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1.0 PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT AND SCOPING PROCESS

Public involvement is an integral part of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process and is required
in the preparation and implementation of agencies’ NEPA procedures. The Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
published a Notice of Intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on August 7, 2018, and held
public scoping meetings from August 20, 2018, to September 18, 2018 (Table B.1.1). Meeting dates and locations
were advertised on the BLM Willow MDP ePlanning website and through local media (print and radio). Flyers on
meetings were also sent to local organizations to be posted in public locations.

Table B.1.1. Scoping Meeting Dates and Locations
Meeting Date Location

Public meeting #1 August 20, 2018 Utgiagvik (Barrow)
Public meeting #2 August 22, 2018 Fairbanks

Public meeting #3 August 23, 2018 Anchorage

Public meeting #4 August 27, 2018 Atgasuk

Public meeting #5 August 29, 2018 Anaktuvuk Pass
Public meeting #6 September 18, 2018 Nuigsut
Community open house November 1, 2018 Nuigsut

The original scoping period was 30 days; however, it was extended by 14 days due to public requests and
officially ended on September 20, 2018. The community of Nuigsut was given an additional 8 days to comment,
for a total of 52 days, because many community members were whaling during much of the scoping period. The
scoping period was announced in the Federal Register, local newspaper ads, radio announcements, postcard
mailers to the mailing list (including all post office boxes in Nuigsut), a BLM news release, and the BLM Willow
MDP ePlanning website. Public comments were received via email and mail and at public meetings.

The presentation used during public scoping, transcripts of each meeting, public and agency input received during
the scoping process, and a summary scoping report are available on the BLM Willow MDP ePlanning website.
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20 COMMENT SUMMARY

A total of 1,430 respondents submitted comments during the scoping period. Of these, the majority of comments
were submitted via email or mailed-in letters (98%) and the remainder (2%) submitted verbally at public scoping
meetings. Of the comment letters, the majority (95%) were submitted as form letters (i.e., letters containing
identical content), while the remainder were either form letters with slight modifications (1%) (e.g., one or two
unique sentences added, but otherwise identical to a form letter) or unique comment letters (4%) (i.e., original
letters that did not have identical or almost identical wording as another letter). The 1,330 form letter submissions
all originated from a total of five unique form master letters, some of which shared overlapping phrases or bullet
points.

Nearly all respondents were individuals (99%), with the exception of one tribe, two Native corporations, one
business, four organizations, and eight government agencies (Table B.1.2). Individuals who provided their
business title or employer information in their letter or testimony but did not state that they were an official
representative were counted as individuals as opposed to businesses or organizations.

Table B.1.2. Respondent Group Types
Respondent Group Type Respondent Title

Tribes/Alaska Native Native Village of Nuigsut*
Claims Settlement Act Kuukpik Corporation
corporations Doyon Limited

Businesses and Alaska Chamber
organizations Audubon Alaska

North Star Terminal and Equipment Services

Resource Development Council

Combined comment from: Alaska Climate Action Network, Alaska Wilderness League,
Center for Biological Diversity, Conservation Lands Foundation, Defenders of Wildlife,
Earthjustice, Northern Alaska Environmental Center, and The Wilderness Society
Government agencies Alaska Department of Fish and Game*

Alaska Department of Natural Resources (DNR) Division of Mining, Land, and Water*
Alaska DNR Division of Oil and Gas*

Alaska DNR Office of Project Management and Permitting™

Alaska Department of Fish and Game*

Alaska Office of History and Archaeology/State Historic Preservation Office*

North Slope Borough*

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency*

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service*

*Cooperating agency

Within each comment letter or verbal transcript, individual comments (i.e., stand-alone comments that relate to a
single issue, idea, or conclusion) were identified and grouped into one or more of the following categories listed
in Table B.1.3. Comment categories are either defined by individual resources which may be affected by the
project, individual elements of the proposed project, or specific phases and aspects of the EIS/NEPA process
(Table B.1.3). Categories are intended to describe the main topic or resource that is discussed in the comment,
regardless of whether the comment is expressing opposition or support for the project as it relates to that topic.
Any comments identified within form letters were categorized only once and counted as a single comment no
matter how many form letters with that same comment were submitted.
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Table B.1.3. Comment Categories

Resource Topics Project Element Topics EIS/NEPA Process Topics

Caribou and General Wildlife General Statement of Support EIS Process/Timeline

Subsistence Proponent Track Record Stakeholder Engagement
Safety/Emergency Response Project Description Cumulative Effects

Human Health Mitigation Alternatives

General Socioeconomics Minimal Environmental Impacts Request for Extended Scoping Period
Nuigsut Socioeconomics Integrated Activity Plan (1AP)

Air Quality

Water Quality

Teshekpuk Lake Special Area
Domestic Oil Production/Tran-Alaska
Pipeline System

Climate Change

A total of 377 individual comments were identified from the various letters and verbal testimonies and
categorized, as shown in Table B-4. Half of all comments (50%) fell into the following top five categories:
General Socioeconomics, Subsistence, Nuigsut Socioeconomics, Alternatives, and Proponent Track Record.
Additional details concerning the content of comments and their key points are summarized in Table B.1.5.

Table B.1.4. Comments Received

Comment Category No. Comments Received % Total Comments
General Socioeconomics 67 17.8%
Subsistence 39 10.3%
Nuigsut Socioeconomics 29 7.7%
Alternatives 26 6.9%
Proponent Track Record 26 6.9%
General Statement of Support 23 6.1%
EIS Process/Timeline 21 5.6%
Caribou and General Wildlife 20 5.3%
Domestic Oil Production/Trans-Alaska Pipeline System 18 4.8%
Human Health 17 4.5%
Project Description 15 4.0%
Air Quality 12 3.2%
Stakeholder Engagement 11 2.9%
Minimal Environmental Impacts 10 2.7%
Safety/Emergency Response 7 1.9%
Cumulative Effects 6 1.6%
Mitigation 6 1.6%
Teshekpuk Lake Special Area 6 1.6%
Climate Change 5 1.3%
Water Quality 5 1.3%
2013 Integrated Activity Plan 4 1.1%
Request for Extended Scoping Period 4 1.1%
Sum 377 100%
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Table B.1.5. Comment Summar
Comment ‘ Summary of Key Points
Category

General Commenters requested that the EIS include an analysis of potential benefits to local/state/national
Socioeconomics | economies resulting from construction/operation/indirect jobs, increased tax revenue and royalties,
reduced TAPS tariffs, the NPR-A Impact Mitigation Grant Program, project-funded
environmental/biological research, project-funded infrastructure (e.g., roads or pipeline spurs), a low-
cost natural gas supply for Nuigsut, and potential indirect environmental benefits resulting from these
socioeconomic improvements. Comments stated that the EIS should identify the specific communities
(including any that are low income or minority), federally recognized tribes, and corporations that
could be impacted socioeconomically as a result of changes in subsistence-based economies and
access to traditional use areas and traditional foods.

Subsistence Commenters requested that the EIS evaluate the potential benefits of new roads for subsistence
hunting, and for people who don’t have off-road capable vehicles or snowmobiles. Respondents also
indicated that the EIS should evaluate potential adverse effects of air/ground traffic, blasting/mining
activities, and project infrastructure (including roads, gravel island, haul routes, gravel mine, or
pipelines) on caribou migration patterns and other species of wildlife, and the resulting impacts to
subsistence hunting, fishing, or whaling, especially for the Nuigsut community. Nuigsut community
members requested that mitigation should be provided for any adverse impacts to Nuigsut subsistence
hunting. Kuukpik Corporation encouraged any analysis of access road impacts to include a thoughtful
and balanced analysis of both potential adverse impacts (on caribou/avoidance effect, air quality,
water quality or other resources) as well as potential beneficial impacts to subsistence hunters/access
(in terms of the number of trips, areas able to be accessed, areas subject to reduced pressure, etc.).
One comment requested that the BLM should not allow the gravel mine to be reclaimed and used as a
human-made lake with artificially introduced fish for subsistence use. Respondents requested specific
attention be given to important subsistence areas such as Fish Creek, Judy Creek, and Harrison Bay.
Nuigsut Commenters requested that the EIS evaluate potential adverse socioeconomic or environmental
Socioeconomics | justice impacts to the Village of Nuigsut resulting from: health impacts and cost of medical treatment,
subsistence impacts and cost of food subsidies, and increased use of public resources including health
clinics and emergency response resources, as well as evaluating whether project-created jobs could
specifically benefit the village of Nuigsut. Some comments also stated that the BLM should re-
evaluate NPR-A royalty distributions, and whether or not royalties are being distributed in a fair and
equitable manner where the number of royalty shares are commensurate with the severity of impacts
felt by the community. The Native Village of Nuigsut requests that any analysis of potential impacts
to tribal communities and resources be performed in accordance with their Project and Land
Management Evaluation Rubric as well as Section V111 of the Alaska National Interest Lands
Conservation Act.

Proponent Track | Commenters expressed confidence in the Project Proponent’s (ConocoPhillips Alaska, Inc.) ability to
Record construct and operate a project on the North Slope in an environmentally responsible and safe
manner, working cooperatively with stakeholders and in a way that respects and protects the
subsistence lifestyle of local communities.

General Commenters expressed their general support for “responsible oil and gas developments” in the NPR-
Statement of A, including the proposed Willow Master Development Plan.

Support

EIS Most comments within this category encouraged BLM to complete the EIS analysis in a timely and

Process/Timeline | efficient manner, consistent with new executive orders and secretarial guidance and focusing on the
issues that matter most to the public. Commenters added that the sooner the project gets approved, the
sooner project-related socioeconomic benefits can be realized for local and state economies. In
addition, commenters encouraged the use of a science-based approach. Some commenters requested
that BLM ask for additional time or page allowances beyond what is allowed in recent executive and
secretarial orders to facilitate a more thorough analysis that will be less vulnerable to legal challenges.
Domestic Oil Commenters requested that the EIS include an analysis of potential increases in domestic oil
Production/TAPS | production and associated benefits to national energy and economic security, and the long-term
viability and integrity of the TAPS.
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Comment Summary of Key Points
Category
Caribou and Commenters requested that the EIS evaluate potential impacts to caribou and wildlife migration

General Wildlife | patterns, flora and fauna, fish species, aquatic habitats, wildlife habitat, and fragmentation and
associated wildlife impacts. These comments also stated that the evaluation should be done in a
scientifically sound manner and should reference existing protections for flora and fauna in the NPR-
A IAP/EIS. Specifically, some respondents asked that the EIS evaluate potential impacts to: special
areas protected under the IAP and which have been set aside for their importance to caribou,
including Teshekpuk Lake Special Area and Colville River Special Area; tundra habitats and species
from thermokarst development; caribou migration patterns or avoidance effects from module
delivery, aboveground/elevated pipelines, ice roads, and winter activities; shorebirds and waterfowl
from habitat loss and aircraft flushing; bird species of concern from habitat loss and roads; whales,
seals, and other aquatic species from the gravel island in Harrison bay; and fish species from road
crossings and gravel mining. Other requested analysis in comments included: impacts of gravel island
and vessel traffic on nearshore/aquatic habitats, fish passage, whales and marine mammal movement,
polar bear movement, and bird migration. Kuukpik Corporation requested that at least one alternative
be developed and evaluated in the EIS that is specifically aimed at minimizing impacts to caribou,
such as modifying some of the infield road alignments to run parallel, instead of perpendicular, to
caribou migration patterns, or an elevated loop system to reduce caribou deflection.

Project Commenters requested that the EIS include more detail and explanation for the following project
Description components: timing, design, and location of the proposed developments; reclamation activities; miles
of ice roads per year; the difference between “other proposed infrastructure” and roads and pipelines;
details concerning the timing and duration of blasting activities; plans for reclamation or continued
use of the gravel mine site following project construction; wastewater discharge details; anticipated
solid and hazardous waste generation and management methods; injection wells; and dredging and
sediment disposal details.

Alternatives Commenters suggested alternative elements of the proposed action should include: eliminating gravel
island/ocean overland transfer in favor of ice road/overland transfer; removal of gravel island in lieu
of leaving it in place; a different mine site location to minimize gravel hauling distances; eliminating
the new Willow airstrip/runway and using the existing one at Alpine; using the existing central
processing facility in Prudhoe Bay instead of building a new one; alternative drill site and road
locations or road alignments (east-west instead of north-south); innovative pipeline designs, such as
an elevated loop system; widening Willow Road for use as an airstrip in lieu of constructing an
entirely new standalone airstrip; road routes with or without connections to Greater Mooses Tooth 2;
a roadless alternative (aircraft only); making Willow or Nuigsut a hub for future NPR-A
developments as opposed to Alpine; eliminating or minimizing the number of roads or other proposed
facilities within Teshekpuk Lake Special Area and Colville River Special Areas (specifically,
eliminating the approximately 7-mile north-south drill site access road through Teshekpuk Lake
Special Area or eliminating drill sites BT2 and BT4 and the roads to them); or any other alternative
design that reduces the footprint of the project and reduces the amount of new infrastructure being
proposed. In addition, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency commented if unavoidable impacts
to jurisdictional wetland and waters are proposed, an alternatives analysis to satisfy the Section
404(b)(1) guidelines of the Clean Water Act will be required to support a finding that the proposed
discharge represents the “least environmentally damaging practicable alternative.”

Human Health Commenters requested that the EIS consider potential adverse impacts of the project on human health
as a result of air pollution, water pollution, stress, limited access to medical resources, changes in
socioeconomic status, or changes in traditional way of life and diet. Specific concerns expressed by
respondents include asthma and other respiratory and cardiovascular diseases, cancer, genetic
mutations and endocrine disruption, bioaccumulation of toxins in animals and food, general exposure
to toxins in air and drinking water, reduced access to traditional food sources or inadequate food
supply. Some commenters indicated that a health risk assessment or health impact assessment may be
warranted and that the BLM should consider partnering with local, state, tribal, and federal health
officials to determine an appropriate path forward and to identify data needs. The Village of Nuigsut
requested that a qualified third party with no conflicts of interest be responsible for preparing the
health impact assessment.
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Comment
Category
Minimal
Environmental
Impacts

‘ Summary of Key Points

Commenters generally indicated that they felt the project would result in minimal environmental
impacts if the following industry standards or project elements are implemented: implementation of
North Slope best management practices, use of existing road and pipeline infrastructure in the
Alpine/Kuparuk areas and Colville River/Kuparuk River Units to minimize project footprint,
maintaining standards for safety and emergency response, maintaining rigorous industry standards for
environmental and subsistence protections on North Slope, and use of modern technology or design
refinements to minimize the project footprint.

Air Quality

Commenters requested that the EIS evaluate potential air quality impacts from project emissions
including: fine particulate matter, diesel exhaust, anthrax released from thawing permafrost, benzene,
hydrogen sulfide, hazardous air pollutants, ozone, smoke, and volatile organic compounds.
Respondents stated that any potential sources of emissions should be described along with their
associated air pollutants, such as heavy machinery, flaring of gas, activities or equipment that can
cause fugitive dust or leaks, and marine vessels. Some comments also asked that air quality modelling
be performed to support the analysis presented in the EIS, and potential mitigation and control
measures be identified.

Stakeholder
Engagement

Many commenters expressed confidence in the Project Proponent’s track record for engaging and
cooperating with stakeholders on the North Slope. Conversely, several commenters, particularly
people from, or advocating for, tribal communities such as the Village of Nuigsut, requested an
increased effort from BLM to engage with the tribe and address all of their comments and concerns in
the development of the EIS. These commenters also requested that BLM better define and clarify the
tribe’s role in the NEPA process and recommended incorporating traditional cultural knowledge into
the EIS analysis where appropriate. The Native Village of Nuigsut expressed concern over their
ability to provide meaningful input and engagement throughout the NEPA process for Willow given
the number of regional planning projects currently underway and capacity challenges for the tribe.

Safety/Emergenc
y Response

Commenters requested that the EIS evaluate potential beneficial or adverse impacts to emergency
response as a result of new roads and airstrips, or the potential for public travel along project access
roads leading to an increased need for emergency response (e.g., towing assistance). Commenters also
requested that the EIS discuss spill and emergency response procedures and capabilities given the
remote nature of the site, potential seismic risks, spill and leak detection methods, containment and
cleanup operations, hazardous materials management and storage, and any toxic hazards.

Climate Change

Commenters requested that the EIS consider long-term and cumulative effects of climate change,
including potential changes in weather, vegetation, seismic activity, or sea-level rise/flooding. In
addition, commenters requested that the EIS discuss the relationship between thermokarst and climate
change and how this might have a cumulative effect on environmental resources when combined with
project-related impacts.

Teshekpuk Lake
Special Area

Commenters requested that the EIS evaluate potential impacts to wetlands and caribou and other
wildlife species and habitats within the Teshekpuk Lake Special Area, and any resulting subsistence
impacts to North Slope communities. Respondents stated that the EIS should also describe protections
for the Teshekpuk Lake Special Area and how the project complies with applicable use or
development restrictions.

Water Quality

Commenters requested that the EIS characterize existing aquatic habitats and water resources in the
area and evaluate potential water quality impacts including: introduction of water pollutants,
compliance with water quality standards, downstream impacts, water use during construction or
operation, groundwater injections, erosion and sedimentation, wastewater discharges, mercury and
anthrax released from thawing permafrost, and xylene and benzene.

IAP Commenters stated that the project conforms to the BLM’s 2013 IAP, with no appreciable changes,
which further supports and justifies statements of minimal environmental impacts and commenter
requests for a timely and efficient EIS process.

Mitigation Commenters requested that the EIS identify all activities needing mitigation and the types of

mitigation activities proposed during construction, operation, or decommissioning of the project.
Respondents noted that the EIS should identify the responsible parties for implementing mitigation,
monitoring requirements, and where the public can find mitigation effectiveness and monitoring
results as they become available. Commenters encouraged the use of the mitigation hierarchy
(avoidance, minimization, and compensatory offsets) to ensure that unavoidable impacts are
effectively and meaningfully offset with appropriate mitigation.
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Comment ‘ Summary of Key Points

Category

Request for Commenters requested additional time to submit scoping comments, based on the complexity of the
Extended project, severity of potential impacts, timing of scoping overlapping with timing of subsistence

Scoping Period activities, and/or multiple other concurrent or connected development actions currently being planned
and reviewed within the region.

Cumulative Commenters requested that the Cumulative Effects analysis consider future/concurrent/nearby leases
Effects and proposed explorations such as Nanushuk, Smith Bay, Alpine CD-5, Special Alaska Lease Sale
Areas, and Greater Mooses Tooth 1 and 2, or other projects planned for development on Nuigsut’s
traditional subsistence lands which have yet to be constructed. Cumulative effects to the community
of Nuigsut, relating to noise, traffic, thermokarsting, dust, water quality, and human health were
specifically mentioned as a concern by some respondents.

Notes: BLM (Bureau of Land Management); EIS (environmental impact statement); IAP (Integrated Activity Plan); NEPA (National Environmental Policy
Act); NPR-A (National Petroleum Reserve in Alaska); TAPS (Trans-Alaska Pipeline System).
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1.0 DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT PUBLIC

ENGAGEMENT PROCESS

The Willow MDP Draft EIS comment period began on August 30, 2019, with the publication of a Notice of
Availability in the Federal Register. The comment period was open for 45 days and subsequently extended for 15
additional days, ending on October 29, 2019. The public comment period for the Project was also announced via a
BLM news release and the Bureau of Land Management’s (BLM) Project website. Public comments were
received via email and mail, on the BLM’s Project website, or at public meetings.

Public meetings were held in Anaktuvuk Pass, Anchorage, Atqasuk, Fairbanks, Nuigsut, and Utqiagvik (Barrow),
Alaska, to afford the public an opportunity to provide input on the process, including North Slope communities
that would be potentially impacted by the Project. The Nuigsut meeting included the public hearing for comments
regarding the Project’s potential impact to subsistence resources and activities as per the Alaska National Interest
Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) Section 810. Details concerning dates, times, and locations of the meetings
were announced through local news media, newspapers, and the BLM Project website. Verbal comments given at
public meetings and the public hearing were documented in formal transcripts for each individual meeting.

The BLM held public meetings on the Draft EIS in September and October 2019 (Table B.2.1). Meeting dates and
locations were advertised on the BLM Willow MDP ePlanning website and through local media (print and radio).
Flyers on meetings were also sent to local organizations to be posted in public locations.

Table B.2.1. Draft Environmental Impact Statement Public Meeting Dates and Locations

September 9, 2019 Fairbanks
September 10, 2019 Anaktuvuk Pass
September 12, 2019 Anchorage
September 18, 2019 Utqiagvik (Barrow)
September 19, 2019 Atgasuk

October 2, 2019 Nuigsut

The presentation used during public scoping, transcripts of each meeting, public and agency input received during
the scoping process, and a summary scoping report are available on the BLM Willow MDP ePlanning websit:
https://eplanning.blm.gov/eplanning-ui/project/109410/510.
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2.0 COMMENT ANALYSIS

The BLM received a total of 935 submissions during the public comment period. (A submission is defined as a
single email, letter, webform submission, or speaker in written transcripts.) These were received via email, onling,
or mailed-in letters, or comments submitted verbally at public meetings. Of the submissions, 490 were unique
(i.e., original submissions that did not have identical or almost identical wording as another submission) with the
remainder submitted as “form” (i.e., submissions containing identical content) or form submissions with slight
modifications (e.g., one or two unique sentences added, but otherwise identical to a form) or unique comment
submissions (i.e., original submissions that did not have identical or almost identical wording as another
submission). The form submissions all originated from a total of five unique form masters, some of which shared
overlapping phrases or bullet points.

Not all respondents noted if they were affiliated with an organization or were providing comments as an
individual. Of those that indicated an affiliation, nearly all respondents were individuals. Tribes/tribal
corporations, organizations, and governmental agencies (or personnel that commented and provided this
information) are shown in Table B.2.2. Individuals who provided their business title or employer information in
their letter or testimony but did not state that they were an official representative were counted as individuals, not
businesses or organizations.

Table B.2.2. Respondent Group
Respondent Group Type Respondent Title Respondent Title (continued)

Alaska Native Claims Arctic Slope Regional Corporation Native Village of Nuigsut
Settlement Act Kuukpik Corporation Ukpeagvik Ifiupiaq Corporation
corporations
Businesses and Alaska Chamber of Commerce Labors Local 942
Organizations Alaska Crane Lynden Incorporated
Alaska District Council of Laborers Montana Environmental Information Center
Alaska Oil and Gas Association Native Movement
Alaska Support Industry Alliance Northern Alaska Environmental Center
Alaska Wilderness League North Star Terminal & Stevedore Co. LLC, North
Alyeska Pipeline Service Co. Star Equipment Services
Anchorage Chamber of Commerce Ocean Conservancy
Associated General Contractors of Alaska Petro Technical Resources of Alaska
Audubon Alaska PRL Logistics
Center for Biological Diversity Resource Development Council
ConocoPhillips Alaska, Inc. Rotak Helicopter Services
Conservation Lands Foundation Sierra Club
Cruz Companies STG Incorporated
Defenders of Wildlife* Teamsters Local 959
Earthjustice The Wilderness Society
Environmental Defense Fund The Wildlife Society Alaska Chapter
F. Robert Bell and Associates Trustees for Alaska
Flowline Alaska Inc. Udelhoven Companies
Greater Fairbanks Chamber of Commerce Union of Concerned Scientists
Institute for Policy Integrity at New York University United Association of Plumbers and Pipefitters
School of Law United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners
International Union of Operating Engineers WildEarth Guardians
Laborers’ International Union of North America
Government agencies and | Harry K. Brower, Jr., North Slope Borough, Office of | Senator Click Bishop, Alaska State Legislature
government officials the Mayor Senator John Coghill, Alaska State Legislature
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Senator Cathy Giessel, Alaska State Legislature
State of Alaska Department of Natural Resources Raul M. Grijalva, U.S. House of Representatives,
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Committee on Natural Resources
U.S. Coast Guard, Waterways Management Branch Jared Huffman, U.S. House of Representatives,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 10 Subcommittee on Water, Oceans, and Wildlife
Alan Lowenthal, U.S. House of Representatives,
Subcommittee on Energy and Mineral Resources
Senator Lisa Murkowski, U.S. Congress
Senator Dan Sullivan, U.S. Congress
Don Young, U.S. House of Representatives

* Defenders of Wildlife included a list of their members as signatories to their comment letter. There were approximately 12,600 names on
the letter.

Appendix B.2 Draft EIS Comments and BLM Responses Page 2



Willow Master Development Plan Final Environmental Impact Statement

Within each comment letter or verbal transcript, individual comments (i.e., stand-alone comments that relate to a
single issue, idea, or conclusion) were identified and grouped into one or more of the categories listed in Table
B.2.3. Comment categories are either defined by individual resources that may be affected by the Project,
individual elements of the Project, or specific phases and aspects of the EIS/NEPA process (Table B.2.3).
Categories are intended to describe the main topic or resource that is discussed in the comment, regardless of
whether the comment is expressing opposition or support for the Project as it relates to that topic. Any comments
identified within form letters were categorized only once and counted as a single comment no matter how many
form letters with that same comment were submitted.

Table B.2.3. Substantive Comment Categories

Resource Topics Project Element Topics EIS/NEPA Process Topics
Air quality Avoidance, minimization, and mitigation Alternatives

Birds National Petroleum Reserve in Alaska Cumulative effects

Climate change Integrated Activity Plan EIS process or timeline
Environmental justice Project description Permitting

Fish Purpose and need

General economics Request for comment period extension
Land ownership and use Request for new alternative
Marine mammals Request for new analysis
Noise Stakeholder engagement
Nuigsut economics

Public health

Soils and permafrost

Terrestrial wildlife

Visual resources

Water resources

Wetlands and vegetation

Subsistence and ANILCA Section 810

analysis

Spills
Note: Not all categories were used in coding and are therefore not summarized below. ANILCA (Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act); EIS
(environmental impact statement); NEPA (National Environmental Policy Act).

Although the BLM diligently considered each comment letter, the comment analysis process involved
determining if a comment was substantive or non-substantive. In performing this analysis, BLM relied on Section
6.9.2, Comments, in the BLM NEPA Handbook H-1790-1 (2008) to determine what constituted a substantive
comment. All substantive comments will be responded to in this report.

Substantive comments do one or more of the following:
* Question, with reasonable basis, the accuracy of information in the EIS or environmental assessment (EA)
* Question, with reasonable basis, the adequacy of, methodology for, or assumptions used for the
environmental analysis
* Present new information relevant to the analysis
* Present reasonable alternatives other than those analyzed in the EIS or EA
* Cause changes or revisions in one or more of the alternatives

Additionally, the BLM’s NEPA handbook identifies the following types of substantive comments:

e Comments on the Adequacy of the Analysis—Comments that express a professional disagreement with the
conclusions of the analysis or assert that the analysis is inadequate are considered substantive; they may or
may not lead to changes in the Final EIS. Interpretations of analyses should be based on professional
expertise. Where there is disagreement within a professional discipline, a careful review of the various
interpretations is warranted. In some cases, public comments may necessitate a reevaluation of analytical
conclusions. If, after reevaluation, the BLM Authorized Officer responsible for preparing the EIS does not
think that a change is warranted, the response should provide the rationale for that conclusion.

* Comments That Identify New Impacts, Alternatives, or Mitigation Measures—Public comments on a Draft
EIS that identify impacts, alternatives, or mitigation measures that the draft did not address are considered
substantive. This type of comment requires the BLM Authorized Officer to determine if it warrants further
consideration; if so, he or she must determine if the new impacts, new alternatives, or new mitigation
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measures should be analyzed in the Final EIS, in a supplement to the Draft EIS, or in a completely revised
and recirculated Draft EIS.

» Disagreements with Significance Determinations—Comments that directly or indirectly question, with a
reasonable basis, determinations on the severity of impacts are considered substantive. A reevaluation of
these determinations may be warranted and may lead to changes in the Final EIS. If, after reevaluation, the
BLM Authorized Officer does not think that a change is warranted, the BLM’s response should provide the
rationale for that conclusion.

Comments that are not considered substantive include the following:

e Comments in favor of or against the proposed action or alternatives without reasoning that meet the criteria
listed above (such as “we disagree with Alternative Two and believe the BLM should select Alternative
Three”)

* Comments that only agree or disagree with BLM policy or resource decisions without justification or
supporting data that meet the criteria listed above (such as “more grazing should be permitted”)

* Comments that don’t pertain to the project area or the project (such as “the government should eliminate all
dams,” when the project is about a grazing permit)

e Comments that take the form of vague, open-ended questions

In response to substantive comments, the BLM could do the following:

* Maodify alternatives including the proposed action

* Develop and evaluate alternatives not previously given detailed consideration by the agency

* Supplement, improve, or modify its analyses

* Make factual corrections

* Explain why the comments do not warrant further agency response, citing appropriate sources or authorities
Comments that merely express an opinion for or against the Project were not identified as requiring a response
because they meet the BLM NEPA handbook definition for a non-substantive comment. Many comments
received throughout the comment analysis process expressed personal opinions or preferences, had little relevance
to the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIS, or represented commentary on management actions that are outside
the scope of the EIS. These commenters did not provide specific information to assist the BLM in making a
change to the existing action alternatives, did not suggest new alternatives, and did not take issue with methods
used in the Draft EIS; the BLM did not address these comments further in this document.

The BLM read, analyzed, and considered all comments of a personal or philosophical nature and all opinions,
feelings, and preferences for one element or one alternative over another. Because such comments were not
substantive, the BLM did not respond to them. It is also important to note that, while the BLM reviewed and
considered all comments, none were counted as votes. The NEPA public comment period is neither an election
nor does it result in a representative sampling of the population. Therefore, public comments are not appropriate
to be used as a democratic decision-making tool or as a scientific sampling mechanism.

Within the 490 unique submissions, 554 substantive comments were identified. Chapter 3.0, Substantive
Comment Summary, provides a summary of the substantive comments received by comment category.

Chapter 4.0, Substantive Comments and Responses, identifies the substantive comments received on the Draft EIS
and provides BLM’s response. Subject matter experts reviewed comments that recommended additional studies,
data, or scientific literature to be incorporated into the analysis; new information and citations were incorporated
into the Final EIS as appropriate.

3.0 SUBSTANTIVE COMMENT SUMMARY
3.1 Air Quality

Comments on air quality primarily focused on concerns that the analysis was inadequate and underestimated the
direct and cumulative impacts. Additional concerns were raised that the Draft EIS failed to consider adequate
mitigation measures to ensure that no significant air quality impacts would occur. Commenters requested that
BLM consider an alternative that minimizes air quality impacts.
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3.2 Alternatives

Comments received regarding the alternatives stated that the alternatives were inadequate and narrowed because
the purpose and need was too narrow (Section 3.19, Purpose and Need). Commenters stated that the No Action
Alternative was too easily dismissed.

3.3 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation
Commenters provided several recommendations for additional mitigation measures (see details in Table 1.1.3 of
Appendix 1.1, Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Technical Appendix). Examples of these comments are as
follows:
* The Project should include large, durably protected areas of ecological value to mitigate for impacts to
areas of conservation importance (e.g., TLSA and Colville River Special Area)
* Archaeological surveys should be completed in areas of proposed ground disturbance
* Identify the responsible parties for implementing mitigation or monitoring requirements and identify where
the public can find the results of mitigation effectiveness and monitoring as they become available
* Include measures to monitor the effectiveness of proposed long-term mitigation measures and adaptively
manage them as needed
* The BLM should rely on BMP E-8 (from the existing NPR-A IAP/EIS, BLM 2013) to ensure that CPAI
minimizes the impacts of gravel mining on air, land, water, fish, and wildlife resources
* Incorporate factors aimed at reducing short term nitrous oxide emissions from drilling
* To minimize volatile organic compound emissions, BLM should focus on minimizing fugitive leaks
* Discretionary air quality BMPs listed in the Draft EIS should be made compulsory
* Restrictions should be made to air traffic (e.g., minimum of 500 feet above the ground) within the TLSA

In addition, comments were received regarding the adequacy of the mitigation measures. For example,
commenters raised concerns that the Draft EIS does not adequately consider mitigation measures and fails to
demonstrate that all unavoidable and adverse impacts would be compensated for.

Requests were also received to add additional details about which areas and activities are subject to which BMPs
and additional analysis to show that the design feature and mitigation measures are effective in reducing impacts.
Resource-specific comments were received that relate to concerns that the resource-specific BMPs are inadequate.

Concerns were raised that the Draft EIS fails to adequately identify and analyze additional mitigation measures
given the failure of existing LS and BMPs.

Comments received that relate to considering compensatory mitigation requirements for wetlands in accordance
with CWA Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines are summarized under Section 3.16, Permitting.

3.4 Birds

Commenters generally raised concerns regarding impacts to birds, particularly yellow-billed loons and molting
geese. Commenters raised concerns that the analysis areas and data used to estimate impacts were inadequate, and
therefore the analysis was inadequate. Concerns were raised that the Draft EIS did not accurately describe the use
of the analysis area for wintering birds and special status species within the Project area. Concerns were expressed
regarding the overlap of Project alternatives in an area important for bird molting and nesting.

3.5 Climate Change

Commenters raised concerns that the analysis in the Draft EIS did not adequately address how climate change has
the potential to impact the Project and the resources in the Project area. Commenters requested additional analysis
for Project black carbon emissions and greenhouse gas emissions. Commenters stated that the greenhouse gas
emission estimates are unsupported and inaccurate because the Draft EIS failed to disclose key assumptions and
data used in its models. Other commenters stated that the analysis in the Draft EIS overexaggerates the
incremental impact of the Project at the global scale.

3.6 Cumulative Effects

Commenters stated that the cumulative impacts analysis does not contain an adequate level of quantification and
detail for many of the resources analyzed in the Draft EIS. Requests were made for adjustments to an analysis
area and a request for additional maps.
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Commenters provided numerous suggestions for how to improve resource-specific analysis. Commenters
requested that additional present and reasonably foreseeable future actions be considered in the EIS’s cumulative
impacts analysis, including specific oil and gas exploration, leases, and development proposals; planning and
policy actions; transportation projects; and changes in marine vehicle traffic in the Beaufort, Bearing, and
Chukchi seas.

3.7 Environmental Impact Statement Process and Timeline

Commenters expressed concern that the community meetings were held during whaling season and that the EIS
process is moving too quickly to provide for meaningful public involvement or allow for consultation with tribal
entities and communities in the region. Commenters stated that because there are multiple other projects and
comment periods occurring simultaneously, there is not enough time to provide meaningful review of and
comments on the Project. Concerns were raised that the time and page limits are not appropriate for this EIS
process if the BLM intends to complete determinations of NEPA adequacy from this EIS. Additionally, a request
was made to delay a decision until further analysis, mitigation, and permitting can be completed. A comment was
also received that stated the BLM violated the Freedom of Information Act with the NPR-A working group that
had meetings without involving all stakeholders.

3.8 Environmental Justice

Commenters stated that the Draft EIS failed to sufficiently evaluate whether the Project would have
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental impacts on minority populations and low-
income populations and consequently has not considered adequate ways in which to reduce potential impacts.
Concerns were also raised that other communities beyond Nuigsut were not considered. Suggestions were made
that the completion of a Heath Impact Assessment and on-going health monitoring and education be considered as
mitigation measures for environmental justice impacts.

3.9 Fish

Comments were made raising concern about the adequacy of making broad statements regarding impacts to
population levels rather than individual fish species. Commenters also requested that the EIS improve the analysis
regarding impacts to fish resulting from water withdrawals, water pollution and spills, waste disposal, gravel
extraction, and climate change.

3.10 General Economics

Commenters stated that the EIS would benefit local economies, while other commenters stated that the Draft EIS
overstated the economic benefits. Request were made for the Draft EIS to clarify how many jobs would be held
by locals versus non-locals.

3.11 Land Ownership and Use

Commenters requested additional details concerning the proximity of the Project to native allotments and stated
that the ownership of submerged lands and other landownership or jurisdictions are incorrectly reported.

3.12 Marine Mammals

Commenters requested that the EIS consider potential impacts to marine mammals from noise, spills, climate
change, increased human interactions, increased seismic activity and vessel traffic. Comments raised concerns
about the lack of analysis for bowhead and beluga whales because the analysis area is too small. Commenters also
stated that the analysis area was too small to capture noise impacts to marine mammals.

3.13 National Petroleum Reserve in Alaska Integrated Activity Plan

Comments received regarding the NPR-A 1AP raised concerns that the Project is being analyzed prior to the
completion of the forthcoming IAP revisions. These comments focused on concerns that the 1AP revisions would
open up the Teshekpuk Lake Special Area (TLSA) to additional roads that are not currently evaluated in
cumulative impacts and that the timing of the 1AP revision is confusing to the public. Commenters requested that
BLM be clear about what set of standards the Project is being permitted under (the current plan or the new plan)
and how the BLM will consider future permit applications in light of a potentially revised IAP.
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3.14 Noise

Commenters stated that there was a lack of baseline information and quantification to analyze the impacts from
noise and that the analysis be revised to include options for avoiding impacts from the Project. Additional
requests for analysis included analyzing impacts from pile driving and the mine site.

3.15 Nuigsut Economics

Commenters expressed concern over subsistence impacts and how they are tied to Nuigsut’s economy (food
security), and about the employment and economic impacts of the Project (in terms of jobs for local residents,
economic benefits and impacts to Nuigsut residents, and disagreement with how benefits were documented in the
Draft EIS). Comments requested monetary compensation to offset adverse economic impacts to the Nuigsut
economy, as well as commitments for local resident employment.

3.16 Permitting

Commenters stated that the action(s) subject to regulatory approvals were not clear in the Draft EIS. Commenters
expressed concerns that the Draft EIS is unclear on how BLM will comply with their obligations under the
Endangered Species Act, the Marine Mammal Protection Act, the Organic Act, or the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act.

Commenters stated that the BLM proceeding with the Draft EIS was inappropriate since a “valid” permit
application under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) has not been submitted to the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE) and that the Draft EIS did not provide the information or analysis necessary for USACE to
comply with the CWA.

Comments noted that insufficient information is presented in the Draft EIS to allow the U.S. Coast Guard to issue
bridge permits.

3.17 Project Description

Commenters requested that the project description be clarified for several components, including the location of
infrastructure; the length and location of roads; the location of the seawater pipeline intake, mine site design, and
location; and the depth of horizontal directional drilling installation. Commenters raised concerns regarding fixed-
wing flights, the thickness of ice roads, and if the pipeline inspections would be compliant with federal pipeline
safety regulations. Additional comments were received related to separate ice roads for delivering sealift modules
and those used for other vehicle traffic.

3.18 Public Health

Commenters expressed concerns over public health impacts caused by Project construction and operations,
including air emissions, water quality impacts, safety impacts from pipelines, accident risks (e.g., fires,
explosions), hazardous waste in landfills, and blasting. Comments raised concerns about how Project impacts on
subsistence resources would impact public health from contamination or food insecurity. Criticisms of the Draft
EIS analysis were raised regarding: adequacy of baseline health assessment, that the analysis was not sufficiently
guantitative, that mental health impacts were not adequately addressed, that the timeframe of the health impact
analysis was not long enough (i.e., that the long-term health impacts of Project operations were not adequately
described), that health impacts of Project impacts on subsistence resources and practices were not included, and
that proposed BMPs and LS do not adequately mitigate health and safety impacts. Comments were offered in
support of proposed safety measures.

3.19 Purpose and Need

Commenters stated that the BLM purpose and need should be revised so that it is clearly defined as the agency
purpose and need and not tied to the Project proponent’s purpose. Further comments stated that because the
purpose and need is tied to the Project proponent’s, the Draft EIS incorrectly states that the No Action Alternative
does not meet this purpose and need.

3.20 Request for Comment Period Extension
Commenters requested BLM extend the comment period because of the complexity and length of the Draft EIS
and because there are several concurrent scoping and comment periods for other Arctic or Alaska projects.
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3.21 Request for New Alternative
Commenters requested that a range of new alternatives be analyzed in the EIS. Suggestions include the following
alternatives:
e Without an MTI
With fewer drill sites (accessing the same oil using directional drilling)
With a smaller gravel footprint and/or reduced infrastructure
That avoids Special Areas
That avoids additional airstrips
That uses seasonal, roadless access to decrease impacts to important surface resources
That reduces the significant air quality impacts
That reduces the significant visual resource impacts
That reduces the number of years needed for the mining process
That reduces impacts to caribou and subsistence
That uses an existing airstrip rather than constructing at least one new Project airstrip
That uses natural gas and renewable energy for Project purposes with minimal backup diesel
With delayed Project permitting
That would not require deviations or would require fewer deviations from existing best management
practices (BMPs) (as identified in the National Petroleum Reserve in Alaska [NPR-A] Integrated Activity
Plan [IAP], 2013) or Project lease stipulations (LS)

Commenters also provided feedback that the range of alternatives analyzed was inadequate due to a lack of a true
difference between the proposed action and the BLM alternatives. Commenters also stated that the BLM
improperly dismissed alternatives before the NEPA process had started.

3.22 Request for New Analysis

BLM received many requests for new analysis or for additional details be included in the EIS. When comments
were specific to a single resource topic, they were coded to that topic and provided in Section 4.2, Comments and
Responses.

3.23 Soils and Permafrost

Commenters raised general concerns about the impacts to tundra from permafrost thawing (thermokarst) from
climate change and how the Project would contribute to those impacts. Commenters also expressed concerns
about impacts to soils and permafrost from gravel mining, and that BMPs and LS regarding these impacts were
not specific enough and could not be effectively monitored with respect to their effectiveness on soils and
permafrost, and that impacts to permafrost could not be mitigated.

3.24 Spills

Commenters stated that the spill risk assessment is inadequate because it does not use the most recent spill data
from Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation and is qualitative rather than quantitative. In addition,
comments were made that the well blowout risk analysis does not provide details about the seven shallow-gas
blowouts reported on the North Slope since 1974 that were considered in the analysis, does not discuss safety and
environmental hazards associated with blowouts, and does not account for recent North Slope uncontrolled
releases from BP Alaska wells which were caused by thawing permafrost.

Additional concerns were raised regarding Project impacts on resources (e.g., caribou, marine mammals, water
guality) within the Project area from potential spills. Commenters requested that BLM provide further details on
how the prevention and response measures help reduce the potential impacts and additional detail on who would
be responsible for performing these prevention and response measures.

3.25 Stakeholder Engagement

Commenters requested that the Project proponent provide the community of Nuigsut with fracking notifications,
meet with tribal offices, and discuss employment opportunities. Additional requests were for BLM and the Project
proponent work with the stakeholders to reduce the overall Project footprint. Commenters asked for clarification
on whether traditional knowledge was considered in preparation of the Draft EIS; it was suggested to include
these groups in development of traditional knowledge: Kuukpik Corporation, Native Village of Nuigsut, City of
Nuigsut, Arctic Slope Regional Corporation, and NPR-A Working Group
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See also the comment summaries related to the EIS Process and Timeline (Section 3.7) and Request for Comment
Period Extension (Section 3.20).

3.26 Subsistence and Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act Section 810

Analysis
Subsistence comments focused on concerns on how the Project would impact the availability and accessibility to
subsistence resources. Commenters stated that subsistence resources could potentially avoid the Project area
making it harder for subsistence hunting. Other comments were raised regarding inadequate analysis due to
corrections being needed on maps of overlapping subsistence use, unreliable or low-quality baseline data, lack of
analysis on how subsistence uses can result in secondary public health and safety impacts. There were requests to
clarify contradictory subsistence conclusions, such as if there would be population-level impacts or not and if
impacts require mitigation or not.

Commenters stated that the analysis failed to quantify the impacts on subsistence users in terms that are most
relevant to the hunters (e.g., reduced bag, reduced season length, increased travel distance, more hunting days to
be successful), and whether they can expect to harvest "amounts of caribou reasonably necessary for subsistence".

Commenters requested the Native Village of Barrow be included in the subsistence analysis and that the caribou
avoidance buffer used in the ANILCA Section 810 analysis be 5 miles rather than 2.5 miles.

In addition to the comments on analysis, multiple requests were made for mitigation measures to offset Project
impacts. A list of these suggested measures is included in Table 1.1.3 in Appendix I.

Commenters stated that the Draft EIS does not consider alternatives that reduce impacts or that conclusions and
impacts are not well supported, and therefore the ANILCA Section 810 analysis is inadequate.

3.27 Terrestrial Wildlife

Comments were received regarding the accuracy and sufficiency of the caribou impacts analysis and its
conclusions; there were requests for more discussion of tradeoffs between displacement from air traffic the
displacement from vehicle traffic. Analysis concerns were related to caribou migration and potential changes to
their migration patterns, location, and timing, including deflection. Commenters disagreed with analysis
assumptions used in caribou impacts, for example, whether caribou may be affected by infrastructure, and the
distance to which that impact may occur. Commenters suggested new analysis using the recent Russell and Gunn
(2019) model to quantitatively estimate caribou impacts. New citations were provided for BLM review regarding
climate-related changes with respect to northern caribou populations; and there were requests to quantify climate
change impacts on caribou.

Commenters requested that the EIS evaluate potential impacts to caribou and other wildlife species and habitats
within the TLSA, and any resulting subsistence impacts to North Slope communities. Commenters stated that the
EIS should also describe protections for the TLSA and how the Project complies with applicable use or
development restrictions within the TLSA. Concerns were expressed regarding the overlap of Project alternatives
in an area important for species’ sensitive time periods, such as bird molting and nesting and caribou calving and
grazing, especially in the TLSA. Comments stated these impacts were not sufficiently evaluated in the Draft EIS.

Comments stated the Draft EIS cumulative impacts analysis area for caribou was not large enough. Also,
additional cumulative impacts analysis was requested, citing the reasonably foreseeable potential that multiple
future projects could go through the TLSA, such as the Arctic Strategic Transportation and Resources project and
the potential opening of the TSLA to oil and gas development due to the current NPR-A IAP revisions.

Commenters expressed concern over potential Project impacts to the TLSA and its associated wildlife resources.

3.28 Visual Resources

Commenters expressed general concern about Project impacts on the visual quality of public lands, and specific
concerns about the impact assessment and mitigation, including that the Draft EIS presented inadequate
information on the classification of scenic qualities, the differences between alternatives with respect to visual
impacts, and the adequacy of avoidance, minimization, or mitigation measures for visual impacts.

Appendix B.2 Draft EIS Comments and BLM Responses Page 9



Willow Master Development Plan Final Environmental Impact Statement

3.29 Water Resources

Commenters raised concerns regarding the adequacy of the water quality impacts analysis, requesting additional
explanation of the findings presented in the Draft EIS. Commenters expressed that the analysis inadequately
considered existing water quality issues, failed to address impacts of Project elements (e.g., waterbody crossings,
floodplain development), and accidental wastewater releases, and that additional information on mitigation and
response plans for pipeline spills was needed.

Commenters expressed concerns regarding the adequacy of information on and analysis of water resources in the
Draft EIS. Comments noted that the Draft EIS failed to consider the impacts of gravel mining on water resources
and raised specific concerns regarding the proximity of proposed mining to the Ublutuoch (Tipmiagsiugvik)
River. Commenters raised concerns that outdated and arbitrary data were used to characterize existing conditions,
that the analysis and disclosure of Project impacts to floodplains and waterways was insufficient, that construction
impacts were not adequately quantified, and that analysis of impacts of the MTI in Harrison Bay were inadequate.
Comments requested additional information on water sources for ice roads, road and pipeline crossings of
waterbodies, and mine site reclamation with respect to water resources. Additional comments raised concerns
about the effectiveness of BMPs and LS to offset impacts to water resources.

3.30 Wetlands and Vegetation

Commenters raised concerns regarding the Project’s contribution to climate change, thawing tundra, and shifting
vegetation communities. Commenters also stated that climate change would also affect the long-term recovery
and reclamation success for wetlands and this should be analyzed in the EIS. Commenters provided requests for
additional disclosure on how Project-related impacts to tundra wetlands and permafrost thawing would further
contribute to climate change.

Commenters also stated that the mitigation for wetland and wetland function loss is inadequate absent a functional
assessment and full compensatory mitigation plan. Additional comments were received regarding analysis of
impacts resulting from hydrologic changes, permafrost damage, changes to habitat quality and species diversity,
fugitive dust, and the amount of time it takes for the tundra to recover (comments questioned both understating
and overstating the impacts).

40 SUBSTANTIVE COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
4.1 How to Read This Volume

The BLM assigned a letter number to every unique communication received during the Draft EIS public comment
period. The following tables contain all substantive comments with the BLM’s responses; they are organized by
the comment topic (or code). Commenter names and applicable organization or agency are provided for letter
submissions. Complete transcripts of public meetings and copies of all comment letters are available on the BLM
Willow MDP ePlanning website: https://eplanning.blm.gov/eplanning-ui/project/109410/510.
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4.2

Comments and Responses

Tables B.2.4 through B.2.33 provide the substantive comments on the DEIS and BLM’s responses.
4.2.1 Air Quality

Table B.2.4. Substantive Comments Received on Air Qualit
Sender Last Sender First Org.

Letter
No.

Comment
No.

Name

Name

Primary
Comment
Code

Comment Text

Response

Brower, Jr.  |Harry North Slope Air Quality Page 34, 3.3.2.3.1 Near-Field Air Impact Assessment Summary Results are based on EPA-preferred regulatory modeled and area-specific emissions inventories. HAPS
Borough, Office of “All analyzed HAPs would be below RELs and RfCs.” monitoring performed between 2014 and 2018 is presented in Section 3.3.1.2 (Characterization of Climate,
the Mayor Does BLM have enough data to support this statement? Is there any HAPs monitoring in this area? Meteorology, and Air Quality in the Analysis Area) of the EIS. Results of modeling and measured HAPs are
below RELSs.
991 3 Bruno Jeff Alaska State, Air Quality Chapter 3, page 30 The text has been updated in Section 3.3.1.1 (Regulatory Framework) of the EIS with the following in response Y
Department of Paragraph four on this page notes that “The PSD program includes special protections for Class | areas federally |to this and other comments: “The PSD program includes special protections for the Class | areas federally
Natural Resources designated as part of the 1977 CAA amendments and Class Il areas. The program requires federal land managers | designated as part of the 1977 CAA amendments and Class Il areas. The program requires Federal Land
to protect AQRVS, such as visibility and deposition in these areas. The Class Il areas within 300 miles of the Managers to protect AQRVSs, such as visibility and deposition (NPS 2011), in Class | areas (40 CFR 51.166).
project are the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge, the Gates of the Arctic National Park and Noatak National There are no Class | areas in the analysis area. AQRVS are assessed in the EIS at three federally managed areas
Preserve.” with receptor locations of interest, referred to hereafter as the three assessment areas: Arctic National Wildlife
This statement appears to be misleading. The CAA requires federal land managers to protect AQRVs for Class | | Refuge (ANWR), Gates of the Artic National Park, and Noatak National Preserve.”
areas, but the same requirement does not exist for Class Il areas. The 2011 Memorandum of Agreement
involving the Department of Interior, Environmental Protection Agency and the U.S. Forest Service requires that
federal land managers be consulted when NEPA decisions could impact Sensitive Class Il areas. Please rewrite
this paragraph to make this clear.
991 4 Bruno Jeff Alaska State, Air Quality Chapter 3, Page 35, Table 3.3.6, Alternative C Routine Operations In the Draft EIS, all alternatives and scenarios were in compliance with NAAQS, except Alternative C: Routine N
Department of Impacts to the 24 hour PM2.5 were modeled and exceed ambient air quality standards. Operations with PM2s exceedances. As part of the Final EIS modeling, Alternative C (and all other alternatives)
Natural Resources No activity can be permitted that is estimated to exceed a NAAQS or AAAQS. Alternative C needs to either be |also now demonstrates compliance based on updated Project information.
reconfigured or emission restrictions implemented to bring them below the standards. These exceedances would
need to be addressed for Alternative C to be considered a reasonable alternative.
991 5 Bruno Jeff Alaska State, Air Quality Chapter 3, Page 37, 3.3.2.4.3 In the Draft EIS, all alternatives and scenarios were in compliance with NAAQS, except Alternative C: Routine N
Department of Routine Operations for Alternative C would be below the AAAQS except for 24 hour PM2.5 impacts. . . drop | Operations with PM2s exceedances. As part of the Final EIS modeling, Alternative C (and all other alternatives)
Natural Resources below the NAAQS/AAAQS beyond 40 meters. also now demonstrates compliance based on updated Project information.
No activity can be permitted that is estimated to exceed a NAAQS or AAAQS, even if it is only 40 m out.
Alternative C needs to either be reconfigured or emission restrictions implemented to bring them below the
standards. These exceedances would need to be addressed for Alternative C to be considered a reasonable
alternative.
991 6 Bruno Jeff Alaska State, Air Quality Chapter 3, page 37 The EIS is formatted in such a way that acronyms are only spelled out on their first appearance in the EIS (and as N
Department of The final paragraph on this page notes that PM2.5 impacts are exceeded near sources at the north WOC. footnotes to tables when used in the table). The EIS includes a list of acronyms and their definitions for reader
Natural Resources Please spell out Willow Operations Center in the main text of the document the first time it appears in a section. |reference.
The only place WOC is spelled out in this section is in the footnote of Table 3.3.6.
991 7 Bruno Jeff Alaska State, Air Quality Chapter 3, Page 39, Table 3.3.10 In the Draft EIS, all alternatives and scenarios were in compliance with NAAQS, except Alternative C: Routine N
Department of Table 3.3.10 shows 142% of the PM2.5 standard. Operations with PM2s exceedances. As part of the Final EIS modeling, Alternative C (and all other alternatives)
Natural Resources No activity can be permitted that is estimated to exceed a NAAQS or AAAQS. Alternative C needs to either be |also now demonstrates compliance based on updated Project information.
reconfigured or emission restrictions implemented to bring them below the standards. These exceedances would
need to be addressed for Alternative C to be considered a reasonable alternative.
991 8 Bruno Jeff Alaska State, Air Quality Chapter 3, page 42 A Fugitive Dust Control Plan was developed as part of this Project during the Final EIS preparation. The text Y
Department of The final paragraph on this pages notes that BLM will recommend that CPAI implement a fugitive dust control | was updated in Section 3.3.2.1.3 (Additional Suggested Avoidance, Minimization, or Mitigation) of the EIS to
Natural Resources plan to mitigate impacts from fugitive PM emissions from the Project. This paragraph also notes that the fugitive |note that BLM is “requiring” a Fugitive Dust Control Plan.
dust control plan will be included as part of the Final EIS.
If this fugitive dust control plan will be included in the final EIS, you may want to consider using a word
stronger than recommend. Please consider saying the BLM has requested. The EIS also needs to spell out which
agency will be responsible for compliance and enforcement of the fugitive dust plan.
991 9 Bruno Jeff Alaska State, Air Quality Chapter 3, page 131 For consistency with the rest of the EIS, BMPs are paraphrased for all resources. Y
Department of This pages cites to BMP A-10 regarding ambient air monitoring and impacts to subsistence resources. Section 3.3.2.1.1, Applicable Existing and Proposed Lease Stipulations and Best Management Practices, was
Natural Resources As noted in an earlier comment, please include the full text of BMP A-10 in the EIS document. Given the updated to include the proposed BMPs (or ROPs) from the NPR-A IAP revisions described in the Final EIS
importance of air quality to the residents of Nuigsut, it would be important to provide the full requirements of (BLM 2020).
BMP A-10 in this document. Please note that we would prefer that the Required Operating Procedures (ROPs)
from the NPR-A EIS and the ANWR Coastal Plain Lease Sale EIS be used.
991 13 Bruno Jeff Alaska State, Air Quality Appendix A, page 16, Figure 3.3.2 The wind rose in Appendix E.3A (Air Quality Technical Appendix) of the EIS has been revised with a higher- Y
Department of The wind rose plot is fuzzy and hard to read. The legend for the wind rose is incorrect quality image that is consistent with Figure E.3-3.
Natural Resources Correct legend in Figure E.3.3
991 16 Bruno Jeff Alaska State, Air Quality Appendix D, page 41 A Fugitive Dust Control Plan was developed during the Final EIS preparation and is provided as Appendix 1.3 Y
Department of Paragraph six on this page discusses the projects dust control plan to be included in the final EIS as an appendix. |(Dust Control Plan) of the EIS.
Natural Resources This EIS needs to spell out which agency will be responsible for compliance and enforcement of the fugitive
dust plan.
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Alaska State, Air Quality Appendix E.3, Page 9, Table E.3.4 Caveat added to Table E.3.4 note in Appendix E.3A (Air Quality Technical Appendix) of the EIS and removed
Department of Data from Nuigsut from 2015-2017 have not been reviewed for PSD quality. from Section 3.2.3 (Meteorological Data) in Appendix E.3B (Air Quality Technical Support Document).
Natural Resources Caveat should be added to the table and discussion of data. The last dataset ADEC has reviewed for PSD quality
is from 2013. EPA might have approved use of data for 2014 and potentially 2015. Quality of data from 2015-
2017 has not been reviewed.
991 19 Bruno Jeff Alaska State, Air Quality Appendix E.3, Air Quality Technical Appendix, Attachments for Appendix E.3 Air Quality Technical Appendix | After this attachment was missing from the initial upload of the Draft EIS, this attachment was later added to the N
Department of Appendix not provided. In depth review of assumptions for air analysis cannot be provided. Comments had been | BLM ePlanning website and made available to the public. All attachments will be available as part of the Final
Natural Resources provided during the cooperating agency process, but final draft version of documents are not included in this EIS.
DEIS. Since the technical background documents still have a potential to change for the NPR- A IAP DEIS,
ADEC might have additional comments, once the documents have been released.
BLM is using the technical document for 2 DEIS projects that are not on the same timescale anymore. This
makes it very difficult to provide constructive comments.
991 24 Bruno Jeff Alaska State, Air Quality 1.1-8, Table 1.1.2, No. 17, column 3 This table consists of proposed design features by the Project proponent. Although terminology is different than N
Department of It seems like this restriction should apply to off-road vehicle use, not Personnel as listed. Tundra travel usually | what is recommended, the overall outcome is expected to be the same. Therefore, BLM is not recommending
Natural Resources refers to vehicles, not people on foot. The list of affected resources also indicates this measure applies to off-road | changes to CPAI terminology.
vehicles.
1302 38 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Air Quality The terminology “Class Il Areas” is used throughout Section 3.3 to refer to Gates of the Arctic, Noatak, and the | The term “Class |1 Areas” has been changed to the three assessment areas throughout Section 3.3 (Air Quality). Y
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge. However, this is misleading because all areas in the modeling domain are Class
Il areas, not just those areas managed by the National Park Service or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. This
should be clarified and corrected throughout the section. For example, the text could be modified to specifically
identify the federal conservation land units modeled rather than generically referring to them as Class Il Areas.
1302 57 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Air Quality Deposition thresholds are presented with enough context to help understand how they could be applicable even | The FLAG guidance from the Federal Land Managers notes that the AQRV guidance is applicable to Class 11 Y
though there use under the CAA is limited to Class | Areas; however, in Class Il Areas, these are simply areas. We have added clarification to the text that the deposition analysis thresholds are based on FLAG
thresholds selected to understand the magnitude of impacts, not for regulatory review. These should be presented | guidance and are not part of a regulation in Section 3.3.1.1 (Regulatory Framework) of the EIS.
in an analysis approach section and not a regulatory framework section.
1302 58 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Air Quality Considerable VOC measurements have been collected in the Nuigsut area and the data is in the public record. The BLM has focused the detailed discussion on the six VOC HAPs that are commonly emitted from oil and gas N
Adding the VOC data to this section would improve the description of air quality. development: benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, xylene, formaldehyde, and n-hexane.
1302 59 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Air Quality The center of the first paragraph says: “The annual wind rose in Figure 3.3.2 shows the distribution of wind The intent is to show recent data and, in particular, to be consistent with the meteorological data used in the N
direction and speed at the ConocoPhillips monitoring station in Nuigsut from 2013 to 2017.” It would be better | modeling for the air quality impact analysis.
to use more than a 5-year dataset to characterize climate section particularly when nearly 20 years of data exists
from that site.
1302 60 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Air Quality “The monitored concentrations are all well below the NAAQS; thus, the existing air quality in the analysis area | Text was updated in Section 3.3.1.2 (Characterization of Climate, Meteorology, and Air Quality in the Analysis Y
is generally good with respect to the NAAQS.” Since the recorded values are all well below the NAAQS, the air |Area) of the EIS to note that the existing air quality in the analysis area is good with respect to the NAAQS.
quality is good. The word “generally” should be deleted.
1302 61 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Air Quality The column header “annual” appears to be “annual average.” Please verify and correct. Table 3.3.1 was updated to clarify that the temperature is annual average and the precipitation is annual total. Y
Note that the annual precipitation total is slightly different from the sum of the monthly total precipitation rates
because of different data completion requirements for monthly and annual values.
1302 63 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Air Quality To the table note, add “AAAQS” before SO2 in the following: “and SO2 24-hour and annual standards were AAAQS has been added to the footnote of Table 3.3.2 for 24-hour SO2. Y
converted from micrograms per cubic meter to parts per billion,” because the NAAQS have been revoked for
these standards.
1302 62 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Air Quality The “annual” total precip (in) does not equal the sum of the months (3.01). Explain how the number was derived. | Values are based on averages over the period 1998 to 2017 (from http://agacis.rcc-acis.org/?fips=02185). Y
Monthly total averages and annual total averages computation have different data completeness requirements.
Months within each year with >1 missing day are omitted from the monthly total average. Annual data with >1
missing day are also omitted from the annual total average. Due to this, the sum of monthly total does not equal
the annual total. Explanation was added to footnote in Table 3.3.1.
1302 64 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Air Quality The estimated PM10 and PM2.5 emissions in this table are different than the total life-of-project emissions PMio and PM2s emissions are not expected to be consistent between the EIS and Attachment C of Appendix Y
summarized in Appendix E.3, Attachment C, Tables B-3a, B-3b, and B-3c. This information should be E.3B (Air Quality Technical Support Document), which is the proponent’s emissions inventory report.
reconciled. Consistent with the BOEM Arctic modeling study, fugitive dust emissions in the EIS were developed assuming
that dust emissions occur from May through October and road dust emission control efficiency is 50%. Fugitive
dust emissions in Attachment C were developed with less conservative assumptions; that is, dust emissions occur
from June through September and road dust emission control efficiency of 76%.
1302 65 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Air Quality BLM should explain clearly why lead was not analyzed as a part of this EIS. See also Appendix E.3B, page 9. | The following paragraph was inserted in Appendix E.3B (Air Quality Technical Support Document), Chapter 2.0 Y
(Emissions Inventories), to be included as part of the Final EIS:
“Lead was not modeled because emissions would be low resulting in very small air quality impacts. The
emission inventory includes lead emission estimates from diesel- and natural gas-fueled combustion sources;
lead emissions from these sources are small because diesel and natural gas fuel and exhaust contain only trace
amounts of lead, if any at all. Likewise, lead emissions from flaring and incinerator activities are expected to be
small. The only potential for a lead additive would be in aviation gasoline for piston-engine aircraft. Piston-
engine aircraft used in the proposed project and alternatives are not expected to use gasoline with lead additive.”
1302 66 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Air Quality We recommend including the applicable AAQS thresholds in these tables for comparison to model-predicted The AAAQS thresholds have been added to Tables 3.3.9, 3.3.11, and 3.3.13 in the EIS. Y
impacts, in addition to the percentages already provided. There are no complete summaries of the
NAAQS/AAAQS in draft EIS that include all the thresholds in the units used to summarize impacts in these
tables. For example, the CO AAQS is expressed as 35 ppm in Table 3.3.2, as 35 ppm (NAAQS) and 10 mg/m3
(AAAQS) in Table E.3.1, but the impacts in these tables should be compared to an equivalent threshold of
10,000 micrograms per cubic meter.
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Connor ConocoPhillips Air Quality Last column heading indicates cancer risk is provided in units of “1/(g/m3).” This is not a standard expression of | The text and table notes for Tables 3.3.10, 3.3.12, and 3.3.14 in the EIS have been corrected to properly indicate
cancer risk. Furthermore, in the table note “1/(g/m3) (liters per micrograms per cubic meter),” the “1” (one) the correct expression for cancer risk.
appears to be confused with an “I”” (lower case L).
1302 68 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Air Quality The following sections provide an overview of the near-field (regional) modeling results by alternative. Change | The typographical error was corrected in Section 3.3.2.5 (Regional Air Modeling Results) of the EIS. Y
“near-field” to “far-field.”
1302 69 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Air Quality Regional air quality modeling results are not quantified anywhere in the draft EIS. We recommend they be Regional air quality impacts are quantified in Chapter 5.0 of the AQTSD (Appendix E.3B, Air Quality Technical Y
included. Support Document). We have added a citation and clarifying language to Final EIS Section 3.3.2.3.2, Regional
(Far-Field) Air Impact Assessment Summary, to highlight this.
1302 70 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Air Quality The third paragraph in this section is different from the rest in that it highlights elevated cumulative deposition | The last sentence of paragraph 3 in both Section 3.3.2.5.2 (Alternative B: Proponent’s Project) and Section Y
impacts at Noatak even though it is very clear that the project has nothing to do with the impacts given project  |3.3.2.5.3 (Alternative C: Disconnected Infield Roads) in the EIS has been removed in response to the comment.
impacts are below the DATSs. We suggest making this paragraph similar to the rest by striking the last sentence | Both referenced Noatak National Preserve.
which talks about Noatak.
1302 72 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Air Quality The second paragraph provides extensive discussion of the Regional Haze Rule which is not a regulatory The following sentence in Appendix E.3A (Air Quality Technical Appendix) of the EIS was added as a caveat: Y
framework applicable to this project. This section of the appendix should acknowledge that although the “The Project area is not a Class | area; however, the RHR can be treated as a guideline for the Project.”
Regional Haze Rule is not applicable, it presents standards applicable to Class | Areas that can be used for the
Project. BLM should also expressly recognize that those standards are used to protect pristine areas unlike those
areas where the Project will be located.
1302 73 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Air Quality High wind events have been filtered from the data set without explanation. If background data were refined, it | Additional text has been added to Section 3.2.6 (Ambient Background Data) in Appendix E.3B (Air Quality Y
would only be appropriate based on analysis of wind direction, wind speed, precipitation, and other local Technical Support Document) to further describe the development of background PM data.
conditions. For instance, the Nuigsut Monitoring Station is known for capturing high PM events from silty areas
from the nearby channel, which is a highly localized event and, realistically, uncharacteristic of most locations
throughout project area. Ramboll should describe their protocol for refining the background data within this
document and why the data removed is unrepresentative.
1302 74 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Air Quality As a general note, the document often refers to the presence of condensate processing. This is not terminology | Removed terms for condensate and liquids from the following sections in Appendix E.3B (Air Quality Technical Y
typical for North Slope operations. Condensate will not exist separate from oil under ambient conditions within | Support Document): Section 3.3.2.2 (Air Emissions Inventory) and footnote in Section 1.2.1 (Modeling
the Willow Development. References to condensate processing should be removed/revised. Objective), Section 2.1.3 (Alternative B (Proponent’s Project)), and Section 3.3.1.5 (Routine Operation and
Production of Wells). It was also removed from a footnote in Section 3.3.2.3.1 (Near-Field Air Impact
Assessment Summary) in the EIS.
1302 75 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Air Quality We are unfamiliar with the term “completion rig.” Possibly, it should be “hydraulic fracturing unit.” Completion | Updated mentions of completions to hydraulic fracturing in Section 3.3.1.2 (BT1 Pre-Drill) and Section 3.3.1.4 Y
rigs are not a part of the project. (Development Drilling) in Appendix E.3B (Air Quality Technical Support Document)
1302 76 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Air Quality The AQTSD states that “During production operations, produced water, oil, and condensate from wells would be | The modeling is consistent with CPAI’s planned operations for tank storage (i.e., tank emissions were not Y
stored in tanks on the well pad and processing facilities.” ConocoPhillips plans to have some tank storage at the |modeled at well sites). The text in Section 3.3.1.5 (Routine Operation and Production of Wells) in Appendix
central processing facility, but does not plan such storage at the well sites. Please revise to accurately reflect E.3B (Air Quality Technical Support Document) was revised accordingly.
ConocoPhillips’s planned operations.
1302 77 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Air Quality The following statement from the top of page 88 is supposed to describe why the turbine emission rates change | Explanation updated to reflect comment in Section 3.3.2.2 (Emission Calculations) in Appendix E.3B (Air Y
by month. However, the explanation does not seem correct. The variation in emissions is related to the ambient | Quality Technical Support Document) of the Final EIS.
temperature affecting the air density which then affects how much fuel can be put into the turbine at full load.
“Monthly fluctuations in emission rates are caused by changes in ambient air temperatures which affect
preheating duty.” This also happens on page 105.
1302 78 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Air Quality We believe that the “brute force method” described in this section is referring to the method described in the Air | Text has been revised in Section 1.2.2.2 (Regional Modeling) in Appendix E.3B (Air Quality Technical Support Y
Quality MOU. If that is the case, please reference the Air Quality MOU. Document) to explain the “brute force method.”
1302 79 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Air Quality In the last paragraph of this section, criteria pollutants are stated to include VOCs. VOCs are not a criteria The paragraph in Chapter 2.0 (Emissions Inventories) of Appendix E.3B (Air Quality Technical Support Y
pollutant because they have no NAAAQS or AAAQS. Please correct. Document) was corrected to exclude VOCs from the list of criteria pollutants and instead defines VOCs based on
40 CFR 51.100(s).
1302 80 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Air Quality The list of pollutants and averaging periods analyzed includes annual average PM10. There is no longer any Annual average PMuo is included in the list of pollutants analyzed, given that there is an annual average PSD N
applicable annual average PM10 NAAQS or AAAQS, nor does it even appear to be analyzed. threshold for PMo.
1302 81 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Air Quality The following statement found in the second to the last paragraph in this section refers to the town of Nanushuk. | The text has been corrected in Section 3.2.7 (Receptors) in Appendix E.3B (Air Quality Technical Support Y
It most likely should be referring to Nuigsut. “The proposed IP would be at the highest elevation when compared | Document) to refer to Nuigsut.
to the cumulative sources and the town of Nanushuk with the greatest elevation difference being roughly 26 m
between the.”
1302 83 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Air Quality The following statement sounds more like a lower 48 well site and not North Slope. There will be no permanent |Updated text to reflect comment in Section 3.3.1.5 (Routine Operation and Production of Wells) in Appendix Y
storage of fluids or condensate at the well sites. “During production operations, produced water, oil, and E.3B (Air Quality Technical Support Document).
condensate from wells would be stored in tanks on the well pad and processing facilities.”
1302 84 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Air Quality In the first sentence, the second “Table 3.3-1” should be “Table 3.3-2.” References, table headings, and other Table references, table headings, and citations have been corrected throughout Appendix E.3B (Air Quality Y
details appear to be incorrect throughout Appendix E.3B. Technical Support Document).
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Air Quality

Comment Text

For the following reasons, the “Measured Concentrations at Nuigsut during 2014-2018” should be removed from
Table 3.3-10, Table 3.4-6, and Table 3.5-8 and moved to Section 3.3.1.2 of the EIS:

1)The narrative accompanying the referenced tables simply presents the measured values without explaining to
the reader why they are presented in an Appendix focused on modeling results. From this standpoint the
measurements are only presented to characterize the existing environment and are better placed in the Existing
Environment section with similar presentations of other air pollutants.

2)The narrative accompanying the referenced tables does not provide context for the values which will lead he
reader to misinterpret the model-predicted values. Therefore, the values should be removed from the tables. The
potential for misinterpretation arises primarily from two areas. First, the measurements and the model-predicted
values show little agreement leading the reader to misinterpret the results because they have not been given the
perspective that the differences should be expected given the obvious differences between the modeled and
measured source environment. Second, the reader will be left wondering why the measurements have not been
added to the model-predicted values which is the case for nearly every other near-field analysis in the document.
Because the reader has not been given the proper context for interpreting and including the measurements, they
should be removed from the table.

3)The measurements are not directly comparable to the model-predicted impacts given: a) the wildly different
time scales between the model predictions (1-hour) and the measurements (1 to 24 hours depending on the
sample), b) the low frequency of sampling events (monthly) compared to the high frequency of modeled impact
reporting (hourly), and c) the measurements represent impacts from near-field sources not characterized in the
near-field model and don’t include many sources included in the model (i.e., Willow). Since a direct comparison
cannot be made, these results should not be presented together.

We do agree that the HAP measurements made in Nuigsut and documented by SLR are a critical part of
documenting and understanding the existing environment which is why they should be presented and
characterized in Section 3.3.1.2 and removed from the tables in this appendix where they will only lead to
misinterpretation.

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

The data contained in “Measured Concentrations at Nuigsut during 2014-2018” have been moved to Table 3.3.3
in Section 3.3.1.2 (Characterization of Climate, Meteorology, and Air Quality in the Analysis Area) of the EIS.

1302 86 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Air Quality Additional discussion is needed for why maximum impacts are all on the ambient boundary of the GMT2 Drill | The text has been corrected in Section 3.3.6.5 (HAPs Impacts) in Appendix E.3B (Air Quality Technical Support Y
Pad. Document) to read, “near or on the AAB of the BT1 Drill Pad.”
1302 87 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Air Quality The AQTSD states: “In summary, the model performs reasonably well excluding difficulties reproducing very | The model performance evaluation was conducted using established methods. The reviewer has not indicated N
low observational data and systematic biases for OC and soil.” specifically why they believe the model does not perform well, other than the limitations already cited in the EIS.
Based on the results of the MPE in Attachment B, it appears that the model does not perform well; the We also note that there are no bright-line (i.e., pass/fail) criteria for the evaluation of photochemical modeling.
""difficulties™" mentioned are important in considering the results of this analysis, and this is a
mischaracterization of the results of the MPE. This is indicating a confirmation bias that dilutes the fact that the
model does not perform well in the way it was applied for this project. This needs to be accurately characterized
in this discussion.”
1302 88 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Air Quality While this is a specific example, it occurs throughout the document: On page 76, it says “Receptors along the Receptors are only excluded when sources are on the road. Text has been added to clarify this in Section 3.2.7 Y
access road section were placed at the spacing noted above; however, receptors were at a minimum distance of | (Receptors) in Appendix E.3B (Air Quality Technical Support Document).
one volume source width from the road volume sources due to model instabilities when the receptors are placed
too close to volume sources.” However, Figure 3.3-2 through Figure 3.3-6 seem to show receptors within the
road buffers. Seems like the figures are inconsistent with the text. Note that this issue exists on almost all similar
figures in the document.
1302 89 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Air Quality The HDD pads appear misaligned with water bodies in figure. The water bodies are not relevant to near-field Water features were removed from the figures cited in the AQTSD, as they are not relevant to near-field Y
modeling. Therefore, if this cannot be corrected, then the projection should be removed. modeling.
1302 90 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Air Quality The AQTSD states: “Monthly emission factors are then applied to annual emission rates to allocate 85% of The text has been edited to clarify the temporal allocation of the emissions in the AQTSD in the Final EIS. Text Y
emissions to ice road season (February-April) and 15% of emissions during fugitive dust season (May- has been updated in Section 3.3.2.2 (Emissions Calculations) for BT2 and BT3 Pad Construction Nonroad
October).” Also: “Monthly emission factors are applied to all annual emission rates to allocate 60% of total Equipment.
emissions in ice road season (February-April) and the remaining 40% in all other operating months. The monthly
emission factors are calculated as the ratio of the fractional emissions allocation of each month to the average
fractional emissions allocation across all months.”
Applying “monthly emission factors” is a confusing way of saying that annual emissions were allocated to each
month of the year according to the level of pad construction activity occurring during that month. Please revise
this to include meaningful information regarding the development of the emissions.
1302 91 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Air Quality Footnotes indicate the 1-hour NO2, 1-hour SO2, 24-PM2.5, and annual NO2/SO2/PM2.5 impacts are averaged | Text has been added to Section 3.2.2 (Applicable Air Quality Standards and Hazardous Air Pollutant Y
over three years though the modeled years are 2013-2017 (5 years). AERMOD does not output 3-year averages. | Thresholds) in Appendix E.3B (Air Quality Technical Support Document) to describe the processing of modeled
Therefore, any additional post-processing steps need to be further described so that it can be confirmed that the | concentrations for 3-year averages.
form of the output is correct for comparison to the form of the AAQS. Note that what is done appears to be
conservative for comparison to the AAQS, but that is not discussed here.
1302 92 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Air Quality Impact scales are different between the cumulative impacts and project-only impacts. Please make these the The scales were selected to facilitate a comparison of impacts. N
same for appropriate comparison. These figures should illustrate the factor the project impacts are small.
1302 93 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Air Quality The AQTSD states that “At this time, these represent the most recent 5-year dataset for Nuigsut that has been Text has been revised to remove the sentence in Section 3.2.3 (Meteorological Data) in Appendix E.3B (Air Y
approved by ADEC.” Quality Technical Support Document).
The data has not been approved by ADEC or EPA.
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\[o} Name INE Comment
Code
Air Quality

Connor ConocoPhillips These figures include a projection of “National Hydrography Waterbodies” that imply certain aspects of the Water features were removed from the figures cited in the AQTSD, as they are not relevant to near-field
project, such as gravel roads and pads, would be constructed on waterbodies. It does not appear that some of modeling.

these project components are georeferenced correctly in relation to important waterbodies. Because this
information is generally irrelevant to near-field air quality modeling, we recommend it be removed from all
figures in Attachment A.

1302 95 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Air Quality The “Notes” in these tables incorrectly describe the following modeled sources as “diesel tailpipe from non-road | The notes in the tables in Attachment A (of Appendix E.3B, Air Quality Technical Support Document) have Y
equipment”: been revised to correct and clarify the type of source.
IPPWRGEN (stationary power generation turbine)
WLWIGO1 (incinerator)

WLWIGO02 (incinerator)

IPPWRGENN (stationary power generation turbine)
WLWIGO1S (incinerator)

WLWIG02S (incinerator)

1302 96 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Air Quality As the only stationary heater/boiler that is diesel-fired is the Mud Plant Boiler, we assume that the “Notes” in The notes in the tables in Attachment A (of Appendix E.3B, Air Quality Technical Support Document) have Y
these tables incorrectly describe the following stationary external combustion equipment modeled sources as been revised to correct and clarify the type of source.
“diesel fueled heaters and boilers” when they are actually natural gas-fired:
WCFSCE1

WCFSCE2

WCFSCE3

WCFSCE4

WCFSCE5

WCFSCE6

WCFSCE7

IPSCE

IPSCES

1302 97 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Air Quality The main body of the draft EIS refers to the Willow processing facility as “WPF.” This attachment refers to the | The text of the Final EIS and Appendix E.3B (Air Quality Technical Support Document) were updated to use the Y
same facility as “WCF.” Please make consistent. term “WPF” consistently.
1302 98 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Air Quality This simulation appears to omit overwater receptors. This decision should be reconsidered or explained. MTI The modeling analysis followed the methodologies used in previous BOEM modeling studies in northern N
mobile equipment tailpipe emissions sources are modeled on ice roads hundreds of meters from the MTI next to | Alaska, whereby overwater receptors were not included in ambient air quality comparisons. In addition, prior to
the shore, closest to modeled receptors. For example, it would be conservative to consider these emissions on the | conducting the air quality analysis an air quality modeling protocol was developed that detailed model receptor

ice road nearest to the MTI where impacts are most likely to overlap. placement. This protocol was reviewed and approved by the AQTWG, which includes representatives from the
ADEC, EPA, and BLM.
1302 99 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Air Quality ExxonMobil’s Point Thomson facility expansion is listed as a “modification to existing sources” in the previous |Point Thomson Facility was added to Figure 2.2-1 in Section 2.2.2 (Reasonably Foreseeable Development) in Y
table. It should be included on the map. Appendix E.3B (Air Quality Technical Support Document).
1302 100 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Air Quality References to the IP should be updated to WOC. References to the infrastructure pad (IP) have been changed to WOC throughout Appendix E.3B (Air Quality Y
Technical Support Document) and Attachment A of Appendix E.3B.
1302 101 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Air Quality The reference to Table 3.2-9 within the 1-h NO2 data value column is incorrect. It should be referencing Table | The text in Table 3.2-2 in Section 3.2.6 (Ambient Background Data) in Appendix E.3B (Air Quality Technical Y
3.2-3 Support Document) has been corrected.
1302 102 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Air Quality The color indicator for the Nuigsut receptor is difficult to distinguish from the combination of the 10m, 25m, and | Color indicator was changed in Figure 3.3-1. Y
100m receptors. Consider change in the color of the Nuigsut receptor here and in all figures with similar
coloring.
1302 103 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Air Quality Consider splitting this table into two different tables, with two different headings. This comment is the same for | The BLM has decided to not split these tables, because that is not required. N
all similar tables in the following sections.
1302 104 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Air Quality The peak year should be restated here. The text has been revised to restate the peak year in Section 3.6.1 (Overview of Scenario) in Appendix E.3B (Air Y
Quality Technical Support Document).
1302 105 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Air Quality The row of “full domain” should have further explanation that these values are the maximum modeled impacts. | Footnote added to each table (Chapter 5.0 of Appendix E.3B, Air Quality Technical Support Document), with a Y
It is not clear that is what these values are. This comment also applies to future tables with the same information. | Full Domain row stating that “Full Domain values represent the maximum modeled concentration seen in the
entire domain.”
1302 106 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Air Quality Most of the content in this paragraph has already been explained within the text of the DEIS. This should be The text in Chapter 1.0 (under Section 1.1.1) of Appendix E.3B (Air Quality Technical Support Document) has Y
updated to read: been updated according to the suggestion.
“Under the No Action Alternative, the Willow Project would not be constructed; however, oil and gas
exploration in the area would continue. The analysis of this alternative is included to provide a baseline for the
comparison of impacts of the action Alternatives (Section 6.6.2 of BLM NEPA Handbook H-1790-1; 40 CFR
1502.14(d)) (BLM 2008).”
1296 12 Imm Teresa Arctic Slope Air Quality Air Quality BMP A-10 requires that the Proponent make air quality monitoring data and reports publicly available in a N
Regional ASRC understands that air quality is a growing concern for local stakeholders. Concerns over air quality still timely manner.
Corporation remain and local stakeholders have expressed distrust in the air quality modelling conducted. To address these
concerns, ASRC recommends the following: BMP H-5 requires that the Proponent make data and summary reports derived from North Slope studies easily

BLM should support efforts for local capacity building so the City of Nuigsut can manage the local air quality ~ |accessible.
monitoring station and analysis of that data; and, the operator should commit to working with the NSB Health
Department and Nuigsut Trilateral Group on providing accessible and clear information on air quality
measurements, information, and mitigation measures.
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Comment

Response
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Long Becky Air Quality The Conoco Phillips air quality monitoring equipment is not adequate for baseline and current The Nuigsut monitoring station provides continuous (24-hour/day) monitoring for CO, NOz, SOz, PM1o and
data needs. This equipment only tracks 2 to 3 hours daily unlike the lower 48 standards. PMzs, and Os. The CO, NOz, SO2, and Os instruments capture data nonstop, and hourly averages are calculated
Supposedly it is technically unfeasible for 24 hour monitoring because of the remoteness. But from this data, while the PM1o and PM2 instruments capture 1-hour samples which are then averaged into a 24-
actually it could be done with real time instrumentation so variability over time could be hour sample. Publicly available monitoring reports show high yearly data capture rates, with 2018 showing a
captured. This needs to be done. The State of Alaska contends they have no money for this. greater than 90% yearly data capture rate for all of the above-mentioned compounds.
84 12 Long Becky — Air Quality When the 2012 shallow well blowout of a Repsol exploratory well happened 18 miles from NVN, the air Chronic respiratory problems for Nuigsut residents are described in Section 3.18.1.7, Health Effect Category 7: N
monitoring equipment was down due to routine maintenance. There should have been a back-up. Residents say | Noncommunicable and Chronic Diseases.
that the incident impacted their health. Without the air monitoring data, an evacuation decision could not be
decided. The BLM has no authority over AOGCC requirements.
Shallow pressurized gas is a common drilling hazard. The Alaska Oil and Gas Conservation Commission Chair
has said in the past that the technology is not perfect. A standard blowout preventer cannot always be used if
there is not a pipe casing in the ground to attach it too. But the AOGCC can and should require that wells to be
cased at a shallower depth.
Oil and gas development in the Nuigsut area and other BLM lands has proceeded too rapidly without enough
care for the health of the people from air quality and subsistence resources impacts. Respiratory illness has
increased since 1986. The increased percentage of cases is far more than due to population growth. Yet industry
and state agencies blame the residents’ lifestyle.
9 6 Miller Pamela — Air Quality Air quality is a vitally important issue, and there should be truly independent monitoring with the communities | There is a large and well-designed air quality monitoring network on the North Slope. This includes air N
and the public having the right to feel confident that the sites of the air monitoring equipment are properly monitoring for CO, NOz, SOz, PM1o and PMzs, Oz, and speciated VOCs at the Nuigsut monitoring station
placed; that they are adequate; that they will measure the range of pollutants that’s needed, including those (CPAI). Other North Slope monitoring stations include the Alpine CD1 facility, CD5 pad, A-Pad, and the central
related to climate change. compressor plant (all industry sites). Although the Nuigsut monitoring station is an industry-owned site, the data
collected are designed and operated in accordance with applicable EPA PSD regulations and guidance
documents. This includes independent audits by an outside party, quarterly calibrations, and
documentation/explanation of missing data periods. GHG concentration monitoring for climate change occurs at
the Utqiagvik (Barrow) Atmospheric Baseline Observatory. Other monitoring occurs near Bettles, Fairbanks,
and Denali National Park but is outside the Project area.
1295 8 Nogi Jill U.S. Air Quality Air Quality Criteria Pollutant Impacts As part of the Final EIS modeling, Alternative C now demonstrates compliance based on updated information N
Environmental The BLM’s preferred alternative, Alternative B, is not anticipated to result in any significant adverse impacts to | from the Project proponent. All NAAQS for criteria air pollutants are expected to pass.
Protection Agency air quality based on air quality modeling results presented in the Draft EIS. However, we note that the near field
Region 10 air quality modeling conducted for Alternative C projects exceedances of the 24-hour PM2.s National Ambient
Air Quality Standards, with projected levels of PM2.s at 142% of the 24-hour NAAQS modeled to occur near
the fence line of the North Willow Operations Center during routine operations. If the BLM were to select
Alternative C, we recommend that the Final EIS include the necessary measures to mitigate this NAAQS
exceedance and to protect public health. We appreciate that the Air Quality Technical Support Document
provides an evaluation of the exceedance and contributing source units. This analysis indicates that three diesel-
fired power generation engines and the incinerators proposed for the North WOC are the sources that have the
highest contribution to this exceedance. Given that the proposed project includes power generation engines
meeting Tier IV interim standards, additional measures to reduce the 24-hour PM2.s concentrations projected for
Alternative C may include use of natural gas-fired engines or other refinements to the engineering design of the
North WOC that minimize concentrations of source emissions.
1295 10 Nogi Jill U.S. Air Quality We also support the BLM’s commitment to include a Fugitive Dust Control Plan in the Final EIS and A Fugitive Dust Control Plan was developed during the Final EIS preparation, and is provided as Appendix 1.3 Y
Environmental recommend that the plan include not only the procedures and methods for control, but an outline of the (Dust Control Plan) of the EIS.
Protection Agency monitoring, communications, and record-keeping procedure plans. In addition to air quality impacts, 4
Region 10 particulate matter emissions from gravel roads and work areas can settle out, thereby impacting multiple
resources including aquatic resources, vegetation, and permafrost.
1295 11 Nogi Jill U.S. Air Quality Hazardous Air Pollutants The BLM is evaluating air quality impacts of the following six HAPs that are commonly emitted from oil and Y
Environmental Consistent with our scoping comments, we continue to recommend that air quality analyses for oil and gas gas development: benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylene, n-hexane, and formaldehyde. Impacts from other
Protection Agency projects consider a larger list of HAPs. The Draft EIS analyzes hazardous air pollutant impacts from benzene, HAPs listed under 40 CFR 63, Subpart HH, Table 1, were addressed qualitatively in Chapter 2.0 (Emissions
Region 10 toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylene (collectively referred to as “BTEX”); n-hexane; and formaldehyde. The Inventories) of Appendix E.3B (Air Quality Technical Support Document).
document explains that “[t]hese six HAPs were selected for analysis as BTEX and n hexane are present in the
raw natural gas, condensate, and oil. Formaldehyde is formed from the combustion of small chain alkanes that
predominate in natural gas.” We note that 40 CFR Part 63 subpart HH Table 1 lists hazardous air pollutants for
oil and natural gas production facilities, and includes the following additional pollutants: acetaldehyde, carbon
disulfide, carbonyl sulfide, ethylene glycol, naphthalene, and 2,2,4-trimethylpentane.
1295 12 Nogi Jill U.S. Air Quality If possible, we recommend that the HAPs impacts analysis be expanded in the Final EIS to include additional The BLM has analyzed the six HAPs that are commonly emitted from oil and gas developments. The wording in Y
Environmental pollutants. Alternatively, we recommend that the Final EIS disclose that the values presented for “total HAPs”  |Final EIS Section 3.3.1.2 (Characterization of Climate, Meteorology, and Air Quality in the Analysis Area) was
Protection Agency are the sum of only the six pollutants that have been quantitatively evaluated. According to emissions quantified |updated to clarify this.
Region 10 in the Draft EIS, the quantity of volatile organic compounds anticipated to be emitted is approximately an order
of magnitude larger than the “total HAPs” category; however, as the chemical-specific risks associated with the
full-range of VOC emissions are not currently quantitatively assessed, there is uncertainty around this analysis.
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Comment Text

While the Draft EIS appropriately analyzes air quality and air quality related value impacts in the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge, Gates of the Arctic National Park, and Noatak: National Preserve, we note that the term “Class
Il areas” is incorrectly defined and used throughout Section 3.3 of the Draft EIS to distinguish these three areas.

