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IN THE HOUSE BY THE RESOURCES COMMITTEE

SENATE CS FOR HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 32 (Resources)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
SIXTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
Relating to oil and gas drilling on
the North Aleutian Basin Quter
Continental Shelf.
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

WHEREAS the state fully supports the prudent and orderly development
of the state"s outer continental shelf oil and gas resources in an environ-—
mentally acceptable manner; and

WHEREAS the state has been very responsive to the nation®"s need to
decrease 1its dependence on foreign oil; and

VJHEREAS there are presently 10 Alaskan planning areas on the Federal
Outer Continental Shelf leasing schedule, encompassing approximately
480,000,000 acres; and

WHEREAS, with the exception of the North Aleutian Basin, the state has
not requested a ban or moratorium on oil and gas leasing and drilling on
any of Alaska®s outer continental shelf planning areas; and

WHEREAS the North Aleutian Basin lease sale area has relatively low
hydrocarbon potential; and

WHEREAS over 1,300,000 marine mammals inhabit or migrate through the
North Aleutian Basin area; and

WHEREAS wvirtually the entire world®"s population of black brant and
emperor geese stage 1in nearby coastal areas during the fall migration;
and

WTIEREAS an annual average of 45,000,000 to 60,000,000 adult salmon
have migrated through the North Aleutian Basin each year since 1978; and

WHEREAS domestic Bristol Bay fisheries have an average wholesale value

1 SCS HIR 32(Res)
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of $250,000,000 and employ over 10,000 people annually; and
WHEREAS the Bristol Bay area coastal habitats and fish and wildlife
resources are highly vulnerable to oil spill damage and disturbance; and
WHEREAS, the Alaska rural population depends heavily on commercial and
subsistence use of these fish and wildlife resources; and
WHEREAS significant gaps exist 1in understanding the distribution,
abundance, and population dynamics associated with many of these renewable
resources; and
WHEREAS 1industry has failed in its efforts to contain or control the
catastrophic oil spill in Prince William Sound even under favorable metero-
logical and oceanographic conditions; and
WHEREAS industry has not demonstrated the ability to adequately con-—
tain and clean up oil spills under the extreme meteorological and ocean-
N ographic conditions common in Bristol Bay; and
WHEREAS the people of the state, acting through their duly elected
representatives, have delayed oil and gas leasing in adjacent state waters;
: and
WHEREAS by delaying leasing in state waters and delaying drilling 1in
federal waters in the Bristol Bay area, the opportunity exists to gain
additional knowledge and develop additional technologies that will protect
fish and wildlife resources 1in the presence of oil and gas activities, and
further assess potential impacts to these resources from the presence of
:oil and gas activities; and
WHEREAS, given the facts stated above, it 1is not 1in the nation"s or
the state"s best interest to permit drilling in the North Aleutian Basin at
this time;
BE IT RESOLVED that the Alaska State Legislature respectfully requests
the Secretary of the United States Department of the Interior to suspend

and reevaluate the approval or permitting of any drilling, exploration

SCS HJR 32(Res) -2-
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activity, or other development on the North Aleutian Basin Outer Conti—
nental Shelf; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the legislature respectfully requests the Presi—
dent to suspend Lease Sale 92, to include oil and gas |leasing 1in Bristol
Bay and the North Aleutian Basin to the work assigned to the President"s
Special Task Force set up to measure the potential for environmental damage
in the offshore areas of California and Florida, and to direct the Special
Task Forceto consider and recommend whether the Department__of the Interior
should buy back the Bristol Bav an4-jforth Aleutian Basin”~leases; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the 1legislature respectfully requests the Con—
gress of the United States to prohibit the expenditure by the Department of
the Interior of any money for the conduct of leasing or the approval of
permitting of any drilling or other exploration activity on the North
Aleutian Basin Outer Continental Shelf at this time.

