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MR. COWLES: Well, good evening everyone, and
thank you for coming. My name is Cleve Cowles. And
I"m with the Minerals Management Service office in
Anchorage, the Department of the Interior Bureau,
your federal agency. And tonight we have a meeting.
On your handout on the title of the meeting, it"s
about the new Five-year OCS oil and gas proposed
leasing program, 2007, 2012. And the proposed Lease
Sale 193 in the Chukchi Sea.

Before we start the meeting, Lillian has been so
gracious as to offer to do a blessing. So, Lillian,
if you could lead us iIn a blessing tonight. Thank
you very much.

(Prayer was said in Inupiaq)

MR. COWLES: Thank you very much.

Again, as our purpose for our meeting iIs here on
the first panel, I would like to introduce to you
some people who are with us tonight to help on the,
explaining some of the material in the handout.

To my left here is Mr. Jim Bennett, he is from
the Minerals Management Service, Washington office.
He is the chief of the Branch of Environmental
Assessment.

Mr. Mike Salyer is with the Anchorage office

MMS. He works in the environmental section and is
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the EIS coordinator for the Chukchi Sea lease sale.

Mr. Peter Johnson is with the resource
evaluation section office in Anchorage. His office
is involved with estimating the oil and gas
resources that may be available on the outer
continental shelf.

Mr. Al Barros in the back of the room is our
community liaison specialist. And 1°m sure he would
want me to say that if you haven®t signed in, please
do. There®s handouts there. And we, again,
appreciate you coming.

We also have Britney Chonka, who is here to
serve as a transcriptionist to keep an accurate
record of the discussions and your testimony, your
comments, as we move forward.

Since we have several things to discuss, what we
thought -- and we certainly appreciate your
thoughts -- as we best would -- that we could go
over briefly, probably take 20 minutes to 25 minutes
or so -- oh, Arnold Brower.

Before 1 forget, we also have a translator. So
if you can"t follow all the things | say, and you
would like a translation, Arnold Brower Jr. will
help us with translation tonight. And sorry 1

forgot to mention that.
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So am 1 okay up to this point?

MR. BROWER, JR.: Let me tell these folks about
what you just said.

(Interpreter translating.)

MR. COWLES: Also, 1 would like to give a
special thanks to Mrs. Maggie Ahmaogak, who is the
executive director of AWC. And 1 thought I saw
George here a little while ago. Oh. Okay.

Former mayor. So thank you for coming.

Is there anything else that I might introduce?
Arnold?

MR. BROWER, JR.: Yeah, George Edwardson, Aiken,
Gordon Brower, (inaudible).

IT 1 didn"t call your name, it"s because it"s on
purpose.

MR. COWLES. Okay. Well, thank you.

MS. ROCK: Elijah and Dorcas Rock here from
Point Hope.

MR. COWLES: 1 met Dorcas last night. Thank you
again for coming.

Okay. As we -- 1"m going to talk for a couple
minutes and then Mr. Bennett and Mr. Salyer will
help me. And I am going to cover three of the first
panels in your handout fairly quickly here.

The first part of our program is about the
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upcoming 2007 to 2012 five-year program. And the
program areas that are being considered for Alaska,
as a proposed program are shown in blue on that
first map and also over here. And they are Cook
Inlet in the Southcentral, North Aleutian Basin,
Chukchi Sea and Beaufort Sea areas.

And on the second panel, second page, the first
panel, again, what we"re seeking here are comments
on this five-year OCS program and Sale 193, which,
Mike Salyer will talk about after Mr. Bennett has
talked about the five-year program.

On the bottom of the second page is a bar chart.
And we put this first so that you get a feel for the
big picture how the MMS, Department of the Interior
process for evaluating and proposing lease sales
works.

And the first place, to start on iIn explaining
this thing is that it"s a nationwide program. And
because energy demand, the demand for energy in the
United States is increasing and our production,
domestic production is not keeping pace, the
Department of the Interior has the mission to
consider the resources on the federal Outer
Continental Shelf for providing opportunity to our

industry to explore and develop, if oil and gas is



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

found.

And so this whole chart shows how we move
through a process of deciding things like this
proposed program and more refined discussion or
analysis of potential lease sales and how we also
get public input and comment and suggestions for how
to do it and bring in as much involvement as
possible so that we have the best information that
we can bring in to make this process work well.

And, Arnold, should I break for you?

MR. BROWER, JR.: Thank you very much.

(Interpreter translating.)

MR. COWLES: Thank you.

Briefly on this process, there are schedules or
time steps that we work through and attempt to
follow a schedule, particularly for the first two
rows. The First row is the proposed program, which
is part of what we"re talking about tonight. The
second row is the process that is followed under the
National Environmental Policy Act to do an
environmental impact statement related to -- and the
decision, related to a particular lease sale, such
as Sale 193.

The first row takes about two years and the

second row is two, two-and-a-half years of
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government process and involvement, your involvement
to provide comments. And there may be parts along
the way where the Department of the Interior will
decide to maybe take a breather. So just because
the steps are there doesn®t mean we always complete.

That"s the part that the Department of the
Interior and MMS have some control over, as far as
timing. But after there is a lease sale, the last
block of the second row, then industry is awarded a
lease, if they have a bid. And it"s up to them when
to start the next row. Because they have a business
decision as to whether or not they will explore any
particular lease.

And it"s up to them, they have a period of time
in their lease that they submit a plan. And when
they do, we then will go through another review
process to help evaluate this and get more and more
focused on some of the issues and the decisions.

And so that third row can take from six months to a
year.

Then if there is commercially viable oil and gas
or oil or gas discovered, industry might come back
with a development plan. And that, again, 1is
another period of time that will transpire. The

whole thing, to get to production, can"t say for
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sure how long it takes. It could take anywhere from
eight-and-a-half, ten-and-a-half, twelve-and-a-half
years, probably, because of all the input phases and
all the analyses and environmental reviews. So it
takes a long time.

