fv(/_‘il

Draft Environmental Impact State

| :&A;OASTAf ‘ﬂAau AT MANAGEMENT

 PROPOSED OIL & GAS LEASE SALE 70 3= ——
Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Oftmlm
Lil.brar%i !Ilr;ormauon fﬁ? es

8
:
3



This Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is not intended, nor should it be
used, as a local planning document, by potentially affected communities. The
facility locations and transportation scenarios described in this EIS repre-
sent best estimate assumptions that were made for purposes of analysis and
serve as a basis for identifying characteristic activities and any resulting
environmental impacts. These assumptions do not represent a BLM recommenda-
tion, preference, or endorsement of any facility, site, or development plan.
Local control of events may be exercised through planning, zoning, land owner-
ship, and applicable state and local laws and regulations.
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DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Proposed Outer Continental Shelf
0il and Gas Lease Sale
St. George Basin

Summary Sheet

(X) Draft () >Final

U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, Alaska 0OCS Office,
P.0. Box 1159, Anchorage, Alaska 99510.

1. Type of Action: Proposed O0il and Gas Lease Sale, St. George Basin.

(X) Administrative () Legislative

2. Description of the Action: A total of 1,088,371 hectares (2.7 million
acres) of OCS lands are proposed for leasing. The 479 blocks are located in
S5t. George Basin 98.4 to 287.5 kilometers (6l.1 to 178.6 mi.,) offshore in
water depths that range from 98 to 154 meters (321.5 to 505.3 ft.). If imple~-
mented, this sale is tentatively scheduled to be held in February 1983.

3. Environmental Impacts: All blocks offered pose some degree of pollution
risk to the environment. The risk potential is related to adverse effects on
the environment and other resource uses which may result principally from
accidental or chronic oilspills. Socioeconomic effects from onshore develop-
ment will have state, regional, and local implications.

Several alternatives and mitigating measures may be applied which would reduce
the type, occurrence, and extent of adverse impacts associated with this pro-
posal. Other measures, which are beyond the capability of this agency to
apply, have also been identified. 1In spite of mitigating measures, some
impacts are considered unavoidable. For instance, oilspills are considered
statistically probable, some disturbance to fishery and wildlife values would
occur, and some onshore development would occur in undeveloped areas. For
each significant ecological resource, the probability of an oilspill impacting
them has been given, based on an oilspill risk model.

4, Alternative to the Proposed Action:

a. No Sale (Alternative II).
b. Delay the Sale (Altermative III).

c. Modify the proposed sale area by deletion of 73 blocks near the Pri-
bilof Islands (Alternmative 1V).

d. Modify the proposed sale area by deletion of 135 blocks near Unimak
Pass (Alternative V).

e, Modify the proposed sale area by deletion of 208 blocks near the
Pribilof Islands and Unimak Pass (Alternative VI).



Scoping Comments Were Requested From the Following:

Federal Agencies
Department of Agriculture
Forest Service
Department of Commerce
Bureau of Economic Analysis
National Marine Fisheries Service
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
Office of Coastal Zone Management
Office of Ecological and Envirommental Conservation
OCSEAP Office, Juneau

Department of Defense
Air Force
Army Corps of Engineers
Department of the Army
Naval Operations
Department of Energy r
Alaska Field Office : =N
Economic Regulatory Administration
Federal Energy Regulation Commission
Leasing Policy Development
Department of the Interior e
Bureau of Indian Affairs wl
Bureau of Land Management, State Director
Bureau of Mines
Fish and Wildlife Service
Geological Survey
Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service i
National Park Service L

Office of Aircraft Services

Special Assistant to the Secretary »
Department of Transportation :

Coast Guard i ©
Department of the Treasury _ :
Environmental Protection Agency L

State of Alaska

The Honorable Jay S. Hammond, Governor
Department of Administration

Department of Commerce and Economic Development
Department of Community and Regional Affairs
Department of Environmental Conservation
Department of Fish and Game

Department of Health and Social Services
Department of Labor

Department of Law

Department of Natural Resources

Department of Public Works

Department of Revenue 2
Department of Tramsportation and Public Facilities i
Office of Coastal Management
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Office of the Governor
Division of Policy Development and Planning,
State~Federal Coordinator

Universities
University of Alaska
Department of Anthropology ~ Steve Langdon, Ph.D.
Marine Advisory Program
Washington State University - Pullman
Department of Rural Sociology - William Freundenberg, Ph.D.
University of California - Irvine, David Schneider, Ph.D. and George L.
Hunt, Jr., Ph.D. _
University of California - Santa Barbara, W. Holmes,- Ph,D.

Native Organizations

Aleut Corporation

Aleutian/Pribilef Islands Association, Inc.
Association of Village Council Presidents
Bristol Bay Native Association

Ounalashka Corporation

Tanadgusix Corporation

Tanaq Corporation

Special Interest Groups
Acoustical Society of America
Alaska Center for the Environment
Alaska Conservation Society
Alaska Geological Society, Inc.
Alaska League of Women Voters
Alaska Miners Association

‘Alaska 0il and Gas Association

Alaska Professional Hunters Association

Alaska Public Interest Res. Group

Alaska Wildlife Federation and Sportman's Council, Inc.
Audubon Society, Anchorage Chapter and National Representative
Bertha's Brokerage

Chugach Gem and Mineral Society

Environmental Center, West Anchorage High School

Friends of Animals

Friends of the Earth
Geophysical Society of Alaska
Greenpeace Alaska

Isaac Walton League of America
Moening-Grey and Assoc,, Inc,
0il Watch

Resource Development Council
Rural CAP

Sierra Club

Trustees for Alaska
Wilderness Society

Additional Contacts

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, Louis S, Wall

iii



Aleutian Islands Region School District, Richard Bower, Superintendent
ATCO

Atlantic Richfield Company, Alaska, Inc.

Canadian Wildlife Service

Richard Careaga, City Planner, Unalaska

John Christensen, Port Heiden

Dames and Moore, Consultants

Marine Construction and Engineering Company

Pan Alaska Fisheries

Science Applications, Inc,

John Sevy, City Manager, King Cove and Sand Point

6. Technical Papers: This document makes extensive use of a series of

technical papers prepared in the Alaska OCS Office (see Bibliography). The
material contained in these papers is incorporated by reference throughout
this EIS. Copies of these papers ‘have been placed in a number of libraries
throughout Alaska. Single copies of these technical papers are available from
the Alaska 0CS Office,

7. Contacts

For further information regarding this draft environmental impact statement,
contact:

Frederick D. Sieber or Ralph V. Ainger

Nancy K. Swanton BLM (622) U.S.D.I.

P.0. Box 1159 Washington, D.C. 20240
Anchorage, Alaska 99510 202-343-6264

907-276-2955

8. Public Hearings

Public hearings are tentatively scheduled to be held in March or April of
1982. Exact dates and locations will be announced.
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Summary of Envirommental Impact Statement
for Proposed Sale 70

This environmental impact statement examines a proposal for oil and gas leas-
ing in St. George Basin, alterunatives to the proposal, major issues determined
through the scoping process as well as staff analyses, and potential miti-
gating measures. The proposal consists of 479 blocks {(approximately 2.7 mil-
lion acres) which may be offered for lease in the St. George Basin, 61 to
179 miles offshore in water depths from 322 to 505 feet.

The probable impacts are based, in part, on the assumption that the mean re-
source estimate of 1.12 billion barrels of o0il and 3.66 trillion cubic feet of
gas would be discovered and produced in the proposed lease sale area., For
this amount of o0il, according to the U.S. Geoclogical Survey, up to 6.5 oil-
spills exceeding 1,000 barrels are probable over the 22-year production life
of the o0il field. There is only a 28-percent chance that commercial quanti-
ties of o0il would be found, or in other words, a 72-percent chance of not
finding oil. 1If no oil is discovered, of course, there is no risk from poten-
tial oilspills or the range of development impacts discussed.

Put forth in this environmental impact statement are the proposal for offering
479 blocks for leasing in the St. George Basin and five alternatives to this
proposal. These five alternatives are: no lease sale; delay the lease sale
for 2 years; delete 73 blocks nearest the Pribilof Islands; delete 135 blocks
located nearest the Unimak Pass; delete 208 blocks located nearest the Pribi-~
lof Islands and the Unimak Pass (a combination of the previous two alterna-
tives). These are the various actions which are being assessed in this docu-
ment. The Secretary of the Interior will decide which of these options or
combination of options should take place.

The four developmental and transportation scenarios, described below, were
discussed in this EIS to represent the wide range of various approaches to
producing and shipping a hydrocarbon product, if discovery and, subsequently,
development and production should take place in the St. George Basin. One of
these four scenarios was used to assess impacts for the proposal and alter-
natives., The developmental scenario includes a terminal facility on the south
side of the Alaska Peninsula. By analyzing one common scenario for all alter-
natives, the reader can more easily differentiate between alternatives. The
effect of different scenarios within each alternative is also addressed in
this document. The Secretary, in his decision to hold a sale in the St.
George Basin, will not be prescribing a specific transportation scenario, The
eventual development scenaric will be dependent upon the presence of a commer-
cial quantity of oil and gas, size of field, economics, land ownership, and
many other factors. The selection of a specific scenario cannot be made at
this time, nor is it a decision of the Secretary. It is true that the likeli-
hood of one type of scenario over another is at least partially dependent upon
the alternative selected., It should be emphasized that local communities
could have a major influence on the final configuration of the transportation
scenario through zoning, land use planning, and local laws and regulatioms.

As was stated before, the transportation scenaric for common use in impact

analysis for all altermatives hypothesizes processing and terminal facilities
on a bay located on the southern shore of the Alaska Peninsula. Produced oil
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and gas could be transported from the St. George Basin by pipeline across the
Alaska Peninsula to a bay on the south side. ' A second scenario hypothesizes
construction of one or more processing and loading facilities on the Pribilof
Islands; the third discusses onshore facilities near Makushin Bay (Unalaska
Island); and the fourth hypothesizes the offshore processing and loading of
all produced hydrocarbons. . This summary of impacts is based on the south side
of the Alaska Peninsula scenario. If another development scenario were se-
lected, regional impacts would be expected to shift.

The impact assessment assumes that all laws, regulations, and OCS orders are
part of the proposal. If the mitigating measures described in Section II.B.
l.c. were adopted, it is expected that some impacts described in this environ-
mental dimpact statement would be reduced. Potential effectiveness of the
mitigating measures is described in each impact section.

The following discussion covers the types of impacts expected from Alterna-
tive I to resources which were identified as major concerns in the scoping
process.