COPIES of this resolution shall be sent to the Honorable George Bush,
President of the United States; the Honorable Dan Quayle, Vice-President of
the United States and President of the United States Senate; the Honorable
Robert C. Byrd, President Pro Tern of the United States Senate; the Honor—
able Jim Wright, Speaker of the United States House of Representatives; the
Honorable Manuel Lujan, Secretary of the Interior; the Honorable James D.
Watkins, Secretary of Energy; the Honorable Richard G. Darman, Director,
Office of Management and Budget; the Honorable William K. Reilly, Director,
Environmental Protection Administration; William E. Evans, Administrator,
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration; and Robert E. Kallman,
Director, Minerals Management Service; and to the Honorable Ted Stevens and
the Honorable Frank Murkowski, United States Senators, and the Honorable

Don Young, United States Representative, members of the Alaska delegation

in Congress.

a- SCS HIR 32(Res)



STATEMENT OF TOM COOK
FOR CHEVRON U.S_.A. INC
ON SENATE COMMITTEE SUBSTITUTE FOR HJR NO. 32
BEFORE THE SENATE RESOURCES COMMITTEE
IN THE SIXTEENTH LEGISLATURE
OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

April 10, 1989
Juneau, Alaska

Good afternoon Madam Chair and members of the Committee. My name
is Tom Cook and I am employed by Chevron U.S.A. Inc. as Explora—
tion Representative for Alaska 1in Anchorage, Alaska. r appreci—
ate this opportunity to testify in opposition to Senate Committee
Substitute for HJR No. 32 which asks the Secretary of the Interi—

or to suspend and reevaluate existing leases and plans for future

leasing in the North Aleutian Basin.

I realize it is difficult to keep the impact of various petroleunm
operations in perspective in the aftermath of the massive oil
spill in Prince William sound, but 1 urge you to keep .in mind
that the spill was a marine transportation accident, apparently
caused by gross human error. The record clearly shows that the
vast majority of oil spills are related to marine transportation

and those types of spills tend to be much Jlarger than other

spills.

By way of background, Chevron, along with its partners and other
firms in the oil 1industry, acquired leases 1in 0CS Sale 92 for the
North Aleutian Basin 1in October 1988 after protracted litigation
which lasted over two and a half years. 0CS Sale 92 was sched-
i /.ed for January 15, 1986, but 1legal challenges by the State of
Alaska and others delayed the opening of bids until October .11,

1988.



This delay and extensive review of Sale 92 by the U.S. Courts 1is
in actuality only a small part of the delay in the leasing and

exploration of the North Aleutian Basin.

The North Aleutian Basin was among the earliest of all 0CS sales
planned for the Alaska Outer Continental shelf. Plans for leas—
ing in this area were fTirst announced in November of 197*1 and the
first sale was planned for 1977. Previously planned sales were
repeatedly delayed and rescheduled because of concerns expressed

by the State of Alaska. During this period of over 10 years
leading to the Final Notice of Sale 92 in December I7t.5, there
was extensive consultation between the State of Alaska and the
U.S. Department of the Interior. Also, during the period lead—
ing to the scheduling of Sale 92, there were voluminous studies
and numerous research program undertaken to address the concerns
expressed by the State and others opposed to leasing in the area.

In fact, there was near total accommodation and compromise by the
Department of the Interior to the concerns expressed by the
State.The North Aleutian Basin Planning Area, consisting of
32.5 million acres and 5,947 blocks of an average of 5,464 acres
each, could have been offered under the area-wi.de leasing pro—
gram. Instead, the lease offering was reduced by approximately
83 percent and only 5.6 million acres of the 32.5 million acre
Planning Area was offered in Sale 92. Of the 990 blocks repre—
senting about 5.6 million acres, only 23 blocks accounting for

121,7545 acres were ultimately leased after all the years of

delay, compromise, and litigation.