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

Text was updated in Section 3.3.1.1 (Regulatory Framework) of the EIS to use the term “three assessment areas”
to refer to Class Il areas analyzed in additional detail.

Nuigsut

our region, and we do not believe that BLM is doing enough to ensure that our community’s air is safe. The
cumulative effects of development within our region have severely compromised our air quality. Our community
is already experiencing significant health problems related to air pollution. . . .

Accurate information about current air quality in Nuigsut does not exist. A 2009 study showed that numerous
volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and other pollutants were already present in our air.* And a 2012 study
conducted in the weeks after the Repsol blowout found additional VOCs, including Benzene at levels above
EPA carcinogenic screening levels.** Since that time, oil and gas development around our community has
increased dramatically. The community is now surrounded by numerous production facilities and an expansive
network of gravel roads and ice roads. This additional exploration and development raises the likelihood of toxic
air pollution from normal operations, as well as the risk of blowouts that can cause dramatic increases in air
pollution.

An up-to-date, independent study of the air quality in our community and the surrounding region must be
conducted before BLM approves additional projects, including the Willow MDP. This analysis should be
conducted by independent outside experts, not oil companies or agencies with an interest in development. This
analysis will take time and is another reason why we believe approval of Willow should be delayed.

* Alaska Native Tribal Health Consortium, Independent Evaluation of Ambient Air Quality in the Village of
Nuigsut, Alaska (2009).

** Alaska Native Tribal Health Consortium, February 27, 2012 & March 15, 2012 VOC Air Sampling Results
& Future Monitoring Recommendations (2012).

Region 10 We recommend that this definition be corrected in the Final EIS, and that a different term be used to distinguish
the three non-Class | federally managed areas that are included in the air quality analysis, such as “federally
managed areas with sensitive air quality related values.” Under the Clean Air Act Section 162, federally-
managed national parks, memorials, and wilderness areas in existence in 1977, and exceeding a minimal
acreage, were designated as Class | areas, and provided additional air quality and air quality related-value
protections. All other areas of the country are designated as Class Il areas. Therefore, all portions of the air
quality analysis area for this EIS that are not designated as Class | areas under the Clean Air Act are designated
as Class 1.
1294 35 Nukapigak |Joe Kuukpik Air Quality Vol. I, p. 31, Table 3.1.1, Average Temperature and Precipitation at the Nuigsut National Weather Service More recent meteorology data are available; however, the data presented in Table 3.3.1 in the EIS are the 1981 to
Corporation Monitor 2010 Climate Normal, which is the most recent one. A Climate Normal is a 30-year average of variables such as
The data in this table is from 1981-2010. One would think more current Nuigsut weather info is available. The | precipitation and maximum/minimum temperature. Climate Normals provide a better representation of
Nuigsut weather has changed since just 2010. climatology, or average conditions, of an area and are updated every decade with a new 30-year normal.
1307 14 Pardue Margaret Native Village of | Air Quality As explained in the conservation groups comment letter, BLM’s air quality modeling and analysis is flawed and | Regarding the modeling underestimation concerns, the BLM notes that the different modeling scenarios were
Nuigsut underestimates the Willow MDP’s likely effects on our air quality, and none of the alternatives BLM considers |selected in consultation with air quality specialists at BLM and key cooperating agencies and after careful
includes sufficient, enforceable mitigation measures. BLM must correct these deficiencies before deciding consideration of peak emissions and spatial and temporal variations to capture high impacts. Construction was
whether to permit the project. It is particularly important to NN that BLM use accurate baseline data and that it | modeled for the maximum year of emissions because there is construction activity in different locations in
fully consider the cumulative effects of oil and gas development on our air quality. different years. The near-field modeling impact analysis also includes a developmental drilling scenario that
includes concurrent construction (different from the Draft EIS), drilling, and operations. The purpose for
modeling the other individual scenarios was to assess any other high spatial impacts that may not show up in the
other scenarios. The BLM also notes that a Project-specific near-field analysis would be required for any
development to be permitted in the NPR-A. The purpose of NEPA is to analyze the proponent’s Project and the
action alternatives. It is assumed that the proponent would not change the Project design. Modeling results show
compliance with federal and state air quality standards; therefore, no significant air quality impacts will occur.
The operating data that are used in the modeling are Project design components and therefore do not necessitate
an additional prescriptive requirement through mitigation measures.
The selection of air quality baseline data was determined in consultation with air quality specialists at key
cooperating agencies as part of a protocol process. It was determined that monitoring at Nuigsut was the most
representative of the Willow MDP Project area. Cumulative effects of oil and gas development were analyzed.
1307 15 Pardue Margaret Native Village of | Air Quality As residents, we have personally experienced and observed the impacts of oil development on air quality within | Chronic respiratory problems for Nuigsut residents are described in Section 3.18.1.7, Health Effect Category 7:

Noncommunicable and Chronic Diseases.

The BLM is actively vested in the safety of the community of Nuigsut but based on information available there
should be no cause for concern. The North Slope is classified as an area that meets NAAQS and AAAQS.
Modeling results show that there would be no exceedances of NAAQS/AAAQS as a result of the Project, and
that HAPs would be below respective RELs and AEGLs. VOC data for benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, xylenes,
n-hexane, and formaldehyde collected between 2014 and 2018 are discussed in Section 3.3.1.2 (Characterization
of Climate, Meteorology, and Air Quality in the Analysis Area) of the EIS. It shows that these commonly emitted
HAPs from oil and gas development are below respective RELs and AEGLs. Neither the modeled results nor
recent HAPs VOC monitoring data indicate a cause for concern. BLM does not see the need for additional
sampling in the near term. However, this will be continually assessed as part of all NPR-A projects.

It is common for federal agencies to reference data collected by the project proponent when developing an EIS.
NEPA does not require federal agencies to conduct new studies and data collection; rather, NEPA requires the
use of best-available data. The current NPR-A BMPs require project proponents to collect baseline data for
certain resources and to provide that data to BLM. BLM’s subject-matter experts conducted a thorough and
independent review of all existing data and studies and referenced them, as appropriate, for the various EIS
analyses.

Appendix B.2 Draft EIS Comments and BLM Responses
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Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

Karolina Air Quality I had a question about your earlier slide about air quality impacts and then the slide that showed that there would | Air quality data are collected by several monitors throughout the North Slope which show compliance with
be no — there would be no air quality impact. It’s, like, three slides back. And I’m just curious about how you  |federal standards. The Project area is classified as attainment/unclassified. The NSB is in compliance with all
collected the air quality data. NAAQS/AAAQS. The only nonattainment area in the state of Alaska is the Fairbanks North Star Borough. It is
That’s what I’m asking about. I’m asking about how the data was collected to predict that there would be no air |about 612 km to the south of the Project area and has been in nonattainment for PM2s since 2009. However, the
quality (inaudible). boundary of the Fairbanks nonattainment area is localized to Fairbanks and surrounding communities and is not
I guess my question about the modeling aspect of it is what is the modeling data based on? We do a lot of relevant to the North Slope.
modeling—so the extent of my question here is about how the air quality data was collected, and because the Two state-of-the-science models were used for this Project, AERMOD and CAMx. Two models were needed for
answer to that question is there was no air quality data collected, it was based on modeling, where are you modeling different spatial scales. AERMOD is for pollutant transport in close proximity to emissions sources,
getting your numbers for the models? We have been out of compliance as a state with federal requirements for  |and CAMX is needed to model transport and chemical reactions over longer distances. AERMOD is the EPA’s
air quality for — what are we going on now? Does anybody know how many years? And | just wanted to know, |preferred model for regulatory work because it models dispersion based on boundary layer turbulence, ground
did you have air quality monitors installed on North Slope that record the emissions, the exceedance of emissions | level and elevated pollution sources, and takes into account simple and complex terrain. Its results were added to
that are out of compliance with the state and not only the federal government? I guess the modeling question is | baseline data collected at Nuigsut for a conservative estimate of Project impacts. CAMx has been used in the past
more, you model — you put some numbers in a computer, but where do those numbers generate from? That’s  |for State Implementation Plans and NAAQS assessments and can handle both physical transport and chemical
really what my question was about. reactions in the atmosphere. CAMXx output was compared to actual monitoring data (see Attachment B) to

evaluate it before it was used for Project impacts.

3 2 Pavic Karolina — Air Quality Does anybody know if the project, once it’s completed, would be designated as a Title 5 source? This type of permitting is designated for stationary sources that are considered to be “major” sources of N

pollutants. Applications are completed by the proponents and processed by the ADEC. It is unknown if
components of this Project will be designed as Title V sources at this time. The Project proponent (CPAI) would
need to comply with and obtain all federally required permits once the Project is approved by the BLM. For
context, CPAI’s Alpine central processing facility is designated as a Title V source.

17 2 Peter Enei Begaye |Native Movement |Air Quality | feel like it needs to be said that up to 70 percent of the residents of Nuigsut are on medication just to breathe. So | Ambient air quality monitoring occurs at Nuigsut and throughout the North Slope. At Nuigsut, air monitoring N
air quality monitoring not being taken seriously in this EIS and being based off of modeling, mathematical follows rigorous measurement protocols and data reports are publicly available, which include details on missing
projections, and being based on the company’s data, which these — these air quality monitoring systems just data periods. Toxic pollutant (benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, xylenes, n-hexane, and formaldehyde) monitoring
coincidentally happen to always break down during the big toxic blowouts and there isn’t any data, surprisingly, |through 2018 at Nuigsut found these pollutants (commonly emitted by oil and gas sources) to be well below
when these things happen. So, we need data from a third party. RELs and AEGLs (see the Final EIS for this data). NOz, SOz, CO, PMioand PM2s, and Oz measured at Nuigsut

are also found to be below federal and state standards.

It is common for federal agencies to reference data collected by the project proponent when developing an EIS.
NEPA does not require federal agencies to conduct new studies and data collection; rather, NEPA requires the
use of best-available data. The current NPR-A BMPs require project proponents to collect baseline data for
certain resources and to provide that data to BLM. BLM’s subject-matter experts conducted a thorough and
independent review of all existing data and studies and referenced them, as appropriate, for the various EIS
analyses.

988 6 Peter Enei Begaye |Native Movement |Air Quality Furthermore, we have attached a report titled: Air Pollution in Alaska’s North Slope: its implications for the Monitoring of HAPs commonly emitted from oil and gas development shows data that are below exposure N
community of Nuigsut. This air quality report uses data provided by The National Emissions Inventory (NEI),  |guidelines. Detailed modeling conducted for the EIS shows that pollutants due to the Willow MDP Project
which is published by the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). This report documents millions of would be below relevant ambient air standards and health-based thresholds at Nuigsut.
pounds of pollutants currently being emitted by oil and gas extraction and development on the Arctic Slope. Chronic respiratory problems for Nuigsut residents are described in Section 3.18.1.7, Health Effect Category 7:
Community members of Nuigsut have had a 50% rise in respiratory illness in the last 30 years, 70% of Nuigsut | Noncommunicable and Chronic Diseases.
community members are on breathing aid medication, and there is a current lawsuit from the Native Village of
Nuigsut over ConocoPhillips exploration in the NPR-A. BLM’s DEIS has not no mention of these facts and the
inevitable increasing health impacts that would be caused by ConocoPhillips proposed Willow Master
Development Plan.

992 9 Perry Sharla — Air Quality ConocoPhillips—the organization that stands to benefit most from this project—is in charge of collecting data on | Although the Nuigsut monitoring station is an industry-owned site, the data collected are designed and operated N
air quality. I request that an unbiased 3rd party agency be involved in the process of collecting data on air in accordance with applicable EPA PSD regulations and guidance documents. This includes independent audits
quality. by an outside party, quarterly calibrations, and documentation/explanation of missing data periods.

It is common for federal agencies to reference data collected by the project proponent when developing an EIS.
NEPA does not require federal agencies to conduct new studies and data collection; rather, NEPA requires the
use of best-available data. The current NPR-A BMPs require project proponents to collect baseline data for
certain resources and to provide that data to BLM. BLM’s subject-matter experts conducted a thorough and
independent review of all existing data and studies and referenced them, as appropriate, for the various EIS
analyses.

864 102 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Air Quality Willow, which would lead to oil production for many years into the future, would undermine the country’s - and | Section 3.2.1, Affected Environment, of the Final EIS addresses ongoing impacts of climate change on the N
the world’s - urgently needed implementation of its goals for moving swiftly away from dependence on carbon- |environment, including in the Project area. Section 3.2.2 (Environmental Consequences: Effects of the Project on
based fuels. BLM’s analysis will have to ask a set of questions about how the choice to authorize Willow relates |Climate Change) and Section 3.19.4 (Cumulative Impacts to Climate Change) analyze impacts that the Project
to the overall carbon budget and to decisions about whether to pursue other fossil fuels in light of the reality that |and cumulative actions may have on climate.

a vast majority of already-discovered fossil fuels must be left undeveloped.
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Air Quality

Comment Text

The air quality modeling analysis performed by the BLM for the DEIS for the Willow MDP Project indicates
that significant adverse impacts on air quality could occur. Further, the air quality analysis is deficient and likely
underestimates impacts. As a result, it is likely that air quality impacts would be more extensive than what is
presented in the DEIS. In addition, all of the alternatives fall short of establishing enforceable mitigation
measures that reflect assumptions that were made in the analysis and that will ensure that no significant air
quality impacts will occur.

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

In the Draft EIS, predicted impacts from all alternatives and scenarios were below NAAQS and AAAQS and
established thresholds for AQRVs, except for Alternative C Routine Operations, which was predicted to exceed
the PM2s 24-hour NAAQS and AAAQS. As shown in the Final EIS, impacts from the revised Project are
predicted to be below all applicable NAAQS and AAAQS and established thresholds for AQRV:s for all
alternatives and scenarios, including Alternative C Routine Operations. Therefore, there would not be significant
impacts on air quality.

Related to modeling underestimation concerns, modeling does not underestimate impacts because the modeling
scenarios were selected to capture high impacts, with careful consideration of peak emissions and spatial and
temporal emissions variations and in consultation with air quality specialists at key cooperating agencies. As
described in the Final EIS and appendices, the near-field modeling impact analysis assesses multiple scenarios.
Notably, the Developmental Drilling scenario presented in the Final EIS has been revised from the approach in
the Draft EIS to analyze concurrent construction, drilling, and operations for the peak emissions year. Other
scenarios analyze activities with potentially localized peak impacts that could differ from the Developmental
Drilling scenario. The Construction scenario models the maximum construction emissions. The Pre-drill scenario
assesses impacts associated with drilling activities before electric drill rigs are able to operate. The Routine
Operations scenario assesses impacts after temporary and transient activities are complete.

Related to the request for enforceable mitigation measures, the purpose of NEPA is to analyze the Project, as
proposed by the proponent, and alternatives to inform the selection of an alternative. Since air quality modeling
results show that impacts for all alternatives would be below all applicable NAAQS and AAAQS and
established thresholds for AQRVS, no significant air quality impacts would occur. Therefore, additional
prescriptive mitigation measures are not required for protection of air quality. It is the jurisdiction of ADEC
Division of Air Quality, not the BLM, to stipulate required and enforceable operating conditions as part of an air
quality permit. Importantly, as part of ADEC’s air quality permitting process, the proponent would be required to
conduct a Project-specific ambient air impact assessment for those pollutants and averaging periods that trigger
permitting requirements.

864

126

Psarianos

Bridget

Trustees for Alaska

Air Quality

BLM’s [air quality] modeling analysis is deficient and likely underestimates impacts in part due to a lack of
reliable baseline data in the area. The DEIS relies on monitoring data collected in Nuigsut by ConocoPhillips to
represent background concentrations for the air quality analysis. Since these data are not publicly available (e.g.,
through EPAs Air Quality System Data Mart), the BLM should confirm that the data have been reviewed and
approved by EPA or the State in order to assure the public that the data have been properly collected and quality-
assured.

In 2011, EPA issued a determination of appropriate background values for the North Slope, for use in OCS
permitting. At the time, EPA did not consider the ConocoPhillips data collected in Nuigsut. . . . In 2011, EPA
established the following appropriate representative background concentrations for the village of Nuigsut, which
are significantly higher than what is used in the Willow DEIS: (1) a 24-hour average PM2.5 concentration of 17
g/m3 from data collected at the Deadhorse monitor, compared with the value presented in the DEIS of 7.5 g/m3;
and (2) a 1- hour average NO2 concentration of 50 parts per billion (ppb) from data collected at the A-Pad
monitor, compared with the value presented in the DEIS of 23 ppb. In addition to ConocoPhillips-collected data,
BLM should also review and consider data from the same monitors EPA relied on in determining background
values for Nuigsut.

Even if EPA determines that the ConocoPhillips monitoring data in Nuigsut are properly collected and quality
assured, the data may not be representative of background concentrations in areas nearer to the Willow project
sources and therefore may not be sufficient to assess overall air quality impacts to exposed populations outside
the village of Nuigsut and closer to the project area, e.g., to subsistence hunters in the region. BLM should
coordinate efforts with the State and/or EPA to secure additional monitoring around the Alpine Development
Avrea surrounding Nuigsut that would be made publicly available through the EPAs Air Quality System.
Considering the substantial amount of oil and gas activity in this area, it would be reasonable for BLM to seek
publicly supported data sources to monitor air quality in the Prudhoe Bay region.

The air quality modeling analysis methodology and selection of air quality baseline data were determined in
consultation with air quality specialists at key cooperating agencies as part of a protocol process. Although the
Nuigsut monitoring station is an industry-owned site, the site is operated, and data are collected in accordance
with applicable EPA PSD regulations and guidance. Specifically, the monitoring equipment is audited by an
outside party, quarterly calibrations are conducted, and there is documentation/explanation of missing data
periods.

Notably, EPA Region 10’s determination of appropriate background values for the North Slope as part of OCS
PSD permitting purposes is not relevant for the selection of baseline data for this Project in several important
respects. Specifically, this analysis is being conducted as required by NEPA, not as a PSD permitting
assessment; this analysis is for an onshore development, not an offshore analysis; and this analysis is being
conducted in 2020, and more recent data are available since EPA Region 10’s assessment of baseline data in
2011. The BLM and air specialists at key cooperating agencies considered monitors other than Nuigsut and
determined that the Nuigsut monitor was the most representative monitor for the Willow MDP Project’s
background concentrations. To assist with the disclosure of impacts for a NEPA analysis, it is more appropriate
to use available representative data than data from a site that is less representative. The Deadhorse and A-Pad
monitors are both over 100 km from the WPF (while Nuigsut is only approximately 40 km away) and are located
in the Prudhoe Bay Unit, which is an older development and has substantially different source mixture than the
sparsely developed NPR-A. The Willow MDP Project area is remote and has no anthropogenic emission
sources. Therefore, data collected at Deadhorse and A-Pad are not representative of the Willow MDP Project
area or background concentrations for subsistence hunters near Willow. Furthermore, the Nuigsut monitor is
located in the community of Nuigsut and in proximity to stationary and mobile sources (dirt roads, vehicles,
etc.). While the Nuigsut monitor is the most representative data for the Project area, the monitored air quality
concentrations are anticipated to be conservatively high relative to the actual background concentrations at the
Project area due to localized emissions sources in the community of Nuigsut.

Related to the assessment of impacts to populations outside Nuigsut, the near-field ambient air impact
assessment analyzed air quality impacts to ambient air anywhere within 50 km of Project emissions sources for
multiple scenarios. Impacts to all criteria pollutants were below NAAQS and AAAQS, indicating that
subsistence hunters would not be exposed to concentrations above the NAAQS and AAAQS.
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In addition to concerns with the representativeness of the background concentration data presented in the DEIS,
BLM has removed PM10 data from the monitoring dataset. . . .

EPA has established rigorous criteria and procedures for determining whether data are considered and treated as
exceptional events and BLM must make a determination based on similar criteria and procedures prior to
removing any data from the dataset used in determining representative background concentrations for the DEIS.
If high wind events are occurring year after year it would seem unlikely that the resulting pollutant
concentrations would be considered to be exceptional. And if the analysis intends to assess impacts in Nuigsut
then it should consider these high wind events as representative of conditions there.

Given that the near-field modeling analysis presented in the DEIS predicts PM10 impacts that are approaching
levels of the NAAQS (e.g., 24-hour PM10 concentrations from construction activity are 80% of the NAAQS for
Alternative B), it is imperative that BLM fully account for all sources of background air quality in order to
ensure that additional impacts from the proposed Willow development will not cause or contribute to
exceedances of the PM10 NAAQS.

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

Consistent with the approach followed for previous EISs, including for GMT-1 and GMT-2, the BLM has
removed a small number of 24-hour average PMa1o concentrations measured at Nuigsut from the values used to
determine a monthly-varying, representative PMa1o background concentration for the Willow MDP Project area.
Importantly, the BLM does not refer to these data as Exceptional Events, nor does it seek exclusion of these data
as Exceptional Events. CAA Section 319(b) allows for the exclusion of monitored data influenced by
Exceptional Events when using the data for regulatory decisions, such as exceedances or violations of the
NAAQS. The EPA’s Exceptional Event Demonstration guidance has been developed as an option for states if
data collected by regulatory monitors are influenced by Exceptional Events and states would like to exclude
these data from regulatory decisions. Since the Nuigsut monitor is not a regulatory monitor, and the data
collected by the monitor are not used for regulatory decisions, Exceptional Event Demonstrations would not be
necessary for data collected at the Nuigsut monitor. Furthermore, the data collected at the Nuigsut monitor
during 2015 through 2017 did not exceeded the PM1o 24-hour NAAQS, so no Exceptional Events
Demonstration would be warranted even if the monitor was a regulatory monitor.

Related to the concern about high wind events occurring year after year, it is important to note that the
Exceptional Events Rule defines “natural events,” such as high wind dust events, as an event which may recur at
the same location provided that human activity plays little or no direct causal role. High wind events that loft silt
from the Niglig Channel into the air meet the definition of a natural event and therefore would be considered
Exceptional Events regardless of frequency of occurrence.

Related to the concern about the representativeness of high wind events monitored at Nuigsut, the Nuigsut
monitor is located in close proximity to the Nigliq Channel, a channel of the CRD, while the WPF and a majority
of the Willow MDP Project evaluated with the near-field modeling analysis are located approximately 50 km
from the CRD. Therefore, the high wind events that contribute to elevated PM1o concentrations monitored at
Nuigsut are not anticipated to be representative of typical conditions at the Project area. The background data
used in the near-field modeling analysis were selected with care to fully account for representative conditions for
the Project area. Other emissions sources not accounted for in the Nuigsut monitoring data, such as RFD, were
explicitly included in the modeling analysis.

864 129 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Air Quality BLM’s Modeling Analysis is Deficient and Likely Underestimates Impacts. The overall total annual Project emissions throughout the relatively large and spatially disperse Willow MDP Y
Modeled Scenarios Project area are not necessarily a predictor of peak, localized impacts in close proximity to emissions activities.
It appears that the near-field modeled scenarios do not account for concurrent construction, drilling, and Instead, the amount of concurrent emissions in a given area of the Project area, such as a drill site or the central
operation activities and therefore underestimate potential air quality impacts from the proposed Project. The processing facility, is more related to potential peak impacts. In light of this, the near-field modeling scenarios
DEIS presents separate modeling scenarios for construction, pre-drilling activities at proposed drill site BT1, were selected to capture high impacts with careful consideration of peak emissions, spatial and temporal
development drilling, and routine operations for Alternative B in the AQTSD (Section 3.3.1). The DEIS then emissions variations, and in consultation with air quality specialists at key cooperating agencies. Notably the
presents the corresponding impacts from these scenarios, as if they occur in isolation, when in fact construction, |Developmental Drilling scenario presented in the Final EIS has been revised from the approach in the Draft EIS
drilling, and routine operations will occur simultaneously during many years of the project. According to the to analyze concurrent facility construction, drilling and operations for the peak emissions year. In the revised
AQTSD, emissions from construction, drilling, and operations occur concurrently in years 2021 through 2032. | Final EIS, the emissions have changed relative to the Draft EIS and the values cited in the comment. In the Final
The modeling report includes detailed emissions summaries showing combined emissions from construction, EIS, the highest PM1o impacts under Alternative B have decreased relative to the Draft EIS and are predicted to
drilling, and operations activities for each year of the project (2020-2050). BLM must model scenarios that fully |be up to 57% of the NAAQS and AAAQS during Development Drilling and the Routine Operations.
account for all construction, drilling, and routine operations activities that will occur at the same time. Instead, | Other scenarios analyzed in the Draft EIS and Final EIS assess activities with potentially localized peak impacts
the DEIS presents model results for PM10 impacts from construction activities, BT1 pre-drilling activities, that could differ from the Developmental Drilling scenario. The Construction scenario models the maximum
developmental drilling activities, and routine operations separately in the DEIS. . . . Construction emissions annual construction emissions and assesses impacts from key activities expected to occur during the construction
under Alternative B in 2023, the year that construction emissions were modeled in the DEIS, are 146.4 tons. Yet, | phase, including gravel mining and HDD to install pipelines under the Colville River. The Pre-drill scenario
total PM10 emissions in that same year (2023) from construction, drilling, and operations activities combined are | assesses impacts associated with concurrent diesel-fired drilling and hydraulic fracturing activities before
172.1 tons. The BLM’s analysis does not model the impacts of these combined PM10 emissions. The year with |electricity is available for electric drill rigs are able to operate. Once the central processing facility is operational
the highest PM10 emissions from all project activities under Alternative B occurs in 2026, with total PM10 and is generating electric power, diesel-fired drilling would no longer occur and electric drill rigs would be used.
emissions from construction (105.6 tons), drilling (87.6 tons), and operations (170.2 tons) of 363.5 tons. Again, | Impacts associated with concurrent operation of two electric drill rigs, hydraulic fracturing, and drill site facilities
the BLM’s analysis does not model the impacts of these combined emissions (that are over two times the amount | installation, as well as operation of the WPF and all other routine operations, are assessed as part of the
of PM10 emissions modeled for the construction scenario under Alternative B) in the DEIS. In fact, there are Development Drilling scenario. The Routine Operations scenario assesses impacts from Project operational
nine other years in which the total PM10 project emissions exceed the emissions modeled for the maximum emissions after temporary and transient activities associated with construction and drilling are complete. The
impact scenario under Alternative B in the DEIS. impacts associated with module delivery options are also assessed. All scenarios are developed to characterize
potential peak localized impacts from the Project for various pollutants or spatial locations and all scenarios
predict impacts would be below applicable NAAQS and AAAQS.
New text was added to Section 3.1 (Approach Overview and Results Summary) in Appendix E.3B (Air Quality
Technical Support Document) to describe the scenario selection.
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The DEIS presents the following PM10 impacts, individually, and fails to present an analysis of the combined
impacts of the scenario where emissions from these activities will occur at the same time: [see tables in comment
letter].

And for PM2.5 and NOx impacts, the BLM has disaggregated impacts even further. . . . The BLM’s analysis
does not model the impacts of these combined emissions and does not even model the combined impacts of
emissions from both developmental drilling and BT1 pre-drilling activities.

The DEIS presents the following NOx impacts, individually, and fails to present an analysis of the combined
impacts of the scenario where emissions from these activities will occur at the same time, despite the fact that
such activities would occur simultaneously under the Willow proposal [see tables in comment letter].

The magnitude of the impacts from combined emissions from construction, drilling, and operations activities
cannot be known without a modeling analysis to determine ambient air concentrations. Depending on where and
when emissions occur from the various project activities it is possible that resulting impacts would exceed the
NAAQS, especially when considering the 1-hour average NAAQS for NOx and 24-hour average NAAQS for
PM10 and PM2.5. And given the proximity of the project to Nuigsut it is possible that the combined emissions
from construction, drilling, and operations could result in higher impacts there than what is presented in the
DEIS. As described above, the lack of accurate background concentrations is another flaw that leads to
underestimated impacts in the modeling.

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

The overall total annual Project emissions throughout the relatively large and spatially disperse Willow MDP
Project area are not necessarily a predictor of peak, localized impacts in close proximity to emissions activities.
Instead, the amount of concurrent emissions in a given area of the Project area, such as a drill site or the central
processing facility, is more related to potential peak impacts. In light of this, the near-field modeling scenarios
were selected to capture high impacts with careful consideration of peak emissions, spatial and temporal
emissions variations, and in consultation with air quality specialists at key cooperating agencies. Notably the
Developmental Drilling scenario presented in the Final EIS has been revised relative to the approach in the Draft
EIS to analyze concurrent faculty construction, drilling and operations for the peak emissions year. In the revised
Final EIS, the emissions have changed relative to the Draft EIS and the values cited in the comment. In the Final
EIS, the highest NOx impacts under Alternative B have decreased relative to the Draft EIS and are predicted to
be up to 83% of the NAAQS and AAAQS during Development Drilling and the Routine Operations. The
highest PM2s impacts under Alternative B have increased in the Final EIS relative to the Draft EIS and are
predicted to be up to 87% of the NAAQS and AAAQS during Development Drilling and the Routine
Operations.

Other scenarios analyzed in the Draft EIS and Final EIS assess activities with potentially localized peak impacts
that could differ from the Developmental Drilling scenario. The Construction scenario models the maximum
annual construction emissions and assesses impacts from key activities expected to occur during the construction
phase, including gravel mining and HDD to install pipelines under the Colville River. The Pre-drill scenario
assesses impacts associated with concurrent diesel-fired drilling and hydraulic fracturing activities before
electricity is available for electric drill rigs to operate. Once the central processing facility is operational and is
generating electric power, diesel-fired drilling would no longer occur and electric drill rigs would be used.
Impacts associated with concurrent operation of two electric drill rigs, hydraulic fracturing, and drill site facilities
installation, as well as operation of the WPF and all other routine operations, are assessed as part of the
Development Drilling scenario. The Routine Operations scenario assesses impacts from Project operational
emissions after temporary and transient activities associated with construction and drilling are complete. The
impacts associated with module delivery options are also assessed. All scenarios are developed to characterize
potential peak localized impacts from the Project for various pollutants or spatial locations and all scenarios
predict impacts would be below applicable NAAQS and AAAQS.

Regarding the comment that concurrent development drilling and pre-drilling is not analyzed, the Final EIS has
been modified to explain that pre-drilling activities would not occur concurrent with developmental drilling
activities. Regarding the comment that it is also important to analyze concurrent impacts at Nuigsut, the impacts
of all scenarios, including the Development Drilling scenario, and total maximum annual emissions from the
regional modeling analysis are assessed at Nuigsut and impacts are presented in the Draft EIS and Final EIS.
Related to the concern about the accuracy of the background data, the BLM and air specialists at key cooperating
agencies considered available monitors for the selection of a representative background monitor. It was
determined that the Nuigsut monitor was the most representative monitor for the Willow MDP Project’s
background concentrations. While the Nuigsut monitor is the most representative data for the Willow MDP
Project area, the monitored air quality concentrations are anticipated to be conservatively high relative to the
actual background concentrations at the Project area due to localized emissions sources in the community of
Nuigsut.

New text was added to Section 3.1 (Approach Overview and Results Summary) in Appendix E.3B (Air Quality
Technical Support Document) to describe the scenario selection.

864

131

Psarianos

Bridget

Trustees for Alaska | Air Quality

NO2 Modeling

BLM’s impact analysis relies on seasonally-varying hourly background concentrations for NO2. Specifically,
instead of adding a single representative background concentration to the modeled design value concentration,
the DEIS relies on a different background concentration for each hour of the day, by season. According to the
AQTSD, the seasonally varying hourly NO2 background values are based on air monitoring data from Nuigsut
for calendar years 2015, 2016, and 2017. For each of four 3-month seasons (e.g., Season 1 = December, January,
February, etc.) each hour of the day is represented by the 3-year average of the 98th percentile value of all valid
observations for that hour during the season. While not explicitly described in the DEIS, it appears that this
analysis method pairs the 3-year average of 98th percentile monitored NO2 concentrations by hour, in a given
season, with corresponding modeled concentrations for that hour. This method of pairing data, in time, likely
underestimates impacts by overlooking hours when higher background concentrations coincide with the highest
modeled concentrations. And while EPA guidance discusses cases where this type of methodology might be
used, EPA admits that these alternative analyses result in a less conservative estimate of impacts. This type of
analysis could be considered appropriate if, for example, there is a concern about double-counting of monitored
and modeled contributions, but this does not seem likely for the Willow project. BLM must justify why this less
conservative analysis is warranted. The AQTSD briefly mentions seasonal variance and describes consistency
with the GMT2 analysis as potential reasons for this type of refined analysis but fails to provide any evidence for
why, in addition to a seasonal variation, the modeling should consider diurnal variations in its analysis for the
Willow DEIS. And even if this type of analysis is justifiable, EPA guidance indicates that background values
should be based on the 3rd highest value for each season and hour-of-the-day combination (as opposed to the
98th percentile, or 8th highest value).

Background 1-hour NO2 values have been revised in Section 3.2.6 (Ambient Background Data) in Appendix
E.3B (Air Quality Technical Support Document) to the third-highest hourly values per day per season. This is
still a conservative estimate of background, given that we are pairing maximum predicted concentrations with
maximum background values.
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Fundamentally, the modeling for the Willow DEIS should be used as a tool to ensure that adverse impacts will
not occur in the future, not simply to determine whether or not an adverse impact occurs over the period of time
modeled. The most protective approach, and one presented in EPAs guidance without need for further
justification, would be to add the overall highest hourly background NO2 concentration (across the three year
monitoring record) to the modeled design value based on the maximum emissions scenario. A less conservative
approach outlined in EPASs guidance, but one that still would not need further justification, would be to combine
the modeled design value based on the maximum emissions scenario to the monitored NO2 design value, i.e., the
98th-percentile of the annual distribution of daily maximum 1-hour values averaged across the three years of
monitored data (irrespective of the meteorological data period used in the dispersion modeling). The method of
varying background concentrations seasonally and by hour-of-day likely results in a less conservative analysis
and, given that the modeling shows impacts close to the NAAQS (i.e., 91% of the 1-hour NO2 NAAQS for
developmental drilling activities under Alternative B and 92% of the 1-hour NO2 NAAQS for routine operations
under Alternative C), BLM should consider adopting mitigation measures aimed at minimizing NOx emissions
from the Willow development. (See below).

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

Background 1-hour NO2 values have been revised to the third-highest hourly values per day per season in
Section 3.2.6 (Ambient Background Data) in Appendix E.3B (Air Quality Technical Support Document). This is
still a conservative estimate of background, given that we are pairing maximum predicted concentrations with
maximum background values.

Similar to the NO2 impact analysis, BLM’s PM10 analysis relies on monthly-varying background
concentrations. Specifically, instead of adding a single representative background concentration to the modeled
design value concentration, the DEIS relies on a different background concentration for each month. Absent any
EPA guidance on the use of varying background concentrations for assessing PM10 impacts on compliance with
the NAAQS, BLM must provide clear and convincing justification for why this type of variation which would
likely result in a less conservative analysis of PM10 impacts is warranted and protective of the NAAQS and
should request guidance from EPA technical staff on the use of this method. Given that the modeling shows
impacts close to the NAAQS (i.e., 80% of the 24-hour PM10 NAAQS for construction activity under Alternative
B), BLM should consider adopting additional mitigation measures aimed at further minimizing fugitive dust
from the Willow project development as described below.

864 133 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Air Quality In addition to potential underestimates of NO2 impacts from varying background concentrations by season and | The BLM is not relying on new source-specific data for the in-stack NO2-to-NOx ratios. Data for in-stack ratios
hour-of-day in the modeling, NO2 impacts may be further under predicted by the use of source-specific in-stack |were obtained from approved ADEC sources unless otherwise stated (see Chapter 3.0 of Appendix E.3B, Air
NO2/NOx ratios in the modeling analysis. The DEIS uses ratios based on source test data for many sources, e.g., | Quality Technical Support Document). ADEC in-stack ratios provide data that are most representative of local
stationary engines, non-road and on-road diesel engines, heaters, turbines, etc. Flares are the only source operating conditions for the Willow MDP Project. For sources that had no available data, the EPA default value
category for which the analysis uses the EPA-approved default value of 0.5. Some of the ratios use a value ten | of 0.5 was used. The Converse County Draft EIS in-stack ratios for natural gas heaters were derived from the
times lower than the default value. For example, the ratio used for natural gas heaters (0.05) is from the Converse | EPA and ADEC in-stack ratio databases, not manufacturing data. To clarify, Table 3.2-1 in Appendix E.3B (Air
County DEIS in Wyoming which bases its in-stack ratios on manufacturing data and surveys. These in-stack Quality Technical Support Document) was revised to cite the original data sources for the natural gas heater in-
ratios can be important parameters in the modeling and, therefore, BLM must ensure the ratios used are stack ratio.
reasonably conservative since small changes to the ratios used could have a measurable impact on predicted
concentrations. If BLM wants to rely on source-specific data it should include justification demonstrating that it
is basing source-specific data on a reasonable sample size representing a wide load range for these sources that is
representative of local operating conditions for the Willow Project. In the absence of sufficient justification and
supporting data, BLM should use the EPA-approved default value of 0.5 for these sources.

864 134 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Air Quality PM10 Modeling Consistent with the approach followed for the GMT-2, the BLM has used monthly-varying, representative PMzo

background concentrations from the Nuigsut monitoring station for the Willow MDP Project area. The
background data used in the near-field modeling analysis were selected with care to fully account for
representative conditions for the Project area. In addition, other emissions sources not accounted for in the
Nuigsut monitoring data, such as RFD, were explicitly included in the modeling analysis. Prior to conducting the
air quality analysis, an air quality modeling protocol was developed and approved by the AQTWG, which
includes representatives from the ADEC, EPA, and BLM. As stated in the protocol, “for most of the pollutants
and average times, a single background value will be added to the model results. However, if further analysis of
the monitoring data shows variability in the data between seasons or hours, seasonal hourly or daily background
data may be used especially for NOz, PMio, and PMzs. PM1o will be further analyzed to determine a final
background level as the monitor at the Nuigsut Monitoring Station is known to capture PMio from the Nigliq
Channel during summer high wind events. Because there would not be a similar channel with sediment
surrounding the proposed Willow MDP drill sites, these high wind events would not be representative of the
background. The PMao data from the Nuigsut Monitoring Station, coupled with wind speed and direction data,
will be looked at in detail to determine a more representative background.” In addition to further mitigate
fugitive dust impacts, a fugitive dust control plan will be implemented on-site.
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Unpaved Road Dust Modeling
According to the AQTSD and model performance evaluation report in the DEIS, “the Willow regional modeling
analysis originally relied on unpaved fugitive dust emissions from the BOEM modeling platform but BLM
concluded that the impacts from the modeled emissions were typically at least an order of magnitude larger than
monitored values during summertime.” BOEM had indicated that the fugitive dust emissions estimates were
uncertain due mainly to the necessary use of non-local data such as default moisture content BLM corrects for
this over-estimate by uniformly and arbitrarily reducing dust emissions by a factor of ten from May to
September. According to BLM, this adjustment improved model performance considerably. BLM failed to
provide sufficient technical justification for the adjustment, other than the fact that the model now predicts
concentrations that more closely resemble historic monitored values. Instead of reducing emissions by an
arbitrary amount, BLM must make an effort to assess and incorporate localized values for moisture content and
other important factors for determining emissions from unpaved roads (e.g., silt content data, precipitation data,
etc.).

It’s also not clear if the emissions used in the performance evaluation modeling included emissions from
unpaved road dust sources that are not generally reflected in the monitoring record used for comparison. BLM
must more clearly explain whether the modeled emissions from BOEM are representative of the types of
emissions expected to have occurred during the monitoring record used to evaluate model performance.

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

The decision to correct the fugitive dust emissions in the regional modeling and the level of the correction was
based on evidence that the modeled fugitive dust emissions were contributing to modeled overprediction of
monitored levels of airborne soil at two locations in the North Slope. It was determined that fugitive dust
emissions were overpredicted in the BOEM regional modeling based on several factors. First, the fugitive dust
emissions were modeled as occurring only from May to September. This enables a comparison of the model
performance during May to September (the period with fugitive dust emissions) to model performance in
October through April (the period without fugitive dust emissions). The model performance during May through
September had a substantial and consistent level of overprediction of fine soil relative to monitored values that
does not occur in months October through April. Second, the correction made to the fugitive dust emissions were
demonstrated to be effective by improved model performance for fine soil during May through September
without effecting (positively or negatively) the model performance for other months or other chemical
constituents. Third, the unpaved road dust emission developed by BOEM have substantial uncertainty stemming
from uncertainty in the inputs used to calculate the emission factor, such as silt and moisture content, the overall
emission factor uncertainty, and uncertainty related to the estimated amount of vehicle miles traveled. The
BOEM study made a focused effort to assess and incorporate localized information for the development of all
emissions inputs, including unpaved roads. The BLM did not identify additional sources of information beyond
information used by BOEM to revise the emissions estimates; however, the lack of localized information does
not preclude the BLM from revising the database when there is evidence that the values are erroneous and would
be misleading.

Importantly, the BOEM regional modeling study provides a platform in order to assess Project-specific and
cumulative regional impacts. The correction to the regional fugitive dust emissions does not alter or affect the
predicted Project-specific impacts, nor the contribution of the Project to predicted total cumulative impacts.

To address the last concern raised by the comment, the two monitoring sites used to evaluate the model
performance are located in areas expected to be similarly impacted by unpaved road emissions as other locations
throughout the North Slope.

The DEIS includes a list of 12 Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions (RFFA) that were included in a
cumulative impact modeling analysis. There is limited information on the results of the cumulative impacts
analysis in the DEIS. . . . The AQTSD includes maps of modeled cumulative impacts for the various pollutants
and the different Alternatives analyzed but the size / scale of the maps is too small to be able to clearly
distinguish potential areas of concern. In addition to these maps there is a general descriptive summary of
impacts, but with very little specifics. . . . BLM should provide further details on any significant project impacts
resulting from the cumulative modeling analysis. And BLM should include model results of the cumulative
impacts of the proposed project along with all other existing and reasonably foreseeable future projects on the
community of Nuigsut, specifically, as well as impacted areas that are used by members of the Nuigsut
community for whaling and hunting. The DEIS fails to disclose what the cumulative impacts to Nuigsut
community members will be in the DEIS.

864 136 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Air Quality The adjustment BLM made to fugitive dust emissions is also questionable since BLM’s own conclusions warn | The decision to correct the fugitive dust emissions in the regional modeling and the level of the correction was
that, model performance results should be interpreted with care given that contemporaneous air quality based on evidence that the modeled fugitive dust emissions were contributing to modeled overprediction of
observations were very limited for this area. Relying on limited air monitoring to make an arbitrary adjustment to | monitored levels of airborne soil at two locations in the North Slope. It was determined that fugitive dust
fugitive dust emissions estimates, resulting in modeled emission rates that are 10 times lower than what was emissions were overpredicted in the BOEM regional modeling based on several factors. First, the fugitive dust
estimated when derived from engineering calculations does not seem justified. BLM must more fully assess emissions were modeled as occurring only from May to September. This enables a comparison of the model
whether the monitoring record used in the performance evaluation for fugitive dust is representative of the performance during May to September (the period with fugitive dust emissions) to model performance in
modeled sources in the 2012 Base Case simulation used for evaluating the model performance and whether the | October through April (the period without fugitive dust emissions). The model performance during May through
assumptions made in calculating fugitive dust emissions are representative of local conditions. September had a substantial and consistent level of overprediction of fine soil relative to monitored values that
Also, fugitive dust emissions are only estimated for May through October and therefore the potential impacts are | does not occur in months October through April. Second, the correction made to the fugitive dust emissions were
underestimated in the DEIS. . . . BLM must include these fugitive dust impacts that occur outside May through | demonstrated to be effective by improved model performance for fine soil during May through September
October in its analysis of impacts from the proposed project. without effecting (positively or negatively) the model performance for other months or other chemical

constituents. Third, the unpaved road dust emission developed by BOEM have substantial uncertainty stemming
from uncertainty in the inputs used to calculate the emission factor, such as silt and moisture content, the overall
emission factor uncertainty, and uncertainty related to the estimated amount of vehicle miles traveled. The
BOEM study made a focused effort to assess and incorporate localized information for the development of all
emissions inputs, including unpaved roads. The BLM did not identify additional sources of information beyond
information used by BOEM to revise the emissions estimates; however, the lack of localized information does
not preclude the BLM from revising the database when there is evidence that the values are erroneous and would
be misleading.

Importantly, the BOEM regional modeling study provides a platform in order to assess Project-specific and
cumulative regional impacts. The correction to the regional fugitive dust emissions does not alter or affect the
predicted Project-specific impacts, nor the contribution of the Project to predicted total cumulative impacts.
Related to the concern about fugitive dust emissions calculated for the Willow MDP Project outside of the May
through October time period, the AQTSD has been revised to include a discussion of winter fugitive dust
emissions.

864 137 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Air Quality [Air Quality] Cumulative Impacts Analysis The cumulative maps have sufficient resolution in the figures that one could zoom in on the online version. Also,

near-field impacts are addressed as part of the near-field modeling. For the cumulative far-field modeling,
impacts at Nuigsut are lower than the domain maximums, which are well below thresholds.
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In addition to disclosing additional results from the cumulative modeling analysis, BLM should ensure that the
cumulative assessment fully considers all potential emission sources that could occur at the same time from
concurrent projects, e.g., including from construction impacts from the RFFA sources. BLM must include
construction emissions from these sources unless it will be imposing a requirement that future development will
not occur until after construction is completed for previous projects (e.g., GMT-1, GMT-2).

BLM should also ensure the cumulative impact analysis considers all existing and reasonably foreseeable
development, including the following existing sources: winter exploration within the Bear Tooth Unit, Greater
Mooses Tooth Kuparuk, Putu, and Horseshoe. BLM should also include emissions from future actions such as
future expansion of the Willow project and additional westward expansion into the NPR-A, construction and
operation of the Liberty project in the nearshore Beaufort Sea, the Nanushuk project, the proposed Alaska LNG
Gas Treatment Facility and associated compressor stations on the North Slope, and future development in the
Arctic Refuge Coastal Plain.

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

The list of projects to evaluate and include for assessing cumulative air quality impacts was determined in
consultation with air quality specialists at key cooperating agencies as part of a protocol process. The full RFD
list is shown in Table 2.2-2 in the AQTSD (Appendix E.3B, Air Quality Technical Support Document).
Cumulative near-field modeling analysis included impacts from four RFDs: GMT-1, GMT-2, and Greater
Willow potential drill sites 1 and 2. The RFD emissions were selected with care. The operational emissions from
GMT-1 and GMT-2 were modeled due to the anticipated timing of those planned developments relative to the
Willow MDP Project schedule. Drilling emissions for the Greater Willow sites were modeled due to the higher
NO:2 emissions during that phase.

Each of the specific projects/activities raised in the comment was considered. Winter exploration within the Bear
Tooth Unit is not anticipated to occur when the Willow MDP Project is operational beyond activities to develop
at Greater Willow potential drill sites 1 and 2, which are assessed as RFD. Development at GMT Kuparuk either
is already included as an RFD, with the inclusion of GMT-1 and GMT-2, or is already included in the
background data because the project existed in 2017. Putu is outside the near-field assessment area. Horseshoe is
already included in the background data collected in 2017. Future expansion of the Willow MDP Project is
included with the inclusion of Greater Willow potential drill sites 1 and 2. Westward expansion into the NPR-A
is assessed as part of BLM planning for the NPR-A IAP; however, at this time, development is too speculative
for inclusion as an RFD for this project. Other projects listed (i.e., Liberty, Nanushuk, TAPS) are outside the
near-field analysis area but are included in the cumulative regional modeling analysis.

example, the AQTSD and appendices do not include detailed information on assumed engine load factors,
drilling and completion times, drilling engine technologies (e.g., whether engines meet Tier Il or better engine
standards), traffic estimates (e.g., speeds, VMT, etc.), flare gas volumes and destruction efficiencies, fugitive
emission capture/destruction efficiencies, etc.

BLM must ensure that all assumptions regarding operation and control effectiveness which are the basis for the
modeling analysis are established as enforceable mitigation measures and implemented through permit
stipulations. Otherwise, BLM should model emission sources under maximum possible operating conditions and
assuming no controls.

864 139 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Air Quality BLM’s Air Quality Analysis Does Not Assure the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) of Air Quality. |A PSD increment analysis is the responsibility and jurisdiction of the ADEC. This is why the work presented is
The DEIS directly compares modeled project impacts to Class Il PSD increments. According to these provided for informational purposes and not a formal PSD increment analysis.
comparisons, predicted modeled concentrations from project development alone consume as much as 20% of
some of the PSD Class Il increments (e.g., for NO2 and PM2.5). BLM should complete a proper PSD increment
analysis to determine how much of the available increments will have already been consumed in the affected
area (e.g., by GMT1, GMT2, and other sources) and how much additional increment is available for
consumption from the proposed Willow Project. Without this level of analysis, BLM is not adequately ensuring
that air quality will not deteriorate more than allowed under the CAA. Specifically, BLM should complete an
analysis of all increment consuming and increment expanding sources that impact the same area impacted by the
proposed action, including an inventory of increment-affecting emissions (i.e., emissions from major stationary
sources which commenced construction or modification after the applicable major source baseline date and
emissions increases from minor, area and mobile sources that occurred after the relevant minor source baseline
date).

864 140 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Air Quality The DEIS Fails to Consider Adequate Mitigation Measures. The purpose of NEPA is to analyze and assess impacts due to the Project, as proposed by the proponent, and
BLM Assumes Certain Operating Parameters and Emissions Controls That Are Not Reflected as Mitigation alternatives. Operating assumptions that are used in modeling are Project design components and thus do not
Measures in the DEIS. necessitate an additional prescriptive requirement under mitigation measures. Additionally, details such as diesel
The DEIS includes an inventory of emissions which relies on certain emissions controls and operating engine tier level (and hence diesel engine control efficiency) will be specified in the air permit obtained by the
assumptions that may not be representative of actual operating scenarios and that are not reflected in the Project proponent. For control efficiency estimates, BLM has deferred to agency experts in assuming a more
proposed mitigation measures for the DEIS. . . . conservative (i.e., protective of the environment) control efficiency of 50% for dust control to assess near-source
Fugitive dust emissions are estimated for months from May through October, consistent with the months for dust impacts. A fugitive dust control plan will be implemented on-site to reduce PM emission impacts. Modeling
which fugitive dust emissions were estimated in the BOEM Arctic modeling study (Fields Simms et al. 2018, assumptions that reflect average work practices, for example, the average number of vehicle trips, cannot be
Stoeckenius et al. 2017). Fugitive dust may also occur in other months, especially during dry snowless incorporated as specific requirements; therefore, a regime would be unworkable in practice.
conditions and from dry and frozen roads. Thus, fugitive dust emissions outside May through October may affect | Consistent with the BOEM Arctic modeling study, fugitive dust emissions were developed assuming that road
air concentrations of particulate matter, but likely to a smaller extent than fugitive dust emitted during May dust emission control efficiency is 50%. Documentation included in the Draft EIS (Attachment C) indicating a
through October when there is much less (or no) snow cover. Likewise, some operations would only be expected | less conservative assumption (i.e., dust emissions occur from June through September and road dust emission
to occur during daytime hours. Hourly emission rates are then halved under the assumption fracturing engines | control efficiency of 76%) is not indicative of the dust control assumption included in the Draft EIS emission
will operate at 50% load for sixteen hours instead of 100% load for eight hours. inventory and near-field impact analysis.

Fugitive dust emissions are estimated for months from May through October, consistent with the months for
which fugitive dust emissions were estimated in the BOEM Arctic modeling study. Fugitive dust may also occur
in other months, especially during dry snowless conditions or when the ground is dry and frozen. Fugitive dust
emissions outside May through October may affect air concentrations of PM, but likely to a smaller extent than
fugitive dust emitted during May through October when there is much less (or no) snow cover.
Load factor represents the average engine load when an engine is turned on. A 50% load for an engine operating
for 16 hours describes activity for an engine that is turned on for 16 hours and operates, on average, at 50% of its
rated power. Applied load factors are either conservative or consistent with other reference sources (e.g., EPA
MOVES-NONROAD model).

864 141 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Air Quality BLM does not reference many of the underlying assumptions used in developing the emissions inventories. For | A summary table (Table 2.1-5) showing key operating assumptions and controls was added to Section 2.1.1

(Emission Inventory Summary) in Appendix E.3B (Air Quality Technical Support Document) of the Final EIS.
Operational and control assumptions are fully documented in the detailed emission inventory spreadsheets that
are publicly available for the Draft EIS and will be publicly available for the Final EIS.

The purpose of NEPA is to analyze and assess impacts due to the Project, as proposed by the proponent, and
alternatives. Operating data that are used in modeling are Project design components and thus do not necessitate
an additional prescriptive requirement under mitigation measures. Additionally, details such as diesel engine tier
level (and hence diesel engine control efficiency) will be specified in the air permit obtained by the Project
proponent.
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Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Air Quality BLM Must Establish Enforceable [Air Quality] Mitigation Measures. The purpose of NEPA is to analyze the Project, as proposed by the proponent, and alternatives. It is assumed that
The DEIS includes a list of ConocoPhillips Design Features to Avoid and Minimize Impacts. The only the proponent would not change the Project design. Modeling results show compliance with federal and state air
compulsory air quality feature included is the use of reduced-sulfur fuel in diesel-fueled equipment. There are a | quality standards; therefore, no significant air quality impacts will occur. The operating assumptions that are
few other features included in the DEIS that are discretionary measures and, therefore, do not assure measurable |used in the modeling are Project design components and therefore do not necessitate an additional prescriptive
impact avoidance or minimization. These discretionary measures include adherence to BLM’s oil and gas requirement through mitigation measures.
resources BMPs (as applicable), including watering to minimize fugitive dust, maximizing use of electrical
power, Tier 2 and higher combustion engines, storage tank controls (to the practicable), green completions, and
additional mitigation measures (as appropriate). BLM describes the following mitigation measures in the DEIS:

ConocoPhillips design measures would reduce CAP and HAP emissions above and beyond federal or state
regulations and existing NPR-A IAP/EIS BMPs. These measures include capturing and injecting produced gas
to enhance oil recovery in a closed process, limiting flaring to pilot flares or emergency flares, and using
hydraulic fracturing equipment that meet non-road engine Tier 4 emissions standards.

864 143 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Air Quality The DEIS also includes a recommendation that ConocoPhillips implement a fugitive dust control plan. . .. BLM | A fugitive dust control plan was developed and will be implemented on-site. The purpose of NEPA is to analyze
must require that this plan be enforceable and reflect the assumptions for fugitive dust control used in the the Project, as proposed by the proponent, and alternatives. It is assumed that the proponent would not change
modeling for the DEIS (e.g., 76% control of fugitive dust control from watering, a 35 mile per hour speed limit, |the Project design. Modeling results show compliance with federal and state air quality standards; therefore, no
etc.). significant air quality impacts will occur. The operating data that are used in the modeling are Project design
The DEIS must include a more comprehensive and consistent set of required, measurable, and enforceable components and therefore do not necessitate an additional prescriptive requirement through mitigation measures.
mitigations to ensure there will be no significant impacts to air quality from the proposed Willow Project. . . .

BLM should rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable control measures to minimize air quality
impacts from the Willow Project and should focus on prioritizing mitigation measures targeting the biggest
sources of emissions.

864 144 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Air Quality In addition to concerns with the representativeness of the background concentration data presented in the DEIS, |Consistent with the approach followed for previous EISs, including for GMT-1 and GMT-2, the BLM has
BLM has removed PM10 data from the monitoring dataset. . . . removed a small number of 24-hour average PM1o concentrations measured at Nuigsut from the values used to
EPA has established rigorous criteria and procedures for determining whether data are considered and treated as |determine a monthly-varying, representative PM1o background concentration for the Willow MDP Project area.
exceptional events and BLM must make a determination based on similar criteria and procedures prior to Importantly, the BLM does not refer to these data as Exceptional Events, nor does it seek exclusion of these data
removing any data from the dataset used in determining representative background concentrations for the DEIS. |as Exceptional Events. CAA Section 319(b) allows for the exclusion of monitored data influenced by
If high wind events are occurring year after year it would seem unlikely that the resulting pollutant Exceptional Events when using the data for regulatory decisions, such as exceedances or violations of the
concentrations would be considered to be exceptional. And if the analysis intends to assess impacts in Nuigsut | NAAQS. The EPA’s Exceptional Event Demonstration guidance has been developed as an option for states if
then it should consider these high wind events as representative of conditions there. data collected by regulatory monitors are influenced by Exceptional Events and states would like to exclude
Given that the near-field modeling analysis presented in the DEIS predicts PM10 impacts that are approaching | these data from regulatory decisions. Since the Nuigsut monitor is not a regulatory monitor, and the data
levels of the NAAQS (e.g., 24-hour PM10 concentrations from construction activity are 80% of the NAAQS for |collected by the monitor are not used for regulatory decisions, Exceptional Event Demonstrations would not be
Alternative B), it is imperative that BLM fully account for all sources of background air quality in order to necessary for data collected at the Nuigsut monitor. Furthermore, the data collected at the Nuigsut monitor
ensure that additional impacts from the proposed Willow development will not cause or contribute to during 2015 through 2017 did not exceeded the PM1o 24-hour NAAQS, so no Exceptional Events
exceedances of the PM10 NAAQS. Demonstration would be warranted even if the monitor was a regulatory monitor.

Related to the concern about high wind events occurring year after year, it is important to note that the
Exceptional Events Rule defines “natural events,” such as high wind dust events, as an event which may recur at
the same location provided that human activity plays little or no direct causal role. High wind events that loft silt
from the Niglig Channel into the air meet the definition of a natural event and therefore would be considered
Exceptional Events regardless of frequency of occurrence.

Related to the concern about the representativeness of high wind events monitored at Nuigsut, the Nuigsut
monitor is located in close proximity to the Nigliq Channel, a channel of the CRD, while the WPF and a majority
of the Willow MDP Project evaluated with the near-field modeling analysis are located approximately 50 km
from the CRD. Therefore, the high wind events that contribute to elevated PM1o concentrations monitored at
Nuigsut are not anticipated to be representative of typical conditions at the Willow MDP Project area. The
background data used in the near-field modeling analysis were selected with care to fully account for
representative conditions for the Project area. Other emissions sources not accounted for in the Nuigsut
monitoring data, such as RFD, were explicitly included in the modeling analysis.

864 218-1 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Air Quality BLM has also not obtained sufficient information about the potential health impacts to Nuigsut. Air quality and | In response to the modeling flaws comment: The different modeling scenarios were selected in consultation with
other health-related concerns have repeatedly been flagged by Nuigsut. Despite this, BLM has yet to prepare a | air quality specialists at key cooperating agencies and after careful consideration of peak emissions and spatial
Health Impact Analysis. In addition, as detailed in these comments, there are substantial flaws with the modeling |and temporal variations to capture high impacts. Construction was modeled for the maximum year of emissions
related to air quality. BLM has failed to adequately capture the potential air quality concerns related to Willow  |because there is construction activity in different locations in different years. The near-field modeling impact
and to look at them in tandem with the potential cumulative impacts to air quality in the region. BLM needsto | analysis also includes a Developmental Drilling scenario which includes concurrent drilling and operations. The
prepare a Health Impact Assessment looking at the specific health impacts to Nuigsut and should not review purpose for modeling the other individual scenarios was to assess any other high spatial impacts which may not
generalized information and data related to communities on the North Slope more broadly. It is vital that the show up in the other scenarios. The BLM also notes that a Project-specific near-field analysis would be required
agency have a thorough understanding of the potential health impacts, given that it is contemplating allowing a | for any development to be permitted in the NPR-A.
massive industrial complex to further extend into the back yard of the community. Baseline health data for Nuigsut are provided in Section 3.18.1, Affected Environment. A full HIA conducted by

the State of Alaska would not further inform BLM of the differences between the alternatives presented for the
Willow MDP Project. Health impacts are analyzed in Final EIS Section 3.18, Public Health; BLM determined,
in consultation with the State of Alaska, that an HIA was unnecessary.
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The Draft EIS fails to properly disclose and analyze the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to air quality
from fracking. Such failures render BLM’s analysis arbitrary and unlawful.

A growing body of scientific research has documented adverse public health impacts from these practices,
including studies showing air pollutants at levels associated with reproductive and developmental harms and the
increased risk of morbidity and mortality. A comprehensive review of the risks and harms of fracking to public
health came to several key findings related to air pollution . . .

The range of illnesses that can result from the wide array of air pollutants from fracking were summarized in a
study by Dr. Theo Colburn, which charts which chemicals have been shown to be linked to certain illnesses . . .
Adverse health impacts documented among residents living near drilling and fracking operations include
reproductive harms, increased asthma attacks, increased rates of hospitalization, ambulance runs, emergency
room visits, self-reported respiratory problems and rashes, motor vehicle fatalities, trauma, and drug abuse. A
2019 review concluded: By several measures, evidence for fracking-related health problems has emerged across
the United States and Canada.

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

It should be noted that many of the studies cited might not be applicable to Nuigsut. Several recent studies
mention negative health impacts for those living within a certain distance to oil and gas development. Nuigsut is
several miles away from the nearest development areas, which makes the studies mentioned not entirely
applicable. Another thing to note is that oil formations in the NPR-A are conventional sandstone formation, and
do not require continuous hydraulic fracturing like unconventional shale formations in the lower 48. All
hydraulic stimulation activities will comply with AOGCC regulation found in 20 AAC 25.283.

864

229

Psarianos

Bridget

Trustees for Alaska

Air Quality

Also, in Pennsylvania, hospitalizations for pneumonia among the elderly are elevated in areas of fracking
activity, and one study found significantly elevated rates of bladder and thyroid cancers. In Colorado, children
and young adults with leukemia were 4.3 times more likely to live in an area dense with oil and gas wells.
Drilling and fracking operations in multiple states are variously correlated with increased rates of asthma;
increased hospitalizations for pneumonia and kidney, bladder, and skin problems; high blood pressure and signs
of cardiovascular disease; elevated motor vehicle fatalities; symptoms of depression; ambulance runs and
emergency room visits; and incidence of sexually transmitted diseases.

Benzene levels in ambient air surrounding drilling and fracking operations are sufficient to elevate risks for
future cancers in both workers and nearby residents, according to studies. Animal studies show numerous threats
to fertility and reproductive success from exposure to various concentrations of oil and gas chemicals at levels
representative of those found in drinking water. A recent study found that 43 chemicals used in drilling and
fracking operations are classified as known or presumed human reproductive toxicants, while 31 others are
suspected human reproductive toxicants. An earlier study identified two dozen chemicals commonly used in
fracking operations as endocrine disruptors that can variously disrupt organ systems, lower sperm counts, and
cause reproductive harm at realistically expected exposure levels.

A rigorous study by Johns Hopkins University, which examined 35,000 medical records of people with asthma
in Pennsylvania, found that people who live near a higher number of, or larger, active gas wells were 1.5 to 4
times more likely to suffer from asthma attacks than those living farther away . . . Relatedly, in a 2018 study of
pediatric asthma-related hospitalizations, it was found that children and adolescents exposed to newly spudded
unconventional natural gas development wells within their zip code had 1.25 times the odds of experiencing an
asthma-related hospitalization compared to children who did not live in these communities. . . .

A recent Yale University study identified numerous fracking chemicals that are known, probable, or possible
human carcinogens.

It should be noted that many of the studies cited might not be applicable to Nuigsut. Several recent studies
mention negative health impacts for those living within a certain distance to oil and gas development. Nuigsut is
several miles away from the nearest development areas, which makes the studies mentioned not entirely
applicable. It should also be noted that oil formations in the NPR-A are conventional sandstone formation, and
do not require continuous hydraulic fracturing like unconventional shale formations in the lower 48. All
hydraulic stimulation activities will comply with AOGCC regulation found in 20 AAC 25.283.
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A 2018 study by McKenzie et al. conducted in the Denver Julesberg Basin on the Colorado Northern Front
Range, found that the currently established setback distance of 152 m (500 ft) does little to protect people in that
proximity. In analyses of nonmethane concentrations from 152 to >1600 m from oil and gas facilities, it was
found that the EPAs minimum cumulative lifetime excess cancer risk benchmark of 1 in a million was
exceeded. . . .

Numerous studies also suggest that higher maternal exposure to fracking and drilling can increase the incidence
of high-risk pregnancies, premature births, low-birthweight babies, and birth defects. A study of more than 1.1
million births in Pennsylvania found evidence of a greater incidence of low-birth-weight babies and significant
declines in average birth weight among pregnant women living within 3 km of fracking sites. . . . A study of
9,384 pregnant women in Pennsylvania found that women who live near active drilling and fracking sites had a
40 percent increased risk for having premature birth and a 30 percent increased risk for having high-risk
pregnancies. Another Pennsylvania study found that pregnant women who had greater exposure to gas wells—
measured in terms of proximity and density of wells—had a much higher risk of having low-birthweight
babies. . . . In rural Colorado, mothers with greater exposure to natural gas wells were associated with a higher
risk of having babies with congenital heart defects and possibly neural tube defects.

Other studies have found that residents living closer to drilling and fracking operations rates had higher
hospitalization and reported more health symptoms including upper respiratory problems and rashes.

Methods of collecting and analyzing emissions data often underestimate health risks by failing to adequately
measure the intensity, frequency, and duration of community exposure to toxic chemicals from fracking and
drilling; failing to examine the effects of chemical mixtures; and failing to consider vulnerable populations. Of
high concern, numerous studies highlight that health assessments drilling and fracking emissions often fail to
consider impact on communities vulnerable populations including environmental justice and children.

It should be noted that many of the studies cited might not be applicable to Nuigsut. Several recent studies
mention negative health impacts for those living within a certain distance to oil and gas development. Nuigsut is
several miles away from the nearest development areas, which makes the studies mentioned not entirely
applicable. Also, modeling performed in the EIS using well-established methods and conservative assumptions,
showed impacts at Nuigsut were below all relevant standards. It should also be noted that oil formations in the
NPR-A are conventional sandstone formation, and do not require continuous hydraulic fracturing like
unconventional shale formations in the lower 48. All hydraulic stimulation activities will comply with AOGCC
regulation found in 20 AAC 25.283.
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The range of Alternatives considered in the DEIS fails to incorporate project design factors and mitigations that
would meaningfully affect air quality impacts. The air quality impacts from drilling activities are virtually the
same across Alternatives B, C, and D for all pollutants and the NOx impacts from all activities (i.e., construction,
drilling, and operations) are virtually the same across Alternatives B, C, and D. BLM should consider an
Alternative aimed at minimizing air quality impacts, e.g., one that would incorporate factors aimed at reducing
short-term NOx emissions from drilling.

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

The BLM interdisciplinary team carefully decided on the range of alternatives that would meet the Purpose and
Need. As shown in the Final EIS, impacts from the revised Project are predicted to be below all applicable
NAAQS and AAAQS and established thresholds for AQRVs for all alternatives and scenarios. Therefore, there
would not be significant impacts on air quality. No adverse air quality impacts are predicted for any scenario or
alternative; therefore, additional mitigation measures are not warranted. The Project proponent intends to use
equipment that minimizes air quality emissions, particularly NOz emissions from drilling by using electric-
powered drilling equipment when highline power is available, and when highline power is not available, diesel-
fired drill rigs would meet the most stringent emissions standards available. Impacts across alternatives are
similar for some pollutants, such as NO2, but not all. For example, PMzo and PM25 impacts vary across scenarios
and alternatives.

864 240 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Air Quality

Modeled Scenarios

It appears that the near-field modeled scenarios do not account for concurrent construction, drilling, and
operation activities and therefore underestimate potential air quality impacts from the proposed Project. The
DEIS presents separate modeling scenarios for construction, pre-drilling activities at proposed drill site BT1,
development drilling, and routine operations for Alternative B in the AQTSD (Section 3.3.1). The DEIS then
presents the corresponding impacts from these scenarios, as if they occur in isolation, when in fact construction,
drilling, and routine operations will occur simultaneously during many years of the project. According to the
AQTSD, emissions from construction, drilling, and operations occur concurrently in years 2021 through 2032.
The modeling report includes detailed emissions summaries showing combined emissions from construction,
drilling, and operations activities for each year of the project (2020-2050). BLM must model scenarios that fully
account for all construction, drilling, and routine operations activities that will occur at the same time. . ..

The DEIS presents the following PM10 impacts, individually, and fails to present an analysis of the combined
impacts of the scenario where emissions from these activities will occur at the same time [see tables in comment
letter].

And for PM2.5 and NOx impacts, the BLM has disaggregated impacts even further. . . . The BLM’s analysis
does not model the impacts of these combined emissions and does not even model the combined impacts of
emissions from both developmental drilling and BT1 pre-drilling activities.

The DEIS presents the following NOx impacts, individually, and fails to present an analysis of the combined
impacts of the scenario where emissions from these activities will occur at the same time, despite the fact that
such activities would occur simultaneously under the Willow proposal [see tables in comment letter].

The magnitude of the impacts from combined emissions from construction, drilling, and operations activities
cannot be known without a modeling analysis to determine ambient air concentrations. Depending on where and
when emissions occur from the various project activities it is possible that resulting impacts would exceed the
NAAQS, especially when considering the 1-hour average NAAQS for NOx and 24-hour average NAAQS for
PM10 and PM2.5. And given the proximity of the project to Nuigsut it is possible that the combined emissions
from construction, drilling, and operations could result in higher impacts there than what is presented in the
DEIS.

The overall total annual Project emissions throughout the relatively large and spatially disperse Willow MDP
Project area are not necessarily a predictor of peak, localized impacts in close proximity to emissions activities.
Instead, the amount of concurrent emissions in a given area of the Project area, such as a drill site or the central
processing facility, is more related to potential peak impacts. In light of this, the near-field modeling scenarios
were selected to capture high impacts with careful consideration of peak emissions, spatial and temporal
emissions variations, and in consultation with air quality specialists at key cooperating agencies. Notably the
Developmental Drilling scenario presented in the Final EIS has been revised relative to the approach in the Draft
EIS to analyze concurrent faculty construction, drilling and operations for the peak emissions year. In the revised
Final EIS, the emissions have changed relative to the Draft EIS and the values cited in the comment. In the Final
EIS, the highest NOx impacts under Alternative B have decreased relative to the Draft EIS and are predicted to
be up to 83% of the NAAQS and AAAQS during Development Drilling and the Routine Operations. The
highest PM2s impacts under Alternative B have increased in the Final EIS relative to the Draft EIS and are
predicted to be up to 87% of the NAAQS and AAAQS during Development Drilling and the Routine
Operations.

Other scenarios analyzed in the Draft EIS and Final EIS assess activities with potentially localized peak impacts
that could differ from the Developmental Drilling scenario. The Construction scenario models the maximum
annual construction emissions and assesses impacts from key activities expected to occur during the construction
phase, including gravel mining and HDD to install pipelines under the Colville River. The Pre-drill scenario
assesses impacts associated with concurrent diesel-fired drilling and hydraulic fracturing activities before
electricity is available for electric drill rigs to operate. Once the central processing facility is operational and is
generating electric power, diesel-fired drilling would no longer occur and electric drill rigs would be used.
Impacts associated with concurrent operation of two electric drill rigs, hydraulic fracturing, drill site facilities
installation, as well as operation of the WPF and all other routine operations are assessed as part of the
Development Drilling scenario. The Routine Operations scenario assesses impacts from Project operational
emissions after temporary and transient activities associated with construction and drilling are complete. The
impacts associated with module delivery options are also assessed. All scenarios are developed to characterize
potential peak localized impacts from the Project for various pollutants or spatial locations and all scenarios
predict impacts would be below applicable NAAQS and AAAQS.

Regarding the comment that concurrent development drilling and pre-drilling is not analyzed, the Final EIS has
been modified to explain that pre-drilling activities would not occur concurrent with developmental drilling
activities. Regarding the comment that it is also important to analyze concurrent impacts at Nuigsut, the impacts
of all scenarios, including the Development Drilling scenario, and total maximum annual emissions from the
regional modeling analysis are assessed at Nuigsut and impacts are presented in the Draft EIS and Final EIS.
Related to the concern about the accuracy of the background data, the BLM and air specialists at key cooperating
agencies considered available monitors for the selection of a representative background monitor. It was
determined that the Nuigsut monitor was the most representative monitor for the Willow MDP Project’s
background concentrations. While the Nuigsut monitor is the most representative data for the Willow MDP
Project area, the monitored air quality concentrations are anticipated to be conservatively high relative to the
actual background concentrations at the Project area due to localized emissions sources in the community of
Nuigsut.
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Background Concentrations
The DEIS relies on monitoring data collected in Nuigsut by CPAI to represent background

concentrations for the air quality analysis. Since these data are not publicly available (e.g., through EPAs Air
Quality System Data Mart), the BLM should confirm that the data have been reviewed and approved by EPA or
the State in order to assure the public that the data have been properly collected and quality-assured.

In 2011, EPA issued a determination of appropriate background values for the North Slope, for use in OCS
permitting. . ..

In 2011, EPA established the following appropriate representative background concentrations for the village of
Nuigsut, which are significantly higher than what is used in the Willow DEIS . . . In addition to CPAI-collected
data, BLM should also review and consider data from the same monitors EPA relied on in determining
background values for Nuigsut.

Even if EPA determines that the CPAI monitoring data in Nuigsut are properly collected and quality assured, the
data may not be representative of background concentrations in areas nearer to the Willow project sources and
therefore may not be sufficient to assess overall air quality impacts to exposed populations outside the village of
Nuigsut and closer to the project area, e.g., to subsistence hunters in the region. BLM should coordinate efforts
with the State and / or EPA to secure additional monitoring around the Alpine Development Area surrounding
Nuigsut that would be made publicly available through the EPAs Air Quality System. Considering the
substantial amount of oil and gas activity in this area, it would be reasonable for BLM to seek publicly supported
data sources to monitor air quality in the Prudhoe Bay region.

In addition to concerns with the representativeness of the background concentration data presented in the DEIS,
BLM has removed PM10 data from the monitoring dataset . . .

EPA has established rigorous criteria and procedures for determining whether data are considered and treated as
exceptional events and BLM must make a determination based on similar criteria and procedures prior to
removing any data from the dataset used in determining representative background concentrations for the DEIS.
If high wind events are occurring year after year it would seem unlikely that the resulting pollutant
concentrations would be considered to be exceptional. And if the analysis intends to assess impacts in Nuigsut
then it should consider these high wind events as representative of conditions there.

Given that the near-field modeling analysis presented in the DEIS predicts PM10 impacts that are approaching
levels of the NAAQS (e.g., 24-hour PM10 concentrations from construction activity are 80% of the NAAQS for
Alternative B), it is imperative that BLM fully account for all sources of background air quality in order to
ensure that additional impacts from the proposed Willow development will not cause or contribute to
exceedances of the PM10 NAAQS.

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

Consistent with the approach followed for previous EISs, including for GMT-1 and GMT-2, the BLM has
removed a small number of 24-hour average PMa1o concentrations measured at Nuigsut from the values used to
determine a monthly-varying, representative PM1o background concentration for the Willow MDP Project area.
Importantly, the BLM does not refer to these data as Exceptional Events, nor does it seek exclusion of these data
as Exceptional Events. CAA Section 319(b) allows for the exclusion of monitored data influenced by
Exceptional Events when using the data for regulatory decisions, such as exceedances or violations of the
NAAQS. The EPA’s Exceptional Event Demonstration guidance has been developed as an option for states if
data collected by regulatory monitors are influenced by Exceptional Events and states would like to exclude
these data from regulatory decisions. Since the Nuigsut monitor is not a regulatory monitor, and the data
collected by the monitor are not used for regulatory decisions, Exceptional Event Demonstrations would not be
necessary for data collected at the Nuigsut monitor. Furthermore, the data collected at the Nuigsut monitor
during 2015 through 2017 did not exceeded the PM1o 24-hour NAAQS, so no Exceptional Events
Demonstration would be warranted even if the monitor was a regulatory monitor.

Related to the concern about high wind events occurring year after year, it is important to note that the
Exceptional Events Rule defines “natural events,” such as high wind dust events, as an event which may recur at
the same location provided that human activity plays little or no direct causal role. High wind events that loft silt
from the Niglig Channel into the air meet the definition of a natural event and therefore would be considered
Exceptional Events regardless of frequency of occurrence.

Related to the concern about the representativeness of high wind events monitored at Nuigsut, the Nuigsut
monitor is located in close proximity to the Nigliqg Channel, a channel of the CRD, while the WPF and a majority
of the Willow MDP Project evaluated with the near-field modeling analysis are located approximately 50 km
from the CRD. Therefore, the high wind events that contribute to elevated PM1o concentrations monitored at
Nuigsut are not anticipated to be representative of typical conditions at the Willow MDP Project area. The
background data used in the near-field modeling analysis were selected with care to fully account for
representative conditions for the Project area. Other emissions sources not accounted for in the Nuigsut
monitoring data, such as RFD, were explicitly included in the modeling analysis.
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NO2 Modeling
BLM’s impact analysis relies on seasonally-varying hourly background concentrations for NO2.14

Specifically, instead of adding a single representative background concentration to the modeled design value
concentration, the DEIS relies on a different background concentration for each hour of the day, by season.
According to the AQTSD, the seasonally varying hourly NO2 background values are based on air monitoring
data from Nuigsut for calendar years 2015, 2016, and 2017. For each of four 3-month seasons (e.g., Season 1 =
December, January, February, etc.) each hour of the day is represented by the 3-year average of the 98th
percentile value of all valid observations for that hour during the season. While not explicitly described in the
DEIS, it appears that this analysis method pairs the 3-year average of 98th percentile monitored NO2
concentrations by hour, in a given season, with corresponding modeled concentrations for that hour. This method
of pairing data, in time, likely underestimates impacts by overlooking hours when higher background
concentrations coincide with the highest modeled concentrations. And while EPA guidance discusses cases
where this type of methodology might be used, EPA admits that these alternative analyses result in a less
conservative estimate of impacts. This type of analysis could be considered appropriate if, for example, there is a
concern about double-counting of monitored and modeled contributions, but this does not seem likely for the
Willow project. BLM must justify why this less conservative analysis is warranted. The AQTSD briefly
mentions seasonal variance and describes consistency with the GMT2 analysis as potential reasons for this type
of refined analysis but fails to provide any evidence for why, in addition to a seasonal variation, the modeling
should consider diurnal variations in its analysis for the Willow DEIS. And even if this type of analysis is
justifiable, EPA guidance indicates that background values should be based on the 3rd highest value for each
season and hour-of-the-day combination (as opposed to the 98th percentile, or 8th highest value).
Fundamentally, the modeling for the Willow DEIS should be used as a tool to ensure that adverse impacts will
not occur in the future, not simply to determine whether or not an adverse impact occurs over the period of time
modeled. The most protective approach, and one presented in EPAs guidance without need for further
justification, would be to add the overall highest hourly background NO2 concentration (across the three year
monitoring record) to the modeled design value based on the maximum emissions scenario. A less conservative
approach outlined in EPASs guidance, but one that still would not need further justification, would be to combine
the modeled design value based on the maximum emissions scenario to the monitored NO2 design value, i.e., the
98th-percentile of the annual distribution of daily maximum 1-hour values averaged across the three years of
monitored data (irrespective of the meteorological data period used in the dispersion modeling). The method of
varying background concentrations seasonally and by hour-of-day likely results in a less conservative analysis
and, given that the modeling shows impacts close to the NAAQS (i.e., 91% of the 1-hour NO2 NAAQS for
developmental drilling activities under Alternative B and 92% of the 1-hour NO2 NAAQS for routine operations
under Alternative C), BLM should consider adopting mitigation measures aimed at minimizing NOx emissions
from the Willow development. (See Section V).

In addition to potential underestimates of NO2 impacts from varying background concentrations by season and
hour-of-day in the modeling, NO2 impacts may be further under predicted by the use of source-specific in-stack
NO2/NOx ratios in the modeling analysis. The DEIS uses ratios based on source test data for many sources, e.g.,
stationary engines, non-road and on-road diesel engines, heaters, turbines, etc. Flares are the only source
category for which the analysis uses the EPA-approved default value of 0.5. Some of the ratios use a value ten
times lower than the default value. For example, the ratio used for natural gas heaters (0.05) is from the Converse
County DEIS in Wyoming which bases its in-stack ratios on manufacturing data and surveys. These in-stack
ratios can be important parameters in the modeling and, therefore, BLM must ensure the ratios used are
reasonably conservative since small changes to the ratios used could have a measurable impact on predicted
concentrations. If BLM wants to rely on source-specific data it should include justification demonstrating that it
is basing source-specific data on a reasonable sample size representing a wide load range for these sources that is
representative of local operating conditions for the Willow Project. In the absence of sufficient justification and
supporting data, BLM should use the EPA-approved default value of 0.5 for these sources.

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

Background 1-hour NO2 values have been revised to the third-highest hourly values per day per season. This is
still a conservative estimate of background, given that we are pairing maximum predicted concentrations with
maximum background values.

The BLM is not relying on new source-specific data for the in-stack NO2-to-NOX ratios. Data for in-stack ratios
were obtained from approved ADEC sources unless otherwise stated (see Chapter 3.0 of Appendix E.3B, Air
Quality Technical Support Document). ADEC in-stack ratios provide data that are most representative of local
operating conditions for the Willow MDP Project. For sources that had no available data, the EPA default value
of 0.5 was used. The Converse County Draft EIS in-stack ratios for natural gas heaters were derived from the
EPA and ADEC in-stack ratio databases, not manufacturing data. To clarify, Table 3.2-1 in Appendix E.3B (Air
Quality Technical Support Document) was revised to cite the original data sources for the natural gas heater in-
stack ratio.

864 243 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Air Quality PM10 Modeling Consistent with the approach followed for the GMT-2, the BLM has used monthly-varying, representative PMzo N
Similar to the NO2 impact analysis, BLM’s PM10 analysis relies on monthly-varying background background concentrations from the Nuigsut monitoring station for the Willow MDP Project area. The
concentrations. Specifically, instead of adding a single representative background concentration to the modeled | background data used in the near-field modeling analysis were selected with care to fully account for
design value concentration, the DEIS relies on a different background concentration for each month. Absent any | representative conditions for the Project area. In addition, other emissions sources not accounted for in the
EPA guidance on the use of varying background concentrations for assessing PM10 impacts on compliance with | Nuigsut monitoring data, such as RFD, were explicitly included in the modeling analysis. Prior to conducting the
the NAAQS, BLM must provide clear and convincing justification for why this type of variation which would | air quality analysis, an air quality modeling protocol was developed and approved by the AQTWG, which
likely result in a less conservative analysis of PM10 impacts is warranted and protective of the NAAQS and includes representatives from the ADEC, EPA, and BLM. As stated in the protocol, “for most of the pollutants
should request guidance from EPA technical staff on the use of this method. Given that the modeling shows and average times, a single background value will be added to the model results. However, if further analysis of
impacts close to the NAAQS (i.e., 80% of the 24-hour PM10 NAAQS for construction activity under Alternative | the monitoring data shows variability in the data between seasons or hours, seasonal hourly or daily background
B), BLM should consider adopting additional mitigation measures aimed at further minimizing fugitive dust data may be used especially for NOz, PMio, and PMzs. PMio will be further analyzed to determine a final
from the Willow project development. (See Section V.) background level as the monitor at the Nuigsut Monitoring Station is known to capture PMio from the Nigliq
Channel during summer high wind events. Because there would not be a similar channel with sediment
surrounding the proposed Willow MDP drill sites, these high wind events would not be representative of the
background. The PMao data from the Nuigsut Monitoring Station, coupled with wind speed and direction data,
will be looked at in detail to determine a more representative background.” In addition to further mitigate
fugitive dust impacts, a fugitive dust control plan will be implemented on-site.
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Cumulative Impacts Analysis
The DEIS includes a list of 12 Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions (RFFA) that were included in a
cumulative impact modeling analysis. There is limited information on the results of the cumulative impacts
analysis in the DEIS. . . .

The AQTSD includes maps of modeled cumulative impacts for the various pollutants and the different
Alternatives analyzed but the size / scale of the maps is too small to be able to clearly distinguish potential areas
of concern. In addition to these maps there is a general descriptive summary of impacts, but with very little
specifics. . . .

BLM should provide further details on any significant project impacts resulting from the cumulative modeling
analysis. And BLM should include model results of the cumulative impacts of the proposed project along with
all other existing and reasonably foreseeable future projects on the community of Nuigsut, specifically, as well as
impacted areas that are used by members of the Nuigsut community for whaling and hunting. The DEIS fails to
disclose what the cumulative impacts to Nuigsut community members will be in the DEIS.

In addition to disclosing additional results from the cumulative modeling analysis, BLM should ensure that the
cumulative assessment fully considers all potential emission sources that could occur at the same time from
concurrent projects e.g., including from construction impacts from the RFFA sources. BLM must include
construction emissions from these sources unless it will be imposing a requirement that future development will
not occur until after construction is completed for previous projects (e.g., GMT-1, GMT-2).

BLM should also ensure the cumulative impact analysis considers all existing and reasonably foreseeable
development, including the following existing sources: winter exploration within the Bear Tooth Unit, Greater
Mooses Tooth Kuparuk, Putu, and Horseshoe. BLM should also include emissions from future actions such as
future expansion of the Willow project and additional westward expansion into the NPR-A, construction and
operation of the Liberty project in the nearshore Beaufort Sea, the Nanushuk project, the proposed Alaska LNG
Gas Treatment Facility and associated compressor stations on the North Slope, and future development in the
Arctic Refuge Coastal Plain.

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

The list of projects to evaluate and include for assessing cumulative air quality impacts was determined in
consultation with air quality specialists at key cooperating agencies as part of a protocol process. The full RFD
list is shown in Table 2.2-2 in the AQTSD (Appendix E.3B, Air Quality Technical Support Document).
Cumulative near-field modeling analysis included impacts from four RFDs: GMT-1, GMT-2, and Greater
Willow potential drill sites 1 and 2. The RFD emissions were selected with care. The operational emissions from
GMT-1 and GMT-2 were modeled due to the anticipated timing of those planned developments relative to the
Willow MDP Project schedule. Drilling emissions for the Greater Willow sites were modeled due to the higher
NO2 emissions during that phase.

Each of the specific projects/activities raised in the comment was considered. Winter exploration within the Bear
Tooth Unit is not anticipated to occur when the Willow MDP Project is operational beyond activities to develop
at Greater Willow potential drill sites 1 and 2, which are assessed as RFD. Development at GMT Kuparuk either
is already included as an RFD, with the inclusion of GMT-1 and GMT-2, or is already included in the
background data because the project existed in 2017. Putu is outside the near-field assessment area. Horseshoe is
already included in the background data collected in 2017. Future expansion of the Willow MDP Project is
included with the inclusion of Greater Willow potential drill sites 1 and 2. Westward expansion into the NPR-A
is assessed as part of BLM planning for the NPR-A IAP; however, at this time development is too speculative
for inclusion as an RFD for this project. Other projects listed (i.e., Liberty, Nanushuk, TAPS) are outside the
near-field analysis area but are included in the cumulative regional modeling analysis.

The cumulative maps have sufficient resolution in the figures that one could zoom in on the online version. Also,
near-field impacts are addressed as part of the near-field modeling. For the cumulative far-field modeling,
impacts at Nuigsut are lower than the domain maximums, which are well below thresholds.
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BLM Must Establish Enforceable Mitigation Measures.

The DEIS includes a list of CPAI Design Features to Avoid and Minimize Impacts. The only compulsory air
quality feature included is the use of reduced-sulfur fuel in diesel-fueled equipment. There are a few other
features included in the DEIS that are discretionary measures and, therefore, do not assure measurable impact
avoidance or minimization. . . .

The DEIS also includes a recommendation that CPAI implement a fugitive dust control plan . . . BLM must
require that this plan be enforceable and reflect the assumptions for fugitive dust control used in the modeling for
the DEIS (e.g., 76% control of fugitive dust control from watering, a 35 mile per hour speed limit, etc.). The
DEIS must include a more comprehensive and consistent set of required, measurable, and enforceable
mitigations to ensure there will be no significant impacts to air quality from the proposed Willow Project.

BLM should rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable control measures to minimize air quality
impacts from the Willow Project and should focus on prioritizing mitigation measures targeting the biggest
sources of emissions.

To minimize NOx emissions, BLM should focus on controls and optimization of Willow Central Facility and
Willow Operations Facility sources (e.g., combustion sources, tanks, etc.), power generation sources, and drilling
and construction engines. BLM should require add-on controls to minimize NOx emissions from engines, where
feasible, in order to achieve the strictest NOx emission rates possible, based on engine size.

To minimize PM10 emissions, BLM should focus on the Willow Central Facility and Willow Operations
Facility sources and on minimizing emissions from vehicle traffic (e.g., production/operations traffic, drilling
and completion traffic, construction traffic). BLM should also focus on minimizing emissions of PM2.5 and
PM10 from drilling. BLM should require the use of dust suppression practices on all unpaved roads and should
explore the use of Tier 4 engine technology that includes a diesel particulate filter (DPF). Other reasonable
alternatives to reduce PM emissions that BLM should consider include reducing the pace and intensity of the
project and using remote monitoring systems to reduce the extent of on-site inspections and associated mobile
source emissions.

To minimize VOC emissions, BLM should focus on minimizing fugitive leaks. Equipment leak detection and
repair programs across all segments of the project (i.e., processing, production, transmission and storage) can be
cost-effective and significantly reduce VOC and methane emissions. Leak detection and repair (LDAR)
programs are vital to addressing fugitive emissions from oil and gas sources. . . . BLM should require leak
detection and repair at gas production, processing, and transport sources.

