSocietyforMarine
Mammalogy,SanDiego,CA.
George,J.C.,S.E.Moore,andR.Suydam.2007.SummaryofstockstructureresearchontheBeringͲ
ChukchiͲBeaufortSeasstockofbowheadwhales2003Ͳ2007.Unpubl.reportsubmittedtoInt.
Whal.Comm.(SC/59/BRG3).15pp.
Koski,W.,J.Mocklin,A.Davis,J.Zeh,D.Rugh,J.C.George,andR.Suydam.2008.Preliminaryestimates
of2003Ͳ2004BeringͲChukchiͲBeaufortbowheadwhale(/Balaenamysticetus/)abundancefrom
photoidentificationdata.Unpubl.reportsubmittedtoInt.Whal.Commn.(SC/60/BRG18).7pp.
Moore,S.E.,J.C.George,G.Sheffield,J.Bacon,andC.J.Ashjian.2010.Bowheadwhaledistributionand
feedingnearBarrow,Alaska,inthelatesummer2005Ͳ06.Arctic.63(2):195Ͳ205.
Moore,S.E.,K.MStafford,andL.M.Munger.2010.Acousticandvisualsurveysforbowheadwhalesin
thewesternBeaufortandfarnortheasternChukchiSeas.DeepSeaResearchPartII57(1Ͳ2):153Ͳ
157.
Okkonen,S.R.,C.J.Ashjian,R.G.Campbell,D.Jones.2009.Upwellingandaggregationofzooplanktonon
thewesternBeaufortshelfasinferredfrommooredacousticDopplercurrentprofiler
measurements.AlaskaMarineScienceSymposium,Jan.19Ͳ22,2009,Anchorage,AK.
Quakenbush,L.T.,J.J.Citta,J.C.George,R.J.Small,andM.P.HeideͲJorgensen.2010.Fallandwinter
movementsofbowheadwhales(Balaenamysticetus)intheChukchiSeaandwithinapotential
petroleumdevelopmentarea.Arctic63(3):289Ͳ307.
Quakenbush,L.T.,Small,R.J.,andCitta,J.J.2010.SatellitetrackingofwesternArcticbowheadwhales.
FinalReport.OCSstudyBOEMRE2010Ͳ033.BureauofOceanEnergyManagement,Regulation
andEnforcement.65ppplusappendices.
Rugh,D.,W.Koski,J.George,andJ.Zeh.2009.InteryearreͲidentificationofbowheadwhalesduring
theirspringmigrationpastBarrow,Alaska,1984Ͳ1994.J.CetaceanRes.Manage.10(3):195–200.



5

4

$ODNVD:LOGHUQHVV/HDJXHHWDO)RXUWHHQ(QYLURQPHQWDO2UJDQL]DWLRQV&RPPHQW

Suydam,R.S.,J.C.George,C.HannsandG.Sheffield.2006.Subsistenceharvestofbowheadwhales
(Balaenamysticetus)byAlaskanEskimosduring2005.Unpubl.reportsubmittedtoInt.Whal.
Comm.(SC/58/BRG21).6pp.
Suydam,R.,J.C.George,C.Rosa,B.Person,C.Hanns,G.Sheffield,andJ.Bacon.2007.Subsistence
harvestofbowheadwhales(Balaenamysticetus)byAlaskanEskimosduring2006.Unpubl.
reportsubmittedtoInt.Whal.Comm.(SC/59/BRG4).7pp.
Suydam,R.,J.C.George,C.Rosa,B.Person,C.Hanns,G.Sheffield,andJ.Bacon.2008.Subsistence
harvestofbowheadwhales(Balaenamysticetus)byAlaskanEskimosduring2007.Unpubl.
reportsubmittedtoInt.Whal.Commn.(SC/60/BRG10).7pp.
Suydam,R.,J.C.George,C.Rosa,B.Person,C.Hanns,G.Sheffield,andJ.Bacon.2009.Subsistence
harvestofbowheadwhales(Balaenamysticetus)byAlaskanEskimosduring2008.Unpubl.
reportsubmittedtoInt.Whal.Commn.(SC/61/BRG6).6pp.
Taylor,B.,R.LeDuc,J.C.George,R.Suydam,S.Moore,andD.Rugh.2007Synthesisoflinesofevidence
forpopulationstructureforbowheadwhalesintheBeringͲChukchiͲBeaufortregion.Unpubl.
reportsubmittedtoInt.Whal.Comm(SC/59/BRG35).12pp.
Wiig,Ø.,L.Bachmann,N.Øien,K.M.Kovacs,andC.Lydersen.2009.Observationsofbowheadwhales
(Balaenamysticetus)intheSvalbardarea1940Ͳ2008.Unpubl.reportsubmittedtoInt.Whal.
Comm.(SC/61/BRG2)5pp.

Relevanttoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutseabirds:

Bentzen,R.L.,A.N.Powell,L.M.Phillips,andR.S.Suydam.2010.Incubationbehaviorofkingeiderson
thecoastalplainofnorthernAlaska.PolarBiology33:8,1075Ͳ1082
Oppel,S.,D.L.Dickson,andA.N.Powell.2009.InternationalimportanceoftheeasternChukchiSeaasa
stagingareaformigratingkingeiders.PolarBiology32:5,775Ͳ783.
Oppel,S.,D.L.Dickson,andA.N.Powell.2009.InternationalimportanceoftheeasternChukchiSeaasa
stagingareaformigratingkingeiders.PolarBiology32:775Ͳ783.
Oppel,S.A.N.Powell..2009.Doeswinterregionaffectspringarrivaltimeandbodymassofkingeiders
innorthernAlaska?.PolarBiology32:8,1203Ͳ1209.
Oppel,S.,A.N.Powell,andD.L.Dickson.1008.Timinganddistanceofkingeidermigrationandwinter
movements.TheCondor110(2):296Ͳ305.
Peterson,M.R.2009.Multiplespringmigrationstrategiesinapopulationofpacificcommoneiders.The
Condor111(1):59Ͳ70.



6

$ODNVD:LOGHUQHVV/HDJXHHWDO)RXUWHHQ(QYLURQPHQWDO2UJDQL]DWLRQV&RPPHQW

Relevanttoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutfishandinvertebrates:

$ODNVD:LOGHUQHVV/HDJXHHWDO)RXUWHHQ(QYLURQPHQWDO2UJDQL]DWLRQV&RPPHQW



ArcticBiodiversityTrends2010–Selectedindicatorsofchange.CAFFInternationalSecretariat,Akureyri,
Iceland.

Bluhm,B.A.,K.Iken,S.M.Hardy,B.I.Sirenko,andB.A.Holladay.2009.Communitystructureof
epibenthicmegafaunaintheChukchiSea.AquaticBiology7:269Ͳ293.

CoastalResponseResearchCenter.2010.NaturalResourcesDamageAssessment(NRDA)inArctic
Waters:TheDialogueBegins.UniversityofNewHampshire,Durham,NH,27pp+appendices.

Feder,H.M.,andS.C.Jewett.2007.SoutheasternChukchiSea(Alaska)macrobenthos.PolarBiology
30:261Ͳ275.

Garreta,V.,P.Monestiez,andJ.M.VerHoef.2010.Spatialmodellingandpredictiononrivernetworks:
Upmodel,downmodelorhybrid?Environmetrics21:439Ͳ456.

Mecklenburg,C.W.,D.L.Stein,B.A.Sheiko,N.V.Chernova,T.A.Mecklenburg,andB.A.Holladay.2007.
RussianͲAmericanlongͲtermcensusoftheArctic:BenthicfishestrawledintheChukchiSeaand
BeringStrait,August2004.NorthwesternNaturalist88(3):168Ͳ187.

Grebmeier,J.M.,S.E.Moore,J.E.Overland,K.E.Frey,andR.Gradinger.2010.Biologicalresponseto
recentPacificArcticseaiceretreats.EOS91(18):161Ͳ168.

Norcross,B.L.,B.A.Holladay,M.S.Busby,andK.L.Mier.2010.Demersalandlarvalfishassemblagesin
theChukchiSea.DeepSeaResearchPartII57(1Ͳ2):57Ͳ70.

Hopcraft,R.,B.Bluhm,andR.Gradinger(eds).2008.ArcticOceansynthesis:Analysisofclimatechange
impactsintheChukchiandBeaufortSeaswithstrategiesforfutureresearch.InstituteofMarine
Science,Fairbanks,Alaska,USA.December2008.184pp.

Purcell,J.E.,R.H.Hopcraft,K.N.Kosobokova,andT.E.Whiteledge.2010.Distribution,abundance,and
predationeffectsofepipelagicctenophoresandjellyfishinthewesternArcticOcean.DeepSea
ResearchPartII57(1Ͳ2):127Ͳ135.

Lien,A.Y.,A.S.Savvichev,I.I.Rusanov.,G.A.Pavlova,N.A.Belayaev,K.Craine,N.V.Pimenov,andM.V.
Ivanov.2008.BiogechemicalprocessesintheChukchiSea.LithologyandMineralResources
42(3):221Ͳ239.

Relevanttoaddressingessentialunknownsforlowertrophiclevelspeciesand
communities:

Gradinger,R.,B.Bluhm,andK.Iken.2010.ArcticseaͲiceridges–safehavensforseaͲicefaunaduring
periodsofextremeicemelt?DeepSeaResearchPartII57(1Ͳ2):86Ͳ95.
Hopcraft,R.R.,J.Questel,C.ClarkeͲHopcraft.2009.Oceanographicassessmentoftheplanktonic
communitiesintheKlondikeandBurgerprospectregionsoftheChukchiSea.ReportforSurvey
year2008.PreparedforConocoPhillipsAlaska,Inc.,andShellExploration&Production.52pp.
Hopcraft,R.R.,K.N.Kosobokova,andA.I.Pinchuk.2010.Zooplanktoncommunitypatternsinthe
ChukchiSeaduringsummer2004.DemersalandlarvalfishassemblagesintheChukchiSea.
DeepSeaResearchPartII57(1Ͳ2):27Ͳ39.
Hopcraft,R.R.,andK.N.Kosobokova.2010.DistributionandeggproductionofPseudocalanusspeciesin
theChukchiSea.DeepSeaResearchPartII57(1Ͳ2):49Ͳ56.

Martin,B.,J.Delarue,andD.Hannay.2010.AmbientnoiseintheChukchiSea,July07Oct2009.J.
Acoust.Soce.Am.127(3):1757Ͳ1757.
VerHoeff,J.M.,J.M.London,andP.L.Boveng.2010.Fastcomputingofsomegeneralizedlinearmixed
pseudoͲmodelswithtemporalautocorrelation.Comput.Stat.25:39Ͳ55.

Relevanttoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutimpactstoecosystemand
mammalsbecauseofclimatechange

Bluhm,B.A.,andR.Gradinger.2008.RegionalvariabilityinfoodavailabilityforArcticmarinemammals.
EcologicalApplications18(2)Supplement:S77ͲS96.
Burek,K.A.,F.Gulland,andT.M.O’Hara.2008.EffectsofclimatechangeonArcticmarinemammal
health.EcologicalApplications18(2)Supplement:S126ͲS134.

Iken,K.,B.Bluhm,andK.Dutton.BenthicfoodͲwebstructureunderdifferingwatermasspropertiesin
thesouthernChukchiSea.SeaResearchPartII57(1Ͳ2):71Ͳ85.

CCSP,2009:PastClimateVariabilityandChangeintheArcticandatHighLatitude.AreportbytheU.S.
ClimateChangeProgramandSubcommitteeonGlobalChangeResearch[Alley,R.B.,BrighamͲ
Grette,J.,Miller,G.H.,Polyak,L.,andWhite,J.W.C.(coordinatingleadauthors).U.S.Geological
Survey,Reston,VA461pp.

Relevanttoaddressingessentialunknownsforallecosystemcomponents:

Douglas,D.C.,2010,Arcticseaicedecline:Projectedchangesintimingandextentofseaiceinthe
BeringandChukchiSeas:U.S.GeologicalSurveyOpenͲFileReport2010Ͳ1176,32p.





7



$ODNVD:LOGHUQHVV/HDJXHHWDO)RXUWHHQ(QYLURQPHQWDO2UJDQL]DWLRQV&RPPHQW

8

$ODNVD:LOGHUQHVV/HDJXHHWDO)RXUWHHQ(QYLURQPHQWDO2UJDQL]DWLRQV&RPPHQW

Harington,C.R.2008.TheevolutionofArcticmarinemammals.EcologicalApplications18(2)
Supplement:S23ͲS40.

Carls,M.G.,Short,J.W.,Payne,J.2006.Accumulationofpolycyclicaromatichydrocarbonsby
NeocalanuscopepodsinPortValdez,Alaska.MarineEnvironmentalResearch52:1480Ͳ1489.



Forsgren,E.,ChristensenͲDalsgaard,S.,Fauchald,P,Järnegren,J.&Næsje,T.F.2009.Norwegianmarine
ecosystems–arenorthernonesmorevulnerabletopollutionfromoilthansouthernones?Ͳ
NINAReport514.32pp.

Hovelsrud,G.K.,M.McKenna,andH.P.Huntington.2008.Marinemammalharvestsandother
interactionswithhumans.EcologicalApplications18(2)Supplement:S135ͲS147.

Hollowed,A.B.,R.P.Angliss,M.F.Sigler,B.A.Megrey,andD.H.Ito.2007.ImplementationplanforLossof
SeaIce(LOSI)program.AFSCProcessedRep.2007Ͳ05,48p.AlaskaFish.Sci.Cent.,NOAA,Natl.
Mar,Fish.Serv.,7600SandPointWayNE,SeattleWA98115.
http://www.afsc.noaa.gov/Publications/ProcRpt/PR2007Ͳ05.pdf
Kovacs,K.M.,C.Lydersen,J.E.Overland,andS.E.Moore.2010.ImpactsofchangingseaͲiceconditions
onArcticmarinemammals.MarineBiodiversity.
Laidre,K.L.,I.Stirling,L.F.Lowry,Ø.Wiig,M.P.HeideͲJørgensen,andS.H.Ferguson.2008Quantifying
thesensitivityofarcticmarinemammalstoclimateͲinducedhabitatchange.Ecological
Applications18(2)Supplement:S97ͲS125.
Moore,S.E.,andH.P.Huntington.2008.Arcticmarinemammalsandclimatechange:impactsand
resilience.EcologicalApplications18(2)Supplement:S157ͲS165.
Mueter,F.J.,andM.A.Litzow.2008.SeaiceretreataltersthebiogeographyoftheBeringSea
continentalshelf.EcologicalApplications18(2):309Ͳ320.
Post,E.,and24others.2009.EcologicaldynamicsacrosstheArcticassociatedwithrecentclimate
change.Science325:1355Ͳ1358.
Walsh,J.E.2008.ClimateoftheArcticmarineenvironment.EcologicalApplications18(2)Supplement:
S3ͲS22.
Wassmann,P.,C.M.Duarte,S.Agusti,andM.K.Sejr.2010.FootprintsofclimatechangeintheArctic
marineecosystem.GlobalChangeBiology.

Relevanttoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutfateandeffectsofoilspilland
effectsonecosystemcomponents:

NukaResearchandPlanningGroup,LLC,PearsonConsultingLLC.2010.Oilspillpreventionandresponse
intheU.S.ArcticOcean:Unexaminedrisks,unacceptableconsequences.Commissionedbythe
PewEnvironmentGroup,U.S.ArcticProgram,November2010.Philadelphia,PA,USA.136pp.
Barron,M.G.,Carls,M.G.,Short,J.W.,Rice,S.D.,Heintz,R.A.,Rau,M.,DiGiulio,R.2005.Assessmentof
thephototoxicityofweatheredAlaskaNorthSlopecrudeoiltojuvenilepinksalmon.
Chemosphere60:105Ͳ110.



9

Irvine,G.V.,Mann,D.H.,Short,J.W.2006.Persistenceof10ͲyearoldExxonValdezoilonGulfofAlaska
beaches:Theimportanceofboulderarmoring.MarinePollutionBulletin52:1011Ͳ1022.
Short,J.W.,Springman,K.R.,Lindeberg,M.R.,Holland,L.G.,Larsen,M.L.,Sloan,C.A.,Khan,C.,Hodson,P.V.,
Rice,S.D.2008.SemipermeablemembranedeviceslinksiteͲspecificcontaminantstoeffects:
PartII–acomparisonoflingeringExxonValdezoilwithotherpotentialsourcesofCYP1A
inducersinPrinceWilliamSound,Alaska.MarineEnvironmentalResearch(inpress).
Short,J.W.2007.Applicationofpolycyclicaromatichydrocarbons(PAH)inchemicalfingerprinting.Ch.9
inEnvironmenalImpactofPolynuclearAromaticHydrocarbons,C.Anyakora,(ed.)Research
Signpost.
Short,J.W.,Kolak,J.J.,Payne,J.R.,VanKooten,G.V.2007.Anevaluationofpetrogenichydrocarbonsin
northernGulfofAlaskacontinentalshelfsediments–theroleofcoastalseepinputs.Organic
Geochemistry38:643Ͳ670.
Short,J.W.,Irvine,G.V.,Mann,D.H.,Maselko,J.M.,Pella,J.J.,Lindeberg,M.R.,Payne,J.R.,Driskell,W.B.,
Rice,S.D.2007.SlightlyweatheredExxonValdezoilpersistsinGulfofAlaskabeachsediments
after16years.EnvironmentalScience&Technology41(4):1245Ͳ1250.
Short,J.W.,Springman,K.R.2006.Identificationofhydrocarbonsinbiologicalsamplesforsource
determination.Ch.12inOilSpillEnvironmentalForensicsͲFingerprintingandSource
Identification,Wang,ZandStout,S.(eds)Elsevier.
Short,J.W.,Maselko,J.M.,Lindeberg,M.R.,Harris,P.M.,Rice,S.D.2006.VerticalDistributionand
ProbabilityofEncounteringIntertidalExxonValdezOilonShorelinesofThreeEmbayments
withinPrinceWilliamSound,Alaska.EnvironmentalScience&Technology40(12):3723Ͳ3729.
Springman,K.R.,Short,J.W.,Lindeberg,M.R.,Maselko,J.M.,Kahn,C.,Hodson,P.V.,Rice,S.D.2008.
SemipermeablemembranedeviceslinksiteͲspecificcontaminantstoeffects:PartI—induction
ofCYP1AinrainbowtroutfromcontaminantsInPrinceWilliamSound,Alaska.Marine
EnvironmentalResearch(inpress).
Short,J.W.,Lindeberg,M.R.,Harris,P.M.,Maselko,J.M.,Pella,J.J.,andRice,S.D.2004.Anestimate
ofoilpersistingonbeachesofPrinceWilliamSound,12yearsaftertheExxonValdezoilspill.
EnvironmentalScienceandTechnology,38:19Ͳ26.



10

$ODNVD:LOGHUQHVV/HDJXHHWDO)RXUWHHQ(QYLURQPHQWDO2UJDQL]DWLRQV&RPPHQW

RelevanttoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutHealthImpactAssessmentand
NEPA:

BrubakerM.,BernerJ.,BellJ.,WarrenJ.,RolinA.,ClimateChangeinPointHope,Alaska,Strategiesfor
CommunityHealth.ANTHCCenterforClimateandHealth,August2010.
http://www.anthc.org/chs/ces/climate/climateandhealthreports.cfm.
Wernham,A.2007.InupiathealthandproposedAlaskanoildevelopment:Resultsofthefirstintegrated
healthimpactassessment/environmentalimpactstatementforproposedoildevelopmenton
Alaska’snorthslope.Ecohealth4:500Ͳ513.

Relevanttoaddressingessentialunknownsusingtraditionalknowledge:

Albert,T.F.2001.TheinfluenceofHarryBrower,Sr.,anIñupiaqEskimohunter,onthebowheadwhale
researchprogramconductedattheUICͲNARLfacilitybytheNorthSlopeBorough.In:D.W.
Norton,ed.Fiftymoreyearsbelowzero.Calgary,Alberta:TheArcticInstituteofNorthAmerica.
p.265Ͳ278.
ArcticClimateImpactAssessment.2004.ImpactsofawarmingArctic:ArcticClimateImpact
Assessment.ArcticCouncilandtheInternationalArcticScienceCommittee(IASC).Cambridge
UniversityPress.http://www.acia.uaf.edu.
Coleandothers.2004.ProspectsforHealthImpactAssessmentintheUnitedStates:NewandImproved
EnvironmentalImpactAssessmentofSomethingDifferent?JournalofHealthPolitics,Policy,and
Law29(6):1153Ͳ1186.
Cruikshank,J.2001.Glaciersandclimatechange:perspectivesfromoraltradition.Arctic54(4):377Ͳ393.
Ford,J.,andD.Martinez,eds.2000.Traditionalecologicalknowledge,ecosystemscience,and
environmentalmanagement.InvitedFeature.EcologicalApplications10(5):1249Ͳ1340.
Gearheard,S.,M.Pocernich,R.Stewart,J.Sanguya,andH.P.Huntington.Inpress.LinkingInuit
knowledgeandmeteorologicalstationobservationstounderstandchangingwindpatternsat
ClydeRiver,Nunavut.ClimaticChange.
Huntington,H.P.1998.ObservationsontheutilityofthesemiͲdirectiveinterviewfordocumenting
traditionalecologicalknowledge.Arctic51(3):237Ͳ242.
Huntington,H.P.2000.Usingtraditionalecologicalknowledgeinscience:methodsandapplications.
EcologicalApplications10(5):1270Ͳ1274.



11

$ODNVD:LOGHUQHVV/HDJXHHWDO)RXUWHHQ(QYLURQPHQWDO2UJDQL]DWLRQV&RPPHQW

$ODNVD:LOGHUQHVV/HDJXHHWDO)RXUWHHQ(QYLURQPHQWDO2UJDQL]DWLRQV&RPPHQW

Huntington,H.P.,andtheCommunitiesofBuckland,Elim,Koyuk,PointLay,andShaktoolik.1999.
Traditionalknowledgeoftheecologyofbelugawhales(Delpinapterusleucas)intheeastern
ChukchiandnorthernBeringseas,Alaska.Arctic52(1):49Ͳ61.
Huntington,H.P.,P.K.BrownͲSchwalenberg,M.E.FernandezͲGimenez,K.J.Frost,D.W.Norton,andD.H.
Rosenberg.2002.Observationsontheworkshopasameansofimprovingcommunication
betweenholdersoftraditionalandscientificknowledge.EnvironmentalManagement30(6):
778Ͳ792.
Huntington,H.P.,T.Callaghan,S.Fox,andI.Krupnik.2004a.Matchingtraditionalandscientific
observationstodetectenvironmentalchange:adiscussiononArcticterrestrialecosystems.
AmbioSpecialReport13:18Ͳ23.
Huntington,H.P.,R.S.Suydam,andD.H.Rosenberg.2004b.Traditionalknowledgeandsatellitetracking
ascomplementaryapproachestoecologicalunderstanding.EnvironmentalConservation
31(3):177Ͳ180.
Johannes,R.E.1981.Wordsofthelagoon:fishingandmarineloreinthePalauDistrictofMicronesia.
Berkeley:UniversityofCaliforniaPress.
Mahoney,A.,andS.Gearheard.2008.HandbookforCommunityͲBasedSeaIceMonitoring,NSIDC
SpecialReport14.NationalSnowandIceDataCenter,Boulder,CO.
http://nsidc.org/pubs/special/nsidc_special_report_14.pdf
Murray,G.,B.Neis,C.T.Palmer,andD.C.Schneider.2008.Mappingcod:fisheriesscience,fish
harvesters’ecologicalknowledgeandcodmigrationsintheNorthernGulfofSt.Lawrence.
HumanEcology36:581Ͳ598.
Noongwook,G.,theNativeVillageofSavoonga,theNativeVillageofGambell,H.P.Huntington,andJ.C.
George.2007.Traditionalknowledgeofthebowheadwhale(Balaenamysticetus)aroundSt.
LawrenceIsland,Alaska.Arctic60(1):47Ͳ54.
NPRB(NorthPacificResearchBoard).2005.Scienceplan.Anchorage:NorthPacificResearchBoard.xi
+198p.
Salomon,A.K.,N.M.TanapeSr.,andH.P.Huntington.2007.Serialdepletionofmarineinvertebrates
leadstothedeclineofastronglyinteractinggrazer.EcologicalApplications17(6):1752Ͳ1770.
Tobias,T.2009.Livingproof:theessentialdataͲcollectionguideforindigenoususeͲandͲoccupancymap
surveys.Vancouver,BritishColumbia:EcotrustCanadaandUniversityofBritishColumbiaPress.
Weatherhead,E.,S.Gearheard,andR.G.Barry.2010.Changesinweatherpersistence:InsightfromInuit
knowledge.GlobalEnvironmentalChange.http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2010.02.002



12

$ODNVD:LOGHUQHVV/HDJXHHWDO)RXUWHHQ(QYLURQPHQWDO2UJDQL]DWLRQV&RPPHQW

RelevanttoaddressingessentialunknownsfromindustryǦbasedsurveys:

Blanchard,A.L.,H.Nichols,andC.Parris.2010.2008environmentalstudiesprogramintheChukchiSea:
BenthicecologyoftheBurgerandKlondikesurveyareas.Annualreportpreparedfor
ConocoPhillipsAlaska,Inc.andShellExploration&ProductionCompany,Anchorage,Alaska.
72pp.
Brueggeman,J.2009.MarinemammalsurveysattheKlondikeandBurgersurveyareasintheChukchi
Seaduringthe2008openwaterseason.PreparedforConocoPhillipsAlaska,Inc.,andShell
ExplorationandProduction.September2009.46pp.
Brueggeman,J.2010.MarinemammalsurveysattheKlondikeandBurgersurveyareasintheChukchi
Seaduringthe2009openwaterseason.PreparedforConocoPhillipsAlaska,Inc.,andShell
ExplorationandProduction,March2010,Draft.54pp.
Funk,D.W.,R.Rodrigues,D.S.Ireland,andW.R.Koski.JointMonitoringProgramintheChukchiand
Beaufortseas,JulyͲNovember2006.LGLAlaskaReportP891Ͳ2,ReportfromLGLAlaskaResearch
Associates,Inc.,LGLLtd.,GreeneridgeSciences,Inc.,BioacousticsResearchProgram,Cornell
University,andBioͲWaveInc.forShellOffshore,Inc.,ConocoPhillipsAlaska,Inc.,andGX
Technology,andNationalMarineFisheriesService,U.S.FishandWildlifeService.316p.plus
Appendices.
Funk,D.W.,D.S.Ireland,R.Rodrigues,andW.R.Koski(eds).2009.Jointmonitoringprograminthe
ChukchiandBeaufortSeas,openwaterseasons,2006Ͳ2008.LGLAlaskaReportP1050Ͳ1,Report
fromLGLAlaskaResearchAssociates,Inc.,LGLLtd,GreeneridgeSciences,Inc.,JASCOResearch,
LtdforShellOffshoreInc.andotherindustrycontributors,andNationalMarineFisheries
Service,UnitedStatesFishandWildlifeService.488ppplusAppendices.




13

Attachment C

$ODNVD:LOGHUQHVV/HDJXHHWDO)RXUWHHQ(QYLURQPHQWDO2UJDQL]DWLRQV&RPPHQW

$ODNVD:LOGHUQHVV/HDJXHHWDO)RXUWHHQ(QYLURQPHQWDO2UJDQL]DWLRQV&RPPHQW

10-20-10
DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT

10-20-10
DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT

A Comprehensive, Integrated Approach to Arctic Science and Local and Traditional Knowledge for
Offshore Oil and Gas Planning

studies designed to answer individual questions. Similarly, the National Science Foundation has funded
significant cutting edge, hypothesis-driven basic research. While these efforts bolster our understanding
of some processes in limited areas, they have not been conducted at the scale necessary to provide the
holistic understanding of the ecosystem needed to make wise decisions about if and how industrial
activities should proceed. Nor have they been conducted year-round—almost all of the existing studies
focused solely on the summer months. The needed information is best obtained through year-round
monitoring (including sampling for species distributions and abundance) and interdisciplinary research to
elaborate trophic relationships, ecosystem structure and functioning, and other interactions.

Introduction
The United States is at a crossroads with respect to planning and decision-making for offshore oil and gas
activities in the Chukchi and Beaufort seas. President Obama and the Department of the Interior (DOI)
must decide whether to continue with plans and approvals that are based on inadequate science and have
generated controversy, litigation, and—as the blowout in the Gulf of Mexico demonstrates—the potential
for environmental and social disaster. This document and the attachments provide a path forward that
would use a comprehensive, integrated scientific research and monitoring plan to fill the gaps identified
by scientists and courts and provide the necessary baseline information from which to make effective
decisions.
At the heart of the controversy about offshore drilling in the Arctic is the widely acknowledged lack of
scientific information about the Arctic Ocean. While we do know that the Arctic Ocean is important to
life in coastal communities, has regions of high productivity that support varied ecosystems with iconic
species of wildlife, helps regulate the planet’s weather and climate, and is changing rapidly, scientists
know very little about how the Arctic Ocean functions or the ways in which it might respond to stresses
from industrial activities. The lack of baseline information about the marine ecosystem was one of the
bases for court decisions invalidating the 2007-12 Five-Year Leasing Program and Lease Sale 193 in the
Chukchi Sea. Without this understanding, it is not possible to comply with statutory and regulatory
mandates that were established to help ensure responsible stewardship of resources, including the Outer
Continental Shelf Lands Act (OCSLA), National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Endangered Species
Act (ESA), and Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA)
Moreover, the lack of baseline information creates a significant impediment to both effective planning
preparedness. The U.S. Commission on Ocean Policy stated as a principle tenet, “Ocean managers and
policy makers need comprehensive scientific information about the ocean and its environment to make
wise decisions.”1 The final recommendations of the Interagency Ocean Policy Task Force (OPTF) call
for science-based decision making and a better understanding of our ocean ecosystems, including a
special emphasis on the Arctic.2 The Obama administration implemented the final OPTF
recommendations and has both the opportunity and obligation to obtain the necessary science and use it to
guide decisions about industrial activities.3 By deferring future leasing in the Chukchi and Beaufort seas,
calling for the U.S. Geological Survey Arctic (USGS) gap analysis, committing to science in the NOAA
Arctic Strategic Plan, and creating the National Commission on the BP Deepwater Horizon Oil Spill and
Offshore Drilling, the Obama administration has taken important steps toward allowing for
comprehensive science and planning. At the same time, the government is in the process of determining
how to respond to the court-ordered re-evaluation of Lease Sale 193 and the 2007-12 Five-Year Leasing
Program, and Congress is debating legislation that includes provisions for better science in the Arctic.
The most effective way to respond to the courts’ orders and prepare for decisions about future industrial
activities is to undertake comprehensive research and monitoring that would provide a fundamental
understanding of the marine ecosystem. This research has not been done adequately before, and much of
what has been done is decades out of date in a region that is changing rapidly. While it is true that DOI
and industry have undertaken significant research, those efforts have been narrowly focused, applied

Moving from uncoordinated studies to planned, integrated research would provide the necessary
information, affordably, in a reasonable amount of time. In fact, the USGS gap analysis study, which has
already started, could be the initial step. The results of that study–which should identify some of the
largest and most pressing information gaps–should be used to help design the research program. The
largest and most important information gaps almost certainly could be filled in 5-7 years for
approximately $20 million annually. Given the $2.7 billion in revenue generated from Lease Sale 193
alone and the immense risks from oil and gas activities, this cost is neither exorbitant nor unwarranted.
Such a comprehensive plan would provide many of the answers to the unknowns identified in the court
proceedings relevant to Lease Sale 193 and the 2007-12 Five-Year Leasing Program and would provide
the necessary information to make informed decision about whether to allow industrial activities and, if
so, under what conditions.
State of Science About the Arctic Ocean
Very little is known about the Arctic Ocean, and in particular the Chukchi Sea. According to the U.S.
Arctic Research Commission, the Arctic is “the least studied and most poorly understood area on Earth.”4
In particular, “The Arctic Ocean is the least well known ocean on the planet. We know more about the
topography of the planets Venus and Mars than we do about the bathymetry of the Arctic Ocean.”5 Even
our knowledge of what species inhabit the U.S. Arctic Ocean, either permanently or seasonally, is
substantially incomplete. We recognize that the recent losses of sea ice during summer are fundamentally
changing these ecosystems, but we still know little about the abundance and distribution of common
species much less how the food webs work in this region.6
As part of the Lease Sale 193 litigation, the plaintiffs compiled a 38-page appendix of quotations from the
Environmental Impact Statement that recognize the lack of available information about the Chukchi Sea.7
These citations are explicit recognitions by DOI and NOAA that there is significant missing information
about even the most basic parameters for every one of the largest and most conspicuous animals in the
ecosystem—all fish, marine mammals and birds— which in other regions are typically the most highly
studied animals of an ecosystem. The missing information for these species includes abundance,
distribution, and life history. This lack of basic information makes it difficult, if not impossible, to
determine whether there will be significant impacts to the animals and the ecosystem. The state of
information about the more charismatic animals in the ecosystem is further evidence of the lack of

1
U.S. Commission on Ocean Policy, An Ocean Blueprint for the 21st Century (2004) at 374, available at
http://www.oceancommission.gov.
2
See Council on Environmental Quality, Final Recommendation Of The Interagency Ocean Policy Task Force (July
2009) at 6, 39-40, available at http://www.whitehouse.gov/files/documents/OPTF_FinalRecs.pdf.
3
Exec. Order No. 13547, 75 Fed. Reg. 43023 (2010).

4
U.S. Arctic Research Commission, Report on Goals and Objectives for Arctic Research at “A Message from the
Chair” (2005), available at http://www.arctic.gov/files/USARCReportOnGoals2005.pdf.
5
Id. at 6-7.
6
See Arctic Climate Imapact Assessment, IMPACTS OF A WARMING ARCTIC 8, 10, 14-15, 24, 58-61 (2004); National
Marine Fishery Service, Environmental Assessment/Regulatory Impact Review/Final Regulatory Flexibility
Analysis For the Arctic Fishery Management Plan And Amendment 29 to the Fishery Management Plan for Bering
Sea/Aleutian Islands King and Tanner Crabs 79-90, 99-105, 192, available at
http://www.fakr.noaa.gov/analyses/arctic/earirfrfa0809final.pdf. (hereinafter “Arctic FMP EA”).
7
This appendix is Attachment 2 to this document.
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information about the rest of the ecosystem, including the clams, worms, sea stars and other species that
are important prey for the more conspicuous species.
The lack of baseline science has also been highlighted by several other prominent local and federal
agencies as well as international forums. In its comments on the Draft Proposed 2010-15 Five-Year
Leasing Program, NOAA recommended using a precautionary approach to oil and gas activities for the
Chukchi and Beaufort seas that prevents those activities until more information is available to support
sustainable management.8 The Arctic Climate Impact Assessment, an international project of the Arctic
Council and the International Arctic Science Committee, highlighted basic surveys and monitoring as
well as ecosystem-based research as some of the highest priority research actions needed for Arctic
marine waters.9 Further, the North Slope Borough has called for better baseline science to guide
decisions, and Senator Begich has introduced legislation that calls for additional Arctic research and
coordination.10
Moreover, where basic information about the marine ecosystem exists, much of it is old, spotty, and too
sparse. For example, the Environmental Assessment for the Arctic Fishery Management Plan states that
“data were scarce for estimating the abundance and biomass of fishes in the Alaskan Arctic.”11 The
review of potential data sources indicated that surveys for fish have occurred about every 15-20 years, but
typically over different regions. Even if those surveys over the past 60 years were combined together
(which would be inappropriate due to different sampling methodologies and other reasons), there are still
major areas of the U.S. Arctic Ocean shelf region that have yet to be surveyed. These areas include those
where commercial fisheries could reasonably be expected to develop and those within lease sale areas.
Additionally, the vast majority of existing studies have been conducted in summer months. We need a
year-round understanding of the Arctic Ocean ecosystem. One stunning example of this is a seabird, the
spectacled Eider. In the summer their population would be widely dispersed, but in the winter, the entire
world’s population gathers together in a small area of the northern Bering Sea. If studies on this bird
were only conducted in the summer, it would result in erroneous conclusions about the impacts of
activities on this species, especially if activities occurred at or near their winter gathering area.
In addition, the Lease Sale 193 (Chukchi) and 2003 Multi-Sale (Beaufort 186, 195, 202) environmental
impact statements use the same primitive model to estimate how spilled oil might travel in the marine
environment. This model, which was developed in 1982, forms the basis for the evaluation of potential
impacts from a spill. Much of the environmental data input to the model is old; for example, current and
wind information dates from 1979-1996. More sophisticated models are available and better information
would allow for more effective analysis of the risks from spilled oil.12
While significant resources have been dedicated to studying particular Arctic animals and potential
impacts to those animals from offshore oil and gas activities, we still lack critical baseline information
about the ecosystem. The only studies designed to provide the comprehensive information and
understanding of the health, biodiversity, and functioning of Arctic marine ecosystems and the potential
impacts of industrial activities were conducted 30 years ago pursuant to the Outer Continental Shelf
Environmental Assessment Program (OCSEAP). The information gained under that program did not
initially cover the Chukchi Sea lease area and is so outdated as to be of very limited use in making
decisions now for the Beaufort Sea.
8

See Letter from Jane Lubchenco, Ph.D. to S. Elizabeth Birnbaum, Re: Comments on the Interior Minerals
Management Service Draft Proposed Outer Continental Shelf Oil and Gas Leasing Program for 2010-2015 (Sept. 9,
2009), at 5, available at http://www.peer.org/news/news_id.php?row_id=1265.
9
See Arctic Climate Impact Assessment, ARCTIC CLIMATE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 522 (2005).
10
See S. 1562, 111th Cong. (2010).
11
Arctic FMP EA at 99.
12
These problems are explained in more detail in Attachment 3 to this document.
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Since the conclusion of the OCSEAP program, DOI’s studies in the Arctic Ocean have not been guided
by an overarching monitoring and research plan. Instead, research priorities over the past several decades
have been guided by an assumption that enough was known about the basics. DOI, therefore, focused “on
topical studies in smaller areas to answer specific questions and fill identified information needs.”13
These applied research questions are important and have led to a better understanding of specific issues,
such as the fall bowhead whale migration route through the Chukchi Sea. However, without continued
monitoring of key parameters studied in OCSEAP it is now unclear if the base of information gained
remains valid. Climate change has altered the region dramatically over the last 30 years and ecosystems
have significant variability on yearly to decadal spans.
Thus, DOI stopped examining and monitoring the fundamentals and, instead focused on applied research
without even tying those studies together in a framework or committing to update results. As a result,
population and distribution data for several vulnerable species that play important roles in the marine
ecosystem are either outdated or missing. For example, Arctic cod, which is potentially the most
important fish species in this ecosystem, is indicated to be present throughout all of the U.S. EEZ, but no
seasonal variation, concentration, or spawning area data are published at this time.14
The lack of comprehensive planning may account, at least in part, for conflicting statements made by
DOI—first through the Bureau of Land Management then Minerals Management Service and now Bureau
of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement (BOEMRE)—about the state of science in
the Arctic. On the one hand, DOI has acknowledged repeatedly both that it lacks basic scientific
information and needs good information for decision making.15 On the other hand, the agency points to
the fact that it has spent $350 million on research since 1973 across Alaska’s 15 OCS planning areas and,
therefore, has a substantial understanding of the Arctic Ocean.16 The agency also has argued in court that
the research undertaken gives it a sufficient basis for making decisions.17 The references in the Lease
Sale 193 EIS discussed above about the lack of basic information for species runs directly counter to any
assertions by DOI or BOEMRE that there is a broad base of information available for the Arctic from
which to make decisions.
The National Science Foundation (NSF) also has funded important basic research in the Arctic Ocean.
That research has been hypothesis-driven, meaning that it was designed to answer specific, cutting-edge
scientific questions, including those about the specific impacts and feedbacks of climate change. While
this cutting-edge research is important, it does not provide the basic, baseline information that is critical
for making decisions, including what species live there, how many of them are there, and do those
populations change from place to place and season to season. Much of that information simply is not
available for the Arctic Ocean.
Similarly, industry has invested in significant scientific research, some of which may address important
missing information. Currently, however, the results of those studies are not reliable because the data
from industry studies are generally not made available publicly, and the degree to which other
information about industry research is shared varies from study to study. Given the lack of transparency
and the obvious conflict of interest for industry that would not want to share information that could
potentially hinder development, there is a substantial risk of bias in the information that is shared. Unless
13

See Alaska Annual Studies Plan Final FY 2011 3 (October 2010), available at
http://alaska.boemre.gov/ess/essp/sp2011.pdf.
See Arctic FMP EA at 79, 99, and 201; B. Bluhm & R. Gradinger, Regional variability in food availability for
Arctic marine mammals. 18 Ecological Applications S77-S96 (2008).
15
See http://www.doi.gov/whatwedo/energy/ocs/AlaskaRegion.cfm (stating that the Arctic Ocean requires
“additional scientific, environmental, and spill risk analysis before new areas are offered for leasing.”); see also
Attachment 2 to this document detailing unknowns in Lease Sale 193 EIS.
16
See Alaska Annual Studies Plan Final FY 2011 at 1.
17
See Native Village of Point Hope, et al. v. Salazar, et al., 1:08-cv-00004 (RRB), Fed. Def. Opp’n Br. at 12-17.
14

4

$ODNVD:LOGHUQHVV/HDJXHHWDO)RXUWHHQ(QYLURQPHQWDO2UJDQL]DWLRQV&RPPHQW

$ODNVD:LOGHUQHVV/HDJXHHWDO)RXUWHHQ(QYLURQPHQWDO2UJDQL]DWLRQV&RPPHQW

10-20-10
DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT

10-20-10
DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT

all data and methods for all research projects are made available to the public, it is impossible to give
selective results credence in the decisions about oil and gas activities.
Ultimately, when considered with the long list of studies performed over the last 15 years, the 38-page
index of recognized unknowns about the Lease Sale 193 area is indicative of a systemic problem with the
way research is being conducted in the Arctic. As a result of the narrow focus on applied research
questions, while baseline research and monitoring is ignored, large sums have been spent to provide
information about specific issues without providing decision-makers the information needed to make
informed decisions about Arctic resources. One or two specific studies will not solve this problem.
Rather, a more holistic research program is needed to fill the important information gaps related to almost
every aspect of the ecosystem.
An Interdisciplinary, Integrated Research and Monitoring Program for the U.S. Arctic Ocean
At this point, it is incontrovertible that there are: substantial information gaps about Arctic marine
ecosystems, a laundry list of studies that have been conducted, ongoing processes at BOEMRE in
response to court orders to supplement the Lease Sale 193 EIS to better account for missing science and
to revise the environmental sensitivity analysis and 2007-12 Five-Year Leasing Program; and a
commitment by the new administration to bring science back to decision-making. President Obama and
his administration must establish a path forward that harmonizes this situation and provides the basic
information required to protect the resources of the Arctic, including the subsistence way of life. The
most efficient way to accomplish these goals is through another OCSEAP-type program limited to the
Beaufort and Chukchi seas
To provide the basic information required to protect the resources of the Arctic, including the subsistence
way of life, and to guide decisions about oil and gas and other industrial activities, a new comprehensive
research and monitoring program should:
1. integrate existing information to give a more holistic picture of what is known and conduct an
analysis of the gaps in information to determine the most pressing research and monitoring needs;
2. gain a more comprehensive catalogue of identified species, populations and habitats, including
seasonal migrations;
3. track the physical forcing factors that modulate biological productivity, habitat occupancy and
migration pathways;
4. secure a better understanding of trophic linkages, physical and biological processes affecting
productivity and other facets of ecosystem structure and functioning, and effects of anthropogenic
perturbations;
5. study potential ecological and sociological impacts; and
6. integrate these scientific data to identify Important Ecological Areas as well as processes and
habitats that are sensitive and vulnerable to perturbation, and furnish a basis for marine spatial
planning.
This program could easily be conducted in three simple phases over the next 5-7 years: 1) gap analysis
and planning (2011-2012); 2) research and monitoring (2013-2016, with monitoring continuing into the
future); and 3) integrating new and older information to provide decisions-makers the basic understanding
needed to make effective decisions (2016-2017). Each of these phases must be informed by local and
traditional knowledge, including planning and peer-review.
Phase I: Gap Analysis and Planning

New research and monitoring should build on what has been learned about the Arctic Ocean already.
Thus, the first step in this process is to reconcile the large information gaps with the important research
that has occurred. Existing information should be compiled and integrated, then an analysis conducted of
the gaps that are left. This gap analysis would then drive creation of an integrated research and
monitoring program. The USGS Arctic studies initiative is an important step in this direction, and should
be followed by a more comprehensive analysis as called for in Senator Begich’s Arctic Ocean Research
and Science Policy Review Act of 2009.18
President Obama and Secretary Salazar have directed the USGS to assess “resources, risks, and
environmental sensitivities in Arctic areas.”19 The USGS will complete an initial review of Arctic science
and issue a report in April 2011 that will “examine the effects of exploration activities on marine
mammals; determine what research is needed for an effective and reliable oil spill response in ice-covered
regions; evaluate what is known about the cumulative effects of energy extraction on ecosystems and
other resources of interest; and review how future changes in climate conditions may either mitigate or
compound the impacts from Arctic energy development.”20 That report should set the stage for a more
comprehensive analysis that forms the basis for implementation of the necessary studies and monitoring.
The USGS study is an important initial effort to gather existing information and identify gaps in
knowledge, but it is likely not to be sufficiently comprehensive and inclusive to form the basis of the
necessary research and monitoring program. Thus far, DOI has insisted on keeping the study firmly and
fully in the control of the USGS and BOEMRE. Despite the important knowledge and experience within
those agencies, their expertise clearly does not encompass the broad interdisciplinary breadth inherent in
the more comprehensive undertaking needed. Experts are needed from many fields, from climate and
oceanographic sciences to population biology and community ecology as well as the social sciences to
determine the breadth of potential impacts to local communities. Second, the guidance given by DOI to
USGS mandates consideration of four particular subject areas, which focuses their study towards a
narrower applied research path rather than the holistic picture of Arctic information needs. Lastly, a gap
analysis and research and monitoring plan should be developed with opportunities for public input and a
peer review process that helps ensure the study accurately describes the state of, and existing gaps in,
Arctic information.
Based on a comprehensive gap analysis, government scientists, together with public input, should define a
research and monitoring plan to fill information gaps. In the aftermath of the Exxon Valdez oil spill a
similar analysis and development of a research plan was put together with the benefit of hindsight to
address the shortcomings of knowledge in Prince William Sound and the Gulf of Alaska that became
apparent after the spill. The Gulf of Alaska Ecosystem Monitoring and Research (GEM) plan was
designed to provide critical information for both quantitatively predicting the potential impacts of another
spill and determining the impacts from another spill. The GEM plan should serve as a modern model for
the type of plan needed to guide research and monitoring in the Arctic. The research and monitoring plan
put together for the U.S. Arctic Ocean should be developed with input from the public and evaluated by
an independent panel of experts.21
Phase II: Research and Monitoring
Once the information gaps are identified and a research plan devised, the research and monitoring must be
executed. As the known gaps in knowledge outlined above show, scientific research and monitoring
should include:
18

To develop a comprehensive, integrated research and monitoring program, scientists must first understand
the existing information and gaps in knowledge. Based on that information, a research program can be
devised, with public input, to fill the gaps.

S. 1562, 111th Cong. (2010).
See Secretary Salazar Unveils Arctic Studies Initiative that will Inform Oil and Gas Decisions for Beaufort and
Chukchi Seas, available at http://www.doi.gov/news/pressreleases/2010_04_13_releaseA.cfm.
19

20

Id.

21

An outline for such a plan for the Arctic Ocean is included as Attachment 1.
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1. Marine life assessment to provide a year-round picture of the species in each marine habitat and
their population trends;
2. Environmental monitoring to measure atmospheric and physical ocean conditions, such as salinity
and temperature, and biological factors, such as productivity and community richness and
diversity;
3. Scientific process studies to understand the way in which the ecosystem functions and is likely to
respond to stresses;
4. Studies designed to identify patterns of subsistence use and changes in well-being as well as
potential impacts from industrial activities; and
5. Documentation of local and traditional knowledge.
This research and monitoring should be interdisciplinary, spanning from climate sciences to social
impacts studies, and to the greatest extent possible, it should be conducted in an integrated fashion to
better elucidate the processes that underlie the way in which the ecosystem functions.22 As demonstrated
by the GEM plan, our understanding of how ecosystems work and the ways in which to study them has
grown considerably since the original OCSEAP. Studies should be coordinated and integrated to measure
multiple aspects of the ecosystem simultaneously, which will more effectively and efficiently elucidate
many of the important drivers and links in the ecosystem.
Integrated research reveals relationships that are not apparent in focused single species or component
studies. For example, scientists were able to determine that, as a result of climate change, productivity in
the northern Bering Sea ecosystem was shifting from moving through seafloor communities to open water
communities.23 They were only able to do this by studying multiple aspects of the ecosystem
simultaneously, including climate indices, sea ice concentration, water temperature, sedimentation, and
seafloor biomass. In addition to providing better information, this type of integrated research and
monitoring is more cost effective because more information is elucidated than would be from individual
studies.
ConocoPhillips and Shell are conducting integrated research studies in the Chukchi Sea around two of
their drilling prospects. They are simultaneously measuring physical, biological and chemical
oceanographic parameters along with marine mammals, fish, birds and benthic invertebrates. While they
are not sharing their data publicly, the results they present are intriguing.24 Their work indicates that the
Chukchi Sea is not a homogenous region, but instead potentially has a high degree of spatial complexity.
The benthic topography of the Chukchi Sea appears to affect sea ice concentrations and ocean currents
that in turn affect the distribution of productivity and how that productivity flows through the food web to
invertebrates, fish, birds and marine mammals.
This example shows that integrated research can be—and, in fact, is being—conducted in the Arctic
Ocean. ConocoPhillips’s and Shell’s research, however, is confined to areas around two of their drilling
prospects during the open water season. With a concerted effort, this research could easily be expanded
to the rest of the region and other seasons. Expanding this type of research and monitoring would provide
decision-makers with the more complete picture needed to protect Arctic ecosystems and the subsistence
way of life. The abundance and diversity of animals varies across this region, and decision-makers must
understand that variability to determine which areas are most important and how to protect them from oil
and gas and other industrial activities.

22
Integrated research seeks to provide information about multiple characteristics of the ecosystem and the ways in
which they interact.
23
J.M. Grebmeier, et al., A major ecosystem shift in the northern Bering Sea. 311 Science 1461-1464 (2006).
24
See http://doc.nprb.org/web/symposium/2010/2010%20AMSS%20Abstract%20Book.pdf at 19-28.
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Phase III: Data Integration
Once sufficient information is available from the research and monitoring outlined above, that
information should be synthesized to demonstrate an understanding of ecosystem structure and
functioning, including quantitative and robust models of the food web, and a determination of the
important ecological areas of the region. Those models and information provide the basis from which to
understand likely impacts of industrial activities and, accordingly, whether and how to allow them.
Managers will be able to move from qualitative assertions (i.e., educated guesses) to making quantitative
assessments of potential impacts and allow decision makers to weigh the costs and benefits of industrial
activities and to find alternatives that could allow for development while protecting the ecosystem and
subsistence way of life.
This new program would provide the answers to the unknowns identified in the Lease Sale 193 litigation
by virtue of providing a basic understanding of the marine ecosystem. The missing information is broad
in scope and covers major, fundamental components of the ecosystem. A comprehensive research and
monitoring program, rather than ad hoc research will build this foundation of knowledge most efficiently.
In addition, having this basic information will avoid the problem that has arisen in the Gulf of Mexico,
where development occurred with scant attention to the status of the ecosystem beforehand. As a result,
we find ourselves wondering what was lost following development or an industrial accident because we
did not evaluate what was there to begin with. Further, comprehensive, integrated research and
monitoring could prevent that from happening in the Arctic, and a complete understanding of the
ecosystem can drive response and restoration activities should an industrial accident occur.
Meeting Legal Requirements and Policy Goals
As explained above, an integrated, comprehensive research and monitoring program would be the most
efficient way to provide the baseline necessary to make informed decisions about offshore oil and gas
activities in the Arctic. Such a plan would build on the commitments to science already made by the
administration and would be the most effective way to resolve the ongoing litigation and controversy.
Federal courts have invalidated the 2007-12 Five-Year Leasing Program and Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for Lease Sale 193 in the Chukchi Sea. While the decisions rest on different grounds, the
lack of scientific information about the Arctic Ocean. In the 2007-12 Five-Year Leasing Program that
lack of scientific information resulted in an arbitrary analysis of the relative environmental sensitivity of
marine areas. In the Lease Sale 193 context, the court found that the agency had not complied with a
Council on Environmental Quality regulation, 40 C.F.R. § 1502.22, by failing to determine “whether
missing information identified by the agency was relevant or essential” and then failing to determine
“whether the cost of obtaining the missing information was exorbitant or the means of doing so
unknown.”
DOI has issued a draft proposed 2007-12 Five-Year Leasing Program and a Draft Supplemental EIS for
Lease Sale 193. Neither document fully accounts for the missing information or makes an effort to put in
place the necessary interdisciplinary, integrated research and monitoring. Both, however, are drafts, and
DOI still has the opportunity to move forward in this way.
As explained above, there are 38 pages of references to scientific unknowns made by DOI and NOAA in
planning for Lease Sale 193. The agency has an affirmative duty to get this information, including by
performing research itself when necessary, if it is essential to its decision and not exorbitant in cost.
Information is significant, essential, or important where without the information the agency cannot
accurately assess the effects of various alternatives, the extent of certain problems, or the need for
particular proposed actions.
Basic scientific information is essential at the lease sale stage. It is when BOEMRE evaluates alternatives
about the size of the sale, deferral areas, and other limitations that may affect exploration and
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development. Further, once the lease sale is held, companies have additional rights to conduct activities
in the water that may affect sensitive species and habitats. Information that would be gathered by a
comprehensive research and monitoring effort would allow for more effective consideration of
alternatives and better evaluation of potential impacts.
Additionally, at the lease sale stage, BOEMRE should undertake a more detailed analysis than was
conducted for the Five-Year Leasing Program, based on better information. This analysis is particularly
important given the agency’s current practice of preparing an environmental assessment, rather than full
EIS to evaluate proposed exploration activities. If the agency prepares a programmatic-level analysis
based on incomplete information at both the Leasing Program and Lease Sale stages, no detailed
evaluation will be prepared until development is scheduled to occur. Neither OCSLA nor NEPA
contemplate such a result.

Attachments
Number
1
2

3

Title
A Scientific Research and Monitoring Plan for the U.S. Arctic Ocean (October 2010 Draft).
Compendium of Lease Sale 193 Unknowns – Exhibit 129 to Plaintiffs’ Motion for Summary
Judgment in Native Village of Point Hope, et al. v. Salazar, et al., 1:08-cv-00004 (RRB) (Feb.
2009).
Major Problems With Oil Spill Models (October 2010 Draft).

Nor, as it appears to have done in the Draft SEIS for Lease Sale 193 should BOEMRE rely on analyses to
be conducted by other agencies pursuant to other statutory mandates. Rather, the agency should abide
Secretary Salazar’s commitment to science and lead the way toward a better understanding of the ocean
ecosystem by working with other expert agencies to put in place a comprehensive research and
monitoring program.
The cost of this type of research and monitoring program is not exorbitant. The plan outlined in
Attachment 1 could be carried out for approximately $100 million over 5 years. By comparison, Lease
Sale 193 alone generated $2.7 billion in revenue to the federal government. At less than five percent of
that revenue, the cost of the program is relatively small. Further, in considering whether the cost of
obtaining additional data on the Chukchi Sea is exorbitant, BOEMRE must consider the risk and benefits
of the governmental action at issue. Lease Sale 193 covers nearly thirty million acres of remote,
undeveloped Arctic Ocean, and oil and gas activities would threaten the subsistence way of life, wildlife,
habitat, and the marine ecosystem more generally. It may provide jobs and other economic benefit, but it
also poses considerable risks, economic and otherwise, to the benefits provided by a healthy marine
ecosystem.
These cost estimates are consistent with the other programs mentioned above. The GEM program was
projected to cost $120 million in 1999, and the OCSEAP program was estimated to cost $25 million
annually.
Conclusion
A careful, deliberate approach in the Arctic will allow for energy production if it can be done without
harming the health of the marine ecosystem or opportunities for the subsistence way of life. The first step
in such an approach is to develop and implement a comprehensive research and monitoring program like
OCSEAP. We simply do not know enough now to make good decisions about stewardship for the oceans
and clean energy. The first step toward resolving the ongoing controversy and litigation in the Arctic is to
commit to obtaining basic science through an integrated, comprehensive research and monitoring plan
that could help determine if industrial activities are appropriate; and if so, when, where and how such
activities could be conducted.
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Attachment 1
A Scientific Research and Monitoring Plan for the U.S. Arctic Ocean

B. Conduct periodic population assessments for exploited and selected important species.
These assessments should be spatially explicit, and include migratory species (birds,
marine mammals and some fish). These assessments will provide crucial baselines for
evaluating impacts of industrial development and ecosystem change.

Compared with other marine ecosystems, very little is known about the living marine resources
in the U.S. Arctic Ocean. We recognize that the recent losses of sea ice during summer are
fundamentally changing the ways these ecosystems function, but we still know little about how
these food webs work. Even our knowledge of what species inhabit the U.S. Arctic Ocean,
either permanently or seasonally, is substantially incomplete. Permitting large-scale industrial
activities in the absence of even basic knowledge of the composition and functioning of the
marine ecosystem sets the stage for inadvertent environmental degradation at best, and
catastrophic interactions at worst. The risks of adverse interactions are exacerbated by the rapid
rate of environmental change in the Arctic, and our limited knowledge of existing resources and
conditions makes it difficult even to detect ecosystem responses to change. The following
science plan is intended as a guide toward systematically improving our knowledge of Arctic
marine ecosystem structure and function.
The geographic scope of this science plan includes the exclusive economic zone (EEZ) of the
U.S. Arctic Ocean, extending from the northern Alaskan coastline to the continental shelf break
to the north, from the Bering Strait in the west to the Canadian border to the east. Most of the
plan should be completed within four years. In recognition of the great scientific value of longterm data sets, however, the monitoring should be continued indefinitely, with at least a multidecade planning horizon.
The essential elements of the plan are grouped into six categories: gap analysis, resource
assessment, environmental monitoring, scientific process studies and synthesis. These elements
are intended to (1) define existing information and research needs; (2) gain a more
comprehensive catalogue of identified species, populations and habitats, including seasonal
migrations, (3) track the physical forcing factors that modulate biological productivity, habitat
occupancy and migration pathways; (4) secure a better understanding of trophic linkages,
physical and biological processes affecting productivity and other facets of ecosystem
functioning, and effects of anthropogenic perturbations; (5) study sociological impacts, and (6)
integrate these scientific data to identify processes and habitats that are sensitive and vulnerable
to perturbation and furnish a basis for marine spatial planning. Each of these constituent efforts
must be informed by local and traditional knowledge (LTK) at all stages, including planning and
peer-review.
I. Gap Analysis
A. Conduct a comprehensive gap analysis to determine what scientific research is currently
being done and what additional information is needed.
II. Marine Life Assessment
A. Conduct a comprehensive survey of species occupying each marine habitat, including
communities in the benthic, pelagic and littoral zones, and ice-associated communities.
Whenever feasible these surveys should be conducted seasonally to identify migrations
and patterns of periodic habitat use.

III. Environmental Monitoring
A. Establish a network of fixed monitoring stations to track physical forcings and local
biological responses. This station network should be patterned along the lines of the
National Science Foundation’s Long Term Ecological Research Network (LTER) and
NOAA’s oceanographic buoys adapted to the US Arctic Ocean, with sampling stations
allocated to both the Chukchi and Beaufort seas. These stations will measure physical
factors in the ocean including temperature and salinity, acidity, alkalinity and nutrients as
functions of seawater depth, along with current profilers at strategically chosen locations;
atmospheric factors including surface temperature, wind speed and direction, insolation,
gas composition, and particulate density and composition; and biological factors such as
primary and secondary productivity, zooplankton abundance and composition, benthic
species presence, community richness and diversity, and community assemblages
associated with sea ice.
B. Support remote monitoring by satellite and aircraft to track sea ice extent, surface albedo
and ocean color in collaboration with NOAA, NASA and NSIDC.
C. Establish a systematic process for incorporating LTK for early detection of unanticipated
ecosystem change, and for review by LTK experts for accuracy and completeness.
D. Periodically update the resource assessments identified in “II” above to track ecosystem
responses to climate change and industrialization.
E. Monitor detection of invasive species, including species displaced by warming seawater
temperatures to the south, and exotic species introduced by industrial activities.
IV. Scientific Process Studies
A. Identify processes strongly coupled with biological production, species’ distribution and
abundance, and support research that will improve understanding of them aimed at
improving prediction of community responses to short- and long-term environmental
stressors. This research should include identification of the species interactions that
structure the biological community, which includes studies of the food web to determine
linkages and energy flow through the ecosystem, as well investigations to determine the
processes responsible for nutrient cycling.
B. Prioritize research to initially emphasize known proximate sources of ecosystem stress,
including processes strongly affected by transition from light limitation to nutrient
limitation resulting from continued sea ice loss, effects of warmer water temperatures on
growth and provisioning requirements of selected target species (especially young-of-theyear and juveniles), and sensitivity to acidification from increases in atmospheric carbon
dioxide.
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V. Sociological and Ecosystem Impact Studies
A. Identify historical and current patterns of land and subsistence use, and conduct a survey
of social and psychological well-being in North Slope communities to document current
conditions in these communities.
B. Monitor changes in patterns of land and subsistence use, and in measures of social and
psychological well-being in North Slope communities affected by oil development.
C. Conduct studies to determine potential impacts from industrial activities in the Arctic
Ocean, such as research on the effects of noise on Bowhead whales, as well as the
potential effects from produced waters, drilling muds, routine discharges, and other
emissions on the ecosystem.

