
2/26/2019 DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mail - [EXTERNAL] Comment letter on Draft EIS for Coastal Plain O&G Leasing

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/AHX2AsiAJ2_o3w1QEx4I2E5oL3n9f0iIuhKIg4Bu8Sj7-TsCxqeq/u/0?ik=fa1faf44f7&view=pt&search=all&permthid=threa… 1/1

CoastalPlain_EIS, BLM_AK <blm_ak_coastalplain_eis@blm.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Comment letter on Draft EIS for Coastal Plain O&G Leasing 
1 message

Rick Edwards <watermite@hotmail.com> Tue, Feb 26, 2019 at 1:50 PM
To: "blm_ak_coastalplain_EIS@blm.gov" <blm_ak_coastalplain_EIS@blm.gov>
Cc: Rick Edwards <watermite@hotmail.com>

Ms. Nicole Hayes - I respectfully submit the attached comment letter on the subject Draft EIS.  
 
I am also sending a hard copy via USPS with a non-electronic signature.
 
Please reply back to me to let me know that you have received this email and attachment.
 
Thank you
 
Richard Edwards
 
watermite@hotmail.com
509-885-0337
 
 
 

Coastal Plain letter 2 26 Final.docx 
74K

https://mail.google.com/mail/?view=cm&fs=1&tf=1&to=watermite@hotmail.com
https://mail.google.com/mail/b/AHX2AsiAJ2_o3w1QEx4I2E5oL3n9f0iIuhKIg4Bu8Sj7-TsCxqeq/u/0?ui=2&ik=fa1faf44f7&view=att&th=1692bcafecddd57f&attid=0.1&disp=attd&safe=1&zw


1

1116 P arkroy P lace,S .E.
EastW enatchee,W A 98802-5523
February 26,2019

U S DIBureau ofL andM anagem ent
Attn:N icoleHayes,P rojectCoordinator
CoastalP lainO ilandGasL easingP rogram EIS
222 W est7thAvenue,S top#13
Anchorage,Alaska99513

S ubm ittedinhardcopy viaU S P S andine-copy viaem ailat:blm _ak_coastalplain_EIS @ blm .gov

Subject: Com m entsontheDraftEIS fortheproposedCoastalP lainO ilandGasL easingP rogram

DearM s.Hayes:

Irespectfully subm itthefollow ingcom m entsregardingtheDraftEIS fortheproposedCoastal
P lainO ilandGasL easingP rogram (DraftEIS ).Iam aretiredU S DA ForestS erviceHydrologistw ith
32 yearsofexperienceinw ildlandresourcem anagem ent.

COMMENT SUMMARY:
BL M ’sinterpretationofP L 115-97violatesitsow nbaselegislativem andates. R ushingtoexplore
anddeveloptheCoastalP lainunderafixedtim efram ew illnotprovidetheAm ericanpeoplethe
besteconom icresult,nordoesitprovideforadequateconsiderationofthehighestuseofthis
landscape---protectionandconservationforfishandw ildlifeandsubsistencepurposes. Dism issal
oftheN oActionalternativeasnon-im plem entableisinvalid. Furtherm ore,theAgency’s
interpretationofthe2,000-acrefacility occupationlim itasarollingfigureresultsin“ P ac-M an”
landm anagem entthatw illleavelargesw athsoftheCoastalP lainirreversibly dam aged(DEIS
S ection3.7IrreversibleandIrretrievableCom m itm entofR esources,page3-248). Exclusionof
facilitiessuchasgravelm inesandpipelinespanshighlightsthesem anticsgam e-play beingfoisted
ontheAm ericanpublic. Significantly, BLM’s 2,000-acre interpretation is based on the myth of
“rapid reclamation” in the arctic environment---which the Draft EIS actually admits is unproven.

T heDraftEIS dutifully quantifiesm any aspectsoftheproposed activity from potentialoilreserve
estim atesthroughthem any specificdetailsintheHypotheticalDevelopm entS cenario. How ever,
thedocum entisalm ostw holly lackinginany usefulquantificationoftheresourceim pactsofthat
HypotheticalDevelopm entS cenario. T hedocum entm ostoftenprovidesonly qualitative
assessm entofresourceim pacts---w ithlittleornoattem pttoactually quantify potentialim pactsin
any m eaningfulw ay usefultoaninform eddecision---especially overtim e.T he“ appearanceof
im pactquantification” isoftenprovidedby inclusionofdatatablesdefiningtheexistingcondition--
-w ithnoactualuseofthosedatainany substantialquantitativeanalysisofim pacts(e.g.,W ater
R esourcesappendix)orreferencetosatellitedocum entstoprovideassum edw eight---and
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expediency---totheanalysis. M ostly qualitativeassessm entsarefollow edby stockconclusions
that“ im provedtechnology” anddesignatedbestm anagem entpracticesw illm inim izepotential
adverseim pacts. Forexam ple,atpage3-57w eread:"Futurem iningpads,airstrips,androads
w ouldbedesignedtoaccountfortherm alcriteria(m inim um thicknesstopreventperm afrost
degradation)andhydrologiccriteriatom inim izepotentialim pactsonthesurroundingarea,as
discussedinR O P s23 and 24.” Yet,w ereadinS ection3.7that“ L ossorchangeinvegetationand
w etlandsw heregravelisplaced,regardlessofw hetheritisrem oved atabandonm ent” isan
irreversibleandirretrievablecom m itm entofresources.

Lack of impact quantification leaves the Responsible Official poorly informed about the actual
range and magnitude of the negative resource impacts of the action alternatives over time. This
hastily prepared, contracted draft document falls far short of being adequate to support a valid
decision by BLM. The document must undergo significant revision and be re-issued in draft form
for an additional period of public comment.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS – DRAFT EIS CHAPTER 1 (Introduction):

1)Defectiveinterpretationoffacility acreagerelativetoS ection20001(c)(3)ofP L 115-97(DEIS
Section 1.9.1):

T heBL M hasconveniently assum edthatCongressintendedthe2,000-acrelim ittobeafluidfigure
overtim e---reflectingreclam ationeffortsonpreviously disturbedsites. BL M ’sinterpretationcites
thisasan“ incentivetorapidly reclaim im pactedland.” T heBL M ’sinsertionof“ atany giventim e”
isam is-interpretationofCongress’ intent. M ostCongressm em bersw hoeventookthetim eto
review S ection20001(c)(3)ofP L 115-97m ostlikely didnotinfactconsidertheoccupationacreage
lim ittobeafluidfigureovertim eandm ostcertainly w ould havenorealconceptofw hat
“ reclam ation” m eansinthearcticenvironm ent. T hew ords“ reclam ation” and“ atany giventim e”
arecom pletely absentfrom thetextofS ection20001(c)(3)ofP L 115-97.

Arctictundrahasavery low resistancetodisturbance. BL M ’sinterpretationfailstoacknow ledge
thereality that“ rapidreclam ationofim pactedland” inarctictundrais,infact,agrand m yth,given
theunknow nlengthoftim erequiredtorecoversoilhealthandre-establishanythingclosetothe
therm alregim eprovided by anativeplantcom m unity— w ithintim etoavoid acascadeofeven
m oreadversesoil-hydrologiceffects(therm okarst,etc.). U nderourchangingclim ateconditions,
theprobability oftheseadverseeffectsisever-increasing. T hism ythofarctictundra
“ reclam ation” isacknow ledgedw ithintheDraftEIS :

a) IntheS oilR esourcessection(page3-47),w efindthefollow ingstatem entregardingthe
futurereclam ationofroadsandpads:“ R em ovalofgravelw ould affecttheunderlying
soiland perm afrostresourcesby exposingtheunderlyingsoilstoincreasedradiation
and leading to continued permafrost degradation (U S ACE2018).”
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b) IntheVisualsR esourcessection(page3-223),w efindthefollow ingstatem ent
regardingreclam ation:“ Follow ingthecom pletionofreclam ation,thereclaim ed
acreagew ould beregained againstthe2,000-acresurfacedisturbancelim itatany given
tim e.T hiscouldallow foradditionaldevelopm entoffuturefieldsasinitialdevelopm ent
isreclaim ed;however, arctic vegetation does not regenerate quickly, extending the
timeline for reclaiming disturbed areas, as evidenced by the time it is taking
disturbances to recover from seismic testing in 1984 and 1985.”

c) M ostsignificantly,intheW aterR esourcessection(page3-57),w efindthefollow ing
statem entofreality:“Reclamation has not been proven for gravel removal in the
arctic environment once operations have ceased.”