A fugitive dust control plan was added to the Final EIS Section 3.3.2.1.3, Additional Suggested Avoidance,
Minimization, or Mitigation. The purpose of NEPA is to analyze the Project, as proposed by the proponent, and
alternatives. It is assumed that the proponent would not change the Project design. Modeling results show
compliance with federal and state air quality standards; therefore, no significant air quality impacts will occur.
The operating assumptions that are used in the modeling are Project design components and therefore do not
necessitate an additional prescriptive requirement through mitigation measures.
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Name

Psarianos

Name

Bridget

Trustees for Alaska | Air Quality

Primary
Comment
Code

Comment Text

Unpaved Road Dust Modeling
According to the AQTSD and model performance evaluation report in the DEIS, the Willow regional modeling
analysis originally relied on unpaved fugitive dust emissions from the BOEM modeling platform but BLM
concluded that the impacts from the modeled emissions were typically at least an order of magnitude larger than
monitored values during summertime. BOEM had indicated that the fugitive dust emissions estimates were
uncertain due mainly to the necessary use of non-local data such as default moisture content. BLM corrects for
this over-estimate by uniformly and arbitrarily reducing dust emissions by a factor of ten from May to
September. According to BLM, this adjustment improved model performance considerably. BLM failed to
provide sufficient technical justification for the adjustment, other than the fact that the model now predicts
concentrations that more closely resemble historic monitored values. Instead of reducing emissions by an
arbitrary amount, BLM must make an effort to assess and incorporate localized values for moisture content and
other important factors for determining emissions from unpaved roads (e.g., silt content data, precipitation data,
etc.).

It’s also not clear if the emissions used in the performance evaluation modeling included emissions from
unpaved road dust sources that are not generally reflected in the monitoring record used for comparison. BLM
must more clearly explain whether the modeled emissions from BOEM are representative of the types of
emissions expected to have occurred during the monitoring record used to evaluate model performance.

... BLM must more fully assess whether the monitoring record used in the performance evaluation for fugitive
dust is representative of the modeled sources in the 2012 Base Case simulation used for evaluating the model
performance and whether the assumptions made in calculating fugitive dust emissions are representative of local
conditions.

Also, fugitive dust emissions are only estimated for May through October and therefore the potential impacts are
underestimated in the DEIS. . . . BLM must include these fugitive dust impacts that occur outside May through
October in its analysis of impacts from the proposed project.

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

The decision to correct the fugitive dust emissions in the regional modeling and the level of the correction was
based on evidence that the modeled fugitive dust emissions were contributing to modeled overprediction of
monitored levels of airborne soil at two locations in the North Slope. It was determined that fugitive dust
emissions were overpredicted in the BOEM regional modeling based on several factors. First, the fugitive dust
emissions were modeled as occurring only from May to September. This enables a comparison of the model
performance during May to September (the period with fugitive dust emissions) to model performance in
October through April (the period without fugitive dust emissions). The model performance during May through
September had a substantial and consistent level of overprediction of fine soil relative to monitored values that
does not occur in months October through April. Second, the correction made to the fugitive dust emissions were
demonstrated to be effective by improved model performance for fine soil during May through September
without effecting (positively or negatively) the model performance for other months or other chemical
constituents. Third, the unpaved road dust emission developed by BOEM have substantial uncertainty stemming
from uncertainty in the inputs used to calculate the emission factor, such as silt and moisture content, the overall
emission factor uncertainty, and uncertainty related to the estimated amount of vehicle miles traveled. The
BOEM study made a focused effort to assess and incorporate localized information for the development of all
emissions inputs, including unpaved roads. The BLM did not identify additional sources of information beyond
information used by BOEM to revise the emissions estimates; however, the lack of localized information does
not preclude the BLM from revising the database when there is evidence that the values are erroneous and would
be misleading.

Importantly, the BOEM regional modeling study provides a platform in order to assess Project-specific and
cumulative regional impacts. The correction to the regional fugitive dust emissions does not alter or affect the
predicted Project-specific impacts, nor the contribution of the Project to predicted total cumulative impacts.
Related to the concern about fugitive dust emissions calculated for the Willow MDP Project outside of the May
through October time period, the AQTSD has been revised to include a discussion of winter fugitive dust
emissions.

To address the last concern raised by the comment, the two monitoring sites used to evaluate the model
performance are located in areas expected to be similarly impacted by unpaved road emissions as other locations
throughout the North Slope.

864

246

Psarianos

Bridget

Trustees for Alaska

Air Quality

BLM’s Air Quality Analysis Does Not Assure the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) of Air Quality.
The DEIS directly compares modeled project impacts to Class Il PSD increments. According to these
comparisons, predicted modeled concentrations from project development alone consume as much as 20% of
some of the PSD Class Il increments (e.g., for NO2 and PM2.5). BLM should complete a proper PSD increment
analysis to determine how much of the available increments will have already been consumed in the affected
area (e.g., by GMT1, GMT2, and other sources) and how much additional increment is available for
consumption from the proposed Willow Project. Without this level of analysis, BLM is not adequately ensuring
that air quality will not deteriorate more than allowed under the CAA. Specifically, BLM should complete an
analysis of all increment consuming and increment expanding sources that impact the same area impacted by the
proposed action, including an inventory of increment-affecting emissions (i.e., emissions from major stationary
sources which commenced construction or modification after the applicable major source baseline date and
emissions increases from minor, area and mobile sources that occurred after the relevant minor source baseline
date).

A PSD increment analysis is the responsibility and jurisdiction of the ADEC. This is why the work presented is
provided for informational purposes and not a formal PSD increment analysis.
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Bridget

Trustees for Alaska
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Comment
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Air Quality

Comment Text

BLM Assumes Certain Operating Parameters and Emissions Controls That Are Not Reflected as Mitigation
Measures in the DEIS.

The DEIS includes an inventory of emissions which relies on certain emissions controls and operating
assumptions that may not be representative of actual operating scenarios and that are not reflected in the
proposed mitigation measures for the DEIS. . . .

Fugitive dust emissions are estimated for months from May through October, consistent with the months for
which fugitive dust emissions were estimated in the BOEM Arctic modeling study (Fields Simms et al. 2018,
Stoeckenius et al. 2017). Fugitive dust may also occur in other months, especially during dry snowless
conditions and from dry and frozen roads. Thus, fugitive dust emissions outside May through October may affect
air concentrations of particulate matter, but likely to a smaller extent than fugitive dust emitted during May
through October when there is much less (or no) snow cover. Likewise, some operations would only be expected
to occur during day time hours.

Hourly emission rates are then halved under the assumption fracturing engines will operate at 50% load for
sixteen hours instead of 100% load for eight hours.

BLM does not reference many of the underlying assumptions used in developing the emissions inventories. For
example, the AQTSD and appendices do not include detailed information on assumed engine load factors,
drilling and completion times, drilling engine technologies (e.g., whether engines meet Tier Il or better engine
standards), traffic estimates (e.g., speeds, VMT, etc.), flare gas volumes and destruction efficiencies, fugitive
emission capture/destruction efficiencies, etc.

BLM must ensure that all assumptions regarding operation and control effectiveness which are the basis for the
modeling analysis are established as enforceable mitigation measures and implemented through permit
stipulations. Otherwise, BLM should model emission sources under maximum possible operating conditions and
assuming no controls.

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

The purpose of NEPA is to analyze and assess impacts due to the Project, as proposed by the proponent, and
alternatives. Operating assumptions that are used in modeling are Project design components and thus do not
necessitate an additional prescriptive requirement under mitigation measures. Additionally, details such as diesel
engine tier level (and hence diesel engine control efficiency) will be specified in the air permit obtained by the
Project proponent. For control efficiency estimates, BLM has deferred to agency experts in assuming a more
conservative (i.e., protective of the environment) control efficiency of 50% for dust control to assess near-source
dust impacts. A fugitive dust control plan will be implemented on-site to reduce PM emission impacts. Modeling
assumptions that reflect average work practices, for example, the average number of vehicle trips, cannot be
incorporated as specific requirements; therefore, a regime would be unworkable in practice.

Consistent with the BOEM Arctic modeling study, fugitive dust emissions were developed assuming that road
dust emission control efficiency is 50%. Documentation included in the Draft EIS (Attachment C) indicating a
less conservative assumption (i.e., dust emissions occur from June through September and road dust emission
control efficiency of 76%) is not indicative of the dust control assumption included in the Draft EIS emission
inventory and near-field impact analysis.

Fugitive dust emissions are estimated for months from May through October, consistent with the months for
which fugitive dust emissions were estimated in the BOEM Arctic modeling study. Fugitive dust may also occur
in other months, especially during dry snowless conditions or when the ground is dry and frozen. Fugitive dust
emissions outside May through October may affect air concentrations of PM, but likely to a smaller extent than
fugitive dust emitted during May through October when there is much less (or no) snow cover.

Load factor represents the average engine load when an engine is turned on. A 50% load for an engine operating
for 16 hours describes activity for an engine that is turned on for 16 hours and operates, on average, at 50% of its
rated power. Applied load factors are either conservative or consistent with other reference sources (e.g., EPA
MOVES-NONROAD model).

A summary table showing key operating assumptions and controls was added to the AQTSD included in the
Final EIS. Operational and control assumptions are fully documented in the detailed emission inventory
spreadsheets that are publicly available for the Draft EIS and will be publicly available for the Final EIS.

65 2

Riley

Stanley

Air Quality

I was wondering about these air quality testing and about who would be conducting these tests. Would there be
in-house testing? Because it’s kind of like a thing; you know, it would be, like, were ConocoPhillips, you know,
and if you don’t think there’s going to be bad air, trust me, we’ll test it for you. You know, that’s what I’m kind
of worried about. Is it going to be a third-party person that does the testing?

There is a large and well-designed air quality monitoring network on the North Slope. This includes air
monitoring for CO, NOz, SOz, PM1o and PMzs, O3, and speciated VOCs at the Nuigsut monitoring station
(CPAI). Other North Slope monitoring stations include the Alpine CD1 facility, CD5 pad, A-Pad, and the central
compressor plant (all industry sites). Although the Nuigsut monitoring station is an industry-owned site, the data
collected are designed and operated in accordance with applicable EPA PSD regulations and guidance
documents. This includes independent audits by an outside party, quarterly calibrations, and
documentation/explanation of missing data periods. These are documented in publicly available annual reports.
For VOCs commonly associated with oil and gas development, data are presented through 2018 in the Final EIS
that show values well below RELs, and AEGLs. CO, NOz, SOz, PMioand PMzs, and Os are all below federal
and state air quality standards.

It is common for federal agencies to reference data collected by the project proponent when developing an EIS.
NEPA does not require federal agencies to conduct new studies and data collection; rather, NEPA requires the
use of best-available data. The current NPR-A BMPs require project proponents to collect baseline data for
certain resources and to provide that data to BLM. BLM’s subject-matter experts conducted a thorough and
independent review of all existing data and studies and referenced them, as appropriate, for the various EIS
analyses.
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Final Environmental Impact Statement

4.2.2 Alternatives

Table B.2.5. Substantive Comments Received on Alternatives
Comment Sender Last Sender First Org.

Letter
[\[o}

[\[o}

Name

Name

Response

Brower, Jr.  |Harry North Slope Alternatives We recommend that a development-free buffer around Native Allotment be at least 5,280 feet to ensure the Proposed BMP K-15 would stipulate that permanent oil and gas facilities within 1 to 5 miles of native allotments
Borough, Office of viability of the allotment for subsistence use. are prohibited, except for essential road and pipeline crossings in areas of overlapping setbacks. This was added
the Mayor Concerns with Off-Shore Island to Applicable Existing and Proposed Lease Stipulations and Best Management Practices in the Final EIS.
CPAIl has proposed constructing a temporary island near Atigaru Point to transport in the modules and materials |Sealift activity does consider impacts to marine mammals (including bowhead whales) in the EIS (Section 3.13,
to construct the Willow facilities and drill sites. We understand CPAL is concerned that shipping these materials |Marine Mammals). Additionally, BLM is coordinating with the USFWS and NMFS regarding impacts to marine
into the dock at Oliktok Point and transporting them over land to the Willow prospect would significantly delay |mammals.
the project and increase its cost. It is important that the EIS consider that, and other alternatives not requiring The SDEIS added a third module delivery option (Option 3: Colville River Crossing), based on stakeholder
island construction, in its analysis. The construction of this island and related ship traffic could impact the feedback to include an alternative that would not construct an offshore gravel island.
migration of bowhead whales and other marine mammal species. Thus, BLM must consider the impacts to
bowhead whales and other marine mammals from the construction of this island. BLM should also require CPAI
to work with the Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission on mitigating potential conflicts.
986 10 Brower, Jr.  |Harry North Slope Alternatives Suggestions for Crafting Alternatives Comment noted. All traffic values for all action alternatives and module delivery options have been updated for N
Borough, Office of We support the construction of a road connecting Willow to the GMT Unit. We would not support a roadless the Final EIS.
the Mayor alternative because of the large increase in air traffic this option would require throughout the life of the project.
The negative impacts of increased flight traffic (deflection of wildlife and direct impact on hunts) outweigh the
negative impacts of additional roads (road dust and overall footprint, potential impacts to caribou and subsistence
hunter movement, and hydrology). Increased air traffic is one of the top concerns, if not the top concern, from
our residents and subsistence hunters concerning oil and gas development because of its impacts on caribou
movements and subsistence harvests. Therefore, minimizing flights should be prioritized over limiting ground
infrastructure.
989 16 Brower, Jr.  |Harry North Slope Alternatives Page 10, 2.5.3.2 Gravel Roads The Project would include subsistence access ramps which have been designed based on lessons learned from N
Borough, Office of Please note that the road to Greater Mooses Tooth 1 has insufficient subsistence ramps. The ramps are too steep, |GMT-1 and community feedback; additionally, the Project proponent has added boat ramps to support
the Mayor and should have a more gradual incline. This is especially important in the winter months to allow adequate subsistence access (see the SDEIS and Final EIS). The updated boat ramps have reduced gradients and “landing
passage. An additional concern expressed about these ramps is the fact that the stopping area at the top of these | pads” to reduce conflicts with vehicle traffic.
ramps is not large enough to accommodate someone on a snow machine towing a sled to stop without stopping
in the middle of the road. This creates the possibility of snow machine collisions with oncoming vehicular
traffic. BLM must allow and require CPAI to make these ramps larger and more gradual.
984 3 Hartsig Andrew Ocean Alternatives In addition, BLM’s NEPA analysis should explain why other module delivery alternatives—including Final EIS Appendix D.1, Alternatives Development, Section 3.1.2, Alternative Components Considered during N
Conservancy alternatives that do not involve construction of artificial islands or alternative locations for the module transfer | Alternatives Screening Process, provides a summary overview of alternatives to the MTI that were explored
islands—were not considered for analysis. during the alternatives development process; Section 3.1.3 Alternatives Components Considered but Eliminated
We appreciate this opportunity to submit comments and can provide additional information to BLM upon from Further Analysis, provides the rationale for why other module delivery options were dismissed.
request The SDEIS added a third module delivery option (Option 3: Colville River Crossing), based on stakeholder
feedback to include an alternative that would not construct an offshore gravel island.
1296 6 Imm Teresa Avrctic Slope Alternatives Although ASRC notes ConocoPhillips’ efforts to proactively address subsistence impacts through monetary At the development stage the siting of oil and gas facilities is largely dependent on the location of the subsurface N
Regional means, project design features, mitigation measures and other mechanism, valid concerns remain from local resources to be extracted. Under the NPR-A AP and Section 404 of the CWA, lessees are required to minimize
Corporation stakeholders on the cumulative impact and pace of local resource development on the subsistence lifestyle of the |facility footprints and propose siting and alignment of facilities in such a manner as to minimize environmental
local people. While ASRC, Kuukpik Corporation (Kuukpik), ConocoPhillips, BLM, and the local stakeholders |impacts to various resources (e.g., caribou, wetlands). The range of alternatives was developed by resource
work diligently to minimize these impacts, steps can be taken to support this working relationship. For instance, |specialists from BLM and cooperating agencies, and from comments received during scoping. During
in a recent public meeting in Nuigsut for the Willow MDP scoping concerns were voiced that the proposed 25 | alternatives development for the Willow MDP Project, the BLM considered issues identified during scoping,
mile road extending north-south in this area will be a major deterrent to migrating caribou, particularly those such as impacts to caribou and subsistence. Alternatives development is described in Chapters 3.0 and 4.0 of
moving from Teshekpuk Lake in the west to areas east of Nuigsut. ASRC encourages ConocoPhillips to work | Appendix D.1, Alternatives Development, including options considered but eliminated from detailed analysis
closely with the local hunters with respect to caribou migration patterns and address concerns regarding the and the screening criteria for those alternatives.
proposed location and orientation of infield roads and pipelines. Addressing any negative impacts to subsistence |CPAI has updated the design of the proposed subsistence ramps, based on stakeholder feedback to include a
would help preserve the benefits, which have begun to accrue as a result of the Spur Road, and which helped landing at the top that would be off the roadway. The updated design limits the ramp grade to a maximum of
make other projects (GMT1 and GMT2) more acceptable from a cost-benefit perspective. ASRC is pleased to [ 15%.
see subsistence tundra access ramps included in the road design. Nevertheless, ASRC encourages
ConocoPhillips to continue to address concerns regarding the design of the subsistence ramps and, where
possible, reduce the slope of the subsistence ramps and height of the road to an acceptable level.
9 4 Miller Pamela — Alternatives I don’t understand why a module on an artificial island is needed when you have land access already, when The SDEIS for the Willow MDP Project includes a third module delivery option (Option 3: Colville River N
there’s proven access for construction of a massive oilfield complex, including the Alpine field, without going | Crossing) that would not construct an offshore gravel island.
out into the ocean. Anytime you have ocean, you have transportation, risk of spills, and the proposed access
corridor violates the intent, if not the letter, of the no surface occupancy zone, which is the most protected of Table D.3.2 in Appendix D.1 (Alternatives Development) describes why large sealift modules are needed and
lands within the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska. why they cannot be transported across the Alpine Ice Road.
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Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

Nukapigak Kuukpik Alternatives As Kuukpik noted in its scoping comments: “The NEPA process shouldn’t be—or even appear to be—a At the development stage, the siting of oil and gas facilities is largely dependent on the location of the subsurface
Corporation formality that basically approves what has already been decided. NEPA is about comparing the likely impacts of |resources to be extracted. Under the NPR-A IAP and Section 404 of the CWA, lessees are required to minimize
the proposal with various ‘reasonable alternatives.” Given the scope of the proposed Willow project and, in facility footprints and propose siting and alignment of facilities in such a manner as to minimize environmental
particular, its location in and near important caribou habitat and migration corridors, Kuukpik hopes to see a impacts to various resources (e.g., caribou, wetlands). Alternatives to a proponent’s proposal are considered and
wide array of potential alternatives that can help us, BLM, and any other interested person or agency determine |analyzed in detail only if they offer potential environmental benefits to one or more resources or uses. The target
what changes to the proposed project could reduce the negative impacts as much as possible and even whether | resources (i.€., oil reservoirs) are in fixed locations and remain the same regardless of action alternative, hence
the project could provide partially offsetting benefits. There’s no other way to determine Willow’s potential the same drill site pad locations across all action alternatives.
impacts, to realistically evaluate what impacts are ‘unavoidable,” and to decide what tradeoffs are necessary to | The range of alternatives was developed by resource specialists from BLM and cooperating agencies, and from
minimize impacts while nevertheless allowing CPAI to access most of the resource.” comments received during scoping. During alternatives development for the Willow MDP Project, the BLM
Kuukpik went on to emphasize that analyzing alternatives in a multi-facility project like Willow requires much |considered issues identified during scoping, such as impacts to caribou and subsistence. Alternatives
more than just moving roads around (as was done in the alternatives for comparatively small, standalone projects |development is described in Chapters 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix D.1, Alternatives Development, including options
like GMT1 and GMT?2). The Willow project is more on the order of building a new Kuparuk-sized facility than |considered but eliminated from detailed analysis and the screening criteria for those alternatives. All action
itis building a GMT1 or GMT2. Even with all its satellites, Alpine is smaller than Willow. Therefore, just as the |alternatives meet the Project’s purpose and need.
Alpine Satellite Development Project EIS analyzed a range of different development options, the Willow EIS Though the elimination of a road would aid caribou movements in that area, the increase in air traffic to the
should look at “a suite of alternatives (and/or sub-alternatives) that could reduce both Willow’s footprint and its | roadless development would increase overall disturbance of caribou. In the case of BT4, the airstrip would be
likely impacts on Nuigsut and the subsistence resources the community depends upon. At a minimum, this close to the high-density calving area, with most air traffic landing from the west due to dominant wind
means looking at alternative drill site locations and road layouts, and possibly eliminating certain roads directions. This is likely to cause disturbance and/or displacement of calving caribou and have some impacts on
entirely . . .” We strongly urge BLM to include roadless BT4/BT5 satellites in a new alternative in the Final EIS | caribou movements during other times of the year.
S0 we can see a detailed analysis of anticipated flight numbers, the marginal differences between alternatives, The increase in air traffic for a roadless alternative is substantial. The addition of 1 more airstrip in Alternative C,
and a careful assessment of where and when the impacts from those flights would occur. would add 7,473 more fixed-wing trips and 489 helicopter trips over the life of the Project (62% more fixed-
wing traffic and 20% more helicopter traffic than having a road).
The suggested configuration would not further reduce impacts than the action alternatives analyzed in the EIS.
1294 10 Nukapigak |Joe Kuukpik Alternatives One possible explanation [of Alternative B as the Preferred Alternative] is that BLM may be falling into the old | Table ES-1 is a summary table included in the EIS Executive Summary. The description of the potential impacts N
Corporation trap of simply equating “gravel footprint” with impacts. Table ES. 1, for example, shows that Alternative C’s is taken from the overall analyses in the Draft EIS, including the sections describing subsistence and terrestrial
footprint is about 10% bigger than Alternative B’s. The Table uses that information and only that information to | mammals, which does include overall gravel footprint. While the overall gravel footprint is an important metric
conclude that Alternative C has the “Greatest potential for subsistence hunter avoidance due to larger when considering impacts to many resources (e.g., wetlands and vegetation, terrestrial mammals, subsistence),
infrastructure footprint” and “Greatest direct loss of subsistence use areas due to increase in overall infrastructure | BLM considers impacts to all resources in its determination of preferred alternatives. For example, Alternative D
footprint.” But those conclusions are misleading. In fact, as between Alternatives B and C, there’s very little would construct the smallest gravel footprint of all action alternatives, but the lack of a gravel road connection to
practical relationship between increased gravel footprint and more hunter avoidance. Modestly larger pads at the GMT Unit includes additional downsides such as not increasing potential year-round subsistence access to
BT1, BT2, and BT4 (under Alternative C) wouldn’t affect hunting patterns nearly as much as the fact that there |local residents and increasing air traffic.
would be no road connection to those drill sites. The exact impacts of that would be mixed, but that’s not really | Note that the Final EIS includes updated impact metrics (e.g., gravel pad size, ice road miles, traffic values)
the point here. The point is that simply treating gravel footprint as a proxy for avoidance—or worse, for based on the updated Project refinements from CPAL.
subsistence impacts generally is overly simplistic and usually flat out wrong because so many other factors are
equally or more important when to comes to evaluating a native’s impacts on subsistence. . . . Instead, the only
conclusion drawn for Alternative B which has the most gravel roads of any of the proposals is that it would have
the “Most gravel roads for subsistence access.” This is a selective, incomplete, and erroneous conclusion that
doesn’t flow from the impacts cited in the table. Alternatives C and D are then seemingly criticized because they
would have “fewer” and the “fewest gravel roads for subsistence access,” respectively. . . . Kuukpik understands
Table ES. | is a summary (and that this whole EIS is, shall we say, abbreviated). . . . The summary needs to be
very clear that the alternative with the most roads, Alternative B here, is without a doubt the most likely to
seriously disrupt caribou migration. . . . If BLM’s preference is based primarily on differences in gravel footprint
and the assumption that any alternative that increased flights would, by definition, be a non-starter for Nuigsut,
Kuukpik thinks BLM is mistaken and its conclusion flawed. As we’ve indicated above, the community may
accept some additional flights if it means significantly reducing the risk of deflection by infrastructure on the
ground, especially in particularly sensitive areas such as those around BT4. And although gravel impacts to the
tundra are a serious concern for Kuukpik, the prospect of mass deflection of two key caribou herds is much,
much more important.
1294 11 Nukapigak |Joe Kuukpik Alternatives As BLM has become increasingly aware throughout this NEPA process, there is essentially total opposition in | The SDEIS added a third module delivery option (Option 3: Colville River Crossing), based on stakeholder N
Corporation Nuigsut to CPAI’s proposed Module Transfer Island (MTI). Throughout the public meetings and Kuukpik’s feedback to include an alternative that would not construct an offshore gravel island.
consultations with BLM, BLM has heard nothing but negative comments about the island in general and many | The module delivery options with MTIs (Options 1 and 2) are carried forward in the Final EIS for analysis.
of the proposed details. . . . we strongly urge CPAI and BLM to consider alternatives to the proposed MTI and to
analyze at least some other alternative in the Final EIS. If the Final EIS does not contain any other proposals,
then BLM wouldn’t even legally be able to select any another alternative. BLM cannot let that happen.
1294 16 Nukapigak |Joe Kuukpik Alternatives Eliminating the MTI would also vastly reduce the amount of gravel needed for the project. That could benefit The SDEIS added a third module delivery option (Option 3: Colville River Crossing), based on stakeholder N
Corporation locals if it meaningfully reduced the amount of blasting needed to mine the gravel. It would also conserve a feedback to include an alternative that would not construct an offshore gravel island.
scarce resource on the North Slope rather than dumping it on the floor of Harrison Bay. The MTIs at Atigaru Point and Point Lonely (Options 1 and 2) are carried forward in the Final EIS for analysis.
For these and other reasons, Kuukpik urges BLM to go back to the drawing board and generate other options for
delivering the modules to the Willow project area. Kuukpik believes the community’s reasons for opposing the
MTI are valid and that the MT1 should not go forward. BLM should therefore work with CPAI and local
stakeholders to develop additional options and release those options for an additional public comment period
prior to publication of the Final EIS. Stakeholders are entitled to an opportunity to comment on any alternatives
that are not included in the Draft EIS. And since BLM did not even bother to include at least one alternative that
doesn’t include the MT], it will have no choice but to analyze new alternatives when they are developed.
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agencies in developing the draft EIS, where BLM attempts to explain why the agency did not consider a
reasonable range of alternatives that are meaningfully different from ConocoPhillips’ proposed action. One such
criteria—relative environmental effects—raises serious questions about how the BLM evaluated the
environmental impacts of potential alternatives outside of the NEPA process. The draft EIS states that BLM
considered whether potential alternatives would achieve the following before considering them further:

-Reduce the overall Project footprint (i.e., direct impacts from facilities)

-Reduce potential human health impacts (especially those relating to air quality and subsistence)

-Reduce impacts to wildlife, subsistence resources (especially caribou), and subsistence use areas

-Reduce risks related to spills or other accidental releases

-Reduce impacts to water resources and floodplains, including marine habitat.

These are the types of resource impacts that are meant to be considered in the NEPA analysis itself, not
discussed behind closed doors by BLM in close coordination with the project applicant. There is no discussion as
to how BLM quantified any of these differences, which is particularly relevant for issues related to the project
footprint, air quality, and impacts to wetlands. Table D.3.2 in the draft EIS appears to be the agency’s attempt to
address some of these criteria; however, it only provides a few brief sentences that do not explain all of these
bullet points. Nor is it clear where any of this information originated and there are no citations for assertions. In
short, the public cannot evaluate BLM’s decisions about which alternatives to consider and which to not carry
forward.

Nukapigak Kuukpik Alternatives Volume 1, page 17, Section 2.7 - Sealift Module Delively Options. Gravel bag design has advanced since the bags were first used as armoring media on the North Slope. These
Corporation These passages do not address Kuukpik’s scoping comments on armoring materials or on requiring gravel to be | design improvements include the use of white (UV stabilized), nonbuoyant polyester fabric; the use of double
physically removed after MTI use. drawstring closures to reduce the risk of bags emptying; and the addition of a sacrificial gravel bags that are tied

together in zones where ice impacts would be frequent.
The MTI would be located on state submerged lands. BLM does not have regulatory jurisdiction over that aspect
of the Project and thus cannot require removal of the material.
The SDEIS added a third module delivery option (Option 3: Colville River Crossing), based on stakeholder
feedback to include an alternative that would not construct an offshore gravel island.

864 13 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska| Alternatives BLM rejected requests to delay the Project EIS until after GMT-2 is in the drilling or operations phase. BLM’s | The NPRPA requires BLM to conduct an expeditious program of oil and gas leasing. The BLM cannot legally
rationale for rejecting this request is provided in the draft EIS appendix that dismisses alternatives; however, this |consider an alternative to require existing lessees to undertake phased development. Once a lease is sold, BLM
rushed process to permit ConocoPhillips’ project is an issue of a lack of meaningful baseline data. must process permits for development as they are received. The leases are subject to a limited term of years, for
BLM states that: which BLM cannot unreasonably delay project proposals.

BLM is unable to postpone Project permitting based on regulatory requirements applicable to the NPR-A found |Within 30 days after the operator has submitted a complete application, including incorporating any changes that
in 42 USC 6506(a). Deferral of a project authorization would be inconsistent with the directives of the Naval resulted from the on-site inspection, the BLM will approve the application, subject to reasonable Conditions of
Petroleum Reserve Production Act to expeditiously carry out an oil and gas leasing program. Delayed permitting | Approval, if the appropriate requirements of NEPA, National Historic Preservation Act, ESA, and other
would be inconsistent with the rights of ConocoPhillips acquired with the subject leases to reasonably develop  |applicable laws have been met (Onshore Order 1).

the oil and gas within those lease tracts (generally limited to a 10-year lease term) and with ConocoPhillips’

obligations in the Bear Tooth Unit Agreement to promptly pursue development.

We are not aware of, and BLM does not cite, any authority for the proposition that the Naval Petroleum

Reserves Production Act (NPRPA) mandates BLM immediately process all applications before the agency,

particularly where there are serious questions about the completeness of the applications before all the agencies

involved in reviewing this project—especially the Corps of Engineers. It is reckless and contrary to law for BLM

to be proceeding without all the necessary information before the agencies. We are not aware, and BLM does not

cite, any language in ConocoPhillips’ lease terms that entitle the company to receive permits within its desired

timelines. BLM has the authority and the obligation to consider the benefits of delaying development. Given the

rapid development in the northeastern NPR-A, a delay is critical to allow for updated baseline studies to be

conducted and important information gathered, which would inform a comprehensive evaluation of the impacts

of Willow and alternatives.

864 28 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska| Alternatives BLM’s draft EIS for the Willow project contains numerous gaps in information and analysis that seriously The BLM prepared the Draft EIS according to 40 CFR 1502 and the BLM’s NEPA Handbook H-1790-1 (BLM
frustrate public review and understanding. Certain highly significant issues that affect important resources and | 2008); the EIS includes a full and fair discussion of significant environmental impacts that informs decision-
uses of the project area, such as wilderness and recreation, information on the hydrology and wetlands that will | makers and the public of the reasonable alternatives that would avoid or minimize adverse impacts or enhance
be impacted, and dust control plans are largely missing from the draft EIS. Many issues, such as impacts to the quality of the human environment. The Final EIS has been revised in response to comments on the Draft EIS,
hydrology, wildlife, marine mammals, subsistence, vegetation and wetlands, and spill risks are only partially including its supplement.
addressed, with key elements of the draft EIS analysis missing, incomplete, inaccurate, inconsistent with the best
available science, or otherwise inadequate. As discussed later in these comments, there are significant gaps with
regard to the information necessary for the Corps to conduct an analysis under the 404 Guidelines.

864 34 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska|Alternatives Section 3.1.1 of Appendix D describes Alternatives Screening Criteria used by BLM and the cooperating At the development stage the siting of oil and gas facilities is largely dependent on the location of the subsurface

resources to be extracted. Under the NPR-A AP and Section 404 of the CWA, lessees are required to minimize
facility footprints and propose siting and alignment of facilities in such a manner as to minimize environmental
impacts to various resources (e.g., caribou, wetlands). Alternatives to the Project proponent’s proposal are
considered and analyzed in detail only if they offer potential environmental benefits to one or more resources or
uses.

As described in Final EIS Appendix D.1, Alternatives Development, BLM and cooperating agencies developed
screening criteria and the range of alternatives for the EIS. The Project proponent provided technical input on
capabilities and limitations of some agency-proposed Project elements to ensure alternatives developed would be
executable.

Table D.3.2 in Appendix D.1, Alternatives Development, provides the rationale for elimination of Project
components not advanced as alternatives. BLM worked with the Project proponent to provide quantifiable data
where needed to understand the scale of impacts from potential alternative components; this information is
included in the table.

Appendix B.2 Draft EIS Comments and BLM Responses
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Another screening criterion included the requirement for the alternative to support reasonably foreseeable future
development. It’s not clear what reasonably foreseeable future development BLM is referring to, as Figure
3.19.2 only shows the Willow project itself along with pads for Greater Willow 1 and 2, but does not show any
further development west of Willow. As an initial matter, BLM should be transparent in identifying what
reasonably foreseeable future development the agency is considering when constraining its range of alternatives.
If there is reasonably foreseeable future development expected from the Willow development, it must be
considered in this EIS as a cumulative impact. It is unclear whether BLM solely considered Greater Willow 1
and 2 for purposes of screening out alternatives, or whether the agency is seeking to enable further expansion by
ConocoPhillips or other companies. It is unreasonable for BLM to screen out alternatives that may have
environmental benefits simply because they do not grease the skids for ConocoPhillips or other companies to
expand westward into the Reserve. Additionally, this screening criterion is no way tied to the federal purpose
and need. If anything, it may be in direct conflict with BLM’s obligations under NEPA to consider a reasonable
range of alternatives, BLM’s NPRPA obligations to provide maximum protections for surface values, BLM’s
obligations under FLPMA to cause no unnecessary or undue degradation of public lands, nor the Corps
obligations to pick the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative.

Greater Willow 1 and Greater Willow 2 are potential future drill sites; the determination of whether these areas
might be developed will require additional evaluation of the resources by CPAI. Although there are no specific
plans by CPAI or other North Slope operators to expand farther into the NPR-A, CPAI does own oil leases in the
area surrounding the Willow MDP Project, and CPAI continues exploration and evaluation efforts to determine
whether future development in the Willow area may be pursued. No other sites are included as reasonably
foreseeable, since any additional development beyond Greater Willow 1 and 2 would be speculative.

The Willow MDP Project was designed in accordance with requirements in the NPR-A 1AP, which is consistent
with both the NPRPA and FLPMA. The NPRPA, as amended, requires oil and gas leasing in the NPR-A and the
protection of surface values to the extent consistent with exploration and development of oil and gas. NPR-A
IAPs meet that mandate by designating numerous special areas within the NPR-A and closing certain sensitive
areas to leasing, while allowing for oil and gas leasing elsewhere. As described in Section 1.3, Purpose and
Need, FLPMA would apply to any authorization BLM issues for the Project. Pursuant to Section 302(b) and
Title V of FLPMA, proposed actions may not cause unnecessary or undue degradation.

BLM failed to analyze any alternative where ConocoPhillips’ pads and roads would not be located within
Teshekpuk Lake and Colville River Special Areas. Though the Special Area boundaries are conspicuously
absent from BLM’s alternatives maps (and they should not be missing for public comment purposes), the draft
EIS acknowledges—buried in the Land Use and Ownership section, not the project description—that Alternative
B’s access road and pipeline cross through a mile of the Colville River Special Area raptor protection area, and
proposes an infield road, pipeline, and two drill sites (BT2 and BT4) within the TLSA (110 acres) and road,
pipeline, and drill site (BT4) within the Teshekpuk Lake Caribou Habitat Area. We note the latter statement is
inconsistent with BLM’s maps, and assertions throughout Appendix D that BT4 is no longer located within the
Teshekpuk Lake Caribou Habitat Area.

The draft EIS states that “four options for gravel pads were considered during alternatives development.
Suggested options for pads ranged from reducing pad size, altering pad locations, and reducing the overall
number of pads. These options were aimed at reducing impacts to wetlands and vegetation. Each of these options
is described in Table D.3.1.” However, there is no discussion in that table of any option considered which would
eliminate drill sites in the Teshekpuk Lake Special Area or road and pipeline routing through the Colville River
Special Area.

As described herein, both of these areas have very important wildlife, subsistence and scenic values. The fact
that BLM did not even evaluate the potential for ConocoPhillips to place two large drilling pads, projected to
have 50 wells apiece, outside of the Teshekpuk Lake Special Area boundary is a clear shortcoming of its
alternatives analysis. Technology is improving such that additional areas can be accessed by directional drilling,
allowing wells to be placed further from potential resources. BLM should have considered the environmental
benefits to caribou, birds, and other wildlife from avoiding the placement of ConocoPhillips’ massive
infrastructure pads within an area BLM has identified as deserving the maximum protection of surface values. A
failure to consider such an alternative is a clear shortcoming of this draft EIS, which must be revised.

864 37 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska| Alternatives Though the draft EIS quotes CEQs and the Corps definition for reasonable alternatives throughout Appendix D, |As described in Appendix D.1 (Alternatives Development), Table D. 3.2, there were multiple reasons why these
it is not clear where BLM drew the line for economic practicability. Indeed, there is no clarification as to which |two potential alternative components (a bridge across the Colville River or use of medium-sized modules) were
alternatives were eliminated due to cost considerations, other than the express mention of economic eliminated from detailed analysis, economics being just one of them. A bridge across the Colville River, for
practicability in discarding alternatives which would require construction of a bridge over the Colville River, and |example, would have multiple environmental and human impacts. In each case, these two alternative
use medium-sized modules for barging. If these are the only two alternatives that were discarded due to costs, components substantially increase the costs and challenged the viability of the Project.

BLM should explain what those differences in costs are that led the agency to conclude the project would be Alternatives to MTIs were considered and are detailed in Final EIS Appendix D.1, Alternatives Development,
impracticable. If other alternatives were eliminated due to cost projections, the draft EIS must identify those ina |Table D.3.2. Since publication of the Draft EIS, the Project proponent has developed a new module delivery
transparent manner. Moreover, it is hard to see why the module transfer island is a component in every action option, Option 3: Colville River Crossing.

alternative given its serious environmental impacts, if not for insistence by the project applicant.

864 38 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska| Alternatives A reasonable range of alternatives should have evaluated, at a minimum: Appendix D.1, Alternatives Development, Table D.3.2 provides a summary of Project components considered
-An alternative where no gravel island is constructed and existing roads and infrastructure, as well as ice roads, |for development as alternatives but dismissed and the rationale for dismissal. Alternative components considered
are used for construction of the Willow project; but eliminated included use of an alternative to the proposed mine site, use of other airstrips, and the Project's
-An alternative considering seasonal (i.e., winter-only) drilling; permitting schedule.
-An alternative eliminating infrastructure from within the Teshekpuk Lake Special Areg; Appendix D.1 (Alternatives Development), Section 3.1.5, Additional Alternatives Concepts Evaluated by
-An alternative considering a different gravel mine location; ConocoPhillips Alaska, Inc., includes additional discussion on an alternative mine site and provides the rationale
-Alternative configurations for the layout, size or location of projects drilling pads or the Willow Central for not including winter-only drilling (i.e., ice road or tundra access only).
Processing Facility; Parts of the infield road system, as well as BT2 and BT4, would be within the TLSA in an area that is available
-An alternative using an existing airstrip rather than construction of at least one new airstrip for the Willow to oil and gas leasing. Like most or all previous NPR-A projects, much of the Project area overlaps previously
project; undisturbed area. All else being equal, the TLSA is only an administrative boundary, and Project impacts would
-An alternative using natural gas and renewable energy for Project purposes with minimal backup diesel, rather  |not necessarily be greater within the TLSA than they would outside the TLSA.
than relying on diesel for facility operations, eliminating the need for diesel pipelines; and The SDEIS added a third module delivery option (Option 3: Colville River Crossing), based on stakeholder
-Delayed project permitting. feedback to include an alternative that would not construct an offshore gravel island.

864 42 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska| Alternatives Awvoiding Infrastructure in Special Areas: All action alternatives would construct infrastructure (e.g., gravel roads, pipelines) in the CRSA and TLSA, the

areas have been added to figures in Chapter 2.0, Alternatives, and Appendix D.1, Alternatives Development, for
the Final EIS. Parts of the infield road system, as well as BT2 and BT4, would be within the TLSA in an area
that is available to oil and gas leasing. Like most or all previous NPR-A projects, much of the Project area
overlaps previously undisturbed area. All else being equal, the TLSA is only an administrative boundary, and
Project impacts would not necessarily be greater within the TLSA than they would outside the TLSA.

No action alternative would construct infrastructure in the Teshekpuk Lake Caribou Habitat Area (also known as
BMP K-5 in BLM 2013 NPR-A IAP/EIS ROD).

In accordance with BMP E-5, the Project development footprint was minimized. The footprint of gravel pads
and roads were refined as engineering advanced and refined pad and road sizes and locations are analyzed in the
Final EIS.
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Gravel Mine:

BLM improperly dismissed consideration of the Clover material site prior to beginning its NEPA process, solely
based on ConocoPhillips’ preference. BLM should reconsider Clover as a potential gravel source for the project.
BLM also dismissed the ASRC mine site, an existing site used for many of ConocoPhillips’ existing Alpine
infrastructure, allegedly due to that mine creating additional noise and air quality impacts in Nuigsut caused by
its closer proximity. This, however, does not account for the potential environmental benefits of NOT mining for
gravel in an important subsistence area, one of the rapidly dwindling areas near the community of the Nuigsut
that has not already been industrialized. Moreover, there is no indication that any quantitative analysis was done
to differentiate between the air and noise impacts that would be felt by the community. Indeed, BLM fails to
account for the fact that the ASRC mine site would very likely continue to operate to serve other infrastructure
projects in the area, meaning that Nuigsut would have active gravel mining sites on both sides of the community.
Such tradeoffs should have been fully considered as an alternative and subjected to modeling for air quality and
noise impacts, and for input from the community of Nuigsut.

Also, though not expressly listed in BLM/ConocoPhillips’ Table dismissing alternatives, it is possible that
ConocoPhillips and BLM do not believe the ASRC mine site has sufficient gravel for the Willow project. As
described herein, BLM has failed to consider alternatives which would minimize the amount of gravel needed
for the project—such as eliminating the massive gravel island, requiring seasonal drilling, or reconfiguring any
pad layouts or locations. Such changes would decrease the gravel footprint of the project, making alternative
mining sites more feasible. BLM’s foreclosure of meaningful alternatives has thus had a cascading effect, by
limiting its consideration of alternative gravel sites.

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

The Clover Mine Site does not contain the required gravel volume needed to construct the Project. Further, the
material at Clover is poorer (with increased silts and other fines) and would require additional maintenance over
the life of the Project (Appendix D.1, Alternatives Development, Section 3.1.5.1, Use of Clover Mine Site).
Finally, the Clover mine site would be approximately 1 mile closer to Nuigsut than the proposed Tigmiagsiugvik
Mine Site (6 miles vs. 7 miles).

The use of the ASRC Mine Site has been repeatedly opposed by Nuigsut residents, as voiced in previous Project
comments. Use of the ASRC Mine Site would increase gravel haul lengths and associated ice roads, adding to air
quality and noise impacts in the immediate vicinity of Nuigsut from mining and trucking activity. The proposed
mine site is approximately 7 miles from Nuigsut and mining activity at this location is anticipated to have
reduced impacts to the community from the Project (versus the ASRC Mine Site).

It is assumed the ASRC Mine Site would have a sufficient volume of gravel to construct all Project action
alternatives as described in the EIS.

864 44 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska| Alternatives Alternative Layout, Designs, and Size: At the development stage, the siting of oil and gas facilities is largely dependent on the location of the subsurface N
According to the draft EIS, the Project would construct five drill sites of the same size and the same locations resources to be extracted. Under the NPR-A AP and Section 404 of the CWA, lessees are required to minimize
under each action alternative. The pipelines would use the same alignment under each alternative. The Willow  |facility footprints and propose siting and alignment of facilities in such a manner as to minimize environmental
Operations Center (WOC), the Willow Processing Facility (WPF), water sources with associated gravel pads, impacts to various resources (e.g., caribou, wetlands). Alternatives to a proponent’s proposal are considered and
and airstrip would remain the same size and in the same location under all the action alternatives. Thisisnota  |analyzed in detail only if they offer potential environmental benefits to one or more resources or uses. The target
reasonable range of alternatives. resources (i.e., oil reservoirs) are in fixed locations and remain the same regardless of action alternative, hence
During scoping, groups reminded BLM of its obligation to consider a range of alternatives that might include the |the same drill site pad locations across all action alternatives. Pad sizes and pipeline alignments have been
use of directional drilling to minimize the number and size of pads, and locating infrastructure to avoid the most |updated based on additional engineering—all action alternatives have been designed to the same level of
sensitive areas. BLM should have also considered different designs and configurations, such as whether engineering. Airstrip locations varied in the Draft EIS and continue to do so in the Final EIS.
pipelines should be buried at water crossings instead of crossing either below the bridge decks or on vertical The range of alternatives was developed by resource specialists from BLM and cooperating agencies, and from
support members downstream from the bridge. It is not clear why horizontal directional drilling for burying a comments received during scoping. During alternatives development for the Willow MDP Project, the BLM
pipeline is only being considered at the Colville River crossings for seawater and diesel pipelines. considered issues identified during scoping, such as impacts to caribou and subsistence. Alternatives

development is described in Chapters 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix D.1, Alternatives Development, including options
considered but eliminated from detailed analysis and the screening criteria for those alternatives. All action
alternatives meet the Project’s purpose and need.
The Project would employ extended reach drilling (i.e., “directional drilling”) at all drill site locations. Extended
reach drilling still has technical limitations to the range it can reach. Buried pipelines in permafrost create
additional risk associated with the potential for permafrost thaw and the inability to readily complete regular
visual inspections. Additionally, HDD, as noted by the commenter, has been proposed for crossing the Colville
River. This has been proposed by the Project proponent to minimize impacts to the Colville River, specifically
where there is no existing crossing (bridge or pipeline) over the river.
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BLM should have considered less environmentally-damaging alternatives to the project design such as
eliminating the airstrip for Alternative B and eliminating all diesel pipelines and using natural gas and renewable
energy sources such as wind for fuel with minimal amounts of diesel employed as backup. Neither of these
options would prevent ConocoPhillips from accessing oil resources.

Notably, it is unclear to us why Alternative B contains an airstrip at all since access to the project is possible via
road, and flying to the project via fixed-wing aircraft would have a number of negative impacts including to
subsistence. Alternative D understandably requires an airstrip for year-round operations as it is disconnected
from existing infrastructure.

It’s not clear how BLM and cooperating agencies weighed the difference in impacts from construction of a new
Project airstrip vs. utilizing the Alpine airstrip. BLM states such an alternative would increase air traffic at
Alpine by approximately 700 flights per year during construction and would increase vehicle traffic through the
GMT and Alpine developments. This is roughly two flights per day, and only during construction. Would this
number decrease once Willow enters its development phase? What would be the tradeoffs in terms of decreased
noise disturbance to wildlife and subsistence users, air quality, and other resources west of Nuigsut during
overflights? BLM should have evaluated these factors and weighed them carefully, instead of simply dismissing
this potential alternative without a full analysis.

As stated during scoping, BLM should have fully evaluated the positive and negative trade-offs of the different
alternatives such as road disturbances compared to aircraft disturbances, including mitigating aviation impacts to
the maximum extent possible. However, the proposed flight patterns in the draft EIS indicate that there will be
significant impacts at a Willow airstrip, as flights to Willow will originate from Alpine, Kuparuk, Deadhorse, or
other locations. It is absurd that ConocoPhillips would fly such a short distance between Alpine to Willow,
which would involve flights at low altitudes that will disturb wildlife and the community of Nuigsut. It also
further begs the question as to why air traffic could not simply be routed through Alpine, since flights to a
Willow airstrip will not in fact be protective of the Colville River Delta. We also encouraged BLM to
incorporate minimal aircraft operations into all alternatives, including the use of low-impact drones where
possible instead of helicopters and fixed-wing aircraft, e.g., for pipeline and methane emission inspections and
aerial studies. The draft EIS fails to analyze these options as potential alternatives or mitigation measures.

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

USFWS voiced strong concern about the use of the Alpine airstrip to support the Willow MDP Project due to
that airstrip's location in the more sensitive CRD. As noted by USFWS, the Alpine airstrip was never permitted
with the intent to serve as an industrial hub within the NPR-A and is poorly sited to do such (e.g., coastal
weather such as fog routinely grounds flights into and out of Alpine). Additionally, flight paths for the Willow
MDP Project would include direct flights from Anchorage to Alpine, minimizing impacts to Nuigsut based on
possible flight paths. Finally, routing all air traffic through Alpine would increase ground traffic between Alpine
and the Willow MDP Project area significantly.

The Project proponent has provided updated traffic volumes (including fixed-wing aircraft flights) based on the
use of a new, larger aircraft with the capability to carry approximately four times as many passengers
(Bombardier Q400); these updated values are provided in the Final EIS. See Final EIS Appendix D.1
(Alternatives Development), Section 5.4, Fixed-Wing Aircraft Traffic Comparisons, for air traffic details by
alternative for the life of the Project.

legally.

864 49 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska| Alternatives When constructing the Module Transfer Island (MTI), ConocoPhillips says it will utilize a sheet pile dock The sheet-pile dockface proposed for the MTIs is not comparable to the design the Port of Anchorage attempted N
design. The draft EIS does not explain this decision, which is particularly questionable given the problems that  |to install as part of its upgrade an expansion plans. (Note: The Anchorage Port attempted to use sheet-pile lengths
the Port of Anchorage has experienced with a sheet pile design for its dock expansion. Additionally, the draft that were 70 to 90 feet long, and “90 foot sheet pile lengths are nearly twice as long as those used for previous
EIS does not explain why the Point Atigaru location—7.2 miles offshore—was selected for analysis as opposed |open sheet pile projects . . . PND’s own literature explains that sheet lengths exceeding 24 meters [78 feet]
to a location closer to shore and/or closer to existing infrastructure. Last and notably, onshore impacts will differ |exceed the “practical limit’ of [open cell sheet pile] construction” [https://www.adn.com/anchorage/article/city-
depending on where the MT] is located. BLM needs to provide information about the MTI siting decision for the | sues-three-firms-over-anchorage-port-design-oversight/2013/03/16/].)
public to understand and comment on why that location was selected. The Atigaru Point MTI would be located approximately 2.2 miles offshore (Final EIS Appendix D.1
(Alternatives Development), Section 4.7.1, Atigaru Point Module Transfer Island). The distance from shore is
driven by the water depth, with approximately 8 feet of water being required for barges; this is the location
where this water depth is present. (Note: The Point Lonely MTI would be located approximately 0.6 mile
offshore.) The Draft EIS does provide discussion on why these sites were identified as possible MTI locations.
85 1 Svoboda Nathan The Wildlife Alternatives We find the number and range of alternatives to be unduly narrow. The proposed action would extract the same | At the development stage, the siting of oil and gas facilities is largely dependent on the location of the subsurface N
Society Alaska amount of oil (~590 million barrels) from the same number of drill sites (5) at the same locations, across all resources to be extracted. Under the NPR-A AP and Section 404 of the CWA, lessees are required to minimize
Chapter alternatives. All of the action alternatives include 2 drilling sites and associated infrastructure (BT-2 and BT-4) | facility footprints and propose siting and alignment of facilities in such a manner as to minimize environmental
within the Teshekpuk Lake Special Area (TLSA)-an area of high sensitivity and concern. The project life is the |impacts to various resources (e.g., caribou, wetlands). Alternatives to a proponent’s proposal are considered and
same across alternatives (30 - 32 years) and the permanent infrastructure is similar across all action alternatives. |analyzed in detail only if they offer potential environmental benefits to one or more resources or uses.
For example, the gravel footprint is similar (411 - 489 ac), the miles of gravel roads is similar (28.3 - 38.2 mi), | The range of alternatives was developed by resource specialists from BLM and cooperating agencies, and from
the length of pipeline rack is similar (95.6 - 95.7 mi), the number of stream crossings is similar (14 - 18), and the |comments received during scoping. During alternatives development for the Willow MDP Project, the BLM
required number of bridges is similar (6 - 7). The associated greenhouse gas emissions for each alternative are  |considered issues identified during scoping, such as impacts to caribou and subsistence. Alternatives
essentially the same (261,419 - 263,816 metric tons). development is described in Chapters 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix D.1, Alternatives Development, including options
considered but eliminated from detailed analysis and the screening criteria for those alternatives. All action
alternatives meet the Project’s purpose and need.
The SDEIS added a third module delivery option (Option 3: Colville River Crossing), based on stakeholder
feedback to include an alternative that would not construct an offshore gravel island.
Note: All quantitative values have been updated to reflect Project design refinements in the Final EIS.
1054 2 — — — Alternatives All formally required Alternatives to the Willow Plan are NOT included in the DEIS, rendering it deficient The range of alternatives was developed by resource specialists from BLM and cooperating agencies, and from N

comments received during scoping. During alternatives development for the Willow MDP Project, the BLM
considered issues identified during scoping, such as impacts to caribou and subsistence. Alternatives
development is described in Chapters 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix D.1, Alternatives Development, including options
considered but eliminated from detailed analysis and the screening criteria for those alternatives. All action
alternatives meet the Project’s purpose and need.
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Ahmaogak  |Roy Avoidance, We have a family cabin that’s on the west end of Teshekpuk Lake. We’re about four miles from the lake, itself, |Proposed BMP F-3 (previously described as F-1) would require all aircraft to maintain specified altitudes that
Minimization, |and we’re six miles from the coast inland. And if there’s any way possible that the air carriers, the helicopters vary by alternative. Alternative E would require all aircraft to maintain a 1,500-foot minimum altitude
or Mitigation | can refrain from flying again, twice. This last year was the second year that they’ve been flying 200 feet, 250 feet | throughout NPR-A. This was added to the Final EIS in the Applicable Existing and Proposed Lease Stipulations
above ground. There should be a minimum of 500 feet that they should be flying, because for three years in a and Best Management Practices sections.
row, we’ve had — been having issues with the air carriers flying their chopper in the summertime, because we
only have such a short period to harvest our caribou. And if there’s any way that — and | don’t know if Leyla
can answer this, but if there’s any way that — you know, it impacts our family and having to deal with that
helicopter issue the last two years, and if there’s any way they can have minimum of 500 feet flying around
Teshekpuk area.

989 9 Brower, Jr.  [Harry North Slope Avoidance, We are concerned that the construction of a module transfer island and related ship traffic could impact the The effects of ship traffic on marine mammals is described in Section 3.13.2.3.2.2, Coastal and Marine N
Borough, Office of | Minimization, |migration of bowhead whales and other marine mammal species. BLM and CPAI must work with the Alaska Disturbance or Displacement. Agreements between CPAI and AEWC are beyond the jurisdiction of BLM.
the Mayor or Mitigation | Eskimo Whaling Commission on mitigating impacts to whales and other marine mammals and potential AEWC communicates directly with oil and gas operators through AEWC’s annual conflict-avoidance

conflicts with whalers. CPAI should make this project and all associated ship traffic compliant with the conflict |agreement.
avoidance agreement.

986 11 Brower, Jr.  [Harry North Slope Avoidance, We encourage BLM and CPAI to allow local residents access to the Willow project’s roads. CPAI should allow | The Project would include subsistence access ramps which have been designed based on lessons learned from Y
Borough, Office of | Minimization, |hunting from the road and produce concise policies regarding hunting from its roads. Moreover, the road should |GMT-1 and community feedback; additionally, the Project proponent has added boat ramps to support
the Mayor or Mitigation | have several vehicle pullout pads and subsistence ramps to allow free passage and subsistence access. These subsistence access (see the SDEIS and Final EIS). The updated boat ramps have reduced gradients and “landing

pullouts and ramps will help mitigate the impacts of Willow on subsistence. pads” to reduce conflicts with vehicle traffic.

The road to Greater Mooses Tooth 1 had insufficient subsistence ramps. The ramps are too steep, and should A Project-specific dust plan is included in the Final EIS (which includes reduced speed limits) as Appendix 1.3
have a more gradual incline, especially for the winter months, in order to allow adequate passage. An additional |(Dust Control Plan). Additionally, potential revisions to NPR-A AP BMPs places limitations on helicopter use
concern expressed about these ramps is the fact that the stopping area at the top of these ramps is not large during specified periods (including peak caribou hunting, BMP F-4) and on vehicle idling (BMP I-14)—both are
enough to accommodate someone on a snow machine towing a sled to stop without stopping in the middle of the |described and considered in the Final EIS under Applicable Existing and Proposed Lease Stipulations and Best
road. This creates the possibility of snow machine collisions with oncoming vehicular traffic. BLM must allow | Management Practices sections (typically, Section 3.X.2.1.1).

and require CPAI to make these ramps larger and more gradual.

In crafting alternatives, BLM and CPAI should also consider: suspending helicopter flights around select rivers

for month long periods during peak caribou hunting season; and implementation mitigation measures for road

dust including speed limits, a dust control plan, increased remote monitoring of facilities to reduce traffic and the

watering of roads; and constructing a warm storage building to house vehicles, minimizing the need to idle

vehicles for long periods of time.

989 24 Brower, Jr.  [Harry North Slope Avoidance, Page 69, Sect 3.8.2.6.1, Option 1: Proponent’s Module Transfer Island First part of comment is unclear; BLM does not believe that the identified statements are in contradiction. As N
Borough, Office of | Minimization, |“Approximately 4.9 acres in front of the MTI dock would be screeded two times over the life of the MTI. A stated in Final EIS Section 3.8.2.6, Module Delivery Option 1: Atigaru Point Module Transfer Island, the MTI is
the Mayor or Mitigation  |temporary increase in turbidity during and immediately after screeding would occur. Pile and sheet pile driving | not expected to subside. It is expected to be reshaped by wind and waves, but the gravel would still be present.

for MTI construction would occur in winter through bottom-fast sea ice, thus they would not increase turbidity | The MTI would be located on state submerged lands. BLM does not have regulatory jurisdiction over that aspect
during installation.” of the Project and thus cannot require removal of the material.
This statement contradicts the following prior statements in the EIS:

-Page 61, Sect 3.8.1.1.4, Para 6: “The coastline of Harrison Bay is predominantly erosional (Gibbs and

Richmond 2015). Though a shoal occurs near Atigaru Point, it has had little deposition (0.06 foot/year) in the last

65 years (CPAI 2019a).”

-Page 68, Sect 3.8.2.6.1, Para 8: “Based on data for western Harrison Bay, current speeds are too low to cause

significant, permanent scour of the sea bottom surrounding the MTI (Coastal Frontiers Corporation 2018a).

Average rates of shoaling in the area are low (CPAI 2019a). Other human made islands in the Beaufort Sea

experience small amounts of shoaling on the leeward side. Similar amounts would be expected al the MTI and

would not affect the stability of the MTI or coastal processes around it. No accretion or further shallowing of the

MTI area would be expected to occur.”

If there is little deposition in Harrison Bay and currents and wave action are too low to scour the sea bottom, how

is the MTI expected to subside int he next 10-20 years? \We recommend, as mitigation measure, that the gravel

be moved to the shore and that appropriate navigation aids be placed so that mariners do not crash into the

artificial shoal produced by the island.

989 25 Brower, Jr.  [Harry North Slope Avoidance, Page 70-71, 3.8.3 Additional Suggested Best Management Practices or Mitigation Comment noted, selected measures for the Project will be included in the ROD. N
Borough, Office of | Minimization, |Please implement these BMPs, especially the ones concerning flood events.
the Mayor or Mitigation
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Brower, Jr.

Harry

North Slope

Code
Avoidance,

Page 97-98, 3.11.3 Additional Suggested Best Management Practices or Mitigation

Speed limits for the Project would be 25 mph to BT3, BT4, and BT5 and 35 mph elsewhere. The speed limit of

reclamation).

Several of these sections say things like “if reclamation did not occur” than these impacts would be unavoidable.

This is misleading to the reader and not the intent of these sections. That statement in itself identifies that the
impact(s) are avoidable if the applicant does reclamation.

Borough, Office of | Minimization, |-“7. Restrict speed limits to minimize collision hazard and dust production (35 miles per hour except in areas of |35 mph is what has been used and approved by agencies on other projects.
the Mayor or Mitigation | congestion, on bridges, and on pads, which should be slower).” Mining would be a winter activity only and would not overlap with nesting.
*Why use 35 miles per hour? Is there any data to support this BMP? If not, perhaps it should be slower, such |Proposed BMP F-3 (previously described as F-1) would require all aircraft to maintain specified altitudes that
as 25 or 30 miles per hour, until data are available to justify 35 mph. vary by alterative. Alternative E would require aircraft to a 1,500 foot minimum altitude maintain throughout
-“8. Haze birds out of blast area before blasting.” NPR-A. This was added to the Final EIS in Section 3.12.2.1.1, Applicable Existing and Proposed Lease
*This stipulation should restrict blasting during nesting (analogous with 10 below) and brood-rearing/molting. |Stipulations and Best Management Practices.
-“12. Require aircraft to fly at altitudes higher than 1,500 feet to minimize effects to birds; consult with BLM to | Helicopter support is required for construction activities but can be minimized for drilling and operations.
determine altitude.” However, some helicopter traffic would be required for wildlife surveys at specific times of the year that cannot
*BLM needs to collect data to see if 1,500 feet is appropriate. It may be that birds are still sensitive when be altered.
aircraft are at 1,500 feet but it is likely that birds will tolerate aircraft at lower heights. Where possible indicates that there are instances where practicability or allowable trade-offs in effects should be
-“13. Avoid routine use of helicopters during drilling and operations activities to minimize noise and impacts considered.
related to birds.” Marine vessels would transit at a slow speed, below 14 knots.
*Why is this about drilling and operations and not about nesting and brood-rearing/molting?
-“15. Avoid preferred habitats, where possible.”
*What are the thresholds for “where possible” what are the allowable tradeoffs? For example, building a
longer road (and thus putting more gravel on the tundra) relative to building in preferred habitats. Thresholds
should be specified.
-“16. Minimize barge and support vessel speed to reduce potential for bird strikes.”
*This will also minimize disturbance to marine mammals.
989 34 Brower, Jr.  [Harry North Slope Avoidance, Page 111-112, Table 3.13.2. Summary of Applicable Existing Lease Stipulations and Best Management -BMP A-5: BLM requires use of oil pans (also called duck ponds) at refueling stations to contain any potential
Borough, Office of | Minimization, |Practices Intended to Mitigate Impacts to Marine Mammals spills of hazardous liquids. All oil pans must be marked with the responsible party’s name.
the Mayor or Mitigation  [-BMP A-5 - Other protective equipment at refueling stations? Booms? Membrane to prevent seepage? -BMP C-1: There are only a few dogs trained to find seal birthing lairs. It has been shown that these dogs may
-BMP C-1 - Seal birthing lairs are extremely difficult to see. It would be good to survey desired ice routes using |result in disturbance to seals and may also lead polar bears to the lair. Therefore, use of dogs is not the preferred
dogs trained to find seal birthing lairs. method for identifying lairs. Companies typically use subsistence advisors in the field experienced in identifying
-BMP F-1—If polar bears are observed reacting to aircraft (helicopters in particular), flight path and/or altitude |seal lairs and provide training to workers.
should be adjusted to avoid further disturbance. High levels of research related helicopter activity by USGS has |-BMP F-1: Standard operations for point to point aircraft traffic is to fly at altitudes of at least 1,500 feet
caused most polar bears in the Beaufort Sea to have had many disturbing experiences with aircraft. aboveground level to avoid disturbance to marine mammals, other than landing and takeoff. Companies require
-BMP H-3—Does this mean protect sport hunting and trapping? Not sure how much “sport™ occurs up here. all workers (including pilots) to be trained in wildlife reporting, with a particular emphasis on polar bears. When
Definitely need to protect subsistence. a polar bear is sighted, workers must send in a report to the Environmental Coordinator within 24 hours. If those
-LS/BMP K-6—Need to protect the winter shoreline for ringed seals. Protecting the winter shoreline for polar | reports indicate cases of disturbance to aircraft, operators may adjust flight paths as necessary.
bears would accomplish this, but should be stated clearly. -BMP H-3: This protects both sport (when approved) and subsistence.
-This seems counterintuitive. Disturbance to walrus aggregations may lead to injury/death of conspecifics. -LS/BMP K-6: It is agreed that disturbance to a group of walrus hauled out on shore may result in stampeding,
Seal aggregations do not. Need to be more conservative with walrus than with seals. which may result in injury or mortality to pups. However, the 0.5 mile is the recommended buffer by USFWS.
Further, walrus are extralimital in the Beaufort Sea, only a few individuals have been observed in this region
over the last 15 years, so there is very low probability that there would be a walrus haulout in the Project analysis
area. Lairs of ringed seals are found in shorefast ice in early spring (March), so companies are generally required
to commence work in this area prior to March 1 to avoid disturbance of lairs. The work planned for this Project
does not require winter work in this area, so impacts to seals are not anticipated.
991 2 Bruno Jeff Alaska State, Avoidance, (Chapter 2, page 16) This page discusses Best Management Practices (BMPs) from the 2013 NPR-A EIS. Air | Applicable BMPs/ROPs considered in the revised IAP are included as Applicable Existing and Proposed Lease
Department of Minimization, |quality BMPs A-9 and A-10 have been rewritten for the latest NPR-A EIS and ANWR Coastal Plain Lease Plan |Stipulations and Best Management Practices sections (typically, Section 3.X.2.1.1) in the Final EIS.
Natural Resources |or Mitigation | EIS to more accurately reflect agency authorities.
Please consider using these updated BMPs (now ROPs) in the Willow EIS. At a minimum, please include the
full text of BMPs A-9 and A-10 in the EIS document. Given the importance of air quality to the residents of
Nuigsut, it would be important to provide those in this document. Chapter 3, pages 44 and 55 offer a more
completed discussion of BMPs and Chapter 2 should match the amount of detail provided.
991 15 Bruno Jeff Alaska State, Avoidance, (Appendix C, page 7) The fifth text box on the left side of this page reads Alaska Department of Conservation. | This has been corrected.
Department of Minimization, |The correct listing should be Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation.
Natural Resources |or Mitigation
991 23 Bruno Jeff Alaska State, Avoidance, (Section 1.1-8, Table 1.1.2, No. 14, column 2, line 2) there is a repeated phrase: “to minimize impacts.” Typo was corrected in Table 1.1.2.
Department of Minimization, |Delete duplicate “to minimize impacts.”
Natural Resources |or Mitigation
991 28 Bruno Jeff Alaska State, Avoidance, General comment on “Unavoidable Adverse, Irretrievable, and Irreplaceable Effects” Section 3.9.3, Unavoidable Adverse, Irretrievable, and Irreversible Effects, states that “if reclamation did not
Department of Minimization, |These sections seem inconsistent throughout the document. These sections should address unavoidable impacts | occur, including the removal of gravel fill, the loss would be irreversible. The loss would not be irreversible if
Natural Resources |or Mitigation | from the project as described with the addressed mitigation measures, BMPs, and other project requirements (i.e. | reclamation occurred . . .”

Unavoidable Adverse, Irretrievable, and Irreplaceable Effects sections in each resource section were reviewed
and updated to be consistent with Section 3.9.3.
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Alaska State, Avoidance, (Page 152, Section 3.17.6) This “Unavoidable Adverse, Irretrievable, and Irreplaceable Effects” section seems to | The EIS text states that the effects would be irreversible if reclamation did not occur, not unavoidable. Effects
Department of Minimization, |be written from a different perspective then most other sections with the same heading. This section should focus |from the Project would be unavoidable during construction and operations.
Natural Resources |or Mitigation  |on certain and known effects and should not speculate on potential scenarios and probable outcomes: “if Because it is unknown if reclamation would occur (most gravel infrastructure on the North Slope is in use
reclamation does not occur,” “may be irreversible,” “depending on the extent of” are subjective outcomes. The  |beyond its stated lifetime and has not be reclaimed), the EIS must disclose effects if reclamation did occur and if
title of this section accompanied by this subjective scenario/language noted above is very misleading to the it did not.
reader/public.
It appears that the impacts under 3.17.6 are avoidable if the applicant adheres to local, State, and Federal
requirements . . .
This section should only address “Unavoidable Adverse, Irretrievable, and Irreplaceable Effects” that will occur
regardless of mitigation and BMPs rather than addressing impacts from a theoretical scenario of the applicant
being non- compliant.
991 36 Bruno Jeff Alaska State, Avoidance, General: Additional mitigation and BMPs BLM will consider suggested BMPs, any associated monitoring requirements, and public comments in its ROD. N
Department of Minimization, |Please make sure to consider if the impacts for additional requirements/BMP/monitoring/surveying reduce
Natural Resources |or Mitigation  |impacts to the resource you are attempting mitigate. . . . while many of those requirements are important there is
also the potential that additional surveying and monitoring would be an additional/unnecessary impact. Please
review and consider if the impacts from additional monitoring and/or surveying are worth the information being
collected. (l.e., survey and monitoring that requires additional [otherwise not necessary] helicopter or fixed wing
flights or requires some sort of presence/disturbance in a sensitive area that otherwise would not have happened
without a specific/additional monitoring or survey requirement.)
991 38 Bruno Jeff Alaska State, Avoidance, (Page 18, Table 1.1.3—Additional suggested BMP and mitigation) Please note that monitoring ice road impacts | This measure is not duplicative with the ADNR’s requirement to monitor active layer depth. Measure was N
Department of Minimization, |(including compression of soil and vegetation) is a requirement for both the NSB and DNR for ice road retained.
Natural Resources |or Mitigation | permitting. Is the intention of this requirement to go above and beyond what is already required by these entities
and if yes why and how does BLM plan to manage this requirement in coordination with the appropriate
permitting authority?
Suggest removing duplicative requirement.
991 39 Bruno Jeff Alaska State, Avoidance, (Page 20, Table 1.1.3—Additional suggested BMP and mitigation) “Prior to the start of construction, undertake a | SWPPPs include measures to reduce invasive species related to products used for erosion control (e.g., N
Department of Minimization, |thorough scientific review and risk assessment regarding impacts associated with the introduction of non-native |vegetation seed, straw waddles); other components of the Project could also introduce invasive species; thus,
Natural Resources |or Mitigation  |species.” This requirement seems to overlap and possible duplicate requirements from Storm Water Pollution language was retained as is.
Prevention Plan (SWPPP). Please explain how these requirements would be different.
Seems that this part of 3.4 might be duplicating existing requirements. Suggest removing due to duplication.
991 40 Bruno Jeff Alaska State, Avoidance, (Page 20, Table 1.1.3—Additional suggested BMP and mitigation) “Monitor lake levels to ensure sufficient Measure was removed from Section 3.11 (Birds) and Appendix 1.1 (Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation). Y
Department of Minimization, |recharge is occurring and adjust future withdrawals accordingly to allow for sufficient recharge.” This is a Multiple years of recharge monitoring indicates recharge in lakes permitted for water withdrawal is sufficient
Natural Resources |or Mitigation | requirement of temporary water use authorizations (TWUA) and any water rights. (Michael Baker International 20144, 2014b, 2014c, 2015; Michael Baker Jr. Inc. 2002a, 2002b, 2007a, 2007b,
Suggest removing duplicated requirement. 2008, 2009, 2011, 2012, 20133, 2013b).
1302 39 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Avoidance, In Section 3.3.3, BLM recommends a fugitive dust control plan, but nothing in the DEIS supports a conclusion | A dust control plan has been incorporated into the Final EIS and is provided as Appendix 1.3 (Dust Control N
Minimization, |that fugitive dust mitigation is necessary. Model-predicted PM1o and PM2.s impacts are no more than 80% of Plan).
or Mitigation  |applicable AAQS even for the worst-case scenario, which is construction activity that is highly variable on space
and time. Further, these impacts are the result of extremely conservative fugitive dust control assumptions (50%
control) that ignore conditions on the North Slope. There is simply no demonstrated need for additional fugitive
dust mitigation measures.
1302 40 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Avoidance, In Section 3.6.3, Noise (and in Appendix 1), BLM proposes that ConocoPhillips “[c]onduct noise monitoring This was removed as a potential mitigation measure. Y
Minimization, |during construction and operations.” It’s unclear what components of construction and operations this is intended
or Mitigation  [to apply to. This is also unprecedented, and in the absence of a fact-based justification and rationale, it is
unreasonable to expect noise monitoring for a project on the North Slope. Indeed, the impact analysis of noise
does not warrant this level of monitoring. . . . this proposed mitigation measure would monitor a potential effect
that has already been demonstrated to be insignificant. . . . This proposed mitigation measure should be removed
because it lacks a factual basis and would impose a burden without providing a corresponding benefit.
1302 41 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Avoidance, BLM proposes in section 3.8.3, Water Resources (page 71) that ConocoPhillips “[p]rovide annual surveillance | The minimization measure in Section 3.8.2.1.3, Additional Suggested Avoidance, Minimization, or Mitigation, N
Minimization, |of bridge, culvert, and pipeline river crossings[.]” Aside from water crossings, the Willow project is not located |“Provide annual surveillance of bridge, culvert, and pipeline river crossings to confirm that structures are
or Mitigation  [within an active floodplain. . . . the impact analysis described under the Water section of the DEIS does not functioning properly and provide maintenance as required,” is included in the Final EIS due to the lack of a basis
anticipate an impact that would support this level of monitoring. The same objection applies to the proposed of design for structures proposed by CPAI. As previously stated by BLM, if CPAI provides a basis of design,
stipulation in Wetlands and Vegetation Section 3.9.3 (page 78) that ConocoPhillips Monitor vegetation damage, |then effects as resulting mitigation could be described more definitively and narrowly.
and compression of soil and vegetation in annual resupply ice road footprint. ConocoPhillips is already required | The minimization measure in Section 3.9.2.1.3, Additional Suggested Avoidance, Minimization, or Mitigation,
to report any tundra disturbance and welcomes annual inspections from many regulatory agencies each summer |“Monitor vegetation damage, and compression of soil and vegetation in annual resupply ice road footprint
after ice roads have melted, which accomplishes the apparent goal of these proposed measures, and these (footprints that are used consecutively each year),” is included in the Final EIS given that ice infrastructure
proposed measures would be additional to those required under the IAP. VVague mitigation measures that require |placed in the same footprint cause more effects. As stated in Section 3.9.2.3.2, Direct Vegetation Damage and
monitoring, such as the two discussed here, tend to give rise to scope disputes and create collateral problems Soil Compaction, effects from ice roads are amplified by repeated use of the same route over multiple seasons
such as increased helicopter traffic, which is a concern to the local community. Moreover, BLM has provided no |(Yokel, Huebner et al. 2007). Proposed revisions to BMP C-2 stipulate that “ice roads may not use the same
factual basis for asserting that such new measures are necessary. route each year; ice roads would be offset to avoid portions of an ice road route from the previous 2 years.”
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Willow Master Development Plan Final Environmental Impact Statement

Letter A Comment Sender Last Sender First
\[o} \[o} Name Name

Comment Text

Response

Comment

Code

Connor ConocoPhillips Avoidance, (Section 3.1.3, Birds - Mitigation) BLM proposes that ConocoPhillips “[I]imit water withdrawal to lakes without |While it is true that yellow-billed loons continue to nest in water-source lakes in Alpine, that does not mean
Minimization, |sensitive fish or breeding yellow-billed loons.” (Page 97.) ConocoPhillips is not aware of any science or water withdrawals in all lakes would not negatively affect use for loon nesting. The problem is reduced water
or Mitigation  |supporting data that would require this proposed mitigation measure. In fact, as noted earlier, a recently levels, not the water withdrawal itself. If lakes recharge to their original level and fish and invertebrates are
published study (Johnson, Wildman et al. 2019) found no displacement of nests or broods from long-standing conserved, then water withdrawal is not expected to have a negative impact. The nesting lakes on the CRD that
territories by oil development. Moreover, several of the nest sites included in this study are from year-round are water-source lakes are regularly flooded by the Colville River and its channels, thus ensuring recharge
water withdrawal sources for the Alpine field. BMP B-2 and the withdrawal limits set forth by the State of annually. Yellow-billed loons do not nest in tapped lakes because of fluctuating water levels (North and Ryan
Alaska Department of Natural Resources and Department of Fish and Game for surface water withdrawals are | 1989). Yellow-billed loons ceased nesting in a lake with a 10-year-plus nesting history that was breached by a
sufficient to provide necessary protection of water levels for birds. channel of the Colville River in 2009, after which its water levels dropped to the same level as the river
(Johnson, C. B., A. M. Wildman, J. P. Parrett, J. R. Rose, T. Obritschkewitsch, and P.E. Seiser. 2011. Avian
studies for the Alpine Satellite Development Project, 2010. Eighth annual report for ConocoPhillips Alaska, Inc.,
and Anadarko Petroleum Corporation, Anchorage, by ABR, Inc., Fairbanks, AK. 69 pp). Water withdrawal from
impoundments caused higher nest failures in Pacific loons (Kertell, K. 1996. Response of Pacific Loons [Gavia
pacifica] to impoundments at Prudhoe Bay, Alaska. Arctic 49:356-366). Common loon nests in New
Hampshire, Maine, and Minnesota had increased failure rates with water level fluctuations (see review in Evers,
D.C. 2004. Status assessment and conservation plan for the Common Loon [Gavia immer] in North America.
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Hadley, Massachusetts). While BMP B-2 and State of Alaska restrictions on
water withdrawal protect fish and water quality, they do not directly address maintenance of shoreline water
levels for nesting birds.

1302 52 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Avoidance, (Section 3.1.3, Birds - Mitigation) BLM also proposes that ConocoPhillips “[m]onitor lake levels to ensure Measure was removed from Section 3.11 (Birds) and Appendix 1.1 (Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation).
Minimization, |sufficient recharge is occurring and adjust future withdrawals accordingly to allow for sufficient withdrawal.” Multiple years of recharge monitoring indicates recharge in lakes permitted for water withdrawal is sufficient
or Mitigation | Monitoring recharge in lakes is typically a condition of higher than standard withdrawal limitations, which (Michael Baker International 20144, 2014b, 2014c, 2015; Michael Baker Jr. Inc. 2002a, 2002b, 2007a, 2007b,

ConocoPhillips is not seeking. ConocoPhillips plans to abide by BMP B-2 and the State of Alaska water 2008, 2009, 2011, 2012, 2013a, 2013b).
withdrawal limitations and therefore does not believe that monitoring recharge at all lakes used for water

withdrawal is warranted or necessary. Additionally, as BLM notes on page 83 of this DEIS, “[h]abitat alterations

in withdrawal lakes would be temporary and would last until spring breakup, when lakes recharge.”

1302 53 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Avoidance, (Section 3.17.5, Environmental Justice - Mitigation) The proposed mitigation measures 1 and 2 are vague and | The BLM added details to Section 3.17.3.1.4, Additional Suggested Best Management Practices or Mitigation,
Minimization, |lack a foundation. The first proposal would require establishing a group to continue meaningful engagement. But |to clarify the measures.
or Mitigation | ConocoPhillips already has an effective community outreach program and keeps Nuigsut residents informed of

our projects and operations. Our community engagement with Nuigsut also provides us with feedback,
information, and community concerns. We are not aware of any gap that the vague proposal is intended to fill.
The second proposal would require a separate program to identify topics for additional review, and determine
possible solutions for implementation. This seems to be a solution in search of a problem. ConocoPhillips
continues to support the Kuukpik Subsistence Oversight Panel (KSOP), and community outreach and
engagement, but we see no reason for BLM to impose additional, vague requirements and we oppose proposed
mitigation measures 1 and 2.

1302 71 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Avoidance, The draft EIS states: “BLM is also recommending ConocoPhillips implement a fugitive dust control plan to A dust control plan has been incorporated into the Final EIS and is provided as Appendix 1.3 (Dust Control
Minimization, |mitigate impacts from fugitive PM emissions from the Project. This plan would require regular watering of pads |Plan).
or Mitigation  |and unpaved roads, enforcing speed limits on unpaved access and haul roads, and several other measures to

reduce fugitive dust emissions and impacts. The fugitive dust control plan will be included as part of the Final
EIS.” The origin of this potential BMP is unclear as the analysis contained in the draft EIS does not support the
need for fugitive dust mitigation beyond what ConocoPhillips has already committed to in their proposed action.
... [T]hese impacts are well below the AAQS even though they were based on extremely conservative
assumptions about fugitive dust control. This analysis would therefore suggest there is no need for additional
fugitive dust mitigation measures.

1302 138 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Avoidance, “Restrict use of heavy equipment in summer to pads.” Heavy equipment use in summer is already restricted to | Because this is covered by BMP C-2, it was removed from the EIS.
Minimization, |pads. This mitigation measure is not needed.
or Mitigation

1302 148 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Avoidance, BLM states that “all action alternatives would also place new VSMs along existing pipeline corridors due to pipe [ BMP E-5 was removed from the deviation list for the Final EIS.
Minimization, |rack capacity limits (deviation to BMP E-5).” Installing new VVSMs because of capacity concerns should not
or Mitigation  |require a deviation to BMP E-5, which in itself simply requires an applicant to “minimize impacts of the

development footprint.” Reaching pipeline capacity and installing new VSMs can still be done while minimizing
environmental footprint, consistent with the IAP Best Management Practice. This reference to a deviation from
E-5 also occurs again on page 135 in the Subsistence Section 3.16.2.1.