The extent to which an oilspill would impact demersal fish would. depend upon
several factors. The eggs and larval stages of these species are the most
vulnerable to oil, The probability of an oilspill contacting egg/larval
halibut, yellowfin sole, Pacific cod, sablefish, and immature rockfish would
be wvery unlikely. Walleye pollock eggs and larvae could be exposed to oil
should a spill occur during the approximate 6-month period from spawning to
onset of demersal existence (March-August annually). For pollock, the risk is
moderate for spill contact, but insignificant when total pollock egg/larvae
distribution and numbers are considered. All north Alaska Peninsula salmon
species (principally sockeye) adult and smolt, could be adversely affected by
this proposal, principally through interference during offshore migration.
Impacts could also occur through reduction in - food supply should oilspills
reach estuaries, Pink and chum salmon would be the principal salmon species
impacted by a tanker loading facility in any one of the bays on the south
Alaska Peninsula. 0ilspills in these bays could block migration and/or reduce
food for both adults and smolt.

The adverse impacts are expected to be largely short-term and recovery there-
after would probably occur after no more than 5 years. The described impacts
are not expected to have any significant long~term impact  on the salmon
resources of Bristol Bay or the south Alaska Peninsula, The probability of
interaction 1s rated as unlikely. Should an interaction occur significant
impacts would be unlikely. The owverall probability of significant impact is
unlikely.

While much of the total Bering Sea crab population remains within the range of
possible oilspill impact, only about 5 percent of the combined catch of king
and tanner crab are harvested from within the proposed lease areas of the
St. George Basin and North Aleutian Shelf. Pavlof, Ikatan, and Morzhovi Bays
on the south Alaska Peninsula contain commercial numbers of king, tanner, and
dungeness crab. In these relatively confined areas, oilspills could have a
significant impact especially on larval forms. Crab of the eastern Bering Sea
are distributed over a relatively wide area, thus the risk that an oil pollu-
tion event would contact any large part of the total population would be less
than for the previously mentioned bays. Some crab mortality could occur
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during an offshore pipeline installation., Pipelines may act as physical and
thermal barriers to crab migrations. ©Pipe design and installation could
provide a solution to these impacts. Already severely depressed shrimp popu-
lations in TIkatan, Morzhovi, Pavlof, and Cold-Belkofski Bays on the south
Alaska Peninsula could be reduced by chronic or large oil pollution events
resulting from developing any one of these areas as a pipeline terminus and
associated tanker loading port. The eastern Bering Sea has some pandalid
shrimp, but spawning areas are outside the boundaries for amy projected
spills. Oilspills, reduced fishing area, vessel and gear conflicts, and
competition for onshore facilities could all impact the commercial fishery in
the eastern Bering Sea and off the south Alaska Peninsula, ' Oilspills could
adversely affect very localized populations of commercial species over short
time periods. Area and material conflicts would be local, short-lived, and
minor to the fishery as a whole, Probability of interaction is likely; the
impacts would be dinsignificant if interaction occurred. The overall prob-
ability of significant impact is unlikely.

Seabirds and waterfowl are extremely sensitive to both oil pollution and
disturbance due to increased human activity. Most importantly, a low repro-
ductive rate in murres, auklets, and other alcids may preclude a substantial
loss of breeding adults which could result from contact with even a relatively
minor oilspill. Since they spend much time foraging or resting on the water,
alcids are highly vulnerable to oiling, while waterfowl and shearwaters are
somewhat less so., Man-made disturbance, particularly aircraft and human pres-
ence, may result in decreased productivity at breeding colonies. At no time
is the St. George Basin area devoid of large numbers of birds, but clearly the
greatest number occur during the breeding season, May to October, when vast
numbers of seabirds are foraging near the nesting colonies in the Pribilof
Islands, eastern Aleutian Islands, southwest Alaska Peninsula, and Unimak
Pass. Waterfowl populations are most vulnerable during spring and fall migra-
tion and the post-breeding molt period, when large numbers gather in the
lagoons along the north side of the Alaska Peninsula. 0il and gas industry
activities could seriously impaet bird populations utilizing shelf areas
adjacent to the north Alaska Peninsula shore and Unimak Island from May to
September, lagoons of the north peninsula shore in spring and fall, and areas
adjacent to the peninsula's south side in both winter and summer. Significant
impacts in the areas used by birds near the Pribilof Islands would be likely
if support facilities were located on St. Paul Island. Significant impacts on
migratory species utilizing Izembek Lagoon would be unlikely unless oil were
to enter the lagoon. 1If interaction were to occur, significant impacts are
very likely for certain vulnerable species populations. The overall prob-
ability of significant impacts would be unlikely.

Two types of impacts could affect marine mammals in the proposed sale area:
environmental contaminants, chiefly o0il pollution, and disturbance due to
increased human activity. The northern fur seal and the sea otter are the
species most vulnerable to impacts from the proposed action. Both rely on fur
insulation to maintain body temperature, This insulation would break down
upon o0iling of the animal. The northern fur seal has a large proportion of
its population breeding in the vicinity of the proposed sale area, As a
result of pipeline transport of oil across the Alaska Peninsula and tankering
from a south side bay, o0il and gas industry activities could impact marine
mammals utilizing three areas: 1) lagoons and nearshore areas adjacent to the
north peninsula shore and Unimak Island, year round; 2) reefs, islands, and



nearshore areas adjacent to south shore of the Alaska Peninsula, year round;
3) a broad offshore corridor south of the peninsula to the eastern Aleutian
passes in spring and fall. North of the Alaska Peninsula, sea otters would
likely incur significant impacts due - to their extreme sensitivity to oil,
relatively sedentary population, and concentration in this area. Sea lions
and harbor seals would not likely experience significant impacts, although
contact with oil in areas of high density and breeding activity (Amak Island
and Izembek Lagoon) could produce significant local impact. Fur seals migrat-
ing offshore would not likely encounter oilspills. If interaction were to
occur, such a small percentage of the total population would be involved that
a significant impact is considered unlikely.

Major impact-producing agents affecting endangered cetaceans and birds could
be oil and gas pollution, noise or other disturbance, and habitat losses.
Only portions of the populations of sei, fin, humpback, blue, and sperm whales
are suspected of entering the Bering Sea and significant population-wide
direct effects would be unlikely even if spills were to occur. . Concentrations
of gray whales are found in Unimak Pass, along the north side of Unimak Island
and along the Alaska Peninsula during spring, and in the northeastern portion
of the proposed lease area in fall. Based on oilspill risk analyses, it can
be concluded that it is very likely that oilspills would interact with endan~-
gered cetaceans or their habitat. Tt is unlikely that such interaction, if it
occurred, would significantly affect endangered whale populations frequenting
the area. Therefore, it 1is unlikely that significant dinteractions would
occur. The unlikely event of a large spill intersecting the gray whale migra-
tion is probably the only potential oilspill event that could possibly have a
significant impact on an endangered whale population. The overall probability
of significant impacts to cetaceans 1is unlikely. It is wunlikely that oil-
spills would significantly interact with or affect endangered avian species.

In considering population growth and its related impacts, St. Paul, Unalaska,
and Cold Bay are the communities most likely to be affected by 0OCS develop-
ment. If a terminal facility were located®on the south side of the Alaska
Peninsula, Cold Bay would have the greatest population effects. O0CS-related
population would contribute 39 percent (211 persons) of the total population
of 543 by 1985 and 56 percent (538 persons) of the total population of 960
persons in 1990. 1In St. Paul, 0CS-induced population would constitute 1 per-
cent or less (less than 10 persons) of total population over the life of the
field. Population effects in Unalaska would be most apparent during the
initial development phase, when Unalaska serves as a staging area for offshore
marine support operations. In 1985, OCS-induced population constitutes 15
percent (528 persons) of the total population of 3,473. Although numerically
large in relatiom to the existing population of about 1,300, the proportion of
population induced by OCS operations to total projected population is reduced
as a result of the rapid growth of the bottomfishing industry in Unalaska.
Consequently, it is likely that significant population impacts could result
from the proposal in Cold Bay but unlikely in Unalaska and on the Pribilof
Islands.

Significant impacts on local subsistence resources from 0CS-induced population
would be unlikely in Cold Bay, Unalaska, and the Pribilof Islands. Short-term
interaction of subsistence resources with the effects of offshore oilspill
incidents would be 1likely on the Pribilof Islands, very unlikely west of
Unimak Pass, and unlikely east of Unimak Pass, although terminal operations on
the south side of the Alaska Peninsula could increase the likelihood of local
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interaction there. The probability of significant impacts on subsistence is
likely on the Pribilof Islands should interaction occur, to an extent of
possibly reducing meat supply by 30 to 50 percent. This possible reduction
would be related to the scientific management of the fur seal population on
the Pribilof Islands. Consequently, there is a likely probability of signi-
ficant dimpacts on subsistence over the 1ife of the field on the Pribilof
Islands and an unlikely probability elsewhere.

Fishing is the basis for village livelihood north and south of the Alaska Pe-
ninsula. Among the villages in this area, Nelson Lagoon and False Pass would
be more susceptible to the effects of an oilspill than the larger villages of
King Cove and Sand Point by virtue of more localized fishing and sole depen-
dency on salmon fishing. Drift and set gillnet fishermen from Nelson Lagoon
and False Pass and drift gillnet fishermen from King Cove and Sand Point could
be most affected by an oilspill incident from the proposal., A terminal lo-
cated on the south side of the Alaska Peninsula could increase the risk to
salmon fishing grounds located there.

The sociocultural systems of the towns and villages potentially affected by
the proposal differ greatly, from Aleut sealing and fishing villages to the
boomtown of Unalaska and the frontier settlement of Cold Bay. It is unlikely
that significant impacts on socioccultural systems may accrue from the proposal
directly in Unalaska or indirectly in any of the fishing villages located east
of Unimak Pass. Significant impacts to the sociocultural systems of Cold Bay
could result from a terminal sited on the south Alaska Peninsula. TIf a ter-
minal were sited on the Pribilof Islands, significant impacts on those islands
would very likely result.