BL M ’sinterpretationthatunprovenarctictundrareclam ation(partialgravelrem ovalfollow edby
re-vegetationefforts,typically w ithnon-nativespecies)givesitlicensetooperateunderam oving
facility areatargetisentirely invalid. InS ection3.7(IrreversibleandIrretrievableCom m itm entsof
R esources,page3-248)w ereadthatonesuchunrecoverablecom m itm entinvolves:“ L ossor
changeinvegetationand w etlandsw heregravelisplaced,regardlessofw hetheritisrem oved at
abandonm ent.”

“Rapid reclamation” is a fallacy in this harsh arctic environment. The BLM’s interpretation of the
2,000-acre occupation limit is also a fallacy. The Draft EIS must be revised to correct BLM’s false
assumptions related to the 2,000-acre facility limitation.

2)DefectiveinterpretationoffacilitiesrelativetoS ection20001(c)(3)ofP L 115-97(DEIS Section
1.9.1):

T heBL M hasconveniently excludedgravelm inesasnotbeingsubjecttothe2,000-acre
occupationlim it---equatingthem tooff-sitesteelm ills. T hisequationdefieseventhem ostbasic
logic. Gravel/roadm ix istheprim ary on-siteresourcethatw ould enabletheproposedlevelof
developm enttooccurinthefirstplace. W ithoutsitestabilizationby sand/gravelm aterials---
assum ingonedesirestoavoidtruly m assiveim pactstotheactivesoillayerand nativevegetation--
-allsiteaccessand activity w ouldbelim itedtoiceroadsandpads.

T hereare,ofcourse,nogravelm inesintheN oActionalternative. Eachoftheactionalternatives
w ouldtriggerthedevelopm entofm ultiplem inesitesforboththeconstructionandm aintenance
ofotherproductionandsupportfacilities---the gravel mines are, in fact, on-site support facilities.
T hesitesw ouldbeused forgravelstorageandassecondary stagingareas---w heresurfacew ater
conditionsallow .L ikeningthem tooff-siteoredepositsandsteelm illsdefieslogic. BL M ’s
interpretationfailstoacknow ledgethisbasicfactintheprocessofsem anticsplay overthe2,000-
acreoccupationdefinition. BL M ’sexclusionalsoconveniently allow stheAgency tom inim ize
attentiontothefactthat“ reclam ation” ofgravelm inesitesinthissevereenvironm entisnearly
im possible,sincem ostofsuchsitesw illirreversibly reverttotheequivalentofm an-m adew ater
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reservoirs,triggeringanum berofunm itigablenegativeeffects(page3-57). Infact,theDraft
acknow ledgesthatgravelrem ovalrepresentsanon-siteresourcecom m itm entthatcannotbe
reversedorrecovered. InS ection3.7 w efindthatoneoftheirreversibleandirretrievable
com m itm entsofresourcesincludes(page3-248):“ Grounddisturbanceandperm anentchange
resultingfrom gravelrem oval.”

The Draft EIS must be revised to recognize gravel mines as a permanent part of the facility
acreage limitation.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS – DRAFT EIS CHAPTER 2 (Alternatives):

1)FailuretoAdequately AddressaFullR angeofAlternatives– N oActionAlternative(DEIS Chapter
2):

T heDraftEIS isdefectiveinthatitfailstoconsiderthe“ N oAction” alternativeasim plem entable.
N EP A requiresfull considerationofareasonablerangeofalternatives,m ostim portantly including
noaction. T heDraftseem stoacknow ledgethispointinthethirdparagraphofChapterI-
Introduction,notingthat“ … any developm entscenarioatthispointishighly speculativegiventhat
itisunknow nw hetherorw hereleasesw illbeissued… ” (page1-1). S ection20001 ofP L 115-97
doesnotnegatethisbasicprem iseofN EP A. Inm anagingfederallandsandresourcesunderits
jurisdiction,BL M isalsodirectedtofollow “ m ultipleuse” and“ sustained yield” principlespursuant
toFL P M A,w hichrequirebalancingconservationw ithenergy production. T heAgency ism andated
tom anage“ publiclandsandtheirvariousresourcevaluessothatthey areutilizedinthe
com binationthatw illbestm eetthepresentandfutureneedsoftheAm ericanpeople.”
Consistentw iththesem andates,BL M m ustm anagepubliclandsandresourcesinorderto
generatem axim um netbenefitstothepublicby consideringthefullspectrum ofenvironm ental,
social,andeconom iccostsandbenefitsofitsactions---over the long-term. T hequestionable
benefitsofdrillingintheCoastalP lainarelikely faroutw eighed by thevaluesofconservationand
preservation.

N EP A requiresconsiderationofalternatives“ thatarepracticalorfeasible” andnotsolely “ w hether
theproponentorapplicantlikesorisitselfcapableofcarryingoutaparticularalternative” ;infact,
“ [a]nalternativethatisoutsidethelegaljurisdictionofthelead agency m uststillbeanalyzedin
theEIS ifitisreasonable.”

Because there is no development alternative that can protect the Coastal Plain, the Draft EIS
must be revised to address the no-action alternative as a potentially implementable action.

2)FailuretoAddressaFullR angeofAlternatives-DelayedL easingAlternative(s)(DEIS Chapter 2):



5

T heactionalternativesfailtoincorporateBL M ’sm andatetostrategically m anagethetim ingof
leaseofferings. U ndertheHypotheticalDevelopm entS cenario,theBL M intendstom akethefirst
leaseofferingw ithinoneyearofissuanceoftheR O D (pagesB-10 & 11). BL M isalsorequiredby
law tom anagefederalfossilfuelstoearn“ fairm arketvalue” forthepublic,w hilebalancingenergy
productionw ithresourceconservation. T heDraftEIS failstoincorporatethissignificantm andate.

ActionAlternativesm ustincludeoptionsfor:(a)delay ofleasesalesuntilthevery end ofthefour-
yearandseven-yearP L 115-97tim efram es,(b)delay ofleasesalesuntiltheend ofthe10-year
enactm entperiodofP L 115-97 and(c)delay ofleasesalesbeyondP L 115-97enactm ent(e.g.,a
15-25-yearhorizon). Delayedleasingw illprovidetheAgency w ithm oreinform ationonoiland
naturalgasprices,productioncosts,environm entalrisksandsensitivities,drillingand em ergency
responseinfrastructure,clim atechangeeffects,andthebenefitsofpreservingtheCoastalP lain.
BL M m ustanalyzedelayedleasingalternativesinordertoaccountfortheoptionvalueof
irreversibledrillingw ithintheCoastalP lain. Delayedleasingalternativescouldgeneratem ore
totalrevenueforthepublicfrom higherbids,low erproductioncostsduetotechnology advances,
andhighertotalroyaltiesgivenprojectedincreasesinresourceprice.

U nderm orerationalcircum stances,Congressshouldbeinterestedindelayedleasingalternatives
ifitsgoalistom axim izerevenue. Analysisofdelayedleasingalternativesw ouldlikely revealthat
thefixedP L 115-97leasingdeadlinesarecounterproductiveinterm sofoptim izingrevenueand
ignorethesubstantialenvironm entalandsocialbenefitsofw aitingtodevelopoilandgasinthe
CoastalP lain. Analyzingalternativesincorporatingdelayedleasingisnecessary inorderto
determ inetheoptim altim etoissueany leasesinordertosecurethepublic’srighttoobtain“ fair
m arketvalue” foritsresourcesandtom inim izetheenvironm entalrisksassessedintheDraftEIS .

A 2018 U S GS reportfoundthattherew erem any datagapsandasignificantam ountofoutdated
inform ationonCoastalP lainresourcesandthepotentialim pactsofoilandgasdevelopm ent.
Giventhatnonew scientificdataw erecollectedintheprocessofpreparingthisDraftEIS ,this
findingby theU S GS highlightstheneedtoincorporatedelayedleasingoptions. Asanexam ple,
theDraftEIS (pageB-16)adm itstoasignificantlackofdataaboutgroundw aterresourcesinthe
P rogram Area---yettheproposalistoplungeaheadhopingthatseaw atertreatm entplantsw ill
providesufficientsupply. Delayedleasingw ouldprovidetim etobetterevaluateon-siteresource
conditions.