And the other thing about it is, is that, even
though you have these large program areas, it"s
pretty likely that the amount of OCS that is
explored for development will be less than that.

It will, for example, the last Beaufort sale a
couple years ago, 1 think we talked about 195, was
roughly six percent of the area offered was leased
by the industry. And then some fraction of that
will probably be explored. Of course, if there is a
discovery, then industry might want to explore more.

But anyway, 1 think that was what | wanted to
explain about our process. And now Mr. Bennett will
talk more about the Ffive-year program and where we
are in that process.

MR. BENNETT: Thanks, Cleve.

(Interpreter translating).

MR. COWLES: Yes, sir?

MR. OLEMAUN: This is a five-year plan, and
they"re saying leasing encouraging development,

five-year plan up to development or five-year plan
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with just exploration?

MR. COWLES: Times I was talking about in this
chart run through the point where you would start to
see oil and gas production, if there were
discoveries.

MR. OLEMAUN: Okay. Within the five years?

MR. COWLES: No. With -- the five-year program
will —-- it has some lease sales in 1t, which Jim
will talk about.

And then If leases are issued later on in that
five-year program, then the activities could go past
that Five years.

MR. EDWARDSON: Excuse me, I got a question
there. Okay. When you talk about -- right now
we"re talking about just what you®re proposing to
do. Exploration hasn®t started. This iIs just a
beginning talk?

MR. COWLES: For the new five-year program 2007,
2012.

MR. EDWARDSON: Then why are the industry out
there doing seismic already? When you do seismic,
oil development process has started. It"s not in
the talking stage. They"re out there with more than
the one ship doing the seismic.

Seismic is a first step into production.

10
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MR. COWLES: The work that they"re doing, |
believe, is actually in relation to the Chukchi Sea
Sale 193, which was started under our previous
five-year program. And theilr processes are a little
bit different in terms of the permitting for
geophysical than the lease sale process, which is
what we"re talking about in this proposed program.

I agree, it"s associated with that, but again, the

second part of our presentation on -- on the Chukchi
Sea sale, | think, is what that activity is related
to.

So what we want to talk about tonight was
2007-2012 and Sale 193.

MR. EDWARDSON: But you understand what 1 was
saying that it has started?

MR. BENNETT: They"re collecting information in
anticipation.

MS. AHMAOGAK: I think. 1 tend to want to
elaborate on his question that®"s what AWC has had
some concerns for Point Lay, 1 mean Point Lay,
Wainwright and Point Hope came out with that very
guestion that George Edwardson just raised, why the
industry was given permits before a lease sale had
happened.

And some of the -- a lot of unknowns because MMS
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did not have the adequate monitoring studies that we
had wanted to have some questions answered and a lot
of unknowns being out there. And now seismic
operation and activities, and that"s overwhelming,
three ships going at each other out there. And --
and here we"re, have AEWC for our villages that are
in that area trying to iron out a lot of problems.
And I"m sure that MMS has always tried to come up
with answers that are never satisfactory for a lot
of us. And I don*t think I like the idea of MMS not
adequately answering our people®s questions when
asked by them.

MR. COWLES: Okay. Again, we will attempt to
answer the questions as best we can. Mr. Johnson is
the part of our group that deals with the
geophysical exploration.

So perhaps could you expand on what 1 said,
Peter.

(Interpreter translating.)

MR. JOHNSON: Yes. My understanding is that
seismic testing can be independent of a lease sale.
In other words, it"s not tied directly to a specific
lease sale all the time. In the Beaufort there has
been a lot of seismic testing in the past that was

done prior to lease sales, surveys they would then
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sell to other companies later on. So, I don"t think
we"re In the same specific time frame that you see
in the lease sale.

MR. EDWARDSON: On that comment that you made --
my name®"s George Edwardson again. On that comment
you made, if they found something then it would be,
but if they didn"t find anything at all, the ocean
was dry of oil, would your comment be true?

MR. JOHNSON: Yeah, 1 guess I don"t imply that
it"s not related to leasing. Obviously it is
related to leasing, but it"s not necessarily related
to a specific lease sale or even a specific
five-year plan. So yeah, obviously they"re looking
for oil by doing seismic testing. And they would do
that -- 1 -- | guess you could say they would do
that when they have some anticipation that that land
might be leasable in the future.

MR. BROWER Ill1: Thomas Brower, resident of
Barrow. Would it be appropriate for -- to prior to
this five-year program that®s coming up previous
from your program, 2002-2007, if all information
that"s gathered by MMS that is being researched out
there on marine mammals, migratory birds and all
this, would that be information that is missing

prior to this new five-year program that"s coming

13
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up? Because there are, at least, from the last
meeting 1 attended in Anchorage, there were at least
40-plus contractors doing research through MMS, data
on our sea mammals, migratory birds and all that.

I that data were there, you would see probably
what the impact would be on our marine mammals. And
the proper comments could be done for this new lease
five-year program. That should be one of the
guestions, why is this, all the research (inaudible)
for contractors that are doing the work for MMS not
being supplied to the public, but only for people
that are just asking for it?

MR. BENNETT: Jim Bennett, Minerals Management
Service. All of the information is collected,
scientific information is, or should be, used in the
environmental Impact statements that we"re putting
together or have put together for the five-year and
for Sale 193. So, I"m not exactly sure what
specific data you"re referring to, but we -- we try
to use the best information in preparation of the
environmental impact statements.

MR. BROWER 111: (Inaudible) receive comment
from the public (inaudible) that research be
collected and the public should be aware of it and

(inaudible) migratory birds, marine sea mammals,
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bowhead whales, walrus and all of this. (Inaudible)

MS. AHMAOGAK: Maggie Ahmaogak. He"s alluding
to that MMS has a lot of federally funded studies
doing a lot of gathering and stuff. And for
gathering something like this to have a public
hearing on an EIS on a lease sale program, where is
all the information? We are blindly trying to
provide comments from the local residents that don"t
have access to this data who can be making some
contributions that would be meaningful for MMS to
think of.

