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USDI ureau of Land Management 
Attn: icole Hayes, Project Coordinator 
Coast I Plain Oil and Gas Leasing Program EIS 
222 W st 7th Avenue, Stop #13 
Ancho age, Alaska 99513 

I . 

1116 Parkroy Place, S.E. 
East Wenatchee, WA 98802-5523 
February 26, 2019 

Submi ted in hard copy via USPS and in e-copy via email at: blm_ak_coastalp/ain_EIS@blm.gov 

:Comments on the Draft EIS for the proposed Coastal Plain Oil and Gas Leasing Program 

ctfully submit the following comments regarding the Draft EIS for the proposed Coastal 
il and Gas Leasing Program (Draft EIS). I am a retired USDA Forest Service Hydrologist with 

32 years of experience in wildland resource management. 

COM ENT SUMMARY: 
BLM's interpretation of PL 115-97 violates its own base legislative mandates. Rushing to explore 
and d velop the Coastal Plain under a fixed timeframe will not provide the American people the 
best e onomic result, nor does it provide for adeqluate consideration of the highest use of this 
landsc pe---protection and conservation for fish and wildlife and subsistence purposes. Dismissal 
ofthe o Action alternative as non-implementable is invalid. Furthermore, the Agency's 
interp etation of the 2,000-acre facility occupatio? limit as a rolling figure results in "Pac-Man" 
land anagement that will leave large swaths ofthe Coastal Plain irreversibly damaged (DEIS 
Sectio 3.7 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources, page 3-248). Exclusion of 
faciliti s such as gravel mines and pipeline spans highlights the semantics game-play being foisted 

I 
on the American public. 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. 

The D aft EIS dutifully quantifies many aspects of l he proposed activity from potential oil reserve 
estim tes through the many specific details in the Hypothetical Development Scenario. However, 
the do ument is almost wholly lacking in any useful quantification of the resource impacts of that 
Hypot etical Development Scenario. The document most often provides only qualitative 
assess ent of resource impacts---with little or no attempt to actually quantify potential impacts in 
any m aningful way useful to an informed decision ---especially over time. The "appearance of 
impac quantification" is often provided by inclusion of data tables defining the existing condition-­
-with o actual use of those data in any substantiJI quantitative analysis of impacts (e.g., Water 
Resou ces appendix) or reference to satellite documents to provide assumed weight---and 
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ncy---to the analysis. Mostly qualitative assessments are followed by stock conclusions 
proved technology" and designated best r anagement practices will minimize potential 

advers impacts. For example, at page 3-57 we read: "Future mining pads, airstrips, and roads 
would be designed to account for thermal criteria (minimum thickness to prevent permafrost 
degra ation) and hydrologic criteria to minimize potential impacts on the surrounding area, as 
discus ed in ROPs 23 and 24." Yet, we read in Section 3.7 that "Loss or change in vegetation and 
wetla ds where gravel is placed, regardless of whether it is removed at abandonment" is an 
irrever ible and irretrievable commitment of resoilirces. 

Lack o impact quantification leaves the Responsi
1
ble Official poorly informed about the actual 

range nd 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 
decisi n by BLM. The document must undergo significant revision and be re-issued in draft form 
for an dditional period of public comment. 

SPECIF C COMMENTS- DRAFT EIS CHAPTER 1 Introduction : 

has conveniently assumed that Congress intended the 2,000-acre limit to be a fluid figure 
e---reflecting reclamation efforts on previously disturbed sites. BLM's interpretation cites 
n "incentive to rapidly reclaim impacted land." The BLM's insertion of "at any given time" 

is a mi -interpretation of Congress' intent. Most Congress members who even took the time to 
review Section 20001(c)(3) of PL 115-97 most likely did not in fact consider the occupation acreage 
limit t be a fluid figure over time and most certainly would have no real concept of what 
"recla ation" means in the arctic environment. The words "reclamation" and "at any given time" 

pletely absent from the text of Section 20001(c)(3) of PL 115-97. 

Arctic undra has a very low resistance to disturbance. BLM's interpretation fails to acknowledge 
there lity that "rapid reclamation of impacted land" in arctic tundra is, in fact, a grand myth, given 
the un nown length of time required to recover soil health and re-establish anything close to the 
therm I regime provided by a native plant community-within time to avoid a cascade of even 
more adverse soil-hydrologic effects (thermokarst, etc.). Under our changing climate conditions, 
the pr bability of these adverse effects is ever-increasing. This myth of arctic tundra 
"recla ation" is acknowledged within the Draft EIS: 

a) In the Soil Resources section (page 3-47), we find the following statement regarding the 
future reclamation of roads and pads: "!Removal of gravel would affect the underlying 
soil and permafrost resources by exposing the underlying soils to increased radiation 
and leading to continued permafrost degradation (USACE 2018)." 
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b) In the Visuals Resources section (page 3-223), we find the following statement 
regarding reclamation: 11Following the completion of reclamation, the reclaimed 
acreage would be regained against the 2,000-acre surface disturbance limit at any given 
time. This could allow for additional development of future fields as initial development 
is reclaimed; 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) Most significantly, in the Water Resources section (page 3-57), we find the following 
statement of reality: "Reclamation has. not been proven for gravel removal in the 
arctic environment once operations have ceased." 

BLM's nterpretation that unproven arctic tundra reclamation (partial gravel removal followed by 
re-veg tation efforts, typically with non-native species) gives it license to operate under a moving 
facility area target is entirely invalid. In Section 3.7 (Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of 
Resou ces, page 3-248) we read that one such unrecoverable commitment involves: 11Loss or 
chang in vegetation and wetlands where gravel is placed, regardless of whether it is removed at 
a band 

"Rapi reclamation" is a fallacy in this harsh arctic environment. The BLM's interpretation of the 
2,000- ere occupation limit is also a fallacy. The Draft EIS must be revised to correct BLM's false 
assum tions related to the 2,000-acre facility limitation. 

The BLI"1 has conveniently excluded gravel mines as not being subject to the 2,000-acre 
occup1tion limit---equating them to off-site steel rh ills. This equation defies even the most basic 
logic. ~ravel/road mix is the primary on-site resource that would enable the proposed level of 
develolpment to occur in the first place. Without site stabilization by sand/gravel materials--­
assum ng one desires to avoid truly massive impacts to the active soil layer and native vegetation-­
-all sit access and activity would be limited to ice roads and pads. 