The Draft EIS must be revised to incorporate delayed leasing options as a component of the
action alternatives.

3)FailuretoAddressaFullR angeofAlternatives– M inim um L easeAcreage(DEIS Chapter 2):

S ection20001(c)(3)ofP L 115-97statesthateachleasesaleinclude:“ … notfew erthan400,000
acresarea-w ide… ..ofthoseareasthathavethehighestpotentialforthediscovery of
hydrocarbons” . T heBL M hassoughttom axim izeitsflexibility throughitscreativereadingand
interpretationofS ection20001(c)(3). InS ection2.3 (AlternativesConsideredbutElim inatedfrom
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DetailedAnalysis;page3-248),theDraftEIS attem ptsto“ explainaw ay” theneedtoanalyzea
leastacreagealternative:

“ T heBL M considered analternativethatw ouldm akeonly 800,000 acresavailableforlease
sales,w hichisthem inim um acreagenecessary tocom ply w iththerequirem entinS ection
20001(c)(1)ofP L 115-97toholdnotfew erthantw oleasesales,eachofw hichoffersnot
few erthan400,000 acresoftheareashavingthehighestpotentialfordiscovery of
hydrocarbons.T hebestavailableinform ationregardinghydrocarbondiscovery potentialin
theCoastalP lainprovidesaroughestim ateof427,900 acresofhighHCP ,658,400 acresof
m edium HCP ,and477,200 acresoflow HCP .Acreagesw ithinlow andm edium HCP areas
m ustbem adeavailable,inadditiontothehighHCP areas,forthetw oleasesalestom eet
the800,000-acrem inim um underP L 115-97.Inaddition,theactualpotentialdevelopm ent
areaw ouldbem uchlessw iththe2,000-acrelim itationonsurfacedisturbance.T his
alternativew ouldalsobesim ilarinconcepttoAlternativesD1 andD2,w hichm akeonly
1,037,200 acresavailableforleasesales.Forallthesereasons,analternativethat
consideredonly 800,000 acresavailableforleasingw aselim inatedfrom detailed analysis.”

T heBL M ’sjustificationforelim inatingaleastacreagealternativeisentirely arbitrary and
capricious,asfollow s:

a) T heBL M purportstofollow thetextofS ection20001(c)(3)andw herethereisnotext
(rapid“ reclam ation” ,etc.),createinterpretationsthatm axim izeflexibility. S ection20001
isquiteclearinitsrequirem enttoofferonly landsw ithhighhydrocarbonpotential---no
creativeinterpretationrequired. S ection20001(c)(3)cancertainly bereadtoconcludethat
Congressdidnotintendforlow andm edium potentialareastobeoffered forlease. Ina
rationalw orld,thedisconnectbetw eenm inim um leaseacreageandthereality ofon-site
conditionsw ouldhavebeenreconciled----instead ofbeingignoredinthishastily
assem bled,industry draftedlegislation.

b) T heargum entthatleasingalternativeacreagedoesnotm attersince“ actualpotential
developm entareaw ould bem uchlessw iththe2,000-acrelim itationonsurface
disturbance” isinvalid. O nceagain,thisargum entleadstheuninform edreadertow ardthe
falseassum ptionthatonly 2,000 acresw illbedisturbed. By theDraftEIS ’sow nadm ission,
Irretrievableandirreversibleresourceim pactsfrom sitedisturbancew illoccurandonly
increaseinscopeandextentasleaseacreageincreases. T hecom pletefolly behindthis
“ 2,000-acredisturbancelim it” hasbeenaddressedaboveinthisletter.

c) P erhapsm ostsignificantly,BL M ’sargum entthatAlternativesD1 andD2 (1,037,000 acres)
are“ closeenough” iscom pletely ludicrous. This defective conclusion essentially equates
over two-hundred thousand acres of fragile Coastal Plain to rounding error. T he
form ativelegislativeintentbehindthecreationofthisR efugeandBL M ’sm issionare
entirely violatedby suchanargum ent.

ItisusefultostopheretohighlightthattheP rogram Areaw ithhighhydrocarbonpotential
consistsofthoseacresnorthoftheM arshCreekanticline---essentially thefarw esternendofthe
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Areaand anarrow coastalbandleadingtow ard Kaktovik(M appageB-3). The obvious disconnect
between Section 20001(c)(3)’s lease acreage figures and the actual text in the Section is
blatantly apparent. Under more rational circumstances, this disconnect might be more properly
addressed by an Agency truly intent on following its management principles.

N EP A requiresafullrangeofalternativestobeconsidered. Every actionalternativeoffers
significantly m oreacreagethantheacreagem inim um specifiedinS ection20001(c)(3)ofP L 115-
97. BL M hasdefined anupperboundary ofdevelopm entandadverseim pact. InAlternativeB,
theBL M includesthem axim um acreageofferingpossiblew iththeleastregulatory constraint.In
otherw ords,AlternativeB istheactionalternativew iththehighestpotentialtoadversely im pact
thelargestacreageoverboththeshortandlong-term .

InthisdefectiveDraftEIS ,BL M failstoevenanalyzethelow erboundary oftheR esponsible
O fficial’sactionalternativedecisionspace. What is the action alternative with the lowest
potential to adversely impact the smallest acreage over both the short and long-term?

O nceagain,N EP A requiresconsiderationofalternatives“ thatarepracticalorfeasible” andnot
solely “ w hethertheproponentorapplicantlikesorisitselfcapableofcarryingoutaparticular
alternative” ;infact,“ [a]nalternativethatisoutsidethelegaljurisdictionofthelead agency m ust
stillbeanalyzedintheEIS ifitisreasonable.”

The Draft EIS must be revised to address a full range of alternatives. The lower bound of the
Responsible Official’s decision-space for action has not been addressed in this defective
document. Specifically, this calls for analysis of at least one or both of the following
alternatives:

a) Alternative E:Analternativethatincorporatesaleaseofferingthatequalsthem inim um
acreageidentifiedinS ection20001(c)(3)w iththem ostrestrictivem anagem entpractices
(800,000 acres).

b) Alternative F:Analternativethatincorporatesaleaseofferingthatm eetstheintentofthe
relatedtextinS ection20001(c)(3)w iththem ostrestrictivem anagem entpractices. T his
alternativew ouldonly includeacresw ithhighhydrocarbonpotential(427,900 acres).

At a minimum, BLM must fully analyze these lower bound action alternatives in order to inform
the Responsible Official and the public of the consequences of the disconnect between the
requirements of Section 20001(c)(3) and BLM’s land management principles under FLPMA.

DidCongressintendtom inim izedam agetotheCoastalP lainby only focusingonhighpotential
ground? Icanclearly readthatthey didsointend. W asCongressaw arethatthe800,000-acre
leasem inim um farexceededtheactualacreageofhighpotentialground? Iw ouldassum ethat
only asm allhandfulofm em bersknew any relateddetails. W ouldam ajority inCongressconsider
237,000 acresofCoastalP laintobeinsignificantfrom aconservationstandpoint? Iw ouldassum e
thatonly asm allhandfulofm em bersw ouldbew illingtoexpressthisopinion. These are just a



8

few of the many questions that reflect on the haste and bias involved in the creation of both
Section 20001(c)(3) and this deficient Draft EIS.

4)InadequateR eclam ationP rescriptioninAlternativeB (DEIS, Chapter 2):

O npage3-207,w ediscoverthatforAlternativeB:“ T helong-term ,perm anentdegradationofthe
program area’sprim itiverecreationsettingcouldresultfrom notrequiringfinalabandonm entto
m eetm inim alstandardsforW S R designation,notrestoringgeneralw ildernesscharacteristicsof
thearea,and allow ingexceptionstoabandonm entconditions.”

W hereas,onpage3-208,w ereadthatforAlternativesC & D:“ Inthelongterm ,requiringfinal
abandonm enttom eetm inim alstandardsforW S R designationandintenttorestoregeneral
w ildernesscharacteristicsoftheareaw ould allow theprogram areatoreturntoaprim itive
recreationsetting.T herem ovaloffacilitiesandrestorationofdisturbed areasw ouldelim inate
displacem entand accessim pactsassociatedw iththosefeatures.”