MR. COWLES: 1 think, Maggie, that Mr. Bennett
can address that relative to the five-year program
and how this information, how they will consider
your comments in relation to the five-year program.
And Mr. Salyer will talk about the Chukchi Sea and
the information that"s related to that.

And the one thing about the Ffive-year program
analysis and information is it"s mainly a scheduling
thing. And the information that"s analyzed there is
per their scheduling. And an EIS process for a
particular lease sale, such as Chukchi Sea 193,
brings a -- a diferent type of analysis relative to
the effects on the very local environment. And Mr.

Salyer will explain that.

15
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But again, I think that what we"re seeking here
IS comments such as yours to help us improve this
analysis, because these are documents that are
subject to change, of further addressing of
comments. So thank you very much for pointing that
out.

(Interpreter translating.)

MR. BENNETT: Thank you. Where this information
comes together is in the preparation of the
environmental iImpact statement. And what we are
talking about and what we"re seeking comment on
tonight is on two environmental impact statements.
One on the five-year program and one on the lease,
specific Lease Sale 193 in the Chukchi Sea.

And to just give you a little context for the
five-year program, under the Outer Continental Shelf
Lands Act, our agency is charged with putting
together a five-year program, in this case, the
years 2007 to 2012, for leasing offshore on the
Outer Continental Shelf. And the five-year plan is
to i1dentify those areas which merit further
consideration for oil and gas leasing.

So for a sale to occur in -- on the Outer
Continental Shelf in the next five-year period, it

must be part of this five-year program. And only
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those areas that are included in the program are
candidates for a sale.

The inclusion of an area in the Ffive-year
program does not necessarily mean that leasing will
occur in that area. It means that that area will be
subject to a more fully -- a fuller and more focused
environmental analysis on a lease sale basis. And
that"s what the EIS for Sale 193 addresses.

The EIS for -- for the five-year program, and |
saw a copy -- somebody has i1t right there. It"s
pretty voluminous, but it -- we distributed it in
August. It"s available on the Web. And we"re
seeking comments. And the comment period closes
Wednesday of next week on the 22nd, 1 believe.

And the program is national. It has eleven
sales in the Gulf of the Mexico, one sale iIn the
Atlantic and nine sales in Alaska, including three
in the Chukchi Sea.

Comments that you can provide can be written,
they can be provided via the Web or included in the
testimony you provide tonight, which we"ll keep a
complete record of and address in the final EIS.

On page 4 of your handout, the first slide shows
you a list of the sales that are currently proposed

in the five-year program. We held scoping meetings
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in —— in the spring for -- to identify the issues
that we need to address in this five-year document.
And we have conducted -- this is the last one
tonight, of the 19 that were originally scheduled.
We didn"t make it to Wainwright earlier in the week,
but we had 19 public hearings nationwide to collect
comments and testimony from everybody on the -- what
is contained in those documents.

The schedule that you have on the second panel
there i1dentifies the -- these last -- the -- the
meetings we"ve had this past week. And all of the
comments that you provide, either via the Web or
written or in testimony tonight, will be addressed
in the preparation of the final EIS for the
five-year program.

And with that, I"m going turn it over to Mike
Salyer to address specifically the EIS that"s being
prepared for Sale 193 in the Chukchi Sea.

(Interpreter translating.)

MR. SALYER: Thank you.

Again, my name is Mike Salyer. |1 work for
Minerals Management Service Department of the
Interior. 1 was hired as a wildlife biologist and
environmental impact statement coordinator.

And to pick up where Mr. Bennett left off. On
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this flow chart within the five-year program we have
the individual lease sales. And for those we
conduct environmental impact statements as well.

And that would be the green portion of that flow
chart, which is where we"re talking from now.

And that brings us to Lease Sale 193.

THE INTERPRETER: Could you make sure you say
the page --

MR. SALYER: Yes. | was just referencing back
to page 2, that flow chart that Mr. Cowles was
discussing earlier for a point of reference, the
individual lease sales for planning specific sale
would be that green flow chart. And that"s sort of
the schedule for an environmental impact statement
for individual lease sale, In this case Lease Sale
193, chukchi Sea.

Now I am going to skip over to page 5 to several
slides concerning Lease Sale 193. The companies
were solicited a few years ago, | believe, March
"03. And you see some dates there. And 1 won"t go
through all of those. And there really wasn"t a lot
of iInterest at that time in the Chukchi Sea. 1In
February "05 there was some more iInterest that was
indicated from industry. So at that point in time,

a decision was made that we needed to conduct an
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environmental impact statement for the Chukchi Sea
and identify the planning area.

A notice of iIntent was prepared for -- to
indicate we"re doing an EIS In September of "05.
And in January of 2006, we identified planning ID
area. And that"s what this map is over here. And
for this environmental impact statement -- and
there"s a copy of this map in the back of your
packet -- 1t covers the green outlined area as the
project ID area, or the program area for the Chukchi
Sea Lease Sale 193. That would be the proposed
action.

Now, September of "05 we began the scoping
process and we came into the villages. And we came
to the communities. And what we did there is we,
you know, had the scoping meetings to get everyone®s
input. And that"s part of the process, that we
could hear everybody®"s concerns and -- and get the
information.

And what we do with that information in this
process is that we use that information in order to
develop our alternatives for the Chukchi Sea Lease
Sale 193. And that"s what this map is here. We
have the purple area, which was an alternative in

the environmental impact statement that"s out for

20
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comment now on the draft. And it"s Corridor 1.
It"s roughly -- the outer edge of that, it"s 60
miles out from the coast. And that all sort of
resulted --

MS. AHMAOGAK: How many miles?

MR. SALYER: Roughly 60 miles out.

MS. AHMAOGAK: 60.

MR. SALYER: 60, yes, ma"am.

That was sort of the result of that scoping
process that we had gone through. And that"s one of
the deferrals that®"s in there for analysis and
alternatives.