There re, of course, no gravel mines in the No Action alternative. Each of the action alternatives 
rigger the development of multiple mine sites for both the construction and maintenance 
r production and support facilities---the gravel mines are, in fact, on-site support facilities. 

The sit~s would be used for gravel storage and as secondary staging areas---where surface water 
conditrons allow. Likening them to off-site ore deposits and steel mills defies logic. BLM's 
interp etation fails to acknowledge this basic fact in the process of semantics play over the 2,000-
acre o cupation definition. BLM's exclusion also conveniently allows the Agency to minimize 
attenti n to the fact that "reclamation" of gravel mine sites in this severe environment is nearly 
impos ible, since most of such sites will irreversibly revert to the equivalent of man-made water 
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irs, triggering a number of unmitigable negative effects (page 3-57). In fact, the Draft 
ledges that gravel removal represents an on-site resource commitment that cannot be 

revers d or recovered. In Section 3.7 we find that one of the irreversible and irretrievable 
comm tments of resources includes (page 3-248): "Ground disturbance and permanent change 
resulti g from gravel removal." 

ft EIS must be revised to recognize gravel mines as a permanent part of the facility 
acrea limitation. 

SPECIF C COMMENTS- DRAFT EIS CHAPTER 2 Alternatives : 

1) Fail 

~: 

The Dr ft EIS is defective in that it fails to consider the "No Action" alternative as implementable. 
NEPA r quires full consideration of a reasonable range of alternatives, most importantly including 
no acti n. The Draft seems to acknowledge this point in the third paragraph of Chapter 1-
lntrod ction, noting that " ... any development scenario at this point is highly speculative given that 
it is un nown whether or where leases will be issued ... " (page 1-1). Section 20001 of PL 115-97 

does n t negate this basic premise of NEPA. In managing federal lands and resources under its 
jurisdition, BLM is also directed to follow "multiple use" and "sustained yield" principles pursuant 
to FLP A, which require balancing conservation with energy production. The Agency is mandated 
to manage "public lands and their various resource values so that they are utilized in the 
combi ation that will best meet the present and future needs of the American people." 
Consis ent with these mandates, BLM must manage public lands and resources in order to 
genera e maximum net benefits to the public by considering the full spectrum of environmental, 
social, nd economic costs and benefits of its actions---over the long-term. The questionable 
benefi s of drilling in the Coastal Plain are likely far outweighed by the values of conservation and 

prese ation. 

NEPA r quires consideration of alternatives "that are practical or feasible" and not solely "whether 
the pr ponent or applicant likes or is itself capable of carrying out a particular alternative"; in fact, 
"[a]n a ternative that is outside the legal jurisdiction of the lead agency must still be analyzed in 
the EIS if it is reasonable." 

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

2) Failure to Address a Full Ran e of Alternatives- Dela 
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The ac 'ion alternatives fail to incorporate BLM's mandate to strategically manage the timing of 
lease erings. Under the Hypothetical Development Scenario, the BLM intends to make the first 
lease ering within one year of issuance of the ROD (pages B-10 &11). BLM is also required by 
law to anage federal fossil fuels to earn "fair market value" for the public, while balancing energy 
produc ion with resource conservation. The Draft EIS fails to incorporate this significant mandate. 

Action lternatives must include options for: (a) delay of lease sales until the very end of the four­
year a d seven-year Pl115-97 timeframes, (b) delay of lease sales until the end of the 10-year 
enactjent period of Pl115-97 and (c) delay of lease sales beyond Pl115-97 enactment (e.g., a 
15-25- ear horizon). Delayed leasing will provide the Agency with more information on oil and 
natura gas prices, production costs, environmental risks and sensitivities, drilling and emergency 
respon e infrastructure, climate change effects, and the benefits of preserving the Coastal Plain. 
BLM must analyze delayed leasing alternatives in drder to account for the option value of 
irrever ible drilling within the Coastal Plain. Delayed leasing alternatives could generate more 
total r venue for the public from higher bids, lower production costs due to technology advances, 
and hi her total royalties given projected increases in resource price. 

Under ore rational circumstances, Congress should be interested in delayed leasing alternatives 
if its g al is to maximize revenue. Analysis of delayed leasing alternatives would likely reveal that 
the fix d Pl115-97 leasing deadlines are counterproductive in terms of optimizing revenue and 
ignore he substantial environmental and social benefits of waiting to develop oil and gas in the 
Coasta Plain. Analyzing alternatives incorporating delayed leasing is necessary in order to 
deter ine the optimal time to issue any leases in order to secure the public's right to obtain "fair 
marke value" for its resources and to minimize the environmental risks assessed in the Draft EIS. 

A 201 USGS report found that there were many data gaps and a significant amount of outdated 
informr,tion on Coastal Plain resources and the potential impacts of oil and gas development. 
Given ~hat no new scientific data were collected in the process of preparing this Draft EIS, this 
findin~ by the USGS highlights the need to incorporate delayed leasing options. As an example, 
the Dr ft EIS (page B-16) admits to a significant lack of data about groundwater resources in the 
Progra Area---yet the proposal is to plunge ahead hoping that seawater treatment plants will 
provid sufficient supply. Delayed leasing would provide time to better evaluate on-site resource 

The 0 aft EIS must be revised to incorporate delayed leasing options as a component of the 
action alternatives. 

Sectiom 20001(c)(3) of Pl115-97 states that each lease sale include: " ... not fewer than 400,000 
acres rea-wide ..... of those areas that have the highest potential for the discovery of 

hydro arbons". The BLM has sought to maximize its flexibility through its creative reading and 
interp etation of Section 20001(c)(3). In Section 2.3 (Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from 
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Detail d Analysis; page 3-248), the Draft EIS attempts to "explain away" the need to analyze a 
least a reage alternative: j 

'~he BLM considered an alternative that would make only 800,000 acres available for lease 
sales, which is the minimum acreage necessary to comply with the requirement in Section 
20001(c)(1) of PL 115-97 to hold not fewer than two lease sales, each of which offers not 
fewer than 400,000 acres of the areas havt g the highest potential for discovery of 
hydrocarbons. The best available informatipn regarding hydrocarbon discovery potential in 

the Coastal Plain provides a rough estimate of 427,900 acres of high HCP, 658,400 acres of 
medium HCP, and 477,200 acres of low HCP. Acreages within low and medium HCP areas 
must be made available, in addition to the high HCP areas, for the two lease sales to meet 
the 800,000-acre minimum under PL 115-97. In addition, the actual potential development 
area would be much less with the 2,000-ac e limitation on surface disturbance. This 
alternative would also be similar in concept to Alternatives D1 and D2, which make only 
1,037,200 acres available for lease sales. For all these reasons, an alternative that 
considered only 800,000 acres available for leasing was eliminated from detailed analysis." 