In general, the community infrastructure requirements are directly related to
population growth in the communities and their associated regions. It is easy
to see that this population growth is directly related to the direction that
0il and gas development would take. St, Paul and the Pribilof Island region
would experience minimal additional demands on its infrastructure. The over-
all probability of significant impacts in St. Paul would be wvery unlikely,
Unalaska's projected demands for housing, educational facilities, sewage
system, solid waste disposal, health care, police protection and communication
facilities are within the projected base case range and could be adequately
met. This projected base case contains large growth predictions associated
with the bottomfishing industry. Cold Bay. could experience substantial im-
pacts on its community infrastructure due to the high numbers of OCS workers
that would likely shuttle through the community. The lack of a formal gov-
ernment would make the additional demands in service more severe than normally
would be expected. '

Impacts on offshore cultural resources, such as middens, burins, arrowheads,
and lamps would most likely occur -in the 17 blocks nearest the Pribilof Is-
lands which have a high probability of prior human habitation., The 99 blocks
nearest Unimak Pass have a high probability of containing shipwrecks which
could be of cultural or historic value. Significant impacts on onshore cul-
tural and archaeological sites would 1likely occur from increased population
due to O0OCS support facilities., This population increase would mean more
visits to cultural, archaeological, and religious sites and, subsequently,
possible damage, destruction, looting, or wear to these sites, The final



probability of significant impact for any submerged site is estimated to be
unlikely. The final probability of significant impact due to increased inter-
action of the population with onshore cultural resources would be 1likely,

0CS employment impact in the Aleutian Islands Census Division would begin in
1983, rise very rapidly to a peak in 1987, and drop rapidly thereafter to a
1991 level less than 30 percent that of 1987. After 1991, employment changes
would be more gradual., With the location of a terminal on the south side of
the Alaska Peninsula, employment impact would peak in 1987 at about 6,400
jobs, most of which would be jobs offshore or in uninhabited locations on-
shore, and would be filled by nonresident workers who would commute during
rest periods to residences outside the census division. The community mest
affected by this scenario would be Cold Bay with a possible 749 new jobs.

Unalaska could realize about 520 new jobs. Both of these towns have current
low unemployment rates, so most of the jobs would be filled by commuters and
new residents. St. Paul could obtain 37 new jobs of which 17 positions could
be filled by local residents. This small increase in jobs would appear to
have noticeable social and economic benefits, viewed in the context of exist-
ing unemployment at St. Paul. If the bottomfish industry develops as fore-
casted, the non-0CS future of the communities of Cold Bay, Unalaska, and
St., Paul will provide ample opportunities for employment. One highly probable
adverse result of OCS development, even in the absence of the projected expan-
sion of bottomfish activity, would be increased rates of inflation in the
impacted communities. Alaska Statutes could provide rent control protection.
However, there appears to be uno remedy for the very likely increase in price
rates for commodities, including food. This could cause hardship among some
area residents. 1In terms of effects on the entire census division, the proba-
bility is very likely that this development will have a significant impact in
increasing the total number of jobs., However, the probability of signifi-
cantly reducing unemployment is very unlikely due to the existing low levels
of unemployment in most communities.

For the south side of the Alaska Peninsula scenario, impacts on airport and
marine facilities of the Pribilof Islands would be minimal. At Dutch Harbor/
Unalaska, OCS-induced air traffic would equal one-third of the projected
baseline passenger traffic for that terminal, Planned improvements for the
Dutch Harbor/Unalaska airport may allow for this increase. The majority of
marine impacts would likely occur in the Dutch Harbor/Unalaska area. Signi-
ficant marine impacts would decrease through time as OCS-support ships and
tankers become a decreasing percentage of total vessel traffic as a result of
the expanding bottomfishing industry. Cold Bay airfield could require minor
facility upgrading to provide for passenger processing and, in- the case of
expected periods of poor weather, sleeping and eating facilities for work
crews stranded on their way to and from work sites. The approaches to some of
the bays on the south side of the Alaska Peninsula have shoals and other
obstacles which would have to be considered in traffic lane design, if a
terminal were to be located in this area. The overall probability of signi~-
ficant dimpact on the transportation systems of the area as a result of the
proposal could be considered as very likely. '

The proposed lease sale may have some impact, not necessarily adverse, on the
district coastal management program once it is completed. Without knowledge
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of the possible goals and objective statements for the district coastal man-—
agement programs regarding OCS facility siting, it is only possible to state
that a conflict of some undefined type and intensity could occur.

Alternative II (no sale) would eliminate those impacts described in the pro-
posal, The cancellation of proposed sale 70 could pose potentially adverse
impacts on the national economy by continuing dependence on imported oil and
gas., Impacts could occur as a result of development of alternative energy
sources, -Refer to the FEIS for the proposed 5-year oil and gas lease sale
schedule, the FEIS for OCS sale 55, Eastern Gulf of Alaska (DOI, 1980), and
Appendix H for a gemeral discussion of the potential impacts that could result
from various alternative energy sources,

Alternative III (delay the sale) would delay potential impacts of the propo-
sal, but would not avoid them. A reduction in biological and social impacts
by some unquantifiable degree could be achieved if the delay were used to
strategically plan for community impacts on the St., George Basin area and to
fill biological data gaps, especially with regard to fish, birds, and marine
mammals, These studies could help to better understand potential impacts on
the biological resources of the southern Bering Sea and could provide more
information so that potential impacts could be more effectively mitigated.
The additional time could also allow for completion of a Coastal Zone Manage-
ment Plan for the region.

Alternative IV would delete 73 blocks nearest the Pribilof Islands. The
alternative reduces the likelihood of o0il and gas industrial activities on the
Pribilof Islands, thus reducing potential impacts on human and biological
resources of this area. This deletion affords minor protection from oilspills
reaching the Pribilofs, and the blue king and Korean horsehair crabs inhabit-
ing, spawning, and rearing in these areas. The alternative would reduce the
probability of interaction of spilled o0il and fisheries resources located in
the nearshore areas of the Pribilof Islands from unlikely to very unlikely.
Probability of oilspill contact and potential interaction with birds and
mammals is similar to the proposal except in the Pribilof Islands wvicinity
where probabilities are reduced at St. George from 50 to 32 percent and at
St. Paul from 15 to 5 percent. This alternative would also eliminate poten-
tial spill source points which entail a 47 percent chance that spills would
move toward nearshore environments of the Pribilof Islands. A small number of
gray whales which summer near the Pribilofs and gray whales migrating south
from the northern Bering Sea may be afforded a limited amount of reduced risks
of interaction with oilspills as compared to the proposal. The impacts om the
social and cultural aspects of the rjegion would be substantially the same as
the proposal. The demand for housing and infrastructure in St. Paul could be
10 to 15 percent lower than those of the proposal. With regards to cultural
resources, this alternative removes an area of relatively high probability of
prior human habitation and would, as a result, lessen the chance of inter-
action between OCS activity and marine archaeological sites. There would be
fewer impacts to onshore cultural resources on the Pribilof Islands. Overall
employment impacts in the Aleutian Islands Census Division resulting from the
south side of the Alaska Peninsula scenario and Alternative IV would be
roughly 85 percent as great as indicated in the proposal. In terms of effects
on the entire census division, the probability is very likely that this devel=~
opment will have a significant impact in increasing the total number of jobs.
Because infrastructure and employemnt requirements would be less for this
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alternative, marine and aircraft traffic impacts would be moderately lower
than those described for the proposed action (10-20% reduction). The proba-
bility of significant impact would still be very likely. Impacts to potential
district Coastal Management Programs would be the same as identified from the
proposal, except that impacts to the Pribilof Islands could be less due to a
greater distance from the lease area.

Alternative V would delete the southernmost 135 blocks from the proposal, the
blocks 1located nearest the Unimak Pass. Walleye pollock eggs/larvae and
larval tanner crab are seasonally widely distributed through the pelagic =zone
of the waters encompassed by this alternative. The chance of these species
being contacted by an oilspill within 3 days after its occurrence is reduced
from the proposal's 93 percent to 59 percent. This would be a significant

reduction-in risk, but pollock egg/larvae are widely distributed over much of -

the eastern Bering Sea and larval tanner crab are at or near the surface for
just a few days after hatching. Some reduction in gear loss, reduced pro-
bability of wvessel collisions, and reduced risk of oil polluting crab catches
would result with this alternative, O0ilspill contact and potential inter-
action with birds is similar to the proposal except in important foraging
areas in the vicinity of Unimak Pass and Izembek Lagoon, where it is reduced
from likely to very unlikely. The potential for oilspill interaction with
marine mammals in Important foraging, migration, and breeding areas in the
vicinity of Unimak Pass and Izembek Lagoon is reduced from likely to very
unlikely. Regionally, significant impacts with seabirds and marine mammals
would be unlikely., This alternative would delete blocks which pose a moderate
to very high oilspill risk to endangered species migration corridors in the
Unimak Pass and northern Unimak Island areas. The probability of significant
impact would be very unlikely for cetaceans. Total 0CS—induced human popula~
tion contributed by this alternative would be approximately half the amount
produced by the proposal. Impacts of such population should be the same as
the proposal in Unalaska and on the Pribilof Islands. Significant population
and sociocultural systems impacts could accrue in Cold Bay, where 0CS-induced
population would still present the long~term prospect of comprising 30 to
40 percent of total population. The 1likelihood of significant impacts on
subsistence persists solely for the Pribilof Islands and is absent elsewhere.
Impacts on fishing village livelihood are as unlikely as in the proposal.
Impacts on community infrastructure may be decreased by half for St. Paul,
Unalaska, and Cold Bay from the proposal. Probability of significant inter-
action would be very unlikely. Blocks with a high probability of historic
shipwrecks are deleted by this alternative, thus lowering the probability of
significant impacts to cultural resources from likely to unlikely. Employment
levels would be approximately 55 percent that of Alternative I, but there
still would be a significant increase in total jobs in the census division.
Transportation system iImpacts resulting from this alternative would be sub-
stantially lower than those forecast for the proposed action. They are: a
25~percent reduction in workforce and commuter air traffic; a 40-percent
reduction in overall barge traffic; 30~ to 35-percent reduction in tanker
traffic throughout the life of the field. The probability of significant
impacts to transportation would still be very likely. Impacts to potential
district Coastal Management Programs for the Aleutian Islands and Alaska
Peninsula northeast of Unimak Pass could be diluted due to the greater dis-
tance from the proposed sale area.

