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CHAPTER 6

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

This section provides a summary of the comments received on the Draft Amended IAP/EIS. A list of the agencies,
organizations and individuals who submitted substantive comments is provided. Finally, both general and specific
comments and the BLM’s responses to those comments are presented.

6.1 Summary of Comments on the Draft Amended IAP/EIS

Approximately 214,665 individual comments on the Draft Amended IAP/EIS were received during the public
comment period from June 9 through August 23, 2004. Comments on the Draft Amended IAP/EIS were received
via letter, electronic mail (email), facsimile (fax), the project website (http://nenpra.ensr.com), and formal public
meetings. Comments were received from many states of the United States, Canada, and Europe.

Approximately 212,860 comments were received in response to solicitations from advocacy groups, and many of
these were identical statements or slight variations thereof. Each of the form letters was read and substantive issues
were identified

Twelve public subsistence-related hearings were held during June, July, August, November, and December 2004.
More than 129 people made statements. The meetings were held at Anaktuvuk Pass, Anchorage, Atqasuk, Barrow,
Bethel, Fairbanks, and Nuiqsut, Alaska, and Washington, D.C. Comment letters and hearing transcripts were
assigned tracking numbers and entered into a database. Individual tracking numbers were assigned to only one
representative letter for identical or nearly identical form letters. All comments received on the draft document are
included in the Administrative Record

The project interdisciplinary team reviewed all comment letters and hearing transcripts, and substantive comments
(as defined in the BLM NEPA Handbook H-1790-1) requiring specific responses. A comment received a specific
response if it 1) was substantive and related to inadequacies or inaccuracies in the analysis or methodologies used;
and/or 2) identified new impacts or recommended reasonable new alternatives or mitigation measures; and/or 3)
involved substantive disagreements on interpretation of significance. After all comment letters were reviewed, each
substantive comment was assigned a comment issue code and letters were annotated to identify each coded
substantive comment. The original and annotated letters have been entered into the Administrative Record.

Specific comments and responses are provided in Section 6.4. The text of the Final Amended IAP/EIS has been
revised or edited where appropriate to address the comments. Much of the additional information, either requested
or provided by public input, has been incorporated in the Final Amended IAP/EIS. Information on how specific
comments were addressed and where they are addressed within the Final Amended IAP/EIS is detailed in the
response to each issue statement in Section 6.4.

The approximately 214,665 comment letters received and the transcripts from the six public hearings, four
ANILCA 810 subsistence hearings, and the public subsistence meeting in Bethel have not been reproduced in this
document. The issue statements presented in Section 6.4 summarize the substantive and general comments
received. Copies of all meeting transcripts, substantive comment letters, and representative letters received from
advocacy groups are included in the CD-ROM located in the back pocket of Volume I of the Final Amended
IAP/EIS. Information contained on the CD-ROM is also included on the project website (http://nenpra.ensr.com).
The comment letters are part of the Administrative Record and can be inspected upon request to the BLM.
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6.2 Commenting Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals

6.2.1 Written Comments

Written substantive comments were received from the agencies, organizations, and individuals listed below. The
number following the name of the organization or individual(s) below is a discrete identification number that was
used in the response to comments process. The specific comments and responses are presented in Section 6.4.
Reproductions of representative letters, including each letter with a comment requiring a specific response, are
provided in the CD-ROM located in the back pocket of Volume I of the Final Amended IAP/EIS. Information
contained on the CD-ROM is also included on the project website (http://nenpra.ensr.com).

Federal Agencies
e U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

(197632)

e U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service at Anchorage
(197619)

e U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service at Fairbanks
(197618)

State and Local Governmentsand Tribal Organizations
e  Governor Frank Murkowski and the State of
Alaska (197620)
e Iiupiat Community of the Arctic Slope
(197635)

Alaska Native Claims Settlement Acts Cor por ations
e Kuukpik Corporation (197616)

Oil and GasIndustry and Related Groups
e Alaska Oil and Gas Association (197608)
e Anadarko Petroleum Corporation (197615)

Conservation Groups and Related Groups

e Alaska Coalition — Alaska Center for the
Environment, Alaska Coalition, Alaska
Wilderness League, Campaign for
America’s Wilderness, Center for Biological
Diversity, Natural Resources Defense
Council, Northern Alaska Environmental
Center, Sierra Club, The Wilderness
Society, U.S. PIRG, and World Wildlife
Fund (197617)

e Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission
(197605)

e Alaska Miners Association, Inc. (196937)

e Arizona Wildlife Federation (193978)

e Audubon Alaska/National Wildlife
Federation (197610)

e (California Waterfowl Association (196939)

e Central Sierra Environmental Resource
Center (196940)

U.S. Geological Survey (196952)
Representative John Dingell (196942)
Representative Richard W. Pombo (197612)
Representative Mark Udall (197613)

The North Slope Borough (197621)

ConocoPhillips Alaska, Inc. (196557,
197611)

Ducks Unlimited (188338, 196943)
Howard County Bird Club (182845)
Juneau Audubon Society (195732)
Northern Alaska Environmental Center
(197614)

Ornithologist’s Coalition (1976006)
Pacific Flyway Council (196949)

The Nature Conservancy (197609)

The Wildlife Society (191279)

Wildlife Conservation Society (196561)
Wildlife Management Institute (194259)

Northeast National Petroleum Reserve — Alaska 6-4
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Other Written Comments

A. E. White (106114)

Aaron Gilliam (086081)

Aaron Wernham (195986)

Ann Dyes (196944)

Anna Jacus (183854)

Arnie Schildhaus (196950)
Arnold Brower Jr. (197986, 197988)
Barbara Hoekenga (000119)
Ben Long (196948)

Brenda Wright (195732)

Brian Moore (197977)

Brodie Anderson (197976)
Carl Wassilie (179814)

Carol Wallace (87251)
Catherine Greenleaf (196207)
Charles Barnwell (193638)
Charles Brower (197980)
Charles Calvert (92812)
Charles Smith (000040)
Christian Timmerman (196988)
Christiane Raymond (197631)
Christine Bucklin (59528)
Christine Kulis (197624)
Claudia Greco (169388)

C.S. Symington (157751)
David Addison (135985)
Dominique Banchelet (181423)
Dora Nukapigak (197990)
Doug Canady (149296)
Edward Itta (197980)

Elisabeth Lehigh (195360)
Elizabeth McCloskey (196086)
Frederick Tukle (197990)
Geoff Carroll (197980, 197988)

John Kozub (122798)

John Schoen (197975)

John Strasenburgh (185987, 196951)
John Swanson (197633)

Joseph Eviklook (197973)

Julian Powers (144995, 151054, 157741)
June R. Huyett Thomas (195059)
Karen Appleby (137605)

Karen Fant (196945)

Kate Stephenson (57320)

Kathi Griffin (39278)

Kay Woods (183937)

Kevin Witt (195444)

Kristin Cummings (197977)
Kristi Espinoza (118849)
Leonard Lampe (197973)

Linda Muller (033401)

Mark Ahmakak (197973)

Mark Fiore (153527)

Mark Tipperman (185012)

Mary An McCall (197639)

Mary Hogan (196947, 194604)
Mary Johnston (197634)
Michael Graesser (196946)
Michael North (196264)

Michael Piehl (196572)

Myron P. Naneng, Sr. (197982, 197978)
Nancy Ebbert (19869)

Ned Egen (125270)

P. Matthew Shudtz (197637)
Patriotic U.S. Citizen (149424)
Paul Hugo (197974)

Paul Kriescher (051844)

Peter Pennington (000037)

George Ahmaogak, May North Slope Polly Dyer (196714)
Borough (196407) Raymond Wager (149036)
e  Gerhard Olving (197630) Richard Rossiter (24226)
e Gwen Heisterkamp (161699, 168331) Robert Davison (194259)
e Harry Brower (197986) Robert Edward, Sr. (197980)
e [saac Nukapigak (197973) Robert Franz (197636)
e Jamie Palter (137486) Robert Markeloff (197622)
e Jane Fasullo (114822) Ron Kim (197611)
e Jean and Harold Kolb (197627) Rosemary Ahtuangaruak (197976, 197990)
e Jennifer van den Berg (195938) Ruth Sperling (196041)
e Jessica Longstreth (195560) Santiago Miro (63180)
e Jim DiPeso (196404) Sarah McGiffert (187460, 192313)
e Jim Thiele (194429) Sarah Ryker (59760)
e Joe Gutshall (191222) Sean O’Connor (144940)
e John Gardner (197977)
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e  Sharon and Kenneth Wyberg (186677,
189912, 196953)

Terry Cummings (196941)
Thomas Itta (197979)

[ ]
[ ]
e Stan Senner (197978) e Thomas Matthews (116072)
e Stephanie Danielson (184901) e Tom and Sally Overholt (197629)
e Steve Yates (121623) e Tom Paragi (143335)
e Steven DeCaluwe (138143) e Veronica Estelle (196456, 196457)
e Steven Mueller (033673) e Virginia Alden (196938)
e  Susanne Moser (197621) e  Wallace Elton (182141)
e T.D. Kameron (92949) e  Wayne T. Gilchrest (197984)
e Taqulik Hepa (197988)
e Ted von Hippel (000039)

6.2.2 Public Subsistence-Related Meeting Testimony

Substantive comments received during the 12 public subsistence-related hearings have been addressed in the same
manner as written comments. All of the following individuals spoke at the public meetings. The comments that
received a written response have been assigned a discrete comment identification number located beside the name
of the individual.

6.2.2.1 Public Subsistence-Related Meetings and ANILCA 810
Hearings on the Draft Amended IAP/EIS

Anaktuvuk Pass, Alaska (Document Identification Number 197974). The public subsistence-related hearing in
Anaktuvuk Pass was held on August 3, 2004 in the Nunamiut School at 7 p.m. Approximately 22 people attended
this hearing. The following attendees provided comments for the record:

e Anna lona Hugo Nageak (197974-175) e  Mark Major, ConocoPhillips Alaska

e Charles S. Hugo (197974-171) (197974-093)

e Doreen Simmonds (197974-150) e Paul Hugo, North Slope Borough Assembly
e Joseph Akpik, Inupiat Community of the (197974-155)

Arctic Slope (197974-113)

Anchorage, Alaska (Document ldentification Number 197975). The public subsistence-related hearing in
Anchorage was held on June 28, 2004 in the Wilda Marston Theatre at 7 p.m. Approximately 33 people attended
this hearing. The following attendees provided comments for the record:

e  Deborah Williams, Alaska Conservation e Rachel James, Alaska Coalition (197975-
Foundation (197975-163) 149)

e Eleanor Huffines, Wilderness Society e Rick Mott, ConocoPhillips Alaska (197975-
(197975-122) 076)

e Gregory Hebertson, Anadarko Petroleum e Sara Chapell, Sierra Club (197975-114)
(197975-104) e Tadd Owens, Resource Development

e John Schoen, Audubon Alaska (197975- Council for Alaska (197975-066)
089) e Ted Von Hippel (197975-139)

e Larry Houle, Alaska Support Industry e Tim Leach (197975-178)
Alliance (197975-195) e Tom Hendrix, Kuukpik Carlile

e Lynn Johnson, Dowland-Bach Corporation Transportation, LLC (197975-203)

(197975-062)
e Paula Easley (197975-189)
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Atgasuk, Alaska (Document Identification Number 197979). The public subsistence-related hearing in Atqasuk
was held on August 10, 2004 in the Community Center at 7 p.m. Approximately 36 people attended this hearing.
The following attendees provided comments for the record:

e Bernadine Itta (197979-023) e Thomas Itta, Sr. (197979-027)
e  Mark Major, ConocoPhillips Alaska
(197979-008)

Barrow, Alaska (Document Identification Number 197980). The public subsistence-related hearing in Barrow
was held on August 12, 2004 in the Inupiat Heritage Center at 7 p.m. Approximately 76 people attended this
hearing. The following attendees provided comments for the record:

e Beverly Hugo (197980-103) e Ken Donajkowski, ConocoPhillips Alaska

e Charles Brower, North Slope Borough, (197980-160)

Wildlife Department (197980-011) e Kenneth Toovak Jr. (197980-063)
Charles Okakok (197980-175) e Linda Wenning (197980-120)

e Craig George, North Slope Borough, e Mae M. Akpik (197980-228)
Department of Wildlife Management e  Marie Carroll (197980-068)
(197980-295) e Max Ahgeak, Ukpeagvik Inupiat

e Douglas Edwardsen (197980-131) Corporation (197980-220)

e [Edith Vorderstrasse (197980-186) e Paul Ningeok (197980-134)

e Edward Itta (197980-048) e Percy Nusunginya, Native Village of

e Elsie Itta, Native Village of Barrow Barrow Inupiat Traditional Government
(197980-079) Council (197980-029)

e Geoff Carroll (197980-035) e Richard Glenn, Arctic Slope Regional

e  George Edwardsen (197980-196) Corporation (197980-089)

e Harry Brower, Jr. (197980-278) e Richard Hutchinson (197980-271)

e James Patkotak, Inupiat Community of the e Robert Edwardsen, Sr. (197980-106)
Arctic Slope (197980-111) e Taqulik Hepa (197980-237)

e Janice Meadows (197980-252) e  Warren Matumeak (197980-127)

e Jenny Ahkivgak (197980-274) e  William Itta (197980-261)

e Johnny Brower (197980-149)

Bethel, Alaska (Document I dentification Number 197978). The public subsistence-related hearing in Bethel was
held on August 17, 2004 in the Cultural Center at 7 p.m. Approximately nine people attended this hearing. The
following attendees provided comments for the record:

e Agnes Pete Phillips (197978-071) e Sally Rothwell, ConocoPhillips Alaska
e  Myron Manning, Association of Village (197978-056)
Council Representatives (197978-050) e Stan Senner, Audubon Alaska (197978-087)

Fairbanks, Alaska (Document ldentification Number 197976). The public subsistence-related hearing in
Fairbanks was held on June 29, 2004 in Noel Wien Library Auditorium at 7 p.m. Approximately 32 people
attended this hearing. The following attendees provided comments for the record:

e  Arthur Hussey, Northern Alaska e Dan Simien, Laborer's Local 942 (197976-
Environmental Center (197976-076) 071)
e Ben Johnson (197976-121) Dave Miller (197976-099)
Brodie Anderson, Northern Alaska Dean Rampy, Doyon (197976-106)
Environmental Center (197976-052) Debbie Miller (197976-151)
e Buzz Otis (197976-110) Don Lowry, Operating Engineers Local 302
e  Chris Johansen (197976-093) (197976-084)
o Jeff Merkel (197976-115)
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Jim Drew (197976-080)

John Whitehead, ConocoPhilips Alaska
(197976-059)

John Zuleger (197976-132)

Kevin Pomeroy (197976-108)

Leon Tomasic (197976-102)

Leonard Collins (197976-157)

Margaret Russell, Greater Fairbanks
Chamber of Commerce (197976-125)
Rosemary Ahtuangaruak (197976-136)
Sean Rice, A. Phillip Randolph Institute
(197976-147)

Steve Thompson, Mayor, City of Fairbanks
(197976-087)

Nuigsut, Alaska (Document Identification Number 197973). The public subsistence-related hearing in Nuigsut
was held on August 9, 2004 in the Kisik Community Center at 7 p.m. Approximately 44 people attended this

hearing. The following attendees provided comments for the record:

Bernice Kaigelok (197973-137)

Eli Nukapigak (197973-106)

Frank Matumeak (197973-094)

Joe Nukapigak (197973-076)

Joseph Eviklook (197973-071)
Leonard Lampe, Kuukpik Subsistence
Oversight Panel (197973-044)
Maggie Kavosky (197973-111)

Mark Ahmakak (197973-098)
Rosemary Ahtuangaruak, Major, City of
Nuigsut (197973-117)

Sally Rothwell, ConocoPhillips Alaska
(197973-027)

Sarah Kunaknana (197973-113)

Thomas Ahtuangaruak (197973-132)

Washington D.C. (Document ldentification Number 197977). The public subsistence-related hearing in
Washington, D.C., was held on July 1, 2004 in the Pentagon City Doubletree Hotel at 7 p.m. Approximately 87
people attended this hearing. The following attendees provided comments for the record:

Adam Kolton (197977-275)
Beth Porterfield (197977-224)

Leslie Catherwood, Wilderness Society
(197977-165)

e Brian Moore, United States Public Interest e  Margaret Pardue (197977-181)
Research Group (197977-057) e  Marie-Laure Coiiet (197977-095)

e Dana Rudd, ConocoPhillips (197977-112) e  Mark Young (197977-150)

e David Drasin (197977-271) e  Matthew Frattali (197977-235)

e Douglas Jaslow (197977-221) e Melinda Pierce (197977-197)

e Ed Mulrernin (197977-122) e  Michael Woodbridge (197977-160)

e FErica Stanley (197977-201) e Mikaila Milton (197977-263)

e  Gregory Herbertson, Anadarko Petroleum e Natalie Brandon, Alaska Wilderness League
(197977-099) (197977-171)

e Heather Rorer (197977-238) e Paul Baicich (197977-249)

e James Weiffenbach (197977-255) e Paul Cicio, Industrial Energy Consumers of

e Jeanne Watson (197977-206) America (197977-067)

e Jennifer Schmidt (197977-256) e Peter Guerrero (197977-152)

e John Garder (197977-088) e Rachel Bocchino (197977-209)

e Jon Owen, Campaign for America's e Randy Moorman, Earth Justice (197977-
Wilderness (197977-031) 077)

e Jonathan Guerrero (197977-157) e Sam Frank (197977-145)

e Keith McCoy, National Association of e Sara Williams (197977-243)
Manufacturers (197977-009) e Tara Schoepke (197977-287)

e Ken Leonard, American Petroleum Institute e Tayleah Surratt (197977-214)
(197977-023) e Timothy Stephany (197977-135)

e Kiristen Cummings, National Wildlife
Federation (197977-047)
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Anaktuvuk Pass, Alaska (Document Identification Number 197987). The ANILCA 810 public hearing in
Anaktuvuk Pass was held on November 8, 2004 in the Community Center at 7:10 p.m. Approximately 15 people
attended this hearing. The following attendees provided comments for the record:

e Laura Lou Ticket (197987-153)
e  Paul Hugo (197987-150)

Atgasuk, Alaska (Document Identification Number 197986). The ANILCA 810 public hearing in Atqasuk was
held on November 4, 2004 in the Community Center at 7:15 p.m. Approximately 18 people attended this hearing.
The following attendees provided comments for the record:

Arnold Brower (197986-225)

Arnold Brower, Jr. (197986-297)

Arnold Brower, Jr. amended (197986-354)
Bernadine Itta (197986-277)

Candace Itta (197986-316)

Delbert Rexford (197986-240)

Delbert Rexford on behalf of Weber Nungasak (197986-294)
Ethel Burke (197986-267)

Gail Wong (197986-300)

Harry Brower (197986-309)

James Aiken (197986-324)

Joseph Akpik (197986-210)

Barrow, Alaska (Document Identification Number 197988): The ANILCA 810 public hearing in Barrow was held
on November 5, 2004 in the Inupiat Heritage Center at 7:15 p.m. Approximately seven people attended this
hearing. The following attendees provided comments for the record:

Arnold Brower, Jr. (197988-198)
Geoff Carroll (197988-211)
Taqulik Hepa (197988-260)
Joseph Leavitt (197988-254, 278)
Delbert Rexford (197988-233)
Linda Wenning (197988-274)

Bethel, Alaska (Document Identification Number 197989). Subsistence-related hearing in Bethel was held on
November 11, 2004 in the Yupiit Piciryarait Cultural Center at 7:20 p.m. Approximately two people attended this
hearing. The following attendee provided comments for the record:

e Joan Hamilton (197989-271)

Nuigsut, Alaska (Document Identification Number 197990): The ANILCA 810 public hearing in Nuigsut was held
on December 1, 2004 in the Kisik Community Center at 5:20 p.m. Approximately eight people attended this
hearing. The following attendees provided comments for the record:

Della Tukle (197990-105)

Dora Nukapigak (197990-008)

Eli Nukapigak (197990-084)
Frederick Tukle, Sr. (197990-109)
Jim Allen (197990-093)
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e Rosemary Ahtuangaruak (197990-076)
e Rosemary Ahtuangaruak on behalf of ICAS (197990-121)

6.3 General Comments and Responses

The comments below were expressed in many ways in many of the comment letters received. Although these
comments are not specifically focused on the content of the Draft Amended IAP/EIS, the BLM believes that
responding to these concerns on broader issues is appropriate.

Comment: The public did not have adequate opportunity to provide input.

Response: The NEPA process provides specifically for two public input opportunities—scoping and public
meetings on the Draft Amended IAP/EIS. The 75-day scoping period of the Draft Amended IAP/EIS was formally
initiated with the Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft Amendment to the Northeast National Petroleum
Reserve - Alaska Integrated Activity Plan/Environmental Impact Statement and the Announcement of Public
Subsistence-Related Hearings Schedule in the Federal Register on June 9, 2004. Scoping is specifically intended to
give stakeholders and the public an opportunity to have input on the issues, alternatives, and mitigation measures
of the Amended IAP/EIS. The public review and comment period on the Draft Amended IAP/EIS provides
stakeholders and the public another opportunity to comment on the issues, alternatives, and mitigation measures as
well as on the information and analyses in the Amended IAP/EIS. If scoping comments were not understood or
were not considered in the Draft Amended IAP/EIS, the public comment period is an opportunity to clarify or
repeat a concern. The comment period on the Draft Amended IAP/EIS was initially 60 days and was then extended
an additional 2 weeks. Comments on the draft document were accepted through a variety of means—mail,
facsimile, e-mail, website, and public meetings. The comments could be as lengthy and detailed as needed to fully
convey concerns. Multiple comment letters could be submitted during the comment period to provide additional
detail as it occurs to the commenter. In response to public requests for more time to comment on the Draft
Amended IAP/EIS, the close of the public review and comment period on the Draft Amended IAP/EIS was
extended from August 9 to August 23, 2004.

Comment: | hope you will take my comments seriously.

Response: The BLM received over 214,660 letters, postcards, e-mails, facsimiles, and web-based comments on the
Draft Amended IAP/EIS. Every comment submission was reviewed by BLM staff. Comments on the content of the
Draft Amended IAP/EIS were identified and responded to. A response to a comment may be revision or addition to
the text of the Draft Amended IAP/EIS, or a direct answer to the comment, or both. Section 6.1 explains the criteria
and process by which we identified, evaluated, and responded to substantive comments. Opinions regarding oil and
gas leasing in the National Petroleum Reserve — Alaska, whether for, against, or ambivalent, are considered by the
BLM management and decision-makers in preparing the ROD. Opinions are not analyzed in the Draft Amended
IAP/EIS because they do not generate changes in the technical content. They are forwarded for management
consideration and are part of the permanent record for this planning process. Many of the comments received are
form letters. Comments that appeared in form letters or were expressed multiple times in multiple ways have been
addressed in a response to a specific comment or have been summarized and responded to as a general comment.

Comment: Environmental I mpact Statements are supposed to contain all possible and probable alternatives to
the proposed action. The alternatives put forth in your draft environmental impact statement offer little in the
way of balancing oil and gas development with protecting the area’s wildlife, wilderness, or its residents
subsistence lifestyle.

Response: Under NEPA, we must “rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives™ not all
“possible and probable alternatives” to the proposed action. A reasonable alternative must meet the proposal
objectives. As noted in Section 1.3 (Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action) of the Draft Amended IAP/EIS,
the proposal’s objectives were two-fold:

e Consider leasing portions of lands currently unavailable or under a No Surface Activity restriction to oil
and gas leasing in the Northeast National Petroleum Reserve - Alaska; and
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e Consider developing performance-based lease stipulations and ROPs that would provide the BLM greater
flexibility in protecting important surface resources from the impacts of oil and gas activities, similar to
those developed for the Northwest National Petroleum Reserve — Alaska.

The Amended IAP/EIS examines an array of alternative packages created by varying the area within the Planning
Area that could be offered for oil and gas leasing and the conditions that would be applicable to that leasing,
including provisions to protect wildlife, wilderness, and subsistence lifestyle. The four alternatives in the draft
document (No Action, B, C, and D) developed for the final document adequately cover the range of reasonable
alternatives.

Comment: The recent findings of the scientific community that oil and gas development have had very negative
impacts on the Arctic terrain, contrary to the industry’'s assertions, makes critical a careful evaluation of any
further Arctic development.

Response: The recent report by the National Research Council (2003), which examined previously published
research, while expressing concerns over past and potential effects of oil and gas development, did not conclude
that “oil and gas development have had very negative impacts on the Arctic terrain.” Indeed, several decades of
experience of the oil and gas industry have yielded technology and other strategies that minimize effects to the
terrain. We have used much of the research reviewed by the NRC in our analysis of potential cumulative effects.
The Amended TAP/EIS has made the rigorous and objective evaluation of the reasonable alternatives required by
NEPA.

Comment: There are no provisions for renewable energy development. We should turn our focus to fuel
economy and conservation, and then to alternative energy, and finally to further oil exploration and
development. Draining the Arctic will just postpone the inevitable a little longer. It's time to get serious about
alternative fuels and fudl efficiency. The administration argues that we need more independence from foreign
oil. How is this proposal going to lessen our demand for oil? How can this relatively small amount of land
provide us with the necessary petroleum to reduce our overseas imports? It would seem clear that we cannot
expect even a dramatic increase in our domestic production to do much to satisfy our [U.S.] consumption, given
we consume 25 percent of theworld’s oil production.

Response: As noted in Section 1.3.1 of the Amended IAP/EIS, the objectives encourage oil and gas leasing in
Planning Area while requiring protection of important surface resources and uses. As such, alternative energy
programs would not be included in the range of reasonable alternatives. In any event, the energy needs of the
United States will be met by a combination of imports from foreign sources, domestic oil and gas exploration,
development and production, conservation, and other energy sources such as wind, solar, geothermal, and nuclear.
Each source makes a contribution to satisfying the need and each has ecological, technological, and economic
advantages and disadvantages. For example, a recent Department of the Interior report eliminated Alaska from
examination of the potential for public lands in the State to be used for wind power generation because the lack of
an electricity distribution grid within the state limited the effectiveness of the technology. In the period envisioned
by the proposed action, fossil fuels will continue to be the single largest component of the domestic energy stream.

Comment: My question on the issue is what is going to be the economic advantage to the exploitation of this
area? What would the citizens of the U.S. get in return for opening the NPR-A to oil and gas leasing?

Response: The economy of the area is discussed in Section 3 of the Amended IAP/EIS. The Amended IAP/EIS
examines an array of alternative packages created by varying the area within the Planning Area that could be
offered for oil and gas leasing and the conditions that would be applicable to that leasing, and the potential effects
to the economy under each alternative are discussed in Section 4. The production of oil and gas resources within
the Planning Area could make a valuable contribution to the domestic production portion of the stream by
offsetting declines in production from Prudhoe Bay, using the existing TAPS pipeline and tanker transportation and
distribution system. If a decision is made to open all or part of areas currently closed to leasing in the Planning
Area to oil and gas leasing, companies will competitively bid for leases. The money received from successful bids,
annual rentals on the leased acreages, and royalties on produced oil and gas would be divided between the federal
government and the State of Alaska. Federal statute provides that 50 percent of the receipts from sales, rentals, and
royalties on National Petroleum Reserve — Alaska leases are to be paid to the State of Alaska semiannually. The
federal law provides that, in allocating these funds, the State give “priority to use by subdivisions of the State most
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directly or severely impacted by development of oil and gas” in the Reserve. The 1999 Lease Sale in the Planning
Area resulted in $38.6 million in first year bonus bids and $1.7 million in first year rentals for the federal
government. The federal government estimates future annual rentals due to the federal government from the 1999
Northeast National Petroleum Reserve - Alaska Lease sale to be $2 million. The 2002 Lease Sale in the Planning
Area resulted in $31.9 million in first-year bonus bids for the federal government.

Comment: | oppose opening the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge to oil and gasdrilling.

Response: Many comments received on the Amended IAP/EIS expressed concern about the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge (ANWR). This Amended IAP/EIS is for the Northeast National Petroleum Reserve — Alaska.
Although both the National Petroleum Reserve - Alaska and the ANWR are located on the North Slope of Alaska,
they are different, and not adjacent, areas. The area designated as a National Petroleum Reserve is the western part
of the Arctic Coastal Plain and the Arctic Foothills Provinces. The ANWR is 100 miles to the east, adjacent to
Canada. The National Petroleum Reserve - Alaska and the ANWR are managed by different federal agencies.

6.4 Specific Comments and Responses

The BLM responded to over 1,250 substantive comments. Key topics with 10 or more comments (and number of
comments responded to) are as follows:

Air Quality (103)

Birds (160)

Caribou (72)

Cumulative Impacts Analysis (44)
Effects of Spills (15)

Global Climate Change (14)

Marine Mammals (27)

Monitoring (14)

Purpose and Need (27)

Sociocultural (22)

Special Designation Areas (33)
Stipulations and ROPs (205)

Subsistence (35)

Threatened and Endangered Species (19)
Traffic (aircraft, watercraft, and pedestrian (16)
Wildlife (26)

The follow section lists each comment, and a response. The reader is encouraged to refer to the original comment
letter (using the comment letter number identifier) included on the CD provided with the Amended IAP/EIS.
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TOPIC: AIR QUALITY

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

AIRQUALITY In the 4.8.1 draft IAP/EIS discussion of Air Quality, the Relationship Between the Local Short-term
Uses and Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-term Productivity, the air quality discussion inexplicably relates
only to natural gas. Id at 4-425 (“ Therisk to air quality from natural gas devel opment, production, and
transportation would be similar to the risk from oil development, production, and transportation. Degradation of air
quality related to construction, placement, and operation of gas exploration and production facilities would be the
same as those for oil exploration and production facilities.” ). Aside from the fact that this statement contains no
details asrequired of a “ detailed statement” under NEPA, it's omission of oil and gasimpactsviolates40 C.F.R. §
1502.16(a)’ s discussion requirement. (Comment No. 197617-129)

Response To: Comment 197617-129

The text has been revised to state that both oil and gas activities would have an impact on air quality on the North
Slope, but once these activities cease, air quality would return to historic conditions.

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

Page 5, Summary of Impacts. The fourth full paragraph suggests that activities in the Planning Area are not expected
to contribute substantially to greenhouse gas emissions, despite the earlier contention (page Exec. Summ.-1 , second
bullet) that the energy resources of the NPR-A are essential for meeting national energy needs. Because combustion of
fossil fuels is known to contribute to greenhouse gases, it seems reasonable that the contribution of activities within
NPR-A to greenhouse gas emissions would be proportional to the degree to which its resources contribute to national
energy consumption. If statements regarding greenhouse gases and national energy needs areincluded in this
document, they should be supported with existing statistics or the best available estimates. References would also be
needed for statistics and estimates. (Comment No. 197618-011)

Response To: Comment 197618-011

Global warming is a global problem. During the first quarter of 2004, daily global oil demand was 82 million barrels of
oil. Under Alternative B, daily peak estimated oil production from the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska would be
approximately 252,000 bbl per day if oil prices were at the high end of the estimated range ($30/bbl). This would
amount to approximately 0.3 percent of present global oil daily demand. Considering all of the potential greenhouse
gas emissions, in addition to the burning of oil, the estimated contribution from the National Petroleum Reserve-
Alaska would be very small.

Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)

Air/Water Quality There should be more detail as to the effects of construction and production activities creating
fugitive dust and its affect on the environment. Adver se fugitive dust occurs primarily in the summer but vehicles can
track-out fine material from gravel mining operationsin the winter also. Any fugitive dust control measures that may
be available to reduce the fugitive dust should be explained. (Comment No. 197620-111)

Response To: Comment 197620-111

Construction and production activities would create fugitive dust and impact air quality. A discussion of these effects
was added to sections 4.3.1.2,4.4.1.2, and 4.5.1.2.
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TOPIC: ALTERNATIVES, RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES, PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVES

Comment From: CS Symington (Comment Letter No. 157751)

The entire Teshekpuk Lake Surface Protection Area deserves BETTER. Your preferred plan would reduce protection to
just over 200K acres, less than five percent of the planning area, a level that can't begin to protect geese, caribou or
the dozens of other species that now live there. Available science clearly indicates that geese are highly sensitive to
disturbance during the molt and that caribou that give birth to their young in this area are at seriousrisk fromthe

kind of disturbance your preferred alter native would permit. (Comment No. 157751-004)

Response To: Comment 157751-004

The area is an important wetland that supports large numbers of fish and wildlife as documented in the IAP/EIS.
Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures have been designed to limit impacts in areas where potential
development may occur.

Comment From: Kurt Schwarz (Comment Letter No. 182845)

Teshekpuk Lake Surface Protection Area - We oppose the reduction of the Surface Protection Area. Thisarea,
established by Secretary of the Interior Bruce Babbitt, isa minor part of NPRA, but it has very high wildlife values. It
should be kept completely out of the oil and gas program. The established boundaries of 858,000 acres should be
retained for the security of the wildlife, including the ban on surface occupancy for any oil and gas activities. This
Surface Protection Area will be all the more valuable for wildlife as the surrounding lands of NPRA are devel oped for
oil and gas. (Comment No. 182845-002)

Response To: Comment 182845-002

The BLM has developed a series of very restrictive mitigation measures to ensure minimal impacts from any oil and
gas activities that may occur in the Northeast planning area in particular the Teshekpuk Lake Special Area which was
created in 1976 by the Secretary of Interior as part of the Naval Petroleum Reserves Production Act of 1976; for a
comprehensive description of the required operating procedures and stipulations, please see Section 2.6, Stipulations
and Required Operating Procedures, of the Final IAP/EIS.

Comment From: Kurt Schwarz (Comment Letter No. 182845)

We oppose the reduction of the Surface Protection Area. This area, established by Secretary of the Interior Bruce
Babbhitt, isa minor part of NPRA, but it has very high wildlife values. It should be kept completely out of the oil and
gas program. The established boundaries of 858,000 acres should be retained for the security of the wildlife,
including the ban on surface occupancy for any oil and gas activities. This Surface Protection Area will be all the
mor e valuable for wildlife as the surrounding lands of NPRA are developed for oil and gas. (Comment No. 182845-005)

Response To: Comment 182845-005

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: Sharon Wyberg (Comment Letter No. 186677)

Further, the preferred alter native would diminish protection for the caribou by fully75 percent. Available science
clearly indicates that geese are highly sensitive to disturbance during the molt. And it shows that caribou that give

birth to their young in this area are also at risk from the kind of disturbance your preferred alternative would permit.
(Comment No. 186677-007)
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Response To: Comment 186677-007

The area is an important wetland that supports large numbers of fish and wildlife as documented in the IAP/EIS.
Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures are designed to limit impacts in areas where potential development
may occur.

Comment From: Mary Jo Forman Miller (Comment Letter No. 193978)

When the BLM took over the management of National Petroleum Reservein Alaska, in 1976, it was mandated to
provide maximum protection for the surface values of the area when making any development decisions. We do not
feel that either plan reflects this mandate for what is the largest expanse of federally protected public lands left in the
United Sates. (Comment No. 193978-002)

Response To: Comment 193978-002

This Draft IAP/EIS does not allow the BLM to abrogate its regulatory responsibility to take the action that is deemed
necessary to mitigate or avoid unnecessary surface damage and to minimize ecological disturbance throughout the
National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska, consistent with the requirements of the National Petroleum Reserve Policy Act
(43 CFR 2361.1). The BLM believe the level of resource protection developed for this proposed Northeast Plan
amendment, is similar to, or even greater than, the level of resource protection developed for the 1998 Northeast
Record of Decision. A complete description of the general lease stipulation, required operating procedures, and all site
specific lease stipulations are described in Section 2.6.2, Alternative B and Alternative C Stipulation(s) and Required
Operating Procedure(s). For a comparison of the protections provided by these mitigations under the different
alternatives, please see Table 2-2, Chapter 2, Alternatives.

Comment From: Mary Jo Forman Miller (Comment Letter No. 193978)

The Arizona Wildlife Federation strongly believes that, at the very least, the BLM should adopt Alternative A, the no
action alternative. We further believe that you should go beyond Alternative A and provide the essential protections
needed to maintain the extraordinary wildlife diversity in the area. (Comment No. 193978-002)

Response To: Comment 193978-002

This Draft IAP/EIS does not allow the BLM to abrogate its regulatory responsibility to take the action that is deemed
necessary to mitigate or avoid unnecessary surface damage and to minimize ecological disturbance throughout the
National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska, consistent with the requirements of the National Petroleum Reserve Policy Act
(43 CFR 2361.1). The BLM believe the level of resource protection developed for this proposed Northeast Plan
amendment, is similar to, or even greater than, the level of resource protection developed for the 1998 Northeast
Record of Decision. A complete description of the general lease stipulation, required operating procedures, and all site
specific lease stipulations are described in Section 2.6.2, Alternative B and Alternative C Stipulation(s) and Required
Operating Procedure(s). For a comparison of the protections provided by these mitigations under the different
alternatives, please see Table 2-2, Chapter 2, Alternatives.

Comment From: Elizabeth McCloskey (Comment Letter No. 196086)

Alternative A, the "No Action" alternative, isthe only alternative worth considering because it would maintain
protection for the entire Teshekpuk Lake Surface Protection Area. This extraordinary ecosystem provides critical
habitat for molting geese and nesting habitat for the Threatened Steller's eiders, declining northern pintails, rare and
secretive yellow-billed loons and numerous other species. It also supports a vitally important caribou herd that Alaska
natives depend on for their subsistence. If the caribou migration route is disturbed by oil and gas development and
thereby altered, and the subsistence hunters have to go somewhere else to hunt, the native peoples will be severely
adversely affected. (Comment No. 196086-006)
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Response To: Comment 196086-006

Your concerns regarding the potential effects of development on wildlife in the TLSA is legitimate and shared by
many others including regulatory agencies. Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures have been established for
the various alternatives in an effort to reduce or eliminate the vulnerability of molting geese and other waterfowl
including threatened eiders, and species of concern such as yellow-billed loon and northern pintails, to the potential
impacts of oil development. Your comments were considered in developing the final Proposed Action.

Comment From: Michael R. North (Comment Letter No. 196264)

The range of alternatives considered in the draft EISisinadequate (see page 2-9). Alter natives that would open up

less areas than allowed in the 1998 ROD should be considered as well. They seem to be dismissed because of the

1998 ROD, but if that is the basis for dismissing them, than current Alternatives B and C should be dismissed as well.
(Comment No. 196264-007)

Response To: Comment 196264-007

Closing areas would not meet the stated objectives of this amendment process. In 2002, the President’s National
Energy Policy Development Group recommended that the President direct the Secretary of the Interior to “consider
additional environmentally responsible oil and gas development, based on sound science and the best available
technology, through further lease sales in the National Petroleum Reserve — Alaska” and that “such consideration
should include areas not currently leased within the northeast corner of the National Petroleum Reserve — Alaska”
(emphasis added). See Purpose and Need Section 1.3 in the Final Amended IAP/EIS.

Comment From: George Ahmaogak, Mayor North Slope Borough (Comment Letter No. 196407)

The three alternatives presented in the Draft Plan are not a sufficient range of choices. As noted above, BLM has
indicated on its project website and elsewhere that it has already made the decision to convert the existing 79
stipulations into performance-based mitigation measures. If thisis the case, then Alternative A is meaningless as

written. If thisis not the case, then offering conflicting information on an issue of such central importance to reviewers
violates the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations governing the preparation of EIS alternatives.
(Comment No. 196407-022)

Response To: Comment 196407-022

One of the primary reasons the BLM has undertaken this TAP/EIS is to evaluate the impacts of changing stipulations
to be more performance based (See Section 1.3.1, Purpose and Need). Alternative A is the No Action alternative,
which is included in conformance with federal regulations at 40 CFR 1502.14(d). No decision will be made until final
completion of the NEPA evaluation.

Comment From: George Ahmaogak, Mayor North Slope Borough (Comment Letter No. 196407)

Not analyzed is a modified No Action Alter native that would seem logically to flow froma No Action adherence to the
status quo paired with BLM' s statements concer ning its decision to restructure mitigation measures. Such an
alternative would |leave the areas now closed and off-limits to surface facilities as they are, while converting the
stipulations from prescriptive to performance-based as they apply to the remaining acreage of the planning area. The
statement that the decision has been made to make the conversion into thinking that this alternative is included in the
document might under standably have misled a reviewer. It is not. A reviewer might understandably have been misled
into thinking that support for Alternative A was meaninglessif a conversion of mitigation measures was certain to
occur. Such confusion over a choice that would predictably be the central focus of many potential commenters seems
a plain and legally indefensible flaw in the Draft Plan. (Comment No. 196407-024)
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Response To: Comment 196407-024

The Draft IAP/EIS has provided a full range of alternatives and through this NEPA process has evaluated those
alternatives, and compared the effectiveness of the prescriptive and performance-based mitigations. Evaluating the
performance based mitigation measures within an Alternative (A) that does not provide leasing in or around the most
sensitive areas of this planning area is of little value in terms of assessing the effectiveness of mitigations. Alternative

C in the amended Draft IAP/EIS makes 100% of the Northeast Planning Area available for oil land gas leasing and it

is under this Alternative (C) that oil and gas development would most likely occur; thereby, providing analysts an
opportunity to assess or evaluate the effectiveness of the proposed performance-based stipulations and required
operating procedures. The BLM strongly believes that the Performance-based stipulation and ROP package is superior

to the Prescriptive approach used in Alternative A in the 1998 ROD; the adaptability and flexibility provided by the
Performance-based strategy allows the BLM to make decisions based on new information and project-specific details.
This allows mitigations to be adaptable to the specific needs of the area of potential impact from oil and gas activities.
While we believe that the Performance-based are a better way to provide protection, we have made no final decisions.

Comment From: George Ahmaogak, Mayor North Slope Borough (Comment Letter No. 196407)

The evaluation of Alternative A in the mandated ANILCA Section 810 Analysis of Subsistence Impacts found in
Appendix B of the Draft reaffirms the conclusion of the 1998 analysis of the current management plan that the
alternative would not significantly restrict subsistence uses and needs. We concur with the finding, but only to the
extent that existing stipulations are strictly adhered to. Should the granting of exceptions to these stipulations become
routine, and incremental impacts accumulate, restrictions on subsistence uses and needs could occur. The analysis
also concludes with respect to both Alternative B and Alternative C that they would not significantly restrict
subsistence uses and needs. We strongly disagree with these conclusions. We agree with the conclusion that the
cumulative case would result in a reasonably foreseeable and significant restriction of subsistence use for at least four
affected North Sope communities (Comment No. 196407-039)

Response To: Comment 196407-039

Using BLM policy with regard making a finding under ANILCA, to determine if a restriction of subsistence uses and
needs may result from an action the following three factors in particular are considered (from Kunaknana et al. vs.
Watt, December 20, 1983):

* The reduction in the availability of subsistence resources caused by a decline in the population or amount of
harvestable resources;

* Reductions in the availability of resources used for subsistence purposes caused by alteration of their normal
locations and distribution patterns; and

 Limitations on access to subsistence resources, including from increased competition for the resources.

To determine if the restriction is “significant” the following factors are considered:

* when an action substantially reduces populations or their availability to subsistence users
» when an action substantially limits access by subsistence users to resources

To quote the decision:

“Significant restrictions are differentiated from insignificant restrictions by a process assessing whether the action
undertaken will have no or a slight effect, as opposed to large or substantial effects.”

The ANILCA 810 analysis of alternatives is based on the various analyses presented in the main body of the
Environmental Impact Statement. The analyses presented in the EIS are based on the best available data, and are
conducted by individual resource specialists, such as wildlife biologists, hydrologists, and other subject-matter experts.
The ANILCA 810 findings are based on these individual analyses, and include all resources and habitat that could
affect subsistence hunters, such as marine mammals, land mammals, fish, migratory waterfowl, and furbearers. The
ANILCA 810 findings also rely on the social, economic, and subsistence analyses from the EIS. All of the analyses
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from the main body of the document, based on the most-recent data available, indicated that there would be no impact
at the population level for all resources under Alternatives B and C; that if displacement of resources was to occur,

this displacement would be temporary and localized; and that there would not be any limitation in access to subsistence
users. Therefore, the threshold of “may significantly restrict” as defined by the courts was not exceeded by the

actions proposed in Alternatives B and C, resulting in a finding of “would not significantly restrict” subsistence uses
and needs.

Comment From: George Ahmaogak, Mayor North Slope Borough (Comment Letter No. 196407)

Our central concern with respect to the findings that neither Alternative B nor Alternative C would result in significant
restriction of subsistence uses is that there is insufficient analysis to support the conclusions. BLM suggests that the
avoidance of industrialized areas by subsistence users can be overcome by “ effective communication and consultation
by the ail industry, local communities, and the BLM” . There is nothing to support this conclusion, no evidence that
compar abl e efforts have been undertaken or ever proved successful to date, and no acknowl edgement that if such
efforts proved unsuccessful the conclusion of the analysis must be that there would certainly be significant restrictions
of subsistence uses. Central also to BLM’s conclusions is the degree to which proposed mitigation measures would
provide protections comparable to those in place under the current plan. Here again, a comparison of the existing
prescriptive measures and proposed performance-based measures reveal s that the conversion is not simply onein
form, but represents a significant potential weakening of protections now in place. Also unacknowledged in BLM's
analysisisthe potential for use of exception clauses to circumvent apparent protections. The granting of exceptions to
mitigation measures for economic, technical, and other reasons unrelated to the objectives of the measures could
significantly increase impacts on resources and subsistence. With the proposed mitigation measures and exception
clauses written as they now are, it is clearly possible that their implementation could significantly restrict subsistence
uses. BLM has not conducted an analysis of potential impacts under scenarios in which exception clauses allow non-
compliance with mitigation measures that now appear to be a primary basis for the agency’ s conclusions that

impacts to subsistence would be minimal. (Comment No. 196407-040)

Response To: Comment 196407-040

Justification for the ANILCA findings is based on the impact analyses for Alternatives B and C which relies upon the
analysis of each individual resource presented in the Draft IAP/EIS. Those analyses, which are based on the best
available science, found that there would not be significant impacts to the resources from the proposed Alternatives.
To determine if a significant restriction of subsistence uses and needs may result from any one of the alternatives
discussed in the Amended IAP/EIS, including their cumulative effects, the following three factors in particular are
considered:

1) the reduction in the availability of subsistence resources caused by a decline in the population or amount of
harvestable resources;

2) reductions in the availability of resources used for subsistence purposes caused by alteration of their normal
locations and distribution patterns; and

3) limitations on access to subsistence resources, including from increased competition of the resources.

The Draft IAP/EIS has provided a full range of alternatives and through this NEPA process has evaluated those
alternatives, and compared the effectiveness of the prescriptive and performance-based mitigations. Evaluating the
performance based mitigation measures within an Alternative (A) that does not provide leasing in or around the most
sensitive areas of this planning area is of little value in terms of assessing the effectiveness of mitigations. Alternative
C in the amended Draft IAP/EIS makes 100% of the Northeast Planning Area available for oil land gas leasing and it
is under this Alternative (C) that oil and gas development would most likely occur; thereby, providing analysts an
opportunity to assess or evaluate the effectiveness of the proposed performance-based stipulations and required
operating procedures. The BLM strongly believes that the Performance-based stipulation and ROP package is superior
to the Prescriptive approach used in Alternative A in the 1998 ROD; the adaptability and flexibility provided by the
Performance-based strategy allows the BLM to make decisions based on new information and project-specific
details. This allows mitigations to be adaptable to the specific needs of the area of potential impact from oil and gas
activities. The final exclusion process has been amended to reflect that the granting of an exception must fully satisfy
the objective(s) of the lease stipulation or ROP, please see Section 2.6.2.1 for a detailed description of the final
proposed exception process. The BLM does not propose nor intend that the granting of exceptions would ever
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become a standard procedure for authorizing land use activities. We have modified the exception process clause to
state that the exception must satisfy the objective of the stipulation or ROP. Finally, the BLM only considers
granting an exception after a proposal has been submitted by a lessee or other applicant. As a part of the exception
process, impacts of the proposal are analyzed before any exceptions are granted. Please see specifically Section
2.6.2.1, Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures Exception Process, for a detailed description of the BLM
permitting process and subsequent exception process. During numerous meetings and hearings held in the North Slope
communities, participants have frequently voiced a recommendation that effective communication between industry
(working on the North Slope) representatives, community representatives, and other participating organizations
would substantially benefit the subsistence hunters, especially during the planning of hunting events. The BLM
responding to these recommendations by developing Required Operation Procedures to address subsistence
consultation for permitted activities; see ROP H-1 and H-2 in Section 2.6.2.2 of the Final IAP/EIS.

Granting of an exception is to occur only if the stated resource objective is met. The flexibility built in to many of
the Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures is not to be construed as an additional exception process but as a
mechanism to address resource issues based on project-specific information; see responses to 196264-006,
196407-015, 037 and 038 under Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures.

Comment From: George Ahmaogak, Mayor North Slope Borough (Comment Letter No. 196407)

Page 4-7, Table 4-1: the data presented in the table seems open to question. It is counterintuitive to expect that for
each listed activity, the frequency of occurrence would not change from current levels under the existing plan if either
Alternative B or C were adopted, when they would open an additional 387,000 acres and 600,000 acresto leasing,
respectively. It is predicted, for example, that there will be 4 acres disturbed for archeological research under
Alternative A. It is unreasonable to assume that the same 4 acres would be disturbed with vastly more acreage open
under the other two alternatives. It is predicted also, for example, that there will be 21 days of aerial wildlife surveys
under Alternative A, but it is unclear whether this figure represents the number of calendar days on which surveys will
be conducted or some measure of “ total project days’ calculated by multiplying the number of projects by the
number of days of each project. This latter measure would be more meaningful in terms of assessing the potential
impacts of the activity. (Comment No. 196407-095)

Response To: Comment 196407-095

Table 4-1, in Section 4.2.1.1 "Activities Not Associated with Oil and Gas Exploration and Development," was
intended only to reflect activities unrelated to oil and gas exploration and/or development. These activities now
typically occur and we do not believe the types and level of activities will change as a result of new oil and gas
exploration and/or development.

Comment From: Conoco Phillips (Comment Letter No. 196557)

We do, however, propose that BLM do so through the imposition of the stipulations and ROPs proposed for
Alternative C combined with additional No Surface Occupancy restrictionsin certain highly sensitive areas outlined in
the attached figure. Thisfigure highlights those lakes identified in the DEIS as having the highest use by molting

geese (Map 3-15 as >500 and > 1000 geese). Making the additional 213,000 acres north of Teshekpuk Lake
available for leasing is the right geological and economic decision to make. Doing so through the imposition of
designated No Surface Occupancy restrictionsis the right environmental decision to make. Combined, the decision
would protect certain highly sensitive resources but still allow enough surface access to explore and potentially
develop hydrocarbon resourcesin thisarea. (Comment No. 196557-030)

Response To: Comment 196557-030

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.
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Comment From: Conoco Phillips (Comment Letter No. 196557)

CPAI supports a modification of Alternative C to allow leasing throughout the entire Northeast Planning Area but
with implementation of selective No Surface Occupancy restrictionsin the vicinity of highly sensitive geese molting
lakes. We believe the legal, environmental and geologic data available to the BLM justify such a decision. Such a
modification of Alternative C would not only comply with the mandates for management of the Petroleum Reserve
and the President’ s energy policy, it would provide for a high level of environmental protection for the variety of
important resources found in this area, and will maximize revenues to the federal, state, and local governments by
allowing the greatest chance for exploration success. (Comment No. 196557-044)

Response To: Comment 196557-044
The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: Conoco Phillips (Comment Letter No. 196557)

Further, areas that are made available for leasing but do not allow permanent facilities (such as within 3 miles of
Fish Creek) are of concern to CPAI. On the basis of subsurface data collected after the 1998 ROD for the Northeast
Planning Area, much of the acreage within this setback is of great interest to us. The buffer should be scaled back to
the original distance of 1.5 miles that was recommended during the 1998 EIS process. If, however, these restrictions
are kept, the FEIS needs to retain the current process for granting exceptions that exists in the current ROD for the
Northeast Planning Area. (Comment No. 196557-045)

Response To: Comment 196557-045

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action, however, we have left
the buffer along Fish Creek at 3 miles.

Comment From: Conoco Phillips (Comment Letter No. 196557A2)

CPAI proposes a modification of Alternative C. This modification would allow leasing the entire Northeast Planning
Area, including the 213,000 acres north of Teshekpuk Lake, but would do so by including certain No Surface
Occupancy restrictions around those lakes designated as highly sensitive for geese molting. (Comment No. 196557A2-003)

Response To: Comment 196557A2-003

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: Central Sierra Environmental Resource Center (Comment Letter No. 196940)

When over 87% of the 23.5 million acre preserve is available for oil and gas activity, we do not believe that opening
this extremely valuable and sensitive ecological area reasonably balances oil development and biological resources.
Thereis no scientific evidence to support the belief that best practice measures would sufficiently mitigate the
environmental impacts to vulnerable wildlife populations. Therefore, we ask you to protect the entire Teshekpuk Lake
Surface Protection Area and to Adopt Alternative A. (Comment No. 196940-003)

Response To: Comment 196940-003

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.
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Comment From: Terry Cummings (Comment Letter No. 196941)

| urge you to choose the 'No Action' (Alternative A) plan for the NPRA Northeast. There should be a balance between
devel opment and protection. Sacrificing vital habitat istoo big a priceto pay for oil. You must provide protection for
the special placesin the region such as the Teshekpuk Lake region. Thisisthe most important wetland in the
circumpolar north to migrating birds. It is also the breeding grounds for the caribou, and without breeding grounds,
thereisno caribou. (Comment No. 196941-001)

Response To: Comment 196941-001

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: Terry Cummings (Comment Letter No. 196941)

BLM's draft Environmental Impact Statement does not provide a balanced approach for oil development in the NE
NPRA. Alternative B does not provide protection for the aforementioned areas and opens up too much land for oil
development. Alternative C provides almost no protection for sensitive arctic areas and endangers unique and
important wildlife habitat. Alternative A should be the preferred action plan.

Response To: Comment 196941-003

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: Ducks Unlimited (Comment Letter No. 196943)

Presented with only the three alternatives evaluated in the draft EI'S, we must support the No Action Alternative,
Alternative A. However, Ducks Unlimited is not in opposition to additional oil and gas leasing in NPR-A, and we
believe that a great disservice was done in structuring the draft EIS around only these three alternatives. The lack of
an alternative that would have expanded leasing in much of NPR-A while maintaining protection of the globally
significant waterfowl and other wildlife habitatsis a critical flaw in the draft EIS. The lack of such an alternative
unreasonably and unnecessarily constrains discussion, precluding development and consideration of a responsible,
centrist approach to the devel opment of energy resourcesin thisregion. (Comment No. 196943-003)

Response To: Comment 196943-003

We believe a full range of alternatives has been analyzed. Alternative A makes no additional lands available for oil and
gas leasing, while Alternatives B and C make additional lands available with Alternative C offering 100% of the
planning area available for oil and gas leasing which includes the area northeast of Teshekpuk Lake. Both Alternatives
B and C, while providing for additional oil and gas leasing also provides protections to key resources.

Comment From: Ben Long (Comment Letter No. 196948)

| amwriting to the Planning Team out of great concern for the proposal by the Bureau of Land Management to
reduce the size of the Teshekpuk Lake Surface Protection Area from 857,859 acres to 213,000 acres. Because this
reduction in size will allow even more oil and gas development than is allowed currently, there will be inadequate
protection of important habitat for nesting birds, molting geese and caribou that gather at Teshekpuk Lake each
spring and summer. (Comment No. 196948-001)

Response To: Comment 196948-001

See response to comment 186677-007 under Alternatives, Range of Alternatives, Preferred Alternatives
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Comment From: Ben Long (Comment Letter No. 196948)

Already 87% of the northeastern Reserve is open to leasing and 1.4 million acres are actively being explored. The
additional proposed acreage will allow industrial infrastructure, human activity and overflights which will cause the
birds and animals who use the area around Lake Teshekpuk to be overly stressed at a time when they are either
molting, calving, or seeking relief from insects. These times are stressful enough for them. (Comment No. 196948-002)

Response To: Comment 196948-002

See response to comment 186677-007 under Alternatives, Range of Alternatives, Preferred Alternatives

Comment From: Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission (Comment Letter No. 197605)

The analysisin the current Draft Environmental Impact Satement (DEIS) does not support the opening of new areas

of the Northeast NPRA to oil and gas |leasing. Rather, the DEIS supports the adoption, by BLM, of "Alternative A , its
"no action” alternative. Federal law requires that the substantial impacts to wildlife, habitat, and subsistence uses
threatened by the present level of leasing (the "no action™ alternative) must be mitigated to an extent that enables the
North Sope subsistence communities to continue their subsistence lifestyle. With the 1998 Decision to open the
Northeast NPRA to oil and gas leasing, BLM devel oped an extensive catalogue of mitigation measures. The
effectiveness of these measures in protecting North Sope subsistence in the face of the level of development
contemplated under the 1998 Decision has not been proven. Therefore, expanded leasing cannot be supported.
(Comment No. 197605-008)

Response To: Comment 197605-008

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: Ornithologists (Comment Letter No. 197606)

We appreciate that BLM recognizes the need to preclude oil and gas development in an area of 213,000 acres north
and east of Teshekpuk Lake in order to protect molting geese. The 213,000-acre no-lease zone, however, istoo small
to encompass all the essential habitat used by molting geese, and, because the environmental effects of oil

devel opment extend well beyond the immediate "footprint” of an oilfield (National Research Council
2003)—particularly as a result of aircraft overflights—the functionally protected area will be even smaller. The
proposed 213,000-acr e no-lease zone also istoo small to encompass essential habitats for caribou having calves or
seeking relief frominsects, nor does it provide adequate protection for nesting birds, which are vulnerable to
increased numbers of predators (e.g., gulls, ravens and foxes) attracted to Arctic oilfields (e.g., Truett, J.C. and SR.
Johnson 200017). (Comment No. 197606-010)

Response To: Comment 197606-010

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: AOGA (Comment Letter No. 197608)

We are concerned that BLM has recommended the blanket exclusion of the 350 miles of additional prospective
acreage north of Teshekpuk Lake and that BLM has not addressed some of the extensive stream setbacks in the area

The current three-mile setback is unnecessary and is double the 1.5 miles originally recommended in 1998. (Comment
No. 197608-006)

Response To: Comment 197608-006

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.
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Comment From: The Nature Conservancy (Comment Letter No. 197609)

Alternative B would reduce by nearly 75% the existing Teshekpuk Lake area closures. The table below shows the
percentages of distribution among targets that are heavily represented in the Teshekpuk Lake area when the different
protection boundaries under alternatives A and B are considered. For example, almost one half (46%) of the brant
nesting colonies across the ecoregion are found in the current surface protection area. Alternative B applies closureto
only 10% of the ecoregional distribution. Alternative C eliminates all closures in the Teshekpuk Lake area, and so, if

it were without effective stipulations, has the potential to impact over half of the brant nesting colonies in the
ecoregion. (Comment No. 197609-014)

Response To: Comment 197609-014

See response to comment 197617-072 under topic Special Designation.

Comment From: Ron Kim (Comment Letter No. 197611)

Theincreased air traffic, water alterations, habitat loss, and mortality that the EI S states will be "additive" impacts of
the project on the Eiders are also incongruent with the requirements of the ESA. The EIS states that Alternative B will
have greater impacts on both the whales and eiders because of the greater area used for exploration, and some area
used for development. The long-term effects on the species, particularly the speculation that the Eiders will be
displaced and find adequate habitat defy the ESA. (Comment No. 197611-005)

Response To: Comment 197611-005
The ESA requires consultation with the FWS on eiders. BLM is conducting this consultation.

Comment From: Mark Udall, Congress of the United States (Comment Letter No. 197613)

| strongly oppose your preferred alternative for amending the oil and gas leasing plan for the northeastern planning
area of the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska (NPR-A). | urge you to select Alternative A, the No Action Alternative,
to sustain existing environmental and wildlife protection in the area, especially in the critical and fragile Teshekpuk
Lakeregion. (Comment No. 197613-001)

Response To: Comment 197613-001

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: Mark Udall, Congress of the United States (Comment Letter No. 197613)

The preferred alternative reduces protections for the Teshekpuk Lake area by 75 percent. The 213,000 no lease zoneis
too small to protect the molting geese and waterfowl and caribou that seek refuge there. Tens of thousands of geese,
including brant, greater white-fronted goose, Canada goose and snow goose, molt in this area. During this flightless
time, the geese are very sensitive to disturbance. There are also many nesting birdsin this area, such as the threatened
spectacled eider, yellow-billed loons and buff-breasted sandpipers. These species will also suffer from disturbance

and the increased number of predators (e.g., gulls, ravens, and foxes) that are attracted to cilfields. (Comment No.
197613-002)

Response To: Comment 197613-002

See response to comment 197617-072 under topic Special Designation.
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Comment From: Mark Udall, Congress of the United States (Comment Letter No. 197613)

Further, the preferred alternative would diminish protection for the caribou by opening up part of their critical
calving and insect relief areas. Most of the concentrated calving area would now be open to leasing and industrial
development in contrast to the 1998 ROD, which protected most of the concentrated calving area either in no-surface
activity or no-leasing restrictions. For example, according to data analyzed by the Audubon Society, under
Alternative A, 74 percent of the concentrated calving area (as defined by the University of Alaska Fairbanks, 2001)
was protected. In contrast, under BLM's preferred alternative, only 12 percent of this sensitive area is protected. Thus,
88 percent of the Teshekpuk Lake herd's concentrated calving area would be at risk. (Comment No. 197613-004)

Response To: Comment 197613-004

See response to comment 197616-132 under topic Stipulations and ROPs and comment 197617-072 under topic
Special Designation Areas.

Comment From: Mark Udall, Congress of the United States (Comment Letter No. 197613)

Important caribou insect relief habitat would also be open to leasing and industrial development under the preferred
alternative. Alternative A protected 84 percent of the herd'sinsect relief habitat (as defined by maps prepared by
ADF& G, NSB, ABR, 2003). BLM's Preferred Alternative significantly reduces that protected area; only 41 percent of
insect relief habitat is now protected fromleasing and industrial development. (Comment No. 197613-005)

Response To: Comment 197613-005

See response to comment 197616-132 under topic Stipulations and ROPs and comment 197617-072 under topic
Special Designation Areas.

Comment From: Northern Alaska Environmental Center (Comment Letter No. 197614)

Alternative A-the No Action Alter native--keeps the 1998 plan in place, even though it inadequately addresses the
protection of critical habitat in the NE. The 1998 plan relied heavily upon new drilling techniques to ensure
environmental protection. In the six years since the ROD on the NE Reserve, oil exploration and drilling techniques
and technologies have not advanced enough to render the plan obsolete---but many of the techniques assumed to be
of importance are still in the developmental stage. The critical habitats in this area of the Reserve should not fall
victim to these unproven tactics; hence the need for a full review of the 1998 document. (Comment No. 197614-007)

Response To: Comment 197614-007

We believe a full range of alternatives has been analyzed. Alternative A makes no additional lands available for oil and
gas leasing, while Alternatives B, C, and the final Proposed Action Alternative D make additional lands available with
Alternative C and D offering 100% of the planning area available for oil and gas leasing which includes the area
northeast of Teshekpuk Lake. Alternatives B, C, and D, while providing for additional oil and gas leasing also
provides protections to key resources.

Comment From: Anadarko (Comment Letter No. 197615)

The NPR-A potentially contains extensive oil and gas resour ces, although the extent and location of these resources
within the NE NPR-A are currently unknown. Exploration is the critical first step in defining the extent of these
resources and the economic feasibility of their development. Therefore, all of the lands within the NE NPR-A should
be made available to cil and gas leasing. Environmentally responsible exploration on these leases can be achieved
through the application of appropriate stipulations, required operating procedures and development of site-specific

permitting requirements through an analysis conducted under the National Environmental Policy Act. (Comment No.
197615-004)
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Response To: Comment 197615-004

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: Anadarko (Comment Letter No. 197615)

Anadarko urges BLM to adopt and implement Alternative C in the record of decision. The NPR-A is one of the last few
onshore areas remaining in North America that could contain large, conventional oil and gas resources. As such,
these oil and gas resources must, consistent with the President's energy policy, be made available for environmentally
responsible devel opment to meet the ever growing energy demands of our nation. We believe implementation of
Alternative C will achieve BLM's dual mandate to open the area to environmentally responsible oil and gas

devel opment while simultaneously minimizing potential impacts to the soil, water, air, vegetation, wildlife,
archeological and paleontological resources. The protective measures included in Alternative C are more than
adequate to mitigate potential impacts from oil and gas development and will protect the wildlife, environment and
traditional uses of the land. (Comment No. 197615-007)

Response To: Comment 197615-007

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: Anadarko (Comment Letter No. 197615)

Were BLM to implement its Preferred Alternative instead of Alternative C, potentially important oil and gas resources
in the Barrow Arch would be needlessly removed from devel opment. Although we recognize that there are sensitive
resources in and around this area that require protection, we believe that full leasing of the area should occur and
that protection of sensitive resources can be successfully achieved through the adoption of performance based
operating procedures and stipulations. (Comment No. 197615-008)

Response To: Comment 197615-008
The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: Anadarko (Comment Letter No. 197615)

If BLM believes the whole area should not be opened to leasing, we nevertheless encourage BLM to open-the area
north and east of Teshekpuk Lake, and defer a decision whether to open Teshekpuk Lake itself to leasing. Such an
alternative would balance protection of the sensitive resources of the NE NPR-A with devel opment of its energy
resources. We believe that concerns regarding potential impacts to environmental resources and wildlife that may be
raised as a result of opening the area north and east of the Lake to leasing can be addressed through site-specific
analysis for a given project and the adoption of appropriate seasonal stipulations. (Comment No. 197615-009)

Response To: Comment 197615-009

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: Kuukpik Corporation (Comment Letter No. 197616)

The Amended Draft EISitself has many deficiencies. Reasonable alternatives are | eft out of the Amended Draft EIS
simply because they do not comport with the policy goals that the BLM is trying to implement through this
amendment process. Additional alternatives need to be considered so that the BLM can fully consider the impacts of
the alternative it has already decided to choose. [ 8-BLM] The Amended Draft ElSrepeatedly states that the same level
of protection to surface resourcesis provided by the 1998 NE NPR-A ROD and the performance-based mitigation
measures that the BLM is pushing. This is demonstrably not true, and until the analysis reflects the true impacts, the
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Amended Draft EIS cannot meet NEPA standards. (Comment No. 197616-007)

Response To: Comment 197616-007

See response to comment 197614-007 under Alternatives, Range of Alternatives, Preferred Alternatives

Comment From: Kuukpik Corporation (Comment Letter No. 197616)

While we question the legal basis of this amendment process, we are also commenting on the deficienciesin the
Amended Draft EIS. One prominent deficiency isthe failure to consider other reasonable alternatives. The
consideration of a reasonable range of alternativesin an EISis one of the basic tenants of NEPA, and so the failure

to consider reasonable alternatives must be corrected. This failure is manifested in several ways. (Comment No. 197616-
072)

Response To: Comment 197616-072

See response to comment 197614-007 under Alternatives, Range of Alternatives, Preferred Alternatives

Comment From: Kuukpik Corporation (Comment Letter No. 197616)

First, the BLM has announced from the beginning of this process that the stipulations adopted in the 1998 NE NPR-A
ROD are going to change,66 yet there is really only one alternative that is consistent with the BLM’ s already-made
decision. In other words, Alternative A was out the window from the first press release (and even earlier, according to
storiesin Petroleum News Alaska and other oil industry-related publications). Alternative C is equally a no-hoper
because it would open up every last acre of the Northeast Planning Area, and such an extreme position simply could
not withstand challenge in light of the critical habitat areas involved and Congress' mandate that our subsistence way
of life be protected. That leaves everyone wishing to comment with just Alternative B to choose from. Yet when it
comes to opening some portion, but not all, of a previously restricted area of over 589,000 acres to leasing, having
only one alternative presented or analyzed gives short shrift indeed to the variety and complexity of the areas, the
habitat and the resources involved. While brevity is nice, it shouldn’t come at the expense of a fair and thorough ook
at a realistic range of alternatives. (Comment No. 197616-073)

Response To: Comment 197616-073

An essentially infinite number of alternatives could be created through creating different combinations of stipulations
and ROPs and different land allocations. The important consideration is that the alternatives considered include the
full range of protective requirements and land allocations. The range of alternatives included in the Draft IAP/EIS
does so.

Comment From: Kuukpik Corporation (Comment Letter No. 197616)

With that summary in mind, let’s take a more detailed look. The Amended Draft EIShasthree“ alternative” packages
of mitigation measures. Alternative A is the No Action Alternative which maintains the “ prescriptive based”
stipulations that were adopted in the 1998 ROD. And then there are Alternatives B and C, both of which include the
exact same “ performance-based” stipulations (with the exception of the set back for the Tingmiaksiqvik river,
identified on USGS maps as the Ublutuoch River, which is only included in Alternative B).67 At the outset, it would
appear that we have been presented with basically only two “ alternative” mitigation measure packages and that our
comments here will help the BLM pick and choose between the two alternatives. But, this appearanceisonly an
illusion, since before the Amended Draft EISwas even published we were told by the BLM's Northeast NPR-A website:

The BLM will reformat current prescriptive stipulations that apply to the Northeast National Petroleum Reserve -
Alaska into a mixture of prescriptive and performance-based stipulations similar to those developed for the Northwest
portion of the Reserve.68 (Comment No. 197616-074)
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Response To: Comment 197616-074

One of the primary reasons BLM has undertaken this IAP/EIS is to evaluate the impacts of changing stipulations to
be more performance based. (See Section 1.3.1, Purpose and Need) No decision can be made to make this change until
completion of a NEPA evaluation.