The BL 's justification for eliminating a least acreage alternative is entirely arbitrary and 
caprici us, as follows: 

a) The BLM purports to follow the text of Section 20001(c)(3) and where there is no text 
(rapid "reclamation", etc.), create interpretations that maximize flexibility. Section 20001 
is quite clear in its requirement to offer only lands with high hydrocarbon potential---no 
creative interpretation required. Section 20001(c)(3) can certainly be read to conclude that 
Congress did not intend for low and medium potential areas to be offered for lease. In a 
rational world, the disconnect between minimum lease acreage and the reality of on-site 
conditions would have been reconciled----i r stead of being ignored in this hastily 
assembled, industry drafted legislation. 

I 

b) The argument that leasing alternative acreage does not matter since "actual potential 
development area would be much less wit~ the 2,000-acre limitation on surface 
disturbance" is invalid. Once again, this argument leads the uninformed reader toward the 
false assumption that only 2,000 acres will be disturbed. By the Draft EIS's own admission, 
Irretrievable and irreversible resource impacts from site disturbance will occur and only 
increase in scope and extent as lease acreage increases. The complete folly behind this 
"2,000-acre disturbance limit" has been addressed above in this letter. 

c) Perhaps most significantly, BLM's argument that Alternatives D1 and D2 (1,037,000 acres) 
are "close enough" is completely ludicrous. This defective conclusion essentially equates 
over two-hundred thousand acres of fragile Coastal Plain to rounding error. The 
formative legislative intent behind the creat ion of this Refuge and BLM's mission are 
entirely violated by such an argument. 

It is us ful to stop here to highlight that the Program Area with high hydrocarbon potential 
consist of those acres north of the Marsh Creek anticline---essentially the far western end of the 
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Area a d a narrow coastal band leading toward Kaktovik (Map page B-3}. The obvious disconnect 
betwe n Section 20001(c)(3)'s lease acreage figures and the actual text in the Section is 
blatan ly apparent. Under more rational circumstances, this disconnect might be more properly 
addre sed by an Agency truly intent on following its management principles. 

NEPA equires a full range of alternatives to be considered. Every action alternative offers 
signifi antly more acreage than the acreage minimum specified in Section 20001(c}(3} of PL 115-
97. BL has defined an upper boundary of devel1pment and adverse impact. In Alternative B, 

includes the maximum acreage offering possible with the least regulatory constraint. In 
other ords, Alternative B is the action alternative with the highest potential to adversely impact 
the lar est acreage over both the short and long-term. 

In this efective Draft EIS, BLM fails to even analyze the lower boundary of the Responsible 
Officia 's action alternative decision space. What is the action alternative with the lowest 
poten ial to adversely impact the smallest acreage over both the short and long-term? 

Once gain, NEPA requires consideration of alternatives "that are practical or feasible" and not 
solely 'whether the proponent or applicant likes or is itself capable of carrying out a particular 
altern tive"; in fact, "[a]n alternative that is outside the legal jurisdiction of the lead agency must 
still be analyzed in the EIS if it is reasonable." 

The D aft EIS must be revised to address a full range of alternatives. The lower bound of the 
Respo sible Official's decision-space for action has not been addressed in this defective 
docu ent. Specifically, this calls for analysis of at least one or both of the following 
altern tives: 

a) Alternative E: An alternative that incorporates a lease offering that equals the minimum 
acreage identified in Section 20001(c}(3) with the most restrictive management practices 
(800,000 acres). 

b) Alternative F: An alternative that incorporates a lease offering that meets the intent of the 
related text in Section 20001(c)(3) with the most restrictive management practices. This 
alternative would only include acres with high hydrocarbon potential (427,900 acres}. 

At a inimum, BLM must fully analyze these lowl r bound action alternatives in order to inform 
the Re ponsible Official and the public of the consequences of the disconnect between the 
requir ments of Section 20001(c)(3) and BLM's land management principles under FLPMA. 

Did co
1
ngress intend to minimize damage to the Coastal Plain by only focusing on high potential 

groun ? I can clearly read that they did so intend. Was Congress aware that the 800,000-acre 
lease inimum far exceeded the actual acreage of high potential ground? I would assume that 
only a mall handful of members knew any related details. Would a majority in Congress consider 
237,0 0 acres of Coastal Plain to be insignificant from a conservation standpoint? I would assume 
that o ly a small handful of members would be willing to express this opinion. These are just a 
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few of the many questions that reflect on the haste and bias involved in the creation of both 
Sectio 20001(c)(3) and this deficient Draft EIS. 

4) lnade uate Reclamation Prescri tion in Alternative B DEIS Cha ter 2 : 

I 
On pa e 3-207, we discover that for Alternative B: I"The long-term, permanent degradation of the 

prograr. area's primitive rec~eation setting could result from not requiring final abandonment to 
meet Tinimal standards for WSR designation, not restoring general wilderness characteristics of 
the ar a, and allowing exceptions to abandonment conditions." 

Where s, on page 3-208, we read that for Alternatives C & D: "In the long term, requiring final 
aband nment to meet minimal standards for WSRidesignation and intent to restore general 
wilder ess characteristics of the area would allow the program area to return to a primitive 
recrea ion setting. The removal of facilities and restoration of disturbed areas would eliminate 
displac ment and access impacts associated with those features." 

Given he already unproven track record of even the most aggressive reclamation efforts to date 
in this arsh environment and the BLM's attempt to promote the 2,000-acre occupation limit as a 
movin target, why would we even consider constructing an alternative incorporating a lesser 

reclam tion standard? The Draft EIS must be revised to eliminate a low bar reclamation 
standa d as part of any proposed action alternative through revision of ROP #35 (page 2-32}. 

5) Needled Revision of Lease Sti ulation 9- Coastal Waters 

Lease tipulation #9 purports to provide special protective measures for the biologically sensitive 
coastal waters. However, there is no specific mention of seawater treatment plants. Given critical 

nature of STP placement and operation in coastal waters, this is a significant omission. 