1302 161 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Avoidance, “Limit water withdrawal to lakes without sensitive fish or breeding yellow-billed loons.” B-2 addresses this, and |BMP B-2 does address water withdrawals. BMPs can be waived or have exceptions granted. BMP B-2e adds
Minimization, |abiding by the recommended volumes of water use allowed in sensitive lakes makes this an unnecessary this contingent requirement: Additional modeling or monitoring may be required to assess water level and water
or Mitigation  |stipulation. Yellow billed loons don’t breed in winter. quality conditions before, during, and after water use from any fish-bearing lake or lake of special concern. Thus,

the mitigation measure is nothing new. The suggested mitigation for monitoring lake recharge is not required,
but for water-source lakes that are used by sensitive species (e.g., yellow-billed loons, red-throated loons,
spectacled eiders), this mitigation would help protect these nesting species from habitat alteration.
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Krause The Wilderness Avoidance, If there is going to be meaningful, fair, and science-based administration of the NPR-A, we believe real The BLM is required to respond through a ROD on the Willow MDP Project regardless of potential revisions to
Society Minimization, |conservation actions must be part of any Willow Master Development Plan approvals. . . . for this project to the IAP. The Project is subject to LSs from prior IAPs, which do not change when a new IAP is issued.
or Mitigation | move forward and given the high ecological and cultural value of the NPR-A, the Wilderness Society expects Applicable BMPs/ROPs considered in the revised IAP are included as Applicable Existing and Proposed Lease
there to be a robust package of conservation offsets associated with any approval. If industry gets this project Stipulations and Best Management Practices sections in the Willow MDP Final EIS (typically, Section
with the numerous, unavoidable and significant impacts, we believe that there should be meaningful actionsto  |3.X.2.1.1).
protect areas of conservation importance. Such offsets must include large durably-protected areas of ecological | Avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures (i.e., BMPs) were further developed in the Final EIS and will
value. These protections are not only necessary to ensure landscape-scale resilience in the face of a dramatically |be included in the BLM’s ROD. Details are included in throughout the resources sections in Chapter 3.0
warming Arctic, but are also consistent with the laws that administer the NPR-A and the Record of Decision for | (Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences), in Chapter 5.0 (Mitigation), and in Appendix 1.1
the Greater Mooses Tooth 1 development project. (Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation).
The Willow MDP ROD will detail which of the measures will be implemented for the Project.
1295 4 Nogi Jill U.sS. Avoidance, ... [W]e recommend that the Final EIS include a draft compensatory wetland mitigation plan, with Except as required by law, BLM policy precludes imposition of compensatory mitigation on public land users N
Environmental Minimization, |compensatory mitigation sufficient to replace lost aquatic resource functions and values, to the extent practicable. | (IM 2019-018, Compensatory Mitigation, DOI 2019). A Compensatory Mitigation Plan is not required for
Protection Agency |or Mitigation | Council on Environmental Quality regulations implementing NEPA require that the alternatives and impacts NEPA or for the Section 404 permit application; only a compensatory mitigation statement is required. USACE
Region 10 analysis address mitigation measures, including measures that compensate for impacts. . . . In addition, ... we | determines compensatory mitigation requirements associated with Section 404 permits, and provides a public
understand that the Corps will be signing their own Record of Decision for the project and the analysis in the EIS | comment opportunity upon issuance of the Public Notice for permit applications under Section 404. The Public
will be used to inform future Corps permit decisions for the Project. Therefore, the inclusion of a draft Notice was issued on March 26, 2020, and the comment period ended on May 11, 2020.
compensatory wetland mitigation in the Final EIS would also help to improve the Corps’ NEPA compliance for
the project.
1295 17 Nogi Jill U.S. Avoidance, We recommend consideration of on-going health monitoring and health education as potential mitigation It is not clear which ongoing health monitoring and health education programs the commenter is referring to. Y
Environmental Minimization, |measures to establish a basis for accurately assessing Project impacts on residents’ health over time, to function | Public health monitoring was added to Section 3.18.2.1.3, Additional Suggested Avoidance, minimization, or
Protection Agency |or Mitigation  |as a form of community engagement around this project, and to help reduce potential adverse impacts. Mitigation.
Region 10
1295 18 Nogi Jill U.S. Avoidance, In addition, as acknowledged in Section 3.18 Public Health, Nuigsut residents have expressed concerns about the | Baseline health data for Nuigsut are provided in Section 3.18.1, Affected Environment. A HIA conducted by the N
Environmental Minimization, |potential for public health effects associated with oil and gas development on the North Slope. The Draft EIS State of Alaska would not further inform BLM of the differences between the alternatives presented for the
Protection Agency |or Mitigation  |includes an analysis of impacts to public health using the eight health effects categories defined in the Alaska Willow MDP Project. Health impacts are analyzed in Final EIS Section 3.18, Public Health; BLM determined,
Region 10 Department of Health and Social Services Alaska Health Impact Analysis Technical Guidance; however, a in consultation with the State of Alaska, that an HIA was unnecessary.
complete Health Impacts Assessment was not performed for the project. To help mitigate the identified potential
adverse impacts to public health, we recommend that a Health Impacts Assessment for Nuigsut be considered as
an additional suggested mitigation measure in Section 3.17.5.
1294 13 Nukapigak  [Joe Kuukpik Avoidance, Not only does the Draft EIS not acknowledge these problems [potential shallowing of Harrison Bay from CPA\Il has proposed boat ramps at Fish and Judy creeks. This was analyzed in the SDEIS, and included in the N
Corporation Minimization, |erosion of MTI], it downplays the negative consequences by suggesting that Fish Creek is no longer as important | Final EIS.
or Mitigation | for subsistence purposes as it once was. (VVolume 4, Appendix G, page 39) And remarkably, the Draft even
attributes this purported decline at least in part to the difficulty people have navigating into Fish Creek from
Harrison Bay. . . . Kuukpik believes Fish and Judy Creeks will both continue to be important subsistence access
routes going forward, especially as more oil development is constructed in land-accessible areas. BLM should be
encouraging and facilitating those kinds of shifts to help make up for areas lost to subsistence, not writing off
areas just because they’re harder to get to. Kuukpik has already suggested CPAI build boat ramps at Fish and
Judy Creeks to provide just this sort of expanded access.
1294 18 Nukapigak  [Joe Kuukpik Avoidance, The mine will be quite disruptive in summer, but its impacts on winter subsistence impacts should not be CPA\Il has proposed boat ramps at Fish and Judy creeks. This was analyzed in the SDEIS, and included in the Y
Corporation Minimization, |overlooked or downplayed. While it’s true that the proposed mine area is used less during winter, winter Final EIS.
or Mitigation  |activities that occur there tend to be particularly important. . . .
The proposed mine location and areas to the west of there are also important to Nuigsut’s fur trappers. . . . [T]he
mine (and the Willow Project generally) will have significant impacts on trapping . . . Those impacts would
mostly occur in winter, again confirming that the mine poses a year-round and significant threat to subsistence
activities.
The Final EIS needs to make that clear, but also focus on ways to mitigate impacts from the mine. . . . This could
mean things like including boat ramps for subsistence users at Fish or Judy Creek or both, and compensatory
mitigation-type payments to subsistence hunters that are forced to “travel further with greater expense, effort,
and risk,” as BLM puts it.
1294 27 Nukapigak  |Joe Kuukpik Avoidance, (Volume 1, page 10, Section 2.5.3.1, Gravel Roads) This section states that gravel roads would be a minimum of | CPAI is completing a pilot study to look at both rigid and spray foam insulation for road cores. This study is N
Corporation Minimization, |5 feet thick but average 7 feet thick due to topography. Kuukpik recommends exploring the feasibility of using |ongoing, and feasibility will not be determined until after the EIS ROD. At this time, it has not been included in
or Mitigation  |insulating material (such as the rigid Styrofoam boards installed at the Nuigsut runway this past summer) within |the EIS due to not being technically proven.
the gravel roads in order to reduce the thickness and the amount of gravel needed. This could be added to the
additional suggested mitigation measures at page 80.
1294 28 Nukapigak  [Joe Kuukpik Avoidance, (Volume 1, page 10, Section 2.5.3.2.1, Bridges) This section generally describes the proposed bridges. Kuukpik |As stated in Appendix D.1 (Alternatives Development) Section 4.2.3.2.1, Bridges, bridges crossing Judy N
Corporation Minimization, |would like to know what flood/high water data these designs are based on. Bridges should be high enough to (lgalligpik) and Fish (Uvlutuuq) creeks would be designed to maintain a bottom chord clearance of at least 13
or Mitigation  |allow subsistence users on Fish and Judy Creeks to pass below them in boats during normal (and somewhat feet above the 2-year design flood elevation (open water) to provide vessel clearance.
higher than normal) water levels.
1294 36 Nukapigak  [Joe Kuukpik Avoidance, (Volume 1, page 42, Section 3.3.3, Additional Suggested Best Management Practices or Mitigation) The Use of drilling rigs that meet Tier 4 final standards is a design feature and therefore not a mitigation measure. N
Corporation Minimization, |additional mitigation measures should include use of drilling rigs that meet Tier 4 final standards prior to use of
or Mitigation | “high-line” power.
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Nukapigak Kuukpik Avoidance, (Volume 1, page 146, Section 3.16.3, Additional Suggested Best Management Practices or Mitigation) Flight Flight and vehicle restrictions are required in proposed BMPs F2 through F-4, E-1, K-6, K-9, and M-1. These are
Corporation Minimization, |restrictions and vehicle convoys should be considered as additional project-specific BMPs. Boat ramps at Fish | described throughout the resource sections in Chapter 3.0 (Affected Environment and Environmental
or Mitigation  [and Judy Creeks should also be considered as mitigation actions. Kuukpik commented on these items at the Consequences) under Applicable Existing and Proposed Lease Stipulations and Best Management Practices
October 2 Draft EIS meeting in Nuigsut. sections (typically, Section 3.X.2.1.1).
Boat ramps have been added to the Project description for the Final EIS.
1294 47 Nukapigak  [Joe Kuukpik Avoidance, (Volume 1, page 176-78, Section 5.4, Proponent’s Voluntary Mitigation) The discussion of CPAI’s so-called This section has been updated to reflect the differences between voluntary and nonvoluntary mitigation. Y
Corporation Minimization, |“philanthropy program” is inaccurate. Several of the most important benefits listed in this section are not
or Mitigation | philanthropy at all, but rather, commitments that first ARCO and now CPAI are contractually obligated to
provide as a result of agreements negotiated with Kuukpik over the years.
1307 28 Pardue Margaret Native Village of | Avoidance, A particular area of importance, among others, is the Colville (Kuukpik) River . . . With progress towards the Existing and proposed BMPs are designed to protect subsistence users, access, and resources. These include N
Nuigsut Minimization, |finalization of the Colville River access road, which has taken decades to advance and will be completed at great |those listed in Table 3.16.4 of the Final EIS (Section 3.16, Subsistence and Sociocultural Systems), such as
or Mitigation | cost, we believe that protecting the Colville is particularly important. As we have stated before, if the Colville BMPs A-11, E-1, H-1, H-4, and more.
River access road and boat ramp is going to be meaningful into the future, the areas it enables access to must be |Requiring employment opportunities as a mitigation measure for the Willow MDP Project would equate to
protected. compensatory mitigation, which BLM cannot require. CPAI has volunteered to provide the City of Nuigsut
Fish Creek is another especially important subsistence use area that is threatened by existing and planned access to a grant writer to assist with grant proposals that could be paid for out of the NPR-A Impact Grant
development . . . Remaining undeveloped portions of the Fish Creek watershed should be protected, and access | Program.
to these areas must be maintained.
Avreas identified for their subsistence importance should be meaningfully safeguarded so that oil companies and
changes in administrative priorities cannot compromise the integrity of these places. BLM’s decision to allow
ConocoPhillips to violate the Fish Creek Buffer exemplified how discretionary protective measures fail to
protect important places on the landscape.
NVN would like a meaningful role in the stewardship of these protected subsistence use areas. This role can
involve both management and monitoring efforts that provide employment opportunities for residents of the
community. These jobs can be paid for by a compensatory mitigation fund.
1307 29 Pardue Margaret Native Village of | Avoidance, NVN feels strongly that the entire mitigation hierarchy (avoidance, minimization, and compensatory offsets) Avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures (i.e., BMPs) were further developed in the Final EIS and will Y
Nuigsut Minimization, |must be employed for the proposed Willow MDP. The agency has failed to effectively avoid and offset the be included in the BLM’s ROD. Details are included throughout the resource sections in Chapter 3.0 (Affected
or Mitigation  |impacts of development in the region . . . Environment and Environmental Consequences), in Chapter 5.0 (Mitigation), and in Appendix 1.1 (Avoidance,
The encroachment of GMT-1 and GMT-2 into Fish Creek, an area identified for its very high subsistence Minimization, and Mitigation).
importance, exemplifies BLM’s lack of commitment to effectively avoiding irreplaceable areas. . . . Steps should | Steps to avoid, minimize, and mitigate potential impacts to areas of traditional and cultural importance are
be taken through the RMS and through the Willow NEPA process to ensure that areas of traditional and cultural |described in Section 3.16.2.1, Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation, and in Appendix F (Section 106
importance are protected from the impacts of development. Cultural Resources Findings: Process and Analysis).
Unavoidable impacts of development projects within the NPR-A must be accurately quantified and effectively  |BLM evaluated impacts quantitatively when practicable; if impacts are not described quantitively, they are
offset through compensatory mitigation actions. described qualitatively. BLM policy prohibits the BLM from requiring compensatory compensation (1M 2019-
018, Compensatory Mitigation, DOI 2019).
5 5 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Avoidance, One area of particular concern is the lack of appropriate consideration of mitigation measures in the EIS. Except as required by law, BLM policy precludes imposition of compensatory mitigation on public land users N
Minimization, |Another concern is that this process denies the public or other federal, state, local and tribal agencies the (IM 2019-018, Compensatory Mitigation, DOI 2019). A Compensatory Mitigation Plan is not required for
or Mitigation  |opportunity to comment on CPAIs mitigation proposal and its adequacy to compensate for unavoidable impacts | NEPA or for the Section 404 permit application; only a compensatory mitigation statement is required. USACE
resulting from project implementation, construction and operation. determines compensatory mitigation requirements associated with Section 404 permits, and provides a public
comment opportunity upon issuance of the Public Notice for permit applications under Section 404. The Public
Notice was issued on March 26, 2020, and the comment period ended on May 11, 2020.
864 59 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Avoidance, BLM’s analysis of mitigation measures is deficient for multiple reasons. First, it is unclear if BLM is authorizing | The deviations described in the Final EIS are exceptions (one-time exemptions to an LS or BMP determined on Y
Minimization, |any deviations from the lease stipulations and best management practices that BLM identifies as likely to occur. |a case-by-case basis), applying only to the Willow MDP Project. A lessee may propose a deviation from the
or Mitigation | Additionally, BLM does not analyze the need for the potential deviations. Additionally, BLM fails to adequately |requirements and standards of stipulations and BMPs as part of an authorization application. Final EIS Section
identify and analyze additional mitigation measures to impose given the failure of existing lease stipulations and |2.5.12 (Compliance with Bureau of Land Management Stipulations and Best Management Practices) lists the
best management practices to actually mitigate from the impacts of oil and gas activities on Reserve resources  |likely deviations to include LS E-2 and four BMPs: E-7, E-11, K-1, and K-2. (Deviations from BLM BMPs are
and uses. We note that BLM is analyzing the project under the 2013 IAP stipulations and best management further detailed in the Final EIS Appendix D.1, Alternatives Development, by action alternative.) As noted in
practices, not the proposed stipulations and required operating procedures being proposed for the revision of the |Section 2.5.12, each deviation would be reviewed as the Project design engineering advances for opportunities to
IAP. conform to LSs and BMPs to the extent practicable.
BLM identified that Conoco is likely to receive “deviations” from one lease stipulation and five best The BLM is required to respond through a ROD on the Willow MDP Project regardless of potential revisions to
management practices. We note that it is unclear if BLM is considering granting waivers, exceptions, or the IAP. The Project is subject to LSs from prior IAPs, which do not change when a new IAP is issued.
modifications for these requirements when it refers to deviations. BLM proposed course of action must be Applicable BMPs/ROPs considered in the revised IAP are included as Applicable Existing and Proposed Lease
clarified now, as each option is different, with potentially different resulting impacts. Stipulations and Best Management Practices sections in the Willow MDP Final EIS (typically, Section
3.X.2.1.1).
864 60 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Avoidance, Itis not clear if BLM is granting the deviations now, or if it will evaluate potential deviations in the future. BLM |Final EIS Section 2.5.12 (Compliance with Bureau of Land Management Stipulations and Best Management N
Minimization, |must be clear about whether it is granting deviations from these protective measures so that the public can Practices) lists the likely deviations to include LS E-2 and four BMPs: E-7, E-11, K-1, and K-2. (Deviations
or Mitigation  |understand the full impacts of the project and BLM’s decision. While we assume that BLM is not actually from BLM BMPs are further detailed in the Final EIS Appendix D.1, Alternatives Development, by action
granting the waivers now based on its lack of analysis, BLM must nevertheless fully evaluate the impacts of alternative.) As noted in Section 2.5.12, each deviation would be reviewed as the Project design engineering
granting these deviations in this DEIS, regardless of whether it is in fact granting them, because the agency has  |advances for opportunities to conform to LSs and BMPs to the extent practicable. The EIS impact analysis
identified that such deviations are likely. assumed that these deviations would be granted.
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Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Avoidance, More fundamentally, there is considerable confusion in the DEIS about the application of the lease stipulations | Final EIS Section 2.5.12 (Compliance with Bureau of Land Management Stipulations and Best Management
Minimization, |and best management practices because BLM makes contradictory Practices) lists the likely deviations to include LS E-2 and four BMPs: E-7, E-11, K-1, and K-2. (Deviations
or Mitigation | statements. In some places, BLM indicates that deviations would be required. But then, in the same resource from BLM BMPs are further detailed in the Final EIS Appendix D.1, Alternatives Development, by action
section, BLM states that [a]ll existing NPR-A 1AP [lease stipulations] and [best management practices] would be | alternative.) As noted in Section 2.5.12, each deviation would be reviewed as the Project design engineering
implemented. It is, therefore, very unclear what BLM is considering, analyzing, or requiring. This must be advances for opportunities to conform to LSs and BMPs to the extent practicable. All action alternatives would
corrected and a revised DEIS must be reissued. require deviations to the LSs and BMPs, which are common deviations for projects in the NPR-A and part of the
Additionally, while BLM indicates that the deviations are likely, it does not appear that BLM has analyzed the | reason that the BMPs are undergoing revision. Thus, the measures would likely not be met under another
project and likely deviations to ensure that the objectives of the protective measures are still met, as alternative.
required. . . . [I]n the DEIS, it does not appear that BLM considered the ability of the project to meet the The language has been clarified in the Final EIS to specify that “all existing NPR-A 1AP LSs and BMPs would
objectives of the lease stipulations and best management practices that it deems likely to allow Conoco to not be implemented except for those where deviations are granted.” All resource sections in Chapter 3.0 (Affected
have to meet. Environment and Environmental Consequences) list the applicable LSs and BMPs for that resource, followed by
the deviations that would be required, and how that may affect that resource.
864 63 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Avoidance, An additional problem with BLM’s approach to protective measures is that it focuses on the deviations that may |Avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures were further developed in the Final EIS and will be included Y
Minimization, |be granted, but BLM does not take the necessary step of considering additional protective measures to impose to |in the ROD. Details are included throughout the individual resource sections in Chapter 3.0 (Affected
or Mitigation | protect all likely resources that would be negatively impacted by the Willow development. . . . BLM purports to | Environment and Environmental Consequences), in Chapter 5.0 (Mitigation), and in Appendix 1.1 (Avoidance,
identify and consider additional mitigation measures in Appendix | by including a chart of suggested measures, |Minimization, and Mitigation).
but additional measures for key resources are absent. For example, there is no additional protective measure for | Air quality is permitted by the State, and additional mitigation measures may be imposed during permitting.
air quality. . . . [T]here is nothing proposed to protect subsistence use and access. . . . State air quality specialists reviewed the air quality modeling (as a cooperating agency with special expertise)
More generally, there is no analysis of the proposed measures in the DEIS so it is unclear that what is proposed |and did not identify additional BMPs beyond what are already in the EIS or implemented under the 2013 NPR-A
is sufficient to ensure that resources are protected. BLM generally just lists the suggested additional measures in | IAP ROD or 2020 revisions (BLM 2013, 2020). The IAP already includes subsistence mitigation measures; the
both the Appendix I and includes that same list in the DEIS analysis, without analyzing if they are sufficientto  |Project alternatives were developed in response to concerns over subsistence resources and access; the SDEIS
protect the Reserves resources . . . and Final EIS include not only subsistence tundra access ramps but boat ramps intended to help mitigate impacts
to subsistence users.
864 92 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Avoidance, Because the Corps does not have a permit application and the necessary information to analyze this project, the | A Section 404 permit application is not required to undertake the NEPA process. Section 404 requires a permit N
Minimization, |draft EIS also does not contain appropriate mitigation measures for this project. . . . Pursuant to the Corps’ before dredged or fill material may be discharged into WOUS; the Section 404 program is administered by
or Mitigation | permitting regulations, compensatory mitigation may be required to ensure that a permit complies with the USACE, which will provide a public comment period on any Section 404 permit application prior to issuing a
404(b)(1) Guidelines. The 2008 Mitigation Rule sets out how mitigation requirements are determined and permit. Except as required by law, BLM policy precludes imposition of compensatory mitigation on public land
provides the Corps with the authority to deny a permit if there is a “lack of appropriate and practicable users (IM 2019-018, Compensatory Mitigation, DOI 2019). A Compensatory Mitigation Plan is not required for
compensatory mitigation.” The 2008 Mitigation Rule also contains substantive provisions regarding the size and |NEPA or for the Section 404 permit application; only a compensatory mitigation statement is required. USACE
location of compensatory mitigation that are directly pertinent to the Corps’ decision whether to permit this determines compensatory mitigation requirements associated with Section 404 permits and provides a public
project. comment opportunity upon issuance of the Public Notice for permit applications under Section 404. USACE
issued its Public Notice on March 26, 2020.
864 119 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Avoidance, BLM must also analyze the potential adverse effects of gravel mining to the Colville River Special Area. The The gravel mine site would not be located in the CRSA or the 2-mile Colville River setback. Refer to Figures N
Minimization, |proposed mine site is within the Colville River Special Area. . . . BLM failed to include current information on  |2.4.1 through 2.4.3 in the Final EIS (Appendix A, Figures). The gravel mine site would be approximately
or Mitigation  [basin characteristics, streamflow data, channel geometry, and water quality to properly determine potential 3.8 miles from the boundary of the CRSA, at the closest point.
impacts and mitigate disturbances in this sensitive habitat. BLM also failed consider alternative sources of The Tigmiagsiugvik Mine Site would be located within the half-mile setback of the Ublutuoch (Tigmiagsiugvik)
gravel, such as the Clover mine, as discussed above. River (Final EIS Figure 2.5.4 in Appendix A, Figures), which would require a waiver for BMP K-1(g). Gravel
BLM failed to describe how the objectives of the applicable IAP setbacks could be met through other means if it |resources are limited on the North Slope and within the NPR-A. CPAI identified a suitable material source
grants a deviation. In addition to the two-mile setbacks for the Colville River and its tributaries, BMP C-2(f) (quality and volume) that could supply the needs for the entire Project and has continued mine site engineering;
provides the following requirement: for the Final EIS, the total surface area impacts would be 149.7 acres over two distinct mine site cells. This is a
“Motorized ground-vehicle use within the Colville River Special Area associated with overland moves, seismic | reduction from up to 230 acres described in the Draft EIS; the reduction in footprint meets the objective of BMP
work, and any similar use of heavy equipment shall be minimized within an area that extends 1 mile west or K-1 to minimize the disruption of natural flow patterns.
northwest of the bluffs of the Colville River, and 2 miles on either side of the Kogosukruk and Kikiakrorak rivers | CPAI has provided a mine site plan, including mine site reclamation, consistent with BMP E-8. The mine site
and tributaries of the Kogosukruk River from April 15 through August 5, with the exception that use will be plan was developed with input from cooperating agencies and in consultation with BLM. The mine site plan is
minimized in the vicinity of gyrfalcon nests beginning March 15. Such use will remain 1/2 mile away from included with the Final EIS as Appendix D.2, Willow Mine Site Mining and Reclamation Plan.
known raptor nesting sites, unless authorized by the authorized officer.”
BLM should not waive this BMP. Furthermore, ConocoPhillips’ map shows that the mine site would be located
directly on the Tipmiagsiugvik (Ublutuoch) River. Gravel mine sites are typically located away from major
streams and lakes. BLM failed to explain how this is consistent with protections for this waterway under Lease
Stipulation/Best Management Practice K-1(g). BLM should also rely on BMP E-8 to ensure that ConocoPhillips
minimizes the impacts of gravel mining on air, land, water, fish, and wildlife resources.
864 120 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Avoidance, BLM also failed to consider a full suite of mitigation measures to avoid and minimize impacts from the The Draft EIS analysis incorporated preliminary information provided by CPAI regarding how it proposes to N
Minimization, |extensive gravel mining proposed as part of the Willow Plan. . . . There is no clear mine reclamation plan in the |restore the gravel mine site. The CPAI Willow Mine Site Mining and Reclamation Plan was developed
or Mitigation ~ |DEIS ... Damage to permafrost from gravel mining would be permanent, which the draft EIS acknowledges. As | following meetings with relevant cooperating agencies and in consultation with BLM. The mine site plan is
stated by Terzi . .. “Addressing permanent impacts to at a minimum of 230 acres of permafrost from gravel included in the Final EIS as Appendix D.2, Willow Mine Site Mining and Reclamation Plan. Impacts from mine
mines through compensatory mitigation needs to occur. BLM fails to address these issues in the DEIS. Delaying |site development are included in resource sections throughout Chapter 3.0 (Affected Environment and
a decision on this until formulation of reclamation plans is not consistent with the NEPA process and federal Environmental Consequences) of the EIS.
rules and regulations.”
In sum, BLM failed to consider the significant adverse impacts of gravel mining from the proposed Willow Plan.
The draft EIS should be revised and reissued with an evaluation of the full scope of these impacts, a full
reclamation plan, and mitigation to avoid, minimize, and compensate for unavoidable adverse impacts.
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Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Avoidance, Finally, the draft EIS offers no compensation or mitigation plan to address these and other potential impactsto | The Draft EIS analysis incorporated preliminary information provided by CPAI regarding how it proposes to
Minimization, |water resources and hydrology in the region. Rehabilitation at a future date is not consistent with federal rules restore the gravel mine site. The CPAI Willow Mine Site Mining and Reclamation Plan was developed
or Mitigation  |and regulations and may not be effective. In addition, BLM has not provided enough information and baseline | following meetings with relevant cooperating agencies and in consultation with BLM. The mine site plan is
data to adequately design the infrastructure associated with this project, especially in terms of climate change and |included in the Final EIS as Appendix D.2, Willow Mine Site Mining and Reclamation Plan. Impacts from mine
sustainability of the project into the future. site development are included in resource sections throughout Chapter 3.0 (Affected Environment and
Environmental Consequences) of the EIS.

864 170 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Avoidance, Finally, the draft EIS fails to adequately consider mitigation to avoid, minimize and compensate for the Except as required by law, BLM policy precludes imposition of compensatory mitigation on public land users
Minimization, |significant, and likely permanent, losses of wetlands associated with the proposed Willow Plan. . . . The Draft (IM 2019-018, Compensatory Mitigation, DOI 2019). A Compensatory Mitigation Plan is not required for
or Mitigation  [EIS does not justify nor substantiate the assertion that functional loss would only occur absent reclamation, NEPA or for the Section 404 permit application; only a compensatory mitigation statement is required. USACE

implying that reclamation can avoid such loss. BLM also does it discuss which functions could be impaired or | determines compensatory mitigation requirements associated with Section 404 permits and provides a public

lost and for how long. There is nothing presented that would validate BLM’s claim that if reclamation occurred, |comment opportunity upon issuance of the Public Notice for permit applications under Section 404.

lost and impaired wetland functions would be reversible and the wetlands, their functions impacted by the Section 404 requires a permit before dredged or fill material may be discharged into WOUS; the Section 404

project would rebound, and impacts would not be permanent. program is administered by USACE, which will provide a public comment period on any Section 404 permit
application prior to issuing a permit. USACE issued its Public Notice on March 26, 2020.

864 255 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Avoidance, BLM should include monitoring data from past projects in this area to support any contention that existing The NPR-A 1AP considered the effectiveness of BMPs and is the reason that specific BMPs were selected in the
Minimization, |BMPs, LSs and any additionally proposed BMPs (as cited above) are effective in quantifying and qualifying ROD and are now required. VVarious BMPs require lessees to monitor specific resources; if monitoring indicates
or Mitigation  |impacts from the project. that BMPs are not effective, then BLM adaptively manages to reduce impacts.

Proposed BMP H-5 requires that data and summary reports derived from North Slope studies be made easily
accessible. This was added to the Applicable Existing and Proposed Lease Stipulations and Best Management
Practices sections throughout Chapter 3.0 (Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences) (typically,
Section 3.X.2.1.1).

864 259 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Avoidance, BMP C-2: Protect stream banks, minimize compaction of soils, and minimize the breakage, abrasion, The BLM has analyzed proposed revisions to ROP C-2 in the 2020 IAP Final EIS that would address specific
Minimization, |compaction, or displacement of vegetation. The requirement for this BMP would be: Tundra activities shall be  |thresholds and stipulates that:
or Mitigation  |allowed only when frost and snow cover are at sufficient depths to protect the tundra. [Low-ground-pressure] — Ground operations would only be allowed when frost and snow cover are at sufficient depth, strength, density,

vehicles shall be selected and operated in a manner that eliminates direct impacts to tundra. Bulldozing of tundra |and structure to protect the tundra. Soils must be frozen to at least 23 degrees F at least 12 inches below the
mat and vegetation, or trails is prohibited. lowest surface height (e.g., inter-tussock space). Tundra travel would be allowed when there is at least 3 to 6
BLM needs to include this BMP in enforceable and measurable terms. BLM needs to set a threshold for inches of snow (depending on the alternative). For alternatives B, C, and D: Snow depth and snow density must
sufficient depth in order to make this BMP meaningful and possibly minimize impacts from this project on amount to no less than a snow water equivalent of 3 inches over the highest vegetated surface (e.g., top of
climate change both individually and cumulatively. tussock) in the NPR-A.
— Snow survey and soil freeze-down data collected for ice road or snow trail planning and monitoring shall be
submitted to the BLM.
— Clearing or smoothing drifted snow is allowed to the extent that the tundra mat is not disturbed. Only smooth
pipe snow drags would be allowed for smoothing drifted snow.
— For alternatives B, C, and D: avoid using the same routes for multiple trips, unless necessitated by serious
safety or environmental concerns and approved by the BLM. This provision does not apply to hardened snow
trails or ice roads.
— Ice roads would be designed and located to avoid the most sensitive and easily damaged tundra types, as much
as practicable. For alternatives B, C, and D: ice roads may not use the same route each year; ice roads would be
offset to avoid portions of an ice road route from the previous 2 years.
Applicable BMPs considered in the revised IAP are included in the Final EIS as Applicable Existing and
Proposed Lease Stipulations and Best Management Practices sections (typically, Section 3.X.2.1.1). The BLM
has the discretion to include these in the ROD regardless of whether the revised IAP is approved.

864 260 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Avoidance, BMP L-1: Protect stream banks and water quality; minimize compaction of soils; minimize the breakage, C-2ais a subpart of C-2. This was simplified to be consistently referred to as C-2 for the Final EIS.
Minimization, |abrasion, compaction, or displacement of vegetation. On a case-by-case basis, BLM may permit low-ground-
or Mitigation | pressure vehicles to travel off gravel pads and roads during times other than those identified in BMP C-2a.

It is unclear what BMP C-2a is and how it differs from BMP C-2. BMP L-1 allows deviation from BMP C-2 and
there is no way to enforce this BMP nor are there any limits or sideboards on the deviation, making both of these
BMPs, designed to address the potential effects of the project on climate change meaningless.

864 262 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Avoidance, Given the length of this project (projected out for decades) and the potential effects of climate change/global Section 3.2.1, Affected Environment, of the Final EIS addresses ongoing impacts of climate change on the
Minimization, |warming on the Arctic, in general, and permafrost specifically, it is incumbent upon BLM to address the environment, including in the Project area. Section 3.2.2, Environmental Consequences: Effects of the Project on
or Mitigation | potential impacts of this project into the future. It is evident that use of BMPs and LSs to address permafrost Climate Change, and Section 3.19.4, Cumulative Impacts to Climate Change, analyze impacts that Project

impacts is inadequate. alternatives and cumulative actions may have on climate.

864 263 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Avoidance, Addressing permanent impacts to at a minimum of 230 acres of permafrost from gravel mines through Except as required by law, BLM policy precludes imposition of compensatory mitigation on public land users
Minimization, |compensatory mitigation needs to occur. BLM fails to address these issues in the DEIS. Delaying a decision on | (IM 2019-018, Compensatory Mitigation, DOI 2019). A Compensatory Mitigation Plan is not required for
or Mitigation  |this until formulation of reclamation plans is not consistent with the NEPA process and federal rules and NEPA or for the Section 404 permit application; only a compensatory mitigation statement is required. USACE

regulations. determines compensatory mitigation requirements associated with Section 404 permits and provides a public
comment opportunity upon issuance of the Public Notice for permit applications under Section 404. USACE
issued its Public Notice on March 26, 2020.
The CPAI Willow Mine Site Mining and Reclamation Plan was developed in consultation with cooperating
agencies and BLM. This plan is included with the Final EIS as Appendix D.2, Willow Mine Site Mining and
Reclamation Plan. The effects of mine site development and reclamation were considered in the analysis of
resources throughout Chapter 3.0, Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences, in the development
of the Draft and Final EISs.
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Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Avoidance, Finally, BLM has failed to provide enforceable, measurable, and meaningful mitigation measures to compensate |Except as required by law, BLM policy precludes imposition of compensatory mitigation on public land users
Minimization, |for project impacts, let alone cumulative impacts. A compensatory mitigation plan must be developed, submitted |(IM 2019-018, Compensatory Mitigation, DOI 2019). A Compensatory Mitigation Plan is not required for
or Mitigation | for review and approved by the agencies for BLM to make the assertions cited above. NEPA or for the Section 404 permit application; only a compensatory mitigation statement is required. USACE
determines compensatory mitigation requirements associated with Section 404 permits and provides a public
comment opportunity upon issuance of the Public Notice for permit applications under Section 404. USACE
issued its Public Notice on March 26, 2020.
Avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures/BMPs were further developed in the Final EIS and will be
included in BLM’s ROD. Details are included throughout the individual resource sections in Chapter 3.0
(Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences), in Chapter 5.0 (Mitigation), and in Appendix 1.1
(Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation).
864 300 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Avoidance, The DEIS notes that eventually the gravel mines could be reclaimed to provide off-channel wintering habitat for | The Draft EIS analysis incorporated preliminary information provided by CPAI regarding how they proposed to N
Minimization, |fish. If BLM/CPAI want to consider reclamation as compensatory mitigation for fish impacts, then they must restore the gravel mine site. BLM has also met several times with CPAI and cooperating agencies to discuss the
or Mitigation | prepare the reclamation plan for review and adequacy to compensate for fish and habitat impacts. Once mining and restoration plan. The CPAI Willow Mine Site Mining and Reclamation Plan is included in the Final
approved, the plan must be subject to a special condition of the Corps Section 404/10 Permit for implementation, |EIS in Appendix D.2, Willow Mine Site Mining and Reclamation Plan.
construction, monitoring and other relevant components of a compensatory mitigation plan. It is not appropriate | A Section 404 permit application is not required to undertake the NEPA process. Section 404 requires a permit
to delay a decision on reclamation for 20 or 30 years into the future if this is being proposed as potential before dredged or fill material may be discharged into WOUS; the Section 404 program is administered by
compensation for fish and fish habitat impacts. This is not consistent with 33 CFR Part 332.4(c). USACE, which will provide a public comment period on any Section 404 permit application prior to issuing a
permit. USACE issued its Public Notice on March 26, 2020.
The CPAI Willow Mine Site Mining and Reclamation Plan was developed in consultation with cooperating
agencies and BLM. This plan is included with the Final EIS as Appendix D.2, Willow Mine Site Mining and
Reclamation Plan. The effects of mine site development and reclamation were considered in the analysis of
resources throughout Chapter 3.0, Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences, in the development
of the Draft and Final EISs.
864 301 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Avoidance, The DEIS also states that the Project could adopt the 6 additional BMPs suggested by NMFS for EFH for Avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures/BMPs were further developed in the Final EIS and will be N
Minimization, |invasive species. This should not be discretionary. The FEIS must make it clear what is being proposed for included in BLM’s ROD. Details are included throughout the resource sections in Chapter 3.0 (Affected
or Mitigation  |avoidance, minimization and compensation and how it is adequate compensation. Environment and Environmental Consequences), in Chapter 5.0 (Mitigation), and in Appendix 1.1 (Avoidance,
Minimization, and Mitigation).
864 302 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Avoidance, Reclamation is touted as the compensation (maybe) in 30 years or so and the BLM is actually claiming this As stated in Section 3.9.3, Unavoidable Adverse, Irretrievable, and Irreversible Effects, the function associated N
Minimization, |project only has “temporary” impacts if reclamation is done postproject. CPAI and BLM should give examples |with wetland loss would be irretrievable throughout the life of the Project until reclamation is complete. If
or Mitigation  |of ANY reclamation projects within the National Petroleum Reserve that have occurred to date and the success | reclamation did occur, the duration of vegetated wetland recovery after reclamation is expected to be greater than
or failure of such actions. The DEIS proclaims that the ecosystem rebounds after fill is taken out (although they |20 to 30 years, or until more than 50% aerial cover of the wetland is hydrophytic vegetation and soils are
acknowledge that tundra ecotypes can take another 10 years to rebound after fill is taken out and a project is saturated or inundated for more than 10 days during the growing season (Everett, Murray et al. 1985).
abandoned or decommissioned). Taking this into consideration, the DEIS asserts “temporary” impacts can exist |Reclamation is not described as temporary anywhere in the EIS.
in the landscape for 40 or more years. This is inconsistent with the very term temporary.
864 303 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Avoidance, LSs and/or BMPs are only meaningful if they are enforceable, measurable, verifiable and transparent Table 1.1.2 in Section 1.2, Design Features to Avoid and Minimize Impacts, in Appendix 1.1 (Avoidance, N
Minimization, |(understandable). In addition, Table 1.1.2. Design Features to Avoid and Minimize Impacts do not have Minimization, and Mitigation), is not a listing of LSs or BMPs. The referenced table, as noted in the section text,
or Mitigation | parameters that are enforceable or measurable so they are not meaningful. . . . BLM needs to clarify who will be |summarizes a list of measures incorporated by CPAI to “avoid and minimize impacts into their Project design.”
responsible to ensure such a measure takes place and how would it be monitored, by who and when. Specifically, Measure No. 91 is not associated with an LS or BMP, but is noted as a stipulation of ADNR and
ADEC regulations.
864 304 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Avoidance, Another BMP states “(m)onitor vegetation damage, and compression of soil and vegetation in annual resupply | These types of specifications would be listed in the ROD. N
Minimization, |ice road footprint (footprints that are used consecutively each year).” BLM needs to explain the parameters of
or Mitigation  |this monitoring, and if adverse impacts are noted, what the next steps would be. Without a specific monitoring
plan, with performance standards, contingencies, adaptive management and other requirements typically
included in a mitigation plan, then this measure is not meaningful nor enforceable in any way.
864 305 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Avoidance, BMP E-11 states “minimize the take of species, particularly those listed under the Endangered Species Actand |BMP E-11 is specifically geared for the protection of birds and includes subsections for yellow-billed loons and N
Minimization, |BLM Special Status Species, from direct or indirect interaction with oil and gas facilities.” The Action required |spectacled and Steller’s eiders. This BMP is not intended to protect fish or small mammals. Other BMPs and LSs
or Mitigation  |is noted as “(a)erial surveys for species will be conducted prior to construction.” This BMP is useless for small | are intended to protect fish and mammals (e.g., LS E-3).
mammals and fish.
864 306 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Avoidance, BMP E-14 states (e)nsure the passage of fish at stream crossings. The Action Required is noted as “(t)o ensure  |CPAI will have met these requirements (at least 3 years of hydrologic and fish data) by the time of construction. N
Minimization, |that crossings provide for fish passage, all proposed crossing designs shall collect at least 3 years of hydrologic
or Mitigation  |and fish data.” BLM has not done so to date and needs to adhere to this BMP.
864 308 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Avoidance, The DEIS states in Chapter 3, Section 3.10.3 Additional Suggested Best Management Practices or Mitigation (in | Avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures/BMPs were further developed in the Final EIS and included N
Minimization, |terms of reducing impacts to fish) could include adoption of BMPs suggested by NMFS for EFH for invasive throughout the individual resources sections in Chapter 3.0 (Affected Environment and Environmental
or Mitigation  |species. Again, BLM does not explicitly state if they will include the BMPs or how to, or who will, provide the | Consequences), in Chapter 5.0 (Mitigation), and in Appendix 1.1 (Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation).
oversight to enforce them. For example, one of these BMPs states “Prior to the start of construction, undertake a |Details will be included in the ROD.
thorough scientific review and risk assessment regarding impacts associated with the introduction of non-native | Consultations with the NMFS and the USFWS will be complete prior to the BLM issuing a ROD; any additional
species.” This does not provide a clear timeframe for compliance or what constitutes a “scientific review and risk | BMPs that are required as a result of consultations would be included in the ROD. The BLM monitors BMPs
assessment.” It is not clear whether this will be subject to approval by the BLM authorized officer, or how the required by NMFS and USFWS, and the BLM has the discretion to halt operations if needed.
adequacy of such a document will be determined. BLM needs to explain how this is an enforceable or valid The BMP stating, “Prior to the start of construction, undertake a thorough scientific review and risk assessment
BMP. regarding impacts associated with the introduction of non-native species,” has been removed from consideration.
BMP M-2 addresses invasive specifies prevention and is included in Section 3.9.2.1.1, Applicable Existing and
Proposed Lease Stipulations and Best Management Practices.
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There are many more examples of how the LSs, BMPs, design features are not written with adequate sideboards

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

The NPR-A 1AP considered the effectiveness of BMPs and is the reason that specific BMPs were selected in the

“Technical Feasibility. In determining whether compensatory mitigation is practicable, issues associated with the
technical feasibility of restoring, enhancing, or establishing wetlands and other aquatic resources are also
relevant. In spite of significant advances in restoration science, the technical challenges associated with
establishing and re-establishing certain difficult-to-replace aquatic resources, such as permafrost wetlands,
remains high. Compensation for impacts to these types of resources should be provided, if practicable, through
in-kind rehabilitation, enhancement, or preservation since there is greater certainty that these methods of
compensation will successfully offset permitted impacts (see 33 CFR Part 332.3(e)(3) and 40 CFR Part
230.93(e)(3)).”

This statement is particularly relevant in terms of providing compensation for permafrost wetlands. Permafrost
wetlands are not only defined as difficult-to-replace, but as acknowledged in the DEIS, are irreplaceable.
Therefore, BLM must address the direct and indirect impacts to permafrost wetlands through preservation of
high functioning permafrost wetlands at ratios no less that 5-10:1 replacement. If BLM deviates from standard
ratios, they must provide adequate justification.

Minimization, |to be enforceable, measurable and meaningful. BLM inappropriately relies on these mitigation measures to state |ROD and are now required. VVarious BMPs require lessees to monitor specific resources; if monitoring indicates
or Mitigation  |that impacts will be avoided and minimized. In addition, there will be deviations to some of the most effective | that BMPs are not effective, then BLM adaptively manages to reduce impacts.
measures (as noted previously) to protect water resources, wetlands, and fish. Given the proposed deviations BMPs requiring waivers are detailed in Final EIS Appendix D.1 (Alternatives Development), Section 4.2.12,
from certain BMPs and LSs, and as currently provided, the analysis by BLM is severely defective to demonstrate | Compliance with Bureau of Land Management Stipulations, Best Management Practices, and Supplemental
the proposed mitigation measures are adequate surrogates for a fully fleshed compensatory mitigation plan. Practices. The BLM evaluated these deviations as a part of the Project design, and therefore, they are included in
the EIS analysis.
A Compensatory Mitigation Plan is not required for NEPA or for the Section 404 permit application; only a
compensatory mitigation statement is required. USACE determines compensatory mitigation requirements
associated with Section 404.
864 310 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Avoidance, Chapter 5 of the DEIS is an overview of avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures proposed to offset | Final EIS Section 5.3, Compensatory Mitigation, provides an overview of compensatory mitigation for the N
Minimization, |environmental impacts. BLM’s existing LSs, BMPs, and design features to avoid and minimize impacts are the |Project. Except as required by law, BLM policy precludes imposition of compensatory mitigation on public land
or Mitigation | proposed mitigation measures, and although the DEIS states this also includes compensatory mitigation, the users (IM 2019-018, Compensatory Mitigation, DOI 2019). A Compensatory Mitigation Plan is not required for
DEIS does not contain such provisions. NEPA or for the Section 404 permit application; only a compensatory mitigation statement is required. USACE
determines compensatory mitigation requirements associated with Section 404 permits and provides a public
comment opportunity upon issuance of the Public Notice for permit applications under Section 404. USACE
issued its Public Notice on March 26, 2020.
As described in Section 5.3, BLM considers other compensatory mitigation programs applicable to the Project
and Project area (e.g., voluntary or state-mandated compensatory mitigation), in its determination of mitigation
for impacts from the Project, including USACE’s compensatory mitigation program under Section 404 of the
CWA and the State’s NPR-A Impact Grant Program.
864 311 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Avoidance, Table D.4.4.—Anticipated Deviations from National Petroleum Reserve in Alaska Lease Stipulations or Best The Environmental Consequences sections for individual resources in Chapter 3.0 (Affected Environment and N
Minimization, |Management Practices. Environmental Consequences) includes analysis of deviations to LSs and BMPs that the Project would require.
or Mitigation | These 6 proposed deviations from the standard LSs and BMPs increase the risk and likelihood of impacts to Deviations that would affect specific resources are described in those resource sections under the Applicable
waters of the U.S. during project implementation, construction and operation. BLM must fully analyze these Existing and Proposed Lease Stipulations and Best Management Practices section (typically, Section 3.X.2.1.1).
impacts.
864 312 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Avoidance, Activities and design features that may avoid and minimize impacts is NOT synonymous to compensation for | A Compensatory Mitigation Plan is not required for NEPA or for the Section 404 permit application; only a N
Minimization, |functional and areal extent of loss of Waters of the U.S. There is no compensation proposed for the permanent, |compensatory mitigation statement is required. USACE determines compensatory mitigation requirements
or Mitigation  [temporary, indirect and temporal loss of wetlands and other waters of the U.S. . . . There is no opportunity for the | associated with Section 404 permits and provides a public comment opportunity upon issuance of the Public
public or agencies to comment on a compensatory mitigation proposal and its adequacy to compensate for Notice for permit applications under Section 404. USACE issued its Public Notice on March 26, 2020.
unavoidable impacts resulting from project implementation, construction and operation . . . If the Corps waits
until the ROD to require, discuss and incorporate a compensatory mitigation plan into their ROD and Section
404/10 permit required for this project, then there would be no opportunity for comments from the public,
agencies, and tribal entities. BLM and CPAI need to draft a compensatory mitigation plan and include it in the
FEIS and in their application to the Corps so that the proposal can be subject to Public Notice, along with project
details, and afford others the opportunity to review and provide comments.
864 314 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Avoidance, It is imperative for BLM and/or CPAI to demonstrate the proposed BMPs, LSs, eventual reclamation (including | A Compensatory Mitigation Plan is not required for NEPA or for the Section 404 permit application; only a N
Minimization, |removal of all fill and connection of gravel pits to river for off-channel deep water fish habitat) and tundra compensatory mitigation statement is required. USACE determines compensatory mitigation requirements
or Mitigation  [wetland rebound after temporal impacts ranging anywhere from 10-40 years is adequate compensation. The associated with Section 404 permits and provides a public comment opportunity upon issuance of the Public
DEIS is woefully inadequate in demonstrating this and is not compliant with the Federal Rule) and the 2018 Notice for permit applications under Section 404. USACE issued its Public Notice on March 26, 2020.
Alaska MOA [Memorandum of Agreement Between the Department of the Army and the Environmental Note: Mine site engineering has advanced since the Draft EIS, and as described in the Final EIS, the mine site
Protection Agency Concerning Mitigation Sequencing for Wetlands in Alaska under Section 404 of the Clean  |would not be connected to adjacent waterways to provide overwintering fish habitat. The Willow Mine Site
Water Act, June 15, 2018] . .. Mining and Reclamation Plan is included with the Final EIS as Appendix D.2, Willow Mine Site Mining and
Compensatory mitigation in the form of restoration and/or preservation must be provided and a detailed Reclamation Plan.
compensatory mitigation plan addressing the 13 required components of such a plan as outlined in the Federal
Rule (33 CFR Part 332.4 (c)(2)-(c)14) must be submitted for review and comment.
864 315 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Avoidance, The Alaska MOA [Memorandum of Agreement Between the Department of the Army and the Environmental | Except as required by law, BLM policy precludes imposition of compensatory mitigation on public land users N
Minimization, |Protection Agency Concerning Mitigation Sequencing for Wetlands in Alaska under Section 404 of the Clean (IM 2019-018, Compensatory Mitigation, DOI 2019). A Compensatory Mitigation Plan is not required for
or Mitigation | Water Act, June 15, 2018] states the following in terms of difficult to replace resources: NEPA or for the Section 404 permit application; only a compensatory mitigation statement is required. USACE

determines compensatory mitigation requirements associated with Section 404 permits and provides a public
comment opportunity upon issuance of the Public Notice for permit applications under Section 404. USACE
issued its Public Notice on March 26, 2020.
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Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Avoidance, Although there is no metric presented in the Federal Rule or the Alaska MOA for what constitutes a temporary | As stated in Section 3.9.3, Unavoidable Adverse, Irretrievable, and Irreversible Effects, the function associated
Minimization, |impact, it is inconceivable that 30 to 40 years could ever be considered a temporary impact. The DEIS presents  |with wetland loss would be irretrievable throughout the life of the Project until reclamation is complete. If
or Mitigation | no rationale or logic for stating that the impacts are temporary if reclamation/fill removal/decommission of the | reclamation did occur, the duration of vegetated wetland recovery after reclamation is expected to be greater than
project after some 30 or more years occurs. The assertion, throughout the DEIS, that impacts from the project 20 to 30 years, or until more than 50% aerial cover of the wetland is hydrophytic vegetation and soils are
will be reversible, temporary and minimal in nature is simply not justified. saturated or inundated for more than 10 days during the growing season (Everett, Murray et al. 1985).
Reclamation is not described as temporary anywhere in the EIS.

864 319 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Avoidance, The following scoping comments from EPA were not addressed adequately in the EIS, and should be addressed | Avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures/BMPs were further developed in the Final EIS and will be N
Minimization, |and included in the next iteration for the EIS: included in the ROD. Details are included throughout the individual resources sections in Chapter 3.0 (Affected
or Mitigation  |“The EPA recommends that the EIS identify the type of activities that would require mitigation measures during | Environment and Environmental Consequences), in Chapter 5.0 (Mitigation), and in Appendix 1.1 (Avoidance,

the construction, operation, and closure phases of this project. In addition, we recommend identifying whether | Minimization, and Mitigation).

implementation of each measure is required by BLM or any other governmental entity and which entity will be |Except as required by law, BLM policy precludes imposition of compensatory mitigation on public land users

responsible for implementing the measure. To the extent possible, mitigation goals and measurable performance |(IM 2019-018, Compensatory Mitigation, DOI 2019). A Compensatory Mitigation Plan is not required for

standards should be identified in the EIS to reduce impacts and adopted to achieve environmentally preferable | NEPA or for the Section 404 permit application; only a compensatory mitigation statement is required. USACE

outcomes. The CEQ guidance on Appropriate Use of Mitigation and Monitoring seeks to enable agencies to determines compensatory mitigation requirements associated with Section 404 permits and provides a public

create successful mitigation planning and implementation procedures with robust public involvement and comment opportunity upon issuance of the Public Notice for permit applications under Section 404. USACE

monitoring programs.” issued its Public Notice on March 26, 2020.

There is no compensatory mitigation plan included in the DEIS nor has BLM included any information relative |Draft and Final EIS Section 5.3.2, Compensatory Mitigation for the Fill of Wetlands and Waters of the United

to the comment above. States, does provide an overview of USACE’s requirements to consider compensatory mitigation and how this
would be described in USACE’s ROD for the EIS.

864 320 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Avoidance, The following scoping comments from EPA were not addressed adequately in the EIS, and should be addressed |Except as required by law, BLM policy precludes imposition of compensatory mitigation on public land users N
Minimization, |and included in the next iteration for the EIS: (IM 2019-018, Compensatory Mitigation, DOI 2019). A Compensatory Mitigation Plan is not required for
or Mitigation | “An environmental monitoring program should be designed to assess both impacts from the project and whether | NEPA or for the Section 404 permit application; only a compensatory mitigation statement is required. USACE

mitigation measures being implemented are effective. We recommend the EIS identify clear monitoring goals | determines compensatory mitigation requirements associated with Section 404 permits and provides a public
and objectives, such as what parameters are to be monitored, where and when monitoring will take place, who | comment opportunity upon issuance of the Public Notice for permit applications under Section 404. USACE
will be responsible, how the information will be evaluated, and what actions (contingencies, triggers, adaptive | issued its Public Notice on March 26, 2020.

management, correct actions, etc.) will be taken based on the information. We also recommend the EIS discuss  |Details regarding monitoring required by measures stipulated in the EIS would be provided in the ROD.
public participation, and how the public can get information on mitigation effectiveness and monitoring results.”

Nothing in the DEIS addresses this comment. Monitoring protocols are typically included in a detailed

compensatory mitigation plan, which is lacking in the DEIS.

50 1 Simmonds Isaac Thomas |— Avoidance, But the pipeline concern about the equipment, construction work to make sure there are no tools leave behind on |BMP A-1 (Waste and Litter) stipulates that “areas of operation shall be left clean of all debris.” The proposed N
Minimization, |that area, ... That’s my concern about the (unclear) Nuigsut and our village there that they go berry picking. But |changes to this BMP expand the requirement language: “All solid waste and industry-derived trash originating
or Mitigation  |the things that are most important as labor to make sure that nothing leave behind after work. That’s the safety | from permitted activities is required to be properly containerized while on-site or removed from the area of

work, tools or anything, including with the pipeline. But some way, in the line, it’s got to be — on the line, it’s | operation and activity.” Applicable BMPs/ROPs considered in the revised IAP are included in the Final EIS as

got to be somebody watching out for that. Like security work for the wildlife. Applicable Existing and Proposed Lease Stipulations and Best Management Practices sections (typically,
Section 3.X.2.1.1).
The BLM Arctic Office conducts inspections at the start of winter operations or activity, typically the first winter
inspection is in January and occurs monthly through the winter. After stick-picking is complete in the summer,
the BLM inspects across the permitted area once via helicopter. Anything that is left, the BLM would attempt to
pick up. Any notable observations are documented in the inspection reports, which are also shared with the
operators.

85 7 Svoboda Nathan The Wildlife Avoidance, We had some confusion over which areas operated under which BMPs, but that should be easily clarified in the |BMPs requiring waivers are detailed in Final EIS Appendix D.1 (Alternatives Development), Section 4.2.12, N

Society Alaska Minimization, |FEIS. Appendix D provides a list of expected exemptions from BMPs. We would like to see BLM and Conoco | Compliance with Bureau of Land Management Stipulations, Best Management Practices, and Supplemental
Chapter or Mitigation  |Phillips commit to tracking compliance with BMPs, and identify any deviations in a publicly accessible Practices.
database. Deviations for any activity the BLM authorizes in the NPR-A can be found in the associated NEPA
documentation, as the BLM must analyze deviations under NEPA. The public may request inspection and
monitoring reports from the Arctic District Office through FOIA.
85 9 Svoboda Nathan The Wildlife Avoidance, Commenters requested the EIS identify the responsible parties for implementing mitigation, monitoring Proposed BMP H-5 requires data and summary reports derived from North Slope studies be made easily Y
Society Alaska Minimization, |requirements, and where the public can find mitigation effectiveness and monitoring results as they become accessible. This was added to the Applicable Existing and Proposed Lease Stipulations and Best Management
Chapter or Mitigation  |available. Commenters encouraged the use of the mitigation hierarchy (avoidance, minimization, and Practices section throughout the resource sections in Chapter 3.0 (Affected Environment and Environmental
compensatory offsets) to ensure that unavoidable impacts are effectively and meaningfully offset with Consequences) (typically, Section 3.X.2.1.1) and to Appendix 1.1 (Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation).
appropriate mitigation. The BLM requires weekly reports from operators on NPR-A activities during construction of surface
The DEIS identifies scores of environmental and operational variables that will be monitored by either Conoco | development. The BLM Avrctic Office conducts inspections at the start of winter operations or activity, typically
Phillips or BLM over the life of the project . . . Lesser attention is given to monitoring the effectiveness of the first winter inspection is in January and occurs monthly through the winter. After stick-picking is complete in
proposed mitigation measures, especially long-term. . . . Commenters’ suggestions to employ a mitigation the summer, the BLM inspects across the permitted area once via helicopter. Any notable observations are
hierarchy (avoidance, mitigation, compensatory offsets) is a good idea, but we see little evidence of that documented in the inspection reports, which are also shared with the operators.
approach reflected in the DEIS. Economic considerations appear to dominate. The public may request inspection and monitoring reports from the Arctic District Office through FOIA.
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Svoboda

Nathan

The Wildlife
Society Alaska
Chapter
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Avoidance,
Minimization,
or Mitigation

Mitigation and Best Management Practices (BMPs)
... It was difficult for us to clearly discern what BMPs apply to what areas. For example, it appears BMP K-5
would be applied within the “Teshekpuk Lake Caribou Habitat Area.” BMP K-9 would be applied within the
“Caribou Movement Corridors,” and BMP K-10 would be applied in the “Southern Caribou Calving Area.”

... [1]t would be helpful to clarify in the Willow FEIS with maps and definitions.

It is unclear to us whether BMPs E-5, E-7 and F-1 will be applied throughout the Willow project area. We hope
that is the case, but if not, please clarify in the FEIS which BMPs apply to what land areas.

If Best Management Practices have any real force, applying just BMP E-5 (requiring that the development
footprint be “minimized”) would seemingly drive the FEIS to identify alternative D as the preferred. Because
that is doubtfully the case, we wonder how broadly and firmly any BMPs are supposed to be applied. The FEIS
should speak to this.

The boundaries of the CRSA and TLSA were added to the alternatives figures in Chapter 2.0, Alternatives, and
to Figure 3.12.1 (the K-5 Teshekpuk Lake Caribou Habitat Area boundary was already displayed) in Section
3.12, Terrestrial Mammals.

Proposed BMP F-3 (previously described as F-1) would require all aircraft to maintain specified altitudes that
vary by alternative. Alternative E would require all aircraft to maintain a 1,500-foot minimum altitude
throughout NPR-A. This was added to the Final EIS in Section 3.12.2.1.1, Applicable Existing and Proposed
Lease Stipulations and Best Management Practices.

Under the NPR-A IAP and Section 404 of the CWA, lessees are required to minimize facility footprints and
propose siting and alignment of facilities in such a manner as to minimize environmental impacts to various
resources (e.g., caribou, wetlands). The range of alternatives was developed by resource specialists from BLM
and cooperating agencies, and from comments received during scoping. During alternatives development for the
Willow MDP Project, the BLM considered issues identified during scoping, such as impacts to caribou and
subsistence. Alternatives development is described in Chapters 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix D.1, Alternatives
Development, including options considered but eliminated from detailed analysis and the screening criteria for
those alternatives.

During selection of a preferred alternative, or of any alternative, the BLM looks beyond the scope of any one
BMP. The purpose of NEPA is to provide decision-makers and other stakeholders with information they need to
understand environmental impacts resulting from an action. The process includes the development of alternatives
to an action, which allows decision-makers to consider information about the consequences and trade-offs
associated with taking any given course action.

4.2.4 Birds

Table B.2.7. Substantive Comments Received on Birds
Letter Comment Sender Last Sender First Org.
(\[o} (\[o} Name Name

Primary
Comment
Code

Comment Text

Response

Jeff Alaska State, Page 97, Section 3.11.3, #9 Already required by State law. Please remove duplicative requirement. Measure was removed from Section 3.11 (Birds) and Appendix I.1 (Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation).
Department of
Natural Resources
1302 45 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Birds BLM’s analysis of potential impacts to birds fails to account for important scientific research, and, as a result, The extent of the analysis area is appropriate and includes the potential effects areas for disturbance, Y
presents some inaccurate and unsupported conclusions. First, an analysis area of 3.7 miles is excessive. Recent | displacement, and predation. As described in Section 3.11, Birds, Liebezeit et al. (2009) estimated songbird nest
NEPA analyses conducted on the North Slope such as for the Nanushuk development and the GMT2 survival was reduced within 5 km (3.1 miles) of oil field infrastructure and presented evidence from post hoc
development analyzed impacts within 2.5 miles of gravel infrastructure, and there is no reason that Willow tests that all shorebirds combined had lower nest survival at even greater distances (16 km from infrastructure),
should be treated differently. We recommend re-evaluating the analysis area for birds to better align with the but this distance was based on less widely accepted statistical testing. Predators such as foxes, gulls, and ravens
available literature and recent NEPA documents for North Slope projects. Specifically, we challenge the may travel distances greater than 6 km, but little work has documented movements of predators around facilities
appropriateness of including the area around ice road routes in light of the fact that ice roads are a winter activity |on the North Slope. The EIS uses a conservative distance of 6 km that encompasses the predation effects
that takes place when few birds a present and would have minimal impacts on birds. documented by Liebezeit et al. (2009), plus an area to account for predation effects beyond those estimated for
nesting songbirds.
Ice road effects on bird habitat extend beyond the winter season. As described in Section 3.11.2.3.1, Habitat
Loss or Alteration, ice infrastructure compacts vegetation, changes drainage patterns, and delays snowmelt.
Thus, including ice infrastructure in the analysis area is necessary.
1302 46 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Birds In section 3.11.2.3.5, BLM partially relies on the Johnson, Wildman et al. 2019 study to conclude that yellow- | Johnson, Wildman et al. (2019) found no displacement from active infrastructure, which implies that territories Y
billed loons could be impacted by water withdrawal or human disturbance that occurs at nesting lakes due to will not be lost when development occurs within 1 mile. However, the two nest lakes that had water withdrawal
high nest lake fidelity. However, BLM fails to mention that this study did not find a displacement of nests or were not successful every year they were monitored, and the other territories within 1 mile of infrastructure had
broods from long-standing territories by oil development. Several of the nest sites included in this study are from | mixed success; it is not possible to say that these nest sites were less or more successful than other nest sites due
year-round water withdrawal sources for ConocoPhillips Alpine oil field. This statement should be removed to small sample size. Uher-Koch, Schmutz et al. (2015) found that human disturbance reduced nesting success.
from the EIS because it is not consistent with the underlying scientific information. Text was added to Section 3.11.2.9, Special Status Species, to describe the findings of Johnson, Wildman et al.
(2019) and Uher-Koch, Schmutz et al. (2015), which are not contradictory.
1302 47 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Birds In section 3.11.2.3.2, BLM discusses disturbance and displacement of birds in relation to the proposed Willow | Johnson, Burgess, Lawhead, Neville et al. (2003); Meixell and Flint (2017); Rozell and Johnson (2020) and Y
development, but there is no mention of a recent study, conducted by the US Geological Survey (USGS). See Murphy and Anderson (1993) were added to Section 3.11.2.3.2, Disturbance or Displacement. However, most
Meixwell and Flint (2017) Effects of Industrial and Investigator Disturbance on Arctic-Nesting Goose. This of these reports only deal with nesting birds and not post-breeding birds, which tend to be more sensitive to
study found that vehicular and aircraft disturbance at an Arctic industrial site did not impact nest attendance. disturbance.
1302 48 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Birds ConocoPhillips has been conducting avian studies in and around North Slope oil fields for decades, but BLM did | Not all annual reports are cited, but the summary or most recent reports are cited with a selection from Willow, Y
not include in the DEIS citations and results from annual reports that ConocoPhillips has distributed to BLM and | NPR-A, Colville, and Kuparuk. The reported details on disturbance observations for spectacled eiders were
also made publicly available on the North Slope Science Initiative website (northslopescience.org). For instance, |added to the text. However, disturbance to spectacled eiders is not only manifested in flight reactions; there are
in section 3.11.2.3.2, BLM discusses nesting spectacled eider buffer zones but does not note that avian subtle physiological effects of stress, possible effects to incubation behavior (increased time off nests), lower nest
researchers working in the Colville River Delta and NPR-A areas over the past 20 years of eider nest searching  |survival, and displacement or separation of broods. Many species are more reactive to disturbance before and
report that the species rarely flushes away from a nest when people are greater than 25 meters away. after breeding, when they are more mobile and not tied to a nest site. The buffer zones apply to portions of the
pre-breeding period (when nest sites are being selected) and the brood-rearing period (after early July through
the end of July or mid-August, depending on which Biological Opinion is applicable).
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Connor ConocoPhillips

Primary
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Finally, during the summer of 2018, a spectacled eider nest was observed about 75 meters from the Alpine CD3
runway. Monitoring of this nest indicated that the hen successfully hatched four chicks on July 16, 2018. The
hen had an incubation constancy of 97.2%, averaging only 1.2 recesses per day, even with 45 airplane events
(one landing or takeoff from a twin-engine turboprop CASA or Otter), while the eider was incubating her nest.*
The data, along with the USGS report cited above, suggest that the disturbance zone for arctic nesting birds is
much smaller than BLM’s study area analyzed in the DEIS.

*The report was provided to BLM and available via the North Slope Science Initiative site here:
https://northslopescience.org/wp-content/uploads/2018 Eider Nest Searches _in_Alpine_Area.pdf.

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

Text was added to Section 3.11.2.9, Special Status Species, on the 2018 example (it is anecdotal but important),
as well as other examples of successful spectacled eiders nesting near active infrastructure. There are instances
reported in the study conducted at CD3 (Johnson, Parrett et al. 2008) and later (Seiser and Johnson 2018), but not
all nests within 200 m hatched.

1302 111 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips

Birds

Paragraph at top of page “Hazing birds at or near airstrips would temporarily disturb or displace additional
individual birds.” The text should note that hazing birds near airstrips is critical for ensuring human life safety
when aircraft are departing or approaching, and hazing birds would be done with proper State and Federal
authorizations and permits, and as required by the FAA to ensure a safe operating environment.

Similar text was added as suggested to Section 3.11.2.3.2, Disturbance or Displacement. Y

984 1 Hartsig Andrew Ocean
Conservancy

Birds

These comments focus on the two sealift module delivery options, both of which would involve construction and
use of a gravel island with a 5- to 10-year design life. As it considers the potential impacts from those modules,
BLM must account for the unique and important marine habitat in the vicinity and ensure a robust analysis of
alternatives.

CPAI's Module Transfer Islands Would Be Built in Important and Sensitive Marine Habitat. The shallow depth
and nutrient supply from the Colville River result in higher productivity on the Harrison Bay-Colville Delta
region compared to other nearshore Beaufort Sea areas. The attached document—A Synthesis of Important
Areas of the U.S. Chukchi and Beaufort Seas—includes additional information, references, and citations.

Marine habitat in the vicinity of Options 1 and 2 is described in Section 3.8.1.1.4, Marine Waters; Section Y
3.10.1, Affected Environment; Section 3.11.1.2, Bird Habitats; and Section 3.13.1, Affected Environment.
Text about the IBAs in the analysis area was added to Section 3.11, Birds.

984 2 Hartsig Andrew Ocean
Conservancy

Birds

BLM must account for the unique and important marine habitat in the vicinity and ensure a robust analysis of
alternatives . . . The shallow depth and nutrient supply from the Colville River result in higher productivity on
the Harrison Bay-Colville Delta region compared to other nearshore Beaufort Sea areas. The attached document,
A Synthesis of Important Areas of the U.S. Chukchi and Beaufort Seas, includes additional information,
references, and citations. Harrison Bay constitutes important and sensitive marine habitat. Specifically, the
Harrison Bay - Colville Delta area is: A major hotspot for marine birds. A summer (May through October) core
area for WatchList bird species of concern. A globally significant International Bird Area (IBA). A hotspot for
benthic-feeding seabirds in summer. Feeding and high-density denning habitat for polar bears. Identified by
Alaska Department of Fish and Game in the Most Environmentally Sensitive Areas (MESA) program.

A description of the IBAs was added to Final EIS Section 3.11.1.2, Bird Habitats. Y

864 154 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska

Birds

Noise from industrial activity can also impact birds causing stress, fright or flight, avoidance, [and] changes in
behavioral habits like nesting and foraging, changes in nesting success, modified vocalizations, or interference
with the ability to hear conspecifics or predators. The EIS should catalogue the existing noise in the project area,
explain the changes in noise that will occur with the Willow Plan development, describe impacts that will occur
for birds, and provide a method for addressing and monitoring this issue. The draft EIS falls short of this, simply
noting that [a]ll action alternatives would require a deviation from BMP E-11 due to the proximity of Steller’s
eiders to the Project area. The draft EIS does not discuss impacts to these protected species as a result of noise
from this project.

Ambient airborne noise and potential changes to it are described in Section 3.6, Noise. N
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The ranking of habitat by number of bird species found within the habitat type is not useful for analysis or public
understanding. The EIS uses the number of present bird species (species richness) to rank the importance of the
various habitat designations. This is incomplete, because species richness is only one metric with which habitat
value can be quantified. Habitats with lower species richness can and do support highly specialized species,
which are the most acutely effected by climate change. Furthermore, many species that are ranked by the EIS
within the most commonly used habitats are also shown as using the habitat types associated with lower species
richness during portions of their life history, making these less commonly used areas still important for a species
life cycle. These species displaying this pattern include Yellow-billed Loons and Spectacled Eiders, which are
recognized by BLM as Species of Special Status. The agency should describe habitat use more fully.

We also note that a substantial portion of the analysis area is categorized as unknown and unmapped,
presumably because the analyses conducted did not investigate these regions. Without more information about
the analyses conducted, it is possible that there will be more permanent loss, alteration, and damage and
displacement acreages for unmapped habitat than is presently reported in the EIS. We urge the agency to provide
more information on how the area was mapped.

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

Ranking habitat types by species richness is not the only way to compare habitats. With about 80 species of birds
potentially in the analysis area, many of which do not have abundance or density data to describe their
distribution in the NPR-A or the analysis area, the task of describing spatially explicit effects in the analysis area
is constrained by what data are available. Detailed habitat mapping is available for the area where permanent
infrastructure would be located. Summarizing individual species use of habitat types and aggregating for each
habitat type to species richness provides a useful measure of the potential importance of each habitat type within
the analysis area to the overall bird community; it does not factor in species abundance or the probability of a
species occurring in the analysis area, because for most species, those data are not available. Relative abundance
described in Table E.11.1, is based on the best-available information. Table E.11.2 summarizes the number of
species using each habitat type, which was used to rank the habitats by species richness. This ranking is better
than descriptive evaluations, as it is quantitative and based on a broad synthesis of the literature and field studies.
Previous studies in the vicinity indicate that there is a correspondence between species richness and abundance
of nests and broods (Tables 7, 911 in Burgess, Johnson et al. 2003; Tables 14 and 15 in Johnson, Burgess et al.
2005; Table 5 in Rozell, Johnson et al. 2020; Johnson, Lanctot et al. 2007; Bart, Brown et al. 2012; Bart, Platte et
al. 2013). The habitats with most species and most nests and broods of waterbirds are Patterned Wet Meadow,
Sedge Marsh, Old Basin Wetland Complex, Moist Sedge-Shrub Meadow, and Shallow Open Water with Islands
or Polygonized Margins. The other habitats with high species diversity were either not very common in the
analysis area (e.g., Open Nearshore Water, Salt Marsh, Deep Polygon Complex) or they were used by shorebirds
and passerines, which use a broad range of habitats. We point out that many of the habitat types with low species
richness (<10 species) occupy small portions of the analysis area and comprise minor amounts (<1%) of the area
lost to direct and indirect effects (Tables E11.4 through E11.6). Many are not very abundant due to the location
of the analysis area, which includes very little of the coast, or as in the case of Rivers, Streams, and associated
habitat types, are narrow strips of habitat types without much areal extent. However, these habitat types are not
necessarily rare in the ACP, nor would they be appreciably diminished or affected by the Project. All but two
habitat types are used by at least one special status species, so use by special status species is not helpful to
identify relative importance to the bird community.

To address the concerns about not emphasizing habitats used by Sensitive Status Species, and not describing
habitat use adequately, we added discussion and emphasized those habitats used by special status species in the
tables of effects. The examples from the commenter ( spectacled eiders and yellow-billed loons) actually do not
prefer or use many of the habitat types with low species richness (<10 species); only one habitat type (Salt-killed
Tundra, preferred by spectacled eiders) is used by <10 species. Tapped Lake with High Water Connection,
which is preferred by spectacled eiders during breeding and preferred by yellow-billed loons for nesting and
brood-rearing, is used by 10 species. Neither habitat type occurs in the Project footprint, and only one is
intersected by the 200-m disturbance zone (Tables E.11.4 through E.11.6). However, those types are no more, or
less, important to these species than the other habitat types they prefer or use as listed in Table E.11.1; these
habitats are examples of the breadth of habitat use, not examples of specific types critical to sustain the species.
Although the analysis area was not completely mapped for habitat, less than 1% of the Project footprint, <1% of
the area of indirect effects from dust and other gravel impacts (328 feet), and <1% of the disturbance zone (656
feet) were in unmapped areas (Tables E.11.4 through E.11.6). Since the Draft EIS, we have added habitat
mapping for the Kuparuk area, where Option 3 is located, which provides mapping for much of the gravel
impacts and disturbance zone. The unmapped areas primarily include ice road routes for module delivery. Direct
and indirect habitat impacts would be minor in unmapped areas; furthermore, indirect impacts in unmapped
areas would be limited to the construction phase. Mapping is described in Section 3.9, Wetlands and Vegetation.

864 179 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska|Birds The EIS downplays the presence of special status species in the project area, The EIS states, “Stellers eiders, The quoted statements from the Draft EIS are accurate; the Willow MDP Project is in an area where these Y
whimbrels, buff-breasted sandpipers, and red knots are unlikely to be affected by habitat loss, or disturbance or | species are rare relative to other areas in the ACP. Whimbrels and buff-breasted sandpipers could occur and
displacement, because they are rare in the vicinity of the Project.” The EIS elsewhere states, “Seven additional | breed in the analysis area, red knots and Steller’s eiders are not likely to occur there and even less likely to breed.
species of birds listed as special status species by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) yellow-billed loon, | Thus, the probability of these species would be affected by disturbance or displacement, given their rarity in the
red-throated loon, dunlin, bar-tailed godwit, whimbrel, buff-breasted sandpiper, and red knot may also occur in | analysis area, is exceedingly low. Rarity lowers the chance the species would occur near infrastructure and if
the analysis area.” This is either unnecessarily vague or misinformed, as there is substantial evidence to confirm |they are not near infrastructure and sources of disturbance or other adverse effects of development, they are
that all listed species indeed to occur within the analysis area. The fact that a species may be rare in the study “unlikely to be affected.” The second quote that seven BLM special status species “may occur in the analysis
area does not ensure that it will not be affected; indeed, it likely increases the chances that any effects area” is simply a statement that all of the species could possibly occur at some time and does not speak to their
experienced would be more significant. For instance, Buff-breasted Sandpipers are a special concern, because probability or rarity of occurrence. If a species was both rare and regularly occurring in the analysis area, we
they are rare to begin with. This rarity is exacerbated by the fact that additional important nesting habitats to the |could expect the Project might have an impact, even a disproportional impact, but of the 4 species identified as
east are either developed (within the Prudhoe complex) or are at risk of being developed (within the Arctic unlikely to be affected, none are regular visitors to or breeders in the analysis area.

National Wildlife Refuge). The EIS must correctly describe the presence of special status species in the area and |We have added more descriptive text, with citations to supplement the information, on abundance, distribution,
note that these species may be more affected by habitat loss because of their rarity. and habitat use by the special status species in Table E.11.1.
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The EIS also downplays the potential for impact to wintering and marine species. The statement that Few species
winter on the ACP [Arctic Coastal Plain] is dismissive and points to the lack of analyses performed regarding
over-wintering species, which includes three Audubon Alaska WatchL st species: the Snowy Owl, Rock
Ptarmigan, and Willow Ptarmigan. Their inclusion in the WatchL.ist is due to precipitous population declines due
in large part to climate change. The importance of marine habitat to avian species in the proposed development
area is not addressed. While there is mention of Harrison Bay in the section Marine Waters, there is no mention
of Harrison Bays exceptional value for birds, especially sea ducks, loons, and shorebirds.

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

The statement that few species winter in the ACP is accurate. The comment that there are few studies of
wintering birds in the ACP is also accurate. Impacts to wintering birds are primarily related to disturbance from
ice road construction and subsequent traffic and construction activities. The species wintering in the analysis area
are foraging and sheltering. All species are highly mobile at this time and able to move to alternative areas if
disturbed. Willow ptarmigan are tolerant of human activity (Hannon, Eason et al. 1998), as are rock ptarmigan
(Montgomerie and Holder 2008). The subspecies of willow and rock ptarmigan that achieved Audubon’s Yellow
List status do not occur in the ACP, and none are known to be in decline (Warnock 2017). Snowy owl numbers
in the ACP are highly variable, and tracking small-mammal abundance and population growth rates over 32
years (1986 to 2017) and the latest 10 years do not differ significantly from equilibrium (Wilson, Larned et al.
2018).

The marine habitat is very important, especially the lagoon areas; Open Nearshore Water is in the top tier of
habitat types for species richness (22 species rely on it, mostly for post-breeding, migration, and foraging; Table
E.11.1). The Project description for the Final EIS describes barge deliveries for every action alternative and
module delivery option. However, activities related to barging and associated infrastructure would occur over a
short time during four barging seasons (4 years over a 5-year span). A small area (12.1 to 14.1 acres) of the
seafloor would be screeded each year of barge delivery. While the marine environment is crucial to many bird
species, birds in nearshore areas are very mobile after nesting and can move if disturbed or foraging areas are
temporarily altered. See research on long-tailed ducks and common eiders for a summary of impacts observed in
the Prudhoe Bay area (Fischer, Tiplady et al. 2002; Flint, Reed et al. 2003). Substantial material was added on
the subject of birds in the marine environment for the SDEIS and is incorporated in the Final EIS. The IBA
designations are described.

arcticola)—a US Fish and Wildlife Bird of Conservation Concern— which has exhibited population declines in
the last decade. The Willow development is in important nesting habitat for this subspecies population. The
BLM-designated Teshekpuk Lake Special Area encompasses the lake and the wetland complex extending
northeast to the coast, and articola Dunlin are one of the core nesting species. Liebezeit et al. (2011) describes
shorebird nesting in the Teshekpuk Special Area by saying, “Overall nest densities at the Teshekpuk Lake site
far exceeded those found at six other sites on the Arctic Coastal Plain, including the Prudhoe Bay oilfield site.”
The EIS should address this subspecies, analyze the impacts from the development, and articulate mitigation
measures.

864 181 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska|Birds The EIS does not accurately describe Spectacled Eider usage of the analysis area. The EIS states, “Small The Willow area, where the permanent gravel footprint would be located, supports small numbers of spectacled
numbers of spectacled eiders occur in the analysis area annually during pre-breeding and post-breeding (Johnson |eiders as stated. The larger analysis area includes coastal areas used for module transport, which support higher
et al. 2019; Sexson et al. 2014), but nesting has not been confirmed. Sexson et al. (2014) denotes areas of densities of spectacled eiders, including those important areas determined by satellite tracking in the Sexson et al.
especially high importance to Spectacled Eiders.” This study includes a substantial portion of the analysis area, |(2014) study. Sexson, Pearce et al. (2014) identified important marine areas used by spectacled eiders, not
which lies within the Western Beaufort Sea Important Area, defined by Sexson et al. (2014) as “. . . where onshore nesting areas. The module delivery sites do fall within the Barrow Canyon and Western Beaufort Sea
[satellite transmitted] locations occurred in greater density as defined by 95% Gaussian kernel density isopleths.” | Important Areas. Nesting does occur at Point Lonely, Oliktok Point, and probably at Atigaru Point, although we
Additionally, it is misleading to suggest that nesting has not been confirmed, when many recent studies have are not aware of any data from that last location. The text was revised to clarify where and how spectacled eiders
indeed confirmed nesting, including implanting satellite transmitters on nesting Spectacled Eiders and surveying |use different parts of the analysis area.
specifically for nesting Spectacled Eiders at Point Lonely, the Colville Delta and in broader survey efforts across | Nesting by spectacled eiders has not been confirmed in the Willow area, which is inland from the coast, nor
the Arctic Coastal Plain. have nests been found in the GMT-1 and GMT-2 areas, immediately east of the Project and equally inland. The
Similarly, the statement that “[Spectacled Eider] nesting has not been confirmed.” is misleading, suggesting that |analysis of nesting potential in Appendix E.11 (Birds Technical Appendix) is based on the overall density of pre-
there are no known examples of breeding Spectacled Eiders, which is clearly not the position of the authors, as | breeding eiders recorded in the Project area, where direct and indirect impacts from Project infrastructure could
they use much of page 7 of Appendix E.11 attempting to quantify the impact of each alternative to Spectacled occur during the breeding season. Project activity at module delivery locations would occur in the open water
Eider nests. By underestimating and downplaying the potential impact of this development to Spectacled Eiders, |season, in winter (gravel deposition for pad expansions and island building), and during summer from existing
substantial detriment to an Endangered Species Act-listed species is more likely. roads and pads. We have measured a disturbance zone (656 feet) around all new gravel infrastructure to estimate

the area over which spectacled eiders that could be disturbed or displaced. The analysis is not based on nesting
data in the area, because no research into nesting has been conducted in the Willow area, where nesting could be
affected by summer construction, drilling, and operation activity. Nesting studies in the Kuparuk oil field provide
a few nest locations near the road that would be used for module transport in Option 3, but have not sampled
enough area to produce an estimate of numbers potentially affected by disturbance (see Attanas, L.B. and J.E.
Shook. 2020. Eider surveys in the Kuparuk oil field, Alaska, 2019. Draft report for ConocoPhillips Alaska, Inc.,
Anchorage, AK, by ABR, Inc., Fairbanks, AK. 40 pp.).

864 182 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska|Birds The description of the importance of the analysis area to Steller’s Eiders is similarly incomplete. Steller’s Eiders | Text was added to address Steller’s eider status. The USFWS has concluded that the last 3 oil fields (CD5,
are known to have regularly nested in the analysis area before substantial declines reduced their breeding GMT-1, and GMT-2) constructed in the NPR-A would not likely adversely affect the Steller’s eider because the
population westward, warranting their listing as Threatened under the Endangered Species Act. Because the species occurs in those areas sporadically, there are no records of breeding, and the BMPs in the 2013 NPR-A
purpose of the Endangered Species Act is “to protect and recover imperiled species and the ecosystems upon IAP/EIS would ameliorate many of the effects posed by the Project. Only a handful of Steller’s eiders have been
which they depend” any development action that would further impede the ability of the Steller’s Eider to seen in the Willow area, CRD, and Kuparuk oil field in 28 years of aerial surveys. A figure to show those records
recolonize previously used habitat is incongruous with its ESA designation. was added to the Final EIS.

864 183 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska|Birds The EIS also fails to address the conservation of the Arctic-nesting subspecies of Dunlin (Calidris alpina Arctic-nesting dunlin (C. a. arcticola) is one of the most numerous shorebirds nesting in the NPR-A, the TLSA,

and the ACP (Andres, Johnson et al. 2012; Bart, Brown et al. 2012). It is almost five times more abundant on the
outer coastal plain than the inner coastal plain (Andres, Johnson et al. 2012), and the majority of permanent
infrastructure for the Willow MDP Project is inland from that inner coastal plain location. Liebezeit et al. (2009)
found no difference in shorebird nest survival around development and Liebezeit, White et al. (2011) found no
difference in nest survival between Prudhoe Bay and undeveloped Teshekpuk Lake. Bart, Platte et al. (2013)
concluded that there was no conclusive evidence that oil development in Prudhoe Bay had caused declines in
shorebird density or productivity. Declines in the C. a. arcticola population appear to be related to degradation
and loss of wintering habitat (Warnock 2017; Warnock and Gill 1996). Impacts to the subspecies from oil
development have not been documented. Direct habitat loss from gravel placement and habitat alteration from
dust, gravel spray, impoundments and thermokarsting would affect nests within 100 m of roads, just as those
habitat effects would impact other ground nesting species. Impacts and mitigation (by BMPs) would be the same
as for other species of birds.
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The data used to analyze impacts to Yellow-billed Loons appear inadequate, resulting in an inadequate impacts
analysis. The nest location data and the associated lake/nest buffers in Figure 3.11.4 seem to be focused on areas
of new development but do not include a substantial portion of proposed ice road construction in the vicinity of
Teshekpuk Lake. Ice roads are known to cause impacts that persist beyond the winter. Ice roads compress and
can damage tundra vegetation, alter timing of snowmelt, and can block streams during critical times such as
spring flooding. We therefore expect nonresident birds, including loons, to also be impacted by ice roads.
Moreover, it is difficult to tell whether the relatively fewer loon nests near the proposed Willow development
may be due to due to lower survey intensity, or another artifact of data collection. Without access to the ABR
reports containing the referenced data, it is impossible to find more information. The EIS should explain these
issues in its analysis and also provide the referenced studies in an appendix or on the ePlanning website.

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

Data on yellow-billed loons were collected for 3 years as required by BMP E-11, which requires surveys for
nests that could be within 1 mile of infrastructure. The area surveyed completely covered all lakes 10 hectares
and larger in the vicinity of new permanent infrastructure, and the distribution of nests around the Project
represents complete coverage by those surveys. Survey boundaries were added to Final EIS figures to make that
clear. The survey area did not include all the ice roads for the action alternatives. Ice roads can affect vegetation
and block streams, but standard mitigation is to cut slots in ice roads for all cross-drainage areas, mitigating that
problem. Vegetation compaction has not affected nest sites in other locations in the GMT, CD5, or CRD areas,
but routing ice roads away from nest sites and nesting lakes could be a beneficial mitigation measure and
therefore was added to the Section 3.11.2.1.3 (Additional Suggested Avoidance, Minimization, or Mitigation).
Yellow-billed loon reports were posted to BLM’s ePlanning website for the commenter to access.

or contradictory . . . In addition, the already-inadequate reclamation and recovery strategies described in the
report also reveal that some gravel infrastructure may be left in place for future, post-project uses. The EIS
should accurately describe the difficulties of restoration and reclamation, and explain where these mitigation
measures will or will not take place.

The EIS downplays habitat loss that would occur due to activities beyond construction. The EIS describes habitat
due to gravel fill (e.g., 672.2 ac) but does not relate those losses to actual loss in avian productivity, an analysis
that is particularly important for sensitive species. The EIS also states, “Habitat loss should affect small numbers
of nesting birds due to the small area lost; most displaced birds could relocate to similar habitats available in the
analysis area.” There is no justification or citation supporting that assertion. And while the EIS states that habitat
loss will be constrained to the construction period, in fact much of the habitat loss consequential to the proposed
development actions would occur during the decades and centuries following construction, much of which is
immitigable and effectively permanent . . . The EIS should accurately account for habitat loss in both the short-
term and long-term.

864 185 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska|Birds There are also numerous inconsistencies and omissions in the description of Best Management Practices (BMP) |BMP B-2 restricts water withdrawal from lakes to protect soils, hydrology, fish, and invertebrates; yellow-billed
relating to Yellow-billed Loons. BMP B-2 fails to mention protection of fish-bearing lakes where Yellow-billed |loons, other loons, waterfowl, and shorebirds would benefit from BMP B-2. Allowing water withdrawal from
Loons are known to nest. While the proposed project appears to limit water withdrawal to only those lakes permitted lakes is not inconsistent with BMP B-2 if the lakes satisfy restrictions described and meet State of
without sensitive fish or breeding yellow-billed loons the EIS also states, “Winter water withdrawals for ice Alaska water withdrawal guidelines. BMP E-11 specifically protects yellow-billed loon nest sites and lakes, and
infrastructure could occur from any permitted lake in the Willow area during construction.” The EIS goes on to  |the current Project alternatives would require waivers for infrastructure within buffers around specific nest sites
say, “Because yellow-billed loons have high nest lake fidelity (Johnson, Wildman et al. 2019; Schmutz, Wright |and breeding lakes; a separate waiver or exception would be required to withdraw water from those lakes.
et al. 2014), they likely would not move to other lakes” and could be impacted by withdrawals that occur at The commenter is correct that the conservation agreement from 2006 has not been renewed; the text was revised
nesting lakes. The EIS should explain this contradiction, and correct the BMP to protect loon lakes. to reflect that fact.

All alternatives waive the requirement to keep roads and infrastructure away from loon nests and nesting lakes
and the EIS fails to provide any meaningful mitigation for this impact. BMP E-11 notes that infrastructure should
adhere to the 1 mile (1.6 km) suggested buffer around all recorded Yellow-billed Loon nest sites lakes and a
1625-foot (500 m) buffer around the remaining shoreline of Yellow-billed Loon nest lakes. However, the EIS
waives these requirements. . . .

These waivers come without any meaningful mitigation or added conservation for Yellow-billed Loons. While
the EIS states several times that a conservation plan for Yellow-billed Loons was adopted by federal, state, and
local governments, it fails to mention that the conservation plan has now lapsed. By referencing an old
conservation plan and waiving BMPs intended to protect loons, the agency has failed to provide meaningful
conservation for loons.

864 186 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska|Birds The impacts to molting geese are poorly described and mitigation of the impacts is unclear. BMP F-1 charges Option 2 for module transport would overlap the GMA. Options 1 and 3 would avoid the GMA. Text regarding
lessees to “Minimize the effects of low-flying aircraft on wildlife, subsistence activities, and local communities”; |air traffic in the GMA was added to Option 2 (Section 3.11.2.7, Module Delivery Option 2: Point Lonely Module
with an accompanying requirement to stating that: “Aircraft use (including fixed wing and helicopter) in the Transfer Island). There would be 5 to 12 total fixed-wing trips during the summer, for three summer seasons. If
Goose Molting Area should be minimized from May 20 through August 20.” But according to BMP K4a, these flights stayed along the coast (not overland), they would not need waivers to either BMP F-1 or BMP K-4a
“Within the Goose Molting Area, aircraft use (including fixed wing and helicopter) shall be restricted from June |to land at the Point Lonely airstrip.

15 through August 20. Other restrictions are specified.” It is impossible to know from these contradictions
whether flights over the Goose Molting Area are minimized, restricted, or prohibited; if there is a minimum
altitude during these flyovers; and when they will or will not occur. This is concerning as there is significant
evidence that aircraft overflights have negative impacts on molting geese. The EIS should reconcile these
contradictions and clearly describe the aircraft activity prohibited in the Goose Molting Area.
864 187 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska|Birds The EIS contains statements regarding habitat loss, abandonment, and reclamation that are questionable, vague, | The temporal scale of potential reclamation is described in Section 3.9, Wetlands and Vegetation. Though the

life of the Project is stated as 30 years, much of the gravel infrastructure on the North Slope has lasted longer
than its stated lifespan. Very little gravel has been reclaimed because it is still in use (i.e., not abandoned). Thus,
the EIS assumes effects that are permanent. If abandonment were to occur, BMP G-1 would require reclamation
by CPALL

The EIS describes acres of habitat lost to gravel placement and does not imply that is only a construction-period
effect. It will last the life of the Project and likely be permanent. The acres of habitat altered indirectly by dust,
gravel spray, thermokarsting, impoundments, and snow berms is described as long term, lasting the life of the
Project or longer. The acres of disturbance and displacement is accounted for, and although greatest impacts
would be during construction, they would continue as long as there is traffic and human activity and thus would
be long-term for the life of the Project. Overflights under BMP F-1 restrictions should be at an altitude that does
not disturb or displace birds, except in landing and take-off areas. As far as relating habitat loss to loss of avian
productivity, there is not much information supporting that. Studies of geese (Johnson, Burgess, Lawhead,
Neville et al. 2003) at Alpine and shorebirds in Prudhoe Bay (Troy and Carpenter 1990) have found
displacement of nesting birds from new gravel pads but have not documented loss of birds or nests; rather, there
appears to be resettlement with no loss in productivity (decline in nest success). Other studies of geese and
spectacled eiders in the ACP have found no displacement or decline in productivity (nesting success) with
vehicular or air traffic and human activity (Johnson, Parrett et al. 2008; Meixell and Flint 2017; Rozell and
Johnson 2020). Territorial birds, such as yellow-billed loons, with specific habitat requirements and who are
possibly habitat limited, may not have the same flexibility to move to unoccupied habitat. More discussion for
the above literature and the special requirements of yellow-billed loons was added to Section 3.11, Birds.
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Impacts on predator/prey relationships will be substantially changed by this development, though the DEIS fails
to describe those changes. For instance, there is little mention in the EIS of the potential for human development
to attract increased numbers of predators, thereby impacting the breeding success of ground nesting birds. There
is research that suggests a substantial increase in Common Ravens associated with infrastructure. An increase in
Common Ravens can have disastrous effects on bird communities, as 19% of the Common Raven summer diet
consists of birds. Additionally, the impact this development action will have on lemmings is poorly described, as
is the effect this impact will have on breeding bird populations. There is substantial evidence that lemming
populations are closely associated with many ground nesting bird species.

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

The effects on birds and bird nests from increases in predators attracted to facilities and human food are
discussed in Section 3.11.2.3.4, Attraction to Human Activity and Facilities. More detail was added to that
discussion. Ravens and glaucous gulls have increased over time, and ravens have increased with human
development. Ravens, however, are not by themselves disastrous. Ravens were only <16% of the subsidized
predators (those using human food or nest sites), whereas jaegers were the most prevalent predators (32%—77%
of all predators) in the region-wide study of tundra-nesting birds by Liebezeit et al. (2009). In a recent study at
CD5, ravens were only 2% of the predators counted on breeding bird plots; glaucous gulls were 50% and jaegers
were 47% (Rozell and Johnson 2020). Ravens accounted for 10% of attacks on snow goose nests in Canada
(Béty, Gauthier et al. 2001). Thus, ravens, which are efficient nest predators, were not a large component of the
nest predator community. Foxes were attracted to and subsidized by human food in Prudhoe during the 1980s
and 1990s (Burgess, Rose et al. 1993; Eberhardt, Garrott et al. 1983; Eberhardt, Hanson et al. 1982; Garrott,
Eberhardt et al. 1983). The attraction of foxes and gulls to recent development with better waste-handling
practices is less clear, with no increase in foxes and gulls at Alpine (see Johnson, Burgess et al. 2003). Bart,
Platte, et al. (2013) found no difference in number of foxes observed between Prudhoe Bay and NPR-A.
Liebezeit et al. (2011) found no difference between Prudhoe Bay and Teshekpuk study areas in total predators
counted on bird plots. Additionally, no relationship was found between number of predators and shorebird or
passerine nest survival at various sites (Liebezeit, White et al. 2011; Liebezeit, Kendall et al. 2009). The case for
lemmings having an indirect effect on bird productivity is suggestive but not clear-cut; evidence of lemming
numbers affecting Steller’s eider nesting success in Utqgiagvik (Barrow) has been mixed, and small-mammal
abundance did not enter models of tundra-nesting bird nest survival at four sites (Liebezeit, Kendall et al. 2009)
but was related to Lapland longspur (but not shorebird) nest survival at Teshekpuk Lake and Prudhoe Bay
(Liebezeit, White et al. 2011). Lemmings have been documented as having a positive effect on nesting success
of snow geese, a dense colony of nesting geese in Canada, where Arctic foxes were the primary predator (Béty,
Gauthier et al. 2001). However, the same relationship has not been demonstrated for dispersed nesting birds in
the ACP. Thus, drawing a conclusion on the effect of development on lemmings (whatever those might be) and
extending that to bird nesting in the Willow area is not supported by literature from the ACP.

4.2.5 Climate Change
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And a footnote — a Footnote A to Table E-13.6 states that there will be no underwater noise anticipated from
sheet and pile driving since work would be done on and through bottom fast ice. Given climate change and the
rapidly changing sea ice in freeze-up conditions, what are the plans, if there is no — or insufficient bottom fast
ice?

Response

Conditions are not expected to change before construction is complete.

1305 3

Brooks;
Cleetus;
Grab;
Hedges;
Krause;
Monahan;
Nichols

Anne; David;
Denise;
Jeremy;
Rachel; Rosg;
Susanne

Environmental
Defense Fund;
Institute for Policy
Integrity at New
York University
School of Law;
Montana
Environmental
Information
Center; Sierra
Club; The
Wilderness
Saciety; Union of
Concerned
Scientists;
WildEarth
Guardians

Climate Change

BLM overlooks the social cost of greenhouse gases metric that was designed by a federal Interagency Working
Group (IWG) and allows BLM to contextualize the significance of the plans climate impacts as NEPA requires.
BLM should use that metric to monetize the damages that will result from this master development plan.