xviii




=

Alternative VI would delete the 208 blocks comprising a  combination of the
northern and southern block deletions (Alternative IV and V). This alterna-
tive would reduce the probability of interaction of oilspills and fisheries
resources located in the nearshore area of the Pribilof Islands from unlikely
to very unlikely. The principal species of this resource are blue king and
Korean horsehair crabs. Egg and larval forms of walleye pollock and tanner
crab are found in the area of the deleted southern blocks, but both species
are widely distributed over much of the eastern Bering Sea during these life
stages and the probability of significant portions of their populations con-
tacting an oilspill is very unlikely, Commercial fishing would have fewer
impacts from this alternative in that oilspills, gear loss and/or damage, and
vessel collision risk would be reduced. These reductions are insignificant as
probability of significant impact is already assessed as unlikely, Overall
probability of oilspill contact and potential interaction with birds is re-
duced from likely to unlikely in the Pribilof Island area and Unimak Pass/
eastern Aleutian area. These two regions are important areas for foraging,
migrating, aund overwintering seabirds. 0Oilspill contact and potential inter-
action with marine mammals is reduced from likely to unlikely in two of the
most important areas for foraging and migrating fur seals as well as sea
lions, the Pribilof. Islands and Unimak Pass/eastern Aleutians, The risk of
significant oilspill impacts to seabirds and marine mammals would be unlikely.
Disturbance from transportation activity and human presence also would be
decreased with this alternative. Deletion of blocks near the Pribilof Islands
and Unimak Pass would eliminate potential spill source points which pose
relatively high risks to endangered species habitats near the Pribilofs and
Unimak Pass. Chance of spills contacting offshore areas north of Unimak Pass
is reduced from 7 - 41 percent to 0 -~ 7 percent. Therefore, significant
impacts on such species would be very unlikely. Impacts of such population
should be the same as the proposal in Unalaska and on the Pribilof Islands.
Significant population and sociocultural systems impacts could accrue in Cold
Bay, where OCS-induced population would still present the long-term prospect
of comprising 30 to 40 percent of total population. The likelihood of signi-
ficant impacts on subsistence persists solely for the Pribilof Islands and is
absent elsewhere. Impacts on fishing willage livelihood are as unlikely as in
the proposal. TImpacts on infrastructure in St. Paul, Unalaska, and Cold Bay
may be decreased by half from those described for the proposal and would be
very unlikely to be significant. The alternative would delete blocks which
have high probability of prior human habitation and historic shipwrecks. The
overall probability of significant impacts to cultural resources would be
decreased from 1likely to very unlikely. Employment impacts in the Aleutian
Islands Census Division from this alternative would be about 45 percent as
great as indicated for the proposal, but still would represent a significant
increase in ceusus division jobs. This action would lessen impacts on the
transportation systems by lowering the estimated tanker movements to 40 per-
cent of the proposal, reducing overall barge traffic entering Unalaska during
development to half of that forecast for the propesal, and reducing workforce
requirements and, hence, enplanement requirements by at least 25 percent.
However, stress on air and, to a lesser degree, marine facilities would remain
at rather high levels, Significant impacts to transportation systems would
still be likely. Impacts to potential district Coastal Management Programs
for the Pribilof Islands and the Aleutian Islands could be diluted due to the
greater distance away from the proposed sale area.
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For a summary of the impacts of other transportation scenarios that could be
used see Section IV.B.7., IV.E.7., IV.F.7. and IV.G.7.

For a summary of the effectiveness of various mitigating measures which may be
developed see Section II,B.l.c. as well as individual impact assessment sec-—
tions in Chapter IV.
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I. PURPOSE FOR ACTION

The Federal Government is required by law to manage the exploration and devel-
opment of o0il and gas resources on the Quter Continental Shelf (0CS). To help
meet the energy needs of the nation in an environmentally safe manner, these
resources must be developed,as rapidly and yet as carefully as possible. While
overseeing this development, the Federal Government must balance orderly
resource development with protection of the human, marine, and coastal envi=-
ronments, ensure that the public receive a fair return for these resources,
and preserve and maintain free enterprise competition.

In view of the growing imbalance between domestic oil and gas production and
use, especially the expected decline in production from prime areas such as
the Gulf of Mexico and the North Slope, there is a greater need to develop
resources from the OCS frontier areas.

In compliance with the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act, as amended, the
Secretary of the Interior, prior to approval submits a proposed 5-year leasing
program to the Congress, the Attorney General, and the governors of affected
states., The Secretary further reviews, periodically revises as necessary, and
maintains the o0il and gas leasing program. Goals of the leasing program
include the orderly development of OCS o0il and gas resources in an environ-
mentally acceptable manner and to maintain an adequate contribution of OCS
production to the national supply in order to reduce dependence on foreign
oil,

Full development of OCS resources is an integral part of the National Energy
Plan (Executive Office of the President, Energy Policy and Planning, 1977).
The United States has three overriding energy objectives outlined in that
plan:

As an immediate objective that will become even more important in
the future, reduce dependence on foreign oil and vulnerability to
supply interruptions;

In the medium-term, keep U.S. imports sufficiently low to weather
the period when world oil production approaches its capacity limita-
tion; and

In the 1long~term, have renewable and essentially inexhaustible
sources of energy for sustained economic growth.

The DEIS on the proposed 5-year OCS oil and gas lease schedule was released in
August 1979. Public hearings were held in Anchorage in October 1979 and the
FEIS was published in January 1980. The final 5-year schedule, which runs
through May 1985, was approved by the Secretary in June 1980 (Fig. I.-~1). 1In
April of 1981, the succeeding Secretary, concerned over the pace at which OCS
exploration has been proceeding, began re-examination of the 5~year schedule
and prepared a supplemental envirommental impact statement and a proposed
revised program schedule for the period 1982 through 1986 (Fig. I.-2)., Public
hearings regarding this revised leasing schedule were held in July 1981. The
June 1980 leasing schedule will remain in effect pending completion of the
NEPA process and decision on the revised schedule.
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The OCS leasing program does not represent a decision to lease in a particular
area. It represents only the Department's intent to consider leasing in
certain areas, and to proceed with the leasing of such areas only if it should
be determined that leasing and development would be environmentally, tech-
nically, and economically acceptable.

As a part of the overall OCS leasing program, proposed sale 70 in the St.
George Basin is presently scheduled for December 1982,

A, Leasing Process

The Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act of 1953 (43 U.S.C. 1331-1343) as a-
mended, charges the Secretary of .the Interior with administering mineral
exploration and development on the outer continental shelf as well as con-
serving natural resources of the shelf, The law, inter alia, requires that
the Secretary of the Interior develop 0il and gas in an orderly and timely
manner to meet the energy needs of the country, to protect the human, marine,
and coastal environments, and to receive a fair and equitable return on the
resources of the 0CS. The Secretary delegated responsibility for the leasing
of submerged Federal lands to the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) (43
CFR 3300) and the responsibility for the supervision and regulation of off-
shore operations after lease igsuance to the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS)
(30 CFR 250). BLM works closely with USGS, particularly on technical wmatters.
The leasing process includes the following decisionmaking steps implemented
for proposed sales and, where applicable, a specific discussion 1is included
for this proposal. :

1. Leasing Schedule: " The Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act, as
amended, requires the Secretary to develop a 5-year O0CS o0il and gas leasing
program, to be reviewed at least annually. This program must consist of a
schedule of proposed lease offerings which the Secretary determines will best
meet national energy needs for the 5-year period following its approval. The
current schedule, approved in June 1980, covers the period from mid-1980
through mid-1985, and provides for 36 possible lease sales, including five
reoffering sales. These sales reoffer rejected~bid or no-bid tracts which
were offered for sale in the previous calendar year. The June 1980 schedule
proposes ten lease offerings in offshore Alaska. Included is one proposed
sale for the St. George Basin in November 1982, 1In April 1981, the Secretary
of the Interior published a draft supplement to the final environmental state-
ment on a proposed revised 5-year leasing schedule (46 FR 22468, 4/17/81).
This supplement considers a 5-year schedule consisting of 42 oil and gas lease
sales in 17 areas of the OCS in the period between January 1982 and December
1986. The proposed schedule under consideration proposes 16 sales in the
Alaska O0OCS, 1including 3 sales in the St. George Basin area, scheduled for
February 1983, December 1984, and December 1986, respectively. The current
approved June 1980 schedule will remain in effect until the Secretary makes
his final decisions on the proposed revised program, after public input and
completion of the NEPA process, The proposed revised 5-year program was
submitted to Congress for approval in July 1981,

2. Request for Resource Reports: Resource reports for a specific
lease area are requested from numerous Federal and state agencies, generally
from 2% to 3 years prior to the scheduled lease sale date. These reports
provide valuable geological, environmental, biological, oceanographic, naviga=-




tional, recreational, archaeological, and socioeconomic information on the
leasing area to be offered. They are an important factor in determining the
suitability for leasing and the possible need for mitigating measures for
certain blocks within the leasing area. Resource reports for proposed lease
sale 70 were requested from various Federal and state agencies on June 22,
1979, and were due to the Alaska OCS Office on September 14, 1979.

3. Call for Nominations and Comments: The Call is a request for
information and is published in the Federal Register. Responses are requested
from o0il companies, government agencies, private citizens, environmental
groups, and the public councerning which blocks should be included in the lease
sale., The Call for proposed sale 70 was published in the Federal Register
(44 FR 43818) on July 26, 1979, requesting nominations and comments by Octo-
ber 31, 1979. The Call included 8,200 blocks, covering 18.6 million hectares
(45.9 million acres), located in the eastern Bering Sea offshore Dutch Harbor
in the Aleutian Island chain. Blocks with potential for oil and gas were
identified, as well as areas of significant environmental concern. In re-
sponse to the Call, 13 comments were submitted and 14 companies nominated
5,900 blocks, approximately 13.2 million hectares (32.6 million acres).

4, Tentative Tract Selection: Using information received from the
Resource Reports and Call for Nominations and Comments, together with recom-
mendations from USGS and Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), state comments, and
the Department of the Interior's own environmental, technological, and socio-
economic information, the Secretary selects a tentative list of blocks for
further consideration for leasing in an environmental impact statement, The
Secretary of Interior announced selection of 479 blocks in the St. George
Basin comprising approximately 1.1 million hectares (2.7 million acres) on
February 20, 1980.

5. Scoping Meetings: Scoping meetings provide an opportunity for
the OCS staff to meet with representatives from other Federal and state agen-
cies, the oil and gas industry, environmental groups, and the public in order
to identify critical issues and alternatives to the proposed action. Scoping
meetings were conducted in March, April, and May 1980, at central locations in
the St, George area., Scoping weetings were held at the Pribilof 1Islands
(st, Paul, St. George) and Dillingham. Additional public meetings were held
in Juneau and Anchorage to gather information from state and Federal agencies,
Refer to Section I.F. for an additional discussion of the scoping process for
proposed sale 70.

6. Preparation of Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS):
Preparation of the environmental impact statement (EIS) is required in accor-
dance with Section 102(2)(c) of the National Enviroumental Policy Act of 1969
(NEPA). As an integral part of the DEIS development, a "synthesis meeting" is
held prior to the actual writing of the DEIS. The St. George synthesis
meeting was held in Anchorage in April 1981, This BLM~sponsored meeting
assembles researchers who are knowledgeable concerning the information avail-
able in a specific lease area. Refer to Section IIL.I. for a description of
BLM-sponsored studies.,

Included in the DEIS are a description of the marine and onshore environments,
a detailed analysis of possible adverse impacts on the enviromment (including
cumulative impacts as a result of other projects in the area), potential



mitigating measures, any dirreversible or irretrievable commitment of re-
sources, the alternatives to the proposal, and the records of consultation and
coordination with others in preparation of the statement. When the availa-
bility of the DEIS is announced in the Federal Register, the Alaska 0CS Office
delivers copies of the DEIS to the Office of the Governor—-as well as the
interested public.