These 23 leases, shown on the map attached to my statement,
represent only about 0.4 percent of the North Aleutian Basin
Planning Area. The 1leases involve 5 prospects 1in a relatively
small, concentrated area ranging from 15 to 58 miles from the

nearest part of the Aleutian Peninsula.

Our interpretation of geological and geophysical data leads us to
believe that the major area of interest 1is what we refer to as
the Bidarka Prospect which 1is shown on the attached map. This
assessment 1is reinformed by bidding patterns which show that this
prospect received $69.5 million 1in high bids of total high bids
of about $95 million for the 5 prospects. Because this single
structure is regarded as the Kkey to establishing commercial
production in the Sale 92 area, only limited exploratory drilling

will be required to evaluate the area.

In fact, we have proposed the drilling of a single initial ex—
ploratory well 1in partnership with the other lessees. This joint
venture could reduce initial drilling to one well. IT that
initial well should result 1in a discovery or prove encouraging
enough to warrant further drilling, the additional exploration
could also be undertaken jointly to minimize 1impact in the area.
IT the initial well 1is discouraging, we believe it 1is unlikely
that additional exploratory drilling will occur 1in the foresee—

able future.

This background brings me to several points which 1 hope vyour
committee will consider before requesting that the opportunity
for exploration and possible development in the North Aleutian

Basin be suspended or further delayed.



The petroleum industry has long operated and produced petro—
leum 1in many sensitive marine areas world-wide. These
include the North Sea, the Gulf of Mexico, offshore Califor—
nia, and here in the Cook Inlet of Alaska. In all of these
areas, petroleum exploration and development have proven to
be compatible with thriving commercial and sport fisheries.
Here 1in Alaska, the industry has over twenty-five years of
experience in upper Cook Inlet, which demonstrates the

compatibility of petroleum development with commercial and

sports fisheries.

The industry has demonstrated .its capacity to conduct ex-—
ploratory drilling safely 1in areas of the Bering Sea with
similar or more severe environmental conditions. Twenty-one
exploratory wells have been drilled in the Bering Sea using
semi-submersible rigs of the type suitable for drilling in
the North Aleutian Basin; eleven of these wells were drilled
in the St. George Basin just west of the Sale 92 area and
nine wells were drilled in the remote and hostile Navarin
Basin . These totals include one C.0.S.T. well in the St.
George Basin and two C.0.S.T. wells in the Navarin Basin.
Tens of thousands of wells have been drilled all over the
world using jack-up drill rigs, drillships, and semi-submer—
sible drilling vessels v/ith significant benefits to society

in terms of energy supply, jobs, and economic security.

One deep stratigraphic test well (C.0.S.T. well) has been
drilled by ARCO Alaska, 1Inc., in the North Aleutian Basin on
behalf of ARCO and 18 partners. This well was drilled

offstructure for geological and geophysical information and



not for discovery of oil and gas. The well was plugged and
abandoned on January 14, 1983. The drilling of a deep
strati graphic test well is the same Kkind of operation 1in—
volved 1in drilling for the discovery of oil and gas. This
well and the thousands of miles of seismic surveys show that

operations can be conducted without harm to the area.

The North Aleutian Basin has significant petroleum poten—
tial. Furthermore, 1if petroleum is discovered in sufficient
guantities, development will be possible from an economic,
technical and environmental standpoint. The North Aleutian
Basin 1is one of Alaska®s most promising unexplored areas.
In our judgment, the North Aleutian Basin and the Arctic
National Wildlife Refuge coastal plain are the most promis—

ing areas for the next phase of frontier exploration in

Alaska.

Before bidding in Sale 92, Chevron and several other compa-—
nies participated in study of the feasibility of petroleunm
development 1in the North Aleutian Basin. IT petroleunm
should be discovered 1in commercial quantities, our studies
demonstrate that transportation would be by buried marine
pipeline to a point on the north side of the Alaska Peninsu-—
la. Production would then be transported across the Penin-—
sula by pipeline to a terminal on the Pacific side of the
Peninsula for tanker movement to market. In other words,

tanker transportation would not be required on the waters of

Bristol Bay.