Section 2.4, Social Cost of Carbon, of Appendix E.2A, Climate and Climate Change Technical Appendix,
provides a detailed discussion of why the social cost of carbon or similar monetization metrics are not required
here.
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Response

Brooks; Anne; David; |Environmental Climate Change | In addition to its failure to analyze and disclose to the public the significance of the actual climate damages BLM did analyze the Willow MDP Project’s impact on climate in the form of GHG emissions. A sophisticated
Cleetus; Denise; Defense Fund,; associated with the master development plan, BLM downplays the effect of these emissions by claiming that set of models were used to perform the GHG Emissions analysis that BOEM did for the BLM. Those results
Grab; Jeremy; Institute for Policy more than 95 percent of downstream emissions from new federal mineral production described in the plan were disclosed. Downstream emissions were not downplayed; changes in domestic emissions as a result of the
Hedges; Rachel; Rose; | Integrity at New would, absent the project, be offset by increased emissions in other locations. Yet this conclusion relies on MDP approval were presented. The MDP production would displace other energy sources used to meet demand
Krause; Susanne York University several faulty assumptions that overstate this substitution effect. Most significantly, BLM assumes that global oil | for energy. While overall energy consumption would increase due to prices falling slightly, the mix of energy
Monahan; School of Law; and gas demand will remain constant over the next 70 years, despite the fact that such a scenario would produce |sources used to meet that demand shifts as a result of the Willow MDP Project approval. For all three
Nichols Montana catastrophic climate damages and, for this reason, nations around the world are adopting policies to avert sucha | Alternatives, MDP production would displace 93.69% of its volume in existing oil supplied. It would also
Environmental scenario. BLM also fails to recognize this substitution effect when describing the plans projected economic displace 1.98% and 0.71% of its energy value in existing supplied energy from natural gas and coal, respectively.
Information impacts, arbitrarily and impermissibly placing a thumb on the scale by discounting only the plans environmental |Due to lower prices, demand increased by only a net 3.24% of the MDP production energy equivalent volumes:
Center; Sierra harms. an increase of 5.39% for oil demand; and decreases of -1.49% in natural gas, -0.21% in coal, and -0.46% in
Club; The electricity demand relative to MDP production energy equivalent volumes. The estimated emissions of the MDP
Wilderness production volume relative to the domestically displaced energy supplied was disclosed. Page 3 of the
Saciety; Union of MarketSim documentation shows that both the domestic and global demand equations incorporate elasticity
Concerned adjustment rate factors that allow both global and domestic assumptions made by the EIA to respond to price
Scientists; changes due to a domestic supply shock. Page 4 of this document shows that the domestic and global supply
WildEarth equations used by the model also incorporate price shock sensitivity and are therefore not constant. MarketSim
Guardians documentation (Industrial Economics 2017) is available at https://espis.boem.gov/final%20reports/5612.pdf.
These equations adjust supply and demand from the forecasted baseline provide by EIA, which itself
incorporates shifts in demand over time. EIA's forecast looks at existing policies and does not forecast future
laws or policies. The BOEM uses the EIA projections as the official Government estimates of future energy
consumption. Any potential climate policy would be too uncertain at this stage to fully estimate in the model.
BOEM's approach was to take a worst-case scenario and consider the maximum emissions and not account for
future improvements for which future emission rates are unknown.

1305 7 Brooks; Anne; David; |Environmental Climate Change | BLM significantly understates the plans projected net emissions by applying an energy substitution analysis that | The MarketSim model used in the EIS is a highly sophisticated model that analyzes the energy market's response N
Cleetus; Denise; Defense Fund,; irrationally inflates energy substitution effects, while artificially exaggerating the plans projected benefits relative | to production anticipated to emerge from oil and gas developments. In the substitution analysis based on
Grab; Jeremy; Institute for Policy to its environmental costs by inconsistently failing to project this substitution analysis to the economic benefits. | MarketSim, the assumption is made that other oil producing countries will supply oil for U.S. import without
Hedges; Rachel; Rose; | Integrity at New We explain each of these points in turn below. additional restraints due to GHG-related policies in those countries. This may not be true if other countries
Krause; Susanne York University I. BLM Impermissibly Fails to Disclose the Plans Actual Climate Impacts Despite the Presence of a Simple and | establish policies to reduce their GHG emissions in the future. Typically, a single project has a negligible impact
Monahan; School of Law; Readily-Available Tool for Doing So: The IWGs Social Cost of Greenhouse Gases on overall global GHGs.

Nichols Montana A. BLM Must Monetize the Social Cost of Greenhouse Gases in the DEIS It may be more helpful to think of substitutions as displacements. Prior to any MDP production supply shock,
Environmental NEPA, the statute under which environmental impact statements are required, directs agencies to fully and there is an existing energy market with a forecasted domestic supply of energy (some of which is imported). In
Information accurately analyze the environmental, public health, and social welfare differences between proposed the event the Willow MDP Project is approved, demand for oil would increase slightly. With demand for Willow
Center; Sierra alternatives, and to contextualize that information for decision-makers and the public. NEPA requires a more MDP Project volumes only going up slightly, the rest of the volumes must go somewhere. It displaces oil
Club; The searching analysis than merely disclosing the amount of pollution. Rather, BLM must examine the ecological[,] |supplied (consumed), mostly imports, as well as other energy sources. That displaced energy is defined by the
Wilderness economic, [and] social impacts of those emissions, including an assessment of their significance. model and in the EIS as energy substitutes, from the perspective of a No Action Alternative. That displaced
Saciety; Union of energy has emissions for which an estimation is made domestically. MarketSim is a very sophisticated model
Concerned and the estimates it produces on energy substitutes are the most reliable estimates available.

Scientists; In response to the second portion of this comment: Section 2.4, Social Cost of Carbon, of Appendix E.2A,
WildEarth Climate and Climate Change Technical Appendix, provides a detailed discussion of why the social cost of
Guardians carbon or similar monetization metrics are not required here.

1305 8 Brooks; Anne; David; |Environmental Climate Change | By failing to use available tools, such as the social cost of carbon, to analyze the significance of the greenhouse |Section 2.4, Social Cost of Carbon, of Appendix E.2A, Climate and Climate Change Technical Appendix, N
Cleetus; Denise; Defense Fund; gas emissions resulting from the master development plan, BLM has violated NEPA. provides a detailed discussion of why the social cost of carbon or similar monetization metrics are not required
Grab; Jeremy; Institute for Policy Monetizing Climate Damages Fulfills the Obligations and Goals of NEPA here.

Hedges; Rachel; Rose; | Integrity at New When a project has climate consequences that must be assessed under NEPA, monetizing the climate damages
Krause; Susanne York University fulfills an agency’s legal obligations under NEPA in ways that simple quantification of tons 40 C.F.R. 1508.8(b),
Monahan; School of Law; 1502.16(a)(b). of greenhouse gas emissions cannot. NEPA requires hard look consideration of beneficial and
Nichols Montana adverse effects of each alternative option for major federal government actions. The U.S. Supreme Court has
Environmental called the disclosure of impacts the key requirement of NEPA, and held that agencies must consider and disclose
Information the actual environmental effects of a proposed project in a way that brings those effects to bear on [the agency’s]
Center; Sierra decisions. Courts have repeatedly concluded that an environmental impact statement must disclose relevant
Club; The climate effects. NEPA requires a reasonably thorough discussion of the significant aspects of the probable
Wilderness environmental consequences, to foster both informed decision-making and informed public participation. In
Society; Union of particular, [t]he impact of greenhouse gas emissions on climate change is precisely the kind of cumulative
Concerned impacts analysis that NEPA requires, and it is arbitrary to fail to provide the necessary contextual information
Scientists; about the cumulative and incremental environmental impacts.
WildEarth
Guardians
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As this section explains, by only quantifying the volume of greenhouse gas emissions, agencies fail to assess and

Response

Current scientific knowledge cannot associate particular actions with specific climate effects, and a single project

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Cleetus; Denise; Defense Fund,; disclose the actual climate consequences of an action and misleadingly present information in ways that will cannot significantly impact global GHG emissions; however, all projects may contribute cumulatively to the
Grab; Jeremy; Institute for Policy cause decisionmakers and the public to overlook important climate consequences. Using the social cost of significant impact of global climate change. See Appendix E.2B (Market Substitutions and Greenhouse Gas
Hedges; Rachel; Rose; | Integrity at New greenhouse gas metrics to monetize climate damages fulfills NEPAs legal obligations in ways that quantification | Downstream Emissions Estimates), for a description of the method used to estimate GHG emissions. The social
Krause; Susanne York University alone cannot. cost of carbon, a measure used to assess the economic cost of a project’s or action’s climate change effects, was
Monahan; School of Law; BLM Must Assess Actual Incremental Climate Impacts, Not Just the Volume of Emissions not used in the EIS; the reasons for this are detailed in Section 2.4, Social Cost of Carbon, of Appendix E.2A,
Nichols Montana The tons of greenhouse gases emitted by a project are not the actual environmental effects under NEPA. Rather, |Climate and Climate Change Technical Appendix. Direct and indirect GHG emissions due to the Project are
Environmental the actual effects and relevant factors that must be analyzed and disclosed to the public are the incremental assessed as a proxy for understanding the potential effects of the Project on climate change.
Information climate impacts caused by those emissions, including: Baltimore Gas & Elec. Co. v. Natural Res. Def. Council,
Center; Sierra 462 U.S. 87, 96 (1983) (emphasis added); see also 40 C.F.R. 1508.8(b) (requiring assessment of the ecological,
Club; The economic, social, and health effects) (emphasis added). . . . [P]roperty lost or damaged by sea-level rise, coastal
Wilderness storms, flooding, and other extreme weather events, as well as the costs of protecting vulnerable property and
Saciety; Union of resettling following property losses; changes in energy demand, from temperature-related changes to the demand
Concerned for cooling and heating; lost productivity and other impacts to agriculture, forestry, and fisheries, due to
Scientists; alterations in temperature, precipitation, CO2 fertilization, and other climate effects; human health impacts,
WildEarth including cardiovascular and respiratory mortality from heat-related illnesses, changing disease vectors like
Guardians malaria and dengue fever, increased diarrhea, and changes in associated pollution; changes in fresh water
availability; ecosystem service impacts; impacts to outdoor recreation and other non-market amenities; and
catastrophic impacts, including potentially rapid sea-level rise, damages at very high temperatures, or unknown
events.13 Even in combination with a general, qualitative discussion of climate change, by calculating only the
tons of greenhouse gases emitted, an agency fails to meaningfully assess the actual incremental impacts to
property, human health, productivity, and so forth. An agency therefore falls short of its legal obligations and
statutory objectives by disclosing only volume estimates. To take an analogous example, courts have held that
just quantifying the acres of timber to be harvested or the miles of road to be constructed does not constitute a
description of actual environmental effects, even when paired with a qualitative list of environmental concerns
such as air quality, water quality, and endangered species, when the agency fails to assess the degree that each
factor will be impacted.

1305 10 Brooks; Anne; David; |Environmental Climate Change | By monetizing climate damages using the social cost of greenhouse gas metrics, BLM can satisfy NEPAs legal | Current scientific knowledge cannot associate particular actions with specific climate effects, and a single project N
Cleetus; Denise; Defense Fund; obligations and statutory goals to assess the incremental and actual effects bearing on the public interest. The cannot significantly impact global GHG emissions; however, all projects may contribute cumulatively to the
Grab; Jeremy; Institute for Policy social cost of greenhouse gases methodology calculates how the emission of an additional unit of greenhouse significant impact of global climate change. See Appendix E.2B (Market Substitutions and Greenhouse Gas
Hedges; Rachel; Rose; | Integrity at New gases affects atmospheric greenhouse concentrations, how that change in atmospheric concentrations changes Downstream Emissions Estimates), for a description of the method used to estimate GHG emissions. The social
Krause; Susanne York University temperature, and how that change in temperature incrementally contributes to the above list of economic cost of carbon, a measure used to assess the economic cost of a project’s or action’s climate change effects, was
Monahan; School of Law; damages, including property damages, energy demand effects, lost agricultural productivity, human mortality not used in the EIS; the reasons for this are detailed in Section 2.4, Social Cost of Carbon, of Appendix E.2A,
Nichols Montana and morbidity, lost ecosystem services and non-market amenities, and so forth. The social cost of greenhouse Climate and Climate Change Technical Appendix. Direct and indirect GHG emissions due to the Project are

Environmental gases tool therefore captures the factors that actually affect public welfare and assesses the degree of impactto | assessed as a proxy for understanding the potential effects of the Project on climate change.
Information each factor, in ways that just estimating the volume of emissions cannot.
Center; Sierra Climate Damages Depend on Stock and Flow, But Volume Estimates Only Measure Flow
Club; The The climate damage generated by each additional ton of greenhouse gas emissions depends on the background
Wilderness concentration of greenhouse gases in the global atmosphere. Once emitted, greenhouse gases can linger in the
Society; Union of atmosphere for centuries, building up the concentration of radiative-forcing pollution and affecting the climate in
Concerned cumulative, non-linear ways. As physical and economic systems become increasingly stressed by climate
Scientists; change, each marginal additional ton of emissions has a greater, non-linear impact. The climate damages
WildEarth generated by a given amount of greenhouse pollution is therefore a function not just of the pollutions total
Guardians volume but also the year of emission, and with every passing year an additional ton of emissions inflicts greater
damage.

1305 11 Brooks; Anne; David; |Environmental Climate Change | As a result, focusing just on the volume or rate of emissions, as BLM does here, is insufficient to reveal the Current scientific knowledge cannot associate particular actions with specific climate effects, and a single project N
Cleetus; Denise; Defense Fund,; incremental effect on the climate. The change in the rate of emissions (flow) must be assessed given the cannot significantly impact global GHG emissions; however, all projects may contribute cumulatively to the
Grab; Jeremy; Institute for Policy background concentration of emissions (stock). A percent comparison to national emissions is perhaps even significant impact of global climate change. See Appendix E.2B (Market Substitutions and Greenhouse Gas
Hedges; Rachel; Rose; | Integrity at New more misleading. A project that adds 23 million additional tons per year of carbon dioxide would have Downstream Emissions Estimates), for a description of the method used to estimate GHG emissions. The social
Krause; Susanne York University contributed to 0.43% of total U.S. carbon dioxide emissions in the year 2012. In the year 2014, that same project |cost of carbon, a measure used to assess the economic cost of a project’s or action’s climate change effects, was
Monahan; School of Law; with the same carbon pollution would have contributed to just 0.41% of total U.S. carbon dioxide emissions,a | not used in the EIS; the reasons for this are detailed in Section 2.4, Social Cost of Carbon, of Appendix E.2A,
Nichols Montana seemingly smaller relative effect, since the total amount of U.S. emissions increased from 2012 to 2014. Climate and Climate Change Technical Appendix. Direct and indirect GHG emissions due to the Project are

Environmental However, because of rising background concentrations of global greenhouse gas stock, and because of growing |assessed as a proxy for understanding the potential effects of the Project on climate change.
Information stresses in physical and economic systems, the marginal climate damages per ton of carbon dioxide (as measured
Center; Sierra by the social cost of carbon) increased from $33 in 2012 to $35 in 2014 (in 2007$).Consequently, those 23
Club; The million additional tons would have caused marginal climate damages costing $759 million in the year 2012, but
Wilderness by 2014 that same 23 million tons would have caused $805 million in climate damages. To summarize: the
Saciety; Union of percentage comparison to national emissions misleadingly implies that a project adding 23 million more tons of
Concerned carbon dioxide would have a relatively less significant effect in 2014 than in 2012, whereas monetizing climate
Scientists; damages would accurately reveal that the emissions in 2014 were much more damaging than the emissions in
WildEarth 2012 almost $50 million more. Capturing how marginal climate damages change as the background
Guardians concentration changes is especially important because NEPA requires assessing both present and future impacts.
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Brooks; Anne; David; |Environmental Climate Change | Different project alternatives can have different greenhouse gas consequences over time. Most simply, different | Current scientific knowledge cannot associate particular actions with specific climate effects, and a single project
Cleetus; Denise; Defense Fund,; alternatives could have different start dates or other consequential changes in timing. Calculating volumes or cannot significantly impact global GHG emissions; however, all projects may contribute cumulatively to the
Grab; Jeremy; Institute for Policy percentages, especially on an average annual basis, is insufficient to accurately compare the climate damages of  |significant impact of global climate change. See Appendix E.2B (Market Substitutions and Greenhouse Gas
Hedges; Rachel; Rose; | Integrity at New project alternatives with varying greenhouse gas emissions over time. Here, for instance, BLM reports only the | Downstream Emissions Estimates), for a description of the method used to estimate GHG emissions. The social
Krause; Susanne York University total greenhouse gas emissions from each of the three action alternatives, misleadingly implying a proportional | cost of carbon, a measure used to assess the economic cost of a project’s or action’s climate change effects, was
Monahan; School of Law; relationship between these volumetric estimates and the climate impacts of each alternative. Yet BLM fails to not used in the EIS; the reasons for this are detailed in Section 2.4, Social Cost of Carbon, of Appendix E.2A,
Nichols Montana recognize that, because Alternative D calls for oil production to occur two years later than Alternatives B and C, |Climate and Climate Change Technical Appendix. Direct and indirect GHG emissions due to the Project are

Environmental its emissions will have a greater incremental climate impact than those alternatives. By reporting only volumetric | assessed as a proxy for understanding the potential effects of the Project on climate change.

Information greenhouse gas projections, therefore, BLM paints an incomplete and misleading portrait of the relative climate

Center; Sierra impacts of the master development plans various alternatives. This problem would be easily solved by applying

Club; The the social cost of greenhouse gases metric, which seamlessly accounts for timing differences between different

Wilderness alternatives. By factoring in projections of the increasing global stock of greenhouse gases as well as increasing

Saciety; Union of stresses to physical and economic systems, the social cost of greenhouse gas metrics enable accurate and

Concerned transparent comparisons of projects with varying greenhouse gas emissions over time.

Scientists;

WildEarth

Guardians

1305 13 Brooks; Anne; David; | Environmental Climate Change | Monetization Provides the Required Informational Context that VVolume Estimates Alone Lack Section 2.4, Social Cost of Carbon, of Appendix E.2A, Climate and Climate Change Technical Appendix, N
Cleetus; Denise; Defense Fund; NEPA requires sufficient informational context. Yet the limited context that BLM provides for the plans provides a detailed discussion of why the social cost of carbon or similar monetization metrics are not required
Grab; Jeremy; Institute for Policy projected greenhouse gas emissions, namely, comparing such totals to largely irrelevant volumes of greenhouse | here. Briefly, federal agencies are not required to consider the social cost of carbon in decision making, since
Hedges; Rachel; Rose; | Integrity at New gas emissions including the U.S. greenhouse gas inventory provides a confusing and inadequate picture that 2017 when EO 13783 (Promoting Energy Independence and Economic Growth) was issued. NEPA does not
Krause; Susanne York University attempts to minimize the impacts of the plans substantial emissions. Indeed, in a country of over 300 million require a cost-benefit analysis (40 CFR 1502.23) and has not been conducted in the Draft EIS. Inclusion of a
Monahan; School of Law; people and over 6.5 billion tons of annual greenhouse gas emissions, it is far too easy to make highly significant |global social cost of carbon without monetized estimates of other effects, including the social benefits of energy
Nichols Montana effects appear relatively trivial. For example, presenting all weather-related deaths as less than 0.1% of total U.S. | production, would be unbalanced and of limited use to the decision-maker. Given the uncertainties associated

Environmental deaths makes the risk of death by weather event sound trivial, but in fact that figure represents over 2,000 with assigning a specific, accurate value to the social cost of carbon resulting from the Willow MDP Project,
Information premature deaths per year, hardly an insignificant figure. As the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit BLM has elected not to use this tool in its analysis.
Center; Sierra recently observed, even a seemingly very small portion of a gargantuan source of [harmful] pollution may
Club; The nevertheless constitute a gargantuan source of [harmful] pollution on its own terms. In other words, percentages
Wilderness can be misleading and can be manipulated by the choice of the denominator; what matters is the numerators
Society; Union of actual contribution to total harm. For example, the presentation of the master development plans average annual
Concerned emissions as just 0.135% of the U.S. greenhouse gas inventory makes a substantial and incredibly costly amount
Scientists; of emissions seem inconsequential. As described by Professor Cass Sunstein drawing from the work of recent
WildEarth Nobel laureate economist Richard Thalera well-documented mental heuristic called probability neglect causes
Guardians people to irrationally reduce such small probability risks entirely down to zero. People have significant difficulty
understanding a host of numerical concepts, especially risks and probabilities. By presenting large quantities of
emissions more than 260 million metric tons as a tiny percentage representing less than 0.2% percent or a much
larger total, the DEIS is likely to cause stakeholders to misunderstand the true significance of these emissions
and treat them as meaningless. By comparison, through monetization it becomes clear that, for example, annual
gross emissions from the project could cause about $500 million per year in climate damages. Economic theory
also explains why monetization is a much better tool than mere volume estimates to provide the necessary
contextual information on climate damages. Abstract volume estimates fail to give people the required
informational context due to another well-documented mental heuristic called scope neglect. Scope neglect, as
explained by Nobel laureate Daniel Kahneman, among others, causes people to ignore the size of a problem
when estimating the value of addressing the problem. For example, in one often-cited study, subjects were
unable to meaningfully distinguish between the value of saving 2,000 migratory birds from drowning in
uncovered oil ponds, as compared to saving 20,000 birds. As the Environmental Protection Agency’s website
explains, abstract measurements of so many tons of greenhouse gases can be rather inscrutable for the public,
unless translat[ed] . . . into concrete terms you can understand.

1305 14 Brooks; Anne; David; |Environmental Climate Change | By failing to contextualize greenhouse gas emissions in the DEIS, BLM potentially misleads the reader into Current scientific knowledge cannot associate particular actions with specific climate effects, and a single project N
Cleetus; Denise; Defense Fund; believing that there would be no climate effects from the master development plan, or that the effects would be | cannot significantly impact global GHG emissions; however, all projects may contribute cumulatively to the
Grab; Jeremy; Institute for Policy extremely limited. As a result of scope neglect, for instance, many decisionmakers and members of the public significant impact of global climate change. See Appendix E.2B (Market Substitutions and Greenhouse Gas
Hedges; Rachel; Rose; | Integrity at New may be unable to meaningfully contextualize the impact of more than 8 million metric tons of carbon dioxide Downstream Emissions Estimates), for a description of the method used to estimate GHG emissions. The social
Krause; Susanne York University equivalent into the atmosphere each year. . . . Losing 2,000 lives prematurely to weather-related events is cost of carbon, a measure used to assess the economic cost of a project’s or action’s climate change effects, was
Monahan; School of Law; equivalent to a loss of public welfare worth over $19 billion per year. Decisionmakers and the public can not used in the EIS; the reasons for this are detailed in Section 2.4, Social Cost of Carbon, of Appendix E.2A,
Nichols Montana certainly tell this is a non-zero number, without any context it may be difficult to weigh the climate risks to Climate and Climate Change Technical Appendix. Direct and indirect GHG emissions due to the Project are

Environmental which this volumetric estimate equates. In contrast, the plans climate risks would be readily discernible through |assessed as a proxy for understanding the potential effects of the Project on climate change.
Information application of the social cost of greenhouse gas metrics. While the impact of releasing over 8 million metric tons
Center; Sierra of carbon dioxide equivalent annually into the atmosphere may seem indiscernible, that impact is clearly
Club; The conveyed by explaining that such a figure represents approximately $500 million per year in annual climate
Wilderness damages. In general, non-monetized effects are often irrationally treated as worthless. On several occasions,
Society; Union of courts have struck down administrative decisions for failing to give weight to non-monetized effects. Most
Concerned relevantly, in Center for Biological Diversity v. National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, the U.S. Court
Scientists; of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit found it arbitrary and capricious to give zero value to the most significant
WildEarth benefit of more stringent [fuel-economy] standards: reduction in carbon emissions.
Guardians
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Monetizing climate damages provides the informational context required by NEPA, whereas a simple tally of
emissions volume and a qualitative, generic description of climate change are misleading and fail to give the
public and decisionmakers the required information about the magnitude of discrete climate effects. Thus, while
BLM treats emissions . . . as a proxy for climate change impacts throughout the DEIS, the social cost of
greenhouse gases metrics in fact convey the plans actual climate effects and contextualize the significance in
ways that quantification alone cannot, and thus should be utilized to satisfy the agency’s obligations under
NEPA.

Climate Effects Must Be Monetized If Other Costs and Benefits Are Monetized Though

NEPA does not always require a full and formal cost-benefit analysis, agencies approaches to assessing costs and
benefits must be balanced and reasonable. Courts have warned agencies, for example, that an agency cannot
selectively monetize benefits in support of its decision while refusing to monetize the costs of its action. In High
Country Conservation Advocates v. Forest Service, for instance, the U.S. District Court of Colorado found that it
was arbitrary and capricious to quantify the benefits of the lease modifications and then explain that a similar
analysis of the costs was impossible when such an analysis was in fact possible. The court explained that, to
support a decision on coal mining activity, the agencies had weighed several specific economic benefits coal
recovered, payroll, associated purchases of supplies and services, and royalties but arbitrarily failed to monetize
climate costs using the readily available social cost of carbon protocol. Similarly, in Montana Environmental
Information Center v. Office of Surface Mining (MEIC v. OSM), the U.S. District Court of Montana followed
the lead set by High Country and likewise held an environmental assessment to be arbitrary and capricious
because it quantified the benefits of action (such as employment payroll, tax revenue, and royalties) while failing
to use the social cost of carbon to quantify the costs. High Country and MEIC v. OSM were simply the latest
applications of a broader line of case law in which courts find it arbitrary and capricious to apply inconsistent
protocols for analyzing some effects compared to others, especially when the inconsistency obscures some of the
most significant effects. For example, in Center for Biological Diversity v. National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit ruled that, because the agency had monetized
other uncertain costs and benefits of its vehicle fuel efficiency standard, like traffic congestion and noise costs,
its decision not to monetize the benefit of carbon emissions reduction was arbitrary and capricious. Specifically,
it was arbitrary to assign no value to the most significant benefit of more stringent [vehicle fuel efficiency]
standards: reduction in carbon emissions. When an agency bases a decision on cost-benefit analysis, it is
arbitrary to put a thumb on the scale by undervaluing the benefits and overvaluing the costs. Similarly, the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit has chastised agencies for inconsistently and
opportunistically fram[ing] the costs and benefits of the rule [and] fail[ing] adequately to quantify the certain
costs or to explain why those costs could not be quantified; and the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Tenth Circuit
has remanded an environmental impact statement because unrealistic assumptions misleading[ly] skewed
comparison of the projects positive and negative effects. The DEIS monetizes economic benefits similar to those
highlighted in High Country and MEIC, including government revenues such as taxes and royalties. BLM does
not sufficiently justify this inconsistent approach to monetizing some effects but not others, but tries to skirt the
precedent set in the cases discussed above by labeling taxes and royalties as economic impacts rather than costs
or benefits. First, as explained in MEIC v. OSM, this is a semantical distinction without a difference. Indeed,
NEPA regulations group all impacts including economic, social, ecological, and public health under the same
category of effects, and NEPA requires the agency to discuss all of these effects in as much detail as possible.
Whether an effect is a cost, benefit, or transfer, if monetization is the best way to assess that effects significance
and contextualize its precise impacts, then monetization is also the best way to comply with NEPAs obligations.
Second, BLM has effectively calculated the market value of oil and gas production through its estimate of the
plans royalties. In a competitive market, like for coal, oil, and natural gas, the market price is typically thought to
reflect aggregate willingness to pay based on social utility. Therefore, in calculating and reporting royalties,
BLM has effectively presented a monetized estimate of the plans projected social benefits.

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

Section 2.4, Social Cost of Carbon, of Appendix E.2A, Climate and Climate Change Technical Appendix,
provides a detailed discussion of why the social cost of carbon or similar monetization metrics are not required
here. BLM’s analysis complies with EO 13783 (Promoting Energy Independence and Economic Growth) and
43CFR 1502.23. Assigning a specific, accurate value to the social costs of carbon resulting from the Willow
MDP Project would be too speculative to inform the decision-maker. NEPA does not require a cost-benefit
analysis (40 CFR 1502.23), and one has not been completed for this Draft or Final EIS. Inclusion of a global
social cost of carbon without monetized estimates of other effects, including the social benefits of energy
production, would be unbalanced and of limited use to the decision-maker.
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As detailed further below, the IWGs approach presents a readily available tool to monetize the effects of
greenhouse gas emissions based on peer-reviewed inputs and widely accepted assumptions. Agencies are every
bit as capable of monetizing climate damages as they are of monetizing socioeconomic impacts. BLM therefore
violates NEPA by monetizing social and economic effects in the DEIS while refusing to monetize climate
impacts.

B. The Social Cost of Greenhouse Gas Metric Is Appropriate for This Plan

Seemingly anticipating the objections presented above, BLM argues that it cannot monetize the master
development plans effects on greenhouse gas emissions because [i]t is not currently possible to determine the
impact of a single project on global climate change. This statement, however, is simply incorrect: the social cost
of greenhouse gas protocol is exactly such a tool to monetize the incremental climate impacts of specific projects
or plans, and to contextualize the magnitude of those impacts. NEPA requires BLM to use the best available
science to support its NEPA analysis, and the social cost metrics remain the best estimates yet produced by the
federal government for monetizing the impacts of greenhouse gas emissions and are generally accepted in the
scientific community.

Monetization Is Appropriate and Useful in Any Decision with Significant Climate Impacts, Not Just Regulations
BLM argues that use of the IWGs social cost metrics is inappropriate for this plan because it is not a rulemaking
for which the [social cost of carbon] protocol was originally developed. But this argument misses the point:
BLM fails to explain why those metrics should not be used in environmental impact statements when they
provide the best method to convey the climate impacts of a plan that would contribute substantially to
greenhouse gas emissions. Indeed, there is nothing in the development of the social cost metrics that would limit
applications to other contexts. The social cost of greenhouse gases measures the marginal cost of any additional
unit of greenhouse gases emitted into the atmosphere. The government action that precipitated that unit of
emissions regulation, the granting of a permit, a project approval, or a master development plan is irrelevant to
the marginal climate damages caused by its emissions. Whether emitted by a leaking pipeline or the extraction
process, because of a regulation or a resource management decision, or in Alaska or Maine, the marginal climate
damages per unit of emissions remain the same. Indeed, the social cost of greenhouse gases has been used by
many federal and state agencies in environmental impact reviews and resource management decisions.

The Social Cost of Greenhouse Gas Metrics Provide a Tool to Assess the Significance of Individual Physical
Impacts

The social cost of greenhouse gas methodology is well suited to measure the marginal climate damages of
individual projects. These protocols were developed to assess the cost of actions with marginal impacts on
cumulative global emissions, and the metrics estimate the dollar figure of damages for one extra unit of
greenhouse gas emissions. This marginal cost is calculated using integrated assessment models. These models
translate emissions into changes in atmospheric greenhouse concentrations, atmospheric concentrations into
changes in temperature, and changes in temperature into economic damages. A range of plausible
socioeconomic and emissions trajectories are used to account for the scope of potential scenarios and
circumstances that may actually result in the coming years and decades. The marginal cost is attained by first
running the models using a baseline emissions trajectory, and then running the same models again with one
additional unit of emissions. The difference in damages between the two runs is the marginal cost of one
additional unit. The approach assumes that the marginal damages from increased emissions will remain constant
for small emissions increases relative to gross global emissions.

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

Section 2.4, Social Cost of Carbon, of Appendix E.2A, Climate and Climate Change Technical Appendix,
provides a detailed discussion of why the social cost of carbon or similar monetization metrics are not required
here. Briefly, federal agencies are not required to consider the social cost of carbon in decision making, since
2017 when EO 13783 (Promoting Energy Independence and Economic Growth) was issued. NEPA does not
require a cost-benefit analysis (40 CFR 1502.23), and one has not been completed for the Draft or Final EIS.
Inclusion of a global social cost of carbon without monetized estimates of other effects, including the social
benefits of energy production, would be unbalanced and of limited use to the decision-maker. Given the
uncertainties associated with assigning a specific, accurate value to the social cost of carbon resulting from the
Willow MDP Project, BLM has elected not to use this tool in its analysis.
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In other words, the monetization tools are in fact perfectly suited to measuring the marginal effects of individual
projects or other discrete agency actions. Some of the incremental impacts on the environment that the social
cost of greenhouse gas protocol captures and which the DEIS fails to meaningfully analyze include property lost
or damaged; impacts to agriculture, forestry, and fisheries; impacts to human health; changes in fresh water
availability; ecosystem service impacts; impacts to outdoor recreation and other non-market amenities; and some
catastrophic impacts, including potentially rapid sea-level rise, damages at very high temperatures, or unknown
events.63 A key advantage of using the social cost of greenhouse gas tool is that each physical impact such as
sea-level rise and increasing temperatures need not be assessed in isolation. Instead, the social cost of greenhouse
gases tool conveniently groups together a multitude of climate impacts and, consistent with NEPA regulations,64
enables agencies to assess whether all those impacts are cumulatively significant and to then compare those
impacts with other impacts or alternatives using a common metric.

The Tons of Greenhouse Gas Emissions at Stake Here Are Clearly Significant

BLM quantifies upstream and downstream greenhouse gas emissions from the plan, amounting to more than 8
million metric tons per year. But BLM refuses to take the straightforward next step of applying the social cost of
greenhouse gas values to those quantified tons, claiming that it cannot determine the effects of the master
development plan on climate change and minimizing the significance of the plans emissions by presenting them
as only a small percentage of the global concentration of greenhouse gas emissions. The threshold for
monetization, to the extent that it exists at all, is well below the volumetric emissions estimates that BLM
projects here. While the projected emissions in this plan total more than 8 million metric tons annually,
numerous courts have held that far lower annual emissions totals warrant monetization. For instance, the court in
High Country found that it was arbitrary for the Forest Service not to monetize the 1.23 million tons of carbon
dioxide equivalent emissions [from methane] the West EIk mine emits annually. Likewise, in Center for
Biological Diversity, the Ninth Circuit found that it was arbitrary for the Department of Transportation not to
monetize the 35 million metric ton difference in lifetime emissions from increasing the fuel efficiency of motor
vehicles: given the estimated lifetime of vehicles sold in the years 2008-2011 (sometimes estimated at about 15
years on average), this could represent as little 2 million metric tons per year. And in a recent environmental
impact statement from the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM), the agency explained that the social
cost of carbon was a useful measure for a NEPA analysis of an action anticipated to have a difference in
greenhouse gas emissions compared to the no-action baseline of about 25 million metric tons over a 5-year
period, or about 5 million metric tons per year. While there may not be a bright-line test for significance, the
emissions BLM estimates for this plan are significant and warrant monetization. This is especially true since,
once emissions have been quantified, the additional step of monetization through application of the IWGs cost
estimates entails a simple arithmetic calculation. It is difficult to understand how NEPAs mandate that an agency
take a hard look at the environmental impacts of its actions can be satisfied if BLM fails to take the simple step
of analyzing the impacts of the greenhouse gas emissions that it quantifies.

Monetizing Climate Damages Is Appropriate and Useful Regardless of Whether Every Effect Can Be Monetized
in a Full Cost-Benefit Analysis

BLM further argues that use the social cost of greenhouse gases would be inappropriate because [w]ithout a
complete monetary cost-benefit analysis, which would include the social benefits of the proposed action to
society as a whole and other potential positive benefits, including only an SCC cost analysis would be
unbalanced, potentially inaccurate, and not useful to the decisionmaker. This is mistaken for several reasons.
First, as noted above, BLM has effectively monetized the full benefits of the plan as an input into its calculation
of government royalties. BLM’s repeated attempts to hide behind its failure to monetize the plans benefits
therefore fails. But even accepting BLM’s premise that it has not monetized the social benefits of the proposed
plan, monetizing the plans negative climate impacts would still provide useful information for decision-makers
and the public, and not skew the analysis. In particular, whether or not other effects are monetized, using the
social cost of greenhouse gases will facilitate comparison between alternative options along the dimension of
climate change. As discussed above, different alternatives could have varying greenhouse gas consequences over
time, and monetization provides an appropriate means of comparing plan alternatives along the dimension of
climate change. Monetizing the plans climate effects could also provide a framework for making decisions when
some effects but not others are monetized, through what is not as break-even analysis. As described in the Office
of Management and Budgets Circular A-4, which provides guidance to agencies on conducting economic
analysis including methods for weighing monetized and qualitative costs and benefits, agencies should carry out
a break-even analysis when it is not possible to.

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

Section 2.4, Social Cost of Carbon, of Appendix E.2A, Climate and Climate Change Technical Appendix,
provides a detailed discussion of why the social cost of carbon or similar monetization metrics are not required
here. BLM’s analysis complies with EO 13783 (Promoting Energy Independence and Economic Growth) and
43CFR 1502.23. Assigning a specific, accurate value to the social costs of carbon resulting from the Willow
MDP Project would be too speculative in order to inform the decision-maker. NEPA does not require a cost-
benefit analysis (40 CFR 1502.23), and one has not been completed for the Draft or Final EIS. Inclusion of a
global social cost of carbon without monetized estimates of other effects, including the social benefits of energy
production, would be unbalanced and of limited use to the decision-maker.
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Agencies simply need to multiply their estimate of tons in each year by the IWGs 2016 values for the
corresponding year of emissions (adjusted for inflation to current dollars). If the emissions change occurs in the
future, agencies would then discount the products back to present value. . . . [E]xpress in monetary units all of
the important benefits and costs. Under such an analysis, the agency considers [h]Jow small could the value of the
non-quantified benefits be (or how large would the value of the non-quantified costs need to be) before the rule
would yield zero net benefits. Such an analysis could be useful here: Even if BLM is unable to fully monetize all
costs and benefits, it could consider whether the alleged benefits of this proposal are worth the roughly $500
million in annual climate costs. Moreover, even without using something as formal as a break-even analysis, it is
clear that monetizing climate damages provides useful information whether or not every effect can be monetized
in a full cost-benefit analysis. NEPA regulations acknowledge that when monetization of costs and benefits is
relevant to the choice among environmentally different alternatives, that analysis can be presented alongside any
analyses of unquantified environmental impacts, values, and amenities. In other words, contrary to BLM’s
argument against the use of the social cost of greenhouse gas metrics, the inability to monetize some impacts
should not preclude the monetization of impacts like climate damages that can be readily monetized.

C. BLM Should Use the Interagency Working Groups 2016 Estimates of the Social Cost of Carbon, the Saocial
Cost of Nitrous Oxide, and the Social Cost of Methane

In 2016, the IWG published updated central estimates for the social cost of greenhouse gases: $50 per ton of
carbon dioxide, $1440 per ton of methane, and $18,000 per ton of nitrous oxide (in 2017 dollars for year 2020
emissions). Agencies must continue to use estimates of a similar or higher value in their analyses and decision-
making. A recent Executive Order disbanding the IWG which BLM credits in part for its decision not to
monetize climate impacts does not change the fact that the IWG estimates still reflect the best available data and
methodologies.

IWGs Methodology Is Rigorous, Transparent, and Based on the Best Available Data

Beginning in 2009, the IWG assembled experts from a dozen federal agencies and White House offices to
estimate the monetized damages associated with an incremental increase in carbon emissions in a given year
based on a defensible set of input assumptions that are grounded in the existing scientific and economic
literature. IWGs methods combined three frequently used models built to predict the economic costs of the
physical impacts of each additional ton of carbon. The models together incorporate such damage categories as:
agricultural and forestry impacts, coastal impacts due to sea level rise, impacts from extreme weather events,
impacts to vulnerable market sectors, human health impacts including malaria and pollution, outdoor recreation
impacts and other non-market amenities, impacts to human settlements and ecosystems, and some catastrophic
impacts. IWG ran these models using a baseline scenario including inputs and assumptions drawn from the peer-
reviewed literature, and then ran the models again with an additional unit of carbon emissions to determine the
increased economic damages. IWGs social cost of carbon estimates were first issued in 2010 and have been
updated several times to reflect the latest and best scientific and economic data. Following the development of
estimates for carbon dioxide, the same basic methodology was used in 2016 to develop the social cost of
methane and social cost of nitrous oxide estimates that capture the distinct heating potential of methane and
nitrous oxide emissions. These additional metrics used the same economic models, the same treatment of
uncertainty, and the same methodological assumptions that IWG applied to the social cost of carbon, and these
new estimates underwent rigorous peer-review. IWGs methodology has been repeatedly endorsed by reviewers.
In 2014, the U.S. Government Accountability Office concluded that IWG had followed a consensus-based
approach, relied on peer-reviewed academic literature, disclosed relevant limitations, and adequately planned to
incorporate new information through public comments and updated research. In 2016 and 2017, the National
Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine issued two reports that, while recommending future
improvements to the methodology, supported the continued use of the existing IWG estimates. And in 2016, the
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit held that the Department of Energy’s reliance on IWGs social cost
of carbon was reasonable. It is, therefore, unsurprising that leading economists and climate policy experts have
endorsed the IWGs values as the best available estimates. Furthermore, uncertainty over the values or range of
values included in the IWGs social costs of greenhouse gases metric is not a reason to abandon the social cost of
greenhouse gas methodologies; quite the contrary, uncertainty supports higher estimates of the social cost of
greenhouse gases, because most uncertainties regarding climate change entail tipping points, catastrophic risks,
and unknown unknowns about the damages of climate change. Because the key uncertainties of climate change
include the risk of irreversible catastrophes, applying an options value framework to the regulatory context
strengthens the case for ambitious regulatory action to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Not only was justifying
omitted climate damages due to uncertainty rejected by the Ninth Circuit in Center for Biological Diversity while
.. . there is a range of values, the value of carbon emissions reduction is certainly not zero but the range of values
recommended by the IWG93 and endorsed by the National Academies of Sciences is rather manageable. In
2016, the IWG recommended values at discount rates from 2.5% to 5%, calculated as between $12 and $62 for
year 2020 emissions. Numerous federal agencies have had no difficulty either applying this range in their
environmental impact statements or else focusing on the central estimate at a 3% discount rate. Most recently, in
August 2017, BOEM applied the IWGs range of estimates calculated at three discount rates (2.5%, 3%, and 5%)
to its environmental impact statement for an offshore oil development plan, and called this range of estimates a
useful measure to assess the benefits of CO2 reductions and inform agency decisions.

A Recent Executive Order Does Not Change the Requirements to Monetize Climate Damages

In March 2017, President Trump disbanded the IWG and withdrew its technical support documents.
Nevertheless, Executive Order 13,783 assumes that federal agencies will continue to monetiz[e] the value of
changes in greenhouse gas emissions and instructs agencies to ensure such estimates are consistent with the
guidance contained in OMB Circular A-4. Consequently, while federal agencies no longer benefit from ongoing

Section 2.4, Social Cost of Carbon, of Appendix E.2A, Climate and Climate Change Technical Appendix,
provides a detailed discussion of why the social cost of carbon or similar monetization metrics are not required
here. BLM’s analysis complies with EO 13783 (Promoting Energy Independence and Economic Growth) and
43CFR 1502.23. Assigning a specific, accurate value to the social costs of carbon resulting from the Willow
MDP Project would be too speculative to inform the decision-maker. NEPA does not require a cost-benefit
analysis (40 CFR 1502.23), and one has not been completed for the Draft or Final EIS. Inclusion of a global
social cost of carbon without monetized estimates of other effects, including the social benefits of energy
production, would be unbalanced and of limited use to the decision-maker.
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technical support from the IWG on using the social cost of greenhouse gases, by no means does the new
Executive Order imply that agencies should not monetize important effects in their environmental impact
statements. The Executive Order does not prohibit agencies from relying on the same choice of models as the
IWG, the same inputs and assumptions as the IWG, the same statistical methodologies as the IWG, or the same
ultimate values as derived by the IWG. To the contrary, because the Executive Order requires consistency with
Circular A-4, as agencies follow the Circulars standards for using the best available data and methodologies, they
will necessarily choose similar data, methodologies, and estimates as the IWG, since the IWGs work continues
to represent the best available estimates. The Executive Order does not preclude agencies from using the same
range of estimates as developed by the IWG, so long as the agency explains that the data and methodology that
produced those estimates are consistent with Circular A-4 and, more broadly, with standards for rational
decision-making. Similarly, the Executive Orders withdrawal of the Council on Environmental Quality’s
guidance on greenhouse gases, does not and legally cannot remove agencies statutory requirement to fully
disclose the environmental impacts of greenhouse gas emissions. As the Council on Environmental Quality
explained in its withdrawal, the guidance was not a regulation, and [t]he withdrawal of the guidance does not
change any law, regulation, or other legally binding requirement. In other words, when the guidance originally
recommended the appropriate use of the social cost of greenhouse gases in environmental impact statements, it
was simply explaining that the social cost of greenhouse gases is consistent with longstanding NEPA regulations
and case law, all of which are still in effect today. Notably, some agencies under the Trump administration have
continued to use the IWG estimates even following the Executive Order. For example, in August 2017, the
BOEM called the social cost of carbon a useful measure and applied it to analyze the consequences of offshore
oil and gas drilling. And in July 2017, the Department of Energy used the IWGs estimates for carbon and
methane emissions to analyze energy efficiency regulation, describing the social cost of methane as having
undergone multiple stages of peer review. Two agencies have developed new interim values of the social cost of
greenhouse gases following the Executive Order. Relying on faulty economic theory, these interim estimates
drop the social cost of carbon from $50 per ton in year 2020 down to as little as $1 per ton, and drop the social
cost of methane from $1420 per ton in year 2020 down to $58. These interim estimates are inconsistent with
accepted science and economics; the IWGs 2016 estimates remain the best available estimates. The IWGs
methodology and estimates have been repeatedly endorsed by reviewers as transparent, consensus-based, and
firmly grounded in the academic literature. By contrast, the interim estimates ignore the interconnected, global
nature of our climate-vulnerable economy, and obscure the devastating effects that climate change will have on
younger and future generations. BLM should not use the interim social cost of greenhouse gas estimates because
of its methodological flaws.

Uncertainty Supports Higher Social Cost of Greenhouse Gas Estimates, and Is Not a Reason to Abandon the
Metric

Generally, uncertainty is not a reason to abandon the social cost of greenhouse gas methodologies; quite the
contrary, uncertainty supports higher estimates of the social cost of greenhouse gases, because most uncertainties
regarding climate change entail tipping points, catastrophic risks, and unknown unknowns about the damages of
climate change. Because the key uncertainties of climate change include the risk of irreversible catastrophes,
applying an options value framework to the regulatory context strengthens the case for ambitious regulatory
action to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.
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Final Environmental Impact Statement

Appendix B.2 Draft EIS Comments and BLM Responses

Page 63



Willow Master Development Plan

Sender Last
Name

Letter
\[o}

Comment
\[o}

Brooks;
Cleetus;
Grab;
Hedges;
Krause;
Monahan;
Nichols

Sender First
Name

Anne; David;
Denise;
Jeremy;
Rachel; Rosg;
Susanne

Environmental
Defense Fund;
Institute for Policy
Integrity at New
York University
School of Law;
Montana
Environmental
Information
Center; Sierra
Club; The
Wilderness
Saciety; Union of
Concerned
Scientists;
WildEarth
Guardians

Primary
Comment
Code

Climate Change

Comment Text

There are numerous well-established, rigorous analytical tools available to help agencies characterize and
quantitatively assess uncertainty, such as Monte Carlo simulations, and the IWGs social cost of greenhouse gas
protocol incorporates those tools. To further deal with uncertainty, the IWG recommended to agencies a range of
four estimates: three central or mean-average estimates at a 2.5%, 3%, and 5% discount rate respectively, and a
95th percentile value at the 3% discount rate. While the IWGs technical support documents disclosed fuller
probabilities distributions, these four estimates were chosen by agencies to be the focus for decision-making. In
particular, application of the 95th percentile value was not part of an effort to show the probability distribution
around the 3% discount rate; rather, the 95th percentile value serves as a methodological shortcut to approximate
the uncertainties around low-probability but high-damage, catastrophic, or irreversible outcomes that are
currently omitted or undercounted in the economic models. The shape of the distribution of climate risks and
damages includes a long tail of lower-probability, high-damage, irreversible outcomes due to tipping points in
planetary systems, inter-sectoral interactions, and other deep uncertainties. Climate damages are not normally
distributed around a central estimate, but rather feature a significant right skew toward catastrophic outcomes. In
fact, a 2015 survey of economic experts concludes that catastrophic outcomes are increasingly likely to occur.
Because the three integrated assessment models that the IWGs methodology relied on are unable to
systematically account for these potential catastrophic outcomes, a 95th percentile value was selected instead to
account for such uncertainty. There are no similarly systematic biases pointing in the other direction which might
warrant giving weight to a low-percentile estimate. Additionally, the 95th percentile value addresses the strong
possibility of widespread risk aversion with respect to climate change. The integrated assessment models do not
reflect that individuals likely have a higher willingness to pay to reduce low-probability, high-impact damages
than they do to reduce the likelihood of higher-probability but lower impact damages with the same expected
cost. Beyond individual members of society, governments also have reasons to exercise some degree of risk
aversion to irreversible outcomes like climate change. The National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and
Medicine did recommend that the IWG document its full treatment of uncertainty in an appendix and disclose
low-probability as well as high-probability estimates of the social cost of greenhouse gases. However, that does
not mean it would be appropriate for individual agencies to rely on low-percentile estimates to justify decisions.
While disclosing low-percentile estimates in a sensitivity analysis may promote transparency, relying on such an
estimate for decision-making in the face of contrary guidance from the best available science and economics on
uncertainty and risk would not be a credible, objective, realistic, and scientifically balanced approach to
uncertainty, as required by Circular A-4. In short, the 95th percentile estimate attempts to capture risk aversion
and uncertainties around lower probability, high-damage, irreversible outcomes that are currently omitted or
undercounted by the models. There is no need to balance out this estimate with a low-percentile value, because
the reverse assumptions are not reasonable: There is no reason to believe the public or the government will be
systematically risk seeking with respect to climate change. The consequences of overestimating the risk of
climate damages (i.e., spending more than we need to on mitigation and adaptation) are not nearly as irreversible
as the consequences of underestimating the risk of climate damage (i.e., failing to prevent catastrophic
outcomes). Though some uncertainties might point in the direction of lower social cost of greenhouse gas values,
such as those related to the development of breakthrough adaptation technologies, the models already account for
such uncertainties around adaptation; on balance, most uncertainties strongly point toward higher, not lower,
social cost of greenhouse gas estimates. There is no empirical basis for any long tail of potential benefits that
would counteract the potential for extreme harm associated with climate change. Moreover, even the best
existing estimates of the social cost of greenhouse gases are likely underestimated because the models currently
omit many significant categories of damages such as depressed economic growth, pests, pathogens, erosion, air
pollution, fire, dwindling energy supply, health costs, political conflict, and ocean acidification, as well as tipping
points, catastrophic risks, and unknown unknowns and because of other methodological choices. Consequently,
uncertainty suggests an even higher social cost of greenhouse gases and so is not a reason to abandon the metric,
which would misleadingly suggest that climate damages are worthless.

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

Section 2.4, Social Cost of Carbon, of Appendix E.2A, Climate and Climate Change Technical Appendix,
provides a detailed discussion of why the social cost of carbon or similar monetization metrics are not required
here. BLM’s analysis complies with EO 13783 (Promoting Energy Independence and Economic Growth) and
43CFR 1502.23. Assigning a specific, accurate value to the social costs of carbon resulting from the Willow
MDP Project would be too speculative to inform the decision-maker. NEPA does not require a cost-benefit
analysis (40 CFR 1502.23), and one has not been completed for the Draft or Final EIS. Inclusion of a global
social cost of carbon without monetized estimates of other effects, including the social benefits of energy
production, would be unbalanced and of limited use to the decision-maker.
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Brooks; Anne; David; |Environmental Climate Change | 11. BLM’s Energy Substitution Analysis is Flawed and Inconsistently Applied, Leading to a Likely Downstream emissions were not downplayed; changes in domestic emissions as a result of the Willow MDP
Cleetus; Denise; Defense Fund,; Underestimation of Net Emissions and an Inflation of Economic Benefits Project approval were presented. The Willow MDP Project production would displace other energy sources used
Grab; Jeremy; Institute for Policy In addition to its refusal to monetize the social cost of the master development plans projected greenhouse gas | to meet consumption. While overall energy consumption would increase due to prices falling slightly, the mix of
Hedges; Rachel; Rose; | Integrity at New emissions, BLM also seeks to downplay the quantified emissions by asserting that approximately 95 percent of | energy sources used to meet that demand shifts as a result of the Willow MDP Project approval, and the
Krause; Susanne York University increased downstream greenhouse gas emissions would be substituted by additional emissions elsewhere under a | emissions from those other sources would decrease. Addressing the net change in emissions is in fact
Monahan; School of Law; no action scenario suggesting, in other words, that the plan is only actually responsible for 5 percent of its methodologically correct. For all three Alternatives, the estimated emissions of the MDP production volume
Nichols Montana generated emissions.114 But BLM does not release its full analysis, and its estimates are based on a model relative to the domestically displaced energy supplied was disclosed.
Environmental known as MarketSim that has significant structural flaws. BLM should not only release its full analysis to Key assumptions and data for the Project GHG emissions, indirect (GHG Lifecycle Model) emissions and
Information provide for meaningful public review, but should also reconsider its reliance on MarketSim in its present form. | MarketSim model emissions were provided in Draft EIS Section 3.2.2 (Environmental Consequences: Effects of
Center; Sierra Given the models fundamental flaws and unexplained results, reliance on this model without further the Project on Climate Change), Appendix E.2A (Climate and Climate Change Technical Appendix), and
Club; The reassessment or disclosure would violate BLM’s obligations under NEPA. BLM also inconsistently fails to Appendix E.2B (Market Substitutions and Greenhouse Gas Downstream Emissions Estimates), as well as
Wilderness apply any substitution analysis to its estimates of projected oil and gas revenues and other economic effects, Chapter 2.0 of Appendix E.3B (Air Quality Technical Support Document). Additional information is also
Saciety; Union of thereby misleadingly inflating the plans purported economic benefits relative to its environmental harms. provided in the Project GHG emission calculation spreadsheets that are available on request from BLM. The
Concerned MarketSim model used in the EIS is a highly sophisticated model that analyzes the energy market's response to
Scientists; production anticipated to emerge from oil and gas developments. In the substitution analysis based on
WildEarth MarketSim, the assumption is made that other oil producing countries will supply oil for U.S. import without
Guardians additional restraints due to GHG-related policies in those countries. This may not be true if other countries
establish policies to reduce their GHG emissions in the future. Typically, a single project has a negligible impact
on overall global GHGs.

1305 21 Brooks; Anne; David; |Environmental Climate Change | BLM Should Release Its Full Substitution Analysis, Particularly in Light of MarketSim’s Previously Inconsistent | Key assumptions and data for Project GHG emissions, indirect (GHG Lifecycle Model) emissions, and N
Cleetus; Denise; Defense Fund; and Unexplained Results MarketSim model emissions were provided in Draft EIS Section 3.2.2 (Environmental Consequences: Effects of
Grab; Jeremy; Institute for Policy According to BLM’s substitution analysis, only 3.26% of the oil and gas production called for under this plan the Project on Climate Change), Appendix E.2A (Climate and Climate Change Technical Appendix), and
Hedges; Rachel; Rose; | Integrity at New represents new demand, meaning that the remainder 96.74%would be offset by substitute fuels at other locations | Appendix E.2B (Market Substitutions and Greenhouse Gas Downstream Emissions Estimates), as well as
Krause; Susanne York University under a no action alternative. However, while BLM reports that it obtained these results using a model developed | Chapter 2.0 of Appendix E.3B (Air Quality Technical Support Document). Additional information is also
Monahan; School of Law; by BOEM known as MarketSim, it does not release its full analysis or its runs of the simulation tool. BLM provided in the Project GHG emission calculation spreadsheets that are available on request from BLM. The
Nichols Montana should provide such information to allow the public to meaningfully review and analyze the results. Full MarketSim model used in the EIS is a highly sophisticated model that analyzes the energy market's response to

Environmental disclosure of all MarketSim runs is particularly critical because the tool has produced inconsistent results in the | production anticipated to emerge from oil and gas developments. In the substitution analysis based on

Information past. For instance, when BLM ran MarketSim for its recent draft resource management plan for Eastern MarketSim, the assumption is made that other oil producing countries will supply oil for U.S. import without

Center; Sierra Colorado, it found that the majority of increased oil and gas production would be replaced by onshore production | additional restraints due to GHG-related policies in those countries. This may not be true if other countries

Club; The a nearly inverse result from its MarketSim results earlier in the year for the now-finalized oil and gas leasing in | establish policies to reduce their GHG emissions in the future. Typically, a single project has a negligible impact

Wilderness the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge Coastal Plain, which found most substitution coming from increased foreign | on overall global GHGs.

Society; Union of imports. In this case, BLM conspicuously fails to provide any breakdown of where the different substitutes The cited differences in MarketSim’s estimated supply displacement for Coastal Plain oil and Eastern Colorado

Concerned would come from such as from increased foreign imports or additional onshore production making it impossible |oil are an indication that MarketSim is properly adjusting for regional factors most relevant to location of the

Scientists; to determine whether its present results are consistent with any of BLM’s previous substitution analyses. To proposed production. Most, if not all, Coastal Plain oil would be transported by tanker to market, as it might be

WildEarth facilitate meaningful public review, therefore, BLM should make all data models and runs of its substitution expected would be the case for most of the imported oil it would displace. On the other hand, it is reasonable to

Guardians analysis available, and reopen public comment to provide adequate opportunity for all stakeholders to assess this |assume that oil produced in landlocked Eastern Colorado would largely displace other onshore production that
data. If it refuses to do so, it should at least provide a summary of where the substitution would come from would be transported primarily by pipeline. The documentation for MarketSim is publicly available, but BOEM
(onshore production, foreign imports, etc.) as it has for previous substitution analyses. has typically only released full analyses and specific model output when requested via FOIA.
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Fundamental Problems with BLM’s Substitution Analysis Cause Likely Underestimates of Net Downstream
Emissions from the Proposed Plan and Counsel in Favor of Developing a New Model Before Finalizing the
Environmental Impact Statement

In addition to the above-mentioned concerns about BLM’s lack of transparency and its inconsistent prior
findings, there are also broader and more fundamental issues with MarketSim that skew its results, likely causing
it to underestimate the substitution effects of decreased demand and thereby also underestimate a projects climate
impacts. These errors, enumerated below, should be rectified in any final analysis, and any revision of
MarketSim and new analysis of the environmental effects of the master development plan should be republished
in draft form for public comment. 1) Agencies applications of MarketSim omit effects on foreign consumption
and so grossly underestimate net downstream emissions BLM has followed BOEMs lead in applying MarketSim
to assess energy substitution,118 and so has copied a significant error from BOEM. Specifically, BOEMs
applications of MarketSim have not accounted for changes in foreign oil and gas demand, 119 which drastically
skews MarketSim’s results since there is strong evidence that foreign demand is decreasing.120 Indeed, while
MarketSim estimates a foreign reduction in consumption . . . for oil, the simulations that BOEM and now BLM
have run to estimate energy substitution in the no-action scenario seemingly do not account for any changes in
foreign demand. Specifically, MarketSim finds that reducing U.S. oil production decreased foreign oil
consumption by approximately 50% in a mid-price scenario a result that is consistent with economic literature.
This 50% offset from reduced demand is significantly more than the 3.26% drop in U.S. demand that BLM
reports, and so omitting the effects of global consumption may translate into a massive underestimate of the
plans net downstream emissions effects. BLM offers no explanation for how it has approached, or ignored,
changes in foreign demand. In the past, BOEM has claimed that [e]xcluding the foreign oil and gas markets is
reasonable because BOEM does not have information related to which countries would consume less oil and so
cannot make predictions about the changes in net emissions from changes in foreign consumption. In other
words, according to BOEM, we should entirely ignore foreign reductions in demand for oil and gas that we
know are occurring because it would be too difficult to translate those reductions into changes in net greenhouse
gas emissions. This logic is unsound. The Department of the Interior hardly explains why it could not make a
reasonable assumption about average emissions from total foreign consumption of oil, stating only that oil is
consumed in a variety of products, which have a wide range of emissions factors. But there are numerous ways
to rationally account for this uncertainty. In fact, the Department of Energy’s National Energy Technology
Laboratory recently published a methodology to study the impacts of U.S. energy exports on greenhouse gas
generation around the world, comparing the greenhouse gas implications of electric power generation on
different continents. And the emissions factors for oil that BLM has used elsewhere show a rather manageable
range of between a low of 5.72 kilograms of carbon dioxide per gallon to a high end of 14.64 kilograms per
gallon. BLM could easily apply either the U.S. Energy Information Administrations (EIA) tables of U.S. exports
by petroleum product, or could simply give a lower-bound estimate of the net emissions effect. Either option
would be much more accurate and reasonable than a complete omission. (Meanwhile, emissions factors for
natural gas do not vary, and so there should be no bar whatsoever in calculating emissions reductions from a
global drop in the consumption of gas.) While there may a range of values regarding the net greenhouse gas
impacts of declining foreign oil consumption, the proper value is certainly not zero, which is what BLM has
improperly assumed by excluding foreign oil and gas markets entirely. In short, the available information is more
than sufficient to make reasonable estimates regarding the impacts of reductions in foreign demand on
greenhouse gas emissions. By falsely concluding that this task is impossible and excluding such reductions
altogether, BLM may be massively underestimating the net downstream emissions of the proposed master
development plan.

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

It is unreasonable to extend BOEM’s limited modeling of foreign oil markets used in establishing an equilibrium
price in the model to global GHG emissions estimates comparisons between a Willow MDP Project alternative
and a No Action Alternative. The issue is the uncertainty and lack of reliable data as to the likely distribution of
demand changes among countries, the oil-substitutes available in other countries and those countries’
incremental substitution patterns (cross-price elasticities) and resulting energy mix of oil and the various
substitutes, and the GHG intensity of at least the major substitutes in each country. The incremental substitution
patterns and the GHG emission rates for even the same class of fuels can vary significantly from country to
country, and using broad averages in place of weighted averages can result in very different results, especially
when the averages hide wide ranges in the underlying factors.

Also, the D.C. Circuit has held that agencies are not required to model how their actions will affect global energy
markets and how those market changes will, in turn, affect foreign GHG emissions. Sierra Club, 867 F.3d at 202.
That kind of analysis is simply “too speculative” and infeasible to be required under NEPA. Id.
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Brooks; Anne; David; |Environmental Climate Change | MarketSim implausibly assumes near constant domestic demand for oil and gas over the next seven decades The comment asserts that the model uses constant domestic and global demand, but this is not accurate. While
Cleetus; Denise; Defense Fund,; Because MarketSim ignores reductions in foreign demand altogether, it uses domestic oil and gas consumption |the GHG Modeling documentation (Wolvovsky and Anderson 2016), available at:
Grab; Jeremy; Institute for Policy projections as a proxy for worldwide consumption. But MarketSim unreasonably assumes near constant demand | https://www.boem.gov/sites/default/files/oil-and-gas-energy-program/Leasing/Five-Y ear-Program/2012-
Hedges; Rachel; Rose; | Integrity at New for domestic oil and gas for up to 70 years into the future. Accordingly, the model assumes a constant global 2017/BOEMOceaninfo/ocs_oil_and_natural_gas.pdf) outlines one of its key limitations on page 20 as, “Near
Krause; Susanne York University demand for oil and gas throughout most of the century’s remainder an assumption that is totally incompatible Constant Demand is assumed . . . ,” it also states that this “near constant demand” is taken directly from the EIA
Monahan; School of Law; with international efforts to mitigate the impacts of climate change and would lead to unsustainable amounts of | reference case. This reference case is not actually constant. BOEM models its analysis based on current policy
Nichols Montana warming. The main assumption that the government makes in forecasting constant demand over 70 years that rather than on speculations of what direction policy might take.
Environmental there will be no future changes in laws and policies is simply unreasonable given the realities of climate change. |Further, page 3 of the MarketSim Model documentation shows that the domestic and global demand equations
Information Indeed, the Interior Department has acknowledged that [a]s countries, including the U.S., address climate change | incorporate elasticity adjustment rate factors that allow both global and domestic assumptions made by EIA to
Center; Sierra with individual policy targets, this assumption could no longer hold, and that as new energy sources become respond to price changes due to a domestic supply shock. Page 4 of this document show domestic and global
Club; The more economically feasible, they could displace existing sources and/or alter the composition of energy supply. |supply equations also incorporate price shock sensitivity and are therefore not constant. MarketSim
Wilderness And sure enough, numerous states in recent years have adopted low- and zero-emission vehicle standards along |documentation (Industrial Economics 2017) is available here: https://espis.boem.gov/final%20reports/5612.pdf.
Saciety; Union of with net-zero carbon emissions targets laws that would require oil and gas consumption within those states to These equations adjust supply and demand from the forecasted baseline provide by EIA. EIA’s forecast looks at
Concerned decline precipitously. BLM’s projection of constant demand over the next 70 years is based on the EIA reference | existing policies and does not forecast future laws or policies. BOEM uses the EIA projections as the official
Scientists; case. But the EI1As reference case estimates are intended to reflect trends and are not necessarily firm predictions | government estimates of future energy consumption. Any potential climate policy would be too uncertain at this
WildEarth about the future; indeed, the EI1A recently projected decreasing domestic demand for petroleum products through | stage to fully estimate in the model. BOEM’s approach was to take a worst-case scenario and consider the
Guardians 2034. As such, these trends should not be used in isolation as point estimates; instead, agencies should conduct | maximum emissions and not account for future improvements for which future emission rates are unknown.
sensitivity analysis over reasonable assumptions and scenarios. For instance, BLM could provide oil and gas
demand projections assuming that nations (including the United States) meet their commitments under the Paris
Agreement. Instead of conducting sensitivity analysis over reasonable assumptions, BLM assumes the worst-
case scenario outcome that demand for oil and gas will continue unabated for most of the century. Basing a
model on what BLM admits is an extreme premise is not consistent with the agency’s obligation under NEPA to
make assumptions that are reasonable and based on the best available information. Particularly concerning is
BLM’s assumption that uncertainty about climate change should be used as a reason to trivialize net emissions,
thereby using uncertainty as cover to promote policies like this plan that will exacerbate climate change. As
discussed above, uncertainty about the rate and impacts of climate change should counsel for more restraint, not
less. So long as BLM continues to assume near constant long-term energy demand through its use of MarketSim,
it will significantly inflate the substitution effect of proposed energy projects and thereby underestimate their net
greenhouse gas emissions.
1305 24 Brooks; Anne; David; |Environmental Climate Change | MarketSim over-relies on a single experts opinion. MarketSim uses the best-available information for estimating elasticities. In cases where information is not
Cleetus; Denise; Defense Fund,; For several parameters, MarketSim relies on the opinion from a single expert: Dr. Stephen Brown. While use of |available through published sources, Dr. Stephen Brown's expert opinion is used.
Grab; Jeremy; Institute for Policy expert elicitation is acceptable when estimates are unavailable in the literature, it is not clear that the agencies
Hedges; Rachel; Rose; | Integrity at New have fully explored all the most current literature to check the accuracy of their parameters, and, furthermore,
Krause; Susanne York University expert elicitations should not rely on a single author. Indeed, a recent study concluded that less than one-third of
Monahan; School of Law; elicited experts produced statistically accurate assessments, thereby highlighting the need for validation from a
Nichols Montana multitude of experts. Accordingly, after a thorough review of the literature, BOEM and BLM should identify
Environmental multiple experts to survey to develop a range of possible estimates, which can be further characterized by central
Information values and variance. This would allow BLM to conduct an informed sensitivity analysis over these parameter
Center; Sierra values. Indeed, BOEM and BLM should be conducting more sensitivity analyses over all of their key parameters
Club; The and assumptions, such as assumptions based on the EIA Energy Outlooks NEMS scenarios. The model should
Wilderness also break down non-U.S. producers in OPEC and non-OPEC nations, and conduct sensitivity analysis on
Saciety; Union of whether OPEC will act competitively or non-competitively in response to changes in U.S. production. Given
Concerned NEPAs public information requirements, BLM should be conducting more sensitivity analyses and then
Scientists; disclosing all relevant data, models, and runs, so the public can review these analyses.
WildEarth
Guardians
1305 25 Brooks; Anne; David; |Environmental Climate Change | MarketSim does not account for within-region substitution MarketSim represents the best-available model to perform an analysis of the reasonably foreseeable GHG
Cleetus; Denise; Defense Fund,; While it seems natural that much of the potential substitution of fossil fuel production from a given areawould | emissions resulting from the action. It is a sophisticated model that uses national baseline data, a supply shock,
Grab; Jeremy; Institute for Policy come from nearby areas, MarketSim’s assumptions largely foreclose such results, since MarketSim holds the and elasticities to estimate changes on a national level.
Hedges; Rachel; Rose; | Integrity at New supply constant within the project areas region for the same resource when conducting its substitution analysis.
Krause; Susanne York University This assumption is especially problematic given how broad some of the models regions are: for instance, onshore
Monahan; School of Law; oil production from the continental United States constitutes a single region. This leads to the implausible result
Nichols Montana that energy substitution from a single project cannot come from the same resource in nearby areas and instead
Environmental must come from more distant regions, when in reality the opposite is likely to be true. Such an assumption is
Information irrational, and must be reassessed as part of a greater reevaluation of the MarketSim model.
Center; Sierra
Club; The
Wilderness
Saciety; Union of
Concerned
Scientists;
WildEarth
Guardians
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Brooks; Anne; David; |Environmental Climate Change | MarketSim’s elasticities are questionable MarketSim’s approach to developing an energy model for policy evaluation is to represent the observed
Cleetus; Denise; Defense Fund; Many of MarketSim’s elasticities are out of date, not grounded in the literature, or based on inconsistent sources. |conditions prevailing at any moment in the market as observable short-run conditions that are the result of a
Grab; Jeremy; Institute for Policy The model assumes equality between onshore and offshore supply elasticities for the lower 48 states, and uses | market equilibrating process and the partial adjustment toward long-run demand and supply conditions. These
Hedges; Rachel; Rose; | Integrity at New two-decade-old supply elasticities for the lower 48 states. Some elasticities are derived from different versions of | long-run conditions are not directly observable, but can be inferred from observed market conditions and the
Krause; Susanne York University NEMS, which may make them inconsistent. All elasticities should be derived from the same version of NEMS  |underlying parameters of the model. The result is a model that is characterized by partial adjustment toward a
Monahan; School of Law; and should be consistent with the calibrations run for quantity and prices in each year. long-run equilibrium in each time period.
Nichols Montana To create such a model, it is necessary to provide a set of assumed long-run elasticities and partial adjustment
Environmental parameters. These are developed by reviewing the appropriate economic research, by using technology
Information assessments, and by making comparisons across existing runs of NEMS to infer elasticities (see below). The
Center; Sierra supply and demand equations in the sections that follow show how MarketSim applies these partial adjustment
Club; The parameters and long-run supply and demand elasticities.
Wilderness To the extent possible, MarketSim relies upon demand and supply elasticities obtained from peer-reviewed
Saciety; Union of studies in empirical economics literature. Using peer-reviewed values is central to ensuring that MarketSim’s
Concerned simulation of energy markets reflects the best information available on the demand and supply responses that
Scientists; result from changes in energy prices. As suggested above, elasticity estimates were derived from NEMS outputs
WildEarth or from expert input provided by Dr. Stephen Brown (University of Las Vegas). To be useful in the MarketSim
Guardians context, the elasticities need to cover the long-run. BOEM frequently updates its model and works to ensure the
most recent information is available that provides the necessary elasticity.
MarketSim’s documentation (Industrial Economics 2017) is available at:
https://espis.boem.gov/final%20reports/5612.pdf.

1305 27 Brooks; Anne; David; |Environmental Climate Change | MarketSim ignores upstream emissions MarketSim was used only for estimating downstream emissions and associated substitution effects, which are N
Cleetus; Denise; Defense Fund; MarketSim calculates only downstream emissions and omits any upstream emissions. While the DEIS calculates | more uncertain than upstream emissions given the various market forces at play. Upstream emissions estimates
Grab; Jeremy; Institute for Policy some upstream emissions from oil and gas production, the substitution analysis does not calculate comparable | were calculated separately based on Project-specific emissions estimates associated with Project design and
Hedges; Rachel; Rose; | Integrity at New upstream emissions from substitute energy sources. The analysis is therefore necessarily incomplete, and BLM | operations, which are comparatively well known.

Krause; Susanne York University should rectify this omission and all of the others issues with MarketSim discussed above before finalizing the
Monahan; School of Law; environmental impact statement.
Nichols Montana
Environmental
Information
Center; Sierra
Club; The
Wilderness
Society; Union of
Concerned
Scientists;
WildEarth
Guardians
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Brooks; Anne; David; |Environmental Climate Change | MarketSim irrationally ignores expected efficiency gains While the assumptions section of the GHG Lifecycle Model methodology documentation (BOEM 2016) does
Cleetus; Denise; Defense Fund,; While MarketSim assumes that engines used to produce and consume oil and gas will not become more state that “engines used for production, processing, and consumption of oil and gas will not become more

Grab; Jeremy; Institute for Policy efficient, this assumptions ignores standard best practices for cost-benefit analysis that instruct agencies to make |efficient, and oil and gas will remain a primary energy source,” BOEM does still acknowledge and incorporate
Hedges; Rachel; Rose; | Integrity at New reasonable assumptions about technological growth. It can only be expected that as technology continues to changes in efficiencies in several ways. Further, efficiency gains are likely to impact emissions estimates under
Krause; Susanne York University improve and become more efficient, then engines used to produce and consume oil and gas will have lower both the Action and No Action alternatives and will have little impact on the difference in the emissions. The
Monahan; School of Law; energy footprints. The government should consider this flaw in MarketSim along with all the others discussed | GHG model documentation does suggest that improvements will be made in efficiencies and how those changes
Nichols Montana above and give the public another opportunity to comment on the environmental impact statement with its could impact results. This response outlines the different components of the GHG analysis conducted for BLM

Environmental revamped substitution analysis. and the various ways efficiency changes are considered. The GHG Lifecycle Model is used in the BLM analysis

Information to estimate the GHG emissions coming from mid and downstream activities.

Center; Sierra Midstream (refining and delivery): The GHG model uses the EPA’s most recent emissions inventory for refining

Club; The and transmission and storage of oil and gas. The model then multiplies that total by a ratio of offshore to total oil

Wilderness and gas for each stage and for each GHG (COz, CHs, and N20). It does not assume a shift in either direction of

Saciety; Union of the EPA inventory of emissions from these activities due to future changes in engine/refining efficiency.

Concerned However, changes in engine/refining efficiency would affect the refining of both emissions from the No Action

Scientists; and action alternatives, and would likely have little impact on the difference in emissions associated with

WildEarth midstream components of the two alternatives.

Guardians Downstream (end-user consumption of produced oil and gas): The GHG model states that improvements in
energy and transport efficiency are likely to occur. It even suggests that these changes may change the ratios of
the end products consumed from a barrel of oil (i.e., as of 2015, 47% of a barrel went towards gasoline, which
would theoretically decrease if car efficiencies or alternative fuels became prevalent). It is this assumed ratio of
the mix of end products (e.g., gasoline vs. lubricants vs. jet fuel vs. distillate fuel oil) that determines the
estimated GHG factors for each barrel consumed. However, the model documentation also states that it is
impossible to know how those efficiencies will manifest themselves in the ratios of end-products that come from
a barrel of oil. Since those ratios have been steady over the near term, it asserts that using those ratios within the
model, and updating them periodically as they change, is a reasonable practice. Similarly, major changes in how
barrels of oil are used would have minor implications on the difference between the two alternatives.

Within MarketSim, changes in efficiency are incorporated through EIA’s production and consumption forecasts.
EIA accounts for technology and energy density improvements in those runs which then serve as the basis for
the comparison analysis between the No Action Alternative and the Action Alternatives.

Given, and to the extent, that EIA does assume some increase in efficiency of engines in its NEMS runs, those
assumptions were then incorporated into MarketSim, then into the GHG Lifecycle Model for the downstream
analysis that was provided to BLM.

1305 29 Brooks; Anne; David; |Environmental Climate Change | BLM Arbitrarily Inflates the Plans Economic Benefits by Failing to Apply Substitution Analysis Beyond the The EIS provides estimates of the potential economic output for each action alternative (Section 3.15, N
Cleetus; Denise; Defense Fund; Plans Environmental Harms Economics), which is the anticipated economic activity. An economic impact stems directly from economic
Grab; Jeremy; Institute for Policy In addition to the above critiques of the methodology for substitution analysis, BLM also inconsistently applies | activity, but it may be perceived as a positive or negative impact depending on individual perspective.

Hedges; Rachel; Rose; | Integrity at New energy substitution to the master development plans environmental harms without applying the same analysis to |Section 3.15.2.2 (Alternative A: No Action) notes that “there would be no increase in employment or wages in
Krause; Susanne York University the plans economic benefits. BLM must apply substitution analysis consistently to all of the plans impacts, and | Nuigsut, the NSB or the state.” The analysis for the No Action Alternative does not speculate on what sort of
Monahan; School of Law; cannot place its thumb on the scale by discounting only the plans environmental harms. BLM cannot have it both | economic activity would occur or where it may occur. This is consistent with the analysis area for economics:
Nichols Montana ways: On one hand, it discounts the plans environmental impacts by claiming that most of them would occur Nuigsut (local), NSB (regional), and the State of Alaska. This is not a cost-benefit analysis but is a disclosure of

Environmental regardless as a result of substitute oil and gas production in other areas, while on the other it attributes a wealth of | the anticipated economic impacts.

Information economic benefits to the plan without any mention of this substitution effect. Of course, if BLM is indeed

Center; Sierra accurate that most of the plans oil and gas production would be offset through increased production elsewhere

Club; The under a no action alternative, this would also mean that many of the supposed economic benefits of the plan

Wilderness would also occur under the no action scenario due to this increased production. For instance, given that,

Society; Union of according to BLM’s calculations, more than 96% of oil and gas production would be replaced by additional

Concerned production under a no action scenario, then that production would also produce tax revenues, employment

Scientists; income, and (because much fossil fuel development occurs on lands own by the federal or state governments)

WildEarth royalties meaning that the U.S. economy would still reap many of the plans supposed economic impacts. Yet

Guardians BLM never acknowledges this reality, providing total government revenues from the master development plan

and projected employment numbers without any recognition that most of these economic benefits would, under
the logic of BLM’s own substitution analysis, be offset through increased production elsewhere under the no
action scenario. Under BLM’s logic, in other words, this plan is responsible for all of its positive economic
impacts but few of its environmental harms. This is a clear violation of NEPA. As stated above, agencies may
not put a thumb on the scale by inconsistently and opportunistically fram[ing] the costs and benefits of a
proposed project. Yet this is precisely what BLM is doing by using substitution analysis to offset the plans
environmental costs without also offsetting the plans economic benefits. BLM must apply substitution
consistently between the projects costs and benefits. By failing to do so, it adopts an inconsistent methodological
approach to the plans economic benefits versus climate costs, further skewing their inconsistent treatment
throughout the DEIS. For all the reasons further described herein, this incomplete, inconsistent, and misleading
framing violates NEPA.
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Harry

North Slope

Borough, Office of

the Mayor
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Climate Change

Comment Text

Page 25 & 26, 3.2.2.2 Alternative A: No Action and Appendix E.2B, Market Substitutions and Greenhouse Gas
Downstream Emissions Estimates

Market substitution of oil from this project with other energy sources is a very important topic. BLM addresses
this topic in Appendix E.2B by looking at how much oil, natural gas, coal and biofuels would be displaced if the
project is approved and developed. It appears this model (BOEM’s Market Simulation Model or MarketSim)
does not account for all the effects of market substitution. It needs to address where other energy production will
likely occur if the project does not move forward and the associated environmental impacts and GHG emissions
of such market substitution. If market substitution results in development in another state or country with less
stringent environmental protections, it is possible net environmental impacts and GHG emissions will increase.
The no action alternative could actually harm the environment when you take into account market substitution.
BLM needs to answer the question: Does oil production on the North Slope produce more or less GHGs (and
more or less environmental harm) than other oil and gas (or energy development) operations around the world?
Appendix E.2B does not appear to answer this question.

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

The market substitution calculations are the best-available calculations to determine the changes in GHG
emissions if the Project did not occur. The suggested need to determine whether North Slope oil production
produces more or less GHG emissions than every other oil and gas operation around the globe is out of scope of
this analysis.

in the context of the Willow development project, leads the reader to believe the North Slope oil and gas
development is a primary cause for North Slope climate change and related impacts. This contradicts the
statement in 3.2.1 that clarifies that climate change is a global phenomenon that is caused by global release of
CO: and other greenhouse gasses. When read in the context of this document 1 believe this presents a bias
against the Willow development by overexaggerating the incremental impact of what is a relatively small project
on the global scale. Furthermore, there is no way to know exactly how the oil produced from the Willow field
will be used (i.e. as a fuel or as a chemical feedstock for creating of non-fuel products such as polymers or
lubricants). Please consider revising this section by means of abbreviating the discussion or providing additional
clarifying text highlighting the level of uncertainty and fractional incremental impact of the Willow project on
the global climate change issue.

1302 35 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Climate Change | The DEIS states that “[t]he baseline used in MarketSim is a modified version of the EIAs 2018 Annual Energy | According to EIA, the discovery year for Willow was 2017, which was too late for the Annual Energy Outlook N
Outlook reference case; the modification involves omission of new OCS lease sales starting in 2019.” Appendix |2018. Thus, the Willow MDP Project is not included in the reference case in the MarketSim analysis, and no
E.2B (page 1). We recommend that BLM clarify how the Project is treated in the reference case used by BLM. If | further sensitivity analyses are required.
the Project is included in the AEO 2018 projection, then the Project should be removed from the baseline
projection for this analysis. If the Project is included but is not removed from the baseline, BLM should discuss
the sensitivity and ramifications of this assumption.
1302 37 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Climate Change | Finally, but importantly, the proposed mitigation measures listed at Section 3.2.4, page 29, include . . . limiting | Since flaring is part of the Willow MDP Project emissions inventory that was shown to not have significant Y
flaring to pilot flares or emergency flares. Similar language is used for a similar proposed mitigation measure in | adverse impacts in the air quality analysis, this language has been removed from Final EIS Section 3.2.2.1.2,
Section 3.3.3. BLM should clarify that there are some limited, additional situations in which flares are used for | Proponent's Design Measures to Avoid and Minimize Effects (Draft EIS Section 3.2.4, Additional Suggested Best
non-emergency purposes (e.g., for initial well clean out and testing). The DEIS emission inventory did not limit | Management Practices or Mitigation).
flaring solely to pilot or emergency flares. The DEIS emissions inventory included process flares combusting The activities that would result in flaring are described in Appendix D.1, Alternatives Development, Section
pilot, purge, sweep and assist gas, and limited use of portable flares combusting pilot gas and vented gas during [4.2.1.1, Willow Processing Facility.
pre-production drilling. Since these emissions were included in the project emissions inventory and none of the
impacts noted in the DEIS suggest that flare usage needs to be further limited, BLM should expand their
description of flaring to be consistent with the project emissions inventory.
1302 112 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Climate Change | The first paragraph (page 8, Section 3.1.2.3, Black Carbon Effects on Climate), “. . . there is a ‘very high’ Text was added to clarify positive forcing in Appendix E.2A (Climate and Climate Change Technical Y
probability that black carbon emissions have a positive forcing and warm the climate.” Appendix), Section 3.1.2.3, Black Carbon Effects on Climate.
It is unclear what is meant by “have a positive forcing.”
1302 114 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Climate Change | Section 3.2.1 states: “Major GHGs from oil and gas development include carbon dioxide (CO2), nitrous oxide | In some cases, the GHG emissions data in COze are only available for CO2 and not for the other GHGs. Y
(N20), and methane (CH4). GHG emissions are reported in units of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) to Additional text has been added to Section 3.2.1.3, Trends in U.S. and Alaska Greenhouse Gas Emissions, to
account for the varying global warming potential (GWP) of pollutants.” The discussion of GHG emissions in clarify this.
Section 3.2.1.3 mixes CO2 and CO2e in a way that is unclear. For example: “CO2 emissions associated with the
combustion and extraction of fossil fuels from U.S. federal lands increased from 1,362 MMT CO2e in 2005 to
1,429 MMT CO2e in 2010 and then decreased to 1,279 MMT CO2e in 2014.” The discussion would be clearer
if CO2e units were consistently used for describing GHG emissions.
1302 115 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Climate Change | In this section (page 6, Social Cost of Carbon), the Willow project is incorrectly referred to a “leasing action.” | Text was removed from Appendix E.2A (Climate and Climate Change Technical Appendix), Section 2.4, Social Y
Cost of Carbon.
1302 116 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Climate Change | Out of context, the third paragraph in this section suggests that direct GHG emissions were not estimated for the | Appendix E.2B, Market Substitutions and Greenhouse Gas Downstream Emissions Estimates, is an original Y
Project in the draft EIS. We recommend refocusing the paragraph to describe that the analysis methods described | document produced by the BOEM, who drafted the Market Substitutions and Downstream Emissions Estimates
here are used specifically for the estimation of indirect GHG emissions, as opposed to what is not included in the |report. This appendix (and report) only analyze indirect emissions (i.e., downstream emissions associated with
analysis in this section. processing and consumption of the oil produced by the Project). No changes to the BOEM report (Appendix
E.2B). However, additional text has been added to Section 3.2.2, Environmental Consequences: Effects of the
Project on Climate Change, to clarify that direct GHG emissions were calculated for the Project.
75 1 Finocchio David — Climate Change | While not stated directly, the level of detail and reference to oil and gas production in section 3.2.1.1, when read | The introductory text in Section 3.2.1, Affected Environment, has been edited to confirm that the EIS is Y

discussing climate change generally and not the impacts of the Willow MDP Project on the Project area. The
uncertainty of the impact of the Willow MDP Project on global GHG emissions is covered in Section 3.2.2,
Environmental Consequences: Effects of the Project on Climate Change.
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Long Becky

Primary
Comment
Code

Climate Change

Comment Text

The exploration, production and burning of fossil fuels creates significant Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions.
The 11/23/2018 United States Geological Survey report entitled FEDERAL LANDS GREENHOUSE GAS
EMISSIONS AND SEQUESTRATION IN THE UNITED STATES: ESTIMATES FOR 2005-2014, Report
2018-5131 show this. This report is a first of its kind accounting for fossil fuel extraction emissions. Qil and gas
drilling and production on federal lands and offshore contributes a yearly average of 23.7% of carbon dioxide
emissions, 7.3% of methane emissions and 1.5% nitrous oxide emissions. This report can provide a context for
future energy decisions as well as a basis to track future fugitive emissions from fossil fuel leasing. BLM needs
to figure out the GHG emissions from this proposed project.

Methane is a potent GHG emission which enters the atmosphere from flaring, venting, and infrastructure leaking
of natural gas. Methane is the primary component of gas making up 87 to 97% by volume. Methane’s warming
effect is 87 times greater than carbon dioxide over a 20 year period and 36 times greater over a 100 year average.
The current federal administration is gutting the EPA and BLM 2016 waste prevention rules that would have
reduced 35% of methane emissions. Comprehensive leak detection and repair requirements, methane capture
standards for various field equipment and common drilling practices and establish volume metrics and
percentage based venting and flaring limits. But now we don’t have that for federal lands. The oil and gas
industry states that methane emissions from production are unavoidable. In a recent 12/18/2018 Alaska Oil and
Gas Conservation Commission hearing on methane emissions, Kara Moriarty, the Executive Director of the
Alaska Oil and Gas Association which is an industry trade lobbying group testified to the following. The venting
or flaring of some natural gas is practically an unavoidable consequence of oil and gas development. Routine and
continuous flaring of pilot and purged gas during the non-emergency situations is a key component to the safe
development of oil and gas reserves. If this is so, it makes a good case to eliminate new leasing on public lands in
the arctic.

Natural gas flaring produces black carbon which is a known recognized localized warming impact on ice and
snow thus creating more climate impacts. Flaring also produces particulate matter and toxics such as benzene
which are known carcinogens. This affects the environment and human health. Black carbon pollution
accelerates climate changing impacts on the North Slope. This is by darkening the surface of the sea ice and land.
It is also the main ingredient in fine particulate matter pollution.

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

The USGS report (2018-5131) (Merrill, Sleeter et al. 2018) is cited in the Draft and Final EIS in Section 3.2.1.3.,
Trends in U.S. and Alaska Greenhouse Gas Emissions. GHG emissions from the Project are also quantified in
Section 3.2.2.3, Alternative B: Proponent’s Project, and the emissions inventory accounts for fugitive and
downstream emissions. The GHG emissions disclosed in Section 3.2.2.3 for the Project are inclusive of
additional activities that are not typically included in these reports, and therefore, it is not appropriate to compare
the Project emissions as quantified in the EIS; however, the EIS does compare them to state and national totals.
The Project would be developed with the LSs required by BLM for the NPR-A. Methane emissions are disclosed
individually in the EIS emissions inventory, and the global warming potentials used for methane are listed in
Section 3.2.2.3. Pilot and purge emissions would be a very small fraction of emissions from the Project. (Note:
Natural gas—powered home hot-water heaters and gas heaters also use pilot lights as a constant ignition source.
These are not significant emissions sources.) Please see Section 3.2.2, Environmental Consequences: Effects of
the Project on Climate Change, for the Project’s effects on black carbon and climate and black carbon’s effects
on the Project. Flaring impacts are addressed in the modeling, as are the impacts from benzene.

988 5 Peter Enei Begaye |Native Movement

Climate Change

Additionally, climate change is not mentioned once within the entire Draft EIS. 90% of the global science
community agrees that fossil fuel extraction and usage are the leading causes of climate change. The DEIS lack
of climate change implications is irresponsible and must be addressed. Currently there are 12 villages in
immediate need of relocate including Utgiagvik due to climate change. All new fossil fuel extraction will aid in
the increased warming of the permafrost, coastal erosion, and subsequent climate refugees from their traditional
lands of the Arctic Slope.

Draft and Final EIS Section 3.2, Climate and Climate Change, and Appendix E.2A, Climate and Climate
Change Technical Appendix, discuss climate change and the impacts of the Project on climate change.
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Climate Change

Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska

Comment Text

BLM’s analysis of the greenhouse gas emissions and associated climate change impacts of Willow is deficient in
several fundamental respects and therefore does not comply with NEPA. First, the DEIS fails to evaluate the
impacts of Willow in light of the urgent need to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Second, the DEISs
greenhouse gas emissions estimates are unsupported and inaccurate because (a) the DEIS fails to disclose key
assumptions and data used in its models and it excludes the key variable of foreign consumption without any
appropriate adjustment, and (b) BLM’s finding that Willow will result in only a negligible increase in energy
consumption and emissions is unrealistic, wildly inconsistent with other energy market substitution modeling,
and flouts clear precedent rejecting perfect or near perfect fossil fuel substitution. Third, the DEIS fails to
provide a meaningful analysis of the significance of the greenhouse gas emissions from Willow. Fourth, the
DEIS fails to adequately consider the effects of the project in the context of a warming Arctic. Finally, the DEIS
fails to quantify and adequately analyze the effects of black carbon.