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

Procedure 1 

Althou h the objective statement refers to "applicable ... laws and regulations", the 
requir ment/standard statement provides the lessee with no specific direction---in contrast to 
almost all other ROPs. 

For ex mple, on page B-17, we find the following 9escription: "Solid, unburnable waste would be 
dispos d of in large trash receptacles or other approved containers and hauled to approved off­

fills. On-site burial of solid wastes is not anticipated." 
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Could 
certai 
certai 

his ROP objective be achieved by on-site bj rial? The last sentence in the above excerpt 
ly does not seem to eliminate that as an op~ion. On-site burial of solid, unburnable waste is 
ly not a best management practice for the Coastal Plain. 

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

7) Add tiona! ROP Needed Under Facili 

~: 
nand Construction to Address STPs 

I 
The ex sting ROPs do not address any details regarding seawater treatment plants other than a 
refere ce to "co-location with other facilities whe~ feasible". The reality is that, other than gravel 
mines, water provided by these plants is likely to be the most critical limiting factor in support of 
the pr posed development. Proper plant-type selection, site-selection, design, construction and 
operat on are essential to minimize the adverse impacts of these significant support facilities. 

The Dr ft EIS must be revised to include an additir nal ROP that addresses issues related to STPs. 

Affected Environment & Environmental 

TheW ter Resources section and its accompanying Appendix provide the best example of the 
Draft E S's failure to quantify the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of proposed 
develo ment-especially over time. The Draft EIS goes into great detail to discuss and quantify oil 

and ga resource data. It is telling that the Draft falls so short of quantifying potential impacts to 
water esources---the lifeblood of the Coastal Plail 

The Dr ft EIS estimates the amount of water needed for the construction of typical facilities (e.g., 
lMM allons for a mile of ice road, O.SMM gallons for one ice pad, up to 1.9MM gallons to drill 
one w II, etc.). However, nowhere in the document is the total consumptive use of construction 
activiti s actually estimated and those results analyzed with respect to potential impacts on 
hydrol gic function and Coastal Plain fish and wildHfe habitat. 

The Dr ft EIS also estimates the amount of water needed for oil production once facilities are in 
place ( .g., 2 MM gallons per day for production o) 50,000 barrels of oil---from a single field not at 
peak p eduction). Once again, nowhere in the document are the total water needs estimated and 
those r suits analyzed with respect to potential im acts on hydrologic function and Coastal Plain 
fish an wildlife habitat. 
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Given he facility consumptive use figures in the Draft EIS (Hypothetical Development Scenario) 
the Ce ter for American Progress estimated that: 1) up to and perhaps more than 1.3 billion 

gallon~of water would be needed to drill the proposed oil wells and 2) up to 5. 7 billion gallons of 
water ould be needed to support oil production annually during the projected 50-100-year 

opera ion in the Coastal Plain. This development scenario is being projected onto a sensitive 
landsc pe in which available fresh water is scarce and growing scarcer. In the fisheries section, we 
find st tements such as the following (page 3-48): 

"Because unfrozen freshwater in winter is scarce in the program area, any future 
withdrawal from these areas would have the most adverse effects on fish. These springs 
and deep lakes are sensitive areas, in part because there are so few of them that they limit 
the distribution of fish in the program area." 

The do ument acknowledges that even the most basic snowfall data for the Coastal Plain is 
limite . We read on page 3-51: "Snowfall measurements date back to 1949 on Barter Island, but 
the m nitoring site was taken out of service in 1989, resulting in a discontinuous record of snow 
climat logy. In 2000, three meteorological stations were established ... in remote parts of the 
Refuge ... The limited data available from these stations are the only modern continuous record of 
snow accumulation in this region of Alaska." How do we know that the trend in annual 
precipi ation is adequate to satisfy the demands of oil and gas development balanced with 
conse ation---especially in light of accelerated climate change alteration of this environment? 
We do not---a clear example of the need for delayed leasing at the very minimum. 

TheW ter Quantity discussion in the Water Resources section is totally comprised of the following 

paragr ph (page 3-54): 

"Water quantity in the program area has been calculated and documented by the USFWS 
(Lyons and Trawicki 1994). There are 1191akes with an annual ice-free volume of 55,382 
acre-feet, as summarized in Table H-6 in A~pendix H. This volume is reduced to 3,366 acre­
feet in April, when there is approximately j feet of ice. These values do not represent the 
total available quantity nor indicate suitabl uses of the water, such as for ice road 

construction." 

The re iewer is left with the question: Then what is the total quantity of water reasonably 
available for use---by season and by water use activity---in comparison to the demands of the 
Hypot etical Development Scenario? 

The dis ussion continues on page 3-58, as follows: 

"Surface water withdrawals in the future for construction if ice roads, dust abatement, and 
operations would affect shallow groundwa~er levels, surface water levels, and drainage 
patterns during summer season. Lakes would be the principal supply for freshwater during 
construction. Ice roads and ice pads would be constructed to support construction under 
all action alternatives for access during the winter season. Although estimates of water use 
for oil and gas activities on the North Slope have been made in literature, the actual 

10 



amount of water used would be project sJecific and would be based on BMPs, new 

technology, and the specific needs of the project, such as the width of ice roads, number of 
camps, number of crew, and ice pad size. Under all action alternatives, no potential long­
term impacts on lakes and ponds are anticipated from ice roads, ice pads, or ice bridges, as 
discussed in BLM 2012, Section 4.5.4.2." 

It is in eresting that this paragraph claims both the inability to estimate consumptive water use 
becau e it would be "project specific" while also claiming that construction of ice roads, pads and 

bridge would have no potential long-term impacts on water resources. How is the above 
ion possible? How valid is the scenario presented in the referenced BLM document? 

In the ypothetical Development Scenario, the lack of data and analysis uncertainty regarding 
availa le water resources is clearly reflected in this text (page B-16): 

"A seawater treatment plant could also be constructed along the coast, if needed, to 
source saline water for waterflooding, reservoir pressure support, or other subsurface 
uses. Groundwater aquifers or local lakes and rivers are typically the preferred water 
sources, due to the cost and maintenance requirements of a seawater desalination plant; 
however, due to the limited information about groundwater resources in the Coastal Plain, 
those sources may not be sufficient to meet water needs. Thus, for the purpose of analysis, 
it is assumed that a seawater treatment plant would be required." 