Now, ultimately, it"s not our decision. It will
be in the Secretary®s hands to make the decision.
But we did the analysis on these different deferrals
and proposed action.

That -- the entire project there, program area,
is 34 million acres. And deferral 1 takes out about
9 million of those acres. And also the Polynya is
out, as you can see. That is also not included and
it"s not included in the proposed project either.

So you can see that that"s out.

Then we have a little bit smaller corridor 2,

which is also one of the alternatives as a deferral.

And i1t takes out not quite as much as that other



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

one, but, yet, it takes out roughly three and
three-quarter million acres. And you can see that
in the environmental impact statement.

The draft is out now. And the deadline on
comment on that is December 19th. Okay. December
19th for the draft comment period.

And mainly that"s what we wanted to go over so
that we could discuss and take everyone®s comment.
And at this time | would -- 1711 be glad to clarify
anything you have, or we can begin talking about
having the public hearing comments as well.

So does anyone have any questions on that?

MS. AHMAOGAK: 1 have a question --

(Interpreter translating.)

MS. AHMAOGAK: 1 have a question. Maggie
Ahmaogak, AEWC. Regarding the Chukchi Sea side, the
193, when we did the scoping meetings, we -- AEWC
followed MMS to Wainwright and Point Hope.

At that time we -- the whaling captains
identified some -- deferral areas.

MR. SALYER: Yes, ma“am.

MS. AHMAOGAK: Where is that deferral? 1 don"t
want to see any alternatives.

MR. SALYER: Okay. The deferrals were, we had

specific walrus deferral areas, which covered a

22
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circle roughly this size here. There was another
one near Wainwright, there was one near Point Lay
and there was one near Point Hope. And then there
was also the Barrow Canyon deferral. And then there
was some Eider critical habitat deferrals.

And rather than have these little -- the
individual deferrals, we made sure we were able to
encompass all of them in that large deferral.

MS. AHMAOGAK: 1"m trying to make a point here.

MR. SALYER: Yes, ma"am.

MS. AHMAOGAK: At the time | think MMS took the
map. And they were -- Albert, you guys were
supposed to make me a copy, everybody signed off.
And these areas were definitely requested, that they
would not leave them up as alternatives for the
Interior to take out.

You see what 1*m saying, is that when -- once
those areas are properly defined by the whaling
captains, that"s what we did with Kaktovik and
Barrow, these areas were already identified by those
whaling captains in those respective villages.

Now, | do not see anything, as such, that looks
like a deferral.

MR. SALYER: Okay. Maybe I am not being clear.

I apologize.

23
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MS. AHMAOGAK: Yes, that"s why I wanted it to be
made clear.

MR. SALYER: Yes, ma“am.

And -- and what we did i1s, In order to do what
you"re saying, okay, that -- that®"s why we had these
deferrals here, because it -- it —-

MS. AHMAOGAK: But you identified them as
alternatives, options.

MR. SALYER: They"re deferrals. You don"t want
them to be -- 1 -- 1 mean you want those -- 1
apologize. I™m trying to understand.

MR. BENNETT: You would like to see those as the
proposed action for the --

MS. AHMAOGAK: You people are very different
from the people 1 traveled with to the scoping
meetings. There was Fred King, John Goll, Albert
Barros. And a lot of the whaling captains took the
map off the wall and signed off and made a deferral
area.

And | gave that map up hoping that they were
going give me a copy- And | have not seen it yet.
But 1 do not see anything marked up that would
identify those areas of deferral that they wanted.
We do not want another Cross Island happening.

No -- no deferrals happening for these villages.
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MR. SUYDAN: Can 1 try, maybe, to explain a
little bit?

MS. AHMAOGAK: Okay.

MR. SUYDAN: My name is Robert Suydan. [1™m with
the North Slope Borough. 1 think what Maggie is
asking, is that those deferral areas are outside of
the planning area, just like the Polynya zone is
outside of the planning area. |Is it the -- the
whaling captain said: We don"t even want that to be
considered for leasing. It should be outside of the
planning area and we don"t see it.

MS. AHMAOGAK: That"s correct.

MR. SALYER: Okay.

MR. G. BROWER: I wanted to add a little bit.

It looks like you"re trying to explain that that
purple section there is, you decided to make a large
area out of i1t as the deferral as an option. But I
think you made it to the point where whoever is
going to make the decision, that®"s going to be
totally unacceptable, because that"s too big. And
It"s not -- and getting what the villages asked for
that was i1dentified, all mixed up into one big thing
that may not even be acceptable.

MR. SALYER: Okay.

(Interpreter translating.)
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MS. AHMAOGAK: Maggie Ahmaogak, AEWC. I like
the way that Gordon Brower came up with it. And
that"s exactly what AWC would like to prevent from
happening. I1f 1 don"t -- 1If we do not see the
requested areas that were specified -- specified by
the whaling captains from those villages, and if you
see that alternatives that you made out in that
purple, that is not what we call -- or what was
specified by the whaling captains as the deferral.

I am very scared and very concerned about the
way this is laid out.

MR. COWLES: Thank you for that very important
comment. And Mr. Salyer and our office will take
that back and consider it as part of our preparation
of the final EIS. That"s a very important point.
We appreciate you clarifying that so that we can
address it.

MS. WILLIAMS: 1"m Vera Williams. I"m just a
resident, but I work in all kinds of stuff in our
community. Whatever Ms. Ahmaogak stated about AWC
deferrals, if you®re going to define on there, can
you color code it in a different color so we can
know exactly what whaling captains requested, so
that it would be color coded different within

whatever you"re trying to do. Because the way it
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is, It seems like it wasn"t really considered. But
iT you color code it and make it obviously known
that that whaling captains comments were taken
seriously, 1 would like to see it in a different
color and stating that is what the whaling captains
wanted.

MR. EDWARDSON: Excuse me, you say you"re with
the animals, you"re the animal biologist for MMS?