Comment From: Kuukpik Corporation (Comment Letter No. 197616)

Agency representatives also told us that the BLM had already decided that performance based ROPs will be adopted
in the end.69 The pre-ordained outcome of this NEPA process is only confirmed in the Amended Draft EISwhich
states that this planning process will:

Develop performance-based measures to protect important surface resources form the impacts of oil and gas
activities, similar to those developed for the Northwest National Petroleum Reserve - Alaska. (Comment No. 197616-076)

Response To: Comment 197616-076

See response to comment 197616-074 under Alternatives, Range of Alternatives, Preferred Alternatives

Comment From: Kuukpik Corporation (Comment Letter No. 197616)

So, maintaining the stipulations developed in the 1998 NE NPR-A ROD has never been an alternative.71 The BLM
also dismisses the request we made during scoping that it “ develop and examine an alternative . . . that strengthens
the existing NE NPR-A ROD'’ s subsistence stipulations’ because it does not fall within the realm of the performance
based measures that defines the scope of its purpose. (Comment No. 197616-078)

Response To: Comment 197616-078

Alternatives B and C offer strengthened subsistence protection through their proposed stipulations and ROPs.
Comment From: Kuukpik Corporation (Comment Letter No. 197616)

NE NPR-A Scoping Letter p. 38; Amended Draft EISp. 2-10. The BLM should have also considered a program using
local residents to monitor industry activities and to check on compliance with the applicable stipulations or ROPs. We
brought this up in our Scoping Letter as an alternative that should be considered. NE NPR-A Scoping Letter p. 38-

39. (Comment NO. 197616-080)
Response To: Comment 197616-080

This TAP/EIS amendment is designed to address oil and gas leasing and development issues. Questions of whom to hire
to fulfill agency compliance and monitoring responsibilities is outside the scope of analysis.

Comment From: Kuukpik Corporation (Comment Letter No. 197616)

When it comes to opening more land for leasing in the Northeast NPR-A the BLM has 589,000 acres that contains
highly sensitive wildlife habitat that it needs to consider. There is no explanation in the Amended Draft EISwhy,
under Alternative B, 213,000 acres is unavailable for leasing or how the location of the 213,000 acres that are not
available for leasing in this scenario were chosen.76 Maybe if the 213,000 acres where leasing is not allowed under
Alternative B were shifted to different parts of the area around Teshekpuk Lake, the impacts of making the additional
acreage available to leasing would be significantly different. Or, what if, in addition to withholding 213,000 from
leasing, some additional acreage that is of high value to wildlife is also made unavailable for leasing. These are the
types of alternatives that need to be analyzed in order to sharply define the issues and provide the BLM a clear basis
for choice among options.77 Consideration of other reasonable leasing scenarios is also necessary to determine
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under Section 810 of ANILCA whether the use, occupancy, or disposition of subsistence lands can be reduced or
eliminated. (Comment No. 197616-082)

Response To: Comment 197616-082

See response to comment 197616-073 under Alternatives, Range of Alternatives, Preferred Alternatives

Comment From: Kuukpik Corporation (Comment Letter No. 197616)

Another deficiency in the Amended Draft EISis the systematic failure to consider or analyze the differences between
the 1998 NE NPR-A ROD and the mitigation measures proposed for Alternatives B and C. Instead of finding analysis,
we find that the Amended Draft EI S repeatedly makes conclusory statements that the package of mitigation measures
proposed under Alternatives B and C would provide the same level of protection to surface resources as the
stipulations adopted in the 1998 NE NPR-A ROD. For example, page 2-11 says: In the end, the level of resource
protection developed in the Northwest National Petroleum Reserve - Alaska, the Preferred Alternative [ Alter native B]
and Alternative C of this amendment, is similar to, or even greater than, the level of resource protection provided in
the 1998 Northeast | AP/EIS Record of Decision.80 (Comment No. 197616-087)

Response To: Comment 197616-087

The BLM believes we have taken a hard look at any differences and/or similarities between the new proposed
Performance-based mitigations and the current 1998 Record of Decision, and performed the necessary and adequate
analyses on the potentially impacted surface resources throughout the document. The stipulations and ROPS

presented as part of the action alternatives are not that dissimilar to the 79 stipulations from the 1998 NE NPR-A

ROD in that the resource objectives are the same, but now clearly stated; and the requirements and standards listed in
the new Stipulations and ROPS also reflect knowledge gained through past experience, but now allow more
opportunity to refine the requirements based on new information and experience. We believe that monitoring to

insure that the requirements and standards are effective and accomplishing the desired result is a good thing and a more
meaningful exercise if ineffective measures can be strengthened. Also see response to comment 196407-011 under
Stipulations and ROPs

Comment From: Kuukpik Corporation (Comment Letter No. 197616)

In addition to these failuresto consider across-the-board differences between the 1998 NE NPR-A ROD and
Alternatives B and C, the Amended Draft ElSfailsto consider specific differences between the 1998 NE NPR-A ROD
and Alternatives B and C. Take, just for example, the many differences that are not considered in the analysis of the
impacts to fish under the different alternatives discussed on pages 4-192 to 4-197 of the Amended Draft EIS. These
are: (Comment No. 197616-105)

Response To: Comment 197616-105

See responses to comments 197616-105 through 197616-108 under Fish and 197616-109 under Alternatives.

Comment From: Kuukpik Corporation (Comment Letter No. 197616)

The Amended Draft EIS says that both alternatives “ require extensive ecological mapping of proposed development
sitesin order to access [ S C] and minimize impacts to sensitive wildlife and fish habitats.” 105 That's not quite correct
either. The 1998 NE NPR-A requires more than just mapping - it also required consultation with federal, state, and
NSB regulatory and resour ce agencies to identify key wetlands (including fish bearing lakes and streams) and for
lessees to minimize the impact of industrial development on these wetlands.106 Minimizing impacts includes avoiding

siting facilities in the identified wetlands if feasible. None of this is required in Alternatives B and C. (Comment No.
197616-109)
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Response To: Comment 197616-109

The Draft Amended IAP/EIS is correct to indicate that both Alternative A and Alternative B require ecological
mapping. ROP E-12 does not include some language in Stipulation 46. The deleted language cited in the comment
regarding consultation and minimization of impacts to wetlands is unnecessary because prior to development a NEPA
process and a 404(b)(1) wetlands permit process would be required. Through these processes consultation and
minimization of impacts to wetlands are required.

Comment From: Kuukpik Corporation (Comment Letter No. 197616)

The plain and simple fact is that after the necessary and required analysis of the mitigation packages proposed for
Alternatives B and C is done, the BLM will have to reach the conclusion that less protection to surface resourcesis
provided by these alter natives than under the 1998 NE NPR-A ROD. Our organizations and the community of Nuigsut
are completely and vehemently opposed to any weakening of the protection measures that are currently in place.
(Comment No. 197616-126)

Response To: Comment 197616-126
See response to comments 196407-011 and 197616-099 under topic Stipulations and ROPs.

Comment From: Kuukpik Corporation (Comment Letter No. 197616)

Digging a little deeper we find that the BLM is actually proposing fewer caribou protectionsin the Teshekpuk Lake
Soecial Area than it did under any alternative in 1998.130 Essentially then, we find that we are losing some of even
the lowest levels of protections considered in the 1998 NE NPR-A EIS/IAP. Thisisn't even the “ environmentally
responsible” leasing that the NEPDG recommended, it looks more like the leasing of additional acreage, pure and
simple. (Comment No. 197616-135)

Response To: Comment 197616-135

In addition to the planning area wide Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures, see sections A — J under
Alternative D Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures, several area specific measures are incorporated in the
final Proposed Action that provide significant protection to surface resources within the Teshekpuk Lake Special
Area. These measures include deferring Teshekpuk Lake from leasing; creating No Surface Occupancy areas (a)
within % mile of Teshekpuk Lake (stipulation K-3) and other deep water lakes (stipulation K-2), (b) within % mile or
more of goose molting lakes (stipulation K-4) and (¢) in important caribou movement and calving areas (stipulations
K-9 and K-10); and limiting permanent surface disturbance from oil and gas related development north of
Teshekpuk Lake to approximately 0.5 -0.6 % of the lease tract (stipulation K-11).

Comment From: Kuukpik Corporation (Comment Letter No. 197616)
Alternatives D and E in the 1998 NE NPR-A EISI AP considered leasing between 73% and 100% of the Teshekpuk

Lake Special Area and included surface restrictions that are basically identical to lease stipulations K-5. NE NPR-A
ROD Lease Stipulations, 25, 29, 33, 49, 50, 52, 54, 55; 1998 NE NPR-A EIS-| AP pp. 11-42 through 11-48,

Sipulations 24, 31, 37, 50, 53, 55, 56. In addition, more protective mitigation measures were included in stipulation
26 (2 mile buffer along the coast where only critical surface facilities would be permitted) and stipulation 28
applicable to Alternative E only (restrictions on development to the east of Teshekpuk Lake (an area that would not be
leased in Alternative D considered in the 1998 NE NRP-A EIS/IAP)). Alternatives B and C do not have equivalent
protections. (Comment No. 197616-137)

Response To: Comment 197616-137

In addition to the planning area wide Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures, see sections A — J under
Alternative D Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures, several area specific measures are incorporated in the
final Proposed Action that provide significant protection to surface resources within the Teshekpuk Lake Special
Area. These measures include deferring Teshekpuk Lake from leasing; creating No Surface Occupancy areas (a)
within % mile of Teshekpuk Lake (stipulation K-3) and other deep water lakes (stipulation K-2), (b) within 2 mile or
more of goose molting lakes (stipulation K-4) and (c¢) in important caribou movement and calving areas (stipulations
K-9 and K-10); and limiting permanent surface disturbance from oil and gas related development north of
Teshekpuk Lake to approximately 0.5 -0.6 % of the lease tract (stipulation K-11).
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Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

Using this Purpose and Need as its guide, BLM devel oped and considered five action alternatives. All but one of those
alternatives would have made less land available for oil and gas leasing than the amount of acreage which BLM now
proposes should be opened to leasing in its draft IAP/EIS. (Comment No. 197617-024)

Response To: Comment 197617-024

The BLM is considering making additional lands within the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska available for oil and
gas leasing in accordance with the President’s energy policy. The discussion on page 1-5 of the Draft Amended
IAP/EIS focused on activities in the Northeast National Petroleum Reserve. The September 2003 MMM 9.1 million
acre Lease Sale 186 is discussed in Section 4.6.5.7, Federal Lease Sales Considered in this Cumulative Effects Analysis,
in addition to the 2004 Cook Inlet sale. As noted in this section, although large amounts of area have been leased, and
about 30 wells drilled, all wells have been plugged and abandoned because field economics have not favored
production. Based on production at the Alpine Field, and proposed for the Alpine Satellite Development,

economically producible oil has been found in the Planning Area, and there is a high potential for more economically
producible oil to be found within the TLSA. Careful oversight and use of stipulations and ROPs would allow for
protection of natural and cultural resources while allowing for development of petroleum resources.

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

BLM here has without justification focused on a very narrow proposed action that is not consistent with the broad
purpose to serve its general management obligations and its statutory directives, including protection of critical
surface resources of the Reserve. The draft |AP/EIS does not identify changes in these Congressional directives which
require amendment of the 1998 |AP/EISand ROD to allow more oil and gas leasing. In fact the draft IAP/EIS
acknowledges that if anything, the oil industry has found more reserve potential in the available Northeast Planning
Area acreage than was previously anticipated (draft lAP/EISat 1-5). BLM further acknowledges that since 1998, the
agency has also opened an additional 8.8 million acres (100% of the Northwest Planning Area) to oil and gas

leasing. In this discussion, however, BLM fails to include the September 2003 Minerals Management Service 9.1
million acre offering (Lease sale 186) in the adjacent Beaufort Sea to oil and gas leasing. These facts clearly illustrate
that there is plenty of land already open for leasing and that BLM should therefore be more protective of the
Teshekpuk Lake Special Area to fulfill it's management responsibility to balance resource protection against what now
obviously is an extreme oil and gas leasing agenda being pursued by the Bush Administration. (Comment No. 197617-024)

Response To: Comment 197617-024

The BLM is considering making additional lands within the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska available for oil and
gas leasing in accordance with the President’s energy policy. The discussion on page 1-5 of the Draft Amended
IAP/EIS focused on activities in the Northeast National Petroleum Reserve. The September 2003 MMM 9.1 million
acre Lease Sale 186 is discussed in Section 4.6.5.7, Federal Lease Sales Considered in this Cumulative Effects Analysis,
in addition to the 2004 Cook Inlet sale. As noted in this section, although large amounts of area have been leased, and
about 30 wells drilled, all wells have been plugged and abandoned because field economics have not favored
production. Based on production at the Alpine Field, and proposed for the Alpine Satellite Development,

economically producible oil has been found in the Planning Area, and there is a high potential for more economically
producible oil to be found within the TLSA. Careful oversight and use of stipulations and ROPs would allow for
protection of natural and cultural resources while allowing for development of petroleum resources.

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

Thus, BLM has unreasonably focused its proposed action on opening closed areas and weakening protective
stipulations, even though such a narrow focus is not required by the purpose of the action-to fulfill BLM management
responsibilities and respond to Congressional and Presidential directives-and even though this proposed action is
actually inconsistent with BLM's fundamental obligation to protect the fish, wildlife, subsistence, wilderness and other
values of the Reserve. (Comment No. 197617-032)
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Response To: Comment 197617-032

See response to comment 197614-007 under Alternatives, Range of Alternatives, Preferred Alternatives

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

INADEQUATE RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES BLM has impermissibly rejected consideration of reasonable alternatives
that are consistent with the overall purpose of the draft |AP/EIS. Because the purpose and need of the draft IAP/EISis
to“ carry out its management responsibilities” under the NPRPA, FLPMA, and NEPA, among the reasonable
alternatives BLM must consider are those considered but rejected in 1998. After all, the same “ management
responsibilities” under NPRPA, FLPMA, and NEPA drove development and consideration of those alternatives. BLM
cannot eliminate those alternatives from analysis now by classifying its proposed change to the 1998 |AP/ElSas a
mere “ amendment.” See draft IAP/EISat 2-9. Nothing in 40 C.F.R. § 1502.9, governing the preparation of
supplemental ElSs, allows BLM to eliminate from consideration reasonable alternatives within the parameters of the
purpose and need for the action. Denominating BLM’'s new EIS an Amended EI S does not excuse BLM from the duty

to review all reasonable alternatives. (Comment No. 197617-033)

Response To: Comment 197617-033

See response to comment 197614-007 under Alternatives, Range of Alternatives, Preferred Alternatives

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

Indeed, since 1998 there have been significant devel opments that require reconsideration of BLM' s rejection of the
mor e conservation oriented alter natives rejected in 1998. Among these developments, BLM has recently decided to
lease all 8.8 million acres of Northwest Planning Area of the Reserve, which decision it claims already serves the
directive in the President’s energy policy to make lands available for leasing. See Northwest NPRA ROD (January
2004), at 3. Further, there have occurred a number of lease sales in both the Northwest and Northeast Planning Areas
of the Reserve; exploration (drilling and seismic) has occurred at multiple sites in the Northeast Planning Area; and
ConocoPhillips Alaska, Inc. has discovered oil and gas in the Northeast Planning Area and submitted a satellite
devel opment proposal to BLM for these discoveries. These actions have dramatically increased the devel opment
pressures on the Reserve and its natural resources and thus made the reconsideration of the less aggressive

devel opment alternatives rejected in 1998 not only timely, but prudent and reasonable. In fact, ConocoPhillips's
discoveriesin areas open to leasing under the 1998 ROD prove that there is no need to open areas closed to leasing
under the same ROD. These discoveries prove that oil and gas resources can be found in areas outside of the
Teshekpuk Lake Surface Protection Area and that there is no need to put these internationally significant wildlife and
subsistence resources at risk. (Comment No. 197617-034)

Response To: Comment 197617-034

See response to comment 197614-007 under Alternatives, Range of Alternatives, Preferred Alternatives

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

For all of these reasons, if BLM elects to go forward with the amendment process, the agency must include and
analyze Alternatives B and C from the 1998 |AP/EISin the draft | AP/EIS. BLM must also include and analyze
alternatives BLM failed to consider in the 1998 | AP/EIS and this draft IAP/EIS. To comply with NEPA, FLPMA and
NPRPA, BLM must consider an alternative that includes permanent protection for the Teshekpuk Lake Special Area,
Colville River Special Area and other biological hot spotsin the Northeast Planning Area. In addition, BLM must
consider an alternative that strengthens the inadequacies of 1998 ROD stipulations detailed in our March 12, 1998
Northeast Planning Area draft | AP/EIS comments hereinafter incorporated by reference. (Comment No. 197617-036)

Response To: Comment 197617-036
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See response to comment 197614-007 under Alternatives, Range of Alternatives, Preferred Alternatives

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

As also pointed out in our Northwest comments, at 61 et seg. (comments incorporated herein by reference), the
mitigation measures for the Northeast Planning Area adopted in the 1998 ROD are inadequate to protect the
resources of the Planning Area. Yet now BLM proposes to weaken them further by substituting significantly weaker
and even more discretionary stipulations and so-called Required Operating Procedures (* ROPS’ ). Rather than
weakening the already deficient protections used in the Northeast Planning Area, BLM should have provided for
additional protectionsin a new alternative in this draft IAP/EIS. Moreover, at the very least BLM should have
provided some rationale for its choice to weaken the already deficient and addressed the potential impacts of the
weakened protections. BLM’ sfailure to do so renders the public and the agency incapable of making an informed
decision about the sufficiency of the protections. A promise of greater protection (draft IAP/EISat 2-11) is simply not
enough. (Comment No. 197617-165)

Response To: Comment 197617-165

See response to comment 197614-007 under Alternatives, Range of Alternatives, Preferred Alternatives

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

If BLM intends to proceed with this amendment process, the agency must complete a revised Amended | AP/EISto
correct the legal and scientific inadequacies outlined above and in the original 1998 |AP/EIS. In a revised Amended
|AP/EIS, a management alter native must be selected that provides adequate protection to the ecological, wildlife,
subsistence, cultural and wilderness resource of the Northeast Planning Area and the public must be given an
opportunity to comment on that alternative. A more balanced, science based approach to energy development and
environmental protection would enhance resource protection from the 1998 ROD and at a minimum do the following
in the Northeast Planning Area:

Permanently protect the Teshekpuk Lake Special Area, Colville River Special Area, and other biological hotspots.
Protect the North Sope and Yukon Kuskokwim Delta communities’ subsistence resources. Strengthen monitoring and
lease stipulation requirements. (Comment No. 197617-184)

Response To: Comment 197617-184

See response to comment 197614-007 under Alternatives, Range of Alternatives, Preferred Alternatives

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

Page 3, Alternative B (Preferred Alternative): Here and throughout the DEIS it is stated that performance-based
Stipulations and ROPs "would be used to mitigate impacts.. ." In recognition of the uncertainty regarding the
implementation and effectiveness of these measures, the text should reflect that they "are intended to mitigate
impacts.. .".

Response To: Comment 197618-004

Wording of text was altered to reflect the intended mitigation from the performance-based Stipulations and ROPs
(Executive Summary and Chapter 4).

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

Page 4, Summary of Impacts: The final paragraph on this page states that Alternative C could result in increased
levels of impact due to oil field development in the caribou insect-relief area. It should be noted that under both
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Alternatives B and C, greater impacts to caribou would be expected due to potential devel opment within the
Teshekpuk Lake Caribou Herd's core calving habitat to the south, east and north of Teshekpuk Lake in areasthat are
currently protected as no-lease or no-surface-occupancy areas. (Comment No. 197618-006)

Response To: Comment 197618-006

Changed text to read "One is oil field development in the caribou insect-relief area and in the Teshekpuk Lake
Caribou Herd’s core calving grounds to the south, east, and north of Teshekpuk Lake, which are currently protected as
no-leas or no-surface-occupancy areas."

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

2.2, Page 2-4, Formulation of Alternatives and 2.6, Page 2-1 1, Sipulations and Required Operating Procedures:
These sections suggest that protection of surface resources under the draft Preferred Alternative and Alternative C
would be equal to or greater than protection under the No Action Alternative. As recognized by the BLM, making
some areas unavailable for leasing provides a high level of protection for surface resources. Combined with
uncertainties regarding implementation and effectiveness of proposed mitigation measures, it seems clear that
alternatives that open a larger area to oil leasing and devel opment, particularly in biologically sensitive areas, will
not achieve the same level of resource protection as an alternative that prohibits leasing and devel opment in these
areas. In thisregard, the Service believes the No Action Alternative, as compared to Alternatives B and C, would offer
greater protection of surface resources, particularly for trust resources within the existing no-lease and no-surface
occupancy areas in the vicinity of Teshekpuk Lake. For this reason, the Service prefers the protective measures of the
No Action Alternative as compared to Alternatives B and C. (Comment No. 197618-017)

Response To: Comment 197618-017

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

2.2.1.1, Page 2-5, Rivers Area: Given itsimportance to fish and subsistence, it is unclear why the Tingmiaksigvik
(Ublutuoch) River would only receive protection under the draft Preferred Alternative. Thisriver should receive equal
protection under all Alternatives. (Comment No. 197618-019)

Response To: Comment 197618-019

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

Appendices B.2.2.1, Page B-7, Evaluation of the Effect of Use, Occupancy, or Disposition on Subsistence Uses and
Needs. This section needs to mention the potential effects of Alternatives B and C on Native peoples in western, south
western, and interior Alaska if long-termimpacts to molting geese were to occur. (Comment No. 197618-114)

Response To: Comment 197618-114

The evaluation has been expanded to include a discussion of potential effects of oil and gas development on the North
Slope to Native peoples in southwestern Alaska.

Comment From: USFWS Anchorage (Comment Letter No. 197619)

We re-analyzed waterfowl survey data, with an emphasis on brant, to guide determination of an appropriate no-lease
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area. Preliminary results indicate that the draft Preferred Alternative would, on average, protect 56% of molting
brant under a no-lease designation. The remaining brant use lakes that: 1) occur on the boundary between the no-
lease area and the area available to leasing, 2) occur entirely within the area available for leasing, 3) occur on
private land (Cape Halkett) or 4) occur on the boundary between public and private lands. Our analysis also
indicates that by enlarging the no-lease zone presented in the draft Preferred Alternative from 213,000 to
approximately 296,000 acres, the goal of protecting 90 percent of molting brant is nearly achieved. Although our
proposed revision to the boundary of the no-lease area (Figure 1) falls just short of the 90% goal, due largely to the
importance of lakes on private lands in the Cape Halkett area to molting geese, it does encompass molting lakes that
support, on average, 89 percent of molting brant (Table 1). Our proposal also would protect larger portions of
molting greater white-fronted, Canada, and snow geese (Figure 2). The modified boundaries would increase
protection of habitats important to spectacled eiders, brood-rearing waterfowl, seaducks, shorebirds, and denning
polar bears. Finally, the modified no-lease area would increase protection of calving, migration, and insect-relief
habitat used by the Teshekpuk Lake Caribou Herd. (Comment No. 197619-039)

Response To: Comment 197619-039
The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.
Comment From: USFWS Anchorage (Comment Letter No. 197619)

The no-lease area proposed under the draft Preferred Alternative would be increased from 213,000 to approximately
296,000 acres to protect molting brant and other trust resources (see Figure 1). (Comment No. 197619-042)

Response To: Comment 197619-042
The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: USFWS Anchorage (Comment Letter No. 197619)

Teshekpuk Lake and other fish-bearing lakes would be off-limits to surface development. A minimum ¥=mile
undisturbed buffer around these lakes would be applied to prevent oil and other hazardous material spills from
reaching these largely confined systems. (Comment No. 197619-043)

Response To: Comment 197619-043

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: USFWS Anchorage (Comment Letter No. 197619)

Other than approved surveys, non-emergency helicopter or fixed-wing transits over the no-lease zone would be
prohibited from June 15 - August 20. (Comment No. 197619-044)

Response To: Comment 197619-044

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.
Comment From: USFWS Anchorage (Comment Letter No. 197619)

The no-surface-occupancy requirements for |ease tracts west and south of the current no-lease area would be
maintained to protect core calving habitat for the Teshekpuk Lake Caribou Herd. (Comment No. 197619-045)

Response To: Comment 197619-045

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.
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Comment From: USFWS Anchorage (Comment Letter No. 197619)

To avoid the potential impacts of increased access in biologically sensitive areas, a roadless design would be required
for any development proposed within the existing no-lease and no-surface-occupancy areas of the TLSA. Within the
CRSA, roads will be minimized to a single consolidated crossing of the Colville River and CRSA, if necessary.
(Comment No. 197619-046)

Response To: Comment 197619-046

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: USFWS Anchorage (Comment Letter No. 197619)

Leasing of tracts within the Colville River Special Area would be deferred until this area has an approved
management plan. Thisis consistent with the recent Northwest NPR-A Final Integrated Activity Plan/EIS, and would
protect nesting raptors and passerines. (Comment No. 197619-047)

Response To: Comment 197619-047

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: USFWS Anchorage (Comment Letter No. 197619)

The no-permanent-facilities buffer adjacent to the Colville River would be expanded from one to two milesto
encompass important raptor foraging habitats. (Comment No. 197619-048)

Response To: Comment 197619-048

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: USFWS Anchorage (Comment Letter No. 197619)

Until an approved management plan is completed for the CRSA, aircraft would be restricted to altitudes of at least

1,500 feet AGL within 1/2 mile of cliffs identified as raptor nesting areas from March 15 - August 5. (Comment No.
197619-049)

Response To: Comment 197619-049

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.
Comment From: USFWS Anchorage (Comment Letter No. 197619)
Construction of permanent facilities for exploration would be prohibited. (Comment No. 197619-050)

Response To: Comment 197619-050

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.
Comment From: USFWS Anchorage (Comment Letter No. 197619CM)

We propose to protect the identified area by retaining its no-lease status. We point out, however, that by focusing on
brant, our recommended modification to the proposed no-lease area would not include all critical caribou habitats,
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particularly the important migration corridor east of Teshekpuk Lake. (Comment No. 197619CM-013)
Response To: Comment 197619CM-013
The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: USFWS Anchorage (Comment Letter No. 197619CM)

Recognizing the irreplaceable nature of the fish and wildlife resourcesin the Northeast Planning Area, particularly
within the TLSA, the Service prefers the protective measures provided in the No Action Alternative. However, should
leasing be expanded in the TLSA, we recommend the following modifications to the draft Preferred Alternative to
reduce risks to trust resourcesin the Northeast Planning Area: The no-lease area proposed under the draft Preferred
Alter native would be increased from 213,000 to approximately 296,000 acres to protect molting brant and other trust
resources. (Comment No. 197619CM-016)

Response To: Comment 197619CM-016

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: USFWS Anchorage (Comment Letter No. 197619CM)

Recognizing the irreplaceable nature of the fish and wildlife resources in the Northeast Planning Area, particularly
within the TLSA, the Service prefers the protective measures provided in the No Action Alternative. However, should
leasing be expanded in the TLSA, we recommend the following modifications to the draft Preferred Alternative to
reduce risks to trust resourcesin the Northeast Planning Area: Teshekpuk Lake and other fish-bearing lakes would be
off-limits to surface devel opment. A minimum ¥zmile undisturbed buffer around these lakes would be applied to

prevent oil and other hazardous material spills from reaching these largely confined systems. (Comment No. 197619CM-
017)

Response To: Comment 197619CM-017

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: USFWS Anchorage (Comment Letter No. 197619CM)

Recognizing the irreplaceable nature of the fish and wildlife resources in the Northeast Planning Area, particularly
within the TLSA, the Service prefers the protective measures provided in the No Action Alternative. However, should
leasing be expanded in the TLSA, we recommend the following modifications to the draft Preferred Alternative to
reduce risks to trust resources in the Northeast Planning Area: Other than approved surveys, non-emergency

helicopter or fixed-wing transits over the no-lease zone would be prohibited from June 15 - August 20. (Comment No.
197619CM-018)

Response To: Comment 197619CM-018

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: USFWS Anchorage (Comment Letter No. 197619CM)

Recognizing the irreplaceable nature of the fish and wildlife resources in the Northeast Planning Area, particularly
within the TLSA, the Service prefers the protective measures provided in the No Action Alternative. However, should
leasing be expanded in the TLSA, we recommend the following modifications to the draft Preferred Alternative to
reduce risks to trust resources in the Northeast Planning Area: The no-surface-occupancy requirements for lease tracts
west and south of the current no-lease area would be maintained to protect core calving habitat for the Teshekpuk
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Lake Caribou Herd. (Comment No. 197619CM-019)

Response To: Comment 197619CM-019

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: USFWS Anchorage (Comment Letter No. 197619CM)

Recognizing the irreplaceable nature of the fish and wildlife resources in the Northeast Planning Area, particularly
within the TLSA, the Service prefers the protective measures provided in the No Action Alternative. However, should
leasing be expanded in the TLSA, we recommend the following modifications to the draft Preferred Alternative to
reduce risks to trust resourcesin the Northeast Planning Area: To avoid potential impacts of increased accessin
biologically sensitive areas, a roadless design would be required for any development proposed within the existing no-
lease and no-surface-occupancy areas of the TLSA. Within the CRSA, roads would be minimized to a single
consolidated crossing of the Colville River and CRSA, if necessary. (Comment No. 197619CM-020)

Response To: Comment 197619CM-020

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: USFWS Anchorage (Comment Letter No. 197619CM)

Recognizing the irreplaceable nature of the fish and wildlife resources in the Northeast Planning Area, particularly
within the TLSA, the Service prefers the protective measures provided in the No Action Alternative. However, should
leasing be expanded in the TLSA, we recommend the following modifications to the draft Preferred Alternative to
reduce risks to trust resourcesin the Northeast Planning Area: Leasing of tracts within the CRSA would be deferred
until this area has an approved management plan. Thisis consistent with the recent Northwest NPR-A Final
Integrated Activity Plan/EIS, and would protect nesting raptors and passerines. (Comment No. 197619CM-021)

Response To: Comment 197619CM-021

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: USFWS Anchorage (Comment Letter No. 197619CM)

Recognizing the irreplaceable nature of the fish and wildlife resources in the Northeast Planning Area, particularly
within the TLSA, the Service prefers the protective measures provided in the No Action Alternative. However, should
leasing be expanded in the TLSA, we recommend the following modifications to the draft Preferred Alternative to

reduce risks to trust resources in the Northeast Planning Area: The no-permanent-facilities buffer adjacent to the
Colville River would be expanded from one to two miles to encompass important raptor foraging habitats. (Comment
No. 197619CM-022)

Response To: Comment 197619CM-022

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: USFWS Anchorage (Comment Letter No. 197619CM)

Recognizing the irreplaceable nature of the fish and wildlife resources in the Northeast Planning Area, particularly
within the TLSA, the Service prefers the protective measures provided in the No Action Alternative. However, should
leasing be expanded in the TLSA, we recommend the following modifications to the draft Preferred Alternative to
reduce risks to trust resources in the Northeast Planning Area: Until an approved management plan is completed for
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the CRSA, aircraft would be restricted to altitudes of at least 1,500 feet AGL within 1/2 mile of cliffsidentified as
raptor nesting areas fromMarch 15 - August 5. (Comment No. 197619CM-023)

Response To: Comment 197619CM-023
The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: USFWS Anchorage (Comment Letter No. 197619CM)

Recognizing the irreplaceable nature of the fish and wildlife resources in the Northeast Planning Area, particularly
within the TLSA, the Service prefers the protective measures provided in the No Action Alternative. However, should
leasing be expanded in the TLSA, we recommend the following modifications to the draft Preferred Alternative to
reduce risks to trust resources in the Northeast Planning Area; Construction of permanent facilities for exploration
would be prohibited. (Comment No. 197619CM-024)

Response To: Comment 197619CM-024

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)

In addition to the collaboration process described above, the Sate requests the following provisions be incor porated
in the BLM's Preferred Alternative: Defer leasing in Teshekpuk Lake or make leasing available with the caveat that no
permanent oil and gas facilities be allowed on the lake until further analysisis completed regarding spill concerns
and other potential effects of construction, operation, and maintenance of drilling islands and causeways on water
resources, fish, birds, and mammals. (Comment No. 197620-003)

Response To: Comment 197620-003

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action. Leasing of Teshekpuk
Lake has been deferred under the proposed action.

Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)

Defer leasing in the Goose Molting Area or make leasing available with the caveat that no permanent oil and gas
facilities be allowed in the Goose Molting Area until the conditions set forth in the Sate's 1998 comments summarized
below are met:

1. Goose and caribou disturbance studies, designed and implemented by a joint state, federal, NSB, and industry
research and monitoring team are conducted.

2. Technology is advanced and it can be demonstrated that proposed oil and gas activities will not negatively impact
molting geese behavior.

3. The consultation [ collaboration] process is developed and successfully implemented in conjunction with an NPR-A
exploration and development planning process.

4. The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and BLM, in consultation with the Alaska Department of Fish and
Game (ADF& G) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), develop and implement appropriate helicopter
planning and routing restrictions for this area to prevent disturbance during the critical goose molting period.
(Comment No. 197620-004)

Response To: Comment 197620-004

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.
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Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)

Delete the classification of "No Surface Occupancy" and identify specific surface uses that would be allowed or
prohibited in areas of important surface resource values. (Comment No. 197620-006)

Response To: Comment 197620-006

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)

Chapter 2, Alternatives, Section 2.6.1, Definitions, Body of Water or Waterbody, Page 2-12. The definition of body of
water or water body siates “a iake, river, stream, creek, or pond that holds water throughout the summer and supports
a minimum of aquatic life." The definition should be revised to include ephemeral streams that may only contain

water for part of the summer season. These streams can serve as important migratory corridors that also provide
seasonal rearing habitat for some species of fish such as Arctic grayling. (Comment No. 197620-047)

Response To: Comment 197620-047

We have taken your comment into consideration in finalizing the Preferred Alternative mitigations.

Comment From: Jean and Harold Kolb (Comment Letter No. 197627)

The entire Teshekpuk Lake Surface Protection Area should remain closed to drilling asin the current leasing plan to
protect the remarkable wildlife habitat it encompasses. The wetlands, sedge meadows, and water s of the Teshekpuk

Lake area are necessary for tens of thousands of molting geese of many species who are flightless and vulnerable in

that condition. The area is also used by other wildlife including 45,000 caribou. BLM's Preferred Alternative would
reduce protection of Teshekpuk by 75%. It would eliminate nearly all the current wildlife protections and allow
permanent gravel roads for exploration as well as construction activities that would infringe on sensitive buffer zones.
(Comment No. 197627-002)

Response To: Comment 197627-002

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action. See response to
comment 197617-072 under topic Special Designation Areas.

Comment From: Tom and Sally Overholt (Comment Letter No. 197629)

We are writing to voice our opposition to the BLM proposal to reduce the size of the Teshekpuk Lake Surface
Protection Area fromits current size of nearly 858,000 acres to 213,000 acres. The TLSPA encompasses a complex of
wetlands that is crucial to thousands of molting geese, a major herd of caribou, and many other wildlife species. The
caribou herd is an important resource for subsistence hunters on the North Sope. Oilfield development in this area

would negatively impact these animals. We urge you not to reduce the size of the Protection Area. (Comment No. 197629-
001)

Response To: Comment 197629-001

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: Gerhard Olving (Comment Letter No. 197630)

| understand you are considering reducing the Teshekpuk Lake Surface Protection Area by some 75%! With about 1.4
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million acres in the North-eastern Reserve already leased and being explored (for oil and gas), there should be no
problem keeping the Teshekpuk Lake surroundings protected in perpetuity. Permitting people with their equipment
(trucks, airplanes, drilling gear, etc.) will have a devastating impact on wildlife. (Comment No. 197630-001)

Response To: Comment 197630-001

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: Christiane Raymond (Comment Letter No. 197631)

understand that the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is proceeding with a proposal to reduce the Teshekpuk Lake
Surface Protection Area of the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska. As a member of National Audubon, Serra
Foothills Audubon in California, and as an avid outdoor enthusiast | amincensed by the BLM' s failure to recognize
the devastating impact an acreage reduction would have on two of our country's most important and precious
resources: our indigenous peoples and wildlife. (Comment NO. 197631-001)

Response To: Comment 197631-001

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: Environmental Protection Agency (Comment Letter No. 197632)

EPA recommends that the BLM develop and analyze a modified Preferred Alter native that incor porates the leasing
acreage and No Surface Activity restrictions in Alternative A with a set of revised and improved performance-based
stipulations and ROPs. Attachment 2 includes EPA's specific comments and recommendations for improvementsto

the proposed stipulation and ROPs that areincluded in the Draft EIS Preferred Alternative. We recommend that the
BLM wait to open additional ecologically sensitive land to leasing within the Planning Area until after the new
performance-based stipulations and ROPs have been used and their effectiveness has been tested and documented.
(Comment No. 197632-004)

Response To: Comment 197632-004

We have considered your recommendations in developing the final Stipulations. The BLM is confident in its ability to
administer oil and gas activities in the Planning Area using the performance-based stipulations and ROPs. BLM
strongly believes that performance based mitigation and the greater flexibility it offers to adapt

requirements/standards to specific situations and to modify the requirements/standards based on their effectiveness will
increase our ability to protect surface resources and subsistence use.

Comment From: Inupiat Community of the Arctic Slope (Comment Letter No. 197635)

To what degree do the Inupiaq people have to tell the Federal Government that we want to protect our lands? It's

been stated over and over again that the stipulations set in 1998 should not be changed. We want to protect our lands
because if we do not speak out for protection of the lands from where we get our food, we would not be caretakers.

The Inupiaq people are stewards of our lands and we want our generations that follow to subsist as we have. (Comment
No. 197635-003)

Response To: Comment 197635-003

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.
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Comment From: Inupiat Community of the Arctic Slope (Comment Letter No. 197635)

With No Action Alternatives, we are COMPROMISING our livelihood and subsistence way of life so that there will be
oil and gas development that we can live with. With this alternative, we are making sure that the Inupiaq people will
continue to subsist with no long-term detriment to our resources. Please take notice that Teshekpuk Lake is the core
habitat of what we subsist on. This area supports the caribou, fish, and waterfowl habitats. If the area is disturbed, you
have no idea what detrimental effectsit will have on our resourcesin thelong run. (Comment No. 197635-004)

Response To: Comment 197635-004

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: Robert Franz (Comment Letter No. 197636)

| feel the DEISfor the Northeast planning area is seriously deficient in many ways. | recognize that some devel opment
will take place, but there must be a balance, and that balance was arrived at in the 1998 study, and | do not feel any
changes need to take place. | favor Alternative A, which encompasses the 1998 study. (Comment No. 197636-001)

Response To: Comment 197636-001

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: Robert Franz (Comment Letter No. 197636)

The Teshekpuk Lake Area is a very unique and special area, vital to waterfowl, and the Teshekpuk caribou herd. It is
also an area of subsistence resources for the native peoples. It isa major wetlands for migrating waterfowl. This area
was noted decades ago as being a very special and vital part of the landscape for the interconnected species. This
area needs to remain protected. Areas provided for development tend to be areas denied for access to others,
including native peoples. (Comment No. 197636-003)

Response To: Comment 197636-003

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: Robert Franz (Comment Letter No. 197636)

| support Alternative A, as that was what was proposed after a serious study in 1998, and | do not feel things have
changed since then. (Comment No. 197636-009)

Response To: Comment 197636-009

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: Mary Ann McCall (Comment Letter No. 197639)

Do not cut the Teshekpuk Lake Surface Area by 75 percent and the size of the no-lease zone by more than half - down
to a mere 213,000 acres. Biologists and wildlife professional have made clear that there is no scientific justification
for this change, and the small protected area would be grossly inadequate in terms of fish and wildlife protection
around Teshekpuk Lake. 1. During July and August, up to 37,000 brant - 30 percent of all Pacific brant - molt in the
area north and east of Teshekpuk Lake. 2. Large numbers of greater white-fronted geese molting at the lake are
increasing and range as high as 35,000 individuals, about 6 percent of the mid-continental populations, and 3.
thousands of Canada and snow geese gather to molt in this unique wetland complex. 4. This area is home to the
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Teshekpuk Lake Caribou Herd of 45,000 animals.5. This caribou herd is very important in terms of subsistence
harvests by Alaska Natives living on the North Sope. (Comment No. 197639-002)

Response To: Comment 197639-002

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: Delbert Rexford (Comment Letter No. 197974)

More importantly, 1'm charged with the responsibility of protecting the rights of Native allotment owners, townsite lot
restricted landowners. There are numerous Native allotment owners both certified, pending, and closed that BLM has
not properly adhered to, and yet they want to continue making lands available for lease to the oil and gas industry,

not to the benefit of the stakeholders, not to the benefit of the Native community, but only to the benefit of the oil and
gasindustry, the federal government, and the State of Alaska. 1'm speaking in general terms. (Comment No. 197974-161)

Response To: Comment 197974-161

We have forwarded your comment to the Conveyances Division of the BLM Alaska State Office.

Comment From: John Garder (Comment Letter No. 197977)

Despite the failure to identify areas needing permanent protection and the lack of scientific evidence that the proposed
plan to open up more of the Northeast area to oil and gas devel opment would be minimal, this draft amended | AP-
ElSisarush to approve additional leasing in the western Arctic. The BLM should go back and consider another
alternative that protects all the Teshekpuk Lake and Colville River special areas and strengthens monitoring and lease

stipulation requirements. At a very minimum, the BLM should adopt a Alternative A, the no-action alternative,

which retains current protections for fish and wildlife habitat around Teshekpuk Lake. Thank you. (Comment No.
197977-088)

Response To: Comment 197977-088

The Final Preferred Alternative D defers Teshekpuk Lake from oil and gas activities. Please see lease stipulation K-7

Comment From: Charles Brower (Comment Letter No. 197980)

I would like to start off on the comments on the process: The three alternatives presented in the Draft Plan are not a
sufficient range of choice. In particular, if BLM has made the decision to convert the existing 79 stipulations into
performance-based mitigation measures, then Alternative A is meaningless. (Comment No. 197980-012)

Response To: Comment 197980-012

See response to comment 197616-073 under Alternatives, Range of Alternatives, Preferred Alternatives

TOPIC: ALTERNATIVES, RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES, PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVES

ISSUE: BIRDS

Comment From: George Ahmaogak, Mayor North Slope Borough (Comment Letter No. 196407)

All essential waterfowl habitat within the Teshekpuk Lake Special Area (TLSA) must be protected and remain free of
permanent facilities. Continued deferral of tracts northeast of the Lake would protect significant goose molting
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habitat. Other critical molting habitat, as well as nesting habitat for a variety of waterfowl, would be placed at risk if
additional areas north and east of the Lake were opened to development. (Comment No. 196407-008)

Response To: Comment 196407-008

We recognize the importance of the Northeast Planning Area, specifically the area northeast of Teshekpuk Lake, as
important goose molting and other waterfowl habitat. The BLM believes that significant mitigating measures have
been included in the final Proposed Action to protect key waterfowl habitat; specifically, see Stipulations K-4 and K-6
(Section 2.6, Stipulations) for a complete description of the stipulations.

TOPIC:  ALTERNATIVES, RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES, PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVES

ISSUE: CARIBOU

Comment From: George Ahmaogak, Mayor North Slope Borough (Comment Letter No. 196407)

All essential habitats of the Teshekpuk Lake Caribou Herd must be protected. Hunters from seven of our villages take
animals from the Teshekpuk Lake Caribou Herd, making it the most important herd on the North Sope froma
subsistence standpoint. This herd is not habituated to industrial activities, and would likely be displaced from
preferred habitat if development is permitted and occursin areas now closed. The result would be population effects
on the herd and significant effects to subsistence harvests. Essential calving habitat around Teshekpuk Lake, insect
relief habitat north of the Lake, and the narrow corridors between the Lake east to the Kogru River and the Lake
northwest to Smith Bay that provide the only routes to calving and insect relief habitats, must remain free of
permanent facilities. (Comment No. 196407-007)

Response To: Comment 196407-007

We recognize the importance of the Northeast Planning Area and its significance to the Teshekpuk Lake Caribou

Herd (TLCH). The BLM believes that significant mitigating measures have been included in the final Proposed Action
to protect key caribou habitat; specifically, see Stipulations K-5, K-6, K-9, and K-10 (Section 2.6, Stipulations) for a
complete description of the stipulations.

TOPIC: ALTERNATIVES, RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES, PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVES

ISSUE: PERFORMANCE VS. PRESCRIPTED

Comment From: Robert Franz (Comment Letter No. 197636)

There needs to be a balance of protections and those are lacking in Alternative B, which increases development, and
Alternative C which essentially opens everything up for exploitation without meaningful safeguards. (Comment No.
197636-002)

Response To: Comment 197636-002

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.
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TOPIC: ANILCA

Comment From: George Ahmaogak, Mayor North Slope Borough (Comment Letter No. 196407)

The finding regarding the cumulative case requires BLM to hold hearings in the potentially affected communities as
specified in ANILCA Section 810 (a)(1) and (2), and to make three determinations required by section 810
(@(3)(A),(B), and (C). The three determinations are: 1) that such a significant restriction of subsistence is necessary,
consistent with sound management principles for the utilization of public lands; 2) that the proposed activity will
involve the minimal amount of public lands necessary to accomplish the purposes of such use, occupancy, or other
disposition; and 3) that reasonable steps will be taken to minimize adverse impacts to subsistence uses and resources
resulting from such actions.

If BLM intended that the public hearings on the Draft Amended | AP/EIS also serve as the community hearings
required under ANILCA Section 810, we believe that the public was not made sufficiently aware that the North Sope
hearings recently conducted were meant to serve that dual function. Even if proper formal notice had been given,
BLM'sfailure to highlight at the hearings themselves the findings of the Section 810 analysis and the additional
requirements imposed by a finding of a significant restriction of subsistence uses was contrary to the most basic intent
of the ANILCA requirement. In order to dlicit from subsistence users the focused testimony necessary to enable BLM to
meaningfully consider appropriate factors and make required determinations, the full Section 810 analysis process
must be explained. It has not yet been, and our subsistence users have not yet been appropriately engaged by BLM in
theanalysis.

We urge BLM to formally describe the Section 810 analysis process, present information obtained in this process,
describe the method(s) used to evaluate this information and derive findings, and reveal the resulting finding(s) from
the three stepsin the Section 810(a)(3)(A),(B), and (C) Subsistence Determinations in meetings with our affected
communities, and then release all thisinformation for public review and comment before preparing the Final
|AP/EIS. Preparing and presenting this documentation, and allowing full public discussion of all alternatives based
on the Section 810 review before concluding the EI'S process, would generate the best and most meaningful findings,
and would to some extent allay the substantial concerns of our residents that apparent protections could be lost in the
implementation of a final amended management plan by BLM. (Comment No. 196407-041)

Response To: Comment 196407-041

The Bureau of Land Management is concerned by the statement that the combined Draft EIS Meetings and ANILCA
810 Hearings held in August in North Slope communities were not fully understood by the public-at-large. As such,
additional ANILCA 810 Hearings have been scheduled and will be held in November 2004 in the potentially affected
communities of Anaktuvuk Pass, Atqasuk, Barrow and Nuigsut. These hearings will be structured to fully explain
BLM’s ANILCA 810 Policy and Process, and will include detailed descriptions of each of the findings for the three
alternatives and the cumulative case, as well as the rationale behind the findings. It is the hope of the BLM that these
additional hearings will not only serve to gather additional substantial input from residents regarding subsistence that
may have been missed because of the apparent misunderstanding, but will also reinforce the strong commitment that
the BLM has to minimizing the effects of land-use planning decisions to subsistence.

Comment From: Alaska Miners Association, Inc. (Comment Letter No. 196937)

We ask that no area be studied for further land management restrictions, including wilderness designation, wild &
scenic rivers, etc. The ANILCA "no more" clause does not allow such studies and the recent Secretary's decision

prohibits such studies unless the Congressional delegation and the Governor agree and so request. (Comment No.
196937-003)

Response To: Comment 196937-003

There are no wilderness designations or new wild and scenic river areas being considered in this amendment process.

Northeast National Petroleum Reserve — Alaska 6-44 January 2005
Final Amended IAP/EIS



COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment From: Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission (Comment Letter No. 197605)

Snce BLM is unable to demonstrate the effectiveness of mitigation measures necessary to bring NPRA leasing within
the parameters of ANILCA and FLPMA, the agency is not in a position to recommend an expansion of industrial
activitiesin the Northeast NPRA.

2. The mitigation measures adopted as part of the 1998 Northeast NPRA ROD are not adequate to meet the
requirements of ANILCA and FLPMA. (Comment No. 197605-030)

Response To: Comment 197605-030

The BLM believes that we have met the requirements of ANILCA and the relevant components of FLPMA. Section
802 (16 U.S.C. 3112) of ANILCA states the policy of subsistence management and use as: “consistent with sound
management principles, and the conservation of healthy populations of fish and wildlife, the utilization of the public
lands in Alaska is to cause the least adverse impact possible on rural residents who depend upon subsistence uses of the
resources of such lands; consistent with management of fish and wildlife in accordance with recognized scientific
principles and the purposes for each unit established, designated, or expanded by or pursuant to titles II through VII of
this Act, the purpose of this title is to provide the opportunity for rural residents engaged in a subsistence way of life

to do so.” [Note that the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska was not established, designated or expanded pursuant to
titles II through VII of the Act; it was established by its own legislation—the Naval Petroleum Reserves Production
Act of 1976.]

To this end, the BLM is committed to “cause the least adverse impact possible” while still allowing for designated use
of the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska, namely “an expeditious program of competitive leasing of oil and gas in
the National Petroleum Reserve in Alaska” [Public Law 96-514—Dec. 12, 1980; 42 USC 6508 (which is the Act of
Congress that opened the petroleum reserve)]. The 79 stipulations established in the 1998 NE Plan, as well as the
adaptive management stipulations and required operating procedures proposed in the current NE Plan Amendment are
examples of the BLM adhering to the requirement to cause the least impact possible, as required in ANILCA.

Additionally, the Naval Petroleum Reserves Production Act of 1976 specifically states that “(2) the provisions of
sections 202 and section 603 of the Federal Lands Policy and Management Act shall not be applicable to the reserve”
(42 USC Sec. 6508).

Comment From: Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission (Comment Letter No. 197605)

As already noted in these comments, BLM, in its 1998 ROD disregarded the adverse impacts to our communities
critical bowhead subsistence hunt, including vital interactions between the caribou and bowhead hunts, and the need
for consultation and coordination with the AEWC." In general, BLM has given little or no weight to the potentially
devastating impacts that can result from the cumul ative effects of OCSoil and gas devel opment and the offshore
components of NPRA development. Thisis a glaring omission of the 1998 Decision and one that BLM must rectify
before it can adequately consider additional Northeast NPRA leasing.

¢. BLM has not established that adver se impacts to subsistence resources can be minimized, as required by Section
810 of ANILCA. (Comment No. 197605-034)

Response To: Comment 197605-034

We have considered offshore development in the cumulative analysis of this document, please see Section 4.6.5.7,
Federal Lease Sales Considered in this Cumulative Effects Analysis, and also see Section 4.6.9.10, Threatened and
Endangered Species — Bowhead Whales, for a detailed discussion of cumulative impacts.

Section 810 of ANILCA requires that three final determinations be made if there is found to be a significant
restriction to subsistence: A) that such a significant restriction of subsistence uses is necessary, consistent with sound
management principles for the utilization of public lands; B) that the proposed activity will involve the minimal
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amount of public lands necessary to accomplish the purpose of such use, occupancy, or other disposition, and C) that
reasonable steps will be taken to minimize adverse effects upon subsistence uses and resources resulting from such
actions. “Reasonable steps” include the creation and required application of mitigation measures, such as the
stipulations and required operating procedures. Additional mitigation measures will be solicited from the potentially
affected communities at the required ANILCA Hearings on how the BLM can further minimize adverse impacts on
subsistence.

Comment From: Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission (Comment Letter No. 197605)

In making this argument BLM does not even attempt to address the tests created by Congressin ANILCA and FLPMA.
Rather, it proposes a tortured and self-serving rationalization, saying in effect that "the damage will occur anyway"
so adding to it isjustified. Thisis a complete misapplication of the cumulative effects analysis, leading to a result that
isin direct contravention of the purposes for which that analysis was created. Moreover, in making this
rationalization, BLM conveniently fails to note that the "impacts on surrounding lands" are duein major part to
actionsby BLM and its sister agency at the Department of the Interior, MMS. Taking this amazingly arrogant
proposition to itslogical conclusion, BLM would interpret the congressional directives of ANILCA as saying that the
agency can justify an action threatening significant impacts to subsistence on the grounds that the agency has already
allowed such impacts to occur. (Comment No. 197605-037)

Response To: Comment 197605-037

BLM does not believe we have misapplied the cumulative affects analysis in addressing ANILCA 810 requirements,
nor are we justifying current proposals based on past actions.

Comment From: Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission (Comment Letter No. 197605)

The second basis on which BLM sought to justify its Decision in 1998, and the only one on which the 1998 Decision

in fact can be justified, consistent with federal law, is the promise of extensive mitigation measures including
prohibitions and restrictions on oil and gas activities, and provisions for extensive consultation with the local
communities. As pointed out by BLM in the current DEIS and noted earlier in these comments, sufficient time has not
passed for these mitigation measures to be devel oped and implemented so that the affected parties can see whether

they will be sufficient to minimize impacts to our subsistence uses of the NPRA, as guaranteed by ANILCA and FLPMA.
(Comment No. 197605-039)

Response To: Comment 197605-039

The BLM does not use an impact analysis to justify a decision for leasing or any other activity. The purpose of an

Comment From: Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission (Comment Letter No. 197605)

Thus, the timing of a decision to increase leasing in the Northeast NPRA is premature. Furthermore, as discussed, it is
vital to the success of BLM's proposed mitigation measures that the agency show itself to be a trustworthy steward of
public lands, and an expansion of leasing at this time would demonstrate the precise opposite. Taken together, these
factors virtually guarantee that a decision by BLM to go forward with additional leasing at this time will result in
severe adverse impacts to our communities’ subsistence uses of the public lands and renewable resources of the
Northeast NPRA. Such a decision therefore will place BLM in violation of its responsibilities for protecting and
preserving subsistence uses in the NPRA, as directed in FLPMA and ANILCA. 3. BLM cannot even begin to evaluate
the extent of impacts from oil and gas development in the Northeast NPRA without first undertaking substantial
research and coordination, as recommended by the NRC Committee. (Comment No. 197605-040)

Response To: Comment 197605-040

The BLM believes that we have met the requirements of ANILCA and the relevant components of FLPMA. Section
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802 (16 U.S.C. 3112) of ANILCA states the policy of subsistence management and use as: “consistent with sound
management principles, and the conservation of healthy populations of fish and wildlife, the utilization of the public
lands in Alaska is to cause the least adverse impact possible on rural residents who depend upon subsistence uses of the
resources of such lands; consistent with management of fish and wildlife in accordance with recognized scientific
principles and the purposes for each unit established, designated, or expanded by or pursuant to titles II through VII of
this Act, the purpose of this title is to provide the opportunity for rural residents engaged in a subsistence way of life

to do so.” [Note that the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska was not established, designated or expanded pursuant to
titles II through VII of the Act; it was established by its own legislation—the Naval Petroleum Reserves Production
Act of 1976.]

To this end, the BLM is committed to “cause the least adverse impact possible” while still allowing for designated use
of the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska, namely “an expeditious program of competitive leasing of oil and gas in
the National Petroleum Reserve in Alaska” [Public Law 96-514—Dec. 12, 1980; 42 USC 6508 (which is the Act of
Congress that opened the petroleum reserve)]. The 79 stipulations established in the 1998 NE Plan, as well as the
adaptive management stipulations and required operating procedures proposed in the current NE Plan Amendment are
examples of the BLM adhering to the requirement to cause the least impact possible, as required in ANILCA.

Comment From: Audubon Alaska/National Wildlife Federation (Comment Letter No. 197610)

Under the ANILCA subsistence analysis (Appendix B), there is no mention of possible impacts to brant and other
waterfowl as subsistence resources for rural residents, especially in western Alaska communities. Nearly 70 percent of
all banded brant recaptured at Teshekpuk Lake during their molt originated at colonies on the Yukon-Kuskokwim
Delta (Bollinger and Derksen 1996). (Comment No. 197610-073)

Response To: Comment 197610-073

Both the Draft and the Final ANILCA 810 analysis include impacts to brant and other waterfowl. The analysis in the
Draft IAP/EIS uses the term “birds” which includes brant and other waterfowl. The Final ANILCA 810 analysis has
addressed the concern from the Bethel community regarding impacts specific to brant.

Comment From: Kuukpik Corporation (Comment Letter No. 197616)

NEPA requires the exploration and objective evaluation of reasonabl e alternatives.73 Section 810 of ANILCA also
requires the consideration of alternatives.74 That’ s alternatives - plural. The BLM has already decided that
performance-based measures will be implemented in the Northeast NPR-A, and it has confined its planning process to
only devel oping performance-based measures. How then can there be alternative mitigation packages that are
considered and analyzed in the Amended Draft EISor the Section 810 analysis? Cramming an already-made

decision through this process by narrowly defining the decision to be made and then providing only one alternative
that is consistent with that decision is not in compliance with the letter or the spirit of NEPA or ANILCA. See e.g. Sate
of Wyoming v. United States Department of Agriculture, 277 F.Supp.2d 1197, 1122 (D. Wyo. 2003). See also
International Showmobile Manufacturers Assoc. v. Sate of Wyoming, 2004 U.S. LEXIS 1796 (D. Wyo. Feb. 10,
2004)(prejudged political decision coupled with the lack of a hard look in the Final ElSleads to the conclusion that
thereisa substantial likelihood that agency decision is arbitrary and capricious.) (Comment No. 197616-081)

Response To: Comment 197616-081

The ANILCA 810 Analysis presented in Appendix B discussed the impacts of each of the three identified alternatives
in the Northeast Amendment, as well as the cumuiative case. Contrary to the comment, above, Alternative A would
retain the 79 stipulations that are currently in place in the northeast; only Alternatives B and C would incorporate
performance-based stipulations similar to those present in the NW Plan.

Following the ANILCA 810 Process, hearings were held in the potentially affected communities of Anaktuvuk Pass,
Atqasuk, Barrow and Nuigsut. The purpose of these hearings was threefold: 1) to describe BLM’s ANILCA Policy and
Process; 2) to present the Findings of the ANILCA 810 Analysis; and 3) to obtain comments, concerns, additional
information and potential mitigation measures from the residents of the potentially affected communities. No final
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decisions, including with regard to the final mitigation package, have been made in the Draft EIS.

The Draft IAP/EIS has provided a full range of alternatives and through this NEPA process has evaluated those
alternatives, and compared the effectiveness of the prescriptive and performance-based mitigations. Evaluating the
performance based mitigation measures within an Alternative (A) that does not provide leasing in or around the most
sensitive areas of this planning area is of little value in terms of assessing the effectiveness of mitigations. Alternative

C in the amended Draft IAP/EIS makes 100% of the Northeast Planning Area available for oil land gas leasing and it

is under this Alternative (C) that oil and gas development would most likely occur; thereby, providing analysts an
opportunity to assess or evaluate the effectiveness of the proposed performance-based stipulations and required
operating procedures. The BLM strongly believes that the Performance-based stipulation and ROP package is superior

to the Prescriptive approach used in Alternative A in the 1998 ROD; the adaptability and flexibility provided by the
Performance-based strategy allows the BLM to make decisions based on new information and project-specific details.
This allows mitigations to be adaptable to the specific needs of the area of potential impact from oil and gas activities.
While we believe that the Performance-based are a better way to provide protection, we have made no final decisions.

This comment (197616-081) also has a response under topic NEPA Process.

Comment From: Kuukpik Corporation (Comment Letter No. 197616)

Not only isthe Section 810 ANILCA analysis of the alter natives worthless because the BLM has a pre-ordained
outcome, but that analysis also uses the NEPDG' s recommendation that the President direct the secretary to consider
additional leasing in the Northeast NPR-A in its evaluation of the availability of other lands. See e.g. Amended Draft
EIS Appendix B, p. B-9. Thisis problematic since there are no other lands that meet the purpose, but the BLM till
concludes that other lands that it administers are either too remote to develop economically or have a low potential
for recoverable oil. (Comment No. 197616-084)

Response To: Comment 197616-084

According to BLM ANILCA 810 Policy, “When making an evaluation in the availability of other lands, two aspects
must be considered: 1) Are the other lands available in terms of timing, ownership, and designation, and 2) Are the
other lands available for the purposes sought to be achieved by the proposed action.” The ANILCA 810 analysis of
the availability of other lands attempts to explain that the proposed actions (i.e., Alternatives A through C—making
available or not making available additional land in the Northeast National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska for oil and gas
leasing) are to achieve the purpose of fulfilling our mandate from the Secretary of the Interior and the President, and
are therefore the rationale for answering question 2, above. The BLM acknowledges that there are no other lands that
meet these criteria. The last statement in this part of the ANILCA 810 analysis concerning other lands that are
managed by the BLM answers the question posed in number 1, above, and is required.

Comment From: Kuukpik Corporation (Comment Letter No. 197616)

Isthe AO going to do a Section 810 analysis when a proposal gets made for such a facility? What about public
input? The simple answer is that there apparently would be no public input. This provision essentially lets the ail
industry say that if they can do something cheaper with a permanent facility, they can do so. What about
environmental standards? Apparently cost counts most, since the language is not qualified. How much sense does it
make to strictly regulate the size and location of development pads when an oil company can sashay in and get
approval for an exploration-related pad or road just by showing that it's cheaper to do it that way? Thisis
outrageous. (Comment No. 197616-119)

Response To: Comment 197616-119

An ANILCA 810 analysis would be required under the scenario you describe. In fact, ANILCA 810 analyses are
required for any action requiring a decision in the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska. If an oil company proposed to
construct a permanent facility for exploration, a subsequent environmental analysis (either and EA or an EIS) and an
ANILCA 180 evaluation would be required by law.
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Comment From: Kuukpik Corporation (Comment Letter No. 197616)

Additionally, the ANILCA Section 810 analysis says that the differences between the 1998 NE NPR-A ROD and
Alternative B (other than opening additional areas in the Teshekpuk Lake Area to surface occupancy and leasing)

would not reduce the level of protection afforded. This needs to also be corrected and the analysis needs to reflect the
differences between the 1998 NE NPR-A ROD and Alternative B. See Amended Draft EIS Appendix B, p. B-8.
(Comment No. 197616-129)

Response To: Comment 197616-129

The ANILCA 810 analysis states that there are two differences between the No Action Alternative (1998 ROD) and
the Draft Preferred Alternative (B) that would potentially cause substantial affects on subsistence resources or their
use. As stated on page B-6 of the DIAP/EIS " the availability of additional land for oil and gas leasing from within the
Teshekpuk Lake Special Area, and the removal of the No Surface Occupancy zone south of Teshekpuk Lake. Other
changes, such as updating the stipulations to conform to an adaptive management approach, would not reduce the
level of protection afforded, as the ROPs would still specify the parameters by which the lessee/permittee would
operate."

Comment From: Kuukpik Corporation (Comment Letter No. 197616)

We see this again in the ANILCA Section 810 analysis where it says: Stipulation H [ S/C] 181 and ROPs H-1 and H-2
would be the primary mitigation measures in place to ensure adequate access to traditional hunting areas by the

residents of Nuigsut, Barrow, and Atgasuk in the Teshekpuk Lake Special Area. (Emphasis added). (Comment No.
197616-186)

Response To: Comment 197616-186

The consultation required by Stipulation H: Subsistence Consultation for Permitted Activities consists of consultation
between the applicant (meaning the seismic company, or the oil company, etc.) and nearby communities, not by the
BLM. This consultation would allow the communities to set parameters to the actual on-the-ground operator; for
example “you need to update us daily by calling the city office to tell us where you are located and how long you will
be there.” Then it is responsibility of the applicant to inform the BLM what decision with regard to operating were
made during this consultation (see ROP H-1).

Comment From: Kuukpik Corporation (Comment Letter No. 197616)

The Amended Draft EISalmost says enough about sociocultural and subsistence impacts to make it look as though it
is analyzing the proposed changes to the management of the Northeast NPR-A. But, when reviewed a little closer, we
see that there are conclusions and information, but basically no analysis. Thisis not the hard look at these impacts
that NEPA requires. Additionally, the BLM suggests that it can mitigate impacts to subsistence activities with a
consultation requirement. That is just wishful thinking, and the Amended Draft EISand ANILCA Section 810 Analysis
need to be revised to reflect this. (Comment No. 197616-191)

Response To: Comment 197616-191

The consultation requirement is one way to mitigate impacts to subsistence, especially with regard to accessing
subsistence resources. If subsistence hunters know in advance where oil and gas activities are taking place, they can
plan their hunting trip around this information. Other mitigation measures that are in place to protect fish and

wildlife resources and habitat, also serve to protect subsistence, in that they provide for the continued viability of
subsistence resources. The ANILCA 810 evaluation was edited to better convey this assertion. There is analysis, as
far as best data allows, in the subsistence and sociocultural environmental consequences sections. The NEPA standard
is "best available data." In general, the comments speak to the lack of current research correlating impacts that the
author is experiencing to oil and gas development.
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Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

Proposed Action Violates ANILCA § 810: Inadequate ANILCA § 810 Finding The ANILCA 810 analysis in Appendix
B of the draft IAP/EISis fundamentally flawed. There is no scientific rationale to support BLM’s conclusion that
access and impacts to subsistence resources would be minimal if the agency removes 75% of the Teshekpuk Lake
Surface Protection Area. (draft IAP/EISat B-10). (Comment No. 197617-158)

Response To: Comment 197617-158

The ANILCA 810 analysis uses all of the information presented in the main text of the NE Amendment. This
information is written by individual resource specialists (i.e., wildlife biologists, fisheries biologists, hydrologist, etc.)
and is grounded in the best science available at the time, as prescribed by NEPA. The conclusion that impacts to
subsistence resources would be minimal follows the assertion that impacts to fish and wildlife resources would be
minimal

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

The basis for the conclusions reached in the Analysis under the various exploration and development drat |AP/EIS
Alternativesis unreliable. The level to which subsistence resources will be degraded by oil and gas exploration and
development is inextricably linked to the impact these activities will have on fish and wildlife resources both
throughout the planning area and at sites specifically used for subsistence. The Analysis does not even include all of
the directly affected subsistence communities nor does it consider the additional cumulative impact to subsistence
from the September 2003 Mineral Management Service offering of the adjacent 9.1 million acres in the Beaufort Sea.
As discussed previously, the draft |AP/EISfails to adequately assess the impact of oil and gas exploration and

devel opment on these resources, and on subsistence usage, on a site-specific basis. This failure to adequately disclose
and analyze impacts to subsistence on a site-specific basis also violates NEPA. An adequate assessment of impacts
would likely conclude that proposed activities under all Alternatives that allow any exploration or development
activitieswill, in fact, significantly restrict subsistence uses without regard to the cumulative case. In addition, given
the uncertainty of information available concerning impacts on many wildlife species, BLM simply cannot justify any
conclusion other than that a significant restriction may occur under each exploration and development Alternative.

The ANILCA § 810 Finding for the Preferred Alternative in the draft IAP/EIS at B.2.2. is deficient. (Comment No.
197617-159)

Response To: Comment 197617-159

The directly affected subsistence communities of Anaktuvuk Pass, Atqasuk, Barrow, and Nuiqsut were considered in
the analysis and specifically discussed in Section 3.4.2, Subsistence. Please see Section 4.7.5.7 for a discussion of
federal lease sales considered in the cumulative effects analysis which includes information regarding the 2003
Minerals Management Service Lease Sale 186.

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

Because the draft 1AP/ElSfails to properly conclude that the action alternatives will pose by themselves a threat of
substantial restrictions of subsistence activities, the hearings that BLM says it intends to hold will not meet ANILCA's
requirements. BLM cannot hold fair hearingsif it fails to inform the affected public that it's proposed action standing
alone will substantially restrict subsistence activities. (Comment No. 197617-161)

Response To: Comment 197617-161

It is not true that the BLM cannot hold hearings if the affected communities are not informed that the “proposed
action standing alone will substantially restrict subsistence activities.” The finding of “may significantly restrict
subsistence use” for any alternative including the cumulative case triggers the requirement that hearings be held in the
potentially affected communities.
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Following the ANILCA 810 Process, hearings will be held in the potentially affected communities of Anaktuvuk Pass,
Atqasuk, Barrow and Nuigsut. The purpose of these hearings is threefold: 1) to describe BLM’s ANILCA Policy and
Process; 2) to present the Findings of the ANILCA 810 Analysis; and 3) to obtain comments, concerns, additional
information and potential mitigation measures from the residents of the potentially affected communities. In
presenting the findings, if the communities disagree with our conclusions, they have the opportunity to state their
opposition. This is one of the objectives of the Hearing process.

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

Based on information in the draft |AP/EIS, we do not believe the BLM can, at the conclusion of this process,
reasonably make the findings required by the second tier of the section 810 process. BLM cannot establish that this
intrusion into these key areasis necessary, and the Secretary has already determined that the 1998 decision uses the
minimal amount of public lands. Moreover, the | AP/EIS fundamentally fails to demonstrate that the new proposed
mitigation measures are sufficient or will be effective. (Comment No. 197617-162)

Response To: Comment 197617-162

Congress established the area as the National Petroleum Reserve — Alaska (PL 94-258) and further directed BLM to
conduct an expeditious program of competitive oil and gas leasing (PL 96-514); in 2002 the President’s National
Energy Policy Development Group recommended that the President direct the Secretary of the Interior to consider
further lease sales in the National Petroleum Reserve and that such consideration should include areas not currently
leased within the northeast corner of the Petroleum Reserve. In carrying out its responsibilities BLM has complied
with the requirements of section 810 of ANILCA.

