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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 VI1.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:

e Summary of Comments: A definition and summary of the issue based on the comments
received in a particular issue category.

e 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:

e 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.

e  The agency must identify critical missing information and develop an approach for
gathering and synthesizing that information before it proceeds with a leasing decision.

e  The SEIS undercuts sound environmental stewardship and decision making for our oceans.

e  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 “[ijmprovement of the scientific understanding of the
Arctic system and how it is changing in response to climate-induced and other changes”

e  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-and-
Designation-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:

e BOEMRE should respect the calendar and time of year when scheduling meetings in each
village.

e BOEMRE failed to adequately advertise the public meetings.

e  The document was seen for the first time on the day of the public meeting.

e  Public meetings lose meaning and/or effectiveness if participants aren’t familiar with the
particular documents under discussion.

e [tis difficult to find the time to read an entire EIS.

e 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.

e The agency should provide communities with feedback on how their comments were
considered, and what decisions were made.

e  Whaling captains should be notified of public meetings by phone or e-mail.

e  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.

e In Barrow, BOEMRE held the public hearing on the Draft SEIS at the same time as the
government-to-government meeting with the Ifiupiat 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.

e  There was ambiguity regarding the date of closure for the Draft SEIS comment period.

e  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:

e  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.

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

e  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:

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

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

e  The agency should provide the entire transcripts from each public meeting.
e  Transparency requires the agency to post hearing transcripts on their website.
e The SEIS should include Native points of view, as well pictures of Native people.
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e  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.

e 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

e Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
e  Local Governments

e  Environmental Organizations

e  General Public

Response to Comments

Information about BOEMRE’s extensive outreach efforts during the Sale 193 SEIS process is
provided in Section I1V.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:

e  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).

e 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).

e  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.

e  Placing large newspaper ads to appear in two editions each of the Arctic Sounder,
Fairbanks News-Miner, and Anchorage Daily News.

e 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:

E6

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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e  Seeking opportunities for public communication that coincide with cultural activities
within potentially affected communities.

e 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/Hearingsl.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 Nalukataqg (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 s 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:

e 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.

e 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.

o 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.

e  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.

e 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.

e  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).

e  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.

e  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.

e 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.

o [fall 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

e  Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
e Local Governments
e  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 11.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 111 prior to Lease Sale 193 and
continues to recommend Alternative I11 in this supplemental process. NMFS states: “Alternative 111
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 Il
recommendation for a larger deferral area “offers a precautionary approach to afford protection of
marine resources in a data limited environment.”

Source of Comments

e  Federal Government (National Marine Fisheries Service)
e  Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
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e  State Government

e  Environmental Organizations

e  Corporations and Industry Groups
e  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 1V best fulfills its statutory mission and
responsibilities, given all relevant economic, environmental, and technical factors. Chapter Il,
Section I1.B.1 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:

e 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.

e  Once an oil company touches a place, they should be responsible indefinitely.
e  Existing leases should be suspended until important subsistence areas are better protected.
e New policies should be put in place before drilling is allowed to go forward.

e Qil and gas activities should not occur when ice movements and/or conditions may pose
safety issues.

e BOEMRE should investigate alternate oil spill cleanup techniques, especially
bioremediation.

e BOEMRE should require lessees to adhere to the Open Water Season Conflict Avoidance
Agreement.

e  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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e  Federal sale and royalty money should be used to fund revenue sharing programs for
impacted communities.

e Anoil spill relief fund should be established before the production phase.

e BOEMRE should apply the more stringent safeguards that have been incorporated into
federal coal permitting.

e Inspection of operations in the Arctic should include persons knowledgeable in subsistence
activities, with appropriate authority to regulate.

e  Given the importance of government accountability and transparency, BOEMRE in future
years should post user-friendly and extensive information on inspections, releases, etc.

e 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.”

e  Arctic National Wildlife Refuge should be permanently protected.

o 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.

e 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.

e BOEMRE needs to provide specific mitigation measures that address the cumulative threat
to bowheads from increased shipping, pollution and noise.

e  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.

e 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.

e 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.

e 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.

e  There should be more mitigation for the bowhead whales that migrate through the lease
sale area in the fall.

e  There must be a 60-mile buffer zone.
e  There must be stipulations requiring vessels to use ultra low sulfur fuels.
e  There should not be more than one drilling operation at any time (in the Chukchi Sea).

e A zero discharge standard should be applied to drilling. Mud tailings should not be
discharged into our ocean.

e  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 Ifiupiat 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.

Avreas that are especially important to wildlife or subsistence harvesting, including the 60-
mile 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

El4

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

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 1V.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 Qil
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 - Qil 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:

e  Remote sensing and detection

e Physical and chemical properties of crude oil

e  Mechanical containment and recovery

e Chemical treating agents and dispersants

e Insitu burning

e  Deepwater operations

e  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. 1f BOEMRE inspectors were to observe apparent violations of the MMPA, BOEMRE

E16 Appendix E- Section 1



Sale 193 Final SEIS BOEMRE

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.
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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
“Qil 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 well-
equipped 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 Qil
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 111
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:

e 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.

e  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.

e BOEMRE should analyze contributions to climate change from increased natural gas and
oil consumption resulting from the proposed action.

e 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.

e  The SEIS fails to address how increasingly dynamic ice conditions may affect operations
via pileups, pressure ridging, ice movements, ice gouging, strudel scouring, etc.

e The SEIS should address potential cumulative effects associated with ocean acidification.
Source of Comments

e  Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
e Local Governments

e  Environmental Organizations

e  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:

e increased noise and disturbance related to increased shipping;
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e decreases in ice cover with the potential for resultant changes in prey-species
concentrations and distribution with related changes in species distributions;

e changes in subsistence-hunting practices; and
e 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:

e 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.

e 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.”

e  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 “[I]Jeads 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.”

e  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.”

e  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 I1.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:

e 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.

e  AlJuly 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.

e Recent walrus tagging data from the USGS.

e The NMFS 2010 Biological Opinion for Oil and Gas Activities in the Beaufort and
Chukchi Seas.

e Information from the President's Spill Commission.

e  The recent USGS study that will provide additional information on Arctic science,
including issues pertinent to potential oil and gas exploration and development activities.

e  Forthcoming information from the Native Village of Kotzebue’s 6-year study of ice seals
and their habitat.

o Knowledge of which specific areas have been leased, which would make it more feasible
to fill information gaps for this lease sale.

e  Traditional knowledge that will enable BOEMRE to fill some of the data gaps in the 193
FEIS and SEIS.

E24 Appendix E- Section 1



Sale 193 Final SEIS BOEMRE

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 1V.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-NO06 is also referenced in Section 1V.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:

e The Arctic Ocean is one of the least studied and poorly understood ecosystems in the
world.

e  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.

e 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.

e  There should be longer-term studies that provide an understanding of the variability of
species over time.

e 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.
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e 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.

e  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.

e  Further studies are needed to delineate the importance of Hanna Shoal and surrounding
areas to the health of the Chukchi Sea.

e 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.

e 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.

e  More baseline scientific research and monitoring is needed to provide an understanding of
the Arctic ecosystem before making these decisions.

e A comprehensive, integrated research and monitoring plan is required that defines existing
information and research plans.

e  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.

e BOEMRE should develop a comprehensive interagency research plan.

e 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

e 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.

e  Efforts to gather additional information on the affected environments and communities
should include opportunities for communities along the Chukchi Sea to undertake
research.

e Additional baseline information is essential if the government is to comply with OCSLA,
NEPA, the ESA, and the MMPA.

e  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:

e  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.

e  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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e 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.

e  There will always be project opponents who feel there is not enough data to be deemed
sufficient in any analysis.

o  Affirming the lease sale is consistent with continuing to collect data.

e 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.

e  The recently released USGS report indicates that not enough information is known to
support oil and gas decisions in the Arctic.

Source of Comments

e Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
e  Local Governments

e  Environmental Organizations

e  Corporations and Industry Groups

e  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 Maniilag Association, the Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission, the Alaska
Nanuug 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:

e U.S. government lacks authority over Ifiupiat lands, waters, and resources. Ifiupiat have
sole ownership of and authority over (including the power to tax) adjacent oceans.

e 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.

e  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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e 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.

e  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.

e  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.
e  The Draft SEIS does not explain Best Available and Safest Technologies in enough detail.

e  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.

e  More information about seismic testing would be appreciated.

e  There are some locations in the document that use the name MMS. Where applicable, use
of the agency’s new name should be conformed.

e The SEIS should consider the risks of a VLOS from a tanker spill.

e 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

e  Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
e Local Governments

e  Environmental Organizations

e  Corporations and Industry Groups

e  General Public

Response to Comments

Scope. The issue of U.S. government authority over Ifupiat 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 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]). 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 site-
specific 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. Project-
specific 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 1.E.3-1.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-to-
comment 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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Issue 10. 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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e 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.

e 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:

e  The SEIS correctly assumes that commercial gas production would only follow oil
exploration, development and production activities already analyzed in the Final EIS.

e  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.

e Itis 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.

e  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.

e  The Draft SEIS could be read to be inconsistent in its treatment of well control events.
While the Section 11.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.

e 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.

e 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

e  Environmental Organizations
e  Corporations and Industry Groups
e  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 11.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 11.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
11.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 11.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 1V.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 open-
water 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 I1V.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 1V.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 commaodity 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:

e 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.

e  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.

e  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.

e EPA s 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.

e The analysis of potential impacts from the natural gas scenario is quite thorough, with
clear indication of relatively minor impacts.

e 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.

e  Overall, the Revised Draft SEIS provides a careful and supportable analysis of a VLOS.

e 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

e 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.

e 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 [5" 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:

e  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.

e  The SEIS shows a lack of understanding of this area and the unique environmental
challenges of working there.

¢ Inlight of changing conditions brought on by global warming, the data used to support the
SEIS is obsolete.

e 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.

e  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.

e  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.

e  The conclusion that impacts from natural gas development would simply be similar to
impacts from oil development is not sufficient.

e ltissuggested 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
11.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 Il and
IV serve their limited purpose aptly; readers seeking more detail are referred to relevant portions of
Chapter 1V.

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

Appendix E — Section 1 E43



BOEMRE Sale 193 Final SEIS

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 Il 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 111 and 1V)
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 I1.D.3 and 11.D.4. It is difficult to succinctly
summarize all of the implications of deferral the corridors to anticipated environmental impacts. The
text of Sections 11.D.3 and 11.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 11.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:

e The significance thresholds were too general, require more detail, and should be more
quantitative.

e 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:

e  With respect to marine mammals, a threshold predicated on impacts lasting 3 or more
generations is set too high.

e  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:

e The significance threshold for subsistence vastly understates the importance of subsistence
activities and resources for residents of the North Slope.

e Any adverse effect on the hunt, the availability of any subsistence resource, or directly on
the subsistence resource population is significant.

e  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.”

e  The standard should also recognize that effects which make the hunt more difficult, time-
intensive, or dangerous are also significant.

e  Stock-level reduction is not the correct level at which to judge impacts, since deflection of
migration patterns could significantly affect subsistence.

o BOEMRE significance thresholds for subsistence unlawfully stress impacts of long-term
duration; whereas, CEQ regulations stress that context for significance includes both short-
term and long-term effects. Thus, the 1-2 year element is unacceptable.

e Findings of “significance” should not be limited to resources BOEMRE deems
“important”.

e  Assumptions about how Ifiupiats 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.

e  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

e  Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
e  Local Governments
e  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 subsistence-
harvest 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 NOy, 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-NOyx 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 |1 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:

e The Clean Air Act should be enforced for OCS-related vessels.

e Any reduction in air quality should be considered significant (regardless of whether
National Ambient Air Quality Standards [NAAQS] are exceeded.

e 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.

e 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.

e 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.

e “Relatively” unpolluted is not well defined in the discussion of water quality of rivers.

e  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 I11.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

e  Environmental Organizations
e  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:

e 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.

e The recovery of local fish populations from significant adverse impacts cannot be assumed
prior to conducting a detailed metapopulation analysis.

e  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.

e 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:

e 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.

e  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:

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

e  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

e Federal Government (NMFS)
e  Environmental Organizations
e  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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e Itis 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.

e  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.

e 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.

e  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.

e 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.

e 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.

e 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.

e  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.

e The SEIS must disclose and provide more analysis of the incomplete information pertinent
to understanding bowhead breeding, feeding, and migration habitat.

e The low recovery rate off bowhead whale requires more careful examination of potential
effects from a large oil spill.

e  The SEIS should explain the exact number of threatened Steller’s or Spectacled eiders that
industry can “take.”

e  Seismic activities can harass bowhead whales, creating risks to the resource as well as
subsistence.

e 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.

e 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.

e  The statements in Section 111.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 I1.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

e  Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
e  Environmental Organizations

e Local Governments

e  Corporations and Industry Groups

e  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 111.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 111.B.4 and 111.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 1V.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 I11.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 pPa is the lower threshold established by
NMFS for preventing injury to bowhead hearing, while the 160 dB re 1 pPa 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. IVV-125 of the Sale 193 FEIS (USDOI, MMS, 2007a; incorporated by reference)
and in Section 1V.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 Il 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:

e 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.

e 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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e 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.

e  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
e  Environmental Organizations
Response to Comments

The Analysis of Incomplete or Missing Information (Final SEIS, Appendix A) determined—uwith
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 111, 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 | is provided in detail on pages 1VV-134 through
145 in the Sale 193 FEIS.

With respect to the specific benefits of Alternative Il 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 I11. 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 111, 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:

e  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.

o 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:

o  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.

o  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.

o  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:

o  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.

e 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  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.

e  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:

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

Source of Comments

e  Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
e  Local Governments

e  Environmental Organizations

e  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 well-
reasoned 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 111.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 pPa received sound levels (Richardson, et al. 1999), that a
majority respond at higher received sound levels at around and above 160 dB re 1 uPa, 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 uPa 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:

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

e  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.

e Itisimportant 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.

e  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.

e 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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e The 193 FEIS analysis of an oil pipeline does not provide the necessary analysis of the
effects of a gas pipeline.

e  The Draft SEIS provides no more than a cursory and incomplete analysis of the effects of
the construction and operation of a gas pipeline.

e 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.

e Instead of providing a detailed analysis, the draft SEIS relies on later analyses and
permitting processes to identify and prevent environmental harms.

e 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.

e Inrecent Integrate Activity Plan/EIS documents for the National Petroleum Reserve-
Alaska (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.

e 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

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

Response to Comments

Caribou. The potential for natural gas development and production activities to impact the Western
Acrctic caribou herd (WAH) is analyzed in Section 1V.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 I11.B.7 of the SEIS. The very thorough discussion of these issues
provided in Section 111.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 1V.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 I1.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 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.

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-
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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 1VV.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:

Appendix E — Section 1 E69



BOEMRE Sale 193 Final SEIS

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:

e 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.

e 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.

e  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—nboth 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.

e  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).

e 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).

e 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

E70 Appendix E- Section 1



Sale 193 Final SEIS BOEMRE

infrastructure; reduce regulatory uncertainty, which is destroying resource value; and set
high standards for developing the Arctic.

e  There could be dire impacts to the Alaska economy in the event that the lease sale is not
affirmed:
0 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.

0 Delay of the lease sale process jeopardizes hundreds of jobs and contracts for local
Alaskans.

0 Uncertainty regarding oil and gas activities in the Alaska OCS discourages continued
investment.

0 Lack of access to resources keeps Alaska dependent on the federal money.

e 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.

e  The federal government should share a portion of the proceeds from any development with
the State of Alaska through revenue sharing.

e 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.

e 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

e  Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
e  State Government

e Local Governments

e  Environmental Organizations

e  Corporations and Industry Groups

e  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:

e  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.

e 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.

e 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:

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

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

e  “llove being Ifiupiat. | 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

e  Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
e  Environmental Organizations
e  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:

e  There is a lack of understanding among federal decision makers regarding life in the
village and subsistence.

e Residents have a wealth of information to share regarding animal movements, etc. but they
are rarely asked or listened to.

e  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.

e Native people do not always like to eat Western foods. Subsistence foods are
irreplaceable, and their loss would cause suffering.

e  Even with this increasingly mixed economy, subsistence hunting continues to provide 40%
of caloric intake for Ifiupiat Eskimos on the North Slope, with substantially higher
percentages in the more rural villages.

e  Arctic Ocean subsistence resources not only provide food but are also fundamental to the
peoples’ identity.

e Interference in subsistence activities and/or decrease in subsistence foods also cause social
impacts.

e 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.

e  Pollution and/or disturbance in one portion of the Arctic may push whalers into other
areas, creating or increasing competition for resources.

e 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.

e  Disruption of subsistence activities can endanger participants as well as decrease the
likelihood of success.

e Qil 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.

e | would rather pay $50 for a gallon of gas than worry about not being able to go hunting
and get the food that | need.

e  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:

e  The influx of money from development makes people reliant on modern technology and
spoils the Native way of life.

e  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.

e 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:

e 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:

e 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.

e 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 111.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
e  Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
Local Governments

Environmental Organizations
Corporations and Industry Groups
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e  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 Ifiupiat 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 Ifiupiat 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 111, Corridor | 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):

e  MMS 2009-003. Subsistence Mapping of Nuigsut, 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 Ifiupiat 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 Ifiupiat 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 1l. 2002.

MMS 2006-020. North Slope Economy, 1965 to Present. 2006.

MMS 2002-071. GIS Geospatial Database of Qil-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 Nuigsit.

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 Nuigsut, 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 11.B.3.c(1) of the Sale 193 FEIS. This lease stipulation is
incorporated by reference in the Final SEIS per Section I1.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 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
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 Ifiupiat communities of Barrow,
Wainwright, Point Lay, and possibly Point Hope.

Additional discussion on this issue is in the SEIS in Sections: I11.C.1 Mitigation Measures, Conflict
Avoidance Stipulation; and 11.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 11.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 11.D.1 Summary of Impacts:
Alternative I-Proposed Action; IV.C.14 Subsistence-Harvest Patterns; 1VV.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 1V.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 Ifiupiat
living in a mixed cash — subsistence economy. Both Western and traditional foods are consumed by
Ifiupiat, 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 Ifiupiat 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 Ill.c.2.a p. I11-96, and 11l c.3.a. p. 111-117.

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 QOil 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

E80 Appendix E- Section 1



Sale 193 Final SEIS BOEMRE

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 111 and/or 1V) 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 1V.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 11 deferral
under Alternative 1V), 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
I11. C. 2. Section I11.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:

e Itis not acceptable to promote development at the cost of the tradition, culture, spirituality,
and health of the Ifiupiat 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.

e  Being Ifiupiat 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 Ifiupiat way.”

e  Standards for gauging risk and/or tolerance for risk may vary between the federal
government and members of potentially-affected communities.

e Regional governments and regional Tribal organizations do not necessarily represent the
viewpoints of all villages.

e 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).

e  Oil companies should be bound by written agreements concerning responsibilities,
liability, etc.

e  Missing information that relates to avoiding negative social and cultural impacts is
essential for a reasoned decision.

e Qil and gas development, especially without adequate planning, gambles not only a
pristine, changing, and rich wilderness — it gambles villagers’ homes and way of life.

e Accidents are inevitable.

e History of accidents (i.e., Exxon Valdez, Deepwater Horizon) makes it difficult to trust the
government or its documents.

e  The thought of people that don’t live in the Chukchi Sea area coming up and drilling and
making rules is scary.

o 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).

e 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:

e  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.

e The SEIS does not discuss cumulative impacts to health from gas development alone or
cumulatively, or identify any mitigation measures to address these issues.

e  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
Ifiupiats, 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

e  Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
e Local Governments

e  Environmental Organizations

e  Corporations and Industry Groups

e  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 11.B.3.c(1) of the Sale 193 FEIS. This lease stipulation is
incorporated by reference in the SEIS per Section I1.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 11.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 Qil 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 1V.E.18 and in the Sale 193 FEIS, Section Ill.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
111 and 1V 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 Ifiupiat
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 1VV.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 Ifiupiats. The role of the SEIS is to identify and provide detailed analysis of
potential environmental impacts, including impacts to Ifiupiat 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 Qil 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:
e BOEMRE needs to obtain funds from Congress for adequate inspectors and enforcement
personnel — it could take several years before BOEMRE has sufficient staffing.

e  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.

e Rescue efforts in poor conditions may endanger lives of Coast Guard personnel and others.
e Leases could lead to improved search and rescue operations.

Source of Comments

e  Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
e  Local Governments
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e  Environmental Organizations
e  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:

e  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.

e Itastonishes 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.

e The agency has not provided specific data to support its conclusion that noise levels will
not lead to significant cumulative impacts to whales.

e The key life forms in our oceans are already suffering increased risk from climate change,
over-fishing, and pollution.

e  The cumulative effects analysis must better analyze and explain why no significant
impacts would occur with respect to bowhead.

e  The cumulative effects analysis must include quantified or detailed information as opposed
to broad and general statements.

e 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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e  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.

e  The cumulative impacts section should evaluate potential radioactive impacts to Chukchi
Sea resources stemming from the radiation leak in Japan.

e 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.

e  When assessing cumulative effects to migratory species such as bowhead whale, the
geographic range under consideration should be expanded.

e  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.

e The SEIS should evaluate the NRC cumulative impacts study.
Source of Comments

e  Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
e  Local Governments
e  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 1V-84 through 1VV-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 1V.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 1V.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:

e  The 1502.22 analysis does not comply with the letter or spirit of applicable law and should
be rejected.

e  The conclusions of the 1502.22 analysis are contrary to evidence in the record and based
on mere speculation.

e 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.

e ltis 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:

e  The Draft SEIS represents a decision by BOEMRE to allow drilling no matter what the
impacts.

e 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:

e 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:

e 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.”

e 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:

e  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.

e  The definition should be expanded to include all other activities within as well as outside
the action area that could affect Chukchi Sea resources.

e  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.

e Inaddition 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:

e  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.

e Reliance on other environmental laws and regulations and future mitigation measures
ignores the agency’s responsibility to analyze impacts.

e  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 30-
day 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.

e  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:

e 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.

e 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.

e 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.

e 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.

e  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.

e 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).

e  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

e  Federal Government (EPA, NMFS)

e  Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
e  State Government

e Local Governments

e  Environmental Organizations

e  Corporations and Industry Groups

e  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 1V (Corridor Il 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
Acrctic 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:

e Itiswrong 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.

e  Decisions regarding the Alaska OCS should follow a precautionary approach.
e Poorly informed development poses unnecessary risks to high quality habitat.

e  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.

e  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.

e  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.

e  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.

e  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.

e 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.

e Ice-free summers in the Arctic will cause severe weather and ocean conditions that will
increase the risk of an accident.

e Inthe event of a VLOS, the inability to remove oil from the ecosystem is likely to
exacerbate adverse effects.

e  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.

e The North Slope is an example of how development can occur responsibly, even where
there remain some data gaps.

e  So far, industry plans have committed to unprecedented provision for prevention and spill
response that go above and beyond what is required by law.

e New technology (e.g. 3D and 4D technology) leads to reduced environmental impacts and
footprints from infrastructure.

e  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

e  Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
e  State Government

e Local Governments

e  Environmental Organizations

e  Corporations and Industry Groups

e  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 Umiag 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:

e Itis 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. Itis 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 I\V-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:

e  All references to the Alaska Coastal Management Plan should be removed considering the
program met its sunset date.

¢ Inlight 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:

e  Evaluating data gaps

e  Considering lease sale alternatives

e  Designing and requiring mitigation measures

e Analyzing the VLOS scenario

e  Analyzing the natural gas development and production scenario
Source of Comments

e  Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations

e  State Government

e  Local Governments

e  Environmental Groups

e  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.
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ACMP Sunset. The ACMP was established pursuant to the Coastal Zone Management Act
(CZMA) of 1972, as amended (16 U.S.C. 88 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:

e  The federal government must do more to develop a balanced energy policy that creates
jobs, helps stabilize energy prices, and reduces imports.

e  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.

e  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.

e High volumes of foreign energy imports transfer significant income to other countries,
wealth that could be invested domestically.

e  Shifting towards alternative sources of energy will take time and the nation requires
additional domestic supply in the interim.

e  Countries that are economically weakened have difficulty protecting their environment.

e The U.S. needs a constant supply of new discoveries to replace declining production and
meet growing needs.

e Alaska OCS development is critical to maintaining a sufficient flow rate through TAPS to
avoid corrosion, complex and costly maintenance, and premature decommissioning.

e 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.

e 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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e  Access to the Alaska OCS could increase the feasibility of the proposed natural gas
pipeline from the North Slope to the Lower 48 States.

e ltis possible to strike a balance in the Arctic between responsible oil and gas production
and environmental, social, and cultural values.

e 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:
e 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.

e  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

e  Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
e  State Government

e  Local Governments

e  Environmental Organizations

e  Corporations and Industry Groups

e  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 technically-
recoverable 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/2006 Asmt/
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,
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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

e  Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
e  Environmental Organizations
e  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 1V.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:

e The SEIS should more clearly explain the definition of a VLOS and the volume of the
VLOS being considered.

e 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.

e 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:

e  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.

e  Clearly and succinctly define the VLOS scenario as extreme, entirely speculative, and
exceedingly improbable.

e Highlight the extreme assumptions used to construct the VLOS scenario to better
contextualize the probability of such an event occurring in the real world.

e  Use the terminology “low frequency” rather than “low probability” to describe the
likelihood of blowouts or VLOS events.

e 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:

e  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.

e  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:

E108 Appendix E- Section 1



Sale 193 Final SEIS BOEMRE

e Itisimportant 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.

e  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.

e  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.

e 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

e  Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
e  State Government

e Local Governments

e  Environmental Organizations

e  Corporations and Industry Groups

e  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 IVV.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 1V.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-by-
plan basis at the exploration plan or development and production plan phase. Those analyses account
for seasonal considerations.

Frequency of a VLOS. Section I1V.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 1V.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 “worst-
case” 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 hbl.

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

Appendix E — Section 1 E111



BOEMRE Sale 193 Final SEIS

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 1V.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 9.625-
inch-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/high-
volume 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:

e  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).

e  The VLOS trajectory modeling does not provide info regarding how a VLOS would
impact coastal villages in the Northwest Arctic Borough.

e 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:

e  The Arctic ocean is cold and hydrocarbons do not evaporate out of it. A spill would travel
with the circulating currents, and effects would recur over the long-term.

e  The SEIS should consider the strength and variety of currents in the Chukchi Sea.
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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 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 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 1V.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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e  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.

e 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.

e 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.

e 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.

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

e  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.

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

Sources of Comments
e  Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
e  State Government
e Local Governments
e  Environmental Organizations
e  Corporations and Industry Groups
e  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 B-
29) 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 111.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 sea-
surface 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 11.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 Qil 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
Acrctic, 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:

e  An estimate of the downtime required to establish staging areas.

¢ Anindication as to where the staging areas would be located, and whether supplies are
already in place there.

e  An estimate of the weather downtime for vessels travelling from Cook Inlet and Prince
William Sound to the spill.

e Anexplanation of how a responder will get to the North Slope and where they will stay,
accounting for logistics and responder downtime.

e 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.

e 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:

e  Specify “ice downtime” for stable ice to form before cleanup could commence.

e  Paragraph 3 of Appendix B contains no mention of potential remodeling of under-ice
surfaces in which oil could be released.

Source of Comments

e Tribal Governments and Alaska Native Organizations
e  State Government

e Local Government

e  Environmental Organizations

e  Corporations and Industry Groups

e  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,

Appendix E — Section 1 E119



BOEMRE Sale 193 Final SEIS

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. Qil 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 1V.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

Appendix E — Section 1 E121



BOEMRE Sale 193 Final SEIS

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 I11 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 Chu'kchl Sea: BOEMRE Chukchi Sea: Recent OCS Comments
Ongoing/Planned Studies* Study Reports
* BOEMRE Alaska OCS
Updates of Region, Resource Evaluation
2.01.A Hydrocarbon Resource (RE) summary complete:
Estimates www.boemre.gov/
revaldiv/2011Assessment.htm
» The deepwater in the
201B Lack of Deepwater Chukchi Sea Planning Area is
o Arctic Data outside of the Lease Sale 193
area.
* Public release of seismic
Lack of publicly data is controlled by Federal
2.01.C |available recent 2D & laws and regulations.
3D seismic data BOEMRE has access to all
data.
» See Technical Report:
www.boemre.gov/revaldiv/Gas
HydrateFiles/HYDRATE.pdf
* RE regional addendum to the
2011 National Assessment of
2.02 Characterize Gas Oil and Gas Resources is
’ Hydrates 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.
. « Arctic Council; SINTEF;
203 Enhanceq International Canada DFO. eg. see
Cooperation
www.amap.no/oga
« Adaptation of Arctic Circulation * OCS Study MMS 2007-002
Model (NT-08-02) Proceedings of a Workshop on
« Surface Current Circulation High Chukchi Sea Offshore Monitoring in
Frequency (HF) Radar Mapping in the | Drilling Area
Chukchi Sea (AK-09-06) * Also see BOEMRE funded NOPP
« Beaufort/Chukchi Seas Mesoscale study: Comprehensive Modeling
Meteorology Modeling Study (AK-06- | Approach Towards Understanding
05) and Prediction of the Alaskan
» Mapping and Characterization of Coastal System Response to
3.01 Large-scale Circulation | Recurring Polynyas and Landfast Ice | Changes in an Ice-diminished Arctic | None
in the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas (AK-
09-04)
» COMIDA: Factors Affecting the
Distribution and Relative Abundance of
Endangered Whales: Biophysical
Moorings and Climate Modeling (AK-
09-02b)
« Hanna Shoal Ecosystem Study (AK-
11-03)
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Chukchi Sea: BOEMRE Chukchi Sea: Recent OCS

REEEA | NG CRIIEEE Ongoing/Planned Studies* Study Reports SEUEIS
« Adaptation of Arctic Circulation * OCS Study MMS 2008-021 Sea
Model (NT-08-02) Ice-Ocean-Oilspill Modeling System
 Evaluation of the Use of Hindcast (SIOMS) for the Nearshore Beaufort
Model Data for OSRA in a Period of and Chukchi Seas:
Rapidly Changing Conditions Parameterization and Improvement
(Workshop) (AK-10-07) » OCS Study MMS 2007-002
» Mapping and Characterization of Proceedings of a Workshop on

Recurring Polynyas and Landfast Ice | Chukchi Sea Offshore Monitoring in
in the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas (AK- | Drilling Area

09-04)

» 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 (AK-
09-02b)

* Hanna Shoal Ecosystem Study (AK-
11-03)

3.02 Changing Ice Regime None

» Chukchi Sea Offshore Monitoring in | » OCS Study MMS 2007-002
Drilling Area (COMIDA): Chemical and | Proceedings of a Workshop on
Benthos (AK-08-03) Chukchi Sea Offshore Monitoring in
* Hanna Shoal Ecosystem Study (AK- | Drilling Area

11-03)

« Population Assessment of Snow
Crab, Chionoecetes opilio, in the
Chukchi and Beaufort Seas Including
Oil and Gas Lease Areas (AK-08-12-
09)

3.04 Monitoring of Benthos None

» Bowhead Whale Feeding Variability |« OCS Study BOEMRE 2010-033

in the Western Alaskan Beaufort Sea: | Satellite Tracking of Western Arctic
Satellite Tracking of Bowhead Whales |Bowhead Whales

(AK-06-01, AK-10-01) * OCS Study MMS 2007-002

» Bowhead Whale Feeding Variability | Proceedings of a Workshop on

in the Western Beaufort Sea: Feeding | Chukchi Sea Offshore Monitoring in
Observations and Oceanographic Drilling Area

Measurements and Analyses (AK-06-
01, AK-10-02)

* Migration and Habitat Use by
Threatened Spectacled Eiders in the
Eastern Chukchi Near and Offshore None
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)

Wintering Distribution

3.05A and Habitats

» Bowhead Whale Feeding Variability |+ OCS Study MMS 2007-002
in the Western Beaufort Sea: Feeding | Proceedings of a Workshop on

Observations and Oceanographic Chukchi Sea Offshore Monitoring in
Measurements and Analyses (AK-06- | Drilling Area
01, 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
3.05.B Key Forage Species Whales: Habitat Use, Passive None
Acoustic and Environmental

Monitoring (Proposed)

» COMIDA: Factors Affecting the
Distribution and Relative Abundance of
Endangered Whales: Biophysical
Moorings and Climate Modeling (AK-
09-02b)

« Hanna Shoal Ecosystem Study (AK-
11-03)
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Rec.#| Key Concepts Chukchi Sea: BOEMRE | Chukchi Sea: Recent OCS Comments
: Y P Ongoing/Planned Studies* Study Reports
» Bowhead Whale Feeding Variability |+ OCS Study BOEMRE 2010-033
in the Western Alaskan Beaufort Sea: | Satellite Tracking of Western Arctic
Satellite Tracking of Bowhead Whales |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:
3.05.C | Telemetry Studies Bearded Seals (AK-07-08) None
» 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)
» ShoreZone Mapping of the North * Also see BOEMRE funded NOPP
3.06.A Change in Coastal Slope of Alaska (AK-11-07) study: Toward a Predictive Model of N
.06. ; : ) one
Geomorphology Arctic Coastal Retreat in a Warming
Climate
* OCS Study MMS 2007-055 BOEMRE Alaska OCS Region,
Literature Review, Synthesis, and Field Operations
3.06.8 Consequences of Design of Monitoring of Ambient (FO)/Technology Assessment
o Hazing Artificial Light Intensity on the OCS |and Research (TAR)
Regarding Potential Effects on Renewable Energy Program
Resident Marine Fauna (Atlantic)
* Pinniped Movements and Foraging: | OCS Study MMS 2009-063
Bearded Seals (AK-07-08) Traditional Knowledge Regarding
* Pinniped Movements and Foraging: | Bowhead Whales in the Chukchi
Walrus Habitat Use in the Potential Sea near Wainwright, Alaska
Drilling Area (AK-09-01) » OCS Study MMS 2009-007
* Bowhead Whale Feeding Variability | Common Ravens (Corvus corax)
in the Western Alaskan Beaufort Sea: | Nesting on Alaska's North Slope Oil
Satellite Tracking of Bowhead Whales | Fields
(AK-06-01, AK-10-01)
« Study of Sharing Networks to Assess
3.06.C !I[]rtsgi;?otsalﬁfril)wled e the Vulnerabilities of Local None
9€ | Communities to Oil and Gas
Development Impacts in Arctic Alaska
(AK-05-04a)
« COMIDA: Impact Monitoring for
Offshore Subsistence Hunting AK-08-
04)
« Satellite Tracking of Bowhead
Whales: Habitat Use, Passive
Acoustic and Environmental
Monitoring (Proposed)
Life History Stages of « Current and Historic Distribgtion and
3.07.A Ecology of Demersal Fishes in the None