Giventhealready unproventrackrecordofeventhem ostaggressivereclam ationeffortstodate
inthisharshenvironm entandtheBL M ’sattem pttoprom otethe2,000-acreoccupationlim itasa
m ovingtarget,w hy w ouldw eevenconsiderconstructinganalternativeincorporatingalesser
reclam ationstandard? The Draft EIS must be revised to eliminate a low bar reclamation
standard as part of any proposed action alternative through revision of ROP #35 (page 2-32).

5)N eededR evisionofL easeS tipulation9 – CoastalW aters(DEIS, Chapter 2):

L easeS tipulation#9 purportstoprovidespecialprotectivem easuresforthebiologically sensitive
coastalw aters.How ever,thereisnospecificm entionofseaw atertreatm entplants. Givencritical
natureofS T P placem entandoperationincoastalw aters,thisisasignificantom ission.

Lease Stipulation #9 must be revised to highlight the specific requirements related to STPs.

6)N eededR evisionofR equiredO peratingP rocedure1 (DEIS, Chapter 2):

Althoughtheobjectivestatem entrefersto“ applicable… law sandregulations” ,the
requirem ent/standardstatem entprovidesthelesseew ithnospecificdirection---incontrastto
alm ostallotherR O P s.

Forexam ple,onpageB-17,w efindthefollow ingdescription:“ S olid,unburnablew astew ould be
disposed ofinlargetrashreceptaclesorotherapprovedcontainersand hauledtoapproved off-
sitelandfills.O n-siteburialofsolidw astesisnotanticipated.”
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CouldthisR O P objectivebeachievedby on-siteburial? T helastsentenceintheaboveexcerpt
certainly doesnotseem toelim inatethatasanoption. O n-siteburialofsolid,unburnablew asteis
certainly notabestm anagem entpracticefortheCoastalP lain.

ROP #1 must be revised to provide direct prescriptive guidance to potential lessees.

7)AdditionalR O P N eededU nderFacility DesignandConstructiontoAddressS T P s(DEIS, Chapter
2):

T heexistingR O P sdonotaddressany detailsregardingseaw atertreatm entplantsotherthana
referenceto“ co-locationw ithotherfacilitiesw henfeasible” . T hereality isthat,otherthangravel
m ines,w aterprovidedby theseplantsislikely tobethem ostcriticallim itingfactorinsupportof
theproposeddevelopm ent. P roperplant-typeselection,site-selection,design,constructionand
operationareessentialtom inim izetheadverseim pactsofthesesignificantsupportfacilities.

The Draft EIS must be revised to include an additional ROP that addresses issues related to STPs.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS – DRAFT EIS CHAPTER 3 (Affected Environment & Environmental
Consequences):

1)FailuretoAdequately AddressIm pactsonW aterR esources(DEIS Section 3.2.10 Water
Resources):

T heW aterR esourcessectionanditsaccom panyingAppendix providethebestexam pleofthe
DraftEIS ’sfailuretoquantify thedirect,indirectandcum ulativeim pactsofproposed
developm ent— especially overtim e. T heDraftEIS goesintogreatdetailtodiscussandquantify oil
andgasresourcedata. ItistellingthattheDraftfallssoshortofquantifyingpotentialim pactsto
w aterresources---thelifeblood oftheCoastalP lain.

T heDraftEIS estim atestheam ountofw aterneededfortheconstructionoftypicalfacilities(e.g.,
1M M gallonsforam ileoficeroad,0.5M M gallonsforoneicepad,upto1.9M M gallonstodrill
onew ell,etc.). How ever,now hereinthedocum entisthetotalconsum ptiveuseofconstruction
activitiesactually estim atedand thoseresultsanalyzedw ithrespecttopotentialim pactson
hydrologicfunctionandCoastalP lainfishandw ildlifehabitat.

T heDraftEIS alsoestim atestheam ountofw aterneededforoilproductiononcefacilitiesarein
place(e.g.,2 M M gallonsperday forproductionof50,000 barrelsofoil---from asinglefield notat
peakproduction). O nceagain,now hereinthedocum entarethetotalw aterneedsestim ated and
thoseresultsanalyzedw ithrespecttopotentialim pactsonhydrologicfunctionandCoastalP lain
fishandw ildlifehabitat.
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Giventhefacility consum ptiveusefiguresintheDraftEIS (HypotheticalDevelopm entS cenario)
theCenterforAm ericanP rogressestim atedthat:1)uptoandperhapsm orethan1.3 billion
gallonsofw aterw ouldbeneededtodrilltheproposedoilw ellsand 2)upto5.7billiongallonsof
w aterw ould beneededtosupportoilproductionannually duringtheprojected50-100-year
operationintheCoastalP lain.T hisdevelopm entscenarioisbeingprojected ontoasensitive
landscapeinw hichavailablefreshw aterisscarceandgrow ingscarcer. Inthefisheriessection,w e
findstatem entssuchasthefollow ing(page3-48):

“ Becauseunfrozenfreshw aterinw interisscarceintheprogram area,any future
w ithdraw alfrom theseareasw ouldhavethem ostadverseeffectsonfish.T hesesprings
anddeeplakesaresensitiveareas,inpartbecausetherearesofew ofthem thatthey lim it
thedistributionoffishintheprogram area.”

T hedocum entacknow ledgesthateventhem ostbasicsnow falldatafortheCoastalP lainis
lim ited. W eread onpage3-51:“ S now fallm easurem entsdatebackto1949 onBarterIsland,but
them onitoringsitew astakenoutofservicein1989,resultinginadiscontinuousrecord ofsnow
clim atology.In2000,threem eteorologicalstationsw ereestablished… inrem otepartsofthe
R efuge… T helim iteddataavailablefrom thesestationsaretheonly m oderncontinuousrecord of
snow accum ulationinthisregionofAlaska.” How dow eknow thatthetrendinannual
precipitationisadequatetosatisfy thedem andsofoilandgasdevelopm entbalancedw ith
conservation---especially inlightofacceleratedclim atechangealterationofthisenvironm ent?
W edonot---aclearexam pleoftheneedfordelayedleasingatthevery m inim um .

T heW aterQ uantity discussionintheW aterR esourcessectionistotally com prisedofthefollow ing
paragraph(page3-54):

“ W aterquantity intheprogram areahasbeencalculated anddocum entedby theU S FW S
(L yonsandT raw icki1994).T hereare119 lakesw ithanannualice-freevolum eof55,382
acre-feet,assum m arizedinT ableH-6 inAppendix H.T hisvolum eisreducedto3,366 acre-
feetinApril,w henthereisapproxim ately 7feetofice.T hesevaluesdonotrepresentthe
totalavailablequantity norindicatesuitableusesofthew ater,suchasforiceroad
construction.”

T hereview erisleftw iththequestion:T henw hatisthetotalquantity ofw aterreasonably
availableforuse---by seasonandby w ateruseactivity---incom parisontothedem andsofthe
HypotheticalDevelopm entS cenario?

T hediscussioncontinuesonpage3-58,asfollow s:

“ S urfacew aterw ithdraw alsinthefutureforconstructionificeroads,dustabatem ent,and
operationsw ouldaffectshallow groundw aterlevels,surfacew aterlevels,anddrainage
patternsduringsum m erseason.L akesw ouldbetheprincipalsupply forfreshw aterduring
construction.Iceroadsandicepadsw ouldbeconstructedtosupportconstructionunder
allactionalternativesforaccessduringthew interseason.Althoughestim atesofw ateruse
foroilandgasactivitiesontheN orthS lopehavebeenm adeinliterature,theactual
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am ountofw aterusedw ouldbeprojectspecificandw ouldbebased onBM P s,new
technology,andthespecificneedsoftheproject,suchasthew idthoficeroads,num berof
cam ps,num berofcrew ,andicepadsize.U nderallactionalternatives,nopotentiallong-
term im pactsonlakesandpondsareanticipatedfrom iceroads,icepads,oricebridges,as
discussedinBL M 2012,S ection4.5.4.2.”

Itisinterestingthatthisparagraphclaim sboththeinability toestim ateconsum ptivew ateruse
becauseitw ouldbe“ projectspecific” w hilealsoclaim ingthatconstructionoficeroads,padsand
bridgesw ouldhavenopotentiallong-term im pactsonw aterresources. How istheabove
conclusionpossible? How validisthescenariopresentedinthereferencedBL M docum ent?