Attorneys for Plaintiffs

VI. Data Integration and Marine Spatial Planning
A. Construct ecosystem models including a quantitative nutrient-phytoplankton-zooplankton
(NPZ) model and an Ecopath model to evaluate how predicted ecosystem responses
compare with data observed from the monitoring programs. Identified inadequacies will
highlight areas requiring further research.
B. Archive monitoring data in a publicly accessible database that is continuously
maintained. Also, monitoring results should be periodically included in GIS maps to
facilitate identification of Important Ecological Areas (IEAs) and important subsistence
areas in the US Arctic Ocean and how they may change through time. Important
Ecological Areas are geographically delineated areas with distinguishing characteristics
that contribute disproportionately to an ecosystem’s health or are particularly vulnerable
to disturbance.
C. Integrate the results of the monitoring and research described above with a marine spatial
planning effort that identifies IEAs as well as all potential energy sources and their
availability to markets to help minimize the likelihood of adverse consequences
associated with industrialization.
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(EIS) for the Oil and Gas Lease Sale 193 and Seismic Surveying Activities in the Chukchi Sea

ATTACHMENT A

(OCS EIS/EA MMS 2007-026) (May 2007). This contains statements in the EIS acknowledging

COMPENDIUM OF LEASE SALE 193 FEIS UNKNOWNS

missing information about the Chukchi Sea environment and the potential effects of the lease
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sale 193 on wildlife and subsistence. This declaration was compiled by an Earthjustice staff
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member under my direct supervision and reviewed by me.

B. Individual Species and/or Species Assemblages ..............................................6
I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.
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MARINE AND COASTAL BIRDS......................................................................36

LACK OF INFORMATION ABOUT SPECIES/HABITAT

A. Impacts Generally...........................................................................................36
1.

Noise impacts on marine and coastal birds .............................................36

2.

Oil impacts on marine and coastal birds..................................................36

I.

FISH
A.

General

B. Impacts to Threatened Spectacled and Steller’s Eiders..................................37
C. Impacts to Kittlitz’s Murrelets........................................................................37
D. Impacts on Waterfowl.....................................................................................38
1.

Impacts on Yellow-Billed Loons.............................................................38

2.

Impacts on Common Eiders ....................................................................38

E. Impacts on Shorebirds ....................................................................................38

“Surveys of coastal and marine fish resources in the Chukchi and Beaufort seas are typically
conducted during periods that ice cover is greatly reduced (late July, August, or September) and
information concerning the distribution, abundance, habitat use, etc., of marine fishes outside
this period is limited. Due to the lack of specific information for many species, it is necessary to
discuss the biology and ecology at the family level.” EIS at III-32.
“Despite these previous works, several data deficiencies remain. Information of current
distribution and abundance (e.g., fish per square kilometer) estimates, age structure, population
trends, or habitat use areas are not available for fish populations in the northeastern Chukchi Sea.
Many fish studies reporting distribution and/or abundance are 20-30 years old. Other studies are
still older. For example, the only survey of demersal fishes in the region is more than 20 years
old. Fish assemblages and populations in other marine ecosystems of Alaska (e.g., Gulf of
Alaska, Bering Sea) have undergone observable shifts in diversity, distribution, and abundance
during the last 20-30 years; it is not known if the findings of Frost and Lowry (1983) still
accurately portray the diversity and abundance of demersal fishes in the Alaskan Beaufort Sea.
The same is true for other dated studies. It is possible that they no longer accurately and precisely
reflect the current distribution, abundance, and habitat use patterns of fish resources in the
northeastern Chukchi and western Beaufort seas. Such information could be stale, or in some
cases, stagnant. If so, accurate information concerning the distribution, abundance, and habitat
use patterns of fish resources is incomplete and/or unavailable from which to accurately and/or
precisely assess environmental impacts from the Proposed Action.” EIS at III-32.
“Another important data gap is the lack of information concerning discrete populations for arctic
fishes. The literature abounds with casual references made of various fish populations without
having delimited the population other than by perhaps using arbitrary boundaries of a study area,
or presenting data without discriminating one discrete population unit from another.
Additionally, a few marine species are regarded as widespread and/or abundant, yet distribution
and density statistics for discrete populations are scarce, unknown, and therefore, incomplete.
Several species are known only from a single specimen of each species; others are known from
perhaps a handful of specimens collected years to decades ago. Population information is entirely
lacking for such species.” EIS at III-33.
“Fish resources of the northeastern Chukchi Sea were last surveyed 15-17 years ago.
Additionally, other surveys over the years and area reflect a pattern of temporally and spatially
irregular and disjunct sampling. Such disorganized sampling and data reporting greatly
influences the information quality necessary to determine population trends and adjustments to
environmental perturbations. Establishing a current, accurate, and precise baseline is critical to
assessing potential changes to biotic resources. It is unknown if the distribution and abundance
information gathered by the last surveys remains an accurate and precise description of arctic
fish populations today. This is an important because the Chukchi and Bering seas are considered
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5.

to be large marine ecosystems serving as principle bellwethers to climate change in North
America and the Arctic Ocean.” EIS at III-40.
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Oceanic-Demersal Assemblage

“Life-history statistics for most species covered in this assemblage are data deficient, chiefly for
lack of fish surveys and studies in oceanic waters of the Alaskan arctic.” EIS III-36.

“Adjustments by one or more fish populations often require adjustments within or among large
marine ecosystems, influencing the distribution and/or abundance of competitors, prey, and
predators. Consequently, it appears reasonable to believe that the composition, distribution, and
abundance of fish resources in the northwestern Chukchi Sea is changing and is now different
from that measured in the surveys conducted 15-17 years ago or earlier. The magnitude of these
differences is unknown.” EIS at III-41.
B.
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6.

Diadromous Fishes

“A number of diadromous species in the region have complicated life-history patterns that are
not fully understood.” EIS at IV-61.

Individual Species and/or Species Assemblages
1.

7.

Primary Arctic Fish Assemblages

“Marine waters support the most diverse, although least well known, fishes of the Alaskan
Beaufort Sea region. Studies of marine fishes in the region are very limited; most of the
surveys/studies have been performed in coastal waters landward of the landward of 200-m
isobath, with scant surveys having sampled deeper waters. . . . [R]obust population estimates or
trends for marine fishes of the region are unavailable. Distribution or abundance data for marine
fish species are known only generally at the coarsest grain of resolution (for example, common,
uncommon, rare)…. Detailed information generally is lacking concerning the spread, density, or
patchiness of their distribution in the overall Chukchi Sea region. Data concerning habitatrelated densities; growth, reproduction, or survival rates within regional or local habitats; or
productivity rates by habitat, essentially are unknown for fishes inhabiting waters seaward of the
nearshore, brackish-water ecotone.” EIS at III-34 (internal citations omitted).
2.

Salmon

“Little is known of the movements undertaken during the 18 months the [pink] salmon spend at
sea.” EIS at III-39 (quoting Schmidt, McMillan, and Gallaway (1983)).
“Chum salmon fry, like pink salmon, do not overwinter in streams but migrate (mostly at night)
out of streams directly to sea shortly after emergence. The timing of outmigration in the arctic is
unknown, but occurs between February and June (chiefly during April and May) in more
southern waters.” EIS at III-40.

Neritic-Demersal Assemblage

“Life-history data for many of the demersal species using neritic substrates is lacking (e.g.,
whitespotted greenling, twohorn sculpin, spinyhook sculpin, veteran poacher); consequently,
assessing the species resilience to perturbations is not feasible until additional information
becomes available.” EIS at III-35.
3.

Neritic-Pelagic Assemblage

“No species of this assemblage are assessed as being of low resilience, because life-history data
are lacking.” EIS at III-35.
4.

The Cryopelagic Assemblage

“Arctic cod and Pacific sand lance are assumed to be of medium resilience to exploitation; polar
cod and toothed cod are data deficient such that an assessment of resilience is not feasible with
available information.” EIS at III-36.

Exhibit 129, Page 8 of 40

Exhibit 129, Page 9 of 40

6

Case 1:08-cv-00004-RRB

Document 85-46

Filed 02/05/2009

Page 10 of 40

Case 1:08-cv-00004-RRB

$ODNVD:LOGHUQHVV/HDJXHHWDO)RXUWHHQ(QYLURQPHQWDO2UJDQL]DWLRQV&RPPHQW

II.

Filed 02/05/2009

Page 11 of 40

However, we caution against over-interpretation of these data out of context of survey effort and,
because these data were collected between 1979 and 1991, they should not be interpreted as
indicating current use of the Chukchi Sea by bowhead whales; they are the best data available.”
EIS at III-50—51.

Whales
1.
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MARINE MAMMALS
A.

7

“Data are limited on the bowhead fall migration through the Chukchi Sea before the whales
move south into the Bering Sea.” EIS at III-51.

Bowhead Whale

“There is scientific uncertainty about the population structure of bowheads that use the Arctic
Ocean.” EIS at III-45.
“Recent data to evaluate bowhead use of the Chukchi Sea Planning Area, or adjacent areas to the
south, are lacking.” EIS at III-45.
“No data are available indicating that, other than historic commercial whaling, any previous
human activity has had a significant adverse impact on the current status of BCB Seas bowheads
or their recovery.” EIS at III-45.

“The amount of feeding in the Chukchi Sea and Bering Strait in the fall is unknown as is the
amount of feeding in the Bering Sea in the winter (Richardson and Thomson, 2002). Richardson
and Thomson (2002:xxxviii) concluded that: “…behavioral, aerial-survey, and stomach-content
data, as well as certain energetics data…show that bowheads also feed widely across the eastern
and central Beaufort Sea in summer and fall.” In mid- to late fall, at least some bowheads feed in
the southwest Chukchi. Detailed feeding studies have not been conducted in the Bering Sea in
the winter.” EIS at III-54.

“Conservation concerns include: . . uncertain potential impacts of climate warming. . ..” EIS at
III-45.

“There are locations in the Beaufort Sea and the western Chukchi Sea where large numbers of
bowheads have been observed feeding in many years. However, the significance of feeding in
particular areas to the overall food requirements of the population or segments of the population
is not clear.” EIS at III-55.

“The uncertainty of the stock structure adds some uncertainty to summaries of the status of
bowheads that may be impacted by the Proposed Action.” EIS at III-45.

“Recent data on distribution, abundance, or habitat use [by bowheads] in the Chukchi Sea
Planning Area are not available.” EIS at III-55.

“[I]f whales become more ‘skittish’ and more highly sensitized following a hunt, it may be that
their subsequent reactions, over the short-term, to other forms of noise and disturbance are
heightened by such activity. Data are not available that permit evaluation of this possible,
speculative interaction.” EIS at III-46 (quoting NMFS’ Arctic Region Biological Opinion).

“[I]mportantly, data are not available sufficient to characterize the current seasonal and temporal
use of the Chukchi Sea Planning Area by bowheads and other whales, or to fully understand the
importance of parts of the Beaufort Sea to bowhead whales.” EIS at IV-82.

“There is little information regarding causes of natural mortality for BCB Seas bowhead
whales.” EIS at III-49.
“Little is known about the effects of microbial or viral agents on natural mortality [of
bowheads].” EIS at III-49.
“The amount of feeding [by the BCB Seas bowhead stock] in the Bering Sea in the winter is
unknown as is the amount of feeding in the Bering Strait in the fall (Richardson and Thomson,
2002).” EIS at III-49.
“The MMS funded large-scale surveys in this [Chukchi Sea lease sale] area when there was oil
and gas leasing and exploration, but while surveys in the Beaufort Sea have continued, the last
surveys in the Chukchi Sea were about 15 years ago. These data were summarized by Mel’nikov,
Zelensky, and Ainana (1997), Moore (1992), Moore and Clarke (1990), and Moore, DeMaster,
and Dayton (2000). We have plotted counts of bowheads in the Chukchi Sea during those
surveys (Fig. III.B-4), because they visually provide limited insight into areas where bowheads
may be exposed to oil and gas activities should they occur in the Chukchi Sea Planning Area.
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“Bowheads are not randomly distributed throughout the Proposed Action area. The extent of use
of particular habitats varies among years, sometimes considerably; therefore, it is difficult to
predict, in advance of a given year, exactly how bowheads will use the entire area that is
available to them. Some aspects of their habitat use are poorly understood. For example, current
data are not available on which to typify the current summer use of the northern Chukchi Sea by
bowheads. For example, in the Beaufort Sea in some years, large aggregations of bowheads near
Smith Bay have been observed during MMS’ Bowhead Whale Aerial Survey Program (BWASP)
surveys at the beginning of September. It is unclear if these animals are early migrants that have
come from the east, if they summered in the northern portions of the Beaufort Sea and came
south, or if they entered from the Chukchi Sea and never migrated east. . . . It is important to note
that the Chukchi Sea data are not recent (1979-1991) and thus should not be interpreted as
indicating current patterns of bowhead use of the Chukchi Sea.” EIS at IV-101.
“We note that the general location of the spring lead system in the Chukchi Sea (and Beaufort
Sea) is based on relatively limited survey data and is not well defined.” EIS IV-102 (similarly at
EIS at IV-105).
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“Variability in the distribution of bowhead whales in the Beaufort Sea over time and among
years, and lack of recent data on bowhead seasonal distribution and abundance in the Chukchi
Sea makes attempts to quantitatively model the numbers of whales that might be contacted by oil
problematic.” EIS at IV-121.
2.

Fin Whale

Document 85-46
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“The threat of disease or predation [on humpbacks] as [sic] unknown.” EIS at V-29.
4.

Gray Whale

“[E]xisting information is insufficient to understand the dynamics of gray whales and offshore
Chukchi Sea habitat relationships, quality and quantity dynamics and distribution of prey
resources, or the capability of habitat to support (carrying capacity) long- and short-term whale
use.” EIS, Vol. II, AC 019-076.

“The NMFS has concluded that there is no reliable information about population-abundance
trends, and that reliable estimates of current or historical abundance are not available, for the
entire Northeast Pacific fin whale stock.” EIS at III-46. See also id. at III-56 (similar).
“There are no recent data to confirm their use or lack of use of the Chukchi Sea Planning Area,
or adjacent areas to the south.” EIS at III-47.
“There is little information about natural causes of mortality (Perry, DeMaster, and Silber,
1999a). The NMFS summarized that ‘There are no known habitat issues that are of particular
concern for this stock’ (Angliss and Lodge, 2002, 2005). Perry, DeMaster, and Silber (1999a:51)
listed the possible influences of disease or predation as ‘Unknown.’” EIS at III-56.
“The importance of specific feeding areas to populations or subpopulations of fin whales in the
North Pacific is not understood.” EIS at III-57.
“The possible influences of disease or predation and of overutilization [on fin whales] are listed
[by NMFS] as ‘Unknown.’” EIS at V-28.
3.
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Humpback Whale

“[T]he relationship between the expanding gray whale population to amphipod community
dynamics is unknown but is of considerable interest.” EIS at V-35.
5.

Beluga Whale

“Understanding the distribution and timing of movements of belugas is important for planning
lease sales in the Chukchi Sea and designing possible mitigation measures. Late-summer
distribution and fall-migration patterns are poorly known, wintering areas effectively are
unknown, and areas that are particularly important for feeding have not been identified (Suydam,
Lowry, and Frost, 2005).” EIS at IV-163. See also id. at III-77 (second sentence same).
“Based on recent telemetry studies on eastern Chukchi belugas, it is likely that members from
both stocks occur in similar places and at similar times during the fall migration although the
significance of this is unknown (Suydam, Lowry, and Frost, 2005).” EIS at III-76.
“Winter food habits of belugas are largely unknown . . ..” EIS at III-77.

“Available information does not indicate humpback whales inhabit the Chukchi Sea OCS project
area. There are no recent data to confirm their lack of use of the Chukchi Sea OCS Planning
Area, or adjacent areas to the south.” EIS at III-47.
“There is ‘no clear consensus’ (Calambokidis et al., 1997:6) about the population stock structure
of humpback whales in the North Pacific due to insufficient information (Angliss and Lodge,
2002) (see further discussion in USDOI, MMS,2003a,b).” EIS at III-58.
“Angliss and Outlaw (2005) stated that: ‘There are no reliable estimates for the abundance of
humpback whales at feeding areas for this stock’ (the Western North Pacific Stock) ‘because
surveys of the known feeding areas are incomplete, and because not all feeding areas are
known.’ There are not conclusive or reliable data on current population trends for the western
North Pacific stock (Perry, DeMaster, and Silber, 1999b; Angliss and Outlaw, 2005).” EIS at III59.

“Belugas generally are associated with ice and relatively deep water throughout the summer and
autumn, which may reflect their preference for feeding on ice-associated arctic cod (Moore et
al., 2000). Late-summer distribution and fall-migration patterns are poorly known, wintering
areas are effectively unknown, and areas that are particularly important for feeding have not been
identified (Suydam, Lowry, and Frost, 2005).” EIS at III-77.
6.

Harbor Porpoise

“The harbor porpoise inhabits shallow, coastal areas in temperate, subarctic, and arctic waters of
the Northern Hemisphere (Read, 1999). In the North Pacific, harbor porpoises range from Point
Barrow, Alaska to Point Conception, California (Gaskin, 1984). In Alaska, three separate stocks
have been recommended, although there is insufficient biological data to support the designation
at this time.” EIS at III-78.

“Causes of natural mortality in humpbacks in the North Pacific are relatively unknown, and rates
have not been estimated.” EIS at III-60.
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Minke Whale
d.

“There are no reliable estimates for the Alaska stock of minke whales. A provisional estimate
was made for the Bering Sea of 810 individuals; however, this is not used for the Alaska stock
because the entire stock’s range was not surveyed.” EIS at III-78.
B.

11

Bearded Seal

“No reliable estimate for the size of the Alaska bearded seal stock currently is available (Angliss
and Outlaw, 2005). Bengtson et al. (2005) conducted surveys in the eastern Chukchi Sea but
could not estimate abundance from their data.” EIS at III-74.

Other Marine Mammals
1.

2.

Seals

“Little is known about the biology or population dynamics of ice seals, and they have received
little attention compared with other Bering/Chukchi Sea species known to be in decline.
Accurate population estimates for ice seals are not available and are not easily attainable due to
their wide distribution and problems associated with research in remote, ice-covered waters
(Quakenbush and Sheffield, 2006). Although little is known about the population status of ice
seals, there is cause for concern. Sea ice is changing in thickness, persistence, and
distribution (Sec. III.A.4, Sea Ice), and evidence indicates that oceanographic conditions have
been changing in the Bering Sea (Sec. III.A.3, Oceanography), which suggests that changes in
the ecosystem may be occurring as well (Quakenbush and Sheffield, 2006).” EIS at III-71.
a.

“The population size has never been known with certainty; however, the most recent survey
estimate was approximately 201,039 animals (Gilbert et al., 1992).” EIS at III-76.
3.

Polar Bear

“Coastal areas provide important denning habitat for polar bears. Terrestrial denning areas for
bears of the CBS polar bear stock are less well understood than those for the SBS polar bear
stock.” EIS at IV-166.

Spotted Seal

“No reliable estimate for the size of the Alaska spotted seal stock is available (Angliss and
Outlaw, 2005).” EIS at III-72.
c.

“No reliable estimate is currently available for the size of the Alaskan stock of Pacific walrus
(Angliss and Outlaw, 2005). However, available evidence indicates that the population is
likely in decline (Kelly, Quakenbush, and Taras, 1999; Kochnev, 2004).” EIS at III-74. See also
id. at EIS at III-76 (first sentence same).

“A reliable estimate for the CBS stock of polar bears, which ranges into the southern Beaufort
Sea, does not exist, and its current status is in question. In 2002, the IUCN/SSG Polar Bear
Specialist Group estimated the size of the CBS population at 2000+ bears, though the certainty of
this estimate was considered poor (Lunn, Schliebe, and Born, 2002).” EIS at III-84.

Ringed Seal

“No reliable estimate for the size of the Alaska ringed seal stock is available (Angliss and
Outlaw, 2005) . . ..” EIS at III-71.
b.

Pacific Walrus

“The maximum reproductive age for polar bears is unknown, but is likely well into their
20’s (Amstrup, 2003).” EIS at III-81.

Ribbon Seal

“Ribbon seals inhabit the North Pacific Ocean and the adjacent fringes of the Arctic Ocean. In
Alaska, they range northward from Bristol Bay in the Bering Sea and into the Chukchi
and western Beaufort seas. They are found in the open sea, on pack ice, and rarely on shorefast
ice (Kelly, 1988). As the ice recedes in May to mid-July, they move farther north in the Bering
Sea, hauling out on the receding ice edge and remnant ice (Burns, Shapiro, and Fay, 1981). Seal
distribution throughout the rest of the year is largely unknown; however, recent information
suggests that many ribbon seals migrate into the Chukchi Sea for the summer months (Kelly,
1988).” EIS at III-73.

“[W]ith the collapse of the Soviet empire in 1991, levels of illegal harvest dramatically increased
in Chukotka in the Russian Far East (Amstrup, 2000; USDOI, FWS, 2003). While the magnitude
of the Russian harvest from the CBS is not precisely known, some estimates place it as high as
400 bears per year, although the figure is more likely between 100 and 250 bears per year.”
EIS at III-84. See also id. at V-36 (same).
“[B]ecause of the unknown rate of illegal take currently taking place, in 2006 the IUCN/SSG
Polar Bear Specialist Group designated the status of the CBS stock as “declining” from its
previous estimate of 2000+ animals (IUCN/SSG Polar Bear Specialist Group, 2006).” EIS at III84.

“No reliable estimate for the size of the Alaska ribbon seal stock is available (Angliss and
Outlaw, 2005).” EIS at III-73.
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III.

MARINE AND COASTAL BIRDS
1.
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“Variability in the abundance of the Alaska breeding population of spectacled eiders is not well
understood (USFWS 1999).” BE at 28.

General

“Despite the importance [for marine and coastal birds] of [Kasegaluk Lagoon, Ledyard Bay,
Peard Bay, barrier islands, the spring open-water lead system, and the seabird-nesting colonies at
Cape Lisburne and Cape Thompson], as well as the entire Chukchi Sea within the proposed
lease-sale area, little recent site-specific data are available on habitat-use patterns, routes, and
timing to assess impacts. For many species, the most recent data are between 15 and 30 years
old, making accurate analysis difficult. Because of this long data gap, it is unknown if population
abundance or distribution of many species have changed.” EIS at IV-145.

“The Alaskan and Russian populations of spectacled eider were listed as a threatened species on
9 June 1993 (USFWS 1993). Although the factors that caused these declines are unknown, a
number of potential contributory factors have been identified. These, or other still-unidentified
threats, have increased mortality above the rate of reproductive replacements. No data are
available to show whether similar trends have affected the breeding population in Russia where
as many as 40,000 pairs traditionally nested.” BE at
29.
3.

2.
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Threatened Spectacled Eiders1

Threatened Steller’s Eiders2

“[T]he length of time that Steller’s eiders remain paired is unknown.” BE at 13.

“In general, population demography for this species and in particular breeding information (i.e.,
timing of pair formation and duration of pair bonds, timing of mating, male and female dispersal
rates, sex-specific estimates for natal, breeding, and molt-site fidelity, breeding propensity,
nonbreeding component, duckling/brood and first-year survival, etc.) is poorly understood due to
a lack of long-term marking/monitoring programs and/or low resighting/recapture/recovery
rates.” BE at 23.
“Few data are available on the overall longevity of spectacled eiders, but if similar to other
eiders, they would likely be long-lived.” BE at 23.

“Many life history aspects of Steller’s eiders (e.g., timing of pair formation, duration of pair
bonds, dispersal rates, sex-specific seasonal site fidelity, first-year survival, etc.) are poorly
understood.” BE at 13.
“The reason for relatively low nesting success or failure to nest by the Alaska nesting population
is unknown, but may be related to predators switching to alternate prey when lemmings are in
low abundance (Quakenbush and Suydam 1999).” BE at 15.
“Steller’s eider recruitment rates are unknown (USFWS 2002b).” BE at 15.

“Recruitment rate of spectacled eiders is unknown (USFWS 1999).” BE at 25.

“Departure from the [Arctic Coastal Plain] to molting areas is poorly documented, but males
probably begin departing as early as late June, followed by non- and failed nesting females
resumably from late July – late August, and finally successful females and fledged young.” BE at
16.

“Migration routes [of spectacled eiders] in the spring are not well known . . ..” BE at 25.
“The summer range of non-breeding [spectacled] eiders is not known . . ..” BE at 26.
“Food habits of spectacled eiders in the Ledyard Bay molting area remain unknown.” BE at 27.
“The world population of spectacled eiders has declined substantially during the past 30 years,
and may be continuing to decline (USFWS 1999, 2002b). Long-lived species like spectacled
eiders typically do not have highly variable populations and unknown mortality factors may be
undermining their ability to maintain a stable population. The causes of decline could be varied
and are largely unknown . . ..” BE at 28.

1
From Minerals Management Service, Biological Evaluation of Spectacled Eider (Somateria
fischeri), Steller’s Eider (Polysticta stelleri), and Kittlitz’s Murrelet (Brachyramphus
brevirostris) for Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193 (September 2006), incorporated by reference into
the Lease Sale 193 EIS at III-61, IV-125, V-30.

“The population of Steller’s eiders molting and wintering along the Alaska Peninsula appears to
be declining (USFWS 1999, 2002a). … The causes of decline could be varied and are largely
unknown, but if the cause of the decline is within the marine environment, it is reasonable to
conclude that the Alaska and Russia nesting populations are being affected similarly because a
large portion of the Russian population winters with the Alaskan population.” BE at 18.
“Variability in the abundance of the Alaskan breeding population of Steller’s eiders is not well
understood.” BE at 18.
“Williamson et al. (1966) listed Steller’s eiders as occurring in the Cape Thompson area 25 miles
southeast Point Hope during surveys for Project Chariot at Ogotoruk Creek. Steller’s eiders were
listed as occupying marine littoral, lacustrine, and beach environments in order of affinity. In this

2

See note 1.
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study, marine littoral waters extended seaward 2 miles from shore. Steller’s eiders were listed as
present from June 1 through October 4 and uncommon, but possibly breeding in the area. It is
not known if Steller’s eiders still nest in this area.” BE at 20-21.
4.
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“The diet of the Chukchi Sea summer residents is unknown . . ..” BE at 35.
“Winter foods are unknown, but may consist mostly of pelagic euphausiids or other
macroinvertebrates.” BE at 35.

Kittlitz’s Murrelets3

“The Kittlitz’s murrelet (Brachyramphus brevirostris) is one of the rarest and least understood
seabirds in North America. There is limited life history information on the Kittlitz’s murrelet
(i.e., age at first breeding, nest success, hatching success, fledging success, first-year survival,
survival to breeding age, proportion of breeding females, proportion of non-breeders, periodic
non-breeding, etc.) and mechanisms of population regulation. The limited information available
for this species and research on the closely-related marbled murrelet suggests a K-selected life
history strategy.” BE at 33.

“Information regarding fidelity to nesting sites is not available (Day et al. 1999).” BE at 35.
“‘Causes for the declines [in Kittlitz’s murrelets] are not well known, but likely include: habitat
loss or degradation, increased adult and juvenile mortality, and low recruitment, and we believe
that glacial retreat and oceanic regime shifts are the factors that are most likely causing
population-level declines in this species.’” BE at 36 (citing USFWS status review, 2004).
5.

“The longevity of the Kittlitz’s murrelet is unknown . . ..” BE at 33.

Cliff-Nesting Seabirds
a.

“Age to maturity in Kittlitz’s murrelets is unknown . . ..” BE at 33.

Murres

Noting “limited data.” EIS III-62.

“Little is known about the reproductive strategy of Kittlitz’s murrelet because nesting sites are
difficult to find (Day et al. 1999).” BE at 33.

b.

“Annual breeding effort is poorly understood, but is considered highly variable.” BE at 33.

Puffins

“Spring migration for Kittlitz’s murrelets in the Chukchi Sea is unknown . . ..” BE at 34.

“The current status of horned puffins in the Chukchi Sea is unknown.” EIS III-62.

“Little is known about Kittlitz’s murrelet recruitment . . ..” BE at 34.

“The current status of the tufted puffin in the Chukchi Sea is also unknown.” EIS III-62.
c.

“Annual adult survival has not been estimated . . ..” BE at 34.
“Though there is some evidence for long-term population declines for Brachyramphus murrelets
(van Vliet and McAllister 1994, Ralph et al. 1995, Kuletz et al. 2003), Day et al. (1999) argued
that evidence for major population declines for the Kittlitz’s murrelet was equivocal. In large
part, their conclusion stems from the fact that historical population estimates are lacking (but see
Isleib and Kessel 1973, Agler et al. 1998, Kendall and Agler 1998).” BE at 34.

Black-Legged Kittiwake

“The current status of the black-legged kittiwake (Rissa tridactyla) in the Chukchi Sea is
unknown.” EIS at III-63.
“The portion of [Chukchi] population in the proposed lease sale area is unknown, but could be
substantial late in the open-water season. Seasonal areas of concentration, if any, are unknown.”
EIS at III-63. See also id. at IV-142 (similar).

“Fall migration in the Chukchi Sea population [of Kittlitz’s murrelet] is unknown . . ..” BE at 35.
“Current population estimates at [Cape Thompson and Cape Lisburne] colonies are unknown.”
EIS at IV-143.

“Post-breeding distribution [of Kittlitz’s murrelet] is poorly understood, but is likely farther
offshore than pre-breeding season.” BE at 35.

6.

“Winter distribution [of Kittlitz’s murrelet] is poorly understood, but is probably pelagic.” BE at
35.

Bering Sea Breeders and Summer Residents
a.

Northern Fulmar

“The current status of the northern fulmar (Fulmarus glacialis) is unknown.” EIS at III-63.
3

See note 1.
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b.

Short-Tailed Shearwater

9.

“The current status of the short-tailed shearwater (Puffinus tenuirostris) in the Chukchi Sea is
unknown.” EIS at III-63.
c.

Yellow-Billed Loons

“The [yellow-billed loon] is little studied and basic biological information (such as the seasonal
distribution of immature and non-breeding yellow-billed loons) is unknown.” EIS at IV-140.
b.

Black Guillemot

“The current status of the black guillemot (Cepphus grylle) in the Chukchi Sea is unknown.” EIS
at III-63.

Common Eider

“During spring migration, the common eider (Somateria mollissima) typically migrates along the
Chukchi Sea coast, using offshore open-water leads. Offshore migration distances are poorly
understood for the Chukchi Sea, but in the Beaufort Sea they are usually found within 48 km (29
mi) of shore.” EIS at III-66.
c.

b.

Page 21 of 40

“Compared to what is known about yellow-billed loons near the Beaufort Sea coast, there is very
little known about the coastal areas bordering the Chukchi Sea.” EIS at III-65.

Auklets

High Arctic-Associated Seabirds
a.

Filed 02/05/2009

Waterfowl
a.

“The current status of parakeet (Cyclorrhynchus psittacula), least (Aethia pusilla) and crested (A.
cristatella) auklets in the Chukchi Sea is unknown.” EIS at III-63.
7.
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Pacific Brant

Ivory Gull
“The current status of the Pacific brant along the Chukchi Sea is unknown.” EIS at III-68.

“The current status of the ivory gull (Pagophila eburnea) in the Chukchi Sea is unknown.
Divoky (1987) reported that ivory gulls are closely associated with the ice edge throughout their
lifecycle. Ivory gulls are considered uncommon to rare in pelagic waters of the Chukchi during
summer, and small numbers migrate through in fall to wintering areas in the northern Bering
Sea.” EIS at III-64.
c.

Arctic Tern

e.

“The current status of the Arctic tern (Sterna paradisaea) in the Chukchi Sea is unknown.” EIS
at III-64.
8.

d.

Greater White-Fronted Geese

“The current status of greater white-fronted geese along the Chukchi Sea coast is unknown.”
EIS at III-68.
Lesser Snow Goose

“Ritchie et al. (2006) reported that the number of snow geese nesting on the Ikpikpuk River delta
continued to increase substantially from numbers recorded prior to 1999. There are no
comparable data for the Kukpowruk River delta colony.” EIS at III-68.

Tundra-Breeding Migrants
10.
a.

Shorebirds

Jaegers
a.

“The current status of [all three species of] jaegers in the Chukchi Sea is unknown.” EIS at III64.
b.

Buff-Breasted Sandpiper (species of concern)

Noting “limited data.” EIS III-70.

Glaucous Gull
b.

“The current status of the glaucous gull (Larus hyperboreus) in the Chukchi Sea is unknown.”
EIS at III-64.

Bar-Tailed Godwit (species of concern)

“The abundance and distribution of bar-tailed godwits in northern Alaska and coastal areas of the
Chukchi Sea are not well understood.” EIS at III-69.
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“The North American population of bar-tailed godwits (Limosa lapponica baueri) breeds in
western and northern Alaska. Postbreeding bar-tailed godwits move to staging grounds along the
Bering Sea Coast and then apparently fly nonstop 11,000 km to New Zealand. Recent counts
conducted at both breeding and nonbreeding sites provide evidence of a serious and rapid
population decline (McCaffrey et al., 2006), but the cause of the decline is unknown.” EIS at III69.

LACK OF INFORMATION ABOUT EFFECTS ON SPECIES
I.

FISH
A.

General
1.

General effects of seismic on fish

“A review of available science and management literature shows that at present, there are no
empirical data to document potential impacts from seismic surveys reaching a local populationlevel effect. The experiments conducted to date have not contained adequate controls to allow us
to predict the nature of a change or that any change would occur.” EIS at II-33. See also id. at
IV-51—52 (similar) and IV-74 (similar).
2.

General effects of oil spills on fish

“Given a lack of contemporary abundance and distribution information, large oil spill effects on
rare or unique species (including potential extirpation) could occur, but would likely go
unnoticed or undetected.” EIS at II-34. See also EIS at IV-52 and IV-74 (similar).
“While small-spills are required to be reported, the number of unreported spills is unknown. Not
all spills would be expected to receive a spill-response. Overall, it is unclear whether, over the
long-term and in the absence of a monitoring program to assess effects, any negative impacts to
fish resources from chronic small spills would be detected.” EIS at IV-72.
B.

Effects on Marine Pelagic Species

“Effects on recruitment would be particularly difficult to assess, because very few studies of
offshore fishes have been made.” EIS at IV-61.
C.

Effects on Capelin

“Eggs deposited in the proximity of the contaminated substrate over a series of years likely
would be exposed to oil (PAH’s) retained in the substrate, as PAH’s in weathered oil can be
biologically available for long periods and very toxic to sensitive lifestages, subsequently leading
to lethal and sublethal effects to those offspring of successive generations. It is not known what
such a behavioral response may have on the dynamics of the population; however, the spawning
site likely would be unavailable for use for multiple generations, depending on the sensitivity of
the capelin to detecting contaminated substrates and how long the oil persists in the localized
habitat.” EIS at IV-60-61.
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“Also unknown are the distribution and abundance of spawning sites used by capelin in the
Alaskan Arctic.” EIS at IV-63.
D.

Case 1:08-cv-00004-RRB

II.

“Although arctic cod can be extremely abundant in nearshore lagoonal areas, the importance of
nearshore versus offshore environments to the lifecycle is not known (Craig et al., 1982).
Although it is known that juvenile arctic cod associate with floating ice, it is unknown to what
degree this association contributes to the development and survival of young fishes later
recruiting to the breeding population. If early lifehistory stages of arctic cod were concentrated in
nearshore environments, in patches in the open ocean, or under floating ice, they certainly would
be more vulnerable to effects from an oil spill impacting such habitats.” EIS at IV-62.
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MARINE MAMMALS
A.

Effects on Arctic Cod
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General
1.

Effects on Marine Mammals in General

“Based on the paucity of information available on marine mammal ecology in the Chukchi Sea
and on specific locations of future developments, we are unable to determine at this time if
significant impacts will or will not occur.” EIS at II-37.
“[B]ecause of the lack of data on marine mammal distributions and habitat use in offshore areas
of the Chukchi Sea, it is uncertain what the level of effects would be in offshore areas [regarding
Alt. III]. EIS at II-42. See also id. at IV-269 (same) and EIS at II-45 (same, re: Alt. IV).
“Because there are no oil and gas production facilities in the Chukchi Sea, it is difficult to predict
with certainty what potential impacts from such development would have on threatened and
endangered marine mammals.” EIS at IV-111.
“Unfortunately, it has not been possible to predict the type and magnitude of marine mammal
responses to the variety of disturbances caused by oil and gas operations and industrial
developments in the Arctic. More importantly, it has not been possible to evaluate the potential
effects on populations.” EIS at IV-152.
“In light of the uncertainty over the potential impacts of exploration and development activities,
the earliest possible establishment of long-term monitoring programs for vulnerable species in
the project area should be pursued. The design of long-term monitoring should take into account
the likely size of any effect and the probability of detecting it within a reasonable time span
(IWC, 2006).” EIS at IV-162--63.
“[W]ithout historical data on distribution and abundance, it is not possible to measure the
impacts of an oil spill on marine mammals.” EIS at IV-156.
“Based on the paucity of information available on marine mammal ecology, and specifically on
habitat use patterns, in the Chukchi Sea and based on the lack of specific information regarding
the location of future developments, we are unable to determine at this time if significant impacts
would or would not occur to marine mammal populations in the project area as a result of the
Proposed Action.” EIS at IV-145.
“Careful mitigation can help reduce the effects of future industrial developments and their
accumulation through time. However, the effects of full-scale industrial development of the
waters of the Chukchi Sea likely would accumulate through displacement of marine mammals
from their preferred habitats, increased mortality, and decreased reproductive success. Because
of the lack of data on which to base informed decisions, it is unknown if noise introduced into
the environment from industrial activities, including drilling and seismic operations, will have an

Exhibit 129, Page 24 of 40

Exhibit 129, Page 25 of 40

22

Case 1:08-cv-00004-RRB

Document 85-46

Filed 02/05/2009

Page 26 of 40

$ODNVD:LOGHUQHVV/HDJXHHWDO)RXUWHHQ(QYLURQPHQWDO2UJDQL]DWLRQV&RPPHQW

adverse impact on nonendangered and nonthreatened marine mammals in the Proposed Action
area. Increasing vessel traffic in the Northwest Passage, defined as the marine route between the
Pacific and Atlantic oceans through the Arctic Ocean across the top of North America, which
includes the Proposed Action area, increases the risks of oil and fuel spills and vessel strikes of
marine mammals.” EIS at IV-145—46.
“Because very little is known about the distributions, population sizes or habitat use of marine
mammals in the Chukchi Sea, it is difficult to determine if significant impacts will or will not
occur to marine mammals as a result of the proposed action.” EIS at V-32.
2.

Effects of Seismic and Other Noise on Marine Mammals

“Because of the lack of data it is unknown if noise introduced into the environment from
industrial activities, including drilling and seismic operations, will have an adverse impact on
nonendangered and nonthreatened marine mammals in the Proposed Action area.” EIS at II-37.
See also EIS IV-145—146 (similar).
“Despite the increasing concern and attention noted above, there still is uncertainty about the
potential impacts of sound on marine mammals; on the factors that determine response and
effects; and especially on the long-term, cumulative consequences of increasing noise in the
world’s oceans from multiple sources (NRC, 2003, 2005). The NRC (2005) concluded that it is
unknown how or in what cases responses of marine mammals to anthropogenic sound rise to the
levels of biologically significant effects. This group also developed an approach of injury and
behavioral “take equivalents”. These take equivalents use a severity index that estimates the
fraction of a take experienced by an individual animal. This severity index is higher if the
activity could be causing harassment at a critical location or during a critical time (e.g.,
calving habitat). Because we have uncertainty about exactly where and how much activity will
occur, the recommendations from the NRC (2005) are qualitatively incorporated in MMSs
analysis.” EIS at IV-86.
“Long-term impacts of OCS seismic-survey noise on the hearing abilities of individual marine
mammals are unknown . . ..” EIS IV-89.
“Although it is unlikely that airgun operations during most seismic surveys would cause
[permanent threshold shift to hearing] in marine mammals, caution is warranted given the limited
knowledge about noise-induced hearing damage in marine mammals.” EIS IV-147.
3.

Effects of Oil Spills on Marine Mammals

“There are few post-spill studies with sufficient details to reach firm conclusions about the
effects, especially the long-term effects, of an oil spill on free-ranging populations of marine
mammals.” EIS at IV-115.
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B.

Whales
1.

General

“The need to rely on indirect methods of assessing the environmental impact of human activity
on marine mammals is a recurring problem (Inglis and Gust, 2003). Impact assessments for
cetaceans typically emphasize immediate behavioral responses to human activities (Samuels and
Bejder, 2004), the biological relevance of which is rarely known (Corkeron, 2004).” EIS at IV154.
“[M]onitoring plans typically emphasize readily obtainable, short-term behavioral measures that
can be directly related to disturbance factors (Bejder et al., 2006). However, it is rarely known in
what ways short-term responses translate to longer term changes in reproduction, survival, or
population size (Gill, Norris, and Sutherland, 2001; Beale and Monaghan, 2004a), and it is
seldom possible to infer biological significance based on short-term behavioral observations.”
EIS at IV-154.
a.

Effects from seismic/noise on whales in general

“[T]here is acknowledged . . . scientific uncertainty about the potential effects of noise,
especially repeated exposure to loud noise, on baleen whales.” EIS at IV-82.
“There are very few, if any, data available about potential effects of . . . noise . . . on cetacean
calves.” EIS at IV-82.
“[T] here are few instances where data are sufficient to evaluate the total energy exposure of a
marine mammal from a given source. At present, we do not have the data necessary to make
such a determination or understand how it might change our analysis.” EIS at IV-86.
“While there is some general information available, evaluation of the impacts of noise on marine
mammal species, particularly on cetaceans, is greatly hampered by a considerable uncertainty
about their hearing capabilities and the range of sounds used by the whales for different
functions (Richardson et al., 1995a; Gordon et al., 1998; NRC, 2003, 2005). This is particularly
true for baleen whales. Very little is known about the actual hearing capabilities of the large
whales or the impacts of sound on them, especially on them physically. While research in this
area is increasing, it is likely that we will continue to have great uncertainty about physiological
effects on baleen whales because of the difficulties in studying them. Baleen whale hearing has
not been studied directly. There are no specific data on sensitivity, frequency or intensity
discrimination, or localization (Richardson et al., 1995a). Thus, predictions about probable
impacts on baleen whales generally are based on assumptions about their hearing rather than
actual studies of their hearing (Richardson et al., 1995a; Gordon et al., 1998; Ketten, 1998).”
EIS IV-87.
“Based on indirect evidence, at least some baleen whales are quite sensitive to frequencies below
1,000 Hz but can hear sounds up to a considerably higher but unknown frequency.” EIS IV-87.
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“With whales, even when unusual changes in abundance occur following an event such as the
EVOS (as with the disappearance of relatively large numbers of killer whales from the AB pod
in Prince William Sound) (Dahlheim and Matkin, 1994), interpretation of the data is uncertain or
is often controversial due to the lack of supporting data, such as oiled bodies or observations of
individuals in distress (and, in that case, the existence of a viable alternate explanation of the
probable mortality). Thus, the potential for there to be long-term sublethal (for example, reduced
body condition, poorer health, or longer dependency periods), or lethal effects from a large oil
spill on cetaceans essentially is unknown. There are no data on cetaceans adequate to evaluate
the probability of such effects. EIS at IV-115. See also id. at IV-117 (latter two sentences
similar).

“Repeated long exposures to intense sound or sudden onset of intense sounds generally
characterize sounds that cause permanent threshold shift in humans. Ketten (1998) stated that
age-related hearing loss in humans is related to the accumulation of permanent-thresholdshift
and TTS damage to the ear. Whether similar age-related damage occurs in cetaceans is
unknown.” EIS at IV-88.
“There are no data on which to determine the kinds or intensities of sound that could cause a
[temporary threshold shift, TTS] in a baleen whale.” EIS at IV-88.
“Little data are available about how, over the long term, most marine mammal species
(especially large cetaceans) respond either behaviorally or physically to intense sound and to
long-term increases in ambient noise levels. Large cetaceans cannot be easily examined after
exposure to a particular sound source.” EIS at IV-88.

“It is not clear how long crude oil would remain on a free-ranging cetacean’s skin once it was
oiled.” EIS at IV-117.

“Long-term impacts of OCS seismic-survey noise on the hearing abilities of individual marine
mammals are unknown, and information about the hearing capabilities of large baleen whales is
mostly lacking. As noted previously, the assumption is made that the area of greatest hearing
sensitivity is at frequencies known to be used for intraspecific communication. However,
because real knowledge of sound sensitivity is lacking, we believe it is prudent to assume in our
analyses that sensitivities shown by one species of baleen whale also could apply to another. This
reasonable approach provides the means to infer possible impacts on other species (such as the
fin whale), especially when using studies on a species such as the humpback, which uses a large
sound repertoire in intraspecific communication.” EIS at IV-89.
“It is not known whether (or which) marine mammals can . . . and do adapt their vocalizations to
background noise.” EIS at IV-89 (internal citation omitted).
b.
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“The potential effect of crude oil on the function of the cetacean blowhole is unknown.” EIS at
IV-118. See also id. at IV-159.
“The effects of an oil spill on cetacean newborns or other calves and the potential effects of
contact or detection of spilled oil by near-term, or post-partum females are not known.” EIS at
IV-121.
“[T]he potential for long-term sublethal (for example, reduced body condition, poorer health, or
longer dependency periods), or lethal effects from large oil spill on cetaceans is unknown.
However, observations of cetaceans behaving in a lethargic fashion or having labored breathing
has been documented in more than one species, including in gray whales after the EVOS, in
which large numbers of individuals were subsequently found dead.” EIS at IV-158.
“The potential for there to be long-term sublethal (for example, reduced body condition, poorer
health, reduced immune function, reduced reproduction or longer dependency periods) effects on
large cetaceans from a large oil spill essentially is unknown. There are no data on large cetaceans
adequate to evaluate the probability of sublethal effects. EIS at IV-160.

Effects from oil spills on whales in general

“There is uncertainty and controversy regarding the potential effects of oil spills on large
cetaceans. There are very few, if any, data available about potential effects of . . . oil spills on
cetacean calves.” EIS at IV-82.

“The effects of a large oil spill and subsequent exposure of whales to fresh crude oil are
uncertain, speculative, and controversial.” EIS at IV-161.

“There are no data available to MMS that definitely link even a large oil spill [associated with
seismic surveys] with a significant population-level effect on a species of large cetacean.” EIS at
IV-103.
“Data are not available that would permit evaluation of the potential for long-term sublethal
effects [from oil spills] on large cetaceans.” EIS at IV-115.
“[T]he potential for there to be long-term sublethal (for example, reduced body condition, poorer
health, or longer dependency periods), or lethal effects from a large oil spill on cetaceans
essentially is unknown. There are no data on cetaceans adequate to evaluate the probability of
such effects.” EIS at IV-115.

2.

Bowhead Whale

“There are multiple sources of uncertainty in our analyses. These include, but are not limited to
uncertainty about the action: where seismic surveys will occur; how many surveys will occur;
how much noise will be produced purposely by the firing of airguns; what the exact shape of
related ancillary activities, such as support vessel type and activity will be; where exploration
drilling could occur; where leases will be let; where a spill could occur; where production
platforms and pipelines may be based; etc. More important, there is acknowledged (NRC, 2003,
2005; minutes from meetings of the Marine Mammal Commission Sound Advisory Panel, 2004,
2005 from their web site) scientific uncertainty about the potential effects of noise, especially
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repeated exposure to loud noise, on baleen whales. There is uncertainty and controversy
regarding the potential effects of oil spills on large cetaceans. There are very few, if any, data
available about potential effects of either noise or oil spills on cetacean calves. Lastly, and
importantly, data are not available sufficient to characterize the current seasonal and temporal
use of the Chukchi Sea Planning Area by bowheads and other whales, or to fully understand the
importance of parts of the Beaufort Sea to bowhead whales. Thus, it is difficult to predict
exposure in some parts of the area where the action could occur and to understand fully the
potential effects of any exposure.” EIS at IV-82.
a.

Effects of seismic and other noise on bowhead whale

“Uncertainty exists about the potential effects of seismic surveys on bowhead whales (especially
on calf survival and growth and female reproduction) in the Chukchi Sea due to a lack of current
data about their use of the Proposed Action area during periods when seismic surveys could be
occurring. What is known, however, is that the observed response of bowhead whales to seismic
survey noise varies among studies. Some of the variability appears to be context specific (i.e.
feeding versus migrating whales) and also may be related to the whales' reproductive status
and/or sex or age.” EIS at II-35.
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“The encounter rate of bowhead whales with vessels associated with exploration would be
determined by what areas were being explored. Data are insufficient for us to accurately predict
the average geographic zone of activity by the support vessels and thus, to predict the additional
area that could be affected by the vessels.” EIS at IV-100.
“Data on reactions of bowheads to helicopters are limited.” EIS IV-100.
“While it is clear that seismic activity may overlap with bowhead use of the Chukchi Sea during
fall migration, it is highly uncertain about the likely extent of overlap between seismic activity
and bowhead whales in the summer.” EIS at IV-101.
“During fall migration, available, but dated, data indicate that overlap is likely to be greatest in
the main migratory pathways, one heading nearly directly to the Bering Strait, and the other
heading west from Barrow towards Wrangell Island.” EIS at IV-101—102.
“It is clear that if 2D/3D seismic surveys impacted areas of the spring lead and polynya system
during the spring migration, impacts could potentially be biologically significant. We note that
the general location of the spring lead system in the Chukchi Sea (and Beaufort Sea) is based on
relatively limited survey data and is not well defined.” EIS at IV-102.

“Bowheads respond to drilling noise at different distances depending on the types of platform

from which the drilling is occurring. Data indicate that many whales can be expected to avoid an
active drillship at 10- 20 km or possibly more.” EIS at II-36. See also id. at IV-194 (similar).
“The long-term response of bowheads to production facilities located at the southern end of the
migration corridor is unknown.” EIS at II-36.
“The response of bowhead whales to construction in high-use areas is unknown and is expected
to vary with the site and the type of facility being constructed. Similarly, the long-term response
of bowheads to production facilities other than gravel islands located at the southern end of the
migration corridor is unknown.” EIS at IV-194 (internal references omitted).
“There are multiple sources of uncertainty in our analyses. These include, but are not limited to
uncertainty about the action: where seismic surveys will occur; how many surveys will occur;
how much noise will be produced purposely by the firing of airguns; what the exact shape of
related ancillary activities, such as support vessel type and activity will be; where exploration
drilling could occur. . ..” EIS at IV-82.

“The second situation for possibly larger than typical impacts exists in the Chukchi Sea in the
autumn (e.g., late September on) as whales migrate both towards the Asian coast and toward the
Bering Strait. Insufficient data exist to determine the current migration paths or the numbers of
whales that might be deflected from those paths. Data are also not available to determine how
intensively bowheads feed during the autumn migration in the Chukchi Sea or whether large
aggregations exist in certain places due to prey resources.” EIS at IV-103.
“The factors associated with the variability [of bowhead responses to drillships and other noise]
are not fully identified or understood.” EIS IV-105.
“There are few data on the noise [imposed on, e.g., bowheads] from conventional drilling
platforms.” EIS at IV-105.

“More important, there is acknowledged (NRC, 2003, 2005; minutes from meetings of the
Marine Mammal Commission Sound Advisory Panel, 2004, 2005 from their web site) scientific
uncertainty about the potential effects of noise, especially repeated exposure to loud noise, on
baleen whales.” EIS at IV-82.

“Most observations of bowheads tolerating noise from stationary operations are based on
opportunistic sightings of whales near ongoing oil industry operations, and it is not known
whether more whales would have been present in the absence of those operations. Because other
cetaceans seem to habituate somewhat to continuous or repeated noise exposure when the noise
is not associated with a harmful event, this suggests that bowheads will habituate to certain
noises that they learn are nonthreatening. Additionally, it is not known what components of the
population were observed around the drillship (adult or juvenile males, adult females, etc.).” EIS
IV-105.

“Data are not sufficient to determine sex, age, or reproductive factors that may be involved in
[bowhead] response to vessels. We are not aware of data that would allow us to determine
whether females with calves tend to show avoidance and scattering at a greater, lesser, or at the
same distances as other segments of the population.” EIS at IV-109.

“The response of bowhead whales to construction in high use areas is unknown and is expected
to vary with the site and the type of facility being constructed. Similarly, the long-term response
of bowheads to production facilities other than gravel islands located at the southern end of the
migration corridor is unknown.” EIS at IV-123.
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“The response of bowhead whales to construction in high-use areas is unknown and is expected
to vary with the site and the type of facility being constructed. EIS at IV-194.
“Noise associated with ships or other boats potentially could cause bowheads to alter their
movement patterns or make other changes in habitat use. Clapham and Brownell (1999)
summarized that “…effects of ship noise on whale behavior and ultimately on reproductive
success are largely unknown.” EIS at V-23.
“[R]ecent monitoring studies indicated that most fall migrating whales avoid an area with a
radius about 20-30 km around a seismic vessel operating in nearshore waters; however, there are
no data that indicate that such avoidance is long-lasting after cessation of the activity.” EIS at V25.
b.

Effects of oil spill on bowhead whale

“There is uncertainty about the effects on bowheads (or any large cetacean) from the event of a
large oil spill.” EIS at II-36.
“The potential effects to bowheads of exposure to [polyaromatic compunds, PACs] through their
food are unknown. Because of their extreme longevity, bowheads are vulnerable to incremental
long-term accumulation of pollutants.” EIS at IV-103. See also id. at IV-119 (same).
“In the Biological Opinion for Federal oil and gas leasing and exploration by the MMS within
the Alaskan Beaufort Sea and its effects on the endangered bowhead whale, the NMFS (2001:51)
stated that: ‘It is difficult to accurately predict the effects of oil on bowhead whales (or any
cetacean) because of a lack of data on the metabolism of this species and because of inconclusive
results of examinations of baleen whales found dead after major oil releases.’” EIS at IV-103.
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“Variability in the distribution of bowhead whales in the Beaufort Sea over time and among
years, and lack of recent data on bowhead seasonal distribution and abundance in the Chukchi
Sea makes attempts to quantitatively model the numbers of whales that might be contacted by oil
problematic.” EIS at IV-121.
“In conclusion, there is uncertainty about effects on bowheads (or any large cetacean) in the
event of a large oil spill. There are, in some years and in some locations, relatively large
aggregations of feeding bowhead whales within the proposed lease-sale area. If a large amount
of fresh oil contacted a significant portion of such an aggregation, effects potentially could be
greater than typically would be assumed and we cannot rule out population-level effects if a
large number of females and newborn or very young claves [so this would be in spring] were
contacted by a very large amount of fresh crude oil.” EIS at IV-125.
“Variability in the distribution of bowhead whales in the Beaufort Sea over time and among
years, and lack of recent data on bowhead seasonal distribution and abundance in the Chukchi
Sea makes attempts to quantitatively model the numbers of whales that might be contacted by oil
problematic.” EIS at IV-121.
“It is unknown what effects an oil spill would have on bowhead whales, but it is likely that some
whales would experience temporary, nonlethal effects from the oiling of skin, inhaling
hydrocarbon vapors, ingesting oil contaminated prey, fouling of their baleen, losing their food
source, and temporary displacement from some feeding areas.” EIS at IV-216--217.
“Limited monitoring data prevent effective assessment of cumulative subsistence-resource
damage; resource displacement; changes in hunter access to resources; increased competition;
contamination levels in subsistence resources; harvest reductions; or increased effort, risk, and
cost to hunters. Limited data also limit our assessment of the effectiveness of mitigation
measures.” EIS at V-46.

“There is great uncertainty about the potential effects of ingestion of spilled oil on bowheads,
especially on bowhead calves. Decreased food assimilation could be particularly important in
very young animals, those that seasonally feed, and those that need to put on high levels of fat to
survive their environment.” EIS at IV-118.

c.

Effects of past activity on bowhead whale

“Available data . . . are inadequate to fully address issues about effects of past oil and gas
activity specifically in the Chukchi Sea on bowhead behavior.” EIS at V-25.

“It is not known if bowheads would leave a feeding area where prey was abundant following a
spill.” EIS at IV-118.
“The factors associated with the presence of [large aggregations of bowhead whales] are not yet
clear. It is not known if they would leave the area heavily contaminated with crude oil.” EIS at
IV-121.

Also, “we cannot adequately assess potential effects on patterns or durations of bowhead habitat
use. Because of the inadequacy of the data on activities, and because of the limitations inherent
in studying large baleen whales, MMS was not able to assess whether there were any adverse
health effects to individuals during the period of relatively intensive seismic survey activity in
the 1980’s.” EIS at V-25.

“Primarily because of the uniqueness of the bowhead and its apparently obligate use of spring
lead and polynyas as its migratory path between wintering and summering grounds, MMS is
uncertain of the potential severity of impact should a large oil spill occur within such a system,
especially if spring migration were underway and hundreds of females were calving in or near
those leads.” EIS at IV-121.

“However, data are inadequate to fully evaluate potential impacts on whales during this period,
including the duration of habitat use effects or numbers and types of individuals that did not use
high-use areas because of the activities.” EIS at V-27.
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d.

Cumulative effects on bowhead whale

Case 1:08-cv-00004-RRB

“There are not sufficient data about past human activities, including, but not limited to, past
offshore oil and gas related seismic surveys, or ice-management activities, to address whether
there are any long-term impacts on [bowhead] behavior from such activities in either evaluation
area.” EIS at V-20.
“There are insufficient data to make reliable predictions of the effects of Arctic climate change
on bowhead whales.” EIS at V-22 (quoting Angliss and Lodge (2002:174)).
“If climate changes occur, it is likely that shipping would increase throughout the range of the
bowhead, especially in the southern portions of the Arctic Ocean. If commercial fisheries were to
expand, bowhead whale death and or injury due to interactions with fishing gear, possibly injury
and/or death due to incidental take in commercial fisheries, and temporary effects on behavior
potentially could occur. There are, however, no data that would permit a quantitative prediction
of the aforementioned possible effects.” EIS at V-22.
“Data on other activities, such as hunting activity, barge traffic, and shipping noise are
incomplete. Thus, while it is clear there have been multiple noise and disturbance sources in the
Beaufort Sea over the past 30 years, because of the incompleteness of data, even for the 1990’s,
for many types of activities, we cannot evaluate the cumulative effects on bowhead whales
resulting from multiple noise and disturbance sources (e.g., 2D seismic in State and Federal
waters, drilling, ice management, high-resolution acoustic surveys, vessel traffic, construction,
geotechnical borehole drilling, aircraft surveys, and hunting). Because data also are incomplete
for the Chukchi Sea, we reach the same general conclusions.” EIS at V-26.
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Humpback, Fin, and Other Baleen Whales
a.

“Whether there are long-lasting behavioral effects from [subsistence] activity are unknown, but
overall habitat use appears to be relatively unaffected.” EIS at V-20.
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4.

“[D]ata on other potential perturbations (e.g., past seismic surveys and oil spills) are not
sufficient to clearly know the level of effects [on bowheads].” EIS at V-20.

3.

31

Effects of seismic and other noise on humpback, fin, and/or other
baleen whales

“Given the greater potential for anthropogenic-noise impacts on baleen whales, more research
has been done to focus on potential effects on baleen whales than with toothed whales (although
data is still considered limited).” EIS at IV-151.
“No studies are available specific to the effects of seismic-survey noise on minke whales, but the
potential for impacts would be considered within the range of other baleen whales. Also, no
known long-term impacts have been documented on gray and minke whale behavior as a result
of seismic activity.” EIS at IV-151.
“Long-term impacts of OCS seismic-survey noise on the hearing abilities of individual marine
mammals are unknown, and information about the hearing capabilities of large baleen whales is
mostly lacking.” EIS at IV-89.
b.

Effects of oil spills on humpback, fin, and/or other baleen whales

“[I]t is difficult to predict the impact of a large spill on either humpback whales or especially on
fin whales. Based on literature on other mammals indicating severe adverse effects of inhalation
of the toxic aromatic components of fresh oil, mortality of cetaceans could occur if they surfaced
in large quantities of fresh oil. However, if such mortality occurred, it would be not be consistent
with many, perhaps most, published findings of expected impacts of oil on cetaceans. The
potential for there to be long-term sublethal (for example, reduced body condition, poorer health,
or longer dependency periods), or lethal effects from large oil spill on cetaceans essentially is
unknown. There are no data on cetaceans adequate to evaluate the probability of such effects.”
EIS at IV-122.
“There are no data available on which to evaluate the potential effect of a large or very large spill
on baleen whale calves, on females who are very near term or who have just given birth, or on
females accompanied by calves of any age.” EIS at IV-161.

Beluga Whale

“A large oil spill could have significant impacts to beluga prey species, including anadromous
and coastal spawning species such as salmon (Sec. IV.C.1.d). If a significant impact to
anadromous and coastal spawning species occurred, the effects on belugas would be detrimental,
but the magnitude unknown.” EIS at IV-161.
“Given the greater potential for anthropogenic-noise impacts on baleen whales, more research
has been done to focus on potential effects on baleen whales than with toothed whales (although
data is still considered limited).” EIS at IV-151.
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c.

Cumulative impacts on humpback, fin, and/or other baleen whales

“There are no records of humpbacks killed or injured in the fisheries in which fishers self report
(Angliss and Lodge, 2002), but the reliability of such data is unknown.” EIS at V-29.
“The impacts of pollution and habitat degradation [on humpback whales] due to coastal
development are not known.” EIS at V-30.
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C.

Other Marine Mammals
1.

b.

Seals
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Cumulative effects

“Quantitative data are lacking that specifically addresses the potential cumulative impacts of
development on polar bears and the effects of disturbance related to human activities on polar
bear habitat use, as well as recruitment and survival (Perham, 2005). There also is a high degree
of uncertainty regarding the spatial scope of potential Industry activities on the Alaskan OCS.”
EIS at V-36. See also id. at V-52 (same).

“It is uncertain how seismic surveys potentially might impact seal-food resources in the
immediate vicinity of the survey.” EIS at IV-147.
In the context of seals: “Although it is unlikely that airgun operations during most seismic
surveys would cause [permanent threshold shift] in marine mammals, caution is warranted given
the limited knowledge about noise-induced hearing damage in marine mammals.” EIS at IV147.
“Little information is known about oil-spill effects on seals although any large oil spill in
nearshore marine or coastal riverine environments could cause injury or death to these sea
mammals, potentially cause them to move off of their normal course, and make them unavailable
for subsistence harvest.” EIS at IV-217 (internal references omitted).
2.