Marine Fish

Chukchi Sea Planning Area (93-48-67)
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Rec. # | Key Concepts

Chukchi Sea: BOEMRE
Ongoing/Planned Studies*

Chukchi Sea: Recent OCS
Study Reports

Comments

Identify Biological

3078 Hotspots

* Hanna Shoal Ecosystem Study (AK-
11-03)

» Bowhead Whale Feeding Variability
in the Western Beaufort Sea: Feeding
Observations and Oceanographic
Measurements and Analyses (AK-06-
01, AK-10-02)

« COMIDA: Impact Monitoring for
Offshore Subsistence Hunting (AK-08-
04)

» 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 (AK-
09-02b)

« 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

None

3.08 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-08-
04)

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

None

Development of Fully
4.01.A |integrated regional
climate models

« Adaptation of Arctic Circulation
Model (NT-08-02)

« Beaufort/Chukchi Seas Mesoscale
Meteorology Modeling Study (AK-06-
05)

« 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
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

None

Reduce Uncertainty of

* COMIDA: Factors Affecting the
Distribution and Relative Abundance of
Endangered Whales: Biophysical
Moorings and Climate Modeling (AK-
09-02b)

« Beaufort/Chukchi Seas Mesoscale

* 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

NOAA, US Army Corp of
Engineers (USACE), and State

4018 Storminess Projections | Meteorology Modeling Study (AK-06- | study: Comprehensive Modeling of Alaska with lead
05) Approach Towards Understanding | responsibility
* Mapping and Characterization of and Prediction of the Alaskan
Recurring Polynyas and Landfast Ice | Coastal System Response to
in the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas (AK- | Changes in an Ice-diminished Arctic
09-04)
« Evaluation of the Use of Hindcast * Also see BOEMRE funded NOPP
Model Data for OSRA in a Period of study: Comprehensive Modeling
Rapidly Changing Conditions Approach Towards Understanding
(Workshop) (AK-10-07) and Prediction of the Alaskan
« Beaufort/Chukchi Seas Mesoscale Coastal System Response to
Meteorology Modeling Study (AK-06- | Changes in an Ice-diminished Arctic

Projecting Circulation | 05)

401.C Patterns « Adaptation of Arctic Circulation None
Model (NT-08-02)
* COMIDA: Factors Affecting the
Distribution and Relative Abundance of
Endangered Whales: Biophysical
Moorings and Climate Modeling (AK-
09-02b)
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Rec.#| Key Concepts Chukchi Sea: BOEMRE | Chukchi Sea: Recent OCS Comments
: Y P Ongoing/Planned Studies* Study Reports
» Bowhead Whale Feeding Variability | OCS Study BOEMRE 2010-033
in the Western Beaufort Sea: Feeding | Satellite Tracking of Western Arctic
Observations and Oceanographic Bowhead Whales
Measurements and Analyses (AK-06- |+ OCS Study MMS 2007-002
01, AK-10-02) Proceedings of a Workshop on
« Chukchi Sea Offshore Monitoring in | Chukchi Sea Offshore Monitoring in
Drilling Area (COMIDA): Chemical and | Drilling Area
Benthos (AK-08-03)
« Current and Historic Distribution and
Ecology of Demersal Fishes in the
Response of Species Chukchi Sea Planning Area (AK-93-
4.01.D to Changes 48-67) None
« 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 (AK-
11-03)
« Satellite Tracking of Bowhead
Whales: Habitat Use, Passive
Acoustic and Environmental
Monitoring (Proposed)
« Adaptation of Arctic Circulation * OCS Study MMS 2007-002
Model (NT-08-02) Proceedings of a Workshop on
* COMIDA: Factors Affecting the Chukchi Sea Offshore Monitoring in
Distribution and Relative Abundance of | Drilling Area
Endangered Whales: Biophysical
Track Trajectory Moorings and Climate Modeling (AK-
40LE | Climate Change 09-02b) None
« Biogeochemical Assessment of the
OCS Arctic Waters (AK-08-12-03)
« Beaufort/Chukchi Seas Mesoscale
Meteorology Modeling Study (AK-06-
05)
« Physical and Chemical Analysis of * OCS Study MMS 2008-033 TAR, USCG responsibility
Coordinated Crude and R_efined Oils_:: Lab and Er_npirical Weathering Properties of | There is a major Joi_nt )
501 Organizati ) Mesoscale Oil Weathering (Proposed) | Oil in Ice and Snow Industry Project on this topic.
. ganization of Spill : h e
Preparedness Data « Annual Arctic Marlne O_|Isp|II
Program Technical Seminars
(AMOP)
Develop Transparent
502 | Fyileycle Risk Model None
» Updates to the Fault Tree for Qil-Spill |« OCS Study BOEMRE 2011-030
Occurrence Estimators (AK-11-01) Alternative Oil Spill Occurrence
« Oil Spill Occurrence Estimators for Estimators for the Beaufort and
. Onshore Alaska and Canada North Chukchi Seas Fault Tree Method
Updated Spill Data, | g0y and Refined Oil Spills | » OCS Study MMS 2008-036
5.03 Reexamination of . e None
Statistical Approaches (AK-11-02) ) Alternative Oil Spill Occurrence
« Evaluation of the Use of Hindcast Estimators and Their Variability for
Model Data for OSRA in a Period of the Chukchi Sea - Fault Tree
Rapidly Changing Conditions Method
(Workshop) (AK-10-07)
Understand Oil-in-ice | * Physical and (;hemiqal Analysis of . OC§ Study MMS_ 2008-033 . TAR Re;:earch. )
5.04 Weathering Crude and Refined Oils: Lab and Empirical Weathering Properties of |« There is a major Joint
Mesoscale Oil Weathering (Proposed) | Oil in Ice and Snow Industry Project on this topic.
* OCS Study MMS 2004-061 * From 1975 through 2011,
Petroleum Hydrocarbon-Degrading | agency supported science has
Characterize Microbial Communities in Beaufort- | produced more than 60
5.05 Indigenous Microbial Chukchi Sea Sediments papers, reports, or theses on
' Populations in Water aspects of microbial ecology
Column and microbial oil degradation
in primarily Arctic waters and
sediments.
Improve physical » Hanna Shoal Ecosystem Study (AK- |+ OCS Study MMS 2007-002
oceanographic and 11-03) Proceedings of a Workshop on
5.06 meteorological data to |+ Characterization of the Circulation on | Chukchi Sea Offshore Monitoring in None
’ help inform a wide the Continental Shelf Areas of the Drilling Area
variety of issues in the |Northeast Chukchi and Western
Arctic Beaufort Seas (Proposed)

Appendix E — Section 1

E127




BOEMRE

Sale 193 Final SEIS

Rec. #

Key Concepts

Chukchi Sea: BOEMRE
Ongoing/Planned Studies*

Chukchi Sea: Recent OCS
Study Reports

Comments

Application of

» Complex mixed analytical
and expert Bayesian Network

5.07 Structured Decision models are opaque and are
Making Tools not transparent to decision-
makers.
* 2011 National Assessment
used the latest geologic and
geophysical data
* NTL 2010-06 mandates a
Constraining estimates BQEMRE WOFSt Casel
f oil reservoir volume Dlsgharge Estimate prior to
5.08 0 drilling
and pressure patterns
in the Arctic OCS * BOEMRE ha_s access to a}ll
OCS geophysical & geologic
data.
* Public release of data is
controlled by statute and
regulations.
USCG / NOAA / Regional Response | TAR Program has funded oil spill
Team responsibility 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
Field Test assets and | @nd Research (TAR) Program funds | . /i, boemre.govitarprojectcat | Topic included in annual call
5.09 Data Systems for spill | Studies to evaluate new and existing | gqories/PDFs/MMSArcticResearch. | for Request for Proposals for
response ltechnology and funds research to aid pdf and the TAR Program
in the development of new technology http://www.boemre.govitarprojectcat
or to fill data gaps for existing methods egories/ArcticOilSpilResponseRese
of oil spill response. 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 on the
TAR web site at
5.10 Response Gap http://www.boemre.gov/tarproj
Analysis ectcategories/PDFs/MMSArcti
cResearch.pdf and
http://www.boemre.gov/tarproj
ectcategories/ArcticOilSpillRes
ponseResearch.htm
USCG / NOAA / Regional Response | TAR Program has funded oil spill
Team responsibility response research for over 30
years. A listing of current Arctic
« BOEMRE Technology Assessment Lﬂiﬁ?fgsmﬁfﬁgﬁte projects is
Develop Mechanical | and Research (TAR) Program funds | .y, hoemre. govitarprojectcat | Topic included in annual call
5.11 Recovery Systems Oil studies to evaluate new and eX|st|ng egories/PDFs/MMSArcticResearch. | for Request for Proposals for
Under lce technology and funds research to aid pdf and the TAR Program
in the development of new technology hitp:/www.boemre.govitarprojectcat
or tofill data gaps for existing methods ego.ries/Ar(.:ticOiISp.iIIResponseRese
of oil spill response. arch.htm
512 Forecasts Ice NOAA is the responsible
: Coverage Federal agency
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BOEMRE

Rec. #

Key Concepts

Chukchi Sea: BOEMRE
Ongoing/Planned Studies*

Chukchi Sea: Recent OCS
Study Reports

Comments

Define the Applicability

USCG / NOAA / Regional Response
Team responsibility

* BOEMRE Technology Assessment and
Research (TAR) Program funds studies to

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/tarprojectcat

Topic included in annual call

513 (1SB evaluate new and existing technology and | o5 ries/PDFs/MMSArcticResearch. | for Request for Proposals for
o funds research to aid in the development of pdf and the TAR Program
new j[echnology orto .ﬁ" d_ata gaps for http://www.boemre.gov/tarprojectcat
existing methods of oil spill response. egories/ArcticOilSpillResponseRese
arch.htm
USCG / NOAA / Regional Response | TAR Program has funded oil spill
Team responsibility 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
Chemical Analysis of and lResearch (TAR) Program fur1_ds http:/_/www.boemre.gov/_tarprojectcat Topic included in annual call
514A |Gl burning (1SB studies to evaluate new and existing egories/PDFs/MMSArcticResearch. | for Request for Proposals for
in-situ burning (ISB) | yachnolagy and funds research to aid pdf and the TAR Program
in the development of new technology | http://www.boemre.govitarprojectcat
or to fill data gaps for existing methods | egories/ArcticOilSpillResponseRese
of oil spill response. arch.htm
USCG / NOAA / Regional Response | TAR Program has funded oil spill
Team responsibility response research for over 30
years. A listing of current Arctic
* BOEMRE Technology Assessment ger:ataeed.?xswef:ﬁgg?e projects is
221 %izzsigax;ggRgeF\:\:Ofr:grgxnggz http:/Avww.boemre.gov/tarprojectcat | Topic included in annual call
5.14.B |Character ISB resid - i i for R t for P Is f
aracter residues technology and funds research to aid egories/PDFs/MMSArcticResearch. gf equest or Froposals Tor
; pdf and the TAR Program
in the development of new technology hitp://www.boemre.govitarprojectcat
or t(.) fill fiata gaps for existing methods egories/ArcticOilSpillResponseRese
of oil spill response. arch.htm
Improve Spill Plume NOAA is the responsible
5.14.C
Model Federal agency
« Arctic Cod Pilot Genetics and Topic included in annual call
) Toxicity Study (AK-11-13a) for Request for Proposals for
5.15 Rhsge;?sams Effects « Arctic Cod Genetics and Toxicity the TAR Program
Y Study (AK-11-13b) « There is a major Joint
Industry Project on this topic.
USCG / NOAA / Regional Response | TAR Program has funded oil spill
Team responsibility response research for over 30
years. A listing of current Arctic
BOEMRE Technol A related oil spill response projects is
. echnology Assessment | on the TAR web site at .
. EPA, USCG Responsibility
d R h (TAR) P fund . o .
Predict Effectiveness | 210 Research (TAR) Program funds http://www.boemre gov/tarprojectcat | 1opic included in annual call
5.16 £ Di " studies to evaluate new and existing egories/PDFs/MMSArcticResearch. |¢or'n t for Pr Is for
or Dispersan technology and funds research to aid | pdf and tg TeA%JePS or Froposals 1o
in the development of new technology | http:/Awww.boemre.govitarprojectcat | - rogram
or to fill data gaps for existing methods | egories/ArcticQilSpillResponseRese
of oil spill response. arch.htm
Understand Toxic and ngfé:fy%(:ﬁ dP"((j;KG» i?it'g;)and TAR Program
5.17 Sublethal Effects of 4 « There is a major Joint

Dispersants

« Arctic Cod Genetics and Toxicity
Study (AK-11-13b)

Industry Project on this topic.
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Rec.#| Key Concepts Chukchi Sea: BOEMRE | Chukchi Sea: Recent OCS Comments
: y P Ongoing/Planned Studies* Study Reports
USCG / NOAA / Regional Response | TAR Program has funded oil spill
Team responsibility response research for over 30
years. A listing of current Arctic
* BOEMRE Technology Assessment ger:ataeg.?:s%ulege;’:gge projects is
) and Research (TAR) Program funds htto:/Awww. boemre It iectcat
Define Impact of studies to evaluate new and existing p:! : -govitarprojectcal
5.18 - > egories/PDFs/MMSArcticResearch. | None
Chemical Herd technology and funds research to aid it and
in the development of new technology Ett a;? b It iectcat
or to fill data gaps for existing methods p: W\/NW _oer_1|1re._§|;|ov arprojectca
of oil spill response. egories/ArcticOilSpillResponseRese
arch.htm
USCG / NOAA / Regional Response | TAR Program has funded oil spill
Team responsibility 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
Test Remote-sensing | and Research (TAR) Program funds http:/iwww.boemre.gov/tarprojectcat Topic included in annual call
5.19 operations for spill studies to evaluate new and existing | egories/PDFs/MMSArcticResearch. | for Request for Proposals for
response technology and funds research to aid | pdf and the TAR Program
in the development of new technology | http://www.boemre.govitarprojectcat
or to fill data gaps for existing methods | egories/ArcticOilSpillResponseRese
of oil spill response. arch.htm
USCG / Regional Response
Team responsibility
A Memorandum of Agreement
5.20 Spill Protocols in Place is in place between the United
States and Russia to address
trans-boundary oil spill
response issues
USCG / Regional Response
Team responsibility
. A Memorandum of Agreement
5.21 Isndiﬁrg';}; P(;gt;;cgl;;or is in place between the United
P P States and Russia to address
trans-boundary oil spill
response issues
» 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) NOAA is the responsible
522 Analyze NRDA metrics | Workshop—Interagency Protocols for Federal agency
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)
» Marine Mammal/Physical * OCS Study MMS 2007-002
Oceanography Synthesis (AK-11-05) | Proceedings of a Workshop on
« Alaska Marine Science Symposium | Chukchi Sea Offshore Monitoring in
5.23 Joint Study Planning (AK-10-03) Drilling Area None
» Conference Management and
Reports on BOEMRE Results (AK-07-
06)
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Rec. #

Key Concepts

Chukchi Sea: BOEMRE
Ongoing/Planned Studies*

Chukchi Sea: Recent OCS
Study Reports

Comments

Build Distributed

* Bowhead Whale Feeding Variability
in the Western Beaufort Sea: Feeding
Observations and Oceanographic
Measurements and Analyses (AK-06-
01, AK-10-02)

* COMIDA: Factors Affecting the
Distribution and Relative Abundance of
Endangered Whales: Biophysical
Moorings and Climate Modeling (AK-
09-02b)

« Also see annual reports/posters at
http://www.afsc.noaa.gov/nmml/cet
acean/research/caepresearch.php?
url=nmmicaep1105

5.24 Biological Observatory » Chukchi Sea Offshore Monitoring in None
Drilling Area (COMIDA): Chemical and
Benthos (AK-08-03)
« Marine Mammal/Physical
Oceanography Synthesis (AK-11-05)
* Hanna Shoal Ecosystem Study (AK-
11-03)
« Satellite Tracking of Bowhead
Whales: Habitat Use, Passive
Acoustic and Environmental
Monitoring (Proposed)
« Alaska Marine Science Symposium
(AK-10-03)
» Marine Mammal/Physical Ongoing collaboration with
Develop Collaboration | Oceanography Synthesis (AK-11-05) N going : A
. ? . A orth Slope Science Initiative,
5.26 of an Overall Science |+ Coastal Marine Institute in Alaska - LCC. USGS. USARC. UAF-
Plan 2008-2012 (AK-08-12) cMI ' ! !
« Conference Management and
Reports on BOEMRE Results (AK-07-
06)
Synthesize the * Marine Mammal/Physical
6.01 Literature on Effects of | Oceanography Synthesis (AK-11-05) N
: Anthropogenic Sound one
on Marine Mammals
. « Public release of data is
6.02 \;?(I)lgzg;li\g%dels Sound controlled by Federal laws
and regulations.
* 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,
6.03 Inventory Vessel Noise but the locations of all ship
activities are considered
proprietary information and
public release of data is
controlled by Federal laws and
regulations.
Develop Database of NOAA is the Federal agency
6.04 Icebreaker Generated with lead responsibility.
noise
NOAA and FWS are the
6.05 Quantifies Aircraft Federal Agencies with lead
’ Noise responsibility
* Bowhead Whale Feeding Variability
in the Western Beaufort Sea: Feeding
Observations and Oceanographic
Measurements and Analyses (AK-06-
01, AK-10-02)
» COMIDA: Passive Acoustic Detection
6.06 Database of Ambient | and Monitoring of Endangered Whales NOAA is the Federal agency

Ocean Noise

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)

with lead responsibility.
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Rec. # | Key Concepts

Chukchi Sea: BOEMRE
Ongoing/Planned Studies*

Chukchi Sea: Recent OCS
Study Reports

Comments

Distinguish Behavioral

6.07.A Effects of Sound

* Bowhead Whale Feeding Variability
in the Western Beaufort Sea: Feeding
Observations and Oceanographic
Measurements and Analyses (AK-06-
01, 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

Make Inferences about
6.07.B Sound Thresholds for
Populations

* Bowhead Whale Feeding Variability
in the Western Beaufort Sea: Feeding
Observations and Oceanographic
Measurements and Analyses (AK-06-
01, 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.

Bowhead Whale
6.08 Synthesis for
Anthropogenic Noise

* 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 (AK-
09-02b)

* 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-06-
01, 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.
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Rec.#| Key Concepts Chukchi Sea: BOEMRE | Chukchi Sea: Recent OCS Comments
: Y P Ongoing/Planned Studies* Study Reports
« COMIDA: Distribution & Relative * OCS Study BOEMRE 2010-033
Abundance of Marine Mammals: Aerial | Satellite Tracking of Western Arctic
Surveys (AK-08-02) Bowhead Whales
« COMIDA: Passive Acoustic Detection | » Also see annual reports/posters at
and Monitoring of Endangered Whales | www.afsc.noaa.gov/nmml/cetacean/
in the Arctic (AK-09-02a) research/caepresearch.php?url=nm
* COMIDA: Factors Affecting the micaepl1105
Distribution and Relative Abundance of
Endangered Whales: Biophysical
Moorings and Climate Modeling (AK-
09-02b)
« 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
6.09 Understand Habitat Observations and Oceanographic None
’ Needs for Bowhead Measurements and Analyses (AK-06-
01, 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)
« Study of Sharing Networks to Assess |+ OCS Study BOEMRE 2010-033
the Vulnerabilities of Local Satellite Tracking of Western Arctic
Communities to Oil and Gas Bowhead Whales
Development Impacts in Arctic Alaska |+ OCS Study MMS 2009-038
(AK-05-04a) Annual Assessment of Subsistence
* COMIDA: Impact Monitoring for Bowhead Whaling Near Cross
Offshore Subsistence Hunting (AK-08- | Island, 2001-2007
. 04 » OCS Study MMS 2009-006
E'.‘.S“’ef Effective ) Synthesis: 1¥hree Decades of
6.10 Mitigation to . ) None
Subsistence Hunting 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
Understand Sensitivity |« COMIDA: Passive Acoustic Detection « Also see projects by North
6.11 of Beluga Whales to and Monitoring of Endangered Whales Slope Borough and Coastal
Icebreaking in the Arctic (AK-09-02a) Impact Assistance Program
* Use of the Chukchi Sea by » OCS Study MMS 2005-035
Endangered Baleen and Other Whales | Distribution and Movements of
. (Westward Extension of BOWFEST) Beluga Whales from the Eastern
Inventory Habitat (Proposed) Chukchi Sea Stock During Summer
6.12 Needs of Beluga S - ) None
Whale « Satellite Trapklng of Bowhfsad and Early Autumn
Whales: Habitat Use, Passive
Acoustic and Environmental
Monitoring (Proposed)
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Rec. #

Key Concepts

Chukchi Sea: BOEMRE
Ongoing/Planned Studies*

Chukchi Sea: Recent OCS
Study Reports

Comments

Understand Habitat

* 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

6.13 Needs of Gray Whale | Acoustic and Environmental None
Monitoring (Proposed)
 Use of the Chukchi Sea by
Endangered Baleen and Other Whales
(Westward Extension of BOWFEST)
(Proposed)
* Demography and Behavior of Polar
Reassess Polar Bear | Bears Summering on Shore in Alaska
6.14 Distribution and (AK-09-05) None
Habitats « Population and Sources of
Recruitment in Polar Bears (AK-05-02)
« Pinniped Movements and Foraging:
Bearded Seals (AK-07-08)
« Trophic Links: Forage Fish, Their
. . Prey, and Ice Seals in the Northeast
6.15 gggﬂitrlgmii?lstagf lce | Chukehi Sea (AK-08-12-05) . None
’ Seals * Ice Seal Movements and Foraging:
Village Based Satellite Tracking and
Acoustic Monitoring of Ringed,
Bearded, and Spotted Seals
(Proposed)
* Bowhead Whale Feeding Variability
in the Western Beaufort Sea: Feeding
Observations and Oceanographic
6.16 Study Vocalizations of | Measurements and Analyses (AK-06- None
’ Ice Seals 01, AK-10-02)
» COMIDA: Passive Acoustic Detection
and Monitoring of Endangered Whales
in the Arctic (AK-09-02a)
» Bowhead Whale Feeding Variability
in the Western Beaufort Sea: Feeding
Observations and Oceanographic
Walrus Reactions to Measurements and Analyses (AK-06-
618 |5ound 01, AK-10-02) None
* COMIDA: Passive Acoustic Detection
and Monitoring of Endangered Whales
in the Arctic (AK-09-02a)
Inventory Habitat  Pinniped Movements and Foraging:
6.19 Needs of Pacific Walrus Habitat Use in the Potential None
Walrus Drilling Area (AK-09-01)
* Marine Mammal/Physical * OCS Study MMS 2009-030
Oceanography Synthesis (AK-11-05) | Researching Technical Dialogue
» Conference Management and with Alaskan Coastal Communities:
Reports on BOEMRE Results (AK-07- | Analysis of the Social, Cultural,
06) Linguistic, and Institutional
« Coastal Marine Institute in Alaska - Parameters of Public/Agency
2008-2012 (AK-08-12) Communication Patterns
« Alaska Marine Science Symposium |+ OCS Study MMS 2009-006
7.01 :nmfg:?nv;(ijoﬁccess to (AK-10-03) Synthesis: Three Decades of None
* Alaska Environmental Studies Research on Socioeconomic
Project Browser (AK-11-15) 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
« Testing, Improvement, and New * OCS Study MMS 2009-006
Alaska Data for MAG-PLAN (AK-08- Synthesis: Three Decades of
Develop a Cost/Benefit 10) Research on Socioeconomic
7.02 Analysis of Petroleum Effects Related to Offsho_re None
A Petroleum Development in Coastal
Activities
Alaska
» OCS Study MMS 2006-020 North
Slope Economy, 1965 - 2005
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BOEMRE

Rec. #

Key Concepts

Chukchi Sea: BOEMRE
Ongoing/Planned Studies*

Chukchi Sea: Recent OCS
Study Reports

Comments

7.03

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-06-
01, 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

None

7.04

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-06-
05)

None
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1 1 A-P-P-E-A-RANCE-S
2 2| U S. Departnent of the Interior:
3 3| Bureau of Ccean Energy Managenent, Regul ation
and Enforcenent:
4 4
Dr. Jim Kendal |
5 5 Al aska Regi onal Director
PUBLI C HEARI NG
6 FOR 6 Sharon Warren
REVI SED DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL Program Manager
7 ENVI RONMVENTAL | MPACT STATEMENT 7
M chael Rout hier
8 CHUKCHI SEA 8 El' S Coordi nat or
9 BUREAU OF OCEAN ENERGY MANAGEMENT 9 Scott Bl ackburn
REGULATI ON AND ENFORCEMENT El'S Technical Witer and Editor
10 10
John Cal | ahan
11 11 Public Affairs Oficer
12 Kot zebue, Al aska 12 M chael Haller
Communi ty Liaison
13 Taken June 21, 2011 13
Commencing at 7: 05 p.m
14 14| Ofice of the Solicitor:
Volunme | - Pages 1 - 81, inclusive
15 15 Steve Scordi no
16 16
17 Taken at 17
Nort hwest Arctic Borough O fices
18 Kot zebue, Al aska 18 | Taken by: Mary A. Vavrik, RWR
19 19
20 200 BE IT KNOMW that the aforenentioned proceedi ngs were taken
21 21| at the tinme 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 Al aska.
24| Reported by: 24
Mary A. Vavrik, RWR
25 25
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3 4
1 P-ROCEEDI-NGS 1| Scardino, he's fromthe Department of Interior Solicitor's
2 DR JI M KENDALL: Good evening. W are 2| Ofice, helps keep us out of trouble. And John Callahan
3| going to be kind of informal tonight. Wlcone to the 3 for the Ofice of Public Affairs.
4| Revised Draft Supplenental EIS for Lease Sale 193. That 4 DR JI M KENDALL: Before we do anything
5| is a nmouthful. And we are going to go into exactly what 5 else, Earl, it's tinme for a blessing, please.
6 that is and how we are handling it a little bit later on, 6 MR, EARL KI NG K: First of all, I would
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 So if you have been to our public hearings 8 chance to be in your chanbers. Thank you very nuch.
9| before and even our scoping neetings, we're going to try 9 We all know the Lord's Prayer. W are going to
10| sonething new tonight to try to maximze the input. 10 ask for good health fromour good Creator, the Dear Lord's
11 Before we go any farther, 1'd like to introduce 11| Prayer.
12| the teamhere. Sitting up at the head table we have got 12 (The Lord's Prayer was recited by all present.)
13| Sharon Warren. Sharon is the project manager for this. 13 DR JI M KENDALL: Thank you, Earl. Ckay.
14| She knows the docunent inside out and backwards. W have 14 A couple of ground rules here. W are going to have
15| got Mchael Routhier. Now Mchael is the EI'S coordinator 15 probably the Elders speak first. And of course, that
16 for the project, so he knows it just as well as Sharon. 16 woul dn't happen to be you, Walter, would it? So when the
17 We have Mary Vavrik here. Mary is the court 17 time cones for that, Walter.
18| reporter. So every tinme we speak, we have to give our 18 MR WALTER SAMPSON:  |'mright behind this
19| nanes so she can get it in the record. And you can see 19 kid right here.
20 her hands. She's got her boxing gloves on, so let's not 20 DR JI M KENDALL: |'Ill give you the first
21| disappoint Mary. 21| opportunity to make comment if you would like. Also
22 M ke Haller, raise your hand. Conmmunity I|iaison 22 elected and appointed officials. | think that kind of
23| for the Bureau of Ocean Energy Managenent, Regul ation and 23| includes you, as well. Wen we actually get to the
24 Enforcenent. Scott Blackburn, Scott, okay, he is a 24 comments stage of this, sonetines when we have 50 to 60
25| technical expert and technical witer for us. Steve 25, people, we have to linmt it to two to three to four to
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5 6
1| five mnutes, but with the crowd we have here, | don't 1| understanding, sone of you, and sone of you a |ot of
2| think we have to be that restrictive. W can talk five, 2| understanding, on what a |ease sale is, the process. But
3 six, seven minutes and we can al ways go back and revisit 3 to make sure we are all on the sane track, |'ve asked
4| the issues. 4 Mchael and Sharon to do sonething a little bit different.
5 And we are going to do sonething different. 5| Basically cone up, go through sone flip charts, starting
6| Once | have Sharon and M chael wal k 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. And
8 fromthe sane know edge base, then if the crowd remains 8 then we are going to visit Point Hope, Point Lay, Barrow.
9| the sanme, | think we are going to pull the chairs around 9 W are going to have a neeting in Fairbanks, as well as
10| into acircle to try to encourage the dial ogue. However, 10 | Anchorage. Okay.
11| | have pronmised Mary that if we pull the chairs into a 11 Wth that, I'd ask Sharon and M chael to cone
12| circle so we increase the dial ogue, we have to give our 12 up. And as we get through the night, it's going to be a
13| nanes before each of us speaks, or | will pay for it. So 13 lot less formal.
14| | really appreciate that if we can try that little 14 MS. SHARON WARREN:  Thank you for comi ng
15| technique, but try to keep Mary happy for the court 15 here. And like Jimsaid, we are going to kind of go
16 | reporting. 16 through this because we have been here before. The |ease
17 Now, with that, before we get into the comment 17 | sal es happened in 2008, and so we are going to wal k you
18| period, et cetera, let's get to the neat of the matter. 18 | through why we have got to that point.
19 And that is why are we here. GCkay. Those of us here -- 19 First of all, we want your comments on the
20 Mary is a contractor to do the court reporting. W are 20 Revised Draft Supplenental Environmental |npact Statenent
21 fromthe Bureau of Ccean Energy Managenent, Regul ation and 21 for Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193. W have a docunent on the
22 Enforcenent. W used to be called M nerals Managenent 22 table. |If you haven't received a copy, we have extra
23| Service. W are responsible for the energy and mineral 23| ones. W have themon CD, as well as there are sone hard
24| resources of the Quter Continental Shelf. 24| copies as well. I think there is one hard copy left, but
25 You are here, so you have kind of a vague 25 we do have CDs for that.
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7 8
1 Lease Sale 193, was -- of course BCEMRE first 1| specific |lease incentives for such devel opnent. We
2| did a-- it was Mnerals Managenent Service. W did an 2| offered the sale, and there was -- in that sale it said we
3| environnmental inpact statement prior to having this sale. 3| would give the conpanies incentives if they would al so
4| The sale was held in February of 2008, three years -- over 4| produce the gas. However, we never addressed that in our
5| three years ago. So that was when the sale was held. Six 5| environnmental inpact statenent. So the Court said you
6| conpanies 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 nillion acres, and only 2000 -- or 7 Anot her thing he said that we failed to do is
8 2,000,000 -- 2.8 million were | eased through the | ease 8 determ ne whether the missing information -- the EIS had a
9| sale. 9 lot of statenents concerning there was uncertainty, we
10 Then what happened days before the | ease sale, 10 don't know enough information about certain species and --
11| plaintiffs had sued to invalidate the | ease sale. 11 when the analysts did their analysis.
12| However, there wasn't an injunction placed on the |ease 12 So he said you have to go back and you have to
13| sale. Sonetines the actions are to place an injunction to 13 neet the requirenents of the Council of Environnental
14| stop the sale. That didn't happen. So the sale went 14 Quality Regulations that said when you have uncertainty,
15| ahead and went forward. And that was the reason why we 15 you have to do a nunber of steps to say whether or not
16| had the bid. But it still stayed in the District Court in 16 that missing information is relevant to the decision and
17| Al aska in Anchorage. 17 if it can be obtained and if there is a cost to do it. So
18 And so in July of 2010 Judge Beistline made a 18| he wanted us to go back.
19| ruling saying that your EIS was -- nost of it was 19 There was the court case. There was an exhibit
20| satisfactory, but you failed to address three concerns 20 that was submitted. It was |ike a 45-page exhibit that
21| that the Court had in that EIS. And so he sent the 21| was submitted that went through everything that cane out
22| docunent back to the agency to address those concerns. 22 of our docunment that said where all the uncertainty was.
23 And the three issues he wanted to address was 23| And the judge said there is over 40-sone pages that the
24| that we had failed to analyze the environnental inpact of 24 plaintiffs have brought up. That's pretty conpelling that
25 natural gas devel opnent despite industry interest and 25 you need to go back and take a | ook at those things.
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1 So what we did in response to that court order, 1| in Cctober, except that it includes now analysis of a very
2| we drafted a supplenmental environnental inpact statenent 2| large oil spill scenario. And we are here tonight to
3| to address those three concerns. And sone of you may have 3| record public comments on the docunent.
4| seen the copy of it because we released it in Cctober, in 4 M ght make sense to concentrate on the very
5| the fall, and asked for public comments on it. And we 5/ large oil spill scenario, given that that's a new piece of
6| held public hearings and governnent-to-gover nnment 6 information, but we are open to tal king about the rest of
7| consultation on that document. W were here in Kotzebue, 7 the docunent, as well.
8| as well as Point Hope, Point Lay, Wainwight, Barrow and 8 So as far as the termvery large oil spill, what
9| Anchorage. And so we did that docunent. 9 does that nean? Well, in this process, in this NEPA
10 And then I'mgoing to et Mke explain what has 10 process -- and again, NEPA is sonething that allows us to
11| happened, why that docunent never got finalized and where 11 anal yze environnental effects.
12| we're at today. 12 Very large oil spill is a hypothetical scenario
13 MR M CHAEL ROUTHIER  So normally in the 13| that we analyzed. W developed a scenario with input from
14| NEPA process, you go fromthe draft EIS to the final EIS. 14 our geol ogi sts and our experts and figured out what's the
15/ Here it was little bit different. W received over 15| absol ute biggest possible spill that could happen in the
16 | 150,000 comments on the draft EI'S. Mdst of those asked us 16 = Chukchi Sea pl anning area.
17| to provide sone analysis of a very large oil spill. This 17 Once we got that estinate from our geol ogists,
18| is all happening in the wake of the Deepwater incident. 18| we then turned over a scenario to our environnental
19 It was on everyone's mind. Everyone was thinking about 19 analysts or scientists, our wldlife biologists and so
20 it. W received a lot of conments on it. 20 forth. And they told us what types of environnental
21 So internally we sat down as an agency and 21| effects could occur were a scenario of that nature to
22| decided that, hey, this is sonmething that we should 22| happen.
23| probably do. The result was the draft SEI'S becane a 23 One thing that we nmight like to make clear is
24 revised draft SEIS. In other words, we published a new 24 the difference between a very large oil spill scenario,
25| draft SEIS. And it's pretty simlar to what we published 25 such as we have analyzed in this NEPA docunent, and a
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1| worst-case discharge. That's another termthat you m ght 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 terns. 3 wells with actual data that can be anal yzed.
4 Again, very large oil spill, sonething we use as 4 M5. SHARON WARREN:  Yes. So what input do
5| a tool in our NEPA processes to understand potential 5 we need? It's noted -- we prepared the Revised Draft
6| environnmental effects. Worst-case discharge is a specific 6| Supplenental EI'S that not only addresses the court
7 termout of the -- our inplenenting regulations. |It's a 7| concerns, but also addresses a very large oil spill. So
8| calculation that entails a specific |location, specific 8 it's one conplete docunent. So if you had seen the other
9| type of well using specific technology. |It's nore of a 9 docunent before, there are a little bit of differences in
10| mechanical calculation required by our regulations. And 10 it because of those conments that we took. W also made
11| that's a nore formal process that will then lead to the 11 sone changes based on sone of those comments in the other
12| oil spill planning aspects of what we do. And that would 12 portions of the docunment, as well, and then added a very
13| cone into play if the |lease sale is reaffirmed and if it 13 large oil spill. So now we are seeking subsequent
14| gets to an exploration plan phase. 14 coments on the draft docunent.
15 MS. SHARON WARREN: And again, this is -- 15 So if you believe you have information that is
16| this scenario is hypothetical. 1It's not based on an exact 16 inmportant and you want us to consider it prior to us
17| well. 17 | preparing the final SEI'S -- because that will be the next
18 DR JIM KENDALL: If | may interject, 18| stage; we will be preparing a final SEIS -- then please
19| Sharon, the worst-case di scharges would nost |ikely be 19 provide that in your comments so that we can consider that
20 less in ternms of volune than the very large oil spill 20 and, you know, take a | ook at what information you have
21| vol une? 21| that you may have on it.
22 MS. SHARON WARREN: That's what is 22 And in the fact -- also review the stuff that we
23| expected. 23| have |looked at as far as oil spill nodeling, currents and
24 DR JI M KENDALL: So the very large oil 24| everything else. There is maps in the back of the
25| spill analysis is, fromwhat our understanding is fromthe 25 docunent, you know. There is also information concerning
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1| subsistence, where hunting is, the resources and 1| whether to reaffirmthe sale, and what that would nean is
2| everything else. And having traditional know edge 2| that the sale would nmaintain the -- based on how it was
3 incorporated in that, in our docunment, to nake sure that 3 offered and al so the | eases that were issued. O he can
4| we capture the right information when we are analyzing is 4 nodify that, or he could cancel it. Those are the
5| extrenely hel pful. 5| decisions that he can nake.