7. Endangered Species Consultation: Pursuant to Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act, consultation with appropriate Federal agencies is
required when there is reason to believe that a species that is on the list as
endangered or threatened (or is proposed to be listed as such) may be affected
by a proposed action. A formal consultation meeting between BLM, USGS, FWS,
and National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) was held to convey information on
the exploration phase of proposed Federal lease sales in the Bering Sea, and
to obtain biological opinions, as necessary, regarding potential effects of
exploratory activities on endangered species. Subsequently, a biological
opinion for the exploratory phase was received from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (refer to Sec. IV.B.l.d and Appendix H). Although a biological opin-
ion on probable effects on endangered whales was expected on or before Septem-
ber 23, 1980, an extension of the response period was mutually agreed to by
NMFS and BLM. The biological opinion has not been received, but is expected
prior to publication of the Final EIS (FEIS). As required under the Endan-
gered Species Act of 1973, as amended, Section 7 consultation will continue,
as needed, and as may be related to development and production phases of the
proposed sale (see Sec IV.B.l.d. for further information on the status of
endangered species consultation).

8. Public Hearings: A minimum 45-day review period follows re-
lease of the DEIS. Public hearings are held, and specific dates and locations
for public hearings announced in the Federal Register, Oral and written
comments are obtained and incorporated into the FEIS, which is then made
available to the public. Public hearings on this DEIS are scheduled for late
March or early April 1982.

9. Secretarial Issue Document (SID): Following the preparation of
the FEIS, a SID is developed for use by the Secretary of the Interior, The
SID brings to the decisionmaker's attention factors associated with the pro-
posed action by presenting the significant issues and identifying the alterna-
tive .actions. Issues may include enviroumental and physical factors based
upon the EIS as well as potential economic and social impacts of the proposal
and its affect on the Department's program. The SID and the FEIS provide the
necessary information to the Secretary to make a decision on various sale
options, 1including whether or not to hold a sale, and if so, under what terms
and conditions.

10. Proposed Notice of Sale: This notice is sent to the governors
of any affected states, who then have 60 days to submit comments to the Secre-
tary regarding the size, timing, or location of the proposed lease sale (43
CFR 3315.1).

11, Decision and Notice of Sale: After all of the above steps have
been taken, the Secretary makes his final decision on whether to hold the sale
and, if so, the terms to be included in the final Notice of Sale. The final
notice, published in the Federal Register at least 30 days before the sale,
may be quite different from the preliminary notice; 1i.e., blocks may be de-
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leted, bidding systems may be altered, or stipulations may be added or amen-
ded, The final notice is prepared by BLM and reviewed principally by USGS,
FWS, and the Department of Energy (DOE).

12, Lease Sale: Sealed industry bids for individual blocks are
opened and read at the lease sale, The Secretary reserves the right to with-
draw blocks from the proposed sale, as well as reject any bids received, The
Secretary has 60 days to accept or reject all bids. Under the current sched-
ule, proposed sale 70 is tentatively scheduled for December 1982, However, a
proposed revised schedule (April 1981) would change the sale date to February
1983.

After leases are awarded by BLM, USGS is the administrative agency responsible
for supervising and regulating operations conducted on the leasehold. Prior
to exploration, the lessee must submit an exploration plan (the Application
for Permit to Drill) and environmental report to USGS for approval. BLM, FWS,
and the State of Alaska are provided an opportunity to comment on this plan.

B. 'Leasing History

There has been no Federal OCS leasing in the St. George Basin. Petroleum
industry interest in this area has been strong. Refer to paragraphs 3 (Call
for Nominations) and 4 (Tentative Tract Selection) in the preceding section
(L.A.) for specific information regarding the leasing process for the St.
George Basin, 1In 1976, one Continental Offshore Strategraphic Test (COST)
well was drilled in the St, George Basin area by the Atlantic Richfield Com-
pany. One additional COST well has been proposed to be drilled in this area
during ther spring of 1982,

C. Legal Mandates and Authority

The description of legal mandates and authority for 0OCS leasing is countained
in BLM-Alaska OCS Technical Paper No. 4, Legal Mandates and Federal Regulatory
Responsibilities (Casey, 1981). One of the more important discussions in the
paper is an explanation of the Secretary's Authorities on the 0CS. The tech-
nical paper also contains the following:

Summary of the O0CS Lands Act, as amended, including a detailed
discussion of the requirements for Federal/state coordination,
establishment of compensatory funds, and the enviroumental studies
program.,

Discussion of responsibilities of other Federal agencies with re-
spect to 0CS.

A discussion of the Secretary's authority to suspend operations and
cancel a lease for environmental reasons.

The functions of the National OCS Advisory Board and the Intergdv-
ernmental Planning Program (IPP). (The IPP primarily serves an
advisory function on technical matters of the OCS program.)

0CS Operating Orders, prepared by USGS, for the Arctic and Gulf of
Alaska areas. :



D, Federal Regulatory Responsibilities

Federal regulatory responsibilities that affect the OCS leasing program are
contained in BLM-Alaska OCS Technical Paper No. 4, Legal Mandates and Federal
Regulatory Responsibilities (Casey, 1981). Responsibilities of the Depart-
ments of Interior, Transportation, Commerce, and Energy are described, as well
as those for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Environmental Protection
Agency, and the Interstate Commerce Commission.

E. Results of the Scoping Process

The proposed lease sale 70 scoping process consisted of a Request for Resource
Reports on June 22, 1980, call for nominations and comments, as well as meet-
ings held during 1980-1981 at central locations on the Aleutian and Pribilof
Islands and the urban areas of Anchorage and Juneau. (Refer to Section V.,
Consultation and Coordination, for a detailed discussions of the scoping pro-
cess for proposed lease sale 70.)

Results of the scoping meetings and the issues raised in written comments were
analyzed and the following major issues were identified:

Major Issues : Concerns
Fishing Conflict: Effects of o011l exploration and development ac-
(commercial fishing) tivity on salmon, crab, herring, bottomfish, and

international fisheries.

Fur Seal Conflict: Loss of seal harvest without replacement of
equivalent incomes.

Oilspills: Lack of cleanup technology for a spill on or un-
" der the ice, Slow response time to oil cleanup.

Fishing Gear Conflict: 0ilspill <contingency planning, dragging doors
over pipelines, damage to crab pots and fish
nets from seismic, and support and supply ves-

sels.
Marine Mammals: Migration routes of marine mammals., Effects of
(other than fur seal) 0il exploration and development on marine mammal
behavior.
TLocal Hire: Will local people get work in the oil industry?

Will local people be trained?

Weather: Severity of winter conditions and the inability
of industry to safely conduct activities., Ade-
quacy of data on winds, waves, and current

systems.
Local Economy and Increase in prices of food, hardware, and fuel.
Transportation: Local people and tourists will get pushed out of

air and water tramsportation in favor of criti-




cal supplies to the o0il industry. Boom and bust
syndrome at Unalaska, Lack of housing for
incoming people.

Cultural Resources: ' Impact of population on cultural resources.
Increase in Violence and Lack of facilities to handle offenders. Lack
Mental Illness: of medical facilities to provide adequate pa-

tient care for both mental and medical illness,

Endangered Bird Populations: Particularly Izembek Lagoon and the Pribilof
Islands,

Unimak Pass: Concern for heavy o0il traffic and migration of
mammals in Unimak Pass, Concern about traffic
lanes in Unimak Pass when tankers begin moving
through there. Cumulative 1Impacts from more
southern sales in the area, especially Unimak
Pass.

The following were suggested during the scoping process as mitigating measures
that should be considered in the environmental impact statement:

An orientation program for petroleum industry personnel.

Pipeline burial below the bottom silt.

Designation of fairways for vessel traffic.

Cultural resources stipulation.

The above measures are addressed in Section II.B.l.c., Discussion of Potential
Mitigating Measures for the Proposal. Block deletion alternatives discussed
during the scoping process were analyzed and are included in this environ-
mental impact statement, They are as follows: ‘

The Pribilof Deletion, Alternative IV. (Fig. IL.B.4.-1)

The Unimak Pass Deletion, Alternative V. (Fig. II1.B.5.-1)

The Pribilof and Unimak Pass Deletion, Alternative VI, (Fig. II.B.6.-1)
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II. ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION

This section describes the proposed action and each alternative to the propo-
sal. It also outlines the various production assumptions, development scen-
arios, resource estimates, and mitigating measures which shape the environmen-
tal analysis contained within this document. Finally, this section includes a
summary of probable impacts of the proposed action and each of its alterna-
tives, Refer to Section IV for more detailed analysis of probable impacts.

A, Resource Estimates and Production Assumptions

The resource estimates used in this EIS assume that favorable geologic condi-
tions exist so that oil and gas are present and are contained in traps within
the proposed Jlease area in commercial quantities., However, the USGS has
estimated that there is a 72 percent chance that no commercial oil, and a
63 percent chance that no commercial gas resources, will be discovered within
the proposed sale area. Conversely, there is a 28 percent chance and a 37
percent chance for discovery of commercial oil and gas, respectively. This
degree of risk is applicable to all alternatives discussed within this EIS.
The risk factor is subject to modification as more is learned about the area,
Any citation of this unrisked resource data should clearly state that the
information assumes discovery. - Estimates of resource potential are specula-
tive, particularly in areas such as the St. George Basin where geologic infor-
mation is limited and the presence of oil and gas has not been demonstrated.

The method used to develop the resource estimates by the USGS involved an
analysis of geophysical and geologic information on subsurface and adjacent
surface formations. This information became the input to engineering and
economic <calculations to determine minimum commercial field sizes. These
minimum field sizes, plus the hydrocarbon structure information were statis-
tically blended in a model using a Monte Carlo (random) technique to produce
the proposed lease area's commercial resource distribution curve. Then,
assuming that commercial resources were found, the minimum case, the mean
case, and the maximum case were then rerun using a Monte Carlo technique to
determine production factors such as number of wells and reservoir decline
patterns.

The resource estimates are based on primary production. Improvement of dril-
ling technology and exploration science could lead to an increase in the
estimate of recoverable resources, Differing assumptions regarding explora-
tion and development costs, operating expenses, the price and market for oil
and natural gas, taxes, depreciation, and royalty and production rates would
affect the estimates of the recoverable resources, Similarly, a significant
change in one or several of these factors in the future could affect the
amount of resources actually recovered,

Table II.A.-1 is a comparison of resource estimates by the Geological Survey
for the maximum, mean, and minimum levels for recoverable o0il and natural gas
within the proposed lease area. The indicated resources are based upon un-
risked (assuming discovery) statistical resource estimates.

The environmental analysis for each alternative is based on the assumption
that resource development would result in the production estimates shown in
Table IIIA.-]-.