Walrus
a.

Effects of seismic

There is “no data available to evaluate the potential response of walruses to seismic operations.
EIS at IV-148.
“Quantitative research on the sensitivity of walruses to noise has been limited because no
audiograms (a test to determine the range of frequencies and minimum hearing threshold) have
been done on walruses.” EIS IV-148.
“Although the hearing sensitivity of walruses is poorly known, source levels are thought to be
high enough to cause temporary hearing loss in other species of pinnipeds.” EIS at IV-148.
“Seismic operations are expected to create significantly more noise than general vessel and
icebreaker traffic; however, there are no data available to evaluate the potential response of
walruses to seismic operations.” EIS IV-148.
3.

Polar Bears
a.

Effects from oil spills

“With the limited background information available regarding large oil spills in the offshore
arctic environment, the outcome of a large oil spill is uncertain.” EIS at IV-165.
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“It is unknown if exposed adult[ birds] could become permanently sterilized [due to exposure to
oil].” EIS at IV-133.

MARINE AND COASTAL BIRDS
A.
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Impacts Generally
B.

“Several areas historically documented to be important to marine and coastal birds in Sale 193
area, as well as the entire proposed lease sale area, lack site-specific data on habitat-use patterns,
routes, and timing to assess impacts. For many species, the most recent data is between 15 and
30 years old, making accurate analysis difficult. Overall, several species or species-groups have a
high probability of experiencing substantial negative impacts. The risk that several regional bird
populations could experience significant adverse impacts is high.” EIS at II-37.
“The current distribution and abundance of [bird] predators along the Chukchi Sea coast are
unknown.” EIS at IV-132.

“The behavioral response of eiders to aircraft overflights is unknown; some spectacled eiders
nest and rear broods near the Deadhorse airport indicating that some individuals tolerate frequent
aircraft noise. Individual tolerances are expected to vary, however, and the intensity of
disturbance associated with the proposed action would, in most cases, be less than that
experienced by birds at the Deadhorse airport. Some birds may be displaced, with unknown
physiological and reproductive consequences.” BE at 38 (emphases added).
“Collision-related mortality to eiders on the North Slope is not known and is difficult to estimate
…” BE at 44.

“Marine and coastal birds could be exposed to a variety of potential negative effects during
seismic surveys, exploration drilling, and production including disturbances, collisions, habitat
loss, petroleum exposure, and exposure to toxic contamination. The greatest potential for
substantial adverse impacts typically would arise from collisions, aircraft disturbance, and large
and chronic low-volume spills in important coastal bird habitats. These areas are Kasegaluk
Lagoon, Ledyard Bay, Peard Bay, barrier islands, the spring open-water lead system, and the
seabird-nesting colonies at Cape Lisburne and Cape Thompson. Despite the importance of these
areas, as well as the entire Chukchi Sea within the proposed lease-sale area, little recent sitespecific data are available on habitat-use patterns, routes, and timing to assess impacts. For many
species, the most recent data are between 15 and 30 years old, making accurate analysis difficult.
Because of this long data gap, it is unknown if population abundance or distribution of many
species have changed.” EIS at IV-145.

Ledyard Bay Critical Habitat Areas: “The loss of seafloor habitats due to exploration or
delineation drilling cannot be quantified at this time, but could be in important staging or molt
migration areas. The importance of these areas relative to the timing of molt, survival during the
molting period, and condition after molting is unknown, however, the availability and quality of
key resources in those areas during the prolonged migration period ultimately may influence the
survival of the spectacled eiders (Petersen et al. 1999).” BE at 47.
“The disturbance radius from the drilling operation is unknown. Temporal and spatial use
patterns for eiders within the Critical Habitat Area are also largely unknown.” BE Addendum at
1.
C.

1.

Noise impacts on marine and coastal birds

“Seismic airgun pulses have the potential to physically harm or kill diving birds. The threshold
for physiological damage, namely to the auditory system, for marine birds is unknown.” EIS at
IV-127.
“Few studies have assessed the effects of seismic surveys on marine birds and waterfowl.” EIS
at IV-127.
2.

Impacts to Threatened Spectacled and Steller’s Eiders4

Impacts to Kittlitz’s Murrelets5

“Clearly, there is cause for concern regarding the long-term survival of the [Kittlitz’s Murrelet]
and the potential negative impacts of offshore oil and gas development; however, management
decisions are difficult given the lack of available information.” BE at 36-37.
“Though impacts of oil spills [on Kittlitz’s murrelets] have been documented (van Vliet and
McAllister 1994, Carter and Kuletz 1995), little is known of potential impacts of disturbance on
courtship behavior, foraging ecology and feeding, or energetics (Day et al. 1999).” BE at 37.

Oil impacts on marine and coastal birds

“There are several areas historically documented to be important to marine and coastal birds in
the proposed lease sale area. These areas, as well as the entire proposed lease sale area, lack sitespecific data on habitat use patterns, routes and timing to assess impacts. For many species, the
most recent data is between 15 and 30 years old, making accurate analysis difficult.” EIS IV-126.
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See note 1.
See note 1.
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Attachment 3
Major Problems with Oil Spill Models

“Additional information on the response of diving birds to approaching seismic survey vessels is
essential to verify assumptions that there is a low potential for seabirds, including Kittlitz’s
murrelets, to be harmed by airgun noises.” BE at 41.
D.

Impacts on Waterfowl
1.

Impacts on Yellow-Billed Loons

“Yellow-billed loons in the Chukchi Sea are at particular risk [from environmental perturbations
such as disturbance, habitat alterations, and oil spills] due to their low numbers and low
reproductive rate. The species is little studied and basic biological information (such as the
seasonal distribution of immature and non-breeding yellow-billed loons) is unknown. Additional
research could improve our understanding of the vulnerabilities of the yellow-billed and other
loons using nearshore areas of the Chukchi Sea and western Beaufort Sea.” EIS at IV-140-41.
2.

Impacts on Common Eiders

The Lease Sale 193 (Chukchi) and 2003 Multi-Sale (Beaufort 186, 195, 202) environmental
impacts statements use the same primitive model to estimate how spilled oil might travel in the
marine environment. This model, which was developed in 1982, forms the basis for the
evaluation of potential impacts from a spill. Because the environmental assessments for the
exploration drilling proposed for the Beaufort and Chukchi Seas in 2010 assume that no large
spill will occur, they do not contain any additional modeling of, or evaluation of potential effects
from, a spill. The model used in the environmental impact statements suffers from substantial
deficiencies:
x

The model assumes that spilled oil is a point—it does not account for spreading of spilled oil,
for the possibility that different parcels of a spreading oil slick may travel along different
trajectories, or that these parcels may re-converge at locations distant from the spill origin, all
of which are important aspects of the behavior of actual oil spills.

x

Much of the environmental data input to the model is old—particularly current and wind
information, which is from 1979-1996. Much has changed in the Arctic since then, and
better information should be available.

x

The model cannot account for the presence of sea ice. It assumes that shorefast ice exists for
part of the year and that the ice “masks” the shore, which means that no oil could reach the
shore.

x

The model divides the leased area into a series of quadrants. Within each quadrant, it
predicts that a spill could occur from a number of locations. It treats a spill from each
location as equally likely and then provides an estimate of likelihood that a spill from each
quadrant would reach land. This method biases the calculation in two ways. Some of the
locations are further from land than others, so the model understates the likelihood of spilled
oil from one of the closer locations reaching shore. Also, a spill is not equally likely from
each location—Shell only wants to drill at some of them.

x

The SINTEF model used to evaluate weathering effects on spilled oil is independent of the
model used to estimate trajectories, making it impossible to evaluate effects related to, for
example, the increasing propensity of oil to sink as it weathers.

x

The model does not consider interactions with suspended particulate matter, which is crucial
for determining the propensity of spilled oil to sink, thereby affecting the benthic community
which is especially important in Arctic coastal marine ecosystems.

x

More sophisticated and appropriate models that address the defects listed above have been
available for over a decade.

“The number of [common eiders] that could be affected [by oil spill] at sea during spring or fall
migration is unknown.” EIS at IV-142.
E.

Impacts on Shorebirds

“Dunlins are another prominent species in Kasegaluk Lagoon and Peard Bay in late summer and
fall. As with other species of shorebirds and waterfowl, a spill during periods of peak abundance
could impact large numbers of dunlins. Less is known about the numbers, timing, and patterns of
habitat use of Kasegaluk Lagoon and Peard Bay by bar-tailed godwits but, given their recent
population declines, effects of an oil spill could be particularly important.” EIS at IV-144.
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November 29, 2010

VIA EMAIL
John Goll, Director
Alaska OCS Region
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement
3801 Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, AK 99503-5820
BOEMREAKPublicCommen@boemre.gov
Re: Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement

NEPA compliance and with respect to ensuring that decisions are based on sound science as
detailed in the September 29, 2010, Secretarial Order No. 3305. In addition, the Department’s
September 1, 2010 Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) Safety Oversight Board report provided
recommendations to strengthen permitting and environmental stewardship. The report
highlighted concerns with BOEMRE’s failure to fulfill its dual mandate to lease offshore lands,
yet also to protect the environment and cultural resources. The Alaska Region must ensure these
recommendations and reforms are implemented in all new decisions, including its draft SEIS for
the Chukchi Sea. To date, the Alaska Regional office of BOEMRE has failed to do so.
NEPA and OCSLA Require Missing or Incomplete Information be Included in the SEIS
BOEMRE was ordered to supplement the FEIS it prepared for Lease Sale 193 by reassessing the
extent and relevance to decision making of missing information about the environmental impacts
of offshore oil and gas activities in the Chukchi Sea. In preparing the draft SEIS, BOEMRE must
comply with NEPA’s obligation to take a “hard look” at environmental impacts, just as it must in
preparing an initial FEIS. The draft SEIS fails to do so.

Dear Director Goll:
The Pew Environment Group appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Bureau of Ocean
Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement (BOEMRE) draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement for Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193 (draft SEIS). Unfortunately,
the draft SEIS does not provide the “hard look” at the environmental impacts of Lease Sale 193
required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) because it fails to include necessary
information regarding environmental consequences of oil and gas activities within the lease sale
area. Thus, we request that BOEMRE prepare a revised draft SEIS that fully addresses the issues
presented below.
The draft SEIS was prepared in response to a July 21, 2010 order of the Alaska federal district in
Native Village of Point Hope v. Salazar. In that case, plaintiffs challenged the adequacy of the
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) prepared by BOEMRE for the nearly 30 million
acre Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193. The court concluded that the FEIS analysis of environmental
impacts of oil and gas activities in the Chukchi Sea lease sale area was deficient, and required the
agency to rectify those flaws in a supplemental EIS. Specifically, the court ordered BOEMRE to
(1) analyze the environmental impact of natural gas development; and (2) determine whether
missing information identified by BOEMRE in the FEIS was essential or relevant to the agency’s
decision making as required under NEPA regulation 40 CFR 1502.22; then (3) determine
whether the cost of obtaining the missing information was exorbitant, or the means of doing so
unknown. Our comments focus on the draft SEIS’ assessment of the relevance and need for
information that was identified in the FEIS as missing or incomplete.
As an initial matter, we note that the analysis in the draft SEIS is not consistent with the
Department of Interior’s offshore oil and gas program reforms that have been adopted in
response to the Deepwater Horizon oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico. The Secretary of Interior has
announced several changes to improve its analyses and decisions, most notably with respect to

The draft SEIS purports to respond to the court’s order to meet the requirements of NEPA
regulation 40 CFR 1502.22 2 by determining whether missing information in the FEIS is relevant
to assessing potentially significant effects of oil and gas development in the Chukchi Sea, and
whether the missing information is essential to a reasoned choice among the FEIS’ alternatives.
The purpose of that regulation is to require agencies to gather all information necessary to make
a decision, but to allow it to move forward in cases where information might not be relevant to
the decision to be made or if the cost of obtaining the information is exorbitant. BOEMRE has
not taken seriously its obligation to make a decision informed by science, and to gather whatever
missing scientific information is needed, but has instead undertaken a paper exercise, simply
cataloging the hundreds of statements in the FEIS regarding missing information and then
concluding that the addition of any of this information is not necessary in the decision-making
process.
BOEMRE’s primary rationale for its assertion that the information is not essential at the lease
sale stage is that the decision is not a consequential commitment of the area to oil and gas
activities and information can be obtained at later stages of the Outer Continental Shelf Lands
Act (OCSLA) process, when the agency is evaluating exploration or production plans. This
1

CEQ NEPA Guidance available at
http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/current_developments/docs/CEQ_Report_Reviewing_MMS_OCS_NEPAImplementation.pdf

2

Once incomplete or unavailable information regarding a foreseeable significant adverse effect is
disclosed in an EIS, NEPA regulation 40 C.F.R. 1502.22 requires that: “If the incomplete information
relevant to reasonably foreseeable significant adverse impacts is essential to a reasoned choice among
alternatives and the overall costs of obtaining it are not exorbitant, the agency shall include the
information in the environmental impact statement.” Thus, the focus of the regulation is on obtaining that
information and including it in the EIS.
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reasoning misconstrues OCSLA, and also overlooks longstanding BOEMRE practice to conduct
only abbreviated environmental assessments at the exploration plan stage and instead to rely
heavily on the lease sale EIS analysis. This practice is necessitated by OCSLA, which requires
the Secretary of the Interior to approve exploration plans within 30 days, constraining
BOEMRE’s ability to undertake an environmental review at that stage beyond the brief
environmental assessment (EA) that, as a matter of practice, it prepares at the exploration stage.

BOEMRE also asserts that it can defer gathering missing information at the lease sale stage
because tiering of NEPA analyses is allowed within OCSLA. However, BOEMRE’s approach is
a misapplication of “tiering” within NEPA. Tiering is a means to allow an agency to avoid
repetitive analysis in subsequent, more site-specific phases of a project. Thus, if a complete EIS
is prepared at the first stage in which potential significant effects are identified, subsequent
decisions can often be accompanied by a shorter EA/FONSI or an EIS that incorporates and
follows from the analysis in the prior EIS. The key is that tiering allows for subsequent NEPA
analysis to build on a thorough EIS prepared at an earlier stage. By assuming that it can defer
gathering information until a later stage, BOEMRE is in essence committing itself to undertaking
an EIS later, turning tiering on its head. In light of the fact that BOEMRE’s decisions regarding
approvals for oil and gas activity continue to be challenged, it makes no sense to pursue a status
quo approach that satisfies no one. In its August 16, 2010 report and recommendations to
BOEMRE regarding NEPA implementation, the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)
clarified the purpose and implementation of tiering. 3 The practical reality is that in order to fully
comply with NEPA within the structure of OCSLA, the agency must prepare a full assessment of
potential impacts and the site-specific details and impacts can then easily be addressed within the
compressed approval time period for an exploration plan.

More significantly, BOEMRE’s reasoning ignores the nature of the decision to be made at each
stage of oil and gas development under OCSLA. It is at the lease sale stage that the agency
makes the decision about whether, where and how oil and gas activities will occur within a
particular portion of the outer continental shelf. Once the leases are issued, the agency’s ability
to alter course is constrained. OCSLA authorizes the Secretary to suspend or cancel a lease or
permit only if oil and gas activities threaten to cause serious harm or damage to life, property, the
environment, or national security or defense. At the exploration plan stage, the decision is
whether to approve a plan that outlines the exact location, timing and equipment to be used to
explore for productive deposits of oil and gas. The decision at the development and production
stage is similar. In other words, while OCSLA establishes stages for development of oil and gas
resources in the outer continental shelf, the decision about whether to allow that activity to go
forward occurs at the lease sale stage; the decisions at later stages are simply refinements of the
lease decision and BOEMRE cannot change the decision about whether to authorize oil and gas
activity absent unusual circumstances. Thus, BOEMRE must have complete information about
the environmental effects at the lease sale stage before it decides whether to authorize oil and gas
activities. This thorough understanding of the existing environment and the environmental
consequences of development within that environment is essential not only to determining
whether to authorize oil and gas activities but also to identify any mitigation measures to
minimize potential environmental impacts.

It bears mentioning that the task of gathering the vast amount of incomplete and missing
information necessary to conduct a thorough analysis of the environmental impacts of oil and gas
activity within Lease Sale 193 is a consequence of BOEMRE’s decision to offer for lease an area
approximately the size of Colorado. 4 It would be daunting in the best of circumstances to gather
and analyze the necessary information for an area of this huge scope. Nonetheless, BOEMRE
cannot use its decision to offer for lease such a huge area to then treat the lease sale decision as a
programmatic rather than site specific decision or as an excuse to not fully analyze the
environmental impacts of oil and gas activity within that area on the grounds that it is too big
with too many unknowns.
Information Identified as Missing or Incomplete in the FEIS and draft SEIS is Essential to
Making Decisions Regarding the Lease Sale
BOEMRE also concludes that missing information is not relevant or essential to a choice among
alternatives because the impacts under all of its alternatives are essentially the same. This
rationale does nothing to support its position but instead suggests that its range of alternatives is
inadequate, further compounding the flaws in the FEIS. Much of the missing information
identified by BOEMRE in the original Lease Sale 193 EIS is essential to a reasoned choice about
whether, where, and under what conditions to offer oil and gas leases in the Chukchi Sea.
Gaps in data about the Chukchi Sea include missing basic information about species that inhabit
the region and their habitat needs over both time and space. These types of gaps are widespread
3

CEQ NEPA Guidance at 22-24, available at
http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/current_developments/docs/CEQ_Report_Reviewing_MMS_OCS_NEPAImplementation.pdf

4

Under OCSLA, leases are to be for tracts “consisting of a compact area not exceeding
five thousand seven hundred and sixty acres, as the Secretary may determine, unless the Secretary finds
that a larger area is necessary to comprise a reasonable economic production
unit.” 43 U.S.C. Sec. 1337(6)(b).
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across the Chukchi Sea, and this lack of information has been widely acknowledged (e.g., CRRC
2010, MBC 2007). Table 1 depicts by category the types of essential missing basic data about
the Chukchi Sea ecosystem.

Another type of missing information is data about the effects of oil and gas exploration and
development on species and habitats in the Chukchi Sea. One of the lessons we have learned
from the Deepwater Horizon Gulf of Mexico oil spill is that BOEMRE must conduct meaningful
environmental review, including a full analysis of impacts, before offshore oil and gas activities
occur (Nuka 2010). For example, to prevent and prepare for oil spills in the Arctic Ocean,
BOEMRE needs information on the physical environment and the unique challenges it poses to
offshore oil and gas drilling. It also needs to understand the effect of drilling and oil spills on
marine ecosystems. A prediction of the impacts of spilled oil in Arctic waters must take into
account the behavior of oil in an environment with sea ice, the varying characteristics of sea ice
throughout the year, Arctic weather conditions, the long-term fate of oil in cold water and the
specific vulnerabilities of Arctic marine species and ecosystems. BOEMRE has not endeavored
to obtain this information for the draft SEIS.

Type of Essential
Need (or gap in
knowledge)
Topic

Abundance

Spatial coverage

Type of Essential
Need (or gap in
knowledge)
Temporal coverage

Seasonal coverage

Spatial scale

Explanation

Some resources have not been studied
in the Arctic or have very little
information.
For many species or species groups,
there is little or no information on
population size and/or relative
abundance.
Many resources studied in depth still
lack complete coverage over the
Beaufort and Chukchi seas within the
U.S. EEZ.
Explanation

Example of Essential
Need or gap in
knowledge
Zooplankton, benthic
organisms, fish
Zooplankton, Opilio
crab, fish, ice seals,
Chukchi polar bear
population, Kittlitz’s
Murrelet
Benthic biomass, fish,
Steller’s Eider, Arctic
fox

Example of Essential
Need or gap in
knowledge
Outside of remotely sensed satellite
Invertebrates, fish, birds
information (temperature, chlorophyll- (surveyed in nearshore
a, etc.), no resource in the Arctic has
areas only), and marine
adequate data to detect temporal
mammals (surveyed in
change over annual or decadal time
Beaufort only)
periods for the Beaufort and Chukchi
seas.
Most surveys occur in July and
Invertebrates, benthic
August when weather, sea ice, and
organisms, fish, polar
snow are in optimal condition; direct
bear, ribbon seal
observation is difficult to impossible
at other times of the year. Most
species are lacking adequate seasonal
distribution data.
Very broad-scale information covering The Outer Continental
the Beaufort and Chukchi seas is
Shelf Environmental
available for many species. Similarly, Assessment Program
fine scale survey data in disjunct
(OCSEAP) which
development areas also exist. Midoccurred in the 1970scale data with full spatial coverage
1980s is a good midare needed to make reasoned
scale survey that has not
landscape-scale management
occurred in recent years.
decisions.

BOEMRE Failed to Include in the FEIS and draft SEIS Available Analyses and Studies
BOEMRE completed this draft SEIS without obtaining and incorporating information from
relevant Department of Interior Arctic Ocean science initiatives. Those efforts, though not
currently complete, would contribute to a more thorough analysis of environmental impacts in
the draft SEIS. Specifically, BOEMRE failed to take advantage of -or even acknowledge- the
ongoing analysis by the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) to identify information gaps in the
Arctic Ocean as related to decisions about OCS activity that was ordered by the Secretary of
Interior on March 31, 2010. That analysis will be completed in April 2011. The draft SEIS also
appears to have been developed in isolation from an assessment BOEMRE is undertaking
specifically to address missing information about the Chukchi Sea (MBC 2007). This Chukchi
Offshore Monitoring in Drilling Area (COMIDA) effort by BOEMRE is intended to
“characterize the Chukchi Sea ecosystem in order to detect and distinguish future changes
resulting from oil industry activities, natural variability, and other anthropogenic effects…prior
to oil and gas exploration activities” (MBC 2007). The COMIDA effort is supposed to look at
data needs and provide monitoring recommendations from an ecosystem perspective, and to
obtain baseline data before oil and gas activity, including exploration begins in the Chukchi Sea.
While COMIDA has a promise of providing sufficient information to assist the agency in making
informed decisions, the agency is not using the information gained from this research effort to
inform its decisions regarding if, when, where and how oil and gas activities might occur in the
Chukchi Sea.
Moreover, BOEMRE could have – and should have – included additional information in the
draft SEIS that has become available in the two years since the FEIS was completed.
Attachment 1 is a list of references that include relevant and essential information that should be
incorporated into a revised draft SEIS.
One example pertains to the bowhead whale – an important marine mammal for the Inupiat
along the Arctic slope, and a species afforded protection under the Marine Mammal Protection
Act and the Endangered Species Act. The FEIS acknowledges “data are limited on the bowhead
whale fall migration through the Chukchi Sea before the whales move south into the Bering
Sea.” And that “recent data on distribution, abundance, or habitat use [by bowheads] in the
Chukchi Sea Planning Area are not available.” In the draft SEIS (Appendix A) BOEMRE
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responded that: “While there will always be some lag between environmental change and
available data that reflects that change, BOEM (formerly MMS) has conducted or commissioned
extensive study bowhead use of the Chukchi Sea, and a general understanding of the bowhead
distribution, abundance, and habitat use is known.” The important and very pertinent research to
which the agency refers was finalized in July of this year, and made publicly available on their
website during the fall of 2010 (Quakenbush et al. 2010). The draft SEIS goes on to say
“Existing information is sufficient to support sound scientific judgments and reasoned
managerial decisions, especially during the earlier stages of OCSLA review, which are
necessarily more programmatic in nature. Furthermore, the missing information pertains to
potential impacts equally applicable to each action alternatives, meaning that additional
information on this subject is not likely to be useful to decision making at this stage. Overall, this
incomplete information is not essential to a reasoned choice among alternatives.” However, this
is not necessarily the case, as Quakenbush et al. (2010) identified important corridors for
migration and important feeding areas that should be excluded from the lease sale or at least
considered essential information.

the region. They depend on local plants and animals for food, clothing and shelter, and have
learned a great deal about the species they use and see. In recent years, a substantial amount of
research has focused on traditional knowledge in the Arctic. Major projects such as the Arctic
Council’s Arctic Climate Impact Assessment (ACIA 2004) have incorporated traditional
knowledge in efforts to understand what is taking place in the region. Nonetheless, there is much
more to be done to make the knowledge of Arctic peoples more widely available, such as
incorporating traditional knowledge in management processes that directly impact people,
including in this EIS process. Co-management organizations and institutes of public governance
are one means of incorporating not just knowledge but the holders of that knowledge in the
decision-making process. Greater involvement by Arctic peoples in the governance of their
regions and communities allows their knowledge to benefit modern institutions. These
approaches can help in the development of long-term solutions to economic and environmental
challenges in the Arctic.

The alternatives considered by BOEMRE in the draft SEIS all have the same impacts, with the
exception of no action – indicating that the range of alternatives is too narrow. Ecologically
sensitive areas must be identified and protected. Areas within an ecosystem are not equal in
biological and ecological terms; some areas are more important than others to the ecosystem or
human populations. Identification of important ecological areas based on essential habitats and
functions in the Arctic ecosystem along with traditional cultural activities, can be an important
step toward ensuring ecosystem functionality. The ecologically and culturally sensitive areas in
the Arctic Ocean should be removed from the leasing process.
The draft SEIS also fails to include all of the relevant and related information collected from the
BOEMRE Environmental Studies Program in Alaska. For example, Attachment 2 documents
peer reviewed literature produced by the Environmental Studies Program since 1990 5 that was
not considered, but relevant to the FEIS and subsequent draft SEIS. The Alaska Annual Studies
Plan Final FY 2011 notes that since the conception of the Environmental Studies Program in
1973 more than $350 million has funded studies in Alaska across 15 planning areas (BOEMRE
2010). Since much time and effort was put into these studies, it is for BOEMRE’ responsibility
to consider the results and implications of these study results, particularly as they may contribute
to some of the essential unknown information about species and habitats as well as the effects of
oil and gas exploration and development on these species and habitats.
Traditional Knowledge Can Be Used to Fill Gaps in Information
Some of the information that was identified in the FEIS and draft SEIS as missing or incomplete
could be satisfied in part by incorporating local and traditional knowledge. Local and traditional
knowledge, a different but equally valid knowledge system will help expand our understanding
of the Arctic and can supplement and enhance existing knowledge. Indigenous peoples who
have lived in the Arctic Ocean region for millennia have developed a wealth of knowledge about
5

BOEMRE provides a listing of all peer-reviewed ESP studies at:
http://alaska.boemre.gov/ess/2010_0604_AKPeerReview.pdf (last accessed 21 November 2010)

Documenting knowledge in a report, however, is just one step towards fully incorporating what
Arctic peoples have learned over generations. A report about traditional knowledge may put
certain facts and observations before a larger audience but using that knowledge appropriately
entails the wisdom than many people associate with traditional perspectives. We have attached a
bibliography with selected references that should help provide guidance and provide examples of
situations where traditional knowledge has been effectively utilized (Attachment 3). Traditional
knowledge can help fill some of the gaps in the draft SEIS as well as guide future efforts to
collect necessary information.
BOEMRE Must Employ a Holistic Ecosystem-Based Approach to Research
We recognize and acknowledge that research has been and is currently being conducted in the
Chukchi Sea by various U.S. government agencies, and by industry (e.g., BOEMRE 2010, Funk
et al. 2007). These studies are important and contribute to our baseline knowledge and
understanding of the Chukchi Sea ecosystem. However, the existence of such research does not
necessarily mean that it is relevant or complete to sufficiently inform the decisions about
whether, where, when, and how oil and gas activity should occur in the Chukchi Sea. A large
quantity of research cannot substitute for relevant research.
Existing scientific studies have been undertaken in an uncoordinated basis without an
overarching purpose for the information or a clearly identified goal to advance knowledge of
Chukchi Sea ecosystems. Specifically, many of the current scientific studies are focused on
specific drilling lease sites that are of interest to industry. They provide information about
physical and biological aspects (e.g., species) for a small area within a larger ecosystem for a
limited time period. To be useful to leasing decisions, longer-term studies must be undertaken
in order to provide an understanding of the variability of species over time. Moreover, the
current piecemeal approach to science currently practiced by BOEMRE in its Environmental
Studies Program Annual Study Plan, is not adequate. Narrow studies are undertaken by
contractors responding to a request for proposal (RFP) with no coordinated analysis and
synthesis of that information. Without an overarching purpose and scientific plan to guide and tie
the research together, the individual studies do little to advance knowledge of the Chukchi Sea.
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BOEMRE has used the same flawed segregated approach that it uses in its research to its
assessment of missing information in the draft SEIS. The agency has reached the conclusion that
none of the missing information is essential to decision making by addressing each statement
regarding missing information in isolation without looking at the entire set of research needs for
particular species or other environmental parameters. However, a more holistic approach, would
likely lead to a different conclusion. It is possible to conclude that each piece of missing
information might not be relevant to the decision to be made, but taken together, all of the
missing information for a particular species certainly is important. This type of piecemeal
approach to scientific research is pervasive in all of BOEMRE research study programs and
ensures that scientific research produces little useable information to advance knowledge about
the Arctic Ocean.
What is needed instead is a comprehensive, integrated research and monitoring plan for the U.S.
Arctic to improve our understanding of Arctic marine ecosystem structure and functioning and to
avoid adverse impacts on the Arctic environment and subsistence way of life. Such a plan
should (1) define existing information and research needs such as in a gap analysis (this is
currently undertaken by the USGS) (2) gain a more comprehensive catalog of species,
populations and habitats (including seasonal migrations) in a marine life assessment (3) track the
physical factors that influence and determine biological productivity, habitat preference and
migration pathways in an integrated, comprehensive environmental monitoring program (4)
secure a better understanding of ecosystem interactions and trophic linkages and the effects of
human activity and (5) integrate scientific data to identify processes and habitats that are
sensitive and vulnerable to disruption. Such work is critical to the development of a
comprehensive, collaborative program of research, monitoring, data collection, mapping, and
documentation of local and traditional knowledge in the Arctic Ocean. This science plan would
provide the framework for all development activity in the Arctic, and approval of oil and gas
development activity would have to be consistent with the plan’s ecological science, monitoring,
and assessments.
BOEMRE Must Prepare a Revised SEIS
BOEMRE’s draft SEIS fails to adequately address the district court’s order and fails to satisfy
NEPA’s requirements. The draft SEIS also fails to incorporate the offshore oil and gas program
reforms initiated by Department of Interior in the face of the worst environmental disaster in our
nation’s history. BOEMRE should prepare a revised draft SEIS only after it has gathered missing
information and drawn on the work of other agencies.

3(:(QYLURQPHQW*URXS&RPPHQW

*Please Note: This email includes 3 Attachments to be considered in the public record with this
comment letter.
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Sincerely,
Marilyn Heiman
Director, U.S. Arctic Program
PEW Environment Group
Eleanor Huffines
Manager, U.S. Arctic Program
PEW Environment Group
10

3(:(QYLURQPHQW*URXS&RPPHQW

PEWAttachment1

3(:(QYLURQPHQW*URXS&RPPHQW



ListofreferencesthataremissingfromtheFEISandSEISandshouldbeconsidered
asessential

Relevancetoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutallstocksofmarinemammals:

Contents

Angliss,R.P.,andR.B.Outlaw.2008.Alaskamarinemammalstockassessments,2007.U.S.Dep.
Commer.,NOAATech.Memo.NMFSAFSCͲ180,252p.

ListofreferencesthataremissingfromtheFEISandSEISandshouldbeconsideredasessential............. 1
Relevancetoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutallstocksofmarinemammals: .................................. 2
Relevancetoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutwalrus: ....................................................................... 2
Relevancetoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutringedseals:............................................................... 3
RelevancetoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutBeardedseals:............................................................ 3
Relevancetoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutspottedseal: .............................................................. 3
Relevancetoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutribbonseal: ................................................................ 3
Relevancetoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutnarwhals: ................................................................... 4
Relevancetoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutfinwhales:.................................................................. 4

Angliss,R.P.,andR.B.Outlaw.2007.Alaskamarinemammalstockassessments,2006.U.S.Dep.
Commer.,NOAATech.Memo.NMFSAFSCͲ168,244p.

Angliss,R.P.,andB.M.Allen.2009.Alaskamarinemammalstockassessments,2008.U.S.Dep.
Commer.,NOAATech.Memo.NMFSAFSCͲ193,258p.
Allen.B.M.,andR.P.Angliss.2010.Alaskamarinemammalstockassessments,2009.U.S.Dep.
Commer.,NOAATech.Memo.NMFSAFSCͲ206,276p.
Allen,B.M.,andR.P.Angliss.2010.DraftAlaskamarinemammalstockassessments2010.April2010.
Cameron,M.F.,B.Fadely,K.E.W.Shelden,M.A.Simpkins,andL.HirukiͲRaring.2010.Marinemammals
oftheAlaskaregion,p.267Ͳ281.InOurLivingOceans.ReportonthestatusofU.S.livingmarine
resources,6thedition.U.S.Dep.Commer.,NOAATech.Memo.NMFSͲF/SPOͲ80.

Relevancetoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutgraywhales:............................................................... 4
Relevancetoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutbowheadwhales:....................................................... 4

Relevancetoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutwalrus:

Relevancetoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutseabirds:..................................................................... 6

Douglas,D.C.,2010,Arcticseaicedecline:Projectedchangesintimingandextentofseaiceinthe
BeringandChukchiSeas:U.S.GeologicalSurveyOpenͲFileReport2010Ͳ1176,32p.

Relevancetoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutfishandinvertebrates:............................................... 6
Relevancetoaddressingessentialunknownsforlowertrophiclevelspeciesandcommunities: ............... 6
Relevancetoaddressingessentialunknownsforallecosystemcomponents: ............................................ 7
Relevanttoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutimpactstoecosystemandmammalsbecauseof
climatechange ................................................................................................................................. 8
Relevancetoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutfateandeffectsofoilspillandeffectsonecosystem
components: .................................................................................................................................... 9
RelevancetoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutHealthImpactAssessmentandNEPA: .................... 10
Relevancetoaddressingessentialunknownsusingtraditionalknowledge:.............................................. 10
RelevancetoaddressingessentialunknownsfromindustryͲbasedsurveys: ............................................ 12

Fischbach,A.S.,Monson,D.H.,andJay,C.V.,2009,EnumerationofPacificwalruscarcassesonbeaches
oftheChukchiSeainAlaskafollowingamortalityevent,September2009:U.S.GeologicalSurvey
OpenͲFileReport2009Ͳ1291,10p.
Hassol,S.2004.ImpactsofawarmingArctic.ArcticClimateImpactAssessment.AMAP,CAFF,andIASC.
CambridgeUniversityPress.
Jay,C.V.andA.S.Fishbach.(2008).PacificwalrusresponsetoArcticseaicelosses.U.S.GeologicalSurvey
FactSheet2008Ͳ3041.Retrievedfromhttp://pubs.usgs.gov/fs/2008/3041/
Jay,C.V.,B.G.Marcot,andD.C.Douglas.2010.ProjectedstatusofthePacificwalrus(Odobenus
rosmarusdivergens)inthe21stCentury.AdministrativeReportsubmittedtotheU.S.Fishand
WildlifeService.September10,2010.


Krupnik,I.,andG.C.Ray.2007.Pacificwalruses,indigenoushunters,andclimatechange:Bridging
scientificandindigenousknowledge.DeepSeaResearchPartII54(23Ͳ26):2946Ͳ2957.



Rideout,B.P.,andS.E.Dosso,2010.ThreeͲdimensionalBayesianpassiveacoustictrackingofwalrusesin
theChukchiSea.J.Acoust.Soc.Am.128(4):2483Ͳ2483.

3(:(QYLURQPHQW*URXS&RPPHQW

Sheffield,G.,andJ.M.Grebmeier.2009.Pacificwalrus(Odobenusrosmarusdivergens):Differentialprey
digestionanddiet.MarineMammalScience25(4):761Ͳ777.
Speckman,S.G.,V.I.Chernook,D.M.Burn,M.S.Udevitz,A.A.Kovhnev,A.Vasilev,C.V.Jay,A.L.Lisovsky,
A.S.Fishbach,andR.B.Benter.InPress.ResultsandevaluationofasurveytoestimatePacific
walruspopulationsize,2006.MarineMammalScience.
USGS.2010.WalrustrackingandtelemetrydataacquiredfromwalrusesinstrumentedontheAlaska
shoresoftheChukchiSeainSeptember2009.RadioͲtaggingfieldreport.USGSAlaskaScience
Center,Walrusresearchproject.
http://alaska.usgs.gov/science/biology/walrus/pdfs/EC09_Radio_Tagging_Field_Report.pdf

Relevancetoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutringedseals:
Davis,C.S.,I.Stirling,C.Strobeck,D.W.Coltman.2008.PopulationstructureoficeͲbreedingseals.Mol.
Ecol.17:3078Ͳ3094.
Kelly,B.P.,O.H.Badajos,M.Kunnasranta,J.R.Moran,M.MartinezͲBakker,D.Wartzok,andP.Boveng.
2010.PolarBiology33:1095Ͳ1109.
Quakenbush,L.T.,andG.G.Sheffield.2007.IcesealbioͲmonitoringintheBeringͲChukchiSearegion.
NorthPacificResearchBoardFinalReport,46p.

RelevancetoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutBeardedseals:
Cameron,M.,andP.Bovent.2009.HabitatUseandSeasonalMovementsofAdultandSubͲAdult
BeardedSeals.AFSCQuarterlyReportFeature(OctoberͲNovemberͲDecember2009)4p.
http://www.afsc.noaa.gov/Quarterly/ond2009/OND09feature.pdf

Quakenbush,L.T.,andG.G.Sheffield.2007.IcesealbioͲmonitoringintheBeringͲChukchiSea
region.NorthPacificResearchBoardFinalReport,46p.

Relevancetoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutspottedseal:

3(:(QYLURQPHQW*URXS&RPPHQW

Relevancetoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutnarwhals:
Allen,B.M.,andR.P.Angliss.2010.DraftAlaskamarinemammalstockassessments2010.April2010.

Relevancetoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutfinwhales:
Delarue,J.,D.K.Mellinger,K.S.Stafford,andC.L.Berchok.2010.WheredotheChukchiSeafinwhales
comefrom?LookingforanswersinthestructureofsongsrecordedintheBeringSeaand
WesternNorthPacific.J.Accoust.Soc.Am.127:1758Ͳ1758.

Relevancetoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutgraywhales:
Bluhm,B.A.,K.O.Coyle,B.Konar,andR.Highsmith.Highgraywhalerelativeabundancesassociated
withanoceanographicfrontinthesouthͲcentralChukchiSea.DeepSeaResearchPartII54(23Ͳ
26):2919Ͳ2933.

Relevancetoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutbowheadwhales:
Ashjian,C.J.,S.R.Braund,R.G.Campbell,J.C.George,J.Kruse,W.Maslowski,S.E.Moore,C.R.Nicolson,
S.R.Okkonen,B.F.Sherr,E.B.Sherr,andY.H.Spitz.2010.Climatevariability,oceanography,
bowheadwhaledistribution,andInupiatsubsistencewhalingnearBarrow,Alaska.Arctic
63(2):179Ͳ194.
Bockstoce,JohnR.,DanielB.Botkin,AlexPhilp,BrianW.Collins,andJohnC.George.2007.The
geographicdistributionofbowheadwhales(Balaenamysticetus)intheBering,Chukchi,and
BeaufortSeas:Evidencefromwhaleshiprecords,1849Ͳ1914.MarineFisheriesReview67(3):1Ͳ
43.
Cosens,S.E.,H.Cleator,andP.Richard.2006.Numbersofbowheadwhales(Balaenamysticetus)inthe
EasternCanadianArctic,basedonaerialsurveysinAugust2002,2003and2004.Unpubl.paper
submittedtotheScientificCommitteeoftheInt.Whal.Comm.June2006(SC/58/BRG7).19pp.
Delarue,J.,M.Laurinolli,andB.Martin.2009.PassiveacousticsurveyofbowheadwhalesintheChukchi
Sea.J.Acoust.Am.125(4):2549Ͳ2549.

Boveng,P.L.,J.L.Bengston,T.W.Buckley,M.F.Cameron,S.P.Dahle,B.P.Kelly,B.A.Megrey,J.E.
Overland,andJ.Williamson.2009.Statusreviewofthespottedseal(Phocalargha).U.S.Dep.
Commer.,NOAATech.Memo.NMFSͲAFSCͲ200,153p.
http://www.afsc.noaa.gov/Publications/AFSCͲTM/NOAAͲTMͲAFSCͲ200.pdf

George,J.C.,C.Nicolson,S.Drobot,J.Maslanik,andR.Suydam.2006.Seaicedensityandbowhead
whalebodyconditionpreliminaryfindings.PosterpresentedtotheSocietyforMarine
Mammalogy,SanDiego,CA.

Quakenbush,L.T.,andG.G.Sheffield.2007.IcesealbioͲmonitoringintheBeringͲChukchiSearegion.
NorthPacificResearchBoardFinalReport,46p.

George,J.C.,S.E.Moore,andR.Suydam.2007.SummaryofstockstructureresearchontheBeringͲ
ChukchiͲBeaufortSeasstockofbowheadwhales2003Ͳ2007.Unpubl.reportsubmittedtoInt.
Whal.Comm.(SC/59/BRG3).15pp.

Relevancetoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutribbonseal:

Koski,W.,J.Mocklin,A.Davis,J.Zeh,D.Rugh,J.C.George,andR.Suydam.2008.Preliminaryestimates
of2003Ͳ2004BeringͲChukchiͲBeaufortbowheadwhale(/Balaenamysticetus/)abundancefrom
photoidentificationdata.Unpubl.reportsubmittedtoInt.Whal.Commn.(SC/60/BRG18).7pp.

Quakenbush,L.T.,andG.G.Sheffield.2007.IcesealbioͲmonitoringintheBeringͲChukchiSearegion.
NorthPacificResearchBoardFinalReport,46p.

3(:(QYLURQPHQW*URXS&RPPHQW

Moore,S.E.,J.C.George,G.Sheffield,J.Bacon,andC.J.Ash ian.2010.Bowheadwhaledistributionand
feedingnearBarrow,Alaska,inthelatesummer2005Ͳ06.Arctic.63(2):195Ͳ205.
Moore,S.E.,K.MStafford,andL.M.Munger.2010.Acousticandvisualsurveysforbowheadwhalesin
thewesternBeaufortandfarnortheasternChukchiSeas.DeepSeaResearchPartII57(1Ͳ2):153Ͳ
157.
Okkonen,S.R.,C.J.Ash ian,R.G.Campbell,D.Jones.2009.Upwellingandaggregationofzooplanktonon
thewesternBeaufortshelfasinferredfrommooredacousticDopplercurrentprofiler
measurements.AlaskaMarineScienceSymposium,Jan.19Ͳ22,2009,Anchorage,AK.
uakenbush,L.T.,J.J.Citta,J.C.George,R.J.Small,andM.P.HeideͲJorgensen.2010.Fallandwinter
movementsofbowheadwhales(Balaenamysticetus)intheChukchiSeaandwithinapotential
petroleumdevelopmentarea.Arctic63(3):289Ͳ307.
uakenbush,L.T.,Small,R.J.,andCitta,J.J.2010.SatellitetrackingofwesternArcticbowheadwhales.
FinalReport.OCSstudyBOEMRE2010Ͳ033.BureauofOceanEnergyManagement,Regulation
andEnforcement.65ppplusappendices.
Rugh,D.,W.Koski,J.George,andJ.Zeh.2009.InteryearreͲidentificationofbowheadwhalesduring
theirspringmigrationpastBarrow,Alaska,1984Ͳ1994.J.CetaceanRes.Manage.10(3):195 200.
Suydam,R.S.,J.C.George,C.HannsandG.Sheffield.2006.Subsistenceharvestofbowheadwhales
(Balaenamysticetus)byAlaskanEskimosduring2005.Unpubl.reportsubmittedtoInt.Whal.
Comm.(SC/58/BRG21).6pp.
Suydam,R.,J.C.George,C.Rosa,B.Person,C.Hanns,G.Sheffield,andJ.Bacon.2007.Subsistence
harvestofbowheadwhales(Balaenamysticetus)byAlaskanEskimosduring2006.Unpubl.
reportsubmittedtoInt.Whal.Comm.(SC/59/BRG4).7pp.
Suydam,R.,J.C.George,C.Rosa,B.Person,C.Hanns,G.Sheffield,andJ.Bacon.2008.Subsistence
harvestofbowheadwhales(Balaenamysticetus)byAlaskanEskimosduring2007.Unpubl.
reportsubmittedtoInt.Whal.Commn.(SC/60/BRG10).7pp.
Suydam,R.,J.C.George,C.Rosa,B.Person,C.Hanns,G.Sheffield,andJ.Bacon.2009.Subsistence
harvestofbowheadwhales(Balaenamysticetus)byAlaskanEskimosduring2008.Unpubl.
reportsubmittedtoInt.Whal.Commn.(SC/61/BRG6).6pp.
Taylor,B.,R.LeDuc,J.C.George,R.Suydam,S.Moore,andD.Rugh.2007Synthesisoflinesofevidence
forpopulationstructureforbowheadwhalesintheBeringͲChukchiͲBeaufortregion.Unpubl.
reportsubmittedtoInt.Whal.Comm(SC/59/BRG35).12pp.
Wiig, .,L.Bachmann,N. ien,K.M.Kovacs,andC.Lydersen.2009.Observationsofbowheadwhales
(Balaenamysticetus)intheSvalbardarea1940Ͳ2008.Unpubl.reportsubmittedtoInt.Whal.
Comm.(SC/61/BRG2)5pp.

3(:(QYLURQPHQW*URXS&RPPHQW

Relevancetoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutseabirds:
Bentzen,R.L.,A.N.Powell,L.M.Phillips,andR.S.Suydam.2010.Incubationbehaviorofkingeiderson
thecoastalplainofnorthernAlaska.PolarBiology33:8,1075Ͳ1082
Oppel,S.,D.L.Dickson,andA.N.Powell.2009.InternationalimportanceoftheeasternChukchiSeaasa
stagingareaformigratingkingeiders.PolarBiology32:5,775Ͳ783.
Oppel,S.,D.L.Dickson,andA.N.Powell.2009.InternationalimportanceoftheeasternChukchiSeaasa
stagingareaformigratingkingeiders.PolarBiology32:775Ͳ783.
Oppel,S.A.N.Powell..2009.Doeswinterregionaffectspringarrivaltimeandbodymassofkingeiders
innorthernAlaska .PolarBiology32:8,1203Ͳ1209.
Oppel,S.,A.N.Powell,andD.L.Dickson.1008.Timinganddistanceofkingeidermigrationandwinter
movements.TheCondor110(2):296Ͳ305.
Peterson,M.R.2009.Multiplespringmigrationstrategiesinapopulationofpacificcommoneiders.The
Condor111(1):59Ͳ70.

Relevancetoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutfishandinvertebrates:
Bluhm,B.A.,K.Iken,S.M.Hardy,B.I.Sirenko,andB.A.Holladay.2009.Communitystructureof
epibenthicmegafaunaintheChukchiSea.A uaticBiology7:269Ͳ293.
Feder,H.M.,andS.C.Jewett.2007.SoutheasternChukchiSea(Alaska)macrobenthos.PolarBiology
30:261Ͳ275.
Mecklenburg,C.W.,D.L.Stein,B.A.Sheiko,N. .Chernova,T.A.Mecklenburg,andB.A.Holladay.2007.
RussianͲAmericanlongͲtermcensusoftheArctic:BenthicfishestrawledintheChukchiSeaand
BeringStrait,August2004.NorthwesternNaturalist88(3):168Ͳ187.
Norcross,B.L.,B.A.Holladay,M.S.Busby,andK.L.Mier.2010.Demersalandlarvalfishassemblagesin
theChukchiSea.DeepSeaResearchPartII57(1Ͳ2):57Ͳ70.
Purcell,J.E.,R.H.Hopcraft,K.N.Kosobokova,andT.E.Whiteledge.2010.Distribution,abundance,and
predationeffectsofepipelagicctenophoresand ellyfishinthewesternArcticOcean.DeepSea
ResearchPartII57(1Ͳ2):127Ͳ135.

Relevancetoaddressingessentialunknownsforlowertrophiclevelspeciesand
communities:
Gradinger,R.,B.Bluhm,andK.Iken.2010.ArcticseaͲiceridges safehavensforseaͲicefaunaduring
periodsofextremeicemelt DeepSeaResearchPartII57(1Ͳ2):86Ͳ95.

3(:(QYLURQPHQW*URXS&RPPHQW

Hopcraft,R.R.,J. uestel,C.ClarkeͲHopcraft.2009.Oceanographicassessmentoftheplanktonic
communitiesintheKlondikeandBurgerprospectregionsoftheChukchiSea.ReportforSurvey
year2008.PreparedforConocoPhillipsAlaska,Inc.,andShellExploration Production.52pp.
Hopcraft,R.R.,K.N.Kosobokova,andA.I.Pinchuk.2010.Zooplanktoncommunitypatternsinthe
ChukchiSeaduringsummer2004.DemersalandlarvalfishassemblagesintheChukchiSea.
DeepSeaResearchPartII57(1Ͳ2):27Ͳ39.
Hopcraft,R.R.,andK.N.Kosobokova.2010.DistributionandeggproductionofPseudocalanusspeciesin
theChukchiSea.DeepSeaResearchPartII57(1Ͳ2):49Ͳ56.
Iken,K.,B.Bluhm,andK.Dutton.BenthicfoodͲwebstructureunderdifferingwatermasspropertiesin
thesouthernChukchiSea.SeaResearchPartII57(1Ͳ2):71Ͳ85.

Relevancetoaddressingessentialunknownsforallecosystemcomponents:

3(:(QYLURQPHQW*URXS&RPPHQW

Relevanttoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutimpactstoecosystemand
mammalsbecauseofclimatechange
Bluhm,B.A.,andR.Gradinger.2008.RegionalvariabilityinfoodavailabilityforArcticmarinemammals.
EcologicalApplications18(2)Supplement:S77ͲS96.
Burek,K.A.,F.Gulland,andT.M.O Hara.2008.EffectsofclimatechangeonArcticmarinemammal
health.EcologicalApplications18(2)Supplement:S126ͲS134.
CCSP,2009:PastClimate ariabilityandChangeintheArcticandatHighLatitude.AreportbytheU.S.
ClimateChangeProgramandSubcommitteeonGlobalChangeResearch Alley,R.B.,BrighamͲ
Grette,J.,Miller,G.H.,Polyak,L.,andWhite,J.W.C.(coordinatingleadauthors).U.S.Geological
Survey,Reston, A461pp.
Douglas,D.C.,2010,Arcticseaicedecline:Pro ectedchangesintimingandextentofseaiceinthe
BeringandChukchiSeas:U.S.GeologicalSurveyOpenͲFileReport2010Ͳ1176,32p.

ArcticBiodiversityTrends2010 Selectedindicatorsofchange.CAFFInternationalSecretariat,Akureyri,
Iceland.

Harington,C.R.2008.TheevolutionofArcticmarinemammals.EcologicalApplications18(2)
Supplement:S23ͲS40.

CoastalResponseResearchCenter.2010.NaturalResourcesDamageAssessment(NRDA)inArctic
Waters:TheDialogueBegins.UniversityofNewHampshire,Durham,NH,27pp appendices.



Garreta, .,P.Monestiez,andJ.M. erHoef.2010.Spatialmodellingandpredictiononrivernetworks:
Upmodel,downmodelorhybrid Environmetrics21:439Ͳ456.

Hollowed,A.B.,R.P.Angliss,M.F.Sigler,B.A.Megrey,andD.H.Ito.2007.ImplementationplanforLossof
SeaIce(LOSI)program.AFSCProcessedRep.2007Ͳ05,48p.AlaskaFish.Sci.Cent.,NOAA,Natl.
Mar,Fish.Serv.,7600SandPointWayNE,SeattleWA98115.
http://www.afsc.noaa.gov/Publications/ProcRpt/PR2007Ͳ05.pdf

Grebmeier,J.M.,S.E.Moore,J.E.Overland,K.E.Frey,andR.Gradinger.2010.Biologicalresponseto
recentPacificArcticseaiceretreats.EOS91(18):161Ͳ168.
Hopcraft,R.,B.Bluhm,andR.Gradinger(eds).2008.ArcticOceansynthesis:Analysisofclimatechange
impactsintheChukchiandBeaufortSeaswithstrategiesforfutureresearch.InstituteofMarine
Science,Fairbanks,Alaska,USA.December2008.184pp.
Lien,A.Y.,A.S.Savvichev,I.I.Rusanov.,G.A.Pavlova,N.A.Belayaev,K.Craine,N. .Pimenov,andM. .
Ivanov.2008.BiogechemicalprocessesintheChukchiSea.LithologyandMineralResources
42(3):221Ͳ239.
Martin,B.,J.Delarue,andD.Hannay.2010.AmbientnoiseintheChukchiSea,July07Oct2009.J.
Acoust.Soce.Am.127(3):1757Ͳ1757.
erHoeff,J.M.,J.M.London,andP.L.Boveng.2010.Fastcomputingofsomegeneralizedlinearmixed
pseudoͲmodelswithtemporalautocorrelation.Comput.Stat.25:39Ͳ55.

Hovelsrud,G.K.,M.McKenna,andH.P.Huntington.2008.Marinemammalharvestsandother
interactionswithhumans.EcologicalApplications18(2)Supplement:S135ͲS147.

Kovacs,K.M.,C.Lydersen,J.E.Overland,andS.E.Moore.2010.ImpactsofchangingseaͲiceconditions
onArcticmarinemammals.MarineBiodiversity.
Laidre,K.L.,I.Stirling,L.F.Lowry, .Wiig,M.P.HeideͲJ rgensen,andS.H.Ferguson.2008 uantifying
thesensitivityofarcticmarinemammalstoclimateͲinducedhabitatchange.Ecological
Applications18(2)Supplement:S97ͲS125.
Moore,S.E.,andH.P.Huntington.2008.Arcticmarinemammalsandclimatechange:impactsand
resilience.EcologicalApplications18(2)Supplement:S157ͲS165.
Mueter,F.J.,andM.A.Litzow.2008.SeaiceretreataltersthebiogeographyoftheBeringSea
continentalshelf.EcologicalApplications18(2):309Ͳ320.
Post,E.,and24others.2009.EcologicaldynamicsacrosstheArcticassociatedwithrecentclimate
change.Science325:1355Ͳ1358.
Walsh,J.E.2008.ClimateoftheArcticmarineenvironment.EcologicalApplications18(2)Supplement:
S3ͲS22.

3(:(QYLURQPHQW*URXS&RPPHQW

3(:(QYLURQPHQW*URXS&RPPHQW

Wassmann,P.,C.M.Duarte,S.Agusti,andM.K.Se r.2010.FootprintsofclimatechangeintheArctic
marineecosystem.GlobalChangeBiology.

Short,J.W.,Maselko,J.M.,Lindeberg,M.R.,Harris,P.M.,Rice,S.D.2006. erticalDistributionand
ProbabilityofEncounteringIntertidalExxon aldezOilonShorelinesofThreeEmbayments
withinPrinceWilliamSound,Alaska.EnvironmentalScience Technology40(12):3723Ͳ3729.

Relevancetoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutfateandeffectsofoilspilland
effectsonecosystemcomponents:

Springman,K.R.,Short,J.W.,Lindeberg,M.R.,Maselko,J.M.,Kahn,C.,Hodson,P. .,Rice,S.D.2008.
SemipermeablemembranedeviceslinksiteͲspecificcontaminantstoeffects:PartI induction
ofCYP1AinrainbowtroutfromcontaminantsInPrinceWilliamSound,Alaska.Marine
EnvironmentalResearch(inpress).

NukaResearchandPlanningGroup,LLC,PearsonConsultingLLC.2010.Oilspillpreventionandresponse
intheU.S.ArcticOcean:Unexaminedrisks,unacceptableconse uences.Commissionedbythe
PewEnvironmentGroup,U.S.ArcticProgram,November2010.Philadelphia,PA,USA.136pp.
Barron,M.G.,Carls,M.G.,Short,J.W.,Rice,S.D.,Heintz,R.A.,Rau,M.,DiGiulio,R.2005.Assessmentof
thephototoxicityofweatheredAlaskaNorthSlopecrudeoilto uvenilepinksalmon.
Chemosphere60:105Ͳ110.
Carls,M.G.,Short,J.W.,Payne,J.2006.Accumulationofpolycyclicaromatichydrocarbonsby
NeocalanuscopepodsinPort aldez,Alaska.MarineEnvironmentalResearch52:1480Ͳ1489.
Forsgren,E.,ChristensenͲDalsgaard,S.,Fauchald,P,J rnegren,J. N s e,T.F.2009.Norwegianmarine
ecosystems arenorthernonesmorevulnerabletopollutionfromoilthansouthernones Ͳ
NINAReport514.32pp.

Short,J.W.,Lindeberg,M.R.,Harris,P.M.,Maselko,J.M.,Pella,J.J.,andRice,S.D.2004.Anestimate
ofoilpersistingonbeachesofPrinceWilliamSound,12yearsaftertheExxon aldezoilspill.
EnvironmentalScienceandTechnology,38:19Ͳ26.

RelevancetoaddressingessentialunknownsaboutHealthImpactAssessmentand
NEPA:
BrubakerM.,BernerJ.,BellJ.,WarrenJ.,RolinA.,ClimateChangeinPointHope,Alaska,Strategiesfor
CommunityHealth.ANTHCCenterforClimateandHealth,August2010.
http://www.anthc.org/chs/ces/climate/climateandhealthreports.cfm.

Irvine,G. .,Mann,D.H.,Short,J.W.2006.Persistenceof10ͲyearoldExxon aldezoilonGulfofAlaska
beaches:Theimportanceofboulderarmoring.MarinePollutionBulletin52:1011Ͳ1022.

Wernham,A.2007.InupiathealthandproposedAlaskanoildevelopment:Resultsofthefirstintegrated
healthimpactassessment/environmentalimpactstatementforproposedoildevelopmenton
Alaska snorthslope.Ecohealth4:500Ͳ513.

Short,J.W.,Springman,K.R.,Lindeberg,M.R.,Holland,L.G.,Larsen,M.L.,Sloan,C.A.,Khan,C.,Hodson,P. .,
Rice,S.D.2008.SemipermeablemembranedeviceslinksiteͲspecificcontaminantstoeffects:
PartII acomparisonoflingeringExxon aldezoilwithotherpotentialsourcesofCYP1A
inducersinPrinceWilliamSound,Alaska.MarineEnvironmentalResearch(inpress).

Relevancetoaddressingessentialunknownsusingtraditionalknowledge:

Short,J.W.2007.Applicationofpolycyclicaromatichydrocarbons(PAH)inchemicalfingerprinting.Ch.9
inEnvironmenalImpactofPolynuclearAromaticHydrocarbons,C.Anyakora,(ed.)Research
Signpost.
Short,J.W.,Kolak,J.J.,Payne,J.R., anKooten,G. .2007.Anevaluationofpetrogenichydrocarbonsin
northernGulfofAlaskacontinentalshelfsediments theroleofcoastalseepinputs.Organic
Geochemistry38:643Ͳ670.
Short,J.W.,Irvine,G. .,Mann,D.H.,Maselko,J.M.,Pella,J.J.,Lindeberg,M.R.,Payne,J.R.,Driskell,W.B.,
Rice,S.D.2007.SlightlyweatheredExxon aldezoilpersistsinGulfofAlaskabeachsediments
after16years.EnvironmentalScience Technology41(4):1245Ͳ1250.
Short,J.W.,Springman,K.R.2006.Identificationofhydrocarbonsinbiologicalsamplesforsource
determination.Ch.12inOilSpillEnvironmentalForensicsͲFingerprintingandSource
Identification,Wang,ZandStout,S.(eds)Elsevier.

3(:(QYLURQPHQW*URXS&RPPHQW

Gearheard,S.,M.Pocernich,R.Stewart,J.Sanguya,andH.P.Huntington.Inpress.LinkingInuit
knowledgeandmeteorologicalstationobservationstounderstandchangingwindpatternsat
ClydeRiver,Nunavut.ClimaticChange.
Huntington,H.P.1998.ObservationsontheutilityofthesemiͲdirectiveinterviewfordocumenting
traditionalecologicalknowledge.Arctic51(3):237Ͳ242.
Huntington,H.P.2000.Usingtraditionalecologicalknowledgeinscience:methodsandapplications.
EcologicalApplications10(5):1270Ͳ1274.
Huntington,H.P.,andtheCommunitiesofBuckland,Elim,Koyuk,PointLay,andShaktoolik.1999.
Traditionalknowledgeoftheecologyofbelugawhales(Delpinapterusleucas)intheeastern
ChukchiandnorthernBeringseas,Alaska.Arctic52(1):49Ͳ61.
Huntington,H.P.,P.K.BrownͲSchwalenberg,M.E.FernandezͲGimenez,K.J.Frost,D.W.Norton,andD.H.
Rosenberg.2002.Observationsontheworkshopasameansofimprovingcommunication
betweenholdersoftraditionalandscientificknowledge.EnvironmentalManagement30(6):
778Ͳ792.
Huntington,H.P.,T.Callaghan,S.Fox,andI.Krupnik.2004a.Matchingtraditionalandscientific
observationstodetectenvironmentalchange:adiscussiononArcticterrestrialecosystems.
AmbioSpecialReport13:18Ͳ23.
Huntington,H.P.,R.S.Suydam,andD.H.Rosenberg.2004b.Traditionalknowledgeandsatellitetracking
ascomplementaryapproachestoecologicalunderstanding.EnvironmentalConservation
31(3):177Ͳ180.
Johannes,R.E.1981.Wordsofthelagoon:fishingandmarineloreinthePalauDistrictofMicronesia.
Berkeley:UniversityofCaliforniaPress.
Mahoney,A.,andS.Gearheard.2008.HandbookforCommunityͲBasedSeaIceMonitoring,NSIDC
SpecialReport14.NationalSnowandIceDataCenter,Boulder,CO.
http://nsidc.org/pubs/special/nsidc special report 14.pdf
Murray,G.,B.Neis,C.T.Palmer,andD.C.Schneider.2008.Mappingcod:fisheriesscience,fish
harvesters ecologicalknowledgeandcodmigrationsintheNorthernGulfofSt.Lawrence.
HumanEcology36:581Ͳ598.
Noongwook,G.,theNative illageofSavoonga,theNative illageofGambell,H.P.Huntington,andJ.C.
George.2007.Traditionalknowledgeofthebowheadwhale(Balaenamysticetus)aroundSt.
LawrenceIsland,Alaska.Arctic60(1):47Ͳ54.
NPRB(NorthPacificResearchBoard).2005.Scienceplan.Anchorage:NorthPacificResearchBoard.xi
198p.

