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V. REVIEW AND ANALYSIS OF COMMENTS RECEIVED

A. INTRODUCTION:

1. Summary of Comments on the Draft EIS: During the DEIS comment period,
various governmental agencies, organizations, communities, and individuals provided written statements and oral
testimonies. The only comments received from the oil industry were written comments from BP Alaska
Exploration and the Alaska Oil and Gas Association. More than 17 written statements were received, 12 of which
had comments that required a written response. Public hearings were held on the DEIS in the communities of
Nuigsut, Kaktovik, and Barrow as well as the city of Anchorage. At these hearings, 33 individuals testified. The
staff analysts responded to 151 separate comments derived from written submissions and 68 comments from oral
testimony. s

— 7 <
Of the 151 written comments responded to, 44 were from Federal Agencies, 16 were from the oil and gas industry,
28 were from the State of Alaska, and 73 were from Native organizations and communities.

All oral-testimony comments that warranted a response, because they raised substantive issues, were from Native
Alaskans or employees of Native organizations and/or communities. The comments from Native organizations and
individuals were almost entirely in opposition to the proposed lease sale. Comments received from the State were
supportive of the concerns of the North Slope communities.

Statements and oral testimonies requiring responses are noted in Sections V.B.2 and 3, respectively. The primary
issues raised during the DEIS comment and public hearings period addressed the following concerns: (1) the
desire by North Slope Native communities for expanded input into the design of industry monitoring studies and
the formulation of exploration plans, (2) the belief that MMS consistently underestimated the effects of noise on the
behavior patterns of migrating bowhead whales, (3) the perceived failure by MMS to incorporate indigenous
“traditional knowledge” within the analysis of the effects of the proposal, (4) the desire by North Slope leaders for
a seasonal drilling stipulation, (5) the inability of industry to clean up a spill in ice-pack conditions, and (6) the
need for an additional block deferral alternative for the community of Nuigsut.

2. EIS Changes in response to Comments on the Draft EIS:

a. Nuigsut Deferral Alternative: In response to concerns raised during the
comment and public hearings process, a third alternative (Alternative IV) to the proposed action (Alternative I) was
included for analysis with in the FEIS. Alternative IV would defer 243 blocks out of the 1,879 offered by
Alternative I and 559,872 hectares out of 4 million (Fig II.D-1). The deferred area comprises about 14 percent of
the area offered by Alternative 1.

The deferral was offered by the community of Nuigsut and the Inupiat Whaling Commission. The area proposed
for deferral encompasses Cross Island—a location viewed by the community of Nuigsut as their primary harvest
area for the bowhead whale and other marine mammals. The blocks offered in the Nuigsut Deferral Alternative
have been offered in other OCS lease sales and lie immediately offshore of active State and Federal leases,
including the Northstar Unit. Currently, the Corps of Engineers is in the process of issuing a developmental EIS
for the Federal portion of those resources produced from the Northstar Unit.

b. Mitigating Measures: Significant changes in mitigating measures between
the draft and final EIS’s consisted of major additions to and rewrites of two stipulations, the addition of four ITL’s,
and the deletion of one ITL.

(1) Stipulation No. 4, Industry Site-Specific Bowhead

Whale-Monitoring Program: This stipulation was rewritten to ensure greater participation by the North
Slope in the design and review of proposed bowhead whale-monitoring plans. The stipulation now requires,
among other things, that the Regional Supervisor for Field Operations (RS/FO) consult with the North Slope
Borough (NSB) and the Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission (AEWC) before suspending the requirement for a
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monitoring program, that the NSB or the AEWC be accorded the opportunity to participate in any monitoring
program by providing an observer, and that the NSB and AEWC be provided the results of the monitoring
program. The stipulation also requires lessees to fund an independent peer review of the monitoring plan, with
some of the reviewers chosen by the NSB and the AEWC.

(2)  Stipulation No. 5, Subsistence Whaling and Other

Subsistence Activities: The principal difference in this stipulation from the draft EIS version is the
requirement that lessees consult with affected communities as well as the NSB and the AEWC to discuss potential
conflicts involved with the siting, timing, or logistics of a proposed operation. The stipulation also provided that
the RS/FO may convene a panel to resolve disputes that may arise between the lessee and the stakeholders.