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

The draft |AP/EISfails to specify the size, frequency and timing of sales, making such a determination all but
impossible. The draft | AP/EIS does not contain sufficient justification for a conclusion that reasonable mitigation
measures would be taken to minimize the effects on subsistence uses. Finally, as previously discussed, the draft

| AP/EIS has compl etely failed to demonstrate that this particular leasing program is necessary at thistime. Thus, asa
matter of both NEPA and ANILCA analysis, at the present time there is an insufficient basis for resolving the second
tier requirements of ANILCA 810. (Comment No. 197617-163)

Response To: Comment 197617-163

The timetable for future lease sales is discussed in Section 1.7.1 in “Requirements for Further Analysis”; also see
response to comment 197617-163 under ANILCA.

Comment From: Stan Senner (Comment Letter No. 197978)

One of the most interesting sections of the Environmental Statement is the analysis of impacts on subsistence harvests,
and thisisan analysisrequired under ANILCA, and | just noted, | read it on the plane as | flew in here today, that
that analysis of subsistence impacts doesn't mention the word brant, and it doesn't mention impacts on YK Delta
communities. The only discussion, the only substantive discussion in that section is caribou with reference to Nuigsut,
Barrow, Atgasuk and Anaktuvuk Pass. So ther€e's again a huge inadequacy in that environmental statement by the
failure to mention brant and YK Delta communities. (Comment No. 197978-097)

Response To: Comment 197978-097

There is some discussion of brant and Y-K Delta in regards to lead poisoning in the Final IAP/EIS.
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TOPIC: BASIC ASSUMPTIONS
Comment From: Nancy Ebbert (Comment Letter No. 019869)

Dear Planning Team, as a taxpayer and a concerned citizen, | have studied the USGSfindings regarding the reserves
in Alaska---and, as you know, the analysis indicated that much of the petroleum there is not economically
recoverable. And, further, that which is economical to produce would only last the lower 48 a grand total of six
months. My conclusion, like that drawn by thousands of other taxpayersisthat it is not worth the irreversible damage
to our wildlife and our lands. (Comment No. 019869-001)

Response To: Comment 019869-001

The commenter is correct in that the amount of oil that is projected to be available under the Preferred Alternative
would meet U.S. energy needs for approximately 6 months. If a gas pipeline is built from the North Slope to gas
export terminals in southern Alaska, or across Canada to the lower 48 states, abundant gas resources in the Planning
Area would also be available to meet the nation’s energy needs. The Preferred Alternative has been developed to help
reduce the nation’s dependence on foreign energy sources and provide economic benefits to the State of Alaska and its
residents, while utilizing stipulations and ROPs to minimize impacts to the environment.

Comment From: Steven Mueller (Comment Letter No. 033673)

Please do not proceed with the proposed amendment to the oil and gas leasing plan for the Northeast National
Petroleum Reserve Environmental Impact Statement. Before seeking oil in the Northeast National Petroleum Reserve
our nation needs to partake in conservation measures that reduce the use of petroleum. Using reserves at thistimeis
not patriotic nor isit in the interest of future generations. (Comment No. 033673-001)

Response To: Comment 033673-001

The near-term energy needs of the United States will be met by a combination of imports from foreign sources,
domestic oil and gas production, conservation measures, and other energy sources such as wind, solar, geothermal,
hydroelectric, and nuclear. Each source makes a contribution to satisfying energy needs and each has technological,
ecological, and economic advantages and disadvantages. In the period considered by the proposed action in this Draft
IAP/EIS, fossil fuels will continue to be the single largest component of the domestic energy stream. One way to
continue to meet the country's energy needs while investigating and transitioning to alternative energy sources is
through oil and gas production in the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska. As discussed on page 4-13 of the Draft
IAP/EIS, the process of leasing, exploration, and development, including the associated environmental reviews, takes
many years. It is likely that 10 years or more would pass between a lease sale and the start-up of production from any
discovered oil fields in the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska. Alternative energy programs are outside the scope of
this IAP/EIS as they would not meet the stated objective of fulfilling the President's Energy policy to "consider
additional environmentally responsible oil and gas development, based on sound science and the best available
technology, through further lease sales in the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska."

Comment From: Kathi Griffin (Comment Letter No. 039278)

Why not explore more renewabl e sources of energy instead of depleting further ones that are becoming, if we can
believe the oil corporations, scarce? We do not need to do more damage. (Comment No. 039278-003)

Response To: Comment 039278-003

See response to comment 033673-001 under Basic Assumptions
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Comment From: Paul Kriescher (Comment Letter No. 051844)

It would be a huge mistake to risk the internationally significant ecological resources of Teshekpuk Lake for a short-
term supply of energy, especially when we know that the United States cannot drill its way to energy independence.
The estimated 800,000 barrels of oil/day that will come from this area of the Reserve would more easily be met
through energy efficiency enhancementsin cars. Specifically, raising CAFE standards for carsto 40 mpg would save
more than 1.5 million barrels a day within 6 to 8 years (according to the Union of Concerned Scientists) while also
creating a beneficial lure for people to buy new cars (further stimulating the economy) because of the significant
savings they would see at the pump. (Comment No. 051844-004)

Response To: Comment 051844-004

See response to comment 033673-001 under Basic Assumptions

Comment From: Christine Bucklin (Comment Letter No. 059528)

| would like to add that scientists have foretold that any oil obtained from this area will only provide a small 6 month
supply. If thisarea is destroyed for such a small amount of oil, Americans will be shamed and embarrassed in the
world yet again by the decisions of our government. We need to force industry to find alter native options before they
have destroyed all the beautiful and ecologically necessary lands of our country. The only way this can be doneis by
saying NO to drilling in Alaska. | have flown over the ail fields of upper AK and they are a secretive ugly wasteland, a
shame on the American people. Please don't let this happen again. Thank you. (Comment No. 059528-005)

Response To: Comment 059528-005

See response to comment 033673-001 under Basic Assumptions

Comment From: Sarah Ryker (Comment Letter No. 059760)

Thisis a comment on the proposed amendment to the oil and gas leasing plan under the Northeast National
Petroleum Reserve EIS. According to the BP Satistical Review of oil and gas resources, current gas prices are driven
not by lack of immediate supply but by concern over affairsin the Middle East. This finding makes it unlikely that
opening up the Western Arctic Reserve to drilling would have any effect on fuel prices. (Comment No. 059760-001)

Response To: Comment 059760-001

This IAP/EIS addresses proposed amendments to the Integrated Activity Plan for the Northeast National Petroleum
Reserve-Alaska. As an agency of the federal government, BLM is responsible for implementing the President's
National Energy Policy to President’s Energy policy to "consider additional environmentally responsible oil and gas
development, based on sound science and the best available technology, through further lease sales in the National
Petroleum Reserve-Alaska." The mandate further states that "such consideration should include areas not currently
leased within the northeast corner of the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska." In accordance with the President's
energy policy, BLM has initiated this NEPA process as we consider making additional lands within the National
Petroleum Reserve-Alaska available for oil and gas leasing. The near-term energy needs of the United States will be
met by a combination of imports from foreign sources, domestic oil and gas production, conservation measures, and
other energy sources such as wind, solar, geothermal, hydroelectric, and nuclear. Each source makes a contribution to
satisfying energy needs and each has technological, ecological, and economic advantages and disadvantages. In the

Comment From: Santiago Miro (Comment Letter No. 063180)

Your decision should be based on facts, rather than political pressures. There is no substantiated proof that the fuel
"reserves' in Alaska will contribute significantly to the USs energy independence. (Comment No. 063180-001)
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Response To: Comment 063180-001

The near-term energy needs of the United States will be met by a combination of imports from foreign sources,
domestic oil and gas production, conservation measures, and other energy sources such as wind, solar, geothermal,
hydroelectric, and nuclear. Each source makes a contribution to satisfying energy needs and each has technological,
ecological, and economic advantages and disadvantages. In the period considered by the proposed action in this Draft
IAP/EIS, fossil fuels will continue to be the single largest component of the domestic energy stream. One way to
continue to meet the country's energy needs while investigating and transitioning to alternative energy sources is
through oil and gas production in the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska. As discussed on page 4-13 of the Draft
IAP/EIS, the process of leasing, exploration, and development, including the associated environmental reviews, takes
many years. It is likely that 10 years or more would pass between a lease sale and the start-up of production from any
discovered oil fields in the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska. In accordance with the President's energy policy to
"consider additional environmentally responsible oil and gas development, based on sound science and the best
available technology, through further lease sales in the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska," BLM has initiated this
NEPA process as we consider making additional lands within the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska available for oil
and gas leasing.

Comment From: Aaron Gilliam (Comment Letter No. 086081)

Sudies that both you and | are aware of have been conducted showing that the amount of oil in the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge would be insignificant at best to fixing our imminent oil crisis. (Comment No. 086081-001)

Response To: Comment 086081-001

See response to comment 063180-001 under Basic Assumptions

Comment From: Jane Fasullo (Comment Letter No. 114822)

And all of thisfor what reason? Increasing our oil supply while doing nothing to create a significant reduction in
demand? Giving us a few months of oil which will take billions of dollars and at |east five yearsto generate?
FOOLIH behavior. Opening these lands for oil exploration cannot be justified and the destruction caused by the
move will take centuriesto correct (if the damage can be repaired at all). Instead of opening up more of the area to
leasing and oil and gas devel opment, the BLM should provide a more balanced, science-based approach to energy
devel opment and environmental protection by permanently protecting the Teshekpuk Lake and Colville River Special
Areas and strengthening monitoring and lease stipulation requirements. (Comment No. 114822-006)

Response To: Comment 114822-006

The near-term energy needs of the United States will be met by a combination of imports from foreign sources, domestic
oil and gas production, conservation measures, and other energy sources such as wind, solar, geothermal, hydroelectric,
and nuclear. Each source makes a contribution to satisfying energy needs and each has technological, ecological, and
economic advantages and disadvantages. In the period considered by the proposed action in this Draft IAP/EIS, fossil
fuels will continue to be the single largest component of the domestic energy stream. One way to continue to meet the
country's energy needs while investigating and transitioning to alternative energy sources is through oil and gas
production in the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska. As discussed on page 4-13 of the Draft IAP/EIS, the process of
leasing, exploration, and development, including the associated environmental reviews, takes many years. It is likely that
10 years or more would pass between a lease sale and the start-up of production from any discovered oil fields in the
National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska. In accordance with the President's energy policy to "consider additional
environmentally responsible oil and gas development, based on sound science and the best available technology, through
further lease sales in the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska," BLM has initiated this NEPA process as we consider
making additional lands within the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska available for oil and gas leasing. Designation of
an area as a Special Area recognizes that significant surface resources are present and that during oil and gas exploration,
the area should be managed to assure maximum protection of identified surface values to the extent consistent with the
requirements of the Naval Petroleum Reserve Production Act. The BLM will provide maximum protection for surface
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resources through mitigation measures developed through this NEPA process, continued consultation and coordination
with federal and state resource agencies, and further environmental evaluation of proposed oil and gas activities. The
development and refinement of measures to protect unique cultural, natural, fish and wildlife, and scenic and historical
values is an ongoing process that does not end with this NEPA process or with adoption of an Integrated Activity Plan.
The BLM will prepare detailed project-specific environmental analyses of any proposed exploration drilling or
development activities. At that time, proposal-specific, project-specific mitigation measures will be developed to
minimize adverse impacts to the physical, biological, and human environment. Development of these measures will
consider factors such as the type of activities (what), the equipment and operational plans (how), the timing and duration
(when), the characteristics of the physical location (where), and the specific environmental resources that might be
impacted.

Comment From: Thomas Matthews (Comment Letter No. 116072)

America’s proven oil reserves amount to just 3 percent of the world s il reserves, but the USisresponsible for 25
percent of the world s oil consumption each year. Opening the Teshekpuk Lake area to drilling will not reduce
America s dependency on foreign oil. Nor will it reduce the price of gasoline. (Comment No. 116072-005)

Response To: Comment 116072-005

See response to comment 063180-001 under Basic Assumptions

Comment From: Thomas Matthews (Comment Letter No. 116072)

The oil and gasindustry failsto use all the leases it is given. Last year, the industry used only 71 percent of the leases
made availableto it. (Comment No. 116072-006)

Response To: Comment 116072-006

It is true that industry may not test all of its leases. This is very common in exploration programs because
information acquired after the lease sale will high-grade some leases while condemning others. Industry needs a
sufficient inventory of leases to schedule efficient exploration programs that could last throughout the term of the
leases (10 years). New technologies emerge that enable industry to identify prospects that could not be mapped along
geologic trends at the time of the lease sale. With a sufficient inventory of leases, evolving exploration technologies,
and drilling experience in an area, industry is in a better position to make discoveries that turn into commercial fields.

Comment From: John Kozub (Comment Letter No. 122798)

Allowing industries to fowl this natural resource will not solve our country's energy crisis- conservation of energy and
alternative sources are the real answers, and neither requiresinjury to our most precious public lands. This area was
set aside for emergencies only, and we have no such emergency before us now. The impact to nature's balance in
these areas would far exceed the value of the oil extracted; the real motivation can only be politics and profit; it must
be your first priority to protect these lands from special interests, whether supported by elected officials or not, for the
benefit of the future and of the citizens who are the true owners of all public lands. (Comment No. 122798-002)

Response To: Comment 122798-002

In 1980, Congress authorized "an expeditious program of competitive leasing of oil and gas" in the National

Petroleum Reserve-Alaska (P.L. 96-514, Dec. 12, 1980). Section 102 of the Federal Land Policy and Management

Act (FLPMA) requires that BLM manage all of its lands from a multiple-use perspective. Oil and gas leasing is a
legitimate use of BLM-managed lands and a specific use designated for the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska since it
was established in 1923. The near-term energy needs of the United States will be met by a combination of imports
from foreign sources, domestic oil and gas production, conservation measures, and other energy sources such as wind,
solar, geothermal, hydroelectric, and nuclear. Each source makes a contribution to satisfying energy needs and each
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has technological, ecological, and economic advantages and disadvantages. In the period considered by the proposed
action in this Draft [AP/EIS, fossil fuels will continue to be the single largest component of the domestic energy
stream. One way to continue to meet the country's energy needs while investigating and transitioning to alternative
energy sources is through oil and gas production in the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska. As discussed on page 4-13
of the Draft IAP/EIS, the process of leasing, exploration, and development, including the associated environmental
reviews, takes many years. It is likely that 10 years or more would pass between a lease sale and the start-up of
production from any discovered oil fields in the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska. In accordance with the
President's energy policy to "consider additional environmentally responsible oil and gas development, based on sound
science and the best available technology, through further lease sales in the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska,"
BLM has initiated this NEPA process as we consider making additional lands within the National Petroleum Reserve-
Alaska available for oil and gas leasing.

Comment From: Jaime Palter (Comment Letter No. 137486)

Dear Planning Team, as a natural scientist, | have major concerns about the plan to open the Northeast National
Petroleum Reserve to drilling. Working in a geology department, | have a unique under standing about the costs and

benefits of this type of program. In this reserve, it is clear that the costs of drilling far outlay the benefits. (Comment No.
137486-001)

Response To: Comment 137486-001

Northern Alaska is certainly a high-cost area for operations, and many companies share your opinion about the
economic viability of the area. These companies do not participate in lease sales in the National Petroleum Reserve-
Alaska. Other companies, however, are interested in exploration in the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska and have
demonstrated that they can operate profitably in this environment. Companies are attracted to the area because it is
one of the richest petroleum basins in the U.S. A small field by North Slope standards (50 million barrels) is huge
compared to fields currently being discovered in other areas of the country. Companies consider the high risk/reward
ratio when adding frontier areas, such as the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska, to their corporate strategies. The
three sales held since 1999 in the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska have attracted $222 million in bonus bids for
leases. Apparently, some companies believe that profitable operations can be conducted in this area.

Comment From: Julian Powers (Comment Letter No. 144995)

DO NOT DRILL IN ALASKA for the following reasons:1. It would require 6-10 yearsto get oil delivered.2. The
predicted amount of oil would be minimal considering thus usage, therefore is not a effective solution.3. Native
Alaskan ecology would be irreparably damaged.4. Oil companies would require taxpayer subsidies and | objector
supporting the oil companies.5. Global warming is causing the tundra to melt so much that current Alaskan ail
operations are considering working in the winter and NOT working in the summer.6. Current pipeline foundations are
sinking due to global warming so the long-term expense of maintaining a pipeline woul d-be tremendous.7.

Increasing the auto/truck mileage requirements would do FARMORE than drilling in Alaska, -- and would be
permanent, i.e., AFTER the planned Alaskan oil would be depleted.8. Global warming mitigation requires
significantly decreased use of fossil fuels. Surely within the next 6 years decision makers will take actions to reduce the

global warming looming disaster. IF so, drilling for more ail is not a responsible use of taxpayer money. (Comment No.
144995-001)

Response To: Comment 144995-001

The BLM has considered your comments in developing the Final Preferred Alternative. We are also providing a brief
response to each of your points. 1. It is correct that 10 years or more would likely pass between a lease sale and the
start-up of production from any discovered oil fields. 2. The near-term energy needs of the United States will be met
by a combination of imports from foreign sources, domestic oil and gas production, conservation measures, and other
energy sources such as wind, solar, geothermal, hydroelectric, and nuclear. Each source makes a contribution to
satisfying energy needs and each has technological, ecological, and economic advantages and disadvantages. In the
period considered by the proposed action in this Draft IAP/EIS, fossil fuels will continue to be the single largest
component of the domestic energy stream. 3. The analyses in the 1998 Northeast National Petroleum Reserve-
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Alaska IAP/EIS, the 2003 Northwest National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska IAP/EIS, the 2004 Alpine Satellite
Development Plan Final EIS, and this Draft IAP/EIS do not support the conclusion that Native Alaskan ecology
would be irreparably damaged by drilling in the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska. 4. No federal subsidies for oil
companies operating in the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska are under consideration. 5. Melting of the tundra in
summer is the normal and natural cycle on the North Slope. The coastal plain becomes a vast wetlands. This is why
oil and gas activities and other operations using heavy equipment are historically done during the winter months when
the tundra is frozen. Also, bird species of concern and caribou are not present on the coastal plain during the winter
months. In fact, BLM does not allow many activities to occur until freezing of the tundra reaches a certain depth. 6.
The BLM is unaware of any documented occurrences of sinking pipeline foundations on the North Slope. 7.
Conservation strategies will play a role in meeting future energy demands. Alternative energy programs are outside the
scope of this IAP/EIS as they would not meet the stated objective of fulfilling the President's Energy policy to
"consider additional environmentally responsible oil and gas development, based on sound science and the best
available technology, through further lease sales in the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska." 8. As stated in the
response to point #7, alternatives to fossil fuels are beyond the scope of this IAP/EIS. Drilling in the National

Comment From: Mark J. Fiore (Comment Letter No. 153527)

Second, the oil we get from fully functional Western oil fields is not cost effective when we factor in externality costs.
For those of you who have not read Hawkings Ecology of Commerce, let me clarify. When all costs associated with the
loss of wildlife and global warming plus oil spills are factored in just about THE ONE PLACE that is a no brainer

not to destroy is a place like the ARCTIC WILDERNESS. (Comment No. 153527-002)

Response To: Comment 153527-002

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: John Strasenburgh (Comment Letter No. 185987)

Please, name for me one credible scientific study since 1998 that discounts the vital importance of Teshekpuk Lake
Foecial Area to migratory bird nesting, rearing, molting, pre-migration staging. Or one that discounts the importance
of this Special Area to the Teshekpuk caribou. | don’'t believe you can. (Comment No. 185987-007)

Response To: Comment 185987-007

The area is very important to fish and wildlife species as documented in the IAP/EIS and the document does not

Comment From: Sharon Wyberg (Comment Letter No. 186677)

Theserisks are simply not acceptable, and neither are they necessary. The energy that could be devel oped here would
take ten years to reach market and would represent scant days of our national use. These lands are simply more
valuable to the public protected as wilderness. (Comment No. 186677-008)

Response To: Comment 186677-008

The near-term energy needs of the United States will be met by a combination of imports from foreign sources,
domestic oil and gas production, conservation measures, and other energy sources such as wind, solar, geothermal,
hydroelectric, and nuclear. Each source makes a contribution to satisfying energy needs and each has technological,
ecological, and economic advantages and disadvantages. In the period considered by the proposed action in this Draft
IAP/EIS, fossil fuels will continue to be the single largest component of the domestic energy stream. One way to
continue to meet the country's energy needs while investigating and transitioning to alternative energy sources is
through oil and gas production in the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska, which was designated for this use in 1923.
As discussed on page 4-13 of the Draft IAP/EIS, the process of leasing, exploration, and development, including the
associated environmental reviews, takes many years. It is likely that 10 years or more would pass between a lease sale
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and the start-up of production from any discovered oil fields in the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska.

Comment From: Sarah McGiffert (Comment Letter No. 187460)

America's proven oil reserves amount to just 3 percent of the world's oil reserves, but the USis responsible for 25
percent of the world's oil consumption each year. Opening the Teshekpuk Lake area to drilling will not reduce
America's dependency on foreign oil. Nor will it reduce the price of gasoline. (Comment No. 187460-006)

Response To: Comment 187460-006

The near-term energy needs of the United States will be met by a combination of imports from foreign sources,
domestic oil and gas production, conservation measures, and other energy sources such as wind, solar, geothermal,
hydroelectric, and nuclear. Each source makes a contribution to satisfying energy needs and each has technological,
ecological, and economic advantages and disadvantages. In the period considered by the proposed action in this Draft
IAP/EIS, fossil fuels will continue to be the single largest component of the domestic energy stream. One way to
continue to meet the country's energy needs while investigating and transitioning to alternative energy sources is
through oil and gas production in the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska. As discussed on page 4-13 of the Draft
IAP/EIS, the process of leasing, exploration, and development, including the associated environmental reviews, takes
many years. It is likely that 10 years or more would pass between a lease sale and the start-up of production from any
discovered oil fields in the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska. In accordance with the President's energy policy to
"consider additional environmentally responsible oil and gas development, based on sound science and the best
available technology, through further lease sales in the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska," BLM has initiated this
NEPA process as we consider making additional lands within the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska available for oil
and gas leasing.

Comment From: Sarah McGiffert (Comment Letter No. 187460)

The oil and gasindustry failsto use all the leases it is given. Last year, the industry used only 71 percent of the leases
made available to it. (Comment No. 187460-007)

Response To: Comment 187460-007

See response to comment 116072-006 under Basic Assumptions

Comment From: Robert Davison (Comment Letter No. 194259)

The BLM' s stated premise for its proposal to revise the 1998 plan for the Northeast NPR-A isthat it “ has conducted
various scientific studies on the biological resources of the area in cooperation with the North Sope Borough, the
Sate of Alaska, and other federal agencies,” and that “ [i] nformation gained since the completion of the NE plan has
led BLM to conclude that it is appropriate to consider amending it.” WMI is not awar e of any information that would
lead to such a conclusion. The BLM should substantiate its statement in the 2003 scoping notice by providing this
information to the public and demonstrating how it supports the stated conclusion. (Comment No. 194259-003)

Response To: Comment 194259-003

The BLM is re-evaluating the decisions made in the 1998 ROD as a result of the President's NEPDG recommendation
that the President direct the Secretary of Interior to "consider additional environmentally responsible oil and gas
development, based on sound science and the best available technology, through further lease sales in the National
Petroleum Reserve-Alaska" and that "such consideration should include areas not currently leased within the northeast
corner of the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska."
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Comment From: June Huyett Thomas (Comment Letter No. 195059)

Degradation of thisarea for oil exploration will not provide this country energy independence. It will at best only be a
short term fix with huge long term environmental impacts that will beirreversible. (Comment No. 195059-005)

Response To: Comment 195059-005

The near-term energy needs of the United States will be met by a combination of imports from foreign sources,
domestic oil and gas production, conservation measures, and other energy sources such as wind, solar, geothermal,
hydroelectric, and nuclear. Each source makes a contribution to satisfying energy needs and each has technological,
ecological, and economic advantages and disadvantages. In the period considered by the proposed action in this Draft
IAP/EIS, fossil fuels will continue to be the single largest component of the domestic energy stream. One way to
continue to meet the country's energy needs while investigating and transitioning to alternative energy sources is
through oil and gas production in the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska. Subsequent to the 1998 Northeast National
Petroleum Reserve-Alaska IAP/EIS, the analyses in the 2003 Northwest National Petroleum Reserve IAP/EIS and the
2004 EIS on the Alpine Satellite Development Plan indicate that oil and gas leasing, exploration, development, and
production activities with appropriate mitigation measures can occur in the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska
without significant impacts to wildlife. Operational experience with exploration in the National Petroleum Reserve-
Alaska supports that conclusion. The development and refinement of measures to protect unique cultural, natural, fish
and wildlife, and scenic and historical values is an ongoing process that does not end with this NEPA process or with
adoption of an Integrated Activity Plan. The BLM will prepare detailed project-specific environmental analyses of any
proposed exploration drilling or development activities. At that time, proposal-specific, project-specific mitigation
measures will be developed to minimize adverse impacts to the physical, biological, and human environment.
Development of these measures will consider factors such as the type of activities (what), the equipment and
operational plans (how), the timing and duration (when), the characteristics of the physical location (where), and the
specific environmental resources that might be impacted.

Comment From: Elizabeth McCloskey (Comment Letter No. 196086)

It would be a huge mistake to risk the internationally significant ecological resources of Teshekpuk Lake for a short-
term supply of energy, especially when we know that the United States cannot drill its way to energy independence.
The amount of ail that "could" be found in the current Teshekpuk Lake Special Area isinsignificant compared to the

daily use of ail in the United Sates, but the ecological value of the current Special Areaisirreplaceable. (Comment No.
196086-008)

Response To: Comment 196086-008

The near-term energy needs of the United States will be met by a combination of imports from foreign sources,
domestic oil and gas production, conservation measures, and other energy sources such as wind, solar, geothermal,
hydroelectric, and nuclear. Each source makes a contribution to satisfying energy needs and each has technological,
ecological, and economic advantages and disadvantages. In the period considered by the proposed action in this Draft
IAP/EIS, fossil fuels will continue to be the single largest component of the domestic energy stream. One way to
continue to meet the country's energy needs while investigating and transitioning to alternative energy sources is

Comment From: Michael R. North (Comment Letter No. 196264)

Page 4-28, paragraph 2, last sentence. If production from this planning area may be delayed 5-10 years as a result
of limitations on pipeline capacity, and if it is BLM's expectation that plans have a life of 10-15 years, what isthe
justification for recommending modifications to the 1998 ROD so early into the Plan's life? Alternative A seemsto

best address the current realities of the situation as well as meet BLM policy regarding life of plans. (Comment No.
196264-014)
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Response To: Comment 196264-014

Subsequent to the 1998 Northeast National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska IAP/EIS, the analyses in the 2003 Northwest
National Petroleum Reserve IAP/EIS and the 2004 EIS on the Alpine Satellite Development Plan indicate that oil and
gas leasing, exploration, development, and production activities with appropriate mitigation measures can occur in
the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska without significant impacts to wildlife. Operational experience with
exploration in the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska supports that conclusion. The BLM believes it is an
appropriate time to reconsider the stipulations and ROPs in the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska and has made a
decision to study and consider such a change via this NEPA process. Also subsequent to the 1998 Plan, the National
Academy of Sciences National Research Council, published the report "Cumulative Effects of Oil and Gas Activities
on Alaska's North Slope" March 2003. The information and conclusions of the National Research Council's report are
considered in the cumulative analysis in this IAP/EIS. It is appropriate under both the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act (FLMPA) and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to reconsider an Integrated Activity
Plan and/or an environmental analysis when new information that may change the plan or the environmental
conclusions becomes available.

Comment From: Jim DiPeso (Comment Letter No. 196404)

There are broader issues at stake. Weakening protections for Teshekpuk Lake and associated wetland ecosystems
would make little appreciable difference in lessening U.S. dependence on foreign oil, even if all 2 billion barrels of
estimated ‘technically recoverable' petroleum reserves are economically recoverable aswell. (Comment No. 196404-004)

Response To: Comment 196404-004

Subsequent to the 1998 Northeast National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska IAP/EIS, the analyses in the 2003 Northwest
National Petroleum Reserve IAP/EIS and the 2004 EIS on the Alpine Satellite Development Plan indicate that oil and
gas leasing, exploration, development, and production activities with appropriate mitigation measures can occur in

the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska without significant impacts to wildlife. Operational experience with
exploration in the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska supports that conclusion. The Teshekpuk Lake area has been
designated as a Special Area in recognition that significant surface resources are present and that during oil and gas
exploration, the area should be managed to assure maximum protection of identified surface values to the extent
consistent with the requirements of the Naval Petroleum Reserve Production Act (NPRPA). As required under Section
7 of the Endangered Species Act, BLM is consulting with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to assure protection of
listed species and their critical habitats. The development and refinement of measures to protect unique cultural,
natural, fish and wildlife, and scenic and historical values is an ongoing process that does not end with this NEPA
process or with adoption of an Integrated Activity Plan. The BLM will prepare detailed project-specific environmental
analyses of any proposed exploration drilling or development activities. At that time, proposal-specific, project-specific
mitigation measures will be developed to minimize adverse impacts to the physical, biological, and human
environment. Development of these measures will consider factors such as the type of activities (what), the

equipment and operational plans (how), the timing and duration (when), the characteristics of the physical location
(where), and the specific environmental resources that might be impacted. The near-term energy needs of the United
States will be met by a combination of imports from foreign sources, domestic oil and gas production, conservation
measures, and other energy sources such as wind, solar, geothermal, hydroelectric, and nuclear. Each source makes a
contribution to satisfying energy needs and each has technological, ecological, and economic advantages and
disadvantages. In the period considered by the proposed action in this Draft IAP/EIS, fossil fuels will continue to be
the single largest component of the domestic energy stream. One way to continue to meet the country's energy needs
while investigating and transitioning to alternative energy sources is through oil and gas production in the National

Comment From: Jim DiPeso (Comment Letter No. 196404)

In the context of the global oil market, the petroleum that would be extracted by weakening Teshekpuk Lake
protections would have minuscule impacts on oil prices or on altering the ratio of domestic to foreign oil supplied to
the U.S market. (Comment No. 196404-005)
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Response To: Comment 196404-005

See response to comment 196404-004 under Basic Assumptions

Comment From: George Ahmaogak, Mayor North Slope Borough (Comment Letter No. 196407)

Page 4-6, Watercraft Use: it should be specified under what conditions “ non-recreational airboat use would be
allowed on all streams, lakes, and estuaries.” (Comment No. 196407-094)

Response To: Comment 196407-094

Airboat use for non-recreational activities, including wildlife surveys, research, and oil and gas activities would be
allowed during the summer months.

Comment From: Conoco Phillips (Comment Letter No. 196557)

From the above discussion it is easy to understand why increased leasing in the Northeast Planning Area must begin
in 2005 as recommended in order to maximize the likelihood that additional discoverieswill continue to be found --
discoveries which are needed to provide the continued employment and economic benefits upon which Alaska and its
rural populations depend. It is critical to bring additional discoverieson linein order to maximize production from
existing fields and to ensure efficient use of existing infrastructure. (Comment No. 196557-020)

Response To: Comment 196557-020

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: Conoco Phillips (Comment Letter No. 196557)

BLM’srisked mean estimate of conventionally recoverable oil reserves in the Northeast Planning Area is 5.27 billion
barrels of oil and 16.41 trillion cubic feet of gas or 58 and 44 percent, respectively, of the total risked mean estimate
for the entire Petroleum Reserve. Id. See DEISat 3-16 and 3-17. First, these data show that the resource potential in
the Petroleum Reserve is not uniformly distributed, but is focused in the Northeast Planning Area. Second, the
resource potential in the Northeast Planning Area itself is not uniformly distributed and instead is focused on a
narrow band of land in and around the coast. As the data summarized below point out, “ the highest conventionally
recoverable and economic potential lies in the northern third of the Artic coastal plain below the Barrow Arch. This
structural ridge has been a focus for regional oil and gas exploration, and all currently producing fields on the North
Sope are located on or near the Barrow Arch.” 17 Historical exploration experience over the last 15 years agrees with
the BLM statement and clearly shows that the greatest potential for commercial hydrocarbon occurrencesin the
Petroleum Reserve exists within 40 miles from the crest of the Barrow Arch. (Comment No. 196557-021)

Response To: Comment 196557-021

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: Conoco Phillips (Comment Letter No. 196557)

Page 4-60, last paragraph before Placement of Gravel Fill. In thisand similar sections, the assumption that half the
ice pads would be multi-year ice padsis erroneously high. CPAI knows of only 3 multi-year (insulated) ice padsin the
history of North Sope oil and gas activities. Also see page 4-175. (Comment No. 196557-093)
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Response To: Comment 196557-093

The text related to multi-year ice pads has been deleted and revisions to the number of acres impacted have been made
in Sections 4.3.3, 4.4.3, and 4.5.3.

Comment From: Conoco Phillips (Comment Letter No. 196557A2)

The U.S. economy will benefit significantly from additional domestic oil production. State, local and federal
government will also directly benefit economically from additional oil exploration and development in the Petroleum
Reserve via bonus bids, rentals, and royalties. In addition, incremental oil production from the Petroleum Reserve will
support continued operation of the existing fields on the North Sope and efficient use of pipeline infrastructure, and
will provide additional jobs. (Comment No. 196557A2-006)

Response To: Comment 196557A2-006

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: Conoco Phillips (Comment Letter No. 196557A2)

The Greatest Oil and Gas Potential in the Petroleum Reserve is Near The Coast. The highest conventionally
recoverable and economic potential liesin the northern third of the Artic coastal plain on or near the Barrow Arch.
This structural ridge has been a focus for regional oil and gas exploration, and all currently producing fields on the
North Sope are located on or near the Barrow Arch. (Comment No. 196557A2-007)

Response To: Comment 196557A2-007

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: Polly Dyer (Comment Letter No. 196714)

NEED FOR OIL: The ail situation in the United States of America is not critical. It is premature to even consider
breaching the Northern Petroleum Reserve at this time. The USA NEEDSto, FIRST, adopt, and enforce, conservation
efficiency in all motor vehicles and all other equipment using petroleum products. The current consumption of
petroleumis notate a crisis nor has it reached a level of being the last resort for delving into whatever oil MAY BE in
potential Alaska Northwest reserves. BLM should, in good conscience, propose conservation efficiency BEFORE
advancing further inroads. It is ESSENTIAL foray and all Environmental Impact Satements to emphasize
implementing conservation of petroleum through efficiency FIRST. (Comment No. 196714-001)

Response To: Comment 196714-001

See response to comment 196086-008 under Basic Assumptions

Comment From: Audubon Alaska/National Wildlife Federation (Comment Letter No. 197610)

We also are concerned that the devel opment and production scenario used in the DEIS (e.g., Table 4-3)
underestimates the infrastructure that ultimately will be present if alternatives B or C are selected, especially with il
prices at present levels. To understand the basis of this concern, one need only look at the Alpine field as originally
proposed and compar e that with the growing number and extent of satellite fields, including connecting roads and
pipelines, now proposed or being developed. (Comment No. 197610-064)
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Response To: Comment 197610-064

It is impossible to precisely predict where, when, and how much oil and gas will ultimately be produced from a new
area. Geologic and economic information constantly change to make any estimates uncertain. That is why we use
ranges of values instead of single values for analysis. We base our assumptions on rational interpretations of all
available data and realistic projections of current trends. The true level of development will not be known for
decades.

The production and development scenarios for all of the alternatives are considered to be optimistic estimates of
recoverable petroleum resources. We assume that 100% of the available (unrestricted), commercially viable resources
will be found and developed by industry—although the pools are undiscovered at the present time. This is an
optimistic assumption (or conservative from an environmental impact standpoint) because industry rarely allocates
enough funds to completely explore an area, and industry typically develops only the most profitable prospects.
Oftentimes, marginal projects are not funded for development because they do not measure up to higher corporate
standards for investment. Realistically, we believe that the scenarios for future production and associated
infrastructure could be somewhat over-estimated rather than underestimated.

Regarding the Alpine project, our estimates of reasonably foreseeable development include 250 MMbbl for future
production from in a number of discoveries in the adjacent area (Western Group; table IV-12, NW EIS) that could
become satellites to the Alpine infrastructure. In the 1998 FEIS for NE NPRA, we estimated that 600 MMbbl will be
developed in that area if oil prices average $30 per barrel. Although a few small discoveries have been identified in
NPRA and the adjacent Colville Delta, and oil prices are now much higher than $30 per barrel, it appears that this
previous 850 MMbbl estimate (250 + 600 MMbbl) overstates the level of anticipated development. However, this
means that our environmental analysis is conservative with respect to future adverse impacts.

Comment From: Kuukpik Corporation (Comment Letter No. 197616)

Sncethereis no new science in favor of changing the management of the Northeast NPR-A, and there have not been
advances in the best available technology, what’ s to justify the amendment of the 1998 NE NPR-A EIS1AP and

ROD? There are other claimed justifications urged by the BLM, but they are similarly deficient. (Comment No. 197616-
033)

Response To: Comment 197616-033

The BLM often reviews agency Management Plans (IAPs and RMPs) when new information or mandates are being
addressed. The 1998 Northeast IAP/EIS proposed amendment is in response to Congressional and Presidential
directives. In November 2000, Congress passed, and President Clinton signed, the Energy Policy and Conservation
Act Amendments of 2000 (EPCA). EPCA directed the Secretary of the Interior, in consultation with the Secretaries
of Energy and Agriculture, to conduct an inventory of oil and natural gas resources beneath federal lands and to
identify the extent and nature of any restrictions or impediments to the development of these resources. In 2002, the
President's National Energy Policy Development Group recommended that the President direct the Secretary of the
Interior to "consider additional environmentally responsible oil and gas development, based on sound science and the
best available technology, through further lease sales in the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska" and that "such
consideration should include areas not currently leased within the northeast corner of the National Petroleum
Reserve-Alaska."

Results from oil exploration conducted in or near the Planning Area suggest that oil reserves in the Planning Area
may be greater than originally thought in 1998. Little exploration work had been conducted in the Northeast National
Petroleum Reserve-Alaska prior to 1998. Since then, 14 exploration wells have been drilled on leases acquired in
1999. Additional exploration and development drilling has been conducted in the Alpine field, which is adjacent to the
Northeast National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska, and was first discovered in 1994. Portions of the Alpine field extend
into the Northeast National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska.

Exploration studies suggest that the number and size of oil and gas deposits may be greater than was known in 1998.
For instance, the reserve potential for the Alpine field was estimated to be 365 million barrels (MMbbl) in 1998.

More recent exploration studies indicate a reserve potential of 500 MMbbl, which would make the Alpine field one of
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the largest fields in Alaska.

The BLM is also considering modifying the 1998 stipulations so that they are more performance-based rather than
prescriptive-based and to eliminate from the 1998 Northeast National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska IAP/EIS those
stipulations that relate to actions that are the responsibility of agencies other than the BLM. In addition, the BLM

Comment From: Kuukpik Corporation (Comment Letter No. 197616)

The Amended Draft EIS says that if such a discovery were to occur in the Teshekpuk Lake Special Areathen a
compromise might be reached on mitigation. Amended Draft EISp. 4-35. But that’ s just it, compromising on

mitigation will provide less protection to subsistence species and to our subsistence activities. We aren’'t going to get
back to the same level of protection for the Teshekpuk Lake Special Area that we have today. If this planning process
and the planning process that we are currently going through for the Alpine Satellites are any indication of what we

can expect in the future, the possibilities are not promising that there will be compromised mitigation measures with

the BLM or with the industry that provides the level of protection to subsistence activities that we find acceptable.
(Comment No. 197616-190)

Response To: Comment 197616-190

The statement appears in the section entitled ”Introduction and Basic Assumptions for the Environmental
Consequences Assessment” and in that context it is saying that for analysis we did not want to assume that no
requirements would be set aside or lessened in some way. This does not mean that any requirements in fact will be set
aside but we intended that by assuming it could happen we would avoid understating (or criticism that we have
understated) the level of development.

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

The evaluation of potential impacts from oil development activitiesin the draft IAP/EISis based upon a series of
proposed devel opment scenarios that are incomplete and unrealistic when evaluated in the context of existing
development in the region. As a result, the nature and extent of potential direct, indirect and cumulative impacts are
significantly under stated. While BLM has acknowl edged the proposed actions for the Northeast Planning Area are of a
level of significance to warrant a full NEPA review, BLM has failed to address the NEPA requirements for such an
analysisin this document. A generic discussion of resources and potential impacts like that contained in the draft

| AP/EIS cannot suffice as the required site-specific analysis. (Comment No. 197617-007)

Response To: Comment 197617-007

The Draft Amendment IAP/EIS (DEIS) fully satisfies the project-specificity requirement of NEPA. Chapter 3,
Description of the Environment, of the DEIS provides detailed, project-specific information about the environment that
would be affected by the various alternatives, including the physical, biological, socio-economic and cultural resources
in the planning area. Summarizing existing scientific studies and surveys conducted on each resource in the planning
area, Chapter 3 and its accompanying maps presents in-depth information regarding the different soil and vegetation
types and their locations, climate, air quality and surface and ground water resources in the planning area. Detailed
scientific information is also provided regarding the various fish, bird, marine and terrestrial mammal, and endangered
and threatened species, their known locations, the time of year present and their concentrations in the planning area
during the year and during different life stages. For example, the DEIS discusses prime molting, nesting and
brood-rearing areas for birds; calving, insect relief and wintering areas for caribou; and polar bear denning sites; etc.
Human communities, their socio-economic and ethnic composition, uses of the land, transportation corridors and the
importance of subsistence in the planning area are also described and illustrated on maps. Specific information about
known historic, paleontological and cultural resources of the planning area is discussed, as well as information about
wild and scenic rivers and the varied scenic, visual, recreational and wilderness resources in the planning area.
Information received from public comments on the DEIS has been incorporated into the Final Amended IAP/EIS
where appropriate. The project-specific information in Chapter 3 provides the basis for the detailed and analysis of
direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental impacts in Chapter 4. In Chapter 4, reasonable exploration and
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development scenarios are described in detail for each alternative. These scenarios are based on known information
about the oil and gas potential of the planning area and existing industry technology. The scenarios used in the DEIS

are the same kinds of scenarios utilized in the final 1998 Northeast IAP/EIS and commonly used in many places by
various agencies. Applying the scenarios under each alternative to the project-specific information from Chapter 3 about
the varied resources in the planning area, environmental analysts predict the potential environmental impacts of
projected leasing, exploration and development on different resources in the planning area under each alternative.

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

Petroleum Operations - Timing. This section should provide timelines showing what activities are expected during
devel opment and production throughout each month of the year, so that the environmental effects on wildlife and
human communities and subsistence can be more clearly understood. The draft | AP/EIS should make clear that oil
production activities on the North Sope take place throughout the year, particularly air and road transportation
access to the ail fields, and the production of oil. (Comment No. 197617-044)

Response To: Comment 197617-044

The scenarios offered in this document are plausible, but speculative, views of the future. Trying to predict the exact
timing of future activities is highly speculative because of changing economic conditions that influence industry
actions. A general seasonal timetable for non-oil and -gas related activities is given in Table 4-1 and discussed in
Section 4.2.1.1. A general timetable for a typical development project similar to the Alpine field is given in Table 4-
2. Typical schedules for exploration, development, and production activities are discussed on a seasonal level in
Section 4.2.1.2. Briefly, exploration is expected to largely occur in winter months (December to May) at sites
scattered throughout the area. Development (construction) activities are also expected to occur in winter because of
transportation feasibility. Production operations (including well drilling and oil production) would occur year-round.

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

Exploration. This section isincomplete and inaccurate. It does not reflect the scope of activities allowed for
exploration of oil and gas exploration outline in the proposed stipulations. And in some instances there are direct
contradictions. For instance, there is no mention of the gravel airstrips and connecting roads authorized by Lease
Stipulation D-2. Further the draft |AP/EIS claims exploration will be conducted entirely in the winter months (draft
|AP/EIS at 4-14) ending April 1 yet Lease Stipulation K-5b Teshekpuk Lake Caribou Habitat Area allows exploratory
drilling May 20 to August 20. Why is the 1200 foot buffer removed around subsistence cabins and what rationale was
provided, if any, to the North Sope communities? The draft |AP/EIS must clearly explain these changes to activities
allowed for exploration and adequately evaluate the subsequent increased direct, indirect and cumulative impacts
particularly since the agency and industry often claimthere is no impact from exploration. (Comment No. 197617-045)

Response To: Comment 197617-045

The potential for construction of permanent facilities to carry out exploratory drilling has been included in Section
4.2.1.2 of the Final Amended IAP/EIS, and a discussion of potential impacts associated with this activity has been
provided for each resource area under the action alternatives. Exploratory drilling would be allowed only from current
production pads or platforms sited within a lake body from May 20 through August 20 in the TLCH to minimize
impacts to caribou. Reference to this activity has been included in Section 4.2.1.2, and the potential for effects to
caribou from drilling during this period is discussed for the action alternatives. An estimated 70 to 100 shelter cabins
are found on lands administered by the BLM in the National Petroleum Reserve — Alaska. Under ROP H-2, the
Authorizing Officer for the BLM may prohibit seismic work up to 1,200 feet of any known, long-term, cabin or

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

BLM has consistently argued that there was significant new biological information driving this amendment process.
According to the June 23, 2003 Federal register notice inviting scoping comments “ BLM has conducted various
scientific studies on the biological resources of the area ....information gained since the completion of the plan has
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led BLM to conclude that it is appropriate to consider amending it.” “ We've learned a lot during the past four years,”
Alaska BLM Director said in the press rel ease announcing the proposed changes to the 1998 ROD. “ We know that we
can safely explore this area without significant impact to sensitive wildlife and subsistence resources. We also believe
that we can develop critical hydrocarbon resourcesin a manner that protects these same values.” In our scoping
comments we asked BLM to provide the public with the specific scientific information on which it was proposing to
weaken protections or overturn limitations in the 1998 ROD, protections which are in themselves already insufficient
to meet the requirements of National Petroleum Reserve Production Act of 1976.To this day, BLM has failed to
provide that information except in the most general and subjective terms. We are not awar e of any new information
that has been analyzed since 1998 that would justify weakening the protections now in place in the Northeast
Planning Area. Audubon Alaska’s August 2004 comments on this draft Amended | AP/EIS detail the scientific failings
of the document and are hereinafter incorporated by this reference. (Comment No. 197617-070)

Response To: Comment 197617-070

We do not believe that our proposed approach in updating the mitigations for protection of the biologically sensitive
resources of the Northeast planning area is insufficient. On the contrary, we believe that the Performance-based

approach is as protective if not more than the 1998 ROD 79 prescriptive stipulations. The adaptability and flexibility
provided by the Performance-based strategy allows the BLM to make decisions based on new information and project-
specific details. This allows mitigations to be adaptable to the specific needs of the area of potential impact from oil and
gas activities.

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

Page 5, Summary of Impacts: The second bullet box notes that the No Action Alternative would keep 56% of the

high-oil potential area off limits or encumbered by surface-occupancy restrictions. It should be noted that, even with

the surface restriction, about 60% of the no- surface-occupancy area has been leased, suggesting industry's

willingness to invest in the area and confidence in its ability to devel op the resour ces beneath these tracts. Smilarly,
about 230,000 acres in the high-oil potential area, most not encumbered by the surface restriction, were offered but

not leased in previous lease sales. A more complete and balanced discussion of the leasing in thisareais needed in

the Executive Summary. (This should also be noted in the Introduction section at page 1-5, paragraph 1.)  (Comment
No. 197618-008)

Response To: Comment 197618-008

A discussion of leasing activities in the Planning Area is found in Section 3.2.5.2 of the Draft Amended IAP/EIS. A
discussion of development scenarios in the Planning Area is found in Section 4.2.1.2 (page 4-33). Both sections have
been revised to include the information provided by the commenter.

Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)

Chanter 4, Environmental Consenuences, Section 4.2.1.2; Oil and Gas Exploration and Development Activities,
Differencesin Activity Levels for Leasing Alternatives. Page 4-36. This section discusses how the total economic
resour ce potential of the planning area is reduced by objective (area deletions and buffers) and by subjective (cost of
mitigation) factors for each of the alternatives at low, medium, and high price scenarios. Costs of mitigation are
subjectively assessed at 20 to 30 percent. Costs of subsistence use protection are assessed at an economic resource
potential reduction of 10 percent. There needs to be a discussion presented in this section regarding what information
served as the basis for these assessments. A clear understanding of the methods and criteria used to make the
reduction calculations to the economic resource potential under the various alternatives isimportant to assessing the
true extent of potential development under each scenario. (Comment No. 197620-072)

Response To: Comment 197620-072

The application of resource reduction attributable to costs of mitigation and subsistence are less subjective when
viewed from the standpoint of resource distribution and play economics. Probabilistic estimates indicate that most of
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the oil (around 65 percent) will be found in Alpine-sized accumulations (128 to 512 MMbbl) (Attanasi 2003). Stand-
alone fields less than that size range (about 30 percent of the resource) have lesser probability of being developed,
especially because of the difficulty in providing the necessary infrastructure needed for production and transportation
of the oil in areas of overlapping setbacks, buffers, and designated pipeline corridors. Small accumulations (30-40
MMbbl) close to existing infrastructure have a greater chance of being developed than similar-sized or larger
accumulations in more remote areas, but it is difficult to predict in advance how much resource would be recoverable
from satellite developments. Unless tied to a larger development, the cost of facilities for a 30 MMbbl field may be
more than double than for a 128 MMbbl field. Based on the foregoing, the costs of mitigation generally equates to
that portion of the oil resources in smaller accumulations (30 percent) that have lower probability of being recovered
unless tied to larger developments.

Reference: Attanasi, E. 2003. Economics of Undiscovered Oil in Federal Lands on the National Petroleum Reserve.
US Geological Survey Open-File Report 03-44, January 2003.

Comment From: John Schoen (Comment Letter No. 197975)

Las year, the Alaska Chapter of The Wildlife Society stated that they were unaware of new scientific information
published since '98 regarding Teshekpuk wildlife and the Society recommended retaining the Teshekpuk Lake Surface
Protection Area. (Comment No. 197975-097)

Response To: Comment 197975-097

The BLM believes that there is new information since the 1998 ROD that should be considered through this
amendment process; however, we did not state nor do we believe that oil and gas activities can be conducted with "no
impacts". In fact the EIS process is conducted because there is a potential for significant impacts from the proposed
action. It is through the EIS process that we develop mitigation to minimize the potential impacts to the area and its
resources. As stated numerous times throughout this document, this agency cannot abrogate its responsibilities to take
the appropriate actions necessary to protect any resource of concern in the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska.

The Teshekpuk Lake Special Area is protected under all of the General Required Operating Procedures as well as all of
the project-specific lease K stipulations. We believe that this presents a valid balance of protection while providing
limited access for oil and gas activities within the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska.

TOPIC: BASIC ASSUMPTIONS
ISSUE: ENERGY CONSERVATION

Comment From: Christine Kulis (Comment Letter No. 197624)

| amwriting you to urge you to reconsider the proposal to reduce the size of the Teshekpuk Lake Surface Protection
Area from 857,859 acresto only 213,000 acres. The Federal government should start putting its dollars into

developing fuel efficient cars and alter nate energy sources rather than allowing businesses to search for oil reservesin
environmentally sensitive areas. It is shameful the way oil industry controls land management in this country. (Comment
No. 197624-001)

Response To: Comment 197624-001

Subsequent to the 1998 Northeast National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska IAP/EIS, the analyses in the 2003 Northwest
National Petroleum Reserve IAP/EIS and the 2004 EIS on the Alpine Satellite Development Plan indicate that oil and
gas leasing, exploration, development, and production activities with appropriate mitigation measures can occur in

the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska without significant impacts to wildlife. Operational experience with
exploration in the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska supports that conclusion. The Teshekpuk Lake area has been
designated as a Special Area in recognition that significant surface resources are present and that during oil and gas
exploration, the area should be managed to assure maximum protection of identified surface values to the extent
consistent with the requirements of the Naval Petroleum Reserve Production Act (NPRPA). As required under Section

Northeast National Petroleum Reserve — Alaska 6-67 January 2005
Final Amended IAP/EIS



COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

7 of the Endangered Species Act, BLM is consulting with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to assure protection of
listed species and their critical habitats. The development and refinement of measures to protect unique cultural,
natural, fish and wildlife, and scenic and historical values is an ongoing process that does not end with this NEPA
process or with adoption of an Integrated Activity Plan. The BLM will prepare detailed project-specific environmental
analyses of any proposed exploration drilling or development activities. At that time, proposal-specific, project-specific
mitigation measures will be developed to minimize adverse impacts to the physical, biological, and human
environment. Development of these measures will consider factors such as the type of activities (what), the

equipment and operational plans (how), the timing and duration (when), the characteristics of the physical location
(where), and the specific environmental resources that might be impacted. Alternative energy programs are outside

the scope of this IAP/EIS as they would not meet the stated objective of fulfilling the President's Energy policy to
"consider additional environmentally responsible oil and gas development, based on sound science and the best
available technology, through further lease sales in the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska." The BLM has considered
your comments in developing the Final Preferred Alternative.

Comment From: P. Matthew Shudtz (Comment Letter No. 197637)

The limited resources expected to be discovered by adoption of Alternative B cannot justify the additional
environmental impact of this plan. According to the Draft Amended |AP/EIS, Alternative B will create additional
impact to water quality, water resources, air quality, soils, birds, fish, mammals, cultural resources, and every other
area of concern. These impacts have the potential to cause permanent damage to the local environment, all for a
possible supply of an additional 100-day supply of ail. Particularly disconcerting is the potential impact to the
Teshekpuk Lake. (Comment No. 197637-003)

Response To: Comment 197637-003

See response to comment 196404-004 under Basic Assumptions

TOPIC: BASIC ASSUMPTIONS

ISSUE: MOLTING GEESE

Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)

Issues to Address Regarding Molting Geese and Development Activities The goose molting area is a hetwork of

narrow upland ridges between large lake basins. Oil and gas leasing must proceed on the assumption that surface
accessis necessary for exploration and that oilfield development, although uncertain in size and density, will result.

For the most part, exploration and drilling during winter is benign to geese, provided that habitats are not damaged.
(Comment No. 197620-042)

Response To: Comment 197620-042

This is true and is reflected in the analyses in the EIS.

TOPIC: BASIC ASSUMPTIONS

ISSUE: NEW STUDIES, INFORMATION, OR TECHNOLOGY

Comment From: Ornithologists (Comment Letter No. 197606)

More recently, BLM (2003) stated: BLM has conducted various scientific studies on the biological resources of the
area in cooperation with the North Sope Borough, the State of Alaska and other federal agencies. Information
gained since the completion of the NE plan [referring to the original planin 1998] hasled BLM to conclude that it is
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appropriate to consider amending it. Unfortunately, we are not aware of any new studies that would lead to a
scientifically-defensible conclusion that the harmful effects of oil and gas activities in and around the goose molting
north and east of Teshekpuk Lake can be avoided or mitigated. Only last year the National Research Council
(200316) concluded: If development moves into the Teshekpuk Lake area of the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska,
molting waterfowl could be adversely affected, especially brant. (Comment No. 197606-009)

Response To: Comment 197606-009

The BLM believes that there is new information since the 1998 ROD that should be considered through this
amendment process; however, we did not state nor do we believe that oil and gas activities can be conducted with "no
impacts". In fact the EIS process is conducted because there is a potential for significant impacts from the proposed
action. It is through the EIS process that we develop mitigation to minimize the potential impacts to the area and its
resources.

Comment From: Audubon Alaska/National Wildlife Federation (Comment Letter No. 197610)

We are particularly concerned about the Teshekpuk Lake Caribou Herd, molting geese, and nesting water- and
shorebirds within this unique and sensitive portion of the Arctic Coastal Plain. There is no new scientific evidence
indicating that the size of the Teshekpuk Lake Surface Protection Area can be reduced without jeopardizing biological
and subsistence resources, and we find that there is strong consensus within the scientific community that current
protections as defined in Alternative A should be maintained. (Comment No. 197610-004)

Response To: Comment 197610-004

This agency cannot abrogate its responsibilities to take the appropriate actions necessary to protect any resource of
concern in the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska. The Teshekpuk Lake Special Area is protected under all of the
General Required Operating Procedures as well as all of the project-specific lease K stipulations. We believe that this
presents a valid balance of protection while providing limited access for oil and gas activities within the National
Petroleum Reserve-Alaska.

Comment From: Audubon Alaska/National Wildlife Federation (Comment Letter No. 197610)

In October 2003 scoping comments on proposed revisions to the Northeast NPR-A plan, Audubon specifically
requested that BLM provide documentation of new biological and other studies indicating that oil and gasleasing
could be expanded in what is now the TLSPA without jeopardizing biological and subsistence resources. The DEIS
failed to provide this documentation.

Response To: Comment 197610-019

See response to comment 197975-097 under Basic Assumptions

Comment From: Kuukpik Corporation (Comment Letter No. 197616)

The Amended Draft EIS does not incorporate the new studies or the new technology that we were led to believe would
be forthcoming during the scoping process for this Amended Draft EIS. The unspoken but real motivation driving
BLM’s actions hereisa changein Presidential policy. (Comment No. 197616-004)

Response To: Comment 197616-004

The BLM does have a policy direction from the President's National Energy Policy Development Group to consider
further lease sales in the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska. See Purpose and Need, Section 1.3 of the Final IAP/EIS.

Northeast National Petroleum Reserve — Alaska 6-69 January 2005
Final Amended IAP/EIS



COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment From: Kuukpik Corporation (Comment Letter No. 197616)

New technology was another reason advanced by the BLM during scoping for the amendment of the 1998 NE NPR-A
EISIAP and ROD.25 The Amended Draft EIS provides an “ update” to the 1998 NE NPR-A EIS/IAP identifying
technological advances. Of the 9 advances identified, 7 were also known and listed as advancesin the 1998 NE NPR-

A EIS.26 The one advance that was not expressly discussed in the 1998 NE NPR-A EI S/ AP, the modification of

seismic operation vehiclesin order to reduce ground pressure, is a practice that had been used for years before 1998
and is hardly a convincing reason to change the management of the NE NPR-A, much less amend the existing EIS or
ROD. It has no bearing on opening the area around Teshekpuk Lake to leasing or year-round surface occupancy.
(Comment No. 197616-027)

Response To: Comment 197616-027

The BLM is re-evaluating the decisions made in the 1998 ROD as a result of the President's NEPDG recommendation
that the President direct the Secretary of Interior to "consider additional environmentally responsible oil and gas
development, based on sound science and the best available technology, through further lease sales in the National
Petroleum Reserve-Alaska" and that "such consideration should include areas not currently leased within the northeast
corner of the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska." The new technology identified during scoping represents new
circumstances that must be factored into the analysis when considering making these additional areas available to
leasing. This new information does not lead to any particular decision, however, new technology may very well lesson
impacts, thereby influencing the final decision.

Comment From: Kuukpik Corporation (Comment Letter No. 197616)

The only other technological advance listed that was not included in the 1998 NPR-A EIS/1AP is the modular drilling
platform that was tested on the North Sope by Anadarko.28 We pointed out in our scoping letter that the Anadarko
modular drilling platform was more of a technological failure than a technological advancement.29 The modular
drilling platform’ s failure to live up to its promises should have been mentioned in the Amended Draft EIS or mention
of the platform should have been left out altogether. Regardless, the existence of the platform was not factored into
the development scenario and so the platform’s mere existence, probably in a scrap heap somewhere, basically has
no bearing on whether it was appropriate to amend the 1998 NPR-A EIS/IAP. (Comment No. 197616-030)

Response To: Comment 197616-030

This drilling rig was only referenced as a new technology with some potential. It was not incorporated in any of the
environmental impact analyses.

Comment From: Kuukpik Corporation (Comment Letter No. 197616)

Another advance mentioned in the Amended Draft EISis the Arctic Millennium Rig, which is modular, lighter, and

can be transported over packed snow instead of over ice roads. Amended Draft EISp. 4-20. We think that this

advance in technology may be welcome from an impacts standpoint if in fact it can be so transported without

damaging the tundra. But, this only helps “ mitigate the constraints’ of the ever shortening ice road season. This
advance does not mitigate the impacts of exploration or the impacts of development considered in the 1998 NE NPR-

A EISIAP. By contradt, if thissame drill rig or onelikeit could be used to drill the Alpine Satellites, that could
significantly reduce the impacts of the proposed Alpine Satellites which are currently under review because the

proposed bridge across the Niglig Channel would no longer need to accommodate a heavier, less modular, drill rig.

We look forward to seeing this advance in technology discussed in the upcoming Alpine Satellites Final EIS. (Comment
No. 197616-031)

Response To: Comment 197616-031

The text in the Final IAP/EIS has been changed to reflect that this technology is only useful for shallow wells. The
use of this technology was not incorporated in our impact analysis.
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Comment From: USFWS Anchorage (Comment Letter No. 197619)

In our review of the DEISand related documents, we found no new information relative to the potential impacts of oil
and gas devel opment on molting geese and caribou in the TLSA. In 1998, the Service analyzed the potential for
conflicts between oil development and waterfowl in the Teshekpuk Lake region (Martin 1998). That analysis, which is
till relevant, noted evidence of behavioral and physiological responses by molting brant to aircraft and other sources
of disturbance that would likely accompany oil and gas development. Such disturbance could cause increased

ener gy expenditures, decreased foraging time, and depleted lipid and protein reserves, which could increase the
duration of the flightless period and susceptihbility to predation. Birds could be displaced from optimal to sub-optimal
habitats, resulting potentially in over-crowding and ensuing decline in forage availability. Each of these responses, or
any combination of them, could result in reduced survival of molting brant. Thisis likely also true for other molting
geese. (Comment No. 197619-007)

Response To: Comment 197619-007

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. Information in Section 4.4.8.2 Oil and Gas
Development, Activities, Air Traffic of the EIS was changed to, “This may not be the case for brant, as they
apparently do not acclimate well to aircraft traffic (Derksen et al. 1992). Aircraft disturbance to brant may cause
behavioral and physiological responses that could increase energy expenditures and reduce foraging time, which could
increase the duration of the flightless period and susceptibility to predation. Birds could be displaced from optimal to
sub-optimal habitats, causing birds to spend more time foraging to meet nutrient needs.”

TOPIC: BASIC ASSUMPTIONS
ISSUE: OIL AND GAS RESERVOIRS

Comment From: Michael Graesser (Comment Letter No. 196946)

| also see no reason at this time that such a critically important biological region should be threatened by
unnecessary exploration. The amount of technically recoverable oil in the NPR is estimated by the USGSto be
between 6 billion and 13 billion barrels, at 95% and 5% confidence levels respectively. As the actual amount of
recoverable oil is usually less than what is technically recoverable, thisis not much ail - it is comparable to the
estimates for the Arctic Wildlife Refuge. (Comment No. 196946-003)

Response To: Comment 196946-003

The commenter is correct that the current U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) technically recoverable resource estimate
(without regard to the economics of finding and production) at a 5 percent probability of occurrence for the entire
National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska is 13.2 Bbbl. The Draft IAP/EIS reports 3.6 Bbbl as the mean economically
recoverable estimate at $30/bbl for the Northeast Planning Area portion of the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska.

For comparison, the current USGS mean economically recoverable estimate for the ANWR 1002 area is 7.7 Bbbl. The
near-term energy needs of the United States will be met by a combination of imports from foreign sources, domestic
oil and gas production, conservation measures, and other energy sources such as wind, solar, geothermal, hydroelectric,
and nuclear. Each source makes a contribution to satisfying energy needs and each has technological, ecological, and
economic advantages and disadvantages. In the period considered by the proposed action in this Draft IAP/EIS, fossil
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TOPIC: BASIC ASSUMPTIONS
ISSUE: OIL RESOURCES

Comment From: Kuukpik Corporation (Comment Letter No. 197616)

In any event, the possibility that there may be more oil that will not be recovered under the current management of
the Northeast NPR-A than under an amended plan it simply not relevant. Congress has directed the BLM to manage
the NPR-A under such conditions, restrictions, and prohibitions that are necessary to mitigate adverse impact on
surface resources, and to provide maximum protection to the Teshekpuk Lake Special Area.39 These:

protections efforts are not intended as a prohibition of petroleum and related activities. However, a balance must be
achieved to provide opportunities for successful oil and gas operations while providing maximum protection for the
environment and local residents. (Comment No. 197616-040)

Response To: Comment 197616-040

Section 102 of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) requires that BLM manage all of its lands
from a multiple-use perspective. Oil and gas leasing is a legitimate use of BLM-managed lands and a specific use
designated for the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska since it was established in 1923. As an agency of the federal
government, BLM is responsible for implementing the President's National Energy Policy to President’s Energy
policy to "consider additional environmentally responsible oil and gas development, based on sound science and the
best available technology, through further lease sales in the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska." The mandate

further states that "such consideration should include areas not currently leased within the northeast corner of the
National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska." In accordance with the President's energy policy, BLM has initiated this NEPA
process as we consider making additional lands within the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska available for oil and gas
leasing. The development and refinement of measures to protect unique cultural, natural, fish and wildlife, and scenic
and historical values is an ongoing process that does not end with this NEPA process or with adoption of an

Integrated Activity Plan. The BLM will prepare detailed project-specific environmental analyses of any proposed
exploration drilling or development activities. At that time, proposal-specific, project-specific mitigation measures will
be developed to minimize adverse impacts to the physical, biological, and human environment. Development of these
measures will consider factors such as the type of activities (what), the equipment and operational plans (how), the
timing and duration (when), the characteristics of the physical location (where), and the specific environmental
resources that might be impacted.

TOPIC: BIRDS

Comment From: patriotic US citizen (Comment Letter No. 149424)

LONG-DISTANCE TRAVELERS Other species that come to the Teshekpuk Lake region in large numbersinclude
Seller's EIDER, northern PINTAILS, tundra SWANS and rare yellow-billed LOONS. Some will migrate as far south as
the Antarctic. (Comment No. 149424-010)

Response To: Comment 149424-010

I don't believe that the species mentioned migrate to the Antarctic. There is no evidence to suggest that Steller's
eiders come to the Teshekpuk Lake area in large numbers.

Comment From: Gwen Heisterkamp (Comment Letter No. 161699)

As a brant educator | have witnessed first hand the majesty of these birds and the incredulity of their journey fromthe
Artic to Baja, Mexico. | fear their fate as their eelgrass habitat disappears along the coast and as their molting and
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breeding habitats are destroyed in the Artic. (Comment No. 161699-004)

Response To: Comment 161699-004

It is true that the area being considered is very important for brant. Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures
have been established for the various alternatives in an effort to reduce or eliminate the vulnerability of molting geese
to the potential impacts of oil development. In addition it is likely that pre-development studies will identify areas
that may require special protection or areas important to species of concern.

Comment From: The Wildlife Society (Comment Letter No. 191279)

The Teshekpuk Lake goose molting area, composed of wetlands north and east of Teshekpuk Lake, supports tens of
thousands of Pacific brant, greater white-fronted geese, Canada geese, and lesser snow geese during the flightless
molt period. The area is nationally and internationally recognized as the most important goose molting area in the
circumpolar arctic. (Comment No. 191279-003)

Response To: Comment 191279-003

It is true that the area being considered is very important for the geese mentioned. Stipulations and Required
Operating Procedures have been established for the various alternatives in an effort to reduce or eliminate the
vulnerability of molting geese to the potential impacts of oil development. In addition it is likely that pre-
development studies will identify areas that may require special protection or areas important to species of concern.

Comment From: The Wildlife Society (Comment Letter No. 191279)

The BLM Preferred Alternative (Alternative B) would result in a loss of protection for 35%, 51%, 46%, and 56% of
the Pacific brant, greater white-fronted geese, Canada geese and lesser snow geese, respectively, which molt in the
Teshekpuk Lake region. Based on the scientific literature, including a review by the National Research Council

(2003), this change in land protection status will adversely impact molting geese, particularly brant. (Comment No.
191279-004)

Response To: Comment 191279-004

See response to comment 191279-003 under Birds

Comment From: The Wildlife Society (Comment Letter No. 191279)

Flightless geese feed along moss/peat shorelines immediately adjacent to open water (Derksen et al. 1982, Weller et
al. 1994). These narrow moss flats provide specific plant foods for geese that spend up to 50% of their timein
foraging (Derksen et al. 1982). Importantly, the availability of these foraging flats along shorelines of thaw lakes is
very limited—only about 2% (about 800 ha) of all habitats classified in the Teshekpuk Lake molting area (over
400,000 ha) consisted of thisland cover class (Markon and Derksen 1994). Other features that make the Teshekpuk
Lake area significant for molting geese include the limited number of predators (Derksen et al. 1979), absence of
anthropogenic disturbances, and large, actively changing basins (Weller and Derksen 1979) where flightless birds
seek protection in water or on ice floes (Weller et al. 1994). Clearly, this molting area is unique and of international
significance for North American and Russian populations of geese that are important to the nations of the United
Sates, Canada, Mexico, and Russia. The material presented in the |AP/EIS (Affected Environment) isincomplete
and should be updated and expanded to include this information.

The IAP/EIS does not accurately portray the potential impacts of the Preferred Alternative (Alternative B) to molting
geeseinthe TLSA. Itiswell documented that molting geese are sensitive to anthropogenic disturbances (Derksen et
al. 1979), especially aircraft overflights (Jensen 1990, Miller et al. 1994) that would be likely if industrialization of the
Teshekpuk Lake area wereto occur. Running, swimming, and other behavioral responses to disturbance events
increase stress to molting geese (Jensen 1990, Taylor 1995). Reductions in feeding time or excessive energy
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expenditures may compromise fitness and survival or reproductive success (Taylor 1993). (Comment No. 191279-008)

Response To: Comment 191279-008

It is true that the area being considered is very important for the geese mentioned and that geese and habitat in the
TLSA need protection from disturbance. The IAP/EIS has been updated to emphasize the potential for aircraft to
disturb molting brant and other geese. Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures have been established for the
various alternatives in an effort to reduce or eliminate the vulnerability of molting geese to the potential impacts of
oil development. Under Alternative B no development is permitted in goose feeding areas near lake shorelines in most
of the TSLA. In addition, other stipulations are in place to minimize or eliminate increased levels of predation by
predators attracted to developed areas. It is also likely that pre-development studies will identify areas that may
require special protection or areas important to species of concern such as brant.