IntheHypotheticalDevelopm entS cenario,thelackofdataandanalysisuncertainty regarding
availablew aterresourcesisclearly reflectedinthistext(pageB-16):

“ A seaw atertreatm entplantcouldalsobeconstructedalongthecoast,ifneeded,to
sourcesalinew aterforw aterflooding,reservoirpressuresupport,orothersubsurface
uses.Groundw ateraquifersorlocallakesandriversaretypically thepreferredw ater
sources,duetothecostandm aintenancerequirem entsofaseaw aterdesalinationplant;
how ever,duetothelim itedinform ationaboutgroundw aterresourcesintheCoastalP lain,
thosesourcesm ay notbesufficienttom eetw aterneeds.T hus,forthepurposeofanalysis,
itisassum edthataseaw atertreatm entplantw ouldberequired.”

P erhapsthem osttellingexcerptfrom theDEIS thatillustratestheinadequacy oftheconsum ptive
w ateruseanalysisisasfollow s(page3-59):

“ Freshw aterw ould bew ithdraw nfrom lakesintheprogram areainthefutureforseveral
prim ary uses:constructionoficeroadsandpads,pipelinem aintenance,productiondrilling,
andpotablew ateratcam ps.W aterw ould alsobeusedfordustcontrolonroads.T his
w aterw ould berechargedinthespringw hensnow andicem eltincreaseflow volum esin
connectedw aterbodies,assuming that withdrawal rates would not exceed recharge
rates,based onBM P s,perm itting,andperm ittingrequirem ents.”

T hediscussionofim pactsby actionalternative(page3-60)consistsofrecitationoftheleasearea
and astockrehashofw hatL easeS tipulationsand R O P sapply tothatalternative. W illBM P sreally
beadequate? T hissectiondoesnotprovidetheAgency w ithany quantitativeanalysisusefulto
theR esponsibleO fficial.

T heDraftEIS lateracknow ledgesaresourcecom m itm entthatcannotbereversedorrecovered
w ouldbe:“ S urfacew aterconsum ptionfordrillingandotherindustrialpurposesw ithw astew ater
disposalviaundergroundinjection.” (S ection3.7 IrreversibleandIrretrievableCom m itm entsof
R esources,page3-248). Yet,theDraftEIS failstoadequately addressthedirect,indirectand
cum ulativeim pactsofproposed activitiesonbothw aterquality andquantity---especially over
tim e. T heanalysisofconsum ptiveuseintheW aterR esourcessectionisparticularly inadequatein
itsfailuretofully characterizethepotentialim pactsofproposeddevelopm entactivities.
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The Draft EIS is wholly deficient in its lack of any Hypothetical Water Use Scenarios to match the
detail provided in Appendix B (Hypothetical Development Scenario). The document must be
revised to include quantitative analyses of water availability and projected consumptive use in
order to provide the Responsible Official with sufficient information relative to critical water
resources on the Coastal Plain.

2)FailuretoAddresstheP otentialIm pactsofU ndergroundInjectionControlW ells(DEIS Section
3.2.11 Solid and Hazardous Waste):

Inseveralsections,theDraftEIS statesthatgroundw aterinjectionw ellsw illbeutilizedtodispose
ofw astew aterdischargefrom futureoilandgasactivities(e.g.,page3-59). S uchw astew ater
w ouldincludesanitary/dom esticw aste,produced w ater,spentfluidsandchem icals,asw ellas
w astew atergeneratedfrom fielduseof2 m illiongallonsperday. T hedocum entstatesthat
“ injectionofw astew aterreducespotentialim pactsonsurfacew atersorthelandby injecting
w astew aterdeepundergroundintozonesisolatedfrom drinkingw atersources” (page3-64).

Inshort,groundw aterinjectionisportrayed astheansw ertom ostw aterquality issues. How ever,
theDraftEIS lacksany discussionoranalysisofthepotentialrisksassociatedw ithuseofinjection
w ellsinthisarcticenvironm ent.W hatarethepotentialim pactsofsaltw aterandw astew ater
injectioninthisenvironm ent? T hepracticeisportrayedasaneutralbestm anagem entpractice---
w hataretherelatedrisks? W hatissuesarisew iththispracticeoverthelong-term ---aftersite
abandonm ent?

The Draft EIS must be revised to include discussion and analysis of the potential impacts of
groundwater injection wells.

3)FailuretoAdequately AddressIm pactsonS BS P olarBearHabitatand P opulation(DEIS Section
3.3.5 Marine Mammals):

T heDraftEIS identifiesthatallactionalternativesw ould affectlargeareasoftheCoastalP lain
designatedasCriticalHabitatfortheS outhernBeaufortS eastockofpolarbears(only 900 S BS
polarbearsrem aining).T heCoastalP lainisidentified asthe“ coreactivity area” forthis
T hreatenedsub-population. T heDraftacknow ledgesthat“ thepotentialforinjury orm ortality of
bearscouldbehighw hendevelopingnew oiland gasprojects.” The Draft fails to estimate how
many polar bears would be killed, injured or displaced by exploration and development in the
Coastal Plain. T hislevelofanalysisisunacceptablefortheR esponsibleO fficialtoadequately
understandthepotentialim pactsontheT hreatenedS BS stock,especially giventhatthe
populationhasdeclined by 50% overthelastthreedecades.

O npage3-132,theDraftEIS describestheincreasingdifficulty forpolarbearstodealw ith
ecologicalchangeresultingfrom decliningseaicecoverrelatedtoclim atechange.T heS BS stockis
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identified asbeingparticularly vulnerable(exposedtom oredaysofreducedseaice,low er
reproductionrates,reducedbody size,pooreroverallconditionand m orespringfasting,etc.).

O npage3-142,w eread:“ Any injury orm ortality from oilandgasdevelopm ent-relatedhum an-
bearconflictsw ould poseaproblem becauseofthedecliningstatusoftheS BS population.T he
attractionofpolarbearstofacilitiesandtheattendantproblem sfrom suchattractionm ay
increasethroughtheoperationallifeoftheproposedprogram ,asm orebearsuseonshoreareas
duringtheopen-w aterseasonduetodecliningseaice,leadingtoincreaseduseofcoastaltravel
routespastoilandgasfacilities.”

Continuingonpage3-142,w eseetheinevitableshifttoconcludethatallw illbem inim izedw ith
m itigation:“ Insum m ary,although the potential for injury or mortality could be high when
developing new oil and gas projects in polar bear habitat,therisksarew ellunderstood.Also,
effectivem itigationisavailableandhasbeenim plem entedintheestablishedN orthS lopeoilfields
w estoftheprogram area.W ithm itigationinplace,theneteffectsofprogram -relatedactivities
arelikely tobenegligibleinterm sofinjury and m ortality atthepopulationlevel.Giventhecurrent
andpredictedcontinuingdeclineoftheS BS stockofpolarbears,em phasisw ouldbeplacedon
avoidinginjury orm ortality,andcurrentm itigationm easuresappeartobeeffectiveatreducing
suchrisks.”

T heDraftEIS basically concludesthatavoidance,hazinganddenlocation(usingFL IR technology
thatisonly 50% reliable)w illbeadequatetom itigatetheim pactsofexplorationanddevelopm ent
activitiesontheS BS stock. T heDraftacknow ledgesthatinteractionsw illincreaseasthe
developm entfootprintincreasesatthesam etim easS BS bearsareforced tospendanever-
increasingam ountoftim eonland. Indeed,onpage3-249,theDraftEIS acknow ledgesthatthe
proposedactivity w illresultinirreversibleandirretrievable“ L ossorabandonm entofw ildlife
habitat.” W ithm orethan77% oftheCoastalP lainidentified ascriticaldenninghabitatand
m aternaldensconcentratedintheareaofhighestgas/oilpotential---W hereisthedetailed
quantitativeanalysisofthiscascadeofnegativeeffectsovertim e?

The Draft EIS must be revised to better address the potential impacts of proposed exploration
and development on the SBS stock in quantitative terms.

4)FailuretoFully AddresstheIm pactstoVisualR esources(DEIS Section 3.4.8 Visual Resources):

T heDraftEIS failstoadequately addressthew ide-rangingim pactofdevelopm entonvisual
resources,resultinginlong-term degradationofthearea’sexceptionalw ilderness,aestheticand
recreationalvalues. T heGIS -basedvisibility analysisrecently provided toyou (S tuartS m ith,P h.
D.,T rueN orthGIS ,L easingDEIS com m entletterdated 1/11/2019)capturestheextensiveand
significantview shedim pactsassociatedw iththeproposeddevelopm ent.