I will close my statement with a few comments about Chevron-®s

experience with the Kodiak Island community and its fishermen.

When OCS 1leasing was first proposed for the waters around Kodiak
Island in the mid-to-late 1970"s, there was a great deal of
concern and, in some cases, hostility toward any thought of
petroleum exploration and potential development. The community
had little experience with exploration and what they had experi—
enced wasn"t too good. Seismic survey vessels conducting explo—
ration on the Kodiak shelf and in the Shelikof Strait occasional—
ly destroyed valuable crab fishing gear and our seismic opera—

tions were sometimes perceived to impair important fisheries.

As we participated 1in the pre-sale nearing process which led to
CCS Sale 60 in September 29, 1981, we were faced with many ques—
tions from the community. We Ulearned from the process. We
learned that it was important to work with the Jlocal community
and see that legitimate concerns and complaints were addressed.

Chevron was a leader in forming the Oil/Fisheries Group of Alas—
ka, which became a useful forum for resolving conflicts and

communicating industry-to-industry.

Through this organization and our direct efforts with fishermen
and community leaders, we were able to resolve conflicts. We
educated ourselves about their fisheries. We learned where they
fished, how they fished, and most importantly how to avoid damage
to their gear. And, 11f we did inadvertently damage their gear,
we made restitution. We took into account the seasonal nature of
the fisheries and scheduled our operations accordingly which also

helped avoid conflict.



After acquiring a few leases in Sale 60, we proceeded with plans
for an exploratory well in Shelikof Strait. After much dialogue
and planning with the Kodiak community, we drilled our well. But
we worked with the fishermen 1in planning and conducting the
operation. Corridors were established for our support vessels
after consultation with fishermen to avoid conflict with commer—
cial fishing and fixed gear. Fishermen were provided with the
location of our anchor chains so that fishing gear wouldn®t be
lost. Communications between our drilling vessel and their

fishing boats were established which meant that current weather

and sea conditions were widely known.

Although our well did not result in a discovery, it vias a success
in terms of working with a community which 1is vitally concerned

with protecting its fishing industry.

As | said earlier, we initially faced a great deal of opposition
in the Kodiak area, especially from the fishermen. But we met
with them, listened to their concerns and really tried to under—

stand their concerns and perspective.

It took some tome and a lot of talking, but eventually, we found
a way for both groups to work together. We developed an under—
standing that set general operating guidelines for us and for
them. We even developed a unique manual that explains the tech-—

nology and operations of both groups.

We are committed to working with communities in the Bristol Bay
region just as we did in Kodiak. We have had some initial commu—

nications in the Bristol Bay region concerning our plans in the



Sale 92 area and intend to work with fishermen and community
leaders to see that petroleum exploration in the North Aleutian

Basin is conducted in a responsible manner.

I respectfully ask that you do not pass Senate Committee Substi-—
tute for HJR No. 32. IfT our efforts are successful in finding
new reserves, the Bristol Bay region and the State will have an

improved economy and the nation will benefit from increased

domestic sources of energy.

Thank you. I"11 be happy to respond to your questions.
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STATUS OF STA7/E'S EFFORT TO DELAY
LEASING OF THE BRISTOL BAY AREA
March 16, 1989

ADMINISTRATIVE

1. An issue paper describing the State's position with
regard to o il and gas leasing in the Bristol Bay
region was delivered to Bush transition team.
(Attachment | 1,2)

2. Governor™ letter to President Bush requesting the
addition of Alaska's Bristol Bay area to the OCS Task
Force review called for in President Bush's budget

speech. (Attachment 1 1,2)

3. Subject of one-on-one conversation between Governor
Cowper and Secretary Lujan during their March
meeting.

LEGISLATIVE

1. Governor's letter to Chairman Yates of House Interior
Appropriations Committee requesting deletion of
funding for Bristol Bay development.