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

In response to the first part of this comment, the Draft EIS evaluates Project impacts for the range of alternatives
selected by BLM with input from cooperating agencies.

In response to the second part of this comment, key assumptions and data for Project GHG emissions, indirect
(GHG Lifecycle Model) emissions, and MarketSim model emissions were provided in Draft EIS Section 3.2.2
(Environmental Consequences: Effects of the Project on Climate Change), Appendix E.2A (Climate and
Climate Change Technical Appendix), and Appendix E.2B (Market Substitutions and Greenhouse Gas
Downstream Emissions Estimates), as well as Chapter 2.0 of Appendix E.3B (Air Quality Technical Support
Document). Additional information is also provided in the Project GHG emission calculation spreadsheets that
are available upon request from BLM. The MarketSim model used in the EIS is a highly sophisticated model
that analyzes the energy market’s response to production anticipated to emerge from oil and gas developments.
In the substitution analysis based on MarketSim, the assumption is made that other oil-producing countries will
supply oil for U.S. import without additional restraints due to GHG-related policies in those countries. This may
not be true if other countries establish policies to reduce their GHG emissions in the future. Typically, a single
project has a negligible impact on overall global GHGs. It is reasonable to exclude foreign oil consumption in the
context of market substitution because the oil produced by the Willow MDP Project would likely be consumed
domestically; therefore, substitution sources for the Project would also be consumed domestically. In addition,
oil consumption is different in each country, and information on which countries would consume less oil was not
available. For gas consumption, we do not have information on how changes in the U.S. market would affect
other countries. While there is uncertainty regarding consumption in different energy markets, in the short term,
EIA tends to project continued demand.

In response to the third part of this comment, the Project emissions have been disclosed and compared to state
and national totals, similar to other EISs in the region and other BLM projects. As noted in Section 3.2.2, GHG
emissions were assessed as a proxy for climate impacts.

In response to the fourth part of this comment, we have considered the effects of the Project in the context of a
warming Arctic; see Section 3.2.3, Effects of Climate Change on the Project.

In response to the fifth part of this comment, Section 3.2.1, Affected Environment, includes information on black
carbon and its potential effects on climate based on available, peer-reviewed literature. Although black carbon
emissions from the Willow MDP Project are not explicitly quantified, black carbon is implicitly included as part
of the Project PM2s emissions inventory used in the air quality impact analysis. The effect of black carbon on
Acrctic climate is complex and still an active area of research. There are still many uncertainties to be resolved by
the scientific community to better understand the complex mechanisms and feedbacks between black carbon and
its effect on Arctic climate. Therefore, it is not possible to quantitatively assess the effect of a project’s black
carbon emissions on global climate change at this time.

864 100 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Climate Change

NEPA Requires BLM to Accurately and Completely Analyze the Climate Consequences of the Willow Project. .

It is well established that when an agency considers a decision that will result in greenhouse gas emissions,
NEPA requires the agency to analyze and disclose the effects of these emissions, including emissions from fossil
fuels that will be burned because they will be produced or delivered to market as a result of the agency’s
decision. Indeed, as the Ninth Circuit has explained, [t]he impact of greenhouse gas emissions on climate change
is precisely the kind of cumulative impacts analysis that NEPA requires agencies to conduct. Numerous other
courts have affirmed the necessity of analyzing the climate consequences of an action under NEPA, in a wide
variety of contexts. Additionally, courts have rejected agency findings of perfect or near-perfect fossil fuel
substitution, i.e., that emissions from a fossil fuel project will be negligible because other sources will simply fill
in to meet demand.

All of these sources point to BLM’s duty under NEPA to perform a thorough and accurate accounting of
Willows greenhouse gas emissions and their environmental effects. The DEIS does not fulfill BLM’s
obligations, as explained below.

The Draft and Final EIS includes an analysis of direct and indirect (i.e., upstream and downstream) GHG
emissions, and modeled results are provided in Section 3.2, Climate and Climate Change, and Appendix E.2A,
Climate and Climate Change Technical Appendix.
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Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska

Comment Text

The DEIS Fails to Evaluate the Impacts of Willow in Light of the Urgent Need to Reduce Greenhouse Gas
Emissions.

Extensive research demonstrates the urgent need to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. For example, an October
2018 report from the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) quantified the devastating harms that
would occur at 2C warming, highlighting the necessity of limiting warming to 1.5C to avoid catastrophic
impacts to people and life on Earth. Consistent with that assessment, in November 2018, the U.S. Global Change
Research Program released the Fourth National Climate Assessment, an authoritative assessment of the science
of climate change that describes the economic costs of climate change. It concludes, among other things, that the
impacts of climate change are intensifying across the country, and that climate related threats to Americans
physical, social, and economic well-being are rising. These include more frequent and intense extreme weather
and climate-related events, increasing temperatures, and rising sea levels, which are expected to disrupt the
economy, resulting in annual losses in some economic sectors . . . [0f] hundreds of billions of dollars by the end
of the century more than the current gross domestic product (GDP) of many U.S. states.

In its October 2018 report, the IPCC underscored the need for urgent emissions reductions on an unprecedented
scale. To avoid exceeding 1.5C of warming, global net CO2 emissions reductions would need to decline by 45%
relative to 2010 levels by 2030, and reach net zero by 2050. To keep warming below 2C, emissions would have
to decline by 20% relative to 2010 levels by 2030, and reach net zero by 2075. According to the report, “[b]y the
end of 2017, anthropogenic CO2 emissions since the preindustrial period are estimated to have reduced the total
carbon budget for 1.5C by approximately 2200 + 320 GtCO2.” Further, [t]he associated remaining budget is
being depleted by current emissions of 42 + 3 GTCO2 per year. Estimates of the remaining carbon budget to
remain under 1.5C depend on the measure of temperature effects considered and the probability of success. For a
50% chance of successfully staying under 1.5C, estimates range from 580 to 770 GtCO2. For a 66% chance,
estimates range from 420 to 570 GtCO2.

The report explains that limiting global warming to 1.5C would require rapid and far-reaching transitions,
including in energy, unprecedented in terms of scale. With high confidence, the report finds that, “[i]n 1.5C
pathways with no or limited overshoot, renewables are projected to supply 70-85% (interquartile range) of
electricity in 2050.” It also acknowledges that current Paris Agreement ambitions will fail to limit warming to
1.5C, even if additional aggressive emissions goals are pursued after 2030: Estimates of the global emissions
outcome of current nationally stated mitigation ambitions as submitted under the Paris Agreement would lead to
global greenhouse gas emissions in 2030 of 5258 GtCO2eq yr-1 (medium confidence). Pathways reflecting these
ambitions would not limit global warming to 1.5C, even if supplemented by very challenging increases in the
scale and ambition of emissions reductions after 2030 (high confidence). With high confidence, the report finds
that, Pathways that limit global warming to 1.5C with no or limited overshoot show clear emission reductions by
2030. All but one show a decline in global greenhouse gas emissions to below 35 GtCO2eq yr-1 in 2030, and
half of available pathways fall within the 2530 GtCO2eq yr-1 range (interquartile range), a 4050% reduction
from 2010 levels. Alarmingly, the report also finds that “[p]athways reflecting current nationally stated
mitigation ambition until 2030 are broadly consistent with cost-effective pathways that result in a global
warming of about 3C by 2100, with warming continuing afterwards (medium confidence).”

This necessary transition leaves no room in the global carbon budget for new fossil fuel extraction if we are to
avoid the worst dangers from climate change. Instead, new fossil fuel production and infrastructure must be
halted, and most existing production must be phased out. A 2019 global analysis found that carbon emissions
from burning the oil, gas, and coal in the worlds currently operating fields and mines would exceed the carbon
budget consistent with staying below 1.5C.

The estimated U.S. carbon budget consistent with limiting temperature rise to 2C level of warming well above
what the Paris Agreement requires ranges from 34 GtCO2 to 123 GtCO2. To stay well below 2C, the 2019 study
recommends that no new fossil fuel extraction or transportation infrastructure should be built, and governments
should grant no new permits for new fossil fuel extraction and infrastructure. Moreover, some fields and mines,
primarily in rich countries, must be closed before fully exploiting their resources. Importantly, a 2015 scientific
and economic study found that all Arctic [oil and gas] resources should be classified as unburnable, because
development of [oil and gas] resources in the Arctic . . . [is] incommensurate with efforts to limit average global
warming to 2 C. A U.S. Geological Survey report demonstrates that fossil fuels produced on federal lands
account for a significant percentage of U.S. emissions, approximately 24 percent of national carbon dioxide,
seven percent of methane, and two percent of nitrogen emissions from 2005-2014. The potential carbon
emissions from already leased fossil fuel resources on U.S. federal lands would exhaust the remaining U.S.
carbon budget consistent with the 1.5C target.

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

The BLM has prepared the EIS to inform decision making related to a proposed project to construct drill sites,
processing facility, access roads, pipelines, and ancillary facilities to develop and transport petroleum from the
Willow MDP Project production pads for shipment to market.

Broader energy policy issues, such as the nation’s ongoing use of fossil fuels or other types of energy sources,
are beyond the scope of the Project and are not included in the EIS. The comment also refers to an overall carbon
budget which is no longer applicable given the decision by the United States to withdraw from the Paris
Agreement in 2017.
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The DEISs Net Greenhouse Gas Emissions Estimates are Inaccurate and Unsupported.
The DEIS estimates that the proposed Willow development will result in a total of 261,419,000 metric tons of
CO2e. This is an enormous contribution to emissions from a single project, equivalent to more than 4% of
current annual emissions for the entire country. But BLM asserts that production from Willow will largely
replace production of energy sources that would result in their own emissions. According to BLM, when this
energy substitution is accounted for, the net greenhouse gas emissions from Willow will be substantially lower
than its total direct and indirect emissions, only 36,262,000 metric tons of CO2e.

The DEISs substitution modeling and its resulting net emissions estimates are critically flawed for two principal
reasons. First, the DEIS fails to disclose key assumptions and data, and it excludes the key variable of foreign
consumption without any appropriate adjustment. Second, BLM’s finding that Willow will result in only a
negligible increase in energy consumption and emissions is unrealistic, is inconsistent with other energy market
substitution modeling, and flouts clear precedent rejecting perfect or near perfect fossil fuel substitution.

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

Key assumptions and data for Project GHG emissions, indirect (GHG Lifecycle Model) emissions, and
MarketSim model emissions were provided in Draft EIS Section 3.2.2 (Environmental Consequences: Effects of
the Project on Climate Change), Appendix E.2A (Climate and Climate Change Technical Appendix), and
Appendix E.2B (Market Substitutions and Greenhouse Gas Downstream Emissions Estimates), as well as
Chapter 2.0 of Appendix E.3B (Air Quality Technical Support Document). Additional information is also
provided in the Project GHG emission calculation spreadsheets that are available upon request from BLM. The
MarketSim model used in the EIS is a highly sophisticated model that analyzes the energy market’s response to
production anticipated to emerge from oil and gas developments. In the substitution analysis based on
MarketSim, the assumption is made that other oil-producing countries will supply oil for U.S. import without
additional restraints due to GHG-related policies in those countries. This may not be true if other countries
establish policies to reduce their GHG emissions in the future. Typically, a single project has a negligible impact
on overall global GHGs. It is reasonable to exclude foreign oil consumption in the context of market substitution
because the oil produced by the Willow MDP Project would likely be consumed domestically; therefore,
substitution sources for the Project would also be consumed domestically. In addition, oil consumption is
different in each country, and information on which countries would consume less oil was not available. For gas
consumption, we do not have information on how changes in the U.S. market would affect other countries.
While there is uncertainty regarding consumption in different energy markets, in the short term, EIA tends to
project continued demand.
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The DEIS Fails to Consider Foreign Consumption

The DEIS and supporting documents do not disclose all assumptions and data that BLM relies on as necessary to
evaluate the accuracy of its emissions modeling. BLM must provide a complete disclosure of this information to
satisfy its obligation to make relevant information available to the public. One assumption that BLM does
disclose reveals a crucial weakness in its methodology. Although it acknowledges that Willow would affect both
domestic and foreign energy consumption, BLM fails to account for how the Willow production will affect
foreign energy consumption. The choice to exclude foreign markets greatly skews the results of the analysis to
make the GHG consequences of Willow look much less significant than they are.

BLM asserts that it excluded foreign consumption because it lacks the ability to estimate differences in emissions
caused by changes in foreign consumption. First, it is not true that BLM lacks that ability. The MarketSim model
itself is capable of estimating foreign consumption. Second, BLM cannot simply zero out a variable that is a key
factor in a reasonable estimation of substitution.

MarketSim models oil as a global market with supply and demand specified separately for the U.S. and the rest
of the world. BOEM in fact used the same MarketSim models global market capabilities when it calculated the
GHG pollution from the 2017-2022 Five Year Plan for offshore oil and gas in 2016. When BOEM modeled the
true global market effect, rather than a falsely-created U.S. market effect, it found that, for each barrel of U.S. oil
left undeveloped, global oil consumption would go down by about half a barrel. In the context of the 2017-2022
Five Year Plan, BOEM estimated that this reduction in foreign oil consumption is highly significant, amounting
to roughly 50 percent of BOEMs estimated oil OCS production in those scenarios.

It is reasonable to exclude foreign oil consumption in the context of market substitution because the oil produced
by the Willow MDP Project would likely be consumed domestically; therefore, substitution sources for the
Project would also be consumed domestically. In addition, oil consumption is different in each country, and
information on which countries would consume less oil was not available. For gas consumption, we do not have
information on how changes in the U.S. market would affect other countries. While there is uncertainty
regarding consumption in different energy markets, in the short term, EIA tends to project continued demand.
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Oil market analysis conducted by the Stockholm Environment Institute (SEI), and consistent with BOEM
MarketSim parameters, has previously confirmed that a reduction in global oil consumption could be around 50
percent of the decrease in rest-of-world supply a highly significant portion of the carbon accounting for the
project. As summarized by experts at SEI:

The oil market is also highly global, with oil readily traded among countries, and substantial infrastructure in
place to do so. The U.S. both imports and exports oil, and world and domestic oil prices very closely track each
other (U.S. EIA 2016).

For this reason, we expect that changes in U.S. oil production would affect an integrated global oil market, an
assumption also made by many other analysts that have looked at changes in U.S. oil supply.414 Though in the
past the oil market could be strongly influenced by cartel behavior among a small number of producers, many
analysts now see the market as more likely to behave competitively (The Economist 2016; U.S. EIA 2016),
meaning that increases or decreases in supply do translate into shifts in prices and, in turn, consumption.
Zeroing out foreign consumption therefore results in a plainly inaccurate and misleading result. If BLM had
properly accounted for foreign consumption, the reduction of greenhouse emissions in the no action alternative
would have been in the range of fifteen times greater than the 3.26 % reduction that BLM’s flawed model
produced.

It is reasonable to exclude foreign oil consumption in the context of market substitution because the oil produced
by the Willow MDP Project would likely be consumed domestically; therefore, substitution sources for the
Project would also be consumed domestically. In addition, oil consumption is different in each country, and
information on which countries would consume less oil was not available. For gas consumption, we do not have
information on how changes in the U.S. market would affect other countries. While there is uncertainty
regarding consumption in different energy markets, in the short term, EIA tends to project continued demand.
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BLM’s Finding of Near-Total Substitution is Unreasonable
BLM’s finding that nearly 97% of the oil produced at Willow would replace other energy sources is not
consistent with reality. Numerous analyses show that near-perfect substitution for oil and gas production simply
does not occur in the real world and is not a reasonable assumption. Qil and gas production operates in a global
market where changes in U.S. production translate into shifts in global prices, global consumption, and
associated GHG pollution. All other things being equal, analyses show that increasing U.S. oil and gas
production lowers oil prices and increases global consumption, while leaving U.S. oil and gas undeveloped
increases oil prices and decreases global consumption. In short, every barrel of oil and unit of gas that is left
undeveloped results in a reduction in global oil and gas consumption with associated decreases in GHG
pollution, as detailed below.

A comprehensive analysis of the GHG consequences of ending new oil leasing on U.S. federal lands and waters,
and avoiding renewal of existing leases for resources that are not yet producing, found that ceasing new oil
leasing would result in a large GHG and climate benefit. Like BLM’s analysis, this study accounted for the
effects of substitution by other fuels for the oil that would be forgone by ending new leasing. The study
estimated that for each unit (QBtu) of federal oil production cut, other oil supplies would substitute for about half
a unit (0.56 QBtu) and net oil consumption would drop by nearly half a unit (0.44 QBtu). Additionally, about
half of that drop in consumption (0.22 Qbtu) would be replaced by a mix of oil substitutes (such as biofuels or
electricity, which SEI estimates to have 85 percent the carbon intensity of oil). In short, every barrel of federal oil
left undeveloped would result in nearly half a barrel reduction in net oil consumption, with associated reductions
in GHG pollution. The analysis estimated that ending new federal oil leasing would reduce 2030 global CO2
emissions from oil consumption by 54 million metric tons of CO2, with an increase in CO2 emissions from other
fuels of 23 million metric tons of CO2, for a net emissions benefit of 31 million metric tons CO2. The analysis
recommended that policy-makers should give greater attention to measures that slow the expansion of fossil fuel
supplies.

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

The MarketSim model used in the EIS is a highly sophisticated model that analyzes the energy market’s
response to production anticipated to emerge from oil and gas developments. In the substitution analysis based
on MarketSim, the assumption is made that other oil-producing countries will supply oil for U.S. import without
additional restraints due to GHG-related policies in those countries. This may not be true if other countries
establish policies to reduce their GHG emissions in the future. Typically, a single project has a negligible impact
on overall global GHGs.
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An analysis of the effects of removing subsidies for U.S. oil and gas production similarly found that decreases in
the U.S. oil and gas supply would result in substantial decreases in global oil and gas consumption. In the case of
oil, the model estimated that a decrease of 600, barrels per day in U.S. oil supply, resulting from a drop in U.S.
oil production due to subsidy removal, would lead to a decrease in global oil consumption of 300,000 to 500,000
barrels per day. In the model, the decreased U.S. oil supply is only partially replaced by other sources of U.S.,
OPEC, and other rest-of-world supply. In short, each U.S. barrel not developed would result in a net reduction in
global oil consumption of 0.5 barrels to 0.8 barrels. Similarly, for natural gas, a 1.06 to 1.32 Tcf per year
decrease in U.S. natural gas supply would lead to a net reduction in global gas consumption of 0.94 to 1.06 Tcf
per year, which translates into a net reduction in global gas consumption of 0.7 to 1 unit for each unit of U.S.
natural gas left undeveloped.

An analysis by experts at Columbia University and the Rhodium Group on the effects of lifting U.S. crude oil
export restrictions shows that U.S. oil production affects global crude oil prices, which is only possible if there is
not perfect substitution. As illustrated in Figure 23 of the study, when U.S. crude oil exports are permitted, as
they were by the lifting of the crude oil export ban in December 2015, all modeling groups agreed that the
international oil market will respond to changes in U.S. production. Specifically, all modeling groups projected
that global crude prices will decrease as U.S. production increases, resulting in an increase in global crude oil
demand: a 1.2 million b/d increase in U.S. production due to removing current export restrictions could result in
anywhere between a 0 and 1 million b/d increase in global crude demand. This study demonstrates that crude oil
is sold and consumed in a global market, where increasing U.S. supply increases global consumption and results
in more greenhouse gas pollution.

The MarketSim model used in the EIS is a highly sophisticated model that analyzes the energy market’s
response to production anticipated to emerge from oil and gas developments. In the substitution analysis based
on MarketSim, the assumption is made that other oil producing countries will supply oil for U.S. import without
additional restraints due to GHG-related policies in those countries. This may not be true if other countries
establish policies to reduce their GHG emissions in the future. Typically, a single project has a negligible impact
on overall global GHGs.
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Several courts have also rejected agency findings of perfect or near-perfect fossil fuel substitution. For example,
in WildEarth Guardians v. Bureau of Land Mgmt., the Tenth Circuit rejected BLM’s argument that it could
ignore the climate effects of extracting coal in Wyoming’s Powder River Basin because if BLM had not issued
the leases in question, demand would be met with coal from another source. BLM’s conclusion that replacement
coal was available at a comparable price lacked support in the administrative record. Moreover, the court found
BLM’s perfect substitution assumption irrational in part because it was contrary to basic supply and demand.

The MarketSim model used in the EIS is a highly sophisticated model that analyzes the energy market’s
response to production anticipated to emerge from oil and gas developments. In the substitution analysis based
on MarketSim, the assumption is made that other oil-producing countries will supply oil for U.S. import without
additional restraints due to GHG-related policies in those countries. This may not be true if other countries
establish policies to reduce their GHG emissions in the future. Typically, a single project has a negligible impact
on overall global GHGs.
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BLM Must Provide a Meaningful Analysis of the Significance of the Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Willow | Federal agencies are not required to consider the social cost of carbon in decision making, since 2017 when EO

NEPA requires that agencies discuss not only a proposed actions environmental effects, but also their 13783 (Promoting Energy Independence and Economic Growth) was issued. NEPA does not require a cost-
significance. BLM incorrectly asserts that it is not currently possible to determine the impact of a single project | benefit analysis (40 CFR 1502.23) and a cost-benefit analysis has not been conducted in the Draft EIS. Inclusion
on global climate change. While it may not be possible to directly associate particular actions with specific of a global social cost of carbon without monetized estimates of other effects, including the social benefits of
effects, as the DEIS acknowledges, all projects producing greenhouse gas emissions will contribute to the energy production, would be unbalanced and of limited use to the decision-maker. Given the uncertainties
cumulative impact of climate change. And contrary to BLM’s assertion well established methods exist to associated with assigning a specific, accurate value to the social cost of carbon resulting from the Willow MDP
evaluate the significance of a projects greenhouse gas emissions. Indeed BLM acknowledged, and improperly | Project, the BLM has elected not to use this tool in its analysis. Section 2.4, Social Cost of Carbon, of Appendix
rejected, one such method—the social cost of carbon. E.2A, Climate and Climate Change Technical Appendix, provides a detailed discussion of why the social cost of

Although a cost-benefit analysis is not necessarily the ideal or exclusive method for assessing contributions to an | carbon or similar monetization metrics are not required here.
adverse effect as enormous and potentially catastrophic as climate change, a tool to determine the costs of carbon
pollution has been developed by the Interagency Working Group on Social Cost of Greenhouse Gases. The
Interagency Working Group has produced estimates for the social cost of carbon in order to allow agencies to
incorporate the social benefits of reducing carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions into cost-benefit analyses of
regulatory actions. The working group presented values for social costs from 2010 to 2050, assuming discount
rates of 5 percent, 3 percent, 2.5 percent and the 95th percentile of the 3 percent discount rate. These values
range from $10 to $212 (in 2007 dollars per metric ton of carbon dioxide), and can help in analyzing the costs
imposed by the net greenhouse gas emissions that might eventually result from development, especially where
BLM monetizes the purported economic benefits of the project.

However, studies have demonstrated that the numeric value assigned to the social cost of carbon vastly
underestimates the true cost. The social cost of carbon is therefore a minimum value. Developed by a federal
interagency working group, the social cost of carbon is an estimate of the monetized damages from an
incremental increase in carbon emissions in a given year, which includes but is not limited to climate-related
changes in net agricultural productivity, human health, property damages from increased flood risk, and the
value of ecosystem services.

An accurate estimate of net carbon emissions resulting from the proposed action is a prerequisite for applying a
social cost of carbon analysis. A complete and accurate assessment of the costs of Willows impacts on the
climate is even more essential to a reasoned decision because BLM takes into account the potential economic
benefits of the project. For example, it states that total royalties from Willow would amount to approximately
$4.95 billion; state taxes would be approximately $1.8 billion, and local property tax revenue would be about
$1.9 billion. It is arbitrary for the agency to quantify certain economic benefits of Willow (and allude to others)
without accurately disclosing the social cost of its likely carbon emissions.

864 110 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Climate Change | BLM Must Consider the Effects of the Project in the Context of a Warming Arctic Text was added to Section 3.1.1, Past and Present Actions, to clarify that climate change is a part of the existing Y
BLM must consider the ongoing and increasing effects from climate change in the project area, including by condition of the affected environment for all resources analyzed in Chapter 3.0 (Affected Environment and
incorporating the changing climate into the baseline against which the alternatives will be evaluated and Environmental Consequences).
evaluating how existing and increasing climate change impacts will act cumulatively and synergistically with Text was also added to Section 3.2.3, Effects of Climate Change on the Project, regarding design considerations
effects from developing . for climate change.

Text was added throughout Section 3.19, Cumulative Effects, regarding effects of the Project in combination
with future climate change.

864 112 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska|Climate Change | BLM Must Consider the Impacts of Climate Change on Terrestrial, Aquatic and Marine Habitats and Wildlife. |EIS Section 3.2.3 (Effects of Climate Change on the Project) and EIS Appendix E.2A (Climate and Climate N
The changes to temperature, sea ice, permafrost and ocean chemistry described above are already having, and are| Change Technical Appendix), Section 3.2 (Effects of Climate Change on the Project), address the impact of
projected to continue to have, myriad profound effects on the biological environment. These climate effects climate change on the Project, including the impact of a shorter ice road season, permafrost thawing, and

include: Warming temperatures . . . Sea Ice Loss and Ocean Changes . . . Changes in Precipitation Timing and | increased precipitation.
Amount . . . NEPA also requires BLM to evaluate how climate change will affect proposed activities in the
Willow project. Warming temperatures are causing shorter ice road seasons, which are presenting challenges to
current operations that will continue to worsen. Permafrost degradation may impair the integrity of oil and gas
infrastructure and any gravel roadways used for access. Climate change is leading to increased storm intensity,
which may make accessing remote sites by aircraft challenging in the event of an emergency. BLM must
carefully consider how a changing climate will affect development in each alternative analyzed in the EIS. BLM
states that climate change could affect the project by, among other things, permafrost thawing causing damage to
infrastructure, shorter ice road seasons, and more extreme precipitation events increasing runoff.
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BLM must quantify and consider the effects of black carbon from Willow
BLM fails to quantify or consider the impacts of black carbon emissions from Willow. Willows potential to
affect the Arctic climate and melting sea ice is not limited to greenhouse gas emissions; BLM must also address
black carbon in its NEPA analysis.

According to EPA, black carbon is now recognized as an important climate-forcing agent with particular impact
on the arctic region. Black carbon, or more colloquially, soot, is comprised of small dark particles that remain
after incomplete combustion of fossil fuel or biomass. “Black carbon darkens the surface of snow and ice,
directly absorbing light [and] reducing the reflectivity (albedo) of snow and ice, both of which are widely
understood to lead to climate warming.” EPA has found that this increased absorption of solar radiation is a
significant contributor to local warming, and importantly, to the hastening of snow and ice melt, and that
[s]ensitive regions such as the Arctic . . . are particularly vulnerable to the warming and melting effects of [black
carbon].” Indeed, [s]tudies have shown that [black carbon] has especially strong impacts in the Arctic,
contributing to earlier spring melting and sea ice decline. The acceleration of melting due to black carbon
deposition is believed to contribute significantly to the rapid melting of Arctic and Himalayan glaciers.

[Black carbon]s short atmospheric lifetime (days to weeks) and heterogeneous distribution . . . result in
regionally concentrated climate impacts, meaning the location of emissions releases is a critical determinant of
[black carbon]s impacts, which is not the case for long-lived and more homogeneously distributed greenhouse
gas like carbon dioxide. As a result, according to EPA, [t]here is general scientific consensus that mitigation of
[black carbon] will lead to positive regional impacts and that [t]he Arctic . . . may benefit more than other regions
from reducing emissions of [black carbon], with mitigation of sources near to or within the Arctic having
particularly significant impacts per unit of emissions.

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

Draft EIS Section 3.2.1, Affected Environment, includes information on black carbon and its potential effects on
climate based on available, peer-reviewed literature. Although black carbon emissions from the Willow MDP
Project are not explicitly quantified, black carbon is implicitly included as part of the Project PM2s emissions
inventory used in air quality impact analysis (EIS Section 3.3, Air Quality). The effect of black carbon on Arctic
climate is complex and still an active area of research. There are still many uncertainties to resolve in order to
better understand the complex mechanisms and feedbacks between black carbon and its effect on Arctic climate.
Therefore, it is not possible to quantitatively assess the effect of a project’s black carbon emissions on global
climate change at this time.

recovery and rebound of ecosystems, as well as reclamation success if and when the project is abandoned and/or
decommissioned. The design criteria outlined in the previous bullet may address some of the short-term climate
change issues, but cannot fully address the potential long-term impacts of climate change to this project and does
not address the potential significant impacts to the ecosystem especially in terms of wetlands, stream flows and
permafrost thawing.

864 114 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Climate Change | Several types of fuel sources, including fossil and biomass, emit black carbon, but in differing ratios. Diesel Draft EIS Section 3.2.1, Affected Environment, includes information on black carbon and its potential effects on
engines are a particularly important source, with up to 80% of its sub-2.5 micrometer particulate matter (PM2.5) |climate based on available, peer-reviewed literature. Although black carbon emissions from the Willow MDP
composed of black carbon PM2.5 (and smaller), in addition to being a climate-forcing material through altered | Project are not explicitly quantified, black carbon is implicitly included as part of the Project PM2s emissions
albedo, is also associated with human health impacts, particularly cardiovascular and respiratory ailments. The | inventory used in air quality impact analysis (EIS Section 3.3, Air Quality). The effect of black carbon on Arctic
flaring of natural gas is another important source of black carbon, particularly in the Arctic, where it contributes | climate is complex and still an active area of research. There are still many uncertainties to resolve in order to
42% of the annual mean black carbon concentration, and 52% of the concentration in March, when it could have | better understand the complex mechanisms and feedbacks between black carbon and its effect on Arctic climate.
significant effects on early spring ice dynamics. Given these impacts, the eight-nation Arctic Council in April Therefore, it is not possible to quantitatively assess the effect of a project’s black carbon emissions on global
2015 adopted a framework agreement to hasten reduction of black carbon and methane emissions, in which climate change at this time.
those nations (including the U.S.) committed to taking enhanced, ambitious, national and collective action to
accelerate the decline in our overall black carbon emissions. The Framework established an Expert Group on
Black Carbon and Methane, which met in 2017 and recommended that black carbon emissions be further
collectively reduced by at least 25-33 percent below 2013 levels by 2025.

BLM recognizes some of these concerns in the DEIS, but it fails to estimate the projects emissions of black
carbon, discuss specific impacts, or identify potential mitigation measures when discussing air quality impacts
and climate change.

864 258 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Climate Change | BLM fails to address the risk climate change can, and likely will, have on the project in any real manner (e.g. see | Text was moved from Draft EIS Appendix E.2A (Climate and Climate Change Technical Appendix), Section
BMPs listed below). Climate change can impact not only the design of this project (e.g. designing the 3.2, Effects of Climate Change on the Project, to Final EIS Section 3.2.3, Effects of Climate Change on the
infrastructure to account for increased peak discharges) but could increase the projected impacts analyzed for this| Project. Additional text was also added to Section 3.2.3 regarding design considerations for Project elements.
project. BLM must consider climate change in all aspects of this project and has not done so adequately.

864 285 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Climate Change | Because the life of this project is projected to be 30 or more years, the climate change factors increase the risk of | If localized climate change impacts begin to occur, such as thaw penetration and subsidence at the gravel surface,

CPAI would perform maintenance as needed to increase the insulative value of the infrastructure, through
additional gravel or other techniques, in the problem area(s). CPAI would adaptively manage all infrastructure in
response to potentially changing climatic conditions. Specific areas where subsidence or other climate change
effects may occur are unknown due to site complexity and uncertainties inherent in any model or projection. This
text was added to Final EIS Section 3.2.3, Effects of Climate Change on the Project.

When reclamation occurs in the future, CPAI would coordinate a reclamation plan with BLM that would
accommodate for the current and expected future conditions at that time.
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This EIS . .. completely fails to address how climate will affect the project design and operating assumptions
over the life of the project. To omit evaluating these predictable impacts as part of the project design abrogates
the EIS purpose and process.

Due to unexpectedly rapid global warming impacts numerous modifications have been required for existing
facilities after the EIS process. These unplanned circumstances have limited the ability to consider environmental
consequences. There is ample data available to support the assumption that detrimental environmental trends will
continue into the future and specifically during the life cycle of the Willow Project. | have reviewed key sections
of the DRAFT Willow Master Development Plan Environmental Impact Statement. Project development
impacts due to future global warming are woefully missing from this report . . . To not consider these facts in
evaluating the Willow and other future projects deprives decision makers of key information affecting the
projects entire life cycle impacts.

Section 3.0 of the draft report is titled, Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences, barely
addresses the future impacts on the project. Specifically, Section 3.2.3, Effects of Climate Change on the Project
gives the only vague reference in the entire report as follows: Key changes to anticipate as a result of a changing
arctic climate are permafrost thawing, shorter ice road seasons, and changes to precipitation. Permafrost thawing
and uneven settlement could cause damage to infrastructure such as gravel pads, roads, and pipelines. A shorter
ice road season would affect the transport of materials and personnel that depend on ice roads; consequently, the
impacts due to climate would be more substantial for Alternatives C and D due to their reliance on annual ice
roads to connect the Project area to existing development during winter. Then in section 3.19.3 Past, Present and
Reasonably Foreseeable Future Action the report only addresses the future of project impacts, not impacts on the
project during the projects life cycle.

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

Text was moved from Draft EIS Appendix E.2A (Climate and Climate Change Technical Appendix), Section
3.2, Effects of Climate Change on the Project, to Final EIS Section 3.2.3, Effects of Climate Change on the
Project. Additional text was also added to Section 3.2.3 regarding design considerations for Project elements.
BLM evaluated ice road season duration (which has natural variability) over the last 20 years to consider the
potential effects of climate change on ice road construction. Because the duration of the Alpine Ice Road season
has not changed substantially over the last 20 years (CPAI 2020) despite climate change occurring, the design
uses the existing ice road season. The Alpine Ice Road has remained open for an average of 92 days for the last
21 years and 99 days for the last 10 years; there is no apparent trend in increasing or decreasing duration. Thus,
there is no basis to assume in the EIS that there would be a shortened ice road season, and our conclusions in the
EIS on the effects of transport of materials and personnel are reasonable. Text regarding this was added to Final
EIS Section 3.2.3.

4 2 Schwarz Anthony Climate Change | Over the period from 1976 to recent times the Arctic has witnessed the following easily observed impacts: Sea ice roads would only be used for Options 1 and 2 during construction (three winter seasons), during which Y
1. Ocean Based Ice Road Availability: Ice roads historically established on the Arctic Ocean along the coast are |time conditions are not expected to change to the point of not being able to build 1.8 to 7.2 miles of ice road as
no longer reliable. During the development of Point Thomson, these roads broke apart in mid-winter due to proposed.
nearby open water and resulting surging action. After winter of 2010-11, ocean ice roads were no longer used, |BLM evaluated ice road season duration (which has natural variability) over the last 20 years to consider the
and land-based ice roads became the only winter connection to Point Thomson. Land based ice roads use added | potential effects of climate change on ice road construction. Because the duration of the Alpine Ice Road season
freshwater resources, additional construction equipment and associated emissions. Stream crossings and tundra | has not changed substantially over the last 20 years (CPAI 2020) despite climate change occurring, the design
can be permanently affected in some cases. uses the existing ice road season. The Alpine Ice Road has remained open for an average of 92 days for the last
2. Land Based Ice Road Availability: Shorter or potentially no ice road availability will increase the need for air |21 years and 99 days for the last 10 years; there is no apparent trend in increasing or decreasing duration. Thus,
transport or additional permanent roads. Ice roads are used for construction of pipelines and other infrastructure |there is no basis to assume in the EIS that there would be a shortened ice road season, and our conclusions in the
as well as supply of critical heavy lift items that cannot be transported any other way. Historically ice roads were |EIS on the effects of transport of materials and personnel are reasonable. Text regarding this was added to Final
permitted starting in November or December, today road construction cannot be started until January or later and | EIS Section 3.2.3, Effects of Climate Change on the Project.
must be abandoned earlier in the spring of each year. Various public agencies have detailed historic records of
permafrost temperatures which are used to determine annual ice road windows. This data is significant as it
represents a trend that should be extrapolated into the future and be a part of this report.
4 3 Schwarz Anthony Climate Change | Increased Road and Pad Thickness Project gravel and pads would be a minimum of 5 feet thick to help insulate the underlying tundra, though they N
This report needs to address how increased tundra thawing will affect design and operation of the Willow would average more than 7 feet thick due to the local topography. These design thicknesses include CPAI’s
Project. Referring again to the Point Thomson Project, there was considerable research and discussion regarding |observations from its historical operations in Kuparuk and at Alpine, while addressing the need to minimize the
gravel road and pad thickness. Since the 1970s typical road and pad infrastructure called for gravel thickness to | overall Project gravel footprint and its associated impacts. See Final EIS Appendix D.1 (Alternatives
be a minimum of 5 feet above the native tundra. Recently the depth of the active zone (permafrost near the Development), Sections 4.3.6, 4.4.6, and 4.5.6 (all titled Gravel and Other Fill Requirements) for average pad
tundra surface which thaws each summer) has increased. This has led Arctic Civil Engineering experts, such as |thicknesses.
Bez Hazen, to recommend increasing the thickness of roads and pads to 6 feet or greater to help minimize
damage to the tundra. This particular study was done about ten years ago and the tundra thawing issue continues
to worsen.
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Reduction of Near Shore Sea Ice

Barge docking and unloading activities will require more complex and environmentally impacting designs to
deal with significantly increased surge and wave action. The lack of sea ice allows the near shore wind fetch to
increase and thus enlarge the size of waves and tidal surge affecting the coastline. Many existing island and near
shore projects like North Star Island and Endicott, among others, have had to make significant modifications to
their infrastructure starting as long ago as 2010. This includes relocating facilities exposed to wave action along
with added sea walls and gravel berms to defend the facilities from waves as large as 10 feet. Previous designs
anticipated waves of 1-2 feet.

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

The MTI design water levels and wave conditions are based on the 100-year event, as presented in Resio and
Coastal Frontiers Corporation (2019). This hindcast assessment of extreme water level and wave conditions
indicates that storm surge and wave conditions have not changed appreciably in the recent past. Twenty westerly
and twenty easterly storms that occurred from 1954 through 2014 were selected for inclusion in that study based
on their potential to generate large waves. Only five of the westerlies and eight of the easterlies occurred after
2000, and only one westerly and three easterlies after 2010. Furthermore, the highest water level ever recorded at
the Prudhoe Bay tide gage, which was established in 1990, occurred in August 2000 (based on the station
information available at: https://tidesandcurrents.noaa.gov/stationhome.html?id=9497645).

The MTI design considered the effects of declining ice cover in the Beaufort Sea. Because the predominant
directions for storm winds are coast-parallel (easterly and westerly), the retreat of the pack ice to the north does
not materially increase the fetch length. The fetch width (perpendicular to the wind direction) is indeed
increasing, but the impact of fetch width on surge and wave generation is relatively minor compared to that of
fetch length. As a result, the severity of nearshore surge and wave has not changed substantially. Coastal erosion
rates are increasing due to higher air temperatures (thermal erosion of ice-bonded coastal bluffs) and longer
open-water seasons (more wave energy), but these factors would not impact an armored structure such as
Oliktok Dock or the MTI.

As a point of additional clarification, fetch length does not impact tidal surge, which is astronomically driven
rather than wind-driven. The response above assumes that storm surge was the term intended by the commenter.
The slope protection systems on the Endicott Main Production Island, Endicott Satellite Drilling Island, and
Endeavor Island, as well as the Northstar Production Island, have required periodic maintenance since their
construction in 1985-1986 and 2000, respectively. However, no significant modifications have been made since
2010, including no additions of sea walls or gravel berms. Sacrificial gravel has been added to the North Leg of
the West Dock Causeway on an annual basis, but this activity represents planned maintenance of unarmored
sacrificial beaches rather than a significant modification. Maximum wave heights exceeding 10 feet were
anticipated in the design of both Endicott and Northstar, based on hindcast analyses similar to that performed for
the Willow MDP Project.

The statement “previous designs anticipated waves of 1-2 feet” is inaccurate. As indicated above, maximum
wave heights in excess of 10 feet were anticipated in the design of the Endicott and Northstar slope protection
systems.

This information was added to Final EIS Section 3.2.3, Effects of Climate Change on the Project.

4.2.6 Cumulative Effects

Table B.2.9. Substantive Comments Received on Cumulative Effects

Letter Comment Sender Last |Sender First Org. Primary

[\[o} [\[o} Name Name Comment
Code

Comment Text

Response

Cumulative And due to limited time — and I’m already rambling — there was one omission | also wanted to note in the SALSA would not open any new areas to leasing or change management of those areas; thus, it is considered
Effects reasonably foreseeable and future actions, and I looked at the map in the appendix for mapping out all the speculative. It is therefore not included as an RFFA.
RFFAs. Harrison Bay had nothing in it. And there could well be something, and that’s the SALSA project,
which is the Special Alaska Lease Sale Areas, or SALSA, and it includes a number of areas up for sale or for
lease in Harrison Bay. Nothing sold last year, but those areas are up for sale again this fall. So, | think that that
needs to be considered.
986 6 Brower, Jr.  |Harry North Slope Cumulative Nuigsut is at the center of oil and gas development in Alaska. Nearby development projects include Alpine, Text acknowledging the recent trend in increased exploration and development near Nuigsut were added to Y
Borough, Office of | Effects Kuparuk, Greater Mooses Tooth, as well as nearshore developments in the Beaufort (Ooguruk, Oliktok and Spy | Section 3.19.3, Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions.
the Mayor Island) and other foreseeable projects, including Nanushuk, Liberty, PUTU, Stoney Hill and now Willow. The | Avoidance, minimization, and mitigation for each resource are described in the Final EIS, typically in the
cumulative effects from these development projects have taken a toll on the community. sections numbered and titled Section 3.X.2.1, Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation.
These effects include near constant construction, noise, increased vehicle and air traffic, air emissions and
inversion, impediments to tundra travel, road dust, decreased visibility, impacts to water resources and
thermokarsting. Residents have noted the following impacts: the disruption of wildlife, loss of traditionally used
subsistence areas, degradation of air quality, increased vehicle and air traffic, increased travel time and expense
associated with longer hunts, disruption and transformation of local lifestyle and impacts to water quality. CPAI
and BLM must be cognizant of these issues and implement all practicable measures to minimize the impacts of
continued exploration and development to our residents, wildlife and land.
989 2 Brower, Jr.  |Harry North Slope Cumulative However, we are concerned that this project may impact our residents and their subsistence lifestyle. CPAl and | Additional details were added to Section 3.19.10, Cumulative Impacts to Biological Resources, to address Y
Borough, Office of | Effects BLM must give special attention to the increasing cumulative impacts around Nuigsut, including the deflection | cumulative effects to wildlife.
the Mayor of wildlife by air traffic, air emissions and road dust.
989 35 Brower, Jr.  |Harry North Slope Cumulative Page 113, Section 3.13.2.3.2 - Disturbance or Displacement Most of the air traffic for the Project would occur near Willow; because the Willow airstrip would be 20 miles Y
Borough, Office of | Effects “Exposure of marine mammals to aircraft presence would occur throughout the life of the Project, but each inland, it is expected to minimize effects to marine mammals. More text was added to clarify this in Section
the Mayor occurrence would be temporary and of short duration and would result in brief behavioral responses.” 3.13.2.3.2, Disturbance or Displacement.
Many “brief” responses may have a cumulative effect.
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Letter
\[o}

Comment Sender Last Sender First

\[o}

Name

Brower, Jr.

Name

Harry

North Slope
Borough, Office of
the Mayor

Primary
Comment
Code
Cumulative
Effects

Comment Text

Page 159-168, Section 3.19 - Cumulative Effects
-This section could be improved. Cumulative effects analyses are typically ad hoc, unrepeatable and completely
non-quantitative. . . . The cumulative effects analysis in the Willow DEIS is an example of the inadequacies
typical of EISs.

- ... [T]he discussion in Section 3.19.4 about cumulative impacts with contributions from climate change is
limited to two short paragraphs that entirely focused on greenhouse gases. This section should discuss the many
other concerns, issues and impacts associated with climate change.

- ... The Willow project proposes to extend development farther to the west into areas that have never had
pipelines or roads. There should be a substantial discussion and evaluation, which leads to improved mitigation,
on cumulative impacts on caribou, waterfowl, and fish resources, especially those important for subsistence to
Nuigsut and other North Slope villages.

-An adequate and repeatable analysis of cumulative impacts on all resources is needed. The methodology
provided in Section 3.19.2.2 does not provide meaningful information that could allow someone else to take the
same information about “past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions” and the biological resources
and reach the same conclusions. . . . Decision makers and the public need to have additional information to
adequately assess the cumulative impacts on North Slope resources that include possible impacts from the
proposed Willow project.

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

Quantitative analysis was provided where feasible; otherwise, qualitative analysis was used.
The cumulative effects of climate change on other resources are described throughout Section 3.19, Cumulative
Effects, such as in Section 3.19.6, Cumulative Impacts to Soils, Permafrost, and Gravel Resources; Section
3.19.10, Cumulative Impacts to Biological Resources; and Section 3.19.13, Cumulative Impacts to
Environmental Justice.

Section 3.2.1, Affected Environment, of the Final EIS addresses ongoing impacts of climate change on the
environment, including in the Project area. Section 3.2.2, Environmental Consequences: Effects of the Project on
Climate Change, and Section 3.19.4, Cumulative Impacts to Climate Change, analyze impacts that the Project
and cumulative actions may have on climate.

The cumulative effects of roads and pipelines on caribou are described in Section 3.19.10, Cumulative Impacts to
Biological Resources .

991

10

Bruno

Jeff

Alaska State,
Department of
Natural Resources

Cumulative
Effects

Chapter 3, Page 161

The list of reasonably foreseeable future actions on this page includes both the Alaska LNG Project and the
ASAP Pipeline Project. Only one of these projects, if any, will be constructed. Please make this clear in the table,
otherwise it would appear that impacts would be twice what is being proposed.

Which of the two projects would be built, or even if only one would be built, is speculative at this time. Both are
included in the NEPA analysis.

991

31

Bruno

Jeff

Alaska State,
Department of
Natural Resources

Cumulative
Effects

Chapter 3.19, Page 159

Might be helpful to note that cumulative impacts are generally negative but can also be positive. (i.e.
compensatory mitigation, NPR-A Mitigation Impact funds, scientific studies and research collected from the
project)

Chapter 3.19, Page 161, Table 3.19.1—Reasonably foreseeable future actions

Concerning that NPR-A Impact Mitigation Grant Program projects are not included in this section. Past projects
have been built within the project area, grants have been awarded and are presently being worked on within the
project area, and up to $2.5 billion of additional projects would happen if the project were to be built. These
projects are required to mitigate impacts from oil and gas development and should be included in the cumulative
analysis and should discuss how this program will help reduce impacts from O&G development.

Should be considered as a potential positive cumulative impact, past, present, and future.

The NPR-A Impact Grant Program was added to the list of RFFAs in Table 3.19.1 (Section 3.19, Cumulative
Effects), and effects of the program were added to Section 3.19.11, Cumulative Impacts to the Social
Environment (Land Use, Economics, and Public Health).

991

32

Bruno

Jeff

Alaska State,
Department of
Natural Resources

Cumulative
Effects

Chapter 3.19, Page 161

Please change the language in ASTAR description. ASTAR is much more than roads and less than 5% of the
projects identified are roads. ASTAR is any infrastructure needs. Additionally, the communities are in the
process of identifying what they consider to be their priority projects and we should hold off at this time
summarizing projects related to ASTAR.

Planning level effort to identify North Slope community needs at a local and regional level (BLM 2008);

Please consider removing from list altogether.

Additional information on ASTAR was added to Table 3.19.1.

991

33

Bruno

Jeff

Alaska State,
Department of
Natural Resources

Cumulative
Effects

Page 161, Section 3.19.1
For ASTAR in the column Distance to BT3 (miles) please mark it NA as it is a planning effort and has no
physical location.

Distance of ASTAR to BT3 is stated as unknown.

1302

36

Dunn

Connor

ConocoPhillips

Cumulative
Effects

In the section addressing cumulative effects, the DEIS states: “Cumulative GHG emissions include Willow
direct and indirect emissions, existing GHG emissions sources on the North Slope (presented in Table 3.19.2),
and GHG emissions from the Greater Willow potential drill sites 1 and 2 (figure 3.19.2). Together, the
cumulative annual average GHG emissions are approximately 0.1% of the 2017 U.S. GHG inventory for all
action alternatives.” DEIS 3.19.4, page 162. We recommend that BLM more clearly describe, in an appendix or
a footnote, how the 0.1% figure is calculated.

Information has been added to Section 3.19.4, Cumulative Impacts to Climate Change, to explain the calculation
of the 0.1% fraction.

1302

113

Dunn

Connor

ConocoPhillips

Cumulative
Effects

This section presents an inventory of GHG emissions on the North Slope and compares these emissions to the
total U.S. GHG inventory, implying that the cumulative impact of the Project and other North Slope GHG
sources is very small. However, Section 3.2.2 Environmental Consequences: Effects of the Project on Climate
Change indicates that “It is not currently possible to determine the impact of a single project on global climate
change; the USEPA has not set specific thresholds for GHG emissions. Current scientific knowledge cannot
associate particular actions with specific climate effects, and a single project cannot significantly impact global
GHG emissions; however, all projects may contribute cumulatively to the significant impact of global climate
change.”

This discussion is particularly relevant to the GHG summary presented in Section 3.19.4 and Table 3.19.2. and
we recommend that Section 3.19.4 be updated to reflect these same ideas for context in understanding the
information presented.

Section 3.19.4, Cumulative Impacts to Climate Change, has been updated with this additional information.
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\[o}

Name

Name

Primary
Comment
Code

Comment Text

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

Connor ConocoPhillips Cumulative This section does not adequately address the beneficial economic impacts of cumulative actions such as of oil Section 3.19.11, Cumulative Impacts to the Social Environment (Land Use, Economics, and Public Health),
Effects and gas developments, including substantial revenues to Nuigsut, the NSB, and the State. describes improved health care; jobs for construction, operations, and supporting services; and some new wages
that would accrue in both the local and regional economy.
Additional text was added regarding the NPR-A Impact Grant Program and its role to help support essential
public services and facilities, as well as to offset direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of oil and gas
development in the NPR-A.
1302 120 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Cumulative The text refers to Willow direct and indirect emissions and existing North Slope GHG emission sources, The text, “presented in Table 3.19.2,” only refers to the other existing North Slope sources. Text was clarified. Y
Effects referring to Table 3.19.2, but that table only lists direct emissions from other North Slope sources. This
discussion should be clarified.
9 5 Miller Pamela — Cumulative I’m assuming that the numbers are per year for the 1.8 billion gallons of fresh water that will be needed for ice | Freshwater use is presented as total gallons needed for the life of the Project. Traffic is presented as total trips for Y
Effects roads in Alternative B, or 2 million in C. The ground traffic of 3 million trips in Alternative B are 2.3 in the life of the Project. More than 25 additional traffic details were added to Appendix D.1, Alternatives
Alternative C. Fixed-wing aircraft access, 35,000 flights; helicopter, 2,400 flights. Is that annual? What time Development, to clarify ground, air, and vessel traffic.
period? Is that for the life of the field? Is it considering the cumulative impacts that will happen next once this Quantitative descriptions of the gallons of water use and traffic trips for other projects (past, present, or
oilfield project is built? reasonably foreseeable future actions) are not available to quantitatively describe cumulative values of the
Project combined with other actions.
9 11 Miller Pamela — Cumulative The cumulative impacts analysis that was done for this project had a line around an area that was much smaller | The TLSA boundary was added to numerous figures in the Final EIS, such as those related to Section 3.12, Y
Effects than the sprawl of current oilfield activities, aircraft flights, and activities that affect the fish, the wildlife, the Terrestrial Mammals, and Section 3.14, Land Ownership and Use.
birds, and the people on the North Slope and well beyond. Teshekpuk Lake Special Area will be affected by this
project. It’s not depicted very well on the maps that are here tonight, but Teshekpuk Lake is critically important
for molting brant and geese.
1294 46 Nukapigak |Joe Kuukpik Cumulative Volume I, pages 160-68, Section 3.19, Cumulative Effects Edits made as suggested. Y
Corporation Effects Table 3.19.1 Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions That May Interact with the Project. Page 161 incorrectly
lists Eni as developing Nuna 2. CPAI now proposes to develop Nuna 1 and 2. The Colville River Access Road is
being constructed by NVN and the NSB, not the City of Nuigsut.
1307 8 Pardue Margaret Native Village of |Cumulative Exploration and development activities within the region continue to compromise Nuigsut’s irreplaceable Section 3.19.12, Cumulative Impacts to Subsistence and Sociocultural Systems, has been updated to provide Y
Nuigsut Effects subsistence use areas. Several hundred thousand more acres have been leased on adjacent state lands. With additional discussion of the cumulative impacts of continued exploration and development within traditional
active exploratory drilling and production to the east, west, and north, our community is effectively surrounded | subsistence use areas.
by oil and gas development. BLM has taken no action to meaningfully protect subsistence resources and our
remaining subsistence use areas from the impacts of oil development. . . .
In scoping comments, we encouraged BLM to conduct robust analysis of how Willow and the cumulative effects
of development in the region could further affect subsistence resources and practices. The DEIS’s review is not
sufficient.
1307 12 Pardue Margaret Native Village of |Cumulative BLM must also consider the effects of exploration and development on Native allotments. Native allotments Section 3.19.12, Cumulative Impacts to Subsistence and Sociocultural Systems, has been updated to address Y
Nuigsut Effects were largely selected based on their proximity to abundant subsistence resources, and as discussed, noise and potential cumulative effects on Native allotments.
other industrial activities are effecting subsistence resources and practices in the region. These impacts are
affecting the availability of resources that have traditionally been harvested at or near certain Native allotments.
These impacts are harming individuals’ use of these areas and compromising the value of individually selected
lands.
1307 19 Pardue Margaret Native Village of |Cumulative NVN considers projects and land-management from a landscape-scale perspective, which means that cumulative | All the actions listed in the comment are included in the cumulative effects analysis, except the following: Smith N
Nuigsut Effects impacts are a primary concern. The DEIS fails to adequately consider the cumulative effects of the Willow MDP | Bay and Liberty. Smith Bay does not have funding or a partner for further actions and thus is speculative.
and the many other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions around Nuigsut. . . . Liberty is outside the area that would overlap with effects from the Willow MDP Project.
BLM must use a landscape-level analysis to conduct a comprehensive and meaningful cumulative effects
analysis of oil and gas related activities, including exploration activities. This analysis should include CD-5,
GMT-1, GMT-2, the Nanushuk Project, exploration drilling and associated activities in the NPR-A, the
exploration activities and potential development of Smith Bay, the other Alpine developments in the Colville
River Delta, oil and gas exploration and development in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge, the Liberty project
in Foggy Island Bay, and all other developments on state lands.
1307 20 Pardue Margaret Native Village of |Cumulative Moreover, a meaningful analysis of cumulative impacts is not possible until BLM has finalized any revisions to |The BLM is required to respond through a ROD on the Willow MDP Project regardless of potential revisions to Y
Nuigsut Effects the IAP. BLM acknowledges that it plans to revise the IAP, but the DEIS fails to provide any information about |the LAP. The Project is subject to LSs from prior IAPs, which do not change when a new IAP is issued.
the potential changes that could result, including the potential for opening currently closed areas to development. | Applicable BMPs/ROPs considered in the revised IAP are included as Applicable Existing and Proposed Lease
BLM must consider the changes to the IAP in its analysis of cumulative effects and therefore should wait to take | Stipulations and Best Management Practices sections in the Willow MDP Final EIS (typically, Section
further action to permit the Willow project until any revisions to the IAP are approved. 3.X.2.11).
The NPR-A AP revisions are included in the cumulative effects analysis. Now that more details are available
about the alternatives assessed in the NPR-A AP revisions, those details were added to the analysis in Final EIS
Section 3.19.10, Cumulative Impacts to Biological Resources.
864 25 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska|Cumulative Additionally, because BLM has indicated its intent to shrink Special Areas and allow for more oil and gas The NPR-A AP revisions are included in the cumulative effects analysis. Now that more details are available Y
Effects development in the Reserve, BLM must analyze that scenario as part of its cumulative impacts analysis . . . BLM |about the alternatives assessed in the NPR-A IAP revisions, those details were added to the analysis in Final EIS
is evaluating the impacts of the proposed Willow project based on the premise that areas avoided in the IAP will |Section 3.19.10, Cumulative Impacts to Biological Resources.
continue to be avoided and that existing stipulations and best management practices will continue to be applied
and enforced to future development projects. These assumptions are faulty if the agency changes those
protections and mitigation measures. To only analyze the proposed Willow project under the existing land
management plan while simultaneously undertaking a process to change that plan to make it less protective
means that if permitting and the new plan is adopted, the cumulative impacts in the Reserve could be greater
than anticipated. BLM must analyze those impacts now, particularly to determine if it needs to impose additional
protective measures on the Willow project.
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Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Cumulative The BLM’s cumulative impacts analysis fails to contain the “quantified or detailed information” required. . . . Past and present actions are described in Section 3.1.1, Past and Present Actions, so that they can be used to
Effects The DEIS includes only a cursory and general discussion of cumulative impacts resulting from Willow and other | establish existing conditions of the affected environment for all resources analyzed in Chapter 3.0 (Affected
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions. Additionally, while the DEIS lists a number of Environment and Environmental Consequences).
reasonably foreseeable future actions that could interact with the project, the list is incomplete, most notably by | Table 3.19.1 was updated to include additional RFFAs.
excluding any past and present actions, and it includes only single sentence descriptions of the actions. BLM
must identify and fully consider the potential indirect and cumulative effects of Willow, including considering all
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions that may flow from Willow development as well as
unconnected actions that act cumulatively with the impacts of Willow.
864 55 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Cumulative BLM must also consider a number of foreseeable developments and decisions, including in areas currently CPALI’s existing developments are described in Section 3.1.1, Past and Present Actions. Future actions at those Y
Effects closed to development, that could further exacerbate the impacts to the region in conjunction with Willow. sites are described in Table 3.19.1.
Reasonably foreseeable ongoing and future actions that have not been adequately considered in the DEIS Text describing the approach and analysis of exploration actions was added to Section 3.19.3, Reasonably
include, but are not limited to: Foreseeable Future Actions.
-Development and production at ConocoPhillips’ other Reserve projects, including Colville Delta 5 (CD-5), SALSA would not open any new areas to leasing or change management of those areas; thus, it is considered
GMT-1, and GMT-2; speculative. It is therefore not included as an RFFA.
-Winter exploration drilling and associated activities in the Willow area and adjacent parts of the Reserve; Increased vessel traffic in the Beaufort, Bering, and Chukchi seas is not an RFFA in and of itself. However, most
-Exploration, development, and production of recent oil and gas discoveries near the Reserve, including Caelus’s | of the actions listed in Table 3.19.1 would incrementally add vessel traffic to the Beaufort, Bering, and Chukchi
Smith Bay and Oil Search’s Pikka-Horseshoe; seas. These are included in the cumulative effects analysis, and more detail was added to Section 3.19.10,
-State nearshore oil and gas lease sales, including Special Alaskan Lease Sale Areas, which are blocks of Cumulative Impacts to Biological Resources, about this.
contiguous leases offered together with large amounts of related data and seismic information; The rest of the actions described in the comment are already included in the cumulative effects analysis.
-Qil and gas exploration, development, and production in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge;
-Potential reversal of protections in the IAP for Special Areas in the Reserve, including the Teshekpuk Lake
Special Area, leading to oil and gas leasing, exploration, development, and production in sensitive areas
immediately adjacent to the current Willow proposal;
-Further development in the Reserve that may flow from the development of Willow, its potential central
processing facility, and associated roads;
-The Arctic Strategic Transportation and Resources (ASTAR) project where the State of Alaska is proposing to
construct a series of gravel roads or rights-of-ways spanning portions of the North Slope Borough;
-Oil and gas activities in Outer Continental Shelf areas of the Beaufort Sea, as well as the potential for additional
leasing and oil and gas activities and infrastructure in those areas and additional support infrastructure and
activities within or adjacent to the Reserve;
-The Alaska Natural Gas Pipeline and other commercial natural gas pipelines and related activities; and
-Increased vessel traffic in the Beaufort, Bering, and Chukchi seas.
864 56 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Cumulative The DEIS’s failure to discuss BLM’s plan to revise the Integrated Activity Plan (IAP) is especially problematic. | The BLM is required to respond through a ROD on the Willow MDP Project regardless of potential revisions to Y
Effects BLM acknowledges that it is revising the IAP. Yet the DEIS fails to provide any information about the potential |the IAP. The Project is subject to LSs from prior IAPs, which do not change when a new IAP is issued.
changes that could result, including the potential for opening additional areas to development. The primary target | Applicable BMPs/ROPs considered in the revised IAP are included as Applicable Existing and Proposed Lease
of any such effort could be the Teshekpuk Lake Special Area. . .. The 2013 IAP safeguards much of the Stipulations and Best Management Practices sections in the Willow MDP Final EIS (typically, Section
Teshekpuk Lake Special Area from leasing and non-subsistence permanent infrastructure because of its high 3.X.2.1.1).
conservation and subsistence values. . . . Any efforts to expand industrial activity into these areas would have far-
reaching direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts across the region. The DEIS completely fails consider the
potentially enormous impacts that a decision to open additional areas to development could have on the entire
region.
864 57 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Cumulative The DEIS also fails to disclose and analyze the cumulative impacts of roaded development in the Reserve. As Section 3.19 (Cumulative Effects) of the Draft EIS and Final EIS analyze the cumulative effects of potential N
Effects we explained in scoping comments, an analysis of the true impacts of roaded development in the NPR-A is roads connecting NPR-A to the Dalton Highway, as well as roads connecting communities within NPR-A, as
essential and long-overdue. The Reserve is the largest tract of roadless land in the United States. When the part of the RFFA ASTAR project.
federal government decided to allow oil development there, it determined that any development must be without
roads, in order to protect the rich biological resources in the Reserve. According to former Interior Secretary
Bruce Babbitt, “[t]he problem with roads is that roads beget more roads beget more roads. A road becomes a
network, becomes a spider-web of landscape fragmentation and destruction, with little use for wildlife.” When
BLM abandoned this plan for protecting the roadless character of the Reserve, it did so without taking full
account of the impact of roads. BLM cannot avoid the full impacts of a roaded development scenario for Willow
by ignoring the foreseeable impacts of development beyond Willow that will almost certainly follow the newly
built road.
864 58 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska|Cumulative BLM’s analysis in the DEIS continues the historical pattern of underestimating the cumulative effect of oil The BLM prepared the Draft EIS and SDEIS according to 40 CFR 1502 and the BLM’s NEPA Handbook (H- N
Effects development in the reserve . . . 1790-1) (BLM 2008); the EIS includes a full and fair discussion of significant environmental impacts that
This failure to accurately represent impacts is unacceptable and deprives the public of the information necessary |informs decision-makers and the public of the reasonable alternatives that would avoid or minimize adverse
to understand the true impacts of the project. In assessing the indirect and cumulative effects, BLM must impacts or enhance the quality of the human environment. The Final EIS has been revised in response to
maintain a broad scope to avoid underestimating the effects of oil and gas projects across the North Slope. comments on the Draft EIS, including its supplement.
According to the National Research Council, “[t]he effects of industrial activities are not limited to the footprint
of a structure or to its immediate vicinity; a variety of influences can extend some distance from the actual
footprint.” Thus, “[t]he common practice of describing the effects of particular projects in terms of the area
directly disturbed by roads, pads, pipelines, and other facilities ignores the spreading character of oil
development on the North Slope and the consequences of this to wildland values. All of these effects result in the
erosion of wildland and other values over an area far exceeding the area directly affected.”
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4.2.7 EIS Process and Timeline

Table B.2.10. Substantive Comments Received on EIS Process and Timeline
Primary

Sender Last
Name

Comment
No.

Letter
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Sender First Org.
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Comment Code

Comment Text

Response

Christopherson Defenders of  |EIS Processand |1 urge BLM to slow this analysis process down to make sure that the agency is getting sufficient public input; The public comment period for the Willow MDP Draft EIS was scheduled to minimize overlap with review
Wildlife Timeline properly analyzing issues raised by a cross-section of stakeholders; and especially sufficiently analyzing impacts | periods for other Arctic projects. In accordance with NEPA regulation 40 CFR 1506.10(c), the BLM published
to imperiled polar bears, ice seals, whales and other wildlife. the Willow MDP Draft EIS for a 45-day public comment period. The BLM extended the comment period by 15
additional days (60 total days) to accommodate the needs of the public and North Slope residents (who noted it
was whaling season in Nuigsut and Utgiagvik [Barrow]).
The Willow MDP EIS was prepared under Secretarial Order 3355, which directs the BLM to strive to complete
each EIS within 1 year from the issuance of an NOI. The secretarial order implements NEPA regulation 40 CFR
1500.5(e), which requires agencies to reduce delays by establishing appropriate time limits for the EIS process.
Notwithstanding the secretarial order, the Final EIS was published approximately 2 years after the NOI was
published, during which time BLM provided three public comment periods, with public meetings. Public
participation was very robust; the BLM received numerous public comments during EIS development, and
public meeting attendance was high. See Final EIS Appendix B, Public Engagement and Comment Responses.
The BLM has analyzed potential impacts to polar bears, seals, whales, and other wildlife, including preparation
of a Biological Assessment for threatened or endangered species. Detailed information about special status
species can be found in Appendix E.13 (Marine Mammals Technical Appendix). BLM is also conducting
Section 7 consultation with USFWS and the NMFS under the ESA.
31 2 Culliney Susan Audubon EIS Processand | We are also concerned about the intersection of Willow and the IAP revision. The environmental review for the | The BLM is required to respond through a ROD on the Willow MDP Project regardless of potential revisions to N
Alaska Timeline Willow project should not happen concurrently or just prior to the rewriting of the IAP. The Willow project will |the IAP. The Project is subject to LSs from prior IAPS, which do not change when a new IAP is issued.
have far-reaching impacts on the Teshekpuk wetlands complex which is within the Teshekpuk Lake Special Applicable BMPs/ROPs considered in the revised IAP are included as Applicable Existing and Proposed Lease
Avrea, an area of immense value to birds and wildlife, one of the most important bird habitats in the entire Stipulations and Best Management Practices sections in the Willow MDP Final EIS (typically, Section
international Arctic. A new IAP poses the potential that — the potential that more acreage of the Teshekpuk area|3.X.2.1.1).
will be available for leasing. It is impossible to consider one impact to this critically important bird and wildlife
area while the other is still pending and uncertain. Reviewing these two projects simultaneously will be
confusing to the picture and will weaken the agency’s analysis on both topics.
84 2 Long Becky — EIS Processand | The Process The BLM is required to respond through a ROD on the Willow MDP Project regardless of potential revisions to N
Timeline BLM’s process to follow NEPA is out of order and is wrong legally. You should NOT have this DEIS process |the IAP. The Project is subject to LSs from prior IAPs, which do not change when a new IAP is issued.
before BLM completes the Integrated Activity Plan (IAP)/DEIS. The scoping was in December 2018. To my Applicable BMPs/ROPs considered in the revised IAP are included as Applicable Existing and Proposed Lease
knowledge there has been no DEIS. | have heard that the DEIS for AP will probably come out right after the Stipulations and Best Management Practices sections in the Willow MDP Final EIS (typically, Section
end of the comment period for the Willow Project. You should have completed the IAP EIS process which 3.X.2.11).
would change the 2013 IAP. This whole process is being rushed by the accelerated timeline. NEPA is being
eroded. The public process is being curtailed. NEPA review is intended to discover significant individual or
cumulative impacts created by the proposed development. The project sponsor must answer the concerns and
make changes to mitigate the changes. This produces better projects and lessens impacts including costs to the
public on down the line. The Call for Nominations and Comments 2019 NPR-A Oil and Gas Lease Sale, 84 Fed.
Reg. 28854 is itself questionable legally. This step in the process is illegal and not conforming to the NEPA
process. How can leasing move forward when the revision of the Integrated Activity Plan is just in the scoping
phase. The IAP revision could change the mitigation measures for future leases.
84 3 Long Becky — EIS Processand | There are currently 3 lawsuits because BLM has been shoddy in following the NEPA process. The public comment period for the Willow MDP Draft EIS was scheduled to minimize overlap with review N
Timeline In fact, I question if BLM is able to responsibly follow the NEPA process due to agency commitments to be the |periods for other Arctic projects. In accordance with NEPA regulation 40 CFR 1506.10(c), the BLM published
lead in so many industrial developments: Ambler Road EIS, Arctic National Wildlife Refuge Coastal Plain the Willow MDP Draft EIS for a 45-day public comment period. The BLM extended the comment period by 15
Leasing, Nominations for NPR-A, IAP/EIS process that erodes the habitat of the special management areas, the |additional days (60 total days) to accommodate the needs of the public and North Slope residents (who noted it
Willow Project, LNG Gas Line and the list goes on and on. Does BLM have the resources to do it right. was whaling season in Nuigsut and Utgiagvik [Barrow]).
Also, the question goes beyond whether BLM can do it right. All the different, simultaneous federal process The Willow MDP EIS was prepared under Secretarial Order 3355, which directs the BLM to strive to complete
have exhausted the public and the communities especially when commenters feel like they are being ignored. each EIS within 1 year from the issuance of an NOI. The secretarial order implements NEPA regulation 40 CFR
These massive projects have a huge impact on communities. We are being disenfranchised by these multiple 1500.5(e), which requires agencies to reduce delays by establishing appropriate time limits for the EIS process.
processes which are occurring at rapid speed to benefit interested applicants. We are restricted. Notwithstanding the secretarial order, the Final EIS was published approximately 2 years after the NOI was
published, during which time BLM provided three public comment periods, with public meetings. Public
participation was very robust; the BLM received numerous public comments during EIS development, and
public meeting attendance was high. See Final EIS Appendix B, Public Engagement and Comment Response.
1297 1 Mazzola Lisa — EIS Processand | BLM piled on project proposal documents and comment periods all at once—including those for Willow, the | The public comment period for the Willow MDP Draft EIS was scheduled to minimize overlap with review N
Timeline Ambler road, and the AKLNG gas line—making it impossible for people to weigh in on multiple proposals that |periods for other Arctic projects. In accordance with NEPA regulation 40 CFR 1506.10(c), the BLM published
interrelate, accumulate impacts, and will dramatically affect the entire Arctic region. BLM has made it hard for  |the Willow MDP Draft EIS for a 45-day public comment period. The BLM extended the comment period by 15
those most affected to participate in the public process. additional days (60 total days) to accommodate the needs of the public and North Slope residents (who noted it
was whaling season in Nuigsut and Utgiagvik [Barrow]).
The Willow MDP EIS was prepared under Secretarial Order 3355, which directs the BLM to strive to complete
each EIS within 1 year from the issuance of an NOI. The secretarial order implements NEPA regulation 40 CFR
1500.5(e), which requires agencies to reduce delays by establishing appropriate time limits for the EIS process.
Notwithstanding the secretarial order, the Final EIS was published approximately 2 years after the NOI was
published, during which time BLM provided three public comment periods, with public meetings. Public
participation was very robust; the BLM received numerous public comments during EIS development, and
public meeting attendance was high. See Final EIS Appendix B, Public Engagement and Comment Response.

Appendix B.2 Draft EIS Comments and BLM Responses

Page 83



Willow Master Development Plan
Sender First Org.

Comment

No.

Sender Last

Name

Name

Primary

Comment Code

Comment Text

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

Miller Pamela EIS Processand | For the general person we cannot afford to print out the document to compare maps to see and process the Hard copies of the Draft EIS were provided to the community of Nuigsut, and to this commenter (after the
Timeline information. At the very minimum that should be required for every community; | don’t see a plain-language meeting). The Draft EIS cumulative effects analysis (Section 3.19, Cumulative Effects) describes other past,
summary that would be helpful to the general person in a community, small or large. There’s not a map present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions that may contribute to overall effects on certain North Slope
available here that puts this project in context with all that is happening on the North Slope of Alaska in our resources. Figure 3.19.2 depicts the RFFAs considered in the Draft EIS.
changing Arctic climate. It does not show BLM'’s current EIS on the road to Ambler, nor the upcoming
imminent final EIS on the Arctic Refuge Coastal Plain EIS, which will also impact resources used by the village
of Nuigsut and other people on the North Slope. There is currently a public comment period open on the FERC
LNG Alaska Natural Gas Pipeline. That’s a massive document. There are also other public comment periods
related to lease sales on state lands and upcoming activities. Showing those maps on a map to put it in
perspective would be helpful.
58 2 Olemaun Chastity — EIS Processand |1 just wanted to know who in the BLM decided to make all the community meetings right when whaling season |In accordance with NEPA regulation 40 CFR 1506.10(c), the BLM published the Willow MDP Draft EIS for a N
Timeline starts. A very poor decision. 45-day public comment period. The BLM extended the comment period by 15 additional days (60 total days) to
accommodate the needs of the public and North Slope residents (who noted it was whaling season in Nuigsut
and Utqiagvik [Barrow]).
The Willow MDP EIS was prepared under Secretarial Order 3355, which directs the BLM to strive to complete
each EIS within 1 year from the issuance of an NOI. The secretarial order implements NEPA regulation 40 CFR
1500.5(e), which requires agencies to reduce delays by establishing appropriate time limits for the EIS process.
Notwithstanding the secretarial order, the Final EIS was published approximately 2 years after the NOI was
published, during which time BLM provided three public comment periods, with public meetings. Public
participation was very robust; the BLM received numerous public comments during EIS development, and
public meeting attendance was high. See Final EIS Appendix B, Public Engagement and Comment Response.
1307 1 Pardue Margaret Native Village |EIS Processand |BLM should not permit the Willow MDP at this time. An oil and gas lease grants certain exploration and development rights, subject to reasonable regulation. N
of Nuigsut Timeline NVN asks that BLM not permit the Willow MDP at this time. Development is happening too fast, and the full | Placement of a moratorium on such activities is not reasonable regulation and thus is in contradiction to the lease
effects of the Alpine Satellite Field, including the Greater Mooses Tooth One (GMT-1) and Greater Mooses rights.
Tooth Two (GMT-2) projects, as well as numerous other nearby oil development projects, are still unfolding and
have not been fully felt or understood by the community. The impacts of those projects are not yet known.
1307 2 Pardue Margaret Native Village |EISProcessand [NVN also opposes permitting the Willow MDP at this time because there is significant uncertainty about the The BLM is required to respond through a ROD on the Willow MDP Project regardless of potential revisions to N
of Nuigsut Timeline future management of the NPR-A and about ConocoPhillips’ ultimate plan for developing Willow. BLM is the IAP. The Project is subject to LSs from prior IAPs, which do not change when a new IAP is issued.
planning to revise its Integrated Activity Plan (IAP) for the NPR-A, which could significantly change BLM’s | Applicable BMPs/ROPs considered in the revised IAP are included as Applicable Existing and Proposed Lease
management of the region. And ConocoPhillips has signaled that it is uncertain about its plan for developing Stipulations and Best Management Practices sections in the Willow MDP Final EIS (typically, Section
Willow; it is planning to conduct additional exploration and is pushing back the Willow MOP start date by at 3.X.2.11).
least 1-2 years.* ConocoPhillips also has not yet requested a Section 404 permit from the Army Corps of CPAI has submitted its Section 404 permit to USACE. A Public Notice was issued by USACE on March 26,
Engineers for this project. 2020, with a comment period through May 11, 2020.
*E. Brehmer, ConocoPhillips announces busy plans for winter drilling, Alaska Journal of Commerce (Sept. 18,
2019), https://www.alaskajournal.com/2019-09-18/conocophillips-announces-busy-plans-winter-drilling.
1307 3 Pardue Margaret Native Village |EISProcessand |BLM'’s position that it must permit Willow now is unsupported and is inconsistent with its obligation under the | An oil and gas lease grants certain exploration and development rights, subject to reasonable regulation. N
of Nuigsut Timeline NPRPA, NEPA, and ANILCA to fully consider the impacts of the project and to ensure that any development | Placement of a moratorium on such activities is not reasonable regulation and thus is in contradiction to the lease
will not unnecessarily harm our community or resources in the NPR-A. Permitting the Willow MDP with such |rights.
significant uncertainty about (a) the effects of already ongoing development; (b) the nature of potential future The BLM prepared the Draft EIS according to 40 CFR 1502 and the BLM’s NEPA Handbook (H-1790-1); the
development; and (c) ConocoPhillips’ final plan for the Willow MDP itself is not acceptable. EIS includes a full and fair discussion of significant environmental impacts that informs decision-makers and the
We ask that any permitting for the Willow MDP be delayed for at least five years. public of the reasonable alternatives that would avoid or minimize adverse impacts or enhance the quality of the
human environment. The Final EIS has been revised in response to comments on the Draft EIS, including its
supplement.
3 3 Pavic Karolina — EIS Processand | You collect data that was — you analyzed and modeled data that was collected by the company that is It is common for federal agencies to reference data and studies conducted by the project proponent when N
Timeline developing this project. | can’t even believe | said that. | mean, that’s unheard of. developing an EIS. NEPA does not require federal agencies to conduct new studies and data collection; rather,
NEPA requires the use of best-available data. The current NPR-A BMPs require project proponents to collect
baseline data for certain resources and to provide that data to BLM. BLM’s subject-matter experts conducted a
thorough and independent review of all existing data and studies and referenced them, as appropriate, for the
various EIS analyses.
864 2 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for EIS Processand  |BLM failed to consider the significant negative environmental impacts of this project, and has not included a The range of alternatives was developed by resource specialists from BLM and cooperating agencies, and from N
Alaska Timeline sufficient range of alternatives or mitigation measures. Our review of the draft EIS has identified numerous comments received during scoping. During alternatives development for the Willow MDP Project, the BLM
relevant resource issues that were either not addressed at all or were inadequately addressed. As the lead agency, |considered issues identified during scoping, such as impacts to caribou and subsistence. Alternatives
BLM must ensure this process complies with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Federal Land |development is described in Chapters 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix D.1, Alternatives Development, including options
Policy and Management Act, the Endangered Species Act, and the legal and permitting requirements of its considered but eliminated from detailed analysis and the screening criteria for those alternatives. All action
cooperating agencies. BLM’s efforts to date fall far short of what is required. BLM’s analysis is so lacking that |alternatives meet the Project’s purpose and need.
BLM must revise the draft EIS and reissue it for public review and comment before it can proceed. The BLM prepared the Draft EIS according to 40 CFR 1502 and the BLM’s NEPA Handbook (H-1790-1); the
EIS includes a full and fair discussion of significant environmental impacts, as well as potential mitigation
measures, that informs decision-makers and the public of the reasonable alternatives that would avoid or
minimize adverse impacts or enhance the quality of the human environment. The Final EIS has been revised in
response to comments on the Draft EIS, including its supplement.
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Psarianos Bridget Trustees for EIS Processand | Additionally, the timing of this draft EIS is troubling. According to a recent article in the Alaska Journal of The Project as proposed by the proponent must be analyzed as required by regulation, along with alternatives.

Alaska Timeline Commerce, ConocoPhillips is not confident about the geology and reservoir characteristics of the Willow BLM cannot speculate about the intentions of the Project proponent with regard to current fluctuations in the
development and therefore is pushing back the project’s startup date by 1-2 years. BLM should not move price of oil and other economic considerations that may influence when they chose to apply for authorization. If
forward with issuing a Master Development Plan, nor a final EIS, without the project being well enough defined | CPAI chooses to change a BLM-approved Project design, the BLM would evaluate the change and determine
to advance further. Doing so means that the project that BLM is considering now may not end up being the whether the change would result in effects outside of the scope of what is analyzed in the EIS. Any Project
project that ConocoPhillips ultimately wants to develop. This leads to public confusion and a waste of agency | changes that would result in effects outside of the scope of what was analyzed in the EIS would need additional
resource, as it will likely require a supplemental NEPA process. NEPA analysis.

864 10 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for EIS Processand | Additionally, BLM’s notice of intent (NOI) for the Willow project contains an alarming predecisional statement: | The BLM did not make any decisions in the NOI. The statement this comment refers to ought to have been N

Alaska Timeline “Analyzing the entire proposed Willow development in a single [Master Development Plan]/EIS will allow the | written to read, “would allow the BLM to . . .”; the use of the verb “will” is a mere typo.

BLM to make determinations of NEPA adequacy when” individual applications for permits to drill are After approval of the Willow MDP Project, CPAI could submit an APD. An APD is required for each proposed
submitted. BLM expects this “to result in a quicker and more efficient process for the approval of applications  |well to develop a proponent’s onshore lease. Prior to authorizing an APD, the BLM reviews the information in
for permits to drill.” As Groups pointed out during scoping, BLM cannot predetermine that future applications  |the APD package to ensure that it is accurate and addresses all requirements; during this time, the BLM also
associated with Willow will be sufficiently analyzed in this Willow Plan EIS, and that no new circumstances or |ensures that there is appropriate NEPA documentation. APDs submitted for proposed wells and associated
information will arise in the interim, such that a determination of NEPA adequacy (DNA) would be appropriate. |infrastructure as part of the Willow MDP Project are analyzed in the Willow MDP EIS. Each APD would be
As written, this draft EIS is not at all adequate to support that type of process, particularly since it does nothing | checked against the existing NEPA documentation, using a DNA. If the BLM cannot document in a DNA that
to address core elements like the Corps’ obligations under the CWA. Although this DNA reference does not the existing NEPA documentation fully covers activities and the effects of those activities in an APD package,
appear in the draft EIS, BLM has not affirmatively indicated that the agency has changed its approach regarding |the BLM would require that additional analysis (either in an EA or an EIS) be completed to comply with the
the application of DNAs to future Willow approvals nor indicated what NEPA mechanism could be used for NEPA.
future approvals or why such future approvals are necessary. BLM must be transparent about this process and
clearly describe the agency’s future intent.

864 11 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for EIS Processand | BLM must be clear whether its ROD for the Willow Project will allow ConocoPhillips to move forward in This is described in Section 1.3.1, Decision to be Made. N

Alaska Timeline applying for future permits without additional NEPA and where BLM will retain discretion to prohibit
development of future Willow-related infrastructure. To the extent that BLM does not retain such discretion, the
agency may not defer to future NEPA analyses to determine the impacts of this project. Because it is so unclear
what BLM will be permitting in its ROD, it’s very difficult for the public to determine if BLM is complying
with legal mandates in its analysis. This should be clarified in a revised draft EIS.

864 12 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for EIS Processand | BLM and ConocoPhillips must also be clear regarding its timeframes for these future actions and approvals. As | The Final EIS includes an updated schedule for construction. N

Alaska Timeline described above, it is concerning that ConocoPhillips does not intend to begin development on Willow until A Section 404 permit application is not required to undertake the NEPA process; however, it should be noted
2025-2026, raising serious questions as to why the company is pushing this project through on such an that USACE issued its Section 404 Public Notice on March 26, 2020, and solicited comments through May 11,
accelerated timeline now. DOI and ConocoPhillips should not be hastily permitting this process in order for the |2020.
company to obtain permits under the current Administration; such an attempt to dodge basic legal and policy The Willow MDP EIS was prepared under Secretarial Order 3355, which directs the BLM to strive to complete
requirements of environmental permitting is inappropriate. As discussed later in these comments, this process is |each EIS within 1 year from the issuance of an NOI. The secretarial order implements NEPA regulation 40 CFR
also insufficient to support the Corps’ legal obligations under NEPA and the CWA since the Corps has yet to 1500.5(e), which requires agencies to reduce delays by establishing appropriate time limits for the EIS process.
even receive a permit application. BLM and the Corps should not be segmenting out the review of this project | Notwithstanding the secretarial order, the Final EIS was published approximately 2 years after the NOI was
into pieces that could illegally skew any analysis under the 404 Guidelines. published, during which time BLM provided three public comment periods, with public meetings. Public
This also implicates related concerns regarding the application of NEPA streamlining provisions to the Willow | participation was very robust; the BLM received numerous public comments during EIS development, and
Plan EIS. As described below, the arbitrary time and page limits established by DOI for NEPA review are not | public meeting attendance was high. See Final EIS Appendix B, Public Engagement and Comment Response.
appropriate for the Willow Plan EIS. If BLM adopts a streamlined NEPA analysis for this project, it is even
more unlikely that DNAs will be sufficient in the future, because the initial analysis may have been truncated.

The purpose of NEPA is to “ensure that important effects will not be overlooked or underestimated only to be
discovered after resources have been committed or the die otherwise cast. It would be contrary to the purposes of
NEPA for the agency to truncate its analysis of this significant project, particularly given the agency’s apparent
predetermined decision to forego future NEPA analyses related to the specific components of this project.
864 14 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for EIS Processand | BLM cannot simply tier to the affected environment section considered in the IAP without considering whether |Baseline studies are continually updated throughout Northeast NPR-A, and the most recent studies were N

Alaska Timeline the information there is adequate to evaluate the impacts of the Willow Plan, particularly in light of the referenced for the Final EIS.
significant developments that have occurred since and BLM’s acknowledgment that impacts are greater than Section 3.2.1 (Affected Environment) of the Final EIS addresses ongoing impacts of climate change on the
expected in the IAP. As pointed out during scoping, new studies are needed in light of changes to resources environment, including in the Project area. Section 3.2.2 (Environmental Consequences: Effects of the Project
resulting from climate change and other new information related to the scale of potential developments and on Climate Change) and Section 3.19.4 (Cumulative Impacts to Climate Change) analyze impacts that the
impacts in the region. Project and cumulative actions may have on climate.

864 16 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for EIS Processand | BLM should not proceed with authorizing ConocoPhillips” Willow Plan, and there is no basis in the law for the |An oil and gas lease grants certain exploration and development rights, subject to reasonable regulation. N

Alaska Timeline agency’s assertion that it cannot delay project permitting. BLM should not conflate political pressure from Placement of a moratorium on such activities is not reasonable regulation and thus is in contradiction to the lease
ConocoPhillips and the Trump Administration with its own legal mandates. rights.

864 17 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for EIS Processand | Groups pointed out in scoping comments that the time and page limits envisioned by DOI Secretarial Order The Willow MDP EIS was prepared under Secretarial Order 3355, which directs the BLM to strive to complete N

Alaska Timeline 3355 and associated guidance memoranda are particularly inappropriate a project of this massive scale. Groups |each EIS within 1 year from the issuance of an NOI. The secretarial order implements NEPA regulation 40 CFR
also pointed out that BLM did not have sufficient information on this project to fully consider the potential 1500.5(e), which requires agencies to reduce delays by establishing appropriate time limits for the EIS process.
impacts, the timeline would not allow for sufficient time for consultation with affected tribal entities or input Notwithstanding the secretarial order, the Final EIS was published approximately 2 years after the NOI was
from remote communities in the region that will be directly affected, and that the agency would not have published, during which time BLM provided three public comment periods, with public meetings. Public
adequate time to do new studies or even fully consider existing data. participation was very robust; the BLM received numerous public comments during EIS development, and

public meeting attendance was high. See Final EIS Appendix B, Public Engagement and Comment Response.
Baseline studies are continually updated throughout Northeast NPR-A. The EIS analysis did not identify major
data gaps, or a need for additional studies.
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Psarianos

Bridget

Trustees for

EIS Process and

BLM’s timeframes for review of the draft EIS are insufficient to allow for meaningful public involvement.

In accordance with NEPA regulation 40 CFR 1506.10(c), the BLM published the Willow MDP Draft EIS for a

alternative in all environmental reviews. The no-action alternative provides a baseline against which the effects
of the action alternatives may be measured. Groups advised BLM during scoping that BLM should closely
analyze and consider a no-action alternative in the draft EIS, and not merely pay it lip service.

The BLM points out that the No Action Alternative would not meet the Project’s purpose and need. However,
this statement appears to overlook the fact that BLM’s purpose and need is to determine whether to authorize
ConocoPhillips’ application for permits to drill and associated rights-of-way consistent with its NPRPA mandate
to authorize oil and gas leasing consistent with the protection of surface resources, and BLM’s FLPMA mandate
to avoid unnecessary and undue degradation to the public lands. According to BLM’s NEPA Handbook:

“The applicant’s purpose and need may provide useful background information, but this description must not be
confused with the BLM purpose and need for action. The BLM action triggers the NEPA analysis. It is the BLM
purpose and need for action that will dictate the range of alternatives and provide a basis for the rationale for
eventual selection of an alternative in a decision.” Thus, BLM should not conflate its purpose and need to be
ConocoPhillips’ purpose and need. BLM must consider the option of selecting the No Action alternative should
the agency find that it best protects surface resources and prevents unnecessary and undue degradation of lands
within the Reserve.

The draft EIS expressly states that the No Action alt is provided only to provide a baseline for the comparison of
impacts of the action alternatives, and that BLM will not or cannot select it in its Record of Decision. BLM
further asserts that on previously leased lands, the U.S. Court of Appeals has determined BLM has made an
irrevocable commitment to allow some surface disturbances to support drilling and operations, for which BLM
cites its own supplemental EIS for the GMT-2 project. BLM should clarify what U.S. Court of Appeals case the
agency is citing, instead of citing its own NEPA document.