3) ITL No. 1, Information on Community Participation in

Operations Planning: This ITL was not present in the DEIS. Its purpose is to encourage lessees to bring
residents on the North Slope communities into the planning process.

4) ITL No. 2, Information on Kaktovikmiut Guide “In This

Place”: This ITL was not present in the DEIS. This ITL is new. Lessees are encouraged to obtain this guide
and to incorporate it into Orientation Programs to assist in fostering understanding and sensitivity to community
values.

(5) ITL No 9, Information on Geological and Geophysical

Survey Activity: This ITL was not in the DEIS. This ITL is new. It advises of the potential effects of seismic
surveys and reminds lessees of the specifics of the bowhead whale-monitoring program.

(6) No. 20, Information on Nuigsutmiut Paper: This ITL was
not present in the DEIS; it is new. Lessees are encouraged to obtain this guide and to incorporate it into
Orientation Programs to assist in fostering understanding and sensitivity to community values.

(7) Information on the State Review of Exploration Plans

and Associated Qil-Spill-Contingency Plans: This ITL appeared in the DEIS but was deleted for the
final. This ITL is redundant with current Coastal Zone Management regulations and the provisions of ITL No. 16.

c. Text Revisions: The analysis in Section IV and the wording of stipulations
and ITL’s in Section II.E have been revised to reflect the concerns raised during the public comment period. Other
text changes focused on major issues, as outlined in Section V.A.1. Of specific note was the addition of the
Nuigsut deferral and the rewrite of those sections dealing with subsistence activities ( III.C.2 and 3 and IV.B.9 and
10) and the bowhead whale (II.B.5 and IV.B.6). These sections incorporated new information dealing with the
effect of noise (particularly on the bowhead whale) as well as sources of “traditional knowledge.” Where
comments warranted other changes or presented new or additional information, revisions were made to the
appropriate text in the EIS; references to the revised sections are presented in responses to specific comments.

B. STATEMENTS, COMMENTS, AND RESPONSES:

1. Statements Opposing or Supporting Sale 144: Of the 228 oral and written
comments received on the DEIS, a decided majority were negative towards the sale as well as the document; the
balance were informational in nature, with only written comments from industry actively supporting the sale.
Comments received on the DEIS that provided new or additional information or addressed the adequacy of
descriptive material or analysis are responded to in the FEIS in Sections V.B.2, V.B.3, and V.C. Those comments
that express only opposition or support for a lease sale are included in the decision documents (Sec 1.A.15)
prepared to assist the Secretary of the Interior in making a decision on whether or not to hold a lease sale; they are

not presented in this EIS. Following is a summary of concerns regarding the DEIS and reasons for not holding the
sale.



Concerns regarding the DEIS and reasons for opposing the lease sale include:

Information

- Did not use or ignored traditional knowledge

- Used incomplete subsistence-harvest data

- Ignored certain studies

- Failed to use the full range of information available

Infrastructure

- The effects of onshore facilities

- The water-quality effects of nearshore facilities (shore-access structures)
- Logistics

- The effects of heated subsea pipelines

Oil Spills

- Inability to clean up during periods of ice
- Effects on migrating bowhead whales

- Effects on other marine mammals

- Effects in general on subsistence harvest

Exploration and Monitoring Plans

- Need for increased input from the North Slope
- Need for peer-review process

- Need for conflict-resolution mechanism

- Need for a Kaktovik Impact Office

Lack of a Nuigsut Deferral
- Cross Island is an important bowhead-harvest area
- Ignored request from prominent North Slope resident

Stipulations and ITL’s

- EIS needs stipulations with “teeth” in them

- Should have a seasonal drilling stipulation

- Should have a stipulation dealing with the protection of polar bears
- Lack of historical data regarding effectiveness

Caribou

- Core calving area in ANWR

- Effects of onshore development and facilities design
- Caribou herd ranges and populations

Bowhead Whales

- Effects of noise on behavior (seismic activity)
- Effects of oil spills

- Quality of analysis and adequacy of data.

Gray Whales
- No analysis

Water Quality
- CWA §303 (d) issues

Sale Boundary

- Offshore border issue between U.S. and Canada
- Bids may be invalid and development illegal
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Onshore Development

- It is safer

- Onshore resources should be developed first
- ANWR should be opened

Reasons for supporting the sale:

Only the Alaska Oil and Gas Association (AOGA) and BP-Alaska Exploration sent letters endorsing the Sale. The
AOGA urged the sale be held in a timely manner but stated its members were more interested in tracts closer to
shore.