Albert,T.F.2001.TheinfluenceofHarryBrower,Sr.,anI upia Eskimohunter,onthebowheadwhale
researchprogramconductedattheUICͲNARLfacilitybytheNorthSlopeBorough.In:D.W.
Norton,ed.Fiftymoreyearsbelowzero.Calgary,Alberta:TheArcticInstituteofNorthAmerica.
p.265Ͳ278.
ArcticClimateImpactAssessment.2004.ImpactsofawarmingArctic:ArcticClimateImpact
Assessment.ArcticCouncilandtheInternationalArcticScienceCommittee(IASC).Cambridge
UniversityPress.http://www.acia.uaf.edu.
Coleandothers.2004.ProspectsforHealthImpactAssessmentintheUnitedStates:NewandImproved
EnvironmentalImpactAssessmentofSomethingDifferent JournalofHealthPolitics,Policy,and
Law29(6):1153Ͳ1186.
Cruikshank,J.2001.Glaciersandclimatechange:perspectivesfromoraltradition.Arctic54(4):377Ͳ393.
Ford,J.,andD.Martinez,eds.2000.Traditionalecologicalknowledge,ecosystemscience,and
environmentalmanagement.InvitedFeature.EcologicalApplications10(5):1249Ͳ1340.

3(:(QYLURQPHQW*URXS&RPPHQW

Salomon,A.K.,N.M.TanapeSr.,andH.P.Huntington.2007.Serialdepletionofmarineinvertebrates
leadstothedeclineofastronglyinteractinggrazer.EcologicalApplications17(6):1752Ͳ1770.
Tobias,T.2009.Livingproof:theessentialdataͲcollectionguideforindigenoususeͲandͲoccupancymap
surveys. ancouver,BritishColumbia:EcotrustCanadaandUniversityofBritishColumbiaPress.
Weatherhead,E.,S.Gearheard,andR.G.Barry.2010.Changesinweatherpersistence:InsightfromInuit
knowledge.GlobalEnvironmentalChange.http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/ .gloenvcha.2010.02.002

RelevancetoaddressingessentialunknownsfromindustryǦbasedsurveys:
Blanchard,A.L.,H.Nichols,andC.Parris.2010.2008environmentalstudiesprogramintheChukchiSea:
BenthicecologyoftheBurgerandKlondikesurveyareas.Annualreportpreparedfor
ConocoPhillipsAlaska,Inc.andShellExploration ProductionCompany,Anchorage,Alaska.
72pp.
Brueggeman,J.2009.MarinemammalsurveysattheKlondikeandBurgersurveyareasintheChukchi
Seaduringthe2008openwaterseason.PreparedforConocoPhillipsAlaska,Inc.,andShell
ExplorationandProduction.September2009.46pp.
Brueggeman,J.2010.MarinemammalsurveysattheKlondikeandBurgersurveyareasintheChukchi
Seaduringthe2009openwaterseason.PreparedforConocoPhillipsAlaska,Inc.,andShell
ExplorationandProduction,March2010,Draft.54pp.
Funk,D.W.,R.Rodrigues,D.S.Ireland,andW.R.Koski.JointMonitoringProgramintheChukchiand
Beaufortseas,JulyͲNovember2006.LGLAlaskaReportP891Ͳ2,ReportfromLGLAlaskaResearch
Associates,Inc.,LGLLtd.,GreeneridgeSciences,Inc.,BioacousticsResearchProgram,Cornell
University,andBioͲWaveInc.forShellOffshore,Inc.,ConocoPhillipsAlaska,Inc.,andG 
Technology,andNationalMarineFisheriesService,U.S.FishandWildlifeService.316p.plus
Appendices.
Funk,D.W.,D.S.Ireland,R.Rodrigues,andW.R.Koski(eds).2009.Jointmonitoringprograminthe
ChukchiandBeaufortSeas,openwaterseasons,2006Ͳ2008.LGLAlaskaReportP1050Ͳ1,Report
fromLGLAlaskaResearchAssociates,Inc.,LGLLtd,GreeneridgeSciences,Inc.,JASCOResearch,
LtdforShellOffshoreInc.andotherindustrycontributors,andNationalMarineFisheries
Service,UnitedStatesFishandWildlifeService.488ppplusAppendices.

3(:(QYLURQPHQW*URXS&RPPHQW

PEWAttachment2
PeerͲreviewedPublicationsforMMSFundedProjects(1990ͲPresent)missingfromtheSEISandFEIS
forChukchi193(http://alaska.boemre.gov/ess/2010_0604_AKPeerReview.pdf)
Barber,W.E.,R.L.Smith,M.VallarinoandR.M.Meyer.1997.DemersalFishAssemblagesofthe
NortheasternChukchiSea,Alaska.FisheryBulletin95:195Ͳ208.
Becker,P.R.,Koster,B.J.,Wise,S.A.andZeisler,R.1990.AlaskanMarineMammalTissueArchival
Project,BiologicalTraceElementResearch.TheHumanaPressInc.329Ͳ334.
Becker,P.R.,B.J.Koster,S.A.WiseandR.Zeisler.1993.BiologicalSpecimenBankinginArcticResearch:
AnAlaskaPerspective.ScienceoftheTotalEnvironment139/140:69Ͳ95.
Becker,P.R.,E.A.Mackey,R.Demiralp,B.J.KosterandS.A.Wise.InPress.EstablishingBaselineLevelsof
ElementsinMarineMammalsThroughAnalysisofBankedLiverTissues.Subramaniam,K.S.and
Iyengar,G.V.EnvironmentalBiomonitoringandSpecimenBankingWashington,DC.American
ChemicalSocietyBooks.

3(:(QYLURQPHQW*URXS&RPPHQW

PerformanceofShipsandStructuresinIce(ICETECH2006),16Ͳ19July2006,Banff,Canada.
SocietyofNavalArchitectsandMarineEngineers.
Blackwell,S.B.,W.J.Richardson,C.R.Greene,Jr.andB.Streever.2007.BowheadWhale(Balaena
mysticetus)MigrationandCallingBehaviorintheAlaskanBeaufortSea,Autumn2001Ͳ04:An
AcousticLocalizationStudy.Arctic60:255Ͳ270.
Blix,A.S.andJ.WLentfer.1992.NoiseandVibrationLevelsinArtificialPolarBearDensasRelatedto
SelectedPetroleumExplorationandDevelopmentalActivities.Arctic45:20Ͳ24.
Bluhm,B.A.,R.GradingerandM.R.Nielson.2005.TheRoleofSeaIceSedimentsintheSeasonal
DevelopmentofNearͲshoreArcticFastIceBiotaofBarrow,Alaska.
Boersma,P.D.,J.K.ParrishandA.BKettle.1995.CommonMurreAbundance,Phenology,and
ProductivityontheBarrenIslands,Alaska:TheExxonValdezOilSpillandLongͲTerm
EnvironmentalChange.AmericanSocietyforTestingMaterials.820Ͳ853.
Brandvik,P.J.,P.SDaling,D.DickinsandIBuist.2007.BehaviorandWeatheringofOilSpillsunderArctic
ConditionsandImplicationsforResponse.

Becker,P.R.,E.A.Mackey,R.Demiralp,M.M.Schantz,B.J.KosterandS.A.Wise.1997.Concentrationsof
ChlorinatedHydrocarbonsandTraceElementsinMarineMammalTissuesArchivedintheU.S.
NationalBiomonitoringSpecimenBank.Chemosphere34:2067Ͳ2098.

Brown,J.S.andP.D.Boehm.2003.TheANIMIDAPrograminNorthernAlaska.Proceedings:Oceanology
International2003,June4Ͳ6,2003,NewOrleans,LA.

Becker,P.R.,E.A.Mackey,R.Demiralp,R.Suydam,G.Early,B.J.KosterandS.A.Wise.1995.Relationship
ofSilvertoSeleniumandMercuryintheLiverTissueofTwoSpeciesofToothedWhales
(odontocetes).MarinePollutionBulletin30:262Ͳ271.

Brown,J.S.,P.DBoehmandJ.H.Trefry.2000.TheMineralsManagementServiceArcticNearshore
ImpactMonitoringintheDevelopmentArea(ANIMIDA)Program:PhaseIofaMultiͲyear
MonitoringProgramintheNearshoreBeaufortSea.Proceedings:23rdArcticandMarineOilspill
Program(AMOP)TechnicalSeminar,June14Ͳ16,2000,Vancouver,BC.EnvironmentCanada.

Becker,P.R.,S.A.Wise,L.Thorsteinson,B.J.KosterandT.Rowles.1997.SpecimenBankingofMarine
OrganismsintheUnitedStates:CurrentStatusandLongͲTermPerspective.ElsevierScienceLtd.
34:9/101889Ͳ1906.

Brown,J.S.,P.D.Boehm,andL.L.Cook.2001.TheMineralsManagementServiceANIMIDAProgram:
HydrocarbonChemistryofSedimentsandBiotaintheNearshoreBeaufortSea[Abstract].

BeloreR.C,K.Trudel,J.V.MullinandA.Guarino.2009.LargeͲscaleColdWaterDispersantEffectiveness
ExperimentswithAlaskanCrudeOilsandCorexit9500and9527Dispersants.MarinePollution
Bulletin58:118Ͳ128.

Buist,I.,R.Belore,F.Bercha,M.Cerovšek,A.Lewis,J.Wilson,B.RinelliandR.T.Prentki.2005.
PersistenceofCrudeOilSpillsonOpenWater.Proceedings:28thArcticandMarineOilspill
Program(AMOP)TechnicalSeminar.EnvironmentCanada.

Bentzen,R.L.,A.N.Powell,L.M.PhillipsandR.S.Suydam.2010.IncubationBehaviorofKingEidersonthe
CoastalPlainofNorthernAlaska.PublishedonlinePolarBiol:8.

Buist,I.A.,R.Belore,D.Dickins,A.Guarino,D.HackenbergandZ.Wang.2009.EmpiricalWeathering
PropertiesofOilinSnowandIce.Proceedings:20thInternationalConferenceonPortandOcean
EngineeringUnderArcticConditions.TobepublishedinColdRegionsScienceandTechnology.

Bercha,F.G.,R.TPrentkiandC.Smith.2008.PredictionofOilSpillOccurrenceProbabilitiesinthe
AlaskanBeaufortandChukchiSeasOCS.Proceedings:InternationalConferenceandExhibition
onPerformanceofShipsandStructuresinIce,20Ͳ23July2008,Banff,Canada.

Burns,J.J.,J.J.MontagueandC.J.Cowles.1993.TheBowheadWhale.SocietyforMarineMammalogy
787pp.

Bercha,F.G.,R.T.PrentkiandM.Cerovsek.2003.ArcticSubseaPipelineOilSpillProbablisticAnalysis.
Proceedings:TheProceedingsofTheThirteenth(2003)InternationalOffishoreandPolar
EngineeringConference,May25Ͳ30,2003,Honolulu,HI.InternationalSocietyofOffshoreand
PolarEngineers510Ͳ517.

Callaway,D.G.andA.Pilyasov.1993.ComparativeAnalysisoftheSettlementsofNewChaplinoand
Gambell.PolarRecord29:25Ͳ36.
Carey,A.G.1991.EcologyofNorthͲAmericanArcticContinentalShelfBenthos:AReview.Continental
ShelfResearch11:865Ͳ883.

Bercha,F.G.,R.T.Prentki,C.SmithandM.Cerovsek.2006.ProbabilisticPredictionofOilSpillOccurrence
ProbabilitiesintheAlaskanOCS.Proceedings:InternationalConferenceandExhibitionon

3(:(QYLURQPHQW*URXS&RPPHQW

3(:(QYLURQPHQW*URXS&RPPHQW

Carlson,P.R.andK.A.Kvenvolden.1996.TrackingExxonValdezOilfromBeachtoDeepwaterSediments
ofPrinceWilliamSound,Alaska.AmericanFisheriesSocietySymposium18:109Ͳ120.

Dunton,K.H.,S.V.SchonbergandD.W.Funk.2009.InterannualandSpatialVariabilityinLight
Attenuation:EvidencefromThreeDecadesofGrowthintheArcticKelp,Laminariasolidungula.
SmithsonianInstitutionScholarlyPress271Ͳ284.

Chen,C.ͲT.A.1993.SummerͲWinterComparisonsofOxygen,Nutrients,andCarbonatesinPolarSeas.La
Mer26:1Ͳ11.
Christopher,S.J.,S.S.VanderPol,R.S.Pugh,R.D.DayandP.R.Becker.2002.DeterminationofMercuryin
theEggsofCommonMurres(Uriaaalge)fortheSeabirdTissueArchivalandMonitoringProject.
TheRoyalSocietyofChemistry1Ͳ7.
Clayton,J.R.,Jr.,E.Reimnitz,J.R.PayneandE.W.Kempema.1990.EffectsofAdvancingFreezeFrontson
DistributionsofFineͲGrainedSedimentParticlesinSeawaterͲandFreshwaterͲSlushIceSlurries.
JournalofSedimentaryPetrology60:145Ͳ151.
Coon,M.D.,G.S.KnokeandM.A.Stika.1990.PerformanceandCompatibilityAnalysisofFourOilͲSpill
FateComputerModels4pp.

Dunton,K.H.,T.J.WeingartnerandE.C.Carmack.2006.TheNearshoreWesternBeaufortSeaEcosystem:
CirculationandImportanceofTerrestrialCarbonintheArcticCoastalFoodWebs.Progressin
Oceanography71:362Ͳ378.
Durell,G.,J.Neff,J.BrownandJ.Trefry.2006.MonitoringtheImpactofNearͲShoreDevelopmentand
ProductionintheArcticBeaufortSea,Alaska.Proceedings:SPEInternationalHealth,Safety,and
EnvironmentConferencePaper,April2Ͳ4,2006,AbuDhabi,UAE.SocietyofPetroleumEngineers
PaperNumber98500ͲMS.
Durner,G.M.,S.C.AmstrupandK.J.Ambrosius.2001.RemoteIdentificationofPolarBearMaternalDen
HabitatinNorthernAlaska.Arctic54:115Ͳ121.

Coon,M.D.,R.Kwok,G.Levy,M.Pruis,H.L.Schreyer,andD.L.Sulsky.2007.AIDJEXAssumptions
RevisitedandFoundInadequate.JournalofGeophysicalResearch112:34pp.

Emons,H.1997.Proceedings:BiologicalEnvironmentalSpecimenBanking,SecondInternational
SymposiumandWorkshop,May20Ͳ23,1996,Stockholm,Sweden.ElsevierScienceLtd.34:Nos
9/10.

Crecelius,E.A.,J.H.Trefry,M.S.SteinhauerandP.DBoehm.1991.TraceMetalsinSedimentsfromthe
InnerContinentalShelfoftheWesternBeaufortSea.EnvironmentalGeologyandWaterScience.
18:71Ͳ79.

Eschenbach,T.G.,W.V.Harper,C.M.AndersonandR.TPrentki.2010.EstimatingOilSpillOccurrence
Rates:ACaseStudyforOCSAreasofGulfofMexico.JournalofEnvironmentalStatistics1:19pp.

Danenberger,E.P.1993.OuterContinentalShelfDrillingBlowouts,1971Ͳ1991.OffshoreTechnology
Conference.
Delvigne,G.A.L.1991.OnScaleModelingofOilDropletFormationfromSpilledOil.Proceedings:1991
InternationalOilSpillConference(Prevention,Behavior,Control,Cleanup),March4Ͳ7,1991,San
Diego,CA.AmericanPetroleumInstitute.
D'Souza,A.,S.Badopadhyay,A.S.Naidu,R.GanguliandD.Misra.2009.ExplorationandEstimationof
GravelResourcePotentialinSoutheastChukchiSeaContinentalShelfOffKivalina,Alaska.
MarineResourcesandGeotechnology27:4255Ͳ4272.
Dunton,K.H.1990.GrowthandProductioninLaminariasolidungulaRelationtoContinuousUnderwater
LightLevelsintheAlaskanHighArctic.MarineBiology106:297Ͳ304.
Dunton,K.H.1992.ArcticBiogeography:TheParadoxoftheMarineBenthicFaunaandFlora.Trendsin
EcologyandEvolution7:183Ͳ189.
Dunton,K.H.andP.KDayton.1995.TheBiologyofHighLatitudeKelp.ElsevierScienceB.V.499Ͳ507.
Dunton,K.H.andS.V.Schonberg.2000.TheBenthicFaunalAssemblageoftheBoulderPatch
Community.TheNaturalHistoryofanArcticOilField.SanDiego,CA.AcademicPress371Ͳ397.
Dunton,K.H.,S.VSchonberg,L.RMartinandG.S.Mueller.1992.SeasonalandAnnualVariationsinthe
UnderwaterLightEnvironmentofanArcticKelpCommunity.AmericanAcademyofUnderwater
Sciences83Ͳ92.

Fabry,V.J.,J.B.McClintock,J.T.MathisandJ.M.Grebmeier.2009.OceanAcidificationatHighLatitudes:
TheBellwether.Oceaonography22:160Ͳ171.
Fay,F.H.,J.J.Burns,S.W.StokerandJ.S.Grundy.1994.TheStuckͲandͲLostFactorinAlaskanWalrus
Harvests,1952Ͳ1972.JournaloftheArcticInstituteofNorthAmerica47:368Ͳ373.
Feder,H.M.,A.S.Naidu,S.C.Jewett,J.M.Hameedi,W.R.JohnsonandT.E.Whitledge.1994.The
NortheasternChukchiSea:BenthosͲEnvironmentalInteractions.MarineEcologyProgressSeries
111:170Ͳ190.
Finley,K.1990.IsabellaBay,BaffinIsland:AnImportantHistoricalandPresentͲdayConcentrationArea
fortheEndangeredBowheadWhale(Balaenamysticetus)oftheEasternCanadianArctic.Arctic
43:137Ͳ152.
Flint,P.L.,D.L.Lacroix,J.A.ReedandR.B.Lanctot.2004.MovementsofFlightlessLongͲTailedDucks
duringWingMolt.Waterbirds27:35Ͳ40.
Franson,J.C.,T.E.Hollmen,P.L.Flint,J.B.GrandandR.B.Lanctot.2004.ContaminantsinMoltingLongͲ
TailedDucksandNestingCommonEidersintheBeaufortSea.MarinePollutionBulletin48:504Ͳ
513.
Frey,C.L.andS.L.Wood.2003.DevelopmentofanAutonomousUnderwaterVehicleforSubͲIce
EnvironmentalMonitoringinPrudhoeBay,Alaska.FloridaInstituteofTechnology1161Ͳ1173.
Geraci,J.R.1990.PhysiologicandToxicEffectsonCetaceans.SeaMammalsandOil:Confrontingthe
Risks.SanDiego,California.AcademicPress,Inc.265Ͳ275.

3(:(QYLURQPHQW*URXS&RPPHQW

3(:(QYLURQPHQW*URXS&RPPHQW

Gibson,D.D.andG.V.Byrd.2007.BirdsoftheAleutianIslands,Alaska.SeriesinOrnithology,1.Nuttall
OrnithologicalClubandAmericanOrnithologists'Union

Hatch,S.A.andM.A.Hatch.1990.BreedingSeasonsofOceanicBirdsinaSubarcticColony.Canadian
JournalofZoology68:1664Ͳ1679.

Gill,R.E.,Jr.,andC.M.Handel.1990.TheImportanceofSubarcticIntertidalHabitatstoShorebirds:A
studyoftheCentralYukonͲKuskokwimDelta,Alaska.TheCondor92:709Ͳ725.

Hatch,S.A.1990.IncubationRhythmintheFulmarFulmarusglacialis:AnnualVariationandSexRoles.
IBIS132:515Ͳ524.

GlazierE.J.,C.PattersonandA.Craver.2006.TowardMitigationProblemsattheFisheriesͲOil
DevelopmentInterface:TheCaseoftheSalmonDriftGillnetFisheryinCookInlet,Alaska.
HumanOrganization65.

Hatch,S.A.1990.IndividualVariationinBehaviorandBreedingSuccessofNorthernFulmars.TheAuk
107:750Ͳ755.

Gleason,J.S.andK.D.Rode.2009.PolarBearDistributionandHabitatAssociationReflectLongͲterm
ChangesinFallSeaIceConditionsintheAlaskanBeaufortSea.Arctic62:405Ͳ417.
Gleason,J.S.,C.MonnetandC.J.Cowles.2006.LongͲTermChangesinHabitatsAssociatedwithPolar
BearSightingsintheAlaskanBeaufortSea:1979Ͳ2004.WildlifeSocietyBulletinAbstractOnly.
Gradinger,R.,M.R.KaufmanandB.A.Bluhm.2009.ThePivotalRoleofSeaIceSedimentsforthe
SeasonalDevelopmentofNearͲShoreArcticFastIceBiota.MarineEcologyProgressSeries
394:49Ͳ63.
Groves,J.E.andW.J.Stringer.1991.TheUseofAVHRRThermalInfraredImagerytoDetermineSeaIce
ThicknesswiththeChukchiPolynya.Arctic44:130Ͳ139.
Gundlach,E.R.andR.E.McMahon.1991.Computerized(GIS)SensitivityMappinginAlaska.Proceedings:
1991InternationalOilSpillConference(Prevention,Behavior,Control,Cleanup),March4Ͳ7,
1991,SanDiego,CA.UnitedStates,DOT,CG;AmericanPetroleumInstitute;andUnitedStates,
EPA718pp.

Hatch,S.A.1990.TimeAllocationbyNorthernFulmarsFulmarusglacialisduringtheBreedingSeason.
OrnisScandinavica21:89Ͳ98.
Hatch,S.A.1991.EvidenceforColorPhaseEffectsontheBreedingandLifeHistoryofNorthernFulmars.
TheCondor93:409Ͳ417
Hatch,S.A.andM.A.Hatch.1990.ComponentsofBreedingProductivityinaMarineBirdCommunity:
KeyFactorsandConcordance.CanadianJournalofZoology68:1680Ͳ1690.
Hatch,S.A.,P.M.Meyers,D.M.MulcahyandD.C.Douglas.2000.PerformanceofImplantableSatellite
TransmittersinDivingSeabirds.USGSWaterbirds23(1):84Ͳ94.
Herman,B.M.andS.A.Zerwick.1994.APreliminaryAnalysisofPotentialFieldDataintheSouthern
ChukchiSea.Proceedings:1992InternationalConferenceonArcticMarginsOCSStudyMMS94Ͳ
0040.UnitedStatesDepartmentoftheInterior,MineralsManagementService,AlaskaOCS
Region301Ͳ306.
Higgins,M.E.andJ.J.Cassano.2009.ImpactsofReducedSeaIceonWinterArcticAtmospheric
Circulation,Precipitation,andTemperature.JGeophys.Res114pp.

Haney,J.C.1993.ACloserLook:IvoryGull.Birding330Ͳ338.
Harding,A.M.A.,T.I.vanPelt,J.F.PiattandA.S.Kitaysky.2002.ReductionofProvisioningEffortin
ResponsetoExperimentalManipulationofChickNutritionalStatusintheHornedPuffin.The
Condor842Ͳ847.
Harper,W.V.andT.G.Eschenbach.2007.ExcelFunctionstoComputeExactConfidenceIntervalsforthe
RatioofTwoFailureRates(RatiosofPoissonMeansofOilSpillRatesandOtherApplications).
ReliabilityReview27:11Ͳ29.
Harper,W.V.,T.G.Eschenbach,andT.R.James.2008.DetermineExactPoissonC.I.UsingExcelVBA
Function.R&MTechnicalBriefs2:1Ͳ6.

Hobson,K.A.andD.M.Schell.1998.StableCarbonandNitrogenIsotopePatternsinBaleenfromEastern
ArcticBowheadWhales(Balaenamysticetus).Can.J.Fish.Aquat.Sci.55:2601Ͳ2607.
Hollmen,T.E.,J.C.Franson,P.L.Flint,J.B.Grand,R.B.Lanctot,D.E.DochertyandH.M.Wilson.2003.An
AdenovirusLinkedtoMortalityandDiseaseinLongͲTailedDucks(ClangulaHyemalis)inAlaska.
AvianDiseases47:1434Ͳ1440.
Howell,M.D.,J.B.GrandandP.L.Flint.2003.BodyMoltofMaleLongͲTailedDucks.TheNearͲShore
WatersOfTheNorthSlope,Alaska.WilsonBulletin115:170Ͳ175.

Harper,W.V.,T.G.EschenbachandT.R.James.2008.ExposureVariablesforReliabilityAssessment:
ExactPoissonCI.ReliabilityReview28:23Ͳ29.

Humphrey,B.,E.H.OwensandG.Sergy.1991.LongͲTermResultsfromtheBIOSShorelineExperimentͲ
SurfaceOilCover.Proceedings:1991InternationalOilSpillConference(Prevention,Behavior,
Control,Cleanup),March4Ͳ7,1991,SanDiego,CA.UnitedStates,DOT,CG;AmericanPetroleum
Institute;andUnitedStates,EPA447Ͳ452.

Harper,W.V.,T.RJamesandT.G.Eschenbach.2008.MaximumLikelihoodEstimationMethodology
ComparisonfortheThreeͲParameterWeibullDistributionwithApplicationstoOffshoreOilSpills
intheGulfofMexico.AmericanStatisticalAssociation.

Humphrey,B.,G.SergyandE.H.Owens,1990.StrandedOilPersistenceinColdClimates.Proceedings:
ThirteenthArcticandMarineOilspillProgramTechnicalSeminar,June6Ͳ8,1990,Edmonton,
Alberta.EnvironmentCanada401Ͳ410.

3(:(QYLURQPHQW*URXS&RPPHQW

3(:(QYLURQPHQW*URXS&RPPHQW

Humphries,E.andK.Winker.2010.WorkingThroughPolytomies:AukletRevisted.Molecular
PhylogeneticsandEvolution.

Kelly,B.P.andL.T.Quakenbush.1990.SpatiotemporalUseofLairsbyRingedSeals(Phocahispida).
CanadaJournalofZoology68:2503Ͳ2512.

Jarvela,L.E.andL.K.Thorsteinson.MovementsandtemperatureoccupancyofsonicallytrackedDolly
VardenandarcticciscoesinCamdenBay,Alaska.AmericanFisheriesSocietySymposium19,
165Ͳ174.97.AmericanFisheriesSociety.

Kempema,E.W.,E.ReimnitzandP.W.Barnes.1990.SaltͲWaterAnchorIceFormationObservationsfrom
theAlaskanBeaufortSeaandFlumeExperiments.Proceedings:SeaIcePropertiesandProcesses
oftheW.F.WeeksSeaIceSymposium,December,1988,SanFrancisco,CA.U.S.ArmyCold
RegionsResearchandEngineeringLaboratory114Ͳ116.

Jayko,K.,Reed,M.andBowles,A.SimulationofInteractionsBetweenMigratingWhalesandPotential
OilSpills.Environ.Pullution63:97Ͳ127.90.
Jensen,K.C.1990.ResponsesofMoltingPacificBlackBranttoExperimentalAircraftDisturbanceinthe
TeshekpukLakeSpecialArea,Alaska.Wildl.Soc.Bull.
Jin,M.,J.Wang,K.Mizobata,H.HuandK.Shimada.2008.ObservationsandModelingoftheIceͲOcean
ConditionsintheCoastalChukchiandBeaufortSeas.ActaOceanologicaSinica27:79Ͳ87.

\Kemperna,E.W.,E.ReimnitzJr.,J.R.ClaytonJr.andJ.R.Payne.1993.InteractionsofFrazilandAnchor
IcewithSedimentaryParticlesinaFlume.ColdRegionsScienceandTechnology21:137Ͳ149.
Klaus,A.D.,J.S.OliverandR.G.Kvitek.1990.TheEffectsofGrayWhale,Walrus,andIceGouging
DisturbanceonBenthicCommunitiesintheBeringSeaandChukchiSea,Alaska.National
GeographicResearch6:470Ͳ484.
Knapp,G.andT.A.Morehouse.1991.Alaska'sNorthSlopeBoroughRevisited.PolarRecord27:303Ͳ312.

Johnson,S.R.1993.AnImportantEarlyͲAutumnStagingAreaforPacificFlywayBrant(Brantabernicla):
KasegalukLagoon,ChukchiSea,Alaska.JournalofFieldOrnithology64:539Ͳ548.

Koons,D.N.,J.B.Grand,B.ZinnerandR.F.Rockwell.2005.TransientPopulationDynamics:Relationsto
LifeHistoryandInitialPopulationState.EcologicalModeling185:283Ͳ297.

Johnson,S.R.1998.DistributionandMovementsofBroodͲRearingLesserSnowGeeseinRelationto
PetroleumDevelopmentinArcticAlaska.JournaloftheArcticInstituteofNorthAmerica51:336Ͳ
344.

Koski,W.R.andG.W.Miller.2009.HabitatUsebyDifferentSizeClassesofBowheadWhalesinthe
CentralBeaufortSeaduringLateSummerandAutumn.Arctic62:`37Ͳ150.

Johnson,S.R.,D.A.WigginsandP.F.Wainwright.1993.LateͲSummerAbundanceandDistributionof
MarineBirdsinKasegalukLagoon,ChukchiSea,Alaska.Arctic46:212Ͳ227.

Koski,W.R.,J.C.George,G.SheffieldandM.S.Galginaitis.2005.SubsistenceHarvestsofBowhead
Whales(Balaenamysticetus)atKaktovik,Alaska.J.CetaceanRes.Manage.7:33Ͳ37.

Johnson,W.R.andR.PLaBelle.1991.ComparisonofModeledLagrangianTrajectoryStatistics.
Proceedings:1991InternationalOilSpillConference(Prevention,Behavior,Control,Cleanup),
March4Ͳ7,1991,SanDiego,CA.UnitedStates,DOT,CG;AmericanPetroleumInstitute;and
UnitedStates,EPA737Ͳ739.

Koski,W.R.,R.A.Davis,G.W.MillerandWithrowD.E.1992.GrowthRatesofBowheadWhalesas
DeterminedfromLowͲlevelAerialPhotogrammetry.Rep.Int.Whal.Commn42:491Ͳ499.

Johnson,W.R.andT.Paluszkiewicz.1992.RiskAssessmentInitiativesintheU.S.BeaufortSea.
Proceedings:FifteenthArcticandMarineOilspillProgramTechnicalSeminar,June10Ͳ12,1992,
Edmonton,Alberta,Canada.EnvironmentCanada197Ͳ210.

Kucklick,J.R.,W.D.J.Struntz,P.R.Becker,G.W.York,T.M.O'HaraandJ.E.Bohonowych.2002.Persistent
OrganochlorinePollutantsinRingedSealsandPolarBearsCollectedFromNorthernAlaska.
ScienceoftheTotalEnvironment287:45Ͳ59.
Kvenvolden,K.A.,F.D.Hostettler,J.B.RappandP.R.Carlson.1993.HydrocarbonsinOilResidueson
BeachesofIslandsofPrinceWilliamSound,Alaska.MarinePollutionBulletin26:24Ͳ29.

Jorgensen,J.G.1990.OilAgeEskimos.UniversityofCaliforniaPress.
Jorgensen,J.G.1995.Ethnicity,NotCulture?ObfuscatingSocialScienceintheExxonValdezOilSpill
Case.AmericanIndianCultureandResearchJournal19:1Ͳ124.
Jorgensen,J.G.1996.AlaskaNativesandtheProtestantEthic.JournaloftheAmericanIndian1Ͳ19.
Jorgensen,J.G.1996.PersistenceofTraditionsinCoastalAlaskanVillages.UniversityofOregon
AnthropologicalPapers52:17Ͳ45.
Kelley,J.J.,A.S.NaiduandJ.J.Goering.2004.TraceMetalsinSedimentsofElsonLagoon(Northwest
ArcticAlaska)asRelatedtothePrudhoeBayIndustrialRegion.Proceedings:19thInternational
SymposiumonOkhotskSeaandSeaIce,2004,Mombestu,Hokkaidio,Japan175Ͳ179.

Kvenvolden,K.A.,P.R.Carlson,C.N.ThrelkeldandA.Warden.1993.PossibleConnectionbetweenTwo
AlaskanCatastrophesOccurring25YrApart(1964and1989).Geology21:813Ͳ816.
Kwok,R.2006.ContrastsinSeaIceDeformationandProductionIntheArcticSeasonalandPerennialIce
Zones.JGRͲOcean111:C11522
Lanctot,R.B.andJ.S.Gleason.2006.AlaskaOilfieldDevelopmentandGlaucousGulls.Arctic59:334Ͳ336.
Landino,S.W.,S.D.Treacy,S.A.ZerwickandJ.B.Dunlap.1993.ALargeAggregationofBowheadWhales
(Balaenamysticetus)FeedingNearPointBarrow,Alaska,inLateOctober1992.TheSocietyfor
MarineMammalogy130pp.

3(:(QYLURQPHQW*URXS&RPPHQW

3(:(QYLURQPHQW*URXS&RPPHQW

Landino,S.W.,S.D.Treacy,S.A.ZerwickandJ.B.Dunlap.1994.ALargeAggregationofBowheadWhales
(Balaenamysticetus)FeedingNearPointBarrow,Alaska,inlateOctober1992.Arctic47:232Ͳ
235.

McGurk,M.D.andE.D.Brown.1996.EggͲLarvalMortalityofPacificHerringinPrinceWilliamSound,
Alaska,aftertheExxonValdezOilSpill.CanadianJournalofFisheriesandAquaticSciences
53:2343Ͳ2354.

Lasorsa,B.1994.TrendsinMercuryConcentrationsintheHairofWomenofNome,Alaska:Evidenceof
SeafoodConsumptionorAbioticAbsorption?MercuryPollutionIntegrationandSynthesis.Lewis
Publishers665Ͳ675.

McLaren,I.A.1990.PinnipedsandOil:EcologicPerspectives.SeaMammalsandOil:Confrontingthe
Risks.AcademicPress,Inc.55Ͳ101.

LeBlanc,L.A.andP.D.Boehm.1991.MonitoringHydrocarbonsinBeaufortSeaSedimentsand
Organisms:ImplicationsforOilSpillMonitoring.Proceedings:FourteenthArcticandMarine
OilspillProgramTechnicalSeminar,June12Ͳ14,1991,Vancouver,BritishColumbia.Environment
Canada131Ͳ148.
Litzow,M.A.,J.F.Piatt,A.A.Abookire,A.K.PrichardandM.D.Robards.2000.MonitoringTemporaland
SpatialVariabilityinSandeel(Ammodyteshexapterus)AbundancewithPigeonGuillemot
(Cepphuscolumba)diets.ICESJournalofMarineScience57:976Ͳ986.
Litzow,M.A.,J.F.Piatt,A.K.PrichardandD.D.Roby.2002.ResponseofPigeonGuillemotstoVariable
AbundanceofHighͲLipidandLowͲLipid.Oecologia132:286Ͳ295.
Lowry,L.F.1993.FoodsandFeedingEcology.SpecialPublicationNumber2.TheSocietyforMarine
Mammalogy,201Ͳ238.
Mahoney,A.,H.Eicken,A.GravesandL.Shapiro.2006.DefiningandLocatingtheSeawardLandfastIce
EdgeinNorthernAlaska.18thInternationalConferenceonPortandOceanEngineeringunder
ArcticConditions,POAC’05.POAC3:991Ͳ1001.
Mahoney,A.,H.Eicken,A.G.GaylordandL.Shapiro.2007.AlaskaLandfastSeaIce:Linkswith
BathymetryandAtmosphericCirculation.JournalofGeophysicalResearch112:C0200118pp.
Malme,C.I.1990.AMethodforRankingtheAcousticDisturbancePotentialofNoiseSourcesinthe
EnvironmentofMarineMammals.J.Acoust.Soc.Am.Suppl.88:S5.
Markon,C.J.andD.V.Derksen.1994.IdentificationofTundraLandCoverNearTeshekpukLake,Alaska
UsingSPOTSatelliteData.JournaloftheArcticInstituteofNorthAmerica47:222Ͳ231.
Maslanik,J.A.,M.C.SerrezeandT.Agnew.1999.OntheRecordReductionin1998WesternArcticSeaͲ
IceCover.GeologicalResearchLetters26:1905Ͳ1908.
Maslowski,W.,J.C.Kinney,D.C.MarbleandJ.Jakacki.2008.TowardsEddyͲResolvingModelsofthe
ArcticOcean.OceanModelinginanEddyingRegime.AmericanGeophysicalUnion241Ͳ264.

McNabb,S.1990.ImpactsofFederalPolicyDecisionsonAlaskaNatives.TheJournalofEthnicStudies
18:111Ͳ126.
McNabb,S.1990.SelfͲReportsinCrossͲCulturalContexts.HumanOrganization49:291Ͳ299.
McNabb,S.1991.Elders,Iupiat,Ilitqusiat,andCultureGoalsinNorthwestAlaska.ArcticAnthropology
28:66Ͳ76.
McNabb,S.L.TheUsesof"Inaccurate"Data:AMethodologicalCritiqueandApplicationsofAlaska
NativeData.AmericanAnthropologist92:116Ͳ129.
Meyer,R.M.1991.AssessingtheRisktoPacificHerringfromOffshoreGasandOilDevelopmentinthe
SoutheasternBeringSea.LowellWakefieldFisheriesSymposium,9.Proceedings:International
HerringSymposium;Anchorage,Alaska,USA.AlaskaSeaGrantCollegeProgram.
Miller,G.W.,R.A.Davis,W.RKoski,M.JCrone,D.JRugh,D.E.WithrowandM.A.Fraker.1992.Calving
IntervalsofBowheadWhalesͲAnAnalysisofPhotographicData.Rep.Int.Whal.Commn42:501Ͳ
506.
Miller,M.W.1994.RouteSelectiontoMinimizeHelicopterDisturbanceofMoltingPacificBlackBrant:A
Simulation.TheArcticInstituteofNorthAmerica47:341Ͳ349.
Miller,M.W.,K.C.Jensen,W.E.GrantandM.W.Weller.1994.AsimulationModelofHelicopter
DisturbanceofMoltingPacificBlackBrant.InternationalJournalonEcologicalModelingand
SystemsEcology3:293Ͳ309.
Misra,D.,S.A.Naidu,J.J.Kelley,M.I.VenkatesanandF.J.Mueter.2006.HeavyMetalsand
HydrocarbonsinBeaufortLagoonSediments,NorthArcticAlaska.Proceedings:Coastal
EnvironmentandWaterQuality.WaterResourcesPublicationsLLC.3Ͳ16.
Mizobata,K.,J.Wang,H.HuandD.Wang.2010.LowPrimaryProductivityintheChukchiSeaControlled
byWarmPacificWater:ADataͲModelFusionStudy.RemoteSensingoftheChangingOcean.
HigherEducationPressandSpringe,InPress.
Montague,J.J.1993.Introduction.SpecialPublication2.TheSocietyforMarineMammalogy1Ͳ21.

Mathis,J.T.,J.N.Cross,N.R.Bates,S.B.Moran,M.W.LomasandP.J.Stabeno.2010.Seasonal
DistributionofDissolvedInorganicCarbonandNetCommunityProductionontheBeringSea
Shelf.Biogeosciences7:1769Ͳ1787.
Matson,C.W.,J.C.Franson,T.Hollmen,M.H.M.Kilpi,P.L.FlintandJ.W.Bickham.2004.Evidenceof
ChromosomalDamageinCommonEiders(Somateriamollissima)FromtheBalticSea.Marine
PollutionBulletin49:1066Ͳ1071.

3(:(QYLURQPHQW*URXS&RPPHQW

Moore,S.E.andJ.T.Clarke.1993.BowheadWhaleAutumnDistributionandRelativeAbundancein
RelationtoOilandGasLeaseAreasintheNortheasternChukchiSea.PolarRecord29:209Ͳ214.
Moore,S.E.,J.T.ClarkeandM.M.Johnson.1993.BelugaDistributionandMovementsOffshoreNorthern
AlaskainSpringandSummer,1980Ͳ84.Rep.Int.Whal.Commn43:375Ͳ386.
Muench,R.D.,C.H.PeaseandS.A.Salo.1991.OceanographicandMeteorologicalEffectsonAutumn
SeaͲIceDistributionintheWesternArctic.AnnualsofGlaciology15:171Ͳ177.
Murphy,E.C.,A.M.SpringerandD.G.Roseneau.1991.HighAnnualVariabilityinReproductiveSuccessof
Kittiwakes(Rissatridactylal.)ataColonyinWesternAlaska.JournalofAnimalEcology60:515Ͳ
534.
Naidu,A.S.,A.Blanchard,J.J.Kelley,J.J.Goering,M.J.HameediandM.Baskaran.1997.HeavyMetalsin
ChukchiSeaSedimentsasComparedtoSelectedCircumͲArcticShelves.MarinePollutionBulletin
35:260Ͳ269.
Naidu,A.S.,J.J.KelleyandJ.J.Goering.2003.ThreeDecadesofInvestigationonHeavyMetalsinCoastal
Sediments,NorthArcticAlaska:ASynthesis.Jour.PhysiqueIVII:913Ͳ916.
Naidu,A.S.,L.W.Cooper,B.P.Finney,R.W.Macdonald,C.AlexanderandI.P.Semiletov.2000.Organic
CarbonIsotopeRatios(13C)ofArcticAmerasianContinentalShelfSediments.International
JournalofEarthScience89:522Ͳ532.

Moore,S.E.andJ.T.Clarke.1991.EstimatesofBowheadWhale(Balaenamysticetus)Numbersinthe
BeaufortSeaduringLateSummer.Arctic44:43Ͳ46.
Moore,S.E.andJ.T.Clarke.1992.PatternsofBowheadWhaleDistributionandAbundancenearBarrow,
Alaska,inFall1982Ͳ1989.MarineMammalScience8:27Ͳ36.

3(:(QYLURQPHQW*URXS&RPPHQW

Pearse,J.M.,K.G.McCracken,T.K.ChristensonandY.N.Zhuravlev.2009.MigratoryPatternsand
PopulationStructureamongBreedingandWinteringRedͲBreasted(Mergusserrata)and
CommonMergansers(M.merganser).Auk126:784Ͳ798.
Phillips,L.M.andA.N.Powell.2006.EvidenceforWingMoltandBreedingSiteFidelityinKingElders.
Waterbirds29:148Ͳ153.
Phillips,L.M.,A.N.PowellandE.A.Rexstad.2006.LargeͲScaleMovementsandHabitatCharacteristicsOf
KingEidersThroughoutTheNonbreedingPeriod.TheCondor108:887Ͳ900.
Piatt,J.F.andR.G.Ford.1993.DistributionandAbundanceofMarbledMurreletsinAlaska.TheCondor
95:662Ͳ669.
Piatt,J.F.,BD.RobertsandS.A.Hatch.1990.ColonyAttendanceandPopulationMonitoringofLeastand
CrestedAukletsonSt.LawrenceIsland,Alaska.TheCondor92:97Ͳ106.
Piatt,J.F.,B.D.Roberts,W.W.Lidster,J.L.WellsandS.A.Hatch.1990.EffectsofHumanDisturbanceon
BreedingLeastandCrestedAukletsatSt.LawrenceIsland,Alaska.TheAuk107:342Ͳ350.
Piatt,J.F.,C.J.Lensink,W.Butler,M.KendziorekandD.R.Nysewander.1990.ImmediateImpactofthe
'ExxonValdez'OilSpillonMarineBirds.TheAuk107:387Ͳ397.
Prentki,R.T.andM.C.Boatman.2009.MercuryinDrillingFluids.AlaskaSeaGrant,UniversityofAlaska
Fairbanks118Ͳ120.

Naidu,A.S.,R.S.Scalan,H.M.Feder,J.J.Goering,M.J.Hameedi,P.L.,Parker,E.W.BehrensandM.E.
Caughey.1993.StableOrganicCarbonIsotopesinSedimentsoftheNorthBeringͲSouthChukchi
Seas,AlaskanͲSovietArcticShelf.ContinentalShelfResearch13:669Ͳ691.

Prichard,A.K.,D.D.Roby,R.T.BowyerandL.K.Duffy.1997.PigeonGuillemotsasaSentinelSpecies:A
DoseͲResponseExperimentwithWeatheredOilintheField.Atmosphere35:1531Ͳ1548

Norcross,B.L.,B.A.HolladayandF.J.Muter.1995.NurseryAreaCharacteristicsofPleuronectidsin
CoastalAlaska,USA.NetherlandsJournalofSeaResearch34:161Ͳ175.

Proshutinsky,A.Y.andM.A.Johnson.2001.TwoRegimesoftheArctic'sCirculationfromOceanModels
withIceandContaminants.MarinePollutionBulletin43:61Ͳ70.

Okkonen,S.R.,C.J.Ashjian,R.G.Campbell,W.Maslowski,J.L.ClementͲKinneyandR.Potter.2009.
IntrusionofWarmBering/ChukchiWatersontotheShelfintheWesternBeaufortSea.Journalof
GeophysicalResearch114:

Proshutinsky,A.Y.,M.A.JohnsonandT.O.Proshutinsky.2001.UnderstandingClimaticControlson
ContaminantTransportwithSeaIceintheArcticOcean.AnnualsofGlaciology33:551Ͳ554.

Patenaude,N.J.,W.J.Richardson,M.A.Smultea,W.R.Koski,G.W.Miller,B.WursigandC.R.Jr.Greene.
2002.AircraftSoundandDisturbancetoBowheadandBelugaWhalesduringSpringMigrationin
theAlaskaBeaufortSea.MarineMammalScience18:309Ͳ335.
Payne,J.R.,J.R.Clayton,Jr.andB.E.Kirstein.2003.Oil/SuspendedParticleMaterialInteractionsand
Sedimentation.SpillScienceandTechnologyBulletin.SpillScienceandTechnologyBulletin
8:201Ͳ221.
Payne,J.R.,J.R.Clayton,Jr.,G.D.McNabb,Jr.andB.E.Kirstein.1991.ExxonValdezOilWeatheringFate
andBehavior:ModelPredictionsandFieldObservations.AmericanPetroleumInstitute641Ͳ654.
Payne,J.R.,L.E.Hachmeister,G.D.McNabb,Jr.,H.E.Sharpe,G.S.SmithandC.A.Manen.1991.BrineͲ
InducedAdvectionofDissolvedAromaticHydrocarbonstoArcticBottomWaters.Environmental
ScienceandTechnology25:940Ͳ951.

Proshutinsky,A.Y.,V.PavlovandR.Bourke.2001.SeaLevelRiseintheArcticOcean.Geophysical
ResearchLetters28:22Ͳ37.
RameyA.,S.L.GrazianoandJ.L.Nielsen.2007.IsolationandCharacterizationofMicrosatelliteLocifrom
theArcticCisco(Coregonusautumnalis).MolecularEcologyResources8:357Ͳ359.
Reed,M.,C.Turner,A.OduloandT.Isaji.1990.FieldTestofSatellitePositionedDriftersforOilSpill
SimulationandTracking.Proceedings:ThirteenthArcticandMarineOilspillProgramTechnical
Seminar,June6Ͳ8,1990,Edmonton,Alberta.EnvironmentCanada329Ͳ360.
Reed,M.,C.Turner,A.OduloandT.Isaji.1991.FieldTestofSatelliteTrackedBuoystoSimulateOilDrift.
Proceedings:1991InternationalOilSpillConference(Prevention,Behavior,Control,Cleanup)
March4Ͳ7,1991,SanDiego,CA.UnitedStates,DOT,CG;AmericanPetroleumInstitute;and
UnitedStates,EPA619Ͳ628.91.

3(:(QYLURQPHQW*URXS&RPPHQW

Reed,M.,Ø.Johansen,P.J.Brandvik,P.Daling,A.Lewis,R.Fiocco,D.MackayandR.T.Prentki.1999.Oil
spillModelingTowardstheCloseofthe20thCentury:OverviewoftheStateoftheArt.Spill
Science&TechnologyBulletin5:3Ͳ16.
Reimnitz,E.,E.W.Kempema,W.S.Weber,J.R.ClaytonandJ.R.Payne.1990.SuspendedͲMatter
ScavengingbyRisingFrazilIce.U.S.ArmyColdRegionsResearchandEngineeringLaboratory97Ͳ
100.
Reimnitz,E.,J.R.Clayton,E.W.Kempema,J.R.Payne,andW.S.Weber.1993.InteractionofRisingFrazil
withSuspendedParticles:TankExperimentswithApplicationstoNature.ColdRegionsScience
andTechnology21:117Ͳ135.
Reimnitz,E.,P.W.BarnesandW.S.Weber.1993.ParticulateMatterinPackIceoftheBeaufortGyre.J
Glaciol39:186Ͳ198.
Richardson,W.J.,B.WorsigandC.R.GreeneJr.1990.ReactionsofBowheadWhales,Balaena
mysticetus,toDrillingandDredgingNoiseintheCanadianBeaufortSea.MarineEnvironmental
Research29:135Ͳ160.
Richardson,W.J.,K.J.Finley,G.W.Miller,R.A.DavisandW.R.Koski.1995.Feeding,SocialandMigration
BehaviorofBowheadWhales,BalaenaMysticetus,inBaffinBayvs.theBeaufortSeaͲRegions
withDifferentAmountsofHumanActivity.MarineMammalScience11:1Ͳ45.

3(:(QYLURQPHQW*URXS&RPPHQW

Schreyer,H.L.,D.L.Sulsky,L.B.Munday,M.D.CoonandR.Kwok.2006.ElasticͲDecohesiveConstitutive
ModelforSeaIce.JournalofGeophysicalResearch111:C11S26.
SchwederT.,D.Sadykova,D.RughandW.Koski.2009.PopulationEstimatesfromAerialPhotographic
SurveysofNaturallyandVariablyMarkedBowheadWhales.AmericanStatisticalAssociationand
theInternationalBiometricSociety15:1Ͳ19.
Sellmann,P.V.,A.J.Delaney,E.J.ChamberlainandK.H.Dunton.1992.SeafloorTemperatureand
ConductivityDatafromStefanssonSound,Alaska.ColdRegionsScienceandTechnology20:271Ͳ
288.
Sherwood,K.W.1994.Startigraphy,StructureandOriginoftheFranklinian,NortheastChukchiBasin,
ArcticAlaskaPlate.Proceedings:InternationalConferenceonArcticMargins,September1992,
Anchorage,AK.UnitedStatesDepartmentoftheInterior,MineralsManagementService,Alaska
OCSRegion245Ͳ250.
Sherwood,K.W.,J.D.CraigandL.W.Cooke.1997.UndiscoveredOilandGasPotentialoftheAlaska
FederalOffshore.1995NationalResourceAssessment.ArcticResearchoftheUnitedStates
11:10Ͳ21.
Sherwood,K.W.,P.P.Johnson,D.James,S.A.Zerwick,R.T.Lothamer,D.K.ThurstonandS.B.Hurlber.
2002.StructureandStratigraphyoftheHannaTrough,U.S.ChukchiShelf,Alaska.SpecialPaper.
GeologicalSocietyofAmerica360:39Ͳ66.

Robards,M.D.,G.A.RoseandJ.F.Piatt.InPress.GrowthandAbundanceofPacificSandLance,
Ammodyteshexapterus,UnderDifferingOceanographicRegimes.EnvironmentalBiologyof
Fishes64:429Ͳ441.

Signorini,S.andW.Lasch1990.SimulationStudiesHelpPredictOilImpactinAlaskaOffshoreAreas.Sea
Technology31:41Ͳ44.

Rocque,D.A.andK.Winker.2004.BiomonitoringofContaminantsinBirdsfromTwoTrophicLevelsin
theNorthPacific.EnvironmentalToxicologyandChemestry23:759Ͳ766.

Skolnik,J.andC.D.Holleyman.2001.ModelingtheEconomicImpactsofOffshoreActivitiesintheAlaska
Arctic.

Rotterman,L.M.andC.Monnett.2002.LengthͲMassandTotalBodyLengthofAdultFemaleSeaOtters
inPrinceWilliamSoundBeforeandAftertheExxonValdezOilSpill.MarineMammalScience
18:977Ͳ993.

SmithT.S.,S.Herrero,T.D.DebruynandJ.M.Wilder.2008.EfficacyofBearDeterrentSprayinAlaska.
JournalofWildlifeManagement72:640Ͳ645.

Rugh,D.J.,H.W.BrahamandG.W.Miller.1992.MethodsforPhotographicIdentificationofBowhead
Whales,Balaenamysticetus.CanadianJournalofZoology70:617Ͳ624.

Smith,K.G.andP.G.Connors.1993.PostbreedingHabitatSelectionbyShorebirds,WaterBirds,and
LandBirdsatBarrow,Alaska:AMultivariateAnalysis.CanadianJournalofZoology71:1629Ͳ
1638.

Schantz,M.M.,B.J.Koster,S.A.WiseandP.R.Becker.1993.DeterminationofPCBsandChlorinated
HydrocarbonsinMarineMammalTissues.TheScienceoftheTotalEnvironment139/140:323Ͳ
345.

Sonsthagen,S.A.,R.B.Talbot,K.T.ScribnerandK.G.McCracken.2010.HierarchialSpacialGenetic
StructureofCommonEiders(Somateriamollissima)BreedingAlongaMigratoryCorridor.Auk
126:744Ͳ754.

SchliebeS.,K.D.Rode,J.S.Gleason,J.Wilder,K.Proffitt,T.J.EvansandS.Miller.2008.EffectsofSeaIce
ExtentandFoodAvailabilityonSpatialandTemporalDistributionofPolarBearsduringtheFall
OpenͲWaterPeriodintheSouthernBeaufortSea.PolarBiology31:999Ͳ1010.

Sonsthagen,S.A.,S.L.Talbot,K.G.McCraken.2007.GeneticCharacteriztionofCommonEidersBreeding
intheYukonͲKuskokwimDelta,Alaska.Condor109:878Ͳ893.

Schreyer,H.,L.Munday,D.Sulsky,R.KwokandM.andCoon.2005.ADecohesiveRepresentationofIce
Failure,18thInternationalConferenceonPortandOceanEngineeringUnderArcticConditions
1:331Ͳ340.

3(:(QYLURQPHQW*URXS&RPPHQW

Steinhauer,M.S.andP.D.Boehm.1992.TheCompositionandDistributionofSaturatedandAromatic
HydrocarbonsinNearshoreSediments,RiverSediments,andCoastalPeatoftheAlaskan
BeaufortSea:ImplicationsforDetectingAnthropogenicHydrocarbonInputs.Marine
EnvironmentalResearch33:223Ͳ253.
Stirling,I.1990.PolarBearsandOil:EcologicPerspectives.SeaMammalsandOil:ConfrontingtheRisks.
AcademicPress282pp.
Stoker,S.W.andI.I.Krupnik.1993.SubsistencewhalingIn:SpecialPublicationNumber2.TheSocietyfor
MarineMammalogy579Ͳ629.
Sulsky,D.,K.Peterson,H.Schreyer,R.KwokandM.Coon.2005.OntheEvaluationofIceModels.
InternationalConferenceonPortandOceanEngineeringUnderArcticConditions.2:765Ͳ774.
Sulsky,D.L.,H.L.Schreyer,K.Peterson,R.Kwok,andM.D.Coon.2007.UsingtheMaterialͲPointMethod
toModelSeaIceDynamics.JournalofGeophysicalResearch112:C02590
Thurston,D.K.andR.T.Lothamer.1991.SeismicEvidenceofEvaporiteDiapirsintheChukchiSea,
Alaska.Geology19:477Ͳ480.
Treacy,S.D.,J.S.GleasonandC.J.Cowles.2006.OffshoreDistancesofBowheadWhales(Balaena
mysticetus)ObservedDuringFallintheBeaufortSea,1982Ͳ2000:AnAlternativeInterpretation.
Arctic59:83Ͳ90.
Trefry,J.H.2000.TheInfluenceofBasinͲScaleProcessesonSedimentMetalContamination.TheCoastal
Society713Ͳ720.
Trefry,J.H.,R.D.Rember,R.P.TrocineandJ.S.Brown.2003.TraceMetalsinSedimentsNearOffshoreOil
ExplorationandProductionSitesintheAlaskanArctic.EnvironmentalGeology45:149Ͳ160.
Trefry,J.H.,R.P.Trocine,M.B.Alkire,R.D.Rember,M.A.SavoieandC.M.Semmler.2006.RiverͲShelf
InteractionsDuringSpringFloodsintheCoastalBeaufortSea.EOSTransactionsoftheAmerican
GeophysicalUnion87:FallMeetingSupplement,AbstractC44BͲ05.

Spaulding,M.L.,K.Bedford,A.Blumberg,R.ChengandC.Swanson.1994.Proceedings:Estuarineand
CoastalModelingIII,September8Ͳ10,1993,OakBrook,Illinois.AmericanSocietyofCivil
Engineers.

3(:(QYLURQPHQW*URXS&RPPHQW

Wang,J.,K.Mizobata,H.Hu,M.Jin,S.Zhang,W.JohnsonandK.Shimada.2008.ModelingSeasonal
VariationsofOceanandSeaIceCirculationintheBeaufortandChukchiSeas:AModelͲData
FusionStudy.ChineseJournalofPolarScience19:168Ͳ184.
Wang,J.,M.Jin,J.Takahashi,T.Suzuki,I.V.Polyakov,K.Mizobata,M.Ikeda,F.J.SaucierandM.Meier.
2008.ModelingtheArcticOceanHeatTransportandWarmingEpisodesinthe20thCentury
CausedbytheIntrudingAtlanticWater.ChineseJournalofPolarScience19:159Ͳ167.
Wang,J.,R.Kwock,F.J.Saucier,J.Hutchings,M.Ikeda,W.Hibler,III,J.Haapala,M.D.Coon,H.E.M.
Meier,H.Eicken,N.Tanaka,R.T.PrentkiandW.Johnson.2003.WorkingTowardsImproved
SmallͲScaleSeaIceandOceanModelingintheArcticSeas.EOS84:329Ͳ330.
Ward,D.H.,C.J.MarkonandD.C.Douglas.1997.DistributionandStabilityofEelgrassBedsatIzembek
Lagoon,Alaska.AquaticBotany58:229Ͳ240.
Ward,D.H.,R.A.StehnandD.V.Derksen.1994.ResponseofStagingBranttoDisturbanceattheIzembek
Lagoon,Alaska.WildlifeSocietyBulletin22:220Ͳ228.
Ward,D.H.,R.A.Stehn,W.P.EricksonandD.V.Derksen.1999.ResponseofFallͲStagingBrantand
CanadaGeesetoAircraftOverflightsinSouthwesternAlaska.JournalofWildlifeManagement
63:373Ͳ381.
Weingartner,T.J.,K.Aagaard,R.A.Woodgate,S.Danielson,Y.SasakiandD.J.Cavalieri.2005.Circulation
ontheNorthCentralChukchiSeaShelf.DeepͲSeaRes.PartII52(24Ͳ26):3150Ͳ3174.
Weller,M.W.,K.C.Jensen,E.J.Taylor,M.W.Miller,K.S.Bollinger,D.V.Derksen,D.EslerandC.Markon.
1994.AssessmentofShorelineVegetationinRelationtoUsebyMoltingBlackBrantBranta
berniclanigricansontheAlaskaCoastalPlain.BiologicalConservation70:219Ͳ225.
Wespestad,V.G.andD.R.Gunderson.1991.ClimaticInducedVariationinEasternBeringSeaHerring
Recruitment.LowellWakefieldFisheriesSymposium:ProceedingsoftheInternationalHerring
Symposium.AlaskaSeaGrantCollegeProgram127Ͳ140.

Venkatesh,S.1990.ModelSimulationsoftheDriftandSpreadoftheExxonValdezOilSpill.AtmosphereͲ
Ocean28:90Ͳ105.

Wiencke,C.,M.N.Clayton,I.K.Gómez,U.H.Lüder,C.D.Amsler,U.Karsten,D.Hanelt,K.BischofandK.H.
Dunton.2006.LifeStrategy,EcophysiologyandEcologyofSeaweedsinPolarWaters.Rev.
Environ.Scie.Biotechnol.32pp.

Wang,J.,H.Hu,andK.Mizobata.2007.SimulatingIceͲoceanDownscalingCharacteristicsinthe
BeaufortͲChukchiSeasbyanIARCCoupledIceͲOceanModel(CIOM).GeophysicalResearch
Abstracts9:1p.

Wilson,J.M.andJ.F.Bennette.2002.ApplicationoflinkednumericalmodelstothesimulationofoilͲspill
effectsonmarinemammals.MaineMammalScience18:997Ͳ99.

Wang,J.,H.Hu,K.Mizobata,andS.Saitoh.2009.SeasonalVariationsofSeaIceandOceanCirculationin
theBeringSea:AModelͲdataFusionStudy.JournalofGeophysicalResearch114:C02011

Wolfe,D.A.,M.J.Hameedi,J.A.Galt,G.Watabayashi,J.Short,O'Claire,S.Rice,J.Michel,J.R.Payne,J.
Braddock,S.HannaandD.Sale.1994.TheFateoftheOilSpilledfromtheExxonValdez.
EnvironmentalScienceandTechnology28:561AͲ568A.

Wang,J.,J.Zhang,E.Watanabe,K.Mizobata,M.Ikeda,J.E.Walsh,X.BaiandB.Wu.2009.IstheDipole
AnomalyaMajorDrivertoRecordLowsintheArcticseaIceExtent?JournalofGeophysical
Research36:L05706

Woodby,D.A.andD.B.Botkin.1993.StockSizesPriortoCommercialWhaling.In:SpecialPublication
Number2.TheSocietyforMarineMammalogy387Ͳ407.
Wu,B.,J.WangandJ.E.Walsh.2006.DipoleAnomalyintheWinterArcticAtmosphereandIts
AssociationwithSeaIceMotion.JournalofClimate19:210Ͳ225.

3(:(QYLURQPHQW*URXS&RPPHQW

Wursig,B.,W.R.KoskiandW.J.Richardson.1999.WhaleRidingBehavior:AssistedTransportfor
BowheadWhaleCalvesduringSpringMigrationintheAlaskanBeaufortSea.MarineMammal
Science15:204Ͳ210.