Dr.S m ith’sanalysisillustratesthatthevisualim pactsofCoastalP laindevelopm entw ouldbe
profound andw ide-ranging,asfollow s:
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a)S tructuresupto15m inheightw ould potentially bevisibletoriverraftersacross88% of
theCoastalP lain. T hisheightclassincludesam ajority ofperm anentstructuressuchas
pipelines,roads,buildingsandw arehouses.

b)S tructuresbetw een30 and 45 m inheight(extractiontow ersand derricks)w ouldbe
visibletoriverraftersacross97% oftheCoastalP lain. T hedegradationofaesthetic
characteristics,includingw ildernessandrecreationalvalues,w ouldbeprofoundsince
therew ouldbealm ostnow herethattow ersw ouldnotbevisible.

c)Industrial-based,visualpollutionw ouldextend w elloutsidetheCoastalP lain,w ithnearly
100% oftheareavisiblefrom highpointsw ithintheCongressionally-designated W ilderness
tothesouth.

d) Visualim pactsfrom Kaktovikw ould alsobeextensiveforbothresidentsandvisitors
(30% oftheP lainvisiblefor15m structuresand45% forstructures30-45m tall).

How longw ouldthisvisualdegradationlast? O npageB-18,w eread:“ Fieldproductioncanlast
from 10 to50 yearsbeforeabandonm ent(BL M 2012).IntheCoastalP lain,assum ingthe100,000
barrel-per-day peakproductionandthe8percentdeclineperyear,itw ouldtakeanestim ated 35
yearsafterreachingpeakproductiontogettothepointofabandoningapotentialfield.” O npage
3-6,w eread:“ T heCoastalP lainproductioncould extend m uchlongerthan37years,perhapsfrom
50 to100 years;70 yearsisassum edforpurposesofm akingannualGHG projectionsforthis
L easingEIS .”

Basically, profound visual resource degradation of the Coastal Plain from on-site structures
would last for more than a generation.

M oresignificantly,thevisualdegradationfrom avastnetw orkofresidualexplorationice
road/trail/padscars---interm ingledw iththeevenm oreobviousscarsfrom gravelm ine,gravel
road andgravelpad“ reclam ation” w illlastform illennia. Inshort,theaestheticsoftheCoastal
P lanview edfrom on-siteandfrom thedesignatedW ildernesstothesouthw illbeirreversibly
dam ageduntilthelandscapeistransform edby thenextm ajorglobal-scalehydro-geologicevent.

The Draft EIS must be revised to include more comprehensive analysis of the magnitude of the
impacts of the proposed activities on visual resources, such as the analysis cited above.

5)FailuretoIdentify Im pactstoVisualR esourcesasIrreversible(DEIS Section 3.7 Irreversible and
Irretrievable Commitment of Resources):

Basedonthediscussionabove,explorationanddevelopm entactivitiesasproposedw ould
perm anently altertheaestheticsoftheCoastalP lain. T hisfactisreinforcedinS ection3.7by the
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adm issionthatirreversiblecom m itm entsinclude(page3-248):“ Loss or change in vegetation and
wetlands where gravel is placed, regardless of whether it is removed at abandonment.”

T hisadm issionacknow ledgestheperm anentim pactofgravelplacem entandfacility use,even
w iththem ythof“ rapidreclam ation.”

Inonestudy oflong-term icetrailrecovery,w efindthefollow ingstatem entrelativetoexploration
access*:

“ T hecreationofvehicletrailsonthetundrafrom seism icexplorationforoilhas
acceleratedinthepastdecade(2000-2010),andthecum ulativeim pactrepresentsa
geographicfootprintthatcoversagreaterextentofAlaska’sN orthS lopetundrathanall
otherdirecthum anim pactcom bined.”

The health and productivity of the active soil layer is renewable only over a long period of time,
representing an irreversible loss. As acknowledged in the DEIS Section 3.7 cited above, the
resulting vegetation and wetland loss/change from the Hypothetical Development Scenario will
also be long-term. It follows directly then that the resulting degradation of aesthetic resources
will also be long-term, and therefore, irreversible.

The Draft EIS must be revised to acknowledge that proposed activities will result in an
irreversible loss of visual resource quality in the Coastal Plain.

6)FailuretoAdequately AddresstheP otentialforS ignificantO ilS pills(DEIS Section 3.2.11 Solid
and Hazardous Wastes):

T heDraftEIS failstoadequately characterizetheriskofoilspillsby lim itingitsriskanalysisto
includeonly spillrecordsforAlaska’sN orthS lope. Basedonthisarea-restricted,historicalrecord,
theDraftEIS concludesthattheriskofavery largespillofm orethan100,000 gallonsisestim ated
tobelow (page3-62)tovery low (T able3-15,page3-64).

How ever,consideringoilspilldatafrom acrossAlaska,thelikelihoodofam ajorspillontheCoastal
P lainseem salm ostinevitable. S tatew idefrom 2002-2016,therew ere16 m ajorspillsthat
releasedatleast10,000 gallonsofoileachintotheenvironm ent. Fiveofthosespillsw ere
classified asvery large,exceeding100,000 gallonseach(S um m ary ofW estCoastDataCY 2016,
P acificS tates/BritishColum biaO ilS pillT askForce,M ay 2017). InApril2017,aBP w ellnear
P rudhoeBay ventedgasandoilspray forthreedaysbeforeanADEC/EP A responseteam m anaged
tokillthew ell.

T heDraftEIS statesthatN orthS lopeproductionactivity hasresultedinonly threedocum ented
spillsgreaterthan100,000 gallons(page3-62). T heDraftcontinuesstatingthat:“ U pondetection,
spillshavebeencontainedandcleanedup,asrequiredby federal,state,andN S B regulations(N R C
2003).” T heDraftfailstocorrelatetheseeventstoT able3-14 S pillCharacteristicsby S eason---
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havepastm ajorspilleventsoccurredonly underw eather/siteconditionsthatbestprom oteclean-
upandrestoration? Inaddition,theDEIS alsofailstom entionordiscussthepotentialforand
im pactsofanoilspillfrom avesselcarryingproductfrom CoastalP lainfields.

The Draft EIS must be revised to include a description and quantitative analysis of several
Hypothetical Major Oil Spill Scenarios, as follows:

a) A very large spill on land during the season with the best site/weather conditions for
clean-up and removal

b) A very large oil spill on land during the season with the worst site/weather conditions for
clean-up and removal

c) A very large oil spill, near-shore involving a vessel carrying crude product from Coastal
Plain fields during the best marine conditions for clean-up and removal

d) A very large oil spill, near-shore involving a vessel carrying crude product from Coastal
Plain fields during the worst marine conditions for clean-up and removal

7)FailuretoAdequately AddresstheIm pactsofIceR oadsandT rails(Throughout DEIS Chapter 3):

T hroughoutthedocum ent,iceroad/padconstructionandusearem ostoftenportrayed asbeing
relatively dam ageneutralpractices. T hisportrayalisunderm inedby statem entsinseveralplaces
intheDraftEIS ,asfollow s:

a) IntheS oilR esourcessection(page3-46),w eread:“ T hesefutureactions,including
vehiculartravelonsnow andice-coveredtundra,changeanddisturbtheinsulatingsurface
vegetationlayerandincreasetheactivelayerthickness,thaw ingtheperm afrost,and
developingtherm okarststructures.T herm okarstchangesthesurfacetopography,
increasingw ateraccum ulation,changingsurfacew aterdrainagepatterns,andincreasing
thepotentialforsoilerosionandsedim entation(BL M 2018a;Jorgensonetal.2010).”

b) Again,underS oilR esources(page3-48)w eread:“ P reviousseism icsurvey explorationsand
anexploratory testw ellintheprogram areahavedisturbedthesurfacevegetationand
affectedthethaw ofperm afrost,changeddrainagepatterns,andchangedvegetation
grow thforover25 yearsafterdisturbance(U S FW S 2014;Jorgensonetal.2010).
Approxim ately 900 squarem ilesofadditionalseism icsurveysovertheprogram areaare
required(Appendix B);w hileim provem entshavebeenm adetoavoidim pactsonthe
groundsurface,futureseism icsurveysm ay havesim ilarim pacts.”