2. Comments and Responses: The following is a listing of all organizations that
provided written comments during the DEIS review period. The issues raised in these comments are responded to
in Section V.C. Comments requiring a response either provided new or additional information to be incorporated
into the FEIS or addressed the adequacy of written material in the analysis. Specific comments in each letter are
bracketed and numbered. The MMS responses to the specific comments follow each letter.

Federal Agencies
Marine Mammal Commission

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
- Region 10

State Of Alaska

State of Alaska

- Office of the Governor
- Division of Governmental Coordination
- Office of Management and Budget

North Slope Borough and Local Communities
North Slope Borough

- Office of the Mayor

City of Kaktovik

- Office of the Mayor

City of Nuigsut

Village of Nuigsut

Alaska Native Organizations

Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission

Arctic Slope Native Association Limited
Indigenous People’s Council for Marine Mammals
Kuukpik Corporation

Ukpeagvik Inupiat Corporation

Industry
Alaska Oil and Gas Association

BP Exploration (Alaska) Inc.

3. Public Hearing Comments: Following is a list of individuals who provided oral
testimony at the Sale 144 public hearings. Individuals who had comments that were responded to are entered in
bold print. Comments requiring a response either provided new or additional information to be incorporated into
the FEIS or addressed the adequacy of written material in the analysis. Specific comments in each letter are
bracketed and numbered. The MMS responses to the specific comments follow each oral-testimony transcript.
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Public Testimony

Anchorage Public Hearings, October 26, 1995

Bell, Robert K. Hilde, Carl

Nuigsut Public Hearings, November 6, 1995

Akpik, Joseph Nukapigak, Isaac
Lampe, Leonard Nukapigak, Joe
Long, Frank Simmonds, Abe

Napageak, Thomas Tukle, Patsy

Kaktovik Public Hearings, November 7, 1995

Akootchook, Isaac Sonsalla, Lon
Akootchook, Susie Tagarook, George

Barrow Public Hearings, November 8, 1995

Adams, Billy Edwardson, Robert
Ahgeak, Max George, Craig
Ahmaogak, Maggie Hopson, Edward
Albert, Tom Itta, Edward
Brower, Amold, Jr. Okakok, Charlie
Brower, Eugene Oleman, Nate Jr.
Brower, Harry, Jr. Pederson, Michael
Brower, Johnny Rexford, Burton

Brower, Ronald H., Sr. Vorderstrasse, Jim
Carroll, Marie Adams

C. COMMENTS ON THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THE DEIS
FOR SALE 144 AND THE RESPONSES BY MMS TO THOSE COMMENTS:

Appearing next to each organizational title is the abbreviation used in outlining of the comments and the responses
to those comments.

Table of Contents for Comments and Responses to Comments

Federal Agencies

Marine Mammal Commission (MMC)
Comments, V-7
Responses, V-12

Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS)
Comments, V-15
Responses, V-17

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) - Region 10
Comments, V-19
Responses, V-22

State Of Alaska
State of Alaska (SOA, Division of Governmental Coordination)
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Comments, V-23
Responses, V-28

North Slope Borough and Local Communities
North Slope Borough (NSB) - Office of the Mayor
Comments, V-30

Responses, V-37

City of Kaktovik (KAK) - Office of the Mayor
Comments, V-40
Responses, V-41

City of Nuigsut (NQ)
Comments, V-42
Responses, V-46

Alaska Native Organizations

Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission (AEWC)
Comments, V-47

Responses, V-49

Arctic Slope Native Association Limited (ASNA)
Comments, V-50
Responses, V-53

Indigenous People’s Council for Marine Mammals (IPC)
Comments, V-54
Responses, V-58

Industry
Alaska Oil and Gas Association (AOGA)

Comments, V-60
Responses, V-60

BP Exploration (Alaska) Inc. (BPX)
Comments, V-61
Responses, V-65

Public Hearings
Anchorage (ANCH)

Comments, V-66
Responses, V-78

Nuigsut (NUIQ)
Comments, V-79
Responses, V-98

Kaktovik (KAKPH)
Comments, V-99
Responses, V-112

Barrow (BAR)
Comments, V-113
Responses, V-164
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MARINE MAMMAL COMMISSICN
1825 CONNECTICUT AVENUE, NW. #512
WASHINGTON, DC 20009