(Attachment |1 1)

2. The State's Washington O ffice has conveyed the
State's position to House Interior Appropriations
committee members over the past three weeks.
Chairman Yates has communicated his support of the
Governor's position.

3. The State's contacts with Representative M iller has
resulted in budget report draft requiring
Presidential Task Force to include Bristol Bay in its
scope of review. (Attachment |l 3)

4. Testimony bsfore House Interior Appropriations by
N atural Resources Defense Council stated that Section
19 of Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act does not
provide adequate deference to views of governors of
coastal states. (Attachment |1 4)

JUDICIAL

1. The State recently appealed the Ninth Circuit Court
of Appeals decision and sought rehearing. The Ninth
Circuit Court has just advised the State of its
decision against the rehearing plea. The Governor
has stated his intention to appeal to the Supreme
Court.
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| - February 27, 1989

Tht Honorable George Bush
Tht President

The White House
Washington, DC 20500 -

Mr. Presidents

Thanh you fox the opportunity last vesk, on your ttopover
in Anchorage, to apeak with you on some isauat of concern to
Alaska. AT you know, we are very encouraged with your
stance to promote the oPenmg of the Arctic national
Wildlife Refugie_ (AHWR) to'responsible oil and gas leasing.
The coastal plain of ANWR offers a prospect of substantial
oil and gas recovery under adaptable snvixonmsnUl

. ** conditions, t

.On « related ieeue, | was heartened by your announcement

. that you have directed Secretary .of the “Interior Manuel

‘ Lujan” to set up a task force to” txamine the environmental
impact o.f proposed outer continental shelf (0CS) lease sales
in three areil off the coasts of California and Florida. AS
you know, Alaska$ too, has besn see_klnqto postpone oil and
gas_exploranon in the OCS, off Bristol Say, an area we

elieve to be of far greater value for its fish and wildli..’

than for its hydrocarbon potential,

It it our understanding that your administration is in tha
procsss of focusmq and shaping the task force's scope of *
review, and* la_ evaluating whether it will limit .the task
force's attention to the three geograghlc areas highlighted
in your speech. = Since the group has been expanded to
include the Environmental Protection Aceney and possibly the
National Oceanic end Atmospheric Administration, and since
questions of both environmental and ocean resources impacts
ere at the heart of our concern for Bristol Bay, we
respectfully request that'consideration of'the "impacts of
exglo_ratmn in the area of Leu* 8al* 52, the Naorthern
Aleutian Basin, be .added to the scope of the review team,
& *
In making this request we ore aware that Bristo] Bay is
o. distinguishable from the other three 0C8 areas in that a
lease sale_alread%_has occurred, Heverthalees, we believe
the aconoaia end biological reasons for postp_onlng
tl exploration, while we answer remaining questions, are as

« compelling as anywhere else in the_ooua_r¥. As further
elaboration on the risks at stake in Bristol Bty,'Z have -
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Mr. President 2 - February 27, 1989

enclosed a copy-of ar issue paper which was-provided to your
tranaition team In January..

Alaska remains rasponsiva to the nation’s need to decrease
ita dependence on foreign oil, as evidenced by our efforts
to open the.coastal plain of ANWR, and fully Supports the
prudent and orderly development of the state's outer
-continental shelf In an environmentally acceptable manner,
In Bristol Bay, however, we look for your consideration of
deferring exploration in order to protect its exceptional
cori]mermal, subsistence, and esthetic fish and wildlife
values.

x ., .t #
Thank you for your consideration of this important matter.