6 In addition to the public hearings, conmments can 6 And so what he will do is the Secretary, once we
7| be subnmitted either by mail and they can al so 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 SEI S
9| website. And there is a website that we have that you can 9| The Secretary cannot nake a decision before 30 days is up.
10| go to and submit comments into regulations.gov. W have 10 So there is a 30-day waiting period before he can make
11| sone handouts over there that wal ks you through how to 11 that decision. So the final SEI'S would be out to the
12| submit comments using that -- fromour website and how to 12 public in early Septenber so he can neet that October 3rd
13| get to the regulations.gov. And you can go actually right 13| deadl i ne.
14| to the docunent and submt your conments on the website. 14 And then the docunent will be -- and in the
15 What happens next? Question nine is what 15 Secretary's decision will be filed with the Court. And
16 | happens after these hearings. So we have the hearings. 16 then the Court will take a look at it to see if we nmet our
17| What do we do with your information? W take the 17 | obligations under the National Environnental Policy Act.
18| information that we get, we consider those coments, and 18| And then the Court will decide whether or not, depending
19 we are going to finalize the -- the docunent. So we'll 19 on how the decision was -- and | don't know how the
20 have a final SEIS. 20 decision is going to be. | have no idea. And then it
21 We are on a Court-nandated deadline. Ckay. 21| will go forward fromthere as to what happens. But right
22| Beistline, the District Court judge, issued an order on 22 now we will just have to wait and see. But the docunent
23| the 19th of May and said agency and Secretary of the 23| is there.
24| Interior, you need -- the Secretary needs to nake his 24 That's another thing is we want to give the
25| decision by October 3rd of this year. And the decision is 25| decisionnaker all the informati on he needs to nmake his
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1| decision, and so we need to give himthe best infornation 1| maximumthe input, so if you would like -- and let's think
2| so that he can nake the best decision concerning this 2| about this for second. |If we nove stuff and put the
3| lease sale. And that's where the public process cones in 3| chairs in acircle so we can see each other and comment,
4| and where all of you cone in to help with that. 4| how does that sound?

5 So is there any questions? 5 UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER:  CGood.

6 DR. JI M KENDALL: Before we get to the 6 MR JI M KENDALL: We've never done it

7| public comment, | want to enphasize in particular what 7| before, so let's give it a shot.

8| Sharon just said in the last two or so minutes. The 8 MR, WALTER SAMPSON:  Wiat's the tine franme
9| docunent that we are preparing, the big, thick EI'S, is not 9| fromthe tine the second draft is -- gets in the process
10| a decision docunent. It's information that we put 10 before the decision is made to go or no-go?

11| together with your help and the hel p of other comunities 11 MS. SHARON WARREN: The draft -- we are out
12| and other federal and State agencies that we pass up to 12 for public conmmrent.

13| the Secretary so that he can nake a deci sion. 13 MR, WALTER SAMPSON:  Wiat |I'masking is

14 So what we need from everybody, including the 14 the tine frame fromthe second draft EI'S through the

15| people in this room is to help us nmake sure everything in 15 process fromwhen that decision is made to either go ahead
16 | that docunent soneone way above us can have before they 16 | or no-go.

17| make their decision. So that's why we're here. W don't 17 M5. SHARON WARREN: (kay. So the conment
18| make the decision, as Sharon said, go or no-go. W are 18 | period closes on July 11th. So we will have July 11th,

19| not there. That's not us. 1t's people way above us, 19 fromthat tinme frame on until the first part of Septenber.
20 nanely the Secretary. So we want to nake sure that when 20 And during that process, we are going to be analyzing

21| we give himthis docunent, everything is in there that 21| those coments. W are going to be giving themto our

22| could possibly be in there that he needs to consider. 22 analysts. It will go through internal review by our

23| kay? 23| office, by the Solicitor's office. There is a |ot of

24 So we are going to start with the public comrent 24 people that review and respond, neke sure that we are

25 part. W have got a few extra people here. W do want to 25| responding to the coments, that we have addressed all the
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1| substantive comments that we have got, and then it will be 1| from Washington, and | think | need to study | nupiaq.
2| finalized and be out in the public. 2| Teach ne one word tonight, Walter. Teach nme a word
3 So fromJuly 11th, the next tinme you will see it 3| tonight.
4/ will be afinal SEIS around the first part of Septenber. 4 MR, WALTER SAMPSON:  You have got lots to
5| Ckay? 5 learn.
6 DR. JI M KENDALL: That was a good question 6 DR JI M KENDALL: | know I have a lot to
7| to ask because after all those steps, if we would have an 7| learn.
8| exploration plan that was deened subnitted, then we have a 8 UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER:  Tonok (I nupi aq ph).
9| whol e bunch of other steps, review an exploration plan, 9 DR JI M KENDALL: Uh-oh. What did that
10| deemit submitted, we have nore NEPA to do. Things don't 10 nmean? |'mafraid to ask.
11| happen overnight, which is good. W have nore tine to do 11 MR, WALTER SAMPSON: He said you are a
12| it right. So that's what we would like. So before we 12| professional.
13| actually start nore comments, get the chairs up. 13 DR JI M KENDALL: Professional what?
14 Renmenber, | have a deal with Mary here that if 14 kay. Wth that, | know sone peopl e here have indicated
15| she can't hear you, I'min trouble. And we have to state 15 they want to speak. Sone indicated they don't want to
16 | our nanme before we nmake the comments. Get closer if you 16 | speak. Sone have indicated nothing. But we always start
17| can. 17| with the Elders and elected officials. And | think | can
18 MR WALTER SAMPSON:  So you will be the 18 | think of one person who might qualify as an El der.
19 interpreter, |'m assum ng. 19 Wwalter, could we start with you? O would you like to
20 DR. JI M KENDALL: Me? 20 pass and cone |ater?
21 MR WALTER SAMPSON:  Yeah. 21 MR WALTER SAMPSON: No, | will start. |
22 DR JI M KENDALL: In what way? 22 don't have no objections to starting. But | -- first of
23 MR, WALTER SAMPSON: Because |'mgoing to 23| all, | want to thank you for coming to Kotzebue to provide
24| speak in ny |anguage. 24| information to what is happening up north. That is a
25 DR. JI M KENDALL: | just noved to Al aska 25 critical issue that we all need to certainly be cognizant
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1| about in today's world. Cost of energy is high. W have 1| on, which basically objects to what was happening, is a
2| sone of the communities that are paying nine to $15 a 2| noot resolution. | call it a noot resolution because that
3| gallon for fuel. That's a pricey price of fuel. But also 3| is outdated, and we certainly will be reconsidering the
4| at the sane tine there is people who have sone concerns in 4 resolution that Arctic Slope has in place. But unless
5| regards to what is happening to this point. That's why 5 we -- we can say that this is the information that's been
6| I'mglad you folks are here to provide additional 6 provided to us fromour staff, fromour |egal counsel,
7 information as to what has transpired to this point when 7| this is a position that we have as an assenbly.
8| people sued on the initial environnmental inpact statenent. 8 So that's all | -- that's how far |'m going at
9 But one thing | would hate to see is courts 9 this point. But as we go through the process of dial ogue,
10| making decisions for all of us. And | think that's a 10 certainly | will make additional comments.
11| bad -- bad part to have soneone nmake the decision for you. 11 DR JI M KENDALL: Thank you. Do we have
12 As a public official, I will not comment on 12 any other elected initials in the roon?
13| where the borough is until we get the final information 13 MR, DEAN WESTLAKE: |'m Dean Nunat hraaq
14| from-- through our |egal counsel in regards to where our 14 Victor Westlake. |'mproud to say that |I'ma borough
15| position is as -- as assenbl ynen who have to consult with 15 assenbl ynman and represent, anong others, the City of
16 our legal folks, with our staff and in regards to the 16 | Kot zebue and the Northwest Arctic Borough School District,
17| environnental inpact statenent second draft. Then we can 17 both of which signed resolutions in support of offshore
18| make a -- or we can give a position statenent at that 18 | devel opment of the Chukchi Sea. So unlike Walter where
19| point in tine. 19 he's the borough president, | do have ny constituents | do
20 So we have got sone neetings that are coming up, 20 have to answer for.
21| and one of the issues that are -- will be on the table is 21 And |'mgoing to stop right there because |
22 the resolution that the North Slope fol ks have with the 22 really, really appreciate Earl Kingi k com ng down here
23| eight points. And we certainly are going to address that 23| from Point Hope. Good friend of mine. |'mso glad you
24| resolution. 24 are here, Earl, so thank you for nmking the tine to cone
25 The original resolution that we subnitted early 25 down. It really nmeans a lot to ne.
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1 You know, | started |ooking at the of fshore 1| if drilling mght |essen the seepage rate, naturally
2| devel opnent of the United States, and | was surprised to 2| occurring seeps.
3| find that there are currently 3,848 producing oil wells 3 Natural | y occurring asbestos, now, that | know
4| offshore on federal leases in the Gulf of Mexico and 4| something about. W have project delays that are nore
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 cone to the devel opment of all federal waters since 6 occurring asbestos. And because of this hazard occurring
7| 1960, and somewhere in the 58,375 exploration and/or 7| naturally, our hands are tied in hel ping our own people
8 production wells drilled, we here in Al aska are counted. 8 out here devel op our resources, our buildings out there,
9| They have done it before out here. So we are not new to 9 our honmes. And it's thanks to well-intended gover nment
10| this. 10| regulations. No one wanted to stop these. It just
11 In the past, we have had no ill effects from 11 happened. W are trying to protect each other. But it's
12| this exploration. However, it does not -- does not -- 12 to the exclusion of hel ping people build honmes out on the
13| absolutely does not |essen our concern about what goes on 13 | upper Kobuk.
14| out there. W depend on the Chukchi Sea and what it 14 This brings ne to the em ssion standards that
15| brings to our dining table. It is very inportant to us. 15| are being contenplated now, as well. Qur econonic engine,
16| But |like anything that we do out here, we can only do our 16 our whol e reason for this building, this borough here, is
17| best to safeguard agai nst anything and not be ruled by 17 the Red Dog Mne. In applying a double standard for
18| fear. 18 | offshore and onshore devel opnent, | worry greatly that in
19 In reading M. Etkins' analysis of oil spill 19 the process of applying these different standards, Red Dog
20 rates, | was surprised to find that there is roughly 20 M ne becones 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. Sixteen thousand barrels of crude oil seeping 22 better for everyone in the Northwest Arctic Borough.
23| naturally into the Arctic. That seens like a |ot of crude 23 So it really concerns ne. W've seen this. |
24 oil tone. Wile | don't know and I woul dn't know 24 know where Beistline -- | really, Sharon, appreciate the
25| anything about drilling offshore, |I can't help but wonder 25| statenent you nade there is we don't know how far it's
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1| going to go. But by golly, the only reason we have got 1| lives here from people who don't cone here.
2| what we have now, this whole borough, is because of 2 You know, if you are not here, you don't see
3| resource devel opnent out there. 3| what we are doing, but you need that oil. You will see
4 I can't go hunting anynore anypl ace without 4 how nuch we need that oil. And | think it needs to be
5 gasol i ne. | nean, it's a sinple fact. And | need it 5 echoed even further for those fol ks that don't cone here,
6| to -- its synbiotic for nme because | need ny subsistence 6 as you said, those superior people above you, on the need
7 lifestyle. | nmean, nost all of us in this room our food 7| for that oil, but also the need for our subsistence
8| cones in out on the land or the sea. So thank you. 8 lifestyles.
9 DR JIM KENDALL: O her elected officials? 9 I, too, ama hunter. |, too, amconfined to
10| Sir, and your name, please? 10 feed ny five children and ny wife by a high price of
11 MR, PATRICK SAVOK: My nane is Patrick 11 gasoline. Wen we |ook at these types of operations that
12| Savok, and |I'ma Northwest Arctic Borough assenbl yman 12 have happened in the past, and we do see the seepage of
13| representing Kotzebue. First off, welcome. | share a |ot 13 oil in our country, I, too, wonder if maybe sone of the --
14| of the key points as the president and assenbly nenber 14 sonme of the release of that oil will nmaybe bring that down
15| Westlake here. | also share a |lot of the sane issues that 15 because we have seen it in so many different areas.
16 | Earl has because the only information that 1've really got 16 However, having it in the nmiddle of the ocean really
17| about all this was froman e-mail group that |'ve got with 17 | concerns ne because the fact is it is our refrigerator,
18| Earl. | net a female with him and | was added to this 18| our freezer to a great extent there. But | do understand
19| group to really get in tune of what was going on. 19 that we need that oil.
20 I was called this afternoon and approached this 20 And | think that's as far as I'mgoing to go
21 evening about this neeting, so | was caught unaware of 21 with ny coments.
22| what was going on, and didn't have tine to brush up on 22 DR JI M KENDALL: Thank you, sir.
23| sone of the aspects here, but two things that really 23| Appreciate it. Now, Earl, you have been nentioned a
24 concern ne, as the president said, was getting 24 couple of tinmes, and you started us out with a bl essing,
25| justification fromthe |l egal systemon how we can |ive our 25 and we greatly appreciate it. Wuld you m nd kicking the
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1| general session open? And then we will go around the 1 the other anynbre. W can't go hunting on $10 a gallon
2| room 2 gas. W can't afford to buy the gas, so it's a vicious
3 MR, EARL KING K Dr. Kendall, 1'd rather 3| cycle, and just would like to figure out how we are able
4| let the comunity nmenbers here in Kotzebue do their 4 to do both and see nore of your presentation on where we
5| comments because I'll have ny tinme in Point Hope. 1'll 5 go.
6| have ny tinme in Barrow. | just want to listen right now 6 DR JI M KENDALL: Thank you for your
7 DR JI M KENDALL: Okay. Then, in that 7| comment. And I'll echo sonething that Sharon said. |If
8| case, Walter, we started on your side of the room So the 8| you have tine in the next few days to weeks to | ook at
9| gentleman to your right, if you care to make a comment, 9| that docunment, any -- and you |ooked at the section on
10| what | would suggest is we go around the room You can 10 | subsistence and you found sonething that was m ssing, send
11| comment or you can pass. And then we will keep going 11 it in and tell us because we know how inportant that is,
12| around the roomuntil we run out of things to say. That 12 the subsistence, traditional know edge. If we are m ssing
13| way everybody has a chance to speak, they have multiple 13 the boat, tell us. Even if it's just witing it on a
14| tinmes to speak. And soneone may say sonething that 14 | piece of paper and dunping it in the nailbox w th our
15| soneone el se wants to comment on. And | think that's 15 address or regulations.gov, et cetera.
16 fine, too. 16 So if we can continue around the room Ma' anf
17 So if you don't mind, you can state your nane 17 M5. LISA PEKICH |'mLisa Pekich. |'m
18| and say sonething, or you can pass. That's up to you. 18| with ConocoPhillips. And I'm |like Earl, just here to
19 MR. ANDY BAKER  Andy Baker. And I 19 listen. 1'mnot from Kotzebue, and just wanted to hear
20 just -- | agree with what Walter and Pat and Dean, they 20 the comments fromthe community, as well. Pass.
21 have all saidit. It's -- we have got a big bal ance we 21 MR, COLE SCHAEFFER: | don't think they
22| have got to figure out. W need the econonic devel opnent. 22 should be allowed to do that.
23| W need the jobs. W need the -- the benefits, but on the 23 MS. LISA PEKICH |I'll be comenting in
24| other hand, we need to nmmintain our subsistence |ifestyle. 24| Anchorage. | know that.
25, So how do we do it? W can't -- we can't have one wi thout 25 MR, COLE SCHAEFFER M nane is Col e
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1| Schaeffer. |I'mthe presidency [sic] of Kikiktagruk 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 |ooking at and
3| Kotzebue. And | have a nunber of issues that | have with 3| they are not nearly as bad as the stuff that was in the
4| the SEIS. To start with, | don't like the science that's 4, @lf, but there still could be high flowrates. So there
5| being conpared, and particularly the stuff that they are 5/ are sone issues there.
6| using in the Gulf in ternms of pressures and that type of 6 And the concerns for the high flow rates and
7| thing because those are unrealistic in our neck of the 7| spills like that is because of our subsistence lifestyle.
8 woods. W're not nearly as deep. There is a nunber of 8 W live off the mammals fromthe sea and the fish. So
9| issues with just the way that they are going about making 9 those are key to our survival here.
10| conpari sons. 10 But we al so recogni ze that in order for us to
11 So if you are going to do a supplenental EIS, 11 nove forward with our people, we have to have an econonic
12| you should do it in a realistic sense and not take bits 12 base, you know. And if the State and the Feds and we
13| and pieces fromother 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. |It's going to have too nuch wax
16| the oil is at is conpletely different than drilling at 250 16 built up because there is not enough flow through it. So
17| feet. And the sanme thing, you don't have the ice 17 we are going to have to do sonething.
18| conditions in the south like they did that we got up here. 18 Whether we get it out there or whether we get it
19| So the technol ogy on the other side of this is a concern 19 off ANWR or wherever else there might be, we are going to
20, for ne and naking sure that we have the right kind of 20 have to do sonething; otherwi se we're going to have to
21| technologies if there is a spill. 21| change the way that that pipeline and the infrastructure
22 And we don't have any really proven technol ogy. 22 up there works because it's not going to work the way it's
23| There is a lot of design technology that will work in 23| designed.
24| skimer systens and renpte ROVs and stuff |ike that, but 24 We are not nearly at capacity now. W are not
25 there is nothing that's really ever had to have been 25 going to be in ten years. W are going to be so far bel ow
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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 So there's a nunber of issues there 2| things so that our environnent is protected. But we also
3| that we have to look at, and we've got to look at it as a 3| have to have an econonic base. W have got to have cheap
4| whol e because ultimately we have got to design a system 4| energy.
5| that's going to work for everybody. W have to be 5 I woul d chal |l enge any of you guys that |ive
6| sensitive to the environnment, and if there is inpacts, 6 either in Anchorage or south to cone live up here for a
7| then we have to be able to adjust and regul ate based on 7| winter and see how nuch it really costs to live here. And
8| that. But we also have to keep noving forward because 8| when you have a $1,000 stove oil bill a nonth, you start
9 it's not just Alaska. |It's the whole U S 9| thinking about how critical energy is. And right now
10 We are in an energy crisis, and if we don't 10| energy is a commodity. 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. And because of the way the
12| have to do is have one nore hiccup and our whol e econonic 12 econonic systemworks here, it is a coomodity for sale.
13| engine in the US isinthe toilet. It will get tanked. 13 So we need to | ook at -- we either have to have
14 So we really have to -- you know, fromthe 14 so nuch out there that it doesn't becone an issue anynore
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 wll work up here but, you know, we have to | ook at 16 depend on it anynore. And we are not there yet in this
17| investing in our own backyard. There is lots of oil. | 17 country. And we are not ready to go to alternative
18| nean, you see what they are doing in the Dakotas and 18 | energies as part of Anerica's solution.
19| stuff. There is lots of opportunities for finding some of 19 So this is the next best thing is to | ook at
20 this stuff. You know, we probably have the biggest 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 Thank you for your tine.

23 So you know, |'mnot pro devel opnent, but I'm 23 DR JI M KENDALL: Thank you. Sir.
24| not opposed to developnent as long as it's done smartly. 24 MR TOM FIELDS: M nane is Tom Fi el ds.
25 And if there is issues, as long as we have ways to deal 25 I'mfromthis area. | think it would be okay if you | ook
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1| for oil on the land, but if you went into the ocean, | ook 1| inthis. And | just heard of this neeting a few hours
2| what happened down there in Louisiana. | think if you are 2| ago, so | haven't had a chance to look into it for a
3| at ten feet of ice and it happened underneath, that woul d 3| couple itens of interest for nyself. So I'll have to read
4| ruin everything. W have a nonprofit corporation here 4 it and submit sonething on-line.
5| called Maniilaq. 5 DR JI M KENDALL: That's great. Zach.

6 And there was a prophet that |ived here about 6 MR ZACH STEVENSON: Sure. | want to

7| 150 years ago. He gave a nunber of predictions about this 7| thank you all for coming up here far fromhone to be in

8| area and what's going to happen. And one of themwas a 8 our beautiful comunity. | spoke with you earlier this

9| whale is going to surface in the town of Anbler to get 9| afternoon on behal f of the borough. For those who weren't
10| away fromthe dirty ocean, and when that happens the day 10 here earlier today, | was a little concerned that | had
11| wll be cracked in half. W don't know if he's talking 11 only learned about this neeting at 4:30 yesterday

12| about earthquake, atom c bonb or whatever, but when that 12 afternoon in |leaving the office and would have |iked nore
13| happens, that spill happens, there goes your subsistence 13 time to get the word out to our community. It's areally
14| lifestyle. So | say don't give up the lifestyle. You 14 inportant issue.

15| know, burn coal, get energy fromthe sun or the wi nd. 15 M responsibility here, funded through BOEMRE,
16 DR. JI M KENDALL: Thank you. Ma'am 16 Federal funding, is to develop an atlas that will be

17 MS. SUSAN BUCKWELL: I'Il pass. 17 | stored here at the borough and available to the assenbly
18 DR JI M KENDALL: Ma'am 18| to help look at what areas are inportant for subsistence
19 MS. MARCI JOHNSON: My nane is Marci 19 in our region, as well as what areas are inportant for

20 Johnson. |'ma biologist with the National Park Service 20 resource devel oprent.

21 here. And two of our National Parklands in the region are 21 | think, as others have voiced, we face a

22| coastal, and so we are involved with getting sonme baseline 22 razor's edge issue here of keeping our subsistence econony
23| research, |earning about coastal |agoons, doing sone 23| or subsistence resources strong, but al so devel oping the
24| coastal mapping and trying to get preparedness for oil 24| natural resources to keep our econony strong. W need to
25| spill response. And so we are certainly very interested 25 do both. It's not a question of if or how, but -- or if,
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1| but how do we do it right. And that's really the question 1| consultation requirenents. Those aren't going to go away.
2| we are trying to address in this project here now. 2 MS. SHARON WARREN: Weéll, the State woul d
3 That said, |'mnot in a position to comment on 3| give us a consistency determ nation on things. |If that's
4| behal f of the borough or the planning departnent. As an 4 not there, of course, you can't get the consistency
5| individual, however, | do feel the need for engagenent. 5/ determination if there is not enforceable policies there.
6| Really engaging those comunities that could potentially 6/ So, | nean, there is still consultation that goes on,
7| be inpacted by this project for better or worse is 7| and -- but the -- but, yeah, we are kind of not quite
8| critically inportant. And | provided you the nanes of the 8| sure.
9| seven villages that are currently working with our project 9 MR. DEAN WESTLAKE: And that one is kind
10| funded through BOEMRE. 10 of -- we have got an opus. W have got a nmgnificent
11 So I, as an individual, continue to do the hard 11 masterpiece in Title 9, and |'mwondering if perhaps we
12| work of getting the word out because | think the | RAs and 12 could further that along on the enforceable policy side
13| the city governnents can go a long way in hel ping you 13| and be able to consult directly with the federal
14| connect with folks in the local conmunities. 14 governnent on these things froma borough level. Do you
15 Agai n, thank you for your time in comng here. 15 think this would be possible?

16 And | want to thank the community, as well, for sharing 16 MS. SHARON WARREN: | don't know. That's
17 | your thoughts on the inportant issue. 17 a legal call, and I'"'mnot -- | don't know.
18 DR JI M KENDALL: Sir, you have another 18 MR STEVE SCORDINO | didn't follow your
19| chance, if you would like. 19 question. I'msorry. You said --
20 MR, PATRI CK SAVCK:  Pass. 20 MR DEAN WESTLAKE: |'m asking since ACW
21 MR DEAN WESTLAKE: Actually, ACMP. Are 21| may go away, the question is, can we work within our
22| you aware of the Al aska Coastal Managenent? |s that going 22 borough charters as a hone rul e borough over here to do
23| to have any effect out in what you do nowif it goes away? 23| direct talks with you fol ks out here regardi ng what goes
24 DR JI M KENDALL: Not really, but -- 24| on out here in our front yard, basically.
25 MR, JOHN CALLAHAN: W still have the sane 25 MR, STEVE SCORDINO So we already do it
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1| through the governnent-to-governnent consultations through 1| and I'mjust thinking, what if they don't have this.
2| the tribal side. As far as the other part, policy-w se we 2| Because when you are out there, you have a spiritual
3| can decide to put in nore, but legally we are not required 3| connection with the earth that you don't have a price on
4| to. Just the |lawer answer. 4 that. You can't put a price on that. And what is it
5 MR. DEAN WESTLAKE: And | understand that. 5 worth, you know.

6 I nmean, it -- we are all in flux right now because we are 6 I nmean, drill on |and. At least that -- you can
7| wondering how this goes, and | was hopi ng maybe there was 7| see when you have sonething wong. You get in the ocean
8| going to be an avenue that's going to be opened up. So 8 and it could be too late by the tine you figure out what's
9| thank you. 9| going on. You can't predict the ice. You can't guarantee
10 DR JI M KENDALL: Ma'am would you like to 10| that you are not going to have a spill, whether you do it
11| speak or -- 11 just in the summer. And so that woul d be ny biggest

12 MS. KARMEN MONI GOLD:  Sure. M nane is 12| concern is you can't put a price tag on your spirituality.
13 Karmen Monigold. |'mfrom Kotzebue. | work for the 13| You know, that's sonmething that you are taking away the

14| borough and | just started, so a lot of the history behind 14 person's inner self if you screw up that ocean. You are
15| any of this | really don't know. But | went to the 15| w ping out a whole culture.

16 | ConocoPhillips oil neeting. Was that |ast week? Wn a 16 And that's all | have.

17| bunch of door prizes. People were really upset with ne. 17 DR JI M KENDALL: And if you have tinme and
18 But | spoke there about how this is going to 18 | you take the docunent and look at it, go through that

19| affect our spirituality if there is an oil spill. And I 19 docunent, see if that can be inserted sone way to --

20 asked directly what are you putting into alternative 20 M5. KARMEN MONI GOLD: Definitely. | just
21 energy, renewable energy. And they started tal ki ng about 21 got the docunent, so --

22 nonrenewabl e energy. 22 DR JI M KENDALL: Thank you. Thank you.
23 And | said, no, what about renewabl e energy 23 MS. KARMEN MONIGOLD: | will try to read
24| because | look at ny children who I'mstarting to get to 24 it as fast as | can.