20 November 1995

Ms. Judith C. Gottlieb
Regional Director

Minerals Management Service
Alaska Region

949 East 36th Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99508-4302

HEMQNALC:'U
Dear Ms. Gottlieb: Miner

The Marine Mammal Commission, in consultation with its
Ccommittee of Scientific Advisors, has reviewed the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the Beaufort Sea Planning Area
0il and Gas Lease Sale 144. The Commission offers the following
comments and recommendations regarding the assessment of the
possible impacts of the proposed lease sale on marine mammals.

General Comments

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) provides an
assessment of the resource potential and the possible
environmental consequences of a proposal to lease approximately
9.8 million acres of submerged lands in the Beaufort Sea planning
area for oil and gas exploration and development. It indicates
that the proposed lease area is located 3 to 75 wmiles from shore.
The DEIS also provides assessments of the resource potential and
possible environmental consequences of three alternative actions,
including a "no action" alternative.

The DEIS indicates (page III-B-6) that six species of
nonendangered marine mammals occur commonly in the Alaskan
Beaufort Sea, namely ringed seals, bearded seals, spotted seals,
walruses, polar bears, and belukha whales. The DEIS indicates
that bowhead whales are common seasonally in the Beaufort Sea
planning area and that the species is listed as endangered under
the Endangered Species Act. It notes that harbor porpoises,
killer whales, narwhals, and hooded seals are uncommon or rare in
the planning area and that, because of their "numerical
insignificance"™, these species are not considered further.

The DEIS states (page IV-B-26) that "[o]il pollution, noise
and disturbance, and alteration of habitats could adversely
affect marine-mammal populations found in the proposed Sale 144

area." With regard to nonendangered marine mammals, the DEIS
concludes (Table II.E) that --

MMC-01

2

"[tlhe effects from activities associated with the base
case are expected to include the loss of small numbers
of seals (200-300), walruses (no more than perhaps
several hundred), polar bears (perhaps 20-30), and
belukha whales (<10), with populations recovering
within one generation or less (such as about 2-5
years) ."

The DEIS concludes (page IV-B-41 and Table II.E), with
respect to bowhead whales, that --

"{o]lverall, bowhead whales exposed to noise=-producing
activities and oil spills most likely would experience
temporary, sublethal effects. Bowheads may exhibit
temporary aveidance behavior in response to vessels and
to activities related to seismic surveys, drilling, and
construction during exploration and development and
production. Avoidance behavior usually begins when a
source of noise disturbance (vessel or drilling rig) is
1 to 4 km away. Behavioral changes may last up to 60
minutes after the disturbance has left the area or the
whales have passed. Some bowhead whales could be
exposed to spilled oil, resulting primarily in
temporary, sublethal effects. Some mortality might
result if exposure to freshly spilled oil were
prolonged; however, the population is expected to
recover within 1 to 3 years."

These conclusions may be valid. However, the DEIS does not
provide data, analyses, or references to support all of them.
For example, it is not clear how the stated recovery times were
determined without information on the natural history and
population dynamics of the various species. Without such
information it is not possible to judge if the estimated recovery
times are reasonable.

ey

Also, the DEIS does not provide a thorough summary or
assessment of the available information concerning marine mammals
that occur in the planning area. It provides little information
on the habitat use patterns of the marine mammals known to occur
in the Beaufort Sea and how these species and their habitats have
been affected by previous oil and gas development and other
activities (e.g., Native subsistence harvest). In addition, it
provides little information on the feeding habits and food
requirements of the various marine mammal species that occur in
and near the proposed lease sale area and how essential prey
species might be affected by the proposed activities. Further,
it does not identify critical uncertainties concerning the
natural history, demography, and essential habitats and habitat
components of the marine mammals that could be affected or how

they might be affected, both directly and indirectly.

MMC-01
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The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) should provide a
more complete and up-to-date assessment of what is known about
the demography, habitat requirements, and status of the marine
mammal species that occur in the Beaufort Sea and adjacent waters
and how they could be affected indirectly, as well as directly,
by o0il and gas activities in and near the proposed sale area.