MR. SALYER: I"m the EIS coordinator. My
background is a wildlife biologist.

MR. EDWARDSON: Okay. Great.

You don"t have to follow the Marine Mammal
Protection Act when you look at the maps you're
showing us. You don"t have to follow the Migratory
Bird Treaties or the Endangered Species Act, because
if you did, you know, this area would not be
touched, if that was the case.

So as a marine biologist, you can ignhore such
laws as Endangered Species Act, Migratory Bird
treaties and the Marine Mammal Protection Act. That
is what I"m hearing you and seeing what you have put
up, IS MMS iIs exempt from these laws?

MR. SALYER: No, sir. We are in consultation
with the different agencies you"re referring to.

MR. EDWARDSON: Then why is it our commission,
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our whaling commission and the people up here have
to identify to you these animals®™ paths, and if we
don"t mention it, then you waive the regulations
that protect these animals?

MR. SALYER: They"re definitely not waived. We
have pretty serious consultation. And we try to
work with one another to the process to come to some
agreement with everybody at different stages of the
process included here.

MR. BROWER: 1 worked in the North Slope Borough
planning for many years and have made comments year
after year concerning migration of whales, calving,
feeding, endangered species, you know, in the event
something happens and catastrophic release of oil
happens. Why has MMS ignored all those comments for
years and years and keep continue to go when we make
comments, they"re inconsistent with coastal
management policies and municipal code policies on
migration, and all of these things, you still push
on like we don"t exist.

Are we still going to say something to you
that"s just going to be chucked to the back side
somewhere where nobody"s going to pay attention to
it? That"s the kind of feeling I get every time we

make these comments and you come back and repeat
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ourselves over and over. 1 think we"re doing this
until we die, going until we deplete the Eskimos.

MR. SALYER: Thank you.

MR. BROWER I1l11: I have a question.

MR. SALYER: Yes, sir?

MR. BROWER I11: 1 was reading the, the draft
EIS came out here recently, when | was going through
there, and I was going through another previous
document that just put together on the EIS on the
western and central (inaudible). And one of them
talks about (inaudible) that is deterred by offshore
exploration, but yet the draft EIS doesn"t say
anything about the probability of (inaudible)
environmental offshore drilling that (inaudible) the
pristine environment fish, marine mammal migratory
birds. Doesn"t say nothing about what the property
or mitigation will be with Incidental (inaudible)
exploratory drilling. It doesn®t state not one
thing the previous year document from 2005 why
independent research, and there were a lot of
comments made when there was a draft EIS done for
western and central Gulf Mexico.

These were comments prepared by experts but yet
(inaudible) no found EIS in those areas, so. Why is

that? (Inaudible) this draft EIS or this new sale
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lease and probability on the five-year plan if
anything happens when they say (inaudible) these
offshore activities.

MR. SALYER: Okay. Thank you.

MR. SUYDAN: Cleve -- again, my name"s Robert
Suydan. All the public hearings 1"ve always been to
before have been really structured and there"s an
opportunity for everybody to give comments and very
formally. Are we going to do that tonight?

MR. COWLES: Yes. Yes.

What we wanted to do, since we presented iIn
consideration of the fact that we are back again.
And we have three different items, basically, that
we"re talking about tonight. We felt that by giving
this presentation, we would give an overview of the
scope of what we"re talking about tonight. And then
provide a chance for you to seek clarification, for
example, with Mr. Salyer and what he just went over
or Mr. Bennett or myself.

So we want to do that, but we also do want you
to feel that we will later or right now, iIf you
wish, provide opportunity for formal testimony.

So one of the ways that we would appreciate your
consideration tonight for that purpose would be if

you"re going to provide a comment or testimony on
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any of these items would be to let us know which
item it is and that will help us to provide response
and to bring It under consideration.

And i1f that doesn®t -- 1T your comment is more
general, then we will use that comment in
consideration of all of the items that we have on
our agenda tonight.

So --

MR. BENNETT: You might want to just note that
we are recording all of the comments that have been
going now. They are being recorded, whether it"s
presented as formal testimony or not. And they will
be dealt with as comments on the ElSes.

MR. SALYER: Before we go into the hearing, 1
can clarify real briefly on the heavy metals issue,
it was a addressed in Draft 193 in the water quality
section. So it might not -- 1 think your comment®s
a very valid comment, and perhaps it wasn"t
addressed to the degree of which you would like to
see i1t addressed.

Speaking to the Gulf of the Mexico, 1 know one
of the challenges we come up with in putting the
information in the environmental Impact statement 1is
there isn"t a lot of data in some of the disciplines

to draw from. So we recognhize there should be some
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more study in that area. And that®"s another
process.

In the Gulf —- I"m from down there. And there-s
Jjust a multitude of information that"s readily
available. And I know they get really detailed on
the heavy metals in the Gulf of Mexico.

Our folks working on it in the Chukchi Sea, they
went to the information that they could find and
tried to extract what they could and conduct the
analysis. 1 am trying to clarify a little bit for
your sake, sir.

MR. BROWER 111: 1 would just like to see that
on the, properly on this next round on the comments
on -- before the final EIS comes out to see at least
how it"s going to be addressed to the direct chain
from the microscopic to marine mammals.

MR. SALYER: Okay. Thank you.

MS. WILLIAMS: Vera Williams, for the record --

(Interpreter translating.)

MS. WILLIAMS: Vera Williams, for the record.

On page 4 your proposed OCS lease sale "04 and 05
is listed for West -- for the Gulf Mexico, was there
any damages during all these hurricanes we had last
year? How bad of a structure -- did any of those

structures have, comparing -- because we have to
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compare our storms to something.

I know we have ice that comes when Mother
Nature"s magnitude of strength, 1"m just wondering
how bad were the -- the -- whatever the oilfield in
the ocean, the Gulf of Mexico, was there any oil
spills? Because we don"t hear about them in the
news. And 1 am just curious to see if there was any
damage during such storms with the hurricanes down
there.