25 take out in the ocean, and we are going oogruk hunting, 25 DR JI M KENDALL: Thank you very nuch.
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1 MR. BRUCE ST. PIERRE: Cood evening. 1| two young daughters, both interested in the environnent
2| Bruce St. Pierre, S-T. P-I-EERRE |I'mwth 2| and the ocean in college. And | say, you guys are the
3| ConocoPhillips, also and primarily here with Lisa, as we 3| generation that need to start |ooking 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 programthat we woul d 5 the communities that you live in.
6| like to put forth to the governnment. W have purchased 6 So again, we are here to hear comunity
7| leases in the offshore, and we have plans to put 7| concerns. | have reviewed the document. We will be
8| applications in later this summer. And our goal is to get 8| putting sone formal comments together in witing to supply
9| out there and do sone exploration with a jack-up rig in 9 by July 11, and we will also be giving a witten statenent
10| 2013. 10| at the end of the nonth when you have your Anchorage
11 So we have a program and we have been around the 11 neeting.
12| community and done comunity visits and neetings. As the 12 Ceneral ly as a conpany we support the NEPA
13| young | ady was saying, we were here earlier in June, and 13| process. |It's very thorough. There is -- every stage of
14| we did talk a |lot about oil and gas, but our conpany al so 14 the way in your five-year plan, in your |easing docunent,
15| is involved in biofuels and other alternatives. 15 and then again in the exploration phase there is a NEPA
16 We just -- that is -- our prinmary business |ine 16 process. And in nost cases it's a full-blown
17| is oil and gas today. Ten years fromnow, 20 years from 17 | environnental inpact statenent. Sonme cases it may call
18| now, who knows what it could be. But that's what our 18 | for an environnental assessnent. But every stage allows
19| primary business lineis. And it's alot to do with the 19 public comment, public input. The conpanies try to
20 BTU value of the energy that's demanded. And as the 20 provide as nuch data as we have.
21| gentlenman was saying over here, a lot of the alternative 21 As a conpany, ConocoPhillips has spent the |ast
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 popul ace to 23| gathering data on a local basis on these |eases. A |ot of
24| fuel the systens that we have put in place. 24| that is voluntary. W do that to gather data to
25 And it's the sanme thing | tell ny two daughters, 25 understand nore about what the environnent is |ike, where
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1| we are going, what we are going to do, and how our actions 1| six years old, and | consider it ny hone, too. | consider
2| would inpact. 2| it a very special place.
3 We understand strongly that there are big 3 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. And in addition, if you
5| there, and we understand why the communities and people 5| conpare it to an anal og or another project |ike maybe in
6| are concerned about that because it is a risk. And we are 6 the @ulf of Mexico or somewhere else, typically they go
7| trying to do everything we can in the prevention node to 7| through the |ease sale and, within a year, six nonths to a
8| put together a plan that shows that we will have the kit 8| year, those conpanies are out drilling on those |eases.
9| of equipnent available in the event something goes w ong. 9 In this case, we are comng up on year four
10| But nore inportantly, we are putting a |lot of energy into 10| because the sale was in February of 2008. And | think
11| prevention neasures, into ways that we can prevent any 11 between our conpany and the other conpanies that want to
12| type of accident from occurring. 12 operate out there, yes, the court system has been used to
13 I think the other thing is we do learn a |ot 13| push things back, but conpani es have been patient in
14| going to comunities about their own traditional 14 trying to understand what the concerns are and trying to
15| know edge, things that we as Western-style educated peopl e 15 address those concerns before we get out there to do the
16| don't hit on and we don't understand. And by goi ng out 16 work.
17| and working in sonme of the comunities around wildlife 17 And we al so recogni ze that you will never nake
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 fromthe comunities 19 people that have phil osophical differences. And | respect
20 helping us, and we |earn nore about the area as an 20 that because that's what nakes our country great is that
21| explorer. 21| we can go out in a neeting like this, some people agree,
22 And the final thing | would like to say is the 22 sone don't disagree; but you hope at the end of the day,
23| timng. Alaskais a very unique place. |It's a precious 23| you look at the science that's available, you evaluate the
24 place. 1've lived here ny whole life. | was raised north 24 risks, and you cone up with a very safe plan to go out and
25, of Anchorage in an area called Chugiak fromthe tine | was 25| do the operation.
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1 So as a conpany we will be noving forward to 1| on that, too. W all need help. Wth that, Earl, would
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 MR EARL KINGK: 1'll just say, the Point
4| and |l ook for this resource during the sumrer of 2013. 4| Hope comunity, once we get offshore activity in the
5| That's our goal . 5 Arctic, Point Hope has said no for over 20 years. Hope
6 Thank you for the opportunity to comment 6 Basin is the largest natural gas oil field out there right
7| tonight. And like | said, I'll be giving nore comments at 7| outside of Point Hope, and it could be connected to the
8| future neetings. 8| Chukchi .
9 DR JIM KENDALL: One little sidebar here. 9 Qur El ders decided in 2008 when a | ease sale was
10| Three individuals have now nentioned renewabl e energy, so 10| conming up that we needed sonebody to fight this very
11| | just want to point out that our bureau, the bureau of 11 inportant issue called the garden we |ove the nost, the
12| CQcean Energy Managenent, Regul ati on and Enforcenent, 12| garden that provides food for our comunity, garden that
13| BCEMRE, is also responsible for renewabl e energy on the 13| puts food on the table, the garden that keeps our cul tural
14| Quter Continental Shelf in ternms of w nd, wave, current, 14 way of life together, the garden that keeps our people
15| even sol ar. 15 united and be peaceful. W are part of the ecosystem here
16 And right now, nmaybe even this week -- | know 16 in the Arctic, and we still want to be part of the
17| there is a lot of neetings going on on the East Coast 17 ecosystem |f the Creator hadn't nmade his decision for us
18| | ooking at where you could put wnd farnms, where you 18| to live up here, we would live el sewhere, and they can do
19| should not put wind farnms. Al so the Pacific Northwest 19 anything they want. But the Creator put us there so let's
20 there are sonme states, | think Oregon and Washi ngton and 20 keep it the way it is.
21| maybe California are | ooking at wave generators. So we're 21 There is a lot of hot neetings going on right
22| pushing that through. Again, though, it's driven by where 22 now. There was a Shell GO neeting yesterday, Chanber of
23| the energy is needed, what technology is avail able. 23| Commerce, getting ready to plan. They got this Arctic
24 So | don't want to eat up too nuch tine on that, 24 Summit neeting going on which | wanted to attend that's
25 but we're noving in that direction we will take coments 25 going on in Anchorage right now Hardly anybody fromthe
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1| north attends these neetings. 1 DR JI M KENDALL: Thank you, Earl. And
2 So you see, it's inportant that the Bush era 2| with that, we are going to go circle around again.
3| should be wiped out and the new Cbanma era shoul d cone 3| Wwalter, if you would like to say anything nore, we wll
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]. 5 MR, WALTER SAMPSON:  Yes. |1'mgoing to
6| It was sad. It was sad to see people down there. How sad 6| speak for nyself as an individual, Walter Sanpson. It's
7/ it will be if our ocean ends up the sane way. There is 7| good to hear and listen to the perspective of different
8 30,000 people cleaning up that oil field -- oil spill. 8 wviews. Certainly sonething that we all need to respect
9| They got airports, they got equipnent to do cleanup; but 9 the viewpoints of everybody, what's been brought to the
10| up here in the Arctic, we are not ready. W are not ready 10| table.
11| for any kind of activity in the Arctic. W are not 11 You see what's happening today in the world. W
12| prepared. 12 are really in a changing world, climatic changes that's
13 The Al aska Coastal Zone Managenent Pl an has 13| occurring. |It's not only ice that we should fear or have
14| still got to be in place. W need to |ook forward to that 14 fear of. Tornadoes that's happening down south, fl ooding
15| because there is going to be comunity invol venent. Coast 15 that's occurring down south. These are natural
16| Guard will be looking for a deep harbor. There is a |lot 16 | occurrences that are -- that are happening. lIce is
17| of things going to be happening in the Arctic, not only 17 | receding up north. That is -- is sonething that we al so
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 In the past we have al ways been planned for by
20 the Russian side. 20 the State and the federal governnment. At one point we
21 So you see, us people in the Arctic, we need to 21 said, well, we are tired of reacting to plans that
22| protect our way of life. W need to be involved any kind 22 don't -- don't help our way of life. W are tired of
23| of decision they are going to be making. 23| reacting to that. So one day we finally said to the State
24 Thank you very nuch, Kotzebue, for giving nme a 24| governnment and to the federal governnent, if there is
25| chance to speak here. Thank you. 25 plans to be designed that will have an inpact on our way
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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. And that's 2| down the road to even nmke that plan better as to how
3| basically what's happening today. 3| things will happen in the Arctic. So it's critically
4 We have been provided information by oil 4 inportant for all of us to be part of a process in
5| industry, a lot of information, a lot of information that 5 designing what's happening in the Arctic.
6| pertains to what's happening, a lot of information that's 6 I've gone to Shell neetings. |'ve gone to
7| been requested by interest groups. QI in -- oil drilling 7| Conoco neetings. |'ve gone to sone oil industry neetings
8| has occurred up north in the past. At what point have we 8 in general. Information is there. |Information has been
9| responded to any of that with sone of the issues that's 9| provided. W have been told they want to partner with us.
10| before us? Not really. But the change of conmunication 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 nake sure that the issues that are
12| made a change. 12 in place be incorporated into a design of a plan.
13 Wat's happening in the Arctic, not only in 13 Any concerns that we -- you may have, nmke sure
14| Al aska Arctic, but also in Geenlandic 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. That way if sonething should happen, | woul dn't
16| with the support of their people that's occurring today. 16 be able to point a finger at BOEMRE or oil industry. Al
17| They see the partnership, the benefits that they see for 17 | would say is well, we nessed up. Let's fix the problem
18| their people. W heard from past testinony from past 18 And | think that's -- that's an opportunity that
19| information. Yes, we want to listen to. W want to 19 we have today. That's ny personal views for now Thank
20 partner with you. W want to work with you. 20 you.
21 That's the opportunity that | see for ny 21 DR JIM KENDALL: Thank you, sir. Sir,
22 children. W are not going to be around for too nmany 22 would you like to take another chance?
23| years. |It's the children that will be provided that 23 MR, ANDY BAKER: |'Il| pass for now.
24| opportunity. 24 MS. LISA PEKICH I'll pass.
25 And not only that, what we are doing today is we 25 MR, COLE SCHAEFFER | don't think you

M DNI GHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100 M DNI GHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

Revised Draft SEIS Revised Draft SEIS
Public Hearing Transcript Public Hearing Transcript
Kotzebue, Alaska Kotzebue, Alaska
47 48

1| should allow her to pass a second tine. 1| what Walter is getting at.
2 DR. JI M KENDALL: At |east we have got a 2 And even the environnental groups that are
3| nice, comunicative, hunorous group here. That's good. 3| opposed to drilling and stuff are starting to realize
4| He wouldn't adnmit that he was that Walter Sanpson. He was 4 that. And ultimately, as a community and as a people in
5 messing with ne. 5 the U S., we will have to be able to nake decisions that
6 MR. COLE SCHAEFFER: Wlter hit on a good 6/ wll better our future generations, so it's inportant that
7| point, and that is that we have to | ook at our future 7| these processes work.
8 generations. And if we don't find an econonic base for 8 So your guys' visit here today is really
9| them Anchorage is going to get bigger and Fairbanks is 9| inportant because it helps start that process. Thank you.
10| going to get bigger. 10 MR, TOM FIELDS: | think what Karnen said,
11 We al ready have an outward migration of people 11 the spirituality of things here, we lead the world, |
12| fromthe villages because we just don't have the 12 think, in suicide per capita up here, and we pay, what,
13| infrastructure or the | ow energy cost to build econonic 13| six, $700 for a round trip to Anchorage. You can go to
14| devel opnent here in rural Alaska. So if we don't |ook at 14 New York for 300 bucks round trip. You know, 11, $12 for
15| that, our villages are going to get snaller and our urban 15 a gallon of mlk here. So the people here are really
16| centers are going to get bigger. So we have got to find a 16 hurting, and it's not fair because they own the |and, or
17| balance that works for us as a people as well as the rest 17 | supposedly did before it becanme parks and whatever. And
18| of the country. 18 | yet they are paying the nost price.
19 And Walter is correct, there are a nunber of not 19 And then the environnental changes, gl obal
20 only oil conpanies, but even environnental groups that 20 warming. The record, | think, for snow used to be 40-sone
21| want to partner with us to nmake sure this is done right. 21| inches here. Two or three years ago they got 150, or
22| They don't want it to happen in sone cases, but history 22 sonething like that. That shows you the changes. And |
23| has proven that we will nove forward. So the question is 23| have been gone for a while, and | cane back and | can see
24| how do you -- how do you nove forward and, instead of 24 the ocean rising. And | nentioned this man in Maniil aq.
25| being the problem be part of the solution. And that's 25 He tal ked about Noorvik flooding. Noorvik is on a hill up
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1| the river, and if it floods up there, that's a |ot 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 ri ght now?
3 And there is no way -- it scared ne for that 3 MR. M CHAEL ROUTHI ER.  The scenari o that
4| gentleman to say we are getting ready, we will do it 4 we analyzed is a blowout during exploration drilling. And
5| right, and don't worry, we will save it. Wy think that 5 our analysis is an environnental effects analysis. So it
6| way, you know? Because you can't save it. | mean, you 6 focuses on how the animals and the waters and things |ike
7| are going to dig through ten feet of ice to get to a 7| that would be inpacted. W -- this docunent isn't about a
8| broken well? There's no way you can do that. 8| full analysis of all the different spill techniques. W
9 I just say drill on the land and deal with that. 9 discuss them we identify them we describe them we talk
10| Don't go into the ocean, man, because the ocean is life 10| about how they might be used. But this is nore of an
11| blood of the world. W are 70 percent water. That's why 11 environnental effects docunent, not an engineering
12| we are confortable, you know, living next to the ocean. 12 docunent. So we don't go into great detail on that
13| That's it. 13| because right now we are still at the | ease sal e stage.
14 DR. JI M KENDALL: Thank you. M'am you 14 We don't know where an exploration well would be
15| have anot her opportunity. 15 drilled. | mean, we could hear conpanies talking,
16 MS. SUSAN BUCKNELL: I'Il pass. 16 proposing a couple different sites, but we don't know
17 DR. JI M KENDALL: Park Service coll eague? 17 | exactly where they would drill. W don't know where any
18 MS. MARCI JOHNSON: Park Service aside, | 18| platforms woul d be, any pipelines would be located. It's
19 wondered if | could ask a question. |It's a big docunent 19 still fairly early in the process. So at this stage, we
20 so it might take ne a minute to find it in there, but it 20 are nore focusing on the environnmental inpacts.
21| seens, hearing tal ks about the planning and the process 21 DR JI M KENDALL: That hit on sonething
22 fromthe industry side also, | -- does this environnental 22 very inportant. |If the lease is affirned by the
23| inpact statenent -- this statenent, 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| M ke?
25 the pipe -- in a planning for a pipeline route, as well, 25 MR. M CHAEL ROUTHI ER  Yes.
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1 DR. JI M KENDALL: And there is nore NEPA 1| supplenents a final -- we did a final environnmental inpact
2| done and nore analyses. |It's a continuous process. And 2| statenent for the sale, and that took into consideration a
3| then when it cones to devel opnent, okay, there is nore 3| spill froma pipeline and froma production. And so
4| NEPA done and nore plans for pipelines. Am| saying that 4 this -- this docunment supplenents the one that we did in
5| right? 5/ 2007. So the one in 2007 would discuss those things.
6 MR, ROUTH ER  Right. 6 MR, COLE SCHAEFFER | want to conment on
7 DR JI M KENDALL: |'m not a NEPA 7| that because you guys, in your analysis you put in 60,000
8| practitioner. | know NEPA, but |I'mnot an expert. The 8 barrels of spill, and there is no way that the -- that
9| experts are sitting right here and the others around the 9 area can produce that kind of pressure. So why would you
10 room So this is just a first start |ooking at the |ease 10| put that in there?
11 sale, then the exploration, then devel opnent, and then 11 MS. SHARON WARREN: Because our
12| production. And believe it or not -- and |'ve seen this 12| geol ogi sts, actually, when they were |ooking at the
13| in the &ulf and in California -- that when the resource is 13 hypot hetical and | ooking at the reservoir area of the
14| exhausted and you have to deconmi ssion, there is also nore 14 | Chukchi Sea and appendi x D of the docunent explains how
15| NEPA done on how to renopve the structures and return the 15 they cane out with the flowrate. And the flowrate is --
16| sea floor back to the way it was. That's a |ong-w nded 16 is what was the driver of the spill -- | nean, this
17| answer. 17 hypothetical spill. So it -- you talk about the Deepwater
18 MS. MARCI JOHNSON: |If you wanted to get 18 | Hori zon.
19| the nitty gritty on what would happen if there was a 19 MR, COLE SCHAEFFER  But when you | ook at
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 conpanies or anybody else that's actually doing
22| shipnent of this either on tankers or pipelines? You are 22 the drilling and you | ook at what they say the flow rates
23| saying that cones 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 cone in? 24 MS. SHARON WARREN: | guess that's what |
25 MS. SHARON WARREN: To al so explain, this 25 would ask you --
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1 MR. COLE SCHAEFFER That's why there is 1| then what they did is they maximzed all the other
2| science there. 2| variables. So yes, the estimate is huge. And like we
3 MS. SHARON WARREN: That's what | woul d 3| were discussing before when we were discussing the
4| ask you to do. Appendix D explains how the agency canme up 4 differences between the very large spill scenario and the
5| with the hypothetical, what they used, what the geol ogists 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 wth
7/ that. So after you -- if you read that, if we have mi ssed 7| specific technology and an actual |ocation would probably
8| sonething based on what they are saying in there -- 8 be alot smaller. So --
9 MR, COLE SCHAEFFER: But in your analysis 9 Dr. JI M KENDALL: That's where the science
10| you are conparing apples to oranges, and you can't do 10| cones in, right?
11| that. You can't take the @ulf spill and use that as your 11 MR, M CHAEL ROUTHI ER. What you are saying
12| exanple because it's a whole different environnent. And 12 is true in that sense.
13| that's what you are doing. You are conparing apples to 13 MR, TOM FI ELDS: So you are still
14| oranges. 14 expecting a spill, then.
15 MR, M CHAEL ROUTHI ER: Li ke when | 15 MR, COLE SCHAEFFER No. You just have to
16 | discussed the public coments we got on the draft SEI'S, 16 plan for it. That's the whole idea behind it.
17| part of the desire on behalf of a |ot of people who 17 MR, PATRICK SAVCK:  And if | nmay
18| commented was to see the really catastrophic scenario. So 18 | interject, now you guys talk about these |ease sales, but
19| when we decided to do this very large oil spill scenario, 19 you don't know the GPS coordi nates of these |ease sales
20 we didn't want to get into a situation where we anal yzed, 20 and you project an oil spill that's going to be
21| say, a specific well and then sonmeone woul d conme back and 21| catastrophic based on scientific data froma different
22| say, well, there could be sonething bigger out there. W 22 location. M, as a local person, |'d rather feel
23| want to make sure we captured sonething very catastrophic. 23| confortable -- and | know you can't really discharge
24 So our geol ogists, they | ooked at an actual 24 anything to test it, but there's got to be sone form of
25| place in the Chukchi Sea, a place that does exist. But 25| neasure, as what Cole is saying. Wen you are doing these
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1| types of tests, when we don't know these GPS | ocations, it 1| well, nowyou are in a specific |ocation, you are using
2| gives ne that nuch nore uncertainty and untrust towards 2| specific technology and so forth. So instead of
3| the process of having your information passed onto the 3 maximzing all the variables that go into calculating a
4| Secretary to nake a final determination on if this is 4 very large flowrate and flow vol ume, now you coul d plug
5| going to go or no-go when there is still that big gap here 5 in nore actual variables froma very specific project.
6| for understanding, not only nme, but all these comunities, 6 And that's going to tend to produce a snmaller flowrate
7/ not only these, but up north, down south. 7| and a smaller vol une.
8 DR JI M KENDALL: You are asking for the 8 MR JOHN CALLAHAN: Patrick, the reason
9 location of the sale, the |ease blocks? 9 why we don't know the location of the wells, as you said
10 MR PATRI CK SAVOK: He was nentioni ng 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 conpanies tell us exactly where in their tracts they are
12| lease sales. He said he didn't know those a m nute ago. 12 going to drill. That cones later. So we wll know
13| Maybe | misunderstood that, but -- 13| exactly where they are going to do it. W just don't know
14 DR. JI M KENDALL: It's a concept that is 14 yet. W're not at that stage in the process.
15| difficult to grasp, so I'mgoing to ask Mke to do it one 15 MR M CHAEL ROUTHIER We're trying to
16| nore tine and describe it, that we have the very large oil 16 cover the entire |lease sale area right now Only |later
17| spill. It's a generic spill for the absolute worst thing 17 will conpanies be able to propose specific |ocations, dots
18| that could happen. Then we are going to go to an 18| on a nap.
19| exploration plan where we know the absol ute | ocations. 19 MR, PATRI CK SAVOK: So the | ease sale
20, What did | mss? 20 occurred, yet we don't know where they are at? Did |
21 MR M CHAEL ROUTH ER  Well, yeah, the 21| grasp that correctly? Because that's what | heard.
22 very large oil spill that we anal yzed here, the intent was 22 M5. SHARON WARREN: That is what you
23| to capture what is the biggest possible theoretical 23| heard.
24| hypothetical spill that could happen from anywhere in the 24 MR PATRI CK SAVOK: That is what | heard.
25, planning area. Wen you get to actual plans to drill a 25 M5. SHARON WARREN: The | ease sale
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1| occurred. W have |eases out there. W have 487 | eases 1| going to go actually out and drill. Soon when we are
2| out there. And of those 487 | eases, just when we are 2 looking at this area, it's kind of like in the central
3| analyzing -- so if you step back and you | ook at the |ease 3| area of the Chukchi planning area so that we can do an
4| sale area, it was 29.3 nillion acres that we were | ooking 4| analysis of here is what would happen if there was an oil
5 at of fering. I can -- well, in fact, that's what the map 5 spill based on Al aska information, based on the Chukchi
6| was was sale 193. The alternative 4 that was sel ected at 6 Sea planning area information. And that's what we were
7 the time of the sale offered 29.3 million acres. 7| looking at when we did that.
8 So out of that entire area that we -- that we 8 As we go through, you know, as -- there is
9| are considering, we don't know -- let's just take back in 9 four -- the OCS Lands Act cause -- provides for four
10| tine -- we don't know where exploration activity would 10| process. W have the five-year program W have -- and
11| happen in this huge area. 11 then in the five-year programthere is | ease sales that
12 So when we did this very large oil spill 12 the Secretary decides, and then -- and Bruce brought this
13| analysis, it's to take -- it's a hypothetical. It's to 13 up. Then the next stage is the | ease sale stage, which is
14| consider -- it's like in the mddle of the Chukchi Sea 14 where we are at now. And then after that stage if the
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 And at the exploration stage that's when
18| geol ogi sts had using information fromwells that were 18 | conpanies will conme in on their |eases and provide the
19 drilled before, using information fromreservoir, using 19 expl oration. There is a notice to | essees, No. 6, that
20 information fromseismc data that's been collected out 20 was out there based on the Deepwater Horizon that says,
21 there, going -- you know, kind of |ooking at different 21 conpanies, you need to provide us a worst-case discharge
22 things. So it is based on data, but it's still 22 when you go out there, a blowout description of what you
23| hypothetical because you don't know. 23| can do. That has to be included as part of their
24 So that's why that was selected to say, okay, at 24 | exploration plan.
25 the | ease sale stage, we don't know where conpanies are 25 So that's why we are saying this very large oil
M DNI GHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100 M DNI GHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
Revised Draft SEIS Revised Draft SEIS
Public Hearing Transcript Public Hearing Transcript
Kotzebue, Alaska Kotzebue, Alaska
59 60
1| spill is a scenario, but when you get to the exploration 1 If at that stage we said, oh, gee, we did not
2| stage, they are going to do what they call worst-case 2| address the significance in that environnental inpact
3| discharge, which is going to be specific to a well, 3| statenment, then we would -- that -- NEPA would be -- we
4| specific to the pressures in that well and, in all 4 would be | ooking at doing an environnental inpact
5| likelihood it is expected it will be much |l ess than the 5 statenent.
6| hypothetical. So when we go through our NEPA review, we 6 So it's a tier process where you start broad
7| look at an environnental inpact statenent. So we do an 7| with the environnental inpact statenent, |ooking at a very
8| environnental inpact statenent for the sale. 8| broad, very -- catastrophe that you are |looking at. And
9 When we get to the exploration stage, we are 9 then when the exploration plans conme in -- because when
10| going to do another NEPA review, and in that NEPA revi ew 10| the exploration plans cone in, there is a process under
11| we are going to start out with an environnental 11 the OCS Lands Act that once we deem that exploration plan
12| assessnent. And we are going to tier to the environnental 12| submitted, we have 30 days in the OCS Lands Act to either
13| inpact statenent that has already been done, and we are 13| approve it, have the conpanies nodify it, or disapprove
14| going to look at that based on the environnental 14 it.
15| assessnent and to say, okay, are there any -- is there 15 So with us doing the environnental inpact
16| significant inpacts that we did not address in the 16 statenent at an earlier stage, then when an exploration
17| environnental inpact statenent. Ckay. 17 plan cones, we will do the environnmental assessnent and
18 So in this environnental inpact statenment, we 18| then tier off of the environnental inpact statenent.
19| are looking at a very large oil spill. So when we do the 19 DR JI M KENDALL: We are not there yet.
20 environnental assessnent on the exploration plan and we 20 M5. SHARON WARREN:  And we are not there
21| |ook back saying, oh, no, no, we took those in 21| yet.
22| consideration. W know that the significant effects are 22 MR, WALTER SAMPSON:  So basical ly what you
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. And so we would 24 really the reality of things is production really is about
25| then stop at the environnental assessnent. 25, 15 -- 15 to 18 years down the road before anything is --
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1| is punped out of under the water. So there is still tinme 1| have been drilled in between -- in the Arctic than in
2| toreview -- 2| other areas but, you know, we have had quite a nunber of
3 MS. SHARON WARREN: Ri ght. 3 lease sales over the years. So it's not -- the OCS Lands
4 MR, WALTER SAMPSON:  -- what needs to be 4 Act is set up so that the Secretary and us, as an agency,
5| reviewed down the road. 5/ can |l ook at each of these steps as a process to take a
6 MS. SHARON WARREN: Right. And there 6 look at, you know, is this the right way to do it at this
7/ is -- and with this four-stage process, each stage there 7| tinme or not. The Act provides that, you know. And the
8| can be changes. Things can be conditioned on certain 8| Act provides that at the end of the day, if there is going
9| things. W have the regulations. And yes, things are 9 to be significant harmto the environment even after you
10| being | ooked at specifically each time, even at a 10 do all of this, the Secretary can cancel |eases even as
11| devel opnent stage. You are going to |ook at, you know, 11 time goes on. So the Act provides that authority to the
12| the environnental review It's going to |ook at the 12| Secretary.
13| pipelines, everything else, very specific to that project. 13 DR JI M KENDALL: And the tinme.
14| Lots of public involvenent, you know, and comments on 14 M5. SHARON WARREN: And the tine.
15| how -- how it would be. 15 DR JI M KENDALL: And that was a good
16 Soneti nes those devel opnent plans and the 16 question before we go back to the circle. |'msorry.
17| environnental inpact statenent can take years to review 17 Walter nentioned 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 tine to do nore science and nore studies.
19 going to be. You know, there is -- there has been a | ot 19 Wen | was in the Gulf and | started as a graduate student
20 of tines that, you know, in 30 years -- look at it this 20 back in the '70s, things |like chenobsynthetic conmunities
21 way. In 30 years that we have had the Quter Continental 21 were not known. We didn't know there was issues with
22 Shelf, we have one devel opnent project that we share with 22 sound in marine mammals. And yet they were drilling. And
23| the State of Alaska, and that's Northstar. Liberty is not 23| so that research then was ranped up. So that's why with
24 on line yet. That's it. 24 this long gap, we are continually learning. W are
25 There has been exploration wells drilled. More 25| continually adding our information.
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1 But we have said enough. W need to go back. 1| inlight of the July 11th tinme frame. |Is that --
2| Zach, we stopped at you. Did you have anything el se you 2 DR JI M KENDALL: W are as open and as
3| want to wanted comment or question on, please? Sorry to 3| transparent as we possibly can be under the tine frane.
4| interrupt. 4| You can use, as Sharon pointed out, regs.gov where
5 MR, ZACH STEVENSON: These are nore two -- 5 comments go on-line and they are, in a short order,
6| nore procedural questions. And | wouldn't consider them 6 available for everyone to see. W |ook at each and every
7| necessarily public coments as nuch as per haps BOEMRE 7| one. W try to cone out to the communities as often as we
8 mght be able to help nme understand. To what extent is 8 can. | know the communities are very busy, and we know
9| through BOEMRE and Departnent of Interior able to provide 9 sonetines there is neeting fatigue. Conoco cones, Shell
10| nore consultation, given the Administration's support for 10 cones, Park Service probably has meetings, Fish & Wldlife
11| governnent-to-governnment relations now, increasing that 11 has neetings. W all have neetings. And we will cone as
12| effort? For exanple, if there were to be an interest at 12 often as we can.
13| the village level for getting some consultation with 13 And ny -- I'mthe new Regional Director and |'ve
14| BCEMRE about the proposed | ease sal e and the NEPA process, 14 told this to environnmental groups. |'ve told this to our
15| are there resources available to provide for that? That 15 colleagues in the oil and gas industry. M door is always
16| was ny first question. 16 open. Now, you want us to cone down, we cone down. You
17 And secondarily, along those sane |lines, were 17 want to cone back to visit us, conme visit us. And I'm
18| there interest fromthe borough to bring you back here to 18 talking with ny hands. |'msorry.
19| provide nore informati on on what you are sharing this 19 MR ZACH STEVENSON: Thank you so nuch.
20 evening, is that capacity there? 20 DR JI M KENDALL: Does that answer your
21 DR JI M KENDALL: You mean capacity in 21| question?
22 what way? 22 MR ZACH STEVENSON:  Absol utely.
23 MR ZACH STEVENSON: To share infornmation 23| Absolutely.
24| on the public coment process, the potential alternatives 24 DR JI M KENDALL: M col | eagues who have
25| and ways in which the public can engage the conment period 25 been with the region a lot longer than I, where have |
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1| m sspoke? 1| side, so to speak. Thank you.
2 MS. SHARON WARREN: Ch, you haven't. We 2 DR JI M KENDALL: Well, in that case, we
3| have the comment period till July 11th. Today is the 3| have Mchael Haller, who is our community |iaison, and
4| solstice. So we are going to be in hearings until the 4 we've got John Callahan fromthe Ofice of Public Affairs.
5| 30th of June, so there is an additional 11 days out there 5/ And | understand you are fromthe radio station. Make
6| that -- fly back. W try to keep away fromthe 4th of 6 themyour best friends. Anything you need to know --
7| July because, you know -- and plus coming out when you're 7 MR, M CHAEL HALLER Every day is a double
8| doing subsistence, too, we know al so that people are out 8| nmug day.
9| there doing subsistence. 9 DR JI M KENDALL: Qur job at BOEMRE, we
10 DR JIM KENDALL: This is very awkward for 10| are not making the decisions. Qur job is to collect the
11| the comunities, we understand. 11 information and nmake it transparent so people know what we
12 MS. SHARON WARREN:  So we will definitely 12 are doing, feed that information, these concerns to the
13| do what we can in the tine that we have and cone back out 13 | decisionmaker. As we all know, transparency doesn't nean
14| here. | don't have a problemat all. | |ike com ng out 14 everybody gets what they want, but everybody has a seat at
15| here. 15 the table. Everybody's voices need to be heard. And
16 MR. ZACH STEVENSON:  Thank you. 16 everybody needs to see how the decision was nade.
17 MR, PATRI CK SAVOK: (Okay. | guess what 17 MR PATRI CK SAVCK: Ol ear, concise
18| 1'd request, then, due to the lack of time, constraints 18 | communication in a constructive manner will get you that.
19| and everybody's neetings, KOTZ Radio. Let everybody know 19 DR JI M KENDALL: And she's witing that
20 what's going on. Gve thema brief synopsis. Let them 20 down. That would be a good tee-shirt. Thank you.
21| know the gane plan and give themthe website for comments. 21 Ma' am anyt hing you want to add, please. W
22 That will save nme a lot of time with ny constituent base, 22 have got tinme here, and | know you are thinking.
23| as well as Walter and Dean, |'msure, as well as everybody 23 MS. KARMEN MONI GOLD: It kind of junps
24| else in the roomwhere everybody who has conputer would 24 back to, they are tal king about |ooking to our future and
25 like to comment would be able to comment to share their 25 our children froman econonm c standpoint. Cole nentions
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1| we pay the highest rates everywhere. Howis drilling off 1| may have to do with Arctic drilling and what the history
2| of our shore going to benefit us? It's not we. Are still 2| is of that. So --
3| going to pay the highest. W always do. And that's okay. 3 DR JI M KENDALL: So we can count on
4 | nean, to me |'d rather pay $50 for a gallon of gas than 4| getting some conmments. Really. This is really, really
5| to worry about not being able to go out hunting and get 5/ inportant. GOkay? Thank you.
6| the food that | need. That was one point. 6 MR, BRUCE ST. PIERRE: |'ve said ny piece
7 And then the other point is, after the drilling 7| and | wll pass, but thank you for the opportunity.
8 and it's all gone, we are still going to be here. Qur 8 DR JI M KENDALL: Earl.
9| kids are going to be here. CQur fanmlies are going to be 9 MR EARL KING K: Earl Kingik. Ww This
10| here because we are connected to the land. |If you damage 10| is the best BOEMRE neeting | have been to. | went to a
11| what we live off of, what are we going to do? Were are 11 BCEMRE neeting one tine, and | was the only person that
12| we going to go? W are all going to go to where it's not 12 went to the neeting. | fly all the way from Anchorage to
13| danmged. 13| go to a nmeeting. But this is good. Dr. Kendall, you did
14 And you want to tal k about suicide rates now, 14 great. This is the best | ever been to. | have been to
15| just imagine what it's going to be then for the few that 15 MVB neetings, BOEMRE neetings many, nany tines, but this
16| cling to their culture and it gets sustained from 16 is the best. |It's good to hear you people, you know, your
17 But | don't see howdrilling off the oil is 17 | guys' comments, the comments of our young people.
18| going to benefit ne econonically except for maybe ny PFD 18 ASRC and Doyon are going to partner and start to
19 wll go up, Maniilag will get nore funding for whatever 19 do sone activity in the Interior so we need to get our
20 and fromthe State and jobs, yeah, but | nean it's -- 20 people prepared. W' ve got |lisagvik College in Barrow,
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 danmmge that and, | nean, that 22 any kind of devel opnent and stuff like that. W need to
23| takes years and years, if at all, to ever recover. So -- 23| let our young people know the doors are open and the
24 And then ny other question -- | had anot her 24| future for developnent in the Interior is comng to
25| question, but | mght save it till | read this because it 25 reality. The roads fromthe Interior to None, Al aska and
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1| wherever are beginning to happen. 1| know. It's the best -- that's the best communication
2 But us in the Arctic in the coastline, we are 2| right there. Were is Mke Haller? Were did he go?
3| worried about our wildlife, our garden we |ove the nost. 3| Communication guy. It would be great, you know. People
4| W don't want nothing to happen to the garden we |ove the 4 like to hear that stuff, you know, because we are getting
5| nopst. | look at it on this EI'S, where is the next airport 5/ close again. |I'mtraveling to all the villages so | can
6| that can transport a jet. The only jet we could land is 6| understand how this coment period is and how | can talk
7| Kotzebue and Barrow and Red Dog. W don't have anything 7| people into sending in their cooments. W tried using the
8 like that. 8 e-mail, and it didn't work out too good. So | got to
9 But North Sl ope Borough has been training all 9 understand how is the best way to do coments.
10| these young people to do the oil spill response training, 10 | hear fromyou guys, and | could -- | could
11| you know. They got hazardous -- whatever they call it, 11 pass on to the word to the other villages. And | thank
12| that class they have to take. W are preparing our young 12| you guys again.
13| people to do that. W are preparing our young people to 13 DR JI M KENDALL: Thank you, Earl. And
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 com ng around, we weren't ready. W were 15 stations. | just had one of ny waking dreans. |n our
16| not ready. They were noving too fast. So we had to call 16 neetings earlier today we were di scussing about the
17| time out, tine out where we could be able to sit at a 17 | science that we do that sonetinmes doesn't get out. So
18| table with BOEMRE or Shell G| or ConocoPhillips to talk 18| maybe it might be good if John and Mchael sit with -- and
19| about our future, our way of life, and how they could work 19 you are fromthe -- your first name?
20| together. 20 MS. SUSAN BUCKNELL: Susan.
21 And | thank you. You did a good job, Kendall, 21 DR JI M KENDALL: Susan. Maybe one of our
22 and | nentioned to you when | neet with you a couple weeks 22 science projects gets conpleted, one of our people could
23| ago -- was it two weeks ago. 23| be interviewed to say what we have | earned about the
24 DR JI M KENDALL: | think so. 24 whal es, what we |earned about the currents because that
25 MR, EARL KING K: KOTIZ is avail able, you 25 information is not getting out. And | think you hit on
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1| sonething there, Earl. You said sonething that triggered 1| and the little red squares inside the green zones?
2| this. 2 MR, WALTER SAMPSON:  Can you nmaybe do that
3 So let's go back around. | nean, we've still 3 with your person on the side when it gets to the point of
4| got -- we've still got sone tine. MWalter, anything nore 4 review, speak with her and --
5| to say? Please. 5 UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER:  Have her interview
6 MR. WALTER SAMPSON:  Yep. The perspective 6 you
7 that I'mhearing fromall the views is certainly sonething 7 DR JI M KENDALL: We will do that before
8 that is good for all of us. But for the record, 15 to 18 8 we | eave.
9| years down the road when a platformformcones up, this 9 MS. SUSAN BUCKNELL: Let ne try and phrase
10| old fart is going to go down and visit the platform 10| this question. First | want to thank Mke Haller for
11| Thank you. 11 bringing the environnental inpact docunent by ny office
12 MR. ANDY BAKER:  Pass. 12 today. Obviously | haven't had tinme to reviewit, either.
13 MS. LI SA PEKICH  Pass. 13| So I'mgoing to ask a |ayered question that will reveal ny
14 DR. JI M KENDALL: You're passing for the 14 layers of ignorance here. And |'mtrying to figure out
15| third time? 15| how to start.
16 MS. LISAPEKICH | will agree this is a 16 But | think I understand like fromthe
17| good neeting, and | really do want to thank you for being 17 | ConocoPhillips and Shell neetings, is this true that the
18| here and thank everybody el se for speaking up because | do 18 | colder the water, the nore oil will not float on the
19| think it's a good neeting and good input. So that's all. 19 surface, that it will sink or stay in the water col um?
20 MR, TOM FI ELDS:  Pass. 20 DR JIM KENDALL: It's nore viscous, but
21 MS. SUSAN BUCKNELL: |I'm Susan Bucknel | 21 it still floats. |It's nore viscous, yes. But
22 and | work for KOTZ Radio. And so | guess | should try 22 unfortunately we don't -- none of our -- I'ma biological
23| and ask the questions that the listeners that aren't here 23| oceanographer. |'mnot a chemist. But | know it does
24| mght want to know. And | guess ny first -- ny easy one 24| float. Are you a chemist, by any chance?
25| is: Can you tell us about this nap and the green zones 25 MR. BRUCE ST. PIERRE: |'m a geol ogi st,
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1| but -- 1| part will dissolve.
2 DR JI M KENDALL: That's cl ose enough. 2 MR BRUCE ST. PIERRE: There's sone, once
3 MR. BRUCE ST. PIERRE: What | can say, it 3 it comes up, will evaporate. It's higher end fractions.
4| does float. It's lighter than water, so if it was to 4 In general, | would make the statenment that nost oil wll
5| spill, it would cone out of the well. But the issue with 5 cone up and it's lighter than water.
6| cold water is that it congeals nore. It gels nore. And 6 MS. SUSAN BUCKNELL: Mbst of it. Okay.
7/ it holds it in a thicker lens. It does not spread as 7! And I'mjust thinking |'ve heard peopl e comment about that
8 qui ckly. Li ke the aulf of Mexico, we have warner water. 8 it is shallowin -- where these | eases are, and so sone
9| We get a quicker spread rate of the oil and nore 9 people, that nakes themthink that that's -- |ike where
10| evaporation because you have nore -- higher tenperatures 10 the walrus -- the clambeds are that the walrus feeds on
11| in the atnosphere and the sun. But it generally does stay 11 and the nmarine life is in that shallow water, and that's
12| tighter because of the cold water. 12 why it's a different --
13 MS. SUSAN BUCKNELL: You are sayi ng 100 13 DR. JI M KENDALL: It's in the docunent.
14| percent of it will float to the surface? 14 MS. SUSAN BUCKNELL: The fact that it's
15 MR, BRUCE ST. PIERRE: Ol is lighter than 15 shallow water raises a different set of problens than you
16| water, so it does conme up. And unless you apply a 16 | have had in the Gulf of Mexico. Does that nake sense?
17| dispersant -- dispersants are designed to entrain oil and 17 DR JI M KENDALL: It's in the docunent. |
18| put it back in the water colum. And they used 18| was conferring with Mke, but that kind of discussion is
19 dispersants also in the Gulf. And that's a nethod by 19 in the docunent.
20 which nol ecul es gather around the oil nolecule and wei gh 20 M5. SUSAN BUCKNELL: That's why it's a
21| it down, essentially and nmake it heavier than water. 21| layered question. That's what |'mtrying to get around.
22 MS. SUSAN BUCKNELL: So there are portions 22 So when we are |looking at this document, how woul d we know
23| of the oil that will not float? 23| where to look? Wuld that be in parts of people's
24 DR. JI M KENDALL: Sone of it will 24 comrents or would that be in the scientific analysis? How
25, dissolve, | think is what you are getting at, that a snall 25, do we go about finding --
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1 MS. SHARON WARREN: It's in the docunent. 1| resource?
2| The final SEIS will put what people have commented on, but 2 MS. SHARON WARREN:  Uh- huh. You can call
3| this docunent is our analysis -- analysts and our 3| our office. The phone nunber is 334-5200. And you can
4 biologists and oceanographers and everything el se 4 either ask for Mke Routhier or nyself, and we woul d be
5| preparing this docunent and analyzing it. |It's what our 5/ happy to find -- find it in the docunent for you.
6| agency has put together of taking the science that is out 6 MS. SUSAN BUCKNELL: Thank you very nuch.
7| there and putting it into a docunent. 7 DR, JI M KENDALL: Going around the room
8 So there is a section called Description of the 8 W have still got tinme and there is still coffee and still
9| Environnent. That's in Chapter 3 that explains the 9 goodies. W're not going to | eave here until everybody
10| environment out there. Again, this supplenments the final 10 feels they have had an equal tine to speak.
11| EIS. So sonetinmes it will refer you back to the Sale 193 11 M5. KARMEN MONI GOLD:  Wien was this
12| final BEIS, and if it does, that final EISis on our 12 published? Wen was it ready?
13| website. It was done in 2007, and it is on our website. 13 MS. SHARON WARREN:  This docunent was
14| So you nmy have to be conparing two docunents because 14 published May -- it cane 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 El'S that was done, and they will have it there. 16 send it out in the mail?
17 And then the consequences, it brings in the 17 MR. M CHAEL ROUTHI ER: Around the 21st.
18| consequences in Chapter 4 concerning how taking the 18 MS. SHARON WARREN: O May.
19| information fromthe affected environnment and what -- and 19 MS. KARMEN MONI GOLD:  You sent it to --
20 the spill and how it was -- what the consequences are and 20 M5. SHARON WARREN: W have a nailing
21| those environnental effects. 21| list, and it went to quite a number of places that we
22 MS. SUSAN BUCKNELL: Thank you very nuch. 22 | have.
23| That helps. And if soneone was having difficulty finding 23 DR. JI M KENDALL: Including the
24| their way through the docunment or finding what they were 24| communities and on the website.
25 trying to find in either of those docunents, is there a 25 M5. SHARON WARREN:  Tri bal organi zations.
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1| We have posted on the website. 1 MR, BRUCE ST. PIERRE: | had another point
2 MR, PATRICK SAVOK: This is digital fornf 2| based on the question that was asked about walrus. There
3 MS. SHARON WARREN: Yes, it's in digital 3| has been a nunber of studies done by the federal
4 form as well. 4| governnent, and they have al so gone back through kind of
5 MR, PATRICK SAVOK: |'ma digital guy. 5| their archives and | ooked at what's been done in the
6 M5. SHARON WARREN: It's in digital form 6 Beaufort and the Chukchi, and a | ot of those are
7 What | found out is people will download it off the 7| categorized in their websites. But in addition, the
8| website, but sone people like to use the tool to put 8| conpanies -- at |least two of the conpanies that are
9| little notes on to mark up and everything. You can't do 9| looking to go out there, ConocoPhillips and Shell, we have
10| that on the one you downl oad fromthe website because it's 10 done also studies. | nentioned that in ny first comments.
11| protected. But if you use the disk and you want to use 11 And we have a lot of those studies starting to
12| the tools for making little notes or whatever to yourself 12| conme out starting back in '06, '07, '08. And there is
13| as you are reviewing it, you can do that with the disk. 13| specific information -- if you are interested in walrus,
14 MR, PATRICK SAVOK: | guess I'Il go a step 14 there is work that's been done on wal rus novenents,
15| further. |If you guys could | eave a few extra copies 15 mgratory patterns, feeding areas, those kind of things,
16 | because we can't even download it, it's so big. 16 specific to these gray bl ocks you see on the map. Those
17 MS. SHARON WARREN:  Scott brought sone 17 are the lease areas. And to a couple of areas that are of
18| extras. 18 | interest to the different conpanies. So there was work
19 DR. JI M KENDALL: They are yours. 19 done, and those studies are starting to cone out. W can
20 MS. SHARON WARREN:  And if anybody needs 20 provide those. Wen you cone to our comunity neetings,
21 any nore, when we get back to Anchorage, if you find out 21 we like to be able to roll that out.