The Marine Mammal Commission recognizes that it may be ]
prohibitively costly, if not impossible, to obtain all of the
information necessary to accurately predict the possible direct
and indirect effects of the proposed action on every species and
population that could be affected by it. Consequently, some
requirements of the Marine Mammal Protection Act and other
relevant legislation, such as the Endangered Species Act, might
best be met by designing and conducting post-lease sale
monitoring programs to detect possible adverse effects before
they reach significant levels. In this regard, we note that
section 20 of the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act, as amended,
requires that the Service conduct post-lease monitoring to detect
and determine the cause of environmental change possibly
resulting from oil and gas exploration and development. The
design and the results of the monitoring programs should be peer
reviewed. Power analyses should be done at the design stage to
ensure that the monitoring programs will be capable of detecting
possible unanticipated adverse effects.

—

Also, the DEIS does not note that, if marine mammals or
their availability to Alaskan Natives for subsistence purposes
may be affected by exploration and development activities,
authorization for taking marine mammals may be necessary under
the Marine Mammal Protection Act. Neither does it point out that
section 101(a) (5) of the Marine Mammal Protection Act, as
amended, provides that U.S. citizens engaged in offshore oil and
gas activities can be exempted from the taking prohibitions in
the Act when the taking is unintentional, involves small numbers
of animals, has negligible effects on the affected population(s),
and satisfactory provisions have been made to monitor and report
the taking.

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

taking marine mammals.

MMC-03
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Specific Comments

Pages II-3 through II-8 (Mitigating Measures that are Part

of the Proposed Action: Information on Bird and Marine Mammal
Protection}: The DEIS states (page II-3) that "[t]his report

details the laws and regulations under which the MMS 0CS leasing
program operates; the report also outlines permit requirements,
engineering criteria, testing procedures and information
requirements." However, the information provided is incomplete.
The EIS should provide a more complete description of the intents
and provisions of the Marine Mammal Protection Act, the
Endangered Species Act, the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act,
and other statutes relevant to the activities described in the
DETIS.

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

Table II.E: It appears that the comparison of the possible
effects of Alternative I and III provided in this table is based
largely on a determination that there likely would be two major
oil spills associated with Alternative I, and but a single major
spill associated with Alternative III. . Figure IV.A.2-7 indicates
that the estimated mean number of spills for Alternative I and
IITI are 2.12 and 1.91, respectively, and that the modal
estimates, 2 and 1, are "most likely." It is not evident why the
estimated modes, rather than estimated means, were used as the
basis for comparing possible effects.

Pages IIX-B-6 through III-B-11 (Description of the Affected
Environment: Pinnipeds, Polar Bears, and Belukha Whales and
Endangered and Threatened Species): This section describes the
status and aspects of the distribution and diet of the principal

marine mammal species that occur in the Beaufort Sea and adjacent
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waters. Some of the data and information referenced and used are
incomplete, not up-to-date, or not described accurately. For
example, the walrus abundance estimates are outdated, and the
distribution map for bearded seals (Figure III.B.4) does not
include haulout sites in Smith Bay and at Oarlock Island. In
addition, while the second paragraph of the bowhead whale
discussion on page III-B-~10 indicates that there have been no
clear trends in population size in recent years, the 1993 paper
by Zeh, referenced in the same paragraph, indicates that the
Bering Sea stock increased at a rate of about 3 percent per year
between 1978 and 1988. Also, in some cases, references for
population estimates are not provided. In this regard, the
Minerals Management Service should be aware that, in response to
provisions of the 1994 Marine Mammal Protection Act amendments,
the National Marine Fisheries Service and the Fish and Wildlife
Service have prepared stock assessment reports for each marine
mammal stock that occurs in U.S. waters. Among other things, the
stock assessments provide estimates of minimum population size
and the sources and levels of human-related mortality and injury.

The Marine Mammal Commission recommends that the Minerals |
Management Service, if it has not already done so, obtain and use
the stock assessment reports for marine mammal species and
populations that occur in and near the Beaufort Sea planning area
to help ensure that the EIS (1) incorporates the best available
information on the natural history, size, status, and sources and
levels of human-related mortality of the stocks that potentially
could be affected by the proposed action, and (2) describes any
uncertainties in this regard and what is being done or being
planned to resclve them.