Comment From: The Wildlife Society (Comment Letter No. 191279)

Most significantly, the |AP/EIS does not recognize that the boundaries identified for areas open to leasing under the
Preferred Alternative (Alternative B) will expose large numbers of molting geese to industrial activity. Based on
analysis of a 25-year U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service data set on molting geese and distribution (Mallek 2003),
Alternative B would protect an average of only 56% of the brant (range = 41-70%), 49% of greater white-fronted
geese (range = 27-74%), 51% of Canada geese (range = 30-67%), and 44% of lesser snow geese (range = 7-97%)
when lakes that are intersected by the boundaries of the proposed |lease area are grouped with those lakes wholly in
the lease area (Martin 2004). Compared to current protection mandated by the 1998 Record of Decision, adoption
of Alternative B would result in reductions of 35% (brant), 51% (greater white-fronted geese), 46% (Canada geese),
and 56% (lesser snow geese) in the average proportion of molting goose populations protected from impacts of oil
and gas development. Thisisan unacceptable risk given what we know about response of molting geese to human
disturbance. (Comment No. 191279-010)

Response To: Comment 191279-010

Protection from disturbance and habitat loss for molting geese is definitely reduced under the current proposed
Alternative B compared to the 1998 IAP/EIS. Stipulations and ROPs have been established in and effort to provide
protection to molting geese from impacts of oil field development.

Comment From: The Wildlife Society (Comment Letter No. 191279)

At least 17 species of shorebirds breed regularly on the NPR-A (Andres 2004) and this diverse group includes the
most abundant and widespread bird species on the Arctic Coastal Plain. Shorebirds are vulnerable to the impacts
noted in the IAP/EIS, including: displacement from habitats converted to gravel fill, collisions with structures such as
buildings and power lines, and potentially lowered reproductive success due to locally elevated predator populations.
Increased predation, if it occurs, has the potential for the most profound effect because the spatial scale of impact
would reach far beyond the development footprint. Habitat lossis also of concern, and the |AP/EIS under states the
potential effect on shorebirds by presenting it as a mixed blessing for birds (“ good” for some species, not for others).
Most shorebirds (with the exception of red-necked phalaropes) occur in lower than expected densities adjacent to oil
field roads (Troy 1993, 2000), and all shorebird species are displaced from nesting areas adjacent to oil field
facilities when those areas remain snow-drifted or are covered with impounded water during the nest initiation period.
(Comment No. 191279-012)

Response To: Comment 191279-012

Stipulations and ROPs have been established to minimize or eliminate increases in predators on tundra-nesting birds
including shorebirds. See also response to comment 191279-008. The IAP/EIS indicates that tundra covered by
gravel is lost as breeding habitat for tundra-nesting birds and that disturbance in areas adjacent to gravel infrastructure
may also preclude birds from nesting near infrastructure. The IAP/EIS indicates that although impoundments may
reduce nesting habitat for some species, other species, such as some waterfowl and loons, may benefit by the
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formation of impoundments.

Comment From: The Wildlife Society (Comment Letter No. 191279)

The |AP/EI Sfails to adequately eval uate impacts of oil development on species that are of conservation concern,
inhabit rare habitats, or speciesthat are sensitive to disturbance. Of the approximate 17 breeding shorebird species
on the NPR-A (Andres 2004), seven are on the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service' s Birds of Conservation Concern (BCC)
list, including dunlin, American golden-plover, whimbrel, bar-tailed godwit, ruddy turnstone, buff-breasted sandpiper
and stilt sandpiper. These species have been identified based on several factors, including population trends, threats,
distribution, abundance, and area importance. The goal of creating the BCC list isto prevent or remove the need for
additional Endangered Species Act bird listings by implementing proactive management and conservation actions.
The practice of locating oilfield roads and facilities in areas of higher elevation might also adversely affect species
that rely on this rare habitat type. Higher elevated dry sites occur in much less frequency than the better protected
wetlands that occur commonly throughout much of NE NPR-A.  (Comment No. 191279-014)

Response To: Comment 191279-014

The potential for loss of upland habitat related to oil development is pointed out in the IAP/EIS.

Comment From: The Wildlife Society (Comment Letter No. 191279)

The IAP/EIS does not consider that populations of common shorebird species that breed on the NPR-A, including
dunlin, red phalarope and ruddy turnstone, are declining. Reasons for the declines are unknown and difficult to
determine because they may occur at many points throughout the life cycle of the birds. The omission of this
information leads to an inaccurate assessment of the possible effects of oil and gas activities to shorebird populations
using the NPR-A. (Comment No. 191279-015)

Response To: Comment 191279-015

The cumulative impacts section does indicate the potential for birds to be affected by naturally occurring
phenomenon or human-caused disturbances or activities not only on their breeding grounds but also along migratory
routes or in wintering areas.

Comment From: George Ahmaogak, Mayor North Slope Borough (Comment Letter No. 196407)

Page 2-80 thru 2-81: the conclusions regarding effects on birds seem contradictory. The conclusion is reached under
Alternative B that overall impacts to birds would be negligible to minor. It is also stated that effects to birds would be
highest under Alternative C, yet the conclusion is reached that that alternative would “ likely result in negligible
population effects.” A conclusion of “ negligible to minor” effects under Alternative B versus“ negligible” effects
under Alternative C would imply that B, rather than C, would have a higher level of effects. Further, the discussion
under Alternative A acknowledgesthat if a“ spill wereto enter a river delta or nearshore marine habitats occupied by
substantial numbers of birds, minor to moderate effects would be likely for stable/increasing and declining species
populations, respectively.” The same should be acknowledged for the other two alternatives. (Comment No. 196407-079)

Response To: Comment 196407-079

The text has been revised in Table 2-3, Birds, to better reflect the types and magnitude of impacts that could occur to
birds under each alternative.

Comment From: George Ahmaogak, Mayor North Slope Borough (Comment Letter No. 196407)

Page 2-81: any conclusion with respect to the potential overall loss of bird habitat on the North Sope in the
cumulative effects analysis is essentially meaningless without reference to preferred and critical habitat or some other
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area-specific measure of habitat value. The conclusion that less than 1% of North Sope bird habitat would be
affected by planning area development isirrelevant. In addition, the decline in populations of some North Sope bird
speciesis not merely “ apparent” , but has been observed and documented. The section states the obviousin noting
that there is“ uncertainty regarding the ultimate effect of any spills on bird populations.” What can surely and should
be said isthat if a significant spill were to occur at a time and in a place where a speciesin decline is concentrated,
the population impact could be devastating. (Comment No. 196407-080)

Response To: Comment 196407-080

The text has been revised in Table 2-3 and throughout the Final Amended IAP/EIS to note that although less than 1%
of the North Slope bird habitat could be impacted by proposed activities in the Planning Area, the impacts to birds
could be much greater if critical habitat, areas with high bird concentrations, or areas with sensitive species were
impacted. At the same time, if development occurred in an area that was relatively unimportant to birds, impacts
could be minor.

Comment From: George Ahmaogak, Mayor North Slope Borough (Comment Letter No. 196407)

Page 4-106, fifth full paragraph: it isunclear how the conclusionsin the last sentence were reached. There seemsto
be an assertion that the potential for impacts to birds due to exploration activities would double for both Alternatives
B and C relative to Alternative A. This requires greater explanation and support. (Comment No. 196407-097)

Response To: Comment 196407-097

The potential impacts to birds differ among the alternatives due to differences in the development scenarios.

Comment From: Ducks Unlimited (Comment Letter No. 196943)

The draft EISmust recognize the broad interests of stakeholders from throughout the U.S,, arctic and boreal Canada,
Russia, Mexico, and First Nations of Canada in the migratory bird resources of thisregion. For example, a large
proportion of black brant that breed on the Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta congregate in the TLSA to molt. Thus, long-term
effects on subsistence communities are not limited to the North Sope Borough. (Comment No. 196943-013)

Response To: Comment 196943-013

The BLM recognized the broad interests of stakeholders from other states and countries in Section 1.10,
Interrelationships and Coordination with Other Agencies.

Comment From: Pacific Flyway Council (Comment Letter No. 196949)

TLSA isthe major molting ground for Midcontinent white-fronted geese that breed on the North Sope. Recent surveys
indicate a significant increase in molting by these birds in TLSA-up to 35,000 and averaging over 23,000 for the
past five years. (Comment No. 196949-006)

Response To: Comment 196949-006

There is concern about potential impacts of oil development in TLSA to waterfowl species including white-fronted
geese. Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures have been established for the various alternatives in an effort to
reduce or eliminate the vulnerability of molting geese and nesting waterfowl to the potential impacts of oil
development. Some additions were made to the EIS to clarify the importance of the TLSA to molting geese.
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Comment From: Pacific Flyway Council (Comment Letter No. 196949)

The draft amended | AP/EI'S should specifically recognize the broad interests of stakeholders from other states, Arctic
Canada, Russia, and Mexico in the migratory bird resources of the Northeast Planning Area, and assess the potential
impacts of leasing and development on those interests. (Comment No. 196949-015)

Response To: Comment 196949-015

The BLM recognized the broad interests of stakeholders from other states and countries in Section 1.10,
Interrelationships and Coordination with Other Agencies.

Comment From: John Strasenburgh (Comment Letter No. 196951)

Please, name for me one credible scientific study since 1998 that discounts the vital importance of Teshekpuk Lake
Foecial Area to migratory bird nesting, rearing, molting, pre-migration staging. Or one that discounts the importance
of this Special Area to the Teshekpuk caribou. I don't believe you can. (Comment No. 196951-007)

Response To: Comment 196951-007

The Teshekpuk Lake Special Area is a very important area for nesting, brood-rearing, molting, and migrating
waterfowl. There is no dispute about this.

Comment From: Audubon Alaska/National Wildlife Federation (Comment Letter No. 197610)

General Concerns.; Northeast NPR-A is a very important breeding habitat for many migratory waterbirds, including
yellow-billed loons, red-throated loons, spectacled eiders, Steller’ s eiders, king eiders, long-tailed ducks, and 17
species of shorebirds, including seven that are on the USFish and Wildlife Service's Birds of Conservation Concern
list. Many of these birds, such as yellow-billed loons, are highly sensitive to human disturbance. They also are
vulnerable to the effects of predation by the increased numbers of predators that are sometimes associated with Arctic
oilfields. (Comment No. 197610-068)

Response To: Comment 197610-068

The importance of the NE-National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska to species of concern such as yellow-billed loon and to
threatened species such as spectacled and Steller's eiders is well documented. Stipulations and Required Operating
Procedures have been established for the various alternatives in an effort to reduce or eliminate the vulnerability of all
birds to the potential impacts of oil development. Specific stipulations have been established to reduce the potential
of increased levels of predation on tundra nesting birds due to increases in predator populations. In addition it is likely
that pre-development studies will identify areas that may require special protection or areas important to species of
concern.

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

C. NESTING WATERBIRDS The Northeast Planning Area is the most important breeding habitat for many migratory
waterbirds including yellow-billed loons, red-throated loons, spectacled, Steller’s, and king eiders, long-tailed ducks,
and 17 species of shorebirds, including seven that are on the USF& WS s birds of conservation concern list. Many of
these birds, such as yellow-billed loons, are very sensitive to human disturbance. There is a considerable body of
scientific literature to show that the Teshekpuk Lake area is unique and irreplaceable habitat for many species of
waterbirds. The significance and value of the Teshekpuk Lake area is recognized by the Fish and Wildlife Service,
Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Pacific Flyway, California Waterfowl Association, Yukon Delta Native Villages,
North Sope Borough, and many regional and national conservation organizations including the National Audubon
Society. Many of the same organizations have recommended deferral of this area fromleasing or outright permanent
protection.
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Response To: Comment 197617-094

There is no dispute regarding the importance of the TLSA to birds in general and to the species mentioned.

Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures have been established for the various alternatives in an effort to
reduce or eliminate the vulnerability of tundra-nesting birds and wildlife to the potential impacts of oil development.
Specific regulations address measures to mitigate potential increases in predation pressure on tundra nesting bird due to
increases in predator populations. Other regulations establish setbacks from molting areas within which facilities may
not be constructed. Regulations also address potential disturbance from vehicular and air traffic, pedestrians, noise, and
habitat loss. In addition it is likely that pre-development studies will identify areas that may require special protection
or areas important to species of concern.

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

Direct effects of industrial development on the breeding grounds include disturbance by ground and air traffic, nest
failure due to lake drawdown, toxic contamination, and vegetative disturbance on breeding lakes. Secondary
effects—because of the availability of garbage— are increased predator populations, including glaucous gulls (Larus
hyperboreus) (North and Ryan 1988) and parasitic jaegers (ercorarius parasiticus) (Barr 1997, Johnson et al.
1996) and red (Vulpes fulva) and Arctic foxes (Alopex lagopus). An additional potential result of development isan
increase in nest desertion subsequent to direct human disturbance (Gabrielson and Lincoln 1959, North 1994, Barr
1997, Fair 2002). (Comment No. 197617-101)

Response To: Comment 197617-101

There is concern regarding the effects of development on yellow-billed loon. Stipulations and Required Operating
Procedures have been established for the various alternatives in an effort to reduce or eliminate the vulnerability of
loons and other wildlife to the potential impacts of oil development. Specific regulations address measures to mitigate
potential increases in predation pressure on tundra nesting bird due to increases in predator populations. Other
regulations establish setbacks from molting areas within which facilities may not be constructed. Regulations also
address potential disturbance from vehicular and air traffic, pedestrians, noise, and habitat loss. In addition it is likely
that pre-development studies will identify areas that may require special protection or areas important to species of
concern such as yellow-billed loon.

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

Given the international importance of this area to molting geese, the current status of the Pacific brant population,
the significant segment of the brant population that annually molts in the area north of Teshekpuk Lake, research
suggesting that brant do not habituate to such disturbance (Owens 1977, Burger 198 1, Derksen et al. 1992), the
apparent lack of suitable alternate molting habitat on the Alaskan Arctic Coastal Plain, uncertainty regarding the
implementation and effectiveness of proposed stipulations and ROPs in mitigating disturbance, and the importance of
these brant to subsistence huntersin northern, western and southwest Alaska, the Service believes that clearly defined
restrictions governing air traffic in the vicinity of the goose molting area that will be consistently implemented and
enforced must be developed for the Final EISand incorporated into the ROD. These comments are also relevant to
Sections 4.4.8.2, Pane 4-205, Effects of Disturbances, Oil and Gas Development, Activities, Air Traffic; 4.5.8.2, Page
4-289, Effects of Disturbances, Oil and Gas Development, Air Traffic; and 4.6.9.8, Page 4-382, Birds, Cumulative
Analysis, Effects of Disturbance, Aircraft and Vessel Disturbance, Paragraph 3 (below). (Comment No. 197618-034)

Response To: Comment 197618-034

BLM agrees that clearly defined restrictions governing air traffic in the vicinity of the goose molting area should be a
component of the Final Proposed Action — please see ROP F-1 and Stipulations K-4 and K-11.
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Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

Table 2-3, Page 2-8 1, Effects on Birds: The DEIS concludes that under the draft Preferred Alternative, " Stipulations
and ROPs would minimize effects to birds; overall, Impacts (sic) would be negligible to minor," and that under
Alternative C, leasing and devel opment "would likely result in negligible population effects.” However, no information
isprovided to support these statements. Information on and analysis of the amount of land affected by changesin
management designations, bird diversity, nest density, and effects of disturbance on bird survival, productivity, and
recruitment are needed to support such a statement. Further, under all three alternatives, the DEISindicates that the
birdswill simply be "displaced,” whereas very little scientific data are available to suggest birds can simply moveto a
new area, which may already be saturated with breeding birds or which may not provide the suite of resources present
in the areas currently used by birds in the planning area that were selected in the absence of disturbance and

devel opment. Many species of shorebirds are highly site faithful, and loss or alteration of traditional breeding sites
may prevent these birds from breeding successfully. Thus, displaced birds may become part of the nonbreeding
portion of the population, resulting in reduced productivity and lower recruitment rates. (Comment No. 197618-041)

Response To: Comment 197618-041

Table 2-3 provides a summary of the impacts identified and discussed in Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences;
information to support statements in this table are provided in Chapter 4. A discussion of the impacts criteria was
added to Section 4.1 of the Final Amended IAP/EIS to help the reader better understand how impacts were assessed
and compared. Stipulations and ROPs would help to reduce impacts to birds. Statements on the effects of oil and gas
activities to birds in Table 2-3 have been revised to better reflect the types and magnitude of impacts identified in
Section 4.3.8, 4.4.8, and 4.5.8 (Birds). These sections have also been modified to better address the concerns of the
commenter. The potential for shorebirds and other bird species with high site fidelity to be displaced by oil and gas
activities and become part of the nonbreeding portion of the population has also been included in these sections.

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

3.4.2, Page 3-69, Subsistence: Oil and gas development in the Northeast Planning Area of the NPR-A could have
dramatic effects on bird populations should residents (both native and nonnative) have access to newly built roads for
hunting. Thisis particularly relevant given the recent legalization of an Alaska Subsistence Soring/Summer Migratory
Bird Harvest. Across the state, residents are able to legally harvest some 34 waterfowl, 6 waterbirds, 30 seabirds, 1
crane, 2 owlsand 18 shorebird species. In the Planning Area, legal spring and summer harvest may occur between 2
April and 6 June, and between 16 July and 3 1 August in 2004 (except for King and Common eiders which have a
dightly different season). This new legal harvest may increase the number of non-native hunters that now can legally
harvest birdsin the spring and summer. Efforts should be made to minimize any use of oil and gas development
infrastructure that would promote access to new hunting areas previoudly difficult to access. More information on this
new harvest can be obtained at http://alaska.fws.gov/ambcc/Regulations.htm. (Comment No. 197618-069)

Response To: Comment 197618-069

We recognize the importance of this issue and believe it is most appropriately dealt with during the
authorization/permitting phase (see Section 2.6.2.1); at that time updated specific information concerning proposed
access routes, and current harvest limits and other relevant specifics will be available. With this updated information
the BLM would consult with industry and other concerned entities to address this issue.

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

4.4.8, Page 4-202, Birds. Besides birds being simply displaced, the authors should note the possibility that displaced
birds may breed less successfully or not at all and ray have higher mortality rates than birds able to return to their
original breeding site. Thisisa distinct possibility because displaced birds may be forced to settle for lesser quality
habitat. (Comment No. 197618-076)
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Response To: Comment 197618-076

These issues are addressed in the various sections of the No Action Alternative. How these development effects may
differ among alternatives is discussed in each alternative.

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

4.4.8.2, Page 4-203, Effects of Disturbances, Exploration: The introductory paragraph of this section states that
temporary displacement of a small number of birds from preferred sites ray occur. The third paragraph, however,
states that permanent displacement from nesting, feeding or brood-rearing habitats may occur. The discrepancy
should be reconciled in the introduction, which should summarize the general finding that is supported in subsequent
paragraphs. The DEISalso states that conducting surveys after the nesting season would eliminate potential for nest
abandonment. This sentence should acknowledge that information on nesting would be sacrificed if it was not
collected during the nesting season. (Comment No. 197618-077)

Response To: Comment 197618-077

I see no contradiction in the statements cited in the first and third paragraphs. The first paragraph indicates that some
birds could be temporarily displaced by winter seismic activities. The third paragraph indicates that summer activities
near the shoreline of Teshekpuk Lake could cause permanent or temporary displacement. "Conducting surveys" has
been changed to "conducting support activities". I hope that this answers your concerns.

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

4.4.8.4, Page 4-208, Conclusion: It seems unlikely that " once exploration and development/production ceasesin an
area, bird populations and habitat could recover" unless land area can be restored to its previous state. Restoration is
cost prohibitive, and there are assurances that roads and pads ultimately will be removed and habitats restored.
These areas would still have habitat |oss, and the roads may provide increased and continued |ong-term access routes
in the future for the public to hunt, and thus birds using the surrounding area would continue to be affected by
increased access in areas with historically lower levels of access. This comment applies also to 4.5.8.4, Page 4-29 1,
Conclusion. (Comment No. 197618-085)

Response To: Comment 197618-085

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your first comment. Section 4.4.8.4 Conclusion was changed
amended to reflect that bird populations could recover from disturbance related activities. The issue of increased
access to subsistence hunters is addressed elsewhere in the EIS and is not discussed in Sections 4.6.9.8 Birds and
4.12.3.12 Subsistence

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

4.6.9.8, Page 4-382, Birds, Cumulative Analysis, Effects of Disturbance, Aircraft and Vessel Disturbance: The last
sentence of paragraph 3 states that disturbance from aircraft would affect a small percentage of total bird This
statement is speculative, particularly because there are no stipulations that specifically and with certainty direct how
air traffic will occur in the goose molting area. Our comments (above) for Section 4.4.8.2, Page 4-205, Effects of

Disturbances, Oil and Gas Development, Activities, Air Traffic are incorporated here by reference. (Comment No.
197618-101)

Response To: Comment 197618-101

As previously stated, BLM agrees that clearly defined restrictions governing air traffic in the vicinity of the goose
molting area should be a component of the Final Proposed Action — please see ROP F-1 and Stipulation K-4.
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Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

4.7.8, Page 4-42 1, Unavoidable Adverse Impacts, Birds and 4.9.8, Page 4-432, Unavoidable Adverse Impacts,
Birds: These sections should adequately describe the potential consequences of encroachment into the Goose Molting
Area. Thereislittle evidence that displaced birds simply move to adjacent habitat. (Comment No. 197618-110)

Response To: Comment 197618-110

Studies conducted by Troy in the Prudhoe Bay oil field and by Johnson in the Alpine area suggest that some nesting
birds displaced by oil development may move to adjacent areas. This section states that the most important impacts
would occur if development takes place in areas of high bird use such as the Teshekpuk Lake goose molting area.

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

4.9.8, Page 4-432, Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources, Birds: This section should adequately
describe the potential ong-term consequences of encroachment into the Goose Molting Area. (Comment No. 197618-112)

Response To: Comment 197618-112

Irretrievable resource loss may likely result from gravel placement. Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures
have been established for the various alternatives in an effort to protect critical goose molting habitat. In addition it is
likely that pre-development studies will identify areas that may require special protection or areas important to
species of concern.

TOPIC: BIRDS

ISSUE: BRANT

Comment From: Sharon Wyberg (Comment Letter No. 186677)

Thisleadsto our other specific comment, that you cannot ethically ignore your own Interior Department's scientists
and data. This data, gathered between 1999 and 2003, unambiguously shows how an average of 47 percent of the
brant and 44 percent of the white-fronted geese that now molt on lakes that would be partly or wholly unprotected in
your preferred alternative. Those are huge population impacts that are not reasonably brushed aside for political
expediency. (Comment No. 186677-006)

Response To: Comment 186677-006

See response to comment 191279-003 under Birds

Comment From: John Dingell, Congress of United States (Comment Letter No. 196942)

Recent analysis by the Alaska Science Center suggests that 44 percent of the molting brant in the Teshekpuk Lake area
have used lakes over the last five years that would be available (in their entirety or in part) for leasing under the
preferred alternative. Snce this area provides critical molting habitat for up to 30 percent of the population of Pacific
brant, potential impacts to this population during their sensitive molting season could have substantial consequences
to the Pacific Flyway population. Furthermore, the Pacific Flyway population is substantially bel ow management
objectives. Thus, increased devel opment in this area may place this population at significant risk. In addition to

brant, 44 percent of white-fronted geese and 58 percent of Canada geese have also used lakes for molting that would
become available for leasing and industrial development under the preferred alternative. (Comment No. 196942-005)
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Response To: Comment 196942-005

There is concern about potential impacts of oil development in TLSA to brant and other waterfowl species.
Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures have been established for the various alternatives in an effort to
reduce or eliminate the vulnerability of molting geese and nesting waterfowl to the potential impacts of oil
development.

Comment From: Ducks Unlimited (Comment Letter No. 196943)

Itisa critical staging and molting habitat for a significant portion of the world's population of Pacific black brant.
These birds breed in western Alaska, Canada, and Russia and are protected under international treaties. \We remain
particularly concerned about declining brant populations, to the point where restrictive hunting thresholds could be
reached. Western Arctic brant have a very small population and disturbance or perturbation could put this population
at increased risk. (Comment No. 196943-008)

Response To: Comment 196943-008

There is concern about potential impacts of oil development in TLSA to brant and other waterfowl species.
Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures have been established for the various alternatives in an effort to
reduce or eliminate the vulnerability of molting geese and nesting waterfowl to the potential impacts of oil
development. In addition it is likely that pre-development studies will identify areas that may require special
protection or areas important to species of concern.

Comment From: Ducks Unlimited (Comment Letter No. 196943)

Published work has shown that TLSA is unique and no other known area within the Alaskan Coastal Plain could
replace this habitat for brant. This past work also shows that helicopter disturbance has a measurable effect on body
condition of brant during the molting period with implications for survival. The combination of low-lying

topography, forage and isolation from predators and disturbance truly makes this area unique for brant. (Comment No.
196943-012)

Response To: Comment 196943-012

There is agency concern about potential impacts of oil development in TLSA to brant and other waterfowl species.
Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures have been established for the various alternatives in an effort to
reduce or eliminate the vulnerability of molting geese and nesting waterfowl to the potential impacts of oil
development. Specific regulations to help protect waterfowl from disturbance from aircraft, including helicopters, and
from potential increases in predation pressure due to increased predator populations are in place. In addition, it is
likely that pre-development studies will identify areas that may require special protection or areas important to
species of concern.

Comment From: Pacific Flyway Council (Comment Letter No. 196949)

During summer, TLSA isthe largest and most significant molting area for Pacific black brant, supporting up to 30%
of the entire population from breeding grounds in Canada, Russia, and mostly (up to 70%) the Yukon-Kuskokwim
Delta. In addition, some Western High Arctic brant from Canada now use TLSA during the molt; WHA brant, at less
than 10,000 birds, are perhaps the smallest goose population in North America. The Council is particularly
concerned about impacts that could accelerate declines in black brant (currently within 4,000 birds of a threshold

established to restrict all hunting rangewide) or increase risks to the small population of WHA brant. (Comment No.
196949-005)
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Response To: Comment 196949-005

Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures have been established for the various alternatives in an effort to
reduce or eliminate the vulnerability of molting geese and nesting waterfowl to the potential impacts of oil
development. In addition it is likely that pre-development studies will identify areas that may require special
protection or areas important to species of concern such as brant. Additions have been made to the EIS to emphasize
the importance of the TLSA to brant and other geese.

Comment From: Ornithologists (Comment Letter No. 197606)

We note that brant in the Pacific Flyway are well below desired population levels and are important to subsistence
hunters on the North Sope, Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta, and Bristol Bay, and also to sport hunters on the Alaska
Peninsula (e.g., at 1zembek Lagoon), from Washington to California, and Mexico. Any significant reductionsin
numbers of brant could trigger restrictions or closures of both subsistence and sport harvests (Pacific Flyway Council
200213). (Comment No. 197606-006)

Response To: Comment 197606-006

The National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska is an important area for brant. Not only do brant breed in the area, but even
larger numbers come here to molt. Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures have been established for the
various alternatives in an effort to reduce or eliminate the vulnerability of molting brant and other geese to the
potential impacts of oil development. In addition it is likely that pre-development studies will identify areas that may
require special protection or areas important to species of concern such as brant.

Comment From: Audubon Alaska/National Wildlife Federation (Comment Letter No. 197610)

Recent analysis by the USGS Alaska Science Center (Flint 2004) finds that over the last five years an average of 47
percent of the molting brant in the TLSPA have used lakes that would be wholly or partly available for leasing under
the Preferred Alternative. Since this area provides critical molting habitat for up to 30 percent of the population of
Pacific Flyway brant, potential impacts to this population during their sensitive molting season could have substantial
conseguences. The Pacific Flyway population of brant is substantially below management objectives. In fact, the
population is nearing the point where further reductions would trigger new restrictions in subsistence and sport
harvests throughout the flyway. Thus, increased development in the Teshekpuk Lake area may place this population at
significant risk. (Comment No. 197610-052)

Response To: Comment 197610-052

The importance of the TLSA as an area of importance for molting geese is well documented. Stipulations and
Required Operating Procedures have been established for the various alternatives in an effort to reduce or eliminate
the vulnerability of molting geese to the potential impacts of oil development. In addition it is likely that pre-
development studies will identify areas that may require special protection or areas important to species of concern.

Comment From: Audubon Alaska/National Wildlife Federation (Comment Letter No. 197610)

On p. 3-41, the DEIS describes brant in the Teshekpuk Lake area, and uses an annual mean of 18,500 molting birds.
However, there is high annual variation in numbers of molting brant (and other waterfow). It isimportant to
acknowledge that as many as 36,817 brant—representing 30 percent of the Pacific Flyway population—use this area
in some years. In fact, the importance of this area to brant may be best reflected in the years in which usageis
greatest, since these are the years in which breeding conditions are poor elsewhere and it is essential that molting

geese have quality habitats in which to molt and restore their body condition for future breeding seasons. (Comment No.
197610-056)
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Response To: Comment 197610-056

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. The following information was added to
Section 3.3.6.3 Waterfowl, Brant in the EIS, .., although as many as 36,817 brant have been reported (Table 3-7).
The Teshekpuk Lake Goose Molting Area may be the single most important area for molting brant and other geese in
the Arctic, based on information in Mallek et al. (2003) and Malleck (2004).”

Comment From: Audubon Alaska/National Wildlife Federation (Comment Letter No. 197610)

The area northeast of Teshekpuk Lake is one of the highest density brant nesting areas on Alaska’s North Sope
(USFWS, aerial breeding pair survey data). Approximately 33 percent of Arctic Coastal Plain brant nests occur in
areas already affected by oil development (Johnson et al. 1996, Stickney and Ritchie 1996, Ritchie et al. 2000,
Sedinger and Stickney 2000) and display low nesting success rates (BP 2001). (Comment No. 197610-079)

Response To: Comment 197610-079

Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures have been established for the various alternatives in an effort to
reduce or eliminate the vulnerability of brant and other geese and wildlife to the potential impacts of oil development.
Specific regulations address measures to mitigate potential increases in predation pressure on tundra nesting bird due
to increases in predator populations. In addition it is likely that pre-development studies will identify areas that may
require special protection or areas important to species of concern.

Comment From: Audubon Alaska/National Wildlife Federation (Comment Letter No. 197610)

Brood rearing in the western Arctic occurs primarily on Harrison Bay salt mar shes between Kogru River and Fish
Creek just east of Teshekpuk Lake (Ritchie et al. 2000). Brant may be vulnerable to displacement from optimal
breeding-ground nutrient availability and to increasesin predation and industrial disturbance during brood rearing.
Brant feed more during nesting and depend more heavily on breeding grounds nutrient availability than other geese
(Sedinger and Stickney 2000). (Comment No. 197610-082)

Response To: Comment 197610-082

Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures have been established for the various alternatives in an effort to
reduce or eliminate the vulnerability of molting and brood-rearing geese including brant to the potential impacts of oil
development. These regulations establish setbacks from goose molting lakes within which facilities may not be
constructed and establish measures to reduce or eliminate disturbance. In addition it is likely that pre-development
studies will identify areas that may require special protection or areas important to species of concern.

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

Pacific Black Brant: The area northeast of Teshekpuk Lake is one of the highest density nesting areas on Alaska’'s
North Sope (USFWS aerial breeding pair survey data). Approximately 33% of Arctic coastal plain brant nests occur
in areas already affected by oil development (Johnson et al. 1996, Stickney and Ritchie 1996, Ritchie et al. 2000,
Sedinger and Stickney 2000) and display low nesting success rates (BP 2001). Nesting success may decline because of
predation by Arctic foxes (Alopex lagopus), glaucous gulls (Larus hyperboreus), ravens (Corvus corax), and brown
bears (Ursus arctos) (Sedinger and Stickney 2000, BP Exploration [Alaska] [BP]) 2001). Greater numbers of
predators may occur inindustrial areas due to anthropogenic sources of food and shelter provided at developed sites
(Eberhardt et al. 1982, Martin 1997, Day 1998). The National Research Council (NRC 2003) also found that
disposal of garbage in industrialized areas of the North Sope was inadequate to prevent attracting high densities of
potential bird predators. Brood rearing in the western Arctic occurs primarily on Harrison Bay salt marshes between
Kogru River and Fish Creek just east of Teshekpuk Lake (Ritchie et al. 2000). Brant may be vulnerable to
displacement from optimal breeding-ground nutrient availability and to increases in predation and industrial
disturbance during brood rearing. Brant feed more during nesting and depend more heavily on breeding grounds
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nutrient availability than other geese (Sedinger and Stickney 2000). (Comment No. 197617-102)

Response To: Comment 197617-102

There is concern about the effects of development on brant. Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures have
been established for the various alternatives in an effort to reduce or eliminate the vulnerability of brant and other
geese and wildlife to the potential impacts of oil development. Specific regulations address measures to mitigate
potential increases in predation pressure on tundra nesting bird due to increases in predator populations. Other
regulations establish setbacks from molting areas within which facilities may not be constructed. Regulations also
address potential disturbance from vehicular and air traffic, pedestrians, noise, and habitat loss. In addition it is likely
that pre-development studies will identify areas that may require special protection or areas important to species of
concern.

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

2.2.1.4, Page 2-6, Goose Molting Area: The draft should cite the most current references for the maximum numbers
of brant recorded in the Teshekpuk Lake Goose Molting Area; 36,817 were observed in 2001, which represented
nearly 30% of the estimated world population of Pacific brant for that year (Mallek 2004). Additionally, 34,929
molting greater white-fronted geese were counted in 2002 and 2,674 snow geese, whose numbers have been
increasing in recent years, were counted in 2001. (Comment No. 197618-020)

Response To: Comment 197618-020

The text in Section 2.2.1.4 has been revised to incorporate this waterfowl census information.

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

The area appears to be most vital to Pacific black brant; in some years nearly 30 percent of the entire population
molts there (Mallek 2004). Research also suggests that molting brant do not habituate daily or seasonally to frequent
aircraft overflights (Derksen et al. 1992). The Pacific brant population iswell below the Pacific Flyway population
objective (Pacific Flyway Council 2002) and has been in slow decline for decades (Conant and King 2003).
Recruitment has been poor in recent years (Groves 2004), and the population will probably decline below an
established management threshold requiring a major reduction in harvest throughout the range. These birds
represent a highly-valued subsistence resource in western and northern Alaska and an important sport harvest species
on the west coast of the U.S. and Mexico. Given the current vulnerability of the brant population combined with their
apparent inability to habituate to disturbance while molting, leasing and development within the Goose Molting Area
would likely be detrimental to the population. (Comment No. 197618-032)

Response To: Comment 197618-032

The proposed action includes several measures to minimize the potential impacts to molting geese specifically see
Lease Stipulations F-1 (e), K-4, and K-11.

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

3.3.6.3, Page 3-41, Swans and Geese, Brant: This section describes the local breeding brant population. The
significance of the TLSA to brant, however, isin regard to the molting population. The draft recognizes molting birds
but reports the mean number of birds that use the area. Because the size of the molting population on the ACP is
dependent on nesting conditions in Canada, Russia, and the YKD, a far more important statistic to report here isthe
range of counts. This section should report that as many as 36,8 17 Pacific flyway brant used the TSLA in 2001,
representing nearly 30% of the entire population (Mallek 2004). (Comment No. 197618-049)
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Response To: Comment 197618-049

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. The following information was added to
Section 3.3.6.3 Waterfowl, Brant, in the EIS, “Although brant are fairly common breeding birds in the Planning Area,
the area is even more important as a molting area for brant and other goose species. The largest known

concentration of molting and brood-rearing brant on the ACP occurs in the northern portion of the Teshekpuk Lake
area (Map 3-15; Derksen et al. 1982). As many as 30 percent of the Pacific flyway population of brant may be
present in the Teshekpuk Lake goose molting area during the molting period.”

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

Further, although Service aerial surveys suggest increasing numbers of Pacific brant on the ACP since 1992 (Lamed
et al. 2003), the population as a whole is well below the Pacific Flyway population objective (Pacific Flyway Council
2002) and has been in slow decline for decades (Conant and King 2003). Given recent years of poor recruitment
(Groves 2004), this population will probably (in January 2005) pass a management threshold requiring a major
reduction in harvest throughout the range. These birds represent a highly-valued subsistence resource in western and
northern Alaska and an important sport harvest resource on the west coast of the U.S. and Mexico. The EIS should
include a figure showing the goose molting lakes (coded with maximum abundance) with the proposed boundaries of
the Preferred Alternative overlaid. (Comment No. 197618-050)

Response To: Comment 197618-050

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. The following information was added to
Section 3.3.6.3 Waterfowl, Brant of the EIS, “Brant populations have experienced slow downward trends in recent
years (USFWS 2003). Brant are valued by subsistence users in northern and western Alaska as well as along the West
Coast and in Mexico.”

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

Table 3-8, Pave 3-43: Thistableis miseading with regard to Pacific brant numbers on the North Sope. First, it
reports the number of brant observed in the Planning Area in mid-June as a proportion of the estimated northern
ACP population index, however, the Breeding Pair Surveys cited as the source of the data often occur in late June,
Second, the cited reports specifically advise against using numbers of some species surveyed, including Pacific brant,
to construct population indices. Finally, it confuses the differences between brant that breed in the Planning Area with
those that congregate there to molt. The number of brant that breed in the Planning Area is relatively small and does
not approach 55% of the northern ACP breeding population. The majority of molting brant, which arrive after the
survey, are not represented in the table. The total number of brant that molt in the TLSA far exceeds the entire ACP
breeding population in most years. The table should clearly recognize these differences. (Comment No. 197618-052)

Response To: Comment 197618-052

The numbers used in Table 3-8 came from Fish and Wildlife Service in a response to a request from us for information
on the percentage of birds that use the area under consideration. The brant numbers are not meant to represent

molting birds. The numbers of molting brant are shown on the previous page and table. The text of the EIS will be
revised to more clearly point out the importance of the TLSA as a molting area for brant.

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

4.4.8.2. Page 4-205, Effects of Disturbances, Oil and Gas Development, Activities, Air Traffic: The draft states, ' . .
.some birds could acclimate to aircraft activity by either remaining in habitats located near aircraft activities, or by
moving to nearby habitats." The existing literature suggests that brant do not easily habituate to aircraft disturbances
(Owens 1977, Burger 198 1, Derksen et al. 1992), and there is no evidence that nearby areas provide the suite of
resour ces (adequate forage and security from predators) present in the areas currently used by molting brant in the
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TLSA and selected in the absence of disturbance. (Comment No. 197618-081)

Response To: Comment 197618-081

See response to comment 197619-007 under Basic Assumptions - New Studies, Information, or Technology

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

The final paragraph should state that potential additive effects would likely be greatest for Pacific brant due to their
sensitivity to disturbance, the current decreasing population trend, and the concentration of up to 30% of the Pacific
flyway population in the TLSA. (Comment No. 197618-086)

Response To: Comment 197618-086

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. The following was added to Section 4.6.8.4
Conclusion, ” Potential impacts may be greater for brant than for other species due to their apparent inability to
habituate to some types of disturbance (Derksen et al. 1992), their decreasing population size, and the potential for as
much as 30 percent of the Pacific flyway population to use the Teshekpuk Lake molting area. Impacts could be even
greater if oil and gas activities occurred in areas with high bird concentrations, with high quality habitat, or used by
species of concern.”

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

After five years of intensive study, Derksen et al (1992) concluded that the Goose Molting Area was unique and
(Comment No. 197618-097)

Response To: Comment 197618-097

Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures have been established for the various alternatives in an effort to
reduce or eliminate the vulnerability of molting geese to the potential impacts of oil development. In addition it is
likely that pre-development studies will identify areas that may require special protection or areas important to

Comment From: USFWS Anchorage (Comment Letter No. 197619)

Resour ce data collected since 1998 indicate the continuing importance of the TLSA to fish and wildlife resources. With
particular regard to molting geese and caribou, there is evidence this area may be more important than previously
thought. Service aerial surveys recorded 36,817 molting Pacific brant north of Teshekpuk Lake in 2001; this
represented nearly 30 percent of the entire population of Pacific brant (Mallek 2004). In addition, the Pacific brant
population is now below the Pacific Flyway population objective (Pacific Flyway Council 2002) and has been in slow
decline for decades (Conant and King 2003). Recruitment has been poor in recent years (Groves 2004), and the
population appears poised to decline bel ow an established management threshold that will require a major reduction
in harvest throughout the range, beginning perhaps as soon as 2005. Despite their low numbers, Pacific brant are an
important resource for subsistence waterfowl hunters on the North Sope and in northwest, western and southwest
Alaska; in surveys conducted from 1992-2000, brant accounted for over 13 percent of the reported subsistence goose
harvest in these areas (AK Mig. Bird Co-Mgmt. Council 2004). In addition to being a valued subsistence resourcein
Alaska, these birds also represent an important sport harvest species on the west coast of the U.S. and Mexico.
(Comment No. 197619-005)

Response To: Comment 197619-005

There is no dispute that the Teshekpuk Lake area is unique and an extremely important area for molting geese
including brant, as well as other waterfowl and wildlife. Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures have been
established for the various alternatives in an effort to reduce or eliminate the vulnerability of brant and other geese
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and wildlife to the potential impacts of oil development. Specific regulations address measures to mitigate potential
increases in predation pressure on tundra nesting bird due to increases in predator populations. Other regulations
establish setbacks from molting areas within which facilities may not be constructed. Regulations also address potential
disturbance from vehicular and air traffic, pedestrians, noise, and habitat loss. In addition it is likely that pre-
development studies will identify areas that may require special protection or areas important to species of concern.

Comment From: Myron Manning (Comment Letter No. 197978)

First, my nameis Myron Nanning. I'mthe president of the Association of Village Council Presidents, and I'm also
chairman of the AVCP Waterfowl Conservation Committee. One of the reasons why we requested that the public
hearing be held here in Bethdl is because back in 1998 when the original request to put -- when the Environment
Impact Statement was put together, we were invited to make our comments and to share our comments regarding the
potential impacts of migratory birds that our people rely on for subsistence purposes, especially the black brant. That
the majority of themnest here in the YK Delta. And some of the birds that are not able to nest during the summer
seasons are the ones that fly up there, and those that are not successful in laying eggs, | believe also are -- go up to
the North Sope to the Teshekpuk area to molt and prepare for their migration down south. (Comment No. 197978-051)

Response To: Comment 197978-051

It is possible that the most of the Pacific brant population could molt in the Teshekpuk Lake area during some years.
Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures have been established to minimize any negative effects of
development on brant.

Comment From: Myron Manning (Comment Letter No. 197978)

There's a large number of black brant that nest in the YK Delta. We've seen the numbers decline for sometime back in
the early 80's where the -- where our people here in the YK Delta were placed on restrictions under the goose
management plan, which was put into effect like under the Hooper Bay Agreement back in 1984. Our people were
limited in being able to gather eggs from the birds that were molting, the ones that have laid eggs in the region, and
even hunt them while they were in flight because there was a certain decrease in the number of black brant, the
population of black brant that nest in our region or even fly through the area. (Comment No. 197978-052)

Response To: Comment 197978-052

Management of declining brant populations require efforts to reduce or eliminate the cause of these declines. Efforts
are being made in North Slope development projects to reduce the potential for development to negatively affect
brant and other bird species.

Comment From: Myron Manning (Comment Letter No. 197978)

Black brant is hunted primarily during the spring time by our people in western Alaska. And potential impacts of any
oil and gas exploration on the molting birds, it's going to have a big impact because we've seen it even with the
impacts by hunters within our own region when birds are molting, or even flightless. They tend to disappear after a
while if there is human presence around. And we are concerned that if thereis oil and gas exploration during the
time when birds are molting up there, those birds will no longer be going there to molt and prepare for flight, they
like to go back to their winter grounds. (Comment No. 197978-053)

Response To: Comment 197978-053

Brant still use traditional areas in existing oil fields on the North Slope and it may be that factors outside of the
effects of development on the North Slope are responsible for declines in the brant population. For example, it has
been shown that lead poisoning from spent lead shot has probably been at least partly responsible for declining eider
populations.
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Comment From: Myron Manning (Comment Letter No. 197978)

So, we are concerned about those, and also we don't want to go back to the days where we will be restricted on our
ability to harvest black brant. And this has done -- this plan of -- this plan of goose management plan, which black
brant is part of, is considered every two years, so we are keeping a close watch on the populations, the numbers of the
birds, and we put a plan together that will impact our people and their use for black brant for subsistence purposes.
So, | would highly recommend that BLM take precautionary steps that will not drastically or negatively affect the
migratory birds that molt up there. And it may not necessarily be the black brant, but there are other large number of
birds that nest within the region, and some of them do go up there to molt. So, we would request strongly, maybe
demand that certain precautions are taken to protect the migratory birds that our peoplerely on for subsistence
purposes. With that, | thank you for the opportunity. (Comment No. 197978-054)

Response To: Comment 197978-054

We agree that it is necessary to take precautions prior to and during development on the North Slope. That is why
stipulations and Required Operation Procedures have been established to protect brant and other birds from habitat
loss and alteration, and the effects of disturbance.

Comment From: Stan Senner (Comment Letter No. 197978)

Thelink to the YK Delta is a strong one and of the banded brant recovered at Teshekpuk Lake, 70 percent of them
originated in the YK Déelta. And so that link isa very very strong one. (Comment No. 197978-089)

Response To: Comment 197978-089

Yes brant move to the Teshekpuk Lake goose molting area from the Y-K delta and other areas during the molting
period.

Comment From: Stan Senner (Comment Letter No. 197978)

As several people have mentioned, most of those brant nesting -- or molting at Teshekpuk Lake are failed breeders or
non-breeders. Some may think that means they are unimportant, and that certainly is not the case because one year's
failed breeders may be next year's breeders. And having that time on the North Sope where they can molt and build
energy supplies may very well determine nesting success in a subsequent season. (Comment No. 197978-090)

Response To: Comment 197978-090

We have tried to emphasize the importance of the Goose Molting Area for brant.

Comment From: Stan Senner (Comment Letter No. 197978)

Myron Nanning mentioned the restrictions on brant harvests in the YK Delta back in the 80's and the hardship that

that caused on residents here, and | don't presume to speak for any of those subsistence users, and that's not my role,

but what | can report isthat the population of brant in the Pacific fly way right now is within 4,000 birds of triggering
once again, a round of harvest restrictions which will affect subsistence harvest, harvesters aswell as sport huntersall
the way from the YK Delta to Baja Mexico. So, we're within 4,000 birds of a trigger point and any loss of habitat or
disturbance at a place like Teshekpuk Lake could well be trandated into the loss of some birds in future populations.
(Comment No. 197978-092)

Response To: Comment 197978-092

We recognize the importance of the Teshekpuk Lake area in the life cycle of brant. Should development occur in the
area stipulations and required operating procedures would minimize the potential negative impacts to brant to occur.
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In addition, pre-development surveys by agencies would likely identify areas of particular concern to brant and other
tundra-nesting birds.

TOPIC: BIRDS
ISSUE: LOONS

Comment From: Elizabeth McCloskey (Comment Letter No. 196086)

"Out of proportion” is a excellent description of your entire proposed Alternative B. Protecting a mere 213,000 acres
northeast of Teshekpuk Lake is entirely inadequate. For example, it ignores impacts to the yellow-hilled loon, which is
so wary and secretive that it is known to disappear at the approach of a single human, to say nothing about drilling
pads and pipelines! (Comment No. 196086-004)

Response To: Comment 196086-004

It is true that the area being considered is very important for wildlife and sensitive species such as yellow-billed loon.
Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures have been established for the various alternatives in an effort to
reduce or eliminate the vulnerability of wildlife to the potential impacts of oil development. In addition it is likely
that pre-development studies will identify areas that may require special protection or areas important to species of
concern such as yellow-billed loon.

Comment From: Michael R. North (Comment Letter No. 196264)

Page 2-22. Jpecial Conditionsin Yellow-billed Loon Habitats. On the surface, these conditions appear to be good
measures for protecting yellow-billed loons. | am concerned however, that there are hidden provisions e sewhere that
may render these moot. (Comment No. 196264-009)

Response To: Comment 196264-009

I know of no hidden provisions that will render the special conditions protecting yellow-billed loon habitat moot.

Comment From: Michael Graesser (Comment Letter No. 196946)

As an example, one primary concern is for the birds that nest there. For the yellow-billed loon, it is known that
increased egg predation by scavengers, loss of fish for diet, exposure to petroleum products caused by spills, and
changesin water levelsin nesting lakes, are all associated with oil development. (Comment No. 196946-007)

Response To: Comment 196946-007

There is agency concern about potential impacts of oil development in TLSA to tundra-nesting birds including yellow-
billed loon. Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures have been established for the various alternatives in an
effort to reduce or eliminate the vulnerability of tundra-nesting birds to the potential impacts of oil development.
Specific regulations to maintain lake water levels, eliminate potential increased predation levels, and reduce the effects
of an oil spill are in place. In addition it is likely that pre-development studies will identify areas that may require
special protection or areas important to species of concern such as yellow-billed loon.

Comment From: Audubon Alaska/National Wildlife Federation (Comment Letter No. 197610)

The Arctic breeding population of yellow-billed loonsiis distributed unevenly in NPR-A (North and Ryan 1986, North
1993) with localized pockets of relatively higher concentrations of pairs (North 1994, King and Brackney 1997). An
estimated 3,100 individuals breed on the Arctic coastal plain, predominantly east and west of the Teshekpuk Lake

Northeast National Petroleum Reserve — Alaska 6-90 January 2005
Final Amended IAP/EIS



COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

area (Larned unpublished data 1993-1999; North 1994; King and Brackney 1997; E. Mallek, US Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS), Migratory Bird Management, Fairbanks, AK, pers. communication 2002). (Comment No. 197610-075)

Response To: Comment 197610-075

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. The following information was added to
Section 3.3.6.2 Loons, Yellow-billed loon in the EIS, “Breeding yellow-billed loons are distributed unevenly on the
ACP and breeding habitat may be more restrictive than for other loon species. Yellow-billed loon is a species of BLM
concern due to its low population level, limited breeding habitat, and low productivity. Mallek et al. (2004) reported a
population index of approximately 3,000 yellow-billed loons for the ACP.”

Comment From: Audubon Alaska/National Wildlife Federation (Comment Letter No. 197610)

The breeding habitat of the yellow-billed loon is the most restricted of any loon species (Barr 1997), and specific lake
selection and locales of breeding concentrations remain unpredictable (Earnst 2000). Habitat availability is
considered a limiting factor of yellow-billed loon populations, given the apparent nonbreeding individual s observed
in summertime marine waters adjacent to the breeding range (North 1994, Barr 1997). (Comment No. 197610-076)

Response To: Comment 197610-076

See response to comment 197610-075 under Birds - Loons

Comment From: Audubon Alaska/National Wildlife Federation (Comment Letter No. 197610)

The yellow-billed loon is considered a vulnerable species on the breeding grounds because of low population

densities, limited breeding habitat, low productivity levels, and extreme susceptibility to human disturbance (North
1994, Barr 1997). This speciesis sensitive to habitat change, appears to be intolerant of intense human activity, and

is most susceptible to disturbance during nesting and chick rearing (North 1994, Barr 1997). (Comment No. 197610-077)

Response To: Comment 197610-077

See response to comment 197610-075 under Birds - Loons

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

Yellow Billed Loon: The Arctic breeding population of yellow-billed loons is distributed unevenly in NPR-A (North
and Ryan 1986, North 1993) with localized pockets of relatively higher concentrations of pairs (North 1994, King and
Brackney 1997). An estimated 3,100 individuals breed on the Arctic coastal plain, predominantly east and west of
the Teshekpuk Lake area (Larned unpublished data 1993-1999; North 1994; King and Brackney 1997; E. Mallek,
U.S Fish and Wildlife Service [USFWS, Migratory Bird Management, Fairbanks, AK, personal communication
2002). The breeding habitat of the yellow-billed loon is the most restricted of any loon species (Barr 1997), and
specific lake selection and locales of breeding concentrations remain unpredictable (Earnst 2000). Habitat
availability is considered a limiting factor of yellow-billed loon populations, given the apparent nonbreeding
individual s observed in summertime marine waters adjacent to the breeding range (North 1994, Barr 1997). The
yellow-billed loon is considered a vulnerable species on the breeding grounds because of low population densities,
limited breeding habitat, low productivity levels, and extreme susceptibility to human disturbance (North 1994, Barr
1997). This speciesis sensitive to habitat change, appears to be intolerant of intense human activity, and is most
susceptible to disturbance during nesting and chick rearing (North 1994, Barr 1997). (Comment No. 197617-100)

Response To: Comment 197617-100

There is no dispute that yellow-billed loon is a species of special interest and concern. The uneven distribution of
yellow-billed loon is displayed on Map 3-11.
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The following information was added to Section 3.3.6.2 Loons, Yellow-billed loon, “Breeding yellow-billed loons are
distributed unevenly on the ACP and breeding habitat may be more restrictive than for other loon species. Yellow-
billed loon is a species of BLM concern due to its low population level, limited breeding habitat, and low productivity.
Mallek et al. (2004) reported a population index of approximately 3,000 yellow-billed loons for the ACP.

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

3.3.6.2,. Page 3-39, Loons: It should be noted that most Alaska-breeding yellow-billed loons nest in the NPR-A. In a
recent telemetry study of these loons, all monitored birds wintered off the coast of Southeast Asia (J. Schrnutz, USGS
BRD, pers. comm.). It should also be noted that Alaska-breeding red-throated loons have declined significantly since
the late 1970s (Groves, et al. 1996). (Comment No. 197618-047)

Response To: Comment 197618-047

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. The following information was added to
Section 3.3.6.2 Loons, Yellow-billed loon of the EIS, “Recent studies suggest that yellow-billed loons that breed on
the North Slope may winter off the coast of Asia.” Additionally, the following information was added to Section
3.3.6.2 Loons, Red-throated loons, ““..and Groves et al. (1996) reported declines in the Alaska red-throated loon
population since the 1970s.”

Comment From: USFWS Anchorage (Comment Letter No. 197619CM)

The large central portion of the Planning Area (south of Teshekpuk Lake and between the Ikpikpuk and Colville River
(Comment No. 197619CM-008)

Response To: Comment 197619CM-008
Comment noted and taken into consideration when developing the Final Preferred Alternative.

Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)

Map 3-10, Onshore Density of Pacific Loons. The density of Pacific loons is categorized with non-specific high,
medium high, medium, and low categories. There is no definition in quantitative terms as to what density each of
these categories represent. The 1998 NE NPR-A document maps presented similar information with quantitative
densities (birds/square kilometer). The density information should be presented in quantitative terms to match that
presented in the 1998 document. In addition, the density information is presented only for the years 1998 to 2001.
Consideration should be given to including the data presented in the 1998 document with that included in the current
document. The density map also presents information for the entire NPR-A, not just the NE portion. While this
provides the reader with an overview of the distribution and density of the birds throughout the NPR-A, a map of
similar size showing distribution and density within just the NE NPR-A boundaries would be useful. The use of light
blue as the color for low density is a similar shade of blue used for water, thereby making it difficult to delineate water
from low densities of birds. (Comment No. 197620-058)

Response To: Comment 197620-058

Actual numerical densities were not provided by our cited source.

Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)

Map 3-1 1, Onshore Density of Yellow-billed Loons. Same comments as Map 3-10. (Comment No. 197620-059)

Response To: Comment 197620-059

Actual numerical densities were not provided by our cited source.
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Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)

Map 3-12, Onshore Density of Red-throated Loons. The density information is presented only for the years 1998 to
2002. Consideration should be given to including the data presented in the 1998 document with that included in the
current document. The density map also presents information for the entire NPR-A, not just the NE portion. While this
provides the reader with an overview of the distribution and density of the birds throughout the NPR-A, a map of

similar size showing distribution and density within just the NE NPR-A boundaries would be useful. (Comment No.
197620-060)

Response To: Comment 197620-060

Actual numerical densities were not provided by our cited source.

TOPIC: BIRDS
ISSUE: MOLTING GEESE

Comment From: Sean O'Connor (Comment Letter No. 144940)

The Interior Department’ s own data speak to the importance of protecting the wetlands at issue. Between 1999 and
2003, 47 percent of brant and 44 percent of white-fronted geese on average molted on lakes that would be exposed to
drilling by the preferred alternative. The extant literature shows that geese are highly sensitive to disturbance during
molt. The preferred alternative presents an unacceptable risk. (Comment No. 144940-002)

Response To: Comment 144940-002

It is true that the Planning Area is important for a wide variety of wildlife. Stipulations and Required Operating
Procedures have been established for the various alternatives in an effort to reduce or eliminate the vulnerability of

Comment From: Wallace Elton (Comment Letter No. 182141)

As you should know, the lakes and wetlands within the current protection area form one of the most significant areas
of wildlife habitat in the entire Arctic region of the globe and are widely recognized as such by scientists. Tens of
thousands of geese, which travel there from at least three countries, gather in this area each year to molt. Data readily
available to you indicate that as much as half the Brant (an Audubon Watch List species) and more than 40% of the
White-fronted Geese utilize lakes that would have no or reduced protection under the preferred alternative during
molt. Thousands of Canada and Show Geese also gather there. Geese are highly sensitive to disturbance during
molting. In fact, it is no accident that this remote area is used so heavily (and in some cases in increasing numbers)

by geese for molting. (Comment No. 182141-003)

Response To: Comment 182141-003

See response to comment 191279-003 under Birds

Comment From: Stephanie Danielson (Comment Letter No. 184901)

The Reserve isthe largest expanse of federally protected public lands left in the United States. | am very concerned
about the preferred plan's emphasis on further development and the affect that this plan will have, not only on the
abundant wildlife that lives year-round in the Reserve, but also on the migratory wildlife from my region and around
the world that rely on the Reserve asits critical molting, staging, and breeding area. The larger ramifications of
disturbing this critical habit area need to seriously be considered and defended. (Comment No. 184901-002)
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Response To: Comment 184901-002

Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures have been established for the various alternatives in an effort to
reduce or eliminate the vulnerability of wildlife to the potential impacts of oil development. In addition it is likely
that pre-development studies will identify areas that may require special protection or areas important to species of
concern.

Comment From: Sarah McGiffert (Comment Letter No. 187460)

Teshekpuk Lake and its surrounding wetlandsis a vital tundra-wetland complex in the circumpolar Arctic that is
home to thousands of waterfowl and caribou. Tens of thousands of birds, including brant, greater white-fronted geese,
Canada and Show geese gather in the Teshekpuk wetland system to molt their flight feathers and are thus vulnerable
to human disturbances. (Comment No. 187460-004)

Response To: Comment 187460-004

See response to comment 191279-003 under Birds

Comment From: The Wildlife Society (Comment Letter No. 191279)

The IAP/EISis inadequate because it grossly under estimates the potential impacts of the petroleum exploration and
devel opment to molting geese and the Teshekpuk Lake Caribou Herd. (Comment No. 191279-002)

Response To: Comment 191279-002

We disagree and feel that the IAP/EIS adequately describes the potential impacts and their potential effects to molting
geese and the Teshekpuk Lake caribou herd. It is true that the area being considered is very important for the geese
mentioned. Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures have been established for the various alternatives in an
effort to reduce or eliminate the vulnerability of molting geese and caribou to the potential impacts of oil

Comment From: Robert Davison (Comment Letter No. 194259)

The Teshekpuk Lake area is used as a traditional molting site for 50,000 to 90,000 geese, including as much as 30
percent of the entire Pacific population of brant and up to 35,000 of the Mid-continent white-fronted geese that breed
on the North Sope. Geesg, pintails, and tundra swans using this area move through the Central and Mississippi
Flyways during the fall and provide highly valued opportunities for recreational hunting and wildlife viewing. The
level at which these opportunities are able to continue in the future dependsin part on the level of disturbance
associated with oil and gas development in geese molting areas of the Northeast NPR-A because geese are vulnerable
to disturbance by people and aircraft during their flightless, energy-demanding molt. (Comment No. 194259-005)

Response To: Comment 194259-005

See response to comment 191279-003 under Birds

Comment From: Robert Davison (Comment Letter No. 194259)

The effect of the change to the 1998 decision proposed by Alternative B would be to expose large proportions of
molting brant, white-fronted geese and Canada geese to the effects of 0il and gas leasing, exploration and

devel opment. The National Research Council, for example, found in its 2003 report on the cumulative effects of oil

and gas activities on Alaska’s North Sope, “ If development moves into the Teshekpuk Lake area of the National
Petroleum Reserve-Alaska, molting waterfowl could be adversely affected, especially brant.” A July 2004 analysis by
the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Alaska Science Center of the effects of the preferred alter native estimates that over
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the last 5 years the percentage of molting brant, white-fronted geese, and Canada geese that would bein leased and
borderline areas has averaged 44.7, 37.5, and 50.2 percent, respectively. The effects on molting brant are of even
greater concern because the USGS analysis found that “ numerically a large number of molting brant are found
outside the no-lease area in years of poor productivity on breeding areas.” Consequently, the greater magnitude of
disturbance that would accompany this expanded oil and gas development is likely to result in reduced popul ations of
brant and white-fronted geese and reduced recreational opportunities. (Comment No. 194259-007)

Response To: Comment 194259-007

See response to comment 191279-003 under Birds

Comment From: Robert Davison (Comment Letter No. 194259)

WMI shares the concern of the Pacific Flyway Council that expanded oil and gas impacts could accel erate the decline
of the Western High Arctic population of brant, which uses the Teshekpuk Lake area during molt. One of the smallest
goose populations in North America, these brant currently are within 4,000 birds of a threshold established to restrict
all hunting rangewide. These potential impacts and others of the expanded oil and gas |easing proposal have led the
Council to recommend that “ the sensitive goose molting area should not be offered for leasing,” and that the
Teshekpuk Lake area “ be given permanent protection from future devel opment by Secretarial designation.” WMI
concurs. (Comment No. 194259-008)

Response To: Comment 194259-008

See response to comment 191279-003 under Birds

Comment From: Mary Hogan (Comment Letter No. 194604)

The area northeast of Teshekpuk Lake has long been recognized for its importance to molting geese. The area attracts
up to 37,000 brant, 35,000 greater white-fronted geese, and thousands of Canada and snow geese in July and

August for their annual molt. Molting brant make up to 30 percent of the entire Pacific population. For the

importance of this habitat to molting geese, | urge you to continue leasing closuresin this area. Loss of habitat at this
critical point in the life cycle of geese could have far reaching effects on populations from many parts of the world.
(Comment No. 194604-004)

Response To: Comment 194604-004

See response to comment 191279-003 under Birds

Comment From: Brenda Wright (Comment Letter No. 195732)

Sudies have documented a higher sensitivity to disturbance for brant during molt, and for caribou during the calving
season. Due to this sensitivity, allowing any activity in the north and east portions of the Teshekpuk Lake Surface
Protection Area could result in impacts altering the present use of the area by waterfowl and other wildlife species.
Sensitive goose molting area should not be offered for lease; it should not be open to construction of roads, pipelines,
or other intrusive facilities; and seasonal human activity should be restricted. (Comment No. 195732-004)

Response To: Comment 195732-004

Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures have been established for the various alternatives in an effort to
reduce or eliminate the vulnerability of molting geese to the potential impacts of oil development. These regulations
limit areas where roads, pipelines, and facilities may be constructed.
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Comment From: Michael R. North (Comment Letter No. 196264)

| am particularly concerned that the 213,000 acre proposed goose molting exclusion area is insufficient. Specifically,
leasing is proposed in the township that contains the southern half of East Long Lake and the eastern portions of West
Long Lake and Goose Lake. These are significant goose molting lakes. | am further concerned that thisEISisa
classic piece of obfuscation. For example, on page 4-204, the second full paragraph states that the proposed
alternative would be "providing setbacks from goose molting lakes within which permanent oil and gas facilities
would be prohibited” " protect the goose molting lakes from oil and gas-related disturbance by requiring features that
would screen or shield human activity from the view of any goose molting lake". The paragraph goes on to reference
Lease Sipulation K-4. On page 2-30, Lease Sipulation K-4 allows for oil facilities to be constructed IN THE LAKE
provided the facility is more than 3/4ths mile from shore! This paragraph and this lease stipulation arein
disagreement with one another. Furthermore, it will be impossible to screen any facility located in the middle of a
goose molting lake from the molting geese, especially since their response to disturbances (natural or human) often
results in their movement into the lake for protection. (Comment No. 196264-003)

Response To: Comment 196264-003

The intent of the statement on page 4-204 was that the stipulation would protect the shoreline areas of goose
molting lakes, which are the areas of greatest concern and goose activity. The text in Section 4.4.8.2 of the final
IAP/EIS has been altered to reflect this. The BLM maintains that the screening of a facility in the interior of a lake
is not impossible, as only the screening of human activity on the facility is required.

Comment From: Jim DiPeso (Comment Letter No. 196404)

Teshekpuk Lake is a tundra wetland ecosystem with global significance, serving as essential habitat for brant, snow
geese, white-fronted geese, tundra swan, Seller's eiders and many other waterfowl. We are disturbed to hear that

BLM's preferred alternative would open waters that nearly half the brant and white-fronted geese now use for molting.
(Comment No. 196404-002)

Response To: Comment 196404-002

It is true that the area being considered is very important for the geese mentioned. Steller's eiders may also occur in
this area in small numbers as well as large numbers of other waterfowl. Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures
have been established for the various alternatives in an effort to reduce or eliminate the vulnerability of molting geese

Comment From: California Waterfowl Association (Comment Letter No. 196939)

We recognize the efforts of the oil and gas companies in reducing their disturbance during the breeding and molting
periods, but feel that increased development in the area will increase the disturbance in the area aswell. Geese are
vulnerable to disturbance by people and aircraft during their flightless, energy-demanding molt. Conservationists and
scientists are concerned that greater oil and gas devel opment in the Teshekpuk Lake area may result in reduced
populations of brant, northern pintail and white-fronted geese. (Comment No. 196939-004)

Response To: Comment 196939-004

See response to comment 186677-007 under Alternatives, Range of Alternatives, Preferred Alternatives

Comment From: John Dingell, Congress of United States (Comment Letter No. 196942)

"The sensitivity of geese during their flightless, energy-demanding molt is well established. Molting geese will run at
the sight of a distant person, and disturbance by aircraft overhead - to which brant apparently do not habituate - isa
major problem. Behavioral responses to disturbance add stress to the already-taxing requirements of molting geese.
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Reductions in feeding time or excessive energy expenditures ultimately many compromise fitness and, hence, survival
or reproductive success. The combined effects of industrial oil development in the Teshekpuk Lake area...may shrink
habitat available to molting geese and displace them to less optimal habitats. This likely result would be reduced
populations of brant and possibly other species, such as greater white-fronted goose.” (Comment No. 196942-004)

Response To: Comment 196942-004

See response to comment 196942-005 under Birds - Brant

Comment From: John Dingell, Congress of United States (Comment Letter No. 196942)

The proposed 213,000-acre no-lease zone is too small to encompass the entire essential habitat used by molting
geese. The National Research Council (2003) explained that the environmental effects of oil development extend well
beyond the immediate "footprint” of an oilfield, so the functionally protected area will be even smaller. This small
area also does not provide adequate protection for the many nesting birds, including yellow-billed loons, buff
breasted sandpiper, and the threatened spectacled eiders, which are vulnerable to increased numbers of predators
(e.g., gulls, ravens and foxes) that are attracted to Arctic adilfields. (Comment No. 196942-006)

Response To: Comment 196942-006

You are correct in that many waterfowl species nest in this area. The area is likely even more important for molting
waterfowl and other wildlife including the threatened and sensitive species mentioned. Stipulations and Required
Operating Procedures have been established for the various alternatives in an effort to reduce or eliminate the
vulnerability of wildlife including threatened eiders to the potential impacts of oil development. Specific regulations
require measures to minimize or eliminate the potential for increased predation on tundra nesting birds. In addition it
is likely that pre-development studies will identify areas that may require special protection or areas important to
species of concern.

Comment From: Ducks Unlimited (Comment Letter No. 196943)

Ducks Unlimited strongly urges your agency to examine and consider recent analyses of U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service waterfowl survey data completed by the U.S. Geological Survey. Their analyses indicate that the "core" area
for molting geese may be shifting. Their data shows that since 1999, an average of 45% of molting brant in the TLSA
use lake that would be partially or wholly available for leasing under the "preferred alternative”. Given that up to
30% of the Pacific Flyway brant population uses the TLSA, additional leasing could have significant effects on a
species whose populations are well below management objectives. And, on average, 38% of molting greater white-
fronted geese and 50% of Canada geese use lakes that would be open to leasing. (Comment No. 196943-011)

Response To: Comment 196943-011

There is concern about potential impacts of oil development in TLSA to brant and other waterfowl species.
Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures have been established for the various alternatives in an effort to
reduce or eliminate the vulnerability of molting geese and nesting waterfowl to the potential impacts of oil
development. It is true that the area being considered is very important for the geese mentioned. In addition it is
likely that pre-development studies will identify areas that may require special protection or areas important to
species of concern.

Comment From: Pacific Flyway Council (Comment Letter No. 196949)

Throughout most of the planning processes over 20 years, analyses of potential impacts of oil and gas activity on

molting geese have not been rigorous and have not recognized the results of a substantial body of relevant research

on disturbance and energetic. We recommend a more thorough and objective analysis of this critical subject. (Comment
NoO. 196949-013)
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Response To: Comment 196949-013

Numerous studies have been conducted on impacts of wildlife including waterfowl that may result from oil
development activities. The analysis of potential impacts for the various alternatives was based on the results of these
studies. Some additions were made to the EIS to emphasize the importance of the TLSA to molting geese.