22 sonebody needs a copy of it, just let us know W will 22 And also in addition to that, the State of
23| get it out in the mail as quickly as we can, even if we 23| Al aska specifically has done a wal rus taggi ng program
24| need to express mail it out to the communities, the 24| where they tagged a nunber of walrus to watch themin
25 fastest way to get it out to folks. 25 their novenents. And so there is sone information out
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1| there, and there is also infornation about bowheads, sone 1| inportant. And you are going to see us nore often. M
2| of the ice seals, different offshore birds, the benthic 2| notto is early and often. And we need to cone up here
3| communities, which are the things that live down in the 3| because you are part of the process. This is your hone,
4| mudline. And you are right, it's pretty shallow 4 your land, and we want to be part of it. There is others
5| Generally all the way across the Chukchi it's about 140, 5/ that want to be part of it. But this is your hone. And
6| 150 feet in depth. So there is information there about 6 so be it. Anything else?
7| what walrus do, how they follow the ice, areas they |ike 7 Wal ter, as ranking governnment person here, would
8 to feed that might help your listeners. 8 you like to nake one parting comment?

9 MS. SHARON WARREN: And also to that, on 9 MR WALTER SAMPSON:  No.

10| our website, we have -- we have an environmental studies 10 DR JI M KENDALL: No. Thank you very
11| program and so on our website we have the listing of 11 nuch

12| conpl eted studies, ongoing studies, and that people can 12 (Proceedings adjourned at 8:51 p.m)
13| visit the website and | ook to see what studies have been 13

14| done out there, what's ongoing right now because it's 14

15| continual ongoing studies. And it's also avail able. 15

16 DR. JI M KENDALL: Still have tine. | 16

17| don't want to be a nag. Wlter? 17

18 MR WALTER SAMPSON: |'mdone. | said ny 18

19| piece. 19

20 DR JI M KENDALL: Earl? 20

21 MR, EARL KING K: Done. 21

22 DR JI M KENDALL: Ckay . Well, then, on 22

23| behal f of nmy BOEMRE col | eagues, | would |like to thank the 23

24| community of Kotzebue for letting us host this neeting. | 24

25 want to thank you for all your coments. These are real 25
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1 P-R-0-C-E-E-D-1-N-G-S 1 That"s the way it should be.
2 DR. JIM KENDALL: Good evening. Excuse me 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. So please
4| speaking with the council, and we had an incredibly good 4| state your name before you make your comments. Also we
5| discussion. We would like that to continue. 5| have Mike Haller. Mike Haller is our community liaison.
6 My name is Jim Kendall. 1 am the new Regional 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 1"m here for tonight. We
8| Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement. And I-°d 8| also have John Callahan. John, put up your hand. John is
9 like to introduce some folks that came with me who are 9 from our Office of Public Affairs. We have Steve
10| then going to describe why we"re here tonight and why we 10 Scordino.
11| are interrupting your week. 11 MR. STEVE SCORDINO: I"m right behind you.
12 First of all, taking notes is Mary Vavrik. Yes. 12 DR. JIM KENDALL: He*"s right behind me.
13 MS. DORCUS ROCK: First, we need 13 Steve is an expert on environmental compliance, and he is
14 [inaudible] -- 14 here to take comments and understand what people are
15 DR. JIM KENDALL: I was going to do that 15 concerned with in terms of environmental compliance. And
16| right after. That"s good. 16 we have got Scott Blackburn. Scott is a technical editor
17 MS. DORCUS ROCK: That"s mostly what they 17 and also a technology person that helps work on the
18| wusually do. 18 document.
19 DR. JIM KENDALL: Then let"s do that 19 Now, sitting up front are two individuals that
20| first. Thank you for reminding me. Would you mind giving 20| know the document better than anybody else. We have got
21| us the blessing, please. 21 Sharon Warren, who is the project manager. She is to make
22 (Blessing offered by Dorcus Rock.) 22 sure that the document goes from beginning to end. Okay.
23 DR. JIM KENDALL: Thank you for reminding 23| And sitting next to her is Michael Routhier. Now,
24| me. Next time 1"11 remember that we do the blessing 24 Routhier, Michael, is the EIS coordinator. He gets all
25| before we introduce people. So thank you very much. 25 the parts and pieces together and makes sure all the
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1| comments are in the document. 1 CD disks available if you are -- have it on disk, and we
2 Now, because this can be confusing and because 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. |If you don"t have 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 What was Lease Sale 193? It was the Chukchi Sea
7| communication. And so before we can have good 7 lease sale. And prior to us doing the lease sale in
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. So 9| statement. 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, 1"m 13 The sale was held in 2008. And over here 1 have
14| going to give it to the real expert, Sharon Warren. So 14 a map of the area. This was the area that was in the Sale
15 Sharon, will you take it away, please. 15 193 area. It"s outlined here. And these were the leases
16 MS. SHARON WARREN: Thank you. And thank 16 that were issued to six of the oil companies. We offered
17| you for coming this evening. 1°m going to be going 17 29.3 million acres. So we offered this on a much larger
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. And after the meeting,
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 So why are we here today? We revised that draft 22 MR. JOHN CALLAHAN: There are also maps on
23| supplemental EIS. So we"re here today to get your 23| the sides there.
24| comments. And if you have not seen it, it is a -- this is 24 MS. SHARON WARREN: Okay. So then what
25| what it looks like in a hard copy document. We also have 25 happened? So the lease sale was held in February of 2008,
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1| three -- a little over three years ago. Before the lease 1 effects for allowing them to produce the gas. So he said
2| sale, there was litigation. There was plaintiffs that 2| go back and take a look at that.
3| sued to invalidate the lease sale. And what the -- what 3 Another thing that the Court said that we failed
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. We 6| regulations. The plaintiffs submitted in court about a --
7| didn*"t do a good enough job on it. So they sued us. The 7 1 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. Well, when that is done, the
10| Court to stop the sale. So the sale happened, and the 10 regulations -- there is a requirement that when that is
11| leases were issued. 11 done, that the agency has to follow the regulations and
12 In July of 2010, the District Court in Alaska, 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. So they said you didn"t do that. You made all
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| 1issues in the document. 17 So we went back. And what we did in response to
18 And the three issues that the Court wanted us 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. That"s when we came out
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. So when we offered for 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. And so 24 hearings. And we came here to Point Hope, as well, to
25| the Court says, but you didn"t analyze the environmental 25 show you what we did of how to address the order.
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1 And we also -- we came out here to get comments, 1 So we as an agency considered those comments,
2| not only from all the communities. We got about 150,000 2| thought about the issue and said, you know what? They are
3| comments on the draft supplemental EIS, and we took a look 3| right. This document should have a very large oil spill
4| at those comments. And 1711 let Mike explain why the 4 analysis.
5| draft supplemental EIS that we did in October was not 5 So we talked to our geologists and said what
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? Can you give
8| EIS. That"s the process. And so Mike will explain why we 8| us a scenario? And so they did. And we passed that
9| didn"t do a final based on the previous draft. 9| scenario on to our environmentalists. These are our
10 MR. MICHAEL ROUTHIER: Like Sharon said, 10 biologists. These are our oceanographers, our air quality
11| in the NEPA process you usually come out with a draft 11 experts. They looked at the scenario that our geologists
12| document, you go and hold meetings, you get comments and 12 gave them, and they wrote about the types of environmental
13| wusually produce a final environmental impact statement 13 impacts that could occur if one of those catastrophic
14| some short time later. This process was a little bit 14 events were to actually happen.
15 different. We did the draft. We came out for the 15 That"s what makes this -- that"s the main new
16 meetings. We invited comments. We received over 150,000 16 analysis in this revised draft EIS. It"s similar to the
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 The very large oil spill scenario is slightly
20| the specific issues that the judge told you to look at 20 different than a worst-case discharge. That"s the term
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. But they are two different terms, and so we just
23| That"s what we are really concerned about. This document 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
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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. We need to 2| techniques.
3| make sure the decisionmaker, the people back in 3 An exploration plan with a worst-case discharge
4| Washington, D.C., understand how serious things could be. 4 would answer a more specific question: What"s the biggest
5| So what"s the biggest spill that could happen? What"s the 5| spill that could happen using this technology in this spot
6| worst spill that could happen? And it"s for the purpose 6| at that reservoir? So it"s a fine distinction, and we
7| of analysis. This is for the purpose of informing the 7| understand that, and we would be willing to talk about
8| decisionmaker. 8| that some more if people have questions. But we just
9 So our geologists, like I said before, tried to 9| wanted to point that out for you.
10| give us a scenario that was the biggest possible spill 10 MS. SHARON WARREN: So we"re here tonight
11| that could occur anywhere in the Chukchi Sea planning 11 to get your input on this document. As I said, it"s a
12| area. 12 revised draft supplemental impact statement, environmental
13 That"s different than the worst-case discharge. 13 impact statement. It has -- it carries forward the
14| A worst-case discharge is something that the regulations 14 information from the previous one. Some of the comments
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 It"s a supplement. We did a final environmental
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 And we just want to know that the worst-case 21 EIS because we did -- we did take that EIS and redo that
22| discharge would probably end up being less than the very 22 EIS. We supplemented it. So we added to it. And so
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 MR. JACK SCHAEFER: Did you bring any EIS
25| spill scenario answers what"s the biggest that could 25 statements?

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100




Public Hearing Transcript
Point Hope, Alaska

Public Hearing Transcript
Point Hope, Alaska

13 14
1 MS. SHARON WARREN: Yes. We have CDs, and 1 MS. SHARON WARREN: So that"s what we are
2| we may have some hard copies with us. 2 looking for is to get your comments. The comment period
3 MR. JACK SCHAEFER: Can you give them to 3| closes July 11th, so you have time to get your comments
4| some of us? 4 in. We also are using the website here. You can go to
5 MS. SHARON WARREN: Yes, yes. Some of you 5| our website to make your comments. We have some handouts
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 MS. SHARON WARREN: Do you have the hard 8 some of those handed out, as well.
9| copies? 9 So again, July 11th we need your comments on the
10 MR. MICHAEL HALLER: We have some of them. 10 document. And we will take comments tonight, as well, you
11| We will work on that. 11 know, for the record, and then you can still supply
12 MS. SHARON WARREN: We will get them out 12 comments.
13| before the end of the hearing. We have hard copies with 13 And then what happens? Once we receive the
14 us and we have disks of that document with us. 14 comments and the comment period closes on the 11th of
15 MR. JACK SCHAEFER: You are talking about 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. And we are going to be
18 MS. SHARON WARREN: You want to look -- 18 preparing a final supplemental environmental impact
19| here. Okay. 19 statement.
20 MR. JACK SCHAEFER: Is there somebody that 20 This is a court-driven deadline. On May 19,
21| wants to look at it? 21 Judge Beistline gave us a deadline that the Secretary of
22 MS. SHARON WARREN: Here is one here if 22 the Interior needed to make his decision concerning the
23| somebody wants to -- 23| sale by October 3rd of this year. So in order for him to
24 DR. JIM KENDALL: Comments are not due for 24 do that, we have to have the final supplemental EIS
25| a few weeks yet, so there is time. 25 completed by the first part of September because there is
MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100 MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
Public Hearing Transcript Public Hearing Transcript
Point Hope, Alaska Point Hope, Alaska
15 16
1| a 30-day waiting period based on the regulations before he 1 Secretary so he can make the best decision. That"s why we
2| can make his decision. 2| need your help.
3 And the decision he"s going to -- that he needs 3 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 1°m a big believer in that. And that was the whole
6| some way -- not make it larger, but make it smaller -- or 6| subject of our meeting. And sometimes I get accused of
7| he can decide to cancel the leases. Those are decisions 7| being a frustrated teacher because 1 like to call on
8| that he -- the Court told him that he needed to make by 8 Tfolks, but I"m not quite that bad.
9| the 3rd of October. 9 But what we came up with in our last meeting --
10 So that is why we"re here today to take your 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 1 would like to get as many chairs up here as we can
13 DR. JIM KENDALL: Thank you, Sharon. Now, 13 and sort of form a semi-circle so we make sure everybody
14| this is where what | consider to be the fun starts. And 14 has a chance to speak. We will go from person to person
15| it"s also the most important. Now, Ffirst 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. And we will stay here as long as we
17| gave the blessing. |If we have translation issues, Dorcus 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, |
20 Now, a couple of things here just they have 20 need to mention this.
21| already said, but 1"m going to remind you. No decisions 21 So we want to make sure when we end tonight
22| have been made yet. The Secretary of the Interior has to 22 everybody feels they have got their views on the table and
23| make those decisions. What we have to do is make sure 23| that everybody has heard everybody"s views. And so this
24| that we have a good document and all the concerns and 24 is where 1 would like some help. We are going to move the
25| 1issues of the communities put together and taken to the 25 chairs up here so everybody can move closer, and then we
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1| are going to start with the community Elders and elected 1 activities to occur in the Chukchi Sea. Given the risks,
2| officials. So Caroline and Earl, 1 may need your help to 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. There is a lot of other issues, but 11l read
5| you all come up here and move closer. And that"s where 5| the high points.

6 1"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. So please, 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. Little
9 (Off the record.) 9| baseline science exists for measuring the effects of an
10 MR. EARL KINGIK: It"s time for you guys 10 oil spill on the Arctic ecosystem and mammals central to
11| to talk about a very important issue. | can start off 11 our way of life. We are part of the ecosystem, and we
12| with the organization 1 work with. |1 work for Alaska 12 should be proud that Mother Native has given us to be part
13| Wilderness League. 1 have been fighting this issue for a 13 of that ecosystem of the world.
14 lIong time. [It"s important that the government gets to 14 With the nearest Coast Guard station 1,000 miles
15| listen to you guys. We have got a recording secretary. 15 away, Arctic communities are not capable of responding to
16 | We have got a translator. So this will give you the idea 16 a major oil spill along the Chukchi coast. The Inupiat
17| of what this issue is all about. 17 people have lived off the Arctic Ocean for thousands of
18 A great honor is being in front of us, our 18 years. The Chukchi Sea is a viable source of food for our
19 President, Caroline Cannon. And it"s another great honor 19 communities and an oil spill or disturbance of marine
20| to speak in front of ASRC Energy Services CEO. And it"s a 20| mammals and fish could devastate our way of life.
21| great honor to speak in front of the Elders and my fellow 21 Come and testify and let these government people
22| Point Hopers. 22 understand how important our way of life is. We have been
23 Your voice is needed to reverse this bad Bush 23 living here for thousands of years. The garden has
24| Administration lease sale that happened in 2008. Our 24 provided food for us. Springtime, year-round cycle, we
25| recommendation is no leases drilling or exploration 25 need to continue keeping that up. We need to continue
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1| Dliving our way of life. There is alternative energies 1 the meeting, the focus of the meeting to get the best
2| that could be developed. There is other ways of making 2 information. Thank you, Earl. And right now we will
3| money. We got corporations that could do business with 3| start with the Elders, which we would like to hear first.
4| our president of ASRC Energy Service to do development 4 Thank you.
5| inland and stay away from our ocean, the ocean that 5 MS. ERMA HUNNICUTT: My name is Erma
6| provides us with food for thousands of years. Our 6| Hunnicutt. |1 would write on a piece of paper like -- like
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 But still we have to watch what we are doing 8 of time, so —-
9| because it"s your kids" future. Your kids are the ones 9 DR. JIM KENDALL: Thank you very much. We

10| that will be affected. It"s not going to happen right 10 will do our best to do better next time. Sir, would you
11| away. It"s going to happen after me and my relatives pass 11 like to comment?

12| away- And you have to come forward for your children and 12 MR. LEO KINNEEVEAUK: Whenever 1 see an

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. Thank you. 14 know, because after what happened with the Exxon oil spill
15 DR. JIM KENDALL: Thank you, Earl. Okay. 15 and other oil spill everywhere else, even the

16 | What I would like to do now is first ask the village 16 environmental impact statement, you know -- 1°m sure some
17| Elders if they would like to make some comments. 1 17 people read that. And our people have lived here for

18| believe that"s appropriate. |1 don"t want to force anybody 18 thousands of years. We are subsistence users. And I'm

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. There is no

21 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Why didn"t you 21 doubt about that.

22| start with the Elders if you were going to be appropriate? 22 But still, this offshore drilling scares me.

23 DR. JIM KENDALL: That"s what I"m trying 23| Why don"t we just open ANWR? You know, there is already a
24| to do now, sir. Earl was helping me. He was at the 24 pipeline built. We were afraid when we first heard about
25| meeting last night, and he"s helping me change the tone of 25 Trans-Alaska Pipeline. We have caribou. We have other
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1| animals around. Although we were afraid that we might 1 DR. JIM KENDALL: Thank you, Dorcus. With
2| lose our animals, look at -- look at what happened now. 2| that 1 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. But this offshore drilling is 4| to say anything? |Is there anyone else you believe should
5| something else, you know. 5| speak first before I open it up to the public?

6 Even that Exxon oil spill after what happened, 6 MS. CAROLINE CANNON: There is a lot of
7| people are still trying to hunt and fish and then they 7| Elders here, and I think they need to be heard.
8| still find that grease, you know, in their rivers, in the 8 DR. JIM KENDALL: Absolutely. 1 need the
9| oceans. That"s why, I don®"t know, these oil rigs make me 9| Elders, if you will put up your hands, you can speak if
10| flinch every time 1 seen one. Thank you. 10 you need to right now.
11 DR. JIM KENDALL: We will come back. IFf 11 MR. GEORGE KINGIK: Thank you very much.
12| you want to interrupt at any time, please let us know. 12 My name is George Kingik. 1"m an Elder. 1"m also of the
13 MR. LEO KINNEEVEAUK: (Speaking in 13 Uunasiigsiigaaq clan. What we are talking about is real
14 Inupiaq.) 14 hard to stomach. In this community, we have been fighting
15 DR. JIM KENDALL: Thank you very much. 15 for our ocean since 1945, since Truman started dreaming
16 | And that was recorded. Thank you, sir. Now, I1°d like 16 about the big port over at Cape Thompson. Our Elders and
17| to -- unless there are anymore -- thank you, Leo. 1 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. That"s your food, your stomach.
20 MS. DORCUS ROCK: He"s right. 1 know we 20| That"s what feeds you.
21| need jobs here, too, but we also know there is going to be 21 And 1 oppose the lease sale. 1 was in Anchorage
22| development going on, but that really scares me, too, 22 when they had the lease sale, me and my brother. There
23| because we -- that"s how we survive with is our Eskimo 23| was only a few Natives at the lease sale. And a lot of
24| food, and you all know that for thousands of years. 1™m 24 people cry. A lot of people come outside. They look at
25| not -- (speaking in Inupiaq.) 25 the company who get the lease. And it was a hurry-up
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1| situation two years ago. All those people that was 1 that has responsibilities, and so do we. There are
2| outside protesting against the 193 lease sale because the 2| Tederally recognized tribes that perform governmental
3| Elders said no to the big Project Chariot and no to this 3| functions. There are -- more than half of all the tribes
4| lease sale. And I still oppose it. Thank you very much. 4 in the United States have self-governance, have direct
5 DR. JIM KENDALL: Are there any other 5| funding from the federal government, not through the BIA
6| Elders that would like to speak? And we will be here as 6 and regional offices. And so they perform these
7| long as we need to, so if you think of something 7| governmental functions in place of the federal government,
8| afterwards, you are welcome to jump in. Anyone else? Any 8| whether it be wildlife, EPA, those governmental functions
9| Elder? Elected officials? 9 like any other government.