On a related point, the discussion on page III-B-11 does not
provide a complete and accurate description of bowhead whale
feeding areas in the Beaufort Sea planning area. For example,
the paper by Lowry (1993)!, referenced but incompletely
discussed, described two feeding areas north of Alaska, "one
extending from Barter Island to the U.S./Canada border and the
second from Point Barrow east to approximately Pitt Point." Thus
the fall feeding area around Point Barrow shown in Figure IV.A.2-
4 should extend further east, and include the area between Barter
Island and the Canadian border. In this same regard, Table II.E
does not, but should, indicate that the proposed lease sale area
contains important bowhead whale feeding areas.

Also, it is noted correctly on page III-B-9 that the eastern

North Pacific gray whale population was removed from the List of

'Lowry, L.F. 1993. Foods and feeding ecology. Pp. 201-238.
In Burns, J.J., J.J. Montague, and C.J. Cowles (eds). The Bowhead
Whale Book. Special Publication Number 2, The Society for Marine
Mammalogy, Allen Press, Lawrence, Kansas.

MMC-08
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Endangered and Threatened Wildlife. However, this species does
not, but should, appear on the list on page III-B-6 of marine
mammal species that are uncommon or rare in the sale area.

In addition, as noted earlier, the DEIS indicates (page III-
B-6) that species which are not common in the planning area are
not considered further in the DEIS. Although some species (e.g.,
gray whales, killer whales) are not abundant in the planning area
and are not likely to be affected adversely by exploration and
development activities in the proposed sale area, the probability
of adverse effects on these species is not zero. Therefore, the
EIS should include these species in the discussion of potential
impacts or provide clearer justification for not doing so.

Pages III-C-1 through IIT-C-16 (Social Svystems: Subsistence
Harvest Patterns): This section includes a series of tables
showing the numbers of marine mammals taken by subsistence
hunters. However, much of the information is incomplete or not
current. For example, Table III.C.3-4 on "Annual Subsistence
Harvest of Bowhead Whales..." does not, but should, include the
number of bowhead whales taken in 1993 and 1994. Also, Table
IIT.C.3-7 on "Barrow Annual Harvest of Subsistence Resources for
which Sufficient Data are Available, 1962-1982" does not include
data on marine mammal harvest beyond 1982, whereas Table III.C.3-
5 on "Barrow 1988 to 1989 Harvest Estimates for Marine Mammals"
cites data for the same species as late as 1989.

Pages IV-B-26 through IV-B-41 (Effects of Alternative I = _T
The Proposal, Base Case - On: Pinnipeds, Polar Bears, and
Belukha Whales and Endangered and Threatened Species): As noted
earlier, the DEIS states (page IV-B-26) that "([o]il pollution,
noise and disturbance, and alteration of habitats could adversely
affect marine-mammal populations found in the proposed Sale 144
area." A number of other activities or factors not identified
also could have deleterious effects on marine mammals. They
include platform removal, discarded trash and debris from service
vessels and drill platforms, and vessel operation and other
activities required to contain and clean-up o0il spills.

This section also states (page IV-B~-26) that

"{d]irect contact with spilled oil may kill some marine
mammals and have no apparent effect on others depending
on factors such as the species involved and the
animals' age and physiological status. Some polar
bears and newly born seal pups occurring in the sale
area are likely to suffer direct mortality from oiling
through loss of thermoinsulation, which could result in
hypothermia. Adult ringed, spotted, and bearded seals
and walruses are likely to suffer some temporary
adverse effects such as eye and skin irritation with

possible infection. Such effects may increase

MMC-11
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physiological stress and perhaps contribute to the
death of some individuals (Geraci and Smith, 1976;
Geraci and St. Aubin, 1980; St. Aubin, 1990). Deaths
attributable to o0il contamination are more likely to
occur during periods of natural stress such as during
molting or times of food scarcity and disease
infestations."

These statements do not identify or consider the full range
of possible direct and indirect effects of contact with spilled
0il, many of which were illustrated, as noted below, by the Exxon
Valdez oil spill. For example, oil spills also could (1) cause
starvation or nutritional deficiencies by reducing the abundance
or productivity of important prey species; (2) cause stress
making animals more vulnerable to disease, parasitism,
environmental contaminants, and predation; (3) cause animals to
abandon or avoid feeding areas or other areas of similar
importance; and (4) cause animals to be attracted to prey
deb