Alaska Timeline Ensuring that the public has sufficient time to receive and review all of the documents and understand their 45-day public comment period. The BLM extended the comment period by 15 additional days (60 total days) to
relationship to what is being proposed is essential to the public’s ability to analyze and provide meaningful accommodate the needs of the public and North Slope residents (who noted it was whaling season in Nuigsut
comments to the agency on the project. BLM has stated that it intends to issue a Final EIS in early 2020 and is  |and Utqiagvik [Barrow]).
rushing toward that goal at the expense of the public and a thorough analysis. The Willow MDP EIS was prepared under Secretarial Order 3355, which directs the BLM to strive to complete

each EIS within 1 year from the issuance of an NOI. The secretarial order implements NEPA regulation 40 CFR
1500.5(e), which requires agencies to reduce delays by establishing appropriate time limits for the EIS process.
Notwithstanding the secretarial order, the Final EIS was published approximately 2 years after the NOI was
published, during which time BLM provided three public comment periods, with public meetings. Public
participation was very robust; the BLM received numerous public comments during EIS development, and
public meeting attendance was high. See Final EIS Appendix B, Public Engagement and Comment Responses.
864 21 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for EIS Processand | Four EIS documents were or are being released by the same federal agency during a time period which is The public comment period for the Willow MDP Draft EIS was scheduled to minimize overlap with review

Alaska Timeline critical to meet the subsistence needs of the communities in Arctic Alaska. Finally, the comment period for the | periods for other Arctic projects. In accordance with NEPA regulation 40 CFR 1506.10(c), the BLM published
Alaska Liquefied Natural Gas pipeline, which involves extensive North Slope infrastructure, is scheduled to the Willow MDP Draft EIS for a 45-day public comment period. The BLM extended the comment period by 15
close on October 3, 2019. This schedule has resulted in a multitude of highly impactful and significant public additional days (60 total days) to accommodate the needs of the public and North Slope residents (who noted it
comment or review periods for development projects in Arctic Alaska going on at the same, overlapping, or was whaling season in Nuigsut and Utgiagvik [Barrow]).
similar timeframes. The Willow MDP EIS was prepared under Secretarial Order 3355, which directs the BLM to strive to complete
The manner in which DOI is operating appears to be specifically targeted at suppressing the public’s ability to  |each EIS within 1 year from the issuance of an NOI. The secretarial order implements NEPA regulation 40 CFR
review and engage in the evaluation of these substantial projects, contrary to NEPA. A core purpose of NEPA is|1500.5(e), which requires agencies to reduce delays by establishing appropriate time limits for the EIS process.
to ensure public participation and involvement in agency decisions. There are countless requirements in Notwithstanding the secretarial order, the Final EIS was published approximately 2 years after the NOI was
applicable regulations designed to ensure agencies fulfil this core purpose by involving the public. Agencies are |published, during which time BLM provided three public comment periods, with public meetings. Public
required to “[m]ake diligent efforts to involve the public in preparing and implementing their NEPA participation was very robust; the BLM received numerous public comments during EIS development, and
procedures,” “[p]rovide availability of environmental documents so as to inform those persons and agencies who | public meeting attendance was high. See Final EIS Appendix B, Public Engagement and Comment Responses.
may be interested or affected,” “solicit appropriate information from the public,” and “[e]xplain in its procedures
where interested persons can get information or status reports on environmental impact statements and other
elements of the NEPA process. Under these requirements, BLM “must insure that environmental information is
available to public officials and citizens before decisions are made and before actions are taken. The information
must be of high quality. Accurate scientific analysis, expert agency comments, and public scrutiny are essential
to implementing NEPA.”

864 23 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for EIS Processand | BLM’s adherence to the page limits in the Secretarial Order has led to the many documents simply being The BLM prepared the Draft EIS according to 40 CFR 1502 and the BLM’s NEPA Handbook (H-1790-1); the

Alaska Timeline incorporated as appendices, resulting in a disjointed analysis that is hard for the public to follow. It has also EIS includes a full and fair discussion of significant environmental impacts that informs decision-makers and the
resulted in less transparency in the analysis, more mistakes, and missing key data and analysis, as explained in | public of the reasonable alternatives that would avoid or minimize adverse impacts or enhance the quality of the
detail below. BLM has also referred to or incorporated by reference numerous documents into its current human environment.
analysis as a way of further truncating its analysis in the draft EIS. However, BLM often does so without any
clear indication of how the analysis in the previous document applies in the context of the current proposal
before the agency. This is improper and deprives the public of the ability to fully understand and comment on
BLM’s analysis and the potential impacts of the Willow project. Additionally, because BLM has not considered
the full scope of impacts in the draft EIS, such as cumulative impacts from future development, meaningful
mitigation measures, and meaningful analysis of differing impacts among alternatives, the public cannot review
or comment on these issues.

864 51 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for EIS Processand | BLM Improperly Dismisses the No Action Alternative. Under the NPRPA, the BLM is required to conduct oil and gas leasing and development in the NPR-A (42 USC

Alaska Timeline NEPA and Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations mandate that the agency consider a no-action |6506a). An oil and gas lease grants certain exploration and development rights, subject to reasonable regulation;

BLM may not preclude CPAI from developing its leases. The No Action Alternative would not meet the
Project’s purpose and need but is included for detailed analysis to provide a baseline for the comparison of
impacts of the action alternatives as required by 40 CFR 1502.14(d).

The Willow MDP Project was designed in accordance with requirements in the NPR-A AP, which is consistent
with both the NPRPA and FLPMA. The NPRPA, as amended, requires oil and gas leasing in the NPR-A and
the protection of surface values to the extent consistent with exploration and development of oil and gas. NPR-A
IAPs meet that mandate by designating numerous Special Areas within the NPR-A and closing certain sensitive
areas to leasing while allowing for oil and gas leasing elsewhere. As described in Section 1.3, Purpose and
Need, FLPMA would apply to any authorization BLM issues for the Project. Pursuant to Section 302(b) and
Title VV of FLPMA, proposed actions may not cause unnecessary or undue degradation.

Appendix B.2 Draft EIS Comments and BLM Responses
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Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

Psarianos Bridget Trustees for EIS Processand | Finally, BLM’s refusal to consider the viability of the No Action alternative is inappropriate because BLM is Under the NPRPA, the BLM is required to conduct oil and gas leasing and development in the NPR-A (42 USC
Alaska Timeline analyzing this project at the site-specific level and considering authorizing this project as proposed. This is nota |[6506a). An oil and gas lease grants certain exploration and development rights, subject to reasonable regulation;
programmatic decision subject to future NEPA. It is at this stage, when the agency makes a critical decisionto  |BLM may not preclude CPAI from developing its leases. The No Action Alternative would not meet the
act, that the agency is obligated fully to evaluate the impacts of the proposed action. It is a dangerous public Project’s purpose and need but is included for detailed analysis to provide a baseline for the comparison of
policy for BLM to assert that it must approve any and all drilling and right-of-way applications received in the |impacts of the action alternatives as required by 40 CFR 1502.14(d).
NPR-A, especially given that the agency does not conduct NEPA at the lease sale stage. An agency is required
to fully evaluate site-specific impacts once it reaches the point of making “a critical decision . . . to act on site
development.” An agency reaches the threshold triggering site-specific review when it proposes to make an
irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources. BLM cannot do this without considering the changes to
the environmental baseline, and meaningfully consider the potential benefits of the No Action alternative. The
draft EIS must be supplemented and re-released for public comment after BLM has included meaningful
consideration of the No Action alternative.
1299 1 Strailey Kaarle — EIS Processand | Firstly, | point out that it is inappropriate for the Bureau of Land Management to pile this project proposal, its The public comment period for the Willow MDP Draft EIS was scheduled to minimize overlap with review N
Timeline documents, and comment periods all at the same time as those for the Ambler road and the AKLNG gas line— | periods for other Arctic projects. In accordance with NEPA regulation 40 CFR 1506.10(c), the BLM published
making it difficult to impossible for non-corporate entities to weigh in on these multiple proposals that the Willow MDP Draft EIS for a 45-day public comment period. The BLM extended the comment period by 15
interrelate, and accumulate and compound impacts, with the potential to dramatically affect the entire Arctic additional days (60 total days) to accommodate the needs of the public and North Slope residents (who noted it
region. This is clearly a strategic effort to overwhelm the capacity of arctic residents and arctic advocates and was whaling season in Nuigsut and Utgiagvik [Barrow]).
makes a mockery of the due public process required by law for such policy decisions. BLM has made it The Willow MDP EIS was prepared under Secretarial Order 3355, which directs the BLM to strive to complete
exceptionally hard for those individuals most affected, local subsistence users, to participate in the public each EIS within 1 year from the issuance of an NOI. The secretarial order implements NEPA regulation 40 CFR
process. 1500.5(e), which requires agencies to reduce delays by establishing appropriate time limits for the EIS process.
Notwithstanding the secretarial order, the Final EIS was published approximately 2 years after the NOI was
published, during which time BLM provided three public comment periods, with public meetings. Public
participation was very robust; the BLM received numerous public comments during EIS development, and
public meeting attendance was high. See Final EIS Appendix B, Public Engagement and Comment Response.
1300 4 Strasenburgh  |John — EIS Processand  |Under NEPA, the no action must be a viable alternative. The DEIS does at 6.1, states that the no action; isnota |Under the NPRPA, the BLM is required to conduct oil and gas leasing and development in the NPR-A (42 USC N
Timeline viable alternative. This is non-compliant with NEPA. Figure ES-3 of Appendix A shows the three action 6506a). An oil and gas lease grants certain exploration and development rights, subject to reasonable regulation;
alternatives. They don’t look to be different from each other in any material way. There is no point in having BLM may not preclude CPAI from developing its leases. The No Action Alternative would not meet the
alternatives if they are all essentially the same nature and scale of development. Because the DEIS offers only | Project’s purpose and need but is included for detailed analysis to provide a baseline for the comparison of
alternatives that are essentially the same, it is non-compliant with NEPA impacts of the action alternatives as required by 40 CFR 1502.14(d).
At the development stage, the siting of oil and gas facilities is largely dependent on the location of the
subsurface resources to be extracted. Under the NPR-A 1AP and Section 404 of the CWA, lessees are required
to minimize facility footprints and propose siting and alignment of facilities in such a manner as to minimize
environmental impacts to various resources (e.g., caribou, wetlands). Alternatives to a proponent’s proposal are
considered and analyzed in detail only if they offer potential environmental benefits to one or more resources or
uses.
The range of alternatives was developed by resource specialists from BLM and cooperating agencies, and from
comments received during scoping. During alternatives development for the Willow MDP Project, the BLM
considered issues identified during scoping, such as impacts to caribou and subsistence. Alternatives
development is described in Chapters 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix D.1, Alternatives Development, including options
considered but eliminated from detailed analysis and the screening criteria for those alternatives. All action
alternatives meet the Project’s purpose and need.
1300 5 Strasenburgh  |John — EIS Processand |1 am also concerned about the process BLM is employing that has the effect of limiting the ability of the public | The public comment period for the Willow MDP Draft EIS was scheduled to minimize overlap with review N
Timeline to participate meaningfully in the NEPA process. Process: BLM has conducted at least two NEPA analyses periods for other Arctic projects. In accordance with NEPA regulation 40 CFR 1506.10(c), the BLM published
concurrently. Although | have commented on Ambler Road, given this confluence of major projects, it is not the Willow MDP Draft EIS for a 45-day public comment period. The BLM extended the comment period by 15
possible to do either of them justice. | have no time to comment on AKLNG FERC DEIS. In addition, | have additional days (60 total days) to accommodate the needs of the public and North Slope residents (who noted it
visited Kaktovik in September and have seen how busy folks are with whaling and hunting. It is really not fair to |was whaling season in Nuigsut and Utgiagvik [Barrow]).
local communities to schedule a hearings and comment periods during this critical food gathering time. The The Willow MDP EIS was prepared under Secretarial Order 3355, which directs the BLM to strive to complete
purpose of a public comment period is to allow meaningful participation by those interested in or affected by the [each EIS within 1 year from the issuance of an NOI. The secretarial order implements NEPA regulation 40 CFR
proposed action. Local knowledge is essential to making informed decisions on the path the development takes |1500.5(e), which requires agencies to reduce delays by establishing appropriate time limits for the EIS process.
or mitigation measures that might be employed, so | am surprised that BLM has chosen to limit such input. Notwithstanding the secretarial order, the Final EIS was published approximately 2 years after the NOI was
published, during which time BLM provided three public comment periods, with public meetings. Public
participation was very robust; the BLM received numerous public comments during EIS development, and
public meeting attendance was high. See Final EIS Appendix B, Public Engagement and Comment Responses.
59 6 Thomas Sara — EIS Processand | And, finally, I’d just like to comment that to hold a public meeting, when there is a blessing for whaling, is In accordance with NEPA regulation 40 CFR 1506.10(c), the BLM published the Willow MDP Draft EIS for a N
Timeline immoral, and it is not a due process. 45-day public comment period. The BLM extended the comment period by 15 additional days (60 total days) to
accommodate the needs of the public and North Slope residents (who noted it was whaling season in Nuigsut
and Utqiagvik [Barrow]).
The Willow MDP EIS was prepared under Secretarial Order 3355, which directs the BLM to strive to complete
each EIS within 1 year from the issuance of an NOI. The secretarial order implements NEPA regulation 40 CFR
1500.5(e), which requires agencies to reduce delays by establishing appropriate time limits for the EIS process.
Notwithstanding the secretarial order, the Final EIS was published approximately 2 years after the NOI was
published, during which time BLM provided three public comment periods, with public meetings. Public
participation was very robust; the BLM received numerous public comments during EIS development, and
public meeting attendance was high. See Final EIS Appendix B, Public Engagement and Comment Response.
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Statement from BLM: Your review and comments are critical to the success of BLM decision making. If that is
indeed the case, BLM should have allowed adequate time to read and review the Willow Draft EIS. Willow,
Ambler, AKLNG (FERC), Katishna Road (NPS) all at the same time—really??? Like many Alaskans | care the
remote places in our state. | care about fish and wildlife. Allowing me to participate means BLM must use
reasonable comment periods. | cannot even find the time of day the comment period ends.

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

The public comment period for the Willow MDP Draft EIS was scheduled to minimize overlap with review
periods for other Arctic projects. In accordance with NEPA regulation 40 CFR 1506.10(c), the BLM published
the Willow MDP Draft EIS for a 45-day public comment period. The BLM extended the comment period by 15
additional days (60 total days) to accommodate the needs of the public and North Slope residents (who noted it
was whaling season in Nuigsut and Utgiagvik [Barrow]).

The Willow MDP EIS was prepared under Secretarial Order 3355, which directs the BLM to strive to complete
each EIS within 1 year from the issuance of an NOI. The secretarial order implements NEPA regulation 40 CFR
1500.5(e), which requires agencies to reduce delays by establishing appropriate time limits for the EIS process.
Notwithstanding the secretarial order, the Final EIS was published approximately 2 years after the NOI was
published, during which time BLM provided three public comment periods, with public meetings. Public
participation was very robust; the BLM received numerous public comments during EIS development, and
public meeting attendance was high. See Final EIS Appendix B, Public Engagement and Comment Responses.

1054

EIS Process and
Timeline

It is completely illogical and dysfunctional to hurry the comment period for this DEIS before the BLM’s own
new Integrated Activity Plan and EIS for the entire NPR-A is released to the public. Comments on the Willow
DEIS would benefit from the knowledge and structure of the 1AP.

The BLM is required to respond through a ROD on the Willow MDP Project regardless of potential revisions to
the IAP. The Project is subject to LSs from prior IAPs, which do not change when a new IAP is issued.
Applicable BMPs/ROPs considered in the revised IAP are included as Applicable Existing and Proposed Lease
Stipulations and Best Management Practices sections in the Willow MDP Final EIS (typically, Section

3.X.2.1.1).

4.2.8 Environmental Justice

Table B.2.11. Substantive Comments Received on Environmental Justice
Sender Last Sender First Org.

Letter
No.

Comment

No.

Name

Name

Margaret

Native Village of
Nuigsut

Primary
Comment
Code
Environmental
Justice

Comment Text

BLM has not given sufficient consideration to environmental justice.
BLM is obligated to “make environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as
appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs”
(Executive Order 12898 [1994]). . . . BLM is not currently fulfilling this obligation.

At the core of environmental justice is equal access to the decision-making process. As discussed, BLM has not
adequately involved NVN in decision-making on the Willow MDP. Part of the problem is that the pace of
development is simply too fast. Currently, NVN is inundated with development proposals and planning
exercises. NVN strives to be an active and engaged entity in these review processes, but the amount of planning
currently underway in the region presents serious capacity challenges in our ability to have constructive and
meaningful involvement. BLM must slow down the pace at which it is considering approving projects, including
by delaying approval of the Willow MOP, to ensure that NVN can meaningfully participate.

Response

An oil and gas lease grants certain exploration and development rights, subject to reasonable regulation.
Placement of a moratorium on such activities is not reasonable regulation and thus is in contradiction to the lease
rights. Baseline studies are continually updated throughout Northeast NPR-A.

BLM has had multiple consultation with NVN on the Willow MDP Project.

864 214 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska|Environmental |BLM'’s environmental justice analysis fails to sufficiently evaluate whether Willow will have “disproportionately | The BLM prepared the Draft EIS and SDEIS according to 40 CFR 1502 and the BLM’s NEPA Handbook (H- N
Justice high and adverse human health or environmental effects . . . on minority populations and low-income 1790-1); the EIS includes a full and fair discussion of significant environmental impacts, including cumulative

populations.” impacts. Effects of the Willow MDP Project on environmental justice are analyzed in Section 3.17,
In the memorandum accompanying EO 12898, the President specifically recognized the importance of NEPA | Environmental Justice. This section also provides a summary of meaningful engagement with the community of
and stated that “each Federal agency shall analyze the environmental effects, including human health, economic |Nuigsut. The Draft EIS concludes that Willow MDP Project would result in disproportionately high and adverse
and social effects, of Federal actions, including effects on minority communities and low-income communities.” |environmental effects to the minority community of Nuigsut. Table 3.17.2 summarizes the applicable existing
The President recognized that “[m]itigation measures outlined or analyzed in an environmental assessment, LSs and BMPs intended to mitigate impacts to environmental justice.
environmental impact statement, or record of decision, whenever feasible, should address significant and adverse | The communities of Utqiagvik (Barrow), Anaktuvuk Pass, Atgasuk, Wainwright, and Point Lay were added to
environmental effects of proposed Federal actions on minority communities and low income communities.” the analysis due to the overlap of Project effects with potential RFFAs in the cumulative effects analysis. These
Another key element is that federal agencies are required to “provide opportunities for community input in the | minority and low-income populations are described in detail in Section 3.4.5 and Appendix V of the NPR-A IAP
NEPA process, including identifying potential effects and mitigation measures in consultation with affected Final EIS (BLM 2020).
communities and improving the accessibility of meetings, crucial documents, and notices.” BLM has failed to | The Final EIS has been revised in response to comments on the Draft EIS, including its supplement, and new
meet these requirements on all fronts. It has not adequately identified the potential environmental justice impacts, | information, such as RFFAs.
considered impacts to all potentially affected populations, provided for adequate participation by impacted
communities, or adequately addressed ways in which to reduce those impacts.
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BLM’s timeframes for allowing communities to review the draft EIS have been insufficient to allow for
meaningful public involvement. BLM has not been responsive to the multiple requests from communities and
other entities asking for additional time to review and comment on the draft EIS. BLM instead provided only an
additional two weeks—far short of what the Native Village of Nuigsut and the North Slope Borough requested
and needed for communities to weigh in on this massive project. This comment period occurred during a critical
subsistence use time, when many individuals were unable to either attend meetings or participate in this process,
and at a time when BLM was moving forward with multiple other relevant comment periods and projects that
could impact Arctic communities. . . . BLM should not be moving forward with this rushed process without all
the information about this project available to impacted communities. BLM is not moving forward in a
transparent or inclusive manner with regard to the review of this project. . . .

... In the GMT-1 decision, BLM found there would be a significant restriction to subsistence for the village of
Nuigsut based on the reduced access to subsistence use areas, reduced availability of subsistence resources, and
hunter avoidance of industrial areas. Some of the specific concerns included hunter avoidance of infrastructure
that would extend well beyond the direct GMT1 project area; noise, traffic, and infrastructure that could impact
the availability of key resources such as caribou, wolves, and wolverine; the number of caribou use areas in the
GMT1 project area; the diversion of caribou from the road and traffic; increased helicopter impacts on caribou
hunting; increased risks to hunters and increased investments in time, money, fuel, equipment, and hunting
success; and numerous sociocultural and socioeconomic impacts.

These concerns are identical to and will be magnified by the Willow project. The GMT-1 project acknowledged
that there would be significant environmental justice and other impacts, and that those impacts would only
increase in light of other developments in the region:

“The potential direct and indirect impacts of GMT2 would be very similar to that of GMT1 and these impacts
would be additive. However, it is likely that development of GMT2 would make it feasible to develop other oil
drill sites further west (i.e., most immediately in the Bear Tooth Unit). In that case, the impacts of GMT2 would
be considered synergistic. Considered together with development east of the Colville Delta (Kuparuk and
Prudhoe), in the Delta (CD1, CD2, CD3, and CD4), west of the Delta with CD5 and GMT1, and additional
development further west, the cumulative impacts of GMT2 would include an extension of the corridor of
industrial development between Nuigsut and the coast. The westward expansion of industry could place Nuigsut
in an even more disadvantageous position regarding the Teshekpuk Herd. An access road to GMT2, like that to
GMT1, would have some countervailing effects, but these would be outweighed by the adverse impacts of
additional development within the area. If GMT1 is developed, it is likely that the pre-development GMT2 area
will have an even higher value for subsistence because it will become one of the increasingly rare areas near
town without industrial development.” [GMT-1 SEIS, Appendix B]

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

The Draft EIS was released on August 28, 2019, for a 45-day public review period, which ended on October 15,
2019, consistent with 40 CFR 6.203(c)(5); the BLM extended the comment period to a total of 60 days (ending
on October 29, 2019), to provide additional time for North Slope communities to comments during fall whaling
season.

An oil and gas lease grants certain exploration and development rights, subject to reasonable regulation.
Placement of a moratorium on such activities is not reasonable regulation and thus is in contradiction to the lease
rights. Baseline studies are continually updated throughout Northeast NPR-A.

A Section 404 permit application is not required to undertake the NEPA process. Section 404 requires a permit
before dredged or fill material may be discharged into WOUS; the Section 404 program is administered by

USACE, which will provide a public comment period on any Section 404 permit application prior to issuing a
permit.

BLM conducted an ANILCA Section 810 Subsistence Analysis, which was published with the Draft EIS. Under
each alternative, BLM prepared a finding that discloses limitations on subsistence user access may significantly
restrict subsistence uses for the community of Nuigsut. A revised version of the ANILCA Section 810
Subsistence Analysis was published with the SDEIS, which also concluded that limitations on subsistence user
access may significantly restrict subsistence uses for the community of Nuigsut.

864

217

Psarianos

Bridget

Trustees for Alaska

Environmental
Justice

Despite this, BLM is continuing to move forward without a solid understanding of how broad these impacts will
be or how it will be able to adequately mitigate against those impacts. In the GMT-1 decision, BLM
acknowledged that the existing measures in the IAP were insufficient to fully mitigate the serious impacts to
subsistence and sociocultural systems. As a result, it prepared a Regional Mitigation Strategy aimed at coming
up with broader mitigation measures to better address the impacts to Nuigsut. The handful of mitigation
measures BLM has included in Table 3.17.2 do not go far enough to address the potential impacts. They are so
high level and generalized as to be essentially meaningless, and they only scratch the surface of what BLM
should consider to address those impacts. Those measures in no way directly address the serious impacts to
subsistence ad health, or acknowledge the failure of similar measures to adequately address those impacts to
date. Merely stating that there might be mitigation measures related to air developed at a later point or that there
might be consultation with the community on certain issues provides zero indication that these impacts will
actually be minimized. It would be contrary to EO 12898 to move forward with authorizing Willow as proposed
since the project is likely to have substantial impacts to subsistence that have not been adequately addressed by
the proposed mitigation measures.

BLM claims in its analysis that the NPRA Working Group, which is claims was revived this past spring, is one
of the ways in which it has provided engagement opportunities for Nuigsut. However, as groups have previously
flagged to BLM, there are significant concerns with how the NPRA working group has been operating, given
that it appears to be an advisory group formed and operated in violation of the Federal Advisory Committee Act.
While groups appreciate BLM’s efforts to engage with communities on the North Slope, BLM has been less than
transparent about the operations of this group and we have significant concerns about whether this entity has in
fact been a meaningful platform for Nuigsut to voice its concerns.

The BLM concluded in Section 3.17, Environmental Justice, that environmental justice impacts described in the
EIS would be unavoidable and irretrievable during the life of the Project. Table 3.17.2 summarizes the applicable
existing and proposed LSs and BMPs intended to mitigate impacts to environmental justice.

The Final EIS has been revised in response to comments on the Draft EIS, including its supplement. The Final
EIS includes additional suggested avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures for related resources
brought to the BLM through comment periods, consultations, and subject-matter-expert review.

In addition to the NPR-A Working Group, throughout development of the EIS, the BLM has engaged with
Nuigsut through tribal consultation and consultation with ANCSA corporations, as well as through public
meetings and a subsistence hearing.

Appendix B.2 Draft EIS Comments and BLM Responses
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Psarianos

Bridget

Trustees for Alaska

Code
Environmental
Justice

BLM has not adequately analyzed potential alternatives that could minimize or address some of the
environmental justice impacts from this project. For example, BLM failed to consider an alternative that would
prohibit ConocoPhillips from building the MTI in Harrison Bay or engaging in module transfer activities that
will directly cross the Teshekpuk Lake Special Area and sensitive habitat. Conoco’s proposed MTI and the
activities related to it are within an area heavily used by Nuigsut residents for subsistence. Harrison Bay provides
key habitat for multiple marine mammals that are important for subsistence use, such as bowhead whales and
seals.

BLM arbitrarily limited its analysis of potential environmental justice impacts to only Nuigsut. However, there
are broader impacts to minority and low income communities that should be considered and addressed as part of
BLM’s analysis. ConocoPhillips is proposing to build infrastructure and engage in substantial amounts of
industrial activities in areas that provide important habitat for the multiple subsistence resources for communities
in the region, including the Porcupine Caribou Herd, bowhead whales, bearded seals, ringed seals, and eiders.
BLM’s analysis fails to acknowledge or address the broader impacts to subsistence resources and other
communities in addition to Nuigsut that could occur from this project. . . . Despite this, BLM’s analysis wholly
omits any consideration of impacts to other communities who depend directly on these migratory resources. It
also does not acknowledge other practices, such as community sharing, that could be harmed if there are
negative impacts to subsistence resources.

At the development stage, the siting of oil and gas facilities is largely dependent on the location of the subsurface
resources to be extracted. Under the NPR-A AP and Section 404 of the CWA, lessees are required to minimize
facility footprints and propose siting and alignment of facilities in such a manner as to minimize environmental
impacts to various resources (e.g., caribou, wetlands). Alternatives to a proponent’s proposal are considered and
analyzed in detail only if they offer potential environmental benefits to one or more resources or uses.

The range of alternatives was developed by resource specialists from BLM and cooperating agencies, and from
comments received during scoping. During alternatives development for the Willow MDP Project, the BLM
considered issues identified during scoping, such as impacts to caribou and subsistence. Alternatives
development is described in Chapters 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix D.1 (Alternatives Development), including
options considered but eliminated from detailed analysis and the screening criteria for those alternatives.

The SDEIS added a third module delivery option (Option 3: Colville River Crossing), based on stakeholder
feedback to include an alternative that would not construct an offshore gravel island.

The environmental justice analysis was expanded in Section 3.19.13, Cumulative Impacts to Environmental
Justice, to include communities that may experience cumulative effects of the Project in combination with
RFFAs.

429 Fish

Table B.2.12. Substantive Comments Received on Fish
Comment Sender Last Sender First Org.

Letter
[\[o}

[\[o}

Name

Balsiger

Name

National Oceanic
and Atmospheric
Administration

Primary
Comment
Code

Comment Text

General Recommendations
In accordance with Section 305(b) of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act, the
BLM is required to consult with NMFS on activities that may adversely affect EFH. Although the BLM has

Response

BLM will provide NMFS with an EFH Assessment after the Draft EIS.
Revisions to IAP BMPs (i.e., E-6) include adhering to a list of fish passage design guidelines (as described in
Section 3.10.2.1.1, Applicable Existing and Proposed Lease Stipulations and Best Management Practices).

(NOAA) conducted an analysis of the project, they have not conducted an EFH Assessment or made conclusions
regarding the effects of the action on EFH or Federally managed species as required by 50 CFR Part 600.920(e).
HCD offers the following information to BLM to facilitate the development of an EFH Assessment:
-Any action that may adversely affect EFH requires a clearly referenced EFH Assessment in either a separate
document or a support document (50 CFR Part 600.920(¢)).
-The mandatory contents of an EFH Assessment should be labelled accordingly and include: (i) a description of
the action, (ii) an analysis of the potential adverse effects of the action on EFH and the managed species, (iii) the
Federal agency’s conclusions regarding the effects of the action on EFH, and (iv) proposed mitigation, if
applicable.
-Please note an EFH Assessment is to be completed by the action agency, if needed. Once an EFH Assessment is
received by NMFS, HCD will then review and offer EFH Conservation Recommendations, if applicable. We
recommend referencing the recent publication Impacts to EFH from Non-fishing Activities in Alaska when
developing an EFH Assessment.
-NMFS encourages the BLM to require permit holders to consider stream simulation design for culverts and
bridges, at https://mwww.fws.gov/northeast/fisheries/pdf/fishpassage/NLF-Passage-Design-Guidelines.pdf. These
designs allow for construction of a channel in new culverts at anadromous streams. This would further mitigate
any adverse impacts to EFH in the project area.
989 23 Brower, Jr.  |Harry North Slope Fish Page 58-61, 3.8 - Water Resources Edit made as suggested. Y
Borough, Office of This section should discuss the fish mold problem.
the Mayor
989 26 Brower, Jr.  |Harry North Slope Fish Page 79, 3.10 - Fish Section reference was updated for the Final EIS. Y
Borough, Office of “After abandonment of the MTI, the island is expected to be reshaped by waves and ice and resemble a natural
the Mayor barrier island within 10 to 20 years (more details in 3.8.2.5.1, Option 1: Proponent’s Module Transfer Island, in
Section 3.8 Water Resources).”
This citation should read 3.8.2.6.1. The EIS does not have a section 3.8.2.5.1.
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Brower, Jr.  |Harry North Slope Page 79, Section 3.10.1 - Affected Environment This concept is addressed using local data (numerous references) throughout the EIS; in addition, the suggested
Borough, Office of “Many of these species . . . migrate both locally and extensively. . . . Abundant stream-lake networks . . . source and wording were added.

the Mayor seasonal waterbody connectivity and flow regimes influence habitat accessibility . . .” The information regarding fish mold and reference were added.

Please add the following phrase to the above paragraph so that it is clear that small drainages are also important:
“are dependent on small tundra drainages.”

This phrase comes from the following statement: “As with other Arctic populations of broad whitefish on
Alaska’s North Slope, the population using the Teshekpuk Lake region appears dependent [sic] on small tundra
drainages and lake systems both for feeding and to some extent for overwintering” (p. 36) in Technical Report
No. 06-04, Seasonal Movements and Habitat Use of Broad Whitefish (Coregonus Nasus) in the Teshekpuk Lake
Region of the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska,2003-2005, by William Morris.

In addition, due to the acknowledged extensive movement of fish “both locally and extensively,” there should be
acknowledgment of the recent (2013 to present) recurring freshwater mold infection on broad whitefish in the
Nuigsut area. In addition to noting this in the text, there are two citations to add:

-Sformo, Todd L., Billy Adams, John C. Seigle, Jayde A. Ferguson, Maureen K. Purcell, Raphaela
Stimmelmayr, Joseph H. Welch, Leah M. Ellis, Jason C. Leppi, John C. George. Observations and first reports
of saprolegniosis in Aanaaklig, broad whitefish (Coregonus nasus), from the Colville River near Nuigsut,
Alaska. 2017. Polar Science 14: 78-82.

-Fuzzy Fish: Moldy fish in an Alaskan river threaten a community’s food supply Hakai Magazine. Hannah Hoag
7 August 2019. https://www.hakaimagazine.com/news/fuzzy-fish

1302 126 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Fish The text implies impacts to fish occur over the full length of the ice roads. For Alternative B, which has 372 All alternatives and options must be assessed in the same manner. Because fish habitat is not mapped for all N
miles of ice roads, less than 1 mile of the ice roads go over fish-bearing streams. Reporting the total number of | options (e.g., ice road to Point Lonely), the suggested method could not be used. In addition, effects could extend
ice road miles in this section overstates the impact. The text should be revised to reflect the mileage of ice roads |downstream from an ice road crossing; thus, the suggested method would not accurately describe effects.

that would traverse fish habitat.
1302 127 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Fish “Fill in streams or lakes associated with culverts or pads placed during the open water season could impact Text was amended based on new design provided in RFI 5¢ response. Y
fish. . . . The open-water season is the only time when steel plate culverts used for fish passage can be placed,
due to the need to achieve adequate gravel compaction around them for structural support. If these are needed,
ADFG open-water work windows would be followed.”

This is not a proposed construction technique for any component of the Willow project and therefore we request
BLM remove all text and impact analysis that examined open-water construction techniques. This is misleading
to public readers and improperly inflates the appearance of impacts.

1302 128 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Fish If the reference to 120 dB is not a typo, please provide a citation to support the statement that the ambient noise | Citation provided. Y
level in Harrison Bay is 120 dB.
1307 22 Pardue Margaret Native Village of |Fish BLM’s effects analysis barely addresses impacts to fish and fishing. . . . Willow threatens serious and Physical loss of fish habitat is limited to fill at culverted stream crossings, piles in streams at bridge crossings and N
Nuigsut unavoidable harm to twenty-four fish species and fish habitat throughout the Teshekpuk Lake Special Area and |boat ramps. In terms of total habitat available within the Project area, these losses represent nearly zero loss of
beyond. . .. fish habitat and would not affect fish habitat quantities in the Project area and therefore would not affect fish

Given this reality, BLM’s analysis of how Willow will affect fish and fishing is wholly inadequate. In the two populations. Fish habitat degradation from stream crossing structure construction would affect habitat for less
instances where BLM touches on impacts to fish, it makes sweeping, unsupported conclusions that impacts will than one full open-water season as construction would occur in winter when no fish are present at the majority of
not be significant. For example, BLM states that “[h]habitat loss and degradation could displace or cause all sites. Only construction of the Ublutuoch (Tigmiagsiugvik) River boat ramp would occur in- water during
individual mortalities of [waterfowl and fish], but the Project is not expected to cause population-level effects.”  |winter and those specific impacts are evaluated in Section 3.10.2.3.1, Habitat Loss or Alteration. Given the
(DEIS, Appendix G) There is no citation for this assertion. BLM later states that “[w]hile construction activities |numbers of fish in the analysis area streams during summer, their life histories, and their migratory patterns, the
and infrastructure (e.g., ice roads) may temporarily displace fish upstream and downstream, these impacts would |total number of fish that could be impacted by any Project component is minimal, such that conducting any

be relatively localized and would not be likely to affect harvesting activities farther downstream along Fish numerical evaluation of population number impacts is not practical. Similarly, because water withdrawal would
(Uvlutuug) Creek.” (DEIS, Appendix G) Further, “[w]ater withdrawals to support ice infrastructure construction |be spread throughout numerous lakes in the analysis area, and because use is limited from any given water

could alter fish habitat, but these alterations would be temporary and are not expected to affect fish populations |source based on maintaining fish wintering habitat for fish residing in each lake, the potential for impacts to fish
in Fish (Uvlutuuq) Creek.” (DEIS, Appendix G) For these two latter assertions, BLM points to the on asingle lake level is low. Thus, the conclusion that effects at the population level would be even less likely
DEIS. ... BLM has no scientific or technical analysis to back up these assertions. There is nothing in the DEIS  |than effects to individuals is accurate.

to suggest that BLM relied on estimates of how many individuals will be affected or the thresholds for loss that
each fish population/species can sustain. Without such information, the agency cannot rationally conclude that
impacts to individuals will not affect populations or a species as a whole.

864 171 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska|Fish The Willow Project threatens serious and unavoidable harm to the twenty-four fish species and fish habitat Water withdrawal from lakes would be conducted consistent with state permit and BLM BMP conditions that N
throughout the Teshekpuk Lake Special Area and beyond . . . The Project is likely to destroy and fragment fish | limit winter water withdrawal based on fish species assemblages within each water body to ensure that fish
habitat in dozens of areas; withdraw hundreds of millions of gallons of water from fragile waterbodies; degrade |wintering habitat quantity and quality are adequate for fish. Gravel removal would not be conducted from within

water quality due to water withdrawals, waste disposal, and chemical or oil spills; and extract substantial fish habitat. All permanent gravel road stream crossings will be designed to maintain habitat quality in streams
quantities of gravel next to high-use fish habitat. These impacts will adversely affect individual fish and threaten |and to provide fish passage. Road design uses bridges to the extent practicable. Three years of site-specific fish
populations or species as a whole, particularly in conjunction with climate change and resulting changes to sampling data have been used throughout the EIS to evaluate impacts based on fish species using the drainages.

marine and freshwater habitat. The DEIS downplayed or ignored many of these impacts, and provided only a
cursory and unsupported analysis of others.
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Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska First, the DEIS failed to include adequate information and key details about each species and its habitat in the The numerous studies used to support the EIS are cited throughout Section 3.10, Fish, and Appendix E.10, Fish
affected area. The DEIS included only three pages of background information for all twenty-four fish species, Technical Appendix. As stated in CEQ guidelines, an EIS need not be encyclopedic. The data included in the EIS
and relied on crude information about fish and habitat in the area identifying only what broad habitat types are | are sufficient to evaluate and disclose potential effects of the Project.
used by each species. But these species are diverse and have varying distribution patterns, habitat needs, and life
history characteristics, all of which are necessary to understand before evaluating the effects of the project.

Appendix E.10 acknowledged crude variations in the types of overwintering habitat for each species but failed to
identify other seasonal or temporal differences in habitat for spawning, rearing, migration, and other life cycle
needs for each species. . . . BLM should have considered the additional information that was available, such as
that included in this groups scoping comments, or should have conducted additional surveys and information
about fish and fish habitat. Without adequate baseline information, BLM failed to take a “hard look” at the
impacts of the project on fish and fish habitat.

864 173 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska|Fish Second, the DEIS failed to comply with NEPA’s requirement to discuss mitigation measures in sufficient detail, | The NPR-A IAP considered the effectiveness of BMPs and is the reason that specific BMPs were selected in the Y
analyze their effectiveness, and disclose likely impacts. The DEIS devoted only two of the eight pages in its fish |ROD and are now required. Various BMPs require lessees to monitor specific resources; if monitoring indicates
analysis to cataloging BMPs and lease stipulations and provided little detail and no information about the that BMPs are not effective, then BLM adaptively manages to reduce impacts.
effectiveness or likely impacts for each measure. For example, the DEIS relied on mitigation measures to avoid |BMP B-2 addresses maintaining populations of fish. BMP B-2 restricts the withdrawal to a specific percentage
considering and disclosing how water withdrawals will impact fish and fish habitat. The DEIS explained that of calculated volume with respect to fish presence. The BLM may require additional modeling or monitoring to
water withdrawals can alter water quantity and quality in fish habitat, and that 1,874 million gallons of water will | assess lake water level, outlet flow, and/or water quality conditions before, during, and after water use from any
be withdrawn from “an unknown number of lakes” over the lifetime of the project. But the agency claimed, lake of special concern.
without any support or further discussion, that BMPs and permit stipulations will prevent population-level effects | After review of Draft EIS comments and the Final IAP/EIS, ROP B-2 was added to the FEIS Section 3.10.2.1.1,
from such withdrawals. It was irrational for the agency to reach that conclusion without discussing how much Applicable Existing and Proposed Lease Stipulations and Best Management Practices. ROP B-2 would require
water would be withdrawn each season and year and where, and how BMPs and stipulations would reduce the  |that BLM must be notified within 48 hours of any observation of dead or injured fish on water source intake
massive impacts of withdrawals. Moreover, the agency ignored this groups scoping comments that explained screens, in the hole being used for pumping, or within any portion of ice roads or pads. If observed at a particular
BMPs are inadequate to protect dissolved oxygen levels in tundra ponds, and that the agency needed to include |lake, pumping must cease
physical and biological for each lake to determine suitability for water withdrawals. These examples illustrate temporarily from that hole until additional preventive measures are taken to avoid further impacts on fish.
how BLM’s blind reliance on mitigation measures prevented the agency from taking a “hard look” at impacts of
the project.

864 174 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska|Fish Finally, the DEIS lacks support for numerous conclusions it reached, ignored several important issues, and BMPs and other state permitting requirements are designed to minimize impacts to fish and fish habitat N
largely failed to connect the dots between likely impacts and what that means for a fish species as awhole. ... |regardless of species. Impacts were assessed based on life-history characteristics important for species
The DEIS failed to fully or accurately describe how various impacts of the project will affect each fish species | propagation such as migration, spawning, and overwintering. Effects on those important life-history stages
and its habitat. Instead, the DEIS largely lumped all species or habitat together when evaluating impacts, which | would be greater. Because potential effects would be primarily limited to short durations and would avoid
masks impacts to individual species or populations . . . substantial overwintering areas and spawning areas, key life-history phases would be avoided and impacts would
The DEIS repeatedly claimed that individual fish may be affected by the project but that such impacts will not | be limited to low numbers of individuals. Low numbers of individuals would not affect populations within
rise to population level effects; these sweeping conclusions are unsupported and speculative. Neither the DEIS  |streams and rivers of the Project area, either in individual waterbodies or as a whole, given the highly migratory
nor the Appendix E.10 suggest that BLM relied on estimates of how many individuals will be affected or the nature of most fish species in the analysis area and the specific habitats potentially affected.
thresholds for loss that each fish population/species can sustain. Without such information, the agency cannot Population-level effects would be a reduction in numbers of fish using any given stream, or the Project area as a
rationally conclude that impacts to individuals will not affect populations or a species as a whole. whole. We do not anticipate either level of population effect.

864 175 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska|Fish The DEIS failed to analyze what differences between alternatives mean for fish and fish habitat. Most notably, | Water withdrawal guidelines stipulate that not more than a specified percent of a lake’s volume can be Y
the DEIS never explained how module delivery option 2—which requires twice as much freshwater to be withdrawn. Thus, not all water withdrawal would occur from a single lake. The effects of withdrawing more
withdrawn as option 1—will impact fish in the short- or long-term, claiming only that such a massive withdrawal | water would cover a larger area (i.e., more lakes) but would not differ in the type, magnitude, or duration. This
“might” alter habitat in the future if lakes do not recover. Given the substantial quantities of water to be explanation was added to Section 3.10.2.7, Module Delivery Option 2: Point Lonely Module Transfer Island.
withdrawn under this alternative and the importance of water quantity to fish in the area, the agency needed to Injury or mortality from habitat loss (i.e., bridge piers or culverts) is not expected and therefore not included in
include a more thorough analysis of these impacts. the EIS. Injury or mortality from potential spills is covered in Section 3.10.2.9, Oil Spills and Other Accidental
The DEIS included a meager section on potential “injury or mortality” to fish that identifies only a single Releases. Spills are not proposed and thus are described separately.
mechanism through which such harm would occur: burying of fish where waterbodies are filled. This improperly
ignored the numerous other direct and indirect mechanisms through which the project threatens to injure or kill
fish, including low water or dissolved oxygen levels, oil spills, destruction of habitat, and more. The DEIS also
failed to estimate the number or scope of injuries or mortality expected and to which species, which made it
impossible for the agency to accurately assess impacts on each species and population. As a result, the section on
injury or morality is misleading and inaccurate.

864 176 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska|Fish The DEIS downplayed the possibility oil spills, never discussed what spills would mean for fish, and failed to An EIS does not need to assess the worst-case scenario (according to CEQ guidelines); in this case, the BLM N
acknowledge the serious risks that spills of other chemicals like fracking fluids pose to fish. The DEIS should included analysis of a low-probability, high-risk event and discussed the extent of those potential impacts in
have discussed the impacts that potential oil spills or other accidental releases—particularly a worst-case Section 3.10.2.9, Qil Spills and Other Accidental Releases.
scenario spill—may have on fish and fish habitat, rather ignoring impacts based on specious claims that such The EIS considers timing of all Project activities, including vessel traffic, in assessing potential impacts to fish.
spills are unlikely to occur and/or negatively affect fish habitat. Vessel traffic would overlap with spawning periods for some species of fish discussed in Section 3.10, Fish.

In several places, the DEIS failed to address how the timing of specific actions would coincide with any However, the vessel route would cover a small area in relation to the amount of available marine habitat and
temporal or seasonal life cycle needs for fish. For example, the DEIS admitted that increased marine vessel would not traverse any known unique marine spawning grounds. Spawning habitat for freshwater species is only
traffic could disturb or displace marine fish and affect individuals but does not address whether such impacts will |documented inland from the coast; therefore, these species would not be affected by marine vessel traffic.
occur during seasons or times that certain species are particularly vulnerable to noise or disturbance. DEIS 3.10 | Nearshore vessel traffic could be avoided by fish migrating toward spawning grounds.
at 86. The DEIS should have considered whether open-water seasons for vessels will overlap with key migration
or spawning periods and thereby cause disproportionate impacts on certain populations or species. This and other
deficiencies in the discussion of the temporal or seasonal nature of alternatives and fish needs is a serious flaw.
Appendix B.2 Draft EIS Comments and BLM Responses Page 92



Willow Master Development Plan

Letter
\[o}

Comment Sender Last Sender First

\[o}

Name

Psarianos

Name

Bridget

Trustees for Alaska

Primary
Comment
Code

Comment Text

The DEIS claimed that unavoidable and irretrievable impacts to fish and fish habitat would not affect the long-
term sustainability of fish resources. But neither the DEIS nor Appendix E.10 provided any support or rational
explanation for such sweeping conclusions, which is a serious flaw.

The DEIS disclosed that dozens of bridge piles would permanently remove freshwater fish habitat within their
footprint, but never discussed how that will affect fish that use or rely on that habitat.

The DEIS claimed, without explanation, that increased suspended sediment and turbidity levels in nearshore
marine habitat during the summer construction season would not affect fish at the population level, explaining
that such effects would be temporary and localized. However, the DEIS never identified the size of each
population or the number and importance of the fish affected, which the agency needed to reach such
conclusions about the populations as a whole.

... [T]he analysis included an incomplete discussion of specific aspects of the alternatives, ignored cumulative
impacts that are likely to occur, failed to fully and appropriately consider the impacts of climate change, and did
not address scientific information and concerns about Arctic fish populations and habitat that were raised in the
scoping comments. These universal flaws in the DEIS also render its analysis of fish inadequate.

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

Text was added to clarify that the amount of habitat loss (in both freshwater and marine areas) and screeding
would be small in comparison to the amount of available habitat of similar types and qualities.

For all effects described in the EIS, effects are stated to occur at the individual level. Because population-level
effects are not expected, the long-term sustainability of fish would also not be affected.

Table E.10.2 in Appendix E.10 (Fish Technical Appendix) shows the acres of fill that would be comprised of
bridge piles, which would be small in comparison to the amount of habitat available to fish. The main functions
of the habitats that would be filled by piles are migration and rearing. As stated in Section 3.10.2.3.1, Habitat
Loss or Alteration, structures would be designed to ensure long-term fish passage, and they would be installed
during winter when no fish habitat is present. The effects to fish from direct loss of habitat from pile placement
are negligible and would be minor relative to total habitat available in each stream.

The open-water season off the ACP in the Beaufort Sea is characterized by strong and nearly continuous wind.
Nearshore habitats are highly turbid and characterized by high sediment transport. An increase in turbidity and
suspended sediments would be immeasurable to ambient conditions. The nearshore ecosystem, especially near
Oliktok Point, is one of high disturbance and turbidity. More text about these existing conditions were added to
Section 3.10.2.3.1.

Population abundance estimates are not available for the Project area. However, given the regularity of
subsistence fishing, populations are likely more than a few individuals. Given that the sum of potential effects
would only affect low numbers of individual fish and given the highly mobile nature of fish species in the
Project area, population-level effects are not reasonably expected to occur.

864 188 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska|Fish The EIS fails to accurately analyze the effects of the Modular Transport Island (MTI), which would include the | The EIS does not state that screeding would have substantial impacts; to the contrary, all sections in which N
use of screeding. In many instances, the EIS describes process of screeding as having a substantial impact on the |screeding is listed as a potential impact describe it as minor, temporary, and limited to the screeding footprint,
sea floor, benthic and epibenthic species, and the species that rely on them for food. . . . But the EIS does not which is quantified and varies by action alternative and module delivery option. The minor, temporary, and
provide any quantification or reference for the claim that the impact would be relatively small. The EIS should | limited effects to fish that would be entrained in the screeding footprint would be irreversible because mortality
quantify the impacts of terraforming and provide evidence that the impact is small. is irreversible. The density and diversity of the screeding area was further described in Section 3.10.2.3.3, Injury
The EIS is also contradictory as to whether the MTI would erode away over time. The EIS states, “The alteration | or Mortality, to demonstrate that few individuals would be irreversibly killed.
of nearshore habitat would also be irreversible because even if the MTI is abandoned and reshaped, it would still | As described in Section 3.8.2.6, Module Delivery Option 1: Atigaru Point Module Transfer Island, the MTI is
exist. However, this statement contradicts Lease Stipulation G-1 (Table 3.4.1). The EIS should more clearly expected to be reshaped by waves and ice within 10 to 20 years, including potentially dropping below the water
explain what will happen to the MTI after it is abandoned, and provide references or modeling that supports line as other abandoned human-made islands have done in the Beaufort Sea. Examples of these islands are
those claims. provided. The MTI is not expected to erode away as the commenter suggests. As stated, habitat loss from the
MTI would be irreversible because even if the MTI is abandoned and reshaped, it would still exist.
The MTI would be located offshore in Harrison Bay, which is outside BLM jurisdiction. If the BLM approves
the Willow MDP Project with module delivery Option 1 (Atigaru Point MTI), CPAI would need to obtain
authorization from the State of Alaska. BLM LS G-1 does not apply to the MTI.
864 296 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska|Fish There is no discussion in the DEIS concerning fish use in the wetlands that are proposed to be impacted. This is a|Fish studies conducted and referenced in the Draft EIS did investigate wetlands with potential to provide fish N
glaring omission in the DEIS. BLM must articulate how highly migratory Arctic fishes, such as broad whitefish, |habitat, and those data are incorporated in the Draft EIS. The Draft EIS and referenced reports specifically
use the project area to complete various life stages. considers the migratory nature of fish in the Project area and assess impacts based on that information. Wetlands
with no connections to fish-bearing waterbodies do not support fish. Marginally connected wetlands were
sampled, and data were used for evaluation.
864 297 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska|Fish The proposal for the MTI includes screeding of the substrate and almost 13 acres of gravel fill that would The Final EIS includes Option 3 (Colville River Crossing), which does not require an MTI. Y
certainly impact the nearshore marine environment, and cause irreversible direct mortality to fish and benthic
organisms, and interrupt near shore processes. The DEIS states that the alteration of nearshore habitat would be
irreversible because even if the MTI is abandoned and reshaped, it would still exist. But this paragraph also
contends these impacts would not be irreversible and would not affect the long-term sustainability of fish
resources. BLM and the Corps cannot rely on this rationale for any future determination that no compensatory
mitigation would be required for marine/fresh water/wetland impacts to fish and fish habitat. The DEIS should
have discussed removal of the MTI gravel pad, and should consider an alternative where the MTI is removed
rather than left to erode. In addition, the rejection of certain alternatives which would eliminate the need for the
MTI altogether, are not given enough consideration and analysis in the DEIS. The DEIS does not adequately
demonstrate the MTI Option 1 proposal is the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA)
under the 404(b)(1) Guidelines.
864 298 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska|Fish The main focus of the mitigation proposal is application of BLM’s Lease Stipulations (LSs) and Best Compensatory mitigation is not required for NEPA and will be determined in the Section 404 permitting N
Management Practices (BMPs). The Willow project as proposed will require deviations from these measures. process.
The deviations are very relevant here since some deviations will occur to LSs and BMPs that are specifically
designed to protect fish. The DEIS acknowledges that individual fish will be impacted and affected by multiple
actions under the preferred alternatives, but impacts would not result in population level effects. This is NOT the
threshold for compensatory mitigation for impacts to fish and fish habitat.
Appendix B.2 Draft EIS Comments and BLM Responses Page 93



Willow Master Development Plan
Comment Sender Last Sender First Org.

Letter
\[o}

\[o}

Name

Psarianos

Name

Bridget

Trustees for Alaska

Primary
Comment
Code

Comment Text

BLM’s assertion that the LSs and BMPs (listed in Table 3.10.1) are intended to mitigate impacts to fish from
development activity and these measures would reduce impacts to fish habitat, subsistence hunting and fishing
areas, and the environment, associated with construction, drilling and operation of oil and gas facilities is simply
unfounded, unsubstantiated and not analyzed in terms of project footprint and destruction and/or impairment of
EFH. Although the DEIS (Chapter 3, Section 3.10.2.3.1) discusses potential fish habitat loss, alteration, or
creation, they assert the impacts will be temporary, even though they do expect fish impacts/mortality from
project construction . . . BLM also acknowledges (although they state it would be in extreme and unlikely cases)
longer lasting impacts on a local spawning population could occur if blockages caused substantial delays to
migrating Arctic grayling during the spring spawning period and reduced fry production from that specific creek.
Blocked passages could also affect whitefish species attempting to move upstream in spring and delay or
prohibit them from reaching preferred feeding areas.

These potential impacts to fish and EFH in the project area could be substantial, if not significant, and BLM does
not explain or analyze how the listed LSs and BMPs would fully or partially compensate for impacts. BLM must
describe how application of the LSs and BMPs is adequate compensation for degradation and/or destruction of
habitat (including EFH), and injury and/or mortality to fish. The DEIS does not do so. It is unclear the required
Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) consultation with National Marine Fisheries Service will address the need for
compensatory mitigation for impacts to both anadromous and resident fish and their habitats because it is clear
that permanent, direct, indirect, and temporary impacts will occur to fish from project implementation,
construction and operation. The consultation information is lacking in the DEIS and needs to be included.

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

Except as required by law, BLM policy precludes imposition of compensatory mitigation on public land users
(IM 2019-018, Compensatory Mitigation). A Compensatory Mitigation Plan is not required for NEPA or for the
Section 404 permit application; only a compensatory mitigation statement is required. USACE determines
compensatory mitigation requirements associated with Section 404 permits and provides a public comment
opportunity upon issuance of the Public Notice for permit applications under Section 404. If mitigation is needed
for potential effects to EFH, that will be determined in the EFH consultation with NMFS.

EFH is identified in Section 3.10.1.3, Essential Fish Habitat, and in Figure 3.10.1. Effects to EFH are described
throughout Section 3.10, Fish, and identified in Section 3.10.2.10, Effects to Essential Fish Habitat.

The BLM initiated consultation with NMFS on EFH in May 2020. It is not required under NEPA to include
consultation documents in the EIS.

4.2.10 General Economics

Table B.2.13. Substantive Comments Received on General Economics

Letter Comment Sender Last Sender First Org. Primary Comment Text Response
No. No. Name Name Comment
Code
991 34 Bruno Jeff Alaska State, General Throughout the document there seems to be a misunderstanding of NPR-A grant funds. NPR-A Mitigation Grant | Text updated in Final EIS Section 3.15, Economics, and in Section 5.3.1, State of Alaska National Petroleum Y
Department of Economics funds are federal royalties and are not a State Royalty. This nuance has the potential to misinform the public, Reserve in Alaska Impact Grant Program, to reflect that this is not a state royalty.
Natural Resources underestimate the federal government’s efforts to mitigate the project, and overestimate the States royalty
estimates from this project. The State does not consider this a State royalty. Please correct throughout the
document.
991 35 Bruno Jeff Alaska State, General Please change heading to “NPR-A Impact Grant Program.” That is the actual name of the program. Text updated to change “NPR-A Impact Grant Funds” and “NPR-A Impact Mitigation Fund” to “NPR-A Impact Y
Department of Economics (Page 177) It states in the first paragraph that “The federal government has no ability to influence the Grant Program.”
Natural Resources management of the fund or State-run grant program.” There is federal oversight of the State run grant program | Text updated in Final EIS Section 3.15, Economics, and elsewhere mentioned in the Final EIS, to clarify that the
and any changes in the program would need concurrence and coordination by federal agencies. NPR-A Impact Grant Program funds are federal royalties used to administer mitigation for Project impacts
(Page 177) It might be helpful to attach a link to the 2019 legislative report for this program: through a state-run grant program, with federal oversight.
https://iwww.commerce.alaska.gov/web/Portals/4/pub/2019%20Report%20t0%20the%20 Legislature.pdf
(Page 178) Royalties associated to this grant are federal royalties not State royalties. Please make it clear that
these are federal royalties used to mitigate impacts that the State of Alaska administers in the form of grant
program.
(Page 177) Please make sure to address the impacts from this grant fund throughout the document where
appropriate and not just in this section. These funds will play huge role in helping the communities mitigate the
impacts from surrounding development and help assist local communities/residents with developing their
communities as they see appropriate, both in the short term and long term.
991 29b Bruno Jeff Alaska State, General Page 124, Table 3.15.3. Federal royalties administered by the State of Alaska grant program does not equal State | Table 3.15.4 was updated to clarify that the NPR-A Impact Grant Program funds are federal royalties. Y
Department of Economics Royalties. Please correct throughout the document.
Natural Resources
1302 107 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips General DEIS states the population for Nuigsut is 347, which is likely based on U.S. Census Bureau’s American While NSB believes that U.S. census data underestimate population and unemployment in the borough, the U.S N
Economics Community Survey. The NSB has expressed concerns that the U.S. Census numbers are too low. Accordingto | Census data provide consistent data for conducting analysis. The preface to the NSB socioeconomic survey
the 2019 NSB Comprehensive Plan, the population of Nuigsut in 2015 was 449. We recommend acknowledging | notes that there were challenges to collecting 2015 NSB socioeconomic survey data and that 75% of respondents
the NSB estimate for consistency with discussion in the Economics section. in Nuigsut refused to provide some of the income data requested (NSB 2016). Use of the U.S. Census versus
NSB population data would not result in significant changes to impacts. No change to text.
NSB. 2016. 2015 economic profile and census, North Slope Borough. North Slope Borough, Barrow, AK.
1302 121 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips General While project economic impacts are described further in the appendices, information in the table is a key part of | Given the large amount of data, the information was retained in the appendix. N
Economics the project impact and merits more discussion within the main text of the document.
1302 123 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips General If escalation is applied to dollar values, it should be stated. Price and costs could all be escalated at a nominal A note was added to Table 3.15.4 in Final EIS Section 3.15, Economics, to state that “the values shown reflect Y
Economics rate. the estimated total cumulative revenues through the end of the production life of the field.”
1302 124 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips General The profile of jobs during the construction phase is inconsistent with ConocoPhillips estimates provided to Final EIS Section 3.15, Economics, Table 3.15.2 (Direct Construction Employment Estimates) was updated Y
Economics BLM. based on Table 5 (Estimated Number of Direct Construction Jobs: Proponent’s Project Alternative) in Appendix
E.15 (Economics Technical Appendix).
1294 39 Nukapigak |Joe Kuukpik General Vol. I, p. 123, Section 3.15, Economics, 3.15.2.3.1, Construction and Drilling. Text updated in Final EIS Section 3.15.2.3.1, Construction and Drilling. Y
Corporation Economics The 4th passage states: “In addition to construction employment, drilling activities are estimated to generate 140
jobs per year.” This figure is believed to actually refer to jobs per year per rig.
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Nukapigak Kuukpik

Corporation

Vol. |, p. 124, Section 3.15.2.3.2, Operations.
This section states, “Once the operations phase begins, the Project would add an estimated 350 jobs through the
life of the Project.” Since the bulk of these jobs would be on a rotational schedule, this information implies that
around 175 people would be on site at any given time. Is this accurate? This information also calls into question
the flight data and vehicle trips previously referenced.

The number of flights presented in the EIS include more than crew rotation.

4.2.11 Land Ownership and Use

Table B.2.14. Substantive Comments Received on Land Ownership and Use
Letter Comment Sender Last Sender First Org. Primary Comment Text
N\[o} N\[o} Name Name Comment
Code
Land Do you know if you’re going to impact any allotments on the road or if you know how close you are fromany | No Native allotments would be directly impacted by Project construction. The closest Project activity/feature
Ownership and |native allotments? that would be constructed would be the ice road required under Option 3 to cross the Colville River near Ocean
Use Point; this ice road would be located within approximately 0.25 mile of a Native allotment.
The following list provides some of the closest distances to Native allotments from different Project features
(e.g., gravel roads, gravel pads, ice roads):
-HDD gravel pad (west side of Colville), all alternatives: 1.4 miles
-Gravel access road, Alternative B (Proponent’s Project) and Alternative C (Disconnected Infield Roads): 10.4
miles
-BT3 gravel pad, all alternatives: 18.5 miles
-Mine site, all alternatives: 8.5 miles
-Ice road, Option 2 (Point Lonely Module Transfer Island): 1.8 miles
-Ice road, Option 1 (Atigaru Point Module Transfer Island): 9.4 miles
-lce road, all alternatives: 9.4 miles
-Ice pad (HDD west pad), all alternatives: 1.4 miles

Response

Nungasak

4.2.12 Marine Mammals

Table B.2.15. Substantive Comments Received on Marine Mammals
Letter Comment Sender Last | Sender First Org. Primary
[\[o} No. Name Name Comment

Comment Text

Response

Code

Marine And also Footnote B states that the barges will travel from Southern Alaska, yet there are no analyses regarding | Effects analysis of the barge transit route was added to Section 3.13, Marine Mammals.
mammals that route, and which will likely take barges through critical habitat area for North Pacific right whales, and if |
am still up to date, that last population estimate was 31. So that’s of great concern. And also excluding potential
impacts by barges and support vessels to species present between Point Lonely and Oliktok Point during the ice-
free months, such as bowhead whales, and along the barge route and Southern Alaska is an oversight |
encourage you to correct. Currently only sea—ice seals and polar bears are considered, and the table states that
the route is outside—the migratory route of bowheads is outside of the route of these, and | would ask you to
please look more closely at data, because bowhead whales, when transiting from the Eastern Beaufort west,
don’t just go way offshore and pass by these areas. They are known to stop and feed. And if you look at data
which is available on daily as well as yearly reports for the National Marine Mammal Labs, the aerial surveys of
Arctic marine mammals, you will see that over the years Harrison Bay has been pretty heavily used by bowhead
whales.
989 30 Brower, Jr. Harry North Slope Marine Page 109, Table 3.13.1 Marine Mammals Known to Occur in the Analysis Area The distance to the 120-dB NMFS underwater threshold for behavioral disturbance was calculated using a N
Borough, Office of | mammals It is very plausible that bowheads and belugas could also be present in the corridor. Certainly, the sound, if source level for vessel noise of 170 dB rms at 3.28 feet and transmission loss of 15 log resulting in a distance of
the Mayor generated within the corridor, would travel much farther. 7,067 feet (or 1.3 miles). This was conservatively rounded up to 1.5 miles for the offshore analysis area. These
See previous comment about underwater noise. Analysis area may be too narrow. This might be allowable for | distances are consistent with other NEPA, ESA, and MMPA consultations in Alaska. Vessel noise is the loudest
polar bears (maybe), but more aquatic species live in an acoustic sound-scape that is important to their ecology. |sound associated with in-water work, so this distance was used to calculate action area. Pile driving is all
terrestrial, so these distances were not included in the offshore analysis area.
Traditional knowledge and data from Aerial Surveys of Arctic Marine Mammals indicate that bowheads and
belugas do not migrate in the shallow waters near Oliktok Dock but typically stay outside the barrier islands.
989 31 Brower, Jr. Harry North Slope Marine Page 110, 3.13.1.1 Special Status Species Critical habitat designations were added to Table 3.13.1. Y
Borough, Office of | mammals “[Bearded seals] are listed as threated and have no designated critical habitat.”
the Mayor —Please specify that Bearded seals have no designated critical habitat at this time. We understand NOAA is
currently working on designating critical habitat for Bearded seals and Ringed seals.
989 32 Brower, Jr. Harry North Slope Marine Page 110, 3.13.1.2, Spotted Seals Table 3.13.1 was added to the Final EIS to summarize species occurrence in the analysis area and overlap with Y
Borough, Office of | mammals Tag data indicate that spotted seals migrate south of the Bering Straits in the late fall, and winter in the Bering | Project components. Spotted seals are identified as occurring in the Bering, Chukchi, and Beaufort seas, as well
the Mayor Sea. They are not as ice associated as ringed seals. as the Oliktok Dock area, MTIs, and the CRD.
Perhaps in the winter and early spring this association is “strong.” As the season progresses, they become
pelagic and more associated with terrestrial haulouts. Timing is important when characterizing their association
with ice.
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Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

Brower, Jr. Harry North Slope Marine Page 110, 3.13.2.1, Environmental Consequences The Final EIS and Appendix E.13 (Marine Mammals Technical Appendix) use the NMFS 2018 Technical
Borough, Office of | mammals I do think that there may be some overlap between Level A and Level B harassment. If Level B disturbances Guidance for assessing Levels A and B harassment. Distances to the thresholds described in the NMFS 2018
the Mayor accumulate and cause a decline in body condition, or interfere with reproduction, has the seal been “injured?” | guidance using methods described for transmission loss and recommended source levels for different Project
The answer may be yes. components are also provided in Appendix E.13. The EIS is consistent with NMFS policy.
NMFS. 2018. Revisions to: Technical Guidance for Assessing the Effects of Anthropogenic Sound on Mammal
Hearing (Version 2.0): Underwater Thresholds for Onset of Permanent and Temporary Threshold Shifts. Seattle,
WA: NOAA, NMFS.
989 35 Brower, Jr. Harry North Slope Marine Page 113, 3.13.2.3.2, Disturbance or Displacement Disturbance of polar bears and seals from air traffic is described in Section 3.13.2.3.2.2, Coastal and Marine N
Borough, Office of | mammals “Exposure of marine mammals to aircraft presence would occur throughout the life of the Project, but each Disturbance or Displacement. Cumulative effects are not expected because flights over the CRD would occur
the Mayor occurrence would be temporary and of short duration and would result in brief behavioral responses.” only during construction and in limited quantity.
—Many “brief” responses may have a cumulative effect.
1303 3 Christopherson|Jen Defenders of Marine These species are already experiencing significant effects from climate change and other oil and gas activities in | Cetaceans, including listed bowhead and beluga whales, are addressed in Final EIS Section 3.13, Marine Y
Wildlife Mammals the Alaskan Arctic. The DEIS understates impacts to polar bears and seals, and completely omits impacts to Mammals.
cetaceans including listed bowhead and beluga whales.
1302 134 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Marine The DEIS states that bowhead whales and beluga whales were not analyzed because their migration corridor is | The Final EIS marine mammals analysis area was expanded to include the vessel route. Y
mammals outside of the analysis area. For comprehensiveness, we recommend that BLM explain more fully why
additional analysis is unnecessary.
1302 135 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Marine “Ice infrastructure would cover 2,872.3 acres, which could alter foraging habitat during winter construction.” Edit made as suggested. Y
mammals Onshore habitat is rarely used in the winter for foraging by polar bears, and BLM notes on page 110 that polar
bears may use terrestrial habitat for denning, scavenging, resting and travel between marine habitats. Therefore,
it’s unlikely that the acreage of ice infrastructure on land would impact foraging habitat. ConocoPhillips requests
BLM update this metric to include only sea ice acreage. BLM also notes that approximately 442.7 acres of
foraging habitat for polar bears would be permanently lost as a result of gravel infrastructure. ConocoPhillips
finds it unlikely that the Willow roads and pads would have provided polar bear foraging habitat, particularly
that far inland.
1302 136 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Marine There is an apparent typo in 3rd paragraph under 3.13.2.3.2: “Using the disturbance buffer of 1 mile for polar Sentence was updated for the Final EIS. Y
mammals bear dens during operations, 85.3.5 acres would potentially be disturbed.”
1302 137 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Marine This section discusses the potential for Level A harassment of marine mammals. For comprehensiveness, it may | Both Levels A and B harassment are discussed in the Final EIS in Section 3.13.2.3.2, Disturbance or N
mammals be prudent to include some discussion of the potential for Level B harassment. Displacement, and in Appendix E.13 (Marine Mammals Technical Appendix), Section 1.3.2, Applicable Noise
Criteria.
1294 14 Nukapigak Joe Kuukpik Marine The Draft EIS also downplays or under-estimates the likely effects of introducing an unnatural island on The Final EIS includes a third module delivery option (Option 3: Colville River Crossing) that does not include Y
Corporation mammals bowhead whales and other aquatic species. As BLM knows, bowhead whales are a vital subsistence and cultural |the construction of an MTI. Effects of all module delivery options are summarized in Table 3.13.4. The MTI at
resource for Nuigsut. Each spring, they migrate east to the north of the proposed MTI and pass it again during | Atigaru Point or Point Lonely would increase noise in an area that currently does not have industrial noise
the westward migration in August or September. It’s therefore nearly incomprehensible that BLM has sources, but it would be for only four seasons (thus, would not be a permanent noise source). Further, the MTI
summarily concluded that the MTI will not have any meaningful impacts on whales and whaling. In fact, it gets |would be located in very shallow water, where bowheads are not expected. The type of activity that would occur
this whole analysis wrong by concluding that there wouldn’t be any meaningful impacts because (i) the island | at the MTI during those four seasons would be similar to existing activities at Oliktok Dock and West Dock,
would be outside Nuigsut’s hunting grounds, and (ii) BLM believes whales do not pass close enough to shore to |which are both closer to Cross Island, which has continued to be a successful whaling location.
be impacted by either the island or vessel traffic. Although it’s true that the MTI location is not squarely within
Nuigsut’s hunting grounds, the vessel traffic and noise associated with construction of the island, activities on
the island, and delivering the modules could impact or deflect migrating whales, seal populations, and fish and
other species. And even though the island itself would not be located in subsistence whaling areas, bowhead
whales do pass through Harrison Bay in meaningful numbers, usually to rest or escape stormy seas. If the island
and shipping activities associated with it impact the overall health of the bowhead whale, seals, and other
populations, there would be real repercussions in Nuigsut and Utqiagvik (since the island is “upstream” from
that community’s whaling grounds) and across the North Slope. In other words, activities that harm bowhead
whales outside of Nuigsut’s whaling grounds are nevertheless very, very relevant and important to Nuigsut. The
question is not just whether the MTI would actively displace hunting (it likely wouldn’t); it’s whether the
impacts from the island, both short term and over time, could alter whale behavior or populations in ways that
would impact subsistence users long-term . ..
The Draft also doesn’t pay enough attention to non-whaling impacts. Nuigsut hunters, for example, target
multiple species of seals in Harrison Bay, not that far from the proposed location of the island. The Draft EIS
eases right past this potential conflict, downplaying the risk of “periodic displacement.” 57
1294 37 Nukapigak Joe Kuukpik Marine Vol. I, p. 109, Table 3.13.1, Marine Mammals Known to Occur in the Analysis Area. The indication that the Though bowhead whales may occur offshore from the MT], they are not expected near the MTI. Their N
Corporation mammals Willow Project Area is completely outside the bowhead whale migration corridor is not entirely accurate, as migration corridor is generally in depths greater than 60 feet, and the MT1 would be in an approximately 8- to
explained in Kuukpik’s comments. Nuigsut whalers confirm the bowhead whales use Harrison Bay and pass 10-foot water depth.
near Atigaru Paint.
58 1 Olemaun Chastity — Marine I’m wondering when the open water season is for the sealift barges, and what is the mitigation process for --to | As described in Section 3.13.2.6.2, Disturbance or Displacement, bowhead whales are not expected to be N
mammals not disturb the bowhead migration? affected by the Project, and thus, no mitigation is needed.
Bowhead and beluga whales harvested near Utqiagvik (Barrow) and Nuigsut in fall and spring would not be
disturbed by the increased vessel traffic between Atigaru Point and Oliktok Point because their migration
corridor is generally in depths greater than 60 feet and all vessel traffic would occur in shallower water. Marine
habitat would recover from noise almost immediately after construction and in-water work cease. Vessel traffic
is not expected to result in injury or mortality of marine mammals because vessels would travel at speeds slower
than 14 knots.
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BLM Must Expand the Marine Mammal Analysis Area.

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

Regarding the onshore analysis area, the distance to the 100-dB NMFS airborne threshold for phocids (other

particularly vulnerable to oil spills. Polar bears could come in to contact with oil in a variety of ways. Polar bears
could directly come in to contact with spilled oil or by means of grooming themselves. An oiled bear could
ingest significant amounts of oil through natural grooming. Polar bears could also experience consequences
from oil spills indirectly, such as through contaminated prey. The imperiled SBS population of polar bears could
suffer major impacts from an oil spill.

The DEIS needs to specifically examine the adverse consequences of oil spills to polar bears, especially given
their use of both terrestrial and marine habitats within the Project area.

mammals The DEIS states that: than harbor seals) for behavioral disturbance was calculated using a source level of 101 dBA at 50 feet for pile
The analysis area for onshore activities for marine mammals is the area within 1 mile of onshore construction driving and transmission loss of 20 log, resulting in a distance of 55 feet. There is no threshold for polar bear
and operation activities and within 1.5 miles of construction activities and support vessel route for offshore disturbance, other than for denning bears, for which a 1-mile buffer has been used. Therefore, this distance was
construction (Figure 3.13.1). This area represents the maximum distance that underwater or airborne noise or used as the analysis area. Bears and hauled-out seals are likely able to detect industrial sounds at distances
vibration could affect marine mammals and their habitats (based on the USFWS polar bear den disturbance greater than this 1-mile buffer, but data are lacking regarding if distances greater than 1 mile cause disturbance.
zone), and also represents the maximum distance from which polar bears may be attracted to Project facilities. | One mile was used to be consistent with current USFWS mitigation practices.
BLM must expand this analysis area for several reasons. First, the one-mile buffer zone for onshore construction | Regarding the offshore analysis area, the distance to the 120-dB NMFS underwater threshold for behavioral
and operation activities should be increased substantially, to better reflect available science regarding disturbance was calculated using a source level for vessel noise of 170-dB rms at 3.28 feet and transmission loss
disturbances to non-denning polar bears. Routine snow machine noise, for example, has been shown to prompt | of 15 log, resulting in a distance of 7,067 feet (or 1.3 miles). This was conservatively rounded up to 1.5 miles.
significant avoidance responses in polar bears at distances up to 3,272 meters over two miles. These distances are consistent with other NEPA, ESA, and MMPA consultations in Alaska. Vessel noise is the
Second, the 1.5-mile offshore buffer similarly should be increased to reflect actual distances at which loudest sound associated with in-water work, so this distance was used to calculate the analysis area. Pile driving
construction and vessel noise are known to impact other marine mammals. For example, BLM has elsewhere is all terrestrial, so these distances were not included in the offshore analysis area.
acknowledged that industrial noise can impact seals at a distance of 2.5-3.7 miles, depending on the nature of the | The estimated marine vessel route was added to the Final EIS as Figure 3.13.2. Effects analysis of the vessel
source and other factors. route and affected species was added to Section 3.13, Marine Mammals. Table 3.13.1 added the list of known
Third, the referenced Figure 3.13.1 shows no support vessel route or associated analysis area. BLM must species to occur along barge route and marine construction area. We acknowledge that bowhead and beluga
provide a description and map of support vessels that will be needed and the areas those vessels will traverse. It |whales occur in the Beaufort Sea, but they do not occur in the shallow area of the planned marine construction
must include all marine mammals potentially impacted by those vessels and establish an analysis area based on | area.
distances from vessel noise at which marine mammals may be impacted. It must include the full vessel transit
route, not just the areas in the immediate vicinity of the proposed construction, and examine potential impacts
including vessel strikes. A non-exhaustive list of marine mammals which would need to be included in BLM’s
analysis include: right whale, orca, walrus, Steller sea lion, ribbon seal, humpback whale, gray whale, and
harbor porpoise.
Finally, the DEIS excludes bowhead and beluga whales from any analysis, claiming that the migration corridor
for each species is outside of the analysis area. But both species occur in the project area. BLM must add
bowhead and beluga whales to the list of impacted species and the DEIS must assess the projects impacts to
both.

864 199 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska|Marine The DEIS Fails to Examine Critical Marine Ecosystem Effects of an Oil Spill Text was added to Section 3.13.2.10, Qil Spills and Accidental Releases, to address the effects of spills on prey

Mammals Oil spills can harm marine mammals by reducing their prey. BLM fails to examine the negative impacts of oil at | for marine mammals.
an ecosystem level as well as short- and long-term impacts to marine mammals such as polar bears, whales, and
seals. Studies have concluded even a small spill can have both short and long-term substantial negative impacts.
At the ecosystem level, for example, plankton, such as the fat-rich Arctic copepod C. hyperboreus, are part of
the base of the marine ecosystem and a critical component for the food supply of marine mammals. When C.
hyperboreus are exposed to small amounts of oil, their ability to graze, reproduce, and metabolize is
significantly reduced.
The effect on plankton further exacerbates other negative impacts of oil spills on marine mammals.
Oil spills can also adversely affect fish and invertebrates of all developmental stages. Oil contamination of
mollusks has been found to impair growth, fertilization, and development of
embryos, kill gill tissue, and encourage cancerous growths. Hydrocarbons can cause larval deformation and
death. Adult fish exposed to oil can suffer from reduced growth, enlarged liver, changes in heart and respiration
rates, fin erosion, and reproductive impairment.
The DEIS must properly acknowledge the risk of oil spills and needs to fully examine the ecosystem effects of
oil spills—large and small—to marine mammals.

864 200 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska|Marine The DEIS Neglects to Examine Impacts of Oil Spills on Polar Bears Text was added to Section 3.13.2.10, Qil Spills and Accidental Releases, to address the effects of spills on polar
Mammals Polar bears spend time both in the water and on land. This dual use of the environment makes polar bears bears.
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Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska| Marine The DEIS Neglects to Examine Impacts of Oil Spills on Whales and Ice Seals Text was added to Section 3.13.2.10, Oil Spills and Accidental Releases, to address the effects of spills on
Mammals Individual whales and seals can be affected by oil spills in numerous ways, many of which are not fully marine mammals.
documented. However, documented stress on whales and seals includes decreased survival and reproductive
rates, health effects, and disrupted normal behaviors such as foraging. These individual effects can result in
population-level consequences.
Long term post-exposure studies have demonstrated some of the population-level impacts that cannot always be
readily observed immediately post oil-spill. In a long-term study following the Exxon Valdez Qil Spill, two
different orca pods, a transient pod and a resident pod, suffered significant losses which contributed towards
these distinct orca populations trajectory toward extinction. Likewise, the population of harbor seals in Prince
William Sound declined 4.6% annually following the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill.
Exposure to toxic fumes from hydrocarbons during oil spills has even been linked to mortality in cetaceans,
years after the accidents; a 2015 report linked adrenal and lung lesions in bottlenose dolphins to the Deepwater
Horizon oil spill, which led to an unusual mortality event from 2010 to 2014. Seal pups depend on scent to
establish a mother-pup bond, and mothers often do not recognize their oil-coated pups. Oiled pups may be
prematurely abandoned, reducing the pups chances of survival. During the nursing period, ringed, bearded, and
spotted seals return to the water several times a day between nursing bouts, increasing the chances of repeated
contact with oil.
BLM must examine the long-term harm oil spills can have on whale and ice seal populations both near the
Willow development and along the vessel and barge supply route.

864 202 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska|Marine The DEIS Fails to Adequately Consider Impacts from Disturbance and Displacement. Section 3.13.2.3.2, Disturbance or Displacement, was updated for the Final EIS. Calculations were updated and Y
mammals Given polar bears declining population and increasing stressors, disturbance and displacement of bears from described by both critical habitat units and proximity to shore (i.e., onshore and offshore effects). As noted in the
preferred habitats is becoming an increasingly significant consideration. Yet the DEIS scarcely considers it. USFWS 2016-2021 ITRs for polar bears, polar bears have continued to use habitat near industrial activities for
BLM must better quantify the impacts of the Willow project, together with existing and other foreseeable many years, including many instances of successful denning. Polar bears exhibit tolerance to oil and gas activity
developments, on polar bears. in this area.

First, the DEIS estimates the area where the project could disturb polar bears at 853 acres. The analysis area
shown in Figure 3.13.1, however, appears to encompass a significantly greater area, since it includes a one-mile
buffer on either side of dozens of miles of roads and other project facilities. BLM must better explain its
conclusion that the project would potentially disturb polar bears in a total of just 853.5, acres or must revise its
calculation.

The DEIS also understates the effect of the disturbance and displacement that will occur:

The duration and frequency of impacts from construction would be continuous during construction and
operation. Because activities would have a short duration and occur over a small area of denning and critical
habitat relative to the entire North Slope, polar bears and seals are expected to find alternate similar habitat.
There is no support for the conclusion that disturbed or displaced bears will simply find alternate habitat. It
cannot be assumed that animals which move from their preferred site would not be subject to any impacts,
especially if the animals are moving away from dens, mates, or other biologically important areas. Indeed, BLM
has elsewhere acknowledged that possible impacts on polar bears exposed to noise potentially include disruption
of normal activities, displacement from foraging and denning habitats, and displacement of maternal females
and young cubs from dens.

The bears denning in the NPRA are from the same population of SBS bears whose Arctic Refuge coastal plain
denning habitat BLM soon plans to sell to the highest bidder. The impacts are significant and the alternate
habitat is diminishing along Alaska’s north slope.

Other studies reinforce the impacts of industrial activity and noise on bears. As noted above, routine snow
machine noise has been shown to prompt significant avoidance responses in polar bears at distances up to 3,272
meters over two miles. Bears in this study typically had a pronounced response and frequently fled snowmobiles
and continued to flee the area at lengthy distances. Also, industrial activities produced measured noise higher
than background levels at a distance of up to 1.24 miles from artificial dens, depending on the source.
Displacement of a mother bear from her den will adversely affect the mother and result in death for any cubs.
Displacement from preferred foraging areas near the project will increase the bears metabolic costs and
nutritional stress. Together with displacement occurring due to other existing and proposed development in polar
bear critical habitat, the impacts from Willow could be significant. BLM must take a hard look at the direct,
indirect and cumulative impacts of the Willow project on polar bears.
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BLM Fails to Adequately Assess Increased Human-Bear Interactions.
With increased oil and gas development activity occurring in Alaska’s Arctic concurrent with bears spending
more time on land, human-polar bear interactions have been increasing. These interactions can lead to
displacement from preferred habitat, energetic loss, stress, and even mortality.

The DEIS recognizes the increased likelihood of human encounters with nutritionally bears stressed

but it does not detail the impact of these increased encounters on the polar bear population. The percentage of
bears coming ashore and staying for at least 21 days has more than sextupled as those bears are arriving earlier,
staying later, and staying longer than ever before. As bears spend more time onshore, the more likely bears are
to be affected by industry expansion and more likely to encounter humans. Inland areas in the NPRA will
become increasingly critical to the SBS population These factors combined could further elevate the
significance of human-bear interactions.

This higher rate of encounters will increase harassment of polar bears, adding stress to the bears and
exacerbating the aforementioned consequences. Higher encounter rates conflict with BMPs A-8 (minimize
conflicts between humans and bears) and M-1 (minimize disturbance and hinderance of wildlife, or alteration of
wildlife movements through the NPR-A). Polar bears have extremely high energy demands and for this
currently stressed population, conserving energy is vital to their survival. Increased human-bear interactions,
even non-lethal encounters, could contribute to the hinderance of polar bear survival and reproduction. BLM
must analyze the population-level risk of increased human-bear interactions in light of industry expansion in the
NPRA and increasing polar bear use of terrestrial habitats.

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

The effects of the Project in combination with effects of climate change (such as bears spending more time
onshore) is described in the Final EIS in Section 3.19.10.5, Marine Mammals.

864
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Trustees for Alaska
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mammals

The DEIS Underestimates Impacts to Denning Bears.

Polar bears build dens by excavating snow on land or sea ice. As sea ice dwindles, polar bears are increasingly
denning on land. As previously mentioned, it is likely that inland areas of the NPR-A will become more critical
to the SBS population.

BLM appears to rely on the relatively few known polar bear den locations in and around the project area to
determine likely impacts to denning bears. But den detection is very difficult, and the known dens almost
certainly do not reflect all the dens that have occurred in the area. The DEIS does not indicate how the dens were
located or cite any research designed to estimate the number of denning bears in the area. Given the increasing
importance of terrestrial denning to SBS bears, BLM should anticipate greater use of denning habitat in the
NPRA and estimate the number of dens and extent of impacts accordingly.

The DEIS states, The nearest known polar bear maternal dens are approximately 3 miles from the proposed
gravel infrastructure (in this case, the HDD pads) for all action alternatives, and less than 0.1 miles from the
proposed ice road for the module delivery options (Durner et al. 2010; USGS unpublished data). It is notable
that project infrastructure is fully expected to come extremely close to known polar bear dens, with ice roads and
the proposed MTI virtually connecting the dots representing the known dens in the area. At a glance, even the
impacts to known dens would require work to stop were those dens again occupied.

But the larger problem is that the information presented about known dens is not sufficient to assess impacts of
the Willow Project on denning polar bears. BLM must clarify how the known dens were identified and estimate,
based on polar bear distribution and behavioral trends, an approximate number of denning bears anticipated in
the project area over the life of the project. This estimate should also consider potential increased use of denning
habitat in the NPRA outside of designated critical habitat. Estimated numbers of denning bears, and the
limitations on the efficacy of den detection even in known denning areas, could serve as a basis to estimate the
potential project impacts on denning bears. As discussed above, that analysis needs to take a much harder look at
the sources of disturbance and displacement, and apply that to denning bears as well.

Potential terrestrial denning habitat displayed in the EIS was mapped using topographic features (Durner, Simac
et al. 2013). The total amount of potential terrestrial denning habitat in the analysis area was estimated to be
3,126.6 acres. The acres of potential terrestrial denning habitat lost from Project gravel infrastructure for each
action alternative are summarized in Final EIS Table 3.13.3. The Final EIS also identified the closest known
historical den site to Project components but noted that this is not necessarily indicative of future den sites, as
dens are not reused by bears. The oil and gas industry conducts aerial infrared surveys each year prior to the
winter season to identify den sites, as well as trains all personnel to identify signs of dens. When a den is
identified, strict measures are taken to avoid disturbance of the den. As summarized in the recent ITRs for polar
bears, there are several examples of successful dens near industry. Therefore, the EIS analysis is appropriate and
consistent with USFWS consultations.

864
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The DEIS wrongfully concludes that whales are outside of the analysis area. As a result, the DEIS not only fails
to fully consider the range of cetacean species affected by the proposed development, but it also fails to consider
multiple impacts on whales including ship strikes and noise impacts.

i. The DEIS Fails to Consider the Possibility and Impacts of a Vessel Collision with Whales.

The DEIS states that: “Impacts to marine mammals as a result of injury or mortality from vessel collision is not
expected; therefore, the extent and duration that injury or mortality would occur is not included in this analysis.”
The risk of a collision with a marine mammal is always a possibility and a reasonably foreseeable impact that
BLM must thoroughly consider within Harrison Bay, the Beaufort Sea, and along all vessel routes related to the
project.

The Final EIS considers the potential impact of vessel strike on marine mammals in Section 3.13.2.3.3, Injury or
Mortality.
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The DEIS Fails to Consider the Noise Impacts on Whales.
The DEIS briefly acknowledges the Project will generate noise through various activities and discusses acoustic
thresholds but fails to assess the impacts of the Projects noise on whales and other marine mammals. Instead,
BLM states that “detailed information will later be analyzed further in a MMPA authorization request and
associated ESA Section 7 consultation.” Deferring this analysis to later processes is inadequate because MMPA
authorizations are not necessarily required and section 7 consultations only apply to species listed as threatened
or endangered under the ESA. BLM’s EIS for the Willow project must take its own hard look at the impacts to
marine mammals, including noise impacts.

The injury and disturbance thresholds identified in Appendix E, moreover, no longer appear to represent the best
available science:

Level B takes . . . often occur well outside of our ability to directly observe the disruption, and typically outside
the 1,000 m observation zones around such disruptive activities. The best available science clearly shows that
behavioral disruptions occur at vastly lower noise exposure levels than the current regulatory thresholds for
Level B disturbances, and at much larger distances than on-board Marine Mammal Observers or passive
acoustic monitoring can document.

Recent research has elucidated disturbance thresholds with respect to bowhead whales, beluga whales, and
harbor porpoise. Bowhead whales increase call rates at initial detection of air guns at 94 dB, then decrease after
127 dB, and stop calling above 160 dB. Beluga whales isopleth are displaced from foraging areas beyond the
130 dB. Harbor porpoise buzz rates, a proxy for foraging success, decrease 15 percent with exposure to seismic
air guns at 130 dB and above. BLM must present the likely project noise levels and incorporate the best
available science to assess the impacts of project noise together with existing and reasonably foreseeable noise
sources. That science includes recent research determining that whales such as bowhead and beluga are
disturbed at lower levels than previously thought.

Research has also revealed that noise pollution can be exacerbated through ocean acidification, which is a result
of climate change. When carbon dioxide reacts in the ocean, it lowers pH, creating more acidic waters. The
more acidic the water, fewer sound waves are absorbed. Noise impacts to marine mammals are predicted to
increase with climate change, wherein the absorption of carbon dioxide by the ocean could create noisier oceans.
Researchers predict that ocean acidification will reduce the intrinsic ability of surface seawater to absorb sound
at frequencies important to marine mammals as much as 40 percent by 2050 due to ocean acidification. Such
changes will only exacerbate the harms from noise pollution from the Willow Project, other oil and gas drilling
operations in the Arctic, and other anthropogenic noise sources. BLM must take into account the effect of ocean
acidification on the likely impacts of noise from Willow and existing and foreseeable projects on marine
mammals.

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

The Final EIS and Appendix E.13 (Marine Mammals Technical Appendix) use the NMFS 2018 Technical
Guidance for assessing Levels A and B harassment. Distances to the thresholds described in the NMFS 2018
guidance using methods described for transmission loss and recommended source levels for different Project
components are also provided in Appendix E.13. The EIS is consistent with NMFS policy.