Perha~s the most telling excerpt from the DEIS that illustrates the inadequacy of the consumptive 
water ,1 se analysis is as follows (page 3-59): 

I 

"Freshwater would be withdrawn from lakes in the program area in the future for several 
primary uses: construction of ice roads and pads, pipeline maintenance, production drilling, 
and potable water at camps. Water would also be used for dust control on roads. This 
water would be recharged in the spring when snow and ice melt increase flow volumes in 

connected water bodies, assuming that withdrawal rates would not exceed recharge 
rates, based on BMPs, permitting, and per~itting requirements." 

The di ussion of impacts by action alternative (page 3-60) consists of recitation of the lease area 
and a s ock rehash of what Lease Stipulations and ROPs apply to that alternative. Will BMPs really 
be ade uate? This section does not provide the Agency with any quantitative analysis useful to 
theRe ponsible Official. 1 

The Dr ft EIS later acknowledges a resource commitment that cannot be reversed or recovered 
would e: "Surface water consumption for drilling end other industrial purposes with wastewater 
dispos I via underground injection." (Section 3.71rreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of 
Resour es, page 3-248). Yet, the Draft EIS fails to adequately address the direct, indirect and 
cumulative impacts of proposed activities on both water quality and quantity---especially over 
time. he analysis of consumptive use in the Water Resources section is particularly inadequate in 
its failure to fully characterize the potential impacts of proposed development activities. 
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The D laft EIS is wholly deficient in its lack of any Hypothetical Water Use Scenarios to match the 
detail rovided in Appendix B (Hypothetical Development Scenario). The document must be 
revise to include quantitative analyses of water availability and projected consumptive use in 
order o provide the Responsible Official with sufficient information relative to critical water 
resour es on the Coastal Plain. 

2) Fail re to Address the Potential 1m 
3.2.11 olid and Hazardous Waste : 

DEIS Section 

In sev ral sections, the Draft EIS states that groundwater injection wells will be utilized to dispose 
of was ewater discharge from future oil and gas aativities (e.g., page 3-59). Such wastewater 
would nclude sanitary/domestic waste, produced water, spent fluids and chemicals, as well as 
waste ater generated from field use of 2 million gallons per day. The document states that 
"injeclon of wastewater reduces potential impacts on surface waters or the land by injecting 
waste ater deep underground into zones isolated from drinking water sources" (page 3-64). 

In sho , groundwater injection is portrayed as the answer to most water quality issues. However, 
the Dr,ft EIS lacks any discussion or analysis of the potential risks associated with use of injection 
wells i this arctic environment. What are the potential impacts of saltwater and wastewater 
injecti n in this environment? The practice is portrayed as a neutral best management practice--­
what a e the related risks? What issues arise with this practice over the long-term---after site 
aband nment? 

The Dr ft EIS must be revised to include discussion and analysis of the potential impacts of 
groun water injection wells. 

acts on SBS Polar Bear Habitat and Po 

The Dr ft EIS identifies that all action alternatives would affect large areas of the Coastal Plain 
design ted as Critical Habitat for the Southern Beaufort Sea stock of polar bears (only 900 SBS 
polar b ars remaining). The Coastal Plain is identified as the "core activity area" for this 
Threat ned sub-population. The Draft acknowledges that "the potential for injury or mortality of 
bears uld be high when developing new oil and gas projects." The Draft fails to estimate how 
many olar bears would be killed, injured or displaced by exploration and development in the 
Coasta Plain. This level of analysis is unacceptable for the Responsible Official to adequately 
unders and the potential impacts on the Threatened SBS stock, especially given that the 
popula ion has declined by 50% over the last three decades. 

On pag 3-132, the Draft EIS describes the increasing difficulty for polar bears to deal with 
ecologi al change resulting from declining sea ice cover related to climate change. The SBS stock is 
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identi ied as being particularly vulnerable (exposed to more days of reduced sea ice, lower 
repro uction rates, reduced body size, poorer overall condition and more spring fasting, etc.). 

On pa e 3-142, we read: "Any injury or mortality from oil and gas development-related human­
bear c nflicts would pose a problem because of the declining status of the SBS population. The 
attrac ion of polar bears to facilities and the atten6ant problems from such attraction may 
increa e through the operational life of the proposed program, as more bears use onshore areas 
during the open-water season due to declining sea ice, leading to increased use of coastal travel 
routes past oil and gas facilities." 

Contin ing on page 3-142, we see the inevitable shift to conclude that all will be minimized with 
mitiga ion: "In summary, although the potential for injury or mortality could be high when 
devel ping new oil and gas projects in polar bear habitat, the risks are well understood. Also, 
effecti e mitigation is availa~le and has been implemented in the established North Slope oilfields 
west o the program area. With mitigation in place, the net effects of program-related activities 
are lik ly to be negligible in terms of injury and mdrtality at the population level. Given the current 
and pr dieted continuing decline of the SBS stock of polar bears, emphasis would be placed on 
avoidi g injury or mortality, and current mitigation measures appear to be effective at reducing 
such risks." 

The D,l It EIS basically concludes that avoidance, h~zing and den location (using FUR technology 
that is nly 50% reliable) will be adequate to mitigate the impacts of exploration and development 
activiti son the SBS stock. The Draft acknowledges that interactions will increase as the 
develo ment footprint increases at the same time as SBS bears are forced to spend an ever­
increa ing amount oftime on land. Indeed, on page 3-249, the Draft EIS acknowledges that the 

propos~ d activity will result in irreversible and irref rievable "Loss or abandonment of wildlife 
habita ." With more than 77% of the Coastal Plain identified as critical denning habitat and 
mater al dens concentrated in the area of highest gas/oil potential---Where is the detailed 
quanti ~ ative analysis of this cascade of negative effects over time? 

The Dr ft EIS must be revised to better address the potential impacts of proposed exploration 
and de elopment on the SBS stock in quantitative terms. 

acts to Visual Resources DEIS Section 3.4.8 Visual Resources: 

The Dr ft EIS fails to adequately address the wide-ranging impact of development on visual 
resour es, resulting in long-term degradation of the area's exceptional wilderness, aesthetic and 
recrea ional values. The GIS-based visibility analysis recently provided to you (Stuart Smith, Ph. 
D., Tru North GIS, Leasing DEIS comment letter dated 1/11/2019) captures the extensive and 
signific nt viewshed impacts associated with the proposed development. 