MR. BENNETT: Very good question. The
information that we collected to date on that is,
yes, there was a lot of structural damage offshore.
But all of the offshore operations were evacuated
before the storms, Katrina and Rita, hit. And
although there was quite a bit of structural damage
offshore, there were no oil spills and there was no
loss of life.

There was a significant oil spill, but it was
from storage facilities up in Mississippi River, not
from the Outer Continental Shelf.

MS. WILLIAMS: 1 was just curious, because 1
don®"t hear about such things and I have been meaning
to ask.

(Interpreter translating.)

MR. BROWER: 1 wanted to make a quick comment,
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and it had to do with some time ago for a moratoria
on areas. You could -- you could see that there was
areas with a moratoria on leasing in parts of the
United States and some parts of i1t, 1 think, near
Bristol Bay, and areas were -- where there is other
types of activities, | think, to be protected.

And I think 1 had wrote a letter concerning that
there should be a similar type moratoria in the
Arctic, because of -- for one thing, there"s a very
dramatic ice regime up here the -- in the endangered
species that inhabit up here, polar bears. And you
see that in the newspaper and the Discovery Channel
from time to time about the polar bears suffering
because of ice depletion and stuff like that,
habitat loss, and lots of new data surrounding
whales, they"re calving, they calve on the way and
they feed and do all this. Why do you proceed and
seem to ignore things like that when there®s, you
know, when there®s request and seems like they“re
logical enough to make reasonable decisions like
that when you provide information?

MR. COWLES: On the moratoria, we have not
ignored moratoria. There have been two types of
moratoria on OCS areas nationwide. Congressional

moratoria and executive.
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In Alaska there"s one area for which there have
been both types. And this is the North Aleutian
Basin area. And 1 don®"t have the dates right off
the top of my head, but recently, the congressional
moratoria was lifted for that planning area, but
there is still a presidential moratoria.

MR. BENNETT: Withdrawal.

MR. COWLES: Withdrawal. Okay.

And that has to be addressed before the
secretary of interior would include that in his
final program. So we have it out for discussion and
comment in our proposed program, but the -- as far
as | know, the presidential moratorium remains in
place.

MR. BROWER: Just one follow-up to that, and 1
think 1 kind of didn"t say this part of it, is | was
involved in a, I think in 2000 or 2001 joint
evaluation on the North Star spill response plans
when North Star was going through. And that joint
evaluation had seen so much inadequacies on oil
spill response tactics, capabilities with mechanical
barges, special barges to be out there.

And we had whaling captains on the barges. And
I was on one particular barge with one whaling

captain where the captain of the boat was in fear,
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he was in fear because we were being enveloped by
ice all around us. He was afraid he would not be
able to get out of this and had to abandon the
drill.

That"s what you"re talking about, there is no,
to date, no technology involved in having an
effective cleanup on these kinds of things, yet you
go forward. That should be told directly to the
president of the United States.

MR. COWLES: Thank you for that comment. MMS
has a pollution prevention program that encompasses
more than oil spill response. They are a very
fundamental reviews that are part of our regulations
of industry, should it get to the stage of
submitting a development and production plan or an
exploration plan.

There are a lot of regulations and requirements
on the companies in terms of how they design their
programs to minimize risk so that we don"t get to
the oil spill response stage.

A couple of aspects of these many different
regulations, for example, include review of the
engineering design, third-party verifications of the
plans and the rigs that have been, perhaps,

constructed for a particular activity. There are
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requirements for a redundant well control systems,
there"s emergency plans for a number of different
types of events in order to make sure that the
industry is prepared for a variety of possible
emergencies, including shallow gas possibilities,
hydrogen sulfide. There"s several different
emergency plans that are required.

There®s shallow hazard surveys before a company
goes Into a -- a site to explore. And even,
perhaps, most importantly, we have on-site
inspections during operations to make sure that the
various safety systems are in place and the
procedures are being done in accordance with these
regulations.

So there"s a whole host of requirements that MMS
enforces. 1°m not an expert in that area, but I
Jjust want to mention that the thrust is to minimize
the chance that there would be a spill.

MR. BROWER: 1 would just like to say one
comment about your comment about minimizing the
risk. You all know what happened 1912 with Titanic.
They said God, himself, can"t sink this ship, and
it"s at the bottom of the sea. You can"t put
everything on prevention. You have to put something

towards a capability to pick up oil, should it go
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into the Arctic environment. They have to be a
mechanical means to cleanup the Arctic environment
for those whales.

MR. BENNETT: Thank you for that comment. |1
think that we"ve been going for roughly an hour.

And I would suggest that we take about a ten-minute
break and come back and continue, either for
clarifications or for testimony.

There®s been a request for a podium.

MR. COWLES: We would set up a place for people
to make their formal presentation, there"s a podium
that somebody has requested.

MR. EDWARDSON: 1I"ve got a little one. 1 wanted
to ask the biologist 1987, there was an
international conference on birds of the world -- 1
mean the fish of the world under the Bering Sea.

And in there they i1dentified the world"s fisheries
as three segments. One segment was the Pacific Rim,
which the people, population growing so big, had
fished i1t out.

The second portion was the New England Banks all
the way over to Canada, the Northern Europe and the
people there have fished that out. Now the final
and last fisheries left on this planet is, you know,

the Bering Sea fisheries.
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When the salmon leaves the fresh water rivers
where they"re hatched, they disappear. And where
they go, their nursery is that -- the whole area
where you®re proposing to do your drilling with.
That"s where the salmon goes.

Now, iFf you have one accident there, you have
wiped out the world"s fishery. That"s going to be
on your heads. One accident, you destroy the
left -- last of the world"s fisheries. | just
wanted to point that out to you.

MS. ROSA: Cheryl Rosa, Department of Wildlife
Management. Many of us in the north have watched in
horror, essentially, as more and more information
about BP"s negligent maintenance of the on-land
Pipeline that"s been basically revealed.