10 MR. RONALD OVIOK, SR.: (Speaking in 10 And we have that responsibility in performing

11 Inupiag.) One thing 1°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. And so
13| become a big problem for our animals. Thank you. 13 we have this obligation and duty, and there are other

14 DR. JIM KENDALL: Any other elected 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 MR. JACK SCHAEFER: [I1°m a council member 17 And 1 guess that"s a good start to indicate what
18 | representing Point Hope through our regional federally 18 our responsibilities are. We are not just blowing hot

19| recognized tribal government known as the Inupiat 19 air. And we do have these functions and responsibilities
20| Community of the Arctic Slope. That tribal government was 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 Is there any type of revenue sharing? Is

24 And we are a government like any other 24 there -- how are we going to benefit through something

25| government. The United States government is a government 25 that we haven"t addressed yet and haven®t been
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1| acknowledged in regards to governmental functions? 1 to work together when we do that. Like 1 said, when we
2| Taxation? Local employment? Tribal employment rights? 2| get our dividend from the ASRC or from the State Permanent
3| These functions have to be recognized by the federal 3| Fund, we all get happy, everybody. And when they catch
4| government and the State of Alaska. And so it"s very 4 whale, everybody get happy, too. So if these two work
5| difficult for us tribal governments to, you know, respond 5| together, we all be happy. Working together that she-s
6| to things and continuously try to keep track of what all 6 mostly concerned about.
7| has taken place. But we have been in the court for a very 7 DR. JIM KENDALL: Okay. [I1"m going to go
8| long time, as George Kingik just said. 8 to the list, unless there is any other Elders or elected
9 And there have been several cases that involve 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. 1 want to make
11| subsistence that have not been resolved. And so you know, 11 sure everybody has a chance to speak.
12| governmental functions are very -- you know, it"s a real 12 Technology. We were talking about that, too.
13| thing. 1 guess, you know, this can go on as time goes on. 13 Sometimes technology is not a good thing. All right.
14| Thank you. 14  George Kingik. 1 believe he"s already spoken. Okay.
15 DR. JIM KENDALL: Thank you, sir. 15 Down the list here. Jack Schaefer, you were next on the
16 MS. ERMA HUNNICUTT: (Speaking in 16 list. Do you want to speak again for a second, or come
17 Inupiaqg.) 17 back to you?
18 DR. JIM KENDALL: Thank you. Again, 18 MR. JACK SCHAEFER: Sure. Okay. Why not?
19 before we go to any of the list I have, any other 19 DR. JIM KENDALL: Okay. And then we are
20| community Elders or elected officials? 20 going to make sure everyone gets a chance to speak, but
21 MR. MICHAEL HALLER: Could you let Dorcus 21 now you are a double dipper. That"s all right. We are
22| translate that? 22 going to keep going around. Everybody is going to speak
23 MS. DORCUS ROCK: (Translation by Dorcus 23| tonight.
24| Rock.) She was saying that when money comes in and so 24 MR. JACK SCHAEFER: As | was saying, you
25| forth, it"s good, but it"s also that we have to remember 25 know, there were several court cases that we have been
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1| trying to protect our rights to subsistence, our rights to 1 Circuit Court here. |1 just indicated Gambell, 1, 2, 3,
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 The State of Alaska only has jurisdiction for
4| government that went through this. There were several 4 three miles. They might get a little bit of something up
5| that had went through this. The Inupiat Community of the 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 DR. JIM KENDALL: Thank you, sir. Going
8 Over the years since the "70s -- and 1"11 just 8| down the list, I know Earl, you have already spoken. Do
9| mention one in regards to subsistence, People versus 9| you want to hit it again or come back to you? Come back
10| Gambell versus Clark, Ninth Circuit, 1984. Gambell 1. 10 to you? Okay. Thank you. Next on the list. Leo. You
11| People versus Gambell versus Hodel, Ninth Circuit Court, 11 were on the list. Do you want to speak again? Or we can
12| 1985, Gambell 2. People versus Gambell versus Hodel, 12 come back. Come? Back. Okay. Next on the list -- | see
13| Ninth Circuit, 1989, Gambell 3. People of Gambell versus 13 lots of nos. And then I have a whole page where people
14| Babbitt, Ninth Circuit, 1993, Gambell 4. 14 didn"t mark yes or no. Elizabeth S-T-E-O, Steo.
15 This statement more or less came out of a 15 Elizabeth? Okay. Caroline, you didn"t check yes or no.
16 | Vermont law school last March in regards to discussions of 16 Would you like to speak?
17| offshore between the United States and Canada, the Inuit 17 MS. CAROLINE CANNON: I think there is a
18| and Greenland trying to talk about oil and gas offshore. 18 misunderstanding. That was -- my understanding that was
19 And so there was a mention of these court cases that 19 the sign-in sheet. They did not clarify if we are going
20| 1indicated that the subsistence issues have not been 20 to speak or -- | think we need to communicate better.
21| resolved. 21 DR. JIM KENDALL: Absolutely. We started
22 And so that, you know, gives you a little bit of 22 a little late, and we didn"t get the sign-in sheets out.
23| a glimpse that was mentioned to the White House Ocean 23 MS. CAROLINE CANNON: We just assumed that
24| Policy Group a couple weeks ago, but I don*"t know if they 24 was just a sign-in sheet.
25| understood what | was saying because 1 didn"t refer to the 25 MR. ROY FILE: Why are you going on that?
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1 Is there a different sign-in sheet than this one? 1 guys don"t like to eat our food. Sometimes we don"t like
2 DR. JIM KENDALL: We had several to find 2| to eat your food. And you have to look at it that way
3| out who is here. And everyone is going to get a chance to 3| sometimes.
4| speak. Looking at you, Caroline, would you like to make a 4 But you have to remember, this land is our land
5| comment? 5| together, each one of us. We have different colors of
6 MS. CAROLINE CANNON: I"m just 6| this world. We have to hold onto it because we love to
7| observing. 7| eat. 1 know you guys like to eat, too, even me, even our
8 DR. JIM KENDALL: You are absolutely 8| kids. We don"t like to see our kids be hungry. It"s
9| correct. Michelle W. Cannon. Michelle. She"s not here. 9| going to hurt us, too.
10 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Mitchell. 10 It"s hurt the peoples down there, too, when they
11 DR. JIM KENDALL: Okay. I1"m sorry. |1 11 spill that oil. You guys can”"t see that or understand
12| can"t hear too well and I can"t see too well, either. 12 that part? They are suffering.
13| Margaret Oktollik. 13 Like I was saying, this land is my land, this
14 MS. MARGARET OKTOLLIK: No. 14 land is your land. Thank you.
15 DR. JIM KENDALL: No? Okay. 1"m not 15 DR. JIM KENDALL: Thank you very much.
16 sure. 1°m going to ask for some help. Sally. Would 16 Next on the list I"ve got Mary Jane Attungana. Okay.
17| you -- please. 17 Bessie Kowunna. Would you like to speak?
18 MS. SALLY KILLIGVUK: I say in this world, 18 MS. BESSIE KOWUNNA: Bessie Kowunna, for
19| this land is my land and this land is your land. There is 19 the record. And I"m not representing any entity, city,
20| two different things about it. You guys love to eat your 20 Tikigaq or any other. It"s just myself as a Point Hope
21| food; we love to eat ours. And you guys don"t like to let 21 resident. But what I would like to say is 1| love being
22| nobody touch your stuff; we don"t like to let our things 22 Inupiat. |1 love our food, our culture, our way of life,
23| be touched, too. Like they always say, you know, you have 23| our circle of life, our land and sea.
24| to share and give. How are we going to do that if they 24 And 1 also would like to say that if things in
25| take that away from us? What are we supposed to do? You 25| industry should happen, I would rather be involved in it,
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1| not against it or for it, but work with it so our people 1 Ffind out where you are at. Right here. 1 thought that
2| can see and hear what"s going on with industry. We need 2| was Ron. | thought that was Ron over there.
3| to make sure what they say they are doing is really what 3 MR. ROY FILE: That looks like a Y to
4| they are doing. With that said, if that should happen, 1 4 me.
5| want to see our people trained, working and be involved so 5 DR. JIM KENDALL: Well, I saw Ron, Roy.
6| we aren"t left out. If not me working, it would be 6| You are very welcome to speak.
7| someone else, probably from the Outside. So I"m happy to 7 MR. ROY FILE: 1"m at school again, buddy.
8| be working. Thank you. 8 DR. JIM KENDALL: 1°m sorry. 1I"m a
9 DR. JIM KENDALL: Thank you very much. 9| frustrated teacher.
10| Next on the list, I see your name again, Ron. Is there 10 MR. ROY FILE: Okay. 1 just have a couple
11| anything else you would like to add? No? Okay. We will 11 questions for your personally. Who do you work for?
12| come back. Dorcus, your name was on the list. You want 12 DR. JIM KENDALL: That"s a good question.
13| to make additional comments? 13 We work for the Department of Interior, Bureau of Ocean
14 MS. DORCUS ROCK: (Shakes head.) 14 Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement. We are the
15 DR. JIM KENDALL: No. No. No. No. 15 Feds. We manage the offshore resources and make sure all
16 Okay. Can you help me with this name here? |1 think there 16 the rules and regulations and the safety is taken care of.
17| 1is someone that"s written down here as Peter. Okay. 1%ve 17 That"s our job. And we take the information and pass it
18| got a no. Then we are back to the very beginning again. 18 to the Secretary.
19 Now, that"s the sign-in sheets that sort of got away from 19 MR. ROY FILE: That"s what I wanted to
20| wus. 20 Find out. And also, are you -- the way you present
21 MR. ROY FILE: You know, I signed a piece 21 yourself here, are you pro development or are you anti
22| of paper right after Bessie did. Can I look at that thing 22 development?
23| right there? Did you deliberately skip me? 23 DR. JIM KENDALL: We are dead center. We
24 DR. JIM KENDALL: It might have been an 24 are not pro or -- our job is to make sure --
25| accident. |1 apologize. |1 want everybody to speak. Let"s 25 MR. ROY FILE: So you do not favor one
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1| side or the other? 1 been sold. They are colored in red, but you don"t see it
2 DR. JIM KENDALL: Personally, I cannot. 2 in red. 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. If this goes through to
4 Interior so he makes the decision. 4 the vessels, we don"t see anything unless it lands on
5 MR. ROY FILE: That"s what I wanted to -- 5| shore. And then the North Slope Borough will tax them.
6| that"s what | wanted to know. Thank you. 6| That"s for your information.

7 DR. JIM KENDALL: You are more than 7 For the record, | am Aggie Frankson-Henry, a
8| welcome. And I apologize for reading it wrong. 8| tribal secretary and tribal member of the Native Village
9 MR. ROY FILE: That"s okay. Just don"t 9| of Point Hope. |1 am opposing the Bureau of Ocean Energy
10| let it happen again. We have got to have some fun here. 10 Management, Regulation and Enforcement, BOEMRE, decision
11 MR. ROY FILE: Yeah. 11 on the proposed actions for multi-sale EIS for the Chukchi
12 DR. JIM KENDALL: I have gone through the 12 Sea, sales 193, 212 and 221 and Beaufort Sea“"s lease sales
13 list. Did anybody sign the list that wanted to speak that 13 209 and 217. And | support alternative one, Beaufort and
14| didn"t? Because then we are going to go to phase two. 14 Chukchi Sea no lease sale.
15| Yes, ma“am. 15 And 1°m opposing the National Pollutant
16 MS. AGGIE FRANKSON-HENRY: Good evening. 16 | Discharge Elimination (NPDES) permit, a permit to
17 I wrote my name on the list, and | said yes. This is 17 | discharge of toxic drilling muds and other harmful
18 Aggie Frankson-Henry. And this is to J.F. Bennett, Chief 18 pollutants into the water within the decision of the
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 As a representative for the tribe, it"s of best
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 1 wrote this today. 23| future and their next generation to have the opportunity
24 As you see here in this map, all the gray spots, 24 to utilize our subsistence resources. This time I will
25| those are lease sales that"s been sold. Our ocean has 25 stand. This time 1 will voice for the good in which the
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1 Inupiat people of the Arctic Slope is currently blessed to 1 people of Point Hope, are blessed with.
2| harvest bountifully from the land, air, rivers and oceans. 2 1 come from an economic distressed community who
3 1 am an Inupiat mother, wife, daughter, aunt, 3| relies 70 percent on subsistence resources to maintain a
4| tribal member of the Native Village of Point Hope, and 4 healthy diet. The majority in distress is our children.
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. Being 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. The Chukchi and 9 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 Point Hope, Alaska is surrounded by the Chukchi 13 cultural heritage, cultural land use which industry poses
14| and Beaufort Seas. |1 live in the oldest whaling community 14 a potential damage to our environment in the Arctic Slope.
15| in North America, and our future generation historically 15 The Inupiat people has political rights, and we
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 It is of my best interest to voice my concern to 18 personal gain of regret in our backyard of the proposed
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. 1 pray for 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 We have the right to voice, to meet freely for
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
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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. Global warming or
4| subsistence users. No voice, no courage, then you will 4 climate change is a significant example of the devastation
5| not be heard for your inherited rights. It will cause a 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. The 7| human error.
8| royalties will not be given to the rightful stakeholders® 8 1 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 Community leaders, | encourage you to speak up 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. My
18| that we, as real people, truly respect and rely on the 18 question is: How can you clean all the oil on ice? How
19| environment for means of survival as Inupiat. 19 can you make sure that trillions of oil that may be leaked
20 Based on current agriculture in Valdez, Alaska, 20| from a well be cleaned and managed in a 40- to
21| it is not my best interest to harm this great state with 21 90-mile-per-hour gusting wind? As we know as Inupiat of
22| offshore oil gas drilling along the Chukchi and Beaufort 22 the Arctic, we cannot even think of surfing the oceans
23| Seas. I am voicing my right to life, liberty, and 23| because our lives would be endangered by the great seas.
24| equality. 24 In closing, stand up for our best interests by
25 EPA should not grant permits for discharge of 25 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 don"t read well. Peggy Frankson. 1Is Peggy here?
2| harvesting of the future generations, migratory land 2 MS. PEGGY FRANKSON: Last early Monday
3| animals and marine mammals. Our land, our air, our 3| morning, my ten-year-old son caught his first seal. He
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. He goes out whenever he can, hunting
6| survival God gave us to be nurtured by. 6 mammals, fishing, hunting for caribou, and he wants to
7 1 oppose the Chukchi Sea and Beaufort Sea 7| continue to do this. We all want our young people to
8| planning areas oil and gas lease sale 209, 212, 217 and 8| continue hunting all the animals that we are used to
9| 221. 1 support alternative one, Beaufort and Chukchi Sea 9| surviving on.
10| no lease sale. 10 We live a subsistence lifestyle. |If any of you
11 Thank you. 1"m Aggie Frankson-Henry. 11 go into our Native store here and try to buy groceries for
12 DR. JIM KENDALL: Thank you. Thank you. 12 a week for a family of seven, you would be -- or try
13| Thank you very much. Next on the list 1°ve got Leah 13 buying groceries for a month. It"s over $2,000, easily.
14| Frankson. She came late. |Is that you hiding back there? 14 It"s outrageous. We have to survive on our subsistence
15 MS. LEAH FRANKSON: I didn"t prepare 15 foods we catch. It"s part of our lifestyle. It"s part of
16| anything. |1 just want to say that 1°m against all 16 our lives. It"s part of who we are.
17| offshore drilling, no matter what profit for who. 17 And we certainly are going to keep opposing the
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. And there is no money that can 21 our oceans, no oil will wash up on our shores. There is
22| fix that, take that away, or change that once that 22 no guarantee. Until there is a guarantee, we are not
23| happens. 23 going to approve of any sales. We are going to continue
24 DR. JIM KENDALL: Thank you very much. 1 24| to oppose them.
25| have another name here. | believe it"s —- 1'm sorry. | 25 We want to keep hunting our animals. We want to
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1| keep living our subsistence lifestyle. My son wants to 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. Thank you. 3| take in and preserve and keep all year. So the cycle goes
4 DR. JIM KENDALL: Thank you very much. 4 on and on and on.
5| Now, according to the list, which is not perfect, I"ve hit 5 We have said this over and over in each
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 1 7| the oil companies or others. We have repeated ourself
8| want to make sure everybody has an opportunity to speak. 8| over and over and over. 1°m glad you are here to listen
9| So first 1"m going to ask for volunteers. And then if we 9| to our testimonies, and 1 hope that the people that are

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. Those people down there don"t
12| the opportunity to speak and tell us what you think. 1 12 know what®"s going on up here. You don®"t know what goes on
13| want everybody to have that option. 13 up here. I1"m glad you are here to listen to our people,
14 So does anyone want to raise their hand and make 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 How would you feel if I put a limit to your
17| need your help. 17 | chicken and cow? That would be my first question to all
18 MS. LILLIAN A. LANE: 17°d like to sign in, 18 of you that are dependent on those, too, or your
19| if 1 could. 19 vegetables. The people that are wanting to go out there
20 1, too, like my uma, wasn"t prepared to -- and 20| and drill in our oceans make promises that they would do
21| have comments, but 1 jotted a few things. My name is 21 their utmost, their best to try not to do an oil spill.
22| Lillian A. Lane. 1"m a resident of Point Hope, born and 22 It"s kind of hard to believe because these things that
23| raised. Love to eat everything my father, my brothers, my 23| have gone on in Alaska and the Gulf that are -- that did
24| neighbors have caught and put on my table. Therefore, 1 24 happen, like someone mentioned earlier. You can hear
25| oppose any gas, oil leases out in the ocean seas. Just 25| these things.
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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| things that they said because they are important. Our 2| once they close their pots, they are not responsible for
3| ocean that®s out there is unpredictable. We have our 3| anything else after. They are not accountable for their
4| sagvaq, the current that is very strong, and it comes from 4 closed pots. Supposing something happens? 1 think they
5| every direction out there. Supposing something happened? 5| should be responsible as long as they had touched that pot
6| How are they going to contain their spills? Those are the 6| from the beginning to the very end and after. That was on
7| things that we want to hear. What are you going to do to 7| the news the other day. 1 don"t like that. That"s not
8| do your -- your best to convince us that there is not 8| good practice with any oil company.
9| going to be an oil spill? Those are the things I want to 9 1 know that it should -- maybe it might provide

10| hear, but in a deep -- at the very -- at the -- but 10 some jobs for the community members, some community

11| overall, 1 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. Go -- go earn your dime someplace else, not in our 13 Our people are not trained enough. Our people are not

14| ocean. 14 trained to do these jobs they do on the oil rigs.

15 A lot of times -- another lady said it doesn"t 15 And we all know about nature. Nature controls
16 matter about the money. Money doesn*t matter. The food 16 itself. The ocean is unpredictable and, if anything

17| 1is more important than money right now. As we speak, it 17 | should happen, 1 don"t think the oil rigs would be able to
18| 1is more than money because if we try and buy stuff, it"s 18 withstand anything out there. So therefore, it"s a -- you
19| really spendy. But I want to also add that the unseen is 19 are playing with not only their lives, but our lives,

20| a mystery to all of us. That mystery is our ocean. We 20 also.

21| only take what it gives us. We only take what it gives 21 Although their technology is updated and they

22| us. The animals give themselves to us to provide for us. 22 say they have up-to-par equipment, 1 still don"t believe
23| So we take as much as it gives us. |If anything should 23| they are good enough to withstand our Arctic conditions.
24| happen, we won"t have anything. [I"m afraid of that. We 24 1, too, love to eat my mikigaq, which our

25| won"t have anything. 25 Heavenly Father, our God, has provided, has created and

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100




Public Hearing Transcript
Point Hope, Alaska

Public Hearing Transcript
Point Hope, Alaska

45 46
1| put on this earth for our use, our bodily use. And it 1 you to use my voice. Help me say what you want me to say,
2| says if we disturb the land, it"s going to disrupt the 2| Lord Jesus. | come before you as your humble servant. 1
3| cycle. 1 see disruption. 1 see disruption if they do go 3| serve you and you only, Lord Jesus Christ. 1 thank you
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. 1In
6| really think this through and not think of it"s going to 6| Jesus® name | pray. Amen.
7| bring us a lot of money because it"s a federal thing. 7 Again, my name is Richard Cannon, Sr. Most of
8| This is going to bring us a lot of money, which it does. 8| you people know me here. And 1 do like to pretty much
9| Right now today our money really isn”t there at all. 9| whale. 1 have been around a long time, and kind of

10 Thank you for this opportunity for me to speak 10 heartbroken to see that these people are here. 1 know
11| during this time, and 1 thank all the people that stood up 11 they“re here to just basically do their job. 1"m glad Roy
12| and speak on behalf of Point Hope. And I°d like to -- 1°d 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. How can he be biased in
15| affected before they do any drilling. Taikuu. Thank you. 15 a community of people that he know that if there is
16 DR. JIM KENDALL: Thank you very much. 16 drilling that is going to harm the environment because,
17| Now, what I would like to do is 1"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. We all know that.
19 everybody to make sure everybody feels comfortable and had 19 And 1 know your scientists, to me, they are
20| an opportunity. Sir, would you like to say anything? 20 liars. And how could they tell the truth when they work
21| Your name, please. 21 for you guys, when they work for the oil companies?
22 MS. RICHARD CANNON, SR.: My name is 22 Explain to me how someone is going to say, oh, no, this
23| Richard Cannon, Senior. Before I say one word, I°m going 23| can"t happen. You will be fired on the spot. And I™m
24| to pray and ask God to give me the right words to say. 24 quite sure he signs a gag order saying that he cannot
25 Heavenly Father, creator of all things, 1 ask 25 talk, that he cannot tell the truth. So just like Aggie
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1| say, they are paleface. They are liars. 1 my cousins and my uncles when they were talking about
2 So we as a whole must come against this, and we 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. 1 know these people might 5| government-to-government and human rights and -- and
6| say how do 1 know that. |1 don"t know that, but I"m 6| responsibilities.
7| assuming that"s it because they are in Washington as we 7 And it even got to the point that the ownership
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. Alaska will not -- as Jeff says, Alaska 9 it was addressed in a controversial way. And so, you

10| will not get a dime from this. So what"s the use? What"s 10 know, I still feel that we own this ocean. Alaska Native
11| wrong with our politicians? That don"t sound right to me 11 Claims Settlement Act was for Alaska. And where is the

12| that they don"t -- that they will say, go ahead. 12 boundary of Alaska? And that was talked about and decided
13 Now, I didn*"t say go ahead to me. Are they 13 on but never revealed.

14| going to pay off? Maybe it might begin to pay off. 1711 14 And then, you know, 1 feel really betrayed, in a
15| 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. And we won
17| drilling. 17 several times. Uncles and cousins laugh about it. 1 was
18 DR. JIM KENDALL: Thank you very much. 18 young when this was going on. | didn"t really understand
19 Ma"am, another opportunity? Jack? 19 what was happening, but I understood that we had a

20 MR. JACK SCHAEFER: Sure. |1 always have a 20 responsibility and that we had ownership and that

21| lot of things to say. And I hope you continue to come 21 controversy is all over.

22| around and come around. | have been at this for a long 22 We even went to the United Nations back in 1989
23| time, also, you know. 1 -- I have been President of the 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. 1 sat around 25| caribou and other animals could continue over there. But
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1 1 don"t know if that was done. There was a government 1 tanked or in a pipeline. Both ways involve bladders that
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. And 3| or more sitting there filled with oil. And there will be
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 The State of Alaska got furious and said, this 6 on the floor of the ocean to another pipeline.
7| is not true. | don"t believe your report. 7 And there has been over 20 years of photography
8 And so that"s one thing that we keep trying that 8| of the ocean floor, and it has been mapped on how that ice
9| we have been saying over time is that we are promised that 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. So, you know, 1 don"t
12| Nuigsut 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 And this restoration hasn"t really been done, 14 will be developed.
15 apparently. 1 did see something on the news that there 15 In a previous hearing, there was a former
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. You know, promises have to be kept. You 17 he had -- was afraid for his life at one time because of a
18| have to do what you need to do. And if you are going to 18 storm, and that two cables had broken. And he was
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. They were spared. And he said no more.
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? We are only talking about 22 have signed with the company or -- 1 don"t know. |1 can"t
23| exploration and leases. 1 don"t know to what extent that 23| speak for him. But that was stated in a previous hearing.
24| we go in regards to impacts and at what stage. 24 That has not been put on the website.
25 There was discussion whether it"s going to be 25 We talk about transparency, openness. We will
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1| give you all the information you need. But we haven"t 1 Washington, D.C. to make them understand that I"m Inupiat
2| seen the transcripts of the hearings. We haven"t seen 2| and 1 have a lifestyle that was passed on to me and my
3| what the other villages have said. What | mean by "we," 3| ancestors. And I would like this lifestyle continue
4| is that anybody that could pick up a laptop like that 4 without any interruption of any development of gas and
5| person over there and Googlize and look for hearings. And 5| oil, if possible. |If it can"t be safe, just don"t do it
6| what they will see is that there are absolutely no 6| just like that because 1 like to have gas and oil from the
7| hearings for Point Hope from Point Hope on record in your 7| modern-day equipment I use to hunt with and heat my house.
8| website. 8 1 can"t go back to my seal oil blubber stove to heat my
9 The first one appears in 1986 or "83, which was 9| house, heat it all night like 1"m used to today and 1
10| done by teleconference. There were hearings that 1 10 cannot just go to the wall and turn my light off and on if
11| 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 But that is something that needs to be really
13| passed. That"s not on record. That hearing took place in 13 considered from the federal government because the federal
14| Anchorage at the Egan Center in 1995. And that®"s not on 14 government is our government, as far as | understand.
15| the website. There are other hearings that are there, but 15 Then we have another government, it"s the North Slope
16 | nothing from Point Hope. And it"s very, very odd. 16 Borough. That®"s our government. Then we have another one
17 And then these recent ones that were in February 17 that"s the State government. And that"s another
18| are not on the website. |Is there a reason why they are 18 government. And we have a Native village government here
19| not there? 19 and we have a City government here in Point Hope, and you
20 DR. JIM KENDALL: Thank you. I1°1l look 20 know, governments are governments and governments and
21| into that. Sir, would you like an opportunity? 21 governments. But still, we are still here. We are still
22 MR. ELIJAH ROCK, SR: My name is Elijah 22 alive. We continue to live because of the fact that we
23| Rock, Senior. I1"m a whaling captain in Point Hope. And 23| were passed on, taught how to live the lifestyle that we
24| also Commissioner for Point Hope for nine years. Just 24 are immune to nowadays. Even though a lot of the things
25| talking to the government, federal government over in 25, on our past went this way and that way, modernized, but

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100




Public Hearing Transcript
Point Hope, Alaska

Public Hearing Transcript
Point Hope, Alaska

53 54
1| still, you know, the federal government -- someone 1 But everything migrates, as far as | understand.
2| mentioned that we have water out there, our sea, our 2| All the animals in the ocean, even their food migrates.
3| ocean. Without the federal government, the State 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. And 5| continue on over to Canada and Greenland because of the
6| then from three miles on, it"s the federal government 6 currents. They follow the current. |1"ve never seen --
7| waters. But we still hunt in them. We still all live off 7| and also 1"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. That"s all.

10| We abide by their -- whatever they say. We use it. They 10 But every once in a while when the whales are migrating --
11| make the laws and they will continue to make these kind of 11 this statement is not true either because some the whales
12 laws, 1 don*t know, till kingdom come, | guess. 12 always come back because they can®t continue on, no water.
13 Anyway, 1 support everyone that is against oil 13 They"ll come back. 1 caught one of those kind in my
14 and gas development, but it"s got to be safe, and somehow 14 whaling years in Point Hope.
15 we got to make an arrangement for the federal and the 15 And another thing I have a problem with is
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. We cannot survive just on 18 to tourist ships going through all the way around up north
19| muktuk seal and -- anymore. We have got to have 19 across Canada, Greenland, everywhere. And that"s
20| hamburger. Our children are already used to that. 20 something that, you know, we have seen and read about in
21 So if something can be arranged where we have 21 the Lower 48. 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. They make a
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.
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1 And so when those nets are out there, any kind 1 infrastructure set up up here, nothing. Thousands of
2| of animal will get caught in those nets and die, can"t 2| miles out, there is nothing.
3| swim no more. 3 And even if there was, you would add on to the
4 Anyway, thank you. 4| noise pollution. They track all of the pollution that in
5 DR. JIM KENDALL: Thank you very much. 5| this pristine environment that they don"t even know what
6| Sir, another opportunity, sir? Would you like to make 6| might happen. They don"t even know what could happen
7| another comment? 7| to -- to the ecosystem.

8 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: |1 pass. 8 For the federal government to sell it in the

9 DR. JIM KENDALL: Ma“am, you are welcome 9| Tfirst place seems wrong to give some one person, one

10| to. 10 group, one entity profit, and when it could affect so

11 MS. LEAH FRANKSON: My name is Leah 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 1 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. Everybody up here.

15 you know. It"s not them being affected. And I said, you 15 And it"s not the first time the federal

16 know, how would they feel if -- if they didn"t -- if they 16 government almost let things happen. 1 was reading that
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. The 19 to test it, to test -- to test up here. Even there was

20| shrimpers, they are still being affected by what happened. 20| EPA back then, almost allow it. And what would have

21 You know, look at what happened in Valdez. That 21 happened if they did? We wouldn®t be here if they did.

22| wasn"t even a pipe. That wasn"t a -- that was just a 22 Together we stand up and they said no. And they
23| boat. 25 years they couldn™t be fishing, toxic waters. 23| are standing up and they are saying no to this, no matter
24| Those are places that are connected that have 24 your profits. Thank you.

25| infrastructure or relief, you know. There is no 25 MS. LILY TUZROYLUKE: Lily Tuzroyluke for

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100




Public Hearing Transcript
Point Hope, Alaska

Public Hearing Transcript
Point Hope, Alaska

57 58
1| the record. Your agency, BOEMRE, has been in the news 1 information. The first one is between the oil companies
2| lately for corruptions, for corruptions just as recently 2| and between BOEMRE, formerly MMS. There is boxes and
3| as 2010. Not these people that are sitting in front of 3| boxes of animal studies, tons of animal studies saying how
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. From oil companies. 6 But where I see the gaps -- and this is where
7 You stated earlier when this gentleman asked, he 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. You said that you are 9| to X number of vessels, this volume up to an avalanche --
10| neutral, that you have to take consideration from both 10 1 think it"s the decibels equal to a volcano eruption,
11 sides. 11 avalanche, and bowhead can withstand that amount of
12 1 want to know what assurances happens -- what 12 decibels, but as whalers and the experts here, the men and
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. 1 know 14 is very sensitive. It"s very sensitive.
15| that there is certain steps that you have been taking, but 15 The other -- the other major flaw that 1 see,
16 1 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. You are here to talk about the supplemental 17 editor of the EIS that"s -- yes. There he is. You take
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. It"s extremely 20 animals. Yes, and that is important. But you don"t look
21| flawed. 21 at how or it will impact the human population and how it
22 You take a lot of studies. You do a lot of 22 will impact the culture.
23| studies on all the various animals. We have -- at our 23 It seems in our previous -- in previous sites,
24| office, we have requested information under Freedom of 24 things like Exxon, the Deepwater Horizon and other places
25 Information Act. |1 don"t know -- we asked for the 25 around the world, like the major deltas where there has
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1| been oil development, it devastates the people. It 1 year. There was a lot of traffic because of people up
2| devastates the people. That"s the truth. 2| north were impacted by a lot of studies through the
3 And you say that you are here to get the facts, 3| airway. A lot of helicopters, planes. All that, we are
4| to find the truth, and the truth is that this will 4| going to be seeing that here. And when they come in, we
5| devastate us. This will devastate us. So I just want 5/ need to try to get some taxes going so that we can at
6| to -- 1 cannot urge enough that you have to dedicate -- 6 least get a piece of -- get a dime. If they come here and
7| you dedicate scientists to look at animals. You need to 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. It"s going to hurt us. We
9 That"s all. Thank you. 9| know. We know once -- once they -- because the leases are
10 DR. JIM KENDALL: All very good comments. 10 sold.
11| Thank you. Ma"am, would you like an opportunity? No? 11 Those that are marked up there in the map in
12| Okay. 1"m going to come around the table. 1 don"t want 12 gray are supposed to be red. BOEMRE, or former MMS, sold
13| anyone to be forgotten before 1 continue on. Ma®"am, would 13 those leases to the oil companies, and they are still
14| you like another opportunity? 14 looking for people -- | mean, companies to buy those other
15 MS. AGGIE FRANKSON-HENRY: I*m Aggie 15 leases. But that"s our backyard.
16 | Frankson-Henry. [1"m a Tikigagmiu. 1*m from Point Hope. 16 We were told when we were children never to mess
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. We have to respect the
20| harvest a marine mammal, even the fowls of the air, the 20| ocean. | was trained to respect the ocean. And I'm
21| fish in the ocean, it"s bountiful. We are blessed. And 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. Be ready. 23 Mammals, animals, fowl in the air -- we like to
24 There may be a lot of traffic in the air. 24 eat eider duck. We like to eat kumags. We like to eat
25| That"s why we didn"t see our caribou migrated this last 25 Fish, whales, seals because we are blessed.
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1 We know that the NPRA is not in this map up 1 We hurt for people in the Gulf of Mexico,
2| here, too. How many leases have been sold in the NPRA? 2| Louisiana. We hurt for them, too, because they have a
3| Our neighbors up north, they are going to be seeing a big 3| mom. They have a dad. They have children. They have
4| change. They are going to be highly regulated. They are 4| grandparents that relied on these resources that put food
5| going to be so polluted that they will ask us how. What 5/ on the table. But then it hurts. It hurts those
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 And what did the government do with offshore
8 And it"s so hard to see our culture, our 8 that was devastated at the Gulf of Mexico? How long did
9| traditional way of life in front of us, knowing it might 9 it take them to act and try to clean up the mess? 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. But we love to eat 11 sensitive, our ecosystem. And we are sensitive, too,
12 the bowhead whale, the beluga whale. We are whalers. And 12 because we rely. We rely on what was given to us, the
13 we harvest because we were taught by our fathers, our 13 resources.
14 | grandfathers, our mothers, our grandmothers, and our 14 1 know we are modernized. We have a lot of
15| forefathers. We are a rich community. God blessed our 15 technology, but there is other ways that they can, other
16 land with a lot of berries every season. There may be 16 ways of -- of trying to provide. We know that our
17| times when there is a drought. 17 | government has to pay China, but we don"t -- we are also
18 As we see today on the news, the violent storms, 18 impacted by that because of the greed. But we love our
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 But I"m saying no. 1 choose no development on
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. |1
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 And those of you that are here today, you have
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1| wuntil July 11th to put in your comments. There is a 1 opportunity? Back to the Elder table, anyone like to make
2| website that you can go to. | have that in my office if 2| another comment?
3| you need help to put it in writing to these -- to BOEMRE 3 MR. LEO KINNEEVEAUK: 1 wish -- I was
4| to help because we know -- we have -- we have Dish. We 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. It is meaningful because
7 The United States is hurting. Maybe it"s 7| they provide -- they provide us the food from the ocean.
8| because we are almost against Israel. We need to pray for 8 And my question is, who will make the final decision on
9 Israel so that we will be blessed, so God will have us in 9| what"s going to happen after all the impact statements are
10| our favor. Today here in the Arctic Slope, that"s what we 10 taken care of and the testimonies?
11| do. Because God has blessed us with these resources in 11 DR. JIM KENDALL: The Secretary of the
12| the oceans, in the sea, in the rivers, and in the air. 12 Interior.
13 And 1 hope and pray that the decisionmaker 13 MR. LEO KINNEEVEAUK: Is it the federal
14 listen to our comments. We know that this was done from 14 government --
15| the other previous President of the United States, but the 15 DR. JIM KENDALL: Yes.
16 President today, Obama, we know that his term is almost 16 MR. LEO KINNEEVEAUK: -- or the United
17| over, but he"s given us the opportunity to speak with the 17 States Supreme Court or MMS?
18| federal government, with government-to-government 18 DR. JIM KENDALL: No. It"s the Secretary
19| consultation, executive order 175131 so that we can have a 19 of the Interior, Ken Salazar. He makes the final
20| voice in our community. 20| decision.
21 We are Tikigagmius. We will always say our 21 MR. LEO KINNEEVEAUK: Ken Salazar?
22| voice. Thank you. 22 DR. JIM KENDALL: Yes, sir.
23 DR. JIM KENDALL: Thank you for your offer 23 MS. DORCUS ROCK: 1 oppose on the lease
24| to help people with the regs.gov. Thank you very much. 24 sale, too, and the reason on that is 1 was thinking about
25| That was very helpful. Sir, would you like an 25 it. |1 read this one book about those Indians when the
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1| federal government took their land from them and, you 1 are? They are about $18 a pound. You think about that.
2| know, the good Lord really, he won"t take our water from 2 You got to think about all the testimonies of
3| us, God willing. 3| these people. You got to think about it from your heart;
4 You know, we have food -- we have food shortage 4 not just by looking at them, but from the 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. And 1 hope the Secretary of the
7| there. 1t"s all Eskimo food. And that"s provided from 7 Interior will think twice before he signs that paper.
8| what people give me or when we go out to hunt. And that"s 8 Money is not really anything, you know, when you
9| how we live. 9| think about it. It is a lot of times, but money is not
10 So you think -- think about you our children and 10 anything compared to our food that we get. The men hunt
11| our grandchildren. [If you think about that, it"s real 11 for it, too. It"s not easy for them to be out there
12| hard. 1 heard everybody being against it, so I hope the 12 hunting. |If you ever tried going out to go hunt like they
13| Secretary of the Interior will think twice about it before 13 do, 1 don"t think you would last a week, but they -- they
14| they do anything. You know, it"s our land, our water, our 14 dare through that just so we would have food on the table.
15| sea. And | remember that one man that mentioned that 15 1 just wanted to say that. Thank you.
16 hunger knows no law. We are not going to go to that 16 DR. JIM KENDALL: Thank you very much.
17| extinct -- we are not going to go that far, but the 17 MR. EARL KINGIK: I1t"s been a long battle
18 testimonies of these people, 1 hope they really listen to 18 since 2008. A lot of things happened between 2008 and
19 what they are saying. It"s from the heart. They are 19 now. A lot of meetings, a lot of planning, a lot of
20| saying that from their heart, and that"s what 1°m doing, 20 development talk. Our corporation, ASRC; our cousins,
21| too, the same thing. 21 Olgoonik Corporation, and other corporations are getting
22 That"s the only way we provide our food. | 22 involved with oil development without your guys®
23| can"t go to the store. |If I did, I have to spend, 2-, 23| knowledge.
24| $300 just to get what I need. And you know, when you buy 24 We don®"t know what"s been happening, but we
25| meat -- did you go to the store to see how much the meats 25 would like to ask the government to do investigation on
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1| what"s been happening since the Native Village of Point 1 1 love our way of life, and that"s the only way 1 can keep
2| Hope said no to offshore activity. Point Hope is not new 2| up with this very hot issue that"s in front of our
3| to this. It"s been years and years and years from my 3| community. After listening tonight, we gave you strong
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. And all these years they have 7 The biggest scare is an oil spill. They said
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. 1 had a chance to go visit the Deep Horizon
10| that area. 10 [sic] oil spill. 1 had a chance to witness what 1 always
11 And as we had a president by the name of George 11 been talking about if there was an oil spill. 1 had a
12| Bush, the George Bush era has disappeared. George Bush 12 chance to feel the crude oil that the birds and the
13| wanted development in the Arctic. George Bush got a big 13 alligators and the fish got into.
14| donation from oil companies to become president. So you 14 So you see, we should all oppose offshore
15| see, George Bush wanted to do development right away. 15 activity. It"s too precious to give away. We always look
16 1 thank Native Village of Point Hope for passing 16 forward to see ginu come every fall. We call it our very
17| a resolution opposing offshore activity in the Chukchi and 17 fFirst ice. But if there is any oil spill, we will see
18| the Beaufort. A lot of things are happening. This past 18 black crude coming like qginu 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? There was another big 20| happen.
21| meeting I got invited to. It was Shell Oil, Shell Oil 21 There is no proven science technology to clean
22| meeting with Chamber of Commerce talking about the 22 oil spill. Let the record know that Point Hope says there
23| Chukchi, talking about development. And where is our 23 is no proven technology. Science can"t prove that.
24| people? A lot of meetings happening since 2008. 24 Salazar, we have many meetings with him.
25 1 would like to be home, but 1 love you people. 25 Echohawk, we have many meetings with them. EPA
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1| Washington, D.C., we have many meetings with them. And we 1 to come here and say what my heart says, wants me to say.
2| have meetings with Senators and Congressmen. We got 2| Like others, my freezers are filled with ducks, muktuk,
3| friends that always happens get votes to fight against the 3| walrus, oogruk, agvik, seal oil.
4| offshore activity in the Arctic. 4 1 don"t want to —- | don"t want to see seas on
5 So you see, we are not alone because the tribe 5| account of man-made mistake, technical mistake. 1 love to
6| is very powerful. We have got a Constitution of the 6| eat my mikigaq. |1 love to eat my meat.
7| United States, thanks to Jackson [sic]. We foster and 7 1 told myself I"m just going to say a few words,
8| protect our way of life. We got to understand that. We 8 and that will be it. But right now, my heart is speaking.
9| got to stick together. Without to sticking together, 9| Ever since the Man of No Color has set foot on our