Dr. Smi h's analysis illustrates that the visual impacts of Coastal Plain development would be 
profoulild and wide-ranging, as follows: 

13 



a) Structures up to 15m in height would potentially be visible to river rafters across 88% of 
the Coastal Plain. This height class includes a majority of permanent structures such as 
pipelines, roads, buildings and warehouses. 

b) Structures between 30 and 45 min height (extraction towers and derricks) would be 
visible to river rafters across 97% of the Coastal Plain. The degradation of aesthetic 
characteristics, including wilderness and rebreational values, would be profound since 
there would be almost nowhere that towers would not be visible. 

c) Industrial-based, visual pollution would extend well outside the Coastal Plain, with nearly 
100% of the area visible from high points within the Congressionally-designated Wilderness 
to the south. 

d) Visual impacts from Kaktovik would also be extensive for both residents and visitors 
{30% of the Plain visible for 15m structures and 45% for structures 30-45m tall). 

How lo g would this visual degradation last? On page B-18, we read: "Field production can last 
from 1 to 50 years before abandonment (BLM 2012). In the Coastal Plain, assuming the 100,000 
barrel- 1 er-day peak production and the 8 percent decline per year, it would take an estimated 35 
years a er reaching peak production to get to the point of abandoning a potential field." On page 
3-6, w read: "The Coastal Plain production could extend much longer than 37 years, perhaps from 
50 to 1 0 years; 70 years is assumed for purposes of making annual GHG projections for this 

Basical y, profound visual resource degradation of the Coastal Plain from on-site structures 

would last for more than a generation. 

Mores gnificantly, the visual degradation from a vast network of residual exploration ice 
road/t il/pad scars---intermingled with the even more obvious scars from gravel mine, gravel 
road a d gravel pad "reclamation" will last for millennia. In short, the aesthetics of the Coastal 
Plan vi wed from on-site and from the designated Wilderness to the south will be irreversibly 
damag d until the landscape is transformed by the next major global-scale hydro-geologic event. 

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

5) Failure to ldenti lm acts to Visual Resources as Irreversible DEIS Section 3.71rreversible and 
lrretrie able Commitment of Resources : 

Based n the discussion above, exploration and development activities as proposed would 
perma ently alter the aesthetics of the Coastal Plain. This fact is reinforced in Section 3.7 by the 
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admis ion that irreversible commitments include (page 3-248): "Loss or change in vegetation and 
wetla ds where gravel is placed, regardless of whether it is removed at abandonment." 

I 
This a mission acknowledges the permanent impact of gravel placement and facility use, even 

e myth of "rapid reclamation." 

tudy of long-term ice trail recovery, we fin1 the following statement relative to exploration 

"The creation of vehicle trails on the tundra from seismic exploration for oil has 
accelerated in the past decade (2000-2010), and the cumulative impact represents a 
geographic footprint that covers a greater extent of Alaska's North Slope tundra than all 
other direct human impact combined." 

The he lth and productivity of the active soil layer is renewable only over a long period of time, 
repres nting an irreversible loss. As acknowledgJd in the DEIS Section 3.7 cited above, the 
resulti g vegetation and wetland loss/change from the Hypothetical Development Scenario will 
also b long-term. It follows directly then that th~ resulting degradation of aesthetic resources 
will als be long-term, and therefore, irreversible! 

The Dr ft EIS must be revised to acknowledge that proposed activities will result in an 
irrever ible loss of visual resource quality in the Coastal Plain. 

nificant OilS ills DEIS Section 3.2.11 Solid 

The Dr ft EIS fails to adequately characterize the risk of oil spills by limiting its risk analysis to 
includ only spill records for Alaska's North Slope. Based on this area-restricted, historical record, 
the Dr ft EIS concludes that the risk of a very large spill of more than 100,000 gallons is estimated 
to be I w (page 3-62) to very 'low (Table 3-15, page 3-64). 

Howev r, considering oil spill data from across Alaska, the likelihood of a major spill on the Coastal 
Plains ems almost inevitable. Statewide from 2002-2016, there were 16 major spills that 
releas d at least 10,000 gallons of oil each into thel environment. Five of those spills were 
classifi d as very large, exceeding 100,000 gallons each (Summary of West Coast Data CY 2016, 
Pacific tates/British Columbia Oil Spill Task Force, May 2017). In April 2017, a BP well near 
Prudh e Bay vented gas and oil spray for three days before an ADEC/EPA response team managed 
to kill t e well. 

The Dr ft EIS states that North Slope production activity has resulted in only three documented 
spills g eater than 100,000 gallons (page 3-62). The Draft continues stating that: "Upon detection, 
spills h ve been contained and cleaned up, as required by federal, state, and NSB regulations (NRC 
2003).' The Draft fails to correlate these events to Table 3-14 Spill Characteristics by Season---
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have p st major spill events occurred only under weather/site conditions that best promote clean­
up and restoration? In addition, the DEIS also fails to mention or discuss the potential for and 
impac s of an oil spill from a vessel carrying product from Coastal Plain fields. 

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 

acts of Ice Roads and Trails 

Throug out the document, ice road/pad construction and use are most often portrayed as being 
relativ ly damage neutral practices. This portrayal is undermined by statements in several places 
in the raft EIS, as follows: 

a) In the Soil Resources section (page 3-46}, we read: "These future actions, including 
vehicular travel on snow and ice-covered tundra, change and disturb the insulating surface 
vegetation layer and increase the active layer thickness, thawing the permafrost, and 
developing thermokarst structures. Thermokarst changes the surface topography, 
increasing water accumulation, changing surface water drainage patterns, and increasing 
the potential for soil erosion and sedimentation (BLM 2018a; Jorgenson et al. 2010)." 

b) Again, under Soil Resources (page 3-48} we read: "Previous seismic survey explorations and 
an exploratory test well in the program area have disturbed the surface vegetation and 
affected the thaw of permafrost, changed drainage patterns, and changed vegetation 
growth for over 25 years after disturbance ~USFWS 2014; Jorgenson et al. 2010). 
Approximately 900 square miles of additional seismic surveys over the program area are 
required (Appendix B); while improvements have been made to avoid impacts on the 
ground surface, future seismic surveys may have similar impacts." 