Table TI.A.-1
Resource Comparison of
the Proposal and Each
of its Alternatives

Mean Case Alter- Alter- Alter-

Alternative T 2/ native native native

Minimum Case— (Proposal) Maximum Case— v ) V1
0113/ 0.24 1.12 3,04 1.00 0.59 0.47 .

Gast/ 1.4 3.66 8.80 2.55 2.46 1.90

l/Assuming the discovery of commercial amounts of hydrocarbons, the minimum case
reflects the amount of hydrocarbons which could be found in the sale area based on
a 95-percent statistical probability. In other words, if hydrocarbons are located
within the sale area, there is a 95-percent chance that they will be equal to

0.24 Bbbls of oil and 1.48 tcf of natural gas. These resources are based on
unrisked resource estimates (assuming discovery).

2/The maximum case reflects the amount of hydrocarbons which could be found in
the sale area on a 5-percent statistical probability.

3/In billions of barrels.
4/In trillions of cubic feet,

Source: USGS, October 17, 1980 memo.




Alternative I is the mean resource Jlevel of the proposed action. Alterna-
tive II is the no sale case. Alternative III portrays a situation in which
the sale of the blocks under study is delayed 2 years. Resource estimates
indicated for Alternatives IV, V, and VI are all variations of the mean level
resource estimate.

The following discussion focuses on the developmental and transportation
scenarios upon which the environmental analysis contained herein is based. A
primary or favored infrastructure/transportation scenario has not been se-
lected, but rather a range of options are introduced. Among the wide range of
developmental scenarios which could be used to develop the estimated resour-
ces, four have been chosen which should typify the options available to the
0oil and gas industry., One scenario hypothesizes processing and terminal
facilities on a bay located on the southern shore of the Alaska Peninsula; the
second hypothesizes construction of one or more processing and loading facili-
ties at St, Paul Island; the third hypothesizes construction of onshore facil~
ities near Makushin Bay (Unalaska Island); and the fourth hypothesizes the
offshore processing and loading of all produced hydrocarbons. These are only
examples of the types of transportation facilities which may be needed and
possible general areas around the lease sale area which may be utilized.

One of these four scenarios was selected to assess impacts for the proposal
and alternatives. The developmental scenario used locates a terminal facility
on the south side of the Alaska Peninsula. By selecting one common scenario
for all alternatives, the reader camn differentiate between alternatives. The
effect of different scenarios within each alternative is also addressed in
this document, The Secretary, in his decision to hold a sale in the St.
George Basin, will not be prescribing a specific transportation scenario. The
eventual development scenario will be dependent upon the presence of a commer-
cial quantity of oil and gas, size of field, economics, and many other fac-
tors. The selection of a specific scenario cannot be made at this time, nor
is it a decision of the Secretary. '

Two of the three shore facility options are generally ice~free, and VLCC class
oil tankers could use these ports in all seasons without the assistance of
ice~breaking tugs. However, if the terminal were at St., Paul, ice conditions
in some years could force the use of ice-breaking tankers and possibly cause a
short—term slowdown in hydrocarbon transport.

Pipeline lengths to each of these locations vary but the longest by far would
be a pipeline constructed to the Makushin Bay area. Straight-line distances
from Makushin Bay to a point in the center of the proposed sale area compare
favorably with other indicated sites. However, due to the depth of the Bering
Canyon and the unstable sediments on its slopes (see Sec., III.A.l.), a Maku-
shin Bay pipeline would require extensive rerouting,

The exploratory, developmental, and production infrastructure scenarios for
each alternative will be discussed under the appropriate headings in Sections
IT and IV,

The infrastructure scenarios represent a compilation based on discussions of
the Alaska OCS Office with U.S. Geological Survey, the consulting firm of
. Dames and Moore, and the Atlantic Richfield Company. The scenario discussed
within this document, as well as the physical description of the alternatives



and their resource estimates, receive expanded treatment in Alaska 0CS Tech-
nical Paper No. 1, Resources, Developmental Timeframes, Infrastructure As-
sumptions and Block Deletion Alternatives for Proposed Federal Lease Sales in
the Bering Sea and Norton Sound (Tremont, 1981).

Because of the many assumptions involved, this analysis is not intended, nor
should it be used as, "a local planning document” by potentially affected
communities, nor is it a forecast or prediction of the future, It is simply a
best estimate of reasonably possible events. All facility locations and
scenarios described in this EIS are intended to represent only a few likely
locations and scenarios. They serve only as a basis for identifying charac-
teristic activities and resulting impacts for this EIS and do not represent a
BLM recommendation, preference, or endorsement of facility sites or develop-
ment schemes, Local control of events may be accomplished through planning,
zoning, and land ownership, as well as other state and local laws and regula-
tions. :

B. Description of Proposal and Alternatives

1. Alternative I (Proposal):

a, Description of the Proposal: The 479 blocks contained in
this proposed action (Fig. IL.B.l.a.-1) are scheduled for sale in December
1982 per the 1980 schedule. These blocks are located 98.4 to 287.5 kilometers
(61.1-178.6 mi) offshore in water depths which range from 98 to 154 meters
(321.5-505.3 ft). The average water depth of the blocks is estimated at 125
meters (410.1 ft). A summary of these blocks by water depth and distance to
shore is found in Appendix A of this document. The total aerial extent of the
proposed sale area is 1,088,371 hectares (2.7 million acres). Hydrocarbon
resource estimates for the proposal are estimated by USGS at 1,12 billion bar-
rels of o0il and 3.66 trillion cubic feet of natural gas (see Table IT.A.-1).
The basin dry risk estimate (the probability of successfully finding commer-
clal amounts of hydrocarbons) is 28 percent for oil and 37 percent for gas.
This success probability applies to the proposal as well as each of its alter-
natives.

Basic Development Assumptions: Environmental, social, and economic impacts
may occur as a result of a Federal decision to permit exploration for a com-
mercially producible offshore oil and gas field. Estimated levels of o0il and
gas discovered are a prime determinant in estimating the amount of activity
and impact caused by such a decision.

The focus of this document is on the probability that commercial quantities of
hydrocarbons will be found. This then alerts the Secretary of Interior to
‘possible impacts, Further, discussion of oil and gas development activity
centers on the more probable intermediate level of assumed resource discovery
{the mean case), rather than the more extreme minimum or maximum,

Refer to Sections IV.A.3.a. and b, for detailed discussions of the resources
and activities, based on the minimum and maximum cases, of the proposed ac-~
tion. .

Estimated Activity Resulting from the Proposal: The amount of commercial
activity that may be generated in the S5St. George Basin area is dependent on
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many variables, Chief among them would be the amount of recoverable resour-
ces. Also of importance would be the availability of capital, work force,
equipment, and the willingness of regional and local authorities to work with
industry in the implementation of development programs, The quantity of
recoverable resources (oil and natural gas) is presently unproven, The fol~-
lowing discussion will assume a degree of activity which might be associated
with a mean level discovery of hydrocarbons. (Refer to resource estimates in
Table II.A.-1.) ’

Estimated Activity Based on the Mean Scenario: Should the sale be held, the
exploratory period of the proposed action (Alternative I) may begin in 1983
and end by 1987 (see Table II.B.l,a.~l). Exploratory drilling activities are
expected to peak in 1985, with the employment of 5 drilling rigs and the
completion of 15 wells. The average depth of these exploration and delinea-
tion wells 1is expected to be 4,267 meters (14,000 ft). Maximum employment
attributable to exploratory activities should occur in 1985 with the expendi-
ture of some 9,540 work-months of labor (see Table II.B.l.a.-2).

If hydrocarbons are located during the exploratory period (the developmental
and  exploratory phases are not mutually exclusive), the developmental period
could begin as early as 1985 with the emplacement of a production platform.
The developmental period should cease by 1991. During this period, 11 pro-
duction platforms may drill as many as 251 production and service wells. (See
Table II.B.l.a.-l1.) The average depth of a production well could be 3,566
meters (11,700 ft).

Pipeline construction may begin in 1987 and end in 1988, Total pipeline
mileage emplaced will vary according to the location of the onshore processing
facilities, Approximate pipeline lengths for three onshore locations are
shown in Table II.B.l.a.-1., Pipeline diameters needed to move the resources
of the proposal have been calculated by the U.S., Geological Survey to be
30 inches for oil and 22 inches for gas (Adams, personal communication, 1980).
The pipelines should be laid entirely underwater except for the final few
kilometers. However, if a facility is located at a port on the south side of
the Alaska Peninsula (such as Ikatan Bay), the approximate final 48 kilometers
(30 mi) of pipe would have to travel over land. 0il production is expected to
begin in 1989 and reach a peak output of 242 MMbbls in 1991. Gas production
could also begin in 1989; however, peak production of gas would not occur
until 1993, In that year, some 256 bcf of gas could be  extracted (Table
II.B.l.a.-1). Maximum employment resulting from developmental activities is
expected to occur in 1987, with use of some 72,000 to 73,000 work-months of
labor.

Beyond 1991, industry activities could be expected to be confined to produc-
tion operations. The volume of recovered hydrocarbons is expected to gradu-
ally decline, with oil output ceasing 28 years after the sale date (2010) and
gas reserves completely exhausted 37 years after the sale date (2019). Em-
ployment during this period 1is expected to remain constant at between 19,679
to 24,002 work-months per year—-—at least until the depletion of the oil re-
serves.,

v b, Mitigating Measures that are Part of the Proposed Action:
Laws, regulations, or orders that provide mitigation are considered part of
the proposal. Examples include the 0CS Lands Act, which grants broad author-

~
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Table II.B.l.a.-1
St. George Sale 70
, Mean Case (Alternative I)
Estimated Schedule of Development and Production

Expl. & Delin. Plats, Production & Production
Sale Cal. Wells and Service Wells 0i1 Gas
Year Year No., Rigs Equip. No. Kilometers— MMbbl bef
0 1982
1 1983 3 3
2 13 5
3 i5 5 1
4 13 5 3
5 6 2 4 50 6 «5
6 2 80 9 7
7 1 60 7 .6 57 28
8 40 5 .2 184 127
9 21 3 242 219
10 186 248
11 119 256
12 81 251
13 57 239
14 41 231
15 31 226
16 24 223
17 19 220
18 12 218
19 10 217
20 8 215
21 7 192
22 6 156
23 5 114
24 4 76
25 4 52
26 3 37
27 3 27
28 2 21
29 16
30 12
31 9
32 8
33 )
34 5
35 4
36 4
37 3
TOTAL 55 20 11 251 1120 3660

1/ Kilometers indicated are for both oil and gas pipelines.,
2/ Pipeline kilometer distance to a southern Alaska Peninsula bay is roughly

equivalent to that of St, Paul,

Sources: USGS, 1980; BLM/Alaska 0OCS Office, 1981.