c) IntheVisualR esourcessection(page3-219),w eread:“ S eism icexploration,authorizedby
Congress,w asconductedintheprogram areaduringthew intersof1984 and1985.
Explorationduringw intercauseslessdam agetotundravegetationandsoilsthanin
sum m er,butdam agedoesoccur.Becauseofthe1984– 1985 seism icexploration,know nas
2-D (tw o-dim ensional)seism ic,1,250 m ilesoftrailsm adeby drill,vibrator,andrecording
vehiclescrisscrossedtheCoastalP laintundra.Additionaltrailsw erecreatedby D-7
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Caterpillartractorsthatpulledski-m ountedtrailer-trainsbetw eenw orkcam ps.T hetrails
w ereabout4 m ilesapart.W hile90 percentofalltrailsrecoveredw ellduringthefirst10
yearsafterexploration,5 percentoftrailshadstillnotrecoveredby 2009,25 yearsafter
thedisturbance.T hisindicatesthatabout125 m ilesofdisturbedtrailrem ainedin2009,
basedonatotallengthofabout2,500 m ilesoforiginaltrails,bothseism iclinesandcam p-
m ovetrails(U S FW S 2014).T hesetrailsdisruptthevisualcontinuity oftheexpansive,
undevelopedlandscape.”

d) Andagain,intheVisualR esourcesection(page3-223),w eread:“ T heprogram areaisthe
geographicscopeoftheanalysisareaforcum ulativeim pacts.Im pactsonvisualresources
intheprogram areafrom pastactionsoccurredfrom the1984– 1985 seism icexploration.
About125 m ilesofdisturbedtrailrem ainedin2009,basedonatotallengthofabout2,500
m ilesoforiginaltrails(bothseism iclinesandcam p-m ovetrails)(U S FW S 2014).T he
rem ainingtrailscreatevisiblelinesandfaintvariationsintextureacrosstheundeveloped
landscape.Future seismic exploration would likely have more visible impacts on visual
resources, because the trails would be several hundred feet apart, instead of 3 to 4 miles
apart during the 1984–1985 testing.”

Inonestudy oflong-term icetrailrecovery,w efindthefollow ingstatem entsrelativeto
explorationaccess*:

a) “ T hecreationofvehicletrailsonthetundrafrom seism icexplorationforoilhas
acceleratedinthepastdecade(2000-2010),andthecum ulativeim pactrepresentsa
geographicfootprintthatcoversagreaterextentofAlaska’sN orthS lopetundrathanall
otherdirecthum anim pactcom bined.”

b) “ Icetrailsw ithlow levelsofinitialdisturbanceusually im provedw ellovertim e,w hereas
thosew ithm edium tohighlevelsofinitialdisturbancerecoveredslow ly.” (Heaviercam p
vehiclesw erefoundtohavem uchgreaterim pactthanrelatively lighterseism icsurvey
vehicles.)

c) “ R ecovery topre-disturbancecom m unitiesw asnotpossiblew heretrailsubsidence
occurredduetothaw ingofgroundice.”

d) “ P reviousstudiesofdisturbancefrom w interseism icvehiclesinthearcticpredictedshort-
term andm ostly aestheticim pacts,butw efoundthatsevereim pactstotundravegetation
persistedfortw odecadesafterdisturbanceundersom econditions.”

S tudy findingssuggestthatexplorationaccessim pactscouldcom binew ithclim atechangeto
greatly altertheperm afrostandarcticecology w hereexplorationactivitiesoccur.

AccordingtoAppendix B (pageB-12),duringexploration,over900 squarem ilesoftheCoastal
P lainw ouldbesubjecttoseism ictestingw ithequipm entaccessusingroadsspaced320-1,320 feet
apart. W hatisthecum ulativeim pactoftheresultingnetw orkofcom pactedsurfaces?
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The Draft EIS must be revised to portray a true picture of the use and impacts of vehicular travel
on snow and ice-covered tundra, especially during the seismic exploration phase. In the process,
the Draft needs to acknowledge that our understanding of long-term soil compaction and
vegetative recovery in the arctic tundra is extremely limited.

8)FailuretoCohesively AddresstheIm pactsofP roposedS eism icExploration(Throughout DEIS
Chapter 3):

Althoughdiscussionofseism icexplorationisspreadthroughoutthedocum ent,theDraftEIS fails
toprovideacohesiveunderstandingofthepotentialdirect,indirectandcum ulativeeffectsof
seism icexploration. Itisnotpossibleforthereview ertogetaclearpictureofthescopeand
extentofim pactsfrom seism icexplorationgiventhecurrentstructureofthedocum ent.

The Draft EIS must be revised to separate the impact analysis of exploration from that of
development, production and transport.

9)FailuretoAddressP otentialIm pactstoT errestrialInvertebrates(DEIS Chapter 3):

T heDraftEIS includesbriefm entionofaquaticinvertebratesandtheirgreatsignificancetothe
freshw aterfoodchain(page3-78). How ever,thedocum entfailstoidentify oraddressany risksor
im pactsrelativetoterrestrialinvertebrates,prim arily insects. T hereisonebriefm entionof
“ insectpopulations” relativetobirdsurvival(page3-91). W hatinvertebratespeciesarepresent?
W hatspecieshavebeenidentified ashavingspecialconcernorstatus? W hatisthesignificanceof
terrestrialinsectbiom asstothefoodchain? W hataretherisksandpotentialim pactstoterrestrial
invertebratesfrom proposed explorationanddevelopm entactivities? Arethereconcernsrelative
toinvasiveinvertebratespeciesgiventheextentofproposeddisturbance?

The Draft EIS must be revised to identify the existing situation relative to terrestrial
invertebrates (species present, ecological function, etc.) and to address the potential impacts of
the range of alternatives on these species.

10)FailuretoFully DiscloseandAddresstheP otentialIm pactsofDesalination(DEIS Chapter 3):

T heHypotheticalDevelopm entS cenario(pageB-16)statesthataseaw atertreatm entplant(S T P )
w ould m ostlikely beconstructedforeachstand-aloneoildevelopm entfacility. In fact, the
success of the entire development and production effort hinges entirely on these plants and the
unquantified magnitude of water made available through desalinization. O npageB-16 w eread:
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“ Groundw ateraquifersorlocallakesandriversaretypically thepreferred w atersources,
duetothecostandm aintenancerequirem entsofaseaw aterdesalinationplant;how ever,
due to the limited information about groundwater resources in the Coastal Plain,those
sourcesm ay notbesufficienttom eetw aterneeds.T hus,forthepurposeofanalysis,itis
assum edthataseaw atertreatm entplantw ouldberequired.”

AlthoughS T P sareidentifiedinthedocum entasbeinghighly significantsupportfacilities,theDraft
EIS doesvery littletoprovidetheR esponsibleO fficialw ithaw orkableunderstandingofthetotal
num berofplantsandtherangeand m agnitudeofrisksandim pactsassociatedw ithdesalination.
Forthem ostpart,S T P sareportrayed asjustanotherrelatively neutralsupportfacility.

O npage3-82 (FishandAquaticR esources),w edofindthefollow ingtext:

“ Dischargeofbrinetothem arineareafrom apotentialS T P couldfurtherincreasesalinity,
particularly inthew interw henfreshw aterm ay befrozen.Effectsw ouldbeparticularly
pronouncedifthedischargew asinthebrackishlagoonw atersthatarehypersalinein
w inter.”

How ever,m osttellingly,w ithintheW aterR esourcessection,thereisonly onem entionof
desalinationorS T P s,asfollow s(page3-59):

“ Dischargesofvariouspollutantconcentrationsinthefuturefrom anS T P w ouldbe
requiredtom eetstandardsinthetreatm entplant’sAP DES dischargeperm itandpotential
m ixingzonerequirem ents.”

The major shortcomings of the Water Resources analysis in this Draft EIS are again highlighted
here. T hereisnodiscussionofpotentialdesalinationim pacts----notevenadesalination-related
bulletitem inthelistofprim ary w aterquality issuesresultingfrom theproposeddevelopm ent
(page3-55). T hisissignificantinlightofthefactthatS T P usem ay befargreaterthananticipated
becausefreshw aterisscarceand becom ingevenm orescarceontheCoastalP lainasaresultof
clim atechange.