I 
c) In the Visual Resources section (page 3-219), we read: "Seismic exploration, authorized by 

Congress, was conducted in the program area during the winters of 1984 and 1985. 
Exploration during winter causes less damage to tundra vegetation and soils than in 
summer, but damage does occur. Because of the 1984-1985 seismic exploration, known as 
2-D (two-dimensional) seismic, 1,250 miles of trails made by drill, vibrator, and recording 
ehicles crisscrossed the Coastal Plain tundra. Additional trails were created by D-7 
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Caterpillar tractors that pulled ski-mounted trailer-trains between work camps. The trails 
were about 4 miles apart. While 90 percent of all trails recovered well during the first 10 
years after exploration, 5 percent of trails had still not recovered by 2009, 25 years after 
the disturbance. This indicates that about 125 miles of disturbed trail remained in 2009, 
based on a total length of about 2,500 miles of original trails, both seismic lines and camp­
move trails (USFWS 2014). These trails disrupt the visual continuity of the expansive, 
undeveloped landscape." I 

d) And again, in the Visual Resource section (page 3-223), we read: "The program area is the 
geographic scope of the analysis area for cumulative impacts. Impacts on visual resources 
in the program area from past actions occurred from the 1984-1985 seismic exploration. 
About 125 miles of disturbed trail remained in 2009, based on a total length of about 2,500 
miles of original trails (both seismic lines and camp-move trails) (USFWS 2014). The 
remaining trails create visible lines and fain1t variations in texture across the undeveloped 
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." 

In one ftudy of long-term ice trail recovery, we find the following statements relative to 
explor tion access*: 

a) "The creation of vehicle trails on the tundra from seismic exploration for oil has 
accelerated in the past decade (2000-2010), and the cumulative impact represents a 
geographic footprint that covers a greater extent of Alaska's North Slope tundra than all 
other direct human impact combined." 

b) "Ice trails with low levels of initial disturba l e usually improved well overtime, whereas 
those with medium to high levels of initial disturbance recovered slowly." (Heavier camp 
vehicles were found to have much greater impact than relatively lighter seismic survey 
vehicles.) 

c) "Recovery to pre-disturbance communities was not possible where trail subsidence 
occurred due to thawing of ground ice." 

d) "Previous studies of disturbance from winter seismic vehicles in the arctic predicted short­
term and mostly aesthetic impacts, but we found that severe impacts to tundra vegetation 
persisted for two decades after disturbance under some conditions." 

Study f ndings suggest that exploration access impacts could combine with climate change to 
greatly alter the permafrost and arctic ecology where exploration activities occur. 

Accord ng to Appendix B (page B-12), during exploration, over 900 square miles of the Coastal 
Plain w uld be subject to seismic testing with equipment access using roads spaced 320-1,320 feet 
apart. hat is the cumulative impact of the resulting network of compacted surfaces? 
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The D ft EIS must be revised to portray a true picture of the use and impacts of vehicular travel 
on sn and ice-covered tundra, especially during the seismic exploration phase. In the process, 
the Dr ft needs to acknowledge that our understanding of long-term soil compaction and 
vegeta ive recovery in the arctic tundra is extremely limited. 

Address the lm 

Althou h discussion of seismic exploration is spread throughout the document, the Draft EIS fails 
to pro ide a cohesive understanding of the potential direct, indirect and cumulative effects of 
seismi exploration. It is not possible for the reviewer to get a clear picture of the scope and 
extent f impacts from seismic exploration given the current structure of the document. 

The Dr ft EIS must be revised to separate the impact analysis of exploration from that of 
develo ment, production anr transport. 

The Dr ft EIS includes brief mention of aquatic invertebrates and their great significance to the 
freshw ter food chain (page 3-78}. However, the document fails to identify or address any risks or 
impact relative to terrestrial invertebrates, primarily insects. There is one brief mention of 
"insect populations" relative to bird survival (page 3-91}. What invertebrate species are present? 
What s ecies have been identified as having special concern or status? What is the significance of 
terrest ial insect biomass to the food chain? What are the risks and potential impacts to terrestrial 
invertebrates from proposed exploration and development activities? Are there concerns relative 
to inva ive invertebrate species given the extent of proposed disturbance? 

The Dr ft EIS must be revised to identify the existing situation relative to terrestrial 
invert brates (species present, ecological function, etc.) and to address the potential impacts of 
the ra ge of alternatives on these species. 

10) Failure to Full Disclose and Address the Potentia lim acts of Desalination DEIS Cha ter 3 : 

othetical Development Scenario (page B-11) states that a seawater treatment plant (STP} 
would ost likely be constructed for each stand-alone oil development facility. In fact, the 

of the entire development and production effort hinges entirely on these plants and the 
unqua tified magnitude of water made available through desalinization. On page B-16 we read: 
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"Groundwater aquifers or local lakes and rivers are typically the preferred water sources, 
due to the cost and maintenance requiremf nts of a seawater desalination plant; however, 
due to the limited information about groundwater resources in the Coastal Plain, those 
sources may not be sufficient to meet water needs. Thus, for the purpose of analysis, it is 
assumed that a seawater treatment plant would be required." 

Althou h STPs are identified in the document as being highly significant support facilities, the Draft 
EIS do s very little to provide the Responsible Official with a workable understanding of the total 

numb r of plants and the range and magnitude of lrisks and impacts associated with desalination. 
Forth most part, STPs are portrayed as just anotr r relatively neutral support facility. 

On pa e 3-82 (Fish and Aquatic Resources), we do find the following text: 

"Discharge of brine to the marine area from a potential STP could further increase salinity, 
particularly in the winter when freshwater ~ay be frozen. Effects would be particularly 
pronounced if the discharge was in the brackish lagoon waters that are hypersaline in 
winter." 

Howev r, most tellingly, within the Water Resources section, there is only one mention of 
desali ation or STPs, as follows (page 3-59): 

"Discharges of various pollutant concentrations in the future from an STP would be 
required to meet standards in the treatment plant's APDES discharge permit and potential 
mixing zone requirements." 

The m jor shortcomings of the Water Resources analysis in this Draft EIS are again highlighted 
here. here is no discussion of potential desalination impacts----not even a desalination-related 
bullet i em in the list of primary water quality issues resulting from the proposed development 
(page -55). This is significant in light of the fact t 1at STP use may be far greater than anticipated 
because freshwater is scarce and becoming even more scarce on the Coastal Plain as a result of 

climat change. 