Table II.B.l.a.-2 8
St. George Basin Sale 70
Alternative I -

Estimated Employment -

Exploratory Phase ﬁgl
(Based on Revised Resource Estimates Received from USGS 9/17/80)
1/ Shore » Average :
Drilling Rigs— Bases Total Monthly o
Year (Mining) (Mining) Transportation Work-Months Employment h;g
k
1982 sale B
1983 3,232 360 1,720 5,312 443 sl
1984 5,252 360 2,720 8,332 694 i
1985 6,060 360 3,120 9,540 795 A
1986 5,252 360 2,720 8,332 694 iy
1987 2,424 360 1,320 4,104 342 ﬁg
1988 :
1/ Assume 4 months to drill 1 exploratory well. ?}’
- [

Source: Alaska 0CS Office, 1981. .
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ity to the Secretary of the Interior to control lease operations, the O0CS
Operating Orders, coastal zone management regulations, the Fisherman's Contin-
gency Fund, and the Offshore 0ilspill Pollution Fund., (Refer to Alaska OCS
Technical Paper No. 4, Legal Mandates and Federal Regulatory Responsibilities,
for detailed discussions (Casey, 1981). Also, refer to Appendix C, Summary of
Arctic OCS Operating Orders, prepared by USGS.)

c. Potential Mitigating Measures: A Secretarial decision on
the following mitigating measures has not occurred; they are noted here as
potential measures which could further mitigate impacts resulting from this
proposed lease sale., Some of these measures have been imposed by the Secre-
tary in past lease sales and are likely to continue to be used unless more
effective mitigating measures are identified or developed. If any of these
measures are adopted, they will appear in the Final Sale Notice. The impact
analysis in this environmental impact statement does not assume that the
following measures are in place. The measures are, however, evaluated in the
Effect of Additional Mitigating Measures sections within each assessment (Sec.
IV), as well as briefly described in this section.

The potential mitigating measures described in this section are based on
suggestions made during the scoping process for proposed sale 70, comments in
response to the Call for Nominations and Tract Selection, as well as the
analyses completed by staff members of the Alaska 0CS Office.,  All available
information on potential wmitigating measures for the St. George Basin was
evaluated in the environmental assessment process. A field level interagency
coordination meeting was held on June 23, 1981 to further discuss and evaluate
potential measures, in accordance with Department Manual No. 655. In attend-
ance at the meeting were representatives from the Bureau of Land Management,
U.S. Geological Survey, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

(1) Potential Stipulations:

Protection of Cultural Resources

If this measure were adopted, it is most likely that it would be invoked for
blocks 341, 342, 385 through 390, 431 through 434, 476, 477, 478, 521, and 522
(17 blocks) (0fficial Protraction Diagram NO 2-8). 1In the proposed sale area,
these blocks have the highest probability of having been inhabited during
prehistoric and historic times (Dixon, Sharma, and Stoker, 1976).

It is possible that surveys may also be required for the following 99 blocks
where shipwrecks may be present: 212, 213, 214, 256 through 259, 300 through
303, 344 through 348, 385 through 392, 430 through 437, 474 through 481, 519
through 526, 563 through 570, 607 through 614, 652 through 659, 696 through
703, 674 through 677, 917 through 921, 961 through 965, and 1005 through 1009
(Official Protraction Diagram NN 3-1).

If the DCM (Deputy Conservation Manager, Offshore Field Operations,
Alaska Region, USGS), has reason to believe that a site, structure,
or object of historical or archaeological significance (hereinafter
referred to as a "cultural resource') may exist in the lease area
and the DCM gives the lessee written onotice that the lessor is

invoking the provisions of this stipulation, the lessee shall upon
receipt of such notice comply with the following requirements.
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Prior to any drilling activity or the construction or placement of
any structure for exploration or development on the lease, including
but not limited to well drilling and pipeline platform placement
(hereinafter in this stipulation referred to as "operation"), the
lessee shall conduct remote sensing surveys to determine the poten-
tial existence of any cultural resource that may be affected by such
operations, All data produced by such remote sensing surveys, as
well as other pertinent natural and cultural environmental data,
shall be examined by a qualified marine survey archaeologist to
determine if indications are present suggesting the existence of a
cultural resource that may be adversely affected by any lease opera-
tion. A report of this survey and assessment prepared by the marine
survey archaeologist shall be submitted by the lessee to the DCM and
the Manager, Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Outer Continental
Shelf (0CS) Office, for review.

If such cultural resource indicators are present, the lessee shall
(1) locate the site of such operation so as not to adversely affect
the identified - location; or (2) establish, to the satisfaction of
the DCM, on the basis of further archaeoclogical investigation con-
ducted by a qualified marine survey archaeologist or underwater
archaeologist using such survey equipment and techniques as deemed
necessary by the DCM, either that such operation shall not adversely
affect the location identified or that the potential cultural re-
source suggested by the occurrence of the indicators does not exist,

A report of this investigation prepared by the marine survey archae-
ologist or underwater archaeologist shall be submitted to the DCM
and the Manager, BLM OCS Office, for their review. Should the DCM
determine that the existence of a cultural resource which may be
adversely affected by such operation is sufficiently established to
warrant protection, the lessee shall take no action that may result
in an adverse effect on such cultural resource until the DCM has
given directions as to its preservation,

The lessee agrees that if any site, structure, or object of his-
torical or archaeological significance should be discovered during
the conduct of any operations on the lease area, he shall report
immediately such findings to the DCM and make every treasonable
effort to preserve and protect the cultural resource from damage
until the DCM has given directions as to its preservation.

Evaluation of Effectiveness: O0CS Order 2.1.3 requires the lessee to perform,
on the well site, shallow geologic hazard surveys or other surveys as required
by the DCM. No specific mention is made of cultural resource surveys. This
measure applies specifically to cultural resources that may be present in the
proposed sale area., Included in the measure are a list of blocks that have
the highest probability of containing cultural resources, a procedure for the
detection of such resources, and a requirement that if such resources are
found that they be protected. This measure would minimize the possibility of
damage to ot destruction of cultural resources within the proposed sale area,
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Orientation Program

There is concern that uninformed workers and subcontractors could unknowingly
destroy or damage the environment, be insensitive to Jlocal historical or
cultural values, as well as biological resources, or unnecessarily disrupt the
local economy. Due to the importance of subsistence, lifestyle, economics,
and fish wildlife resources in the St. George Basin area, these issues would
be covered in the proposed orientation program. These subjects have been
identified in the scoping process as major concerns.

This potential mitigating measure would provide increased protection to the
enviromment and addresses concerns of local residents, Similar programs were
implemented for the Trans-Alaska Pipeline and in the lower Cook Inlet, Eastern
Gulf of Alaska, and Beaufort Sea OCS lease sale areas,

The lessee shall include in any exploration and development plans
submitted under 30 CFR 250.34 a proposed environmental training
program for all personnel involved in exploration or development
activities (including personnel of the lessee's contractors and
subcontractors) for review and approval by the DCM (Deputy Conser-
vation Manager, Offshore Field Operations, Alaska Region, USGS).
The program shall be designed to inform each person working on the
project of specific types of environmental, social, and cultural
concerns which relate to the individual's job. The program shall be
formulated by qualified instructors experienced in each pertinent
field of study, and shall employ effective methods to insure that
personnel are informed of archaeological, geological, and biological
resources including bird colonies and sea mammal haul-out areas, to
insure the dimportance of avoidance and non~harassment of wildlife
resources, The program shall be designed to increase the sensi-
tivity and understanding of personnel to community values, customs,
and lifestyles in areas in which such personnel will be operating.
The program shall also include information councerning the domestic
and foreign fishing industries in order to reduce potential con-
flicts.,

The lessee shall also submit for review and approval a continuing
technical environmental briefing program for supervisory and mana-
gerial personnel of the lessee and its agents, contractors, and
subcontractors.

Evaluation of Effectiveness: This measure provides a positive mitigating
effect in that it makes the workers aware of the unique environmental, social,
and cultural values of the local residents and their environment, This orien-
tation program would promote an understanding of and appreciation for local
community values, customs, and lifestyles of Alaskans without creating undue
costs to the lessee., It would also provide necessary information to personnel
which could result in minimized behavioral disturbance to wildlife and mini-
mized conflict between the commercial fishing industry and the oil and gas
industry.

Transportation of Hydrocarbon Products

This measure was adopted for O0CS lease sales 42, 48, and 55 (open ocean
areas). Citation of the Port and Tanker Safety Act of 1978, as amended (33
U.S.C. 1221), was added to the measure:
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Pipelines will be required (a) if pipeline right-of-way can be
determined and obtained; (b) if laying such pipelines is technically
feasible and environmentally preferable; and (¢} if, in the opinion
of the lessor, pipelines can be laid without net social loss, taking
into account any incremental costs of pipelines over alternative
methods of transportation and any incremental benefits in the form
of increased environmental protection or reduced multiple use con-
flicts. The lessor specifically reserves the right to require that
any pipeline used for transporting production to shore be placed in
certain designated management areas. 1In selecting the means of
transportation, consideration will be given to any recommendation of
the intergovernmental planning program for assessment and management
of transportation of OCS oil and gas with participation of Federal,
State, and local government and industry.

All pipelines, including both flow lines and gathering lines for oil
and gas, shall be designed and constructed to provide for adequate
protection from water currents, storms and ice scouring, subfreezing
conditions, and other hazards as detgfmined on a case-by-case basis.,

Following the development of sufficient pipeline capacity, no crude
0il will be transported by surface vessel from offshore production
sites, except in the case of emergency. Determinations as to emer-
gency conditions and appropriate responses to these conditions will
be made by the DCM.

Where the three criteria set forth in the first sentence of this
stipulation are not met and surface transportation must be employed,
all vessels used for carrying hydrocarbons to shore from the leased
area will conform with all standards established for such wvessels,
pursuant to the Ports and Waterways Safety Act of 1972 (46 U.S.C.
39la), and the Port and Tanker Safety Act of 1978, as amended (33
U,s.Cc. 1221).

Evaluation of Effectiveness: The intent of this measure is to transport
hydrocarbons by the envirommentally preferable and safest method, The measure
has been adopted for most recent Jease sales, but has not yet been implemented
for Alaska since there have been no commercial discoveries of oil or gas on
the Alaska 0GCS.

(2) Information to Lessees:

The mitigating measures considered as Information to Lessees provide the lease
operators with notice of special concerns in or near the lease area. These
measures, however, are merely advisory in nature and carry no specific en-
forcement authority by the Department of the Interior (DOI), in most cases.
DOI's authority extends to operations actually conducted on the leasehold.
Regardless of their advisory nature, these measures do provide a positive
mitigation by creating greater awareness on the part of the operator of these
special conceruns.