Comment From: Sharon and Ken Wyberg (Comment Letter No. 196953)

Thisleadsto our other specific comment, that you cannot ethically ignore your own Interior Department's scientists

and data. This data, gathered between 1999 and 2003, unambiguously shows how an average of 47 percent of the

brant and 44 percent of the white-fronted geese that now molt on lakes that would be partly or wholly unprotected in
your preferred alternative. Those are huge population impacts that are not reasonably brushed aside for political
expediency. Further, the preferred alternative would diminish protection for the caribou by fully 75 percent. (Comment
No. 196953-005)

Response To: Comment 196953-005

There is agency concern about potential impacts of oil development in TLSA to brant and other waterfowl species
and to the caribou herd. Since a portion of the TLSA that is closed under the no action alternative would be open to
leasing under the preferred alternative, the preferred alternative may present a greater risk for impacts related to
disturbance and habitat loss than the no action alternative. Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures have been
established for the various alternatives in an effort to reduce or eliminate the vulnerability of molting geese and
nesting waterfowl as well as caribou to the potential impacts of oil development. In addition it is likely that pre-
development studies will identify areas that may require special protection or areas important to species of concern.

Comment From: Ornithologists (Comment Letter No. 197606)

The sensitivity of geese during their flightless, energy-demanding molt iswell established (Derksen et al. 19797 ).
Molting geese will run at the sight of a distant person, and disturbance by aircraft overhead—to which brant

apparently do not habituate—is a major problem (Jensen 19908, Miller et al. 19949). Behavioral responses to
disturbance add stress to the already-taxing requirements of molting geese (Jensen 1990, Taylor 199510). (Comment
No. 197606-004)

Response To: Comment 197606-004

The Final IAP/EIS was modified to note this concern. This issue was also considered when developing the Final
Preferred Alternative.

Comment From: Ornithologists (Comment Letter No. 197606)

Reductions in feeding time or excessive energy expenditures ultimately may compromise fitness and, hence, survival

or reproductive success (Taylor 199311). The combined effects of industrial oil development in the Teshekpuk Lake
area and the northward advance of woody vegetation due to climate warming in the Arctic (Sturm et al. 200112)

may shrink habitat available to molting geese and displace them to less optimal habitats. The likely result would be
reduced populations of brant and possibly other species, such as greater white-fronted goose. (Comment No. 197606-005)

Response To: Comment 197606-005
The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments.

Comment From: Ornithologists (Comment Letter No. 197606)

In January 1998, the Pacific Flyway Council (Greer 199814), consisting of waterfowl biologists and wildlife
manager s from state and provincial wildlife agencies, reached the following conclusions: Eventual development of oil
and gas fields associated with structures and disturbance in or near this area [ Teshekpuk Lake] could have
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significant, long-term impacts on unique habitats used by geese, and the condition and survival of molt-stressed
brant. The sensitive goose molting area should not be offered for leasing; it should not be open to construction of
roads, pipelines, or other facilities; and seasonal human activity should be restricted, as necessary, to preserve the
security of molting geese from disturbance and stress. (Comment No. 197606-007)

Response To: Comment 197606-007

It is true that the area being considered is very important for the geese mentioned. If the area does become available
for leasing, Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures have been established for the various alternatives in an
effort to reduce or eliminate the vulnerability of molting geese to the potential impacts of oil development. In
addition it is likely that pre-development studies will identify areas that may require special protection or areas
important to species of concern.

Comment From: Audubon Alaska/National Wildlife Federation (Comment Letter No. 197610)

General Concerns: The Teshekpuk Lake area is the single most significant waterfowl molting habitat on the Arctic
coast of Sberia and North America (King and Hodges 1979, Silva 1985) with tens of thousands of geese gathering to
molt in wetland habitats around the Teshekpuk Lake each year. Derksen et al (1992) described this area as.
“...unique, and no other known area could replace this habitat for brant anywhere within the Alaskan Coastal Plain.”
Teshekpuk Lake is exactly the kind of area which should be recognized and given special protection under the
habitat-protection provisions of US-Russian migratory bird treaty, especially given that some of the brant using the
area originate in Russia (see below). (Comment No. 197610-049)

Response To: Comment 197610-049

The importance of the TLSA as an area of international importance for molting geese is well documented.
Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures have been established for the various alternatives in an effort to
reduce or eliminate the vulnerability of molting geese to the potential impacts of oil development. In addition it is
likely that pre-development studies will identify areas that may require special protection or areas important to
species of concern.

Comment From: Audubon Alaska/National Wildlife Federation (Comment Letter No. 197610)

As many as 36,817 brant—up to 30 percent of all Pacific Flyway brant—gather each summer to molt north and east

of Teshekpuk Lake (Derksen et al. 1979, 1981, 1982; Taylor 1995; Bollinger and Derksen 1996; Mallek 2004). These
brant come from el sewhere on the North Sope, Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta , western Canadian Arctic, and Sberia
(Bollinger and Derksen 1996). Numbers of greater white-fronted geese molting at Teshekpuk Lake are increasing and
range as high as 35,000. These geese are part of the mid-continental population, wintering in gulf coastal states and
Mexico. Thousands of Canada and snow geese also gather to molt in the safety of this unique Arctic wetland complex.
(Comment No. 197610-050)

Response To: Comment 197610-050

See response to comment 197610-049 under Birds - Molting Geese

Comment From: Audubon Alaska/National Wildlife Federation (Comment Letter No. 197610)

The TLSPA was established in Northeast NPR-A, in large part, to protect this unique goose molting area. The 1998
plan restricted devel opment in this area following lengthy and detailed consultations with local residents and
waterfowl biologiststo protect the Arctic molting geese. The Preferred Alternative reduces the TLSPA by 75 percent,
and only 213,000 acres north and northeast of Teshekpuk Lake would be restricted fromleasing (Fig. 5 and 6). This
huge reduction in habitat protection will increase risksto the internationally-significant populations of molting geese
using thisarea. (Comment No. 197610-051)
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Response To: Comment 197610-051

See response to comment 197610-049 under Birds - Molting Geese

Comment From: Audubon Alaska/National Wildlife Federation (Comment Letter No. 197610)

In addition to brant, an average of 44 percent of greater white-fronted geese and 58 percent of Canada geese also
have used lakes for molting that would become available for oil development under the Preferred Alternative. (Comment
No. 197610-053)

Response To: Comment 197610-053

See response to comment 197610-052 under Birds - Brant

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

B MOLTING GEESE Teshekpuk Lake area is the most significant waterfowl molting habitat on the Arctic coast of
Shberia and North America (King and Hodges 1979, Silva 1985) with tens of thousands of geese gathering to molt
around the Teshekpuk Lake wetlands each year. As many as 36,817 brant—up to 30 percent of all Pacific
brant—gather each summer to molt north and east of Teshekpuk Lake (Derksen et al. 1979, 1981, 1982; Taylor
1995; Bollinger and Derksen 1996; Mallek 2004). These brant come from el sewhere on the North Sope, the Yukon-
Kuskokwim Delta , the western Canadian Arctic, and Sberia (Bollinger and Derksen 1996). Numbers of greater
white-fronted geese molting at Teshekpuk Lake are increasing and range as high as 35,000. These geese are part of
the mid-continental population, wintering in gulf coastal states and Mexico. Thousands of Canada and snow geese
also gather to mole in the safety of this unique Arctic wetland Complex. (Comment No. 197617-083)

Response To: Comment 197617-083

There is no dispute regarding the importance of the TLSA to molting geese.

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

The Teshekpuk Lake Surface Protection Area was established in the Northeast NPRA, in large part, to protect this
unique goose molting area. The 1998 Northeast Planning Area ROD restricted development in this area following
lengthy and detailed consultation with local residents and waterfowl biologists, to protect the Arctic molting geese.
The Preferred Alternative of the draft Amended | AP/EIS reduces the TLSPA by 75 percent. Only 213,000 acres north
and northeast of Teshekpuk Lake would be restricted from leasing. This substantial reduction in habitat protection will
increase risks to these significant populations of molting geese. (Comment No. 197617-084)

Response To: Comment 197617-084

Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures have been established for the various alternatives in an effort to
reduce or eliminate the vulnerability of brant and other geese and wildlife to the potential impacts of oil development.
Specific regulations address measures to mitigate potential increases in predation pressure on tundra nesting bird due
to increases in predator populations. Other regulations establish setbacks from molting areas within which facilities
may not be constructed. Regulations also address potential disturbance from vehicular and air traffic, pedestrians,
noise, and habitat loss. In addition it is likely that pre-development studies will identify areas that may require special
protection or areas important to species of concern.

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

Recent Analysis by the Alaska Science Center (Flint 2004) suggests that 44 percent of the molting brant in the TLSPA
have used lakes over the last five years that would be available (in their entirety or in part) for leasing under the
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Preferred Alternative. Snce this area provides critical molting habitat for up to 30 percent of the population of
Pacific brant, potential impacts to this population during their sensitive molting season could have substantial
conseguences to the Pacific Flyway population. Furthermore, the Pacific Flyway population is substantially below
management objectives. Thus increased development in this area may place this population at significant risk. In
addition to brant, 44 percent of white-fronted geese and 58% of Canada geese have al so used lakes for molting that

would become available for leasing and industrial development under the Preferred Alternative. (Comment No. 197617-
085)

Response To: Comment 197617-085

There is no dispute that the TLSA is a very important area for molting geese including both brant and white-fronted
geese as well as other species. Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures have been established for the various
alternatives in an effort to reduce or eliminate the vulnerability of brant and other geese and wildlife to the potential
impacts of oil development. Specific regulations address measures to mitigate potential increases in predation pressure
on tundra nesting bird due to increases in predator populations. Other regulations establish setbacks from molting areas
within which facilities may not be constructed. Regulations also address potential disturbance from vehicular and air
traffic, pedestrians, noise, and habitat loss. In addition it is likely that pre-development studies will identify areas that
may require special protection or areas important to species of concern.

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

Because of the importance of the Teshekpuk Lake region to molting geese and other waterfowl, the Pacific Flyway
Council has recommended (2 July 2004 letter to Henri Bisson) that the sensitive goose molting area should not be
offered for leasing; it should not be open to the construction of roads, pipelines or other facilities and seasonal
human activity in this area should be restricted. The Council also recommends that the Teshekpuk Lake Special Area
be given permanent protection from future development. (Comment No. 197617-086)

Response To: Comment 197617-086

These are legitimate recommendations.

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

Foecific concerns. In the comparison of alternatives the draft |AP/EIS at 2-81 recognizes likely impacts to “ small
numbers of nesting birds.” This analysis failsto clearly address the likely impacts of Alternatives B and C to the
thousands of geese that molt north of Teshekpuk Lake (Comment No. 197617-087)

Response To: Comment 197617-087

This issue was discussed in Table 2-3, and in Chapter 4.

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

On p. 3-41, the draft | AP/EIS describes potential impacts to molting brant and uses a mean population number of
18,500 birds. However, the high number of molting brant is over 36,000 representing 30 percent of the Pacific
Flyway Population. These numbers reflect a much more significant population and should be used here. The current
language may result in an underestimate of potential impacts to thisimportant population. Table 3-8 on p. 3-43 of
the draft | AP/EIS summarizes abundance and density of selected birdsin the NE Plan area. Thistable clearly

under estimates the importance of the goose molting lakes north of Teshekpuk Lake. Tens of thousands of geese use
thisarea and it is considered uniquein the circumpolar Arctic. (Comment No. 197617-088)

Response To: Comment 197617-088

Table 3-7 addresses your concerns regarding molting goose numbers. Additionally, the following information was
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added to Section 3.3.6.3 Waterfowl, Brant in the EIS, .., although as many as 36,817 brant have been reported
(Table 3-7). The Teshekpuk Lake Goose Molting Area may be the single most important area for molting brant and
other geese in the Arctic, based on information in Mallek et al. (2003) and Malleck (2004).”

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

On p. 4-381, paragraph 2, the draft |AP/EIS states “ In the context of the ACP and North Sope, however, the amount
of potential bird habitat that could be directly or indirectly impacted long term by oil and gas activities on the
planning area and el sewhere on the North Sope would be small—approximately 0.3 percent of the ACP and 0.08
percent of the North Sope.” In terms of potential impacts to birds, this statement is highly misleading. Birds do not
use the Arctic coast in a uniform manner. They concentrate in optimal habitat for both nesting and molting. If thereis
substantial development in a high-density nesting or molting area, there could be significant population impact. For
example, the Teshekpuk Lake molting goose area is uniquein the circumpolar Arctic. If there was substantial

devel opment there, it could have significant population-level impacts to some populations such as Pacific brant. This
analysisis seriously flawed. (Comment No. 197617-090)

Response To: Comment 197617-090

Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures have been established for the various alternatives in an effort to
reduce or eliminate the vulnerability of brant and other geese and wildlife to the potential impacts of oil development.
Regulations establish setbacks from molting areas within which facilities may not be constructed which will help to
prevent loss of critical habitats such as those in the goose molting area. Regulations also address potential disturbance
from vehicular and air traffic, pedestrians, noise, and habitat loss. In addition it is likely that pre-development studies
will identify areas that may require special protection or areas important to species of concern.

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

On p. 4-386, the draft | AP/EIS states * The effects of future project infrastructure on bird populations, although
additive to natural effects, would be expected to be less severe than those associated with previous Arctic oil field
developments.” This conclusion is flawed and misleading. There has never been a development in an area like the
Teshekpuk Lake goose molting. This area is unique and highly valuable to molting geese including brant, white-
fronted geese, Canada geese and snow geese. Derksen et al (1992) described thisarea as” ...unique, and no other
known area could replace this habitat for brant anywhere within the Alaskan Coastal Plain.” Major industrial
development in this area could displace molting geese and result in significant population-level impacts to some
species (e.g., Pacific brant). We believe the superficial analysis and conclusion of this DEISregarding birdsis fatally
flawed and may have been driven by a predetermined objective. (Comment No. 197617-091)

Response To: Comment 197617-091

See response to comment 197617-084 under Birds - Molting Geese

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

Table 2-3. Pages 2-80 and 2-8 1. Effects on Birds: The draft acknowledges likely impacts to "small numbers of
nesting birds," but does not address potential impacts to the thousands of geese that molt in lakes in areas proposed
for leasing and development under Alternatives B and C. Effects on birds for alternatives B and C should include
analysis and discussion of possible permanent displacement of molting geese. (Comment No. 197618-040)

Response To: Comment 197618-040

Sections 4.3.8, 4.4.8, and 4.5.8 dealt with impacts to geese that molt in areas that could be impacted by oil activities.
These sections have been revised to provide additional information on impacts to geese from these activities, and this
information has been summarized and included in Table 2-3, Effects to Birds.
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Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

The last sentence of this paragraph states that the portion of habitat affected would be a small percentage of total
habitat on the ACP. This statement is misleading because it does not consider the fact that birds are not evenly
distributed across the ACP. Instead, molting geesein particular concentrate in specific habitats where leasing is
currently closed, some or all of which would be made available for oil and gas leasing and development under
alternatives B or C. Additionally, impacts to birds may not be related only to the amount of habitat affected (the
devel opment "footprint™), but to a somewhat larger area that includes the "zone of influence" of oil and gas activities
that may impact birds beyond the development footprint, including development related disturbances such as
increased air traffic. (Comment No. 197618-100)

Response To: Comment 197618-100

Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures have been established for the various alternatives in an effort to
reduce or eliminate the vulnerability of birds to the potential impacts of oil development including habitat loss and
disturbance. In addition it is likely that pre-development studies will identify areas that may require special protection
or areas important to species of concern. Pre-development studies may identify areas of habitat that are critical for
particular species and subsequent Weiss prior to proposed development may stipulate further protective measures.

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

4.8.8, Page 4-427, Relationship Between the Local Short-term Uses and Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-
term Productivity, Birds: This section should adequately describe the potential long-term consequences of
encroachment into the Goose Molting. Area. (Comment No. 197618-111)

Response To: Comment 197618-111

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. The following information was added to
Section 4.8.8 Birds, “Brant may be more affected by aircraft traffic, particularly helicopters, than other species
(Derksen et al. 1992). Disturbances that affect survival rates of brant or other species of concern could have long-
term effects on populations.”

Comment From: USFWS Anchorage (Comment Letter No. 197619CM)

The most important known goose molting area on the Arctic coast of North America and Shberia. Most notable are

the large concentrations of molting Pacific brant, representing up to 30 percent of the Pacific Flyway population.

Large numbers of Canada and white-fronted geese molt here as well. Breeding pairs of threatened spectacled eiders
have been recorded at higher than expected densities north of Teshekpuk Lake. Other species, primarily shorebirds,
geese, pintail ducks, and loons either breed, molt, or stage in relatively high numberswithin 5 miles of the coast from
the Ikpikpuk River to the Colville River delta. Critical calving, migration and insect-relief habitats for the Teshekpuk
Lake Caribou Herd are found here, which provides most of the caribou harvested for subsistence by the Native villages
of Atgasuk, Barrow, Nuigsut and Wainwright. Teshekpuk Lake, the largest on the North Sope, provides a variety of
freshwater habitats and the greatest diversity of fish species among sampled lakes within the Planning Area. (Comment
No. 197619CM -006)

Response To: Comment 197619CM-006

Many of these points are mentioned in the EIS.

Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)

Bird Use of the Goose Molting Area Only one small paragraph (Chapter 3, Affected Environment, Section 3.3.6.3,
Waterfowl, Brant) | describes the use of the Goose Molting Area (GMA) north of Teshekpuk Lake by brant. Two
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sentences for white-fronted geese and one sentence for Canada geese describe numbers of these birds in the GMA.
Onetable (Table 3-7) records the number of geese using the GMA. Given the importance of h s area to geese for
molting, as noted in the following paragraphs, a much more detailed and expansive discussion of the physical
characteristics of the area, and the behavioral peculiarities of geese using this area, the energetic importance of using
this area to geese is needed in this document. (Comment No. 197620-033)

Response To: Comment 197620-033

See response to comment 197618-049 under Birds - Brant

Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)

A detailed discussion of the potential effects of the various associated with oil and gas exploration and development to
geese using the GMA also needs to be presented within the appropriate Environmental Consequences sections.
(Comment No. 197620-034)

Response To: Comment 197620-034

The potential effects of development and the relative impacts in the TLSA are discussed for each alternative

Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)

Value of Waterfowl Resources Relative to Environmental Risks The integrity and security of this area for geeseis of
greater conseguence than any other waterfowl habitat issue on the North Sope. At stake in the Teshekpuk Lake
Foecial Area (TLSA) are the welfare of 50,000 geese, stability of continentally important goose populations, and the
public values these geese provide from Canada to Mexico. The goose molting area of the NE NPR-A Planning Area is
most critical for Pacific black brant. On average, this region supports 15 percent of the entire population (up to 30
percent in some years) for several months; it has been a long-term historical molting area for brant fromall breeding
grounds including the Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta (75 percent of Teshekpuk molters), North Sope, Canada, and Russia.
Pacific black brant are important subsistence resources in northwest Canada, aswell as along Alaska's west coast,

and they provide valued hunting and viewing opportunities from British Columbia to Baja Mexico. (Comment No.
197620-035)

Response To: Comment 197620-035

Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures have been established for the various alternatives in an effort to
reduce or eliminate the vulnerability of wildlife to the potential impacts of oil development. In addition it is likely
that pre-development studies will identify areas that may be require special protection or areas important to species of
concern.

Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)

The area is also the primary molting site for the North Sope segment of Mid-continent greater white-fronted geese
(MCWFG). The presence of MCWFG in the TLSA has grown from less than 5,000 birds in the 1980s to an average of
over 20,000 in the past 10 years; the highest count of 35,000 in 2002 approached 6 percent of the continental
population. These geese provide subsistence and recreational hunting, and viewing from Alaska to Mexico and pass
through four Canadian provinces and 32 states of the Mississippi and Central Flyways. (Comment No. 197620-036)

Response To: Comment 197620-036

The importance of the TLSA to molting geese has been emphasized in the EIS. Stipulations and Required Operating
Procedures have been established for the various alternatives in an effort to reduce or eliminate the vulnerability of
wildlife to the potential impacts of oil development. In addition it is likely that pre-development studies will identify
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areas that may be require special protection or areas unimportant to species of concern.

Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)

Behavioral Sensitivity of Geese Molting geese are extremely vulnerable to predation during the flightless period, and
have adapted sharp behavioral responsesto disturbance including high levels of alertness, immediate group action
when any bird senses danger, and extensive movements away from potential threats. Although these responses are
essential for survival, they consume precious time needed for intensive feeding and energy reserves that are at low ebb
during the molt. As a consequence, geese seek unique environments where disturbance events are mild and/or
infrequent to obtain both safety and nutrition. (Comment No. 197620-037)

Response To: Comment 197620-037

Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures have been established for the various alternatives in an effort to
reduce or eliminate the vulnerability of wildlife to the potential impacts of oil development. In addition it is likely
that pre-development studies will identify areas that may be require special protection or areas unimportant to species
of concern.

Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)

On the North Sope, the distribution of molting geese reflects these needs. Although there are probably suitable large
lakes south of Barrow, human activity and harvest inhibit establishment of molting traditions by geese. Brant and
Canada geese that breed in the Prudhoe Bay oilfield seek isolation on the shores of Prudhoe Bay, on peripheral large
lakes, or the Sagavanirktok River Delta during molt. Aggregations of white-fronted and Canada geese are found in
large drained-lake basins in the Colville River Delta. (Comment No. 197620-038)

Response To: Comment 197620-038

It is important to preserve and protect areas for geese in existing areas of development and to insure that impacts
from future development do not negatively impact wildlife.

Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)

Over evolutionary time scales, geese have developed strong traditional use of specific molting sites, and even to
specific lakes, where each population aggregates in large numbers. The tradition of molt migration is taught to
succeeding generations, and favorable molting sites become firmly established through successful experience. Srong
traditionsin geese for nesting, molting, and wintering areas are not readily established or changed. Although
documentation of shiftsin traditional goose distributions is limited, examples range from sudden responses to single
events to large-scale changesin breeding and wintering areas over decades. Currently, the impacts of oil and gas
development near Teshekpuk Lake are difficult to predict, because specific development scenarios are unknown and

responses of molting geese to different sources of disturbance have not been studied sufficiently. (Comment No. 197620-
039)

Response To: Comment 197620-039

Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures have been established for the various alternatives in an effort to
reduce or eliminate the vulnerability of molting geese to the potential impacts of oil development. In addition it is
likely that pre-development studies will identify areas that may be require special protection or areas unimportant to
species of concern.

Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)

This unique ecological formation north and east of Teshekpuk Lake was selected as a traditional molting area by
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geese for its physical attributes and plant communities. No other region of the North Sope, nor the Western Canadian
Arctic, has this combination of: (1) large water bodies with persistent ice pans as sanctuary for flightless birds, (2)
rich and extensive foraging habitats adjacent to the lakes, (3) relatively low densities of predators (and human
harvest), and (4) proximity to coastal staging areas and migration paths. These characteristics provide essential
protection and rich food resources for geese that are energetically stressed by molt and in critical need of nutrient
reserves for migration. Traditional molting sites are a function of not only ecological attributes of the area, but also
distance from breeding grounds, energetic budgets of individual populations and species, and concurrent use by

other geese. (Comment No. 197620-041)

Response To: Comment 197620-041

The importance of the TLSA to molting geese has been well documented. Stipulations and Required Operating
Procedures have been established for the various alternatives in an effort to reduce or eliminate the vulnerability of
molting geese to the potential impacts of oil development. In addition it is likely that pre-development studies will
identify areas that may be require special protection or areas unimportant to species of concern. Some additions were
made to the EIS to further emphasize the need to minimize disturbance to molting geese.

Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)

Map 3-15, Goose Moalting Lakes. The scale of this map should be expanded so that the figure depicts only the goose
molting area and not the entire planning area. Thiswill permit easier assessment of the number of birds using the
lakes, particularly the smaller lakes. A map showing the Goose Molting Area of the preferred alternative overlying the
goose molting lakes should be provided to visually depict the proportion of the molting lakes that would be open to
leasing. (Comment No. 197620-063)

Response To: Comment 197620-063

BLM chose to keep all maps at the same scale for consistency and to show the entire National Petroleum Reserve-
Alaska.

Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)

Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences, Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources, Section 4.9.8,
Birds, Page 4-432. Potential loss of traditional molting areas within the GMA could have considerable impacts to
populations, as similar physical habitat is apparently not available on the North Sope. (Comment No. 197620-100)

Response To: Comment 197620-100

It is important to minimize or eliminate potential disturbance to molting geese in the TLSA. Stipulations and Required
Operating Procedures have been established for the various alternatives in an effort to reduce or eliminate the
vulnerability of molting geese to the potential impacts of oil development. In addition it is likely that pre-
development studies will identify areas that may be require special protection or areas unimportant to species of
concern.

Comment From: Mary Ann McCall (Comment Letter No. 197639)

For caribou and geese, the time spent near Teshekpuk Lake is highly sensitive. The geese are flightless during their
ener gy-demanding molt and extremely vulnerable to disturbance by people and aircraft. (Comment No. 197639-003)

Response To: Comment 197639-003

It is important to minimize or eliminate potential disturbance to molting geese and other wildlife. Stipulations and
Required Operating Procedures have been established for the various alternatives in an effort to reduce or eliminate
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the vulnerability of molting geese to the potential impacts of oil development. In addition it is likely that pre-
development studies will identify areas that may be require special protection or areas unimportant to species of
concern.

Comment From: Brodie Anderson (Comment Letter No. 197976)

Furthermore, Teshekpuk Lake and many of the lakes nearby, the wetlands, comprise one of the most important
wetland complexes in the circumpolar Arctic for tens of thousands of geese. They gather at Teshekpuk Lake to molt
making it one of the most important goose molting habitats in the Arctic in the entire world. Disturbances associated
with routine human activitiesin an industrial oilfield could displace molting geese and reduce their populations.
That natural balance of the ecosystem can further be disrupted by the ailfields since attracted -- since they attract
natural predators due to increased human activity, waste, garbage, and other activities. The predators, then, in turn,
prey on the nesting birds and their eggs and young. (Comment No. 197976-054)

Response To: Comment 197976-054

Stipulations are in place to minimize the potential for increased levels of predation on tundra-nesting birds.

Comment From: Stan Senner (Comment Letter No. 197978)

Thefirst itemisthat the description of molting geese in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement is inadequate and
does not do justice to the importance of the area north of Teshekpuk as a molting area for brant. In fact, it even fails
to mention that greater white-fronted geese are molting there and only makes reference to breeding birds. And simply
does not do justice to the fact that for brant in particular, thisisthe single most important molting area in the entire
circumpolar Arctic. Up to 30 percent of all Pacific fly away brant may be found there in any given year molting.

And | think that needs more emphasisin the Draft EIS.  (Comment No. 197978-088)

Response To: Comment 197978-088

The Draft EIS does indicate that white-fronted geese molt in the Teshekpuk Lake goose molting area--see Table 3-7.
Some additions have been put into the EIS to reflect the importance of the area to brant.

Comment From: Stan Senner (Comment Letter No. 197978)

Thisthen leads to the next point, and that is that the area proposed by BLM in Alternative B, would set aside 213,000
acresasa no lease zone. One of the things that biologists who have looked at the molting geese over the last 25 years
have noticed that the distribution within that area, -- the distribution of molting geese within that area is not the

same. It shifts over time, depending upon plant succession in these drained lake basins. The smaller the area that's set
aside and where leasing is prohibited, the greater the probability in fact, that molting geese will not always be using
that area. It'salittle bit like setting aside a postage stamp-size reserve for -- to protect some value which may bein
place now, and only 10, 20 or 30 years later, to discover that those conditions no longer pertain, and one's postage
size reserve isno longer any good. So again, the smaller the area set aside that's free of oil industry infrastructure, the
greater the probability that that will not be a value to the molting geese over time. (Comment No. 197978-095)

Response To: Comment 197978-095

Yes, the larger the size of the area set aside, the greater will be the benefit to birds and other wildlife.
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TOPIC: BIRDS
ISSUE: MOVEMENTS

Comment From: Audubon Alaska/National Wildlife Federation (Comment Letter No. 197610)

Because of the importance of the Teshekpuk Lake area to molting geese and other waterfowl, the Pacific Flyway

Council has recommended (2 July 2004 letter to Henri Bisson) that the sensitive goose molting area should not be
offered for leasing nor should it be open to the construction of roads, pipelines or other facilities. Seasonal human
activity in this area should be restricted. The Council also recommends that the TLSA be given permanent protection
from future development. Based on these recommendations and consultation with waterfowl experts from state and
federal agencies and university scientists, we concur that the TLSPA should be retained at its present size. (Comment
No. 197610-054)

Response To: Comment 197610-054

In developing the final Preferred Alternative, we have considered yours and others comments and have developed
several stipulations specifically to protect resources in the Teshekpuk Lake Special Area. See K-3, K-4, K-5, K-6, K-
8, K-9, K-10, and K-11.

TOPIC: BIRDS

ISSUE: RAPTORS

Comment From: The Wildlife Society (Comment Letter No. 191279)

First, several significant threats caused directly or indirectly by petroleum exploration and development in the region
are not evaluated in the document. Examples include the disturbance of nesting raptors caused by exploratory
geologists collecting samples from nesting cliffs, electrocution of raptors perching on power poles, and increased
disturbance of nesting raptors resulting from extending the road network into the NPR-A to facilitate development.
These threats should have been evaluated, and the prospect for increased devel opment under the Preferred Alternative
(Alternative B) to escalate their scale should have been addressed.  (Comment No. 191279-017)

Response To: Comment 191279-017

Stipulations have been established to that require power lines to be either underground or associated with pipelines.
This should eliminate the possibility of raptor electrocution on power poles. Other stipulations require infrastructure
to be located away from the vicinity of nesting raptors. The IAP/EIS also addresses the potential for disturbance
from summer camps related to non-oil and gas activities.

Comment From: Brodie Anderson (Comment Letter No. 197976)

The Colville River is home to phenomenal numbers of raptors that utilize the cliffs for nesting. One of the healthiest
populations of the peregrine falcons in the world uses these ledges and cliffs to raise their young. Theseraptorsare
very susceptible to disturbances associated with industrial oil development. (Comment No. 197976-055)

Response To: Comment 197976-055

Stipulations associated with the Colville River Special Area are designed to minimize the potential effects of
development on nesting peregrines and other raptors.
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TOPIC: BIRDS

Comment From: Veronica Estelle (Comment Letter No. 196456)

As a specialist on shorebirds (Charadriidae and Scolopacidae), | am deeply concerned about the devel opment of this
vast and critically important Arctic breeding ground. This group of birds faces global population declines currently.
Up to 36% of all species of shorebirds have statistically significant declining population trends. Habitat modification
and loss is now considered the primary cause of detriment to these species. Oil drilling, exploration, and extraction
within the NPR-A represents an untested and uncertain challenge to their use of this area for breeding. While reading
the EISit was surprising to me that there was a lack of consideration of shorebird species in devel opment planning.
There also was an absence of anything that addressed the conservation status of these birds or a plan about how ail
companies who extract oil will mitigate for loss or compromise of breeding habitat for these and other wildlife species.
| am especially disappointed and disheartened in these omissions. (Comment No. 196456-003)

Response To: Comment 196456-003

It is true that the vast area being considered supports millions of shorebirds. The assessment of impacts to shorebirds
was based on the results of numerous studies conducted in existing oil fields and pre-development studies in the
National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska. Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures have been established for the
various alternatives in an effort to reduce or eliminate the vulnerability of birds to the potential impacts of oil
development. In addition it is likely that pre-development studies will identify areas that may require special
protection or areas important to species of concern such as buff-breasted sandpiper and bar-tailed godwit. Some
additions were made to the EIS to emphasize some of the areas important to shorebirds.

Comment From: Veronica Estelle (Comment Letter No. 196456)

| am concerned that the BLM has not supported a rigorous enough ecological assessment of the impacts of oil

devel opment in the NPR-A, northwest or northeast sectors. Because of the conservation status of the shorebirds that
breed in the NPR-A, particularly the Golden Plover and Bar-tailed Godwit, | am concerned that their needs are not
being addressed adequately in this planning process. | hope that you will not respond by saying that all species
cannot be considered, as this group of birdsis unique, ecologically important, and has different habitat requirement
that the few species of geese and ducks that have been included in the EIS. (Comment No. 196456-004)

Response To: Comment 196456-004

It is true that the area being considered is very important for numerous shorebird species including not only golden
plover and bar-tailed godwit, but also other species of concern such as buff-breasted sandpiper. Stipulations and
Required Operating Procedures have been established for the various alternatives in an effort to reduce or eliminate
the vulnerability of birds to the potential impacts of oil development. In addition it is likely that pre-development
studies will identify areas that may require special protection or areas important to species of concern. Some additions
were made to the EIS regarding the status of some of these species of concern and the importance of the TLSA to
them.

Comment From: Audubon Alaska/National Wildlife Federation (Comment Letter No. 197610)

Shorebirds: Shorebirds are the most numerous of the bird communities that inhabit the Northeast NPR-A (BLM

1998). Up to 17 species of shorebirds, numbering up to 2.8 million occur in NPR-A Northeast Planning Area. The
TLSPA contains some of the highest densities of shorebirds within the planning area. Although oil field impact studies
of shorebirds are few, certain species have been shown to exhibit a negative response to ail field development. For
example, a roadside versus non-roadside survey showed that 7 of 8 shorebird species had lower nest densities or
breeding counts in areas adjacent to roads compared to roadless areas (Troy 1993). Shorebird species with lower
densities near roads included golden plover, semipalmated sandpiper, pectoral sandpiper, dunlin, stilt sandpiper,
buff-breasted sandpiper and red phalaropes. Densities of red-necked phalaropes were higher near roads, perhapsin
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response to their use of thermokarst areas. (Comment No. 197610-091)

Response To: Comment 197610-091

This point is included in the discussion of activities on roads and pads in the Consequences section under Alternative A.

Comment From: Audubon Alaska/National Wildlife Federation (Comment Letter No. 197610)

We will briefly summarize information on the buff-breasted sandpiper as an example of our concern for shorebirdsin
Northeast NPR-A. The buff-breasted sandpiper numbered in the millions a century ago, fell to near extinction in the
1920s (Lanctot and Laredo 1994), and is estimated at approximately 15,000 today (Brown et al. 2001). The buff-
breasted sandpiper is one of three top Conservation Priority Species identified by the Alaska Shorebird Working
Group and isa Secies of High Concern in the US Shorebird Plan (Brown et al. 2001). (Comment No. 197610-092)

Response To: Comment 197610-092

Most of this information is contained in the EIS in the description of the affected resources.

Comment From: Audubon Alaska/National Wildlife Federation (Comment Letter No. 197610)

High densities of shorebirds breed in area north, northeast and west of Teshekpuk Lake within the current no-lease
zone. Because oil facilities are typically placed on drier upland tundra wher e buff-breasted sandpipers nest and
remain to rear broods, the effects of habitat |oss and enhanced predation may be more pronounced on buff-breasted
sandpipers than other shorebird species. Protection from development of coastal corridor habitats (for pre-migratory
staging and feeding) and near shore marine spill events may be highly important for avoiding impacts to the
population of buff-breasted sandpipers. The high level of breeding range overlap with current and potential oil

devel opment in the NPR-A predisposes this species to significant cumulative impacts from the effects of ail
development. Qil field devel opment may reduce sandpiper populations through habitat loss, fragmentation, and
enhanced predation (Meehan 1986, Martin 1997, Day 1998). (Comment No. 197610-093)

Response To: Comment 197610-093

Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures have been established for the various alternatives in an effort to
reduce or eliminate the vulnerability of tundra nesting birds and other wildlife to the potential impacts of oil
development. Specific regulations address measures to mitigate potential increases in predation pressure on tundra
nesting bird due to increases in predator populations. Setbacks have also been established in coastal areas within which
permanent facilities may not be established. In addition it is likely that pre-development studies will identify areas

that may require special protection or areas important to species of concern such as buff-breasted sandpiper.

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

2.2.1, Pages 2-5 and 2-6, Areas with Additional Protections: A discussion of other species of management concern
may be appropriate here. There are large numbers of shorebirds that occupy the Northeast Planning Area, including
a number of Birds of Conservation Concern (BCC) species that occur in the area that are not monitored or actively
avoided (see General Comments, Other Species of Management Concern; and comments below relative to pages 3-34
and 3-36). (Comment No. 197618-018)

Response To: Comment 197618-018

The importance of the Planning Area to provide important breeding habitat for several species of shorebirds,
including Birds of Conservation Concern, was included in Section 2.2.1.4.
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Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

Effects of oil and gas development on shorebirds are frequently suggested to have minor negative conseguences on a
species. Although such statements may be true when devel opments are viewed independently, the cumul ative effects
from many devel opments may have more than "minor" negative effects on a given species. This may be particularly
true for speciesthat use the drier habitats within NPR-A. Such areas, frequently selected as sites for pads, pipelines
and roads as managers attempt to avoid wetland sites, may be relatively limited and locally more important to some
species compared to adjacent wetland areas. In the Northeast Planning Area, these drier areas are selected by buff-
breasted sandpipers, a BCC species, and they may be used as migratory pathways by the Teshekpuk Lake Caribou
Herd. (Comment No. 197618-043)

Response To: Comment 197618-043

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. The following information was added to
Section 4.3.8.2 Oil and Gas Exploration and Development Activities, Habitat Losses and Alteration, Permanent
Habitat Loss, “In addition, there may be a functional loss of habitat in areas near roads and pads if development-
related disturbances preclude birds from utilizing these habitats. Impacts related to habitat loss may be more severe for
species that have specific habitat requirements or are species of special concern due to low population numbers, such
as buff-breasted sandpipers that use dry, upland sites, should these sites be lost due to gravel placement.”

Additionally, the following information was added to Section 4.4.8.2 Oil and Gas Exploration and Development
Activities, Effects of Disturbances, Habitat Losses and Alterations, “Permanent habitat loss under the Preferred
Alternative could potentially have greater impact on tundra-nesting birds than under the No Action Alternative

because of the increased amount of habitat loss under the Preferred Alternative and because some areas of high bird use
that are closed to development under the No Action Alternative would be open to leasing under the Preferred
Alternative. Birds that use drier habitats may be more affected by habitat loss than those that use wet habitats because
less dry habitat is available in the National Petroleum Reserve — Alaska. Loss of dry habitat could be especially
important for buff-breasted sandpiper, which is a species of concern with low population numbers that uses dry

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

3.3.6.4, Pages 3-44 to 3-46, Shorebirds. This section ismissing several key points that are described below: A bird
monitoring study conducted between 1998 and 2001 surveyed 386 various-sized plots distributed throughout the
NPR-A, which together covered a 1 12-km2 area (B. Andres and J. Bart, unpubl. data). These surveys were conducted
initially along rivers but during the last two years of the study helicopters were used to survey random locations
throughout NPR-A. The surveyed area represents about 0.47% of the approximately 24,000 km2" P R- A area.
Biologists counted 4,445 shorebirds belonging to 17 species during the four survey years. The highest counts of
shorebirds occurred in the northern portion of NPR-A, followed by areas near the Colville River, and then the
southern portion of NPR-A. The most numerous speci es were Semipal mated Sandpiper (1 153), Pectoral Sandpiper
(9431, Red Phalarope (6691, Red-necked Phalarope (435), Long-billed Dowitcher (353), and Dunlin (343). Other
less common species included Black-bellied Plover, American Golden-plover, Whimbrel, Bar-tailed Godwit, Ruddy
Turnstone, Western Sandpiper, White-rumped Sandpiper, Baird Sandpiper, Buff-breasted Sandpiper, Stilt Sandpiper,
and Wilson's Shipe. Seven of the species (in bold above) are on the USFWS's National or Alaska BCC list (see details
below as to why these species are considered of high conservation concern). A preliminary analysis that extrapolated
the densities of the most abundant shorebirds (based on a double sampling approach used to determine detection
rates) using the Duck's Unlimited land cover information in a regression model estimated that between 356,000 and
455,000 (95% Confidence Intervals) shorebirds occurred on the eastern portion of the NPR-A. (Comment No. 197618-053)

Response To: Comment 197618-053

We did not have access to this unpublished data. We recently received a preliminary report by Andres on this work
and have incorporated some of this information into the EIS.
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Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

The large number of shorebirds that occur in the NPR-A should not be used as a reason for arguing that oil
development has little affect on the species at a population level. Cumulative effects from many devel opments over a
large area could have a negative impact on less common species, especially when facilities and roads are built in
their preferred habitat. Local extirpation for particular species might also be an issue if specific habitats become
substantially reduced or eliminated. (Comment NO. 197618-054)

Response To: Comment 197618-054

While impacts may result in displacement of small numbers of individual birds or pairs, impacts are usually discussed at
the population level. It is true that the area being considered is very important for large numbers of shorebirds.

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

Based on the type, distribution and quantity of habitat available in northern Alaska, the NPR-A ranks the highest in
terms of shorebird diversity and abundance (R. Lanctot, unpubl. data). Indeed, habitat availability alone indicates

the number of shorebirdsin NPRA likely dwarfs the number present on the Kuparuk/Prudhoe Bay ail field, and the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge. (Comment No. 197618-055)

Response To: Comment 197618-055

There is no dispute that the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska is an important area for shorebirds.

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

Shorebirds breeding on the NPR-A migrate to many parts of the world, including Japan and Asia (Dunlin), New
Zealand (Bar-tailed Godwit), southern South America (e.g., Pectoral Sandpiper, American Golden-plover, White-
rumped Sandpiper, Buff-breasted Sandpiper), Central America (e.g., Western Sandpiper, Semipal mated Sandpiper),
and the east coast of North America (Rednecked Phalarope). Such long-distance migrations are energetically
expensive and the ability of these birds to acquire sufficient fat reserves on the tundra and littoral areas of the NPR-A
arecrucial to their accomplishing such migrations. (Comment No. 197618-056)

Response To: Comment 197618-056

There is no dispute that tundra and littoral habitats on the North Slope are important for migrating shorebirds.

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

While some of the international significance of these speciesis presented in the document, the ramifications of thisare
not clearly presented. For example, it should be noted that shorebirds (and many other birds) are affected by human
actions throughout their breeding, staging, migration, and wintering ranges. Thus we cannot view any negative,
although frequently argued as only subtle, habitat alteration on the breeding grounds independently, but rather such
actions must be viewed from a global perspective (i.e., our actions may be just one of many). (Comment No. 197618-057)

Response To: Comment 197618-057

Many of these issues are discussed the section on cumulative impacts.

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

American Golden-Plover-Despite a population of moderate size for a migratory shorebird (1 50,000+, Morrison et
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al. 2001), thisis a species of high concern because of an apparent population decline and significant potential
threats on the non-breeding grounds (Brown et al. 2001). Among the latter, changing agricultural practices at spring
staging areasin Indiana and Illinois, exposure to agricultural pesticides during much of the spring migration in
North America, and the loss of suitable habitat on the non-breeding grounds in South America are probably the most
important (Johnson 2003). (Comment No. 197618-059)

Response To: Comment 197618-059

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. The following information was added to
Section 4.6.9.8 Cumulative Analysis, “Habitat losses in non-breeding areas could be particularly significant for species
of concern or species with low population numbers, such as buff-breasted sandpiper. Habitat losses may occur directly
from habitat destruction due to development, or from pollution, such as exposure to agricultural pesticides that may
reduce the ability of birds to reproduce or may cause direct mortality to birds.”

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

Whimbrel-The second edition of the U. S. Shorebird Conservation plan provides separate conservation assessments for
the two known North American races of Whimbrel. The Canadian form, Numenius phaeopus hudsonicus, is highly
imperiled, but the Alaskan form, N.p. rufiventris (Gibson and Kessel 1997, Engelmoer and Roselaar 1998), is
considered to be of only moderate concern (Brown et al. 2001). The US. Plan prioritization, however, does not take
into account the rapid elimination of much of the intertidal mangrove habitat used extensively by Whimbrelsin Latin
America during the non-breeding season (Mallory 1981; Skeel and Mallory 1996; P. O'Hara, pers. comm.).
Consideration of this potential threat to both races elevates the prioritization score of rufiventris (the Alaskan race) to
a 4 (high concern). There may be as many as 40,000 Whimbrelsin Alaska (Morrison et al. 2001, Brown et al. 2001).
Published estimates of density in Alaska, however, are low (McCaffery 1996, Skeel and Mallory 1996), and the largest
Alaskan concentrations involve only a few thousand birds (Handel and Dau 1988). Population trends, migration
routes and non-breeding destinations of Alaska breeding Whimbrels are unknown. (Comment No. 197618-060)

Response To: Comment 197618-060

The fact that regulated or non-regulated development in wintering areas and along migratory routes may negatively
impact birds is mentioned in the section on Cumulative Impacts.

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

Bar-tailed Godwit-Alaska may support the entire breeding population of Limosa lapponica baueri. Despite having a
moder ate population size (~120,000 birds), this population is potentially at risk. The speciesis vulnerable to
subsistence harvest throughout its annual cycle. A few thousand godwits are harvested annually on the Yukon-
Kuskokwim Delta; a harvest of similar magnitude apparently occursin China, and the indigenous Maori of New
Zealand have recently petitioned their government to legalize harvest there. The absolute levels of such harvest and
their cumulative impacts on the population are largely unknown but could be significant. In addition, post-breeding
surveys on the Yukon Kuskokwim Delta suggest that large-scale reproductive failures have occurred repeatedly during
the past five years; juveniles have made up no more than 3% of staging flocks (McCaffery and Gill 2001 ; McCaffery
and Gill, unpubl. data). Even lower proportions have been detected among birds arriving in fall on the non-breeding
grounds of New Zealand and eastern Australia. Finally, limited data suggest that clutch size has declined significantly
over the last century (McCaffery, unpubl.); this may contribute to the low numbers of juveniles seen on the fall

staging grounds. (Comment No. 197618-061)

Response To: Comment 197618-061

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. The following information was added to
Section 4.6.9.8 Birds, Cumulative Analysis, “Impacts related to bird hunting in wintering areas and along migratory
routes can be additive to the effects on the North Slope. Impacts of subsistence hunting may impact species of
concern such as brant, bar-tailed godwit, and threatened eiders as well as many more abundant species.”
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The following information was also added to Section 4.6.9.8 Birds, Cumulative Analysis, “Some evidence suggests that
habitat fragmentation produced by gravel structures in oil fields may cause reductions in shorebird densities for some
species (Meehan 1986) although Troy (1988) found little evidence that fragmentation of tundra habitats affected bird
use of areas surrounded by oil field infrastructure. Gravel roads may provide easier access to tundra bird habitats for
predators such as Arctic fox.”

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

Ruddy Turnstone-At the species level, the Ruddy Turnstone is considered a species of high concernintheU. S.
Shorebird Conservation Plan (Brown et al. 2001). The population in eastern North America (Arenaria interpres
morinella) is thought to be declining overall, and has declined significantly in two major survey areas (Donaldson et
ali. 2001). As such, this population independently qualifies as one of high concern. Ruddy Turnstones breeding along
the Beaufort Sea coast of Alaska show affinities with morinella, but the taxonomic status of birdsin this region of the
state isunclear (Gabrielson and Lincoln 1959, Engelmoer and Roselaar 1998). Most Alaskan breeders apparently
belong to the nominate race, A. i. interpres. Although the U.S Plan indicates that this speciesis of only moderate
conservation score, interpres actually qualifies as a population of high concern according to the quantitative criteria
in the plan. The estimated population size of this Alaskan population is only 20,000, but the quality of that estimateis
poor (Brown et al. 2001). The population trend and non-breeding areas of Alaskan Ruddy Turnstones are unknown.
Although thousands formerly congregated on the Pribilof Islands each fall to feed on the maggots infesting
sdlaughtered fur seals, those numbers have declined dramatically since the cessation of the seal harvest. This
phenomenon involved both Sberian- and Alaskan-breeding birds (Thompson 1974), but in what proportionsis not
known. (Comment No. 197618-062)

Response To: Comment 197618-062

We appreciate your comments regarding ruddy turnstones. The EIS briefly discusses the distribution and habitat use of
some bird species that occur commonly or regularly in the area. Because of the large number of shorebird species,
shorebirds were treated as a group with specific information on individual species in some cases. The fact that ruddy
turnstone is considered a species of concern was added to the EIS.

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

Dunlin-Two subspecies of Dunlin (Calidris alpina arcticola and C. a. pacifica) nest in Alaska, the former exclusively
while a very small fraction of the latter occasionally nests east into Canada (Warnock and Gill 1996). The population
size of C. a. arcticola is< 650,000 (D. Troy, pers. comm.). Despite the large population size, thisrace is considered
highly imperiled (Brown et al. 2001) because significant declines have been documented in a local population on the
North Sope (D. Troy, pers. comm.), and non-breeding habitat in East Asia continues to be lost at an alarming rate
(Barter 2003). The estimated population size of C. a. pacificaisalso large, at 550,000. Smilar to arcticola, however,
this speciesis of high conservation concern because of probable population declines, significant threats during the
non-breeding season (e.g., extreme concentrations near oil shipping lanes in Prince William Sound) and its small
breeding range (Brown et al. 2001). (Comment No. 197618-063)

Response To: Comment 197618-063

Thank you for your comments on dunlin. The following information from this comment was added to Section 3.3.6.4
Shorebirds, Dunlin, “Habitat loss on Asian wintering grounds may be contributing to declines in dunlin populations.”

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

Buff-breasted Sandpiper-The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is a species of high conservation concern because of its
apparent decline from historical numbers, small population size (1 5,000), small non-breeding distribution, and
probable threats on the non-breeding grounds (Brown et al. 2001, Morrison et al. 2001). Threats on the non-
breeding grounds include habitat |oss along the migration route, exposure to pesticides, and resort and agricultural
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devel opment of remaining habitat used during the austral summer in South America (Lanctot and Laredo 1994,
Gotthardt and Lanctot 2002). (Comment No. 197618-064)

Response To: Comment 197618-064

See response to comment 197618-059 under Birds - Shore Birds

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

3.3.6.4, Pages 3-44, Sandpipers and Phalaropes: Several of these species have populations that can increase and
decrease substantially from year-to-year. Most notable are pectoral sandpipers and buff-breasted sandpipers, which
can be completely absent from an area one year and very abundant the next (Lanctot and Weatherhead 1997,

Holmes and Pitelka 1998). These species cannot be adequately monitored in one or even two-years. (Comment No.
197618-065)

Response To: Comment 197618-065

There is agency concern regarding the potential for development to impact shorebirds and other bird species.
Numerous studies have been conducted over the past 30 years in existing oil fields to document the effects of
development on shorebirds. Should development occur in the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska it is likely that pre-
development studies would be conducted to identify areas and species of concern and to establish mitigation to protect
birds in general and species of special concern.

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

3.3.6.4, Pages 3-46, Buff-breasted Sandpiper: The distribution of buff-breasted sandpipers, and most other
shorebirds, is poorly known on the Arctic Coastal Plain. Thus the lack of observations of this species from the NPR-A
does not mean the species does not occur or that it occurs uncommonly in the region. The ramifications of the species
lek-mating system are also not mentioned. Leks are areas where males aggregate and females visit to mate. Thus the
availability of these meeting areas, usually located in dry areas adjacent to river banks, is essential for the speciesto
breed successfully. These drier sites are typically selected for oil and gas devel opment to avoid the much more
common wetland areas. The principal wintering areas for buff-breasted sandpipers are in coastal Brazl, Uruguay
and Argentina (Lanctot et al. 2002). (Comment No. 197618-066)

Response To: Comment 197618-066

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. The following information was added to
Section 3.3.6.4 Shorebirds, Buff-breasted sandpiper, “Leks are areas usually located in drier upland areas where males
congregate to attract females.”

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

Map 3-19: This map depicts shorebird distributions across the NPR-A based on aerial breeding pair surveys. This
map is likely inaccurate for several reasons. First, these surveys were designed to sample waterfowl and thus transect
methods are likely inappropriate for shorebirds (even large ones) that are difficult to see and seldom fly up while
planes are flying over. Second, shorebirds are counted opportunistically (i.e., when duck numbers are not
overwhelming the observers). We recommend using data from the more accurate ground-based surveys described
above. (Comment No. 197618-070)

Response To: Comment 197618-070

We inquired about the availability of reports based on the double-sampling shorebird surveys but it was our
understanding that reports were not available at the time the EIS was written. We recently were able to acquire a
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preliminary report on these studies and have incorporated some of the results into the EIS.

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

4.4.8.2, Page 4-205, Effects of Disturbance, Oil and Gas Devel opment, Watercraft: Watercraft use along rivers could
affect some bird speciesthat rely almost strictly on gravel bars and shrubs that occur along the streams. Among the
shorebirds, such species include Semipalmated Plovers, Baird's Sandpipers, and Ruddy Turnstones. Repeated
displacement of these birds could result in failure to nest, abandonment of nest sites, and generally lower productivity.
(Comment No. 197618-082)

Response To: Comment 197618-082

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. The following information was added to
Section 4.4.8.2 Oil and Gas Development, Activities, Air Traffic of the EIS, “Disturbance from watercraft activity
along rivers could affect birds such as ruddy turnstones, semipalmated plovers, and Baird’s sandpipers that use gravel
bars. The results of disturbance may include failure to nest or nest abandonment.”

Comment From: USFWS Anchorage (Comment Letter No. 197619)

In general, the DEIS needs further information on the importance of the Planning Area to shorebirds, and the
potential impacts of oil and gas devel opment on shorebirds. The DEIS concludes that oil leasing and devel opment
would likely have only minor impacts on shorebirds. Although such statements may be true when developments are
viewed independently, the cumulative effects from many devel opments may have more than minor negative effects on

a given species. This may be particularly true for speciesthat use the drier habitats within the NPR-A. Such areas,
frequently selected as sites for pads, pipelines and roads as manager s attempt to avoid wetland sites, may be relatively
limited and locally more important to some species compared to adjacent wetland areas. In the Northeast Planning
Area, these drier areas are selected by buff-breasted sandpipers, a Species of High Conservation Concern (Brown et.
al. 2001). Other species of Conservation Concern that occur in the NPR-A include American golden plovers, ruddy
turnstones, sanderlings, red knots, bar-tailed godwits, and whimbrels. (Comment No. 197619-026)

Response To: Comment 197619-026

The use of drier habitats by buff-breasted sandpipers is pointed out in several places in the EIS. Additionally, the
following information was added to Section 4.3.8.2 Oil and Gas Exploration and Development Activities, Habitat
Losses and Alteration, Permanent Habitat Loss, “In addition, there may be a functional loss of habitat in areas near
roads and pads if development-related disturbances preclude birds from utilizing these habitats. Impacts related to
habitat loss may be more severe for species that have specific habitat requirements or are species of special concern

due to low population numbers, such as buff-breasted sandpipers that use dry, upland sites, should these sites be lost due
to gravel placement.”

Comment From: USFWS Anchorage (Comment Letter No. 197619)

Many species of shorebirds are highly site faithful, and loss or alteration of traditional breeding sites may prevent
these birds from breeding successfully. Thus, displaced birds may become part of the nonbreeding portion of the
population, resulting in reduced productivity and lower recruitment rates. Cumulative effects from many
developments over a large area could have a negative impact on less common species, especially if facilities and
roads are built in their preferred habitats. Most shorebirds occur in lower-than-expected densities adjacent to oil field
roads (Troy 1993, 2000), and snow drifts and impoundments adjacent to oil field facilities during nest initiation can
displace shorebirds from formerly suitable nesting. If additional leasing results in development of new oil fields,
impacts to shorebirds will increase. Shorebird breeding densitiesin NPR-A tend to exhibit a coastal gradient, with
higher densities nearer the coast compared to inland areas (Andres 2004), and concentrations of staging shorebirds
are most notable at coastal locations, particularly north and east of Teshekpuk Lake. Development within the TLSA
will have disproportionately greater effect than development further inland. Concerns are greatest for those species
that are declining and are found in greater than average abundance in the TLSA, including dunlin, red phalarope,
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and ruddy turnstone (Andres 2004). (Comment No. 197619-027)

Response To: Comment 197619-027

Many of your points have been mentioned in the EIS. The following information was added to Section 4.3.8.2 QOil and
Gas Exploration and Development Activities, Effects of Disturbance, Exploration, “Higher shorebird densities may
occur in areas near the coast compared to inland areas and disturbance that occurred in coastal areas may have a
greater impact on shorebirds than inland disturbances.”

Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)

Map 3-16, Onshore Density of Pintails. Same comments as Map 3-10.Map 3-17, Onshore Density of Long-tailed
Ducks. Same comments as Map 3-10.Map 3-18, Onshore Density of King Eiders. Same comments as Map 3-10.Map
3-19, Onshore Density of Large Shorebirds. Same comments as Map 3-10. (Comment No. 197620-065)

Response To: Comment 197620-065

The maps have been revised to reflect your comments.

TOPIC: BIRDS
ISSUE: WATERFOWL

Comment From: Ned Egen (Comment Letter No. 125270)

| understand that if this area is opened to oil development the existence of thousands of waterfowl and caribou, tens of
thousands of birds, including brant, greater white-fronted geese, Canada and Show geese becomes vulnerable.
(Comment No. 125270-003)

Response To: Comment 125270-003

It is true that the Planning Area is important for a wide variety of wildlife. Stipulations and Required Operating
Procedures have been established for the various alternatives in an effort to reduce or eliminate the vulnerability of
molting geese to the potential impacts of oil development. In addition it is likely that pre-development studies will
identify areas that may require special protection or areas important to species of concern.

Comment From: patriotic US citizen (Comment Letter No. 149424)

TEEMING WATERFOWL Perhaps the most astonishing feature of the area, though, is its waterfowl. GEESE in the tens
of thousands come to the area: BRANT, greater white-fronted, Canada and snow GEESE. The geese, including as
many as 30 percent of all Pacific black brant, seek these remote wetlands for safety during a very vulnerable time:
molting season when the birds are flightless. The Interior Department's own data, gathered between 1999 and 2003,
report that an average of 47 percent of the brant and 44 percent of the white-fronted geese now molt on waters that
would be open wholly or partly under the administration's proposal. (Comment No. 149424-009)

Response To: Comment 149424-009

See response to comment 191279-003 under Birds
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Comment From: Wallace Elton (Comment Letter No. 182141)

Many other species of waterfowl, including Tundra Svans from my part of the country and several other Watch List
species, nest in the area. All of these species would be at risk from habitat loss and degradation and disturbance under
the preferred alternative. In addition, as noted by the National Research Council last year, there would be a marked
increase in nest predation as a result of oil and gas development. (Comment No. 182141-004)

Response To: Comment 182141-004

Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures have been established for the various alternatives in an effort to
reduce or eliminate the vulnerability of wildlife to the potential impacts of oil development, including the potential
for increased effects of predation due to increases in predator numbers.

Comment From: Ducks Unlimited (Comment Letter No. 196943)

Northern pintail regularly use this area when southern prairies face drought. Large concentrations of pintails use
TLSA and the coastal plain during such conditions. Pintail populations are well bel ow management objectives and
areas important to this species must be protected. Up to 35,000 white-fronted geese molt and stagein the TLSA.

Tundra swans, spectacled eider, greater scaup, and American pigeon use these lacustrine wetlands. (Comment No.
196943-009)

Response To: Comment 196943-009

There is concern about potential impacts of oil development in TLSA to brant and other waterfowl species including
northern pintail. Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures have been established for the various alternatives in
an effort to reduce or eliminate the vulnerability of brant, northern pintail and other waterfowl to the potential
impacts of oil development. It is true that the area being considered is very important for pintails. In addition it is

Comment From: Pacific Flyway Council (Comment Letter No. 196949)

Waterbirds that depend on NPR-A habitats, particularly waterfowl, are of high value to a wide range of constituents
from Russia, Arctic Canada, Alaska, Pacific coast states, and Mexico. White-fronted geese, pintails, and tundra swans
are important resour ces that move through the Central and Mississippi Flyways as far as Mexico. These migratory
birds are highly valued for subsistence and recreational hunting, viewing, and education across most of North
America. (Comment No. 196949-007)

Response To: Comment 196949-007

There is concern about potential impacts of oil development in TLSA to waterfowl. Stipulations and Required
Operating Procedures have been established for the various alternatives in an effort to reduce or eliminate the
vulnerability of molting geese and nesting waterfowl to the potential impacts of oil development.

Comment From: Audubon Alaska/National Wildlife Federation (Comment Letter No. 197610)

Nesting pairs of greater white-fronted geese are dispersed singly or in loose aggregations throughout the NPR-A (BLM
1998). Some higher densities are found adjacent to Teshekpuk Lake, the Kogru River, and Cape Halkett (Mallek et
al. 2001) (see map of nesting density in Audubon Alaska 2002). (Comment No. 197610-083)

Response To: Comment 197610-083

White-fronted goose distribution is displayed on Map 3-14. The areas mention in your comment are displayed on this
map.
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Comment From: Mark Udall, Congress of the United States (Comment Letter No. 197613)

These waterfowl are important to many throughout North America. The native Alaskans rely on MANY species for
subsistence. Additionally, these migratory birds are important to recreational hunting, viewing and education. Any oil
and gas activities that will negatively effect the populations of the migratory birds that depend on the NPR-A should
be prevented. (Comment No. 197613-003)

Response To: Comment 197613-003

There is concern about potential impacts of oil development in TLSA to brant and other waterfowl species.
Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures have been established for the various alternatives in an effort to
reduce or eliminate the vulnerability of molting geese and nesting waterfowl to the potential impacts of oil
development. In addition it is likely that pre-development studies will identify areas that may require special
protection or areas important to species of concern.

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

3.3.6.3, Page 3-40, Swans and Geese, White-fronted Goose: White-fronted geese on the Arctic Coastal Plain (ACP)
belong to the Mid-Continent Population, which winters on the coasts of Louisiana and Texas and on the coast and
central highlands of Mexico. While numbers of white-fronted geese summering on the ACP appear to have increased
since 1985, the population as a whole has declined significantly in recent years (Neiman et al. 2003) and additional
harvest restrictions may be required. (Comment No. 197618-048)

Response To: Comment 197618-048

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. The following information from this

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

3.3.6.3, Pages 3-41 to 3-43, Ducks. While no significant trends are apparent in northern pintail numbers recorded on
Service aerial surveys, the ACP represents one of the very few areas within the species range where numbersare

stable. Range-wide, pintail numbers are at approximately 50% of continental population objective level (USFWS

2003), and pintail population restoration represents one of the major waterfowl management challengesin North
America today. Smilarly, the continental long-tailed duck population has declined dramatically in recent decades

(Trost and Drut 2003), and the ACP is the only surveyed breeding area that has not exhibited long-term declines. This
may not necessarily reflect the long-term health of the ACP segment of the population; rather it may be, in part,

because much of the decline observed el sewhere occurred prior to the initiation of surveys on the ACP. It should also

be noted that common eiders have exhibited declines similar to those observed in king eiders (Suydam et al. 2000).
(Comment No. 197618-051)

Response To: Comment 197618-051

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. The following information was added to
Section 3.3.6.3 Waterfowl, Ducks, Northern Pintail, “Although no significant population trends are evident on the
ACP, northern pintail populations in many other areas have displayed significant declines (USFWS 2003).” The
following information was also added to Section 3.3.6.3 Waterfowl, Ducks, Northern Pintail, “Over their entire range,
long-tailed ducks have shown declining population trends.” Additionally, the following information was added to
Section 3.3.6.3 Waterfowl, Common eiders, “Suydam et al. (2000) reported declining numbers of common eiders in
the Barrow area in recent years.”

Comment From: USFWS Anchorage (Comment Letter No. 197619CM)

Additionally, a large area immediately north and west of Fish Creek supports the largest high density nesting area for
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king eiders on the North Sope of Alaska. The Service is concerned about the status of the king eider because counts of

flocks migrating past Barrow have declined by approximately 50 percent since the mid-1970s. (Comment No. 197619CM -
009)

Response To: Comment 197619CM-009

Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures have been established for the various alternatives in an effort to
reduce or eliminate the vulnerability of wildlife including king eiders to the potential impacts of oil development.
Specific regulations address measures to mitigate potential increases in predation pressure on tundra nesting bird due to
increases in predator populations. Other regulations establish setbacks from molting areas within which facilities may
not be constructed. Regulations also address potential disturbance from vehicular and air traffic, pedestrians, noise, and
habitat loss. In addition it is likely that pre-development studies will identify areas that may require special protection
or areas important to species of concern.

Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)

Map 3-13, Onshore Density of Tundra Svan. Same comments as Map 3-10. (Comment No. 197620-061)

Response To: Comment 197620-061

Actual numerical densities were not provided by our cited source.
Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)
Map 3-14. Onshore Density of Greater White-fronted Geese. Same comments as Map 3-10. (Comment No. 197620-062)

Response To: Comment 197620-062

Actual numerical densities were not provided by our cited source.

Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)

The figures depicting the mean annual counts of brant, greater white-fronted geese, and Canada geese in the 1998
plan (Figures|l1.B.4-8,4-10,4-11) should be included in this current document to allow assessment of the relative use
of the Goose Molting Area by each of these species. (Comment No. 197620-064)

Response To: Comment 197620-064

The relative use of the goose molting area by each species is depicted in Table 3-7.

Comment From: Inupiat Community of the Arctic Slope (Comment Letter No. 197638)

The area that is being considered, is identified as a sensitive area which requires heightened protection from potential
impacts of oil & gas development and operation, especially the endangered waterfowl that nest, molt, and rear their
young in the area that is being considered for leasing in the future: Seller's, Soectacled Eider, Oldsquaw ducks. These
geese species that inhabit the Teshekpuk Lake that also nest, molt, and rear their young in the area will be impacted
by an oil and gas development. (Comment No. 197638-003)

Response To: Comment 197638-003

See response to comment 197620-039 under Birds - Molting Geese
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TOPIC: CABINS AND CAMPS
Comment From: George Ahmaogak, Mayor North Slope Borough (Comment Letter No. 196407)

The use and enjoyment of cabins and campsites must be protected. The EIS must analyze how any changein
management is likely to affect cabin and campsite users. Buffer zones prohibiting surface facilities around all
established cabins and campsites must be maintained. Whether structures exist on these sites, and regardless of their
legal status, they must be recognized as subsistence use sites critical to the nutritional and cultural well-being of our
residents. The issue must be clearly highlighted in the document. (Comment No. 196407-018)

Response To: Comment 196407-018

See response to comment 197617-045 under topic Basic Assumptions. Additional information on how management
actions under the alternatives would affect cabins and campsites has been included in Sections 4.3.13.2, 4.4.13.2, and
4.5.13.2, Sociocultural Systems.

Comment From: George Ahmaogak, Mayor North Slope Borough (Comment Letter No. 196407)

Page 2-27, K-1: the requirement that an increased setback of permanent facilities from certain water bodies where
“ subsistence cabins and campsites are numerous’ must be defined with reference to specific locations within the
planning area. (Comment No. 196407-072)

Response To: Comment 196407-072

The numbers of cabins and campsites located at particular location can change and development will probably never
occur near most of the areas that now have numerous cabins and campsites. Therefore, defining areas now, before

Comment From: Kuukpik Corporation (Comment Letter No. 197616)

Another difference between the 1998 NE NPR-A ROD and Alternatives B and C is that only the 1998 ROD prohibits
permanent oil and gas facilities within one mile of long term cabins and campsites, except that pipelines and roads
would be permitted within 1/4 of a mile of such sites.120 There is nothing like this protection in Alternatives B and C
despite the fact that these sites are recognized as“ a vehicle for transmitting traditional and family history and
knowledge to younger generations’ . The level of protection isjust not the same. (Comment No. 197616-121)

Response To: Comment 197616-121

Most cabins and campsites are located along the coast, rivers or lakes. Under the Proposed Action permanent
facilities are prohibited within % mile of the coast (stipulation K-6), within % to 3 miles of major rivers (stipulation
K-1), within % mile of Teshekpuk Lake (stipulation K-3) and other deep water lakes (stipulation K-2), and within '2
mile or more of goose molting lakes (stipulation K-4). Along with the consultation requirements contained in
Required Operating Procedure H-1 and H-2 we the level of protection provided to cabin and campsites is comparable.
In addition the BLM has developed a MOU with the North Slope Borough regarding cabins and campsites in the
National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska (see Appendix L in the FEIS).

Comment From: Kuukpik Corporation (Comment Letter No. 197616)

NE NPR-A ROD Stipulation 47. Special consultation requirements also kick in for any activities within 2 miles of a
long term cabin or campsite. NE NPR-A ROD stipulation 23. There is not an equivalent in Alternatives B or C.
(Comment No. 197616-122)
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Response To: Comment 197616-122

Correct, there is a stipulation in Alternative A (47) that does not have an equivalent mitigation in Alternatives B or
C. However, the BLM does recognize the importance of subsistence cabins and campsites in the National Petroleum
Reserve-Alaska (National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska) and to that end, we have developed a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) to provide for the long-term protection and management of traditional and historical
subsistence cabins and campsites (cabins) located on public lands within the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska.
regarding the use of such campsites and that MOU is available for review in the Final IAP/EIS in Appendix I.

Comment From: Environmental Protection Agency (Comment Letter No. 197632)

Cabins and Camp Stes. EPA is concerned that the stipulations and ROPs do not establish adequate protection for
traditional use cabins an camp sitesin the Planning Area. Many of these cabins and camp sites are used as safety
shelters during subsistence hunting and long-distance overland travel throughout the year and are also recognized as
important cultural sites. EPA recommends that the BLM consult with local residents and regulatory agencies with
subsistence and cultural resource management responsibilities to ensure that the stipulations and ROPs provide
adequate spatial and temporal protections for these sites. The consultation efforts and outcomes should be
documented in the Final EIS. (Comment No. 197632-012)

Response To: Comment 197632-012
Please see response to 197616-121 under Cabins and Camps and 196407-072 under Stipulations and ROPs.