10| things will happen. When we stick together, things always 10 society, there has been changes. Majority of the time
11| happen in a good way. 11 it"s bad changes. They have hurt our people, physical,
12 Just remember, Point Hope should say no, no, no 12 mentally, spiritually. We are tired of being pushed
13| to offshore activity. Thank you. 13 around, being told what to do. Enough is enough.
14 DR. JIM KENDALL: Thank you, Earl. 1"m 14 Our brave men who set their -- set themselves
15 not going to forget this side of the room. Ma"am? 15 out in the ocean to catch what they could catch -- and
16 MS. LILLIAN LANE: Lillian Lane. Call me 16 they have been very successful this year. God has blessed
17| Anna. As | was sitting here and wondering what else 1 17 us mightily. Once again, 1 -- from the bottom of my
18 should say, my mom called me. She just came back from 18 heart, from the bottom of my heart we plead and we beg
19| Kotzebue. She"s doing well, praise God. She said 1 had 19 that you don"t allow to do this to us. They have done
20| other plans to do something else tonight, and that was 20| enough to us.
21| church. 1 love to go to church. And Mom said there was a 21 You folks out there don"t know what it"s like to
22| very important meeting that"s going on. You need to go 22 live out here. You have to come out here and live it, to
23| and voice. You need to go voice. You need to go say 23 understand what we go through.
24| something. 24 Like my boy, he"s out there hunting right now.
25 So when she put that on me, I had no choice but 25 I encourage him to go hunting. |1 want my freezers filled
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1| as much as | can get. We not only feed ourselves, but for 1 When 1 leave from here with the plane and I get
2| the community. We share. This is a sharing community. 2| to Kotzebue, there is times 1 visualize an oil rig. There
3| We give first and take whatever is left over. And still 3 is times | visualize black ice. There is times I cry. 1
4| our freezers are full, whether they be in the ice cellar 4 ask many times, why me? Why me? There is leaders in the
5| or the new freezers. 5| community with many long knowledge, wisdom. A gift that
6 1 don"t know what else | can say more because to 6| can reach out to the people in English or in Inupiag.-
7| beg and plead, I don"t usually beg or plead, but this time 7 There are many times I miss my children®s
8 I am. 1 am. |1 don"t beg or plead. 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

10 But thank you for coming again and listening to 10 message.

11| our comments. And I hope they really take it to heart and 11 We envision the ocean with the rigs. | have a
12| 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. That is my reminder | keep in my
15 Thank you. Lillian Lane. 15 room. We are blessed with three whales this year. We had
16 MS. EVA LONG: I know I said no to that 16 the opportunity to see many things happening within our --
17| paper. 1°m Eva Long and 1"m against offshore whaling 17 in our —— in front of us. A lot of joy.

18| [sic]. Thank you. Offshore drilling. 1 like whaling. 18 And yet we know how damaging it can be if there
19 MS. CAROLINE CANNON: First of all, 1 want 19 is one drop -- one drop oil -- I mean, oil drop. We know
20| to say my name is Caroline Cannon. And tonight I wanted 20| how damaging that can be. That can be forever.

21| to listen because it"s the people that gives us direction 21 1 grew up with five brothers, so I never really
22| as leaders what to say. We carry the message behind our 22 had a chance to put five gallons into our tank. But one
23| back. And I just want to commend everyone tonight for 23| time my brothers weren"t home. Mom said I had to go put
24| speaking from your hearts. Many times | carry that 24 stove oil in our tank, and I cooveed. 1 spilled. 1

25| luggage. 25 cooveed, and | saw that oil go straight to the snow
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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. |1 couldn®"t contain it. It spill. 3| our land, our ocean. They cared. There is many -- and
4 It went directly to the ground. 4 yet at that time they cared, but they weren®"t -- they
5 So knowing that, at that time I didn"t know that 5| weren"t given compensation. No meeting fees.
6| that would educate me, somewhat help me to know how 6 A lot of times we have to travel with what
7| crucial or how -- how the materials is as a liquid. 7 little we have in our pocket. |If you go to D.C., you
8 So I just want to say that | am so blessed to 8| can"t get anywhere without a cab. There are hotels. You
9| hear people coming forward. 1°m always speaking them out. 9 think it"s ridiculous here in Alaska; $200 a night in

10 1"m not trying to put myself up, but when I visit Elders 10 Anchorage during the summer rate? It"s 3-, $400 over
11| and they bless me, keep on, keep on. And we are facing 11 there. What little money you have, if they put you in
12| our own people. Our own people. 12 a -- in a hotel, you"re going to see little critters
13 It"s hard, but tonight is a critical meeting. 13 because we can"t afford that. We can"t afford that
14 We have schedules which we shared with -- we had a meeting 14 lifestyle. But it"s critical that we have a voice.
15| with the group earlier. And we shared that our 15 1 just want to say thank you. Thank you for
16 | calendar -- our subsistence way of life evolves on the 16 opening the doors because these doors were shut before.
17| weather. We can"t program and say we are going to catch 17 Believe me, they were shut. There are open doors now.
18| oogruks in two weeks. We can®"t program this and say we 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. Sometimes you feel like you
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 1"m glad that we have some people here. Many 21 nothing. But it has to be heard. You have to be heard
22| times have we had meetings, and there is only a handful. 22 irregardless.
23 And 1 envision our rich heritage, our culture 23 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? Many times we have to sleep in
25| already too late. But I"m so grateful that we had 25 a hotel that"s not even worth it. Don"t want to even get
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1| inside the blankets because that"s how it looks. 1 We need to include them. 1 don"t have -- 1 don"t know
2| Sometimes it"s filthy. Who in their right mind would 2| their -- their background. 1 know the walrus is crucial
3| travel for five or six days? 3| to them, to Savoonga and Diomede for the covering of the
4 There are times you can barely get 300. People 4| boat. That"s all 1 know. But at one time they used to
5| think we make money. We don"t. We are a tribal 5| come here with boats to celebrate with us.
6| government with very little. 1 know someone had made a 6 There is a lot of issues that were said tonight,
7| comment many times in our meetings that it"s just like 7| a lot of critical ones, but 1 just want to commend --
8| pennies. But you know what? The reward is so big when 8| commend the BOEMRE -- sometimes we say bummer. But thanks
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

10| that celebration, when you recognize that child that was 10 you go around a circle. 1 heard many, many, many

11| born this year, when you see an Elder crying from their 11 heartfelt testimonies coming from your heart because 1

12| heart, quuyah. The reward is so great. 12 feel like this is one of the last meetings that"s going to
13 Many times we speak. We testify over and over 13 occur. We have to exercise our rights as human beings.
14| and over again. But it"s through your prayers that we are 14 1 don"t want my great-grandkids to go to the

15| able to stand firm. Our mentors and our God (Speaking in 15 library and say oh, my amua did this. Did they really do
16 Inupiaq), the whaling captains, the umialiks back in the 16 this? No. I want them to have that opportunity to

17| day. But with honor, with respect. And it is because of 17 | practice what we do today.

18| them we are standing here today. 18 1 just thank you all for saying and coming and
19 1 get curious many times as | travel, why aren™t 19 saying your piece. 1 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? Because it"s those three villages, 21 the villages that | 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. They don"t 23| that they be heard. Nome needs to be one station, one

24| go to their villages to go get their -- to get their 24 area. They have whaling communities in that area.

25| public comments, but they are -- they are being impacted. 25 Climate change is one thing that we are seeing
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1| Firsthand (Speaking in Inupiag). Our weather has changed, 1 much. Sir, would you like another opportunity?
2| the ice condition, you name it. But I don"t want to echo 2 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: (Shakes head.)
3| what everybody has been saying. There is a lot of good 3 DR. JIM KENDALL: Ma®am?
4| statements. | came here tonight. And we would like to 4 MS. MARGARET OKTOLLIK: Hi, I"m Margaret
5| see the reports. We want it on the Internet. We wanted 5| Oktollik, and I"m against offshore drilling, and it is --
6| to be able to have access to it because where is Point 6 1 haven®t been home for many years, and it is good to go
7| Hope. 7| home to the whaling tradition, and it is a very —- it
8 And 1"m just grateful that there is a whaling 8| describes the whale spread around the whole village,
9| captain®s wife over here. She said this land is my land. 9 and it"s going to hurt when they do the drilling and
10| To see her grandkids here, when you have tutichiats, 1 10 it"s -- I don"t know why they choose this place right now
11| visit her house and 1 see her grandkids. Many grandkids. 11 because I grew up here in Point Hope. And I -- we live
12| So I was thankful that the Lord blessed them with a whale, 12 off the shore and the land. And 1 don®"t know why it"s
13| the hard work it takes to land a whale to prepare. 13 coming right now.
14 1°m thankful for the Kinneeveauks. [1"m thankful 14 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. This is the oldest village in Point Hope --
17 Inupiaqg), and to share with our brothers and sisters 17 in Alaska. We -- it"s -- it"s -- it"s -- this place is
18 hagmaktus [Inupiaq ph]. I want to thank my uma Leo for 18 critical right now. 1 mean, 1 don"t know. It"s fine to
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. And the community is still the same, and 1
21| precious in our hearts. They are so, so -- so much who we 21 hope it stays this way. And I want my kids to see how
22| are. 22| much it is to love one another and share with one another
23 1 said enough, but again, 1 want to thank 23| and care for each and every one. My kids really love
24| everyone for coming. Taikuu. 24 being home. 1"m against everything. 1"m done.
25 DR. JIM KENDALL: Thank you very, very 25 DR. JIM KENDALL: Thank you. Ma"am, would
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1| you like another comment, please? 1 And the ocean -- you guys eat, too. Like the
2 MS. SALLY KILLIGVUK: My husband is a 2| TFish, like the shrimp, crabs. You guys eat those things,
3| whaling captain. You know, 1 was thinking while you guys 3| too. It hurts you peoples, too. Not only us, because you
4| were all talking about money and having food in the 4 guys love to eat those things, too. And I -- you know,
5| freezer. Every time we have money, we spend it and the 5| common sense that you have to use, too.
6| next day you have no more money. But you still have the 6 But | respect each and every one of you guys and
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. All over the Alaska peoples trying 8| Oktollik, to fight for us. And we are making them strong
9| the mikigag and everything. If 1 was a millionaire, 1 9| to respect them. We pay for them to help us. But they
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. And | respect
12 But, you know, the only thing I"m proud to be, 12 them, for them peoples to doing that for us. And you
13| to tell you guys the truth, that I love to be Native 13 know, we said no.
14 American to share our traditional ways. And I will fight 14 And thank you.
15 for what we are doing right now. And when we teach our 15 DR. JIM KENDALL: Thank you very much.
16 | kids how to say no when the bad things are -- when we have 16 Would you like to make a comment? You okay? Okay. Thank
17| bad things, we say no. 17 you. Would you like to make a comment? Okay.
18 And this -- these things we are trying to say 18 Well, it"s getting late but, then, again, I want
19 no, which you guys can"t hear. And we are trying to tell 19 to make sure everybody feels their voice was heard. This
20| you guys over and over, no means no. Like we always teach 20 is important. So is there anybody else that would like to
21| our kids, no, you can"t do this. But what"s the use? You 21 raise their hand and say something? 1 mean, I don"t want
22| guys have to open your ears and open your hearts because 22 to exclude anyone.
23| you know -- but every time we have money we spend it, but 23 MR. JACK SCHAEFER: We heard a lot that
24| we still have the Native foods with us for the rest of our 24 was said earlier. There were a lot of points that were
25| lives. We can"t change. 25 made, and really valid points. We need jobs. We need
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1| this oil. We don"t like being poor. We expect to be 1 government said it is valuable for oil and gas. And that
2| respected. Treat us like everyone else. This is not 2 is reserved to the United States. And if you have got
3| Ecuador. Those people had their oil stolen right from 3| evidence otherwise, please provide it to us. Naturally,
4| under them. They had to go to the UN. So did we. And 4 we did, but they made that statement. So there is oil
5| the UN combined Ecuador and us together in regards to 5| here on shore.
6| discrimination against indigenous peoples. Five 6 In 1980, the Alaska Lands Interest Conservation
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. What minerals
9| responded. 9| are there? What oil is there? Did they let us know? No,

10 Our issue was Prudhoe Bay at that time. We 10 they didn"t let us know where everything is. They want
11| didn"t get a chance to talk about offshore, but we did 11 to -- they wanted us not to know because of this
12 indicate what our impacts were with that Prudhoe Bay. The 12 competitive arrangement, competition, intellectual
13 impacts on those animals that live up there, the birds 13 property. But we have oil here. We need to know in order
14 that live up there, the migratory life. And we were very 14 to make a clear decision.
15| thorough about the impacts that had taken place back then. 15 Is it really the end of the world when there is
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. And the person who blew the whistle was persecuted. 17 country? Tar sands and shale oil. What about Prudhoe
18 And this was testified before. 18 Bay, the Shuvlik formation, the shale there, which will
19 But getting back to jobs, oil, opportunities, 19 last and keep that pipeline alive through 2074 at 660,000
20| business, and they talk about that place up there. 1 have 20| barrels a day then.
21| been working for a village corporation since 1983. 1 had 21 And we got this impression that was hitting us
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. This is a crisis. We got no oil. What are
24| from the federal government. They almost did not get any 24 we going to do? And a couple of Senators and Congressmen
25| of their allotments on the coast because the federal 25 stand up and say, hey, wait a minute. There is 62,000,000
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1| acres that are leased now. And you are not even touching 1 haven"t really got a clear picture what we really are --
2| it? And you want to go offshore over there? You want to 2| what we really have here.
3| go offshore in California? We said no to that. But you 3 This area is the largest oil patch in the world.
4| still want to do it, and yet you have 62,000,000 acres 4 We are sitting on a bowl. The edge of the bowl is Point
5| sitting right there leased, and it"s not being developed. 5| Hope, Wainwright, Point Lay. And it"s being sucked from
6 What"s wrong with this picture? Is there a 6| the middle, not from the edge. And we are left with
7| national security issue? Is there a problem? There is 7| nothing, because it"s being stolen from over here from
8| all this controversial propaganda, whatever, that"s being 8| next door way far away. They really should deal with what
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. Naturally we brought it up to the oil companies 10 messing around with stuff that we can"t deal with. There

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. And 12 Did you see those pictures from the Norway

13| we say, hey, wait a minute, there is oil right there. How 13 study, from the Canadian MacKenzie study? Those ice were

14| come you don"t want that? There is nothing there. It"s 14  far apart from each other, lots of water, no wind. Great

15| over there, but not here. Which is a finite lie. And why 15 job. We can do it. 1 looked at satellite photos all year
16 did they lie? Because that oil over there is free. There 16 looking at the ice formations. We had a tough year. All

17| 1is no tax. 17 the way from Barrow to here, that ice really moved around.
18 As a matter of fact, there was incentives until 18 There would have been no way to clean up. We just finally
19| Obama said, hey, wait a minute, there is something wrong 19 lost some of this ice just recently. It"s been stuck for

20| with this picture. We are paying you guys to take this 20 a while.

21| oil, you know. How are we going to deal with our deficit? 21 Our businesses have opportunities, but they are

22 So we have all this oil on shore, and these oil 22 being abused by oil companies for gold instead of silver,

23| companies running around with their temptation, that 23 as a fTigure of speech. The technology is not for the

24| apple. And they are even picking on our leadership, our 24 offshore yet, but the technology sure is for onshore. If

25| business and saying that"s the only way to go when we 25, the federal government has told me this is valuable for
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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. Work on that technology because the 2| with that expectation. But these oil companies got in the
3| technology has not changed through Arctic research, 3| way and attempt offshore.
4| through the National Science Foundation, over the years 4 And it really gives you a picture with regards
5| has not changed at all. They have to be forced into it or 5| to what Alaska has said, what the governor has said. And
6| something to come out with a way to deal with this. 6| what is his background? A lobbyist for oil companies.
7 1 don"t know if you remember the Santa Barbara 7| Even though we get nothing out of it, he say we are going
8| accident in the "60s, but the depth of that accident is 8 to get jobs. |It"s a good thing. When that pipeline runs
9| the very same depth as that -- those areas over there, 150 9| through, it runs through the National Petroleum Reserve.
10| feet deep. And when that thing leaked, it tore the 10 Is it taxable by the North Slope Borough? No.
11| ground, and you can"t plug a torn ground. And how fast 11 It"s federal property. Is it taxable by the tribe? Yes.
12| did that oil spread in 150 feet of water versus a mile? 12 But has the tribe practiced it? No. Has there been
13 It went fast. Did they actually clean it up? Did they 13 technical assistance to make it happen? No. Has it been
14| plug it? 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? Yes. Has there been technical assistance
16 weakening and streamlining regulations on shallow water. 16 provided? No. To make it happen as the
17| That was on the news today. That"s what they want to do. 17 | government-to-government in regards to delegation of
18 But it"s shallow water. It"s like an hourglass. And I 18 authority as a government-to-government.
19 don"t see how that was missed. But at the same time, 19 We are equal, almost like clones, whether we
20| there is oil on shore outside of the petroleum reserve. 20 like it or not. And we share that responsibility. But
21| Our businesses should have control over that. That was 21 there is so much oil that"s on shore. BP just purchased
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. At 660 [sic] barrels in 2074.
25| for the economic opportunity for that corporation and ours 25 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. This is an urgent issue. We need this oil. 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. 1 mean, I have to beg to 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. They did not get
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. Point Lay was the only source for EPA. 1
9 So there isn"t -- we have no oil. It"s just 9| don"t know if Brown & Associates worked for anyone else,
10| that there was interest that was shown. When you look at 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. And who 13 We have the right for taxation. The situation
14| did them? KPMG, an accounting company. Are they 14 that we are faced with doesn"t make any sense. The State
15| trustworthy? What did they focus on? Were their 15 is literally trying to give away its oil because of this
16 | biological studies accurate? And how much did they focus 16 offshore situation. And the governor is getting whipped
17| on that? 17 for trying to do it. Say, hey, wait a minute, man, you
18 There are over 50 technical reports that were 18 are giving it away. We are paying 80 cents on the dollar
19| provided by your website that | tried to look through. 19 for you to drill oil. We are reimbursing you 80 cents on
20| There were three for the Navarin Basin, maybe one or two 20| the dollar here in Alaska on shore. And we are willing to
21| for the Nome area, one or two for Kotzebue, about 21 give you even more. And that"s when the governor got
22| 20-some-odd for the Beaufort, maybe six for the Hope 22| slapped around.
23| Basin, Point Hope area. The Point Hope area was focusing 23 But I truly believe that there is oil here on
24| on Kotzebue information because we refused to cooperate. 24 shore. 1 don"t know why they are not going after that.
25| So there is technical missing information. Whether -- you 25 It"s safer. For all we know, it"s more than what ANWR
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1| has. And this is outside of the petroleum reserve. We 1 1 know we should have had the break sooner. 1 didn"t
2| are not even talking about Kotzebue, Fairbanks. 2| realize that the coffee maker is locked up. And I asked
3 Their situation is -- is an interesting one; so 3| where is the coffee, and the coffee maker is locked up.
4| 1is ours. We have to give 70 percent away. Are we going 4 Next time we will know they have the room unlocked with
5| to deal with that? Have you ever decided to give away 70 5| the coffee maker to make the --
6| percent of your paycheck to someone else? That"s what we 6 MS. ERMA HUNNICUTT: Just tell the oil
7| are faced with. Onshore. 7| companies to send us pop and water.
8 And if the government is willing to reimburse us 8 DR. JIM KENDALL: The oil company?
9| for that, then maybe you got something going. But still 9 MS. ERMA HUNNICUTT: Yes.
10| our government -- our businesses should have an 10 DR. JIM KENDALL: They can do that. 1
11| opportunity to develop what is theirs onshore and not be 11 can®"t. But then I will be breaking the law if 1 drank
12| told by these oil companies that"s the way to go. You 12 their coffee. Okay. We went around the room once. We
13| don"t have any oil. Well, that might not even be true. 13 had the names. We asked for anybody who wanted to speak.
14| We need to know what the real facts are because | don"t 14 1 want to make sure no one leaves here feeling they didn"t
15| know what they are. 1°m trying to understand. 15 have a chance to express the way they feel. So right now
16 MS. ERMA HUNNICUTT: Excuse me. Can we 16 if anybody else would like to speak, I want to make sure
17| have some water or something? We are getting dry. 17 no one feels they didn"t -- they didn"t get it on the
18 DR. JIM KENDALL: I think we are going to 18 table here. This is important. Going once.
19| have to take a short break. Let"s take a short break 19 MS. PEGGY FRANKSON: 1"m just curious how
20| here. And 1 know our recorder needs to take a break, too. 20 much weight bearing are these hearings for the Secretary
21| So let"s take a ten-minute break. And if people want to 21 of Interior when he makes his decisions? 1Is he going to
22| make additional comments, we can come back. 22 be reading all of these comments? Is he going to be aware
23 (A break was taken.) 23| of how we feel? |Is he going to get this totally in
24 DR. JIM KENDALL: Okay. 1 know it"s late, 24 writing in front of him in black and white?
25| and people have been here a long time. And we probably -- 25 DR. JIM KENDALL: My understanding is --
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1| they are the experts. We take everything verbatim. There 1 MS. AGGIE FRANKSON-HENRY: Aggie
2| is also summaries prepared. They are available to the 2| Frankson-Henry, for the record. My question is on seismic
3| Secretary and the staff. Whatever format they want it in, 3| testing. When did they start seismic testing in the
4| the Secretary and staff, we provide it. We make sure the 4| Chukchi Sea and Bering Sea? Who gave them the permits to
5| verbatim transcripts are available, summaries are 5| do seismic testing? What effects does it have on -- on
6| available, everything. And once you pass it up the chain, 6| people, on the Inupiat people? And what effects does it
7| we only have so much influence. But one thing we have to 7| have on the marine mammals? What marine mammals die from
8| focus on is to make sure no matter what is said, whatever 8| seismic testing? Those are my questions because we rely
9| is recorded is available and put on the table. 1 mean, we 9| on those resources, and the marine mammals rely on those
10| can promise you that. That"s our job. There was 10 resources such as plankton and all the other bottomless
11| another -- 11 sea creatures. | see pictures of seismic testing and what
12 MS. ERMA HUNNICUTT: Does the Secretary 12 it does in the bottomless ocean floor.
13| ever make a comment? | mean does he ever -- about the 13 And why can"t people look back when they are
14| concern at that they made, does he ever talk about -- does 14 doing seismic testing? Is it -- is it caused by
15 he ever talk? 1 mean -- 15 radiation? What is the scientific knowledge of scientific
16 DR. JIM KENDALL: Yes, he has talked among 16 testing and the effects it has and the impact it has
17| his staff. Sometime he will -- 17 within the coastal communities of the Arctic Slope?
18 MS. ERMA HUNNICUTT: But we never hear 18 We need to know about seismic testing. We need
19| from him. 19 to know these, and we need these answers back in black and
20 DR. JIM KENDALL: They send us. And I 20| white. Like from -- like -- like we need to hear also
21| will take the message back that you want to hear from him. 21 from the input of the environmental impact statements, the
22 MS. ERMA HUNNICUTT: I want to know what 22| final decisionmaker, his comments on our comments. We
23| he have to say after he listen to all the comments. 23 haven"t -- you know, it"s -- it"s really important. It"s
24 DR. JIM KENDALL: Leo, do you want to say 24 really important to know because we know how many
25| something? 25| decibels -- how many decibels does it -- does it impact
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1| the marine mammals? How many decibels does it take to 1 coastal management zone? |Is it possible? We know we get
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. And they are all
4| Does it pop the drum, eardrums of the seals? 4| federally and State funded, along with our housing. And
5 It"s like standing -- to me it would be standing 5/ now we are seeing all this devastation in the Lower 48
6| in this building with a lot of speakers in a concert, 6| because of tornadoes or hurricanes or flooding now. And
7| maybe even more. I don"t know how many -- I mean, put 7| we really do hurt for the people down there. We really
8| that by a whale. Let us have a picture of all those 8| care. And I think that the federal government should care
9| speakers that, you know, that affects the marine mammals. 9 like they should care for us, too, that are going to be

10| We need to know these things. Who gives them the right to 10 highly impacted if there is an oil spill.
11| do seismic testing? How come they never come to our 11 Thank you.
12| community so that we can oppose seismic testing along the 12 DR. JIM KENDALL: Thank you very much. On
13| coastal communities? These are important. And we know 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?
15 Our mayor -- 1 support the mayor of the North 15 MS. LILLIAN AANAURAQ LANE: Lillian
16 Slope Borough. He"s getting really worried now within his 16~ Aanauraq Lane. 1 think the bottom line of all of this is
17| statements in the -- in the newspapers today in -- in ADN 17 that if anything is going to harm our animals out in the
18| or Arctic Sounder, you know, with -- what do they call 18 ocean, and once that is harmed, it will affect -- it will
19 that? It"s within the communities along the -- the Arctic 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. And we don"t want that to happen.
21| of Alaska did not pass or it didn"t go into -- the coastal 21 DR. JIM KENDALL: Thank you. I walk way
22| management zone. Yes. No, that"s -- 22 back there. Anybody else over here or back here? As I
23 Can BOEMRE try to help us and ask the governor 23| walk back to this side of the room, it looks like we are
24| or go to the State of Alaska to encourage them that we 24 getting ready to wrap this up. Everybody is tired.
25| need to be heard, the coastal communities within the 25 MS. PEGGY FRANKSON: 1°d like to invite
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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. Look in my freezers. 2| season was over and it was moot.
3| You are going to see all what"s in my freezers. That"s 3 But seismic testing has started in the "70s.
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. And they did 2-D seismic from the Canadian
6| poverty, we would be starving to death. 6| border all the way to Point Hope, every square inch. At
7 1 mean, 1 want you to go back and tell the 7| that very same time we were dealing with the United
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. There was something like seven out of ten seals

10| eat every single day of our lives. It"s -- my kids are 10 that were sinking in the winter. They were skinny. They
11| raised on it. I mean, my husband hunts them. Our family 11 don"t sink, but they were malnourished. And we reported
12| hunts them. You know, I invite every one of you to go 12 that to the UN and then we were distracted by this Project
13 look in my freezer. Everybody else in this community, 1"m 13 Chariot issue cleanup. So we were never able to follow

14| sure they would give you that same offer. Their freezers 14 through on that issue.

15 are full of Eskimo food, nothing else. 15 Now, it took a while for them to recover. And
16 DR. JIM KENDALL: Thank you. Thank you. 16 now we have gone through another three years of the

17| Jack, did I see your hand? 17 seismic stuff. And there is still more to go.

18 MR. JACK SCHAEFER: Jack Schaefer again. 18 Someone had asked in one of the earlier hearings
19| Seismic, now that it was touched on. There is an 19 a couple years ago to define seismic. And that person

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. So it"s --
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. Native Village of Point 24 don"t respond.