Inregardstothepotentialim pactsandunknow nsrelativetoS T P s,w efindthefollow inginabrief
review oftheliterature:

a) “ Beyondthelinkstoclim ateproblem s,m arinebiologistsw arnthatw idespread
desalinizationcouldtakeaheavy tollonoceanbiodiversity;assuchfacilities'intakepipes
essentially vacuum upandinadvertently killm illionsofplankton,fisheggs,fishlarvaeand
otherm icrobialorganism sthatconstitutethebaselayerofthem arinefoodchain.And,
accordingtoJeffrey Graham oftheS crippsInstituteofO ceanography'sCenterforM arine
Biotechnology andBiom edicine,thesalty sludgeleftoverafterdesalinizationforevery
gallonoffreshw aterproduced,anothergallonofdoubly concentratedsaltw aterm ustbe
disposed ofcanw reakhavoconm arineecosystem sifdum pedw illy-nilly offshore.For
som edesalinizationoperations,saysGraham ,itisthoughtthatthedisappearanceofsom e
organism sfrom dischargeareasm ay berelatedtothesalty outflow .” **
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b) “ W iththem ajority ofdesalinationplantsextractingw aterdirectly throughopenw ater
intakesintheocean,thereisadirectim pactonm arinelife.Fishandotherm arine
organism sarekilledontheintakescreens(im pingem ent);organism ssm allenoughtopass
through,suchasplankton,fisheggs,andlarvae,arekilledduringprocessingofthesalt
w ater(entrainm ent).T heim pactsonthem arineenvironm ent,evenforasingle
desalinationplant,m ay besubjecttodaily,seasonal,annual,andevendecadalvariation,
and arelikely tobespecies-andsite-specific. Anotherm ajorenvironm entalchallengeof
desalinationisthedisposalofthehighly concentratedsaltbrinethatcontainsother
chem icalsusedthroughouttheprocess.Becausealllargecoastalseaw aterdesalination
plantsdischargebrineintooceansandestuaries… stepsm ustbetakentoensureitssafe
disposal;atthisstage,w eknow very littleaboutthelong-term im pactsofbrinedisposalon
them arineenvironm ent.T w iceassalineastheocean,thebrineisdenserthanthew aters
intow hichitisdischargedandtendstosinkandslow ly spreadalongtheoceanfloor,w here
thereistypically littlew aveenergy tom ix it.

T heseim pacts,how ever,arenotw ellunderstood.M oreresearchisneeded,especially to
understandthelong-term im pacts.” ***

The document fails to provide the Responsible Official and the public with even a basic
understanding of the risks and magnitude of the potential adverse impacts of desalination on
the already increasingly stressed nearshore marine environment of the Coastal Plain.

The Draft EIS must be revised to fully address the range and magnitude of potential impacts of
the proposed network of STPs.

11)FailuretoFully Identify theEnergy Consum ptionoftheP roposal(DEIS Section 3.7 Irreversible
and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources):

T heDraftEIS identifiesoneoftheirreversibleandirretrievableresourcecom m itm entsas(page3-
248):“ Energy consum ptionassociatedw ithconstructionandoperationphases.”

Inthehastetopreparethisdocum ent,theirretrievableenergy consum ptionassociatedw ith
explorationand producttransportactivitieshasbeenom itted. The Draft EIS needs to be revised
to identify this resource commitment.
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ADDITIONAL COMMENTS on the DRAFT EIS:

1)FailuretoIdentify andAddressIssuesR elatedtoBL M ’sAbility toP roperly M anageExploration
andDevelopm entActivity ontheCoastalP lain:

T heDraftEIS failsto:(1)describetheinspectionandcontrolprocessthatBL M w illusetom onitor
andm anageexplorationanddevelopm entoperatorsinthisrem oteenvironm ent,(2)characterize
theperform anceoftheBL M inm onitoringand m anagingpastandcurrentdevelopm entactivities
insim ilarrem ote,arcticenvironm entsand(3)describehow BL M ’sability toadequately m onitor
andinspectexplorationanddevelopm entactivitiesw ouldbem aintainedatanacceptablelevel
givendecliningagency budgets,personnelshortagesandincreasingoccurrenceofgovernm ent
shutdow ns. L easeS tipulations,R equiredO peratingP roceduresandotherapplicableregulations
andstandardsw illrequireasignificantam ountofoversightandcontrol---especially sincethe
proposedoperationsw illinvolvem ultiplelesseesandsub-contractors.

Inaddition,thedocum entfailstoclearly acknow ledgethatem ergency responserelieslargely on
otheragencies(e.g.,ADEC,EP A). W hataretherisksassociatedw iththisreliance? W hatisthe
pasttrackrecord ofem ergency responseeffortsontheN orthS lope? W illstaffinglevelsand
trainingofpersonnelinthesesisteragenciesbesufficienttorespond adequately toam ajor
em ergency---now and overtim e?

The Draft EIS must be revised to address concerns related to BLM’s ability to properly administer
lessee operations and the ability of agencies to respond to an emergency.

2)FailuretoAddressIm pactsontheS hortandL ong-T erm M anagem entoftheArcticN ational
W ildlifeR efuge:

T heDraftEIS failstoidentify andaddresstheim pactsofoilandgasexplorationanddevelopm ent
ontheability oftheU .S .FishandW ildlifeS ervicetom anagetheR efugeinconcertw ithits
intendedpurposes. AN ICL A providedfourpurposesthatguidem anagem entoftheR efuge:to
conserveanim alsandplantsintheirnaturaldiversity,ensureaplaceforhuntingandgathering
activities,protectw aterquality andquantity,and fulfillinternationalw ildlifetreaty obligations.

Inshort,U S FW S ism andatedtoprovideforthelong-term protectionofthisglobally significant
landscape. How w illtheability oftheU S FW S tosuccessfully m anagetheCoastalP lainforthese
purposesbeim pactedinboththeshortandlong-term by theproposedactivities?

The Draft EIS must be revised to adequately address the short and long-term impacts of the
proposed activities on USFWS’s land management role.is issue.
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3)N eedtoS ubstantially R evisetheDraftEIS andR ecirculateforP ublicR eview :

T heabovecom m entspointoutnum erousm ajorflaw sintheDraftEIS . O therreview ersare
highlightingm ajorshort-com ingsw ithothersectionsofthishastily prepareddocum ent. T he
currentDraftEIS lackstheobjectivity andim pactquantificationrequiredfortheR esponsible
O fficialtom akeaw ell-inform eddecision. T heCFR srequiretheagency toprepareandcirculatea
reviseddraftw henadraftstatem entissoinadequateastoprecludem eaningfulanalysis(40 CFR
1502.9(a)).

The existing document must be substantially revised and a second Draft EIS must be re-issued
for another public review period.
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
T heCoastalP lainhaslongbeenconsideredthebiologicalheartoftheArcticN ationalW ildlife
R efuge. O theranalyseshaveshow nthatoiland gasdevelopm entoftheCoastalP lainisnot
neededforourenergy independenceandposegrave,long-term riskstotheArcticR efuge.

T heDraftEIS failstoenum eratetherelatedrisksandpotentialim pactsinam anneradequateto
properly inform thepublicandtosupportavaliddecisionby theR esponsibleO fficial. T heDraft
EIS needstobethoroughly revised andaanotherDraftEIS subm ittedforadditionalpublic
com m ent. Icanthenonly hopethatthebi-partisanvisionenactedintolaw w hentheArctic
R efugew asfirstcreatedisreflectedinaFinalEIS andR ecordofDecision.

T hankyou forenteringm y com m entsintothepublicrecordandaddressingm y com m entsina
revisedDraftEIS .

S incerely,
/s/ Richard Edwards

R ichard Edw ards
w aterm ite@ hotm ail.com

Cc:
S enatorP atty M urray
S enatorM ariaCantw ell
R epresentativeKim S chrier
EarthJustice
____________________
* Jorgenson,J.,HoefJ.,& Jorgenson,M . 2010. L ong-T erm R ecovery P atternsofArcticT undra
afterW interS eism icExploration. EcologicalApplications,20 (1),205-221.

** S cientificAm ericanEarthT alk.2019.T heIm pactsofR elyingonDesalinationforW ater.

***Cooley,H.,Ajam i,N .andHeberger,M .2013.Key IssuesinS eaw aterDesalinationinCalifornia:
M arineIm pacts.P acificInstitute(on-line).