Comment From: Environmental Protection Agency (Comment Letter No. 197632)

Facility Design and Construction. This section addresses potential impacts to subsistence use areas, which would
include traditional cabins and camp sites. EPA is concerned that specific set-backs that are currently required have
been removed in the proposed stipulations and ROPs. Adeguate protection for these sites is a serious concern to local
residents. EPA recommends that measurable criteria for protection of these areas, developed in consultation with
local residents and Tribal representatives, be added to stipulations and ROPs. (Comment No. 197632-020)

Response To: Comment 197632-020

See response to comment 197616-121 under topic Cabins and Camp and 196407-072 under topic Stipulations and
ROPs.

Comment From: Charles Brower (Comment Letter No. 197980)

The use and enjoyment of all long-term cabins and campsites must be protected. The EIS must analyze how any
change in management is likely to affect cabin and campsite users. Buffer zones prohibiting surface facilities around
all established cabins and campsites must be maintained. Whether or not structures exist on these sites, they must be
recognized as subsistence use sites critical to the nutritional and cultural well being of our residents. The issue must
be clearly highlighted in the document. (Comment No. 197980-025)

Response To: Comment 197980-025

See response to comment 197616-121 under Cabins and Camps
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TOPIC: CARIBOU

Comment From: Sean O'Connor (Comment Letter No. 144940)

Furthermore, the 45,000-member Teshekpuk Lake Caribou herd would lose 75 percent of its current protection if the
BLM adopts the preferred alternative. These animals constitute an indispensable cultural resource to the Inupiat
Eskimo people, and a treasured asset to all Americans. The Teshekpuk Lake area calving grounds would be
negatively impacted by adoption of the preferred alternative. (Comment No. 144940-003)

Response To: Comment 144940-003

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments.

Comment From: The Wildlife Society (Comment Letter No. 191279)

Under the BLM Preferred Alternative (Alternative B), 88% of the Teshekpuk Lake Caribou Herd's concentrated
calving area would be made available for oil and gas leasing. It is not possible to reduce or mitigate disturbance of
caribou during calving and no evidence suggests this caribou herd can simply move to another calving area. The
Preferred Alternative will also reduce protections for caribou insect relief habitat. The resulting changein land
protection status will significantly reduce calving success, productivity, and the population of animals available for
subsistence. (Comment No. 191279-005)

Response To: Comment 191279-005

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. The following information was added to
Section 3.3.7.1 Terrestrial Mammals, Caribou, TLH, Calving Grounds, “The calving grounds of the TLH are primarily
in the northern portion of the Planning Area near Teshekpuk Lake. If snowmelt occurs in late spring, more caribou
will calve south of the lake than if snowmelt occurs in early spring. Kelleyhouse (2001) reported that the size of the
TLH annual calving grounds ranged between 938 mi2 and 1,861 mi2.. Recent calving by the TLH has been
concentrated southeast and northeast of Teshekpuk Lake (Prichard and Murphy 2004). Carroll (2001) reported that

in 2000 calving occurred all around Teshekpuk Lake and that more calves than usual were seen south and west of the
lake. Aerial transect data (1999-2001) agree with telemetry data (1990-2004) that during the calving period, caribou
use the entire area around Teshekpuk Lake (Carroll, Pers. Comm.).

The importance of this area to calving caribou is emphasized by observed calving success in abnormal years. The
return of pregnant cow caribou to the Teshekpuk Lake area can be delayed in years when the caribou migrate further
away during winter, or when snow-pack is deeper than normal and/or spring melt-off is later than normal. When their
return to the Teshekpuk Lake area is delayed, more cows than usual drop their calves along the way and this in turn
results in lower calving success. During 1996-97 most of the herd migrated much farther south than usual and many

Comment From: The Wildlife Society (Comment Letter No. 191279)

The IAP/EIS grossly under states the potential impact of the BLM Preferred Alternative (Alternative B) on the TLH.
The IAP/EISimplies that there will be only incremental increases in disturbance, primarily affecting individual
animals. “ ...itislikely that few or no populations would be measurably affected” (IAP/EIS Executive Summary:4).
Given that 88% of the TLH concentrated calving area would be made available for leasing and development, this
statement is unjustified. Although the IAP/EIS suggests that potential impacts to calving caribou will be minimized as
the result of Performance-based Lease Sipulations, currently there is no known way to reduce disturbance of caribou
during calving, other than a complete cessation of all development activity in the calving area during the calving
period. The only study that has attempted to assess the effectiveness of limiting traffic found there was no reductionin
disturbance as a result of traffic restrictions (Lawhead et al. 2004). Furthermore, thereis no reason to believe that
the TLH can simply move to another calving area, as did the Central Arctic Herd (CAH) because no other similar
habitat is available to the TLH. It isreasonable to assume that any development activity within the calving ground
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will result in a significant reduction of calving success by the herd. Development-related effects on the portion of the
CAH occurring within the oil fields were observed during 1980-2000, despite masking effects of relatively low caribou
densities and highly favorable weather on the calving grounds (Wolfe 2000, Cameron et al. 2002, Griffith et al.

2002). Effectsincluded shifting of concentrated calving from the Kuparuk oil field to the southwest of the field and
delayed and defl ected movement to and from coastal insect-relief areas (Whitten and Cameron 1983; Dau and
Cameron 1986; Cameron et al. 1992; Nelleman and Cameron 1996, 1998; Murphy and Lawhead 2000; Wolfe

2000). (Comment No. 191279-024)

Response To: Comment 191279-024

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. The following information was added to
Section 3.3.7.1 Terrestrial Mammals, Caribou, TLH, Calving Grounds, “The calving grounds of the TLH are primarily
in the northern portion of the Planning Area near Teshekpuk Lake. If snowmelt occurs in late spring, more caribou
will calve south of the lake than if snowmelt occurs in early spring. Kelleyhouse (2001) reported that the size of the
TLH annual calving grounds ranged between 938 mi2 and 1,861 mi2.. Recent calving by the TLH has been
concentrated southeast and northeast of Teshekpuk Lake (Prichard and Murphy 2004). Carroll (2001) reported that

in 2000 calving occurred all around Teshekpuk Lake and that more calves than usual were seen south and west of the
lake. Aerial transect data (1999-2001) agree with telemetry data (1990-2004) that during the calving period, caribou
use the entire area around Teshekpuk Lake (Carroll, Pers. Comm.).

The importance of this area to calving caribou is emphasized by observed calving success in abnormal years. The
return of pregnant cow caribou to the Teshekpuk Lake area can be delayed in years when the caribou migrate further
away during winter, or when snow-pack is deeper than normal and/or spring melt-off is later than normal. When their
return to the Teshekpuk Lake area is delayed, more cows than usual drop their calves along the way and this in turn
results in lower calving success. During 1996-97 most of the herd migrated much farther south than usual and many
cows arrived late to the Teshekpuk Lake area. Only 8 of 21 collared caribou were found in the lake area during calving
time and 6 of these calved successfully. Of the other 13 collared cows, only one calved successfully for an overall
successful calving percentage of 33 percent. In 2001, heavy snow and a late snow melt-off slowed the migration and
only 16 (44 percent) of 36 collared cows calved successfully. Calving success for collared cows that did make it back
to the Teshekpuk Lake area in 2001 was much better (88 percent) than ones found outside the area (10 percent).”

If the TLH is displaced from its calving area, as the CAH has been, or if caribou are impeded from reaching the
calving area, recent surveys indicate that calving success will most likely be reduced. While there have been no
experiments conducted with the TLH to determine whether oil development in the calving area would displace caribou
or affect the productivity of the herd, caribou behavior during 1997 and 2001 suggest oil development in the TCH
calving area could impact caribou.

Comment From: The Wildlife Society (Comment Letter No. 191279)

Alternatives B and C would allow oil and gas leasing and development in the narrow corridor of land east of
Teshekpuk Lake. Most parturient TLH cows must migrate through this corridor shortly before or after calving to gain
access to insect relief areas north of Teshekpuk Lake (Prichard et al. 2001). Because cows in the late stage of
pregnancy or with newborn calves are most sensitive to disturbance, and dry land used for migration corridorsis
limited within this corridor, development in this portion of the calving area would adversely affect migration and calf
survival.

Displacement from calving grounds can result in overcrowding and competition on suboptimal habitat. Decreased
forage availability and lower nutrient intake can reduce reproductive rates (Cameron 1995, Nelleman and Cameron
1998). Caribou cows within oil fields gained less weight and exhibited lower calving and calf survival rates than cows
outside ail fields (Cameron 1995). Displacement from prime calving grounds may also increase predation (Whitten

et al. 1992, Nelleman and Cameron 1998, Griffith et al. 2002, Young et al. 2002). (Comment No. 191279-031)

Response To: Comment 191279-031

The final Preferred Alternative provides protection for caribou that use the narrow passage way between Teshekpuk
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Lake and the Kogru River by restricting permanent oil and gas activities on approximately 16,500 acres in that area.
Please see Lease Stipulation K-9 — Caribou Movement Corridor in the Alternative D (the final preferred alternative).

Comment From: The Wildlife Society (Comment Letter No. 191279)

In summary, the BLM Preferred Alternative (Alternative B) results in an unacceptable risk to the TLH. The alternative
will likely displace the TLH from calving grounds and interrupt their movements during the critical insect season.
Sgnificant displacement and disturbance during calving and insect seasons will likely result in declining herd
productivity and a declining population. A substantial decline in the TLH will have a negative effect to North Sope
subsistence hunters.  (Comment No. 191279-033)

Response To: Comment 191279-033

Please see the complete description of the final Preferred Alternative and associated project-specific stipulations
protecting caribou. Lease Stipulations K-4 — Goose Molting Area, K-5 — Teshekpuk Lake Caribou Habitat Area, K-6
— Coastal Area, K-8 — Pik Dunes, K-9 — Caribou Movement Corridor, K-10 — Southern Caribou Calving Area, and K-
11 — Lease Tracts A-G.

Comment From: Brenda Wright (Comment Letter No. 195732)

Juneau Audubon supports environmentally safe natural resource exploration and extraction. We do not support
decreasing the protected area of critical habitat around Teshekpuk Lake. Along with important goose-molting
habitat, the Teshekpuk Lake Surface Protection Area provides the most concentrated caribou calving and insect relief
areas.

Response To: Comment 195732-002

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments.

Comment From: Mark Udall, Congress of the United States (Comment Letter No. 197613)

BLM has not provided any new scientific data to support or justify reducing the protections for these important
caribou habitats. BLM's preferred alter native places the Teshekpuk Lake herd at risk of being displaced from their
calving grounds and by disrupting their movements during the critical insect season. As a result, significant
displacement and disturbance during calving and insect seasons would likely result in declining herd productivity,
resulting in population-level impacts to the herd. (Comment No. 197613-006)

Response To: Comment 197613-006

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments.

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

BLM provided no new scientific data, however, to support or justify reducing the TLSPA protections for these
important caribou habitats. BLM's preferred alternative places the TLH at risk of being displaced from their calving
grounds and by disrupting their movements during the critical insect season. Sgnificant displacement and
disturbance during calving and insects seasons would likely result in declining herd productivity resulting in
population-level impacts to the TLH. A substantial decline in the TLH would reduce subsistence hunting opportunities
for Native subsistence users on the North Sope. (Comment No. 197617-076)
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Response To: Comment 197617-076

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. The following text was added to Section
4.6.9.1 Terrestrial Mammals, Oil and Gas Development Activities, Effects of Disturbance, Caribou, “Some TLH
caribou movements during the insect-relief season (late June-August 15) would likely be affected by pipelines and road
traffic. The critical part of the movement to the coastal insect-relief area is through the narrow corridor between
Teshekpuk Lake and the Kogru River. Caribou must pass through these corridors to get to and from insect-relief areas.
The area to the east of Teshekpuk Lake is a particular problem because nearly all of the parturient cows pass through
this area either shortly before or after calving (Carroll Pers. Comm.). Any development that occurs on the limited
amount of habitat that is used by caribou migrating through this corridor would likely affect caribou movements.
Stipulation K-9 designates an NSO area extending from the eastern shore of Teshekpuk Lake approximately 4 miles
eastward towards the Kogru Inlet (approximately 116,000 acres). The NSO designation prohibits permanent oil and
gas facilities including major rights-of-way such as pipelines and roads. This stipulation should protect enough land to
allow caribou use of this major migration corridor. However, pipelines could be allowed in the NSO area north of
Teshekpuk Lake and south/southeast of the lake. Careful siting of pipeline and road rights-of-way would still be
required to prevent affects on caribou use of this corridor. Additionally, the areas that would be excluded from surface
occupancy do not extend to the coast suggesting that there could be some development along the coastline. While a
set-back from the coast is stipulated (Lease Stipulation K-6), development in the coastal area would likely impact
caribou use of insect-relief areas near the coast, though the number of developments would be restricted by stipulation
K-11.”

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

The draft |AP/EIS at 4-214 again acknowledges that the Preferred Alternative would have greater impacts on caribou
than the No Action Alternative. However, thereis no clear quantification of those impacts. Later, it isinferred that the
213,000 acre no-lease area and caribou stipulations would protect caribou at Teshekpuk Lake. These assurances,
however, are based on few data and there islittle analysis to demonstrate that these are adequate conservation
safeguards for thisimportant caribou herd. The clear lack of analysis and quantification of degree of impacts between
different alternativesis a serious flaw in this draft Amended | AP/EIS. Although the draft Amended |AP/EIS

acknowl edges that the Preferred Alternative has greater impacts than the No Action Alternative, it is difficult if not
impossible to evaluate how much more impact thereis. We simply cannot accept on good faith that the additional
impact will be minimal and yet that it was the draft | AP/El Sasks usto do. (Comment No. 197617-080)

Response To: Comment 197617-080

See response to comment 197617-076 under Caribou

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

Page 6, Summary of Impacts. The second paragraph states that calving by TLH caribou could be reduced near
pipeline corridors, but that Stipulations developed for the draft Preferred Alternative and Alternative C would provide
protection for insect-relief habitat in the Planning area. This statement implies that these Alternatives offer protection
either equal to or greater than the No Action Alternative. This assessment does not acknowledge that under both the
draft Preferred Alternative and Alternative C, thereis a greater likelihood of impact to caribou because critical
calving, migration, and insect-relief areas currently protected by no-lease and no-surface-occupancy areas would
become available for ail leasing and development. (Comment No. 197618-012)

Response To: Comment 197618-012

See response to comment 197617-076 under Caribou

Northeast National Petroleum Reserve — Alaska 6-126 January 2005
Final Amended IAP/EIS



COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)

Inconsistent Displacement Distances In more than one location in this document, varying distances are used to
describe displacement or effects of disturbance to individual animals. For example, distances of anywhere from 1 to
2.5 miles are given as the displacement of calving caribou fromroads. The correct distances need to be consistently
used throughout the document to accurately present the potential impacts of various aspects of the proposed
alternatives. (Comment No. 197620-043)

Response To: Comment 197620-043

Displacement distances vary greatly depending upon the individual, the amount and type of traffic and whether
avoidance is specifically roads or includes other infrastructure and the various activities associated with it. We have
reviewed these distances for consistency based upon your comment.

Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)

Caribou must pass through these corridors to get to and frominsect relief areas. Any development that occurs on the
limited amount of habitat that is used by caribou migrating through this corridor would likely affect caribou
movements. The area to the east of Teshekpuk Lake is a particular concern because nearly all of the parturient cows
pass through this area either shortly before or after calving. Cows with calves are very sensitive to disturbance and
would be strongly affected by development in this area. Disturbance would affect movements and add stress for both
the cows and calves during this critical time of the year. The calves are young and vulnerable. The cows are highly
stressed from surviving the winter and from lactation. (Comment No. 197620-091)

Response To: Comment 197620-091

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. In the conclusion section of this section we
added the following: Studies done over the last decade have indicated that TLH caribou show high fidelity to the
calving area near Teshekpuk Lake and that caribou that calve in the traditional calving area have much higher calving
success than caribou found outside the area. Collared caribou that are found within the currently protected areas (as
identified in 1998 ROD) during calving season have much higher calving success than caribou found outside the areas.
In surveys conducted since 1990, 147 out of 163 (90 percent) TLH caribou that calved successfully calved within
these protected areas. Of the 178 caribou that were found within the protected areas, 83 percent calved successfully.
Of the 59 cows that were found outside the protected areas during calving season, 25 percent calved successfully
(Carroll 2003).

If the TLH is displaced from its calving area, as the CAH has been, or if caribou are impeded from reaching the
calving area, recent surveys indicate that calving success will most likely be reduced. While there have been no
experiments conducted with the TLH to determine whether oil development in the calving area would displace caribou
or affect the productivity of the herd, caribou behavior during 1997 and 2001 suggest oil development in the TCH
calving area could impact caribou. During 1996-97, most of the herd migrated much farther south than usual and
many cows arrived late to the calving area. Only 8 of 21 collared caribou were found in the calving area during calving

Comment From: Mark Ahmakak (Comment Letter No. 197973)

For the record, in my involvement with the studies on fisheries and caribou, the water fowl, some of these studies have
been documented, but however, they are fully reported to the proper agencies in taking the subject of the caribou

herds. A herd of a 1,000 or 1,500 two summers ago they were migrating through melt (ph) water, which they

normally don't and they went right on up to Kuparuk area and they had no way of crossing the pipeline. We were just
monitoring them from hour to hour and they just veered off directly to the east towards Sagwon to the Canning River.
(Comment No. 197973-099)
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Response To: Comment 197973-099

Thanks for the interesting comment. The potential for caribou to be deflected from migration pathways by pipelines
is an important consideration discussed in the EIS.

Comment From: John Schoen (Comment Letter No. 197975)

Industrial infrastructure in this ecologically sensitive area and geographically restricted region significantly risk

displacing caribou and geese to less productive habitats and would likely cause population declines. (Comment No.
197975-093)

Response To: Comment 197975-093

BLM has design various stipulations and ROPs to mitigate impacts to ecologically sensitive areas. Displacement to
less productive habitats is of concern and is addressed in the EIS.

Comment From: Brodie Anderson (Comment Letter No. 197976)

The Northern Center under stands the necessary development that is planned for the northeast, but the Northern Center
is concerned with the extent of the impact on the environment that the Draft EIS proposes through the preferred
alternative and Alternative C. Instead, the Northern Center would like to recommend Alternative A as the plan that
both meets the resour ce development and habitat protection needs. Alternative A permits approximately four million
acres, or 87 percent of the land available for leasing. That is approximately 600 million barrels of recoverable il
while preserving the critical habitat to the variety of animals and birds. A few examples of these critical areas that
need protecting beyond what is offered in the preferred alternative or Alternative C is, already stated, Teshekpuk Lake
and the Colville River. Teshekpuk Lake area has the most concentrated calving activity for the 45,000-animal
Teshekpuk Lake Caribou Herd. This activity occurs south, east, and northeast of the lake. After calving, much of the
caribou herd moves to coastal habitats east, north and northwest of Teshekpuk Lake seeking relief from the swarms of
biting insects, already stated. The Teshekpuk Lake Herd is growing and is the most important herd for subsistence
harvesting for Alaska Natives living on the North Sope. It may not be possible to sustain the current levels of
subsistence harvests if industrial-scale oil  devel opment encroaches on the levels of calving and insect-relief habitats.
The major -- the increased development activity of industrial oil development could have major consequences on the
Teshekpuk Lake Caribou affecting not only the herd, but the subsistence way of life. (Comment No. 197976-053)

Response To: Comment 197976-053

Your comment and others like it have prompted BLM to consider additional alternatives that provide additional
protection to caribou in the area.

Comment From: Rosemary Ahtuangaruak (Comment Letter No. 197976)

We have seen increase to health problemswith increase in asthma. When | started as a health aidein 1986, | had one
person with asthma. When | left that position in 2000, we were seeing close to 100 people with breathing difficulties.
Without being able to provide for our health and well-being, we're not going to be able to continue our traditional
activities. To subsit, it'sa lot of work. We work very hard to fill our ice cellar and provide for our families. Our
subsistence resources only come to usin the summer and we have the Teshekpuk Herd, which was a stationary herd,
but last year they took off for the first time in the years that they have been monitoring. They moved all the way over

to Barter Iand and into ANWR. Those caribou, many of them died thisyear. There was a large caribou die-off
throughout the whole North Sope. Those caribou did not make it past the Dalton Highway to calve. We don't know
where those calves are going to consider their home territory. We're very concerned when this stationary herd isnot in
its stationary lands with one season of seismic activity. (Comment No. 197976-142)
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Response To: Comment 197976-142

The TLH have been know to move great distances but have maintained their presence in the Teshekpuk lake area.
Seismic exploration has occurred in the NPRA for a number of years not just last year.

TOPIC: CARIBOU
ISSUE: CALVING

Comment From: Kiristi Espinoza (Comment Letter No. 118849)

I'm sure you've heard of the 45,000-animal Teshekpuk Lake Caribou Herd that attracts public interest, educational
interest, and tourist dollars. This herd, which migrates annually to the lands around Teshekpuk Lake to have their
babies and seek refuge from disease-spreading insects, will be severely threatened by the devel opment proposed in the
current proposal. How? Well, if caribou are forced to move to less desirable habitats, calving numbers could decline,
which would reduce the population; (Comment No. 118849-005)

Response To: Comment 118849-005

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments.

Comment From: Sharon Wyberg (Comment Letter No. 186677)

Opening all the lands contemplated by the Administration is simply too great of a risk to the bird and wildlife species
that summer there. Spillswill occur. Even worse, the simple presence of development will impact the caribou herds
that calvein theregion. , the consequences too likely to beirreversible. (Comment No. 186677-005)

Response To: Comment 186677-005

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments.

Comment From: Charles Barnwell (Comment Letter No. 193638)

North Sope oil and gas development could result in a long-term displacement and/or functional loss of habitat for
the Central Arctic Herd (CAH), Teshekpuk Lake Herd (TLH), and Western Arctic Herd (WAH) of caribou. Qil

devel opment in the Prudhoe Bay-Kupar uk area could be a cause of an observed shift in central arctic caribou calving
distribution away fromits calving range near the ail fields. Calving by TLH caribou could be reduced near the
pipeline corridors, which would have a potential long-term (several-generation) effect on the distribution of the TLH
caribou. (Comment No. 193638-002)

Response To: Comment 193638-002

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments.

Comment From: Central Sierra Environmental Resource Center (Comment Letter No. 196940)

In particular, the no-lease area of 213,00 acres proposed to protect goose molting habitat is inadequate to protect
the biological integrity of the Teshekpuk Lake caribou herd. Past experiences in the Prudhoe Bay and Kuparuk
oilfields indicate that pregnant cows and cows with newborn calves avoid infrastructure. Since Teshekpuk Lake is
currently used as a corridor between the herd's main foraging area and the insect relief area of the Beaufort Sea
coast, development activities would likely displace caribou fromtheir traditionally preferred habitat and decrease
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herd health and abundance. (Comment No. 196940-002)

Response To: Comment 196940-002

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments.

Comment From: Ann Dyes (Comment Letter No. 196944)

The size of the caribou herds would likely decline also. During calving in June and July the herds wind around the
many lakes along the coast while foraging for food. Roads through the area would limit where the herds travel and
likely reduce the size of the herds due to a reduction in areas available for grazing. Alaska natives from the North

Sope are subsistence users of the caribou. The survival of the caribou is vital to their existence. (Comment No. 196944-
003)

Response To: Comment 196944-003

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments.

Comment From: Audubon Alaska/National Wildlife Federation (Comment Letter No. 197610)

The Preferred Alternative in the DEIS reduces the size of the TLSPA by 75 percent. Only 213,000 acres north and
northeast of Teshekpuk Lake would be closed to leasing, thus opening most of the concentrated calving area to oil
devel opment. Important caribou insect-relief habitat also would be opened to oil development. Under Alternative A
(status quo for the TLSPA), 74 percent of the concentrated calving area (as defined by the Univ. of Alaska Fairbanks,
2001) was protected (Fig. 1). In contrast. under the Preferred Alternative, only 12 percent of this sensitive area is
protected (Fig. 2). Thus, 88 percent of the concentrated calving area would be at risk. The TLSPA now protects 84
percent of the insect-relief habitat as defined in 2003 by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game, North Sope
Borough, and ABR Inc. (Fig. 3). Under the Preferred Alternative, only 41 percent of insect-relief habitat would be
protected from oil development (Fig. 4). (Comment No. 197610-021)

Response To: Comment 197610-021

See response to comment 197617-076 under Caribou

Comment From: Audubon Alaska/National Wildlife Federation (Comment Letter No. 197610)

Concerns about caribou also have been raised by the National Research Council (2003) in its review and analysis of
the cumul ative effects of oil and gas activities on Alaska’s North Sope: If the calving ground of the TLH [ Teshekpuk
Lake Herd] continues to be protected, direct conflicts with parturient females of that herd are unlikely, provided that
their movements are not impeded. However if inland lease tracts in the northeastern portion of the National
Petroleum Reserve-Alaska are devel oped, effects on midsummer distribution, habitat use, and productivity of the TLH
caribou are possible. (Comment No. 197610-023)

See response to comment 197617-076 under Caribou

Comment From: Audubon Alaska/National Wildlife Federation (Comment Letter No. 197610)

Notwithstanding oil development's negative effects on caribou in the Central Arctic, favorable environmental
conditions, a low density of animals on the calving and post-calving grounds, and available calving area outside the
oil fields on the broad coastal plain may have minimized the population-level impacts at thistime. Griffith et al.
(2002) predicted significant population-level impacts to the Porcupine Caribou Herd fromindustrial development of
the concentrated calving ground. This also may be a problem for caribou at Teshekpuk Lake if development occurs
within their concentrated calving area or ail field infrastructure affects seasonal movements of the herd, particularly
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during insect season. (Comment No. 197610-038)

Response To: Comment 197610-038

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. The following text was added to Section
4.6.9.1 Terrestrial Mammals, Oil and Gas Development Activities, Effects of Disturbance, Caribou, “Some TLH
caribou movements during the insect-relief season (late June-August 15) would likely be affected by pipelines and road
traffic. The critical part of the movement to the coastal insect-relief area is through the narrow corridor between
Teshekpuk Lake and the Kogru River. Caribou must pass through these corridors to get to and from insect-relief areas.
The area to the east of Teshekpuk Lake is a particular problem because nearly all of the parturient cows pass through
this area either shortly before or after calving (Carroll Pers. Comm.). Any development that occurs on the limited
amount of habitat that is used by caribou migrating through this corridor would likely affect caribou movements.
Stipulation K-9 designates an NSO area extending from the eastern shore of Teshekpuk Lake approximately 4 miles
eastward towards the Kogru Inlet (approximately 116,000 acres). The NSO designation prohibits permanent oil and
gas facilities including major rights-of-way such as pipelines and roads. This stipulation should protect enough land to
allow caribou use of this major migration corridor. However, pipelines could be allowed in the NSO area north of
Teshekpuk Lake and south/southeast of the lake. Careful siting of pipeline and road rights-of-way would still be
required to prevent affects on caribou use of this corridor. Additionally, the areas that would be excluded from surface
occupancy do not extend to the coast suggesting that there could be some development along the coastline. While a
set-back from the coast is stipulated (Lease Stipulation K-6), development in the coastal area would likely impact
caribou use of insect-relief areas near the coast, though the number of developments would be restricted by stipulation
K-11.”

The following information was also added in subsequent paragraphs, ” The National Research Council (2003) suggested
that the combined effects of industrial activity and infrastructure, and the stress imposed by insects, might have
contributed to the reduction in size of the herd seen from 1992 through 1995. Cronin et al. (2000) argued that
population-level impacts from oil field development have not occurred for this herd. However, comparing the higher
growth rate of the TLH to the growth rate of the CAH, Griffith et al. (2002) suggested that the CAH might have been
influenced by development infrastructure after 1987.”

Comment From: Audubon Alaska/National Wildlife Federation (Comment Letter No. 197610)

Displacement from calving grounds can result in overcrowding and competition on suboptimal habitat. Decreased
forage availability and lower nutrient intake can reduce reproductive rates (Cameron 1995, Nelleman and Cameron
1998). Caribou cows within ail fields gained less weight and exhibited lower calving and calf survival rates than did
cows outside ail fields (Cameron 1995). Displacement from prime calving grounds may also increase predation
(Whitten et al. 1992, Nelleman and Cameron 1998, Griffith et al. 2002, Young et al. 2002). (Comment No. 197610-042)

Response To: Comment 197610-042

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. The following information was added to

Comment From: Audubon Alaska/National Wildlife Federation (Comment Letter No. 197610)

Among the four Arctic Alaska caribou herds, the Teshekpuk Lake Herd appearsto receive a disproportionately high

per centage of the North Sope subsistence harvest (C. George, pers. communication 2002), which took 9 percent of

the herd during the period 1999-2000 (Carroll 2002). Because as much as 8-9 percent of the herd is harvested

annually, Carroll suggested that any negative effect on population recruitment could have a strong impact on local
hunters. Carroll also reported that caribou at Teshekpuk lake demonstrate strong fidelity to a small calving area

around the lake and that calves born in this area have a higher survival rate than those born during migration.
(Comment No. 197610-044)
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Response To: Comment 197610-044

This comment refers to personal communications not reviewed by the authors. We need biological response before
making any subsistence response. Does the Teshekpuk Lake Herd receive a disproportionately high percentage of NS
subsistence harvest? Does the subsistence harvest take nine percent of the herd annually? Will there be a negative
effect on population recruitment? If the biologists can provide those answers, we can make corresponding subsistence
response to comments.

Comment From: Audubon Alaska/National Wildlife Federation (Comment Letter No. 197610)

Qil and gas developments in northeastern NPR-A have the potential to significantly impact the Teshekpuk Lake Herd.
A geographical information system (GIS) analysis showed that 100 percent of the herd's calving area overlaps with
high oil potential (Audubon Alaska 2002). Measures to mitigate oil development impacts that appeared to work
during exploration and onset of development in the Central Arctic may have become less effective as the cumulative
effects of expanding development increased and the oil fields became operational (K. Whitten, pers. communication
2002). (Comment No. 197610-046)

Response To: Comment 197610-046

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. We have provided additional information in
the cumulative impacts section of the document indicating that cumulative oil and gas development on the North

Slope could result in a long-term displacement and/or functional loss of habitat for CAH, TLH, and WAH caribou over
the productive life of the leases. At present, cumulative oil development in the Prudhoe Bay-Kuparuk area has caused
displacement of CAH caribou from a portion of the calving range, with a shift in calving distribution away from the

oil fields (Nellemann and Cameron 1996; Lawhead 1997; Cameron et al. 2002; NRC 2003). Additionally, we have
made the distinctions between the impacts of the four alternatives more clear specifically Alternatives A and D
protects key caribou calving areas with No Surface Occupancy Restrictions.

Comment From: Mark Udall, Congress of the United States (Comment Letter No. 197613)

It isimportant to maintain high productivity in the Teshekpuk Lake herd because it is a very important subsistence
resource and is harvested at a higher rate than other arctic caribou herds. A high level of harvest can be maintained
only if productivity remains high. The National Research Council (2003) concluded that productivity was reduced in
the segment of the Central herd exposed to oil development because of displacement from their calving area and
hindrance to moving to and frominsect relief areas. (Comment No. 197613-007)

Response To: Comment 197613-007

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments.

Comment From: Kuukpik Corporation (Comment Letter No. 197616)

The Amended Draft EIS completely misses the boat when it comes to impacts to the TLH from opening up more of the
area around Teshekpuk Lake to surface occupancy (i.e. by leasing more acreage and by eliminating the 5 to 6 mile
No-Surface occupancy buffer zone). It does this by jumping to the conclusion that the TLH will adjust to
industrialization in the same way that the CAH has.133 This jump in reasoning is fatally flawed since thereisno
consideration of the TLH' s specific circumstances or the geographic and topographical area involved. For one, the
TLH animals have proven to calve less successfully outside the area around Teshekpuk Lake that is closed to leasing
and surface occupancy. According to the summer of 1997 Alaska Department of Fish and Game Caribou Survey-
Inventory the calving success rate for animals that calved outside the TLH’ straditional calving grounds was poor -
only 8%. In the same year, calving success for the animalsthat did calve in the traditional calving grounds was
75%.134 Thiswas not a one year occurrence. As the 2003 ADFG Caribou Survey-Inventory noted, 90% of the TLH
animalsthat calved in the area around Teshekpuk lake since 1990 did so successfully whereas the overall calving
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success rate for TLH caribou calves born outside the Teshekpuk Lake area during this same period drops to 25%.135
(Comment No. 197616-140)

Response To: Comment 197616-140

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. The following information was added to
Section 3.3.7.1 Terrestrial Mammals, Caribou, TLH, Calving Grounds, “The calving grounds of the TLH are primarily
in the northern portion of the Planning Area near Teshekpuk Lake. If snowmelt occurs in late spring, more caribou
will calve south of the lake than if snowmelt occurs in early spring. Kelleyhouse (2001) reported that the size of the
TLH annual calving grounds ranged between 938 mi2 and 1,861 mi2.. Recent calving by the TLH has been
concentrated southeast and northeast of Teshekpuk Lake (Prichard and Murphy 2004). Carroll (2001) reported that

in 2000 calving occurred all around Teshekpuk Lake and that more calves than usual were seen south and west of the
lake. Aerial transect data (1999-2001) agree with telemetry data (1990-2004) that during the calving period, caribou
use the entire area around Teshekpuk Lake (Carroll, Pers. Comm.).

The importance of this area to calving caribou is emphasized by observed calving success in abnormal years. The
return of pregnant cow caribou to the Teshekpuk Lake area can be delayed in years when the caribou migrate further
away during winter, or when snow-pack is deeper than normal and/or spring melt-off is later than normal. When their
return to the Teshekpuk Lake area is delayed, more cows than usual drop their calves along the way and this in turn
results in lower calving success. During 1996-97 most of the herd migrated much farther south than usual and many
cows arrived late to the Teshekpuk Lake area. Only 8 of 21 collared caribou were found in the lake area during calving
time and 6 of these calved successfully. Of the other 13 collared cows, only one calved successfully for an overall
successful calving percentage of 33 percent. In 2001, heavy snow and a late snow melt-off slowed the migration and
only 16 (44 percent) of 36 collared cows calved successfully. Calving success for collared cows that did make it back
to the Teshekpuk Lake area in 2001 was much better (88 percent) than ones found outside the area (10 percent).”

Comment From: Kuukpik Corporation (Comment Letter No. 197616)

Both of these ADFG Caribou Inventory-Surveys are listed in the Bibliography for the Amended Draft EIS- but
nowher e does the Amended Draft EISdiscuss the evidence of a direct correlation between the TLH’ s calving success
and the area around Teshekpuk Lake. The Amended Draft EISdoes not analyze or consider the likely impacts on the
TLH of deflection of pregnant cows that would be caused by industrial activitiesin these calving areas. All that the
Amended Draft EISsaysisthat “[c]alving en route to calving grounds could result in reduced calf survival.” 136
Duh! A statement of the obviousis no substitute for an analysis of the likely impact. This does not even begin to
capture the significance of this information that the BLM had at its fingertips regarding calf survival! It is oversights

like this that makes us doubt whether the BLM will fulfill its obligations under a performance based plan. (Comment No.
197616-141)

Response To: Comment 197616-141

See response to comment 197616-140 under Caribou - Calving

Comment From: Kuukpik Corporation (Comment Letter No. 197616)

Second, the TLH' s calving area seems to be much smaller than the CAH’ s traditional calving area.137 With a smaller
core calving area, the TLH may be more sensitive to displacement from facilities than the CAH have exhibited.138
Thiswas not considered in the Amended Draft EIS. A third factor, which isrelated to the second, is the type of habitat
selected by the TLH to calve. (Comment No. 197616-142)

Response To: Comment 197616-142

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. The following information was added to
Section 4.4.9.1 Terrestrial Mammals, Conclusions, “Studies done over the last decade have indicated that TLH caribou
show high fidelity to the calving area near Teshekpuk Lake and that caribou that calve in the traditional calving area
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have much higher calving success than caribou found outside the area. Collared caribou that are found within the
currently protected areas (as identified in 1998 ROD) during calving season have much higher calving success than
caribou found outside the areas. In surveys conducted since 1990, 147 out of 163 (90 percent) TLH caribou that
calved successfully calved within these protected areas. Of the 178 caribou that were found within the protected areas,
83 percent calved successfully. Of the 59 cows that were found outside the protected areas during calving season, 25
percent calved successfully (Carroll 2003).

If the TLH is displaced from its calving area, as the CAH has been, or if caribou are impeded from reaching the
calving area, recent surveys indicate that calving success will most likely be reduced. While there have been no
experiments conducted with the TLH to determine whether oil development in the calving area would displace caribou
or affect the productivity of the herd, caribou behavior during 1997 and 2001 suggest oil development in the TCH
calving area could impact caribou. During 1996-97, most of the herd migrated much farther south than usual and
many cows arrived late to the calving area. Only 8 of 21 collared caribou were found in the calving area during calving
time and 6 of these calved successfully. Of the other 13 collared cows, only one calved successfully for an overall
successful calving percentage of 33 percent. In 2001, heavy snow and a late snow melt-off slowed the migration and
only 16 (44 percent) of 36 collared cows calved successfully. Calving success for collared cows that did make it back
to the calving area in 2001 was much better (88 percent) than cows that did not make it back (10 percent). This
suggests that if oil development takes place in such a way that it displaces caribou from the calving area or interferes
with their ability to get to the calving area, it could have an effect on productivity and population numbers (Carroll
2003).

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

Concerns about the TLH have also been raised by the National Research Council (2003) in their review and analysis
of the cumulative effects of oil and gas activities on Alaska’s North Sope. In that report, the NRC stated, “ If the
calving ground of the TLH continues to be protected, direct conflicts with parturient females of that herd are unlikely,
provided that their movements are not impeded. However if inland lease tracts in the northeastern portion of the
National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska are devel oped, effects on midsummer distribution, habitat use, and productivity of
the TLH caribou are possible.” (Comment No. 197617-077)

Response To: Comment 197617-077

See response to comment 197610-042 under Caribou - Calving

Comment From: USFWS Anchorage (Comment Letter No. 197619)

The existing no-lease area, combined with the no-surface-occupancy area, also encompasses critical calving,

migration and insect-relief habitats for the Teshekpuk Lake Caribou Herd (TLH). Recent telemetry data indicate that
collared cows found within these areas during calving season have much higher calving success than those found
outside the areas. In surveys conducted since 1990, 90 percent (147 out of 163) of collared TLH cows that calved
successfully did so within these protected areas (Carroll 2003). During most years, over 75% of the herd uses the area
around and north of the lake during the insect season. The TLH continues to be an important subsistence resource,
providing most of the caribou harvested by the Native communities of Atgasuk, Barrow, Nuigsut, and Wainwright. In
recent years, 2,500 to 2,800 TLH caribou (about 6 percent of the herd) have been harvested annually (Carroll 2003).
(Comment No. 197619-006)

Response To: Comment 197619-006

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. The following information was added to
Section 4.4.9.1 Terrestrial Mammals, Conclusions, “Studies done over the last decade have indicated that TLH caribou
show high fidelity to the calving area near Teshekpuk Lake and that caribou that calve in the traditional calving area
have much higher calving success than caribou found outside the area. Collared caribou that are found within the
currently protected areas (as identified in 1998 ROD) during calving season have much higher calving success than
caribou found outside the areas. In surveys conducted since 1990, 147 out of 163 (90 percent) TLH caribou that
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calved successfully calved within these protected areas. Of the 178 caribou that were found within the protected areas,
83 percent calved successfully. Of the 59 cows that were found outside the protected areas during calving season, 25
percent calved successfully (Carroll 2003).

If the TLH is displaced from its calving area, as the CAH has been, or if caribou are impeded from reaching the
calving area, recent surveys indicate that calving success will most likely be reduced. While there have been no
experiments conducted with the TLH to determine whether oil development in the calving area would displace caribou
or affect the productivity of the herd, caribou behavior during 1997 and 2001 suggest oil development in the TCH
calving area could impact caribou. During 1996-97, most of the herd migrated much farther south than usual and
many cows arrived late to the calving area. Only 8 of 21 collared caribou were found in the calving area during calving
time and 6 of these calved successfully. Of the other 13 collared cows, only one calved successfully for an overall
successful calving percentage of 33 percent. In 2001, heavy snow and a late snow melt-off slowed the migration and
only 16 (44 percent) of 36 collared cows calved successfully. Calving success for collared cows that did make it back
to the calving area in 2001 was much better (88 percent) than cows that did not make it back (10 percent). This
suggests that if oil development takes place in such a way that it displaces caribou from the calving area or interferes
with their ability to get to the calving area, it could have an effect on productivity and population numbers (Carroll
2003).”

The following information was also added to Section 3.3.7.1 Terrestrial Mammals, Caribou, TLH, Harvest,
“Subsistence harvest of the TLH is year-round, with most occurring between July and October by residents of
Anaktuvuk Pass, Atqasuk, Barrow, Kaktovik, Nuigsut, Point Hope, and Wainwright. It is difficult to determine precise
numbers for TLH harvest because not all hunters report their harvest and because most villages harvest caribou from
more than one herd. However, by examining village subsistence harvest studies and using radiotelemetry data to
determine the percentage of caribou that are in village hunt areas during harvest season, a reasonable estimate can be
made of TLH harvest. Approximately 2,500 TLH caribou in 1999-2000, and 2,760 during 2000-2001, were

harvested by residents of North Slope villages. Harvest of the TLH by sport hunters is generally low and mostly

Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)

Migration. The text states that after calving, most of the caribou spread out from the calving area to the east, west,

and south. To the contrary, nearly all of the parturient cows migrate north through the narrow corridor located
between Teshekpuk Lake and the Kogru River shortly before or after calving. During this period they are very sensitive
to disturbance and would be most affected by development in the area. Most of the herd then uses the area along the
coast for insect relief. After the insect relief period, TLH caribou spread out and can be found across the North Sope
coastal plain. Fall movements of the TLH are variable among individual caribou and years. (Comment No. 197620-053)

Response To: Comment 197620-053

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. The following information was added to
Section 3.3.7.1 Terrestrial Mammals, Caribou, TLH, Migration, ” After calving, most TLH caribou move north of
Teshekpuk Lake, with most parturient cows traveling through the narrow migration corridor between the lake and the
Kogru River. Most of the herd uses the area along the coast for insect relief. After the insect-relief period, TLH
caribou spread out and can be found across the North Slope coastal plain, primarily within the National Petroleum
Reserve — Alaska. Fall movements of the TLH are variable among individual caribou and years. Most TLH caribou
winter on the National Petroleum Reserve — Alaska coastal plain, but occasionally some or most of the herd winters
in other places such as Anaktuvuk Pass or northwestern Alaska as far south as the Nulato Hills.”

Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)

Calving Grounds. While the size of the TLH annual calving grounds has been reported to range from 938 square
milesto 1,861 sgquare miles (Kelleyhouse 2001), recent calving by the TLH has been concentrated southeast and
northeast of Teshekpuk Lake. Carroll (2001) reported that in 2000 calving occurred all around Teshekpuk Lake and
that more calves than usual were south and west of the lake. Aerial transect data (1999-2001) agree with telemetry

data (1990-2004) that during the calving period, caribou use the entire area around Teshekpuk Lake. (Comment No.
197620-054)
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Response To: Comment 197620-054

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. The following information was added to
Section 3.3.7.1 Terrestrial Mammals, Caribou, TLH, Calving Grounds, ” The calving grounds of the TLH are
primarily in the northern portion of the Planning Area near Teshekpuk Lake. If snowmelt occurs in late spring, more
caribou will calve south of the lake than if snowmelt occurs in early spring. Kelleyhouse (2001) reported that the size
of the TLH annual calving grounds ranged between 938 mi2 and 1,861 mi2.. Recent calving by the TLH has been
concentrated southeast and northeast of Teshekpuk Lake (Prichard and Murphy 2004). Carroll (2001) reported that
in 2000 calving occurred all around Teshekpuk Lake and that more calves than usual were seen south and west of the
lake. Aerial transect data (1999-2001) agree with telemetry data (1990-2004) that during the calving period, caribou
use the entire area around Teshekpuk Lake (Carroll, Pers. Comm.).”

Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)

Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences, Alternative B, Section 4.4.9, Mammals, Oil and Gas Devel opment.

Caribou. Page 4-21 3. Thetext states that exposure from helicopter traffic, seismic operations, exploration drilling,
and pipeline construction is not expected to have any effects at the population level. However, the combination of
these temporary activities with devel opment activities, which could include a network of drill pads, pipelines, roads,
bridges, power lines, and the activity required to build and maintain this infrastructure, may have an effect on the
TLH at the population level. Studies done over the last decade indicate that TLH caribou are sensitive to displacement
fromtheir calving area. If the TLH is displaced fromits calving area or if caribou are impeded from reaching the
calving area, recent surveys indicate that calving success will most likely be reduced with a resulting drop in the TLH
population. Therefore, it must be acknowledged that even temporary activities must be managed to avoid displacing
or impeding the TLH fromits calving area. (Comment No. 197620-092)

Response To: Comment 197620-092

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. See responses to comment 197620-090
under Caribou - Movement and 197620-091 under Caribou.

Comment From: Mary Ann McCall (Comment Letter No. 197639)

Calving caribou are also easily disturbed, and needless expenditures of energy reduce feeding time and reproductive
success. Thus area is remote, relatively free of predators, and has high quality forage for geese and caribou. (Comment
No. 197639-004)

Response To: Comment 197639-004

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments.

Comment From: Geoff Carroll (Comment Letter No. 197980)

Second, it is very important for pregnant cows to get to and use the calving area, which is south, east, and north of
Teshekpuk Lake. Over ninety percent of pregnant cows calve in thistraditional calving area. During years when cows
can't get back to the calving area, calving success has been much lower than years when most of the cows did get

back. Third, thereisa narrow corridor of land between the east side of Teshekpuk Lake and the Kogru River, which
nearly all of the parturient cows must travel through shortly before or after calving to get to insect relief areas. Cows
with calves are very sensitive to disturbance, so we have the most important segment of the population passing

through this corridor during the time of year when they are having calves and are most sensitive to disturbance.
Development in this corridor and the calving area south of there could have a detrimental effect on the herd. (Comment
No. 197980-039)
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Response To: Comment 197980-039

Under the Final Preferred Alternative over 350,000 acres north, east, and south of Teshekpuk Lake have a no surface
occupancy restriction on permanent oil and gas activities; only exploration during the winter season would be allowed
in these areas. See specifically lease stipulations K-4, K-9, K-10, and K-11.

Comment From: Geoff Carroll (Comment Letter No. 197980)

| found the section on caribou in the Affected Environment Section in the EISto be incomplete, lacking in the most
recent information and inaccurate in some cases. One of the inaccuracies is the statement on page 349, where it

states; "After calving most of the caribou spread out from the calving areasto the east, west and south." Thisis
completely false and is very significant to the decisions that are being made through this process. The fact isthat, as|
previously mentioned, nearly all of the parturient cows move north through the narrow corridor between Teshekpuk
Lake and the Kogru River. It would be very difficult to have any development in this corridor without the risk of
serioudly affecting the population. However, this corridor is part of the area that BLM has proposed to open to leasing
and development. | would like to ask that before final decisions are made, you obtain accurate and up to date
information and take it into account before key decisions, like opening this corridor to development are made.
(Comment No. 197980-045)

Response To: Comment 197980-045

The referenced sentences have been removed from the Final IAP/EIS, and the text has been revised to reflect more
current data.

Comment From: Geoff Carroll (Comment Letter No. 197988)

It's very important for pregnant cows to get to and use the calving area, which is south, east and north of Teshekpuk
Lake. Over 90% of pregnant cows calvein thistraditional calving area. During yearswhen cows can't get back to

the calving area, calving success has been much lower than years when most of the cows did get back. (Comment No.
197988-214)

Response To: Comment 197988-214

Lease stipulations K-9 and K-10 were developed for the Final Preferred Alternative D in response to this and similar
comments. Several other lease stipulations and ROPs (E-7 and K-5) also address these issues.

Comment From: Geoff Carroll (Comment Letter No. 197988)

One of the inaccuracies in the statement was on page 3-49, where it states: after calving, most of the caribou spread
out fromthe calving area to the east, west and south. Thisis completely false and is very significant to the decisions
that are being made. The fact isthat nearly all of the parturient cows move north through the narrow corridor
between Teshekpuk Lake and the Kogru River. It would be very difficult to have any development in this corridor
without the risk of seriously affecting the population. However, the corridor is part of the area that BLM has proposed
to open to leasing and development. 1'd like to ask that, you know, before final decisions are made that, you know,

you obtain accurate and up-to-date information and take that into account before key decisions like opening the
corridor to development are made. (Comment No. 197988-217)

Response To: Comment 197988-217

Please see lease stipulation K-9 for a description of the corridor.
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TOPIC: CARIBOU
ISSUE: DISTRIBUTION

Comment From: George Ahmaogak, Mayor North Slope Borough (Comment Letter No. 196407)

Map 3-21: is difficult to interpret. All of the overlapping colors and patterns are confusing. For clarity, the ranges of
the ranges of the three subject caribou herds should be depicted on separate maps. (Comment No. 196407-091)

Response To: Comment 196407-091

Map 3-21 has been revised to better show habitat use by caribou herds that use the Planning Area.

TOPIC: CARIBOU

ISSUE: DISTURBANCE

Comment From: Karen Fant (Comment Letter No. 196945)

Inupiat villagers depend upon the caribou of the lake region for their subsistence. Devel opment activities would
disrupt caribou calving or force pregnant cows to move to other, less biologically suitable areasto have their calves.
Despite rosy reports to the contrary from the oil industry at Prudhoe Bay about caribou which roam through the il
fields, female caribou with their young calves avoid the pipeline and oil development activities. Not only would
development in this area upset the delicate balance of the caribou during the calving season, it would disrupt forever
the way of life of the people of Nuigsut village. (Comment No. 196945-007)

Response To: Comment 196945-007

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments.

Comment From: Audubon Alaska/National Wildlife Federation (Comment Letter No. 197610)

The DEIS provided no new scientific data to justify reducing the size of the TLSPA with respect to these important
caribou habitats. The Preferred Alternative places Teshekpuk Lake caribou at risk of being displaced from their
calving grounds and having their movements disrupted during the critical insect season. Sgnificant displacement and
disturbance during calving and insect seasons likely would result in declining productivity, resulting in population-
level impacts to the herd. A substantial declinein the size of the herd would reduce subsistence opportunities for
residents of North Sope communities. (Comment No. 197610-022)

Response To: Comment 197610-022

See response to comment 197617-076 under Caribou

Comment From: Audubon Alaska/National Wildlife Federation (Comment Letter No. 197610)

Demonstrable devel opment-related effects on that portion of the Central Arctic Herd occurring within the il fields
were observed during 1980-2000, despite masking effects of relatively low caribou densities and highly favorable
weather on the calving grounds (Wolfe 2000, Cameron et al. 2002, Griffith et al. 2002). Effects on caribou have
included shifting of concentrated calving from the Kuparuk ail field to the southwest of the field, and delaying and
deflecting movement to and from coastal insect-relief areas (Whitten and Cameron 1983; Dau and Cameron 1986;

Cameron et al. 1992; Nelleman and Cameron 1996, 1998; Murphy and Lawhead 2000; Wolfe 2000). (Comment No.
197610-036)
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Response To: Comment 197610-036

Oil and gas development has been implicated in lower reproductive success and shifting of calving areas away from oil
field developments. These issues, and data suggesting that calving success and caribou movements may not be entirely
related to oil field development are discussed in Chapter 4 for each alternative for Mammals, and in the cumulative
effects section for Mammals.

Comment From: Audubon Alaska/National Wildlife Federation (Comment Letter No. 197610)

Generally, some caribou appear to habituate to the presence of structuresin oil fields (Ballard et al. 2000), but not to
human presence and vehicular traffic (Nelleman and Cameron 1998). Caribou in the Central Arctic avoided areas
within 2.5 mi of roads and pipelines, functionally increasing habitat loss from 2 percent (the immediate footprint of
roads and gravel pads) to 29 percent (Wolfe 2000). (Comment No. 197610-039)

Response To: Comment 197610-039

See response to comment 197610-036 under Caribou - Disturbance

Comment From: Audubon Alaska/National Wildlife Federation (Comment Letter No. 197610)

The sensitivity of caribou to human activity and structuresis greater during calving than during insect seasons,
greater for maternal than nonmaternal caribou during the calving period, and greater during periods of intense
insect harassment versus no insect harassment during summer (J. Dau, Alaska Department of Fish and Game
[ADFG], Kotzebue, AK, pers. communication, 2002). At Prudhoe Bay, large groups of caribou often crossed roads
with traffic and feeder pipelines during intense insect harassment, but were reluctant to do so after insect harassment
had abated (Dau, pers. communication 2002). (Comment No. 197610-040)

Response To: Comment 197610-040

See response to comment 197617-076 under Caribou

Comment From: Audubon Alaska/National Wildlife Federation (Comment Letter No. 197610)

Dau and Cameron (1986) clearly showed maternal caribou avoided roads during calving even when traffic levels
were low, but nonmaternal caribou did not. In the range of the Central Arctic Herd, where oil development has
occurred on a portion of the calving grounds, cows in the late stage of pregnancy and with newborn calves avoided
and shifted concentrated calving away from devel oped areas, including from prime calving and foraging habitat
(Whitten and Cameron 1983; Dau and Cameron 1986; Cameron et al. 1992; Nelleman and Cameron 1996, 1998;
Murphy and Lawhead 2000; Wolfe 2000). Air traffic also has stressed parturient and postpartum cows and calves
(Yokel 1997). (Comment No. 197610-041)

Response To: Comment 197610-041

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. Text was added to Section 4.7.6.9 Terrestrial
Mammals, Cumulative Analysis, Impacts from Oil and Gas Development increasing the short term displacement of
caribou to, “..(2 %2 miles for parturient females and calves)...”

Comment From: Audubon Alaska/National Wildlife Federation (Comment Letter No. 197610)

Geoff Carroll, ADFG Area Biologist in Barrow, has been the principal investigator monitoring Teshekpuk Lake
caribou for many years. He has stated (22 September 2003 memo to his ADFG supervisor) the following concerns
about potential development around Teshekpuk Lake: The TLH has shown strong fidelity to its calving area around
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Teshekpuk Lake, and caribou that calve in the core area have much higher calf survival than caribou that calve
outside the area. In addition, the geography of the area makes it virtually impossible to build structuresin the area
north, east, or northwest of the lake that would not impede movements to and from insect relief areas. TLH caribou
are likely to react even more strongly than CAH caribou to development activities because they are not habituated to
them. If development occursin the calving area, it islikely that TLH will be displaced from the area and structuresto
the north will interfere with movements to and from insect relief areas. (Comment No. 197610-048)

Response To: Comment 197610-048

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. The following information was added to
Section 3.3.7.1 Terrestrial Mammals, Caribou, TLH, Calving Grounds, “The calving grounds of the TLH are primarily
in the northern portion of the Planning Area near Teshekpuk Lake. If snowmelt occurs in late spring, more caribou
will calve south of the lake than if snowmelt occurs in early spring. Kelleyhouse (2001) reported that the size of the
TLH annual calving grounds ranged between 938 mi2 and 1,861 mi2.. Recent calving by the TLH has been
concentrated southeast and northeast of Teshekpuk Lake (Prichard and Murphy 2004). Carroll (2001) reported that

in 2000 calving occurred all around Teshekpuk Lake and that more calves than usual were seen south and west of the
lake. Aerial transect data (1999-2001) agree with telemetry data (1990-2004) that during the calving period, caribou
use the entire area around Teshekpuk Lake (Carroll, Pers. Comm.).

The importance of this area to calving caribou is emphasized by observed calving success in abnormal years. The
return of pregnant cow caribou to the Teshekpuk Lake area can be delayed in years when the caribou migrate further
away during winter, or when snow-pack is deeper than normal and/or spring melt-off is later than normal. When their
return to the Teshekpuk Lake area is delayed, more cows than usual drop their calves along the way and this in turn
results in lower calving success. During 1996-97 most of the herd migrated much farther south than usual and many
cows arrived late to the Teshekpuk Lake area. Only 8 of 21 collared caribou were found in the lake area during calving
time and 6 of these calved successfully. Of the other 13 collared cows, only one calved successfully for an overall
successful calving percentage of 33 percent. In 2001, heavy snow and a late snow melt-off slowed the migration and
only 16 (44 percent) of 36 collared cows calved successfully. Calving success for collared cows that did make it back
to the Teshekpuk Lake area in 2001 was much better (88 percent) than ones found outside the area (10 percent).”

Comment From: Kuukpik Corporation (Comment Letter No. 197616)

Finally, animals fromthe TLH overwinter in on the Arctic Coastal Plain more frequently and in greater numbers than
the CAH. This means that animals from the TLH are more likely to encounter winter exploration than the CAH and
will encounter permanent facilities year-round. What are the impacts increasing the frequency of winter encounters
between caribou and oil and gas activities? What happens if these impact are spread across a significant portion of
the TLH herd instead of on the relatively few stragglers from the CAH that remain on the Arctic Coastal Plain all
winter? (Comment No. 197616-146)

Response To: Comment 197616-146

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. Additional analysis of potential displacement
of caribou due to oil and gas activity has been added to the Chapter 4 sections that describe potential impacts of

the four Alternatives. We specifically mentioned in the DEIS that development in the area would create the potential
for year round interactions between the TLH and oil and gas development activities. Since development has not
previously occurred in an area where caribou spend the winter there is no analogue to analyze for this situation. We
have described the impacts that have occurred, albeit during summer, in the CAH when they were exposed to oil and
gas development activities. While some inferences can be drawn regarding potential impacts they are only speculative
and we have tried to indicate that.

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

Soecific Concerns: The draft IAP/EIS at 4-210 acknowledges that the impacts of the Preferred Alternative to terrestrial
mammals would be greater than the No Action Alter native because of the larger development scenario. However, it is
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inferred that the degree of impact would result from developing only “ ...345 to 4,310 additional acres of habitat...”

This example significantly underestimates the potential impacts to mammals such as calving caribou or caribou

seeking insect relief. In fact, the TLSPA was reduced by 75 percent from a no-lease or no-surface activity area of
857,860 acres to a no-lease area of 213,000 acres. The reference to a few hundred or few thousand acres only relates

to the actual footprint of habitat loss. It must be recognized that Central Arctic Herd caribou were displaced by up to
2.5 mi from development infrastructure during calving. This additional avoidance zone is a substantially greater

impact than the direct acres affected by development. An additional concern at Teshekpuk Lake is the highly

constricted geography through which caribou must move to find insect relief. Placing an oilfield infrastructure within
this geographically constricted region between lakes and coast is likely to further impede caribou movements.
(Comment No. 197617-078)

Response To: Comment 197617-078

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. The following text was added to Section
4.6.9.1 Terrestrial Mammals, Oil and Gas Development Activities, Effects of Disturbance, Caribou, “Some TLH
caribou movements during the insect-relief season (late June-August 15) would likely be affected by pipelines and road
traffic. The critical part of the movement to the coastal insect-relief area is through the narrow corridor between
Teshekpuk Lake and the Kogru River. Caribou must pass through these corridors to get to and from insect-relief areas.
The area to the east of Teshekpuk Lake is a particular problem because nearly all of the parturient cows pass through
this area either shortly before or after calving (Carroll Pers. Comm.). Any development that occurs on the limited
amount of habitat that is used by caribou migrating through this corridor would likely affect caribou movements.
Stipulation K-9 designates an NSO area extending from the eastern shore of Teshekpuk Lake approximately 4 miles
eastward towards the Kogru Inlet (approximately 116,000 acres). The NSO designation prohibits permanent oil and
gas facilities including major rights-of-way such as pipelines and roads. This stipulation should protect enough land to
allow caribou use of this major migration corridor. However, pipelines could be allowed in the NSO area north of
Teshekpuk Lake and south/southeast of the lake. Careful siting of pipeline and road rights-of-way would still be
required to prevent affects on caribou use of this corridor. Additionally, the areas that would be excluded from surface
occupancy do not extend to the coast suggesting that there could be some development along the coastline. While a
set-back from the coast is stipulated (Lease Stipulation K-6), development in the coastal area would likely impact
caribou use of insect-relief areas near the coast, though the number of developments would be restricted by stipulation
K-11.”

The following was also added to Section 4.4.9.1. Terrestrial Mammals, Oil and Gas Exploration and Development
Activities, Effects of Disturbance, Exploratory Drilling, “Functional loss of habitat would be greater than the number
of acres indicated, which is the actual development footprint. Wolfe (2000) suggested that when caribou in the CAH
avoided areas within 2.5 miles of roads and pipelines, the functional habitat loss increased from 2 percent (the
immediate footprint of roads and gravel pads) to 29 percent.

Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)

Chapter 4. Environmental Consequences, Alternative A, Section 4.3.9.1, Terrestrial Mammals, Effects of
Disturbances, Caribou, Page 4-1 10. The following reference, which discusses displacement of calving caribou along
the Meltwater and Tarn roads, and discusses the effectiveness of traffic convoying at reducing calving displacement,
should be considered as a reference in this discussion and el sewhere in the document. Lawhead, B.E., A.K. Prichard,
M.J. Macander, and M. Emers. 2004. Caribou mitigation monitoring for the Meltwater Project, 2003. Third Annual
Report. Prepared for ConocoPhillips Alaska Inc., Anchorage, Alaska by ABR Inc. - Environmental Research &
Services, Fairbanks, Alaska. 104 pp. This study noted maternal caribou with calves were displaced from the area near
both the Meltwater and Tarn roads during and up to two weeks post calving. Very few calves were observed within 2
km of either road during the calving period and densities appeared to be reduced as far away as 4 km. Traffic
convoying on the Meltwater road was not effective at reducing calving displacement to less than 2-4 km or reducing
the disturbance reactions of caribou within 500 m of the road. (Comment No. 197620-082)
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Response To: Comment 197620-082

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. The reference and information suggested in

Comment From: Geoff Carroll (Comment Letter No. 197988)

So you asked for ways to mitigate effects that could be detrimental to subsistence and access and other things. So
basically, the way to mitigate that is to increase the area that is not leased or has no surface activity to include that
narrow corridor and the critical parts of the calving area. | think, you know, there may -- there might be some

guestion as to whether development in those areas will have a large population level effect on the caribou. But | don't
(Comment No. 197988-218)

Response To: Comment 197988-218

Please see lease stipulation K-9 for a description of the corridor.

TOPIC: CARIBOU

ISSUE: HARVEST

Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)

Harvest. Subsistence harvest of the TLH is year-round, with most occurring between July and October by residents of
Anaktuvuk Pass, Atgasuk, Barrow, Kaktovik, Nuigsut, Point Hope, and Wainwright. It is difficult to determine precise
numbers for TLH harvest because not all hunters report their harvest and because most villages may harvest caribou
from more than one herd. However, by examining village subsistence harvest studies and using radio-telemetry data
to determine the percentage of caribou that are in village hunt areas during harvest season, a reasonable estimate
can be made of TLH harvest. During the year 1999-2000 approximately 2,500 TLH caribou were harvested, and an
estimated 2,760 TLH caribou were harvested during 2000-2001 in North Sope villages. Harvest fromthe TLH by
sport huntersis generally low and mostly confined to the Colville River drainage. (Comment No. 197620-057)

Response To: Comment 197620-057

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. The following information was added to
Section 3.3.7.1 Terrestrial Mammals, Caribou, TLH, Harvest, ” Subsistence harvest of the TLH is year-round, with
most occurring between July and October by residents of Anaktuvuk Pass, Atqasuk, Barrow, Kaktovik, Nuiqsut, Point
Hope, and Wainwright. It is difficult to determine precise numbers for TLH harvest because not all hunters report
their harvest and because most villages harvest caribou from more than one herd. However, by examining village
subsistence harvest studies and using radiotelemetry data to determine the percentage of caribou that are in village
hunt areas during harvest season, a reasonable estimate can be made of TLH harvest. Approximately 2,500 TLH
caribou in 1999-2000, and 2,760 during 2000-2001, were harvested by residents of North Slope villages. Harvest of
the TLH by sport hunters is generally low and mostly confined to the Colville River drainage.”

TOPIC: CARIBOU
ISSUE: INSECT RELIEF

Comment From: Robert Davison (Comment Letter No. 194259)

In addition to molting geese, the Teshekpuk Lake Surface Protection Area was established to protect habitats used by
caribou for calving and insect relief. Although current numbers of the Teshekpuk Lake caribou herd are high, WMI
has concerns about the cumul ative effects on caribou population size from potential impacts of oil and gas
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devel opment and climate change. Oil and gas devel opment appears to have the greatest potential for adver se effects

by interfering with caribou moving through narrow corridors frominsect relief areas to foraging areas. (Comment No.
194259-009)

Response To: Comment 194259-009

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments.

Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)

Summer Distribution. The Teshekpuk Lake area isimportant as summer range because of prevailing winds and

proximity to the coadt, river deltas, and lake edge that provide insect-relief habitat and adjacent forage. (Comment No.
197620-055)

Response To: Comment 197620-055

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. The following information was added to
Section 3.3.7.1 Terrestrial Mammals, Caribou, TLH, Summer Distribution, “The Teshekpuk Lake area is important as
summer range because of prevailing winds and proximity to the coast, river deltas, and lake edge that provide insect-
relief habitat and adjacent forage.”

Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)

Man 3-22, Teshekpuk Lake Caribou Herd Insect Relief Areas. The legend for this map or the associated text should
clearly explain how fixed kernal probabilities relate to distribution of caribou during the mosquito and oestrid fly
seasons. Thisfigureis confusing unless one is familiar with thistype of analysis. (Comment No. 197620-066)

Response To: Comment 197620-066

Explanations of fixed kernal probabilities have been added to the Final IAP/EIS in Chapter 3.

TOPIC: CARIBOU

ISSUE: MOVEMENTS

Comment From: Audubon Alaska/National Wildlife Federation (Comment Letter No. 197610)

Soecific Concerns: In the 1st paragraph, p. 3-49, under caribou migration, the DEIS states: “ After calving, caribou
spread out from the calving area to the east, west, and south.” According to caribou biologists, this description is
incorrect: parturient caribou from the herd migrate north along the narrow corridor of land east of Teshekpuk Lake
(G. Carroll, ADF& G, pers. communication, July 2004). During this critical period, cow caribou and calvesare
highly sensitive to disturbance. Thisimportant migration corridor is now protected in the TLSPA, and the Preferred
Alternative would open it at great risk to this caribou herd. (Comment No. 197610-024)

Response To: Comment 197610-024

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. The following information was added to
Section 3.3.7.1 Terrestrial Mammals, Caribou, Teshekpuk Lake Herd (TLH), Migration, “After calving, most TLH
caribou move north of Teshekpuk Lake, with most parturient cows traveling through the narrow migration corridor
between the lake and the Kogru River.”
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Comment From: Audubon Alaska/National Wildlife Federation (Comment Letter No. 197610)

An additional concern at Teshekpuk Lake is the geographic bottleneck east of the lake through which caribou must

move to find relief frominsects. Placing ailfield infrastructure within this constricted region, where caribou are forced
to pick their way among lakes and between lakes and the coast is likely to further impede their movements. (Comment
No. 197610-026)

Response To: Comment 197610-026

See response to comment 197617-076 under Caribou

Comment From: Audubon Alaska/National Wildlife Federation (Comment Letter No. 197610)

In 6th paragraph, p. 4-210, the DEIS states: * ...many caribou movements to coastal insect-relief areas occur to the
east of the lake, and therefore would not be affected under the Preferred Alternative, as a region northeast of
Teshekpuk Lake would be excluded fromleasing.” Thisismisleading because the greatest geographic bottleneck
occurs between Teshekpuk Lake and the Kogru River, which would be open for oil development under the Preferred
Alternative. Further, this statement under estimates impacts by assuming that the periphery of the no-lease area would
not be influenced by adjacent development infrastructure and activities. It is quite possible that caribou movements
will be influenced by adjacent devel opments several miles away. (Comment No. 197610-027)

Response To: Comment 197610-027

See response to comment 197617-076 under Caribou

Comment From: Audubon Alaska/National Wildlife Federation (Comment Letter No. 197610)

Areas on the coast or directly east of Teshekpuk Lake, outside of the no-lease zone, also could influence caribou
distribution and movements within the adjacent no-lease zone. Important insect-relief habitat occurs all the way out
to the coast and to the east and west of the lake. Fragmenting this habitat with oilfield infrastructure and activities
would likely affect caribou movements. Although caribou may move through infrastructure when harassed by insects,
they also must move back to prime foraging areas. The movement back to optimal foraging areas could be restricted
by industrial infrastructure, thus compromising the nutritional status of individuals and potentially resulting in herd
decline (G. Carroll, ADF&G, pers. communication, July 2004). (Comment No. 197610-028)

Response To: Comment 197610-028

See response to comment 197617-076 under Caribou

Comment From: Audubon Alaska/National Wildlife Federation (Comment Letter No. 197610)

Roads and pipelines and the snowdrifts they cause may impede caribou movements between foraging and insect-relief
areas or disrupt normal movements, especially if perpendicular to routes (Gilliam and Lent 1982). Groups of >100
caribou, common when under insect harassment and attempting to move to insect-relief areas at the coast, have

greater difficulty crossing roads and pipelines than smaller groups (Smith and Cameron 1985). (Comment No. 197610-
043)

Response To: Comment 197610-043

See response to comment 197617-076 under Caribou
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Comment From: Kuukpik Corporation (Comment Letter No. 197616)

A fourth difference between the CAH and the TLH are the relatively narrow strips of land to the east and west sides of
the Teshekpuk Lake that are important travel corridors for caribou moving between the north and south of the
lake.141 These are areas where the entire TLH herd may pass through in large groups. We are not aware of any
similar pinch pointsin the CAH’ s range, so this makes the TLH unique. How would large numbers of caribou react to
infrastructure inside these pinch points? It is simply not enough to say that the conventional wisdom about mitigating
impacts of industrialization applies to such areas. (Comment No. 197616-145)

Response To: Comment 197616-145

See response to comment 197617-076 under Caribou
Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

The draft |AP/EIS states that “ ...many caribou movementsto coastal insect-relief areas occur to the east of the lake,
and therefore would not be affected under the Preferred Alternative, as a region northeast of Teshekpuk Lake would
be excluded from leasing.” This statement under estimates impacts by assuming that the periphery of the no lease area
would not be influenced by adjacent development infrastructure and activities. It is quite possible, if not likely, that
there would be an influence on caribou movements from adjacent developments several miles away. Areas on the
coast or directly east of Teshekpuk Lake (which occur outside of the no-lease zone) could also influence caribou
distribution and movements within the adjacent no-lease zone. Important insect relief habitat occursright up to the
coast and east and west of the lake. Fragmenting this habitat with cilfield infrastructure and activities would likely
affect caribou movements. Although caribou may move through infrastructure when harassed by insects, they also
must move back to prime foraging areas. The movement back to optimal foraging areas could be restricted by
industrial infrastructure thus compromising the nutritional status of individuals and potentially resulting in herd
decline. (Comment No. 197617-079)

Response To: Comment 197617-079

Information on insect harassment and the importance of nutritional status is provided in Section Effects of
Disturbances, 4.3.9.1 Terrestrial Mammals, Oil and Gas Exploration and Development Activities, Oil Development,
Caribou.

Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)

Migration Corridors The sixth paragraph on Page 4-21 0 states that many caribou movements to coastal insect-relief
areas occur to the east of Teshekpuk Lake, and therefore would not be affected by oil and gas devel opment activities,
as the region northeast of Teshekpuk Lake would be excluded from leasing. However, the critical part of the
movement to the coastal insect relief area is through the narrow corridor between Teshekpuk Lake and the Kogru
River, an area that would be open to leasing under the preferred alternative. Because of the large number of lakes
and small amounts of land in this corridor, caribou, pipelines and roads would have to use this same sparse quantity
of land. As caribou have avoided roads with minimal traffic during calving in parts of the current cilfields, structures
in this corridor could significantly reduce its functional width. In addition, the area that would be excluded & from
leasing does not extend to the three quarter mile coastal buffer except for the eastern side, allowing devel opment
relatively close to most of the coastline. Also, pipelines could be allowed in the coastal and lake setbacks, and in the
corridor between Teshekpuk Lake and Kogru River. The end result would be an increased potential for oil and gas
devel opment activities to significantly affect the use of this migratory corridor. (Comment No. 197620-090)

Response To: Comment 197620-090

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. The EIS has been revised to reflect your
comments. This information was added to the Chapter 4 sections for each alternative the most detailed
description appears in Section 4.4.9.1 under Oil and Gas development where we added: The critical part of the
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movement to the coastal insect-relief area is through the narrow corridor between Teshekpuk Lake and the Kogru
River. This area would be open to leasing under Alternative B. Caribou must pass through these corridors to get to and
from insect-relief areas. The area to the east of Teshekpuk Lake is a particular problem because nearly all of the
parturient cows pass through this area either shortly before or after calving (Carroll Pers. Comm.). Any development
that occurs on the limited amount of habitat that is used by caribou migrating through this corridor would likely affect
caribou movements. Development in the corridors could result from oil finds in the area of the corridors or from a
pipeline that would come from petroleum finds north of the lake. Under Alternative B, the region northeast of
Teshekpuk Lake would be excluded from leasing. However, pipelines could be allowed in the excluded area as a result
of technological limitations, economics, logistics, or other factors. The result would be an increased potential for oil
and gas development activities to affect caribou use of this corridor. Additionally, the area that would be excluded
from leasing does not extend to the coast, except near Cape Halkett, suggesting that there could be some development
along the coastline. While a set-back from the coast is stipulated (Lease Stipulation K-6), development in the coastal
area would likely impact caribou use of insect-relief areas near the coast.

Comment From: Geoff Carroll (Comment Letter No. 197988)

In addition, there's a narrow corridor of land between the east side of Teshekpuk Lake and the Kogru River, which
nearly all the parturient cows must travel through shortly before or after calving to get to insect relief areas. Cows
with calves are very sensitive to disturbance, so we have the most important segment of the population passing
through this corridor during the time of year when they are halving calves and are most sensitive to disturbance.
Development in this corridor and the calving area south of there could have a detrimental effect on the herd. And, of
course, Alternative B -- Alternatives B and C open up this narrow corridor which was formerly protected in the
original 1998 Plan for a very good reason. And it opens up the critical calving areas to leasing and surface activity,
which could all lead to the detriment of the herd. (Comment No. 197988-215)

Response To: Comment 197988-215

Lease stipulation K-9 was developed for the Final Preferred Alternative D in response to this and other similar

Comment From: Joseph Leavitt (Comment Letter No. 197988)

And another thing is, the pipelines, they need to be -- they need to have crossways for the caribou because the
caribou | think will just follow the pipeline if they don't want to go under. | think that would be very important if they
start development around that area. The caribou have to have a place to get down to the ocean in the summertime

for -- fromthe -- get away from the mosquitos. |'ve watched -- as a hunter, I've watched caribou when they're
migrating. 1've watched them cross my snowmachine trail, they don't have any problemwith that. But if | walk
acrosstheir trail, the caribou will immediately turn back, just from the scent of my feet. 1've noticed that, I've watched
that as-- just from being a hunter. (Comment No. 197988-257)

Response To: Comment 197988-257

Several stipulations and ROPs have been developed in response to concerns regarding pipelines and caribou
movements. ROP E-7 and lease stipulation K-5 require ramps or burial in important caribou crossing areas or other
design features such as orientation of pipelines that should minimize such impacts.

Comment From: Dora Nukapigak (Comment Letter No. 197990)

My name is Dora Nukapigak, I'mwith the Kuukpik Subsistence Oversight Panel. |'ve been a subsistence hunter since
was eight, when we moved here from Barrow. And my Preferred Alternative is Alternative A because it has the
protection of our caribou, our goose molting areas. And the other thing | wanted to say is, | don't see -- within the
satellites, | don't see any caribou -- what do you call those? Gosh, that slipped my mind -- critical loops from
anywhere from CD-5 to CD-7. That's-- | think it's very important that they have thosein place. It's very obviousin
the summertime; we could see where the caribous, you know, cross and go to their insect relief area. And | sure
would like to see that being implemented with -- | know that, because the height of the pipeline went from five to seven
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feet, | know that maybe that's why they're not putting any vertical loops. Maybe they're thinking it's -- the pipeline is
high enough. But I think, for the migration of the caribou, that there be some vertical loops for the satellites. And for
the future of development in our -- the west of us, | think that's very important that they do those, the seven foot
average plus the vertical loops, or maybe some buried pipeline. (Comment No. 197990-008)

Response To: Comment 197990-008

Several stipulations and ROPs have been developed to minimize any effects on migrating caribou. Final Preferred
Alternative D includes ROP E-7 which requires that pipelines be designed to allow free passage of caribou and
subsistence users. The minimum required pipeline height is 7.0 feet, which is increased from 5.0 feet in the 1998 plan.

TOPIC: CARIBOU

ISSUE: POPULATION
Comment From: Audubon Alaska/National Wildlife Federation (Comment Letter No. 197610)

Although the Central Arctic Herd increased from about 5,000 animalsin 1978 to an estimated 27,000 in 2000, a
population decline occurred from 1992 to 1995, followed by a rebound (Cameron et al. 2002). The National

Research Council (2003) suggested that the combined effects of industrial activity and infrastructure and the stress
imposed by insects might have contributed to the reduction in size of the herd seen from 1992 through 1995. Cronin

et al. (2000) argued that population-level impacts fromoil field development have not occurred for this herd.
However, comparing the higher growth rate of the Teshekpuk Lake Herd to the growth rate of the Central Arctic Herd,
Griffith et al. (2002) suggested that the Central Arctic Herd might have been influenced by development

infrastructure after approximately 1987. (Comment No. 197610-037)

Response To: Comment 197610-037

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. The following information and references
provided in the comment were added to Section 4.6.9.9 Terrestrial Mammals, Impacts from Oil and Gas Development
in the EIS, “Road construction would increase access to previously undeveloped areas and could increase hunting
pressure on terrestrial mammals from public and subsistence hunters. The overall number of animals taken would not
increase dramatically, but roads could focus hunts in particular portions of the Planning Area and the North Slope.
Hunting pressure and harvests have increased for many wildlife species near the TAPS since its construction but have
not produced adverse population effects (TAPSO 2001). It is unlikely that the more remote roads associated with oil
and gas development on the North Slope would have as great an effect on wildlife populations as occurred along the
TAPS corridor.”

The following information was also added in subsequent paragraphs, ” The National Research Council (2003) suggested
that the combined effects of industrial activity and infrastructure, and the stress imposed by insects, might have
contributed to the reduction in size of the herd seen from 1992 through 1995. Cronin et al. (2000) argued that
population-level impacts from oil field development have not occurred for this herd. However, comparing the higher
growth rate of the TLH to the growth rate of the CAH, Griffith et al. (2002) suggested that the CAH might have been
influenced by development infrastructure after 1987.”

Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)

Chapter 3, Affected Environment, Section 3.3.7, Mammals, Caribou, Teshekpuk Lake Herd TLH), Page 3-48.
Population Status and Range. The primary range of the TLH is the North Sope west of the Colville and Itkillik Rivers,
with peripheral range sometimes extending south of the Brooks Range as far as the Nulato Hillsand as far east as the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge. After the decreasein the herd estimate in 1995 (25,076 caribou), the count of the
TLH then increased in 1999 (28,627 caribou) and in 2002 (45,166 caribou). It ismost likely that the 1999 count was
an underestimate and that the herd has gradually increased since the mid 1990s. (Comment No. 197620-052)
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Response To: Comment 197620-052

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. The following information was added to
Section 3.3.7.1 Terrestrial Mammals, Caribou, TLH, Population Status and Range, “The primary range of the TLH is
the North Slope west of the Colville and Itkillik rivers, with the peripheral range sometimes extending as far south as
the Nulato Hills of the Brooks Range and as far east as the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.”

Comment From: Wayne T. Gilchrest (Comment Letter No. 197984)

Further, the preferred alternative would diminish protection for the caribou by opening up part of their critical
calving and insect relief areas. Most of the concentrated calving area and insect relief area would now be open to
leasing and industrial development in contrast to the 1998 plan, which protects most of the concentrated calving
area. The National Academy of Sciences reports that, between, 1998 and 2001, reproductive success for female
caribou contending with industry activities and high insect populations during calving season was less than for
undisturbed femal es, contributing to an overall population reduction. According to data from the Alaska Department
of Fish n Game and University of Alaska-Fairbanks, analyzed by the National Audubon Society, 88 percent of the
Teshepuk Lake herd's concentrated calving area would be at risk under BLM's preferred alternative. Additionally,

only 41 percent of insect-relief habitat would be protected from leasing and industrial development. (Comment No.
197984-004)

Response To: Comment 197984-004

Your comments and others like it have prompted BLM to consider a new alternative that provides increased
protection to the caribou in the area.

TOPIC: CARIBOU
ISSUE: RANGE

Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)

Fall and Winter Range Use and Distribution. During most years, most TLH caribou winter on the coastal plain, but
portions of the herd may also winter in a variety of other places. In some years, some of the herd has migrated as far

as the Nulato Hills to the south, Point Hope to the west, and the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge to the east. (Comment
No. 197620-056)

Response To: Comment 197620-056

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. The following information was added to
Section 3.3.7.1 Terrestrial Mammals, Caribou, TLH, Fall and Winter Range Use and Distribution, “During most years,
the majority of TLH caribou winter on the coastal plain of the National Petroleum Reserve — Alaska, but portions of
the herd may also winter in a variety of other places. In some years, portions of the herd have migrated as far as the
Nulato Hills to the south, Point Hope to the west, and the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge to the east.”

TOPIC: COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT
Comment From: George Ahmaogak, Mayor North Slope Borough (Comment Letter No. 196407)

Page 3-97: the discussion concerning the Alaska Coastal Management Program must be modified to account for
significant 2003 amendments of the state’ s program, and subsequent required amendments of applicable regulations
and local district programs. (Comment No. 196407-088)
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Response To: Comment 196407-088

The text discussing the Alaska Coastal Management Program has been changed to note the recent amendments to the
program.

Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)

DNR Office of Project Management and Permitting Page 3-97 3rd paragraph. The listed federal authorizations
referenced in 15 CFR 930.53(a)(l) are found in 11 AAC 110.400. (Activities requiring a federal authorization subject
to consistency review.). It may be helpful to list both state and federal regulatory citationsin this section describing
the ACMP. (Comment No. 197620-103)

Response To: Comment 197620-103

We have added state regulation to sentence to read: “Federally permitted activities in the coastal area of National
Petroleum Reserve — Alaska must undergo an ACMP review if they require a listed federal authorization (15 CFR §
930.53[a][(1]; 11 AAC § 110.400).”

Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)

Pages 4-149.4-238, and 4-3 17. These sections are correct in citing ACMP Statewide Standards at 6 AAC 80 that are
currently in effect, however; these sections should note that 6 AAC 80 has been amended and new statewide standards
arenow at 11 AAC 112, but implementation of the new standards is pending approval by the Office of Ocean and
Coastal Resource Management. (Comment No. 197620-104)

Response To: Comment 197620-104

We have added the following sentence to first instance in Chapter 4: “Pending approval by the Office of Ocean and
Coastal Resource Management, 6 AAC § 80 will be amended and new statewide standards will be in 11 AAC § 112.”

TOPIC: CONSULTATION WITH FEDERAL AGENCIES
Comment From: Ron Kim (Comment Letter No. 197611)

The EISfor this project also revealsthat Preferred Alternative B could harm and potentially jeopardize the existence
of the Bowhead Whales, and Seller's and Spectacled Eider, who are protected by the ESA. The BLM should engage in
Section 7 consultation with FWS about potential impacts to these species. The potentially detrimental effects of the
project on the Bowhead Whales should be further investigated, particularly the potential impact of an oil spill and the
effects of sound on the Whales; the ESA and MMPA should make the BLM reconsider interfering with the whales
migration path. (Comment No. 197611-004)

Response To: Comment 197611-004

As required under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, BLM is consulting with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
and the National Marine Fisheries Service to assure protection of listed species and their critical habitats. This
consultation is briefly discussed on page 1-16 of the Draft IAP/EIS. Appendix D of the IAP/EIS includes copies of the
letters initiating Section 7 consultation and the Biological Assessment on threatened Steller's and spectacled eiders
prepared for consultation with the Fish and Wildlife Service.

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

E. FISH The Essential Fish Habitat Section 4.3.7.3 claims that the proposed activities are not likely to affect salmon
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Essential Fish Habitat (“ EFH" ). However, the EFH requirement applies not only to salmon, but also to other marine
habitat, whether or not the North Pacific Fisheries Management Council has elected to address other species and their
habitat. Thus, this Section isincomplete. Inits analysis, BLM must apply the Magnuson-Stevens Act’ s definition of
EFH without regard to the Council’ s designation. So using the definition, it will be apparent to BLM that thereis
substantially more habitat that qualifies as EFH with and near the Planning Area. Impacts to that habitat must be
analyzed. (Comment No. 197617-110)

Response To: Comment 197617-110

The Magnuson-Stevens Fisheries Conservation and Management Act (MSA) is the principal federal statute providing
for the management of U.S. marine fisheries. The MSA mandates the regional councils develop Fisheries Management
Plans (FMPs) as the primary fisheries management tool. FMPs describe and define EFH for each life stage of
managed species. The North Pacific Fisheries Management Council (NPFMC) has jurisdiction in Alaska and to our
knowledge the council has not implemented FMPs nor do they actively manage fisheries associated with any Beaufort
Sea stock, excluding salmon. In terms of EFH, it does make a difference whether the NPFMC designates a stock as an
actively managed fishery.

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

FAILURE TO MEET THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES OBLIGATIONS BLM and USFWS have failed to
(Comment No. 197617-132)

Response To: Comment 197617-132

As required under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, BLM is consulting with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
to assure protection of listed species and their critical habitats. This consultation is briefly discussed on page 1-16 of
the Draft IAP/EIS. Appendix D of the IAP/EIS includes copies of the letter initiating Section 7 consultation and the
Biological Assessment on threatened Steller's and spectacled eiders prepared for consultation with the Fish and

Comment From: Susanne C. Moser (Comment Letter No. 197621)

It would be a huge mistake to risk the internationally significant ecological resources of Teshekpuk Lake for a short-
term supply of energy, especially when we know that the United Sates cannot drill its way to energy independence.
(Comment No. 197621-007)

Response To: Comment 197621-007

Subsequent to the 1998 Northeast National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska IAP/EIS, the analyses in the 2003 Northwest
National Petroleum Reserve IAP/EIS and the 2004 EIS on the Alpine Satellite Development Plan indicate that oil and
gas leasing, exploration, development, and production activities with appropriate mitigation measures can occur in

the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska without significant impacts to wildlife. Operational experience with
exploration in the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska supports that conclusion. As required under Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act, BLM is consulting with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the National Marine Fisheries
Service to assure protection of listed species and their critical habitats. The Teshekpuk Lake area has been designated
as a Special Area in recognition that significant surface resources are present and that during oil and gas exploration,
the area should be managed to assure maximum protection of identified surface values to the extent consistent with
the requirements of the Naval Petroleum Reserve Production Act (NPRPA). The near-term energy needs of the
United States will be met by a combination of imports from foreign sources, domestic oil and gas production,
conservation measures, and other energy sources such as wind, solar, geothermal, hydroelectric, and nuclear. Each
source makes a contribution to satisfying energy needs and each has technological, ecological, and economic
advantages and disadvantages. In the period considered by the proposed action in this Draft IAP/EIS, fossil fuels will
continue to be the single largest component of the domestic energy stream. One way to continue to meet the

country's energy needs while investigating and transitioning to alternative energy sources is through oil and gas
production in the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska. As discussed on page 4-13 of the Draft IAP/EIS, the process of
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leasing, exploration, and development, including the associated environmental reviews, takes many years. It is likely
that 10 years or more would pass between a lease sale and the start-up of production from any discovered oil fields in
the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska.

Comment From: Environmental Protection Agency (Comment Letter No. 197632)

Agency Consultation. The Final EISshould describe how and when resources and regulatory agencies would be
consulted in a timely manner as decisions are made during implementations of stipulations and ROPs. We
recommend that Final EISdescribe how a project proponent and the BLM would coordinate with other decision
makersin a timely manner, including the minimum time period required for notifications and consultation. EPA also
recommends the BLM carefully review all of the proposed mitigation measures and verify with the appropriate
resource and regulatory agencies that the proper notifications are specified. (Comment No. 197632-010)

Response To: Comment 197632-010

Please see Section 2.6.2.1, Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures Exception Process, for a complete
description of the BLM's Permitting/Authorization Process.

Comment From: Charles Brower (Comment Letter No. 197980)

Small pointsin definitions can have big impacts on management. A definition of consultations must never include
one party simply "informing" another of itsintentions. Gravel mine sites must be recognized as permanent facilities,
and be subject to all restrictions on the placement of such facilities. (Comment No. 197980-021)

Response To: Comment 197980-021

“Informing” another of one’s intentions does not mean that the opportunity for further communication is not

possible or precluded. This general definition of consultation does mean that at a minimum “informing” interested
parities of a proposed action must occur and if deemed necessary, will initiate further consultation. If informed parties
have no issues and do not wish to participate in further discussion, that is there choice, and “consultation” may be
complete.

Regarding subsistence consultation, the requirements for this process are much more extensive and are described under
Required Operating Procedure H-1.

TOPIC: CULTURAL RESOURCES

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

In the draft IAP/EIS, BLM repeatedly makes reference to the fact that BLM is unsure about the severity of impact on
cultural resources that would come from oil exploration and development, citing the scattered natural of the cultural
deposits and the unknown locations of many deposits. However, in each case BLM acknowledges that such activities
may have an impact on cultural resources. In addition, the draft | AP/EIS notes that the more oil and gas associated
activities, the greater the chance that locales of cultural resources would be impacted. (Comment No. 197617-115)

Response To: Comment 197617-115

As stated in the EIS, as each undertaking is proposed, Section 106 will be required to identify cultural resources in the
affected area (APE).

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

In addition, BLM acknowledges that the single greatest potential impact to cultural resourcesin the Northeast
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Planning Area is the construction of a permanent road both in terms of lineal coverage of ground and excavation of
gravel yet the impact analysis failsto include all of the roads authorized by the proposed action. Thisfailureis
detailed earlier in these comments. For these reasons, cultural resource-specific stipulations and protections must be
mor e adequately present in the chosen alternative. (Comment No. 197617-116)

Response To: Comment 197617-116

There have been no authorization(s) for the construction of roads in this amendment process. Any authorization of
such a development proposal would come subsequent to leasing, during the permitting phase. At this time new
mitigation to protect cultural resources would be developed as appropriate based upon site and project specific
information. Please see Section 2.6.2.1, Stipulations and Required Operating Procedures Exception Process, for a
complete description of the BLM's permitting/authorization process.

TOPIC: CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND ANALYSES

Comment From: George Ahmaogak, Mayor North Slope Borough (Comment Letter No. 196407)

There must be some mechanism for recognizing and mitigating the potential cumulative impacts of multiple

industrial operations within and outside of the Planning Area. The oil industry has made progressin being able to
develop with a smaller footprint, but it is predicted that oil in NPR-A will be found in many small fields, resultingin a
web of wells, pipelines, and roads. This expanding web of development will create incremental and increasingly
significant cumulative impacts on wildlife and subsistence hunting.

ConaocoPhillips' Alpine Production facility now sits just eight miles north of Nuigsut in the Colville River Delta. The
western reach of the sprawling Prudhoe Bay/Kupar uk oilfield complex is less than 25 miles east of the community.
The Meltwater facility lies less than 20 miles to the southeast. There has already been extensive leasing and
exploration west of Nuigsut in the Northeast NPR-A Planning Area. When Alpine was being planned, the company at
the time said that foreseeable development did not include any further construction in the Colville River Delta. Now
agencies, the Borough, and the community of Nuiqsut are considering the Alpine Satellite Devel opment Project that
would place production pads in the Delta and the NPR-A. There have already been subsistence effects associated with
existing facilities and operations. Hunters have been excluded from traditional hunting areas. Even where hunters
have not been specifically prohibited from entering industrialized areas, they have largely avoided hunting in the
vicinity of oil and gas facilities. There is already significant anxiety, tension, and stress within the community of
Nuigsut related to the continued expansion of oil and gas facilities into traditional subsistence areas. Among some
residents, there is a sense that cultural systems are breaking down. There are divisions regarding how best to deal with
both the effects and opportunities associated with expanding industrial development, and over what the community’s
role should be in the process. There is a need for steady cash employment, but industry jobs take residents away from
their families, communities, and cultural activities and responsibilities. There have been persistent concerns over air
guality and the overall effects of industrial operations on the health of residents. All of this must be more fully
addressed in the EIS. (Comment No. 196407-043)

Response To: Comment 196407-043

A discussion of the impacts of development in the Planning Area on air quality, subsistence, and social and cultural
systems was provided in the Air Quality, Subsistence, and Sociocultural sections in Chapter 4 for each alternative.
Section 4.6, Effects of the Cumulative Case, identifies past, present, and proposed development on the North Slope
and potential for impacts to subsistence and sociocultural systems from development on the North Slope.

Comment From: George Ahmaogak, Mayor North Slope Borough (Comment Letter No. 196407)

Repeated conclusions under the majority of resource categoriesin the Draft Plan that the cumulative effects would be
similar under all three alternatives are simply baffling, and indicate a failure in analysis. At a minimum, each
successive alternative would contribute greater impacts to the cumulative case within the planning area, and would
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also stimulate and facilitate greater development and associated impacts outside, and predominantly west of, the
planning area. (Comment No. 196407-047)

Response To: Comment 196407-047

For Biological Resources there are clear statements and clear distinctions that indicate that the preferred alternative
and alternative C would have greater impacts than would the No action alternative and that alternative C would be
greater than for the preferred alternative B in the DEIS. These are clearly stated for vegetation, fish, terrestrial
mammals (particularly caribou), and marine mammals. The distinction among alternatives in the birds section is less
obvious, and we have revised the text to make the distinctions among alternatives clearer.

Comment From: George Ahmaogak, Mayor North Slope Borough (Comment Letter No. 196407)

Page 2-34, last paragraph: this whole paragraph is misleading and confusing. We strongly disagree with the
conclusion that “ it is not anticipated that the revisions would create different impacts from what might occur given the
current stipulations” . Clearly, to the extent that the conversion from prescriptive to performance-based mitigation is
intended to allow more flexibility and greater opportunities for exploration and development, there will be greater
impacts. Also, as stated, making more lands available for leasing may lead to greater development. It must be
recognized then that greater development would, in turn, contribute to greater cumulative impacts throughout the
region. Finally, we find the statement that “ it is speculative to estimate or analyze the impacts of leasing that has not

yet been authorized” bizarre. We thought that was the whole reason an EIS has been produced. (Comment No. 196407-
078)

Response To: Comment 196407-078

See response to comment 196407-011. Section 2.9 has been rewritten to clarify its intent.

Comment From: Steve Zack (Comment Letter No. 196561)

The dearth of information the cumulative effects of two issuesin particular oil and gas development and climate
change -- on wildlife, particularly shorebird distribution patterns, are poorly considered in this IAP/EIS, and make
any real consideration of further development premature. (Comment No. 196561-005)

Response To: Comment 196561-005

The cumulative effects section has been revised to more substantially consider the impacts of oil and gas development
as well as climate change on the natural surface resources of the entire North Slope, but specifically focused on the
Northeast planning area.

Comment From: Steve Zack (Comment Letter No. 196561)

The Wildlife Conservation Society is a science-driven conservation organization. We are collaborating with othersto
evaluate whether there is an effect of oil development on nesting shorebirds and waterfowl. In this light, we strongly

feel that existing information on wildlife species and wildlife habitat was poorly integrated in this IAP/EIS. Thereisno
real effort to imagine and integrate concerns over cumulative effects from the ever-growing infrastructure and

activities related to oil development on the North Sope. That the |AP/EISdid not thoroughly and realistically address
potential and actual environmental impacts means that the proposed alternatives cannot be meaningfully assessed.
(Comment No. 196561-009)

Response To: Comment 196561-009

The cumulative effects section has been revised to more substantially consider the impacts of past, present, and future
non-oil and gas as well as oil and gas development on the natural surface resources of the entire North Slope,
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specifically focused on the Northeast planning area.

Comment From: Steve Zack (Comment Letter No. 196561)

Finally, and most important, the recent National Academy of Sciences report, " Cumulative Environmental Effects of
Qil and Gas Activities on Alaska's North Sope (2003)" makes clear that although there are several solid individual
studies of how oil activity affects the arctic coastal plain wildlife and environs, yet there is no assessment of the
potential cumulative effectsin this |AP/EIS. Recently, Assistant Interior Secretary Rebecca Watson told a coalition of
conservation groups that the department had told lower 48 Bureau of Land Management state and regional officers
they have the right to defer leasing until effects on wildlife are studied more thoroughly. We ask for similar
consideration in the NPR-A. (Comment No. 196561-012)

Response To: Comment 196561-012

The NRC 2003 provides the most up to date assessment of cumulative effects of oil and gas development on the
North Slope and was used extensively for the analysis that appears in Chapter 4 of the draft and final IAP/EIS.

Comment From: Audubon Alaska/National Wildlife Federation (Comment Letter No. 197610)

General Comments: The significance of observed short-term effects on Arctic caribou from oil exploration and
development is debated by the oil industry because some caribou still use habitats within the Prudhoe Bay and
Kuparuk oil fields, especially during the post-calving period (Cronin et al. 2000). It is clear, however, that potential
long-term and cumul ative effects on caribou nutrition, reproduction and mortality may be significant (Wolfe et al.
2000, Griffith et al. 2002, Cameron et al. 2002, NRC 2003). (Comment No. 197610-035)

Response To: Comment 197610-035

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. We have added additional analysis to the
Chapter 4 sections that deal with impacts associated with oil and gas development under each of the Alternatives.

This new analysis addresses studies done over the last decade have indicated that TLH caribou show high fidelity to the
calving area near Teshekpuk Lake and that caribou that calve in the traditional calving area have much higher

calving success than caribou found outside the area. In the cumulative effects section we have added more detailed
information regarding oil and gas development on the North Slope that could result in a long-term displacement

and/or functional loss of habitat for CAH, TLH, and WAH caribou over the productive life of the leases. At present,
cumulative oil development in the Prudhoe Bay-Kuparuk area has caused displacement of CAH caribou from a portion

Comment From: Audubon Alaska/National Wildlife Federation (Comment Letter No. 197610)

Assessment of cumulative impacts for any devel opment within any portion of the range of the Teshekpuk Lake caribou
must reflect current vulnerability to weather stress (Carroll 2002) and include all biological factors noted above and
cumulative effects of all development and industrial growth in the western Arctic and throughout the range of
Teshekpuk Lake caribou. Nellemann and Cameron (1998) described a reduction of caribou tolerance to disturbance
as development complexes grew. (Comment No. 197610-047)

Response To: Comment 197610-047

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. The following information was also added in
subsequent paragraphs, ” The National Research Council (2003) suggested that the combined effects of industrial
activity and infrastructure, and the stress imposed by insects, might have contributed to the reduction in size of the
herd seen from 1992 through 1995. Cronin et al. (2000) argued that population-level impacts from oil field
development have not occurred for this herd. However, comparing the higher growth rate of the TLH to the growth
rate of the CAH, Griffith et al. (2002) suggested that the CAH might have been influenced by development
infrastructure after 1987.”
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Comment From: Audubon Alaska/National Wildlife Federation (Comment Letter No. 197610)

Moreover, one of the concerns missing from the DEISis the cumulative, synergistic effects of oil development and
climate change. The advance of woody vegetation (e.g., Surm et al. 2001) in the Arctic may shrink the area of
optimal habitat for molting geese, which, in combination with oilfield infrastructure and on-going disturbance,
especially by aircraft, could displace molting geese from what is now an optimal environment north and east of the

lake. Such displacement would almost certainly result in smaller populations, especially for brant. (Comment No. 197610-
063)

Response To: Comment 197610-063

See response to comment 196561-009 under Cumulative Impacts and Analyses

Comment From: Audubon Alaska/National Wildlife Federation (Comment Letter No. 197610)

On p. 4-381, the DEIS states “ There would be minor differences in cumulative effects to birds under the alternatives.”
Thereis no justification for this statement, and we strongly disagree. Alternative A protects the TLSPA—857,860
acres—fromleasing or surface activity. Alternative B protects only 213,000 acres—a 75 percent reduction compared
to Alternative A. Alternative C opens all the area to leasing. In our opinion, the stipulations proposed by BLM for
protection of birdlife in leased areas do not begin to compensate for the loss of protection resulting from the opening
of increased area to oil development. The differences in cumulative effects among the three alternatives are

substantial, and the document fails to provide a scientifically credible cumulative-effects analysis. (Comment No. 197610-
070)

Response To: Comment 197610-070

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. In Section 4.6.9.8 Birds, Cumulative
Analysis, The word “minor” was deleted from the sentence, “There would be differences in cumulative effects to birds
under the various alternatives.”

Comment From: Northern Alaska Environmental Center (Comment Letter No. 197614)

As the nation's steward of thisregion it is incumbent upon BLM to examine all facets of exploration and the long term
impacts it might have on the natural and cultural resourcesin the area under consideration. Therefore, a full review

of the 1998 plan should be undertaken by BLM, prior to any changes made to the NE Reserve plans. (Comment No.
197614-006)

Response To: Comment 197614-006

We believe that through this amendment process, we are undertaking a review of the areas currently unavailable to oil
and gas leasing as well as the current stipulations of the 1998 ROD in order to assess if decisions relating to the
current management practices should be modified.

Comment From: Northern Alaska Environmental Center (Comment Letter No. 197614)

The NRC report illustrates the inadequate and superficial nature of the cumulative effects analysis completed in the
1998 NE Reserve FEIS That SEIS states BLM must adequately determine and describe the potential long-term

cumul ative effects of oil and gas development on wildlife, ecosystems processes, as well as the cumulative social

impacts on residents. This analysis must include a discussion of the impacts from potential activities on adjacent state
land, private lands as well as state and federal offshore leases in the Beaufort Sea. BLM has yet to effect this analysis.
(Comment No. 197614-012)
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Response To: Comment 197614-012

The cumulative analysis addresses past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities in the planning area as well as
elsewhere on the North Slope and in the Beaufort Sea.

Comment From: Kuukpik Corporation (Comment Letter No. 197616)

All that the Amended Draft EIShas to say about the cumulative impacts of subsistence user avoidanceis: The
continued expansion of this activity [oil and gas development] across the Arctic Coastal Plain from Prudhoe Bay
westward could increase the area considered off-limits by resource users. (Comment No. 197616-176)

Response To: Comment 197616-176

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. The end of 2nd paragraph p. 4-402 now
reads: "Development along the north side of Teshekpuk Lake, and outside the area closed to leasing, could deflect or
divert caribou hunted in that area by Barrow, Atqasuk, and Nuigsut residents (SRBA 2003b). Allowing development
into the core areas now off-limits at Teshekpuk Lake would dramatically decrease core areas where these kinds of
avoidance by definition will not occur. Avoidance of additional areas as a result of Stipulation D-2, which allows for
the development of permanent facilities for exploration (if that is more economical), will impact the subsistence
harvest activities of these communities. Putting a road into NPR-A, with potential public access into the heart of
Nuigsut's remaining traditional range, would have enormous impacts as residents would be likely to avoid hunting in
areas with permanent facilities, and would increase competition for subsistence resources with nonlocals.

Comment From: Kuukpik Corporation (Comment Letter No. 197616)

That'sit. Thisis not analysis. Instead, it is once again stating the obvious, which is that impacts follow from

devel opment. Anyone can tell you that the proportion of Nuigsut’s subsistence range that is avoided becauseit is
occupied by oil and gas infrastructure will only get larger, not smaller. But, where is the analysis of the cumulative
impacts that have already mounted from Alpine which is only 8 miles from the village and from the extensive
development to the east? What about the cumulative impacts from the likely approval and construction of the Alpine
Satellites to the north and to the west of Nuigsut? We think that it should be pretty obvious that areasin our
subsistence range where we can harvest caribou without encountering oil and gas infrastructure areincreasing in
importance and will continue to shrink in size.173 It naturally follows that additional leasing in the Teshekpuk Lake
area, and removing the No-Surface Occupancy strip to the south of the no leasing zone is going to have a profound
impact on how and where we hunt. None of this was considered in the Amended Draft EIS. (Comment No. 197616-178)

Response To: Comment 197616-178

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments with text added to the end of 3rd paragraph
(p. 4-402) as follows: "The continued increase in developed area would reduce the land available for Nuigsut residents

Comment From: Kuukpik Corporation (Comment Letter No. 197616)

The avoidance of developed areas by subsistence users has other impacts as well. Thereis the increased fuel and
equipment maintenance costs that hunters incur if they travel farther than normal in order to hunt in an area where
oil and gas infrastructure will not be encountered. There is also the time that is taken away from subsistence pursuits
to participate in the wage economy in order to pay for these increased costs. These are acknowledged in the Amended
Draft EISasimpacts, but there is nothing that even resembles analysis of the increased costs or time taken away from
subsistence activities. Such analysis would have to build on a real analysis of the avoidance problem, but even that
first building block is conspicuously absent.174 (Comment No. 197616-179)
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Response To: Comment 197616-179

See response to comment 197616-178 under Cumulative Impacts and Analyses

Comment From: Kuukpik Corporation (Comment Letter No. 197616)

Avoidance of additional development (including permanent facilities built for exploration because that was more
economical) may also impact hunter success. When that happens, impacts on harvest success will be felt first in the
institution of sharing. As the Alpine Satellite Draft EIS points out: The sharing of subsistence foods is essential to the
maintenance of family ties, kinship networks and community well being. Disruption of subsistence-harvest patterns
could alter these cultural values and affect community social structure. For the system of sharing to operate properly,
some households must consistently produce a surplus of subsistence goods. For this reason, the supply of subsistence
foods in the sharing network is more sensitive to harvest disruptions than the actual harvest and consumption of these
foods by the primary producer. (Emphasis Added.) The sharing of subsistence foods is essential to the maintenance of
family ties, kinship networks and community well being. Disruption of subsistence-harvest patterns could alter these
cultural values and affect community social structure. For the system of sharing to operate properly, some households
must consistently produce a surplus of subsistence goods. For this reason, the supply of subsistence foodsin the
sharing network is more sensitive to harvest disruptions than the actual harvest and consumption of these foods by the
primary producer. (Emphasis Added.) (Comment No. 197616-180)

Response To: Comment 197616-180

See response to comment 197616-178 under Cumulative Impacts and Analyses

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

Under NEPA regulations, an agency preparing an EISmust in the EIS:| identify any methodol ogies used and shall
make explicit reference by footnote to the scientific and other sourcesrelied upon for conclusions in the statement. An
agency may place discussion of methodology in an appendix. 40 C.F.R. 8 1502.24. Throughout Chapters four and
five, the draft |AP/ElSfails to identify any methodologies BLM used in undertaking its analyses. Thisis particularly
evident in Section 4.6, concerning Cumulative Effects. There are many possible approaches to analyzing cumulative
effects, but the Section does not identify which one, if any, BLM has used. This omission violates 40 C.F.R. § 1502.24.
In fact, it is apparent that BLM is not sure how to approach the evaluation of cumulative effects and therefore it never
clearly selected a scale with which to do perform the evaluation. The draft IAP/EIS s asserts that: The incremental
contribution of the alternatives also depends on the geographic area that is considered under the cumulative
scenario. The cumulative impact area could encompass the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska, the ACP, or the
entire North Sope. For some resources, only activities in the immediate area would have effects. For example, well
drilling many miles from the nearest river would not be likely to have any effects on wild and scenic rivers. For some
resources, activitiesin a broad area could have a cumulative effect. For example, caribou migrate long distances,
and activities occurring in any part of their range could affect them (draft Amended |AP/EIS at 4-416 - 417). (Comment
No. 197617-056)

Response To: Comment 197617-056

As discussed on pages 416-417 of the Draft Amended IAP/EIS, the BLM did not clearly identify a scale for cumulative
effects analysis because a single scale would not be appropriate for each resource. For example, cumulative impacts
associated with global warming and some species of birds should be evaluated on a global scale, while cumulative
impacts associated with visual resources would be limited to the North Slope. To reduce the potential for confusion in
the Final Amended IAP/EIS, the BLM has adopted the approach to cumulative effects analysis adopted by the
National Research Council (2003) in its assessment of Cumulative Environmental Effects of Oil and Gas Activities on
Alaska’s North Slope. This approach is discussed in Section 4.6.2, Understanding and Assessing Cumulative
Environmental Effects. As part of this analysis, the appropriate time and space domain in which the relevant actions
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Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

Perhaps because the draft IAP/EISis not adequately site-specific in its analysis, however, after making this statement
the Section does not go on to delineate what are the cumulative impact areas for any particular resource. Thisfailure
must be corrected in any final EIS. The cumulative effects Chapter is also defective because it is based on a
demonstrably unsupported and obviously unwarranted assumption. That assumption is embodied in this statement:
(Comment No. 197617-057)

Response To: Comment 197617-057

See response to comment 197617-056 under Cumulative Impacts and Analyses

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

In addition, the factors (variables) being considered in the cumulative analysis determine the “ percentage” that
would be attributed to a given alternative. As stated above, the incremental contribution of an alternative to
cumulative impacts is assumed to be proportional to the projected level of activities for that alternative. 1d. at 4-417
(emphasis added). (Comment No. 197617-058)

Response To: Comment 197617-058

At the level of analysis in the Draft Amended IAP/EIS, both statements are correct. The extent of impacts would be
related to the location and timing of the disturbance. When the location and timing of disturbances are known (e.g.,
summer seismic activities in Teshekpuk Lake), the analysis of impacts in the Amended IAP/EIS is project specific.
However, if the location and timing of future disturbances are not precisely known due to the immense size of the
Planning Area (4.6 million acres) and variability associated with other factors that can affect the siting and location
and time of implementation of a project (e.g., geology, available technology, price of oil, behavior of animals,
geopolitical, site access) that can influence the timing and location of disturbances, then assuming that the
incremental contribution of an alternative to cumulative impacts is proportional to the projected level of activities
for that alternative is reasonable for purposes of analysis. For example, in the NRC (2003:137), potential
accumulation of effects from seismic trails on the North Slope was based on rates of recovery that occurred in the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge. The NRC assumed that recovery rates on the North Slope would be similar to those
observed in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge, when in fact, they could be much different depending upon the
sensitivity of the lands that are disturbed. As noted in Section 1.13, project-specific NEPA assessments would be
conducted as specific projects are identified and tiered to the Amended IAP/EIS. At that time, the proportional
assumption would be unwarranted and an analysis of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts would be related to the
location and timing of project-related disturbances.

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

Thereis no scientific basis for making this“ proportional” impacts assumption, and the draft | AP/EIS pointedly does
not identify one. To the contrary, the draft IAP/ElS|ater admits that for birds, at least, The extent of the impacts of
disturbance or habitat loss on tundra nesting birds would be related to the location and timing of the disturbance.
The effects of habitat loss related to placement of gravel infrastructure would also depend on the location of the
infrastructure and the species and number of individuals in the immediate area. Id. at 4-420. This statement istrue, of
course, for all other resources, too. And it means that the “ proportional” assumption is completely unwarranted and
may not be used in analyzing direct, indirect, or cumulative effects. To the contrary, implicit in NEPA's requirement
that an EIS be site-specific is the recognition that the type, quantity and quality of effects depends on project and site-
specific factors that cannot be generalized and may not be used except, perhaps, in a programmatic EISthat is not
intended to analyze or approve specific agency actions. Yet the fal se assumption of “ proportionality” infectsthe entire
cumulative effects analysis in the draft Amended |AP/EIS. This must be changed if any final EISisto survive scrutiny
for consistency with NEPA. This subsection also asserts that: There would be a small increase in the short-term
impacts to visual resources from non-oil and gas activities. Short-term impacts, such as green trails, and ongoing
activities would not accumulate. Short-term activities do not contribute to overall cumulative impacts on resources,

Northeast National Petroleum Reserve — Alaska 6-158 January 2005
Final Amended IAP/EIS



COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

except in a“ momentary” sense. Theincremental contribution of these types of activities to cumulative impacts would
be zero. Id. at 4-16. (Comment No. 197617-059)

Response To: Comment 197617-059

See response to comment 197617-058 under Cumulative Impacts and Analyses

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

No analysis or justification is provided for these unwarranted conclusions. Impacts that occur over brief periods of
time can till have great significance, and no scientific principle holds that such impacts cannot accumulate and
create a cumulative effect, including synergistic effects. (Comment No. 197617-060)

Response To: Comment 197617-060

These two references to the cumulative effect of short-term impacts were removed from the Final Amended IAP/EIS.

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

The cumulative impacts analysis also is deficient because it does not take into account possible synergistic effects,
such as habitat fragmentation from roads and pipelines leading to territorial repositioning by predatorsinto areas
where threatened, endangered, or otherwise sensitive prey find favorable habitat. Any final EIS must discuss possible
synergistic effects generally and in the context of cumulative effects. (Comment No. 197617-061)

Response To: Comment 197617-061

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. Additional analysis indicates that there is no
clear evidence that a synergistic effect would occur from habitat fragmentation. We added to the cumulative effects
section: some evidence suggests that habitat fragmentation produced by gravel structures in oil fields may cause
reductions in shorebird densities for some species (Meehan 1986) although Troy (1988) found little evidence that
fragmentation of tundra habitats affected bird use of areas surrounded by oil field infrastructure. Gravel roads may
provide easier access to tundra bird habitats for predators such as Arctic fox and for subsistence hunters.

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

Thereis no field-tested data to demonstrate that NPRA will not evolve into a far greater infrastructure of
interconnected roads, pipelines, and drill pads, which could have significant impacts on NPRA’ s wildlife resources.
Cumulative analysis should include all facilities, as well as secondary effects of devel opment such as impoundments,
dust shadowing, culvert failures and oil spill sites. This kind of trend analysis would show rates of gravd fill and
extraction, rates of construction of roads and pipelines, number of drill pads and production pads, and distance
between roads, pipelines, and other facilities within each oil field and between ail fields. (Comment No. 197617-062)

Response To: Comment 197617-062

The BLM cumulative effects analyses follows the requirements of NEPA and provides a meaningful analyses of the
cumulative impacts from oil and gas activities as well as non-oil and gas activities on the North Slope.

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

BLM's prediction that future impacts may be smaller than past and present impactsisirrelevant to the cumulative
impacts analysis. The task of the cumulative impacts analysisis to identify the past and present impacts and explain
how they will interact and contribute with the future impacts of this project and other similar activities. Given that
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about 1% of oil facilities have been restored, NRC Report at 144, the draft | AP/EIS should not dismiss these past
devel opments—many of these devel opments are continuing to have effects that are accumulating. (Comment No. 197617-
063)

Response To: Comment 197617-063

The Draft Amended IAP/EIS did not ignore the cumulative effects from past and present impacts on the North Slope,
as discussed in sections 4.6.2 and 4.6.5. In fact, the commenter was critical of the BLM for making a “proportional”
impacts assumption for each alternative, when these assumptions took into account past and present activities and
how they contribute to future impacts. The Draft Amended IAP/EIS did not take into account restoration of facilities
when making these comparisons or assessing cumulative impacts from past and present activities, even though, as
acknowledged by the commenter, some past developments have been restored and impacts from these developments
do not accumulate.

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

The draft |AP/EIS also failed to identify why BLM reaches different conclusions about the cumulative impacts of the
proposed action than the National Academy of Sciences March 2003 report Cumulative Environmental Effects of Oil
and Gas Activities on Alaska's North Sope. A revised |PA/EIS must remedy this situation. (Comment No. 197617-064)

Response To: Comment 197617-064

The cumulative analysis section incorporated much information from the National Academy of Sciences report. It is
unclear to what differences the commenter refers. Some distinctions, however, may be attributed to the [AP/EIS
examining the cumulative impacts associated with leasing in the northeast portion of the Petroleum Reserve, while
the NAS conducted a more general examination.

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

On p. 4-381, the draft | AP/EIS states “ There would be minor differences in cumulative effects to birds under the
alternatives.” We strongly disagree with this statement and believe that the DEISanalysisis fatally flawed. Alternative
A, the No Action Alternative, protects the TLSPA—857,860 acres—from leasing or surface activity. The Preferred
Alternative only protects 213,000 acres—a 75% reduction compared to Alternative A. Alternative C opensall the area
to leasing. The TLSPA is a high density nesting area for many species of waterfowl, loons, and shorebirds. Itisalso a
unique molting area for four species of geese. The differences in cumulative effects between these alternativesis
substantial and a revised 1AP/EIS must provide a scientifically credible cumulative effects analysis. (Comment No.
197617-096)

Response To: Comment 197617-096

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. In Section 4.6.9.8 Birds, Cumulative
Analysis, The word “minor” was deleted from the sentence, “There would be differences in cumulative effects to birds
under the various alternatives.” Additionally, the following text was added to this section, “Birds are not distributed

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

BLM must adequately address the cumulative impacts to marine mammals form leasing 100% of the northwest
Planning Area, 965 of the Northeast Planning Area and 97% of the Beaufort Sea. (Comment No. 197617-109)

Response To: Comment 197617-109

The cumulative impacts analysis addresses potential foreseeable exploration and development. The EIS includes
potential development in the Northwest Planning Area and foreseeable development in the offshore areas of the
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Beaufort Sea along with the potential impacts of the proposed alternatives for development in the NE Planning Area.

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

Page 5, Summary of Impacts: The fourth full paragraph suggests that cumulative impacts are expected to be
"minimal, short-term, and localized." The National Research Council (NRC 2003, pages 5-10) suggests that some
impacts related to oil development on the North Sope already exceed these levels, and that increased devel opment
may exacer bate such impacts. Specific to the Northeast Planning Area, some potential impacts could have other than
minimal, short-term, and localized impacts. For example, devel opment in the Goose Molting Area conceivably could
result in widespread and lasting displacement of molting Pacific brant, with potential population-level impacts that
could effect Alaskan, Canadian and Russian populations and the people in these areas who use the resource, as well
as othersin the lower forty-eight states and in Mexico. (Comment No. 197618-010)

Response To: Comment 197618-010

The cited quote refers to cumulative impacts relating to specific resources. The summary goes on to indicate other
resources that would have more substantial impacts.

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

Table 2-3, Page 2-8 1, Cumulative Effects on Birds: The statement that less than 1% of bird habitat on the North

Sope would be affected assumes that all land area is equally suitable for birds. Thisis particularly untrue in the NPR-
A, which has some of the highest concentrations of shorebirds of any coastal area on the Sope (Andres 2004).
Additionally, it appears that this assessment is based on the "footprint" of potential future development without
considering the "zone of influence" around devel oped areas in which bird populations also may be impacted. (Comment
No. 197618-042)

Response To: Comment 197618-042

This statement has been revised to note that approximately 1% of the North Slope could be directly impacted by oil
and gas development, but that activities in the Planning Area could affect proportionally more birds than activities
elsewhere on the North Slope due to the larger congregations of birds found in this area than in other areas on the
North Slope. The statement in the Draft Amended IAP/EIS addressed habitat availability, not quality, as presumably
nearly all, or all areas on the North Slope could provide bird habitat (although some areas undoubtedly have better
habitat, and support more birds, than other habitats). An estimate of the “zone of influence” would be difficult to
calculate because the “zones of influence” associated with individual, widely-scattered birds would collectively total
much more area than the “zone of influence” surrounding a flock of several hundred thousand birds in one area.

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

4.6.3, Page 4-337, Scope of the (Cumulative Case) Analysis. The introduction to the cumulative impacts analysis
should state clearly that it will consider loss of breeding, molting, staging, migrating and wintering habitats for
migratory birds. (Comment No. 197618-095)

Response To: Comment 197618-095

The cumulative impacts analysis considered a wide range of receptors, including vegetation, soil, mammals, and
migratory birds, as noted in Section 4.6.2 of the Final Amended IAP/EIS. Cumulative impacts to receptors, including
migratory waterfowl, were discussed in Section 4.6.9, Analysis of Cumulative Effects by Resources.

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

4.6.9.8, Page 4-381, Birds, Cumulative Analysis, Paragraph 2: We disagree that there would be only minor
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differences in cumulative effects to birds under the Alternatives. Alternatives B and C would almost certainly result in
substantially increased intrusion into the Goose Molting Area of the TLSA. As described above, preliminary results of
USGS-BRD analysis suggests that since 1999, on average, 47% of molting brant in the TLSA use lakes that would be
partially or wholly outside the boundary of the no-lease area proposed under the draft Preferred Alternative (USGS
unpubl. data). Smilarly, since 1999, on average, 44% of molting greater white-fronted geese and 58% of Canada
geese have congregated on lakes in the area that would be available for |easing and development if the draft
Preferred Alternative is adopted. Under Alternative C, the entire Goose Molting Area would be open to leasing, with
development and related activities allowed within 1/4-mile of all goose molting lakes. (Comment No. 197618-096)

Response To: Comment 197618-096

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. In Section 4.6.9.8 Birds, Cumulative
Analysis, The word “minor” was deleted from the sentence, “There would be differences in cumulative effects to birds
under the various alternatives.” Additionally, the following text was added to this section, “Birds are not distributed
evenly across the Planning Area and some areas and habitats are more important to some species than others. Areas
northeast and northwest of Teshekpuk appear to be areas with high densities of nesting shorebirds, and the Goose
Molting Area north of Teshekpuk is extremely important for brant and other molting geese. If these areas were
developed, impacts to birds could be greater than those predicted based on amount of disturbance area.”

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

The Service believes, therefore, that the likelihood of significant impacts (direct, indirect, and cumulative) to molting
geese in general and Pacific brant in particular is greater under the draft Preferred Alternative and Alternative C than
under the No Action Alternative, and that this constitutes more than "minor differences’ in the cumulative effects these
alternatives are likely to have on birds in the Planning Area and specifically in the TLSA. This issue needsto be
clearly presented and evaluated in the Effects of Disturbance sections (pages 4-382,4-383,4-384, and 4-386) of the
final EIS. (Comment No. 197618-098)

Response To: Comment 197618-098

Changes were made in Section 4.7.6.8 Birds, Cumulative Analysis to reflect the impacts to geese, in particular Pacific
brant based on the comment.

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

Additionally, the claim regarding only minor differences in cumulative effects between the Alter natives appearsto be
based on the assumption that only a small percentage of the overall Planning Area is likely to be developed. Without
a greater under standing of the distribution of birds throughout the Northeast Planning Area and how this distribution
overlaps with future oil development, this conclusion appears unsubstantiated. For example, we have very little
information on how different BCC species are distributed throughout the NPR-A. This lack of knowledge prevents us
from determining how development would affect wildlife under the various Alternatives. (Comment No. 197618-099)

Response To: Comment 197618-099

See response to comment 197618-096 under Cumulative Impacts and Analyses

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

4.6.9.8, Page 4-386, Birds, Cumulative Analysis, Conclusion, Paragraph 2: The final sentence of this paragraph
states that the (cumulative) effects on bird populations resulting from future project infrastructure, including that
related to the Alternatives analyzed in the DEIS, would be expected to be less severe than previous devel opments.
While this may be true in a general sense based on improved technologies and a growing under standing of impacts
and measures for effectively mitigating them, it is unlikely that this generalization holds true for all bird populations
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on the ACP. For example, it certainly is not accurate with regard to potential impacts to molting geese that

concentrate specifically within the TLSA. Nowhere else on the ACP would past or future development and related
infrastructure be expected to have as great a potential for impacts to populations of molting geese, particularly

Pacific brant, as would devel opment that could result from implementation of the draft Preferred Alternative or
Alternative C. This needs to be clearly acknowledged and evaluated in the cumulative analysis for the Final EIS
(Comment No. 197618-105)

Response To: Comment 197618-105

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. The last sentence of this paragraph in
Section 4.6.9.8 Birds, Cumulative Analysis, Conclusion, was amended to the following, “In general the effects of
future project infrastructure on bird populations, although additive to natural effects, would be expected to be less
severe than those associated with previous Arctic oil field developments because new technologies have reduced the
size of the footprint for current oil field developments. If development-related disturbances affect birds in the goose
molting area when large concentrations of geese have gathered to molt, however, impacts could be more severe than
those associated with previous developments.”

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

4.6.9.9, Page 4-391, Marine Mammals, Cumulative Analysis, Effects of Noise and Disturbance on Polar Bears:

Please replace the fourth sentence with the following: " The cumulative effects of these combined disturbances are
unknown and will depend on the type, level, frequency, and duration of the disturbance, as well as the number of

bears affected. If low numbers of bears are affected, populations would be expected to recover within a year or two."
(Comment No. 197618-106)

Response To: Comment 197618-106

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. The sentence from the comment was added
to Section 4.6.9.9 Marine Mammals, Cumulative Analysis, Effects of Noise and Disturbance on Polar Bears in the
EIS.

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

4.6.9.9, Page 4-392, Marine Mammals, Cumulative Analysis, Effects of Spills: Please add the following text: "The
potential for increased dependence on terrestrial habitats by polar bears combined with increased human

devel opment from multiple lease sales and subsequent exploration and devel opment within NPR-A and ongoing
development at Alpine, Northstar, Prudhoe Bay, and Point Thompson increases risks to polar bears fromoil spills.
Increased encounters with humans and spilled oil or other contaminants could increase cumulative effects to the
polar bear population." (Comment No. 197618-107)

Response To: Comment 197618-107

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. The information from the comment was

Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)

Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences, Effects of the Cumulative Case, Section 4.6.9.8, Birds, Cumulative Analysis,
Pane 4-38 1. The second paragraph in this section notes there would be minor differencesin cumulative effectsto

birds under the alternatives based on the percent habitat disturbed. Although the percentage of habitat disturbed may
not vary greatly among the alternatives, the relative importance of habitat to birds that may be affected differs
significantly. The Goose Molting Area, although relatively small in area relative to the entire planning area or North
Sope, is extremely important to molting geese. Disturbance or loss of habitat in this area would likely have
considerably greater effects to geese than it would in a similar sized area in most other parts of the planning area.
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(Comment No. 197620-098)

Response To: Comment 197620-098

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. This paragraph in Section 4.6.9.8 Birds,
Cumulative Analysis, Conclusion, was amended to the following, “In general the effects of future project
infrastructure on bird populations, although additive to natural effects, would be expected to be less severe than those
associated with previous Arctic oil field developments because new technologies have reduced the size of the footprint
for current oil field developments. If development-related disturbances affect birds in the goose molting area when
large concentrations of geese have gathered to molt, however, impacts could be more severe than those associated
with previous developments.”

Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)

Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences, Relationship between the Local Short-term Uses and Maintenance and
Enhancement of Long-term Productivity, Section 4.8.8, Birds, Page 4-427. This section states disturbances associated
with oil and gas activities would likely impact birds during the life of the field but would unlikely continue after field
abandonment. If roads, pads, and airstrips are retained at field abandonment, non-industry activities on these
structures may continue to provide some level of disturbance to birds. If intensive activities near traditional goose
molting lakes causes abandonment of use of these lakes, establishing a timeframe for reestablishment of the molting

tradition at these lakes, if it even occurs, is difficult. We recommend the final EIS reflect this perspective. (Comment No.
197620-099)

Response To: Comment 197620-099

Although the effects of habitat loss or alteration may remain after the field is no longer active, disturbances related to
activities on roads and pads would no longer exist. The following information was added to Section 4.8.8 Birds in the
EIS, “These disturbances would likely impact birds during the life of the field, but would unlikely continue after field
abandonment; the effects of habitat loss or alteration may continue indefinitely.”

Comment From: Robert Franz (Comment Letter No. 197636)

The National Academy of Sciences recently released a report on the effects of development of oil in northern Alaska.
They found real and serious negative impacts on wildlife. (Comment No. 197636-005)

Response To: Comment 197636-005

This report was used extensively in the preparation of the Draft IAP/EIS.

Comment From: Inupiat Community of the Arctic Slope (Comment Letter No. 197638)

The lack of information in regards to the social and cultural impacts, which are termed as "cumulative impacts' is
also a concern for our villages within the North Sope. There are cumulative impacts that have occurred since oil and
gas development began on the North Sope thirty years ago. With oil and gas devel opment encroaching closer to the
villages, thisisa valid concern that needs to be addressed by the United Sates Government, Bureau of Land
Management, since it is for the welfare of the Inupiat residents of the North Sope who are United Sates Citizens. We
are the citizens of the United Sates that have endured to date, the impacts that have already occurred, and with new
devel opment being discussed, we would bear the brunt of this new development also. The quote that was given in the
report of the National Research Council follows: "Thereisa particular need for attention to social and cultural efforts
of leasing, exploration, development and production”, including the gradual or long term changes that can be
expected to take place even in the absence of spills...aswell asthe broader range of socio-cultural disruptions that
can result from a spill and persist for years. And as a corollary, not enough effort has been devoted to the pragmatic
guestion of what steps, if any, could be taken to avoid or lessen harmful consequences. (Comment No. 197638-006)
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Response To: Comment 197638-006

The text in Final IAP/EIS has been revised in sections 4.7.7.12 and 4.7.7.13 in response to this comment.

Comment From: Brian Moore (Comment Letter No. 197977)

The weight of scientific evidence points towards significant impacts on the wilderness values if this sensitive area is
opened, especially for industrial-scale oil and gas drilling and development. The leasing plan announced by the

BLM on June 9th ignores the findings of a recent National Academy of Sciences report, " The Cumulative Effects of Oil
and Gas Activities on Alaska's North Sope." This report found that oil and gas devel opment on the North Sope has
had widespread damaging impacts on the air, water, landscapes, and wildlife of the region and on the health of its
people. (Comment No. 197977-059)

Response To: Comment 197977-059

The National Academy of Sciences report, "The Cumulative Effects of Oil and Gas Activities on Alaska's North
Slope" has been significantly included in the cumulative analysis of the FEIS.

Comment From: Stan Senner (Comment Letter No. 197978)

Another itemisthat missing from the discussion of cumulative effects and the analysis of cumulative effects, thereis
no discussion of the interaction with climate change. And one of the phenomena that we're seeing on the North Sope
isan invasion of woody vegetation moving farther north. The geese are at Teshekpuk Lake to molt because of the
abundance of fine grasses and sedges. Geese are grazers and that's what they need. It'sarich in feeding environment

and it's also a relatively predator free and it's also relatively disturbance free. That's why they're there. (Comment No.
197978-093)

Response To: Comment 197978-093

The EIS was revised to include more discussion of climate change. Studies have indicated that climate change may
cause an increase in woody vegetation on the North Slope (Chapin et al. 1995 was cited in the draft EIS). However,
plant succession is a slow process particularly in the arctic (see Billings and Peterson 1980, Bliss and Peterson 1991,
and Bliss 2000) and conversion of the large areas dominated by sedges and grasses on the North Slope to areas
dominated by woody vegetation, making them poorer quality goose habitat, is likely to take several hundred years or
longer. Further the Goose molting lakes north/northeast of Teshekpuk Lake occur in a low lying area that may
experience periodic inundation by salt water due to rising sea level caused by climate change. Such inundation and
increased salinity would be inhospitable to woody vegetation and would likely cause a shift in the plant community
toward salt marsh and salt tolerant species (Funk et al 2004). Salt marsh is considered high value habitat for wildlife
and is used extensively by geese. So while climate change may cause an increase in woody vegetation which may result
in a decrease in available goose habitat it is just as likely that it could increase available habitat by creating extensive
salt marshes. Unfortunately both scenarios are highly speculative.

Comment From: Stan Senner (Comment Letter No. 197978)

If through climate change we see an invasion of woody vegetation in that area, the actual -- the area available to
molting geese is going to shrink. And if you then further fragment and diminish that habitat with the infrastructure,
the oil industry, that's an interactive or synergistic effect, and | think that the Draft Environmental Statement needs to
consider that possibility. (Comment No. 197978-094)

Response To: Comment 197978-094

See response to comment 197978-093 under Cumulative Impacts and Analyses
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Comment From: Charles Brower (Comment Letter No. 197980)

There must be some mechanism for recognizing and mitigating the potential cumulative impacts of multiple

industrial operations within and outside of the Planning Area. The oil industry has made progressin being able to
develop with a smaller footprint, but it is predicted that oil in NPR-A will be found in many small fields, resultingin a
web of wells, pipelines, and roads. This expanding web of development will create incremental and increasingly
significant cumulative impacts on wildlife and subsistence hunting. (Comment No. 197980-023)

Response To: Comment 197980-023

The mechanism for recognizing and mitigating the potential impacts of oil and gas activities across the North Slope is
addressed in the lease stipulations and ROPs included in the Final Preferred Alternative.

TOPIC: DEVELOPMENT FIELD LAYOUT

Comment From: Conoco Phillips (Comment Letter No. 196557)

Small scale adjustments (< 1 mile) in well pad locations have been used to avoid placing facilities in sensitive or high
use habitats on past projects, and CPAI would consider this same process for future development scenarios. With the
suggested setbacks from lakes and restrictions on surface occupancy of lakes of high importance to molting geese,

CPAI believes that exploration and devel opment can be accomplished with a minimum of impacts especially given

that additional site-specific impacts will be evaluated under NEPA for each proposed project. (Comment No. 196557-033)

Response To: Comment 196557-033

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: U.S. Geological Survey (Comment Letter No. 196952)

Page 4-22 and 4-23, Chapter 4 Environmental Consequences, Section 4.2, Introduction and Basic Assumptions for
the Environmental Consequences Assessment, Section 4.2.1, Ground-impacting Management Actions, Section
4.2.1.2. Oil and Gas Exploration and Development Activities. Figure 4-1 and Table 4-3: The figure shows the satellite

pads as requiring 20 acres, but the disturbance of only 10 acres per pad is accounted for in the table. (Comment No.
196952-009)

Response To: Comment 196952-009

Table 4-3 and Figure 4-1 have been revised to ensure they are consistent and are similar to development impacts that
would occur for facilities at the Alpine field.

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

Development- Field layout. The draft |AP/EIS presents a muddled picture regarding whether ice roads will be used at
all for access for development, given that for practical and economic reasons, winter ice roads are likely to be limited
to 50 to 100 mi in overall length and the winter season is shortening. Therefore, the draft | AP/EIS needs to fully assess
the environmental impact of construction of permanent gravel roads in the Northeast Planning area. Analysis of the
effects of permanent roads, both within ail fields, connecting to satellites, and connecting outside the planning area
should have been done since there are no prohibitions of thisinfrastructure. (Comment No. 197617-047)

Response To: Comment 197617-047

The use of ice roads versus permanent roads for development activities is discussed on pages 4-30 and 4-31 of the
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Draft IAP/EIS. In the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska, construction activities would occur during the winter
months and would use ice roads to transport heavy equipment and supplies. These seasonal ice roads would connect
construction sites to air strips, marine barge docking facilities, and permanent roads such as the State-advocated all-
season gravel road from the Spine Road across the Colville River to the border of the National Petroleum Reserve-
Alaska. After development and construction, during the production life of a field, short in-field gravel roads would
connect production pads and facilities. Gravel roads could also connect nearby fields to one another to allow sharing
of infrastructure. During the production life of remote fields, alternative transportation systems such as marine
barging and airstrips would provide year-round access and seasonal ice roads would be constructed and used if needed
for

specific operations. The potential environmental impacts from the construction and use of permanent gravel roads

in the Northeast National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska are evaluated in the Draft IAP/EIS for the appropriate physical,
biological, and human resources. These analyses appear under various subtitles such as "Effects from Pad, Road, and
Pipeline Construction,” "Placement of Gravel Fill," and "Activities on Roads and Pads."

TOPIC: ECONOMY

Comment From: George Ahmaogak, Mayor North Slope Borough (Comment Letter No. 196407)

2-87, Effects on the Economy: all of the economic values given, both in terms of revenues and jobs created, must be
clearly identified as being highly speculative, rather than certain, asisimplied from the language used. Throughout
the document, potential adverse impacts on resources and competing uses are described in speculative terms and
offset by unsupported assurances that mitigation measures will minimize effects. A consistent treatment of potential
positive and negative effects must be utilized in the document. It isinaccurate and misleading to state that certain
revenues and jobs would be generated under any alternative. It is also inaccurate to state under the cumulative effects
analysisthat oil and gas production is the dominant economic activity on the North Sope without further

explanation of the meaning of “ dominance” . It may be the dominant activity in the cash economy, but for the
permanent Inupiat residents of the North Sope, subsistence has always been, and will continue to be, the dominant
economic activity. Failure to recognize that subsistence is a form of economic as well as cultural activity explains why
the impacts to subsistence are so often understated in the document. For our residents, their cash employment
supports, rather than is supported by, their subsistence activities. The tax and other revenues generated by oil and gas
leasing, facilities, and operations support our communities and allow them to continue to exist in locations chosen
long ago exclusively for their proximity to valued subsistence resources. The Borough funds planning and zoning,
wildlife management, search and rescue, education, history, cultural, and elder support programs all in support of
the continued health and vitality of the subsistence culture of the Inupiat people. Conversely, our health, public safety,
and counseling functions address to a great degree the symptoms resulting from stresses on the subsistence culture
attributable in part to increasing industrialization. (Comment No. 196407-087)

Response To: Comment 196407-087

The concerns that are raised in this comment regarding: 1) the clarity in the language used in describing the potential
or projected economic effects under the various alternatives, and 2) the use of the term “dominant” in describing the
value of the oil industry in the North Slope, are acknowledged. Changes to the text were made to make it clear that

the economic values are merely estimates based on assumptions about future oil prices and future oil production levels.
The term “dominant” on page 2-87 in the Draft Amended IAP/EIS document was replaced with “important” and the
value of subsistence activities to the economy and livelihood of the North Slope residents were pointed out in the

same section. It should be noted that there are sections in the Affected Environment discussion that highlights
subsistence activities in the North Slope communities (starting on page 3-126 of the document under “Subsistence as
Part of the NSB Economy”).

Comment From: Conoco Phillips (Comment Letter No. 196557)

A simple comparison of Sections 4.4.18 and 4.5.18 and the economic analysis therein shows that important
economic effects would be lost by choosing Alternative B over Alternative C and excluding such a significant portion
of land from the high prospective area. For example, a comparison of Table 4-11 and Table 4-17 on the estimated
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property taxes, royalties and severance taxes at $30 per barrel shows a total loss of $1.75 billion over a 34 year
window, as broken out below, including a loss of nearly half a billion dollars each to the North Sope Borough (NSB)
and the Sate of Alaska and more than $600 million to the federal government.

LOST REVENUE ASSOCIATED WITH ALTERNATIVE B

LOST PROPERTY TAXES LOST ROYALTY LOST SEVERANCE
$MILLION $ MILLION $ MILLION

NSB ALASKA NSB ALASKA FEDERAL ALAXKA

$176.5 $14.3 $316.9 $316.9 $633.8 $288.5 (Comment No. 196557-018)

Response To: Comment 196557-018

It is s a good idea to compare the alternatives in terms of lost revenues. This discussion was added to Table 2-3
(Effects on the Economy) on page 2-87.

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

Table 2-3, Page 2-87, Effects on the Economy: This section should recognize the economic significance of sport

harvest (state permits and federal duck stamps) and associated benefits to communities where hunting occurs. If
populations of geese are impacted by development-related activities in close proximity to key molting areas, which

could occur under the draft Preferred Alternative or Alternative C, then the economic benefits associated with the
hunting of these species could be lost or reduced. Similarly, any loss of subsistence opportunities could significantly
affect local economies of subsistence hunters on the North Sope and elsewhere in northwest, western and southwest
Alaska, as well as those of the extended families and communities with which subsistence hunters share their harvest.
(Comment No. 197618-046)

Response To: Comment 197618-046

This issue—the significance of sport harvest and the associated benefits to local communities can be discussed in
Recreational and Wilderness Resources. To the extent that there are associated economic benefits to local
communities, some discussion was added to the Affected Environment Chapter—under the Economy section to
include these values.