-James D. Watkins, Department of Ensrg){ _

Manuel Lujan, 'Jr,, Department Of the Interior '
Robert A "Moshaoher, Department of Commerce. o
William X. Reilly, Environmental Protection Agency
The Honorable Ted Stevens
Tht Honorable Franfc Murkowski
The Honorable Don Youyng o
Philip M. Smith, National Academy o'f Sciences



BRISTOL BAY OIL AND GAS- LEASE SALE

ISSUEt
Should the Department of the Interior postpone exgloration

%gtil?development of Oil and Gas Leases in Bristol Bay (Sala
SUMMARY OP STATE POSITION:

The State of Alaska supports delay of oil and %aa
exploration in Bristol Bay because of the low hydrocarbon

potential and extremely high fish and wildlife values.

BACKGROUND:

With the exception of Sale 92, the State of Alaska has
estrongly sup?orted the federal OCS [easing program off
Alaska.” In 1985* the Governor of Alaska recommended to tha
Secretary of the Interior under Section 19 of the Outer
Continental .shelf Lands Act (OCSLA) that Sale 92 be,
postponed for ten years. The Secretary rejected this
recommendation and” conducted the lease” sale. » The courts
enjoined the Secretary from openln?\‘_the bids received from
the sale.’ In November, 1988, the Ninth Circuit Court of
Appeals lifted the injunction. The Secretary of the
Interior opened and awarded the bids soon thereafter-.
Exploration on’some tracts could begin in 1989. The state
wLs appealing this decision to the U.S. Supreme Court,

DISCUSSION OF STATE POSITION:

The State of Alaska supports a postponement of exploration
and development in this area because of _12 the region's
unequalled fish and wildlife values, 2) its low o1l and gas
gote_nﬂal_, and 3) the reasonable expectation that risks will
e significantly reduced by deferring activities.

IPish and W ildlife Values

0 -The fisheries of the sale area_are among the most
Eroductwe in the world according to the sale 92 EIS.
1.t3t wholesale value can exceed one billion dollars

annually and employs 10,000 people. -

0 According to the National Marine Fisheries Service,
Alaska Region, the area'is the single most important
region of the U.S. Quter Continental Shelf for the
‘conservation of marine mammals and endangered species
and the protection and management of fishery resources.
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Oil and Gas Benefits

.0 The Department of the Interior estimate* that the _
'Rotentlal economic benefit* of the North Aleutian Basin
ydrocarbon resources are among the lowest of all the
nation's OCS planning areas,

0 In 1985 the Department of the Interior ranked it 14
out of the nation's 18 OCS pIannm? areas in terms of
the estimated net economic value of recoverable
hydrocarbon resources.

Risks of Exploration and Development

0 52- 57% probability that one or more spills exceeding
1000 barrels of oil will occur over the productive

miife of the leases, according to Sale 92 EIS.

0 EIS prog_ects major effects to the red king crab
population, as well as less serious impaCts to tanner
crab, salmon, herring, and groundfish.  We estimato the
discounted gross economic l0ss based on the first
\évhlollesale values to be approximately 563.6 million

ollars. .

‘mo  'The Department of the Interior has found-that
mechanical recovery of spilled oil at sea becomes
ineffective between sea states three and four. In the
Sale 92 area,, sea states of three or greater occur from

« 68 to 94 percent of the time, |
Deferral will Reduce Risks «1

0 Deferral will enable important environmental
information to be obtained.

0 Deferral will allow improvements .in open-ocean oilspill

w - Cleanup capabilities. . .

0 Deferral will allow the industrly to obtain additional
operating experience in other [ess sensitive areas of

the Bering Sea. J

CCITT 53



The Honorable Sidney R. Yates

Chairman

House Subcommittee on Interior and
Related Agencies

308 Rayburn House Office Building

Washington/ DC 20515=

Dear Mr. Chairman:

I am writing to request your assistance in Imposing a
deferral on oil and gas exploration in Bristol Bay (the Sale
92 area). The Secretary of the Interior awarded these
leases in the Fall of 1988. A deferral similar to the one
which your committee crafted last year for the lease sale
off Florida would allow time for needed research to be

completed.