Does the MMS have any say in who they sell to,
these leases to? And do you look at an
environmental record? 1 mean, is there any type, do
you guys have any type of say in this? Because
offshore, it strikes me that they can"t take care of
their onshore stuff, offshore is going to be a
hundred times worse.

MR. BENNETT: Lessees have to demonstrate that
they have the capability to operate withing the

parameters of environmental safety, as we define it
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for them.

MS. AHMAOGAK: Before permitting?

MR. BENNETT: Before permitting, yes.

MS. AHMAOGAK: Why do you let them -- why do you
permit when they don"t have it before --

MR. BENNETT: I can"t speak to the onshore

situation. 1°m not familiar with that with regard
to BP. It"s not on our regulations.
MS. ROSA: 1 just want to register my personal

concern with the lack of ability to maintain and to
be able to see what is under water. 1"m incredibly
disappointed with what 1°ve been hearing for the
on-land and 1 know that this doesn®"t have much to do
with you guys, but it is a large concern for me.
MR. COWLES: Thank you. Well, why don"t we take
a little break. 1It"s 8:30. According to my watch.
So ten minutes.
(Thereupon, a brief recess was taken, after
which the following proceedings were had:)
MR. COWLES: We would like to open this meeting
now for testimony or other testimony about these
matters. And Maggie Ahmaogak has come forward.
Thank you. Maggie.
MS. AHMAOGAK: Okay. My name is Maggie Ahmaogak

I"m the executive director to the Alaska Eskimo
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Whaling Commission for the record.

And my testimony is on behalf of the Alaska
Eskimo Whaling Commission for the hearing of the
United States Minerals Management on the draft
environmental impact statement for the Outer
Continental Shelf oil and gas leasing program 2007
to 2012.

Good evening. I"m the executive director of the
Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission and am testifying
today on behalf of the AEWC. I will speak on the
following three very important points. | raised
these issues before the MMS in my testimony last
spring when I followed MMS to the scoping meetings
in the whole North Slope.

First, the level of activity MMS is planning to
permit up here will overwhelm us. This is too much
activity going on at one time. There is no way to
mitigate for multiple seismic operations, except to
shut them down until the bowhead hunt is over. And
there is no way at all to mitigate for multiple
drilling operations with icebreakers. Do you have a
plan for this, and where is this plan?

Second, MMS must start right now to address
long-term cumulative impacts from the activities up

here. We have been demanding this of MMS for many
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years and now we must insist.

And finally, we will not tolerate your continued
use of the significance thresholds that you have in
this document, especially when it comes to food for
our people and protection of our culture.

On the level of the activity, we have many
affidavits from our whaling captains testifying to
the damage to their hunting from the high levels of
activity during the 1980s and early 1990s. Just as
happened then, we will not be able to have
successful hunts. This happened in 1980. There was
no success. Whales will be lost and our hunters
will be put at serious risk.

During that time, hunters lost equipment and
boats and some almost lost their lives because they
had to travel so far out In the ocean. This kind of
situation is also likely to lead to increases in our
struck and lost. If that happens, the IWC could
reduce our bowhead quota because of the reduced
efficiency in our hunt.

You have put in a 25-mile deferral area for the
Chukchi coast, and we are glad to see this. It
should help to spare our Chukchi villages, some of
the more serious impacts that our Beaufort Sea

villages have suffered.
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But where are the protections for our Beaufort
Sea villages? Where is the deferral area for Cross
Island that we have been asking for years? How do
you plan to manage upstream impacts to the bowheads
when they migrate in the fall?

In your EIS you repeat over and over that
consultation and mitigation will take care of
everything later. How well do you mitigate the
impacts from those activities? We live here. We
depend on our subsistence resources being available
to us. You cannot ignore these facts.

When you plan your lease sales and your permits,
you have to account for our reliance on the
availability of our subsistence resources and make
your plans accordingly. We can only take our
subsistence resources when they migrate past our
villages. IT your activities drive them away, there
is no second chance for us to -- for an entire year.

One of the most important planning tools that
you have, MMS, is the exclusion areas around our
villages from leasing under your five-year plan. We
showed you back in November of 2001 the areas that
we needed protected from the industrial activities
Nuiqsut identified 94 blocks, Kaktovik identified

173 blocks, Barrow identified 588 blocks. That
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should have been deferred from Lease Sale 186 and
subsequent sales.

The deferral areas identified by the communities
are the areas that must be left free from industrial
noise during the fall bowhead migration and
subsistence hunts if the communities are to have an
opportunity for a safe and successful hunt to meet
their subsistence need for bowhead whales.

We have requested that for the 2007, 2012
five-year plan the deferral areas we first requested
in November of 2001 be established as exclusions
from this new program area. 1 can"t even find a
discussion of this in your draft EIS. Is this how
little our concerns and our communities mean to your
agency?

Now, turning to cumulative effects. For this
five-year plan, MMS, we have asked you to coordinate
development activities with BLM, the State of Alaska
and to work with us to manage cumulative impacts
from all of the onshore and offshore activities
happening at the same time. Again, there i1s no
mention of this in your draft EIS.

In 2003, the National Research Council said that
the mitigation of cumulative impacts must rest on a

coordinated and comprehensive research plan that
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incorporates traditional knowledge and independent
peer review. Without this coordination, MMS is
violating its legal responsibility for analyzing and
addressing the cumulative environmental impacts
caused by its offshore leases and permits.

Not only that, but the Department of the
Interior®s own internal regulations require MMS and
BLM to integrate their analysis of environmental
impacts from North Slope oil and gas development.
You are required to do this, MMS, and you®"ll need to
make this integrated analysis public. And then you
need to work with the AEWC and the North Slope
Borough to come up with a way to manage the impacts
to our marine, coastal and human environments.

And the impacts are here. We now have 40 to 50
kilometer area around Prudhoe Bay that has been
abandoned by seals and where no bowheads are seen.
We want to know why this is there and how you are
going to keep this same kind of impact from
happening around offshore production sites.