The marine transit route overlaps with cetacean habitat but is limited to a few barges transiting slowly. Once
sealift modules have been delivered via barge, the Project is terrestrial; therefore, impacts to cetaceans are not
expected.

NMFS. 2018. Revisions to: Technical Guidance for Assessing the Effects of Anthropogenic Sound on Mammal
Hearing (Version 2.0): Underwater Thresholds for Onset of Permanent and Temporary Threshold Shifts. Seattle,
WA: NOAA, NMFS.

864 207

Psarianos

Bridget

Trustees for Alaska

Marine
mammals

The DEIS Fails to Thoroughly Examine the Noise Impacts to Ice Seals and Other Pinniped Populations.

As noted above, the DEIS relies on threshold levels for marine mammal disturbance that may no longer reflect
the best available science as new research is supporting findings that seals are disturbed at much lower exposure
levels than previously thought.

The DEIS states simply that [d]isturbance and displacement would occur from on-ice work in winter and in-
water work in summer, and from vessel traffic. Underwater and airborne noise would be created from
equipment and marine vessels. Seals may temporarily be displaced from marine waters during construction, but
ringed seals exhibit tolerance to construction.

While seals may habituate to some sources of noise, this is a mischaracterization of this study, which found that
the density of overwintering ringed seals near an artificial island was not significantly reduced by a variety of
industrial activities over two seasons. This was an extremely localized study only concerned with one species of
seal. This study is not sufficient for BLM to draw broad conclusions on effects to ice seals.

Numerous other studies document the fact that noise does impact seals, regardless of how one might
characterize their tolerance to construction. Small motorboats and helicopters have been shown to disturb hauled
out seals. Ringed seals have also been found to be sensitive to aircraft noise

Vessel and aircraft noise disturb hauled-out seals, causing the animals to quickly flee into the water from their
resting states, and overall disrupting the animals normal behavior.

Additionally, radio-tagged seals departed their lairs in response to snow machines within 2.8 km, human
footfalls as far away as 600 m, a skier as far away as 400 m, and in response to a helicopter flying 5 km from the
lair at an altitude of 152 m, and during helicopter landings or takeoffs as far away as 3 km. Seals also departed
lairs by diving into the water in greater than 50% of instances when helicopters flew over at or below an altitude
of 305 m.

BLM must take a hard look at the likely noise impacts from the project on seals and use the best available
science regarding acoustic thresholds and behavioral responses to noise in assessing those impacts.

The Final EIS and Appendix E.13 (Marine Mammals Technical Appendix) use the NMFS (2018) Technical
Guidance for assessing Levels A and B harassment. Distances to the thresholds described in the NMFS 2018
guidance using methods described for transmission loss and recommended source levels for different Project
components are also provided in Appendix E.13. The EIS is consistent with NMFS policy.

The studies around Northstar were specific to ringed seals, but spotted seals were often observed, all exhibiting
tolerance to the industrial activities at Northstar. Although this is one localized area, similar tolerances have been
observed for the species of seals in the Beaufort Sea around West Dock, Oliktok Point, Northstar, and other
industrial coastal areas.

Lairs for iced seals are created after March 1, which is why NMFS mitigation measures require that all work in
this habitat start prior to March 1 so that the disturbance has already occurred before seals create their lairs.
Construction of the MTIs would start prior to March 1, in accordance with NMFS policy. Once the Project is
constructed, all operations are in terrestrial habitat. This information was added to Section 3.13.2.6.2,
Disturbance or Displacement.
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Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska| Marine The DEIS Fails to Take A Hard Look at the Impacts of GHG Pollution from the Project on Polar Bear Impacts on climate change are assessed by quantifying the potential direct GHG emissions for all Project
Mammals Recovery. components for the life of the Project; indirect GHG emissions from the transportation, refining, and combustion
The DEIS fails to properly analyze the effects of the greenhouse gas pollution resulting from the Willow Project | of the produced oil; and cumulative GHG emissions associated with the Willow MDP Project in combination
in isolation, or in combination with other oil and gas activities in the Arctic, on the survival and recovery of with other existing GHG emissions on the North Slope of Alaska and potential future development. GHG
polar bears. . . . emissions are used as a proxy for the analysis of impacts on climate change and resources affected by climate
While the DEIS acknowledges that polar bears are threatened by sea ice loss, it does not acknowledge how the | change, given that the current state of climate science is incapable of attributing specific climate change impacts
direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of how the Project will affect the likelihood of sea ice loss stabilizing at |on resources like polar bears to any particular project or combination of projects that result in GHG emissions.
the established recovery thresholds. The DEIS otherwise fails to adequately consider the high probability of the | The BLM prepared the Draft EIS and SDEIS according to 40 CFR 1502 and the BLM’s NEPA Handbook (H-
extirpation of the SBS polar bear population without significant reductions in GHG pollution to stem sea ice 1790-1); the EIS includes a full and fair discussion of significant environmental impacts, including cumulative
loss . . . increased oil and gas development will increase GHG pollution, thereby increasing the primary threat to |impacts, that informs decision-makers and the public of the reasonable alternatives that would avoid or
polar bears and frustrating recovery. BLM’s DEIS fails to acknowledge this reality or otherwise address how the | minimize adverse impacts or enhance the quality of the human environment. The Final EIS has been revised in
Willow project, in addition to other existing and proposed development also located in polar bear critical habitat, | response to comments on the Draft EIS, including its supplement. The Project’s effects on polar bears are
can be consistent with the recovery of polar bears. analyzed in Chapter 3.0 (Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences) of the Final EIS; specifically,
marine mammals are analyzed in Section 3.13 (Marine Mammals), climate change is analyzed in Section 3.2
(Climate and Climate Change), and cumulative effects are analyzed in Section 3.19 (Cumulative Effects).
Polar bear recovery is addressed in the Project’s Biological Assessment.
864 209 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska|Marine The DEIS Fails to Consider How Climate Change Will Exacerbate Threats to Whales and Ice Seals. Section 3.19.10.5, Marine Mammals, was expanded for the Final EIS and describes the effects of the Project on
Mammals ... The DEIS acknowledges ice seals’ dependence on sea ice, but fails to consider impacts of the loss of sea ice | marine mammals in combination with climate change. The Project would not exacerbate the effects of climate
on seals. . . . Studies have documented a nearly 100 percent mortality rate when snow cover was insufficient to | change on ice seals and whales because the Project would have minimal effects (limited to the marine vessel
build snow caves. Recent studies also show that loss of sea ice is also leading to poor body condition in ringed | route) on those species.
seals. . . . Maclntyre et al. (2015) found that losses in ice cover may negatively impact bearded seals, not just by
loss of habitat but also by altering the behavioral ecology of the population in the Beaufort Sea region. . . . But
the DEIS fails to present this baseline information about the affected environment and address how the Willow
project will exacerbate these effects.
Cetaceans, including beluga and bowhead whales are long-lived, K-species, . . . are ill equipped to quickly adapt
to a rapidly changing arctic climate. The DEIS has not analyzed how the Willow projects impacts will
exacerbate climate related threats to cetaceans, notably threatened bowhead whales and belugas.
4.2.13 National Petroleum Reserve in Alaska Integrated Activity Plan

Table B.2.16. Substantive Comments Received on the NPR-A Integrated Activity Plan
Comment Sender Last Sender First Org.

Letter
No.

\[o}

Name

Name

Primary
Comment
Code

Comment Text

The DEIS states . . . Revisions to the BLM’s NPRA IAP that are currently underway may change boundaries and
stipulations associated with existing special areas such as the TSL . . . If areas are removed from special area
designation, they will no longer have special protections for biological resources such as birds and

caribou. . . . because this is being done while the IAP is in revision, the stipulations and the BMPs would follow
the current AP, but I’m curious as to what will really happen to the surrounding areas when those BMPs and
stipulations may not apply. . . . | wonder how BLM can move forward with this given what is known and what is
likely to occur.

Response

The BLM is required to respond through a ROD on the Willow MDP Project regardless of potential revisions to
the IAP. The Project is subject to LSs from prior IAPs, which do not change when a new IAP is issued.
Applicable BMPs/ROPs considered in the revised IAP are included as Applicable Existing and Proposed Lease
Stipulations and Best Management Practices sections in the Willow MDP Final EIS (typically, Section
3.X.2.1.1).

990

Grijalva;
Huffman;
Lowenthal

Alan; Jared;
Raul

U.S. House of
Representatives,
Committee on
Natural Resources;
U.S. House of
Representatives,
Subcommittee on
Energy and
Mineral Resources;
U.S. House of
Representatives,
Subcommittee on
Water, Oceans,
and Wildlife

IAP

BLM must consider the impacts of the Willow Plan in the context of the NPR-A’s Integrated Activity Plan
(IAP). The IAP closed the majority of the Teshekpuk Lake Special Area . . . to leasing and other development
activities. Unfortunately, the Willow Plan proposes construction of roads, pads, and pipelines within the
Teshekpuk Lake Special Area, threatening the valuable resources the Special Area was established to protect.

Parts of the infield road system, as well as BT2 and BT4, would be within the TLSA in an area that is available
to oil and gas leasing. Like most or all previous NPR-A projects, much of the Project area overlaps previously
undisturbed area. All else being equal, the TLSA is only an administrative boundary, and Project impacts would
not necessarily be greater within the TLSA than they would outside the TLSA.
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4.2.14 Noise

Table B.2.17. Substantive Comments Received on Noise
Sender Last Sender First Org.

Letter
[\[o}

Comment

No.

Name

Psarianos

Name

Bridget

Trustees for Alaska

Primary
Comment
Code

Comment Text

[Noise] Mitigation is Inadequate.
The draft EIS lists the following as additional suggested mitigation measures that “could” be implemented:

... There is absolutely no discussion of how these measures may reduce noise impacts from this project. The
draft EIS contains this list, and nothing further. This falls far short of BLM’s obligation to consider meaningful
mitigation measures. For instance, how would flight paths be altered—would there be a certain distance
buffering the community of Nuigsut? There is also no mechanism for enforcement of such a provision. The
suggestion of using snow berms like likewise vague and does not explain where such snow berms would be
constructed, whether there are any studies showing snow berms dampen noise in an Arctic environment, or
consideration of countervailing adverse impacts from such berms to vegetation, hydrology, and subsistence
access. Finally, monitoring is NOT mitigation, and BLM should not conflate these two independent and
important requirements in considering ConocoPhillips’ proposal.

Response

More detail was added to Section 3.6.2.1.3, Additional Suggested Avoidance, Minimization, or Mitigation, to
clarify measures and enforcement mechanisms. Text was also edited to clarify that measures listed may be for
avoidance, minimization, or mitigation.

4.2.15 Nuigsut Economics

Table B.2.18. Substantive Comments Received on Nuigsut Economics

Letter
\[o}

Comment Sender Last Sender First Org.

\[o}

Name

Nukapigak

Name

Kuukpik

Primary
Comment
Code
Nuigsut

Comment Text

Vol. 1, p. 22 and 127, Table 3.16.1.

Response

While NSB believes that U.S. census data underestimates population and unemployment in the borough, the U.S

concludes the “effects on Nuigsut’s economics would not be highly adverse.” This analysis ignores the fact that
there are many residents in Nuigsut who are not shareholders and will not receive dividends, and there are likely
to be few jobs for Nuigsut residents. It also ignores the fact that there are likely to be even greater adverse
impacts to households from a reduction in access and abundance of subsistence resources—e.g., from hunters
having a harder time harvesting subsistence resources in traditional areas or from them needing to travel further
to obtain those resources.

Corporation Economics These sections state that the Nuigsut population is approximately 347 people. Per the NSB’s 2015 Economic Census data provide consistent data for conducting analysis. The preface to the NSB socioeconomic survey notes
Profile and Census Report, the population of Nuigsut is 449 people (in 2014). (see http://www.north- that there were challenges to collecting 2015 NSB socioeconomic survey data and that 75% of respondents in
slope.org/assets/images/uploads/NSB Economic Profile and Census Report 20 | 5 FINAL.pdf). The DEIS should | Nuigsut refused to provide some of the income data requested (NSB 2016). Use of the U.S. census versus NSB
also reference that Nuigsut is the only North Slope community that is connected to the state’s gravel road system | population data would not result in significant changes to impacts. No change to text.
by ice road for about 4 months out of the year. Added to text in Final EIS Section 3.15.1.1, Local Economy (Nuigsut): “It is the only North Slope community
that is connected to the state’s gravel road system by ice road for about 4 months out of the year.”
864 218 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska|Nuigsut BLM’s analysis of the economic impacts is flawed. It focuses exclusively on BLM’s assertion that Nuigsut Added text to Final EIS Section 3.15 (Economics) and Section 3.17 (Environmental Justice), stating that not all
Economics residents are likely to receive income from development, either through jobs or Kuukpik dividends, and Nuigsut residents are shareholders.

4.2.16 Permitting

Table B.2.19. Substantive Comments Received on Permitting

Letter

Comment Sender Last Sender First
[\[o}

Name

Name

Org.

Primary
Comment
Code

Comment Text

Response

valid 404 permit application before the agencies . . . We understand that the Corps is a cooperating agency on
BLM’s National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process for the Willow Plan. . . . Separating out the EIS and
404 processes limits the agencies and the publics opportunity to review the full scope of impacts from CPAIs
proposed Willow Plan. It also raises serious questions about the Corps abilities to fulfill its statutory mandates
under both the Clean Water Act and NEPA. . . . As currently written, the EIS is missing the information and
analysis necessary for the Corps to conduct its evaluation, to make the necessary findings under its Clean Water
Act mandate, or to meet its own obligations under NEPA.

1307 30 Pardue Margaret Native Village of | Permitting NVN has significant concerns about the impacts that the Willow MDP will have on our community and the An oil and gas lease grants certain exploration and development rights, subject to reasonable regulation.
Nuigsut environment and resources we rely on. We request that BLM not permit this project until the effects of the Placement of a moratorium on such activities is not reasonable regulation and thus is in contradiction to the lease

project together with other current and future oil development activities are fully understood and until the future |rights.
management of the NPR-A and details of ConocoPhillips’ plans are known.

5 1 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Permitting I write to raise concerns about the absence of any Clean Water Act section 404 application during the timeframe | A Section 404 permit application is not required in order to undertake the NEPA process. Section 404 requires a
for the public to provide comments on the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for ConocoPhillips permit before dredged or fill material may be discharged into WOUS; the Section 404 program is administered
Alaska, Inc.’s (CPAI) proposed Willow Master Development Plan (Willow Plan). by USACE, which will provide a public comment period on any Section 404 permit application prior to issuing a

permit. USACE issued its Public Notice on March 26, 2020.
5 4 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Permitting It is inappropriate for BLM and the Corps to be moving forward with the NEPA review for this project without a | A Section 404 permit application is not required in order to undertake the NEPA process. Section 404 requires a

permit before dredged or fill material may be discharged into WOUS; the Section 404 program is administered
by USACE, which will provide a public comment period on any Section 404 permit application prior to issuing a
permit. USACE issued its Public Notice on March 26, 2020.
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Letter

Comment Text Response

Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Permitting BLM and the Corps should not proceed with reviewing and authorizing this project without a complete 404 A Section 404 permit application is not required in order to undertake the NEPA process. Section 404 requires a
permit application. . . . permit before dredged or fill material may be discharged into WOUS; the Section 404 program is administered
BLM and the Corps decision to move ahead with the NEPA process prior to CPAI submitting its application to | by USACE, which will provide a public comment period on any Section 404 permit application prior to issuing a
the Corps for the 404 process is contrary to both NEPA and the Clean Water Act. The above-listed groups permit. USACE issued its Public Notice on March 26, 2020.
request that the Corps and BLM suspend the NEPA process for the Willow Plan until CPAI submits its
application for a 404 permit. If the Corps receives CPAIs application, the agencies will need to revise and reissue
the EIS to fully incorporate the information and findings necessary to support the 404 decision-making process.

5 7 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Permitting During the Bureau of Land Managements (BLM) public meeting on the Willow Plan in Anchorage on A Section 404 permit application is not required in order to undertake the NEPA process. Section 404 requires a
September 12, 2019, | inquired about the status of the Clean Water Act 404 permit required for this permit before dredged or fill material may be discharged into WOUS; the Section 404 program is administered
project . . . Mr. Moore responded that the Corps had not yet received an application for the 404 permit from by USACE, which will provide a public comment period on any Section 404 permit application prior to issuing a
CPALl . .. I understand based on this conversation that CPAI may wait until after BLM signs its Record of permit. USACE issued its Public Notice on March 26, 2020.

Decision before applying for its 404 permit with the Corps. . . . Mr. Wrobel confirmed that CPAI will apply for
the entire Master Development Plan in a single 404 application, and will not be applying for multiple 404
permits for portions of the project in order of construction.

864 4 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Permitting We also question the ability of BLM to move forward with its review now given the status of the Clean Water | A Section 404 permit application is not required in order to undertake the NEPA process. Section 404 requires a
Act 404 permit required for this project by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) . . . As currently written, | permit before dredged or fill material may be discharged into WOUS; the Section 404 program is administered
the EIS is missing the information and analysis necessary for the Corps to conduct its evaluation, to make the by USACE, which will provide a public comment period on any Section 404 permit application prior to issuing a
necessary findings under its Clean Water Act mandate, or to meet its own obligations under NEPA. BLM and permit. USACE issued its Public Notice on March 26, 2020.
the Corps decision to move ahead with the NEPA process prior to ConocoPhillips submitting its application to
the Corps for the 404 process is contrary to both NEPA and the Clean Water Act. The Corps and BLM should
suspend this NEPA process for the Willow Plan until CPAI submits its application for a 404 permit.

864 8 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska|Permitting BLM has not made it clear what the agency is actually approving through this Master Development Plan After approval of the Willow MDP Project, CPAI could submit an APD. An APD is required for each proposed
process. The draft EIS states: well to develop a proponent’s onshore lease. Prior to authorizing an APD, the BLM reviews the information in
The ROD(s) associated with this EIS will not constitute the final approval for all actions, such as approval for the APD package to ensure that it is accurate and addresses all requirements; during this time, the BLM also
subsequent individual applications for permits to drill and rights-of way associated with the Proposed Action. ensures that there is appropriate NEPA documentation. APDs submitted for proposed wells and associated
The EIS analysis does, however, provide the BLM and other federal agencies that have regulatory oversight and |infrastructure as part of the Willow MDP Project are analyzed in the Willow MDP EIS. Each APD would be
permitting authorities with information and NEPA analysis that could be used to inform final approvals for checked against the existing NEPA documentation, using a DNA. If the BLM cannot document in a DNA that
individual project components, such as permits to drill and rights-of-way. the existing NEPA documentation fully covers activities and the effects of those activities in an APD package,

It is very confusing what BLM is actually considering and potentially approving, especially since key pieces of |the BLM would require that additional analysis (either in an EA or an EIS) be completed to comply with the
this project like the 404 permit application have yet to even be submitted to the agencies. This language does not | NEPA.

provide a clear picture of what is going to be approved as a result of the EIS, and what exactly has to be

approved subject to future permitting and analysis. BLM must be clear and transparent about what future

authorizations and associated analyses it believes will be necessary so that the public can comment on the

sufficiency of the agency’s approach.

864 9 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Permitting CPAl is already proposing significant changes to the project design which could greatly increase the amount of | In response to stakeholder concerns and public comments on the Draft EIS, CPAI submitted an updated Project
gravel fill needed. Agency employees indicated the significance of these changes could rise to the level of proposal that includes new Project components. The updated Project proposal was received by BLM in
requiring a supplemental EIS; despite this, BLM is continuing to charge forward with permitting this project. November 2019, shortly after the comment period closed on the Draft EIS. The new proposal includes a third
The changes to the project design which BLM requested from CPAI by September 30, 2019 have not been made | module delivery option, construction of a freshwater reservoir, and up to three boat ramps for subsistence use.
publicly available, which further underscores the lack of meaningful public participation described below. This | While there are minor design optimizations across the Project area, the three new Project components had not
also makes it entirely unclear what information is being considered in the current EIS and permitting process. been previously analyzed or shared with the public. Therefore, the BLM released the SDEIS to present the new
BLM should not proceed further with the current permitting and NEPA process when it knows there will be information and subsequent analysis for a 45-day public comment period, which started March 20, 2020.
significant changes to the proposal and where it is unclear precisely what is being proposed. All of that The Final EIS includes a description and full analysis of all Project changes and design optimizations.
information should be considered in this NEPA analysis and available to the public for review prior to the
agencies making any decisions.

864 24 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Permitting BLM is currently engaging in a NEPA process to revise the IAP for the Reserve. BLM has stated its intent to The BLM is required to respond through a ROD on the Willow MDP Project regardless of potential revisions to
revise the IAP to make more areas available for oil and gas leasing and activities. That is, the agency has stated  |the IAP. The Project is subject to LSs from prior IAPs, which do not change when a new IAP is issued.
its intent to weaken and remove existing protections in the Reserve, including shrinking Special Areas. Thisis | Applicable BMPs/ROPs considered in the revised IAP are included as Applicable Existing and Proposed Lease
not acknowledged or analyzed in the Willow draft EIS but must be. Stipulations and Best Management Practices sections in the Willow MDP Final EIS (typically, Section
As an initial matter, BLM’s timing of 1AP revision while concurrently considering the Willow MDP is confusing|3.X.2.1.1).
and poorly explained to the public. BLM must be clear about what set of standards Willow is being permitting | A Section 404 permit application is not required to undertake the NEPA process. Section 404 requires a permit
under. While BLM purports to say that its analyzing the proposed development under the existing IAPs before dredged or fill material may be discharged into WOUS; the Section 404 program is administered by
stipulations and best management practices, which is appropriate, because BLM is not clear about what it is USACE, which will provide a public comment period on any Section 404 permit application prior to issuing a
actually permitting at this time and/or in the future, it is not clear how BLM will evaluate future components of | permit. USACE issued its Public Notice on March 26, 2020.
the Willow MDP that are considered in this EIS but not permitted until the future. It is also unclear what the
Corps is reviewing at this stage since it has yet to receive a permit application. The agencies must be clear not
only about what activities it is authorizing in this process, but also how they will consider future permit
applications in light of a potentially revised I1AP.

Appendix B.2 Draft EIS Comments and BLM Responses

Page 103




Willow Master Development Plan

Letter

[\[o}

Comment Sender Last
No.

Name

Psarianos

Sender First
Name

Bridget

Org.

Trustees for Alaska

Primary
Comment
Code

Permitting

Comment Text

... BLM should have considered delaying permitting of this project until important baseline data could be
established, and weighed the environmental benefits as an alternative. BLM must conduct new studies and
modeling in the northeastern region of the Reserve to determine how a project of this scale is likely to change
nearby air quality, hydrology, and habitat. Data are needed on the aquatic resources in the region and the
potential impacts of a central processing facility, pads, roads, and proposed gravel mine. BLM needs to do
further studies to understand the negative impacts this project will have on caribou migration, fish, and other
wildlife. BLM should conduct a comprehensive study in Nuigsut to fully assess the subsistence, socioeconomic,
cultural, recreational, health and other negative impacts of this project combined with other ongoing and future
projects. The BLM must evaluate the benefits that could arise from delaying approval of Willow in terms of
improvements in technology, additional gathering of information on risks to resources in the northeastern NPR-
A and ways to avoid those risks, and additional information on the impacts of climate change and ways to avoid
or mitigate resulting changes to the affected environment. BLM cannot meaningfully evaluate the potential
impacts and necessary mitigation measures without all of this information and considering delayed permitting as
a project alternative.

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

An oil and gas lease grants certain exploration and development rights, subject to reasonable regulation.
Placement of a moratorium on such activities is not reasonable regulation and thus is in contradiction to the lease
rights. Baseline studies are continually updated throughout Northeast NPR-A.

Section 3.2.1, Affected Environment, of the Final EIS addresses ongoing impacts of climate change on the
environment, including in the Project area. Section 3.2.2, Environmental Consequences: Effects of the Project on
Climate Change, and Section 3.19.4, Cumulative Impacts to Climate Change, analyze impacts that the Project
and cumulative actions may have on climate.

consistent with any other applicable laws. This means that a grant of a ROW leading to the exploration and
mining must satisfy all applicable laws, regulations and policies, including the Clean Air Act, Endangered
Species Act, Clean Water Act, all state and local laws and regulations. As described below, it is not clear that this
ROW authorization can comply with these important environmental laws.

The BLM thus cannot issue a ROW that fails to protect the environment as required by FLPMA, including the
environmental resource values in and not within the ROW corridor. FLPMA does not authorize BLM to
consider of the interests of private interests as weighed against environmental interests such as protection of fish
and wildlife habitat. [A]s BLM has held, it is not private interests but the public interest that must be served by
the issuance of a right-of-way. Here, BLM does not acknowledge the failure of this ROW to provide for the
public interest. The intent of this process and any future ROW grant is to aid ConocoPhillips in its westward
expansion into the Reserve as quickly as possible; this is inappropriate and

inconsistent with BLM’s obligations under FLPMA.

864 64 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Permitting BLM must adhere to the requirements of its Organic Act, the Federal Lands Policy Management Act (FLPMA) | As described in Section 1.3, Purpose and Need, FLPMA would apply to any authorization BLM issues for the
governing issuance of right-of-way permits. In a significant oversight, the draft EIS makes no mention of Project. Table C.1.1 in Appendix C (Regulatory Authorities and Framework) has been updated to reflect this.
FLPMA whatsoever, or its procedural and substantive requirements. The draft EIS discusses rights-of-way Pursuant to Section 302(b) and Title VV of FLPMA, proposed actions may not cause unnecessary or undue
generally, but . . . makes vague statements about when such rights-of-way may be permitted . . . Giventhatno | degradation.
information is contained in the draft EIS addressing BLM’s obligations under FLPMA to grant rights-of-way, When an application is submitted for a ROW and/or APD for the Willow MDP Project, the BLM will review the
this draft EIS is wholly insufficient to inform final approvals for any rights-of-way. application for completeness and determine whether the scope of the Project falls within what was analyzed in
The DEIS fails to meet the strict public interest and environmental protection of FLPMA. Under FLPMA Title |the EIS, and if any further NEPA analysis is required.
V, Section 504, BLM may grant a Right-of-Way (ROW) only if it (4) will do no unnecessary damage to the
environment. BLM must adhere to the requirements of FLPMA governing issuance of ROW permits in addition
to being the lead federal agency for the NEPA process. . . . BLM must require ConocoPhillips to submit ROW or
other special use permit authorizations and require that all mandates of FLPMA Title V and its implementing
regulations are adhered to.
864 65 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska|Permitting Any Future Right-of-Way Grant Would Not Comply with FLPMAs Substantive Requirements. Conditions will be imposed to minimize damage to scenic and esthetic values and fish and wildlife habitat and
At least three important potential substantive requirements flow from the FLPMA’s ROW provisions. First, otherwise protect the environment. These measures are outlined in Chapter 5.0 (Mitigation) of the EIS. These
BLM has a mandatory duty to impose conditions that will minimize damage to scenic and esthetic values and measures are also described throughout Chapter 3.0 (Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences).
fish and wildlife habitat and otherwise protect the environment . . . In addition, the obligation to impose terms This includes applicable BMPs/ROPs considered in the revised IAP, which are included as Applicable Existing
and conditions that protect Federal property and economic interests requires that the BLM must impose and Proposed Lease Stipulations and Best Management Practices sections in the Final EIS (typically, Section
conditions that protect not only the land crossed by the right-of-way, but all federal lands affected by the 3.X.2.11).
approval of the ROW. For the Willow plain, as noted herein, BLM failed to evaluate all aspects and When an application is submitted for a ROW and/or APD for the Willow MDP Project, the BLM will review the
ramifications of issuing the ROW for the Willow MDP by unreasonably limiting the scope of its analysis. In application for completeness and determine whether the scope of the Project falls within what was analyzed in
particular, the DEIS failed to consider the important missing baseline information, future oil and gas activity and |the EIS, and if any further NEPA analysis is required.
infrastructure made possible by the ROW, and the extensive significant impacts to aquatic resources along the | As described in Section 1.3, Purpose and Need, FLPMA would apply to any authorization BLM issues for the
road corridors and at the gravel island site. Project. Table C.1.1 in Appendix C (Regulatory Authorities and Framework) has been updated to reflect this.
864 66 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Permitting Second, FLPMA mandates a BLM determination as to what conditions are “necessary” to protect federal The requirement for a finding that use of the lands surrounding and served by the ROW would protect the public
property and economic interests, as well as “otherwise protect[ing] the public interest in the lands traversed by  |interest would be applicable during the ROW permit review process. As noted in Section 1.3.1 (Decision to be
the right-of-way or adjacent thereto.” This means that the agency can only approve the ROW if it “protects the | Made) of the EIS, the ROD(s) associated with the EIS will not constitute the final approval for all actions, such
public interest in lands” not only upon which the road would traverse, but also lands and resources adjacentto  |as approval for subsequent individual applications for permits to drill and ROWSs associated with the Proposed
and associated with the ROW. The ROW contemplated here would have significant impacts on subsistence, air | Action. The EIS analysis does, however, provide the BLM and other agencies that have regulatory oversight and
quality, and water quality in the community of Nuigsut. It would also significantly impact resources in Harrison | permitting authorities with information and NEPA analysis that could be used to inform final approvals for
Bay. Thus, it is not clear that BLM would be able to make a finding that use of the lands surrounding by and individual Project components, such as permits to drill and ROWs.
served by the ROW would “protect the public interest”. When an application is submitted for a ROW and/or APD for the Willow MDP Project, BLM will review the
application for completeness and determine whether the scope of the Project falls within what was analyzed in
the EIS, and if any further NEPA analysis is required.
As described in Section 1.3, Purpose and Need, FLPMA would apply to any authorization BLM issues for the
Project. Table C.1.1 in Appendix C (Regulatory Authorities and Framework) has been updated to reflect this.
Pursuant to Section 302(b) and Title VV of FLPMA, proposed actions may not cause unnecessary or undue
degradation.
864 67 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska|Permitting Third, FLPMA requires that the right-of-way grant do no unnecessary damage to the environment and be BLM agrees that the Project cannot be permitted unless it can be demonstrated that it will satisfy all applicable

laws, regulations and policies, including the CAA, ESA, CWA, and all state and local laws and regulations.
The public benefits of the Project are primarily related to economic benefits, such as jobs for Alaskans,
additional revenues for state and regional economies, additional property tax revenues for the NSB, and
additional funding for the NPR-A Impact Grant Program, which provides funding opportunities to all North
Slope communities (see Final EIS Section 3.15, Economics).

When an application is submitted for a ROW and/or APD for the Willow MDP Project, the BLM will review the
application for completeness and determine whether the scope of the Project falls within what was analyzed in
the EIS, and if any further NEPA analysis is required.

As described in Section 1.3, Purpose and Need, FLPMA would apply to any authorization BLM issues for the
Project. Table C.1.1 in Appendix C (Regulatory Authorities and Framework) has been updated to reflect this.
Pursuant to Section 302(b) and Title VV of FLPMA, proposed actions may not cause unnecessary or undue
degradation.
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Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Permitting Additionally, FLPMA expressly requires that all land-use authorizations contain terms and conditions to protect | Avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures were further developed in the Final EIS and will be included
resources and the environment. As described above, the draft EIS fails to consider an adequate range of in the ROD. Details are included in the Applicable Existing and Proposed Lease Stipulations and Best
enforceable and meaningful mitigation measures, in violation of NEPA and FLPMA. Management Practices sections throughout Chapter 3.0 (Affected Environment and Environmental

Consequences), in Chapter 5.0 (Mitigation), and in Appendix 1.1 (Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation).
When an application is submitted for a ROW and/or APD for the Willow MDP Project, the BLM will review the
application for completeness and determine whether the scope of the Project falls within what was analyzed in
the EIS, and if any further NEPA analysis is required.

As described in Section 1.3, Purpose and Need, FLPMA would apply to any authorization BLM issues for the
Project. Table C.1.1 in Appendix C (Regulatory Authorities and Framework) has been updated to reflect this.

864 69 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Permitting The Interior Department, interpreting FLPMA V and its right-of-way regulations, has held that: “A right-of-way | As noted in Section 1.3.1 (Decision to be Made) of the EIS, the ROD(s) associated with the EIS will not
application may be denied, however, if the authorized officer determines that the grant of the proposed right-of- | constitute the final approval for all actions, such as approval for subsequent individual applications for permits to
way would be inconsistent with the purpose for which the public lands are managed or if the grant of the drill and ROWs associated with the Proposed Action. The EIS analysis does, however, provide the BLM and
proposed right-of-way would not be in the public interest or would be inconsistent with applicable laws.” Here, |other agencies that have regulatory oversight and permitting authorities with information and NEPA analysis that
to prevent the degradation of the important lands and resources of the western Arctic, BLM should refuse to could be used to inform final approvals for individual Project components, such as permits to drill and ROWs.
issue any ROW applications submitted by ConocoPhillips for the Willow Project. At a minimum, BLM mustat |When an application is submitted for a ROW and/or APD for the Willow MDP Project, the BLM will review the
least consider such requirements in a revised or supplemental EIS. application for completeness and determine whether the scope of the Project falls within what was analyzed in

the EIS, and if any further NEPA analysis is required.

As described in Section 1.3, Purpose and Need, FLPMA would apply to any authorization BLM issues for the
Project. Table C.1.1 in Appendix C (Regulatory Authorities and Framework) has been updated to reflect this.
Pursuant to Section 302(b) and Title VV of FLPMA, proposed actions may not cause unnecessary or undue
degradation.

864 70 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska|Permitting BLM Cannot Proceed with Permitting this Project Until ConocoPhillips Submits a Complete Right-of-Way As noted in Section 1.3.1 (Decision to be Made) of the EIS, the ROD(s) associated with the EIS will not
Application. constitute the final approval for all actions, such as approval for subsequent individual applications for permits to
Similar to the necessary Clean Water Act 404 permit described below, it appears that ConocoPhillips has not drill and ROWs associated with the Proposed Action. The EIS analysis does, however, provide the BLM and
applied for necessary rights-of-way for the Willow MDP. The draft EIS is totally insufficient for meeting other agencies that have regulatory oversight and permitting authorities with information and NEPA analysis that
FLPMA’s procedurals requirements. The draft EIS falls short of rectifying these omissions, rendering BLM’s could be used to inform final approvals for individual Project components, such as permits to drill and ROWs.
analysis insufficient under NEPA and making issuance of a right-of-way by BLM inappropriate. A right-of-way |When an application is submitted for a ROW and/or APD for the Willow MDP Project, the BLM will review the
that “may have significant impact on the environment” requires submission of a plan of construction, operation, |application for completeness and determine whether the scope of the Project falls within what was analyzed in
and rehabilitation of the right-of-way. There is no question that this ROW will have significant impacts, thus the EIS, and if any further NEPA analysis is required.

BLM must require ConocoPhillips provide a complete plan of construction, operation, and rehabilitation, which | As described in Section 1.3, Purpose and Need, FLPMA would apply to any authorization BLM issues for the
it has yet to do. Project. Table C.1.1 in Appendix C (Regulatory Authorities and Framework) has been updated to reflect this.

864 71 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Permitting BLM’s regulation at 43 C.F.R. 2804.12(a) provides that a completed application must include a myriad of As noted in Section 1.3.1 (Decision to be Made) of the EIS, the ROD(s) associated with the EIS will not
information. . . . [T]here is a vast amount of information missing in ConocoPhillips application to BLM that was |constitute the final approval for all actions, such as approval for subsequent individual applications for permits to
posted on BLM’s website. As a result, the draft EIS itself is deficient in its description of the project facilities, drill and ROWs associated with the Proposed Action. The EIS analysis does, however, provide the BLM and
ConocoPhillips schedule moving forward, and reclamation plans. Thus far the only application provided publicly | other agencies that have regulatory oversight and permitting authorities with information and NEPA analysis that
has been ConocoPhillips Summary and Request Letter, which do not fulfill the company’s obligations to submit |could be used to inform final approvals for individual Project components, such as permits to drill and ROWs.

a complete ROW application. When an application is submitted for a ROW and/or APD for the Willow MDP Project, the BLM will review the
There is a substantial amount of information missing that must be gathered before BLM can meaningfully application for completeness and determine whether the scope of the Project falls within what was analyzed in
evaluate and the public can fully understand the potential impacts from the project. the EIS, and if any further NEPA analysis is required.

864 77 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Permitting The draft EIS fails to explain how BLM will comply with its substantive and procedural obligations under the | As stated in Section 1.9.1 of the Draft EIS and 1.10.1 of the Final EIS (Endangered Species Act Consultation),
Endangered Species Act (ESA). NEPAs implementing regulations require an EIS to state how alternatives consultation under Section 7 of the ESA occurs between federal authorizing agencies and USFWS and NMFS,
considered in it and decisions based on it will or will not achieve the requirements [of NEPA] and other as appropriate, for species listed under the ESA. Consultation between BLM and USFWS and NMFS has
environmental laws and policies. Several species protected under the ESA inhabit the Willow project area, occurred parallel to the NEPA process. Additional avoidance, minimization, or mitigation measures agreed upon
including polar bears, bowhead whales, ringed seals, bearded seals, spectacled eiders, and Steller’s during that consultation process will be included in the ROD.
eiders . . . Here, BLM’s draft EIS fails to acknowledge these important mandates or explain how BLM will
comply with the ESAs substantive and procedural requirements when authorizing Willow. Procedurally, BLM
broadly asserts that [c]onsultation under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) will occur between
federal authorizing agencies and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) as appropriate, for species listed under the ESA. This
statement does not satisfy BLM’s duty to show how it will comply with the ESA.

864 78 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Permitting ... BLM does not divulge on which species it will consult. This is especially concerning given the EISs artificial | BLM consulted with the USFWS and NMFS under Section 7 of the ESA, as described in Draft EIS and Final
and unlawful narrowing of the analysis area to exclude some marine mammals, including ESA-listed bowhead | EIS Section 3.13 (Marine Mammals) and Section 3.11 (Birds). Additional avoidance, minimization, or
whales, as well as its unwarranted exclusion of Steller’s eiders, which historically nested in the Willow area. mitigation measures agreed upon during that consultation process will be included in the ROD.

BLM is obligated to satisfy its consultation obligations on any action that may affect any listed species or its
critical habitat. The threshold for triggering formal consultation is very low, and the burden is on the Federal
agency to show that the action is not likely to affect adversely species or critical habitat and [a]ny possible effect
triggers formal consultation requirements. Only if and when BLM obtains a written NLAA determination from a
Service that the leasing program may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect, a particular listed species may
BLM forego formal consultation on the effects of its action on such species. Otherwise, BLM must formally
consult on all species that may be adversely affected by the agency’s authorization of an oil and gas leasing
program.
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Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Permitting It is also not clear how BLM’s preferred alternative will meet the ESAs substantive mandate to avoid BLM consulted with the USFWS and NMFS under Section 7 of the ESA, as described in Draft EIS and Final
jeopardizing the continued existence of certain listed species and destroying or adversely modifying their habitat. | EIS Section 3.13 (Marine Mammals) and Section 3.11 (Birds). Additional avoidance, minimization, or
For example, as described below, BLM’s assessment of impacts to polar bears greatly underestimates potential | mitigation measures agreed upon during that consultation process will be included in the ROD.
impacts to denning bears and does not address or attempt to avoid these potential significant impacts through less
harmful alternatives. Given the precarious status of the Southern Beaufort Sea (SBS) population of polar bears
and the foreseeable significant cumulative effects from Arctic Refuge oil exploration and development, forcing
even one mother/cub pair to abandon the den early could constitute jeopardy under the ESA. BLM must factor
the ESAs mandates into its NEPA analysis and formulate alternatives that attempt to comply with the ESA.

864 80 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Permitting ... [T]he ESA requires federal agencies to give first priority to the declared national policy of conserving BLM consulted with the USFWS and NMFS under Section 7 of the ESA, as described in Draft EIS and Final

endangered and threatened species. . . . BLM cannot lawfully authorize an oil and gas development project that is | EIS Section 3.13 (Marine Mammals) and Section 3.11 (Birds). Additional avoidance, minimization, or
likely to jeopardize endangered or threatened species or destroy or adversely modify designated critical habitat. | mitigation measures agreed upon during that consultation process will be included in the ROD.
Nor can it engage or permit others to engage in activities that will result in unauthorized incidental take of listed
species. These requirements are put into practice through the Section 7 consultation process. The draft EIS fails
to explain how BLM will comply with these important substantive and procedural legal requirements, in
violation of NEPAs implementing regulations. Before the agency can make its final decision as memorialized in
the Record of Decision, it must complete consultations under Section 7 and obtain biological opinions (or written
NLAA concurrences) from NMFS and FWS. It must also fully explain in the Final EIS how it has ensured that
its alternatives and its ultimate choice of alternatives, as reflected in the ROD, will or will not achieve the
requirements of the ESA.

864 81 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska|Permitting The draft EIS also fails to discuss how BLM will ensure compliance with the Marine Mammal Protection Act of | Additional text was added to Section 3.13.1, Affected Environment, regarding ESA and MMPA.
1972 (MMPA). . ..

Here, BLM has not even explicitly acknowledged that the program will have to comply with the MMPA.. Aside
from a couple of passing references to a future MMPA authorization request, and reference to MMPA hearing
thresholds BLM does seem to recognize the requirements of the MMPA. Just as the impacts to polar bears
discussed below may jeopardize the continued existence of the polar bear in violation of the ESA, they may also
constitute unlawful take under the MMPA. BLM has not shown how it will ensure compliance with the MMPA.

864 82 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Permitting BLM and the Corps Cannot Proceed with Permitting This Project or Preparing this NEPA Analysis in the A Section 404 permit application is not required to undertake the NEPA process. Section 404 requires a permit
Absence of a Valid Section 404 Permit Application. before dredged or fill material may be discharged into WOUS; the Section 404 program is administered by
The Corps of Engineers Section 404 permit is a core component of this project and review of the 404 permit USACE, which will provide a public comment period on any Section 404 permit application prior to issuing a
should not be segmented out from BLM’s NEPA analysis in the draft EIS. . . . BLM and the Corps should permit. USACE issued its Public Notice on March 26, 2020.
suspend further activities on the draft EIS until ConocoPhillips submits its 404 application and the agencies
revise this draft EIS to account for the full range of findings and other information necessary for the Corps to
comply with the 404 Guidelines.

864 83 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Permitting A number of the undersigned groups submitted a letter to the Corps and BLM on October 4, 2019, expressing A Section 404 permit application is not required to undertake the NEPA process. Section 404 requires a permit
substantial concerns about the agencies moving forward with the environmental review process for the Willow | before dredged or fill material may be discharged into WOUS; the Section 404 program is administered by
project in the absence of a CWA Section 404 permit application. . . . ConocoPhillips has not yet applied for a USACE, which will provide a public comment period on any Section 404 permit application prior to issuing a
404 permit from the Corps, and stated that the company had no timeline for doing so. We understand based on | permit. USACE issued its Public Notice on March 26, 2020.
this conversation that ConocoPhillips may wait until after BLM signs its Record of Decision before applying for
its 404 permit with the Corps. . . . Mr. Wrobel confirmed that ConocoPhillips will apply for the entire Master
Development Plan in a single 404 application, and will not be applying for multiple 404 permits for portions of
the project in order of construction.

864 84 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Permitting It is inappropriate for BLM and the Corps to be moving forward with the NEPA review for this project without a | A Section 404 permit application is not required to undertake the NEPA process. Section 404 requires a permit
valid 404 permit application before the agencies. . . . Separating out the EIS and 404 processes limits the before dredged or fill material may be discharged into WOUS; the Section 404 program is administered by
agencies and the publics opportunity to review the full scope of impacts from ConocoPhillips proposed Willow | USACE, which will provide a public comment period on any Section 404 permit application prior to issuing a
Plan. It also raises serious questions about the Corps abilities to fulfill its statutory mandates under both the permit. USACE issued its Public Notice on March 26, 2020.

Clean Water Act and NEPA.

864 85 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska|Permitting ... ina communications record dated September 11, 2019. . . . Mr. Moore documents a communication with Mr. | BLM carefully considered the Project optimizations and design changes submitted by CPAI in November 2019,
Wrobel, wherein they discussed concerns raised by Kuukpik Corporation and other issues which could impact  |and determined that three new Project components had not been previously analyzed in the Draft EIS. These
both 404 application submittal timing and the EIS process itself. CPAI is referring to these changes as project new Project components (the third module deliver option, construction of a freshwater reservoir, and up to three
optimizations. These include changes that increase wetlands impacts from ConocoPhillips preferred alternative | boat ramps for subsistence use) were determined to require additional analysis, and thus, the SDEIS was
by 124 acres, with additional acres of fill under all action alternatives. . . . All of this reflects that there will prepared and distributed for public review on March 20, 2020. Potential effects from the other design
potentially be substantial changes to the project that have not been considered as part of this NEPA process and | optimizations were previously analyzed in the Draft EIS. Further rationale for which Project components were
have not been shared with the public. analyzed in the SDEIS is contained in Section 1.2 (Rationale for Analysis Contained in the Supplement to the
The conversation record also indicates there are likely to be other significant changes to the project, including the | Draft Environmental Impact Statement) of the SDEIS.
addition of a new pipeline with VSMs between Willow and GMT2 and changes to the MTI. . . . In other words,

CPAl is still changing its project design in unknown ways which would significantly increase potential impacts
to jurisdictional wetlands from increased gravel fill, additional pipelines, and changes to the offshore gravel
island. All of these changes underscore the need the agencies to issue a revised EIS for this project after the
Corps files a completed 404 permit. The NEPA process and the 404 permitting process should not be bifurcated.
That is particularly important here, where the project proponent is continuing to make substantial changes to the
project that have not been considered by the agencies as part of this process.
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“It is inappropriate for BLM to move forward with the draft EIS when the agency understands there will be The SDEIS released for public review on March 20, 2020, describes the Project changes and provides additional
significant design changes to the project and where the agencies have recognized there are substantial problems |analysis of new effects from the three main changes to Project components (the third module delivery option,
related to the delayed submission of the 404 permit. None of the proposed changes to the project that the construction of a freshwater reservoir, and up to three boat ramps for subsistence use).

agencies are already aware of have been made public, and as shown by the FOIA records, the agencies have yet
to know the full scope of changes that CPAI is likely to propose. BLM should halt this entire process until CPAI
provides its final project design and a complete 404 application has been submitted to the Corps. There is no
requirement for BLM to move forward in the absence of complete information about this project and, in fact, the
opposite is true. BLM should not continue moving forward with the current NEPA process when there are such
significant gaps in the agencies and the publics ability to meaningfully evaluate this project. Doing so would be
contrary to NEPA and the Clean Water Act.

864 87 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Permitting The Corps has distinct, substantive obligations under the Clean Water Act, which in turn extend out into its The BLM Section 404 of the CWA requires a permit before dredged or fill material may be discharged into N
obligations under NEPA. When a project is not water dependent, as in the case of the Willow project, and the WOUS. The Section 404 program is administered by USACE, which has provided a public comment period on
project would fill special aquatic sites, including wetlands, the Corps regulations create a rebuttable presumption |the Section 404 permit application. USACE issued its Public Notice on March 26, 2020.

that there are practicable and environmentally preferable alternatives, and such alternatives are presumed to have
less adverse impact unless clearly demonstrated otherwise. This substantive requirement mandates the Corps to
select the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA). . . . The regulations presume that
less environmentally damaging alternatives are available to the applicant and practicable, unless the applicant
clearly demonstrates otherwise. In the absence of such a clear showing, the Corps is required to deny the permit

application.
864 88 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska|Permitting BLM and the Corps cannot move forward with this EIS at this time and without a valid 404 permit application | The Section 404 permit application was submitted by CPAI. USACE issued its Public Notice on March 26, N
since this process could constrict the Corps ability to select the LEDPA and meet its 404 obligations. As 2020.

currently written, the EIS is missing the information and analysis necessary for the Corps to conduct its
evaluation, to make the necessary findings under its Clean Water Act mandate, or to meet its own obligations
under NEPA.. One area of particular concern is the lack of appropriate consideration of mitigation measures in
the EIS. Another concern is that this process denies the public or other federal, state, local and tribal agencies the
opportunity to comment on ConocoPhillips mitigation proposal and its adequacy to compensate for unavoidable
impacts resulting from project implementation, construction and operation. BLM and the Corps should not
proceed with reviewing and authorizing this project without a complete 404 permit application. . . . BLM and the
Corps decision to move ahead with the NEPA process prior to ConocoPhillips submitting its application to the
Corps for the 404 process is contrary to both NEPA and the Clean Water Act. The Corps and BLM should
suspend the NEPA process for the Willow Plan until ConocoPhillips submits its application for a 404 permit. If
and when the Corps receives ConocoPhillips completed application, the agencies will need to revise and reissue
the EIS to fully incorporate the information and findings necessary to support the 404 decision making process.

864 89 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Permitting The Draft EIS is Insufficient to Support the Corps Obligations Under NEPA and the CWA. The Section 404 permit application was submitted by CPAI, and USACE issued its Public Notice on March 26, N
The Corps is lacking this key information necessary to inform its analysis under the 404 Guidelines. 2020.

864 90 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska|Permitting There are numerous gaps in the analysis in the draft EIS with regard to the analysis of impacts to wetlands, Because wetlands are abundant on the North Slope and the wetlands that would be impacted by the Project are N
hydrology, permafrost, waterway, and other impacts. . . . filling and degrading sensitive tundra wetlands is likely |not unique, the indirect effects to fish would likely not be measurable.
to have a wide range of negative impacts on a range of resources and functions over the short and long USACE administers permits under Section 404 of the CWA. The Section 404 permit application was submitted

term. ... There is no information on the wetlands general habitat suitability. . . . [T]he DEIS specifically lacks  |by CPAI, and USACE issued its Public Notice on March 26, 2020.
information about impacts to fish habitat that the wetlands may provide. Even to the limited extent the draft EIS
addresses fish impacts in Appendix E.10, it does nothing to correlate that back to the wetland impacts.

-Native plant richness and diversity of wetland types - there is nothing that discusses this factor in Appendix E.9
other than to say it is a very complex system.

The draft EIS fails to do a sufficient analysis of these impacts, both for purposes of NEPA and the Corps CWA
obligations. The Corps does not have sufficient information to make the necessary findings under the 404
Guidelines.

864 94 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska | Permitting Additionally, it is unclear what ConocoPhillips is planning regarding completion of a full aquatic site assessment | An aquatic site assessment is not required for NEPA. N
or what ConocoPhillips is planning for purposes of wetland mitigation. ConocoPhillips requested the Corps
concurrence with the company’s proposal to use Arctic Slope Regional Corporation ANSRAM methodology in
a potential / future Section 10/404 evaluation process, and specifically in regard to potential mitigation needs for
the Willow project. However, the Corps states unequivocally that use of the ANSRAM methodology as provided
by ConocoPhillips for Willow is not appropriate and we are unable to concur with its use in this way. It does not
appear that ConocoPhillips has completed an appropriate aquatic site assessment since that time. This is all
crucial information that is necessary to the agencies consideration of this project and necessary mitigation
measures.

EPA pointed out a number of these gaps during scoping that have yet to be filled. These include information
about the expected change in the function and condition of the resources; identification and description of all
wetlands and surface waters, including ephemeral and intermittent streams, that could be affected by oil and gas
activities; acreages, channel lengths, habitat types, values and functions of the waters; and information on the
types of activities that would require mitigation measures during construction, operation, and closure phases of
the project. The Corps is also missing a wide range of data about the timing and magnitude of peak flows in
multiple waterbodies that will be essential to not only the Corps 404

permit, but also the Rivers and Harbors Act authorizations, which requires agencies to maintain navigation on
navigable waterways.
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The draft EIS does not contain any provisions addressing compensatory mitigation for this project, despite the
fact that there will be substantial direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts. Instead, the draft EIS states in Section
5.3.2 that mitigation measures required by the Corps will be described in the Corps record of decision for this
project. . . . If the Corps waits until the ROD to require, discuss and incorporate a compensatory mitigation plan
into their ROD and Section 404/10 permit required for this project, then there would be no opportunity for
comments from the public, agencies, and tribal entities.

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

Except as required by law, BLM policy precludes imposition of compensatory mitigation on public land users
(IM 2019-018, Compensatory Mitigation). A Compensatory Mitigation Plan is not required for NEPA or for the
Section 404 permit application; only a compensatory mitigation statement is required. USACE determines
compensatory mitigation requirements associated with Section 404 permits and provides a public comment
opportunity upon issuance of the Public Notice for permit applications under Section 404. USACE issued its
Public Notice on March 26, 2020.

864

96

Psarianos

Bridget

Trustees for Alaska

Permitting

The Corps cannot wait until the point of issuing a record of decision to analyze the mitigation measures for this
project and present that analysis to the public. That is contrary to NEPA. The Corps is required to analyze those
measures and their effectiveness in a NEPA analysis. . . . the draft EIS does not demonstrate that the proposed
best management practices, lease stipulations, or reclamation are adequate to mitigate the impacts of this project
or that compensatory mitigation should not be required. Because of the lack of mitigation presented or analyzed
in the draft EIS, there is a serious risk of significant degradation from the proposed project that the Corps has
failed to adequately address.

All of this information is critical to the Corps ability to properly analyze this project and develop appropriate
mitigation measures. Despite that, this information is wholly missing from this process because Conoco has yet
to submit a complete 404 application. The Corps and BLM cannot move forward with analyzing this project in
the draft EIS without having all of this information, which is necessary for the Corps to meet its obligations
under the 404 Guidelines and NEPA.

Awvoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures are described in Chapter 5.0 (Mitigation) of the EIS. Except
as required by law, BLM policy precludes imposition of compensatory mitigation on public land users (IM
2019-018, Compensatory Mitigation). A Compensatory Mitigation Plan is not required for NEPA or for the
Section 404 permit application; only a compensatory mitigation statement is required. USACE determines
compensatory mitigation requirements associated with Section 404 permits and provides a public comment
opportunity upon issuance of the Public Notice for permit applications under Section 404. USACE issued its
Public Notice on March 26, 2020.
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Psarianos

Bridget

Trustees for Alaska

Permitting

BLM Should Not Approve Sales of Mineral Materials to Support Willow

... These gravel mines and material sales contracts are governed by 43 CFR Part 3600. Under these Mineral
Material Disposal regulations: No disposal is authorized by the statute where it would be detrimental to the
public interest. 30 U.S.C. 601 (2000); 43 CFR 3601.6(a). In addition, the regulations preclude BLM from
disposing of mineral materials if it determines that the aggregate damage to public lands and resources would
exceed the public benefits that BLM expects from the proposed disposition. . . .

... BLM did not consider any potential alternative sites for gravel mines for this project, nor did BLM consider
an alternative which would reduce the gravel footprint for the Willow project. Yet, the potentially significant
impact to water quality within the Ublutuoch (Tigmiagsiugvik) River 0.5-mile setback (up to 184.1 acres) is
essential to BLM’s alternatives review, as impacting water quality in a high-use subsistence area is a highly
relevant factor BLM must consider in exercising its discretion to choose the no-action alternative in order to
meet the FLPMA and Part 3600 public interest mandates . . . [T]hese gravel mines are detrimental to the public
interest due to their short-and-long-term damage to the environment. . . . BLM must undertake a full review of
the impacts from these mines under FLPMA and NEPA, and include such an analysis in a revised or
supplemental EIS.

As described in Appendix D.1 (Alternatives Development), Section 3.1.5.1, Use of the Clover Mine Site, the use
of the Clover Mine Site was considered and dismissed from detailed analysis.
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Psarianos

Bridget

Trustees for Alaska

Permitting

... [A]ny BLM approval of gravel mines must be conducted under BLM mineral material sales regulations,
which contain strict limits to protect the public interest. . . .

These gravel mines and material sales contracts are governed by 43 CFR Part 3600. Under these Mineral
Material Disposal regulations, no disposal is authorized by the statute where it would be detrimental to the public
interest. In addition, the regulations preclude BLM from disposing of mineral materials if it determines that the
aggregate damage to public lands and resources would exceed the public benefits that BLM expects from the
proposed disposition . . . At a minimum, the likelihood of significant impacts to subsistence resulting from gravel
mining within an important setback area precludes their approval.

As described in Table D.3.2 in Appendix D.1 (Alternatives Development), the use of the ASRC Mine Site as a
Project component was considered (No. 26) and eliminated from detailed analysis.

864

271

Psarianos

Bridget

Trustees for Alaska

Permitting

The most glaring inadequacy in this technical appendix [E.9, Vegetations and Wetlands Technical Appendix] is
the lack of a functional

assessment or impact analysis for wetlands in the DEIS or supporting information. The ITU wetland mapping
methods document does not contain a functional assessment or impact analysis for wetlands. This is completely
inconsistent with Corps regulations.

An aquatic site assessment is not required for NEPA.

987

Seris

David

United States
Coast Guard,
Waterways
Management
Branch

Permitting

In order for the Coast Guard, as a cooperating agency, to adopt the bridge related portions of this DEIS, the
document must include an analysis of the impacts and associated mitigation related to the construction and
operation of those bridges that will require Coast Guard bridge permits. Alternative B, which is noted as the
preferred alternative, anticipates the construction of seven bridges spanning Judy (lgalligpik and Kayyaaq)
Creek, Fish (Uvlutuug) Creek, Willow Creek 2, Willow Creek 4, Willow Creek 4A and Willow Creek 8.
Alternatives C and D (Disconnected Infield Roads and Disconnected Access respectively) would require the
construction of six (rather than seven) bridges. Anticipated impacts to the human environment specific to bridge
construction/operation include hydrologic changes/erosion; potential contamination of fish thereby decreasing
subsistence resource availability as well as associated habitat loss; increased noise during construction; and
changes to the previously undisturbed characteristics of the visual landscape. Pile driving associated with bridge
construction will result in substantial levels of impulsive noise, but for relatively short periods limited to a series
of days or weeks at the noted locations. Moreover, the installation of bridge piles (56 in total for Alternative B)
would effectively remove EFH in 52 locations within each individual pile footprint (as well as commensurate
scouring).

The U.S. Coast Guard decided not to act as a cooperating agency and will be conducting a separate permit
review process outside of the EIS process.

Appendix B.2 Draft EIS Comments and BLM Responses

Page 108



Willow Master Development Plan

Letter

[\[o}
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Name

Org.

United States
Coast Guard,
Waterways
Management
Branch

Primary
Comment
Code

Permitting

Comment Text

The DEIS does not address potential impacts relevant to the following laws: the Land and Water Conservation
Fund Act of 1965 (16 U.S.C. 4601-4604 et seq.); the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668); the
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (42 U.S.C. 9601); and the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 103). In order for the Coast Guard, as a cooperating agency,
to adopt the bridge related portions of this DEIS, the document must include an analysis of the impacts and
mitigation associated with these laws.

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

The U.S. Coast Guard decided not to act as a cooperating agency and will be conducting a separate permit
review process outside of the EIS process.

More detail was added to Table C.2.1 of Appendix C (Regulatory Authorities and Framework) regarding the
laws mentioned in the comment.

4.2.17 Project Description

Table B.2.20. Substantive Comments Received on Project Description
Letter

\[o}

Comment Sender Last Sender First Org.

\[o}

Name

Name

Primary
Comment
Code

Comment Text

Response

Project And this has to do with the delivery islands in Atigaru Point and Point Lonely sites will see six sealift barge trips | Exact barge and support vessel routes details are not known. Routes would be determined based on consultation
Description and 224 support vessel trips with more miles of barge travel for the former and far more miles to support vessel |with USFWS to minimize impacts to marine mammals. A new figure has been added to the Final EIS, Figure
travel for the latter. Although the table in the appendix shows the differences between those; | have not been able | 3.13.2, Estimated Barge Transit Route, that displays an approximation of the likely barge transit route between
to find anything that shows what the total miles will be for each of those alternatives, and nor have | seen a map | Dutch Harbor and Oliktok Dock.
that actually shows what the routes will be from Oliktok Point or from Point Lonely, and | think it would be The approximate distance from Oliktok Dock to the Atigaru Point MTI would be 45.0 miles, and the distance
helpful in doing analyses to see those. from Oliktok Dock to the Point Lonely MTI would be 84.4 miles.
Note: All traffic values have been updated for the Final EIS.
989 14 Brower, Jr.  |Harry North Slope Project Page ES-4, 6.5 Sealift Module Delivery Options The design life is based on CPAI’s engineering. This time period covers the intended time the MTI would be
Borough, Office of | Description How was the design life of 5-10 years for the MTI calculated? needed before decommissioning would be completed.
the Mayor
989 15 Brower, Jr.  |Harry North Slope Project Page ES-4, 6.5.1 Proponent’s Module Transfer Island The 10- to 20-year period was identified based on previously abandoned-in-place offshore constructed islands
Borough, Office of | Description “It is anticipated the top of the island would drop below the water surface in 10 to 20 years following (Resolution and Goose islands). The erosion of the island would be generated by waves and ice.
the Mayor abandonment as it is reshaped by ice and waves.”
This may not be correct. BLM should reanalyze the bathymetry in this area. Some areas have not changed since
the 1950s.
989 18 Brower, Jr.  |Harry North Slope Project Page 12, 2.5.4.7 Solid Waste BLM NPR-A BMP A-2 prohibits the burial of garbage in the NPR-A.
Borough, Office of | Description Can solid waste be landfilled within the NPR-A?
the Mayor
989 19 Brower, Jr.  |Harry North Slope Project Page 15, 2.5.9 Abandonment and Reclamation The EIS separates the Project’s onshore components (i.e., action alternatives) from the module delivery
Borough, Office of | Description This section should include discussion of CPAI’s abandonment and reclamation plans for the Modular Transfer |components (i.e., module delivery options.) As noted in Section 2.6.1, Option 1: Atigaru Point Module Transfer
the Mayor Island and the BLM’s analysis of these plans. What is the predicted life of the project? This seems like Island, details regarding MTI decommissioning are described in Final EIS Appendix D.1 (Alternatives
something that should be included. Development), Sections 4.7.1.3 and 4.7.2.3, both titled Module Transfer Island Maintenance and
Decommissioning.
The life of the Project is estimated to be 30 years (Alternatives B and C) and 31 years (Alternative D). The
design life of the MT1 is 5 to 10 years; it is anticipated that within 10 to 20 years following decommissioning, the
top of the island would disappear below the water surface.
989 20 Brower, Jr.  |Harry North Slope Project Page 17, 2.7 Sealift Module Delivery Options The design life is based on CPAI’s engineering. This time period covers the intended time the MTI would be
Borough, Office of | Description Why is the design life of the MTI 5-10 years? needed before decommissioning would be completed.
the Mayor
991 1 Bruno Jeff Alaska State, Project Chapter 2, page 12, Section 2.5.4.8 Temporary storage cells (typically lined, wooden structures) would be constructed for staging drilling muds and
Department of Description This page discusses drilling waste. The draft EIS does not specify areas or plans for storage of drilling waste cuttings prior to disposal. Text added to Final EIS Section 2.5.4.8, Drilling Waste; text expanded for clarity in
Natural Resources prior to disposal. This section notes that reserve pits would not be used. It is unclear to us how they plan to Final EIS Appendix D.1, Alternatives Development, Section 4.2.4.8, Drilling Waste.
address wastes after they are produced and before they are disposed of.
1302 12 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Project ConocoPhillips is proposing that a Colville River ice road crossing in the vicinity of Ocean Point be considered | Comment noted. Option 3 (Colville River Crossing) is included in the SDEIS and Final EIS.
Description as an Option 3 for module delivery. Under this approach, modules would be delivered to the existing Oliktok
Dock at Kuparuk and staged on existing gravel pads within the Kuparuk oil field until ice roads can be
constructed. During winter, the modules would be transported first on existing gravel roads through the Kuparuk
oil field to drill site 2P, and then onto a specially made ice road that includes a crossing of the Colville River in
the vicinity of Ocean Point. Once across the river, the ice road would continue until it connects with the gravel
road roughly around the GMT2/MT7 pad. This approach would avoid the need for an MTI and the need for an
ice road across the Teshekpuk Lake Caribou Habitat Area.
1302 108 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Project No discussion of incinerator except for Alt. D. The discussion of project facilities should note that under all The use of an incinerator is noted in the Draft and Final EIS Appendix D.1, Alternatives Development, Section
Description alternatives, an incinerator would be used for waste disposal. This avoids attracting animals with food waste. 4.2, Project Components Common to All Action Alternatives: Section 4.2.1.3, Willow Operations Center; and
Section 4.2.4.7, Solid Waste.
Text was expanded in the Final EIS Section 4.2.4.7, Solid Waste, to note that incinerator use is intended to
prevent attracting animals.
1302 109 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Project Page 10 states the HDD pipelines will be installed 70 feet below the river channel and page 66 states 85 feet Edited as suggested.
Description below ground. Change wording on page 66 to “70 feet below the river channel.”
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Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

Connor ConocoPhillips Project Missing values for flights to/from Point Lonely provided on April 15, 2019 and on July 15, 2019 in RFI 62a. All traffic values and tables have been updated for the Final EIS; this includes additional traffic comparison
Description Same comment also applies to Table D.4.37. However, these flights appear to have been included in Table tables in Appendix D.1, Alternatives Development, Chapter 5.0, Summary Comparison Tables for Analysis.
E.11.09 and E.11.11 in Appendix E 11. Note that Point Lonely Flights are included in Table ES-11 (page ES.1) |Flight locations specific to the module delivery options (e.g., Atigaru, Point Lonely, Kuparuk) have been added
but the total provided does not include the Point Lonely Flights. A similar comment also applies to Table 2.8.2  |to appropriate tables throughout the Final EIS.
on page 21.
1302 125 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Project (Table ES.1) It’s unclear what the point is of listing the various resources affected if those specific resources The intention is to briefly tie the Project component (e.g., ice infrastructure, pipelines, gravel roads) to the N
Description aren’t then analyzed in the next columns by Alternative. For instance, “disturbance and displacement of birds, environmental resource that would be impacted using available quantified data to assist reviewers in comparing
caribou, and polar bears” is cited for several project components, but the Alternative analysis columns then only |alternatives. While 267.0 miles of pipeline would not displace 267.0 miles of polar bears, the associated
recites project footprints, etc. This is not the correct metric for something like “polar bear habitat.” Having 267.0 |construction activity (winter) has the potential to disturb polar bears. Consequently, alternatives with more miles
miles of pipeline doesn’t mean that’s 267 miles of displacement of polar bears. of pipelines would impact polar bears differently from the construction of pipeline (e.g., setting VSMs, welding
pipeline).
1302 129 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Project (Page 2, Section 1.3, Purpose and Need) We recommend that BLM clarify the phrase transportation to market as | The purpose and need adequately covers the intent of CPAI to produce and sell the oil in the marketplace. N
Description used in the DEIS statement of purpose and need. The phrase refers to transportation to a common carrier
pipeline, not the final point of sale to a consumer.
1302 156 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Project (Page 11, Section 2.5.4.1, Ice Pads) Revise paragraph two to read: “Multi-season ice pads would be used on a Edited as suggested. Y
Description limited basis to stage construction materials between winter construction seasons; this avoids the need to place
gravel fill to support temporary activities. Multi-season ice pad (MSIP) construction utilizes a base of ice with
structural insulated panels (SIPs) above and rig mats on the surface. Once the MSIP is no longer needed, the rig
mats, SIPs and associated materials will be removed and the ice will be excavated to within 12 inches of the
tundra surface. "
1302 157 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Project (Page 11, Section 2.5.4.1, Ice Pads) Revise paragraph three to read: “Three 10.0-acre multi-season ice pads Commenter’s suggested text edit is editorial and does not change the information conveyed in the existing text. N
Description would be used during Project construction: near GMT-2, near the WOC (South WOC under Alternative C), and |No changes to text.
at the Tipmiaqgsiugvik Mine Site. These pads would allow for equipment staging in support of ice road
construction, gravel mining, and other tasks which would support early access at the beginning of each winter
season, while minimizing gravel fill.”
1302 158 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Project (Page 13, Section 2.5.5, Water Use) Add sentence in italics: “Approximately 0.25 MG of water is used to The multi-season ice pad description water requirements in Chapter 2.0, Alternatives, and Appendix D.1, Y
Description construct 1 acre of ice pad. (Note: 0.25 MG of water per acre is a high-level estimate for multi-season ice pads.) |Alternatives Development, has been updated to reflect that multi-season ice pads require 0.25 million gallons of
MSIPs use base thicknesses of ice of 3 feet and beyond. IE, the MSIP near Kuukpik pad is ~6 feet thick. The freshwater per acre, per foot of thickness.
water required can be simply calculated by cubic feet of ice. It is Much greater than 0.25 MG.”
1302 162 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Project (Pages 66-67, Section 3.8.2.3.6, Water Withdrawal) Water withdrawal volume does not appear to account for All quantitative values have been updated for the Final EIS based on CPAI’s Project revisions. Y
Description water used for drilling
1302 170 Dunn Connor ConocoPhillips Project (Page 77, Section 3.9.2.6.1, Alternative C: Disconnected Infield Roads) The second sentence states that a second |Edited as suggested for clarity. Y
Description airstrip and camp would be located near BT1 or BT2. To clarify, the north WOC and north airstrip would be
located near BT2.
47 1 Leavitt Joe Project What’s the height on the pipeline going to be? Pipeline heights would vary throughout the Project area due to terrain and topography, but the lowest point for N
Description new pipelines would be a minimum of 7 feet above the surrounding tundra. Note: In select areas where new
pipelines would be installed on and share existing vertical and horizontal pipeline support members, new
pipelines would match the existing heights.
1294 21 Nukapigak |Joe Kuukpik Project Vol. |, p. ES-4, Section 6.5, Sealift Module Delively Options. The Draft EIS does not state that the MTI would dissolve but does state that “the island is expected to be N
Corporation Description The Draft EIS claims it would take 10-20 years for the top of the MTI to drop below the water surface. This time |reshaped by waves and ice within 10 to 20 years similar to Resolution and Goose islands, two Beaufort Sea
frame is more realistic than earlier claims of 5 years, but it’s still optimistic. The information arguably supporting | exploratory islands constructed in water depths similar to the [Options 1 and 2] MTI” (Draft EIS Section
that estimate is questionable at best because even the examples provided, Goose and Resolution Islands, may 3.8.2.6.1, Option 1: Proponent's Module Transfer Island). And Draft EIS Section 3.13.4, Unavoidable,
only be at or just below the water surface after 30 and 16 years, respectively. See Vol. |, p. 69. Irretrievable, and Irreplaceable Effects, notes that “the alteration of nearshore habitat would be irreversible
Resolution Island was in the Sag River delta, so it experienced more water movement than would be expected  |because even if the MTI is abandoned and reshaped, it would still exist.”
near Atigaru Point. Kuukpik continues to believe the proposed MTI will not dissolve as quickly as BLM thinks it | Comparable sections in the FEIS are Section 3.13.2.6.1, Habitat Loss or Alteration, and Section 3.13.3,
will, if ever. Unavoidable, Irretrievable, and Irreplaceable Effects.
1294 24 Nukapigak |Joe Kuukpik Project Also, on page ES-11, the DEIS states that there would be 200 fixed wing flights in winter for the Atigaru Point | Traffic values have been clarified for the Final EIS, and the level of detail has been expanded. Module delivery N
Corporation Description alternative and 320 flights (with 96 in summer) for the Point Lonely alternative. Why are no summer flights Options 1 and 2 (Atigaru Point and Point Lonely) reflect the same number of helicopter, fixed-wing aircraft, and
indicated for the Atigaru Point option? Why are there more fixed wing flights overall for the Point Lonely marine vessel trips.
option? Both options have the same number of helicopter flights. Although there would be no year-round runway at Atigaru Point (Option 1), fixed-wing aircraft would be used
for site security and monitoring during summers; helicopters would be used to deliver personnel or equipment to
the island during summer, as needed.
Note: All traffic values have been updated for the Final EIS. See Final EIS Appendix D.1, Alternatives
Development, Chapter 5.0, Summary Comparison Tables for Analysis, for traffic values by year and season for
each action alternative and module delivery option.
1294 25 Nukapigak |Joe Kuukpik Project Vol. I, p. 9, Section 2.5.2.3, Other Import/Export Pipelines. Under Alternatives C and D, the diesel pipeline would extend to the WPF. Under Alternative B, the diesel N
Corporation Description This section indicates that the new seawater pipeline will run from Kuparuk CPF2 all the way to the WPF (under | pipeline would extend to the Alpine development. Because the BLM considered extending the diesel pipeline to
the Colville River via HDD). Why is the diesel pipeline not expected to connect all the way to the WPF? the WPF in the EIS, the BLM has the discretion to require this in the ROD.
trucking this (and potentially others) substance (and potentially others) seems inefficient and will unnecessarily
increase vehicle traffic.
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Nukapigak Kuukpik Project Vol. 1, p. 10, Section 2.5.3.1, Ice Roads. Ice road design has been updated for the Final EIS and is now noted as being “at least 6 inches thick.”
Corporation Description This section states that ice roads would generally be 8 inches thick. Kuukpik believes this is different from the | Additionally, ice road widths have been further refined (Final EIS, Appendix D.1, Alternatives Development,
usual 6 inches. Why the change? This section also states that a 70 foot wide ice road just for transferring the Section 3.1.6.4.5, Ice Road Widths and Water Use Updates); module haul ice roads have been narrowed to a
modules would be build alongside a 35 foot wide ice road for general traffic. Why is a separate road necessary? |single 60-foot-wide ice road for all module delivery options.
It seems like the 70 foot wide ice road could either be expanded an additional 15-20 feet or include pullouts to
allow general traffic to use the same road as the modules instead of building a separate 35 feet wide ice road.
1294 29 Nukapigak |Joe Kuukpik Project Vol. I, p. 11, Section 2.5.4.2, Camps. The Project proponent (CPAI) determines what commercial camps it may contract with to support the Project.
Corporation Description The existing Arctic Wolf (or Arctic Fox) camp north of the Kuukpik Hotel should also be cited here.
1294 30 Nukapigak |Joe Kuukpik Project Vol. 1, p. 12, Section 2.5.4.6, Domestic Wastewater. Comment noted. Treated wastewater would be hauled to another disposal site (e.g., Alpine) until the Project’s
Corporation Description CPAl is leaving the option open to discharge treated wastewater to the ground until the UIC disposal well is UIC well is operational; though in an emergency, there may be permitted surface discharge.
available. Kuukpik opposes surface discharge of such wastewater.
1294 31 Nukapigak |Joe Kuukpik Project Vol. 1, p. 13, Section 2.5.5, Water Use. Ice road design has been updated for the Final EIS (Appendix D.1, Alternatives Development, Section 3.1.6.4.5,
Corporation Description This section states that 1.5 million gallons of water per mile will be used for construction of a 35 foot wide ice | Ice Road Widths and Water Use Updates). As noted in Section 4.2.5.3, Water Use, of Appendix D.1, “ice road
road. The “standard” figure is 1 million gallons per mile. We believe this figure needs to be corrected and widths would be 35 feet, 50 feet, or 70 feet; the volume of freshwater required to construct these ice roads is
calculations based on it must be updated to present an accurate picture of water use related to ice roads. approximately 1.0 MG [million gallons], 1.4 MG, and 2.0 MG, respectively.”
1294 32 Nukapigak |Joe Kuukpik Project Vol. 1, p. 15-16, Sections 2.5.10, Schedule and Logistics. Project schedules have been updated to reflect CPAI’s refinements to engineering design and planning;
Corporation Description The dates shown are now off by at least 1 year in light of CPAI’s public announcement that the Willow project  |schedules reflect CPAI’s current development plans.
would be delayed by at least 1 year.
1294 38 Nukapigak |Joe Kuukpik Project Vol. I, p. 119, Section 3.14.2.2, Action Alternatives and Module Delivery Options. Roads and pipelines extending southwest from GMT-2 would cross a corner of the CRSA; BT4 is not located in
Corporation Description Where does Alternative B cross through a mile of the Colville River Special Area? BT4 is no longer located the K-5 Teshekpuk Lake Caribou Habitat Area, but it is located in the TLSA. Both areas have been added to
within the Teshekpuk Lake Caribou Habitat Area. alternatives figures for the Final EIS (Chapter 2.0, Alternatives, and Appendix D.1, Alternatives Development).
1294 43 Nukapigak |Joe Kuukpik Project Vol. I, p. 145, Section 3.1.6.2.6.1, Proponent’s MTI. Traffic trips are estimates provided by CPAI and are based on its logistics and construction planning effort. The
Corporation Description This section states, “During construction, peak ground traffic levels associated with the MTI would reach up to | EIS further breaks down total trips to daily and hourly distributions (using noted assumptions) to further aid
8,900 trips daily, averaging 370 trips per hour in winter (Table E.11.10 in Appendix E.11, Birds Technical reviewers in understanding the potential impacts for alternatives and module delivery options. No gravel staging
Appendix).” This data seems incorrect. Even if CPAI staged gravel somewhere between the Ublutuoch Mine areas are proposed as part of the Project. The Final EIS provides updated trip values based on further engineering
Site and the island location (which hasn’t been proposed as far as we know), this would equate to 6.6 trips per  |and planning by CPAI.
minute. Gravel trucks can’t offload gravel in less than 10 seconds per load and get out of the way for the next
truck.
41 3 Pardue Marie — Project Diesel equipment - You put structures up for employees. Why not go as far as building garages for day/night Construction of garages or other buildings to house vehicles and equipment would expand most gravel pads to
Description shifts so they don’t run unused equipment 24/7 during the coldest months. accommodate the additional structures, which would result in its own impacts.
The BLM is currently revising the NPR-A IAP, including potential changes to required BMPs (described as
ROPs in BLM [2020]). Applicable BMPs/ROPs considered in the revised IAP are included as Applicable
Existing and Proposed Lease Stipulations and Best Management Practices in the Willow MDP Final EIS
(typically Section 3.X.2.1.1 in most resource chapters). This includes 2020 NPR-A IAP ROP A-14 (Vehicle
Idling Standards), which includes the following requirement: “All permanent camps are required to use vehicle
plug-ins for engine block heaters. When vehicles are not in use, they shall be powered off and plugged in where
plugs are available.”
The Willow MDP ROD will detail which of the measures will be implemented for the Project.
864 72 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska|Project As noted during scoping, the size and gravel footprint of the five drill sites, the Willow Central Processing The Draft EIS and Final EIS identify the sizes of individual pads under each action alternative and in the
Description Facility, and the infrastructure pad is not indicated. ConocoPhillips’ Summary and the draft EIS only provide summary comparison table (see Appendix D.1, Alternatives Development). The Final EIS includes additional
estimates that there will 50 or more wells per pad and does not indicate if that number includes only producing | Project refinements based on ongoing CPAI engineering; all gravel pad sizes have been adjusted accordingly. As
wells or injection wells. Further, ConocoPhillips makes the improbable assumption that each drill site will be noted in the Final EIS, the Project would have 251 total wells (including injection and production), with 40 to 70
identical in gravel footprint and infrastructure, when in reality each drill site pad will vary depending on its wells at each drill site.
equipment needs. BLM must require more information to determine the scope of the project and its facilities, as | Final EIS Appendix D.1, Section 4.2.1.1., Willow Processing Facility, includes a description of some of the
required by FLPMA. Further, ConocoPhillips must provide site-specific specific information for the proposed  |activity that would occur at this facility as well as a description of the types of equipment that would be found at
Willow Central Processing Facility including, but not limited to, its exact location, equipment needs, power the facility.
generation, processing activities, and infrastructure needs. BLM requires this information not only to adequately |As described in Section 1.3, Purpose and Need, FLPMA would apply to any authorization BLM issues for the
evaluate ConocoPhillips’ ROW request, but also to evaluate potential alternatives to that proposal and Project. When an application is submitted for a ROW and/or APD for the Willow MDP Project, the BLM will
environmental impacts as required by NEPA. review the application for completeness and determine whether the scope of the Project falls within what was
analyzed in the EIS, and if any further NEPA analysis is required.
864 73 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska|Project Additionally, there is very little information on the length or location of the roads, or the amount of gravel The Draft EIS and Final EIS include road lengths (miles) and footprint (acres), as well as the acres for each drill
Description needed. As described in more detail below, gravel infrastructure has major impacts on hydrology, vegetation, site pad; see Appendix D.1, Alternatives Development. All proposed gravel roads are also depicted on
and permafrost conditions. Any new roads will increase habitat fragmentation in this sensitive area, and further |accompanying EIS figures. The required gravel volume for each alternative and module delivery option is also
encircle the community of Nuigsut. The length of the roads will dictate the amount of gravel needed for provided in Appendix D.1.
construction, and the locations of roads and drill sites will affect the necessary maintenance of roads. When an application is submitted for a ROW and/or APD for the Willow MDP Project, the BLM will review the
ConocoPhillips must provide specific information in order for BLM to properly evaluate the environmental and |application for completeness and determine whether the scope of the Project falls within what was analyzed in
social impacts of this gravel infrastructure and to grant any ROW for this project. the EIS, and if any further NEPA analysis is required.
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Comment Text

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response

Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska|Project We are also concerned about the lack of detail on the proposed bridges and water crossings. Judy Creek, Fish All bridged crossings and culvert batteries are described in the Draft and Final EIS, as well as depicted on EIS
Description Creek, Willow Creek 4, and Kalikpik River would appear to all require massive bridges with piers located in the |figures; see Appendix D.1, Alternatives Development, for details on the bridge crossings. Each action alternative
riverbeds. ConocoPhillips Summary and the draft EIS does not adequately describe how these will be description includes a table noting the crossing location, bridge length, number of piles below ordinary high
constructed and the draft EIS is equally vague. For instance, the draft EIS merely states that “[b]ridges would water, and the crossing location coordinates. Culvert batteries are depicted on alternatives figures.
range from 40 to 500 feet in length,” but doesn’t clarify the various lengths at different crossings. The draft EIS | Note: The number of piles required below ordinary high water has been updated in the Final EIS based on
is also inconsistent in describing whether there will be span bridges across other streams or whether culvert ongoing engineering refinements by CPAII.
batteries will be used, and the draft EIS states, in a table summary, that 18 crossings would be needed: 7 bridges |As described in Section 1.3, Purpose and Need, FLPMA would apply to any authorization BLM issues for the
and 11 culvert batteries. The specific crossings are not identified in the EIS, however, simply the number. This is | Project. When an application is submitted for a ROW and/or APD for the Willow MDP Project, the BLM will
unacceptably vague, and it is not clear how BLM can issue a ROW under FLPMA without sufficient review the application for completeness and determine whether the scope of the Project falls within what was
information regarding which waterbodies will be crossed. analyzed in the EIS, and if any further NEPA analysis is required.
864 75 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska|Project Information is also sparse regarding ConocoPhillips’ timing for this massive development, as required by 43 Draft EIS Appendix D.1, Alternatives Development, notes that the alternatives contain “phased development,”
Description C.F.R. § 2804.12(a)(2) (“estimated schedule for constructing, operating, maintaining, and terminating the with construction of drill sites and other infrastructure being completed over an extended period of time; this text
project”). ConocoPhillips” Request Letter simply states that there will be “an inter-related series of infrastructure |has been updated for clarity.
components that would be constructed over an approximately 10-year period for the purpose of oil and gas The EIS primarily uses “phase” to describe the three primary activity phases of the Project: construction, drilling,
development in the NPR-A.” The draft EIS is likewise vague in its description of timing of construction and and operations. Each action alternative and module delivery option includes a narrative description of planned
operation, as described herein. ConocoPhillips’ Summary indicates that BT1, BT2, BT3, the Willow Central activity and a graphic of the associated schedule.
Processing Facility, Infrastructure Pad, MTI, air strip and associated roads (and we assume bridges) would be As described in Section 1.3, Purpose and Need, FLPMA would apply to any authorization BLM issues for the
constructed first based on its projections of gravel use, with BT4 and BT5 constructed sometime after 2028. The |Project. When an application is submitted for a ROW and/or APD for the Willow MDP Project, the BLM will
draft EIS states that “ConocoPhillips proposes to construct the Project over approximately 7 to 9 years review the application for completeness and determine whether the scope of the Project falls within what was
(depending on the alternative) beginning in the first quarter (Q1) of 2021. The WPF is anticipated to come online [analyzed in the EIS, and if any further NEPA analysis is required.
the fourth quarter (Q4) of 2024 (first oil) for Alternatives B and C [note this timeline is unclear given
ConocoPhillips’ recent media statements], and in Q1 of 2026 for Alternative D. Operations would run to the end
of the Project’s field life, which is estimated to be 2050 (Alternatives B and C) or 2052 (Alternative D).” The
draft EIS does not clarify the “phased” approach contemplated in ConocoPhillips” Summary document
submitting to BLM, and appears inconsistent. This is insufficient under FLPMA and is not clarified in the draft
EIS. ConocoPhillips must clearly define its development plans as the pace of development will influence
impacts. For instance, ConocoPhillips” Summary provides only an estimate for the number of winter seasons
which will be needed for construction, but significantly more information is needed for purpose of any ROW
grant by BLM.
864 76 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska|Project Additionally, reclamation, including infrastructure and road removal, are barely discussed, despite being critical |Reclamation requirements are included under the NPR-A IAP ROD as LS G-1, which requires the following:
Description to both BLM’s NEPA analysis and ROW permit obligations at 43 C.F.R. § 2804.12(a) (3) (“The estimated life | “Prior to final abandonment, land used for oil and gas infrastructure—including but not limited to well pads,
of the project and the proposed construction and reclamation techniques”). ConocoPhillips” Summary and the production facilities, access roads, and airstrips—shall be reclaimed to ensure eventual restoration of ecosystem
draft EIS essentially state that infrastructure may or may not be simply left in place or removed. Reclamation is | function. The leaseholder shall develop and implement an abandonment and reclamation plan approved by the
necessary for the Willow Plan, and BLM should ensure that all steps are taken to reclaim the area to its natural  |BLM. The plan shall describe short-term stability, visual, hydrological, and productivity objectives and steps to
state. These activities necessitate more equipment and disturbance, but simply abandoning infrastructure in place |be taken to ensure eventual ecosystem restoration to the land’s previous hydrological, vegetative, and habitat
will cause additional permanent damage to the landscape. While some of this massive new infrastructure may be |condition. The BLM may grant exceptions to satisfy stated environmental or public purposes.”
considered “temporary” (e.g., the ice roads and the gravel island) that does not mean the temporary infrastructure | Additionally, BLM requires a bond from companies conducting activities in the NPR-A to ensure that the
will not have significant impacts to wildlife and subsistence from their construction and use. BLM must analyze |company will cover the full cost of reclamation efforts; reclamation standards are determined by the BLM
the impacts of this ongoing disturbance if facilities and roads are left in place, and the impacts from eventual authorized officer at the time of reclamation.
road removal and reclamation efforts. As described in Section 1.3, Purpose and Need, FLPMA would apply to any authorization BLM issues for the
In sum, the lack of substantive information in ConocoPhillips’ Summary and lack of a FLPMA application raises | Project. When an application is submitted for a ROW and/or APD for the Willow MDP Project, the BLM will
serious questions about ConocoPhillips’ ability to move forward with this massive project in an environmentally |review the application for completeness and determine whether the scope of the Project falls within what was
responsible manner and severely limits the public’s ability to analyze the potential impacts of this proposal. analyzed in the EIS, and if any further NEPA analysis is required.
BLM needs all of this information in order to fully assess the site-specific impacts of this project and to issue a
ROW consistent with the agency’s legal obligations under FLPMA.
864 98 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska|Project The Draft EISs Description of Pipeline Inspections are Not Compliant with Federal Pipeline Safety Regulations. | CPAI North Slope operations currently follow, and would follow for the Willow MDP Project, all federal and
Description The draft EIS states that “ConocoPhillips is required to conduct visual examinations of pipelines and facility state regulations regarding pipeline inspection and aerial overflights, including 49 CFR 195.412(a), Subpart F;
piping at least monthly during operations. ConocoPhillips would provide aerial overflights as necessary to allow |18 AAC 75.055(a)(3); and 18 AAC 75.425(e)(2)[E], by conducting aerial overflights at least every 7 days.
inspection both visually and with the aid of FLIR technology, when required.” For federally regulated pipelines | Text updated for clarity (Final EIS, Appendix H, Spill Summary, Prevention, and Response Planning, Section
including pipelines downstream of the Willow Processing Facility and any project-related diesel pipelines, this |2.3, Spill Response Training and Inspections): “CPAL is required to conduct visual examinations of pipelines and
schedule does not meet the 49 CFR Section 195.412(a) requirement for more frequent pipeline inspections. That | facility piping with a frequency defined under 49 CFR 195.412 and 18 AAC 75.055 during operations at a
section reads: “Each operator shall, at intervals not exceeding 3 weeks, but at least 26 times each calendar year, |minimum interval not exceeding three weeks.”
inspect the surface conditions on or adjacent to each pipeline right-of-way. Methods of inspection include
walking, driving, flying or other appropriate means of traversing the right-of-way.”
864 115 Psarianos Bridget Trustees for Alaska|Project BLM Failed to Adequately Consider the Impacts of Gravel Mining. The Draft EIS and Final EIS do describe a single mine site with two distinct cells; the mine site is clearly
Description The draft EIS provides that two 114.8-acre gravel mines sites within the Tigmiagsiugvik area are being evaluated | portrayed as being within the NPR-A (i.e., on BLM-managed lands) and as containing two distinct cells in EIS
by ConocoPhillips for the potential to supply some or all of the gravel required to construct the Project. As an figures. BLM has coordinated with CPAI on development of its mine site plan to ensure that it meets the
initial matter, the draft EIS is suspiciously vague in its description of these mines, referring to them as “cells” in | requirements of its separate permitting process. The mine site plan covers both the development of the mine and
order to characterize two mines, on either side of an important waterway, as though they are a single mine. Itis |the intended reclamation activities. The mine site plan is used in the analyses of resource impacts.
only by studying Figure 2.5.4 th