3(:(QYLURQPHQW*URXS&RPPHQW

PEWAttachment3
SelectedReferencesforTraditionalKnowledge(TK)

Agrawal,A.1995.Dismantlingthedividebetweenindigenousandscientificknowledge.Development
andChange,26(3):413Ͳ439.
x ShowssimilaritiesanddifferencesbetweenandwithinTKandscientificknowledge.

Anadón,J.D.,A,Giménez,R.Ballestar,andI.Pérez.2008.Evaluationoflocalecologicalknowledgeasa
methodforcollectingextensivedataonanimalabundance.Conservation
Biology23(3):617–625
x ShowsTKisanaffordableandreliablealternativetoscientificstudyinmanyinstances.

Berkes,F.1999.Sacredecology:traditionalecologicalknowledgeandresourcemanagement.Taylor&
Francis,Philadelphia,PA.
x ReviewofwhatTKisallabout,howitfitswithresourcemanagement

Brown,E.D.,J.Seitz,B.L.Norcross,andH.P.Huntington.2002.Ecologyofherringandotherforagefish
asrecordedbyresourceusersofPrinceWilliamSoundandtheOuterKenaiPeninsula,Alaska.Alaska
FisheryResearchBulletin9(2):75Ͳ101.
x Useoffishers’knowledgetoexploreecologyofherring,especiallyaddingtimedepthto
availablerecord.

Carmack,E.,andR.Macdonald.2008.WaterandiceͲrelatedphenomenainthecoastalregionofthe
BeaufortSea:someparallelsbetweenNativeexperienceandwesternscience.Arctic61(3):265Ͳ280.
x Physicalscientistsworkingwithlocalresidentstobetterunderstandcoastalcurrents,ice
formation,etc.

Cruikshank,J.2001.Glaciersandclimatechange:perspectivesfromoraltradition.Arctic,54(4):377Ͳ393.
x Whattraditionalstoriescanaddtounderstandingofglaciermovementsandchange.

Dowsley,M.2009.Communityclustersinwildlifeandenvironmentalmanagement:usingTEKand
communityinvolvementtoimprovecoͲmanagementinaneraofrapidenvironmentalchangePolar
Research28:43–59
x TKcanprovidedetailedlocalinformation.

Ferguson,M.A.D.,andF.Messier.1997.Collectionandanalysisoftraditionalecologicalknowledge
aboutapopulationofarctictundracaribou.Arctic50(1):17Ͳ28.
x TKcanaddtoavailablescience,supplementingwhatisknownfrombiologicalstudies.

Gearheard,S.,W.Matumeak,I.Angutikjuaq,J.Maslanik,H.P.Huntington,J.Leavitt,D.Matumeak
Kagak,G.Tigullaraq,andR.G.Barry.2006.“It’snotthatsimple”:acollaborativecomparisonofseaice
environments,theiruses,observedchanges,andadaptationsinBarrow,Alaska,USA,andClydeRiver,
Nunavut,Canada.Ambio35(4):203Ͳ211.
x TKtoilluminatepatternsofseaiceuseandimpactsofclimatechange.
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George,J.C.,H.P.Huntington,K.Brewster,H.Eicken,D.W.Norton,andR.Glenn.2004.Observationson
shorefasticefailuresinArcticAlaskaandtheresponsesoftheInupiathuntingcommunity.Arctic57(4):
363Ͳ374.
x TKtoilluminateimpactsofclimatechange,detailsofseaicedynamics.

Huntington,H.P.1998.ObservationsontheutilityofthesemiͲdirectiveinterviewfordocumenting
raditionalecologicalknowledge.Arctic51(3):237Ͳ242.
x ReviewofmethodsfordocumentingTK.

Huntington,H.P.2000a.Traditionalknowledgeoftheecologyofbelugas,Delphinapterusleucas,inCook
Inlet,Alaska.MarineFisheriesReview62(3):134Ͳ140.
x ResultsofaTKstudy,publishedasanecologypaper.

Huntington,H.P.2000b.Usingtraditionalecologicalknowledgeinscience:methodsandapplications.
EcologicalApplications10(5):1270Ͳ1274.
x ReviewofmethodsandcaseswhereTKhasbeenusedsuccessfully.

Huntington,H.P.,andS.Fox.2005.ThechangingArctic:indigenousperspectives.In:ACIA.Arcticclimate
impactassessment.Cambridge:CambridgeUniversityPress.p.61Ͳ98.
x ChapteronTKinthefirstmajorinternationalenvironmentalassessmentgivingTKaprominent
place.

Huntington,H.P.,andtheCommunitiesofBuckland,Elim,Koyuk,PointLay,andShaktoolik.1999.
Traditionalknowledgeoftheecologyofbelugawhales(Delpinapterusleucas)intheeasternChukchiand
northernBeringseas,Alaska.Arctic52(1):49Ͳ61.
x ResultsofaTKstudy,publishedasanecologypaper.

Huntington,H.P.,P.K.BrownͲSchwalenberg,M.E.FernandezͲGimenez,K.J.Frost,D.W.Norton,andD.H.
Rosenberg.2002.Observationsontheworkshopasameansofimprovingcommunicationbetween
holdersoftraditionalandscientificknowledge.EnvironmentalManagement30(6):778Ͳ792.
x ReviewofwaysofconnectingTKandscience,throughworkshops.

Huntington,H.P.,R.S.Suydam,andD.H.Rosenberg.2004a.Traditionalknowledgeandsatellitetracking
ascomplementaryapproachestoecologicalunderstanding.EnvironmentalConservation31(3):177Ͳ180.
x CasestudiesofhowTKandsciencecanbeusedtogethertotellamorecompletestory.

Huntington,H.P.,T.Callaghan,S.Fox,andI.Krupnik.2004b.Matchingtraditionalandscientific
observationstodetectenvironmentalchange:adiscussiononArcticterrestrialecosystems.Ambio
SpecialReport13:18Ͳ23.
x UsingTKandsciencetogethertodelvedeeperintoenvironmentalchange.

Johannes,R.E.1981.Wordsofthelagoon:fishingandmarineloreinthePalauDistrictofMicronesia.
UniversityofCaliforniaPress,Berkeley,CA.
x TheoriginalstudyestablishingthebiologicalrelevanceandimportanceofTK.


Murray,G.,B.Neis,C.T.Palmer,andD.C.Schneider.2008.Mappingcod:fisheriesscience,fish
harvesters’ecologicalknowledgeandcodmigrationsintheNorthernGulfofSt.Lawrence.Human
Ecology,36:581Ͳ598.
x Fishers’knowledgeappliedtoecologicalquestions.

Mymrin,N.I.,theCommunitiesofNovoeChaplino,Sireniki,Uelen,andYanrakinnot,andH.P.
Huntington.1999.Traditionalknowledgeoftheecologyofbelugawhales(Delphinapterusleucas)inthe
northernBeringSea,Chukotka,Russia.Arctic52(1):62Ͳ70.
x ResultsofaTKstudy,publishedasanecologypaper.

Naidoo,R.,andK.Hill.2006.Emergenceofindigenousvegetationclassificationsthroughintegrationof
traditionalecologicalknowledgeandremotesensinganalyses.EnvironmentalManagement,38(3):377Ͳ
387.
x CombiningTKandremotesensingtoshowscientificmeritofindigenousclassifications.
x Nelson,RichardK.HuntersoftheNorthernIce.TheUniversityofChicagoPress1969

Noongwook,G.,theNativeVillageofSavoonga,theNativeVillageofGambell,H.P.Huntington,andJ.C.
George.2007.Traditionalknowledgeofthebowheadwhale(Balaenamysticetus)aroundSt.Lawrence
Island,Alaska.Arctic60(1):47Ͳ54.
x ResultsofaTKstudy,publishedasanecologypaper.DiscussesmethodsbywhichTKisacquired
andtransmittedwithinacommunity(aswellasmethodsfordocumentingTK).

Prigent,M.,G.Fontenelle,MͲJ.Rochet,andV.M.Trenkel.2008.Usingcognitivemapstoinvestigate
fishers’ecosystemobjectivesandknowledge.OceanandCoastalManagement.
DOI:10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2008.04.005
x Methodforgatheringfishers’knowledgerelevanttoecosystemunderstanding.

Rochet,MͲJ.,M.Prigent,J.A.Bertrand,A.Carpentier,F.Coppin,JͲP.Delpech,G.Fontenelle,E.Foucher,
K.Mahé,E.Rostiaux,andV.M.Trenkel.2008.Ecosystemtrends:evidenceforagreementbetween
fishers’perceptionsandscientificinformation.ICESJournalofMarineScience65:1057–1068.
x ComparisonofTKandscientificviews,demonstratingconvergenceofunderstanding.

Salomon,A.K.,N.M.TanapeSr.,andH.P.Huntington.2007.Serialdepletionofmarineinvertebrates
leadstothedeclineofastronglyinteractinggrazer.EcologicalApplications17(6):1752Ͳ1770.
x ResultsofTKandfieldecologystudy,inwhichTKaddedtimedepthanddetailedunderstanding
ofecosysteminteractionstoexplaincurrentobservationsandtrends.

Silvano,R.A.M.,andA.Begossi.2005.Localknowledgeofacosmopolitanfish:Ethnoecologyof
Pomatomussaltatrix(Pomatomidae)inBrazilandAustralia.FisheriesResearch71:43–59.
x ResultsofTKstudy,showinghowmuchitcanaddtoecology.

SilvanoR.A.M.,andJ.ValboͲJørgensen.2008.Beyondfishermen’stales:contributionsoffishers’local
ecologicalknowledgetofishecologyandfisheriesmanagement.Environment,Developmentand
Sustainability.DOI10.1007/s10668Ͳ008Ͳ9149Ͳ0
x HowTKcanbeappliedtofisheriesecologyandmanagement.
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Silvano,R.A.M.,S.Udvardy,M.Ceroni,andJ.Farley.2003.Anecologicalintegrityassessmentofa
BrazilianAtlanticForestwatershedbasedonsurveysofstreamhealthandlocalfarmers’perceptions:
implicationsformanagement.EcologicalEconomics53:369–385.
x Usingfarmers’knowledgetoassessenvironmentalhealth.

Silvano,R.A.M.,P.F.L.MacCord,R.V.Lima,andA.Begossi.2006.Whendoesthisfishspawn?
Fishermen’slocalknowledgeofmigrationandreproductionofBraziliancoastalfishes.Environmental
BiologyofFishes76:371–386.
x Usingfishers’knowledgetodocumenthabitsofunͲstudiedfishes.

Souza,S.P.,andA.Begossi.2007.Whales,dolphinsorfishes?TheethnotaxonomyofcetaceansinSão
Sebastião,Brazil.JournalofEthnobiologyandEthnomedicine3:9.DOI:10.1186/1746Ͳ4269Ͳ3Ͳ9.
x ValueofusingTKtodesignconservationmeasuresforcetaceans.

November 30, 2010
VIA EMAIL
John Goll, Regional Director
Alaska OCS Region
Bureau of Ocean Energy Manage, Regulation and Enforcement
3801 Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, AK 99503-5820
BOEMREAKPublicCommen@boemre.gov
Re:
Draft Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
(OCS EIS/EA BOEMRE 2010-034)
Dear Regional Director Goll:
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (draft SEIS) prepared by the Bureau of Ocean
Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement (BOEMRE) pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act. As discussed in the October 15, 2010 Federal Register notice, “The
purpose of this SEIS (OCS EIS/EA BOEMRE 2010–034) is to provide new analysis in accordance
with the United States (U.S.) District Court for the District of Alaska Order remanding the
BOEMRE’s Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193 Final EIS (FEIS) (OCSEIS/EA MMS 2007–0026)” (75
FR 63504). The draft SEIS is dated September 2010, only a few weeks after the District Court’s
decision, so it appears that little new analysis was performed by BOEMRE despite the Court’s
mandate.
The Wilderness Society (TWS) contributed to and supports the comments submitted by Alaska
Wilderness League, et al., however we are submitting these comments to highlight additional items
we would like BOEMRE to address. As for my background, I have over 25 years of engineering
experience in the private, governmental, and non-profit sectors, and I am a licensed professional
engineer in both Alaska and Maryland. I have presented invited testimony to Congress on
numerous occasions on oil and gas issues, and I served as a technical advisor on the Department of
the Interior’s report to the President delivered on May 27, 2010, containing recommendations for
BOEMRE following the Deepwater Horizon spill.
TWS’s mission is to protect wilderness and to inspire Americans to care for our wild places. Since
1935, TWS has led the conservation movement in wilderness protection, writing and passing the
landmark Wilderness Act and winning lasting protections for 109 million acres of wilderness
including 56 million acres of spectacular and ecologically important lands in Alaska. TWS has
approximately 225,000 members nationwide and over 750 members in Alaska who share an
interest in how the Arctic Ocean is managed because of its inherent value and because decisions
involving the Arctic Ocean could affect wild lands in northern Alaska. TWS has a strong concern
for the sound management and the well-being of the largest public land management unit in the
U.S., the National Petroleum Reserve – Alaska, with a good portion of its coastline located adjacent
to the Chukchi Sea.
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TWS’ Position on Offshore Drilling in the Chukchi Sea
TWS opposes platform-based offshore drilling in the Arctic Ocean including the Chukchi Sea at this
time. It is premature to move forward with offshore drilling without:
1. Adequate scientific information on marine and potentially affected coastal resources
(baseline data),
2. The baseline data needed for marine and coastal spatial planning,
3. Sufficient spill cleanup capabilities and infrastructure in place, and
4. BOEMRE promulgating needed regulations and ensuring sufficient drilling oversight via
adequate enforcement resources, governmental accountability and transparency, and other
measures.
Each of these points is discussed below. TWS believes the stakes are high regarding offshore
drilling in the Chukchi at this time. Should there be a spill on the scale of the Deepwater Horizon
tragedy, globally important marine food webs, habitat for iconic species like polar bears, and social
and economic values sustaining vibrant indigenous communities likely would be adversely
affected.
Baseline Data: The Arctic Ocean is one of the least studied and most poorly understood ecosystems
in the world. Baseline data on Arctic Ocean ecology are critical because they allow decision-makers
and the public to decide whether or not to put particular resources at risk and, if there is a major spill,
to quantify damages to those resources. Without such data, decision-makers and the public cannot
make informed choices about offshore drilling as they do not know the likely risks or true
sensitivities of the area.
The non-profit organization Oceana has done an excellent job describing the scientific and policy
rationales for more baseline data on the Chukchi Sea, including the relatively small cost of collecting
these data, in its October 20, 2010 DRAFT document entitled A Comprehensive, Integrated
Approach to Arctic Science and Local and Traditional Knowledge for Offshore Oil and Gas
Planning (see Appendix 1). This draft includes the following important and relevant paragraph:
The cost of this type of research and monitoring program is not exorbitant. The plan
outlined in Attachment 1 could be carried out for approximately $100 million over 5 years.
By comparison, Lease Sale 193 alone generated $2.7 billion in revenue to the federal
government. At less than five percent of that revenue, the cost of the program is relatively
small. Further, in considering whether the cost of obtaining additional data on the Chukchi
Sea is exorbitant, BOEMRE must consider the risk and benefits of the governmental action
at issue. Lease Sale 193 covers nearly thirty million acres of remote, undeveloped Arctic
Ocean, and oil and gas activities would threaten the subsistence way of life, wildlife,
habitat, and the marine ecosystem more generally. It may provide jobs and other economic
benefit, but it also poses considerable risks, economic and otherwise, to the benefits
provided by a healthy marine ecosystem. (p. 9)
The data needs identified by Oceana regarding the Chukchi are essential for the science-based
decision-making embraced by the Obama Administration. These needs clearly are not exorbitant in
cost, particularly in light of the scale of potential oil and gas development in the Chukchi.
Unfortunately, the authors of BOEMRE’s draft SEIS have taken an extremely narrow view of data
needs. In Appendix A of the draft SEIS entitled “Analysis of Incomplete or Missing Information,”
BOEMRE lists the numerous statements from the 193 FEIS containing “incomplete or unavailable”
information on marine and potentially affected coastal resources. BOEMRE states, however, that
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despite the large amount of incomplete or unavailable information its “analysts were generally able
to complete thorough analyses and draw informed conclusions from the information available.”
How is this possible? It is only possible by accepting BOEMRE’s conclusion that the incomplete or
unavailable information was not “essential to a reasoned choice among alternatives” (Draft SEIS
Appendix A, p. 1, emphasis in original). If one accepts BOEMRE’s position that the alternatives in
the FEIS are unalterable and largely indistinguishable with respect to potentially affected resources
which TWS does not, then more ecological data likely would not change BOEMRE’s conclusions.
If, on the other hand, more data on whale presence or rare fish species in particular areas would
alter the alternatives in the FEIS and the SEIS for example, that type of information absolutely
would be relevant to decision-makers and the public.
While TWS agrees that not all impacts of development can be definitively known, it makes no
sense to not evaluate those we can assess. In the draft SEIS, BOEMRE has made an unjustifiable
choice to not research information gaps that might be relatively inexpensive and/or easy to remedy,
including not utilizing any or all the relevant studies completed since the FEIS. As BOEMRE
knows, the U.S. Geological Survey will complete a study early next year of scientific gaps in
Chukchi Sea data – at a minimum, BOEMRE should wait until this study is out to see which types
of data needs can be filled at a non-exorbitant cost before finalizing its SEIS.
Marine and Coastal Spatial Planning: Currently, public lands undergo planning processes which
identify appropriate uses for all or portions of protected lands while our oceans undergo no such
processes. The Final Recommendations of The Interagency Ocean Policy Task Force report, July 19,
2010, are a first step toward remedying that deficiency which results in inadequate environmental
protection of the nation’s oceans. The baseline data that would be collected for the Chukchi under
Oceana’s proposal could be used, among other things, to identify marine and coastal ecological
“hotspots” (i.e., areas of high biological productivity or importance, including areas of cultural
importance) which should be provided with increased protections from industrial and other activities
that could harm them.
Among the Task Force’s National Priority Objectives are two that are extremely relevant to the
Chukchi: “2. Coastal and Marine Spatial Planning: Implement comprehensive, integrated,
ecosystem based coastal and marine spatial planning and management in the United States” and “8.
Changing Conditions in the Arctic: Address environmental stewardship needs in the Arctic Ocean
and adjacent coastal areas in the face of climate-induced and other environmental changes” (p. 6).
Pages 7-8 of the Task Force report provide details on a proposed implementation framework for
marine and coastal spatial planning, including the Task Force’s goal to have all plans completed by
2015.
Spill Cleanup Capability and Infrastructure: The Deepwater Horizon spill and its ongoing
investigations demonstrate incontrovertibly that major oil spills from offshore drilling occur (even
among the most well-funded operators), that some spills cannot be prevented as there is no failsafe
mechanism for every situation, and that cleanup of more than a minimal amount of oil once it is in
the ocean or onshore is difficult if not impossible. And those problems existed in a temperate
environment with lots of infrastructure. The Arctic, in contrast, has extremely adverse weather and
light conditions outside of summer and virtually no shore-based infrastructure currently including
no Coast Guard facilities, no roads to communities so everything would arrive by air or boat, little
housing for cleanup workers, etc.
On November 10, 2010, The Pew Environment Group published a peer-reviewed technical report
entitled Oil Spill Prevention and Response in the U.S. Arctic Ocean: Unexamined Risks,
Unacceptable Consequences. This well-researched report describes the numerous difficulties of
Arctic spill response including the need for:
x Arctic oil spill trajectory modeling when ice is present,
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x

x
x

Testing of spill response technologies in Arctic conditions; likewise, the need to develop a
“response gap” analysis for the percent of time that Arctic environmental conditions
prevent the use of oil spill cleanup equipment (e.g., waves preventing boom use, ice
preventing mechanical recovery, etc.),
Infrastructure gaps to be assessed and addressed, and
Credible worst-case scenario analyses, especially following what we know from the
Deepwater Horizon spill (i.e., prior to that spill, BOEMRE considered blowouts unlikely
which is no longer a credible position).
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TWS requests that a new SEIS contain a realistic large spill discharge, and that BOEMRE model
the spill’s impacts on marine and coastal resources.
The Need to Differentiate Arctic Offshore Drilling from Lower 48 Offshore Drilling
While offshore drilling technologies are similar wherever they may be used, there are several key
reasons why BOEMRE needs to treat Arctic drilling differently than Gulf of Mexico drilling and
drilling elsewhere in the Lower 48. As discussed above, there is inadequate baseline data in the
Chukchi and the conditions for cleanup are far tougher than in the Gulf, including the current
inability of operators to provide effective cleanup in broken ice conditions. Moreover, the long
periods of cold and darkness in the Arctic can result in increased worker safety concerns from
fatigue and other causes. The Oil Spill Commission learned that in the case of the Deepwater
Horizon certain critical supplies were not ordered as they would take too long to arrive – the supply
situation would be much worse in the Arctic, likely increasing the drilling risks.

TWS supports the recommendations in the Pew report and its associated Policy Recommendations
report and asks BOEMRE to address these recommendations in its response to comments for the
draft SEIS.
Needed Regulations and Oversight: Without an adequate regulatory framework and effective
enforcement and public transparency, BOEMRE is a toothless overseer of drilling operations and
cannot prevent major oil spills. According to the FEIS:

Additionally, the Arctic is more pristine and its resources seemingly more critical to coastal
community residents since those in Arctic Slope villages have fewer alternatives for supplies than
those living in Gulf communities. For all these reasons, there is a greater need for precautionary
decision-making before allowing drilling in the Arctic as compared to drilling in the Gulf.

Over the life of the hypothetical development and production that could follow from the
lease sale, other effects are possible from events, such as a large, accidental oil spill or
natural gas release. We estimate the chance of a large spill greater than or equal to 1,000
bbl occurring and entering offshore waters is within a range of 33-51%. (p. ES-4)

Problems with the Draft SEIS Public Hearing Process

A 33-51% likelihood of a major oil spill shows that both the industry and its regulators currently
tolerate a very high level of risk – imagine if there was that high a likelihood of a crash during the
lifetime of an airplane. If so, would anyone fly?

Finally, TWS would like to express its concerns with the draft SEIS public hearing process. In
addition to hearings in Arctic communities taking place immediately prior to and on election day
which should not have been the case as it limited the participation of the interested public, the
Anchorage public hearing on November 9 had a number of problems. The hearing room was too
small to accommodate the crowd, and many people were forced to stand. There was no
microphone, thus making it very difficult to hear those who testified. Indeed, BOEMRE asked
those who testified to face the audience rather than the agency officials present at the meeting.
BOEMRE did not allocate time equally among those who testified – some speakers were permitted
to testify for much longer than their allotted two minutes while others were cut off after that time.
Last, BOEMRE did not provide all those who signed up to testify an opportunity to speak, shutting
the meeting down at exactly ten o'clock. BOEMRE needs to meaningfully and respectfully engage
and hear testimony from the interested public at its hearings in the future.

During the one-month period following the Deepwater Horizon spill, I helped formulated the
recommendations to the President issued in the DOI report entitled Increased Safety Measures for
Energy Development on the Outer Continental Shelf. These recommendations for regulatory
upgrades are only a beginning; it’s likely that the investigations and research following the spill
will present additional statutory, regulatory, and oversight recommendations. As many of the
regulatory recommendations will require research and public notice and comment, it likely will
take several years – perhaps as long as 5-10 years – until they are all fully enacted (and by then,
changes in the industry might require additional regulatory measures…). Additionally, BOEMRE
needs to obtain the funds from Congress for adequate inspectors and enforcement personnel – it
could take several years before BOEMRE has sufficient staffing.
As someone who has worked on pipeline safety issues for approximately 15 years, I know that
government accountability and transparency is essential to ensure good performance by regulatory
agencies. Thus, it will be important for BOEMRE in future years to post extensive user-friendly
and sortable information on releases and their causes as well as information on its inspections, its
enforcement actions, and its real-time monitoring of offshore operations. Of course, these activities
also will take years to implement fully.

In conclusion, the quick development of the draft SEIS document and its lack of new analysis – as
requested by the Court – greatly concerns TWS. We continue to hope that BOEMRE will
differentiate itself from its predecessor agency MMS and choose a more thoughtful, science-based
approach to drilling in the Chukchi, an approach that recognizes and addresses the many current
problems with offshore drilling in the Arctic. Thank you very much for your consideration of these
comments.
Respectfully submitted,

Chukchi Sea Spill Modeling and the Risk of Blowouts
According to the FEIS, “For purposes of analysis, we model one large spill of either 1,500 bbl
(platform spill) or 4,600 bbl (pipeline spill)” (p. ES-4). While this information is not addressed in
the draft SEIS, it should be because we now know as a result of the Deepwater Horizon spill that
blowouts are not unlikely. And we know as a result of the 2009 Montara oil platform blowout off
the coast of Australia, the 1979 Ixtoc oil platform blowout in the Gulf of Mexico, and the 1985 and
1987 gas blowouts in Cook Inlet discussed in my draft SEIS oral testimony (see Appendix 2) that
blowouts can occur under shallow water conditions.

Lois N. Epstein, P.E.
Engineer and Arctic Program Director
The Wilderness Society
Appendices
cc:
Michael Bromwich, BOEMRE Director; Alan Thornhill, Ph.D., BOEMRE Science Advisor
Kim Elton, DOI Senior Advisor for Alaska Affairs

7KH:LOGHUQHVV6RFLHW\&RPPHQW

7KH:LOGHUQHVV6RFLHW\&RPPHQW

6

Pat Pourchot, DOI Special Assistant to the Secretary for Alaska Affairs

10-20-10
DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT
A Comprehensive, Integrated Approach to Arctic Science and Local and Traditional Knowledge for
Offshore Oil and Gas Planning
Introduction
The United States is at a crossroads with respect to planning and decision-making for offshore oil and gas
activities in the Chukchi and Beaufort seas. President Obama and the Department of the Interior (DOI)
must decide whether to continue with plans and approvals that are based on inadequate science and have
generated controversy, litigation, and—as the blowout in the Gulf of Mexico demonstrates—the potential
for environmental and social disaster. This document and the attachments provide a path forward that
would use a comprehensive, integrated scientific research and monitoring plan to fill the gaps identified
by scientists and courts and provide the necessary baseline information from which to make effective
decisions.
At the heart of the controversy about offshore drilling in the Arctic is the widely acknowledged lack of
scientific information about the Arctic Ocean. While we do know that the Arctic Ocean is important to
life in coastal communities, has regions of high productivity that support varied ecosystems with iconic
species of wildlife, helps regulate the planet’s weather and climate, and is changing rapidly, scientists
know very little about how the Arctic Ocean functions or the ways in which it might respond to stresses
from industrial activities. The lack of baseline information about the marine ecosystem was one of the
bases for court decisions invalidating the 2007-12 Five-Year Leasing Program and Lease Sale 193 in the
Chukchi Sea. Without this understanding, it is not possible to comply with statutory and regulatory
mandates that were established to help ensure responsible stewardship of resources, including the Outer
Continental Shelf Lands Act (OCSLA), National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Endangered Species
Act (ESA), and Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA)
Moreover, the lack of baseline information creates a significant impediment to both effective planning
preparedness. The U.S. Commission on Ocean Policy stated as a principle tenet, “Ocean managers and
policy makers need comprehensive scientific information about the ocean and its environment to make
wise decisions.”1 The final recommendations of the Interagency Ocean Policy Task Force (OPTF) call
for science-based decision making and a better understanding of our ocean ecosystems, including a
special emphasis on the Arctic.2 The Obama administration implemented the final OPTF
recommendations and has both the opportunity and obligation to obtain the necessary science and use it to
guide decisions about industrial activities.3 By deferring future leasing in the Chukchi and Beaufort seas,
calling for the U.S. Geological Survey Arctic (USGS) gap analysis, committing to science in the NOAA
Arctic Strategic Plan, and creating the National Commission on the BP Deepwater Horizon Oil Spill and
Offshore Drilling, the Obama administration has taken important steps toward allowing for
comprehensive science and planning. At the same time, the government is in the process of determining
how to respond to the court-ordered re-evaluation of Lease Sale 193 and the 2007-12 Five-Year Leasing
Program, and Congress is debating legislation that includes provisions for better science in the Arctic.
The most effective way to respond to the courts’ orders and prepare for decisions about future industrial
activities is to undertake comprehensive research and monitoring that would provide a fundamental
understanding of the marine ecosystem. This research has not been done adequately before, and much of
what has been done is decades out of date in a region that is changing rapidly. While it is true that DOI
and industry have undertaken significant research, those efforts have been narrowly focused, applied
1
U.S. Commission on Ocean Policy, An Ocean Blueprint for the 21st Century (2004) at 374, available at
http://www.oceancommission.gov.
2
See Council on Environmental Quality, Final Recommendation Of The Interagency Ocean Policy Task Force (July
2009) at 6, 39-40, available at http://www.whitehouse.gov/files/documents/OPTF_FinalRecs.pdf.
3
Exec. Order No. 13547, 75 Fed. Reg. 43023 (2010).
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studies designed to answer individual questions. Similarly, the National Science Foundation has funded
significant cutting edge, hypothesis-driven basic research. While these efforts bolster our understanding
of some processes in limited areas, they have not been conducted at the scale necessary to provide the
holistic understanding of the ecosystem needed to make wise decisions about if and how industrial
activities should proceed. Nor have they been conducted year-round—almost all of the existing studies
focused solely on the summer months. The needed information is best obtained through year-round
monitoring (including sampling for species distributions and abundance) and interdisciplinary research to
elaborate trophic relationships, ecosystem structure and functioning, and other interactions.
Moving from uncoordinated studies to planned, integrated research would provide the necessary
information, affordably, in a reasonable amount of time. In fact, the USGS gap analysis study, which has
already started, could be the initial step. The results of that study–which should identify some of the
largest and most pressing information gaps–should be used to help design the research program. The
largest and most important information gaps almost certainly could be filled in 5-7 years for
approximately $20 million annually. Given the $2.7 billion in revenue generated from Lease Sale 193
alone and the immense risks from oil and gas activities, this cost is neither exorbitant nor unwarranted.
Such a comprehensive plan would provide many of the answers to the unknowns identified in the court
proceedings relevant to Lease Sale 193 and the 2007-12 Five-Year Leasing Program and would provide
the necessary information to make informed decision about whether to allow industrial activities and, if
so, under what conditions.
State of Science About the Arctic Ocean
Very little is known about the Arctic Ocean, and in particular the Chukchi Sea. According to the U.S.
Arctic Research Commission, the Arctic is “the least studied and most poorly understood area on Earth.”4
In particular, “The Arctic Ocean is the least well known ocean on the planet. We know more about the
topography of the planets Venus and Mars than we do about the bathymetry of the Arctic Ocean.”5 Even
our knowledge of what species inhabit the U.S. Arctic Ocean, either permanently or seasonally, is
substantially incomplete. We recognize that the recent losses of sea ice during summer are fundamentally
changing these ecosystems, but we still know little about the abundance and distribution of common
species much less how the food webs work in this region.6
As part of the Lease Sale 193 litigation, the plaintiffs compiled a 38-page appendix of quotations from the
Environmental Impact Statement that recognize the lack of available information about the Chukchi Sea.7
These citations are explicit recognitions by DOI and NOAA that there is significant missing information
about even the most basic parameters for every one of the largest and most conspicuous animals in the
ecosystem—all fish, marine mammals and birds— which in other regions are typically the most highly
studied animals of an ecosystem. The missing information for these species includes abundance,
distribution, and life history. This lack of basic information makes it difficult, if not impossible, to
determine whether there will be significant impacts to the animals and the ecosystem. The state of
information about the more charismatic animals in the ecosystem is further evidence of the lack of

4
U.S. Arctic Research Commission, Report on Goals and Objectives for Arctic Research at “A Message from the
Chair” (2005), available at http://www.arctic.gov/files/USARCReportOnGoals2005.pdf.
5
Id. at 6-7.
6
See Arctic Climate Imapact Assessment, IMPACTS OF A WARMING ARCTIC 8, 10, 14-15, 24, 58-61 (2004); National
Marine Fishery Service, Environmental Assessment/Regulatory Impact Review/Final Regulatory Flexibility
Analysis For the Arctic Fishery Management Plan And Amendment 29 to the Fishery Management Plan for Bering
Sea/Aleutian Islands King and Tanner Crabs 79-90, 99-105, 192, available at
http://www.fakr.noaa.gov/analyses/arctic/earirfrfa0809final.pdf. (hereinafter “Arctic FMP EA”).
7
This appendix is Attachment 2 to this document.

information about the rest of the ecosystem, including the clams, worms, sea stars and other species that
are important prey for the more conspicuous species.
The lack of baseline science has also been highlighted by several other prominent local and federal
agencies as well as international forums. In its comments on the Draft Proposed 2010-15 Five-Year
Leasing Program, NOAA recommended using a precautionary approach to oil and gas activities for the
Chukchi and Beaufort seas that prevents those activities until more information is available to support
sustainable management.8 The Arctic Climate Impact Assessment, an international project of the Arctic
Council and the International Arctic Science Committee, highlighted basic surveys and monitoring as
well as ecosystem-based research as some of the highest priority research actions needed for Arctic
marine waters.9 Further, the North Slope Borough has called for better baseline science to guide
decisions, and Senator Begich has introduced legislation that calls for additional Arctic research and
coordination.10
Moreover, where basic information about the marine ecosystem exists, much of it is old, spotty, and too
sparse. For example, the Environmental Assessment for the Arctic Fishery Management Plan states that
“data were scarce for estimating the abundance and biomass of fishes in the Alaskan Arctic.”11 The
review of potential data sources indicated that surveys for fish have occurred about every 15-20 years, but
typically over different regions. Even if those surveys over the past 60 years were combined together
(which would be inappropriate due to different sampling methodologies and other reasons), there are still
major areas of the U.S. Arctic Ocean shelf region that have yet to be surveyed. These areas include those
where commercial fisheries could reasonably be expected to develop and those within lease sale areas.
Additionally, the vast majority of existing studies have been conducted in summer months. We need a
year-round understanding of the Arctic Ocean ecosystem. One stunning example of this is a seabird, the
spectacled Eider. In the summer their population would be widely dispersed, but in the winter, the entire
world’s population gathers together in a small area of the northern Bering Sea. If studies on this bird
were only conducted in the summer, it would result in erroneous conclusions about the impacts of
activities on this species, especially if activities occurred at or near their winter gathering area.
In addition, the Lease Sale 193 (Chukchi) and 2003 Multi-Sale (Beaufort 186, 195, 202) environmental
impact statements use the same primitive model to estimate how spilled oil might travel in the marine
environment. This model, which was developed in 1982, forms the basis for the evaluation of potential
impacts from a spill. Much of the environmental data input to the model is old; for example, current and
wind information dates from 1979-1996. More sophisticated models are available and better information
would allow for more effective analysis of the risks from spilled oil.12
While significant resources have been dedicated to studying particular Arctic animals and potential
impacts to those animals from offshore oil and gas activities, we still lack critical baseline information
about the ecosystem. The only studies designed to provide the comprehensive information and
understanding of the health, biodiversity, and functioning of Arctic marine ecosystems and the potential
impacts of industrial activities were conducted 30 years ago pursuant to the Outer Continental Shelf
Environmental Assessment Program (OCSEAP). The information gained under that program did not
initially cover the Chukchi Sea lease area and is so outdated as to be of very limited use in making
decisions now for the Beaufort Sea.
8

See Letter from Jane Lubchenco, Ph.D. to S. Elizabeth Birnbaum, Re: Comments on the Interior Minerals
Management Service Draft Proposed Outer Continental Shelf Oil and Gas Leasing Program for 2010-2015 (Sept. 9,
2009), at 5, available at http://www.peer.org/news/news_id.php?row_id=1265.
9
See Arctic Climate Impact Assessment, ARCTIC CLIMATE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 522 (2005).
10
See S. 1562, 111th Cong. (2010).
11
Arctic FMP EA at 99.
12
These problems are explained in more detail in Attachment 3 to this document.
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Since the conclusion of the OCSEAP program, DOI’s studies in the Arctic Ocean have not been guided
by an overarching monitoring and research plan. Instead, research priorities over the past several decades
have been guided by an assumption that enough was known about the basics. DOI, therefore, focused “on
topical studies in smaller areas to answer specific questions and fill identified information needs.”13
These applied research questions are important and have led to a better understanding of specific issues,
such as the fall bowhead whale migration route through the Chukchi Sea. However, without continued
monitoring of key parameters studied in OCSEAP it is now unclear if the base of information gained
remains valid. Climate change has altered the region dramatically over the last 30 years and ecosystems
have significant variability on yearly to decadal spans.
Thus, DOI stopped examining and monitoring the fundamentals and, instead focused on applied research
without even tying those studies together in a framework or committing to update results. As a result,
population and distribution data for several vulnerable species that play important roles in the marine
ecosystem are either outdated or missing. For example, Arctic cod, which is potentially the most
important fish species in this ecosystem, is indicated to be present throughout all of the U.S. EEZ, but no
seasonal variation, concentration, or spawning area data are published at this time.14
The lack of comprehensive planning may account, at least in part, for conflicting statements made by
DOI—first through the Bureau of Land Management then Minerals Management Service and now Bureau
of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement (BOEMRE)—about the state of science in
the Arctic. On the one hand, DOI has acknowledged repeatedly both that it lacks basic scientific
information and needs good information for decision making.15 On the other hand, the agency points to
the fact that it has spent $350 million on research since 1973 across Alaska’s 15 OCS planning areas and,
therefore, has a substantial understanding of the Arctic Ocean.16 The agency also has argued in court that
the research undertaken gives it a sufficient basis for making decisions.17 The references in the Lease
Sale 193 EIS discussed above about the lack of basic information for species runs directly counter to any
assertions by DOI or BOEMRE that there is a broad base of information available for the Arctic from
which to make decisions.
The National Science Foundation (NSF) also has funded important basic research in the Arctic Ocean.
That research has been hypothesis-driven, meaning that it was designed to answer specific, cutting-edge
scientific questions, including those about the specific impacts and feedbacks of climate change. While
this cutting-edge research is important, it does not provide the basic, baseline information that is critical
for making decisions, including what species live there, how many of them are there, and do those
populations change from place to place and season to season. Much of that information simply is not
available for the Arctic Ocean.
Similarly, industry has invested in significant scientific research, some of which may address important
missing information. Currently, however, the results of those studies are not reliable because the data
from industry studies are generally not made available publicly, and the degree to which other
information about industry research is shared varies from study to study. Given the lack of transparency
and the obvious conflict of interest for industry that would not want to share information that could
potentially hinder development, there is a substantial risk of bias in the information that is shared. Unless
13

See Alaska Annual Studies Plan Final FY 2011 3 (October 2010), available at
http://alaska.boemre.gov/ess/essp/sp2011.pdf.
See Arctic FMP EA at 79, 99, and 201; B. Bluhm & R. Gradinger, Regional variability in food availability for
Arctic marine mammals. 18 Ecological Applications S77-S96 (2008).
15
See http://www.doi.gov/whatwedo/energy/ocs/AlaskaRegion.cfm (stating that the Arctic Ocean requires
“additional scientific, environmental, and spill risk analysis before new areas are offered for leasing.”); see also
Attachment 2 to this document detailing unknowns in Lease Sale 193 EIS.
16
See Alaska Annual Studies Plan Final FY 2011 at 1.
17
See Native Village of Point Hope, et al. v. Salazar, et al., 1:08-cv-00004 (RRB), Fed. Def. Opp’n Br. at 12-17.
14
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all data and methods for all research projects are made available to the public, it is impossible to give
selective results credence in the decisions about oil and gas activities.
Ultimately, when considered with the long list of studies performed over the last 15 years, the 38-page
index of recognized unknowns about the Lease Sale 193 area is indicative of a systemic problem with the
way research is being conducted in the Arctic. As a result of the narrow focus on applied research
questions, while baseline research and monitoring is ignored, large sums have been spent to provide
information about specific issues without providing decision-makers the information needed to make
informed decisions about Arctic resources. One or two specific studies will not solve this problem.
Rather, a more holistic research program is needed to fill the important information gaps related to almost
every aspect of the ecosystem.
An Interdisciplinary, Integrated Research and Monitoring Program for the U.S. Arctic Ocean
At this point, it is incontrovertible that there are: substantial information gaps about Arctic marine
ecosystems, a laundry list of studies that have been conducted, ongoing processes at BOEMRE in
response to court orders to supplement the Lease Sale 193 EIS to better account for missing science and
to revise the environmental sensitivity analysis and 2007-12 Five-Year Leasing Program; and a
commitment by the new administration to bring science back to decision-making. President Obama and
his administration must establish a path forward that harmonizes this situation and provides the basic
information required to protect the resources of the Arctic, including the subsistence way of life. The
most efficient way to accomplish these goals is through another OCSEAP-type program limited to the
Beaufort and Chukchi seas
To provide the basic information required to protect the resources of the Arctic, including the subsistence
way of life, and to guide decisions about oil and gas and other industrial activities, a new comprehensive
research and monitoring program should:
1. integrate existing information to give a more holistic picture of what is known and conduct an
analysis of the gaps in information to determine the most pressing research and monitoring needs;
2. gain a more comprehensive catalogue of identified species, populations and habitats, including
seasonal migrations;
3. track the physical forcing factors that modulate biological productivity, habitat occupancy and
migration pathways;
4. secure a better understanding of trophic linkages, physical and biological processes affecting
productivity and other facets of ecosystem structure and functioning, and effects of anthropogenic
perturbations;
5. study potential ecological and sociological impacts; and
6. integrate these scientific data to identify Important Ecological Areas as well as processes and
habitats that are sensitive and vulnerable to perturbation, and furnish a basis for marine spatial
planning.
This program could easily be conducted in three simple phases over the next 5-7 years: 1) gap analysis
and planning (2011-2012); 2) research and monitoring (2013-2016, with monitoring continuing into the
future); and 3) integrating new and older information to provide decisions-makers the basic understanding
needed to make effective decisions (2016-2017). Each of these phases must be informed by local and
traditional knowledge, including planning and peer-review.
Phase I: Gap Analysis and Planning
To develop a comprehensive, integrated research and monitoring program, scientists must first understand
the existing information and gaps in knowledge. Based on that information, a research program can be
devised, with public input, to fill the gaps.
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New research and monitoring should build on what has been learned about the Arctic Ocean already.
Thus, the first step in this process is to reconcile the large information gaps with the important research
that has occurred. Existing information should be compiled and integrated, then an analysis conducted of
the gaps that are left. This gap analysis would then drive creation of an integrated research and
monitoring program. The USGS Arctic studies initiative is an important step in this direction, and should
be followed by a more comprehensive analysis as called for in Senator Begich’s Arctic Ocean Research
and Science Policy Review Act of 2009.18
President Obama and Secretary Salazar have directed the USGS to assess “resources, risks, and
environmental sensitivities in Arctic areas.”19 The USGS will complete an initial review of Arctic science
and issue a report in April 2011 that will “examine the effects of exploration activities on marine
mammals; determine what research is needed for an effective and reliable oil spill response in ice-covered
regions; evaluate what is known about the cumulative effects of energy extraction on ecosystems and
other resources of interest; and review how future changes in climate conditions may either mitigate or
compound the impacts from Arctic energy development.”20 That report should set the stage for a more
comprehensive analysis that forms the basis for implementation of the necessary studies and monitoring.
The USGS study is an important initial effort to gather existing information and identify gaps in
knowledge, but it is likely not to be sufficiently comprehensive and inclusive to form the basis of the
necessary research and monitoring program. Thus far, DOI has insisted on keeping the study firmly and
fully in the control of the USGS and BOEMRE. Despite the important knowledge and experience within
those agencies, their expertise clearly does not encompass the broad interdisciplinary breadth inherent in
the more comprehensive undertaking needed. Experts are needed from many fields, from climate and
oceanographic sciences to population biology and community ecology as well as the social sciences to
determine the breadth of potential impacts to local communities. Second, the guidance given by DOI to
USGS mandates consideration of four particular subject areas, which focuses their study towards a
narrower applied research path rather than the holistic picture of Arctic information needs. Lastly, a gap
analysis and research and monitoring plan should be developed with opportunities for public input and a
peer review process that helps ensure the study accurately describes the state of, and existing gaps in,
Arctic information.
Based on a comprehensive gap analysis, government scientists, together with public input, should define a
research and monitoring plan to fill information gaps. In the aftermath of the Exxon Valdez oil spill a
similar analysis and development of a research plan was put together with the benefit of hindsight to
address the shortcomings of knowledge in Prince William Sound and the Gulf of Alaska that became
apparent after the spill. The Gulf of Alaska Ecosystem Monitoring and Research (GEM) plan was
designed to provide critical information for both quantitatively predicting the potential impacts of another
spill and determining the impacts from another spill. The GEM plan should serve as a modern model for
the type of plan needed to guide research and monitoring in the Arctic. The research and monitoring plan
put together for the U.S. Arctic Ocean should be developed with input from the public and evaluated by
an independent panel of experts.21
Phase II: Research and Monitoring
Once the information gaps are identified and a research plan devised, the research and monitoring must be
executed. As the known gaps in knowledge outlined above show, scientific research and monitoring
should include:

1. Marine life assessment to provide a year-round picture of the species in each marine habitat and
their population trends;
2. Environmental monitoring to measure atmospheric and physical ocean conditions, such as salinity
and temperature, and biological factors, such as productivity and community richness and
diversity;
3. Scientific process studies to understand the way in which the ecosystem functions and is likely to
respond to stresses;
4. Studies designed to identify patterns of subsistence use and changes in well-being as well as
potential impacts from industrial activities; and
5. Documentation of local and traditional knowledge.
This research and monitoring should be interdisciplinary, spanning from climate sciences to social
impacts studies, and to the greatest extent possible, it should be conducted in an integrated fashion to
better elucidate the processes that underlie the way in which the ecosystem functions.22 As demonstrated
by the GEM plan, our understanding of how ecosystems work and the ways in which to study them has
grown considerably since the original OCSEAP. Studies should be coordinated and integrated to measure
multiple aspects of the ecosystem simultaneously, which will more effectively and efficiently elucidate
many of the important drivers and links in the ecosystem.
Integrated research reveals relationships that are not apparent in focused single species or component
studies. For example, scientists were able to determine that, as a result of climate change, productivity in
the northern Bering Sea ecosystem was shifting from moving through seafloor communities to open water
communities.23 They were only able to do this by studying multiple aspects of the ecosystem
simultaneously, including climate indices, sea ice concentration, water temperature, sedimentation, and
seafloor biomass. In addition to providing better information, this type of integrated research and
monitoring is more cost effective because more information is elucidated than would be from individual
studies.
ConocoPhillips and Shell are conducting integrated research studies in the Chukchi Sea around two of
their drilling prospects. They are simultaneously measuring physical, biological and chemical
oceanographic parameters along with marine mammals, fish, birds and benthic invertebrates. While they
are not sharing their data publicly, the results they present are intriguing.24 Their work indicates that the
Chukchi Sea is not a homogenous region, but instead potentially has a high degree of spatial complexity.
The benthic topography of the Chukchi Sea appears to affect sea ice concentrations and ocean currents
that in turn affect the distribution of productivity and how that productivity flows through the food web to
invertebrates, fish, birds and marine mammals.
This example shows that integrated research can be—and, in fact, is being—conducted in the Arctic
Ocean. ConocoPhillips’s and Shell’s research, however, is confined to areas around two of their drilling
prospects during the open water season. With a concerted effort, this research could easily be expanded
to the rest of the region and other seasons. Expanding this type of research and monitoring would provide
decision-makers with the more complete picture needed to protect Arctic ecosystems and the subsistence
way of life. The abundance and diversity of animals varies across this region, and decision-makers must
understand that variability to determine which areas are most important and how to protect them from oil
and gas and other industrial activities.

18

S. 1562, 111th Cong. (2010).
See Secretary Salazar Unveils Arctic Studies Initiative that will Inform Oil and Gas Decisions for Beaufort and
Chukchi Seas, available at http://www.doi.gov/news/pressreleases/2010_04_13_releaseA.cfm.
19
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Id.

21

An outline for such a plan for the Arctic Ocean is included as Attachment 1.

22
Integrated research seeks to provide information about multiple characteristics of the ecosystem and the ways in
which they interact.
23
J.M. Grebmeier, et al., A major ecosystem shift in the northern Bering Sea. 311 Science 1461-1464 (2006).
24
See http://doc.nprb.org/web/symposium/2010/2010%20AMSS%20Abstract%20Book.pdf at 19-28.
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Phase III: Data Integration
Once sufficient information is available from the research and monitoring outlined above, that
information should be synthesized to demonstrate an understanding of ecosystem structure and
functioning, including quantitative and robust models of the food web, and a determination of the
important ecological areas of the region. Those models and information provide the basis from which to
understand likely impacts of industrial activities and, accordingly, whether and how to allow them.
Managers will be able to move from qualitative assertions (i.e., educated guesses) to making quantitative
assessments of potential impacts and allow decision makers to weigh the costs and benefits of industrial
activities and to find alternatives that could allow for development while protecting the ecosystem and
subsistence way of life.
This new program would provide the answers to the unknowns identified in the Lease Sale 193 litigation
by virtue of providing a basic understanding of the marine ecosystem. The missing information is broad
in scope and covers major, fundamental components of the ecosystem. A comprehensive research and
monitoring program, rather than ad hoc research will build this foundation of knowledge most efficiently.
In addition, having this basic information will avoid the problem that has arisen in the Gulf of Mexico,
where development occurred with scant attention to the status of the ecosystem beforehand. As a result,
we find ourselves wondering what was lost following development or an industrial accident because we
did not evaluate what was there to begin with. Further, comprehensive, integrated research and
monitoring could prevent that from happening in the Arctic, and a complete understanding of the
ecosystem can drive response and restoration activities should an industrial accident occur.
Meeting Legal Requirements and Policy Goals
As explained above, an integrated, comprehensive research and monitoring program would be the most
efficient way to provide the baseline necessary to make informed decisions about offshore oil and gas
activities in the Arctic. Such a plan would build on the commitments to science already made by the
administration and would be the most effective way to resolve the ongoing litigation and controversy.
Federal courts have invalidated the 2007-12 Five-Year Leasing Program and Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for Lease Sale 193 in the Chukchi Sea. While the decisions rest on different grounds, the
lack of scientific information about the Arctic Ocean. In the 2007-12 Five-Year Leasing Program that
lack of scientific information resulted in an arbitrary analysis of the relative environmental sensitivity of
marine areas. In the Lease Sale 193 context, the court found that the agency had not complied with a
Council on Environmental Quality regulation, 40 C.F.R. § 1502.22, by failing to determine “whether
missing information identified by the agency was relevant or essential” and then failing to determine
“whether the cost of obtaining the missing information was exorbitant or the means of doing so
unknown.”
DOI has issued a draft proposed 2007-12 Five-Year Leasing Program and a Draft Supplemental EIS for
Lease Sale 193. Neither document fully accounts for the missing information or makes an effort to put in
place the necessary interdisciplinary, integrated research and monitoring. Both, however, are drafts, and
DOI still has the opportunity to move forward in this way.
As explained above, there are 38 pages of references to scientific unknowns made by DOI and NOAA in
planning for Lease Sale 193. The agency has an affirmative duty to get this information, including by
performing research itself when necessary, if it is essential to its decision and not exorbitant in cost.
Information is significant, essential, or important where without the information the agency cannot
accurately assess the effects of various alternatives, the extent of certain problems, or the need for
particular proposed actions.

development. Further, once the lease sale is held, companies have additional rights to conduct activities
in the water that may affect sensitive species and habitats. Information that would be gathered by a
comprehensive research and monitoring effort would allow for more effective consideration of
alternatives and better evaluation of potential impacts.
Additionally, at the lease sale stage, BOEMRE should undertake a more detailed analysis than was
conducted for the Five-Year Leasing Program, based on better information. This analysis is particularly
important given the agency’s current practice of preparing an environmental assessment, rather than full
EIS to evaluate proposed exploration activities. If the agency prepares a programmatic-level analysis
based on incomplete information at both the Leasing Program and Lease Sale stages, no detailed
evaluation will be prepared until development is scheduled to occur. Neither OCSLA nor NEPA
contemplate such a result.
Nor, as it appears to have done in the Draft SEIS for Lease Sale 193 should BOEMRE rely on analyses to
be conducted by other agencies pursuant to other statutory mandates. Rather, the agency should abide
Secretary Salazar’s commitment to science and lead the way toward a better understanding of the ocean
ecosystem by working with other expert agencies to put in place a comprehensive research and
monitoring program.
The cost of this type of research and monitoring program is not exorbitant. The plan outlined in
Attachment 1 could be carried out for approximately $100 million over 5 years. By comparison, Lease
Sale 193 alone generated $2.7 billion in revenue to the federal government. At less than five percent of
that revenue, the cost of the program is relatively small. Further, in considering whether the cost of
obtaining additional data on the Chukchi Sea is exorbitant, BOEMRE must consider the risk and benefits
of the governmental action at issue. Lease Sale 193 covers nearly thirty million acres of remote,
undeveloped Arctic Ocean, and oil and gas activities would threaten the subsistence way of life, wildlife,
habitat, and the marine ecosystem more generally. It may provide jobs and other economic benefit, but it
also poses considerable risks, economic and otherwise, to the benefits provided by a healthy marine
ecosystem.
These cost estimates are consistent with the other programs mentioned above. The GEM program was
projected to cost $120 million in 1999, and the OCSEAP program was estimated to cost $25 million
annually.
Conclusion
A careful, deliberate approach in the Arctic will allow for energy production if it can be done without
harming the health of the marine ecosystem or opportunities for the subsistence way of life. The first step
in such an approach is to develop and implement a comprehensive research and monitoring program like
OCSEAP. We simply do not know enough now to make good decisions about stewardship for the oceans
and clean energy. The first step toward resolving the ongoing controversy and litigation in the Arctic is to
commit to obtaining basic science through an integrated, comprehensive research and monitoring plan
that could help determine if industrial activities are appropriate; and if so, when, where and how such
activities could be conducted.

Basic scientific information is essential at the lease sale stage. It is when BOEMRE evaluates alternatives
about the size of the sale, deferral areas, and other limitations that may affect exploration and
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Title
A Scientific Research and Monitoring Plan for the U.S. Arctic Ocean (October 2010 Draft).
Compendium of Lease Sale 193 Unknowns – Exhibit 129 to Plaintiffs’ Motion for Summary
Judgment in Native Village of Point Hope, et al. v. Salazar, et al., 1:08-cv-00004 (RRB) (Feb.
2009).
Major Problems With Oil Spill Models (October 2010 Draft).

Compared with other marine ecosystems, very little is known about the living marine resources
in the U.S. Arctic Ocean. We recognize that the recent losses of sea ice during summer are
fundamentally changing the ways these ecosystems function, but we still know little about how
these food webs work. Even our knowledge of what species inhabit the U.S. Arctic Ocean,
either permanently or seasonally, is substantially incomplete. Permitting large-scale industrial
activities in the absence of even basic knowledge of the composition and functioning of the
marine ecosystem sets the stage for inadvertent environmental degradation at best, and
catastrophic interactions at worst. The risks of adverse interactions are exacerbated by the rapid
rate of environmental change in the Arctic, and our limited knowledge of existing resources and
conditions makes it difficult even to detect ecosystem responses to change. The following
science plan is intended as a guide toward systematically improving our knowledge of Arctic
marine ecosystem structure and function.
The geographic scope of this science plan includes the exclusive economic zone (EEZ) of the
U.S. Arctic Ocean, extending from the northern Alaskan coastline to the continental shelf break
to the north, from the Bering Strait in the west to the Canadian border to the east. Most of the
plan should be completed within four years. In recognition of the great scientific value of longterm data sets, however, the monitoring should be continued indefinitely, with at least a multidecade planning horizon.
The essential elements of the plan are grouped into six categories: gap analysis, resource
assessment, environmental monitoring, scientific process studies and synthesis. These elements
are intended to (1) define existing information and research needs; (2) gain a more
comprehensive catalogue of identified species, populations and habitats, including seasonal
migrations, (3) track the physical forcing factors that modulate biological productivity, habitat
occupancy and migration pathways; (4) secure a better understanding of trophic linkages,
physical and biological processes affecting productivity and other facets of ecosystem
functioning, and effects of anthropogenic perturbations; (5) study sociological impacts, and (6)
integrate these scientific data to identify processes and habitats that are sensitive and vulnerable
to perturbation and furnish a basis for marine spatial planning. Each of these constituent efforts
must be informed by local and traditional knowledge (LTK) at all stages, including planning and
peer-review.
I. Gap Analysis
A. Conduct a comprehensive gap analysis to determine what scientific research is currently
being done and what additional information is needed.
II. Marine Life Assessment
A. Conduct a comprehensive survey of species occupying each marine habitat, including
communities in the benthic, pelagic and littoral zones, and ice-associated communities.
Whenever feasible these surveys should be conducted seasonally to identify migrations
and patterns of periodic habitat use.
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B. Conduct periodic population assessments for exploited and selected important species.
These assessments should be spatially explicit, and include migratory species (birds,
marine mammals and some fish). These assessments will provide crucial baselines for
evaluating impacts of industrial development and ecosystem change.
III. Environmental Monitoring
A. Establish a network of fixed monitoring stations to track physical forcings and local
biological responses. This station network should be patterned along the lines of the
National Science Foundation’s Long Term Ecological Research Network (LTER) and
NOAA’s oceanographic buoys adapted to the US Arctic Ocean, with sampling stations
allocated to both the Chukchi and Beaufort seas. These stations will measure physical
factors in the ocean including temperature and salinity, acidity, alkalinity and nutrients as
functions of seawater depth, along with current profilers at strategically chosen locations;
atmospheric factors including surface temperature, wind speed and direction, insolation,
gas composition, and particulate density and composition; and biological factors such as
primary and secondary productivity, zooplankton abundance and composition, benthic
species presence, community richness and diversity, and community assemblages
associated with sea ice.
B. Support remote monitoring by satellite and aircraft to track sea ice extent, surface albedo
and ocean color in collaboration with NOAA, NASA and NSIDC.
C. Establish a systematic process for incorporating LTK for early detection of unanticipated
ecosystem change, and for review by LTK experts for accuracy and completeness.
D. Periodically update the resource assessments identified in “II” above to track ecosystem
responses to climate change and industrialization.
E. Monitor detection of invasive species, including species displaced by warming seawater
temperatures to the south, and exotic species introduced by industrial activities.
IV. Scientific Process Studies
A. Identify processes strongly coupled with biological production, species’ distribution and
abundance, and support research that will improve understanding of them aimed at
improving prediction of community responses to short- and long-term environmental
stressors. This research should include identification of the species interactions that
structure the biological community, which includes studies of the food web to determine
linkages and energy flow through the ecosystem, as well investigations to determine the
processes responsible for nutrient cycling.
B. Prioritize research to initially emphasize known proximate sources of ecosystem stress,
including processes strongly affected by transition from light limitation to nutrient
limitation resulting from continued sea ice loss, effects of warmer water temperatures on
growth and provisioning requirements of selected target species (especially young-of-theyear and juveniles), and sensitivity to acidification from increases in atmospheric carbon
dioxide.

V. Sociological and Ecosystem Impact Studies
A. Identify historical and current patterns of land and subsistence use, and conduct a survey
of social and psychological well-being in North Slope communities to document current
conditions in these communities.
B. Monitor changes in patterns of land and subsistence use, and in measures of social and
psychological well-being in North Slope communities affected by oil development.
C. Conduct studies to determine potential impacts from industrial activities in the Arctic
Ocean, such as research on the effects of noise on Bowhead whales, as well as the
potential effects from produced waters, drilling muds, routine discharges, and other
emissions on the ecosystem.
VI. Data Integration and Marine Spatial Planning
A. Construct ecosystem models including a quantitative nutrient-phytoplankton-zooplankton
(NPZ) model and an Ecopath model to evaluate how predicted ecosystem responses
compare with data observed from the monitoring programs. Identified inadequacies will
highlight areas requiring further research.
B. Archive monitoring data in a publicly accessible database that is continuously
maintained. Also, monitoring results should be periodically included in GIS maps to
facilitate identification of Important Ecological Areas (IEAs) and important subsistence
areas in the US Arctic Ocean and how they may change through time. Important
Ecological Areas are geographically delineated areas with distinguishing characteristics
that contribute disproportionately to an ecosystem’s health or are particularly vulnerable
to disturbance.
C. Integrate the results of the monitoring and research described above with a marine spatial
planning effort that identifies IEAs as well as all potential energy sources and their
availability to markets to help minimize the likelihood of adverse consequences
associated with industrialization.
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(EIS) for the Oil and Gas Lease Sale 193 and Seismic Surveying Activities in the Chukchi Sea
(OCS EIS/EA MMS 2007-026) (May 2007). This contains statements in the EIS acknowledging
missing information about the Chukchi Sea environment and the potential effects of the lease
sale 193 on wildlife and subsistence. This declaration was compiled by an Earthjustice staff
member under my direct supervision and reviewed by me.

Attorneys for Plaintiffs

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF ALASKA
_________________________________________________
)
NATIVE VILLAGE OF POINT HOPE, et al.,
)
)
Plaintiffs,
)
)
) Case No. 1:08-cv-00004-RRB
v.
)
)
DIRK KEMPTHORNE, Secretary of the Interior, et al.,
)
Defendants,
)
)
)
and
)
)
SHELL GULF OF MEXICO, INC., and
CONOCOPHILLIPS COMPANY,
)
)
)
Intervenor-Defendants.
_________________________________________________ )

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Dated this 29th day of January, 2009.
s/ Erik Grafe
ERIK GRAFE

DECLARATION OF COUNSEL
I, Erik Grafe, hereby declare:
1.

I am one of the attorneys representing Plaintiffs Native Village of Point Hope, et

al., in this action. I submit this declaration in support of Plaintiffs’ opening brief.
2.

Attached to this declaration as Attachment A is a compendium of statements

made by the Minerals Management Service (MMS) in its Final Environmental Impact Statement

Native Village of Point Hope, et al., v. Kempthorne, et al.,
Case No. 1:08-cv-00004-RRB
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to be large marine ecosystems serving as principle bellwethers to climate change in North
America and the Arctic Ocean.” EIS at III-40.