And finally, significance thresholds. In spite
of our objection MMS, you continue to state that you
do not consider adverse Impacts to subsistence uses
to be significant unless one or more important

subsistence resources become unavailable,
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undesirable for use or available only in greatly
reduced numbers for a period of one to two years.

What you are saying here is that we should be
able to go without food or experience severe food
shortages for up to two years before you would
consider the situation to be significant. MMS also
does not consider adverse impacts to our social and
cultural practices to be significant unless there is
a chronic disruption of our culture for a period of
two to Five years with a tendency toward the
displacement of existing social patterns.

People would starve and our community would have
fallen apart by the time you, MMS, declares there is
a chronic disruption of our culture for a period of
two to five years. And still, this will not be
significant. What is your justification for this?
Who has given you the authority to make these Kkind
of judgment calls? This could mean life and death
for our people, who depend on subsistence food for a
living.

Congress has not given you this authority, the
standard Congress has set for the activities you
permit is no unmitigable adverse impact to the
availability of our subsistence resources. With

your plan to allow activities that would make our
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food resources unavailable one to two years, it is
clear that MMS does not consider itself bound by
this federal law.

We have tried to work with your agency in good
faith for many years now. But we still are not
being listened to. So maybe it"s time | went to
Washington DC and talked to your bosses. And maybe,
Just maybe Congress will listen. Thank you.

(Interpreter translating.)

MR. COWLES: Thank you, sir.

MR. OLEMAUN: We must have the same thoughts,
because Maggie just mentioned what 1 was going to —-
what 1 have here, but 1 do want to present it to
you. My name is George Olemaun. |I"m with the North
Slope Borough, 1"m the CAO. 1 represent the mayor,
Edward ltta.

We are not welcome for coming again and again
and again. But we"ll still be here, don"t forget
that. But for most -- and 1 hope to see you again,
too, Mr. Bennett. Well, could you tell us who
your -- what your -- I mean, what -- who you -- are
you the boss of the people that come here? Are you
the one that --

MR. BENNETT: No. I"m with the Minerals

Management Service in Washington. 1"m the chief of
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the Branch of Environmental Assessment. Cleve is
the regional offices, | think --

MR. COWLES: 1I"m the acting regional supervisor
for the Office of Leasing Environment in Anchorage
and Mr. Salyer and --

MR. OLEMAUN: Yeah, and I just wanted to clarify
what his position was. And 1 understand this is
your First time here; is that correct?

MR. BENNETT: No, this is my second trip to
Barrow. 1 was here a couple years ago for an IT --

MR. OLEMAUN: Well, so many of you all look the
same now.

MR. BENNETT: Appreciate being here.

MR. OLEMAUN: For more than 30 years North Slope
Borough leaders have taken a consistent stand in
opposition to offshore leasing exploration and
development. That opposition has been based
primarily on two factors, that the noise associated
with industrial operations can deflect migrating
bowhead whales and other important subsistence
resources beyond the range of safe harvest by local
at hunters. And two, because of a lack of
demonstrated capability to respond -- to respond to
and clean up a significant oil spill In Arctic

marine environment.
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I"m going to make a few brief comments here
tonight but will submit detailed written comments on
both the EIS, draft EIS 2007, 2012 OCS leasing and
the draft EIS for Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 193.

The proposal for three Chukchi Sea lease sales,
is an overly-aggressive schedule, it"s an
overly-aggressive schedule, given the remoteness of
the planning area, lack of comprehensible biological
and other key resource and environmental data and
absence of inactive leases.

A three-sale within a five-year leasing program
would not allow for the adequate acquisition and
analysis of relevant scientific information. In the
leasing of our waters, we support the exclusion of
key subsistence information from leasing. MMS
maintains that consideration of area deferrals is
appropriately left to the review of individual lease
sales and should not be undertaken within the
five-year program.

Several exclusions are considered in the draft
EIS including a 25-mile costal buffer in the Chukchi
Sea, identified as Alternative 5, and ultimately
adopted into the proposed program. The distinction
between such inclusions and area deferrals is lost

on us. |If an area is accepted as preserving of
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heightened protection, it is best to apply that
protection as early in the planning process and as
much certainty as possible.

It is unclear how the proposed 25-mile Chukchi
costal buffer compares to the exclusion of
near-shore tracts, the Chukchi Polynya and the
tracts near Barrow under the current five-year
program. We will support adoption of whichever area
is larger.

We also believe the areas of the Beaufort Sea
are equally deserving of heightened protection at
the five-year program stage the same factors that
Justify excluding a coastal buffer zone in Chukchi
Sea apply in the Beaufort Sea as well. Comparable
exclusion zones should be adopted. At an absolute
minimum, areas that have been repeatedly deferred
from off-sea Beaufort Sea sales from more than a
decade -- for more than a decade certainly can be
excluded now without controversy.

The area encompassing the Barrow Spring Lead,
that"s the open water system in the Eastern Beaufort
Sea, have long been recognized by MMS as critical
subsistence use areas and areas of high biological
sensitivity.

In addition, the area north and east of Cross
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Island are the recognized as being critical to the
subsistence whaling success of the community of
Nuigsut and should be excluded from leasing as well.

The discussion of oil spill risk and effects is
inadequate -- it is inadequate. MMS wrongly mixes
conclusions that the likelihood of major spills is
low and that impacts would there be minimal. The
facts are that the major oil spills are predicted to
occur in each Arctic planning area and that major
spills would produce significant effects to
subsistence and could produce population level
equals -- effects to vulnerable species.

MMS often describes the effects of large spill
simply as being greater or longer term than small
spills. Instead the EIS must be specific in
describing the impacts of large spills. DEIS does
not comply with an EPA requirement that a discussion
of mitigation measures be included in analyses. MMS
repeatedly concludes in a variety of contexts,
however, that such measures will reduce impacts to
acceptable levels. MMS cannot have it both ways.

Mitigation measures must be identifi