25| Hope went to court three years in a row and lost three 25 One employee out of NMFS did admit that he was
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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. And so there 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. We have impacts 4| these species recover from this earth-shattering
5| now. Nobody is willing to carry a camera around. | heard 5| experience that they went through with this 2-D, 3-D that
6| that walruses and seals had blown eardrums. The walruses 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
10 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. We
15| Service for decades, John Trent, who was soon to retire or 15 were completely unaware that this was going on. 1 didn"t
16 | die on the job. So he was able to say that with a 16 know about it.
17 numbness. 17 When the tribe said no, they went to these
18 It"s -- it"s hard to deal with this stuff and 18 nonprofit organizations. Beluga whale, polar bear, fur
19| try to explain, but at the same time, having these type of 19 seal. Whaling Commission got this agreement, we will
20| things being brought back to us as, you are not a 20| protect these animals. But they called it conflict
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. Was there very much tomcod this year? Last 24 to Gambell, when they talked about their seal, their
25| year? From seismic part of the food chain was lost. 25 walrus, they said, hey, wait a minute, there is something,
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1| you know -- and whale. They indicated, well, I don"t 1 Money don"t grow on trees and it doesn"t rain
2| agree with this agreement. 2| animals. We have to go out and get them. They come to
3 Nevertheless, there is this agreement in 2006, 3| us, and that"s how we live. 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. Native Village of Gambell
6| providing funding and providing a better way of managing 6| used that term. The United States responded by saying the
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. And what did Bush say? We got
9 But what did they do instead? They go ahead and 9| an imminent threat from this Al Quaida, or whatever we
10| do the same thing on the side to allow industry to create 10 call these people. And he went in there and did his
11| these impacts which we can”t deal with in a legal 11 damage because he said there was this imminent threat.
12| position. And so part of this food chain is broken and we 12 1t"s funny how that imminent threat definition
13| are way behind on this intellectual property. The 13 had changed and evolved from the 1980s to now to the time
14 information in regards to the Chukchi Sea as to what 14 that, you know, Bush had done his thing.
15 1impacts have taken place now as from those seismic tests 15 But we are faced with that. That threat is
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 You know, everyone said that -- that we get our 18 seal survive on. How long will it take for us to see that
19 food from the ocean. Go buy a steak at the store. It"s 19 decline in the population?
20 $24 a pound. And meat is something that you like, unless 20 And we haven®t even talked about some other
21| you are a vegetarian. And if you are a vegetarian, you 21 outside interests that cause influence on us. When I was
22| got black eyes like an Indian. And I got to have meat. | 22 young, my grandmother used to skin and take the face off
23| have to have meat. |1 just have to do it. Otherwise I'm a 23| of seals, and she sold each face for $2.50. There was a
24| 98-pound weakling. And we have no other way. We don"t 24 bounty on seals. This was -- | remember it in 1967, 1968,
25| have any other way. 25 when 1 tried to use one of them as a Frisbee, she got on
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1| my case, my grandma. 1 important, and it"s a responsibility for the federal
2 MS. EMMA KINNEEVEAUK: Not the face, the 2| government in regarding and maintaining the optimum
3| head. 3| sustained yield of all species and to step in when that
4 MR. JACK SCHAEFER: With the eyes, too? 4 delegation of authority has been betrayed or failed by a
5 MS. EMMA KINNEEVEAUK: No, just the head, 5| state.
6| the seal head. 6 We had seen recently that for the second year in
7 MR. JACK SCHAEFER: So | decided to ask, 7 a row since we started to look at this that Yukon River
8| what was that about? Was it an environmental issue? Was 8| people cannot get salmon for subsistence purposes, and
9| it a health issue? Was it from nuclear testing that took 9| that"s because of commercial fisheries bycatch. And we
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? The only person 1 knew to ask was John Trent 11 both to Salazar when he came to Barrow that there is this
12| because he®s been with us for decades. So he decided to 12| full faith and credit issue that needs to be addressed in
13 look into it, and he came to an answer. And he said it 13 regards to what happens to other people has to be
14| 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. We treat everybody the same.
16 caused a bounty at $2.50 per. And my grandma, she was 16 This is the United States.
17| able to get her chewing tobacco with that. 17 So this -- really need to look at this whole
18 But there was an act that had taken place that 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. But it didn"t get carried away. And I don"t 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. I thought it was an environmental one. It turned 22 this for free. There is nothing that"s in our interest at
23| out to be a commercial outside interest influence, 23| all. We don"t get a single dime out of it. There is
24| commercial fisheries. 24 probably one or two people from this community that will
25 Management of renewable resources is so 25 work there that has any training at all, and no one else.
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1 There is so much influx from the Lower 48, both 1 And there is publications or statements staying
2| onshore and offshore in oil and gas development. There is 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. It"s going to die on the 30th, and local people
4| shouldn"t even be talking about it. The discussion should 4 won"t have any input. They didn"t have any input. It was
5| have died when we said and when you agreed and when others 5| killed by Frank Murkowski. And the tribes had that right.
6| agreed that you can"t clean up oil in ice. End of 6 And Santa Barbara brought that forth in a
7| conversation. But it"s still going on today, you know. 7 lawsuit, coastal zone management program. We had an issue
8 And there should be an investigation on the 8 here. We had a spill. We want control over that, not the
9| State, on this whole process is to, you know, doing an 9 State of California. And they won. And that"s a
10| inventory. And it shouldn®t be focusing on the State. We 10 community, Santa Barbara. And we are a tribe. Tribes
11| asked the previous hearing who is responsible for this. 11 have that authority. There is only 1.5 million dollars
12| There were other states. Rhode Island said no to 12 that was appropriated for the State of Alaska under this
13| offshore, and the federal government honored that. But 13 coastal zone program. We should have the same amount at
14| did that happen to Alaska? No. The governor said, come 14 least, but that"s not even close to covering what we have
15 on down. We welcome you. And that"s -- that"s the 15 to do in order to assess what we are dealing with.
16| situation we are in. The governor gave his blessings. 16 Thanks.
17 The State is involved. They have this 17 DR. JIM KENDALL: Thank you, Jack. Okay.
18 arrangement with the federal government. What happened to 18 1 see we got a study group here, which is good. 1*m glad
19 the tribes that are on the equal level of the federal 19 to see that. |1°ve got someone taking pictures here. Is
20| government and higher than the State of Alaska? And why 20| there anyone else that we have missed? Going once, going
21| aren"t we active on this coastal zone management program 21 twice. Caroline, would you like to make a final comment
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: I can.
24| amended that coastal zone management program while he was 24 DR. JIM KENDALL: Absolutely. The floor
25| the governor of Alaska. 25| is yours.
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1 MS. CAROLINE CANNON: Very, very 1 Everywhere you look, regardless how tired they were, they
2| productive meeting. | think everybody was heard. 2| had a smile. And it"s just to refresh. Now they are
3| Everybody had the opportunity. Normally when we hold 3| doing the oogruk hunting. They are going to get the skins
4| these meetings, a plane is either waiting for them or 4 ready. It"s an all-year-long process. We will celebrate
5| what. And 1 just feel this is all the good. We have 5| Thanksgiving, the first rush ice, Christmas. And it just
6| finally been heard, and many trips to D.C. We met with 6 evolves all year. And yet there is times that we never
7| Echohawk. We have had invitations to Salazar to come to 7 landed a whale. And that circle is incomplete when that
8| our community. We have given invitations to Michael 8| occurs.
9| Bromwich and many high official people in D.C. to get a 9 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. Or when you go
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 It"s one thing when people do come into their 13 meat. It"s our vitamin. 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. At least you can see what we 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. And we are speaking on the little
17| about. So 1°d really express my thanks, and I"m hoping 17 ones, on their behalf.
18| that many meetings will come forth. 18 But I feel that there has been some improvements
19 And one thing that we always try to say and 19 in this area, that the communication will get better, but
20| stress is please respect our calendar year. Respect. We 20 we can"t do without the other. You need to hear us out.
21| will show respect. You will receive respect. But we just 21 And 1 felt this evening that everybody expressed
22| ask that you work -- it works vice versa. 22 their thoughts, and | appreciate your time. And you take
23 And those invitations are from our heart. 23| that offer that Peggy gave. Go to her home. Go look at
24| Please go see and look and feel what we are talking about. 24 her freezer. See what we are talking about. Go to the
25| You know, we have -- we just had a three-day feast. 25 store before you leave. Go to that freezer section and
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1| see how much a pound of meat. 1 experts.
2 And even just to look at that graveyard as you 2 And 1 happened to be in D.C. when there was a
3| take off at the airport, there is whale bones. And our 3| snowstorm. They call it a snowstorm, one inch of snow.
4| ancestors did this before our time. It is surrounded with 4 1"m like, oh, my goodness. They are shutting down the
5| whale bones. Our loved ones that are put away are 5| city for that? And we have storms that go for days. They
6| surrounded by whale bones. So everything -- that"s why 6 have no clue. So it"s critical that we talk about these
7| it"s so -- that"s why it"s critical that we speak on 7| things. When we have those storms, there"s no way an
8| behalf of the marine mammals. We throw one jaw back to 8| airplane or a chopper or a submarine or ship that"s going
9| the ocean because it belongs there. These were set before 9| to come within hours. We know that. Sometimes we have
10| us. Our ancestors placed these in place for us to 10 patients in that clinic 48 hours because of that. We know
11| practice. And it"s 2011, and we still continue 11 firsthand what it"s like to live in this harsh Arctic
12| practicing. 1°m sorry. The head. That"s how tired 1 am. 12 environment, as they say.
13 1 wasn"t feeling well, but besides the point. 13 Again, thank you. Thank you and have a nice
14 We still carry through these traditions. We go 14 trip back.
15 out there. The men are out there around the clock. The 15 DR. JIM KENDALL: Thank you very much,
16 ice condition has changed, but the dances, the practice, 16 Ms. Cannon. And on behalf of the team for BOEMRE that
17| are still strong because we were given direct orders by 17 came to visit, | want to thank the Native Village of Point
18| our umailiks, the whaling captains. Some things have 18 Hope and the Elders for allowing us to come visit. Thank
19| changed a little but, you know, when you know it in your 19 you for participating. Everything you said has been
20| heart, it"s in your blood, it will never go away. 20| recorded. This is very, very important.
21 That"s why | express at our meetings, 21 And we are going to do our best to bring this
22| traditional knowledge must be recognized. It"s so 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. So thank
24| because 1 think we could go a long ways. We have our 24 you very much. And have a good evening, which is just
25| experts just like the rest of science. They have their 25 about over. It"s now nighttime, almost tomorrow morning.
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So thank you very, very much.

(Proceedings adjourned at 11:00 p.m.)
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REPORTER"S CERTIFICATE

1, MARY A. VAVRIK, RMR, Notary Public in and for
the State of Alaska do hereby certify:

That the foregoing proceedings were taken before
me at the time and place herein set forth; that the
proceedings were reported stenographically by me and later
transcribed under my direction by computer transcription;
that the foregoing is a true record of the proceedings
taken at that time; and that I am not a party to nor have
1 any interest in the outcome of the action herein
contained.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, 1 have hereunto subscribed
my hand and affixed my seal this __ day of

2011.

MARY A. VAVRIK,
Registered Merit Reporter
Notary Public for Alaska

My Commission Expires: November 5, 2012
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1 P-R-0-C-E-E-D-1-N-G-S 1 We have Mike Haller here.
2 DR. JIM KENDALL: Okay. It looks like we 2 MR. MICHAEL HALLER: Right here.
3| can get started here. Thank you very much for coming 3 DR. JIM KENDALL: Mike is our liaison for
4| tonight. This is the public hearing for the revised draft 4 Native communities. We"ve got John Callahan. John, he"s
5| EIS for sale 193. That is a mouthful. We are going to 5| from our Office of Public Affairs. Steve Scordino, 1
6| walk you through the process and exactly what this meeting 6 believe, is still out front. He is an environmental
7| 1is so everybody starts from the same basis. 7| compliance subject matter expert and an expert for other
8 Now, one thing I°d like to clear up -- and we 8 things. We have got Scott Blackburn. Scott is also out
9| ran into this at two other meetings. We got into the 9 there. He is our technical editor for the document.
10| meeting and someone said, who are you people. And it"s, 10 And the other two individuals sitting up here
11 like, 1 think we need to fix that at the beginning. 11 are extremely key to this. We have got Sharon Warren.
12 We are not an oil company, and we are not from a 12 Sharon is the project manager for this. She knows the
13| nongovernmental organization. We are a federal agency. 13 document inside out and backwards. [It"s her job to put it
14| We are the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation 14 together. Next to her is Michael Routhier. Michael is
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. Our Bureau is within the Department of Interior. 17 Sharon makes sure it all flows. That"s who is here.
18| Our boss is the Secretary of the Interior. So that"s who 18 We are doing this a little bit different
19 we are. 19 tonight. Usually we just open up the mike and have people
20 Now, before we get into the nitty-gritty of the 20 speak. But to make sure we are starting from the exact
21| details, | want to introduce the folks here. Mary Vavrik 21| same place, we are going to take about the first five or
22 is over there taking notes. We are taking down everything 22 ten minutes to tell you exactly what this is. There are
23| that"s said. So please, when you are given the 23| times when people think that this document is the decision
24| opportunity to speak, state your name. We want to get 24| document. This EIS that Sharon is going to speak about,
25, that for the record. 25 it"s not a decision document. It"s information we pass to
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1| the decisionmaker. And that"s why we are here, as Sharon 1 We will ask, though, to please keep your
2 is going to explain. 2| comments to three to five minutes. We are hoping that a
3 We need your help to make sure this document 3 lot of you will have something to say. 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 | 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 1 won"t call it criticisms, but suggestions on how to do 8 two don"t monopolize the entire conversation. Everybody
9| it better. So what we are going to do tonight is, aside 9 has a chance here. Okay?
10| from having a little briefing to tell everybody why we"re 10 Now, with that, I would like Sharon to walk you
11| here so we all start the same way, we are going to use 11 through the process of why we"re here. Sharon just
12| sort of a more random approach for speakers. That"s why 12 reminded me, please. If you have got cell phones, turn
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. That"s
14| there. Your name goes in there, and we reach in, we pull 14 what 1 do. When I"m told to turn it off, 1 put it on buzz
15| it, and that"s your time to speak. 15| or vibrate.
16 If for some reason you are not in the room, you 16 With that, Sharon, take it away.
17 | stepped out for a minute, that doesn"t mean you are not 17 MS. SHARON WARREN: Thank you again for
18| going to speak. 1°m just going to put it back in the 18| coming. Can everybody hear me all right? All right.
19 bowl. Okay? 1 don"t want to miss you. If someone comes 19 Excellent. Why are we here today? We are here today to
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. |It"s the Revised Draft Supplemental Environmental
22 bowl. The important thing here is everybody has a chance 22 Impact Statement for Chukchi Sea sale 193. And what is
23| to speak. And we will stay here for as long as it takes. 23| sale 193? In 2007 we did an environmental impact
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 IT we have to stay here till 10:00 or 10:30, we will. 25 February of 2008. And six companies received leases from
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1| that sale. We offered 29.3 million acres and 2.8 million 1| whether or not missing information identified by the
2| acres was actually leased. 2| agency was relevant or essential under attention the
3 Then what happened? Days before the sale, 3| federal regulations. The Council on Environmental Quality
4| plaintiffs sued to invalidate the lease sale. They 4 has regulations that you must follow that when you have
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 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| i1ts NEPA obligation. And that"s the National 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 So the three issues the Court wanted us to 16 have made in the environmental impact statement.
17| address was that the Court said the EIS failed to analyze 17 So what did we do in response to the court
18| the environmental impact of natural gas development 18| order? We drafted a supplemental environmental impact
19| despite any industry interest and specific leases for such 19 statement to address the Court”s concerns. That draft
20 development. When the sale was offered, there was 20 supplemental environmental impact statement was released
21| incentives to the companies to produce the natural gas, 21 in October of 2010. We received over 150,000 comments on
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 We held public hearings in Kotzebue, Point Hope,
24| that natural gas to be produced based on these incentives. 24 Point Lay, Wainwright, Barrow, and Anchorage, as well as
25 The judge also said you failed to determine 25 government-to-government meetings in those communities.
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1 And 1°m going to turn it over to Mike to so he 1| public comments on the document to get people®s feedback
2| can explain what we did next. 2| on whether the document is sufficient. And we will then
3 MR. MICHAEL ROUTHIER: So in most EIS 3 take those comments, incorporate them into our final SEIS,
4| processes, you go out with a draft to invite public 4 and send that on to the eventual decisionmaker.
5 comment, hold some meetings, and we look at those public 5 So we mentioned that one of the main drivers of
6| comments and develop a final EIS. Here, like Sharon said, 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. Basically we asked our expert geologists what
9| again, this is on the heels of the Deepwater Horizon 9| the biggest oil spill possible in the Chukchi Sea planning
10| event. That theme was you guys need to assess the 10| area could be. This is a purely hypothetical event. We
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
12| result of this lease sale. 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 The very large oil spill is a term that is
15| analyze a very large oil spill scenario in our EIS. To 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. Whereas a very large oil
17| warranted, we decided to do that in our EIS. And because 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 That"s basically the document that brings us 21| affirmed in part and a company were to, down the road,
22| today. We republished the original draft SEIS, including 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. That"s a different
25 statement. And tonight we"re here to solicit and record 25 analysis.
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1 It would incorporate a lot of additional 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. We are on a court deadline. We are mandated by the
3| well, what reservoir, what kind of oil, what kind of 3 Court. This document is still in litigation. The 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
9 MS. SHARON WARREN: Again, the input that 9 of October of this year.
10| we need tonight from you and until July 11th when we have 10 So in order to do that, we are going to
11| a public comment period open is to have your comments on 11 incorporate these comments. We must have the final SEIS
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. So there is a
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. Once he makes that decision, this
16 period closes on July 11th. 16 document, the final EIS, and his decision will be filed
17 There is a website that you can go to to click 17 with the District Court, and there will be further
18| on and submit your comments. We are using regulations.gov 18 | briefings with the District Court, and then the judge will
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. And that"s 21 And what we are going to do is, these posters
22 what we are asking. That"s why we“re here tonight, to get 22 after we are finished, we are going to hang them along the
23| your views. 23| back wall so that when we have the break -- which there
24 So the next thing is, what happens after these 24 will be probably a break, as time goes on, and Jim will
25| hearings? As Mike says, we will take these comments, 25 explain that -- he will give you an opportunity to go
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1| along the back wall. 1| members in our audience who are representing our leaders.
2 There is also some maps on the back wall that we 2| We have got the Representative Steve Thompson in the
3| put up. One in particular is the sale 193 map that you 3 audience. Thank you for coming tonight. Rhonda Boyles
4| can see what was the sale 193 area that was offered, 4| representing Congressman Young. Thank you. And we"ve got
5| what"s the alternative. There is still alternatives that 5| Tom Moyer representing Senator Begich. Would any of you
6| are being looked at in the supplemental, so -- and then 6 like to make a few opening comments?
7| also what was leased. The leased areas are both the gray 7 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: No.

8 blocks and there are some red blocks because some of the 8 DR. JIM KENDALL: AIll right. That"s fine.
9| leases are within one of the alternatives that the 9 Now, with that, we are going to start the process where we
10| Secretary can decide to choose on this. So this whole 10 get input from you all. Now, this is real important
11| sale is back to the Secretary to decide what he wants to 11 because we are preparing a document that goes to the
12| do with the sale. 12 decisionmaker. It"s also very much a public transparent
13 DR. JIM KENDALL: Thank you very much. 1 13| process. So we want input from folks. We want you to
14| noticed when they were up there, they were pointing to me 14 read the document. Tell us what you thought. Tell us
15| and saying Jim. | 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. 1 am the new 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. 1 came up here on a detail from Washington, 19 So you are part of the process. This is really,
20 D.C. in January. It was supposed to be a two- to 20 really important. So once we start the comment period,
21| three-month detail. After six months | have fallen in 21| please state your name. Let"s try to keep it to three to
22 love with Alaska. 1 think 1 have some Alaska colleagues 22 five minutes so everybody has a chance and we are not here
23| 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
24 community of this wonderful state. 24 till 3:00 in the morning. And if you have written
25 Also, I would like to point out we have some 25 comments, please bring it up here. 1711 give it to Mary

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

Revised Draft SEIS Revised Draft SEIS
Public Hearing Transcripts Public Hearing Transcripts
Fairbanks, Alaska Fairbanks, Alaska

15 16
1| and that will be entered into the record, as well. So 1 that.
2| Scott, will you bring over the bowl. 2 But this is an incredibly harsh environment,

3 Now, we have never done it before this way, but 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 1 would ever consider a good place to have oil
5| feels they have had an equal chance to do it. Murray 5 and gas drilling, exploration and development. By -- just
6| Richmond representing Senator Thomas. Thank you. Thank 6 by the nature of the weather, the wind, the storms, the

7 you, Murray. 7| sea ice moving, the pressure ridges that 1 saw, the sound
8 Our first selectee is Debbie Miller. Debbie 8 of the ice sheets grinding against one another. So just

9| Miller. Come right up to the podium. The floor is yours. 9| the nature of this place says to me aren”"t there other

10 MS. DEBBIE MILLER: 1"m the lucky one. 10 places that are less sensitive that would be a lower risk
11| Gee whiz. 1°m Debbie Miller. 1 have lived in Alaska for 11 area to explore and develop oil and gas. The species, the
12| 35 years. | have spent much of the last 35 years 12 polar bears, are endangered or threatened.

13| exploring the Arctic, mostly during the summer months, 13 1 noticed in the report -- | just have now seen
14| extensively in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge, 14 this for the first time, and | turned to the polar bear

15| Natural Petroleum Reserve, and | 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 1 have not been to the Chukchi Sea. |1 have 17 oil and gas development.

18| traveled out on the sea ice north of Barrow when 1 worked 18 And I would, 1 guess, question that in that if
19| on a book about polar bears back in the mid 1990s. And it 19 you read a Canadian study that was done back in the 1970s
20 was there that | learned about the culture of the Inupiat 20 when 1 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. We are reading all about 25 died. So we have had some studies that have looked at
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1| what happens when a polar bear has its fur covered in oil. 1| promise | 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. The
3 The second biggest concern I would have is there 3| floor is yours, Joseph. You can speak over there, if you
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 MR. DANIEL LUM: Hello. This is my son
6| 135. 1 was looking at the effect of ice on response 6 Joseph.
7| actions. It"s very clear that you are going to be 7 MR. JOSEPH AVEOGANNA: Hi.
8| hampered if you are out there in those kinds of conditions 8 MR. DANIEL LUM: Joseph is shy. And so
9| as far as getting that ice, building the booms protecting 9 1"m going to help him with this. And my name is Daniel.
10| the area. Removing the oil with those ice conditions 10| 1"m from Barrow, my wife is from Point Hope, and my son
11| makes it almost impossible in a lot of cases. So again, 11 has grandparents in Wainwright, all three out on the
12| the question would be why would we choose this area, a 12 Chukchi. Joseph, what kind of food do you eat? Tell
13| high risk area, on the heels of the Gulf spill, the Gulf 13 these people what you eat. Okay.
14| of Mexico on the heels of Exxon Valdez oil spill. Why 14 MR. JOSEPH AVEOGANNA: Bowhead whales,
15| would we go to such a high risk area when we have other 15 fish, walrus and seals.
16| places to explore and develop and we have other choices 16 MR. DANIEL LUM: Do we eat a little bit of
17| for our energy supply, namely renewable energy, solar, 17| that or do we eat a lot of it?
18| wind, geothermal and all the other -- tidal. Wouldn"t 18 MR. JOSEPH AVEOGANNA: A lot of it.
19| this be a safer bet? 19 MR. DANIEL LUM: Is this important to you?
20 Thank you so much for your time and for coming 20 Do you always eat this fresh good food from the Chukchi?
21| to Fairbanks and teaching us about all the work that you 21 MR. JOSEPH AVEOGANNA: Yes.
22| put into this. This looks like a very interesting 22 MR. DANIEL LUM: What happened in Mexico
23| document. 1711 submit written comments at a later date. 23| [sic] this year from what you learned from school?
24| Thank you. 24 MR. JOSEPH AVEOGANNA: The oil spill.
25 DR. JIM KENDALL: Thank you very much. 1 25 MR. DANIEL LUM: What happened to the
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1| ocean when they had an oil spill? 1 like the dolphins. This is all being hushed up.
2 MR. JOSEPH AVEOGANNA: Everything got sick 2 So 1 mean, you know, it"s kind of scary, you
3| and died. 3| know, what"s happening to the oceans. That"s why 1 wanted
4 MR. DANIEL LUM: A lot of it got sick and 4| to speak. | want to speak for the animals, for the ocean,
5| died. Nannuq, look at all these people. Look at them. 5 for the, you know, the endangered. With Fukushima, the
6| Whose ocean is this Nannuq? 6 Gulf, Valdez, you know, our hindsight is 20/20, right?
7 MR. JOSEPH AVEOGANNA: Mine. 7| But the animals, from the algae to the whales, you know,
8 MR. DANIEL LUM: Does this ocean belong to 8 are dying. They are endangered. 1t"s all out of balance.
9| them? 9 And why? Part of it is due to global warming, but a lost
10 MR. JOSEPH AVEOGANNA: No. 10 it is due to, you know, mankind.
11 MR. DANIEL LUM: What do you want to tell 11 1 would just like to believe that we have
12| these people, Nannuq? 12 evolved higher, a more higher consciousness, right, to
13 MR. JOSEPH AVEOGANNA: This is my ocean, 13| think outside the box, to think beyond oil.
14| not yours. 14 My dad was in development, you know. Ironically
15 MR. DANIEL LUM: Please stay out of our 15 I1"m sitting here. He"s probably really groaning upstairs
16| ocean. Thank you. 16 because he was all pro development, you know. But in
17 DR. JIM KENDALL: Next on deck we have 17 reality, we have options. You know, I know that it"s
18| Rebecca Schaffer. Rebecca. And after that it will be 18 | threatening jobs and money. The state of Alaska is rich
19| Joseph Boyle. 19 because of oil. But you have to look at the bigger
20 MS. REBECCA SCHAFFER: Well, next time any 20 picture. The bigger picture is that we take care of
21| of us eat shrimp, we have to question where it came from 21 everyone, including the ocean. You know, we take care of
22| because it"s keeping -- they are keeping it on the down 22 future generations to enjoy all that as well.
23| low. They are covering it up, and there is a big 23 So 1 think there is a lot of other alternatives,
24| percentage of it coming from the Gulf. People are dying. 24| you know. 1 mean, if there is hydrogen cars, I"m there,
25, They are bleeding from all their orifices down there, just 25 Charlie, you know. I mean, geothermal, the sun. It"s all
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1| natural, nonpolluting, you know. So 1 think that"s what 1| here in Alaska. And it"s a beautiful place, but at the
2| we all ought to be embracing. You know, with -- milk in 2| same time, 1 don"t want to turn it into the biggest
3| Hawaii on the big island is 3,000 times radiated with, you 3| national park on earth.
4| know, the -- just radiated. You know, I have a daughter 4 Some of the stop measures that we have up there
5| Dliving over there, you know. It"s pretty scary, the 5 include -- 1 mean, we put diapers is what we call them,
6| ramifications of our actions. The ramifications of the 6 but stuff underneath pickup trucks. And it"s not just a
7| Gulf Coast we are not even hearing about because it"s 7| duck pond which is like a throw-down containment. It"s
8| hushed up.- 8 something you actually tie wire underneath the bottom of
9 So anyways, | get a little impassioned, but 9 the vehicles and that goes to every single piece of
10| thanks for this hearing. 10| equipment that we have up there. It"s incredibly
11 DR. JIM KENDALL: Thank you, Rebecca. 11 environmentally safe.
12| Joseph Boyle, and following Joseph will be Steve Kelly. 12 And 1 mean, literally, if there is one drop of
13| Joseph, the floor is yours. 13| oil or any grease hits the ground you literally have to
14 MR. JOSEPH BOYLE: Hi. Joseph Boyle. I™m 14 shovel it up and pick it up. And I"ve walked for miles
15| a member of Laborers Local 942. 1 have been working up on 15 and down right-of-ways and literally picked up about the
16| the North Slope for over six years now, primarily during 16 equivalent of three snowballs, which is mainly just snow.
17| the winter. Some of the conditions I"ve seen, near 17 It"s really not that contaminated. | mean, it"s a
18| white-out conditions. I"ve worked in temperatures 80 18 | beautiful place up there. But there really is nothing up
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. |1 think we really do need 20| around.
21| to be drilling up there more. |1 think a lot of jobs are 21 But that"s about all I have to say. The amount
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. But that"s all I"ve got for now. Thank you.
24 But one thing I just wanted to say was as the 24 DR. JIM KENDALL: Thank you, Joseph.
25| amount of oil declines in our pipeline, so do the jobs 25 Steve Kelly, followed by Brent Helms. Steve, the floor is
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1| yours. 1 MR. BRENT HELMS: My name is Brent Helms.
2 MR. STEVE KELLY: My name is Steve Kelly. 2 1"'m a lifelong Alaskan and have worked in construction in
3 1 live at 4140 Owl Drive, Fairbanks, Alaska. 1"ve worked 3| the state throughout my career, many of those years in the
4| heavy construction since 1975. 1 retired in 2003. In 4 oil and gas industry. Since the development of Alaska®s
5| 1980, "81 and "82 1 worked on offshore islands up in 5| oil and gas there have been thousands of workers trained
6| Prudhoe Bay. So 1 worked on BF 37, Duck Island and Seal 6 for building and maintaining the oil and gas
7| 1Island, for sure. And technology we had then was pretty 7| infrastructure. The jobs associated with this industry
8 good, but the technology we have now, it would be almost 8 has allowed me to remain in Alaska to raise my family,
9| impossible for me to believe that we do not have ways of 9 along with many other Alaskans over the years. 1'm
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 12 The oil and gas industry demands a skilled
13| deepest. We can make islands that deep. We did it in 13 workforce to construct and maintain its pipelines and
14| the "80s. We can still do it. And we are talking about 14 facilities. These are trained Alaskans from across the
15| 50-, 60,000 jobs. We are talking about making the United 15 state, a skilled workforce ready to work on projects that
16| States energy dependent [sic]. We can"t just turn our 16 Alaska"s OCS development would provide. Previous studies
17| back on it because we think it can"t be done. We have to 17 estimate that opening the OCS for development will provide
18| somehow go get that resource, provide work for ourselves, 18| tens of thousands of employment opportunities. These are
19 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. It has to 20 families, support their communities, and remain in Alaska.
21 be -- there has to be a way we can do it. And these 21 The oil and gas reserves of Alaska are crucial
22 people will find a way to do it. 22 to the nation and its dependence on foreign oil. Further
23 Thank you. 23| delays in permitting are costly and will deprive the
24 DR. JIM KENDALL: Next is Brent Helms, 24| nation of both jobs and future domestic oil supply.
25, followed by Richard Fineberg. 25 Developing the OCS is vital for Alaska"s economic future.
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1 1 urge you to support permitting lease sale 193 1| response in broken ice.
2| for responsible development. 2 The project had been stalled for some time. The
3 DR. JIM KENDALL: Richard Fineberg, 3| department was imploring me to move it. It"s a perfect
4| followed by Buzz Otis. 4| metaphor for where we are right now. I don"t know if we
5 MR. RICHARD FINEBERG: Richard Fineberg, 5| have made any major progress. 1 don"t believe we have
6| 3920 Old Wood Road, Ester, 99725. 1 have observed oil 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. | have
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. I will go 9 response failures, and not only spill response, but
10| back to -- and my comments are informed by, 1 think, all 10 environmental protection responses, including the risk
11| of that work, primarily onshore, but some offshore. 1 was 11 assessment program of 2008 to 2010.
12| with the governor®s office in the Exxon Valdez spill and 12 From that 1 just want to flag two -- two
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. Page 280, "The lack of
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 1 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."™ 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 1 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 1 had to move paper as a naive 22 Yes, 1 feel it"s quite relevant, but doesn"t
23| bureaucrat who had no knowledge of how to do it, but the 23| demonstrate we should go forward. |1 believe not two pages
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. That is a -- that is in
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1| response to a very large oil spill section. 1| know we got precluded from the opportunity to testify
2 The conclusion two pages later -- and 1”11 have 2| early on, so | appreciate you amending your schedule and
3| to paraphrase this. As a stutterer, that"s the least 1 3 including us.
4| can do for you. While intervention and response could 4 I represent North Pole Economic Development
5| mitigate the volume and certain effects, the significant 5| Corporation. 1"m their executive director as well as a
6| and perhaps irrevocable adverse impacts associated with a 6 private businessman in this community since 1976. Lease
7| very large oil spill highlight the need for effective 7| Sale 193 should be affirmed as held in 2008. 1 believe
8 spill response. 8 the EIS provides sufficient information and analysis to
9 1 spent that time stumbling over my biography 9 support an informed decision affirming sale 193.
10| because 1"m going to suggest a venture that 1"m not clear 10 Rescinding leases and allowing a de facto moratorium to
11| on, which is the precautionary principle. 1 believe these 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. Although my language is strong 13| environment.
14| there, 1 don"t know that that"s legally relevant, but 14 Alaska®s economy is at a crossroads, as | see
15| common sense wise it is a point | wanted to make. And | 15 the United States. We need to get a handle on this energy
16| am sorry that 1 do not have the legal background to know 16 issue. We are paying close to $4 a gallon in this town
17 if I1"m on point for you on that. 17 for heating oil. We heat our homes some people somewhere
18 So 1 thank you very much for your time. 18 | eight, nine months of the year, but certainly six or
19 DR. JIM KENDALL: Thank you very much, 19 seven. We have snow on the ground from the first of
20 Richard. Next is Buzz Otis and followed by Charles 20 October, usually, until the first of May. And the people
21| Paskvan. 21| on fixed incomes are leaving this town, retirees,
22 MR. BUZZ OTIS: Good evening. Good 22 people -- it"s difficult. You can sense it in the
23| evening. Thank you for being here. My name is Buzz Otis. 23| streets. You don"t see the activity in the construction
24| My mailing address is P.0O. Box 55068, North Pole, Alaska 24| industry, at the restaurants. And it"s a concern of mine.
25, 99705. And I welcome you to Fairbanks tonight. And 1 25 1"ve decided to make Alaska my home, and I°d
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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. And the same concern goes for the 3| some of what they don"t use gets put back in the pipe and
4| United States. We need to be dependent on Alaska“®s 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 We are down from two million barrels a day to
6| could care less. Those people do not like Americans, for 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. We had an incident
8| to enhance their economy at the detriment of ours. 8 last January when the line was shut down for seven whole
9 1"m as concerned about the Alaska environment as 9 days because of a situation up at Pump 1, and it was
10| anybody. I hunt here. 1 fish here. You know, we 10 difficult getting it started.
11| recreate in the waters and love Alaska. But 1 truly 11 So | see these type of developments being
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 The Chukchi OCS is an important future source of 16 And so I urge you to move this thing forward.
17| energy supply. | touched on that a little bit. [I"m not 17 The restrictions on development, the hurdles we have to
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. Challenges putting a bridge across the river,
20 helpful. Sorry about the echo. 20 the Colville River, here on the Tanana. It just goes on
21 We have two refineries in North Pole. When TAPS 21| and on and on. And we are taking America down in the
22 first started in the "70s, oil was about 110 degrees. We 22 process. There has got to be a balance between what"s
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 -- 1"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.
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1 Thank you very much for your time. 1| ensure any potential, and there would be zero potential of
2 DR. JIM KENDALL: Thank you, Buzz. Next, 2| a spill with this new technology.
3| Charles Paskvan. The floor is yours. 3 What we are doing today is really amazing. And
4 MR. CHARLES PASKVAN: 1"ve worked 4 we all know that with the knowledge we are doing it we can
5| construction since 1975 on the oil p