Comment From: Joseph Eviklook (Comment Letter No. 197973)

CHAIR BROWER: (Trandates a portion) You have come again to Nuigsut for the same purposes, that the community
of Nuigsut is not going to benefit from any employment opportunities from this proposal. (Comment No. 197973-071)

Response To: Comment 197973-071

The proximity of Nuigsut to the area of interest (NE NPRA) enhances the community's opportunities to benefit from
development and production activities associated with Alternatives B, C, and D. These opportunities could extend to
community businesses that might provide goods and services, as well as residents who might obtain work as a result of
the development and production activities.

Comment From: Arnold Brower Jr. (Comment Letter No. 197986)

| just wanted to mention that because this community is hard-pressed for heating oil. The economy isnot at its --
even at itsaverage. So thisis something this community has desired in the past. And if there are natural gasto be
found in the vicinity of these Preferred Alternatives, because thisis a general location, any way that -- before it goes
down to the Lower 48, some of it has to come to the Arctic Sope homes. So we know that the pipeline is going down
from Prudhoe Bay to the Lower 48 and it shouldn't -- we share that -- we envy that proposal, to make that gas
available for the nation. And we want BLM to know, we're part of that nation. (Comment No. 197986-298)
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Response To: Comment 197986-298

Transportation and distribution of natural gas resources is outside the scope of this document.
TOPIC: EDITS

Comment From: George Ahmaogak, Mayor North Slope Borough (Comment Letter No. 196407)

Map 3-22: likewise, this map is confusing and extremely difficult to interpret. Some colors shown on the map do not
appear to match any presented on the key, and it islikely that many in the reviewing public are not familiar with
“ kernel probabilities’. (Comment No. 196407-092)

Response To: Comment 196407-092

Map 3-22 was revised to better show insect-relief areas in the Planning Area.

Comment From: Conoco Phillips (Comment Letter No. 196557)

Page 2-15: ROP A-3, Requirement/Standard. In last sentence add “ field” before “ staff” to make clear that only field
staff, not all staff including corporate and global company staff, need instruction regarding procedures for hazardous
materials contingency planning in the Planning Area. (Comment No. 196557-047)

Response To: Comment 196557-047

ROP A-3 is applicable across the planning area for any land use activity, not just oil and gas; and there are a variety of
organizations that it would apply to. The level at which an organization believes personnel should be involved is
internal to that specific organization and not a decision for the BLM.

Comment From: Conoco Phillips (Comment Letter No. 196557)

Page 2-16: ROP A-4f. Add “ or hisor her designee” after “ AO” so that reports of spills within 24 hours of occurrence
can be reported to the AO’ s designee, asis current practice. (Comment No. 196557-048)

Response To: Comment 196557-048

This is understood.

Comment From: Conoco Phillips (Comment Letter No. 196557)

Page 2-16: ROP A-4g, Identification of Oil Pans. This ROP requires marking oil pans (“ duck ponds” ) with the
responsible party’ s name. While CPAI does not object to this proposed practiceit is not appropriate to have this type
of detailed control of field operations in an ROP. This requirement is more appropriate for a project-specific Plan of
Operations, not as part of an EIS. (Comment No. 196557-049)

Response To: Comment 196557-049

We believe this is a necessary component of the Required Operating Procedures for this leasing document and was
specifically requested by the citizens of Nuigsut in the context of government to government consultation.
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Comment From: Conoco Phillips (Comment Letter No. 196557)

Page 2-18: ROP B-2g. Fish screens are now regulated by the Alaska Department of Natural Resources, no longer by
the Alaska Department of Fish and Game. (Comment No. 196557-054)

Response To: Comment 196557-054

The change is noted in the final IAP/EIS.

Comment From: Conoco Phillips (Comment Letter No. 196557)

Page 2-18: ROP B-2h. Add “ access to water pumping stations on lakes’ as approved for compaction of snow cover
or snow removal from fish-bearing water bodies. (Comment No. 196557-055)

Response To: Comment 196557-055

If compacting snow to allow access to water pumping stations on lakes is necessary, then access approval would be
considered during the permitting process and either approved or not approved by the authorizing officer.

Comment From: Conoco Phillips (Comment Letter No. 196557)

Page Executive Summary — 2: The correct name for this association is “ Nuigsut Whaling Captains Association.”
(Comment No. 196557-074)

Response To: Comment 196557-074

The text was corrected in the Executive Summary.

Comment From: Conoco Phillips (Comment Letter No. 196557)

Page Executive Summary — 3: Alternative B (Preferred Alternative). Change the acreage of new oil and gas resources
to 347,000 from 487,000. (Comment No. 196557-075)

Response To: Comment 196557-075

The text was corrected in the Executive Summary.

Comment From: Conoco Phillips (Comment Letter No. 196557)

Page 1-4: 3rd full paragraph. It isincorrect to say the Alpine Project field “ ...has been the principal target for
exploration on leases acquired in the Planning Area” . Changeto “ ...similar reservoirs have been the principal
target...”. (Comment No. 196557-076)

Response To: Comment 196557-076

The text on page 1-4 has been revised to state that similar reservoirs have been the principal target.
Comment From: Conoco Phillips (Comment Letter No. 196557)

Page 1-9: 3rd full paragraph. Add the U.S. Coast Guard as a cooperating agency for the Alpine Satellite
Development Project EIS. (Comment No. 196557-077)
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Response To: Comment 196557-077
The U.S. Coast Guard was added as a cooperating agency in Chapter 1.
Comment From: Conoco Phillips (Comment Letter No. 196557)

Page 1-21. Switch explanatory text next to boxes for #3 Affected Environment and #4 Environmental Consequences.
(Comment No. 196557-078)

Response To: Comment 196557-078

The explanatory boxes in Figure 1-1 have been corrected.

Comment From: Conoco Phillips (Comment Letter No. 196557)

Page 3-113, 4th full paragraph. The proposed road to pads CD6 and CD7 would extend approximately 22 milesinto
the Planning Area, not 5 miles as stated. (Comment No. 196557-083)

Response To: Comment 196557-083

The text on Page 3-113 was corrected to note that the proposed road to pads CD6 and CD7 would extend
approximately 22 miles into the Planning Area.

Comment From: Conoco Phillips (Comment Letter No. 196557)

Page 3-114, 3rd paragraph under Proposed Colville River Road from the Kuparuk River Unit to the National

Petroleum Reserve — Alaska. This states that the road and bridge would enable oil and gas companies to develop

staging areas to the east of the Colville River. We believe the authors meant “ west” of the river. (Comment No. 196557-
085)

Response To: Comment 196557-085

The text on Page 3-114 was corrected to note that the road and bridge would be constructed to allow development of
staging areas to the west of the Colville River.

Comment From: Conoco Phillips (Comment Letter No. 196557)

Page 3-114, Section 3.4.8.2, Aviation Systems. There are only two major airstrips, not three, in the Prudhoe
Bay/Kuparuk area; Deadhorse and Kuparuk. The Prudhoe airstrip shut down several years ago. Same comment for
2nd paragraph on page 3-115. (Comment No. 196557-086)

Response To: Comment 196557-086

The text on Page 3-114 was corrected to note that there are only two major airstrips.

Comment From: Conoco Phillips (Comment Letter No. 196557)

Page 3-117, Section 3.4.8.6, |ce Roads. States that “ villagers have annually constructed an ice road from Nuigsut to
Oliktok or the nearest oil-exploration ice road, whichever iscloser.” Note that CPAI has built the ice road from
Nuigsut to Kuparuk almost every year since the mid-1990s. (Comment No. 196557-087)
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Response To: Comment 196557-087
Text on page 3-117 was added to note ConocoPhillips has built the ice road almost every year since the mid-1990s.

Comment From: Conoco Phillips (Comment Letter No. 196557)

Page 4-13, Technology Advancement, last bullet. Note that Anadarko’s modular drilling platformis only designed
for shallow drilling, much shallower that any exploration well CPAI has drilled or plansto drill. Same comment for
3rd full paragraph on page 4-18. Also in the second line at top of page 4-20, insert “ shallow” in front of
“exploration drilling” . (Comment No. 196557-088)

Response To: Comment 196557-088

The text on Page 4-13 and 4-18 has been revised to note that the modular drilling platform is only designed for
shallow drilling. The word “shallow” has been added on page 4-20.

Comment From: Conoco Phillips (Comment Letter No. 196557)

Page 4-31, 1st paragraph under Resource Potential and Related Activities. The 2nd and 3rd sentences state: “ For the
purposes of environmental analysis in this amendment, future petroleum-related activities are assumed to be
correlated to the economic resource potential made available through leasing. Thisimplies that all of the modeled
petroleum resources will be discovered and developed by industry, which is very optimistic since all of the possible
economic resources may not be attractive to industry.” Thisisa critical assumption that should be repeated
throughout the environmental analysis sections to remind the reader that the DEIS analysesresult in artificially high
environmental impacts. (Comment No. 196557-091)

Response To: Comment 196557-091

The BLM agrees that not all of the modeled petroleum resources will be discovered and developed by industry, because
not all of the possible economic resources may be attractive to industry. Numerous factors will dictate if, and what
resources would be developed in the future. These scenarios assume oil prices will range from $20 to $30/bbl in the
future. If oil prices were to remain near current levels ($50/bbl), however, additional oil resources above those
projected to be developed in the Planning Area in the Draft Amended IAP/EIS could become attractive to the oil
industry. If so, the Draft Amended IAP/EIS analysis may understate environmental impacts. However, the BLM feels
that the resource development scenarios developed in Section 4.2.1 of the Amended IAP/EIS are reasonable and useful
for comparing impacts among alternatives.

Comment From: Conoco Phillips (Comment Letter No. 196557)

Page 4-279. Section 4.5.5 ismissing a conclusion section. (Comment No. 196557-098)

Response To: Comment 196557-098

Section 4.5.5.4 is the conclusion for Section 4.5.5.

Comment From: Conoco Phillips (Comment Letter No. 196557)

Page 4-344, Table 4-21. The Nanuq (CD-4) field should be moved to the category “ Present Development and
Production” . (Comment No. 196557-101)

Response To: Comment 196557-101

The Nanugq Field has been included under “Present Development and Production” in Table 4-21.
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Comment From: Conoco Phillips (Comment Letter No. 196557)
Page 4-464. Section 4.11.3 ismissing a conclusion section.  (Comment NO. 196557-103)

Response To: Comment 196557-103

No conclusion section was planned for Section 4.11.3.

Comment From: U.S. Geological Survey (Comment Letter No. 196952)

Page 2-7, Chapter 2 Alternatives, Section 2.3 Description of the Alter natives, Table 2-1: The percentages of land
available and restricted for alternative 13 do not add to 100%. The 4.387 million acresis 95.3% of 4.6 million acres,
not 97% as reported in the table. (Comment No. 196952-002)

Response To: Comment 196952-002

Table 2-1 has been modified to reflect your comment.

Comment From: U.S. Geological Survey (Comment Letter No. 196952)

Page 3-12, CHAPTER 3: DESCRIPTION OF THE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT, Section 3.2.5 Petroleum Resources,
Subsection 3.2.5.2 Petroleum Activities in Northern Alaska: In the last paragraph on the page and elsewherein the
text, reference is made to the " Alpine Project field." The correct name, as used by the community (the press, Sate of
Alaska, and technical literature), is"Alpine field. Not using the correct nameis confusing. (Comment No. 196952-006)

Response To: Comment 196952-006

References to the “Alpine Project field” have been changed to “Alpine field” in the Final Amended IAP/EIS.

Comment From: U.S. Geological Survey (Comment Letter No. 196952)

Page 3-16, CHAPTER 3: DESCWTION OF THE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT, Section 3.2.5 Petroleum Resour ces,
Subsection 3.2.5.2 Petroleum Activities in Northern Alaska; Oil and Gas Resour ce Assessment, fourth paragraph: In
the interests of clarity, the 2002 USGS assessment of the NPRA was not done "in cooperation with the MMS' and that
assessment does not strictly update the "National Resour ce Assessment conducted in 1995" because the 1995
assessment did not deal specifically with the NPRA, only with northern Alaska as a whole. (Comment No. 196952-008)

Response To: Comment 196952-008

The reference to the MMS as a cooperator has been deleted. The statement that the 2002 USGS assessment updated
the "National Resource Assessment" has also been deleted.

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

1.2, Page 1-3, Proposed Action; The first sentence says the Planning Area is 23 million acres; rather this
approximates the size of the NPR-A as a whole. (Comment No. 197618-014)

Response To: Comment 197618-014

The text has been corrected to note that the National Petroleum Reserve — Alaska is approximately 23 million acres,
of which 4.6 million acres are found in the Planning Area.
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Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

1.3.2, Page 1-6, Authority: Thefirst paragraph refersto the "National" Petroleum Reserves Production Act; here and
elsawhere correct as"Naval." (Comment No. 197618-015)

Response To: Comment 197618-015

The text was corrected on page 1-6; this was only instance in which the Act was incorrectly referred to as the
National Petroleum Reserves Production Act.

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

Table 2-1, Page 2-7: Under the Preferred Alternative, thistable reports that 97% of the Planning Area would be
available for leasing and that 4.6% would be unavailable for leasing; this discrepancy should be corrected. (Comment
No. 197618-021)

Response To: Comment 197618-021

Table 2-1 has been revised to show that 95.4% of the Planning Area would be available for development under the
Preferred Alternative.

Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)

Chapter 1, Introduction, Figure 1.1. The text describing the boxes labeled Affected Environment and Environmental
Consequencesisreversed. (Comment No. 197620-046)

Response To: Comment 197620-046

The explanatory boxes in Figure 1-1 have been corrected.

Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)

The third paragraph describes benthic and fish studies conducted in the North Fork Chandler River. These studies
were conducted in the North Fork Chandalar River. (Comment No. 197620-077)

Response To: Comment 197620-077

Text changed to North Fork Chandalar River.
TOPIC: EFFECTS OF SPILLS

Comment From: George Ahmaogak, Mayor North Slope Borough (Comment Letter No. 196407)

Page 4-138, last paragraph: the section mentions, but does not adequately address the issue of resource tainting as a
deterrent to harvest. Beyond avoiding consumption of species potentially affected by a spill due to fears of
contamination, subsistence users would likely also allow a period for certain species, especially the bowhead whale, to
fully recover following exposure to oil. In addition, as discussed above, the EIS must analyze the potential for the
Native subsistence harvest quota for bowhead whales to be reduced by the International Whaling Commission in
response to a spill or a perception of greater threats to the welfare of the endangered population associated with
increased industrialization of their marine habitat and adjacent onshore areas of the NPR-A. Theissueisnoted in a
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single sentence on page 4-144, but warrants additional analysisin light of the recent IWC resol ution addressing oil
industry threats to the western Pacific gray whale population. (Comment No. 196407-100)

Response To: Comment 196407-100

Add text to page 4-139 after second paragraph, "Subsistence users would likely also allow a period of time for the
resources, especially bowhead whales, to recover following exposure to oil." Add text "A large or very large oil spill
into nearshore or riverine environments could cause injury or death to bowhead whales, or cause them to move off of
their normal course, thereby making them unavailable for subsistence harvest for Nuigsut and Barrow, and possibly
other communities. Such an event could also trigger a reduction in the IWC subsistence bowhead whale quota, causing
hardship to all subsistence whaling communities in Alaska, Arctic Canada, and Eastern Siberia." Add to text on page 4-
144 after "following a spill (Napageak 1990, NRC 2003). A reduction in IWC bowhead whaling quotas on the North
Slope would result in negative subsistence, economic, cultural, and social impacts throughout the region."

Comment From: Audubon Alaska/National Wildlife Federation (Comment Letter No. 197610)

Soecific Concerns: Sarting on p. 4-104, the DEIS discusses effects of oil spills on birds. We find that the DEIS
under estimates the difficulty of cleaning up oil spillsinice conditions that occur on this area for many months. The
National Research Council (2003) and others have concluded that oil spilled in broken ice conditions cannot be

cleaned up effectively and would represent a serious threat to migrating or staging waterbirds. (Comment No. 197610-
069)

Response To: Comment 197610-069

There currently are not any effective ways to mechanically clean up oil spills in broken ice conditions. Should a spill
occur under these conditions, it is likely that after pumpable/skimmable quantities were recovered, in situ burning could
take place and would be quite effective in removing any remaining oil.

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

Soecific Concerns: On p. 4-104/105, the draft | AP/EI S discussed effects of oil spills on birds. We are concerned that
the draft | AP/EIS under estimates the difficulty of cleaning up oil spillsin ice conditions that occur on this area for
mor e than half the year. It would be difficult or impossible to clean up a significant marine oil spill prior to theice-
free period. This would represent a serious threat to migrating waterbirds during spring. (Comment No. 197617-095)

Response To: Comment 197617-095

The following information was added to Section 4.3.8.2 Oil and Gas Exploration and Development Activities, Effects
of Spills, “Cleanup of spilled oil during ice-covered periods or periods of broken ice may be difficult and lingering oil
may be present and may be hazardous to spring migrating birds.”

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

The draft |AP/EIS portrays that an oil spill is unlikely to reach or occur in the marine waters and therefore unlikely to
impact bowheads. The agency reasoning is that the bowhead does not frequent near shore waters often. This
reasoning is a broad generalization. In fact, bowhead whales may swim very close to shore on some occasions.
Bowheads have been observed feeding not more than 1,500 ft (457 m) offshore in about 15 to 20 ft (4.6 to 6 m) of
water. Smaller whales may swimin water depths of 14 to 18 ft (4.3 to 5.5 m). In general, bowhead whales seemed to
migrate closer to shorein light ice years and farther offshorein heavy ice years. Furthermore, due to the fact that
virtually the entire bowhead population funnels through a relatively narrow area in the Beaufort Sea twice per year,
bowheads are more vulnerable to an oil spill here than anywhere else on their range. Migrating bowhead whales can
beinjured or killed following a marine spill due to oiling of baleen, oil ingestion or contact with skin and eyes.
However, like the Seller's eider, lack of data on bowhead whales leads to difficulties in accurately predicting the
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effects of an oil spill on bowhead whales. Some suggested impacts include, in addition to the above, adver se effects
frominhalation of vapors, contaminated food sources and displacement from feeding areas, irritation of mucous
membranes and respiratory tract and absor ption of volatile hydrocarbons into the bloodstream, ulcer formation,
severe skin inflammation, blood poisoning, damage to eyes from oil collected behind the eyes, seriousimpacts of oil
and tar balls on the baleen and causing blockage between two parts of the bowhead stomach. "Because tar balls may
persist in the marine environment for up to 4 years, bowhead whales would not have to be present during an oil
release to be affected adversely. Impacts could continue for years' (MMS, Northstar DEISp. 6.9-27/2). Bowhead
whal es feed almost exclusively on zooplankton. It is imperative that any impact analysis considers the risks from an ail
spill on the bowheads' main food source. (Comment No. 197617-140)

Response To: Comment 197617-140

Section 4.10.4.10 Bowhead Whales provides a discussion of the possible effects of a potential but very unlikely very
large oil spill on Bowhead Whales. Smaller spills are unlikely to reach marine waters occupied by Bowhead Whales. If
spills do reach marine waters, they are unlikely to be in sufficient volume to adversely impact whale populations or
their food source.

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

The draft |AP/EISfailsto draws a conclusion at all regarding impact levels of oil spills on endangered bowhead
whales - one of the most important resources to local residents. BLM has not proven that it can respond adequately to
a spill; furthermore, it does not fully understand the impacts of such a spill. -BLM must provide a realistic, balanced
and scientific analysis regarding impacts to the bowhead from development of the NPRA. (Comment No. 197617-141)

Response To: Comment 197617-141

Effects of spills on whales have been addressed in Section 4.7.7.10 of the Final IAP/EIS.

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

4.3.8.2, Pages 4-104 and 4-105, Effects of Spills: In the fourth paragraph of this section, the text needs to explain
that spills occurring during the broken ice and solid ice periods (over 200 days per year) will likely be difficult or
impossible to clean up before the ice free period and could, therefore, represent a hazard to spring migrating birds
that land in broken ice areas or open leads containing floating oil. (Comment No. 197618-072)

Response To: Comment 197618-072

This point was made in Section 4.3.8.2, however, the following information was added to Section 4.3.8.2 Oil and Gas
Exploration and Development Activities, Effects of Spills, “Cleanup of spilled oil during ice-covered periods or
periods of broken ice may be difficult and lingering oil may be present and may be hazardous to spring migrating
birds.”

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

4.4.8.2, Page 4-207, Effects of Spills: Some lakes within the core goose molting area are connected to marine waters.
While these lakes would be deferred from devel opment under Alternative B, they could be impacted by potential oil
spills from wells located between the proposed no-lease area and the coast in areas proposed to be open for leasing
(E and SE of Pogik Bay (T 18N, R3W-R4W), and SW of Cape Halkett (T 16N, R2W), or from spillsin marine waters
that originate fromincreased barge traffic. To reduce thisrisk, it would be prudent to defer these on-shore sitesin the
blocks T 18N, R3W-R4W, and T 16N, R2W. (Comment No. 197618-084)
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Response To: Comment 197618-084

The BLM has established a series of mitigations and NSO restrictions to minimize the impacts of potential oil spills
north of Teshekpuk Lake in and around the area you refer to, please see stipulations K-4 Goose Molting Area and K-6
Coastal for a complete description of these stipulations.

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

4.4.9.2, Page 4-2 1 6, Effects froma Large Spill: Please add the same language as recommended for the same
section under Alternative A and note that the probability of a spill would be expected to increase with increasing levels
of exploration and development. (Comment No. 197618-090)

Response To: Comment 197618-090

The Final IAP/EIS was revised with additional text on the effects of a large oil spill in Section 4.7.7.9.
Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

4.6.9.8, Page 4-385, Cumulative Analysis, Effects of a Large Oil Spill: The first sentence of the first paragraph
suggests that any oil spill islikely "to be contained and cleaned up before substantial bird loss can occur." This seems
unlikely if the spill should occur during the spring break-up season, when moving ice flows make distribution of
containment booms impossible, or in the fall months, when large storms frequently hit the coast. This seems like an
overly optimistic assessment of industry's ability to clean up spills should they occur. (Comment No. 197618-103)

Response To: Comment 197618-103

This statement is referring to a small spill and it is likely that a small spill could be clean up before there was

Comment From: USFWS Fairbanks Field Office (Comment Letter No. 197618)

The potential impact of a large oil spill on staging shorebirds on the Colville River Delta also appearsto be

under stated given that between 45,000 and 300,000 shorebirds stage on the delta between the 25 July and 5

September (Andres 1994, Andres, pers. comm.). The uncertainty in these numbers occurs because information on
turnover rates of birds is poor (45,000 would be present if birds stayed at least 7 days and 300,000 would be present

if birds stayed one day). Lar g e numbers of shorebirds could die during this critical staging period should they
encounter oil on shorelines through oil exposure and subsequent hypothermia, or indirectly by birds eating
contaminated prey or their invertebrate food sources dying (Andres 1994). contamination of sediments and thereby
invertebrates could affect intertidal areas (and thus feeding shorebirds) for years to come as has been seen in Prince
William Sound. Disturbances such as these could have population-level effects (as opposed to the loss of a few nests as
described in the DEIS) because very large number of birds would be affected. (Comment No. 197618-104)

Response To: Comment 197618-104

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. The following information was added to
Section 4.6.9.8 Birds, Effects of a Large Oil Spill, “The Colville River Delta supports thousands of postbreeding
shorebirds, the most abundant of which is dunlin (Andres 1994). The arcticola subspecies of dunlin is considered to be
highly imperiled (Brown et al. 2001).”

Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)

Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences, Section 4.2.2, Oil Spills, Fate and Behavior of Spilled Qil, Spillson
Tundra, Pane 4-48. The text states tundra relief islow enough to limit the spread of spills. While relief may be low on
portions of the planning area, conditions exist, particularly in spring, that would assist spreading of oil over large
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areas. During spring breakup, widespread elevated streamflows and extensive meltwater sheet flow across the tundra
surface could easily spread spilled oil over an extensive area. (Comment No. 197620-073)

Response To: Comment 197620-073

The following text was added to Section 4.4.4: "Additionally, in late May or early June, the ice in the northern Alaska
rivers breaks up, causing a rapid flood event termed “breakup,” that, combined with ice and snow damming, can
inundate large areas in a matter of days. A spill during breakup could be spread over a significantly larger area by the
flooding water."

Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)

Chapter 4. Environmental Consequences. Alternative A. Section 4.3.9.1. Terrestrial Mammals, Effects of Spills, Page
4-1 16. The second paragraph notes oiled mammal hair would be shed during summer before winter fur is grown.
Depending on the timing of the spill event (e.g., if it occursin the fall), oiled fur would not be shed until the following
summer. The third paragraph notes that spill response activities could displace cow caribou with calves up to 2.5
miles. A citation should be provided for the reference on which this statement is based. (Comment No. 197620-083)

Response To: Comment 197620-083

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. The Section 4.3.9.1 Terrestrial Mammals,
Effects of Spills Section was amended according to the comment to state that shedding of oiled fur may not be shed
until summer. Additionally, the information on cow displacement by up to 2.5 miles was deleted from the EIS.

Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)

Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences, Alternative C, Section 4.5.5, Vegetation, Oil and Gas Development

Activities. Effects of Spills, Page 4-278. This section notes that a maximum coverage of 4.8 acres would occur if an oil
spill were to be a wind-blown mist. Thereis an apparent discrepancy with this statement and the statements in Section
4.10.4.4, page 4-440 that refer to the December 1993 ARCO drill site spill that misted an estimated 100 to 145 acres.
(Comment No. 197620-096)

Response To: Comment 197620-096

The Final IAP/EIS has been revised in consideration of your comments. This was corrected in the text of all sections
that indicated that only 4.8 acres could be oiled based upon the Ott 1997 citation. The text was changed as follows:
Most oil spills would cover less than 500 square feet (<0.01 acres). However, a spill event that includes an aerial
pressured discharge can cover substantially more area as occurred at an ARCO drill site in 1993 when crude oil misted
over an estimated 100 to 145 acres (Ott 1997).

Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)

Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation General Comments Spills. There are more than just hydrocarbon
spills that occur on the North Sope. Other spillsthat are tracked and reported are sewage spills and seawater.
Seawater being spilled in a freshwater environment could certainly have adver se effects. Seawater spills can be quite
large and have the potential to effect significant area. Also, clean up and containment can be quite different from
winter to summer conditions. Sewage spills are usually small and occur during pumping, transferring, or frozen lines
and stay mainly on gravel pads. In the summer sewage spill soak into the pad whilein winter they rapidly freeze
which arerelatively easily cleaned up. Final treatment of the affected area is usually to disinfect by using lime or a
chlorine solution. (Comment No. 197620-105)
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Response To: Comment 197620-105

The following text was added to Section 4.2.2: "In addition to hydrocarbon spills, spills of other types of materials are
reported and tracked as well. For instance, seawater spills can be quite large and have the potential to effect large
areas. Seawater spills to fresh water can have significant impact. Other types of spills that are reported and tracked
include spills of sewage and hazardous materials. This analysis focuses on the probability and potential impacts of
spills of hydrocarbons."

Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)

Soill classifications (small, large, and very large) should be more in line with historical data. Separate criteria could
be added to encompass a " catastrophic” spill (120,000bbl) (Comment No. 197620-109)

Response To: Comment 197620-109

The intent of the oil spill analysis was to provide the reader with insight into the likelihood of spills of various
magnitudes. Different studies and analyses have used different spill size categories. Since the expected number of
small spills is significantly greater than large or very large spills, addition information is provided for small spills (i.e.,
the percentages of small spills expected to be less than 25 bbl, less than or equal to 5 gallons, and less than or equal to
1 gallon). Comparison with the analysis in the recent NW NPRA EIS is facilitated by use of the same spill size
categorization scheme.

TOPIC: ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Comment From: George Ahmaogak, Mayor North Slope Borough (Comment Letter No. 196407)

Environmental Justice, as defined by Executive Order 12898, is the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all
people regardless of race, color, national origin, or income with respect to the development, implementation, and
enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policies. Fair treatment means that no group of people,
including a racial, ethnic, or a socioeconomic group, should bear a disproportionate share of the negative
environmental consequences resulting fromindustrial, municipal, and commercial operations or the execution of
federal, state, local, and tribal programs and policies. Meaningful involvement means that: (1) potentially affected
community residents have an appropriate opportunity to participate in decisions about a proposed activity that will
affect their environment and/or health; (2) the public's contribution can influence the regulatory agency's decision;
(3) the concerns of all participantsinvolved will be considered in the decision making process; and (4) the decision
makers seek out and facilitate the involvement of those potentially affected.

In sum, environmental justice is the goal to be achieved for all communities and persons across this Nation.
Environmental justice is achieved when everyone, regardless of race, culture, or income, enjoys the same degree of
protection from environmental and health hazards and equal access to the decision-making process to have a healthy
environment in which to live, learn, and work (Comment No. 196407-051)

Response To: Comment 196407-051

The term “Environmental Justice” is not defined in Executive Order 12898. However, it does state that: “To the
greatest extent practicable and permitted by law, and consistent with the principles set forth in the report on the
National Performance Review, each federal agency shall make achieving environmental justice part of its mission by
identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects
of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income populations in the United States and
its territories and possessions, the District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and the Commonwealth
of the Mariana Islands.”

The Order goes on to say “each Federal agency shall develop an agency-wide environmental justice strategy ....that
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identifies and addresses disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs,
policies, or activities on minority populations and low-income populations. The environmental justice strategy shall
list programs, policies, planning and public participation practices, enforcement and/or rulemakings related to human
health or the environment that should be revised to, at a minimum: (1) promote enforcement of all health and
environmental statutes in areas with minority populations and low-income populations; (2) ensure greater public
participation; (3) improve research and data collection relating to the health of and environment of minority
populations and low-income populations; and (4) identify differential patterns of consumption of natural resources
among minority populations and low-income populations. In addition, the environmental justice strategy shall
include, where appropriate, a timetable for undertaking identified revisions and consideration of economic and social
implications of the revisions.”

The Order also describes research and data collection activities that can be undertaken to ensure that the health of
minority and low-income populations is protected, and to understand the risks associated with consuming subsistence
foods.

The BLM works closely with closely with the tribal governments on the North Slope in the decision-making process
to ensure that management plans adequately consider subsistence and other concerns of Native peoples. In addition,
the BLM works closely with several research and advisory groups that develop and implement science strategy on the
North Slope. These activities are described in detail in Section 1.10, Interrelationships and Coordination with Other
Agencies.

Comment From: George Ahmaogak, Mayor North Slope Borough (Comment Letter No. 196407)

Page 2-85, Environmental Justice: the environmental justice analysisisinsufficient, and fails to consider significant
potential impacts on the North Sope Inupiat population. A new performance-based approach to mitigation would be
adopted under Alternatives B and C. The degree to which the numerous, vague, and easily-triggered exception

clauses contained in the proposed stipulations and ROPs would prioritize economic and technological concerns over
potential impacts to subsistence, sociocultural systems, the environment, and wildlife resources must be fully examined
in the environmental justice analysis. The document must analyze all potential impacts that may be allowed to occur

if exceptions to mitigation measures are granted. (Comment No. 196407-085)

Response To: Comment 196407-085

Potential impacts to the North Slope Inupiat population are considered in the sections on Environmental Justice, but
also in other sections, including birds and mammals, cultural resources, subsistence, and sociocultural systems.
Exception clauses apply to all alternatives evaluated in the Draft Amended IAP/EIS. If exceptions are granted, their
impacts would be evaluated in detail during project-specific analysis. Before an exception can be granted, the BLM
Authorized Officer must consult with federal, state, and local agencies. Mitigation measures, if needed, would be
developed at this time to minimize impacts to environmental and social resources.

Comment From: George Ahmaogak, Mayor North Slope Borough (Comment Letter No. 196407)

The conclusions under Alternative C that effects could be “ approximately 5 times greater” than under the No Action
Alternative, and “ 20% greater than the Preferred Alternative” in magnitude and extent, make little sense without
further explanation. It is simply wrong to conclude that because the amount of oil exploration and devel opment
activity could be up to 5 times higher under Alternative C than under Alternative A, that effects on any particular
resource will be correspondingly 5 times greater. More important in assessing the potential for impacts than the

simple volume of development are the timing, location, and design of facility construction and operation. (Comment No.
196407-086)

Response To: Comment 196407-086

See response to comment 196407-085 under Environmental Justice
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Comment From: Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission (Comment Letter No. 197605)

As BLM itself has pointed out, and as discussed elsewhere in these comments, the reliability of these mitigation
measures has yet to be established. Therefore, BLM cannot be assured of meeting its responsibilities regarding
environmental justice anymore than it can be assured of meeting its planning responsibilities under FLPMA and
ANILCA with respect to current leasing in the Northeast NPRA. Opening the additional areas of the Northeast NPRA
that BLM would propose for leasing under Alternatives B or C of the DEISwould seriously exacerbate already severe
environmental justice issues by subjecting the most sensitive subsistence resour ce use areas to the adver se effects of oil
and gas leasing. Such an action by BLM would represent blatant disregard for the principles of environmental justice.
(Comment No. 197605-051)

Response To: Comment 197605-051

BLM acknowledges that potential impacts from Oil and Gas activities/development will most directly affect the North
Slope communities and have discussed those impacts in various sections of Chapter 4, as well as the ANILCA 810
analysis in Appendix B.

Comment From: Environmental Protection Agency (Comment Letter No. 197632)

EPA commends the BLM for conducting public scoping meetings and hearings in North Sope communities using an
Inupiat translator. However, we are not aware that the Draft EIS or a summary of the Drat EIS was translated into
Inupiat for the affected communities to use. The Final EIS should document any written materials that have been
provided in the Inupiat language and the distribution that was used to inform residents and solicit comments and
input. If an offer to translate written materials was presented to the communities and declined, that information
should also be included in the Final EIS. (Comment No. 197632-034)

Response To: Comment 197632-034

The BLM did not translate the DEIS into Inupiat. We will provide a translated summary of the FEIS in Inupiat upon
request by Inupiat community.

Comment From: Environmental Protection Agency (Comment Letter No. 197632)

The Draft ElSlacks an adequate summary of the verbal and written comments that were provided to the BLM from
the local affected communities during scoping for the project, how the comments were heard and how they were
incorporated into the devel opment of the Alternatives. EPA recommends that the Public Scoping Report for the
Amendment to the National Petroleum Reserve Alaska Integrated Activity Plan/Environmental I|mpact Satement
(ENSR,2004), which is currently only available on the EI'S project web site, be included in its entirety as an appendix
inthe Final EIS. (Comment No. 197632-035)

Response To: Comment 197632-035

Chapter 5 identifies consultation and coordination activities that were conducted in support the Draft Amended
IAP/EIS. In addition to scoping meetings, additional meetings were held in Anchorage and on the North Slope to
identify issues and concerns that should be considered when developing the alternatives. In addition, comments from
the affected communities on the Draft Amended IAP/EIS were considered when developing the Final Amended
IAP/EIS; specific responses to these comments are given in this Appendix. A more complete discussion of the
alternatives development process is provided in Appendix L, Comments and Responses. The Public Scoping Summary
Report for the Amendment to the Northeast National Petroleum Reserve — Alaska Integrated Activity
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement has been included in its entirety on the CD located in the back pocket of the
Final Amended IAP/EIS. It is also available on the project website at http://nenpra.ensr.com.
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Comment From: Environmental Protection Agency (Comment Letter No. 197632)

We also recommend that the Final EIS describes how comments received from residents in affected communities were
evaluated and used for decision during the EIS process. We recommend that the Final EIS highlight or footnote
components of the Preferred Alternative to show where and how input from residents in affected communities was
incorporated. Documentation of such efforts and analysisis needed to determine if federal Environmental Justice
requirements have been met. (Comment No. 197632-036)

Response To: Comment 197632-036

See response to comment 197632-035 under Environmental Justice

TOPIC: FISH
Comment From: Michael R. North (Comment Letter No. 196264)

Page 3-33. | have found that tapped lakes are largely devoid of fish (see my 1986 Master's thesis, which you reference
regarding yellow-billed loons). References here to the contrary should be cited. | would like to know who derived

these results, what time of year they sampled, and what methodol ogy they used. Any events that convert non-tapped
lakes to tapped lakes would result in significant impacts to waterbird habitat and fish habitat. (Comment No. 196264-012)

Response To: Comment 196264-012

Moulton 1996 a and b (both cited in the draft EIS) both report catching numerous species of fish in tapped lakes.
Space considerations for the DEIS required that decisions about the detail for these areas be condensed, but the
appropriate references are included.

Comment From: George Ahmaogak, Mayor North Slope Borough (Comment Letter No. 196407)

The Borough's Department of Wildlife Management has been involved in studies of broad whitefish since 1988,
conducting research and gathering traditional knowledge from local fishermen about NPR-A. Broad whitefish have a
complex and interesting life history. In the NPR-A region they mature at an average of 12 years, live to 40 years old,
can achieve 5+ kg, and are excellent eating by any standard (Philo et al., 1993). Broad whitefish migrate
considerable distances and use a variety of habitats (Morris, 2003). The central part of the North Sope (including the
NPR-A) ismore or less the center of concentration for this species in northern Alaska. The broad whitefish requires a
number of different habitats throughout its life. These include deep river habitat for spawning and over-wintering,
rivers and streams as migration corridors, nearshore brackish habitat for feeding of certain size classes, and lakes for
feeding and overwintering. For access to important lake habitat, many use seasonal (ephemeral) streams. Fish may

spend just a summer or up to perhaps 10 years in a lake before they leave to spawn (Morris, 2003). (Comment No.
196407-029)

Response To: Comment 196407-029

This is all very interesting and relevant information. Due to space considerations in the DEIS some background
material was condensed. In particular descriptions of individual species were shortened considerably. Broad whitefish
were included at a level similar to other species treatments in the text.

Comment From: George Ahmaogak, Mayor North Slope Borough (Comment Letter No. 196407)

In the Northeast Planning Area, the small seasonal creeks feeding the Miguakiak River are very important and must
be protected should development occur. The highest catch rates noted in recent studies occurred in these small
drainages (NSB unpublished data). Bridging small creeks rather than using culvert pipe can generally achieve
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protection of these drainages. While bridging is more expensive, it is necessary to assure the continued abundance of
thisimportant subsistence resource. Neither the body of the Draft Amended Plan, nor the specific proposed mitigation
measures, adequately addresses or analyzes the bridge versus culvert question or provides assurances that seasonal
and ephemeral streams will be appropriately protected. (Comment No. 196407-030)

Response To: Comment 196407-030

Bridging of creeks, rather than using culverts, can help to reduce short-term impacts to creeks, as disturbance of the
creekbed is minimal during installation of a bridge. However, bridge installation would impact riparian habitat adjacent
to the creek, and bridges often require more maintenance to keep them operative and safe for use. As stated in ROP
E-6, bridges, rather than culverts, are the preferred method for crossing rivers, and can also be used for crossing
streams. Impacts associated with the use of culverts and bridges is discussed under Water Resources for each
alternative. The use of a bridge or culvert to cross a stream will be determined and evaluated in more detail during
analysis of specific projects in the Planning Area.

Comment From: Kuukpik Corporation (Comment Letter No. 197616)

The Amended Draft EIS says that the 1998 NE NPR-A ROD and Alternatives B and C “ both prohibit exploratory
drilling inriversand streams. . . and in fish bearing lakes unless the |essee demonstrates, on a site specific basis, that
biological impacts would be minimal or thereis no other feasible alternative.” 99 So, the Amended Draft EISwould
have the reader believe that there is nothing here to analyze. But nowhere does the 1998 NE NPR-A ROD allow
drilling in rivers, streams and lake beds when impacts are minimal or thereis no other feasible alternative. Only
Alternatives B and C would allow that.100 Under the 1998 NE NPR-A ROD, exploratory drilling is not allowed in any
lake (compare with Alternatives B and C which has no restriction on non-fish bearing lakes), river or stream.
Exceptions to this prohibition can only be granted for shallow lakes that do not support significant fish or bird
populations and that are hydrologically isolated, and only when it is environmentally preferable. An additional

impact under Alternatives B and C that is not discussed is that only under the leasing scenario presented in these
alternatives would exploratory drilling be allowed in Teshekpuk Lake. These are very different mitigation measures
and circumstances and they need to be analyzed as such, along with their impacts. (Comment No. 197616-106)

Response To: Comment 197616-106

The comment states that “the Amended Draft EIS would have the reader believe that there is nothing to analyze here”.
To the contrary, the fact that both Alternatives B and C “prohibit exploratory drilling in rivers and streams and fish
bearing lakes unless the lessee demonstrates, on a project-specific basis, that biological impacts would be minimal or
there is no other feasible alternative” explicitly implies that the biological sensitivity and importance of such water
bodies must be investigated if they are not already known. It is the responsibility of the AO to prevent or minimize to an
acceptable level the potential impacts of exploratory drilling on a project-specific basis. Such decisions will not be made
in a vacuum, but instead will be conducted with input from Federal, Sate, and NSB regulatory and research agencies and
all other interested parties. Predicting the effect of project-specific operations requires some knowledge of time, place,
and extent of the operations. Only then can project-specific impact analysis be addressed.

Comment From: Kuukpik Corporation (Comment Letter No. 197616)

The next subsection in the Amended Draft EIS discussing the effects of gravel mine sites on fish, also failsto
acknowledge the lower level of protection offered by Alternatives B and C. That sections says that both the 1998 NE
NPR-A ROD and Alternative B and C are intended to “ minimize the effects of gravel mining on fish by limiting gravel
mine sites within the active floodplain of any river, stream, or lake unless the action enhances fish habitat.” 101 That
might be the intent, but the 1998 NE NPR-A ROD is more likely to achieve that intent since under the current
management plan gravel mine sites within active flood plains are prohibited unless thereis no feasible or prudent
alternative or the location of the gravel mine in the flood plain enhances fish habitat. Compare this with Alternative B
and C which only requires that the AO “ consider . . . [|] ocations outside the active flood plain” and “ [p] otential use
of the site for enhancing fish and wildlife.” 102 The level of protection to fish in Alternative B and C is clearly less than
the level of protection in the 1998 NE NPR-A ROD, but the Amended Draft ElSincorrectly says that they provide an
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equivalent level of protection. (Comment No. 197616-107)

Response To: Comment 197616-107

“Gravel mine sites will be restricted...with minimal environmental damage.... Gravel mine sites are prohibited within
the active floodplain of a river, stream, or lake unless the AO, in consultation with appropriate Federal, State, and
NSB regulatory and resource agencies, determines that there is no feasible and prudent alternative... Specific sites do
not have iron clad protection under existing regulations. It is up to the judgment of the AO et al. under the mandate

of providing maximum protect within all bounds of reason

The same mandate for minimizing potential impacts from gravel mining exists under Alternatives B, C, and final
Alternative D. Within that mandate, the AO is specifically required to A) consider locations outside the active
floodplain (same as under existing management plan when considering “prudent and feasible alternatives™); B) take
into account the design and construction of gravel mine sites within the active floodplain to serve as water reserves

for future use (same as existing management plan); and C) consider potential use of site for enhancing fish and wildlife
habitat (same as existing management plan).

The comment appears to assume that the judgment of the AO, Federal, State, and NSB regulatory and resource
agencies, and interested parties will somehow be less circumspect under Alternatives B, C, or D than it is under the
current system.

Comment From: Kuukpik Corporation (Comment Letter No. 197616)

With regards to the buffer zones around water bodies, the Amended Draft EIS says“ [g]ince the only difference
between the two alternatives is the size of the buffer zone around water bodies that do not contain fish, both
alternatives would afford similar protection to fish and fish habitat.” 104 But, thisis not the only difference between
the 1998 NE NPR-A ROD and Alternatives B and C. Alternatives B and C would allow permanent oil and gas
facilities closer to fish bearing lakes than the 1998 NE NPR-A ROD if the lessee can demonstrate that impactsto fish
would be minimal. A prospective showing that such impact should be minimal is not at all the same thing as those
impacts turning out, in fact to be minimal. The protection afforded by the two alternativesis not similar, since only
under Alternatives B and C are facilities located closer than 500 feet from a fish bearing waterbody and the
associated “ minimal impacts’ allowed. (Comment No. 197616-108)

Response To: Comment 197616-108

Under current management practices, Stipulation 41 prohibits the construction of all permanent facilities within 500
feet of any active floodplain, unless otherwise permitted by the AO (special habitat zones identified in the EIS have
their own designated restrictions). Alternatives B and C have the same provisions for special consideration by the AO
if the lessee can demonstrate that impacts to fish would be minimal. Exceptions are possible under all cases at the

Comment From: Kuukpik Corporation (Comment Letter No. 197616)

We have found few instances where the Amended Draft ElS accurately identifies differences between the mitigation
measures in the 1998 NE NPR-A ROD and Alternatives B and C. We noticed that the differences in the mitigation
measures controlling the amount of water that can be withdrawn from lakes are identified in the Amended Draft EIS,
The 1998 NE NPR-A ROD allows the withdrawal of from lakes that are less than 7 feet deep that “ lack connection to
or are not subject to seasonal flooding by a fish bearing stream.” 108 Compare this with Alternatives B and C. These
would allow unlimited water withdrawals from lakes less than 5 feet deep regardless of whether the lake is connected
to fish habitat.109 The Amended Draft ElSreaches the conclusion that the despite the differences, the impacts to fish
are the same because lakes that are less than 6 feet deep as some times of the year freeze to the bottom.110 What
about the biological benefits to fish in the lakes that are hydrologically connected to lakes that are less than 5 feet
deep. The withdrawal of unlimited water from such lakesis not permitted in the 1998 NE NPR-A ROD. This makes
sense because, logically, unlimited withdrawal from hydrologically connected shallow lakes is going to change water
flow characteristics in other, fish-bearing lakes, which could interfere with fish migration and habitat in the lakes that
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do contain such fish, not only during periods of migration, but at other times.111 But all the Amended Draft EIS does
is conclude - without analysis - that unlimited withdrawal from five feet deep lakes does not have biological
impacts.112 Until there is analysis supporting this conclusion, no one can tell whether the impacts on fish under the
different mitigation measures will be the same. (Comment No. 197616-110)

Response To: Comment 197616-110

The provisions for water withdrawal pertain to winter and not the open-water /migratory season. As such, each water
body is viewed as a self-contained entity. Water withdrawal is limited to protect overwintering fish and habitat. For
water bodies less than five feet deep, which freeze entirely during the winter, the issue is moot since fish would not
survive anyway.

Comment From: Environmental Coalition (Comment Letter No. 197617)

Our March 8, 2004 comments on the Alpine Satellite Devel opment Plan draft Environmental Impact Statement detail

additional concerns about fish. Those comments are hereinafter incorporated by this reference. (Comment No. 197617-
112)

Response To: Comment 197617-112

Please refer to responses provided in the Alpine Document.
Comment From: State of Alaska (Comment Letter No. 197620)

Chapter 3, Affected Environment, Section 3.2.9.1, Surface Water Resources, Shallow Lakes and Ponds, Page 3-22.
Shallow lakes less than six feet deep also provide important summer rearing habitat for fish if they have a channel
connecting themto a stream or deep lake that supports fish overwintering. (Comment No. 197620-050)

Response To: Comment 197620-050

Changed text to read: "While ponds and shallow lakes generally lack fish because they usually freeze solid, they can
provide important summer rearing fish habitat if they have a channel connecting them to a stream or deep lake that
that supports overwintering fish. They also provide important habitat to emergent vegetation, invertebrates, and
migratory birds due to the earlier availability of ice-free areas."

TOPIC: FISH

ISSUE: SEALS

Comment From: Thomas Itta (Comment Letter No. 197979)

Thomas Itta, for therecord. A resident of Atgasuk. And he's concerned on fish inlkes and rivers over wintering areas
and seismic. Sometime ago they had been involved with the working with seismics before and it has devastated

known wintering area near here and Ikpikpuk. And these were these are dynamite things and they know that this does
kill and devastates fishes, stocks of fish, many of them and many know over wintering areas. And he's and perhaps on
account of those that the setbacks, maybe that may be warranted to be even a little bit more to rather than relaxing
themin all the ravines, including rivers. (Comment No. 197979-027)

Response To: Comment 197979-027

Impacts of seismic on fish are discussed in the EIS. The size of the setbacks were determined by BLM to be
appropriate for protection of the resources.
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TOPIC: GENERAL COMMENTS AND PROCESS
Comment From: Richard Rossiter (Comment Letter No. 024226)

| was one of the team who explored this area. | was the pilot bringing everyone into and out of the very same area

you are talking about. Please do not give them permission to go back. There was NOTHING there!!! | saw it with my
own two eyes. No ail. No gas. | was on the USGSteam. I've been all around the entire Lake Teshekpuk area. Nothing,
absolutely nothing there. The entire team agreed there was nothing there, from the head geologist on down. (Comment
No. 024226-001)

Response To: Comment 024226-001

As discussed in Section 3.2.5, Petroleum Resources, of the 17 exploration well and 1 sidetrack well drilled in the
Planning Area, at least 7 of those wells have encountered oil or gas and condensate. Delineation of reservoirs in the
Alpine field has resulted in the proposal to build satellite fields within the Petroleum Reserve. Based on analysis of
geologic formations, seismic data, and exploratory wells, an estimated 2.5 billion barrels of oil are predicted to be
economically recoverable in the Planning Area at an average oil price of $30/bbl. Also see response to Comment No.
196952-001, Geology.

Comment From: Kiristi Espinoza (Comment Letter No. 118849)

Horrifically, the current plan, which concerns the northeast area of Alaska's National Petroleum Reserve, proposesto
open 96 percent of the area to oil & gas development. In addition, it would virtually demolish protections for critical
wildlife habitat of Teshekpuk Lake, reducing these scientifically supported protections by 75 percent. Not only does
this make NO sense and serve only special interests, it is not even supported by public opinion. Also, thisisa
complete, blatant reversal of Bureau of Land Management's (BLM) 1998 plan, in which 87 percent of the planning
area is open to leasing and 600,000 acres are off limits around Teshekpuk Lake to protect important habitat and
subsistence use for caribou and waterfowl. The 1998 plan followed science and American values; this new proposal
does not. (Comment No. 118849-002)

Response To: Comment 118849-002

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: Steve Yates (Comment Letter No. 121623)

| feel that both extremes are important, the need to provide an independent source of energy, as well asthe
requirement to protect the environment. | do believe that with the right compromises and concessions, the oil
companies can be allowed to bring the wealth of energy to market without damage to the environment. | have been to
Alaska and seen the existing pipeline. Seeing this and realizing that it isrelatively old technology, | believe that it is
possible to develop the area without harming the environment and the wildlife that may be there. | therefore urge you
to consider both sides and allow opening up the reserve, but putting serious constraints on the design, construction
and operation of this. (Comment No. 121623-002)

Response To: Comment 121623-002

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: Sharon Wyberg (Comment Letter No. 186677)

Thereis no data to show that these areas, which rightly are CLOSED under the existing leasing plan, can be safely
opened. Whereis there any scientifically based evidence that these areas can be opened safely? Thereis none! Your
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proposal would jeopardize a globally significant ecological resource. For that reason it is not logical and it does not
meet the stewardship responsibilities that the Interior Department must operate under. Adequate study and research
supporting the political conclusions you desire must be in place before a Plan like this can legally and ethically take
effect. (Comment No. 186677-009)

Response To: Comment 186677-009

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: Robert Davison (Comment Letter No. 194259)

The 1998 Environmental Impact Statement and decision by the BLM made 87 percent of the 4.6 million-acre
northeast planning area available to oil and gas leasing, but designated 857,859 acres of sensitive tundra and
wetland habitats around Teshekpuk Lake for protection. Nearly 600,000 acres of this Teshekpuk Lake Surface
Protection Area was closed to oil and gas leasing to safeguard caribou, geese and other wildlife resources. In our
judgment, this decision maintains an appropriate balance between oil and gas development and protection of wildlife
and their habitats in the northeast portion of the NPR-A. (Comment No. 194259-002)

Response To: Comment 194259-002

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: Mary Hogan (Comment Letter No. 194604)

| was part of an inter-agency team that drafted the first plan which led to leasing closures by Interior Secretary James
Watt in 1983. That plan involved a lot of give and take as members struggled with the need to meet energy mandates

and the need to protect valuable wildlife habitats. Ironically, that plan contained far more protection for habitat in

the area around Teshekpuk Lake at a time when black brant numbers had not started an alarming decline, spectacled
eiderswere not yet listed as threatened under the Endangered Species Act, and yellow- billed loons, king eider, long-
tailed ducks, buff-breasted sandpipers, and dunlin numbers were not creating red flags to managers. The energy

needs of the U.S at that time were perceived as critical and were known as the “ energy crisis’ but still BLM and the
Interior Department saw fit to protect one of the most import wetland complexes in the Arctic in the northeast NPR-A.
(Comment No. 194604-003)

Response To: Comment 194604-003

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: George Ahmaogak, Mayor North Slope Borough (Comment Letter No. 196407)

With respect to the extent to which key decisions appear already to have been made by BLM, on the one hand, a No
Action Alternative is presented that would appear to leave the existing management structure in place. That would
include the 79 prescriptive lease stipulations and area closures. On the other hand, however, the BLM' s project

website states that the agency “ will reformat current prescriptive stipulations...into a mixture of prescriptive and
performance-based stipulations...” The site also claims that the BLM has not made any decision to “ change the
meaning or intent of any Northeast National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska stipulations.” Taken together, the statements
would seem to presuppose that a conversion in structure would not result in any change in potential impacts to
resources or uses. That conclusion simply cannot be reached without substantial analysis lacking in the Draft Plan.
(Comment No. 196407-021)

Response To: Comment 196407-021

The BLM has not made any decision to change the current prescriptive-based stipulations and ROPs in the Northeast
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National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska (Petroleum Reserve) to performance-based measures. In consideration of recent
operational experiences in the National Petroleum Reserve and the analysis of the performance-based measures in the
Northwest Petroleum Reserve IAP/EIS, BLM believes it is an appropriate time to reconsider the stipulations and
ROPs in the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska and has made a decision to study and consider such a change via this
NEPA process. The purpose of the NEPA process is to provide opportunity for public input and ensure informed
decision making. Under NEPA, a decision cannot be made until at least 30 days after the release of the Final IAP/EIS.
At that time or later, any decisions made on the proposed amendments would be documented in a published Record of
Decision. The potential impacts of oil and gas activities under performance-based mitigation measures are evaluated
under Alternatives B (Preferred Alternative) and C. The BLM has considered your comments in developing the Final
Preferred Alternative.

Comment From: Conoco Phillips (Comment Letter No. 196557)

When the ROD was issued for the 1998 EIS, subsurface geologic data were not available to the BLM when
considering the possihility of setbacksin this area. Since the ROD, CPAI has conducted multiple years of exploration
drilling that has enhanced our (and the BLM’s) under standing of the subsurface structures. This new information has
led usto the conclusion that attaining economic viability for a development outside the existing buffer zone is not
possible. This information, combined with the fact that the 3-mile setback had no scientific or traditional knowledge
basis (i.e. the original suggestion from Kuukpik Corporation was 1.5 miles) serves to support our contention that the
current setback is unreasonable and ultimately not economic (for development) based on current knowledge. CPAI
believes that the resource can be developed in an environmentally responsible manner with consultation from local,
federal and Sate resource agencies. (Comment No. 196557-068)

Response To: Comment 196557-068

Both the existing stipulations and the performance-based stipulations under consideration provide lessees with the
ability to develop within the setback provided that specific conditions are met.

Comment From: Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission (Comment Letter No. 197605)

The Congress has directed the Secretary of the Interior and the Bureau of Land Management to manage the nation's
public lands in accordance with existing federal law, with specific reference to the protection and preservation of
subsistence uses on public lands and to federal laws relating to migratory birds and endangered or threatened

species, and pursuant to specific policy directives. BLM's failure to adopt Alternative A at this time would violate these
laws and policies. Furthermore, the analysis set forth in the current DEIS makes it clear that continued leasing,
exploration, development, and production activity under the existing Northeast NPRA |APIEISwill place the
Secretary and the BLM in violation of Federal law and policy unless additional mitigation measures to protect wildlife
and subsistence hunting are devel oped.

A. Failure To Adopt Alternative A Would Place the BLM In Violation of Its Satutory Responsihilities Regarding the
Management of Public Lands in Alaska.

1. By itsown analysisin the current DEIS BLM has not met the requirements of ANILCA and FLPMA with respect
to leasing under the 1998 Northeast NPRA Decision. (Comment No. 197605-027)

Response To: Comment 197605-027

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission (Comment Letter No. 197605)

Finally, for purposes of the present determination, it is clear that the information available to BLM for making a
decision to increase the area of the Northeast NPRA open to oil and gas leasing is profoundly inadequate. Therefore,
the only responsible course for BLM at thistime, consistent with federal law, isto defer any decision regarding
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increased leasing in the Northeast NPRA until such time as the structure and information necessary to support the
decision arein place. (Comment No. 197605-049)

Response To: Comment 197605-049

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: Kuukpik Corporation (Comment Letter No. 197616)

We are not saying that the management in the 1998 NE NPR-A ROD is written in stone, but we are saying that
focusing on the potential recovery of oil will always make surface protections look like prohibitions on petroleum
activity. Congress has directed the BLM to provide these environmental protections, and differing amounts of oil in
the area doesn’t affect those Congressional mandates. (Comment No. 197616-043)

Response To: Comment 197616-043

This Draft IAP/EIS does not allow the BLM to abrogate its regulatory responsibility to take the action that is deemed
necessary to mitigate or avoid unnecessary surface damage and to minimize ecological disturbance throughout the
National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska, consistent with the requirements of the National Petroleum Reserve Policy Act
(43 CFR 2361.1). The BLM believe the level of resource protection developed for this proposed Northeast Plan
amendment, is similar to, or even greater than, the level of resource protection developed for the 1998 Northeast
Record of Decision.

Comment From: Kuukpik Corporation (Comment Letter No. 197616)

We feel very strongly that the 1998 NE NPR-A ROD correctly set aside a large part of Northeast NPR-A in the
Teshekpuk Lake area from leasing and surface occupancy. We are opposed to any changes that would provide less
protection to this area. But, less surface protection to this critical and sensitive area is exactly what the BLM istrying
to push through this NEPA process. (Comment No. 197616-131)

Response To: Comment 197616-131
The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: Kuukpik Corporation (Comment Letter No. 197616)

We see so many problems with the Amended Draft ElISthat we believe that, after revisions, it will need to go out to
public comment again if the public is to have the required meaningful opportunity to comment on the proposed

action. Given the unspoken industry-friendly policy change driving this process and the pre-ordained result, as well as
the enormous gaps in analysis and content that we have demonstrated above, the Amended Draft EIS seems more

like an exercise in wishful thinking on the BLM’ s part than the sort of thorough and objective document contemplated
by NEPA. We think that it is grossly deficient, incomplete and unresponsive to the concerns previously expressed by
the people of Nuigsut, who are in the unenviabl e position of being those who will be most affected by the proposed
action. (Comment No. 197616-192)

Response To: Comment 197616-192

The DEIS provided all the necessary information to inform the public and policy makers adequately of the
alternatives, issues, resources, and potential impacts.
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TOPIC: GENERAL COMMENTS AND PROCESS
ISSUE: FORM LETTER

Comment From: Charles Smith (Comment Letter No. 000040)

Please accept these comments on the proposed amendment to the oil and gas leasing plan for the northeastern
National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska. | am especially concerned about the impact of the Bureau of Land
Management’s proposal on the area around Teshekpuk Lake, which is one of the most unique and important
wetlands in the entire circumpolar Arctic. (Comment No. 000040-001)

Response To: Comment 000040-001

See response to comment 186677-007 under Alternatives, Range of Alternatives, Preferred Alternatives

Comment From: Charles Smith (Comment Letter No. 000040)

| urge you to adopt Alternative A, the No Action Alter native because it maintains protection for the entire Teshekpuk
Lake Surface Protection Area. Thisincredible area provides critical habitat for molting geese from three countries
and a vitally important caribou herd that Alaska Natives depend upon for their subsistence. The BLM's proposal to
reduce protection in thisarea to only 213,000 acres -- |ess than five percent of the planning area -- is completely
inadequate for the geese, which scientific evidence shows are highly sensitive to disturbance, and does little to protect
the caribou that give birth to their calvesin thisarea. (Comment No. 000040-002)

Response To: Comment 000040-002

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: Charles Smith (Comment Letter No. 000040)

Eighty-seven percent of the northeastern Reserve is already open to oil and gas companies for leasing. Thereisno
science indicating that the sensitive areas now closed to leasing can be opened safely. It would be a mistake to risk the
internationally significant ecological resources of Teshekpuk Lake for short-term supply of energy, especially when we
know that the United States cannot drill its way to energy independence. (Comment No. 000040-003)

Response To: Comment 000040-003

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: Barbara Hoekenga (Comment Letter No. 000119)

Please accept these comments on the proposed amendment to the oil and gas leasing plan for the Northeast National
Petroleum Reserve Environmental Impact Statement. | am especially concerned about the impact the Bureau of Land
Management's proposal would have on the area around Teshekpuk Lake, one of the most unique and important
wetlands in the entire Arctic. (Comment No. 000119-001)

Response To: Comment 000119-001

See response to comment 186677-007 under Alternatives, Range of Alternatives, Preferred Alternatives
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Comment From: Barbara Hoekenga (Comment Letter No. 000119)

| urge you to adopt Alternative A, the "No Action" alternative, because it would maintain protection for the entire
Teshekpuk Lake Surface Protection Area. This extraordinary ecosystem provides critical habitat for molting geese and
nesting habitat for Seller's eiders, northern pintails, yellow-billed loons and other species. It also supports a vitally
important caribou herd that Alaska natives depend on for their subsistence. (Comment No. 000119-002)

Response To: Comment 000119-002

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: Barbara Hoekenga (Comment Letter No. 000119)

Eighty-seven percent of the northeastern reserve is already open to oil and gas companies for leasing. In the five years
since the original 1998 northeast plan, additional information and analyses have been accumulated that point

toward significant impacts on fish and wildlife if more of this sensitive area is opened. It would be a huge mistake to
risk the internationally significant ecological resources of Teshekpuk Lake for a short-term supply of energy, especially
when we know that the United States cannot drill its way to energy independence. (Comment No. 000119-003)

Response To: Comment 000119-003

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: Linda Muller (Comment Letter No. 033401)

| urge you to adopt Alternative A, the No Action Alternative, for amending the oil and gasleasing plan for the
northeastern planning area of the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska (NPR-A). Only this alternative will protect the

northeast planning area’ s outstanding wildlife, wilderness, and subsistence values for future generations. (Comment No.
033401-001)

Response To: Comment 033401-001

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: Linda Muller (Comment Letter No. 033401)

In particular, | support the No Action Alternative because it maintains protection for the entire Teshekpuk Lake
Surface Protection Area. Teshekpuk is one of the most unique and important wetlands in the entire circumpolar
Arctic. Thisincredible area provides critical habitat for molting geese from three countries and a vitally important
caribou herd that Alaska Natives depend upon for their subsistence. The Bureau of Land Management's proposal to
reduce protection in this area to only 213,000 acres -- |ess than five percent of the planning area -- is completely
inadequate for the geese, which scientific evidence shows are highly sensitive to disturbance, and puts at risk the
caribou that give birth to their calvesinthisarea. (Comment No. 033401-002)

Response To: Comment 033401-002

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: Linda Muller (Comment Letter No. 033401)

Thereis no science indicating that the sensitive areas now closed to leasing (under the existing oil and gas leasing
plan) can be opened safely. Indeed, a recent National Academy of Sciences report found that oil and gas
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development in other parts of the North Jope have had widespread damaging impacts on the air, water, landscapes,
and wildlife of the region, and on the health of its people. It would be a mistake to risk the internationally significant
ecological resources of Teshekpuk Lake for a short-term supply of energy, especially when we know that the United
Sates cannot drill its way to energy independence. (Comment No. 033401-003)

Response To: Comment 033401-003

The BLM considered your comments during the development of the Final Proposed Action.

Comment From: A.E. White (Comment Letter No. 106114)

| amwriting to you today asking you to protect the Teshekpuk Lake and other important wildlife areasin the National
Petroleum Reserve in Alaska by going back and offering a new alternative that protects more special fish, wildlife
and subsistence hunting areas and includes more protective stipulations. At the very least, the BLM should adopt
Alternative A, the "No Action" Alternative. (Comment No. 106114-001)

Response To: Comment 106114-001

See response to comment 197614-007 under Alternatives, Range of Alternatives, Preferred Alternatives

Comment From: A.E. White (Comment Letter No. 106114)

The majority of scientific evidence indicates that significant impacts could occur to fish and wildlife if more of this
area is opened to oil development. Teshekpuk Lake and its surrounding wetlands is a vital tundra-wetland complex in
the circumpolar Arctic that is home to thousands of waterfowl and caribou. Tens of thousands of birds, including
brant, greater white-fronted geese, Canada and Show geese gather in the Teshekpuk wetland system to molt their
flight feathers and are thus vulnerable to human disturbances. (Comment No. 106114-003)

Response To: Comment 106114-003

See response to comment 186677-007 under Alternatives, Range of Alternatives, Preferred Alternatives

Comment From: A.E. White (Comment Letter No. 106114)

Additionally, coming to nest in this area with few predators are thousands of birds, including the threatened
spectacled eider listed under the Endangered Species Act. These species will also suffer from the increased number of
predators, such as gulls, ravens and foxes that are attracted to oil fields. (Comment No. 106114-004)

Response To: Comment 106114-004

Some increases in predators are likely around oil and gas facilities. Mitigation measures that would be in place should
limit any increase in predators but some impacts to prey species could occur.

Comment From: A.E. White (Comment Letter No. 106114)

Also, the 45,000-animal Teshekpuk Lake Caribou Herd will be threatened by such development. Each year, the herd
migrates to the Teshekpuk Lake area to calve and escape frominsects. If caribou are forced to move to less desirable
habitats, calving numbers could decline, reducing the population and greatly impacting many Alaska Natives who
depend on the herd as a subsistence resource. (Comment No. 106114-005)
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Response To: Comment 106114-005

The BLM considered this issue when developing the final Preferred Alternative. Under that alternative, No Surface
Occupany would be allowed for permanent oil and gas facilities, except pipelines and some community roads, in
portions of calving and migration areas used by caribou. Under this alternative, the amount of development that could
occur within seven lease blocks north of Teshekpuk Lake would be limited to no more than 300 acres, further reducing
potential impacts in this area.

Comment From: A.E. White (Comment Letter No. 106114)

Instead of opening up more of the area to leasing and oil and gas development, the BLM should provide a more
balanced, science-based approach to energy development and environmental protection by permanently protecting
the Teshekpuk Lake and Colville River Special Areas and strengthening monitoring and lease stipulation
requirements. At a very minimum, the BLM should adopt Alternative A, the "No Action™ Alternative, which retains
current protections for the critical fish and wildlife habitats around Teshekpuk Lake. (Comment No. 106114-006)

Response To: Comment 106114-006

See response to comment 197614-007 under Alternatives, Range of Alternatives, Preferred Alternatives

Comment From: Karen Appleby (Comment Letter No. 137605)

| strongly oppose your preferred alternative for amending the oil and gas leasing plan for the northeastern planning
area of the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska (NPR-A). | urge you to select Alternative A, the No Action Alternative,
and to prepare a new plan that will strengthen the existing environmental and wildlife protection in the area,
especially in the critical and fragile Teshekpuk Lake region. (Comment No. 137605-001)

Response To: Comment 137605-001

See response to comment 197614-007 under Alternatives, Range of Alternatives, Preferred Alternatives

Comment From: Karen Appleby (Comment Letter No. 137605)

Therisk to wildlife is simply too great, the consequences too likely to beirreversible. The Interior Department's own
data, gathered between 1999 and 2003 indicate that on average, 47 percent of the brant and 44 percent of the white-

fronted geese now molt on lakes that would be partly or wholly unprotected in your preferred alternative. (Comment No.
137605-002)

Response To: Comment 137605-002

See response to comment 186677-007 under Alternatives, Range of Alternatives, Preferred Alternatives

Comment From: Karen Appleby (Comment Letter No. 137605)

Further, the preferred alter native would diminish protection for the caribou by fully 75 percent. Neither of these risks
is acceptable and neither is necessary. The Inupiat Eskimo people rely on the 45,000-member herd for subsistence
and have done so for 8000 years. (Comment No. 137605-003)

Response To: Comment 137605-003

See response to comment 186677-007 under Alternatives, Range of Alternatives, Preferred Alternatives
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Comment From: Karen Appleby (Comment Letter No. 137605)

The entire Teshekpuk Lake Surface Protection Area deserves your most careful protection. Yet, your preferred
alternative would reduce protection to a scant 213,000 acres, less than five percent of the planning area. That level of
protection will not begin to protect the geese, the caribou or the dozens of other species that now find safety there.
Available science clearly indicates that geese are highly sensitive to disturbance during the molt. And it shows that
caribou that give birth to their young in this area are also at risk from the kind of disturbance your preferred
alternative would permit. (Comment No. 137605-004)

Response To: Comment 137605-004

Under the final Preferred Alternative, Goose Molting Areas would have No Surface Occupancy restrictions, and
development within seven lease tracts north of Teshekpuk Lake, and important area to nesting and molting waterfowl,
would be limited to 300 acres of permanent surface development per lease tract. In addition, Teshekpuk Lake would be
deferred from leasing under this alternative.

Comment From: Karen Appleby (Comment Letter No. 137605)

At the same time, there is no science t