The following measures were agreed to at the field level interagency coordina~
tion meeting held on June 23, 1981,
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Information on Bird and Marine Mammal Protection

Bidders are advised that during the conduct of all activities re-
lated to leases issued as a result of this lease sale, the lessee
and its agents, contractors, and subcontractors will be subject to
the provisions of the Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972, the
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, and International Treat-
ies.

The lessee or its contractors should be aware that disturbance of
wildlife could be determined to constitute harassment, and thereby
be in violation of existing laws., Violations under these acts and
treaties may be reported to the National Marine Fisheries Service or
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, as appropriate. Behavioral distur-
bance of most birds and mammals found in or near the proposed sale
70 area would be unlikely if vessels and aircraft maintained at
least a l-mile distance from observed wildlife or known wildlife
concentration areas such as bird colonies and marine mammal haul-ocut
and rookery areas, Therefore, in concurrence with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, it is recommended that aircraft or vessels oper-
ated by lessees maintain at least a l-mile distance from observed or
known wildlife concentrations. Human safety will take precedence at
all times. '

Of particular concern are wildlife populations of the Pribilof
Islands, Izembek Lagoon, and other coastal wilderness or refuge
areas., For guidance regarding prohibited activities, attention of
the lessees 1is directed particularly to existing National Wildlife
Refuge System rules, 50 CFR, Parts 27 and 215, and Part 36, rules
for the Alaska WNational Wildlife Refuges (46 FR 31818 June 17,
1981), wherein 36.21(c) states '"The operation of aircraft at alti-
tudes and in flight paths resulting in the herding, harassment,
hazing, or driving of wildlife is prohibited.”

Maps locating major wildlife concentration areas are available for
route planning from the DCM (Deputy Conservation Manager, Offshore
Field Operations, Alaska Region, USGS), and appropriate resource
agencies, :

Evaluation of Effectiveness: Conformance by lessees with the recommendations

described above would help to ensure that behavioral disturbance of wildlife,
particularly at known concentration areas, would be minimized. Maps provided
to the DCM would clearly designate locations habitually used as concentration
areas. Tract specific recommendations may be made by the DCM, as appropriate.
Appropriate authorities may dissue more specific regulations under existing
legislation that could further minimize behavioral disturbance to wildlife,

Information on Coastal Zone Management

Lessees are advised that, after identifying potential OCS related
facility sites, they may wish to consult with the local planning
agencies in the Aleutian and Pribilof Islands, as appropriate, and
state agencies involved in coastal zone area review in order to
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provide coordination in coastal zone development and the siting of
energy facilities. Lessees should realize that the Aleutian and
Pribilof Islands lack Coastal Resource Service Area (CRSA) boards
and approved district Coastal Management Programs (CMP). Early
coordination with the appropriate agencies could prevent unsuitable
facility siting. Until formation of the CRSA boards and approval of
district CMP's, only the state will have review authority regarding
the consistency of exploration and development plans with the Alaska
Coastal Management Act. '

Evaluation of Effectiveness: Conformance by lessees with the recommendation
above would help to ensure that coastal =zone management regulations are met,
even though the Aleutian and Pribilof Islands do not yet have completed coast-
al zone management programs. The intent of the recommendation is to suggest
siting of major energy facilities in the environmentally preferable areas.
Appropriate authorities may issue more specific regulations under existing
legislation that could further assist proper placement of O0CS facilities
offshore and nearshore. Appropriate agencies to contact include the Aleutian
and Pribilof Islands Coastal Resource Service Area boards (once elected), the
Alaska Office of Coastal Management, the Federal Office of Coastal Management,
and local planning agencies.

d. Summary of Probable Impacts: The probable impacts are
based, in part, on the assumption that the mean resource estimate of 1.12 bil~
lion barrels of oil and 3,66 trillion cubic feet of gas would be discovered
and produced in the proposed lease sale area., TFor this amount of oil, ac-
cording to the U.S. Geological Survey, up to 6.5 oilspills exceeding 1,000
barrels are probable over the 22-year production life of the oil field, There
is only a 28-percent chance that commercial quantities of oil would be found,
or in other words, a 72~-percent chance of not finding oil. If no oil is dis-
covered, of course, there is no risk from potential oilspills or the range of
development impacts discussed.

The following discussion assumes that all laws, regulations, and 0CS orders
are part of the proposal, If the mitigating measures described in Section
II.B.l.c. were adopted, it is expected that some impacts described in this
environmental impact statement would be reduced. Potential effectiveness of
the mitigating measures is described in each impact section.

The extent to which an oilspill would impact demersal fish would depend upon
several factors. The eggs and larval stages of these species are the most
vulnerable to oil. The probability of an oilspill contacting egg/larval
halibut, yellowfin sole, Pacific cod, sablefish, and immature rockfish would
be very unlikely. Walleye pollock eggs and larvae could be exposed to oil
should a spill occur during the approximate 6-month period from spawning to
onset of demersal existence (March-August annually). For pollock, the risk is
moderate for spill countact, but insignificant when total pollock egg/larvae
distribution and numbers are considered. All north Alaska Peninsula salmon
species (principally sockeye) adult and smolt, could be adversely affected by
this proposal, principally through interference during offshore migration.
Impacts could also occur through reduction in food supply should oilspills
reach estuaries., Pink and chum salmon would be the principal salmen species
impacted by a tanker loading facility in any one of the bays on the south

Alaska Peninsula. Oilspills in these bays could block migration and/or reduce
food for both adults and smolt.
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The adverse impacts are expected to be largely short-term and recovery there-
after would probably occur after no more than 5 years., The described impacts
are not expected to have any significant long~term impact on the salmon
resources of Bristol Bay or the south Alaska Peninsula. The probability of
interaction 1is rated as unlikely. Should an interaction occur significant
impacts would be unlikely. The overall probability of significant impact is
unlikely. '

While much of the total Bering Sea crab population remains within the range of
possible oilspill impact, only about 5 percent of the combined catch of king
and tanner crab are harvested from within the proposed lease areas of the
St. George Basin and North Aleutian Shelf. Pavlof, Tkatan, and Morzhovi Bays
on the south Alaska Peninsula contain commercial numbers of king, tanner, and
dungeness crab, In these relatively confined areas, o0ilspills could have a
significant impact especially on larval forms. Crab of the eastern Bering Sea
are distributed over a relatively wide area, thus the risk that an oil pollu-
tion event would contact any large part of the total population would be less
than for the previously mentioned bays., Some crab mortality could occur
during an offshore pipeline installation. Pipelines may act as physical and
thermal barriers to crab migrations, Pipe design and installation could
provide a solution to these impacts. Already severely depressed shrimp popu-
lations in Tkatan, Morzhovi, Pavlof, and Cold-Belkofski Bays on the south
Alaska Peninsula could be reduced by chronic or large oil pollution events
resulting from developing any one of these areas as a pipeline terminus and
associated tanker loading port. The eastern Bering Sea has some pandalid
shrimp, but spawning areas are outside the boundaries for any projected
spills. 0ilspills, reduced fishing area, vessel and gear conflicts, and
competition for onshore facilities could all impact the commercial fishery in
the eastern Bering Sea and off the south Alaska Peninsula, O0ilspills could
adversely affect very localized populations of commercial species over short
time periods. Area and material conflicts would be local, short-lived, and.
minor to the fishery as a whole., Probability of interaction is likely; the
impacts would be insignificant if interaction occurred. The overall prob-
ability of significant impact is unlikely.

Seabirds and waterfowl are extremely sensitive to both o0il pollution and
disturbance due to increased human activity. Man-made disturbance, particu-
larly noise and human presence, may result in decreased productivity at breed-
ing colonies. Murres, auklets, and other alcids are highly vulnerable to
0ilspills since they spend much time foraging or resting on the water through-
out the year, while waterfowl and shearwaters are somewhat less so. At no
time is the St. George Basin area devoid of large numbers of birds, but clear-
ly the greatest number occur during the breeding season, May to October, when
vast numbers of seabirds are foraging near the nesting colonies in the Pribi-
lof 1Islands, eastern Aleutian Islands, south Alaska Peninsula, and Unimak
Pass. Waterfowl populations are most vulnerable during spring and fall migra-
tion and the post-breeding molt period, when large numbers gather in the
lagoons along the north side of the Alaska Peninsula., 0il and gas industry
activities could impact bird populations utilizing three areas: 1) shallow
offshore and nearshore shelf areas adjacent to the north Alaska Peninsula
shore and Unimak Island from May to September; 2) lagoons of the north penin-
sula shore in spring and fall; and 3) areas adjacent to the peninsula's south
side in both winter and summer. Impacts in the areas used by birds near the
Pribilof Islands would unlikely be significant except perhaps if support
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facilities were located on St. Paul Island. Significant impacts on migratory
species utilizing Izembek Lagoon would be unlikely unless o0il were to enter
the lagoon. If interaction were to occur, significant impacts are very likely
for certain vulnerable species populations. The overall probability of signi-
ficant impacts would be unlikely.

Two types of impacts could affect marine mammals in the proposed sale area:
environmental contaminants, chiefly o0il pollution, and disturbance due to
increased human activity. The northern fur seal and the sea otter are the
species most vulnerable to impacts from the proposed action. Both rely on fur
insulation to maintain body temperature. This insulation would break down
upon oiling of the animal. The vorthern fur seal has a large proportion of
its population breeding in the vicinity of the proposed sale area., As a
result of pipeline transport of o0il across the Alaska Peninsula and tankering
from a south side bay, o0il and gas industry activities could impact marine
mammals utilizing three areas: 1) lagoons and nearshore areas adjacent to the
north peninsula shore and Unimak  Island, year round; 2) reefs, islands, and
nearshore areas adjacent to south shore of the Alaska Peninsula, year round;
3) a broad offshore corridor south of the peninsula to the eastern Aleutian
passes in spring and fall., WNorth of the Alaska Peninsula, sea otters would
likely dincur significant dimpacts due to their extreme sensitivity to oil,
relatively sedentary population, and concentration in this area. Sea lious
and harbor seals would not likely experience significant impacts, although
contact with o0il in areas of high density and breeding activity (Amak Island
and Izembek Lagoon) could produce significant local impact. Fur seals migrat-
ing offshore would not 1likely encounter oilspills, If interaction were to
occur, such a small percentage of the total population would be involved that
a significant impact interaction is considered unlikely.

Major impact-producing agents affecting endangered cetaceans and birds could
be o0il and gas pollution, noise or other disturbance, and habitat losses.
Only portions of the populations of sei, fin, humpback, blue, and sperm whales
are suspected of entering the Bering Sea and significant population-wide
direct effects would be unlikely even if spills were to occur, Concentrations
of gray whales are found in Unimak Pass, along the north side of Unim