LACK OF INFORMATION ABOUT SPECIES/HABITAT
I.

of 40
4

“Adjustments by one or more fish populations often require adjustments within or among large
marine ecosystems, influencing the distribution and/or abundance of competitors, prey, and
predators. Consequently, it appears reasonable to believe that the composition, distribution, and
abundance of fish resources in the northwestern Chukchi Sea is changing and is now different
from that measured in the surveys conducted 15-17 years ago or earlier. The magnitude of these
differences is unknown.” EIS at III-41.

General

“Surveys of coastal and marine fish resources in the Chukchi and Beaufort seas are typically
conducted during periods that ice cover is greatly reduced (late July, August, or September) and
information concerning the distribution, abundance, habitat use, etc., of marine fishes outside
this period is limited. Due to the lack of specific information for many species, it is necessary to
discuss the biology and ecology at the family level.” EIS at III-32.

B.

“Despite these previous works, several data deficiencies remain. Information of current
distribution and abundance (e.g., fish per square kilometer) estimates, age structure, population
trends, or habitat use areas are not available for fish populations in the northeastern Chukchi Sea.
Many fish studies reporting distribution and/or abundance are 20-30 years old. Other studies are
still older. For example, the only survey of demersal fishes in the region is more than 20 years
old. Fish assemblages and populations in other marine ecosystems of Alaska (e.g., Gulf of
Alaska, Bering Sea) have undergone observable shifts in diversity, distribution, and abundance
during the last 20-30 years; it is not known if the findings of Frost and Lowry (1983) still
accurately portray the diversity and abundance of demersal fishes in the Alaskan Beaufort Sea.
The same is true for other dated studies. It is possible that they no longer accurately and precisely
reflect the current distribution, abundance, and habitat use patterns of fish resources in the
northeastern Chukchi and western Beaufort seas. Such information could be stale, or in some
cases, stagnant. If so, accurate information concerning the distribution, abundance, and habitat
use patterns of fish resources is incomplete and/or unavailable from which to accurately and/or
precisely assess environmental impacts from the Proposed Action.” EIS at III-32.
“Another important data gap is the lack of information concerning discrete populations for arctic
fishes. The literature abounds with casual references made of various fish populations without
having delimited the population other than by perhaps using arbitrary boundaries of a study area,
or presenting data without discriminating one discrete population unit from another.
Additionally, a few marine species are regarded as widespread and/or abundant, yet distribution
and density statistics for discrete populations are scarce, unknown, and therefore, incomplete.
Several species are known only from a single specimen of each species; others are known from
perhaps a handful of specimens collected years to decades ago. Population information is entirely
lacking for such species.” EIS at III-33.
“Fish resources of the northeastern Chukchi Sea were last surveyed 15-17 years ago.
Additionally, other surveys over the years and area reflect a pattern of temporally and spatially
irregular and disjunct sampling. Such disorganized sampling and data reporting greatly
influences the information quality necessary to determine population trends and adjustments to
environmental perturbations. Establishing a current, accurate, and precise baseline is critical to
assessing potential changes to biotic resources. It is unknown if the distribution and abundance
information gathered by the last surveys remains an accurate and precise description of arctic
fish populations today. This is an important because the Chukchi and Bering seas are considered

Exhibit 129, Page of 40
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Individual Species and/or Species Assemblages
1.

Primary Arctic Fish Assemblages

“Marine waters support the most diverse, although least well known, fishes of the Alaskan
Beaufort Sea region. Studies of marine fishes in the region are very limited; most of the
surveys/studies have been performed in coastal waters landward of the landward of 200-m
isobath, with scant surveys having sampled deeper waters. . . . [R]obust population estimates or
trends for marine fishes of the region are unavailable. Distribution or abundance data for marine
fish species are known only generally at the coarsest grain of resolution (for example, common,
uncommon, rare)…. Detailed information generally is lacking concerning the spread, density, or
patchiness of their distribution in the overall Chukchi Sea region. Data concerning habitatrelated densities; growth, reproduction, or survival rates within regional or local habitats; or
productivity rates by habitat, essentially are unknown for fishes inhabiting waters seaward of the
nearshore, brackish-water ecotone.” EIS at III-34 (internal citations omitted).
2.

Neritic-Demersal Assemblage

“Life-history data for many of the demersal species using neritic substrates is lacking (e.g.,
whitespotted greenling, twohorn sculpin, spinyhook sculpin, veteran poacher); consequently,
assessing the species resilience to perturbations is not feasible until additional information
becomes available.” EIS at III-35.
3.

Neritic-Pelagic Assemblage

“No species of this assemblage are assessed as being of low resilience, because life-history data
are lacking.” EIS at III-35.
4.

The Cryopelagic Assemblage

“Arctic cod and Pacific sand lance are assumed to be of medium resilience to exploitation; polar
cod and toothed cod are data deficient such that an assessment of resilience is not feasible with
available information.” EIS at III-36.
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Oceanic-Demersal Assemblage
II.

“Life-history statistics for most species covered in this assemblage are data deficient, chiefly for
lack of fish surveys and studies in oceanic waters of the Alaskan arctic.” EIS III-36.
6.

MARINE MAMMALS
A.

Whales
1.

Diadromous Fishes

Bowhead Whale

“There is scientific uncertainty about the population structure of bowheads that use the Arctic
Ocean.” EIS at III-45.

“A number of diadromous species in the region have complicated life-history patterns that are
not fully understood.” EIS at IV-61.
7.

Page 10 of 40

“Recent data to evaluate bowhead use of the Chukchi Sea Planning Area, or adjacent areas to the
south, are lacking.” EIS at III-45.

Salmon

“No data are available indicating that, other than historic commercial whaling, any previous
human activity has had a significant adverse impact on the current status of BCB Seas bowheads
or their recovery.” EIS at III-45.

“Little is known of the movements undertaken during the 18 months the [pink] salmon spend at
sea.” EIS at III-39 (quoting Schmidt, McMillan, and Gallaway (1983)).
“Chum salmon fry, like pink salmon, do not overwinter in streams but migrate (mostly at night)
out of streams directly to sea shortly after emergence. The timing of outmigration in the arctic is
unknown, but occurs between February and June (chiefly during April and May) in more
southern waters.” EIS at III-40.

“Conservation concerns include: . . uncertain potential impacts of climate warming. . ..” EIS at
III-45.
“The uncertainty of the stock structure adds some uncertainty to summaries of the status of
bowheads that may be impacted by the Proposed Action.” EIS at III-45.
“[I]f whales become more ‘skittish’ and more highly sensitized following a hunt, it may be that
their subsequent reactions, over the short-term, to other forms of noise and disturbance are
heightened by such activity. Data are not available that permit evaluation of this possible,
speculative interaction.” EIS at III-46 (quoting NMFS’ Arctic Region Biological Opinion).
“There is little information regarding causes of natural mortality for BCB Seas bowhead
whales.” EIS at III-49.
“Little is known about the effects of microbial or viral agents on natural mortality [of
bowheads].” EIS at III-49.
“The amount of feeding [by the BCB Seas bowhead stock] in the Bering Sea in the winter is
unknown as is the amount of feeding in the Bering Strait in the fall (Richardson and Thomson,
2002).” EIS at III-49.
“The MMS funded large-scale surveys in this [Chukchi Sea lease sale] area when there was oil
and gas leasing and exploration, but while surveys in the Beaufort Sea have continued, the last
surveys in the Chukchi Sea were about 15 years ago. These data were summarized by Mel’nikov,
Zelensky, and Ainana (1997), Moore (1992), Moore and Clarke (1990), and Moore, DeMaster,
and Dayton (2000). We have plotted counts of bowheads in the Chukchi Sea during those
surveys (Fig. III.B-4), because they visually provide limited insight into areas where bowheads
may be exposed to oil and gas activities should they occur in the Chukchi Sea Planning Area.
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However, we caution against over-interpretation of these data out of context of survey effort and,
because these data were collected between 1979 and 1991, they should not be interpreted as
indicating current use of the Chukchi Sea by bowhead whales; they are the best data available.”
EIS at III-50—51.
“Data are limited on the bowhead fall migration through the Chukchi Sea before the whales
move south into the Bering Sea.” EIS at III-51.

“Variability in the distribution of bowhead whales in the Beaufort Sea over time and among
years, and lack of recent data on bowhead seasonal distribution and abundance in the Chukchi
Sea makes attempts to quantitatively model the numbers of whales that might be contacted by oil
problematic.” EIS at IV-121.
2.

“The amount of feeding in the Chukchi Sea and Bering Strait in the fall is unknown as is the
amount of feeding in the Bering Sea in the winter (Richardson and Thomson, 2002). Richardson
and Thomson (2002:xxxviii) concluded that: “…behavioral, aerial-survey, and stomach-content
data, as well as certain energetics data…show that bowheads also feed widely across the eastern
and central Beaufort Sea in summer and fall.” In mid- to late fall, at least some bowheads feed in
the southwest Chukchi. Detailed feeding studies have not been conducted in the Bering Sea in
the winter.” EIS at III-54.

Page 12 of 40

Fin Whale

“The NMFS has concluded that there is no reliable information about population-abundance
trends, and that reliable estimates of current or historical abundance are not available, for the
entire Northeast Pacific fin whale stock.” EIS at III-46. See also id. at III-56 (similar).
“There are no recent data to confirm their use or lack of use of the Chukchi Sea Planning Area,
or adjacent areas to the south.” EIS at III-47.
“There is little information about natural causes of mortality (Perry, DeMaster, and Silber,
1999a). The NMFS summarized that ‘There are no known habitat issues that are of particular
concern for this stock’ (Angliss and Lodge, 2002, 2005). Perry, DeMaster, and Silber (1999a:51)
listed the possible influences of disease or predation as ‘Unknown.’” EIS at III-56.

“There are locations in the Beaufort Sea and the western Chukchi Sea where large numbers of
bowheads have been observed feeding in many years. However, the significance of feeding in
particular areas to the overall food requirements of the population or segments of the population
is not clear.” EIS at III-55.

“The importance of specific feeding areas to populations or subpopulations of fin whales in the
North Pacific is not understood.” EIS at III-57.

“Recent data on distribution, abundance, or habitat use [by bowheads] in the Chukchi Sea
Planning Area are not available.” EIS at III-55.
“[I]mportantly, data are not available sufficient to characterize the current seasonal and temporal
use of the Chukchi Sea Planning Area by bowheads and other whales, or to fully understand the
importance of parts of the Beaufort Sea to bowhead whales.” EIS at IV-82.

“The possible influences of disease or predation and of overutilization [on fin whales] are listed
[by NMFS] as ‘Unknown.’” EIS at V-28.
3.

“Bowheads are not randomly distributed throughout the Proposed Action area. The extent of use
of particular habitats varies among years, sometimes considerably; therefore, it is difficult to
predict, in advance of a given year, exactly how bowheads will use the entire area that is
available to them. Some aspects of their habitat use are poorly understood. For example, current
data are not available on which to typify the current summer use of the northern Chukchi Sea by
bowheads. For example, in the Beaufort Sea in some years, large aggregations of bowheads near
Smith Bay have been observed during MMS’ Bowhead Whale Aerial Survey Program (BWASP)
surveys at the beginning of September. It is unclear if these animals are early migrants that have
come from the east, if they summered in the northern portions of the Beaufort Sea and came
south, or if they entered from the Chukchi Sea and never migrated east. . . . It is important to note
that the Chukchi Sea data are not recent (1979-1991) and thus should not be interpreted as
indicating current patterns of bowhead use of the Chukchi Sea.” EIS at IV-101.
“We note that the general location of the spring lead system in the Chukchi Sea (and Beaufort
Sea) is based on relatively limited survey data and is not well defined.” EIS IV-102 (similarly at
EIS at IV-105).

Humpback Whale

“Available information does not indicate humpback whales inhabit the Chukchi Sea OCS project
area. There are no recent data to confirm their lack of use of the Chukchi Sea OCS Planning
Area, or adjacent areas to the south.” EIS at III-47.
“There is ‘no clear consensus’ (Calambokidis et al., 1997:6) about the population stock structure
of humpback whales in the North Pacific due to insufficient information (Angliss and Lodge,
2002) (see further discussion in USDOI, MMS,2003a,b).” EIS at III-58.
“Angliss and Outlaw (2005) stated that: ‘There are no reliable estimates for the abundance of
humpback whales at feeding areas for this stock’ (the Western North Pacific Stock) ‘because
surveys of the known feeding areas are incomplete, and because not all feeding areas are
known.’ There are not conclusive or reliable data on current population trends for the western
North Pacific stock (Perry, DeMaster, and Silber, 1999b; Angliss and Outlaw, 2005).” EIS at III59.
“Causes of natural mortality in humpbacks in the North Pacific are relatively unknown, and rates
have not been estimated.” EIS at III-60.

Exhibit 129, Page 11 of 40
9

Exhibit 129, Page 12 of 40
10

7KH:LOGHUQHVV6RFLHW\&RPPHQW
Case 1:08-cv-00004-RRB
Document 85-46
Filed 02/05/2009

7KH:LOGHUQHVV6RFLHW\&RPPHQW
Case 1:08-cv-00004-RRB
Document 85-46
Filed 02/05/2009

Page 13 of 40

7.
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Minke Whale

“The threat of disease or predation [on humpbacks] as [sic] unknown.” EIS at V-29.
4.

“There are no reliable estimates for the Alaska stock of minke whales. A provisional estimate
was made for the Bering Sea of 810 individuals; however, this is not used for the Alaska stock
because the entire stock’s range was not surveyed.” EIS at III-78.

Gray Whale

“[E]xisting information is insufficient to understand the dynamics of gray whales and offshore
Chukchi Sea habitat relationships, quality and quantity dynamics and distribution of prey
resources, or the capability of habitat to support (carrying capacity) long- and short-term whale
use.” EIS, Vol. II, AC 019-076.
“[T]he relationship between the expanding gray whale population to amphipod community
dynamics is unknown but is of considerable interest.” EIS at V-35.
5.

Beluga Whale

“Understanding the distribution and timing of movements of belugas is important for planning
lease sales in the Chukchi Sea and designing possible mitigation measures. Late-summer
distribution and fall-migration patterns are poorly known, wintering areas effectively are
unknown, and areas that are particularly important for feeding have not been identified (Suydam,
Lowry, and Frost, 2005).” EIS at IV-163. See also id. at III-77 (second sentence same).

B.

Other Marine Mammals
1.

Seals

“Little is known about the biology or population dynamics of ice seals, and they have received
little attention compared with other Bering/Chukchi Sea species known to be in decline.
Accurate population estimates for ice seals are not available and are not easily attainable due to
their wide distribution and problems associated with research in remote, ice-covered waters
(Quakenbush and Sheffield, 2006). Although little is known about the population status of ice
seals, there is cause for concern. Sea ice is changing in thickness, persistence, and
distribution (Sec. III.A.4, Sea Ice), and evidence indicates that oceanographic conditions have
been changing in the Bering Sea (Sec. III.A.3, Oceanography), which suggests that changes in
the ecosystem may be occurring as well (Quakenbush and Sheffield, 2006).” EIS at III-71.
a.

“Based on recent telemetry studies on eastern Chukchi belugas, it is likely that members from
both stocks occur in similar places and at similar times during the fall migration although the
significance of this is unknown (Suydam, Lowry, and Frost, 2005).” EIS at III-76.

“No reliable estimate for the size of the Alaska ringed seal stock is available (Angliss and
Outlaw, 2005) . . ..” EIS at III-71.

“Winter food habits of belugas are largely unknown . . ..” EIS at III-77.

b.

“Belugas generally are associated with ice and relatively deep water throughout the summer and
autumn, which may reflect their preference for feeding on ice-associated arctic cod (Moore et
al., 2000). Late-summer distribution and fall-migration patterns are poorly known, wintering
areas are effectively unknown, and areas that are particularly important for feeding have not been
identified (Suydam, Lowry, and Frost, 2005).” EIS at III-77.
6.

Ringed Seal

Harbor Porpoise

“The harbor porpoise inhabits shallow, coastal areas in temperate, subarctic, and arctic waters of
the Northern Hemisphere (Read, 1999). In the North Pacific, harbor porpoises range from Point
Barrow, Alaska to Point Conception, California (Gaskin, 1984). In Alaska, three separate stocks
have been recommended, although there is insufficient biological data to support the designation
at this time.” EIS at III-78.

Spotted Seal

“No reliable estimate for the size of the Alaska spotted seal stock is available (Angliss and
Outlaw, 2005).” EIS at III-72.
c.

Ribbon Seal

“Ribbon seals inhabit the North Pacific Ocean and the adjacent fringes of the Arctic Ocean. In
Alaska, they range northward from Bristol Bay in the Bering Sea and into the Chukchi
and western Beaufort seas. They are found in the open sea, on pack ice, and rarely on shorefast
ice (Kelly, 1988). As the ice recedes in May to mid-July, they move farther north in the Bering
Sea, hauling out on the receding ice edge and remnant ice (Burns, Shapiro, and Fay, 1981). Seal
distribution throughout the rest of the year is largely unknown; however, recent information
suggests that many ribbon seals migrate into the Chukchi Sea for the summer months (Kelly,
1988).” EIS at III-73.
“No reliable estimate for the size of the Alaska ribbon seal stock is available (Angliss and
Outlaw, 2005).” EIS at III-73.
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III.
d.

Bearded Seal

2.

Pacific Walrus

“No reliable estimate is currently available for the size of the Alaskan stock of Pacific walrus
(Angliss and Outlaw, 2005). However, available evidence indicates that the population is
likely in decline (Kelly, Quakenbush, and Taras, 1999; Kochnev, 2004).” EIS at III-74. See also
id. at EIS at III-76 (first sentence same).
“The population size has never been known with certainty; however, the most recent survey
estimate was approximately 201,039 animals (Gilbert et al., 1992).” EIS at III-76.
3.

MARINE AND COASTAL BIRDS
1.

“No reliable estimate for the size of the Alaska bearded seal stock currently is available (Angliss
and Outlaw, 2005). Bengtson et al. (2005) conducted surveys in the eastern Chukchi Sea but
could not estimate abundance from their data.” EIS at III-74.

Polar Bear

Page 16 of 40

General

“Despite the importance [for marine and coastal birds] of [Kasegaluk Lagoon, Ledyard Bay,
Peard Bay, barrier islands, the spring open-water lead system, and the seabird-nesting colonies at
Cape Lisburne and Cape Thompson], as well as the entire Chukchi Sea within the proposed
lease-sale area, little recent site-specific data are available on habitat-use patterns, routes, and
timing to assess impacts. For many species, the most recent data are between 15 and 30 years
old, making accurate analysis difficult. Because of this long data gap, it is unknown if population
abundance or distribution of many species have changed.” EIS at IV-145.
2.

Threatened Spectacled Eiders1

“In general, population demography for this species and in particular breeding information (i.e.,
timing of pair formation and duration of pair bonds, timing of mating, male and female dispersal
rates, sex-specific estimates for natal, breeding, and molt-site fidelity, breeding propensity,
nonbreeding component, duckling/brood and first-year survival, etc.) is poorly understood due to
a lack of long-term marking/monitoring programs and/or low resighting/recapture/recovery
rates.” BE at 23.
“Few data are available on the overall longevity of spectacled eiders, but if similar to other
eiders, they would likely be long-lived.” BE at 23.

“A reliable estimate for the CBS stock of polar bears, which ranges into the southern Beaufort
Sea, does not exist, and its current status is in question. In 2002, the IUCN/SSG Polar Bear
Specialist Group estimated the size of the CBS population at 2000+ bears, though the certainty of
this estimate was considered poor (Lunn, Schliebe, and Born, 2002).” EIS at III-84.

“Recruitment rate of spectacled eiders is unknown (USFWS 1999).” BE at 25.
“Migration routes [of spectacled eiders] in the spring are not well known . . ..” BE at 25.

“Coastal areas provide important denning habitat for polar bears. Terrestrial denning areas for
bears of the CBS polar bear stock are less well understood than those for the SBS polar bear
stock.” EIS at IV-166.

“The summer range of non-breeding [spectacled] eiders is not known . . ..” BE at 26.

“The maximum reproductive age for polar bears is unknown, but is likely well into their
20’s (Amstrup, 2003).” EIS at III-81.

“The world population of spectacled eiders has declined substantially during the past 30 years,
and may be continuing to decline (USFWS 1999, 2002b). Long-lived species like spectacled
eiders typically do not have highly variable populations and unknown mortality factors may be
undermining their ability to maintain a stable population. The causes of decline could be varied
and are largely unknown . . ..” BE at 28.

“Food habits of spectacled eiders in the Ledyard Bay molting area remain unknown.” BE at 27.

“[W]ith the collapse of the Soviet empire in 1991, levels of illegal harvest dramatically increased
in Chukotka in the Russian Far East (Amstrup, 2000; USDOI, FWS, 2003). While the magnitude
of the Russian harvest from the CBS is not precisely known, some estimates place it as high as
400 bears per year, although the figure is more likely between 100 and 250 bears per year.”
EIS at III-84. See also id. at V-36 (same).
“[B]ecause of the unknown rate of illegal take currently taking place, in 2006 the IUCN/SSG
Polar Bear Specialist Group designated the status of the CBS stock as “declining” from its
previous estimate of 2000+ animals (IUCN/SSG Polar Bear Specialist Group, 2006).” EIS at III84.
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1
From Minerals Management Service, Biological Evaluation of Spectacled Eider (Somateria
fischeri), Steller’s Eider (Polysticta stelleri), and Kittlitz’s Murrelet (Brachyramphus
brevirostris) for Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193 (September 2006), incorporated by reference into
the Lease Sale 193 EIS at III-61, IV-125, V-30.
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“Variability in the abundance of the Alaska breeding population of spectacled eiders is not well
understood (USFWS 1999).” BE at 28.
“The Alaskan and Russian populations of spectacled eider were listed as a threatened species on
9 June 1993 (USFWS 1993). Although the factors that caused these declines are unknown, a
number of potential contributory factors have been identified. These, or other still-unidentified
threats, have increased mortality above the rate of reproductive replacements. No data are
available to show whether similar trends have affected the breeding population in Russia where
as many as 40,000 pairs traditionally nested.” BE at
29.
3.

Threatened Steller’s Eiders2

Page 18 of 40

study, marine littoral waters extended seaward 2 miles from shore. Steller’s eiders were listed as
present from June 1 through October 4 and uncommon, but possibly breeding in the area. It is
not known if Steller’s eiders still nest in this area.” BE at 20-21.
4.

Kittlitz’s Murrelets3

“The Kittlitz’s murrelet (Brachyramphus brevirostris) is one of the rarest and least understood
seabirds in North America. There is limited life history information on the Kittlitz’s murrelet
(i.e., age at first breeding, nest success, hatching success, fledging success, first-year survival,
survival to breeding age, proportion of breeding females, proportion of non-breeders, periodic
non-breeding, etc.) and mechanisms of population regulation. The limited information available
for this species and research on the closely-related marbled murrelet suggests a K-selected life
history strategy.” BE at 33.

“[T]he length of time that Steller’s eiders remain paired is unknown.” BE at 13.
“The longevity of the Kittlitz’s murrelet is unknown . . ..” BE at 33.
“Many life history aspects of Steller’s eiders (e.g., timing of pair formation, duration of pair
bonds, dispersal rates, sex-specific seasonal site fidelity, first-year survival, etc.) are poorly
understood.” BE at 13.

“Age to maturity in Kittlitz’s murrelets is unknown . . ..” BE at 33.

“The reason for relatively low nesting success or failure to nest by the Alaska nesting population
is unknown, but may be related to predators switching to alternate prey when lemmings are in
low abundance (Quakenbush and Suydam 1999).” BE at 15.

“Little is known about the reproductive strategy of Kittlitz’s murrelet because nesting sites are
difficult to find (Day et al. 1999).” BE at 33.
“Annual breeding effort is poorly understood, but is considered highly variable.” BE at 33.

“Steller’s eider recruitment rates are unknown (USFWS 2002b).” BE at 15.

“Spring migration for Kittlitz’s murrelets in the Chukchi Sea is unknown . . ..” BE at 34.

“Departure from the [Arctic Coastal Plain] to molting areas is poorly documented, but males
probably begin departing as early as late June, followed by non- and failed nesting females
resumably from late July – late August, and finally successful females and fledged young.” BE at
16.

“Little is known about Kittlitz’s murrelet recruitment . . ..” BE at 34.

“The population of Steller’s eiders molting and wintering along the Alaska Peninsula appears to
be declining (USFWS 1999, 2002a). … The causes of decline could be varied and are largely
unknown, but if the cause of the decline is within the marine environment, it is reasonable to
conclude that the Alaska and Russia nesting populations are being affected similarly because a
large portion of the Russian population winters with the Alaskan population.” BE at 18.

“Annual adult survival has not been estimated . . ..” BE at 34.
“Though there is some evidence for long-term population declines for Brachyramphus murrelets
(van Vliet and McAllister 1994, Ralph et al. 1995, Kuletz et al. 2003), Day et al. (1999) argued
that evidence for major population declines for the Kittlitz’s murrelet was equivocal. In large
part, their conclusion stems from the fact that historical population estimates are lacking (but see
Isleib and Kessel 1973, Agler et al. 1998, Kendall and Agler 1998).” BE at 34.
“Fall migration in the Chukchi Sea population [of Kittlitz’s murrelet] is unknown . . ..” BE at 35.

“Variability in the abundance of the Alaskan breeding population of Steller’s eiders is not well
understood.” BE at 18.

“Post-breeding distribution [of Kittlitz’s murrelet] is poorly understood, but is likely farther
offshore than pre-breeding season.” BE at 35.

“Williamson et al. (1966) listed Steller’s eiders as occurring in the Cape Thompson area 25 miles
southeast Point Hope during surveys for Project Chariot at Ogotoruk Creek. Steller’s eiders were
listed as occupying marine littoral, lacustrine, and beach environments in order of affinity. In this

“Winter distribution [of Kittlitz’s murrelet] is poorly understood, but is probably pelagic.” BE at
35.

2

3

See note 1.

See note 1.
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b.

Page 20 of 40

Short-Tailed Shearwater

“The diet of the Chukchi Sea summer residents is unknown . . ..” BE at 35.
“The current status of the short-tailed shearwater (Puffinus tenuirostris) in the Chukchi Sea is
unknown.” EIS at III-63.

“Winter foods are unknown, but may consist mostly of pelagic euphausiids or other
macroinvertebrates.” BE at 35.

c.

Auklets

“Information regarding fidelity to nesting sites is not available (Day et al. 1999).” BE at 35.
“‘Causes for the declines [in Kittlitz’s murrelets] are not well known, but likely include: habitat
loss or degradation, increased adult and juvenile mortality, and low recruitment, and we believe
that glacial retreat and oceanic regime shifts are the factors that are most likely causing
population-level declines in this species.’” BE at 36 (citing USFWS status review, 2004).
5.

“The current status of parakeet (Cyclorrhynchus psittacula), least (Aethia pusilla) and crested (A.
cristatella) auklets in the Chukchi Sea is unknown.” EIS at III-63.
7.

Cliff-Nesting Seabirds
a.

Murres

b.

Puffins

“The current status of the tufted puffin in the Chukchi Sea is also unknown.” EIS III-62.

c.

Black-Legged Kittiwake

Arctic Tern

“The current status of the Arctic tern (Sterna paradisaea) in the Chukchi Sea is unknown.” EIS
at III-64.

“The current status of the black-legged kittiwake (Rissa tridactyla) in the Chukchi Sea is
unknown.” EIS at III-63.
“The portion of [Chukchi] population in the proposed lease sale area is unknown, but could be
substantial late in the open-water season. Seasonal areas of concentration, if any, are unknown.”
EIS at III-63. See also id. at IV-142 (similar).

8.

Tundra-Breeding Migrants
a.

“Current population estimates at [Cape Thompson and Cape Lisburne] colonies are unknown.”
EIS at IV-143.
6.

Ivory Gull

“The current status of the ivory gull (Pagophila eburnea) in the Chukchi Sea is unknown.
Divoky (1987) reported that ivory gulls are closely associated with the ice edge throughout their
lifecycle. Ivory gulls are considered uncommon to rare in pelagic waters of the Chukchi during
summer, and small numbers migrate through in fall to wintering areas in the northern Bering
Sea.” EIS at III-64.

“The current status of horned puffins in the Chukchi Sea is unknown.” EIS III-62.

c.

Black Guillemot

“The current status of the black guillemot (Cepphus grylle) in the Chukchi Sea is unknown.” EIS
at III-63.

Noting “limited data.” EIS III-62.
b.

High Arctic-Associated Seabirds
a.

Jaegers

“The current status of [all three species of] jaegers in the Chukchi Sea is unknown.” EIS at III64.

Bering Sea Breeders and Summer Residents
b.
a.

Glaucous Gull

Northern Fulmar
“The current status of the glaucous gull (Larus hyperboreus) in the Chukchi Sea is unknown.”
EIS at III-64.

“The current status of the northern fulmar (Fulmarus glacialis) is unknown.” EIS at III-63.
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Waterfowl
a.

Yellow-Billed Loons

“Compared to what is known about yellow-billed loons near the Beaufort Sea coast, there is very
little known about the coastal areas bordering the Chukchi Sea.” EIS at III-65.

Page 22 of 40

“The North American population of bar-tailed godwits (Limosa lapponica baueri) breeds in
western and northern Alaska. Postbreeding bar-tailed godwits move to staging grounds along the
Bering Sea Coast and then apparently fly nonstop 11,000 km to New Zealand. Recent counts
conducted at both breeding and nonbreeding sites provide evidence of a serious and rapid
population decline (McCaffrey et al., 2006), but the cause of the decline is unknown.” EIS at III69.

“The [yellow-billed loon] is little studied and basic biological information (such as the seasonal
distribution of immature and non-breeding yellow-billed loons) is unknown.” EIS at IV-140.
b.

Common Eider

“During spring migration, the common eider (Somateria mollissima) typically migrates along the
Chukchi Sea coast, using offshore open-water leads. Offshore migration distances are poorly
understood for the Chukchi Sea, but in the Beaufort Sea they are usually found within 48 km (29
mi) of shore.” EIS at III-66.
c.

Pacific Brant

“The current status of the Pacific brant along the Chukchi Sea is unknown.” EIS at III-68.
d.

Greater White-Fronted Geese

“The current status of greater white-fronted geese along the Chukchi Sea coast is unknown.”
EIS at III-68.
e.

Lesser Snow Goose

“Ritchie et al. (2006) reported that the number of snow geese nesting on the Ikpikpuk River delta
continued to increase substantially from numbers recorded prior to 1999. There are no
comparable data for the Kukpowruk River delta colony.” EIS at III-68.
10.

Shorebirds
a.

Buff-Breasted Sandpiper (species of concern)

Noting “limited data.” EIS III-70.
b.

Bar-Tailed Godwit (species of concern)

“The abundance and distribution of bar-tailed godwits in northern Alaska and coastal areas of the
Chukchi Sea are not well understood.” EIS at III-69.
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FISH
A.

Page 24 of 40

“Also unknown are the distribution and abundance of spawning sites used by capelin in the
Alaskan Arctic.” EIS at IV-63.

LACK OF INFORMATION ABOUT EFFECTS ON SPECIES
I.

20

D.

Effects on Arctic Cod

General
1.

General effects of seismic on fish

“A review of available science and management literature shows that at present, there are no
empirical data to document potential impacts from seismic surveys reaching a local populationlevel effect. The experiments conducted to date have not contained adequate controls to allow us
to predict the nature of a change or that any change would occur.” EIS at II-33. See also id. at
IV-51—52 (similar) and IV-74 (similar).
2.

“Although arctic cod can be extremely abundant in nearshore lagoonal areas, the importance of
nearshore versus offshore environments to the lifecycle is not known (Craig et al., 1982).
Although it is known that juvenile arctic cod associate with floating ice, it is unknown to what
degree this association contributes to the development and survival of young fishes later
recruiting to the breeding population. If early lifehistory stages of arctic cod were concentrated in
nearshore environments, in patches in the open ocean, or under floating ice, they certainly would
be more vulnerable to effects from an oil spill impacting such habitats.” EIS at IV-62.

General effects of oil spills on fish

“Given a lack of contemporary abundance and distribution information, large oil spill effects on
rare or unique species (including potential extirpation) could occur, but would likely go
unnoticed or undetected.” EIS at II-34. See also EIS at IV-52 and IV-74 (similar).
“While small-spills are required to be reported, the number of unreported spills is unknown. Not
all spills would be expected to receive a spill-response. Overall, it is unclear whether, over the
long-term and in the absence of a monitoring program to assess effects, any negative impacts to
fish resources from chronic small spills would be detected.” EIS at IV-72.
B.

Effects on Marine Pelagic Species

“Effects on recruitment would be particularly difficult to assess, because very few studies of
offshore fishes have been made.” EIS at IV-61.
C.

Effects on Capelin

“Eggs deposited in the proximity of the contaminated substrate over a series of years likely
would be exposed to oil (PAH’s) retained in the substrate, as PAH’s in weathered oil can be
biologically available for long periods and very toxic to sensitive lifestages, subsequently leading
to lethal and sublethal effects to those offspring of successive generations. It is not known what
such a behavioral response may have on the dynamics of the population; however, the spawning
site likely would be unavailable for use for multiple generations, depending on the sensitivity of
the capelin to detecting contaminated substrates and how long the oil persists in the localized
habitat.” EIS at IV-60-61.
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adverse impact on nonendangered and nonthreatened marine mammals in the Proposed Action
area. Increasing vessel traffic in the Northwest Passage, defined as the marine route between the
Pacific and Atlantic oceans through the Arctic Ocean across the top of North America, which
includes the Proposed Action area, increases the risks of oil and fuel spills and vessel strikes of
marine mammals.” EIS at IV-145—46.

MARINE MAMMALS
A.

General
1.

Page 26 of 40

Effects on Marine Mammals in General

“Based on the paucity of information available on marine mammal ecology in the Chukchi Sea
and on specific locations of future developments, we are unable to determine at this time if
significant impacts will or will not occur.” EIS at II-37.
“[B]ecause of the lack of data on marine mammal distributions and habitat use in offshore areas
of the Chukchi Sea, it is uncertain what the level of effects would be in offshore areas [regarding
Alt. III]. EIS at II-42. See also id. at IV-269 (same) and EIS at II-45 (same, re: Alt. IV).
“Because there are no oil and gas production facilities in the Chukchi Sea, it is difficult to predict
with certainty what potential impacts from such development would have on threatened and
endangered marine mammals.” EIS at IV-111.

“Because very little is known about the distributions, population sizes or habitat use of marine
mammals in the Chukchi Sea, it is difficult to determine if significant impacts will or will not
occur to marine mammals as a result of the proposed action.” EIS at V-32.
2.

Effects of Seismic and Other Noise on Marine Mammals

“Because of the lack of data it is unknown if noise introduced into the environment from
industrial activities, including drilling and seismic operations, will have an adverse impact on
nonendangered and nonthreatened marine mammals in the Proposed Action area.” EIS at II-37.
See also EIS IV-145—146 (similar).

“In light of the uncertainty over the potential impacts of exploration and development activities,
the earliest possible establishment of long-term monitoring programs for vulnerable species in
the project area should be pursued. The design of long-term monitoring should take into account
the likely size of any effect and the probability of detecting it within a reasonable time span
(IWC, 2006).” EIS at IV-162--63.

“Despite the increasing concern and attention noted above, there still is uncertainty about the
potential impacts of sound on marine mammals; on the factors that determine response and
effects; and especially on the long-term, cumulative consequences of increasing noise in the
world’s oceans from multiple sources (NRC, 2003, 2005). The NRC (2005) concluded that it is
unknown how or in what cases responses of marine mammals to anthropogenic sound rise to the
levels of biologically significant effects. This group also developed an approach of injury and
behavioral “take equivalents”. These take equivalents use a severity index that estimates the
fraction of a take experienced by an individual animal. This severity index is higher if the
activity could be causing harassment at a critical location or during a critical time (e.g.,
calving habitat). Because we have uncertainty about exactly where and how much activity will
occur, the recommendations from the NRC (2005) are qualitatively incorporated in MMSs
analysis.” EIS at IV-86.

“[W]ithout historical data on distribution and abundance, it is not possible to measure the
impacts of an oil spill on marine mammals.” EIS at IV-156.

“Long-term impacts of OCS seismic-survey noise on the hearing abilities of individual marine
mammals are unknown . . ..” EIS IV-89.

“Based on the paucity of information available on marine mammal ecology, and specifically on
habitat use patterns, in the Chukchi Sea and based on the lack of specific information regarding
the location of future developments, we are unable to determine at this time if significant impacts
would or would not occur to marine mammal populations in the project area as a result of the
Proposed Action.” EIS at IV-145.

“Although it is unlikely that airgun operations during most seismic surveys would cause
[permanent threshold shift to hearing] in marine mammals, caution is warranted given the limited
knowledge about noise-induced hearing damage in marine mammals.” EIS IV-147.

“Unfortunately, it has not been possible to predict the type and magnitude of marine mammal
responses to the variety of disturbances caused by oil and gas operations and industrial
developments in the Arctic. More importantly, it has not been possible to evaluate the potential
effects on populations.” EIS at IV-152.

“Careful mitigation can help reduce the effects of future industrial developments and their
accumulation through time. However, the effects of full-scale industrial development of the
waters of the Chukchi Sea likely would accumulate through displacement of marine mammals
from their preferred habitats, increased mortality, and decreased reproductive success. Because
of the lack of data on which to base informed decisions, it is unknown if noise introduced into
the environment from industrial activities, including drilling and seismic operations, will have an

3.

Effects of Oil Spills on Marine Mammals

“There are few post-spill studies with sufficient details to reach firm conclusions about the
effects, especially the long-term effects, of an oil spill on free-ranging populations of marine
mammals.” EIS at IV-115.
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Whales
1.

General

“The need to rely on indirect methods of assessing the environmental impact of human activity
on marine mammals is a recurring problem (Inglis and Gust, 2003). Impact assessments for
cetaceans typically emphasize immediate behavioral responses to human activities (Samuels and
Bejder, 2004), the biological relevance of which is rarely known (Corkeron, 2004).” EIS at IV154.
“[M]onitoring plans typically emphasize readily obtainable, short-term behavioral measures that
can be directly related to disturbance factors (Bejder et al., 2006). However, it is rarely known in
what ways short-term responses translate to longer term changes in reproduction, survival, or
population size (Gill, Norris, and Sutherland, 2001; Beale and Monaghan, 2004a), and it is
seldom possible to infer biological significance based on short-term behavioral observations.”
EIS at IV-154.
a.

Effects from seismic/noise on whales in general

“[T]here is acknowledged . . . scientific uncertainty about the potential effects of noise,
especially repeated exposure to loud noise, on baleen whales.” EIS at IV-82.
“There are very few, if any, data available about potential effects of . . . noise . . . on cetacean
calves.” EIS at IV-82.

“Repeated long exposures to intense sound or sudden onset of intense sounds generally
characterize sounds that cause permanent threshold shift in humans. Ketten (1998) stated that
age-related hearing loss in humans is related to the accumulation of permanent-thresholdshift
and TTS damage to the ear. Whether similar age-related damage occurs in cetaceans is
unknown.” EIS at IV-88.
“There are no data on which to determine the kinds or intensities of sound that could cause a
[temporary threshold shift, TTS] in a baleen whale.” EIS at IV-88.
“Little data are available about how, over the long term, most marine mammal species
(especially large cetaceans) respond either behaviorally or physically to intense sound and to
long-term increases in ambient noise levels. Large cetaceans cannot be easily examined after
exposure to a particular sound source.” EIS at IV-88.
“Long-term impacts of OCS seismic-survey noise on the hearing abilities of individual marine
mammals are unknown, and information about the hearing capabilities of large baleen whales is
mostly lacking. As noted previously, the assumption is made that the area of greatest hearing
sensitivity is at frequencies known to be used for intraspecific communication. However,
because real knowledge of sound sensitivity is lacking, we believe it is prudent to assume in our
analyses that sensitivities shown by one species of baleen whale also could apply to another. This
reasonable approach provides the means to infer possible impacts on other species (such as the
fin whale), especially when using studies on a species such as the humpback, which uses a large
sound repertoire in intraspecific communication.” EIS at IV-89.
“It is not known whether (or which) marine mammals can . . . and do adapt their vocalizations to
background noise.” EIS at IV-89 (internal citation omitted).

“[T] here are few instances where data are sufficient to evaluate the total energy exposure of a
marine mammal from a given source. At present, we do not have the data necessary to make
such a determination or understand how it might change our analysis.” EIS at IV-86.

b.

“While there is some general information available, evaluation of the impacts of noise on marine
mammal species, particularly on cetaceans, is greatly hampered by a considerable uncertainty
about their hearing capabilities and the range of sounds used by the whales for different
functions (Richardson et al., 1995a; Gordon et al., 1998; NRC, 2003, 2005). This is particularly
true for baleen whales. Very little is known about the actual hearing capabilities of the large
whales or the impacts of sound on them, especially on them physically. While research in this
area is increasing, it is likely that we will continue to have great uncertainty about physiological
effects on baleen whales because of the difficulties in studying them. Baleen whale hearing has
not been studied directly. There are no specific data on sensitivity, frequency or intensity
discrimination, or localization (Richardson et al., 1995a). Thus, predictions about probable
impacts on baleen whales generally are based on assumptions about their hearing rather than
actual studies of their hearing (Richardson et al., 1995a; Gordon et al., 1998; Ketten, 1998).”
EIS IV-87.
“Based on indirect evidence, at least some baleen whales are quite sensitive to frequencies below
1,000 Hz but can hear sounds up to a considerably higher but unknown frequency.” EIS IV-87.
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Effects from oil spills on whales in general

“There is uncertainty and controversy regarding the potential effects of oil spills on large
cetaceans. There are very few, if any, data available about potential effects of . . . oil spills on
cetacean calves.” EIS at IV-82.
“There are no data available to MMS that definitely link even a large oil spill [associated with
seismic surveys] with a significant population-level effect on a species of large cetacean.” EIS at
IV-103.
“Data are not available that would permit evaluation of the potential for long-term sublethal
effects [from oil spills] on large cetaceans.” EIS at IV-115.
“[T]he potential for there to be long-term sublethal (for example, reduced body condition, poorer
health, or longer dependency periods), or lethal effects from a large oil spill on cetaceans
essentially is unknown. There are no data on cetaceans adequate to evaluate the probability of
such effects.” EIS at IV-115.
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“With whales, even when unusual changes in abundance occur following an event such as the
EVOS (as with the disappearance of relatively large numbers of killer whales from the AB pod
in Prince William Sound) (Dahlheim and Matkin, 1994), interpretation of the data is uncertain or
is often controversial due to the lack of supporting data, such as oiled bodies or observations of
individuals in distress (and, in that case, the existence of a viable alternate explanation of the
probable mortality). Thus, the potential for there to be long-term sublethal (for example, reduced
body condition, poorer health, or longer dependency periods), or lethal effects from a large oil
spill on cetaceans essentially is unknown. There are no data on cetaceans adequate to evaluate
the probability of such effects. EIS at IV-115. See also id. at IV-117 (latter two sentences
similar).

repeated exposure to loud noise, on baleen whales. There is uncertainty and controversy
regarding the potential effects of oil spills on large cetaceans. There are very few, if any, data
available about potential effects of either noise or oil spills on cetacean calves. Lastly, and
importantly, data are not available sufficient to characterize the current seasonal and temporal
use of the Chukchi Sea Planning Area by bowheads and other whales, or to fully understand the
importance of parts of the Beaufort Sea to bowhead whales. Thus, it is difficult to predict
exposure in some parts of the area where the action could occur and to understand fully the
potential effects of any exposure.” EIS at IV-82.

“It is not clear how long crude oil would remain on a free-ranging cetacean’s skin once it was
oiled.” EIS at IV-117.

“Uncertainty exists about the potential effects of seismic surveys on bowhead whales (especially
on calf survival and growth and female reproduction) in the Chukchi Sea due to a lack of current
data about their use of the Proposed Action area during periods when seismic surveys could be
occurring. What is known, however, is that the observed response of bowhead whales to seismic
survey noise varies among studies. Some of the variability appears to be context specific (i.e.
feeding versus migrating whales) and also may be related to the whales' reproductive status
and/or sex or age.” EIS at II-35.

“The potential effect of crude oil on the function of the cetacean blowhole is unknown.” EIS at
IV-118. See also id. at IV-159.
“The effects of an oil spill on cetacean newborns or other calves and the potential effects of
contact or detection of spilled oil by near-term, or post-partum females are not known.” EIS at
IV-121.

Effects of seismic and other noise on bowhead whale

“Bowheads respond to drilling noise at different distances depending on the types of platform

“[T]he potential for long-term sublethal (for example, reduced body condition, poorer health, or
longer dependency periods), or lethal effects from large oil spill on cetaceans is unknown.
However, observations of cetaceans behaving in a lethargic fashion or having labored breathing
has been documented in more than one species, including in gray whales after the EVOS, in
which large numbers of individuals were subsequently found dead.” EIS at IV-158.
“The potential for there to be long-term sublethal (for example, reduced body condition, poorer
health, reduced immune function, reduced reproduction or longer dependency periods) effects on
large cetaceans from a large oil spill essentially is unknown. There are no data on large cetaceans
adequate to evaluate the probability of sublethal effects. EIS at IV-160.

from which the drilling is occurring. Data indicate that many whales can be expected to avoid an
active drillship at 10- 20 km or possibly more.” EIS at II-36. See also id. at IV-194 (similar).
“The long-term response of bowheads to production facilities located at the southern end of the
migration corridor is unknown.” EIS at II-36.
“The response of bowhead whales to construction in high-use areas is unknown and is expected
to vary with the site and the type of facility being constructed. Similarly, the long-term response
of bowheads to production facilities other than gravel islands located at the southern end of the
migration corridor is unknown.” EIS at IV-194 (internal references omitted).
“There are multiple sources of uncertainty in our analyses. These include, but are not limited to
uncertainty about the action: where seismic surveys will occur; how many surveys will occur;
how much noise will be produced purposely by the firing of airguns; what the exact shape of
related ancillary activities, such as support vessel type and activity will be; where exploration
drilling could occur. . ..” EIS at IV-82.

“The effects of a large oil spill and subsequent exposure of whales to fresh crude oil are
uncertain, speculative, and controversial.” EIS at IV-161.
2.

a.

Bowhead Whale

“There are multiple sources of uncertainty in our analyses. These include, but are not limited to
uncertainty about the action: where seismic surveys will occur; how many surveys will occur;
how much noise will be produced purposely by the firing of airguns; what the exact shape of
related ancillary activities, such as support vessel type and activity will be; where exploration
drilling could occur; where leases will be let; where a spill could occur; where production
platforms and pipelines may be based; etc. More important, there is acknowledged (NRC, 2003,
2005; minutes from meetings of the Marine Mammal Commission Sound Advisory Panel, 2004,
2005 from their web site) scientific uncertainty about the potential effects of noise, especially

“More important, there is acknowledged (NRC, 2003, 2005; minutes from meetings of the
Marine Mammal Commission Sound Advisory Panel, 2004, 2005 from their web site) scientific
uncertainty about the potential effects of noise, especially repeated exposure to loud noise, on
baleen whales.” EIS at IV-82.
“Data are not sufficient to determine sex, age, or reproductive factors that may be involved in
[bowhead] response to vessels. We are not aware of data that would allow us to determine
whether females with calves tend to show avoidance and scattering at a greater, lesser, or at the
same distances as other segments of the population.” EIS at IV-109.
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“The encounter rate of bowhead whales with vessels associated with exploration would be
determined by what areas were being explored. Data are insufficient for us to accurately predict
the average geographic zone of activity by the support vessels and thus, to predict the additional
area that could be affected by the vessels.” EIS at IV-100.
“Data on reactions of bowheads to helicopters are limited.” EIS IV-100.
“While it is clear that seismic activity may overlap with bowhead use of the Chukchi Sea during
fall migration, it is highly uncertain about the likely extent of overlap between seismic activity
and bowhead whales in the summer.” EIS at IV-101.
“During fall migration, available, but dated, data indicate that overlap is likely to be greatest in
the main migratory pathways, one heading nearly directly to the Bering Strait, and the other
heading west from Barrow towards Wrangell Island.” EIS at IV-101—102.

“The response of bowhead whales to construction in high-use areas is unknown and is expected
to vary with the site and the type of facility being constructed. EIS at IV-194.
“Noise associated with ships or other boats potentially could cause bowheads to alter their
movement patterns or make other changes in habitat use. Clapham and Brownell (1999)
summarized that “…effects of ship noise on whale behavior and ultimately on reproductive
success are largely unknown.” EIS at V-23.
“[R]ecent monitoring studies indicated that most fall migrating whales avoid an area with a
radius about 20-30 km around a seismic vessel operating in nearshore waters; however, there are
no data that indicate that such avoidance is long-lasting after cessation of the activity.” EIS at V25.
b.

“It is clear that if 2D/3D seismic surveys impacted areas of the spring lead and polynya system
during the spring migration, impacts could potentially be biologically significant. We note that
the general location of the spring lead system in the Chukchi Sea (and Beaufort Sea) is based on
relatively limited survey data and is not well defined.” EIS at IV-102.
“The second situation for possibly larger than typical impacts exists in the Chukchi Sea in the
autumn (e.g., late September on) as whales migrate both towards the Asian coast and toward the
Bering Strait. Insufficient data exist to determine the current migration paths or the numbers of
whales that might be deflected from those paths. Data are also not available to determine how
intensively bowheads feed during the autumn migration in the Chukchi Sea or whether large
aggregations exist in certain places due to prey resources.” EIS at IV-103.
“The factors associated with the variability [of bowhead responses to drillships and other noise]
are not fully identified or understood.” EIS IV-105.
“There are few data on the noise [imposed on, e.g., bowheads] from conventional drilling
platforms.” EIS at IV-105.
“Most observations of bowheads tolerating noise from stationary operations are based on
opportunistic sightings of whales near ongoing oil industry operations, and it is not known
whether more whales would have been present in the absence of those operations. Because other
cetaceans seem to habituate somewhat to continuous or repeated noise exposure when the noise
is not associated with a harmful event, this suggests that bowheads will habituate to certain
noises that they learn are nonthreatening. Additionally, it is not known what components of the
population were observed around the drillship (adult or juvenile males, adult females, etc.).” EIS
IV-105.
“The response of bowhead whales to construction in high use areas is unknown and is expected
to vary with the site and the type of facility being constructed. Similarly, the long-term response
of bowheads to production facilities other than gravel islands located at the southern end of the
migration corridor is unknown.” EIS at IV-123.
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Effects of oil spill on bowhead whale

“There is uncertainty about the effects on bowheads (or any large cetacean) from the event of a
large oil spill.” EIS at II-36.
“The potential effects to bowheads of exposure to [polyaromatic compunds, PACs] through their
food are unknown. Because of their extreme longevity, bowheads are vulnerable to incremental
long-term accumulation of pollutants.” EIS at IV-103. See also id. at IV-119 (same).
“In the Biological Opinion for Federal oil and gas leasing and exploration by the MMS within
the Alaskan Beaufort Sea and its effects on the endangered bowhead whale, the NMFS (2001:51)
stated that: ‘It is difficult to accurately predict the effects of oil on bowhead whales (or any
cetacean) because of a lack of data on the metabolism of this species and because of inconclusive
results of examinations of baleen whales found dead after major oil releases.’” EIS at IV-103.
“There is great uncertainty about the potential effects of ingestion of spilled oil on bowheads,
especially on bowhead calves. Decreased food assimilation could be particularly important in
very young animals, those that seasonally feed, and those that need to put on high levels of fat to
survive their environment.” EIS at IV-118.
“It is not known if bowheads would leave a feeding area where prey was abundant following a
spill.” EIS at IV-118.
“The factors associated with the presence of [large aggregations of bowhead whales] are not yet
clear. It is not known if they would leave the area heavily contaminated with crude oil.” EIS at
IV-121.
“Primarily because of the uniqueness of the bowhead and its apparently obligate use of spring
lead and polynyas as its migratory path between wintering and summering grounds, MMS is
uncertain of the potential severity of impact should a large oil spill occur within such a system,
especially if spring migration were underway and hundreds of females were calving in or near
those leads.” EIS at IV-121.
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“Variability in the distribution of bowhead whales in the Beaufort Sea over time and among
years, and lack of recent data on bowhead seasonal distribution and abundance in the Chukchi
Sea makes attempts to quantitatively model the numbers of whales that might be contacted by oil
problematic.” EIS at IV-121.

d.

Page 34 of 40

Cumulative effects on bowhead whale

“[D]ata on other potential perturbations (e.g., past seismic surveys and oil spills) are not
sufficient to clearly know the level of effects [on bowheads].” EIS at V-20.

“In conclusion, there is uncertainty about effects on bowheads (or any large cetacean) in the
event of a large oil spill. There are, in some years and in some locations, relatively large
aggregations of feeding bowhead whales within the proposed lease-sale area. If a large amount
of fresh oil contacted a significant portion of such an aggregation, effects potentially could be
greater than typically would be assumed and we cannot rule out population-level effects if a
large number of females and newborn or very young claves [so this would be in spring] were
contacted by a very large amount of fresh crude oil.” EIS at IV-125.

“Whether there are long-lasting behavioral effects from [subsistence] activity are unknown, but
overall habitat use appears to be relatively unaffected.” EIS at V-20.

“Variability in the distribution of bowhead whales in the Beaufort Sea over time and among
years, and lack of recent data on bowhead seasonal distribution and abundance in the Chukchi
Sea makes attempts to quantitatively model the numbers of whales that might be contacted by oil
problematic.” EIS at IV-121.

“There are insufficient data to make reliable predictions of the effects of Arctic climate change
on bowhead whales.” EIS at V-22 (quoting Angliss and Lodge (2002:174)).

“It is unknown what effects an oil spill would have on bowhead whales, but it is likely that some
whales would experience temporary, nonlethal effects from the oiling of skin, inhaling
hydrocarbon vapors, ingesting oil contaminated prey, fouling of their baleen, losing their food
source, and temporary displacement from some feeding areas.” EIS at IV-216--217.
“Limited monitoring data prevent effective assessment of cumulative subsistence-resource
damage; resource displacement; changes in hunter access to resources; increased competition;
contamination levels in subsistence resources; harvest reductions; or increased effort, risk, and
cost to hunters. Limited data also limit our assessment of the effectiveness of mitigation
measures.” EIS at V-46.
c.

“There are not sufficient data about past human activities, including, but not limited to, past
offshore oil and gas related seismic surveys, or ice-management activities, to address whether
there are any long-term impacts on [bowhead] behavior from such activities in either evaluation
area.” EIS at V-20.

“If climate changes occur, it is likely that shipping would increase throughout the range of the
bowhead, especially in the southern portions of the Arctic Ocean. If commercial fisheries were to
expand, bowhead whale death and or injury due to interactions with fishing gear, possibly injury
and/or death due to incidental take in commercial fisheries, and temporary effects on behavior
potentially could occur. There are, however, no data that would permit a quantitative prediction
of the aforementioned possible effects.” EIS at V-22.
“Data on other activities, such as hunting activity, barge traffic, and shipping noise are
incomplete. Thus, while it is clear there have been multiple noise and disturbance sources in the
Beaufort Sea over the past 30 years, because of the incompleteness of data, even for the 1990’s,
for many types of activities, we cannot evaluate the cumulative effects on bowhead whales
resulting from multiple noise and disturbance sources (e.g., 2D seismic in State and Federal
waters, drilling, ice management, high-resolution acoustic surveys, vessel traffic, construction,
geotechnical borehole drilling, aircraft surveys, and hunting). Because data also are incomplete
for the Chukchi Sea, we reach the same general conclusions.” EIS at V-26.

Effects of past activity on bowhead whale

“Available data . . . are inadequate to fully address issues about effects of past oil and gas
activity specifically in the Chukchi Sea on bowhead behavior.” EIS at V-25.

3.

Also, “we cannot adequately assess potential effects on patterns or durations of bowhead habitat
use. Because of the inadequacy of the data on activities, and because of the limitations inherent
in studying large baleen whales, MMS was not able to assess whether there were any adverse
health effects to individuals during the period of relatively intensive seismic survey activity in
the 1980’s.” EIS at V-25.
“However, data are inadequate to fully evaluate potential impacts on whales during this period,
including the duration of habitat use effects or numbers and types of individuals that did not use
high-use areas because of the activities.” EIS at V-27.

Beluga Whale

“A large oil spill could have significant impacts to beluga prey species, including anadromous
and coastal spawning species such as salmon (Sec. IV.C.1.d). If a significant impact to
anadromous and coastal spawning species occurred, the effects on belugas would be detrimental,
but the magnitude unknown.” EIS at IV-161.
“Given the greater potential for anthropogenic-noise impacts on baleen whales, more research
has been done to focus on potential effects on baleen whales than with toothed whales (although
data is still considered limited).” EIS at IV-151.
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Humpback, Fin, and Other Baleen Whales
a.

32

C.

Effects of seismic and other noise on humpback, fin, and/or other
baleen whales

“Given the greater potential for anthropogenic-noise impacts on baleen whales, more research
has been done to focus on potential effects on baleen whales than with toothed whales (although
data is still considered limited).” EIS at IV-151.
“No studies are available specific to the effects of seismic-survey noise on minke whales, but the
potential for impacts would be considered within the range of other baleen whales. Also, no
known long-term impacts have been documented on gray and minke whale behavior as a result
of seismic activity.” EIS at IV-151.
“Long-term impacts of OCS seismic-survey noise on the hearing abilities of individual marine
mammals are unknown, and information about the hearing capabilities of large baleen whales is
mostly lacking.” EIS at IV-89.

Other Marine Mammals
1.

Seals

“It is uncertain how seismic surveys potentially might impact seal-food resources in the
immediate vicinity of the survey.” EIS at IV-147.
In the context of seals: “Although it is unlikely that airgun operations during most seismic
surveys would cause [permanent threshold shift] in marine mammals, caution is warranted given
the limited knowledge about noise-induced hearing damage in marine mammals.” EIS at IV147.
“Little information is known about oil-spill effects on seals although any large oil spill in
nearshore marine or coastal riverine environments could cause injury or death to these sea
mammals, potentially cause them to move off of their normal course, and make them unavailable
for subsistence harvest.” EIS at IV-217 (internal references omitted).
2.

b.
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Effects of oil spills on humpback, fin, and/or other baleen whales

Walrus
a.

Effects of seismic

“[I]t is difficult to predict the impact of a large spill on either humpback whales or especially on
fin whales. Based on literature on other mammals indicating severe adverse effects of inhalation
of the toxic aromatic components of fresh oil, mortality of cetaceans could occur if they surfaced
in large quantities of fresh oil. However, if such mortality occurred, it would be not be consistent
with many, perhaps most, published findings of expected impacts of oil on cetaceans. The
potential for there to be long-term sublethal (for example, reduced body condition, poorer health,
or longer dependency periods), or lethal effects from large oil spill on cetaceans essentially is
unknown. There are no data on cetaceans adequate to evaluate the probability of such effects.”
EIS at IV-122.

There is “no data available to evaluate the potential response of walruses to seismic operations.
EIS at IV-148.

“There are no data available on which to evaluate the potential effect of a large or very large spill
on baleen whale calves, on females who are very near term or who have just given birth, or on
females accompanied by calves of any age.” EIS at IV-161.

“Seismic operations are expected to create significantly more noise than general vessel and
icebreaker traffic; however, there are no data available to evaluate the potential response of
walruses to seismic operations.” EIS IV-148.

c.

Cumulative impacts on humpback, fin, and/or other baleen whales

“There are no records of humpbacks killed or injured in the fisheries in which fishers self report
(Angliss and Lodge, 2002), but the reliability of such data is unknown.” EIS at V-29.

“Quantitative research on the sensitivity of walruses to noise has been limited because no
audiograms (a test to determine the range of frequencies and minimum hearing threshold) have
been done on walruses.” EIS IV-148.
“Although the hearing sensitivity of walruses is poorly known, source levels are thought to be
high enough to cause temporary hearing loss in other species of pinnipeds.” EIS at IV-148.

3.

Polar Bears
a.

Effects from oil spills

“With the limited background information available regarding large oil spills in the offshore
arctic environment, the outcome of a large oil spill is uncertain.” EIS at IV-165.

“The impacts of pollution and habitat degradation [on humpback whales] due to coastal
development are not known.” EIS at V-30.
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Cumulative effects

“Quantitative data are lacking that specifically addresses the potential cumulative impacts of
development on polar bears and the effects of disturbance related to human activities on polar
bear habitat use, as well as recruitment and survival (Perham, 2005). There also is a high degree
of uncertainty regarding the spatial scope of potential Industry activities on the Alaskan OCS.”
EIS at V-36. See also id. at V-52 (same).

III.

MARINE AND COASTAL BIRDS
A.

Impacts Generally

“Several areas historically documented to be important to marine and coastal birds in Sale 193
area, as well as the entire proposed lease sale area, lack site-specific data on habitat-use patterns,
routes, and timing to assess impacts. For many species, the most recent data is between 15 and
30 years old, making accurate analysis difficult. Overall, several species or species-groups have a
high probability of experiencing substantial negative impacts. The risk that several regional bird
populations could experience significant adverse impacts is high.” EIS at II-37.
“The current distribution and abundance of [bird] predators along the Chukchi Sea coast are
unknown.” EIS at IV-132.
“Marine and coastal birds could be exposed to a variety of potential negative effects during
seismic surveys, exploration drilling, and production including disturbances, collisions, habitat
loss, petroleum exposure, and exposure to toxic contamination. The greatest potential for
substantial adverse impacts typically would arise from collisions, aircraft disturbance, and large
and chronic low-volume spills in important coastal bird habitats. These areas are Kasegaluk
Lagoon, Ledyard Bay, Peard Bay, barrier islands, the spring open-water lead system, and the
seabird-nesting colonies at Cape Lisburne and Cape Thompson. Despite the importance of these
areas, as well as the entire Chukchi Sea within the proposed lease-sale area, little recent sitespecific data are available on habitat-use patterns, routes, and timing to assess impacts. For many
species, the most recent data are between 15 and 30 years old, making accurate analysis difficult.
Because of this long data gap, it is unknown if population abundance or distribution of many
species have changed.” EIS at IV-145.
1.