In rega ds to the potential impacts and unknowns ~elative to STPs, we find the following in a brief 

review of the literature: I 
a) "Beyond the links to climate problems, marine biologists warn that widespread 

desalinization could take a heavy toll on oc~an biodiversity; as such facilities' intake pipes 
essentially vacuum up and inadvertently kill millions of plankton, fish eggs, fish larvae and 
other microbial organisms that constitute the base layer of the marine food chain. And, 
according to Jeffrey Graham of the Scripps Institute of Oceanography's Center for Marine 
Biotechnology and Biomedicine, the salty sludge leftover after desalinization for every 
gallon of freshwater produced, another gallon of doubly concentrated salt water must be 
disposed of can wreak havoc on marine ec6systems if dumped willy-nilly offshore. For 
some desalinization operations, says Grah1m, it is thought that the disappearance of some 
organisms from discharge areas may be related to the salty outflow." ** 
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b) "With the majority of desalination plants extracting water directly through open water 
intakes in the ocean, there is a direct impact on marine life. Fish and other marine 
organisms are killed on the intake screens (impingement); organisms small enough to pass 
through, such as plan~ton, fish eggs, and larvae, are killed during processing of the salt 
water (entrainment). The impacts on the marine environment, even for a single 
desalination plant, may be subject to daily, seasonal, annual, and even decadal variation, 
and are likely to be species- and site-specific. Another major environmental challenge of 
desalination is the disposal of the highly colncentrated salt brine that contains other 
chemicals used throughout the process. Belcause all large coastal seawater desalination 
plants discharge brine into oceans and estuaries ... steps must be taken to ensure its safe 
disposal; at this stage, we know very little about the long-term impacts of brine disposal on 
the marine environment. Twice as saline as the ocean, the brine is denser than the waters 
into which it is discharged and tends to sink and slowly spread along the ocean floor, where 
there is typically little wave energy to mix i . 

These impacts, however, are not well understood. More research is needed, especially to 
understand the long-term impacts." *** 

The d cument fails to provide the Responsible Official and the public with even a basic 
under tanding of the risks and magnitude of the potential adverse impacts of desalination on 
the air ady increasingly stressed nearshore marine environment of the Coastal Plain. 

The Dr ft EIS must be revised to fully address the range and magnitude of potential impacts of 
the pr posed network of STPs. 

The Dr ft EIS identifies one of the irreversible and irretrievable resource commitments as (page 3-
248):" nergy consumption associated with construction and operation phases." 

In the aste to prepare this document, the irretrieyable energy consumption associated with 
explor tion and product transport activities has been omitted. The Draft EIS needs to be revised 
to ide tify this resource commitment. 
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ADDITIONAL COMMENTS on the DRAFT EIS: 

1) Faillre to ldenti and Address Issues Related td BLM's Abilit 

The Dr ft EIS fails to: (1) describe the inspection and control process that BLM will use to monitor 
and m nage exploration and development operators in this remote environment, (2) characterize 
the pe ormance of the BLM in monitoring and managing past and current development activities 
in simi ar remote, arctic environments and (3) describe how BLM's ability to adequately monitor 
and in pect exploration and development activities would be maintained at an acceptable level 
given eclining agency budgets, personnel shortagbs and increasing occurrence of government 
shutdo ns. Lease Stipulations, Required Operating Procedures and other applicable regulations 
and st ndards will require a significant amount of f versight and control---especially since the 
propos d operations will involve multiple lessees and sub-contractors. 

In addi ion, the document fails to clearly acknowledge that emergency response relies largely on 
other gencies (e.g., ADEC, EPA). What are the risks associated with this reliance? What is the 
past tr ck record of emergency response efforts on the North Slope? Will staffing levels and 
training of personnel in these sister agencies be suffi icient to respond adequately to a major 

emergt ncy---now and over time? 

The Drrft EIS must be revised to address concern~ related to BLM's ability to properly administer 
lessee perations and the ability of agencies to respond to an emergency. 

acts on the Short and Lon -Term Mana ement of the Arctic National 

The Dr ft EIS fails to identify and address the impacts of oil and gas exploration and development 
on the bility of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to manage the Refuge in concert with its 
intend d purposes. ANICLA provided four purposes that guide management of the Refuge: to 
conse e animals and plants in their natural diversity, ensure a place for hunting and gathering 
activiti s, protect water quality and quantity, and fulfill international wildlife treaty obligations. 

In sho , USFWS is mandated to provide for the long-term protection of this globally significant 
landsc pe. How will the ability of the USFWS to successfully manage the Coastal Plain for these 

purpos~s be impacted in both the short and long-term by the proposed activities? 

The Dr ft EIS must be revised to adequately address the short and long-term impacts of the 
propos d activities on USFWS's land management role.is issue. 
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to Substantial! Revise the Draft EIS and Recirculate for Public Review: 

ve comments point out numerous major flaws in the Draft EIS. Other reviewers are 
ting major short-comings with other sectidns of this hastily prepared document. The 

curren Draft EIS lacks the objectivity and impact quantification required for the Responsible 
Officia to make a well-informed decision. The CFRs require the agency to prepare and circulate a 
revise draft when a draft statement is so inadequate as to preclude meaningful analysis (40 CFR 
1502.9 a)). 

The ex sting document must be substantially revised and a second Draft EIS must be re-issued 
for an ther public review period. 

I 
--------- ---------------------------------------------------------r------------------------------------------------------------

The Co stal Plain has long been considered the biological heart of the Arctic National Wildlife 
Refuge. Other analyses have shown that oil and gas development of the Coastal Plain is not 
neede for our energy independence and pose grave, long-term risks to the Arctic Refuge. 

The Dr ft EIS fails to enumerate the related risks and potential impacts in a manner adequate to 
proper y inform the public and to support a valid decision by the Responsible Official. The Draft 
EIS ne ds to be thoroughly revised and a another Draft EIS submitted for additional public 
comm nt. I can then only hope that the bi-partisan vision enacted into law when the Arctic 
Refuge was first created is reflected in a Final EIS and Record of Decision. 

Thank ou for entering my comments into the public record and addressing my comments in a 

Draft EIS. 

waterJ ite@ hotmail.com 

Cc: 
Senato Patty Murray 
Senato Maria Cantwell 
Repres ntative Kim Schrier 

EarthJ stice 

*Jorge son, J., Hoef J., & Jorgenson, M. 2010. Long-Term Recovery Patterns of Arctic Tundra 
after inter Seismic Exploration. Ecological Applidations, 20 (1), 205-221. 

** Scie tific American Earth Talk. 2019. The Impacts of Relying on Desalination for Water. 

***Co ley, H., Ajami, N. and Heberger, M. 2013. Key Issues in Seawater Desalination in California: 

Marine Impacts. Pacific Institute (on-line). I 
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