Noise impacts on marine and coastal birds

“Seismic airgun pulses have the potential to physically harm or kill diving birds. The threshold
for physiological damage, namely to the auditory system, for marine birds is unknown.” EIS at
IV-127.
“Few studies have assessed the effects of seismic surveys on marine birds and waterfowl.” EIS
at IV-127.
2.

Oil impacts on marine and coastal birds

“There are several areas historically documented to be important to marine and coastal birds in
the proposed lease sale area. These areas, as well as the entire proposed lease sale area, lack sitespecific data on habitat use patterns, routes and timing to assess impacts. For many species, the
most recent data is between 15 and 30 years old, making accurate analysis difficult.” EIS IV-126.
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“It is unknown if exposed adult[ birds] could become permanently sterilized [due to exposure to
oil].” EIS at IV-133.
B.

36

Impacts to Threatened Spectacled and Steller’s Eiders4

“Additional information on the response of diving birds to approaching seismic survey vessels is
essential to verify assumptions that there is a low potential for seabirds, including Kittlitz’s
murrelets, to be harmed by airgun noises.” BE at 41.
D.

“The behavioral response of eiders to aircraft overflights is unknown; some spectacled eiders
nest and rear broods near the Deadhorse airport indicating that some individuals tolerate frequent
aircraft noise. Individual tolerances are expected to vary, however, and the intensity of
disturbance associated with the proposed action would, in most cases, be less than that
experienced by birds at the Deadhorse airport. Some birds may be displaced, with unknown
physiological and reproductive consequences.” BE at 38 (emphases added).
“Collision-related mortality to eiders on the North Slope is not known and is difficult to estimate
…” BE at 44.

Impacts on Waterfowl
1.

“The disturbance radius from the drilling operation is unknown. Temporal and spatial use
patterns for eiders within the Critical Habitat Area are also largely unknown.” BE Addendum at
1.
C.

Impacts to Kittlitz’s Murrelets5

Impacts on Yellow-Billed Loons

“Yellow-billed loons in the Chukchi Sea are at particular risk [from environmental perturbations
such as disturbance, habitat alterations, and oil spills] due to their low numbers and low
reproductive rate. The species is little studied and basic biological information (such as the
seasonal distribution of immature and non-breeding yellow-billed loons) is unknown. Additional
research could improve our understanding of the vulnerabilities of the yellow-billed and other
loons using nearshore areas of the Chukchi Sea and western Beaufort Sea.” EIS at IV-140-41.
2.

Ledyard Bay Critical Habitat Areas: “The loss of seafloor habitats due to exploration or
delineation drilling cannot be quantified at this time, but could be in important staging or molt
migration areas. The importance of these areas relative to the timing of molt, survival during the
molting period, and condition after molting is unknown, however, the availability and quality of
key resources in those areas during the prolonged migration period ultimately may influence the
survival of the spectacled eiders (Petersen et al. 1999).” BE at 47.
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Impacts on Common Eiders

“The number of [common eiders] that could be affected [by oil spill] at sea during spring or fall
migration is unknown.” EIS at IV-142.
E.

Impacts on Shorebirds

“Dunlins are another prominent species in Kasegaluk Lagoon and Peard Bay in late summer and
fall. As with other species of shorebirds and waterfowl, a spill during periods of peak abundance
could impact large numbers of dunlins. Less is known about the numbers, timing, and patterns of
habitat use of Kasegaluk Lagoon and Peard Bay by bar-tailed godwits but, given their recent
population declines, effects of an oil spill could be particularly important.” EIS at IV-144.

“Clearly, there is cause for concern regarding the long-term survival of the [Kittlitz’s Murrelet]
and the potential negative impacts of offshore oil and gas development; however, management
decisions are difficult given the lack of available information.” BE at 36-37.
“Though impacts of oil spills [on Kittlitz’s murrelets] have been documented (van Vliet and
McAllister 1994, Carter and Kuletz 1995), little is known of potential impacts of disturbance on
courtship behavior, foraging ecology and feeding, or energetics (Day et al. 1999).” BE at 37.

4
5

See note 1.
See note 1.
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Attachment 3
Major Problems with Oil Spill Models
The Lease Sale 193 (Chukchi) and 2003 Multi-Sale (Beaufort 186, 195, 202) environmental
impacts statements use the same primitive model to estimate how spilled oil might travel in the
marine environment. This model, which was developed in 1982, forms the basis for the
evaluation of potential impacts from a spill. Because the environmental assessments for the
exploration drilling proposed for the Beaufort and Chukchi Seas in 2010 assume that no large
spill will occur, they do not contain any additional modeling of, or evaluation of potential effects
from, a spill. The model used in the environmental impact statements suffers from substantial
deficiencies:
x

The model assumes that spilled oil is a point—it does not account for spreading of spilled oil,
for the possibility that different parcels of a spreading oil slick may travel along different
trajectories, or that these parcels may re-converge at locations distant from the spill origin, all
of which are important aspects of the behavior of actual oil spills.

x

Much of the environmental data input to the model is old—particularly current and wind
information, which is from 1979-1996. Much has changed in the Arctic since then, and
better information should be available.

x

The model cannot account for the presence of sea ice. It assumes that shorefast ice exists for
part of the year and that the ice “masks” the shore, which means that no oil could reach the
shore.

x

The model divides the leased area into a series of quadrants. Within each quadrant, it
predicts that a spill could occur from a number of locations. It treats a spill from each
location as equally likely and then provides an estimate of likelihood that a spill from each
quadrant would reach land. This method biases the calculation in two ways. Some of the
locations are further from land than others, so the model understates the likelihood of spilled
oil from one of the closer locations reaching shore. Also, a spill is not equally likely from
each location—Shell only wants to drill at some of them.
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Hello. My name is Lois Epstein and I am the Arctic Program Director for The Wilderness Society or TWS.
I am a licensed engineer in Alaska and I have spent over 20 years working on oil and gas technical and
policy issues as a consultant and as an employee of non-profit organizations. I’ve served on federal advisory
committees for U.S. DOT on pipeline safety and for U.S. EPA on petroleum refining, and I was a technical
advisor on the report to the President in May 2010 which contained recommendations on increasing offshore
drilling safety. I am not opposed to oil and gas production in Alaska -- my role at TWS is to ensure that oil
and gas drilling is done well and in appropriate locations.
In September I served on a BOEM panel in Houston on safety. My message was that “business as usual” is
unacceptable to the public and that significant regulatory, inspection and enforcement changes are needed, as
well as transparent performance reporting by industry and government. With respect to the Arctic, I noted
that one key safety concern is related to human factors, a major cause of accidents. Because of cold and
darkness in the Arctic, human factors likely would be a greater concern than elsewhere. Moreover, frontier
and pristine areas always require extra precautions and safety factors. You’ve heard from others today about
response limitations in the Arctic including limited biodegradation capabilities, the difficulties of cleanup in
broken ice, and how darkness, adverse weather, and lack of infrastructure would impede cleanup so I won’t
go into detail on those concerns.
TWS’ position is that BOEM needs to take the time needed to make scientifically-justified decisions before
allowing drilling in the Chukchi. This includes reassessing which scientific information in Appendix A of
the Draft SEIS is obtainable at a cost that is not exorbitant, rather than BOEM dismissing the need to gather
such information. In effect, BOEM states in the draft SEIS that it has decided to allow drilling regardless of
the impacts. The public needs to know those impacts in as specific detail as possible for rational decisionmaking.
If there is any doubt about blowouts and other offshore problems in the Arctic, consider the following events
which also occurred in Alaska’s shallow offshore areas in Cook Inlet:
1985. Gas blowout at Grayling offshore platform which shut down production.

x

The SINTEF model used to evaluate weathering effects on spilled oil is independent of the
model used to estimate trajectories, making it impossible to evaluate effects related to, for
example, the increasing propensity of oil to sink as it weathers.

x

The model does not consider interactions with suspended particulate matter, which is crucial
for determining the propensity of spilled oil to sink, thereby affecting the benthic community
which is especially important in Arctic coastal marine ecosystems.

x

More sophisticated and appropriate models that address the defects listed above have been
available for over a decade.

1987-88. Gas blowout at Steelhead offshore platform occurred while drilling an oil
production well in December 1987. Fire burned for one week. While drilling the relief well,
another blowout occurred in June 1988. The relief well was completed in August 1988.
1989. A frozen valve on Amoco’s Anna offshore platform caused a spill of over 20,000
gallons of crude. Cleanup was not attempted due to 80-90% moving ice floes in Cook Inlet.
As some of you also may have done, I woke up at 5 am yesterday and today to watch the Oil Spill
Commission’s two days of hearings in DC on the causes of the BP Deepwater Horizon tragedy. BOEM
Director Bromwich today noted the extreme sensitivity of the Arctic environment and its marine resources
and their importance to subsistence, as well as the region’s spill cleanup challenges. On a technical level, the
two days of hearings made clear how well-financed drilling companies nevertheless could:
1. Misinterpret data from a key well integrity test,
2. Decide not to utilize potentially critical well components known as centralizers because they would
take too long to arrive, a delivery situation that would be much worse in the Arctic, and
3. Not take actions that would have mitigated much of the tragedy, e.g., using the platform’s diverter
system.
What these hearings demonstrate is that no matter how good the regulatory oversight – and everyone
acknowledges that BOEM needs regulatory improvements – there will be infrequent but highly tragic spill
events. This information, combined with a clear need for collection and analysis of scientific data on the
Arctic’s natural resources, demonstrate that BOEM is not ready at this time to proceed with offshore drilling
in the Chukchi. BOEM should not rush through this EIS process like a student rushing to complete a term
paper…

Corporations and Industry Groups

Page 1 of 1
$ODVND,QWHUVWDWH&RQVW//&&RPPHQW

Routhier, Michael
From:

Steve Percy [Steve.Percy@aicllc.com]

Sent:

Monday, November 29, 2010 4:06 PM

To:

BOEMRE AK Public Comments

Cc:

Sophie Minich

Subject:

comments regarding Lease sale 193

Attachments: Lease Sale 193 11-29-10 commments.docx

PleasefindattachedAIC’spositiononthisissue.

StevePercy
PresidentAlaskaInterstateConst.LLC
301W.NorthernLightsSuite600
Anchorage,AK.99503
O(907)7778222
C(907)4419745
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LeaseSale193Commentsof112910


Thehardfactisthatoilwillbethenumberoneenergysourceintheworldforsometimeintothefuture.
Thetimelineonany“alternative”energysourcereplacingoilisunforeseeableatthepresent.
Responsibleenergydevelopment,onmanylevels,hastheveryshallowOCSoftheChukchiandBeaufort
SeastoppingthelistofbestplacestodevelopAmerica’soilresources.
PointsofviewwhichhaveencouragedtheexistingdrillingmoratoriumtendtoplaceallOCSdrillingin
thesamecategory.However,thedifferencesbetweenthedeepwaterdrillingconditionsencounteredin
theGulfofMexicoandtheveryshallowwaterdrillingintheChukchiSeaarecriticalinwellhead
workingpressures,welldesignandwellmaintenance;allplacingtheshallowChukchiSeadrillingina
verypositivelight.
Theenvironmentallyconcernedcitizenshouldratherseetheoilresourcesdevelopedunderthe
stringentscrutinyyoufindontheNorthSlopeofAlaskathaninathirdworldcountrythathasfew,if
any,environmentalpolicies.TheBeaufortandChukchiSeasareperhapsthemoststudiedoffshore
fieldsintheworld.Theworlds’highestsafetyandenvironmentalstandards;anindustrycommitmentfor
unprecedentedspillpreventionandspillresponseprovisions;alongwithanextremelyhighbarfor
obtainingpermitstooperateallcombinetoprovideahighlevelofconfidenceintheoilindustryin
Alaska.
Finally,theexistingTAPis70%emptynow.Thisoilreservoircouldrefillthepipelineandrevitalizethe
searchforadditionalenergysourcesinthearea.ThedevelopmentofLeaseSale193wouldnotonly
bolstertheUSdomesticenergysupplybutitwouldprovideanannualaverageof35,000goodpaying
jobsoverthenext50yearsinAlaska.Plusaddthousandsofnewhighpayingjobsintheenergy
industry’scollateralsupportnetworkthroughoutall50states.
TheLeaseSale193shouldbeaffirmedasheldin2008.Additionalcostsforobtaininginformationare
exorbitantandunnecessary.Additionalinformationwilllikelybefoundtobenotessentialorrelevantto
adecision.ThenationneedsthedomesticenergyforlongtermsecurityandAlaskaneedstheresource
developmentforits’economicfuture.Weneedtobuildstrengthwithourpoliciesnotweakness.Let’s
moveforwardwithastrongenergyplanthatincludestheresponsibledevelopmentoftheChukchiand
BeaufortOCS.

1/11/2011
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November 30, 2010
Regional Director, Alaska OCS Bureau
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement
3801 Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, Alaska 99503–5820

Attn: Chukchi Sea Draft SEIS
Dear Sirs,
We encourage you to reaffirm Lease Sale 193. We are confident that the SEIS is adequate
and the oil and gas production from Sale 193 will be done pursuant to adequate
environmental safeguards.
Alaska and our nation need the employment and economic benefit that this Lease Sale
will provide. Further, our nation will benefit from the oil and gas that is produced.

Sincerely,
Owen Graham
Executive Director
Alaska Forest Association
Suite 200
111 Stedman Street
Ketchikan, Alaska 99901
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Alaska Oil and Gas Association
121 W. Fireweed Lane, Suite 207
Anchorage, Alaska 99503-2035
Phone: (907)272-1481 Fax: (907)279-8114
Email: williams@aoga.org
Kate Williams, Regulatory Affairs Representative

November 30, 2010
Regional Director, Alaska OCS Region
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement
3801 Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, AK 99503-5820
Attn: Chukchi Sea Draft SEIS
Dear Regional Director:
The Alaska Oil and Gas Association (“AOGA”) appreciates this opportunity to submit comments
on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (“SEIS”) for Chukchi Sea Lease
Sale 193. AOGA is a private, nonprofit trade association whose member companies account for
the majority of oil and gas exploration, development, production, transportation, refining and
marketing activities in Alaska.
AOGA endorses the comments on the SEIS for Lease Sale 193 being submitted by the American
Petroleum Institute (“API”) and the National Ocean Industries Association (“NOIA”) and
encourages the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement (“BOEM”)
to consider and incorporate the suggestions contained therein. AOGA offers the following
additional comments on the SEIS.
The purpose of the SEIS is for the BOEM to provide new National Environmental Policy Act
(“NEPA”) analysis as directed by the U.S. District Court for Alaska in a July 2010 order. This
order instructed BOEM to address three specific concerns: (1) the environmental impact of
natural gas development; (2) whether missing information identified in the original EIS was
essential or relevant under the federal regulations; and (3) whether the cost of obtaining the
missing information was exorbitant, or the means of obtaining it unknown. The SEIS addresses
those concerns, concludes that the missing information was not essential and recommends that
Lease Sale 193 be affirmed as held. AOGA believes the Secretary should accept the conclusions
of the SEIS and expeditiously affirm the sale so exploration and development in the Chukchi Sea
Outer Continental Shelf (“OCS”) is not delayed any longer.
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The SEIS considers the most viable natural gas development and production scenario for
Chukchi leases – including use and potential expansion of existing (due to oil development and
production) infrastructure and an overland gas pipeline transportation system – in the context of
the alternatives analyzed (and evaluated to the satisfaction of the Court) in the Final EIS for
Lease Sale 193. On this point, the SEIS correctly assumes that first commercial gas production
would only follow the oil exploration, development and production activities already analyzed in
the Final EIS. Furthermore, for each resource category – including water quality, air quality,
fish, essential fish habitat, whales, polar bears, other marine mammals, terrestrial mammals,
vegetation and habitat, subsistence harvest patterns and sociocultural systems – the SEIS
determines that natural gas development and production would have no significant adverse
impacts. For resource categories such as marine and coastal birds and archaeological resources,
potential impacts would be avoidable or reduced through avoidance and mitigation and
compliance with existing construction protocols and law.

Sale 193 is the most successful oil and gas lease sale in Alaska’s history (and at the time, in U.S.
history). BOEM received approximately $2.7 billion in high bids and issued 487 leases. The
time required to get from lease sale to first production is estimated to be 20 years, yet to date, not
even one exploratory well associated with Sale 193 has been drilled.

Also important is the fact that what is at issue is a lease sale. The OCS Lands Act establishes a
four-stage process for planning, leasing, exploration and production of oil and gas resources in
Federal waters. Under this process, an OCS lease authorizes a lessee to engage only in “ancillary
activities” that do not harm the environment pending further review and approvals. BOEM
approval is required prior to any exploration, development or production activities within a lease
block. Lessees seeking to engage in such actions must submit for BOEM review an exploration
or development and production plan, as appropriate. BOEM is then required under NEPA to
prepare an Environmental Assessment (“EA”) and/or an EIS. Proposed plans are evaluated for
compliance with applicable regulations, lease stipulations and other requirements, including the
adequacy of the related oil-spill response plan. Prior to conducting any drilling operations, the
lessee is also required to submit and obtain approval for an Application for Permit to Drill
(“APD”).

With global demand for oil and natural gas expected to increase 50 percent by 2030, it is critical
that energy companies have access to domestic hydrocarbons. Today, about 65 percent of the
nation’s oil supply and nearly 20 percent of its natural gas supply is imported. The current trend
threatens to undermine our economy and national security. Clearly, Alaska’s OCS has the
potential to make a significant contribution to the domestic supply of oil and gas and help
eliminate this threat.

AOGA agrees with BOEM’s conclusion that new information regarding the Deepwater Horizon
incident is not relevant to the analysis of natural gas development and production in the Chukchi
Sea OCS, and that analysis of such an oil spill is not within the scope of the District Court’s
order. Since the natural gas development and production scenario assumes that natural gas
development would take place after oil development is substantially complete, the risk of an oil
spill occurring is unlikely. In addition, even if the Court’s order required reconsideration of
potential impacts related to production of oil, the information available on the Deepwater
Horizon spill would not require any analysis in the SEIS because of the differences between the
Gulf of Mexico and the Chukchi Sea cited in the SEIS, including the fact that the Chukchi Sea
Planning Area is predominantly shallow water.

Development of Alaska’s OCS is vital not only to Alaska’s economy, but the nation’s energy
independence. In the past, Alaska’s oil resources accounted for 20 percent of the nation’s
domestic production (1980-2000). Today, that number has declined to 9 percent. According to
conservative Department of Interior (“DOI”) estimates, Alaska’s OCS holds 25 billion barrels of
oil and 122 trillion cubic feet of natural gas – one-third of the nation’s technically recoverable
OCS reserves. By comparison, the U.S. has 22 billion barrels of proved oil reserves, annual
U.S. production of oil is 1.6 billion barrels and total production to date from the North Slope is
about 16 billion barrels of oil.

Access to Alaska’s OCS resources is critical to the continued operation of the Trans-Alaska
Pipeline System (“TAPS”), which is currently operating at about one-third of its capacity, and
could be uneconomic to operate after 2020 without additional throughput. Access is also a key
component to the economic feasibility of the proposed natural gas pipeline from the North Slope
to the Lower 48. Additionally, OCS oil and gas development would benefit Alaska’s economy
by providing thousands of high-paying jobs over a long-term period. A study by the University
of Alaska’s Institute of Social and Economic Research (“ISER”) and Northern Economics found
that new offshore energy production in Alaska would create an annual average of 35,000 new
jobs in the state, with a total payroll of approximately $72 billion over the 50-year life of the
projects. New offshore development in Alaska would also generate thousands of new highpaying jobs throughout the country across a wide-variety of industries. Further, these numbers
do not even take into account the royalties and tax revenues directly tied to offshore oil and gas
development and production that would flow to the federal government and state and local
economies in Alaska.
Exploring for oil and gas offshore in Alaska is not a new concept. A total of 30 wells have been
drilled in the Beaufort Sea and five wells drilled in the Chukchi Sea. These wells were drilled
over 20 years ago using older technology. Today’s technology has resulted in reduced
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Regional Director, Alaska OCS Region
Chukchi Sea Draft SEIS
November 30, 2010

Page 4

environmental impacts and footprints for infrastructure for oil and gas development projects.
Advancements in 3-D and 4-D seismic technology allow industry to focus their “targets,”
reducing impacts even more. Moreover, there has never been an oil spill caused by a blowout
from offshore exploration and production drilling in state and federal waters off Alaska or the
Canadian Arctic.
Finally, Alaska’s North Slope and OCS are now perhaps the most studied energy basins in the
U.S. In the past decade alone, over 250 scientific studies have been funded in the Arctic, with
the majority focused the Beaufort and Chukchi Seas. All told, at least $500 million has been
spent on more than 5,000 independent studies since 1973.
AOGA strongly urges the Secretary to affirm Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193, as recommended by
the SEIS. The leases issued under Sale 193 were sold only after an exhaustive environmental
analysis, and the specific concerns the District Court raised about the Final EIS for the sale are
adequately addressed by the SEIS. Failure to affirm Lease Sale 193 would allow the moratorium
on exploration and development of Alaska’s OCS to continue, harming Alaska’s economy and
the nation’s energy security, without a corresponding benefit to the environment.
If you have any questions on these comments, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Sincerely,

KATE WILLIAMS
Regulatory Affairs Representative
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Routhier, Michael
From:

Reed Christensen [Reed@dowlandbach.com]

Sent:

Tuesday, November 09, 2010 3:02 PM

To:

BOEMRE AK Public Comments

Subject: attn: Chukchi Sea Draft SEIS

Regional Director, Alaska OCS Bureau
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement
3801 Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, Alaska 99503–5820


Dear Director:


I am sending this comment in support of exploration and development on the
North Slope – NPRA, ANWR, Beaufort Sea, and specifically the Chukchi sea. A
robust oil & gas industry is vital to the state of Alaska as well as the United States
of America.


Energy is the engine of the entire US economy and Alaska holds abundant
reserves, to which we simply need access. Opponents of resource development try
to create unrealistic requirements in which development can only occur if any and
all risks – both real and imaginary – are overcome. With this misguided thinking
and mindset, nothing would ever get accomplished. We would have never has
such things such as the trans-continental railroad, the Hoover dam, the Brooklyn
bridge, etc. 


Development should be allowed to proceed in a timely and in a responsible
manner. America has the highest environmental standards on the planet, yet
projects continue to be delayed through litigation and governmental bureaucracy.
Like the off shore drilling moratorium, that supposedly did not include Alaska, and
yet drilling permits were and still are still being withheld for activity in Alaskan
waters. 


The federal Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement
should be protecting the oceans and the environment by working together with
industry, not by killing the industry through regulatory delays, retroactive rule
changes, and continued permit withholding. 


The Alaskan oil & gas development industry is on life-support due to the unfair
governmental practice of raising the hurdles each time compliance is achieved and
the hurdles are crossed. It is like trying to finish a race in which the judges keep
moving the finish line as the runners come close to crossing it. The lease sale took
place, and the next step of development on the leased property should be allowed
and even encouraged to proceed. Politics is pushing an entire industry away from
the country in which the best environmental safeguards exist into countries where
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little to no such environmental laws are enforced. 


How long will the State of Alaska continue to be a net consumer of federal money
from the national treasury? For as long as these same federal officials continue to
prevent access to the very resources that made it possible for the territory to
become a state at all. 



Reed Christensen






 6130 Tuttle Place
 Anchorage, AK 99507
 ph: (907) 562-5818
direct: (907) 550-5802
 fx: (907) 562-5816
www.dowlandbach.com

Reed@dowlandbach.com
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Routhier, Michael
From:

Mary Ann Pease [maryann.pease.map@gmail.com]

Sent:

Monday, November 29, 2010 6:20 PM

To:

BOEMRE AK Public Comments

Subject: Comments on ALASKA OCS issues

Regional Director, Alaska OCS Bureau
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement
3801 Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, Alaska 99503–5820
(“Attn: Chukchi Sea Draft SEIS”)

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

First and foremost - Lease Sale 193 should be affirmed as held in 2008. The SEIS
provides sufficient information and analysis to support an informed decision affirming
Sale 193. Sale 193 is critical to Alaska’s future economy and the nation’s long-term
energy security.
Do NOT Rescind the leases. Doing so would allow a de facto moratorium on
exploration and drilling. This action will greatly harm Alaska’s economy and
discourage future industry investment, without a corresponding benefit to the
environment.
The Chukchi OCS is an important future source of U.S. energy supply with up to 29
billion barrels of oil and 209 trillion cubic feet of natural gas potentially in place. The
Chukchi Sea is considered the most prospective unexplored offshore basin in the
country.
The goal of Lease Sale 193 was to produce oil from the Alaska OCS and boost
domestic production from potential world-class energy deposits. OCS production has
the potential to refill the Alaska oil pipeline, which is now operating at one-third of its
1988 peak flow. 
Oil and gas production resulting from Sale 193 will occur under the world’s highest
safety and environmental standards. Activities will be governed by stringent lease
stipulations identified in the FEIS and SEIS. Numerous mitigation measures,
including seasonal operating restrictions, will minimize potential impacts, and
conflicts avoidance mechanisms will protect subsistence whaling and other harvest
activities.
Industry has committed to unprecedented provisions for prevention and spill
response that go above and beyond what is required by law. These provisions,
combined with a stringent permitting process, give Alaskans a high level of
confidence that exploration and development can occur safely and without harm to
polar bears and other species. 
Drilling in the Arctic offers distinct differences than deepwater exploration and
development in the Gulf of Mexico. The pressure encountered in deepwater drilling is
multiple times greater than in Alaska where wells would be in very shallow water.
There are also major differences in well designs, as well as fundamental differences
in the geology of the regions. All of these contrasts should lead BOEM to conclude
that exploration should move forward in the Chukchi.
There has never been a blowout in the Alaska or the Canadian Arctic that resulted in
an oil spill. Thirty wells have been drilled in the Beaufort and five in the Chukchi – all
without incident. These wells were drilled in the 1980s, utilizing older technology
compared to what exists today.
The North Slope and the offshore are now perhaps the most studied energy basins in
America. In the past decade, over 250 studies have been funded in the Arctic, with
the majority focused on the Beaufort and Chukchi Seas.
According to a University of Alaska study, new OCS production in Alaska would
provide an annual average of 35,000 jobs in Alaska with a total payroll of more than
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$72 billion over the next 50 years.
New offshore oil and gas development in Alaska would also generate thousands of
new high-paying jobs throughout all 50 states – in manufacturing, computer
technology, construction and maintenance.
z Demand for energy is continuing to rise and the U.S. requires continued
development of America’s oil and gas resources as the nation transitions to the new
energy sources of the future.
z Given the impact of high energy prices on Americans and their economy, the U.S.
has a moral obligation to develop domestic energy sources, both onshore and
offshore. 
Thanks
Mary Ann Pease
z




Mary Ann Pease
MAPConsulting,LLC
9075299719
mpease@acsalaska.net
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19411 Indian Hawthorn Drive, Houston, TX 77094
Telephone: (907) 350-6247 Email: hillary.mcintosh@gmail.com

October 28, 2010
John Goll, Regional Director
Alaska OCS Region
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement
3801 Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, Alaska 99503
RE: Chukchi Sea Draft SEIS – Allow Responsible Access to Alaska’s Resources
Dear Mr. Goll:
As a former Alaskan, I support the planned oil and gas development of Lease Sale 193 in the Chukchi
Sea off the coast of Alaska.
I believe the draft supplemental EIS released by the federal government addresses all concerns
expressed by the U.S. District Court in Alaska, and I hope the federal government will approve the
responsible development of the Chukchi’s abundant oil and natural gas resources.
It is important that the federal government allows access to Alaska’s vast oil and natural gas resources.
Doing so provides jobs for Alaskans at a time when the economy needs help. A study by the University
of Alaska found that new offshore energy production in the state of Alaska would produce an annual
average of 35,000 jobs – both directly and indirectly generated by increased offshore production – over
the next 50 years for the state of Alaska. Total payroll is estimated to be $72 billion (2007) over the 50year period.
In addition, new offshore oil and gas development in Alaska will stimulate America’s economic recovery
by generating thousands of new, high-paying jobs throughout the Lower 48. Some examples would be
the steel and pipe manufacturers in the Midwest, coastal shippers, companies that produce advanced
computer technology in California and Seattle and the skilled labor force for pipeline construction and
maintenance.
Please move forward with the SEIS process and the development of Lease Sale 193 in the Chukchi. By
doing so, you are paving the way for the State of Alaska to receive a portion of the proceeds from such
development through revenue sharing, which is desperately needed as the amount of oil running
through TAPS is declining.
Sincerely,

Hillary McIntosh
President
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Dear Mr. Goll,




EXECUTIVEDIRECTOR
BUZZOTIS
FORBESSTORAGE
(907)3228909
BUZZ.OTIS@NPEDC.COM






 I’m writing to express my full support and the full support of my
board of directors of North Pole Economic Development Corporation
for the oil and gas development of Lease Sale 193 in Alaska’s Chukchi
Sea.

Closer to home in North Pole, our two local refineries, Flint Hills
Resources and Petro Star, Inc. rely on a supply of crude through the
Trans Alaska pipeline to keep their refineries running. Today’s crude
oil comes out of the pipe at around 40 degrees Fahrenheit and must be
heated significantly to even refine the crude oil. This is caused by a
line running at less than 60% capacity. Responsible development of
the Alaska’s Chukchi Sea will give us an opportunity to put more
crude oil in the pipeline which will deliver a warmer crude to our
North Pole Alaska refineries thereby saving significant energy that is
expended today heating our crude oil so it may be refined.
I hope to see the beginning of responsible oil and gas development in
the Chukchi Sea that will allow Alaska and our nation to move
forward towards energy independence and away from a deeper
reliance on foreign oil. My children and all future generations are
depending on us to make the right decisions now to give them the gift
of abundant and clean energy, creating good jobs, which will produce
a stronger United States and an Alaska that is able to take better care
of itself without further reliance on the federal government.
Sincerely,

The U.S. District Court in Alaska has raised concerns about the
development of Alaska’s Chukchi Sea that have been adequately
addressed in the draft supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
that was released by the federal government. The court raised valid
concerns on behalf of Alaskans, and now that those concerns have
been answered, it’s time that we do the right thing and allow the lease
holders an opportunity to develop their leases.

Howard “Buzz” Otis
Executive Director
North Pole Economic Development Corporation

NPEDC
POBOX55872
NORTHPOLE,ALASKA99705
PHONE:(907)4884558
FAX:(907)4883665
WWW.NPEDC.COM

improve economic conditions all over our country. During a time
when our country is struggling to keep everyday Americans’ heads
above water financially, why wouldn’t our nation invest in job
creation? Whether developing the oil and gas fields directly or
working in a support capacity, people in Alaska and across the United
States are looking for opportunities to improve their lives. Oil and gas
development creates good paying jobs, period.



Tens of thousands of jobs and billions of dollars in payroll over the
next generation are at stake. Boosting oil and gas development in
Alaska will not only help the Alaskan economy but will help to
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x

Drilling in the Arctic offers distinct differences than deepwater exploration and
development in the Gulf of Mexico. The pressure encountered in deepwater drilling is
multiple times greater than in Alaska where wells would be in very shallow water.
There are also major differences in well designs, as well as fundamental differences in
the geology of the regions. All of these contrasts should lead BOEM to conclude that
exploration should move forward in the Chukchi.

x

There has never been a blowout in the Alaska or the Canadian Arctic that resulted in
an oil spill. Thirty wells have been drilled in the Beaufort and five in the Chukchi – all
without incident. These wells were drilled in the 1980s, utilizing older technology
compared to what exists today.

x

The North Slope and the offshore are now perhaps the most studied energy basins in
America. In the past decade, over 250 studies have been funded in the Arctic, with the
majority focused on the Beaufort and Chukchi Seas.

Price-Gregory International supports the exploration and development of Alaska’s
Beaufort and Chukchi Sea Outer Continental Shelf energy resources – specifically
Chukchi Lease Sale 193. We offer the following points for your consideration:

x

According to a University of Alaska study, new OCS production in Alaska would
provide an annual average of 35,000 jobs in Alaska with a total payroll of more than
$72 billion over the next 50 years.

x

Lease Sale 193 should be affirmed as held in 2008. The SEIS provides sufficient
information and analysis to support an informed decision affirming Sale 193.

x

x

New offshore oil and gas development in Alaska would also generate thousands of
new high-paying jobs throughout all 50 states – in manufacturing, computer
technology, construction and maintenance.

Rescinding the leases and allowing a de facto moratorium to continue will harm
Alaska’s economy and discourage future industry investment, without a corresponding
benefit to the environment.

x

x

Sale 193 is critical to Alaska’s future economy and the nation’s long-term energy
security.

Demand for energy is continuing to rise and the U.S. requires continued development
of America’s oil and gas resources as the nation transitions to the new energy sources
of the future.

x

x

Given the impact of high energy prices on Americans and their economy, the U.S. has
a moral obligation to develop domestic energy sources, both onshore and offshore.

The Chukchi OCS is an important future source of U.S. energy supply with up to 29
billion barrels of oil and 209 trillion cubic feet of natural gas potentially in place. The
Chukchi Sea is considered the most prospective unexplored offshore basin in the
country.

November 23, 2010
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement
3801 Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, Alaska 99503–5820
Attention:

Regional Director, Alaska OCS Bureau

Reference:

Chukchi Sea Draft SEIS

Subject:

Support for Alaska OCS Development / OCS Lease Sale 193

Gentlemen:

x

The goal of Lease Sale 193 was to produce oil from the Alaska OCS and boost
domestic production from potential world-class energy deposits. OCS production has
the potential to refill the Alaska oil pipeline, which is now operating at one-third of its
1988 peak flow.

x

Oil and gas production resulting from Sale 193 will occur under the world’s highest
safety and environmental standards. Activities will be governed by stringent lease
stipulations identified in the FEIS and SEIS. Numerous mitigation measures, including
seasonal operating restrictions, will minimize potential impacts, and conflicts
avoidance mechanisms will protect subsistence whaling and other harvest activities.

x

Industry has committed to unprecedented provisions for prevention and spill response
that go above and beyond what is required by law. These provisions, combined with a
stringent permitting process, give Alaskans a high level of confidence that exploration
and development can occur safely and without harm to polar bears and other species.

Without question we need to focus our energy production, conservation and efficiency
efforts inside our own country. We also need to transition to alternative energy sources
and reduce our dependence on foreign oil. This transition, however, will take time, and
domestic resources offer us the best opportunity to bridge that gap. They will allow us to
increase our energy independence and national security and decrease the amount of
money we transfer to foreign economies. Development of Alaska’s OCS and North Slope
Gas resources offer us the best opportunity to realize this goal.
Very truly yours,
PRICE-GREGORY INTERNATIONAL, INC.

Will Chinn
Project Development Manager
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November 30, 2010
Mr. John Goll, Regional Director
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation & Enforcement
3801 Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, AK 99503-5820
Re: Lease Sale 193
Dear Mr. Goll:
The Resource Development Council (RDC) appreciates the opportunity to
submit comments on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (SEIS) for Lease Sale 193. RDC urges the Bureau of Ocean
Energy Management, Regulation & Enforcement (BOEM) to affirm Lease
Sale 193 as held in 2008. We believe the SEIS provides sufficient
information and analysis to support a decision affirming the sale.
RDC is a statewide membership-funded organization founded in 1975. Our
Alaskan membership is comprised of individuals and companies from
Alaska’s oil and gas, mining, timber, tourism, and fisheries industries, as
well as Alaska Native corporations, local communities, organized labor, and
industry support firms. RDC’s purpose is to link these diverse interests
together to encourage a strong, diversified private sector in Alaska and
expand the state’s economic base through the responsible development of
our natural resources.
RDC has a high level of confidence that exploration and development can
occur safely in the Arctic and that mitigation measures can be put in place
to address most concerns and minimize impacts to the environment, polar
bears and other species, as well as subsistence. However, since recent
events in the Gulf of Mexico, opponents of offshore drilling are calling for
an indefinite ban on new exploration and development in Alaska. RDC
sharply disagrees. Operating conditions in these waters are categorically
different than those in the deep waters of the Gulf of Mexico and pose
much lower risk. Moreover, the processes and safeguards in place today in
Alaska should allow leasing and exploration activity to resume in the Alaska
OCS.
Drilling in the Arctic offers distinct difference than deepwater exploration
and development in the Gulf of Mexico. The pressure encountered in
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deepwater drilling is multiple times greater than in Alaska where wells would be in very
shallow water. In addition, the relatively shallow water depth in the Chukchi Sea would allow
blowout preventers to close much more rapidly than those in deep water. The blowout
preventers would also be directly accessible to dive teams, unlike the Gulf where any
maintenance or repairs had to be accomplished by remote control vehicles. Another distinction
is that many Alaskan offshore operations are seasonal in nature. For example, Shell has
proposed conducting its exploratory drilling during the summer and fall open water season.
Ice management vessels will be positioned on site to deflect any ice flows that could
potentially approach a rig. There are also major differences between state and federal
oversight and regulatory frameworks, as well as fundamental differences in the geology of the
regions. All of these contrasts warrant special consideration in public policy decisions and
should lead the BOEM to conclude that exploration should move forward in the area covered
by Lease Sale 193.
Advances in technology provide an additional measure of confidence in Alaska drilling. Energy
development in Alaska is subject to in-depth analysis by federal law, a stringent permitting
process, and oversight by state and federal agencies. In every instance, development is
preceded by extensive studies. The North Slope and the offshore are now perhaps the most
studied energy basins in America. The federal government has spent more than $500 million
on studies in Alaska and in the past decade the agency has funded over 250 studies here,
with the majority of those focused on the Beaufort and Chukchi Seas.
RDC recognizes that subsistence whaling is vitally important, both economically and culturally
to North Slope villages. Industry and government working together have the ability to protect
subsistence resources while producing needed domestic energy for the nation. Strong
regulatory oversight, combined with other mitigation measures, can be employed to protect
all resource and subsistence users.
While the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas are considered frontier areas, exploration activity has
occurred there before. In fact, thirty wells have been drilled in the Beaufort and five in the
Chukchi – all without incident. These wells were drilled in the 1980s, utilizing older technology
compared to what exists today. Moreover, there has never been a blowout in the Alaska or
the Canadian Arctic that has resulted in an oil spill.
Opponents of oil exploration have cited the lack of infrastructure in the Arctic as a reason not
to drill in the region. However, it is important to note that additional infrastructure will be built
to accommodate future needs once exploration and development activities move forward. The
lack of infrastructure today is due directly to the fact that there has been virtually no ongoing
development or commercial activity of any kind offshore in the Arctic. However, Shell has
committed to stage extensive resources onsite to immediately respond to any incident. The
company has also committed to building and staging in the region a pre-fabricated dome to
place over a troubled well. Moreover, virtually all functions of Shell’s operations will be
monitored at remote sites off the rig, giving industry and government critical “real-time” data
and allowing for early detection of potential problems. In addition, the Alaska Clean Seas
consortium has substantial resources and experience in the Arctic and has done extensive
mapping to identify sensitive areas. The consortium has also conducted extensive safety and
oil spill drills in the Arctic and has active research programs dating back into the early 1980s.

121 West Fireweed Lane, Suite 250, Anchorage, Alaska 99503-2035
Phone: 907-276-0700 Fax: 907-276-3887 Email: resources@akrdc.org Website: www.akrdc.org
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It is important to note that not all questions and concerns regarding oil and gas exploration
and development can possibly be answered and met. Not all risks can be eliminated. If the
federal government insists that every concern and risk be eliminated, then it must be
prepared to import virtually all the oil the nation requires to meet future needs. It must then
also accept the consequences of a much heavier reliance on foreign oil, including soaring
trade deficits, a weaker and more vulnerable economy, and compromised national security.
Put another way, failure to move forward with OCS development in Alaska will put the state
economy at risk, as well as the nation’s security.
OCS oil and gas development is absolutely critical to Alaska’s future economy. With the TransAlaska Pipeline System (TAPS) now running at one-third capacity, exploration blocked in the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge (ANWR), and non-development activists working toward
Wilderness designations in the National Petroleum Reserve (NPR-A), nothing less than
Alaska’s future economy is at stake.
The responsible development of potentially immense oil and gas deposits in the Chukchi Sea
would significantly boost the economy and extend the life of TAPS. Without new federal oil
production, TAPS could be uneconomic to operate at some point in the next decade.
Between ANWR, NPR-A and the Alaska OCS, there could be nearly 40 billion barrels of oil in
place. By comparison, 16 billion barrels of oil have been produced on state lands across the
North Slope in 33 years. The sustainability of TAPS and Alaska’s economy will largely depend
on some combination of oil production from these federal areas, which represent the nation’s
best onshore and offshore prospects for major discoveries.
If there is no oil and gas development in ANWR or in the Chukchi Sea, and the best prospects
in NPR-A are ultimately taken off the table, the federal government must then accept the
consequences, as outlined earlier in these comments. For Alaskans, our future will be bleak
with the state losing 90 percent of its revenue base.
Not developing federal oil in Alaska makes no sense from an economic and energy security
stand point, especially given the fact that America imports over 60 percent of its oil, and at a
great cost. American oil production is projected to decrease by 9.9 billion barrels within the
next 20 years, nearly a 15 percent annual decrease from current levels. Meanwhile, imports of
oil from OPEC are projected to increase by 4.1 billion barrels, nearly 19 percent – and at a
cost of $607 billion.
New production in the Alaska OCS would reduce America’s reliance on foreign energy. The
Alaska OCS is an important future source of U.S. energy supply with up to 29 billion barrels
and over 200 trillion cubic feet of natural gas potentially in place. The potential recoverable
reserves offshore Alaska is more than all the current total proven U.S. oil reserves of
approximately 21 billion barrels. Alaska could have the ninth largest oil resources in the world
ahead of Nigeria and Libya – if access is granted to these potential reserves. Moreover, OCS
gas reserves would significantly improve the long-term economic viability of the proposed gas
pipeline from the North Slope to the Lower 48 – a clean energy priority of the Obama
administration. To become a reality, the pipeline requires additional gas reserves beyond what
has already been discovered onshore.
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Given its potential for immense recoverable reserves and enormous economic benefits to the
state and nation, the Alaska OCS should be opened to responsible development. OCS
development would generate hundreds of billions of dollars in royalty and tax revenues to the
state and federal governments and aid the nation’s economic recovery by reducing the trade
deficit and creating tens of thousands of new jobs. Indeed, OCS leases off Alaska’s coast have
already generated billions of dollars to the federal treasury.
The OCS can sustain Alaska’s economy for generations. Currently there are more than
108,000 Alaskan jobs tied to the discovery, production and shipment of Alaskan oil and
natural gas, accounting for more than 15 percent of Alaska’s population. According to a
University of Alaska study, OCS production could provide an annual average of 35,000
additional jobs within the state for 50 years and $72 billion in new payroll.
RDC and many Alaskans share President Obama’s view that America needs to conserve more
and put new emphasis on renewable and alternative energy. By doing so, the nation can
ultimately break its reliance on foreign oil. Yet while America must conserve more and move
toward renewable energy, it still needs to pursue new oil and gas production, given the fact it
will take decades before renewable energy becomes a dominant energy source. Even with the
Obama administration’s goal to decrease dependence on oil, it is projected that fossil fuels will
still account for two-thirds of this nation’s energy consumption in 2025. Meanwhile, every
barrel of oil that is not produced in the U.S. will be imported from abroad to meet our needs.
Given economic, environmental and geopolitical concerns, America must produce more of the
oil it consumes – under American laws, regulations and oversight, and by American workers.
It is vital that our nation’s abundant energy resources be fully utilized for compelling
economic and energy security reasons. RDC encourages BOEM to re-affirm Lease Sale 193 as
held in 2008. Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments.
Sincerely,

Carl Portman
Deputy Director
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Shell Exploration & Production Company
3601 C Street, Suite 1000
Anchorage, Alaska 99503
Tel 907.770.3700
Fax 907.646.7135
Internet http://www.shell.com

I.

Natural Gas Exploration and Production Scenario

Shell supports BOEMRE’s determination of the most likely natural gas development and production
scenario in the Draft SEIS. BOEMRE is correct that it is reasonable to expect economic considerations
will restrict any natural gas exploration and production to projects coincident with and subsequent to
oil exploration and development.
The Draft SEIS undertakes an analysis of the impacts to be expected from the natural gas
development and production scenario, comparing those impacts to those already analyzed for the oil
production scenario. Shell believes the analytical framework used is proper and careful, enabling
BOEMRE to identify all reasonably foreseeable impacts associated with the natural gas development
and production scenario.

November 29, 2010
Regional Director
Alaska OCS Region
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement
3801 Centerpoint Drive
Suite 500
Anchorage, Alaska 99503-5820

To assist BOEMRE with preparation of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, Shell
offers the following comments on the analysis of the natural gas development and production
scenario:
x

In the Description of the Environment, BOEMRE often states that analysts reviewed “additional
information” for natural gas development and production and concluded that, for the given
resource under discussion, “this information” would not change the analysis or alter the
conclusions discussed under environmental consequences in Chapter 4. See, e.g., Draft SEIS
at 36 (addressing new information related to water quality). In light of the court’s remand
instructions regarding unknown information, Shell is concerned that BOEMRE’s conclusions
about additional information, when formatted in this way, are unnecessarily vague. In other
cases, BOEMRE specifically identifies the new information analyzed. See, e.g., Draft SEIS at
35 (describing new information related to sea ice analyzed for natural gas production).
Shell suggests that BOEMRE identify the new information reviewed in all cases, or where
there is no new information available, state that no new information is available.

x

The Draft SEIS could be read to be inconsistent in its treatment of well control events. In
Section II.C.3, discussing issues considered but not analyzed, BOEMRE determines that
information regarding the Deepwater Horizon incident is not relevant to the Draft SEIS
because, inter alia, “any change in the likelihood of an oil spill from a blowout” during
exploration drilling would not alter the potential effects of the oil spill already analyzed.
Draft SEIS at 16. Shell agrees with BOEMRE’s analysis on this point, as discussed below in
Section III of these comments. However, as drafted, this sentence could be read to indicate
that the Deepwater Horizon incident could affect or change prior analysis of the likelihood of
a well control event in the Arctic. In Section IV.B.5, the Draft SEIS addresses the potential for
natural gas releases, including the potential for a loss of well control. This section does not
reference the Deepwater Horizon incident, either to adjust the analysis of the likelihood of a
loss of well control event, or to explain why the analysis done in the 193 FEIS remains valid.
Shell suggests that BOEMRE address this issue, which affects the natural gas development
and production scenario and is therefore properly within the scope of the remand.

x

On page 41 there is a broken cross-reference.

RE: Comments on Lease Sale 193 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
Dear Regional Director,
Shell Exploration & Production Company (“Shell”), on behalf of its affiliate, Shell Gulf of Mexico Inc.
(“SGOMI”), a successful bidder in Oil and Gas Lease Sale 193, is pleased to have the opportunity to
comment on the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation, and Enforcement’s
(“BOEMRE’s”) Chukchi Sea Planning Area Oil and Gas Lease Sale 193 Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (“Draft SEIS”). Shell commends BOEMRE on its thorough and
efficient response to the remand instructions issued by the U.S. District Court for the District of Alaska.
The court instructed BOEMRE to supplement its review of Lease Sale 193 under the National
Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”) by analyzing three issues: (i) the environmental impact of natural
gas development; (ii) whether missing information identified in the Final Environmental Impact
Statement for Oil and Gas Lease Sale 193 and Seismic-Surveying Activities in the Chukchi Sea (“193
FEIS”) was essential or relevant under 40 C.F.R. § 1502.22; and (iii) whether the cost of obtaining
the missing information was exorbitant, or the means of doing so was unknown. Shell believes that
BOEMRE properly restricted its analysis to these three issues, both because of the court’s specific
instructions to conduct a narrow remand analysis, and because BOEMRE properly determined that
additional information identified by BOEMRE does not warrant re-opening its earlier findings.
These comments first address the issues identified for remand, the natural gas development and
production scenario and the missing information identified in the 193 FEIS. Then these comments
will address BOEMRE’s decision to restrict its review on remand only to those issues, which is entirely
consistent with the court’s order.
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On page 43 it is unclear what new information regarding whales (sightings of fin whales,
humpback whales, or both) resulted in reinitiation of Endangered Species Act consultation
with the National Marine Fisheries Service for Outer Continental Shelf activities.

III.

In Section IV.C.2, discussing the air quality impacts of natural gas exploration and
production, the Draft SEIS does not specify why it forecasts emissions and impacts for some
pollutants (VOCs, ozone, greenhouse gases and visibility), but not others. Specifically, the
basis for the comment “any increase in the concentrations of criteria pollutants from these
activities would be small, local, and temporary” is unclear. Shell suggests BOEMRE clarify
the scope of the air analysis performed for the natural gas development and production
scenario and provide a basis for the conclusion that increases in pollutants due to natural gas
development and production are likely to be small, local, and temporary. Further BOEMRE
should identify the applicable air quality standards against which it measured the anticipated
air quality impacts and provide the basis for its determination of the applicable air quality
standard.
On page 82, the second paragraph in the section titled, “Potential Effects from a Natural Gas
Release,” appears to be missing introductory text.
Unknown Information

Shell supports the rigorous analytical process by which BOEMRE complied with the second and third
issues on remand. The explanation of the agency’s methodology in Appendix A, including the
flowchart on page 2 of Appendix A, clearly demonstrate the legal analysis required by 40 C.F.R. §
1502.22. The “1502.22 Analysis” at the conclusion of Appendix A fully responds to the court’s
instructions and satisfies the agency’s obligation under the regulation to (i) identify whether missing
information is “relevant to reasonably foreseeable significant adverse effects on the human
environment,” (ii) identify whether missing information is “essential to a reasoned choice among
alternatives,” and (iii) identify whether the missing information is “obtainable.”
Shell agrees with BOEMRE’s well-reasoned analysis for the various “missing information” from the
193 FEIS. The Chukchi Sea is a frontier area. Nevertheless many studies already have been
conducted and substantial base line data gathered on the region. While there remains more to be
learned about the Chukchi, as BOEMRE ably summarized in pages 3-4 of Appendix A, those gaps
in knowledge do not preclude the agency from making a reasoned choice among alternatives.
Shell is concerned about BOEMRE’S treatment of missing information pertaining to natural gas
development and production within the text of the Draft SEIS. On page 4 of Appendix A, BOEMRE
states “no incomplete or unavailable information pertaining to natural gas development and
production was considered essential for a reasoned choice among DSEIS alternatives.” SGOMI
argued in litigation, and continues to agree, that such an approach is sufficient under the regulation.
Nevertheless, Shell is concerned about the appearance of inconsistency between the treatment of
“missing information” from the 193 FEIS and missing information in the Draft SEIS. Shell urges
BOEMRE to consider bolstering its analysis of the “missing information” from the Draft SEIS by
undertaking the same rigorous analysis of that information that it did for the “missing information”
from the 193 FEIS.
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Limited Remand Is Proper

Shell supports BOEMRE’s decision to restrict its review on remand to only those topics identified by
the court. Shell also believes it was proper for BOEMRE to consider whether information from the
Deepwater Horizon incident could or should impact the remand analysis. Shell concurs with
BOEMRE’s conclusion that, because the natural gas development and production scenario assumes
that natural gas development would take place after oil development is substantially complete, the
risk of an oil spill occurring during the natural gas development and production scenario is unlikely.
Draft SEIS at 16. Thus, Shell believes that BOEMRE reasonably did not include current information
from the Deepwater Horizon oil spill incident in its remand analysis of the natural gas production
scenario.
Shell further agrees with BOEMRE that, even if the remand were broad enough to include analysis of
potential impacts related to the production of oil, current information from the Deepwater Horizon
incident does not warrant additional analysis of those issues on remand. Draft SEIS at 16. Shell
agrees with BOEMRE that the differences between the Gulf of Mexico and the Chukchi Sea cited in
the Draft SEIS make it unlikely that current information from the Deepwater Horizon would be
relevant to impacts from a potential oil spill in the Chukchi Sea. In particular, Shell notes that the
impacts of a catastrophic spill have already been analyzed in the Arctic. See Final Environmental
Impact Statement – Beaufort Sea Planning Area Oil and Gas Lease Sales 186, 195, and 202. Thus,
supplemental analysis to review the potential impacts of a spill such as the Deepwater Horizon is
unnecessary because the analysis already exists.
IV.

Timely Issuance of Final SEIS

Earlier this year, President Obama announced the Administration’s renewed intention that oil and
gas exploration at existing Beaufort and Chukchi Sea leases move aggressively forward, stating that
“we’ll continue to support development of leased areas off the North Slope of Alaska,” among other
areas, and noting that, “given our energy needs, in order to sustain economic growth and produce
jobs, and keep our businesses competitive, we’re going to need to harness traditional sources of fuel
even as we ramp up production of new sources of renewable, homegrown energy.”1 In an
announcement the same day, Interior Secretary Salazar amplified that “[t]he Administration strategy
supports exploratory drilling in the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas in the Arctic Ocean.”2 Here,
BOEMRE undertook a thorough evaluation of all the relevant issues pursuant to its obligations under
the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act and NEPA, and it should issue its final finding without further
delay.
As BOEMRE is aware, successful exploration is a prerequisite to further oil and gas development
projects. Every delay in the exploration of these leases therefore reduces industry’s opportunity to
find other viable oil deposits and to bring its leases into production. Delay will also jeopardize
1

Remarks by the President available at: http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/remarks-presidentenergy-security-andrews-air-force-base-3312010 (March 31, 2010).

2

Department of the Interior Press Release available at:
http://www.doi.gov/news/pressreleases/2010_03_31_release.cfm (March 31, 2010).
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hundreds of jobs and contracts for local Alaskans who have been engaged to support industry
activities. For example, for its 2010 season, SGOMI and its affiliate Shell Offshore Inc. (“SOI”),
which holds leases in the Beaufort Sea, contracted with approximately 80 local Alaskan businesses,
including many native-owned businesses, to provide a wide range of services associated with its
2010 Chukchi and Beaufort Sea Exploration Plans (“2010 EPs”) such as engineering, consulting,
communications, inspection and testing, emergency response, transportation, catering, information
technology, and related services. These businesses collectively earned more than $127 million
before the 2010 season was shut down.
SGOMI and SOI invested a substantial amount of time and money in its 2010 EPs. But their ability
to continue to invest in drilling plans for 2011, as well as future seasons, is significantly hampered by
the present uncertainty regarding oil and gas exploration activities in the Arctic Outer Continental
Shelf. In fact, if certainty on whether such activities will be allowed to occur in 2011 is not achieved
very soon, I do not believe that SOI or SGOMI will incur the additional substantial costs necessary to
prepare for a 2011 season that ultimately may not be allowed. I therefore urge prompt agency
action to close-out this remand.
Sincerely,

Peter E. Slaiby
Vice President, Shell Alaska
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TEXPLORE, Inc.
1001 McKinney St.
Suite 802
Houston, Texas 77002
T 713-651-0004
F 281-494-3155

October 28, 2010
John Goll, Regional Director
Alaska OCS Region
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement
3801 Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, Alaska 99503
RE: Chukchi Sea Draft SEIS – Allow Responsible Access to Alaska’s Resources
Dear Mr. Goll:
Texplore is a small independent exploration company based in Texas and operating primarily
in the Gulf Coast region. I have been personally involved in offshore exploration and development, and in spite of recent anomalies, offshore activities can be conducted in a safe and
prudent manner. I am writing to express my support for the planned oil and gas development
of Lease Sale 193 in the Chukchi Sea off the coast of Alaska, even though I have no direct
benefit from this activity, other than the belief that it is beneficial to the citizens of the United
States to develop energy resources domestically and reduce our dependence on foreign supplies for strategic and economic reasons.
It is my hope that the federal government will approve the responsible development of the
Chukchi’s abundant oil and natural gas resources, since the draft supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement (SEIS) recently released by the federal government properly addresses all
concerns expressed by the U.S. District Court in Alaska.
It is important that the federal government brings Alaska’s vast oil and natural gas reserves
back into play. Jobs, in Alaska and across the nation, depend on the opportunities that offshore oil and gas production can and will provide. In fact, a study by the University of Alaska
found that new offshore energy production in the state of Alaska would produce an annual
average of 35,000 jobs – both directly and indirectly generated by increased offshore production – over the next 50 years for the state of Alaska alone, with a total payroll of $72 billion
(2007) over the 50-year period.
New offshore oil and gas development in Alaska will stimulate America’s economic recovery by
generating thousands of new, high-paying jobs throughout the 50 states, from steel and pipe
manufacturers in the Midwest, to shipping on the coasts, advanced computer technology in
California and Seattle, and Union Labor for pipeline construction and maintenance.
I strongly urge that the federal government move forward with the SEIS process and the development of Lease Sale 193 in the Chukchi, as well as pave the way for the State of Alaska
to receive a portion of the proceeds from such development through revenue sharing.
Now is the time to promote policies that encourage job creation while growing the economy
and providing the nation with much needed U.S. energy supplies.
Sincerely,

Paul W. Britt,
President

General Public
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From:

Ransom Agnasagga [Ransom.Agnasagga@north-slope.org]

Sent:

Monday, November 29, 2010 2:13 PM

To:

BOEMRE AK Public Comments

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Gail Amalfitano [ecogail@gmail.com]
Saturday, November 13, 2010 8:26 PM
BOEMRE AK Public Comments
Comments on the Chukchi Lease Sale Draft SEIS

Subject: Public Comment on Chuckchi lease sales and drilling.

Gooddaytoyouall.MynameisRansomG.Agnasagga,Agiusinmyinupiaqsininame,husbandofLindaLee,
Sunnaurravik,fatherofsixandgrandfatheroftwo,IliveinUlguniq,WainwrightAlaskaontheArcticcoast,I
havelivedhereinWainwrightsince1982,beforethatIlivedinKali,Pt.LayAlaskawhichisfurtherdownthe
coastfromhere,andbetweenthevillagesisIcyCape,Qayaiqsigvik,Nannugvik,aretheInupiatnamesthatI
knowthisplaceas.ThisistheareaofmyancestorstheUttuqqagmiut,namedaftertheriverthatflowsdown
fromtheBrooksRangetotheKasegealikLagoonthenintotheArcticOcean,intotheareathatwillbedirectly
affectedbyalltheactivityisboundtotakeplaceduetothequestforfuelthatdrivesournation.Ihavehunted
thisregionsinceIwasabletowalk,fromCapeSabinethroughtheDelongMountainsandthroughthe
headwatersoftheColville,Utuqqaq,Qaqalik,Kuukpaagruk,Kaolak,Ketik,AvvalliqIvisaurakrivers,Ihavealso
huntedontheArcticoceanoffthecoastsintheareatobeaffected,Ihaveseenhowtheclimatehaschanged
overthepast20to25yrs,andalreadyachallengethatweaspeopleandalsoanimalsthatinhabittheregionare
facing,thisisprobablyamostchallengingdilemmathatweareallfacedwithnow.AlloftheMammals,
migratorybirds,fish,and“we”the“Minority”ascommentedinthedraftplanthatwasdrafted,theInupiat
peopleallupanddownthecoastandbeyondourownshores,andalsothefoodchain,willbeexposedtoan
activitynotseenintheregioneverbefore.Wealldonotknowwherethiswilllead,orevenifwehaveachoice,
butitissaid,weallhavearighttovoiceouropinions,evenifitmightnotbedeemedasimportant.Iforonewill
notsaywhetherornotthathiswillallbegoodfortheregionandtheInupiatpeopleornot,asIwroteearlier
thishasnotbeendoneherebefore.Weprobablyall,atapointinsometimeinourlivesthoughttwiceabout
somethingthatwilldirectlyaffectthewayweliveourdailylives,orwhatcanoccurifwedonotprepare,I
believethatiftheexploratorydrillingdoesoccurandiftheprojectedamountofoilandgasisreallythere,there
willbeafrenzyofmoreactivity,withotheroilandgascompanies,andalsoothercountriesthatarealsoinneed
ofoil,willbeveryinterestedinthefindingsoftheexploratorydrillingwells.Andthatwillbringawholenew
perspectivetothetablethatdefinitelymightbeoutofourcontrolunlessweprepareforit.Weneedtohave
concernsaddressed,andanswersandsolutionsinplacebeforetheproposedactivitycanoccur.Thankyoufor
yourtimeinreadingthis.

The Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement (BOEMRE) has determined
that despite huge gaps in information about bowhead whales, polar bears, walrus and pretty
much all living things in the Arctic, it was not a mistake to sell the Chukchi Sea off to
the highest bidders in 2008.
This conclusion is simply wrong. Drilling in the Arctic is too risky. The Arctic is
already weakened and fragile because of the warming climate. What's more, there is simply
no technology to clean up oil in broken ice conditions. There is no way to mobilize even a
fraction of the response required for the Gulf disaster in the remote Arctic. And a large
oil spill could mean the difference between survival and extinction for struggling Arctic
species.
Unfortunately, your draft supplemental EIS does not come anywhere near addressing these
problems of critical importance. Your draft supplemental EIS does not satisfy your
obligation to protect America's Arctic, and it does not comply with the law. In order to
comply with the law, you must analyze the substantial gaps in scientific information in
the current EIS and make a good-faith effort at obtaining information that is
realistically attainable. And most importantly, you must not allow drilling to go forward
unless you have the scientific knowledge to say that drilling in the Arctic is safe.
I am geology major at FAU in Boca Raton. I also minor in GIS. I am aware of the steps
that could have been taken (in relation to the gulf spill) to lessen the impact of an
accidental spill on the local environment.
It is wrong and irresponsible to treat the Earth's resources like they belong to this
generation only. It is irresponsible to act recklessly with the future health of the
planet and leave future generations with a mess much like the financial mess we are in now
only it will be environmental and resource related.
Oil does not even have a department devoted to analyzing possible accidents and responses
to those accidents, researching and experimentation of how to deal with all possible
problems and doing things before they drill for the "just in case" spills. Safety is
being ignored and it is the least oil can do since they are taking oil out of PUBLIC lands
and are giving back very little. America is tired of greed oriented actions and policies.
Nothing was
businesses,
watched the
were turned
Americans.

learned from the BP disaster. America watched those people lose their
the jobs, their homes, their boats, and in some cases their families. We
children struggle to understand why their parents separated or why their lives
upside down. America watched the SUFFERING of so many good, hard-working
We watched grown men cry.

If this is not enough to cause you some pause, then I would feel that you have no heart or
compassion or love for fellow Americans. BP will happen again because no changes have
been enacted, no pause to drilling has been ordered until they make some changes, this
means that nothing has changed and no one cares who is getting paid enough to ignore such
horrible tragedies.
Please, I urge you to demand a pause in drilling until ALL oil companies form a REAL
department with REAL engineers, scientists, ecologists, and geologists that do nothing but
research, analyze , and come up with solutions to all possible accidents. Not only must
they form this department, but it must be properly funded and their findings must be taken
seriously, and their solutions must be followed.
I do not think this is unreasonable.

I think this is a smart beginning; it would improve
1
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their public image, and promote safety while preparing them for accident and response
efforts. Let us not EXPERIEMENT with dealing with a spill in the Arctic now. BP may have
learned by Exxon's failures, but still they respond ineptly and like a bunch of clumsy
undergraduates in the lab for the first time.
It is time to enact some rules here and stop allowing oil companies to worry about
accidents only when they happen, and then experiment on the unlucky AMERICAN community
that happens to be affected by the next spill that will happen because nothing has
changed.
Although I consider myself leaning more towards environment, I am realistic that oil will
always be needed. However, that does not mean we can be irresponsible with the lives of
Americans. Saying one doesn't believe in the climate crisis is not a license to be
irresponsible with the resources of the planet. We have a responsibility to future
generations and that has nothing to do with believing in what the climate is or is not
doing.
The problem is greed, refusals to change and implement change, leaders that are out of
touch with mainstream Americans, leaders that do not care about regular Americans that
cannot Buy representation, and a large amount of irresponsible attitudes of our leaders.
We really need a leader. We really need a leader to come forth and say, ENOUGH! It is
time to return to basic American values, honor, loyalty, respect, and working to do things
for THE COMMON GOOD OF ALL. Somewhere that ideal has been lost and trampled with several
other purely and uniquely American values. THE COMMON GOOD OF ALL. Lastly, it is wrong to
destroy the Arctic that belongs to the next generations of America. There seems to be too
much arrogance, egotistical ideals, self-service and self-serving practices, that HONOR
AND DUTY have become punch lines for election campaigns. These words used to represent
things that are very American.
It should be no surprise that many Americans find it hard to be a Proud America, or proud
of their country, or proud of its leaders. It is becoming increasingly embarrassing to
think of one’s self as American. Lately the only thing we represent is the embodiment of
Greed, Irresponsibility, Drunk with Power, Lacking Human Compassion, no Fairness , no
commitment to solutions, attitudes childish in nature refusing to compromise to reach
meaningful solutions because it is our way or no way leading to an out of control spin
downwards.
Can you please restore some honor by enacting some demand for safety by requiring the
creation of this department that deals with these issues? Let us pause, regroup, make
changes, and learn from mistakes rather than living in a loop that never ends. Can you be
that leader? Can you stop this endless loop, this loop of destruction and failure.
Gail Amalfitano
2517 s.w. Barber Lane
port saint lucie, FL 34984
US
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November 27, 2010
Robert LaBelle
Chukchi Sea Draft SEIS
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation, and Enforcement
Alaska OCS Region
BOEMREAKPublicCommen@boemre.gov
Subject: Chukchi Sea Draft EIS

Dear Mr. LaBelle:
Please cancel Chukchi Sea lease sale 193. I have been involved with onshore oil and gas
development for the past ten years and have been to the Arctic coast. Oil and gas development
does not belong in such a sensitive and fragile ecosystem as the Arctic Ocean. The time to
prevent an environmental tragedy is now, prior to leasing. Once leases are issued it is too late
despite all the stipulations, mitigation, and good intentions of regulators when permitting
development. Believe me, I've spent the last four years participating in an effort to prepare an
environmentally responsible oil and gas management plan in another fragile ecosystem, that
should not have been leased, it cannot be done.
One of the reasons that the Alaska District Court remanded the original EIS was for more
information. The supplemental EIS still lacks sufficient information for making an informed
decision.
The recoverable reserve is unknown and speculative. The purpose and need statement makes it
clear that the recoverable reserve is unknown; "offer for lease areas in the Chukchi Sea Planning
Area of the Alaska Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) that might contain economically recoverable
oil and gas resources." The extent of the reservoir should be known before determining the lease
sale area. Don't make a large geographic area available for oil and gas simply because it may
avoid political controversy, i.e. not precluding a potential use. I've seen this happen too many
times, and once an area is leased it is too late. This is exactly what has happened in my region.
An entire intermountain basin was made available for oil and gas as the managers were certain
development would remain in the traditional conventional oil fields. Low and behold, new
technologies made previously overlooked reservoirs economically feasible for development.
Now they're dealing with development proposals in some extremely fragile ecosystems which
cannot be reclaimed. These fragile ecosystems never should have been leased, please do not
repeat this mistake.
Polar bear critical habitat was designated by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on November 24,
which includes the lease sale area. The EIS essentially postpones polar bear consultation until
time of development. Impacts to polar bears must be considered now, at leasing, waiting until
development is too late. The EIS promises that consultation will be reinitiated when critical
habitat is defined. Now that critical habitat has been defined, the EIS should be put on hold (or
better yet cancelled) and full formal consultation reinitiated, not incremental consultation.
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Page nine states that Best Available and Safest Technology will be required but provides
insufficient information as to what these best and safest technologies are. How can an informed
decision be made if these technologies are not identified? The specific technologies to be
required should be listed not broad categories. Similar terminology is used in the onshore world
and it provides little if any environmental safeguards. The companies determine what they feel
is technologically and economically feasible with little dispute from the federal regulators.
Therefore proven feasible technologies are not utilized.
An oil spill response plan is not required until a facility is put into use (pg. 9). This is ludicrous,
has the Deepwater Horizon disaster taught us nothing? British Petroleum and the federal
government were caught totally off-guard and acknowledged their plans were inadequate. An
oil spill plan should be prepared prior to leasing to determine the feasibility of controlling a spill
in the Arctic environment. If there is any probability that a spill could not be contained (i.e. oil
spilling out beneath the winter ice pack) then the area should not be leased.
I don't understand how BOEMRE can make the following statement on pg. 16: “The BOEMRE
concludes that new information regarding the Deepwater Horizon incident is not relevant." The
cause of the Deepwater incident was insufficient attention paid to safety practices (or blatant
disregard) by the operators and insufficient oversight by BOEMRE's predecessor (MMS),
followed by not having a sufficient response plan in place and therefore an incompetent initial
response. Regressing, this is exactly why best available technologies need to be identified and
an oil spill response plan in place before even considering leasing.
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The summary of impacts (pgs. 18-24) is too generic and subjective providing insufficient
information for an informed decision. As a decision maker is unlikely to read the entire EIS and
will instead concentrate on the summary it is imperative that the summary is sufficient for
making an informed decision. Impacts are discussed in subjective terms such as ‘moderate’ but
there is no definition of the impact categories; i.e. “risk of a large oil spill is low”. What is low?
“Any increase in concentrations of criteria pollutants would be small, local, and temporary.”
Please define small, local, and temporary. These are all subjective terms, which unless defined,
are left open for interpretation. Even when impacts are identified as significant there is no or
little quantification of the impact. "A large oil spill or chronic small-volume oil spills impacting
intertidal or estuarine habitats used by early life-history stages of Pacific salmon would be likely
to result in significant adverse effects on local populations. These would require three or more
generations to recover to their former status." How many more generations for full recovery, one
or two more or several more generations? Impacts lasting multiple generations can increase
exponentially with each generation lost to the point populations may never be able to recover.
Temporary and nonlethal effects to ESA listed marine mammals should be explained better.
Will these temporary and nonlethal effects interfere with foraging, breeding, or other activities
that could have long-term population level impacts? What is the difference between substantial
impacts and significant impacts? These are just a few examples of the insufficient information,
the pattern continues throughout the document.
The sociocultural discussion on pg. 23 is an example of an appropriate analysis summary;
impacts are defined, quantified, duration identified, and adequately explained. All resources
should be discussed to a similar level of detail in order to make an informed decision.

It is inappropriate not to analyze potential impacts related to the consumption/burning of the oil
and natural gas produced from the lease sale area (pg. 16). I agree BOEMRE has no control over
where the product resulting from the Chukchi leases is consumed and therefore cannot perform a
site-specific effects analysis. However, BOEMRE should have a reasonable estimate of the
amount of oil and gas that will be produced and consumed and therefore could calculate green
house gas emissions and contributions to global climate change. This is crucial given the Arctic
environment of the proposed lease sale where climate change impacts have some of the greatest
adverse effects; i.e. declining ice pack and resulting effects on marine mammals, shore erosion
(including constructed islands for drill platforms and production), subsistence, pipelines and
other infrastructure, etc.

The supplemental EIS fails to adequately analyze effects to ESA listed species instead relying on
the following statement (pg. 20): "additional Section 7, ESA consultation would be required
before BOEM approves any Development and Production Plan that could follow from a lease
sale." A similar tactic is taken with non-listed marine and coastal birds on page 21: "As marine
and coastal bird use presence is quite variable by season and location, an accurate assessment of
impacts at this early stage is difficult. Additional NEPA and other environmental review
processes occurring at later stages of the OCS Lands Act program (i.e. exploration, development
and production) will have site-specific plans to focus an analysis. Significant adverse impacts to
marine and coastal birds would be avoided and mitigated through restriction and measures
implemented during those later review processes."

The EIS identifies that the community of Wainwright would like to use some of the produced gas
(pg. 16). The EIS should have provided additional information on this issue, has a formal
request by Wainwright been made? Are they in negotiation discussions with the potential
producers? etc. From the information provided it is unclear whether Wainwright consuming a
portion of the natural gas is reasonably foreseeable or not. If it is a reasonably foreseeable
action resulting from the proposed lease sale, then BOEMRE is obligated under NEPA to
analyze the environmental effects resulting from Wainwright’s consumption. Similarly, a
portion of the production is to be consumed to fuel the production operations. Would local
natural gas burning have different local effects than consumption elsewhere? I do not know and
the EIS certainly does not inform a potential decision maker.

As identified earlier, once leases are issued it is too late. Environmental effects of exploration,
development, and production must be considered prior to leasing to make an informed decision.
Leases are a binding contract which come with a right to develop; once a lease is issued,
appropriate environmental mitigation may not be possible. It is not reasonable to presume that
development of additional, site-specific mitigation measures during later environmental review
processes would produce only minor impacts to Threatened and Endangered species. Mitigation
measures must be identified and analyzed prior to leasing in order to make an informed decision.
Leasing and development are connected actions, development impacts must be considered prior
to leasing.
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Differences between the alternatives should also be quantified, not merely generalized in terms
of "greater or lesser", in order to make an informed decision. How much greater or lesser?
The Affected Environment section does a descent job about discussing recent and projected
climate and meteorological changes (p. 32). Similar level of detail should be included in other
sections of the Affected Environment such as physiography (p. 32) where increased shore
erosion should be discussed as it would likely affect onshore pipelines, constructed islands, and
other features of the oil and gas development.
I do not know much about ice gouging, but from the affected environment discussion (pg. 35) it
sounds like it is an important issue. Therefore the site-specific surveys identified to be
completed before decisions are made on specific proposed activities should be completed for sale
area 193 prior to leasing.
The following sentence (pg. 36) is too subjective: "The main rivers that flow into the Arctic
marine environment remain relatively unpolluted by human activities." Please define relatively.
The sale area is off the coast of the National Petroleum Reserve, are the local rivers "relatively"
unpolluted or do they contain more pollutants from the onshore development compared to Arctic
rivers away from petroleum development?
Essential habitat is not known for the most sensitive early life stages of all three commercial
fisheries species (p. 39). This is essential information to have before deciding to lease an area
for oil and gas development. Surveys must be done of the lease area to determine if the species
utilize the lease area in their early life stages. Unlike the boom and bust cycling of oil and gas
development, commercial fishing done properly is a sustainable revenue source. Therefore an
accurate analysis of the environmental and economic impacts to essential fish habitat and
commercial fisheries is essential. Industry supporters tout the economic returns of oil and gas
development, but the sustainable revenue of commercial fisheries is much more important.
Leases should not be sold without this vital information. I find it interesting that in my situation
the oil and gas companies and their supporters are advocating maximizing drilling opportunities
in order to maximize economic returns while the state and affected counties place greater
importance on ensuring that the fragile environment is adequately protected first allowing for the
long-term sustainable economic benefits.
A generic significance threshold for biological resources of three generations or less for
population recovery is too generic (pg. 60). For long lived species such as whales and other
marine mammals three generations may be decades in length, this is much too long for recovery.
It would also likely take several years, potentially generations, for population reductions related
to oil and gas activities to become evident. Significance thresholds should be species or guild
specific. A better measure may be use patterns. How does each species use the lease sale area
and do they continue to use the same areas in the same fashion following leasing and during oil
and gas activities? The threatened and endangered species thresholds (pg. 60) approach on what
I'm proposing. One or more generations for recovery may be adequate for short-lived species
but is still too long for long lived species especially if they are ESA listed.
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The development scenario (pg. 61) anticipates oil development to begin in 2020, 10 years from
today. This is too long, too speculative, and therefore too risky. The natural gas discussion
identifies the need for a transportation mechanism, without a defined transportation mechanism,
the project is incomplete and should not be considered. Gas development and transportation to
market are connected actions and must be considered together. BOEMRE must cancel the lease
sale at least until a transportation pipeline proposal has been received so that the cumulative
impacts of leasing, development, productions, and transportation can be analyzed together.
The development scenario description is not clear. Will drilling and production be
accomplished from a single platform (pg. 62) within each lease? That is what the description
seems to indicate, but how large are the lease parcels? what is the total number of lease parcels?
and therefore what is the total number of platforms, wells, and pipeline length anticipated?
The ruptured pipeline risk is based upon the Gulf of Mexico (offshore) and U.S. Dept. of
Transportation (onshore) regulations. These regulations were written for much different
environments than the Chukchi Sea. I doubt these regulations are applicable to the harsh Arctic
climate with its sub-zero temperatures, ice gouging, etc.
The Chapter 4 environmental analysis section provides no more detail than the summaries
provided in Chapter 2. Most of the discussion is very generic with little detail mostly in
subjective terms which are not defined. This EIS lacks sufficient information to make a reasoned
informed decision.
In summary, please accept alternative 2 and cancel lease sale 193. The Arctic climate is too harsh
and the ecosystem too fragile to risk another environmental catastrophe. It is too bad that the
federal legislators and executive agencies do not have the political will power to adapt from
preventable disasters such as the Exxon Valdez and the Deepwater Horizon. Ten years for
production is too long, too speculative. America must move away from its dependence on
carbon based energy, not prolong it. We have the capacity to embrace cleaner, renewable energy
sources in the next decade. Ten years for production is too long and too speculative and is not
worth the environmental risk.
The impacts to the local human environment (sociocultural systems, subsistence economy, and
commercial fisheries), physical environment (air quality, water quality, and acoustic
environment), and biological environment (essential fish habitat, marine mammals, marine and
coastal birds, and ESA listed species) that are disclosed are too great and not worth the limited
economic benefit from the proposed lease sale.
An EIS is required to provide sufficient information to make a reasoned, well informed decision;
this EIS does not. Many of the impact analyses are considered too speculative and postponed
until time of development, including ESA consultation. Waiting until development is too late,
the impacts must be analyzed and disclosed prior to leasing. Leases are contracts, once issued,
access must be granted, and development will occur. A complete environmental impact analysis
must be conducted prior to leasing.
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The analyses that are included are too subjective; impact thresholds should be defined and
quantified. For example, biological impacts are measured in terms of generations, but the EIS
does not define the term or disclose how long generations are for the multitude of species
affected. A generation for a bowhead whale is much longer than that of an Arctic fox; three
generations for Arctic fox population recovery may be reasonable but three generations for
bowhead whale (a subsistence resource and cultural foundation) recovery is certainly not. Basic
biologic information such as what species are present within the lease sale area, during what
times of the year, and at what population levels is lacking. Biologic inventories and surveys
should have been completed, prior to initiating the EIS, to acquire the base information on which
to support an EIS.

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

It is clear from this EIS that the federal offshore oil and gas regulations are as environmentally
ineffective as those onshore. As the federal regulator, BOEMRE should apply the environmental
safeguards that have been incorporated into federal coal permitting. Resource surveys are
initiated several years prior to leasing to acquire the appropriate baseline information. The
surveys continue through permitting and development to monitor impacts. Complete emergency
response plans and reclamation plans are required prior to leasing. ESA consultation takes place
during the lease analysis. Please incorporate these important steps so that BOEMRE has the
appropriate and sufficient information upon which to base its decision.

I urge the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement to ensure that
any decision on drilling in the Chukchi Sea be based on sound science and demonstrates how
oil and gas activities can be conducted safely - especially in light of last summer's
Deepwater Horizon blowout. The current draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
(SEIS) for Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193 completely dismisses the need to collect missing
science and discounts potential negative impacts to polar bears, walrus, seals, whales and
many other species already threatened by climate change.

We took our daughter to the Arctic coast to see wild polar bears, in 2007, when she was five
years old. We would like her to have the ability to take her children there someday too. I'd like
to go back also, not only to watch polar bears again but to observe the Inupiat bowhead whale
hunt. Please cancel Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193, the EIS is deficient and the limited economic
benefit is not worth the foreseeable environmental impacts.

Sincerely,
Thomas E. and Patricia L. Bills
6 Chokecherry Lane
Buffalo, WY 82834
tbpdb@wyoming.com

NRDC [nrdcinfo@nrdconline.org] on behalf of B Bohlen [babsbohlen@comcast.net]
Monday, November 22, 2010 4:17 PM
BOEMRE AK Public Comments
Attn: Chukchi Sea Draft SEIS

Nov 22, 2010
Mr. John Goll
Alaska Regional Office, 3801 Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500 Anchorage, AL 995035820
Dear Mr. Goll,

I am concerned that the decision to release the draft SEIS in its current form may
expedite oil drilling plans in the Chukchi Sea and could lead to permanently destructive
consequences for the wildlife and Alaska Natives who depend on this region for survival.
In the original analysis, the agency noted hundreds of areas in which they lacked
information about species, and yet failed to explain how this missing information might
affect their decision process. In response to the court mandate, the Alaska regional
office's draft SEIS made the unwise determination that none of the missing information was
essential to a reasoned choice and that, no matter the impacts, it would allow drilling to
proceed.
The draft SEIS goes against the Obama Administration's commitment to science-based
decision-making, especially in light of the systemic failures made evident by the
Deepwater Horizon accident, which are still not addressed. The determination that we
should drill at any cost undercuts sound science and environmental stewardship for our
oceans.
Instead of proceeding with the current draft SEIS, your agency should first put a priority
on collecting essential missing information. This information should be based in part on
the data generated by the ongoing United States Geological Survey analysis of the Arctic
due out in spring 2011. The agency should then prepare a revised draft SEIS, followed by
public review and comment, before making any final decisions.
BOEMRE's first priority must be protecting the wildlife and people whose survival is
linked to the Arctic Ocean. It is critical that all necessary science and lessons learned
from the Gulf of Mexico spill are incorporated into any final decision about whether and
where to allow oil drilling in the Chukchi Sea.
Sincerely,
Ms. B Bohlen
3002 Whitefield Rd
Churchville, MD 21028-1308
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oil and gas resources as the nation transitions to the new energy sources of the future.
z Given the impact of high energy prices on Americans and their economy, the U.S. has a moral
obligation to develop domestic energy sources, both onshore and offshore.
From:

Claude Bondy [akclaude2009@yahoo.com]

Sent:

Tuesday, November 09, 2010 3:54 AM

To:

BOEMRE AK Public Comments

Subject: OCS Lease Sale 193

Please consider this when making a decision:

Thanks,
Claude & Jennifer Bondy (And Little Bob!)
Alpine Creek Lodge
PO Box 121
Mile 68 Denali Highway
Cantwell, Alaska 99729
907-394-2552
www.alpinecreeklodge.com

z Lease Sale 193 should be affirmed as held in 2008. The SEIS provides sufficient information and
analysis to support an informed decision affirming Sale 193.
z Rescinding the leases and allowing a de facto moratorium to continue will harm Alaska’s economy
and discourage future industry investment, without a corresponding benefit to the environment.
z Sale 193 is critical to Alaska’s future economy and the nation’s long-term energy security.
z The Chukchi OCS is an important future source of U.S. energy supply with up to 29 billion barrels of
oil and 209 trillion cubic feet of natural gas potentially in place. The Chukchi Sea is considered the most
prospective unexplored offshore basin in the country.
z The goal of Lease Sale 193 was to produce oil from the Alaska OCS and boost domestic production
from potential world-class energy deposits. OCS production has the potential to refill the Alaska oil
pipeline, which is now operating at one-third of its 1988 peak flow.
z Oil and gas production resulting from Sale 193 will occur under the world’s highest safety and
environmental standards. Activities will be governed by stringent lease stipulations identified in the
FEIS and SEIS. Numerous mitigation measures, including seasonal operating restrictions, will minimize
potential impacts, and conflicts avoidance mechanisms will protect subsistence whaling and other
harvest activities.
z Industry has committed to unprecedented provisions for prevention and spill response that go above
and beyond what is required by law. These provisions, combined with a stringent permitting process,
give Alaskans a high level of confidence that exploration and development can occur safely and without
harm to polar bears and other species.
z Drilling in the Arctic offers distinct differences than deepwater exploration and development in the
Gulf of Mexico. The pressure encountered in deepwater drilling is multiple times greater than in Alaska
where wells would be in very shallow water. There are also major differences in well designs, as well as
fundamental differences in the geology of the regions. All of these contrasts should lead BOEM to
conclude that exploration should move forward in the Chukchi.
z There has never been a blowout in the Alaska or the Canadian Arctic that resulted in an oil spill.
Thirty wells have been drilled in the Beaufort and five in the Chukchi – all without incident. These wells
were drilled in the 1980s, utilizing older technology compared to what exists today.
z The North Slope and the offshore are now perhaps the most studied energy basins in America. In the
past decade, over 250 studies have been funded in the Arctic, with the majority focused on the Beaufort
and Chukchi Seas.
z According to a University of Alaska study, new OCS production in Alaska would provide an annual
average of 35,000 jobs in Alaska with a total payroll of more than $72 billion over the next 50 years.
z New offshore oil and gas development in Alaska would also generate thousands of new high-paying
jobs throughout all 50 states – in manufacturing, computer technology, construction and maintenance.
z Demand for energy is continuing to rise and the U.S. requires continued development of America’s
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From:

Delice Calcote [Dcalcote@mtaonline.net]

Sent:

Monday, November 22, 2010 11:46 AM

To:

BOEMRE AK Public Comments

Subject: Bring Science to the Arctic

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
(SEIS) for Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193.
I strongly encourage you to ensure that decisions about oil and gas activities in the U.S. Arctic Ocean
are based on an adequate understanding of the marine ecosystems and the potential impacts of proposed
industrial activities. The current draft SEIS for Lease Sale 193 wrongly dismisses the need to collect
missing science, does not comport with the spirit or letter of the law, and should be rejected.
We need to conduct the necessary baseline scientific research and monitoring to provide an
understanding of the Arctic ecosystem before making decisions that would allow oil and gas activities,
including leasing, to occur. There is an acknowledged lack of scientific information about the Arctic
food web and the ongoing effects of climate change, as well as an even more egregious lack of
knowledge about the abundance and distribution of almost all species of marine mammals, seabirds, and
fish.
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which eventually is in the tundra and water resources. The toxins in the air must be affecting the marine
and other cell life on the North Slope construction and extraction areas. Where are those studies? The
EVOS studies seems to be missing from all the explosions and leaks over the years on the Alyeska
Pipeline and drilling units spread across the North Slope traditional lands and territories.
The Clean Water ACT and the Clean Air ACT charge the government with a PUblic Trust Doctrine and
a Tribal Trust Doctrine. It is a shame that the Tribal Governments are spending very limited and
cherished resources on going into the United States Courts to force the federal and state governments to
uphold the laws and sacred duties to protect and promote our full rights that are acknowledged in the
1945 United Nations Charter Article 73, Resolution 66(I) et al.
Thank you for your time and attention on this matter.
I reserve and preserve all my rights.
Delice Calcote
Natural woman and grandmother of Afognak Island and
I remain and claim the non-treaty status of Alaska's
First Nations and peoples.
Delice Calcote
Anchorage, AK

The Administration should remain committed to science-based decision making by conducting the
science necessary to fill the acknowledged missing information for the Chukchi Sea and to reevaluate its
decisions based on the new information gathered.
As the tragedy in the Gulf of Mexico taught us, not having adequate scientific knowledge of the
ecosystem or a working oil spill response plan can have tragic and irreversible consequences.
Please commit to making management decisions based on adequate science, not politics or profits. We
must learn from the mistakes that were made in the Gulf of Mexico to avoid a similar tragedy from
occurring in the fragile waters of America's Arctic Ocean.
The oil spill in Valdez, the oil gusher in the Gulf of Mexico teach that oil cannot be cleaned up once it
hits the ocean. Approximately 3% of the Gulf oil has been recovered according to news releases. This is
totally unacceptable in oceans prone to seas of ice. There are no Coast Guard bases within an hour or
two reach of the proposed Chukchi and Beafort seas extraction activity. Kodiak Coast Guard base is a
couple days by ship to reach the North Seas, weather permitting. Haven't the days of the Whaling Ships
caught in the sea ice a lesson to carry forward into todays plans. I'm not aware of anyone willing to go
rescue anyone from a burning platform when there is a snow storm, ice storm, wind storm in the North
seas. That would be called a suicide mission in my book. The oil would go to the bottom, it would travel
in layers of currents, and where it would show up could have devasting effects on marine life in many
areas of the North Seas.
There are children that are not able to return to their Villages on the North Slope as the air is toxic to
their lungs. The flaring that is allowed to continue day and night has had devasting consequences on the
lungs of elders, parents, youth and babies. No one is immune to the toxins being burned into the
air...with no unit of scrubbers to assure that nothing is escaping into the air. This is called genocide,
killing off communities of First Nations and peoples, either one by one or by mass poisoning of the air
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Jeff Childs – LS 193 Draft SEIS Comments
From:

Jefferson Childs [Oceanauts@gci.net]

Sent:

Monday, November 29, 2010 8:10 PM

To:

BOEMRE AK Public Comments

Cc:

'Jeff Ruch'

Subject:

Attn: Chukchi Sea Draft SEIS

Attachments: Chukchi Sea Draft SEIS Comments_JChilds.pdf

I’vequicklyreviewedBOEMRE’sChukchiSeaDraftSEIS;Pleasefindattachedaremycomments(inpdf)for
BOEMRE’sconsiderationforimprovingtheSEIS.BecauseofpastproblemsI’veexperiencedwithMMS,please
noteIamcc’ingPEERwiththesecomments.ShouldBOEMREhavequestionsregardingmySEIScomments,
BOEMREmaycontactmeviamyemailbelow.

Cheers,
JeffChilds
MarineWildlifeEcologist
Anchorage,Alaska
Oceanauts@gci.net





After quickly reviewing BOEMRE’s Chukchi Sea Draft SEIS and parts of the Lease Sale 193 EIS from which
it is tiered, I note the following deficiencies, analytical flaws, and noncompliance with federal
regulations:
1. Incomplete Analysis of Gas Development Activities
a. Section IV.B.5. discusses the potential for an (accidental) natural gas release, citing loss of
well control or ruptured pipeline as potential sources in offshore waters. BOEMRE, in
describing the scenario of potential natural gas release from a ruptured pipeline, states
“Offshore, from a subsea pipeline release, the gas would bubble to the surface and continue
into the atmosphere, where it would dissipate.” The scenario and subsequent analyses, do
not consider what would happen if natural gas was released during colder months when the
sea surface is covered with ice! Natural gas released during colder months when ice covers
the Chukchi Sea would not necessarily “bubble to the surface and continue into the
atmosphere, where it would dissipate.” (DSEIS IV.B.5.; p. 67). It is more likely to become
trapped beneath the sea surface-ice interface, where juvenile arctic cod, ice seals, beluga
whales, and bowhead whales may breathe in pockets of trapped natural gas. BOEMRE
describes the fate of a gas release thusly (p. 68):
“The primary component of natural gas is methane, a colorless, odorless, and tasteless gas.
It is not toxic in the atmosphere, but is classified as a simple asphyxiate, possessing an
inhalation hazard. As with all gases, if inhaled in high enough concentration, oxygen
deficiency could occur and result in suffocation. The specific gravity of methane is 0.58.
Being lighter than air it has the tendency to rise and dissipate into the atmosphere.”
The impact analysis is incomplete until BOEMRE analyzes the impacts of natural gas trapped
beneath sea ice on pagophilic species such as the bowhead whale, beluga whale, ice seals,
and arctic cod. Please note that contaminated breathing gases can be serious; (human)
divers breathing contaminated breathing gases have passed out and/or died. We might
anticipate similar lethal or sublethal impacts to pagophilic species breathing natural gas
trapped beneath the sea ice. Further expanded analysis would also consider possible
escapement of trapped natural gas at breathing holes used by ice seals or visited by hunting
polar bears.
b. There are a number of rare fish species documented occurring in the Chukchi Sea Planning
Area; some species are known only based on one or several specimens collected in the
Planning Area. Data available in Mecklenburg et. al. (2002) indicates such species are
demersal in nature. BOEMRE has not conducted an analysis investigating adverse impacts
associated with leasing blocks where rare fish species occur (i.e., have been collected).
Without doing the analysis for BOEMRE, consider the impacts associated with leasing a
block where an endemic demersal fish was collected in the Chukchi Sea Planning Area; the
only known site in all of Alaska’s waters. What is the population size and distribution of the
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species? What are the habitat parameters? What impacts might occur should BOEMRE
allow exploratory drilling, installation of a production platform, or trenching of a pipeline
through the only known area where the species was collected in the Chukchi Sea? What
impacts might there be if there are two separate sites where a rare demersal species are
known to occur in the leasing area? Consideration of such rare animals, their distributions,
abundance, and habitat requirements are necessary to avoid extirpating them from the
region. BOEMRE should conduct an analysis, block by block, in the Chukchi Sea Planning
Area, for rare fish occurrences, and consider potential impacts to these fish species. In fact,
consider removing lease blocks where rare fish are documented occurring from past
surveys, from the lease sale (of course, this may involve generating a new Alternative in the
SEIS).
2. Incomplete Analysis of Oil & Gas Leasing Activities (LS 193 EIS & DSEIS)
a. The MMS noted the following in its LS 193 EIS: “While we expect no regionwide losses to
fish resources at the population level,…” However, MMS did not perform a thorough
analysis since there exists potentially significant impacts to rare fish species in the Chukchi
Sea Lease Sale 193 area. As noted above in 1.b., BOEMRE need analyze leasing blocks
inhabited by rare fish species, where impacts of placing exploratory drilling operations,
production platforms, seafloor structures, and pipelines may result in the only known
regional population occurs. For example, construction activities on the seafloor in areas
where a rare marine fish species inhabits may adversely threaten their population or habitat
leading to their extirpation from the Planning Area. MMS-Alaska Region (now BOEMREAlaska Region) has previously been advised to analyze offshore oil & gas industry activity
impacts on rare marine fish species in the Beaufort and Chukchi seas, though the agency
managers chose to disregard such concerns expressed by their agency subject matter expert
(me, at the time)!
b. The former MMS-Alaska Region notes the potential for significant adverse impacts to some
local fish populations, but assumes impacted local fish populations would recover due to
recruitment from adjacent fish populations. In the scientific arena, this is metapopulation
ecology, and BOEMRE needs more information to accurately assume/assess such
recruitment recovery. In instances that BOEMRE finds significant adverse impacts to local
populations, it is then necessary for them to conduct a metapopulation analysis that
examines “source/sink” population relationships, pathways of recruitment (as well as
barriers), availability of habitats, and importantly, abundances of adjacent populations!
Without considering such parameters and conducting a detailed metapopulation analysis,
they are left with flawed assumptions of recovery.
3. Incomplete and Inconsistent Use of New Information in the SEIS
a. There are many newly published scientific reports and peer-reviewed scientific papers
available with new information relevant to lease sale activities in the Chukchi Sea Planning
Area and the environmental analyses of the Lease Sale 193 EIS and this DSEIS. Much of this
newly published information (since 2007) comes from NOAA, USGS, faculty of the University
of Alaska-Fairbanks, and even BOEMRE. Additionally, the Oil & Gas Industry (e.g., SEPCO,
Conoco-Phillips) have published recent reports of offshore surveys or monitoring efforts in

the Chukchi Sea Planning Area. The DSEIS does not cite or consider such newly published
information, including some studies funded or published by BOEMRE! Moreover, the
BOEMRE-Alaska Region has a number of ongoing studies that it receives progress reports
on; these ongoing studies and progress reports are not considered in the DSEIS
environmental analyses. It’s striking and embarrassing that BOEMRE would prepare an SEIS
that does not make better use of newly available scientific information (e.g., published since
2007), in light of recent transgressions at the MMS. At the end of my comments, I’ve
provided a partial list of newly published studies that BOEMRE should examine and
incorporate in their environmental analyses for the SEIS and future lease sale analyses!
4. Underestimating the Importance of Incomplete or Missing Information
a. BOEMRE underestimates the importance of incomplete or missing information in the Lease
Sale 193 EIS and DSEIS (see pp 8 -15 of 143; Appdx A of DSEIS). BOEMRE (in the DSEIS) often
uses “canned” statements dismissing why incomplete or missing information is not essential
to making a reasoned choice regarding the Alternatives considered in the EIS. However,
there are many gaps in knowledge regarding the distribution, abundance, ecology and
behavior of many fish resources, (particularly so for some rare demersal fish species)
occurring in the Chukchi Sea Planning Area, that with more thorough analysis (not done in
the LS 193 EIS) suggest significant adverse impacts may occur if certain lease blocks are
made available to or modified by offshore oil and gas activities. As noted earlier, some rare
fish species are known occurring in the Lease Sale area from one to several locations, and
only by one to several specimens! One rare species is endemic to the eastern Chukchi Sea!
As such, the best available information suggests these animals are concentrated where
collected and may represent one or several populations in the region (at least without
further information). Should BOEMRE lease a block for offshore oil & gas exploration and
development where the only known population of a rare fish species occurs in the region (or
say one of two locations), industry activities pose a substantial threat to that population or
its habitat and may inadvertently extirpate the population via normal or accidental activities
(e.g., exploratory drilling, installation of production platform or trenching of a pipeline).
BOEMRE has NOT done the requisite hard look at how leasing such blocks to industry may
adversely impact such rare fish species. Such lease sale blocks should not be leasable or
their seafloors modified (e.g. via pipeline right-of-ways) unless more information is gathered
indicating the species (1) has more populations in the Chukchi Sea Planning Area, (2) is more
abundant than previous data indicate, (3) a broader distribution than several point sampling
sites, and (4) known habitat requirements are not unique to that block. Indeed, the
BOEMRE needs much more information than it currently has to confidently determine that
its leasing activities will NOT cause a significant adverse impact to a rare fish
species/population, such as extirpating it from the planning area.
5. Noncompliant Listing of Preparers.
a. Chapter VI.D. Authors, Reviewers, and Supporting Staff (p.122) does not comply with and
fulfill CEQ Regulations (Section Sec. 1502.17) (List of preparers). These regulations specify:
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“The environmental impact statement shall list the names, together with their
qualifications (expertise, experience, professional disciplines), of the persons who
were primarily responsible for preparing the environmental impact statement or
significant background papers, including basic components of the statement (Secs.
1502.6 and 1502.8). Where possible the persons who are responsible for a particular
analysis, including analyses in background papers, shall be identified. Normally the list
will not exceed two pages.”
There is good reason to properly comply with CEQ Regulations Sec. 1502.17, chiefly that
the public and decision-makers should know who conducted and authored the
environmental analyses for various resources, and what their qualifications are making
them experts suitable for conducting such analyses. Whereas BOEMRE’s Alaska Region
has not been forthright concerning some past scientific/environmental analyses
conducted by agency subject matter experts in lease sale EA’s/EIS’s, the public has good
reason for continued distrust of BOEMRE’s NEPA documents. The public should be
confident that, for example, the agency expert conducting and writing water quality
impact assessment is indeed a water quality expert. Similarly, BOEMRE should
demonstrate that a person responsible for a particular analysis (e.g., Arctic marine
mammals) has the expertise and experiences regarding Arctic marine mammals, instead
of, say, Gulf of Mexico marine mammals. Finally, I recommend specifying each person’s
experience with offshore oil & gas activities, to give the public an accurate picture of
what their expertise and experiences are concerning the industry activities they are
tasked with analyzing, writing, or reviewing information on. I mention this in light of the
fact that no analyst discussed or analyzed the impacts of a pipeline gas release during
colder months when ice covers the Chukchi Sea, and a natural gas leak is more likely to
become trapped under ice than bubble to the surface and dissipate into the
atmosphere.
b. As an example, I suggest providing the requisite information for each author, reviewer, and
supporting staff person along these lines:
John Doe, Wildlife Biologist, PhD., Univ. of Alaska-Fairbanks, Wildlife Ecology (2007). M.S., Univ.
of Washington, Zoology (1999). B.S., Oregon State Univ., Biology (1996). John recently joined
BOEMRE-Alaska Region (2007), after having completed his dissertation investigating polar bear
denning behavior along the Beaufort and Chukchi Sea coasts. John authored all sections of the
FEIS concerning polar bears, non-listed marine mammals, and terrestrial mammals. John’s has
limited experience with the offshore oil & gas industry, having one day toured the NorthStar
facility off the North Slope.
A Sample List of Newly Published Information BOEMRE Should Consider in the DSEIS.

Arp, C.D., et. al. 2010. Two mechanisms of aquatic and terrestrial habitat change along an Alaskan arctic
coastline. Springer Berlin / Heidelberg, 0722-4060, 12 p.
http://www.springerlink.com/content/6454720773312h86/fulltext.pdf
Bluhm, B.A. et. al. 2007. High gray whale relative abundances associated with an oceanographic front in
the south-central Chukchi Sea. Deep Sea Research Part II: Topical Studies in Oceanography 54(23-26):
2919-2933.
Douglas, D.C., 2010, Arctic sea ice decline: Projected changes in timing and extent of sea ice in the
Bering and Chukchi Seas: U.S. Geological Survey Open-File Report 2010-1176, 32 p.
Durner, G. M., et. al. 2009. Predicting the 21st century distribution of polar bear habitat from general
circulation model projections of sea ice. Ecol. Monogr. 79(1):25-58
Fischbach, A.S., Monson, D.H. , and Jay, C.V., 2009, Enumeration of Pacific walrus carcasses on beaches
of the Chukchi Sea in Alaska following a mortality event, September 2009: U.S. Geological Survey OpenFile Report 2009-1291, 10 p.
KONDZELA, C., M. GARVIN, R. RILEY, J. MURPHY, J. MOSS, S. A. FULLER, and A. GHARRETT. 2009.
Preliminary genetic analysis of juvenile chum salmon from the Chukchi Sea and Bering Strait. N. Pac.
Anadr. Fish Comm. Bull. 5:25-27. (.pdf, 505 KB).
http://www.npafc.org/new/publications/Bulletin/Bulletin%20No.%205/NPAFC_Bull_5_025-027(Kondzela).pdf

MOCKLIN, J. A. 2009. Evidence of bowhead whale feeding behavior from aerial photography. AFSC
Processed Rep. 2009-06, 118 p. Alaska Fish. Sci. Cent., Natl. Mar. Fish. Serv., NOAA, 7600 Sand Point
Way NE, Seattle WA 98115. (.pdf, 7.25 MB). http://www.afsc.noaa.gov/Publications/ProcRpt/PR2009-06.pdf
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

gadaily@gmail.com
Tuesday, November 09, 2010 5:19 AM
BOEMRE AK Public Comments
Attn: Chukchi Sea Draft SEIS

G Allen Daily
4119 N 110th St
Wauwatosa, WI 53222-1104
November 9, 2010
John Goll
OCS Director, BOEMRE Alaska

Dear John Goll:
I urge the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement
(BOEMRE) to ensure that any decision on oil and gas drilling in the Chukchi Sea is based
on sound science and a basic respect for Arctic wildlife. The current draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement
(SEIS) for Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193 dismisses the need to collect missing science and
discounts potential negative impacts on entire species of Arctic wildlife.
On October 12, the Alaska region BOEMRE released the draft SEIS in response to a June
ruling by the Alaska District Court that their environmental analysis was inadequate. In
the original analysis, the agency noted hundreds of areas in which they lacked information
about species, and yet failed to explain how this missing information might affect their
decision process. In response to the court mandate, the Alaska regional office's draft
SEIS made an across the board determination that none of the missing information was
essential to a reasoned choice and that, no matter the impacts, it would allow drilling to
proceed.
Alaska's BOEMRE's decision to release the draft SEIS goes against the Obama
administration's commitment to science-based decision-making, especially in light of the
systemic failures made evident by the Deepwater Horizon accident, which are still not
addressed. Furthermore, it seems to directly disregard Secretary Salazar's September
statement that "we must be thoughtful and responsible in developing... [Alaska's]
resources so that we protect Alaska's fisheries, wildlife, and remarkable beauty for
generations to come... In the Arctic, we must continue to be guided by caution, science,
and the voices of North Slope communities, including Alaska Natives, as we chart a wise
path forward."
In determining that we should accept any cost for drilling, the draft SEIS undercuts sound
environmental stewardship and decision making for our oceans.
Instead of proceeding with the current draft SEIS, your agency should first put a priority
on collecting essential missing information. This information should be based in part on
the data generated by the ongoing United States Geological Survey analysis of the Arctic
due out in spring 2011. The agency should then prepare a revised draft SEIS, followed by
public review and comment, before making any final decisions.
BOEMRE's first priority must be protecting the wildlife and people whose survival is
linked to the Arctic Ocean. It is critical that all necessary science and lessons learned
from the Gulf of Mexico spill are incorporated into any final decision about where to
allow oil drilling in the Chukchi Sea.
Thank you for considering my comments.
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Sincerely,
G Allen Daily
4145730572

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

regis.digiacomo@marquette.edu
Monday, November 22, 2010 8:09 AM
BOEMRE AK Public Comments
Attn: Chukchi Sea Draft SEIS

John Goll
OCS Director
BOEMRE Alaska
November 22, 2010
Dear John Goll, OCS Director, BOEMRE Alaska,
The Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement should not move forward
with any oil drilling plans for the Chukchi Sea until all necessary science is collected
and lessons are learned from the BP oil disaster.
The current draft SEIS for Chukchi Sea Lease 193 does not sufficiently address the risks
to the Arctic Ocean's ecosystem. It is critical that all necessary science is collected
and the BP oil spill is analyzed and incorporated into any decisions dealing with oil
drilling in the Chukchi Sea.
It is imperative that all necessary steps are taken to prevent another catastrophic oil
spill from happening.
Sincerely,
Regis DiGiacomo
2333 N. 113th St.
Wauwatosa, WI 53226
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Defenders of Wildlife [defenders@mail.defenders.org] on behalf of Heidi Grassberger
[hgras99@yahoo.com]
Monday, November 22, 2010 2:42 AM
BOEMRE AK Public Comments
Attn: Chukchi Sea Draft SEIS

Nov 22, 2010
Regional Director Alaska OCS Region Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and
Enforcement
Dear Regional Director Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement,
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As someone who cares about wildlife, I am deeply concerned about the Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement for Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193.
Drilling in the Chukchi could be disastrous for the wildlife that depends on the Chukchi
to survive.
There is still no effective, proven technology to clean up oil spills in broken sea ice
conditions in Arctic waters such as those found in the Chukchi Sea.
Oil can coat polar bear fur, causing even these Arctic sea-ice dwellers to freeze to
death. And increased drilling activities can disrupt the feeding habits of walruses, seals
and other animals that depend on the sea ice of the Chukchi to hunt and survive.
Because the risks to wildlife are so great, I urge your agency to await the results of the
President's Spill Commission, due out in January, and a U.S. Geological Survey analysis of
the Arctic, due out in April.
Once that critical information is in hand, then the agency should put out a new Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for public comment. We simply should not move forward with
drilling in this fragile environment until we have collected and fully analyzed all
relevant information.
Thank you for considering my comments.
Sincerely
Ms. Heidi Grassberger
1565 N 117th St
Wauwatosa, WI 53226-3207
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

World Wildlife Fund [ecomments@wwfus.org] on behalf of Heidi Grassberger [hgras99
@yahoo.com]
Sunday, November 21, 2010 8:11 AM
BOEMRE AK Public Comments
Urgent Action Needed: Protect the Arctic's Chukchi Sea for People and Wildlife

Nov 21, 2010
Regional Director, Alaska OCS Region, BOEMRE John Goll
3801 Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, AK 99503
Dear Regional Director, Alaska OCS Region, BOEMRE Goll,
The draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) for the Chukchi Sea Lease
Sale 193 represents a rushed decision by the Alaska Region of BOEMRE to ignore, rather
than obtain, essential missing information about the Chukchi Sea.
The draft SEIS acknowledges that, without the missing information about the basic ecology
of the area, it may not be possible to judge the impacts of oil and gas activities
resulting from the lease sale. Yet BOEMRE has determined that it will obtain none of the
missing information before allowing activity on the leases, including drilling, to go
forward.
The decision undercuts sound environmental stewardship and decision making for our oceans.
It goes against the administration's commitment to science-based decision making,
especially in light of the systemic failures made evident by the Gulf of Mexico accident.
BOEMRE should prioritize the collection of essential missing information. This information
should be based, in part, on the data generated by the U.S. Geological Survey analysis of
the Arctic due out in the spring of 2011. BOEMRE should then prepare a revised draft SEIS,
followed by public review and comment, before making any final decisions.
BOEMRE's first priority must be protecting the wildlife and people whose survival is
linked to the Arctic Ocean. It is critical that all necessary science -- and lessons
learned from the Gulf of Mexico spill
-- are incorporated into any final decision about where to allow oil drilling in the
Chukchi Sea.
Sincerely,
Ms. Heidi Grassberger
1565 N 117th St
Wauwatosa, WI 53226-3207
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Alaskan offshore exploration and production speaks for itself.
From:

Thomas.Homza@shell.com

Sent:

Wednesday, November 17, 2010 8:19 AM

To:

BOEMRE AK Public Comments

Subject:

OCS Alaska Support

So, I urge you, as an environmentally concerned Alaskan and as a petroleum geologist, to help expedite
both exploration and production in Alaska’s OCS and the development of viable energy alternatives.

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status:

In conclusion, to me it is very unwise to curtail exploration by an industry with a strong environmental
track record. It is unwise to do this in one of our nation’s most prospective areas, precisely when we
need more domestic supply, precisely when we need an economic boost, and well before we are ready to
switch to alternative energy sources.

Red

Again, thanks for making the commendable effort to hear our opinions. I empathize with your struggle
and I hope this helps.

Respectfully submitted by:

Tom Homza

Thomas X. Homza, PhD
7200 Northpark Dr.
Anchorage, AK
99516



November 17, 2010
Dear BOEMRE,
Sincere thanks for taking local opinions concerning OCS development. This is a difficult and important
issue. Let me give you my demographic. My name is Tom Homza, I am an ardent democrat who
proudly supported President Obama’s candidacy and I believe his programs are generally prudent and
wise. I was the first kid on the block to drive a hybrid out of principle. I came to Alaska 21 years ago
primarily to practice geology and to experience the wilderness. My wife and I are raising an Alaskan
family with what we believe are strong environmental principles.
I am also a Petroleum geologist. An explorer. I’m one of the folks who use the seismic data to find new
oil and gas fields. I have worked for several multinational oil companies and I have worked throughout
the region – in the North Aleutian Basin, Cook Inlet, ANWR, the Nenana Basin, the North Slope, the
Canadian Beaufort, the Chukchi Sea, the Beaufort Sea – and I have a reasonably sound understanding of
Alaska’s hydrocarbon potential. It is my personal opinion that the Alaskan OCS, especially in the north,
has the best potential for large, economically viable reserves in the state and very likely, in the nation.
But I don’t know that because the wells have not been drilled to prove it.
Back to my demographic: I acknowledge global climate change and the role of humans in it. The
infamous hockey-stick Carbon curve and its correlation to industrial activity is, in my opinion,
incontrovertible. I believe that we need to wean ourselves from our over-consumption of fossil fuels.
But we must do this in the context of our very real current dependence upon oil – largely from an
unstable supply of foreign oil. An economically weakened nation will not tread lightly on the
environment. Thus, I believe that the essential transition to alternative energy sources will take time
(especially for transportation energies) and that in the meantime, we need to keep domestic supply
viable, first by knowing what we have through exploration. I believe it is a capital blunder to not even
seek to know what our resource base is and that continued dismantling of Alaska’s oil industry will
surely decimate Alaska’s economy.
The companies have not degraded Alaska’s environment (which, again, I personally value very highly)
beyond what I believe is acceptable to deliver the vibrant economy we enjoy here. Alaskan operations,
including in the Chukchi and Beaufort, are proven to be clean and safe – the environmental record of
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with some in Anchorage.

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

igtanloc@barrow.com
Tuesday, November 09, 2010 3:44 PM
BOEMRE AK Public Comments
Attn: Chukchi Sea Draft SEIS

I have a great and grave concern with regards to the present oil spill response
equilpment, tools, materials, etc., that are currently used in oil spill response work.
I have seen the clean up operations or the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill on local TV
seen on TV the residual oil still under the surfaces of some beaches.

and have

I have seen and heard of the impacts on the lives and lively hoods of Alaska residents who
have been impacted. I have heard of Alaskan's that have had to move away from the
birthplaces and homes BECAUSE THEY WERE NOT ABLE TO LIVE in those locations due to drastic
losses to the subsistence foods need to sustain their living in those areas.

Irving Igtanloc
P.O. Box 530
Barrow, AK 99723-0530

I have witnessed the impacts on the residents of the North Slope the Oil Industry has had
for over 30 years and see their acutal levels of employment obtained by our residents.and
it is pititul when one looks at the numbers and job positions. This does not help support
off shore oil drilling in the Arctic when residents feel that employment will not be
meaningful for them and therefore they must rely on traditional and subsistence way of
lively hood while drilling and operations are in progress.

November 9, 2010
John Goll
OCS Director, BOEMRE Alaska

Then one considers, what can and will the Oil Industry do in response to an Oil Spill in
the Arctic?

Dear John Goll:
I urge the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement
(BOEMRE) to ensure that any decision on oil and gas drilling in the Chukchi Sea is based
on sound science and a basic respect for Arctic wildlife. The current draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement
(SEIS) for Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193 dismisses the need to collect missing science and
discounts potential negative impacts on entire species of Arctic wildlife.
On October 12, the Alaska region BOEMRE released the draft SEIS in response to a June
ruling by the Alaska District Court that their environmental analysis was inadequate. In
the original analysis, the agency noted hundreds of areas in which they lacked information
about species, and yet failed to explain how this missing information might affect their
decision process. In response to the court mandate, the Alaska regional office's draft
SEIS made an across the board determination that none of the missing information was
essential to a reasoned choice and that, no matter the impacts, it would allow drilling to
proceed.
Alaska's BOEMRE's decision to release the draft SEIS goes against the Obama
administration's commitment to science-based decision-making, especially in light of the
systemic failures made evident by the Deepwater Horizon accident, which are still not
addressed. Furthermore, it seems to directly disregard Secretary Salazar's September
statement that "we must be thoughtful and responsible in developing... [Alaska's]
resources so that we protect Alaska's fisheries, wildlife, and remarkable beauty for
generations to come... In the Arctic, we must continue to be guided by caution, science,
and the voices of North Slope communities, including Alaska Natives, as we chart a wise
path forward."
In determining that we should accept any cost for drilling, the draft SEIS undercuts sound
environmental stewardship and decision making for our oceans.
Instead of proceeding with the current draft SEIS, your agency should first put a priority
on collecting essential missing information. This information should be based in part on
the data generated by the ongoing United States Geological Survey analysis of the Arctic
due out in spring 2011. The agency should then prepare a revised draft SEIS, followed by
public review and comment, before making any final decisions.
BOEMRE's first priority must be protecting the wildlife and people whose survival is
linked to the Arctic Ocean. It is critical that all necessary science and lessons learned
from the Gulf of Mexico spill are incorporated into any final decision about where to
allow oil drilling in the Chukchi Sea.
I am an Alaskan by birth and have lived in Barrow, Alaska for 51 years, my wife and I have
four children, 14 grandchildren and 4 greatgrandchildren, most of whom were born in Barrow
1

What will they do in the Fall Season when the storms commence and they have a major oil
spill on the Arctic oceans? Are they going to be able to provide adeqate Oil Spill
Response work to capture all if not most of the oil? Will they be able to continue Oil
Spill recovery when a Fall storm comes upon the oil spill receovery operations. Do they
have Oil Spill equipment, tools, materials that make
What will they do in the Winter Months when the oceans are frozen over with ice and they
have a major Oil Spill"? Are they capable of recovering the oil from the ocean that is
covered with ice?
In the Spring, is the Oil Industry capable of recovering oil from the Arctic oceans when
the ice pack is loose and moving? What equipment, tools and materials do they have that
is capable of picking up the oil in the water whent he ice pact is loose and moving?
The Inupiat people of the Arctic learned to live in the Arctic and learned what the
weather and winds bring with them, they knew when they could hunt and travel and when they
should not hunt and travel.
When I look at the Exxon Valdez Oild Spill and its impacts on our residents and then look
at the Gulf of Mexico Oil Spill and see the impacts the oil spill haz are their marsh
lands I have great and grave concerns regarding any off-shore drilling in the Arctic.
I am greatly concerned with the use of dispersents should an oil spill happen in the
Arctic. My concern is that should the dispersed oil get in the food chain, the krell,
clams, crabs, fish and then into the seals, ogorook, walrus, beluga, whales, the land
where the caribou, ducks, geese, swans, bears, etc., the carcenogens from the oil is
cancerous.
The Inupiat people of the Arctic already have the highest rate of cancer per population
than anywhere else in the United State of America!
Who is to pay for the health problems caused by an Arctic Oil Spill?
What about the compensation for those who become incapcitated and can not longer hunt to
feed their family?
The North Slope region is the ONLY Arctic area in the United State of America. There is no
other area in the United States of America that is in the Arctic.
Thank you for considering my comments.
Sincerely, with great and grave concerns,
2
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Irving J. Igtanloc
907-852-2767
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From:

Denise Meyer [dmeyer@sbfhcs.com]

Sent:

Tuesday, November 16, 2010 9:35 AM

To:

BOEMRE AK Public Comments

Subject: Bring Science to the Arctic

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
(SEIS) for Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193.
I strongly encourage you to ensure that decisions about oil and gas activities in the U.S. Arctic Ocean
are based on an adequate understanding of the marine ecosystems and the potential impacts of proposed
industrial activities. The current draft SEIS for Lease Sale 193 wrongly dismisses the need to collect
missing science, does not comport with the spirit or letter of the law, and should be rejected.
We need to conduct the necessary baseline scientific research and monitoring to provide an
understanding of the Arctic ecosystem before making decisions that would allow oil and gas activities,
including leasing, to occur. There is an acknowledged lack of scientific information about the Arctic
food web and the ongoing effects of climate change, as well as an even more egregious lack of
knowledge about the abundance and distribution of almost all species of marine mammals, seabirds, and
fish.
The Administration should remain committed to science-based decision making by conducting the
science necessary to fill the acknowledged missing information for the Chukchi Sea and to reevaluate its
decisions based on the new information gathered.
As the tragedy in the Gulf of Mexico taught us, not having adequate scientific knowledge of the
ecosystem or a working oil spill response plan can have tragic and irreversible consequences.
Please commit to making management decisions based on adequate science, not politics or profits. We
must learn from the mistakes that were made in the Gulf of Mexico to avoid a similar tragedy from
occurring in the fragile waters of America's Arctic Ocean.
Denise Meyer
Wauwatosa, WI
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Earthjustice [info@earthjustice.org] on behalf of Colleen O'Donnell [cmodon71@aol.com]
Wednesday, November 10, 2010 6:26 AM
BOEMRE AK Public Comments
Attn: Chukchi Sea Draft SEIS

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Cta [Cta@consumerenergyalliance.org]
Tuesday, November 30, 2010 6:59 AM
BOEMRE AK Public Comments
Attn: Chukchi Sea Draft SEIS

Nov 10, 2010
November 2010
Alaska OCS Region BOEMRE
Bureau of Ocean Energy, Management, Regulation, and Enforcement, 1849 C Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20240
Dear BOEMRE,
Your recent draft supplemental environmental impact statement for the Chukchi Sea Lease
Sale 193 is an unnecessarily hurried attempt to paper over, rather than obtain, essential
missing information about the Chukchi Sea. The Bureau readily admits that without missing
information about the basic ecology of the area, it is in many cases not possible to judge
the impacts of oil and gas activities resulting from the lease sale. Nevertheless, the
Bureau has determined in its draft supplement that it will obtain none of the missing
information before making its leasing decision. This decision is unsupportable.
The draft supplement utterly fails to assess the true impacts of oil and gas drilling and
other lease activities in this fragile region.
Simply stating that the agency does not know the impacts is not acceptable. For example, a
catastrophic oil spill in the harsh, remote waters of the Arctic Ocean will devastate that
region. Twenty-foot ocean swells, frozen seas, subzero temperatures and a lack of
infrastructure will make an oil spill nearly impossible to clean up.
The Bureau also must more meaningfully assess the potential impacts of natural gas
development in the Chukchi Sea as a result of the lease sale. Simply assuming they will be
similar to impacts from oil development alone is not enough.
The Bureau's actions here represent a business-as-usual approach to rush through Arctic
offshore oil leasing even in light of the major failures at the agency recently brought to
light by the Gulf spill.
There should not be a rush to lease the Chukchi Sea and open it to oil and gas drilling.
As the Gulf spill has taught us, allowing oil and gas development in the offshore before
fully analyzing and preparing for its potential impacts can have tragic and irreversible
consequences.
I urge you to ensure that decisions about Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193 are made with
adequate scientific information and analysis. President Obama has made a commitment to
policy decision-making that relies on science, not politics or profits. Your agency must
comply with this mandate and recognize the need for more scientific analysis of Arctic
Ocean drilling before you proceed with Lease Sale 193.
Please rely on sound science and learn from mistakes made in the Gulf before you allow oil
and gas leasing in the fragile waters of America's Arctic Ocean.
Sincerely,
Ms. Colleen O'Donnell
734 N 119th St
Wauwatosa, WI 53226-3625
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John Goll, Regional Director
Alaska OCS Region
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement
3801 Centerpoint Drive, Suite 500
Anchorage, Alaska 99503
RE:

Chukchi Sea Draft SEIS – Allow Responsible Access to Alaska’s Resources

Dear Mr. Goll:
I am writing to express my support for the planned oil and gas development of Lease Sale
193 in the Chukchi Sea off the coast of Alaska.
The draft supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) recently released by the
federal government properly addresses all concerns expressed by the U.S. District Court in
Alaska. Thus, it is my hope that the federal government will finally approve the
responsible development of the Chukchi’s abundant oil and natural gas resources.
It is important that the federal government brings Alaska’s vast oil and natural gas
reserves back online. Jobs in Alaska and across the nation depend on the opportunities
that offshore oil and gas production can and will provide. In fact, a study by the
University of Alaska found that new offshore energy production in the state of Alaska
would produce an annual average of 35,000 jobs – both directly and indirectly generated by
increased offshore production – over the next 50 years for the state of Alaska alone, with
a total payroll of $72 billion (2007) over the 50-year period.
Further, new offshore oil and gas development in Alaska will stimulate America’s economic
recovery by generating thousands of new, high-paying jobs throughout the 50 states, from
steel and pipe manufacturers in the Midwest, to shipping on the coasts, to advanced
computer technology in California and Seattle, to Union Labor for pipeline construction
and maintenance.
In conclusion, I strongly believe that the federal government should move forward with the
SEIS process and the development of Lease Sale 193 in the Chukchi, as well as pave the way
for the State of Alaska to receive a portion of the proceeds from such development through
revenue sharing.
Now is the time to promote policies that encourage job creation while growing the economy
and providing the nation with much needed U.S. energy supplies.
Sincerely,
Roy Palmer
549 Marshall Dr.
Fairbanks, Alaska 99712

1

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Destin.Singleton@shell.com
Tuesday, November 16, 2010 6:42 AM
BOEMRE AK Public Comments
I support responsible access to Alaska's Resources: Chukchi Sea Draft SEIS

Dear Mr. Goll:
I strongly support oil and gas development of Lease Sale 193 in the Chukchi Sea off the
coast of Alaska.
Following a recent decision by the federal courts, the Department of Interior has issued a
draft supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS). Following conclusion of this
regulatory process, it is my hope that the federal government will move quickly and
finally approve the responsible development of the Chukchi's abundant oil and natural gas
resources.
With Alaska and national unemployment at record levels, it is important that we develop
Alaska's vast oil and natural gas reserves. In fact, a 2009 study by the University of
Alaska found that new offshore energy in Alaska would produce an annual average of 35,000
jobs - both directly and indirectly generated by increased offshore production - over the
next 50 years for the state of Alaska alone, with a total payroll of $72 billion (2007)
over the 50-year period.
Further, because energy is such a vital part of our domestic economy, new offshore
development in Alaska's Chukchi Sea will help stimulate America's economic recovery by
generating thousands of new, high-paying jobs throughout the 50 states.
Now is the time to move forward in support of thoughtful, safe and efficient energy
production.
Now is the time to promote policies that encourage job creation while growing the economy
and providing the nation with much needed U.S. energy supplies.
Sincerely,
Destin Singleton
1605 Columbia
Houston, TX 77008-4307
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As the Nation’s principal conservation
agency, the Department of the Interior
has responsibility for most of our
nationally-owned public lands and
natural resources. This includes
fostering the wisest use of our land and
water resources, protecting our fish and
wildlife, preserving the environmental
and cultural values of our national parks
and historical places, and providing for
the enjoyment of life through outdoor
recreation. The Department assesses
our energy and mineral resources and
works to assure that their development
is in the best interest of all our people.
The Department also has a major
responsibility for American Indian
reservation communities and for people
who live in Island Territories under U.S.
Administration.