As you know, the State of Alaska has consistently opposed
the development of oil and gas in this area. This 1s the
only area in the five year plan where the State has opposed
development. We recommend postponing exploration and
development in Bristol Bay because of 1) the region®s
unequalled fish and wildlife values, 2) its low oil and gas
potential, and 3) the reasonable expectation that risks will
be significantly reduced by deferring activities.

The fisheries of the sale area are among the most productive
in the world according to the Environmental Impact Statement
prepared by the Department of the Interior. The first
wholesale value of the commercial fisheries can exceed one
billion dollars annually, and the fishery employs 10,000
people, either directly or indirectly. According to the
National Marino Fisheries Service, Alaska Region, the area
is the single most important region of the U.S. Outer
Continental Shelf for the conservation of marine mammals and
endangered species and the protection and management of
fishery resources.

In contrast, the Department of the Interior estimates that
the potential economic benefits of the area"s hydrocarbon
resources are among the lowest of all the nation®s O0CS
planning areas. In 1985, the Department of the Interior
ranked 1t 14 out of the nation®s 18 OCS planning areas in
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terms of the estimated net economic value of recoverable
hydrocarbon resources.

With regard to the risks of development in the area, the EIS
estimated that there was a greater than 50% probability that
one or more spills exceeding 1,000 barrels of oil would
occur over the productive life of the leases. Further, the
EIS projected major effects to the red king crab population,
as well as less serious impacts to tanner crab, salmon,

herring, and groundfish. The State estimates the discounted
gross economic loss based on first wholesale values to be
approximately 563.6 million dollars. The Department of the

Interior has found that mechanical recovery of spilled ol
at sea becomes ineffective between sea states three and
four. In the sale area, sea states of three or greater
occur over 68 percent of the time.

The State supports deferral of exploration and development

because it w ill reduce the above risks. Deferral w ill
enable important environmental information to be obtained,
allow improvements in open-ocean o ilspill cleanup

capabilities, and permit the industry to obtain additional
operating experience in other less sensitive areas of the

Bering Sea.

In the past, we have been reluctant to use the appropriation
process to further this objective. We believed that the
safeguards provided in Section 19 of the Outer Continental
Shelf Lands Act (OCSLA) provided the governors of coastal
states with a meaningful opportunity to protect important
state interests in the federal leasing process. The recent
decision by the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals which upheld
the Secretary's decision to lease in Bristol Bay greatly
diminishes the consultative role of coastal state governors
intended by the Congress and forces us to return to the
legislative process for relief.

This committee has provided leadership in the area of
balancing the national interests in energy security and the
protection of highly valued marine resources and areas.
Last year, the Congress, following the lead of this
committee, imposed a moratorium on the exploration of leases
which had been granted off the coast of Florida. The
Congress was concerned by the number of questions which
remained unanswered regarding the impact of development on

other resources.

The State of Alaska encourages the committee to adopt an
approach for Bristol Bay which is similar to that taken last
year for Florida. In Bristol Bay, like the Florida Keys,
the research conducted in preparation for the sale has le ft
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several critical questions unanswered. These include: 1)
the effects of seismic energy sources on salmon fisheries,
2) the patterns and timing of salmon migration through
Bristol Bay and the North Aleutian Basin, 3) the
distribution and abundance of forage fish in and adjacent to
the North Aleutian Basin, 4) migratory behavior of
egg-bearing female king crab along the north shore of the
Alaska Peninsula, 5) the importance and location of juvenile
king crab protective rearing habitats in the North Aleutian
Basin, 6) the effects of oiled sediment on settling and
recruitment of food organisms important to juvanile king
crab, 7) effects of oil contamination on gray whales, 8) the
importance of the North Aleutian Shelf as a feeding area for
gray whales, 9) the effects of oil contamination on eelgrass
beds along the northern shoreline of the Alaska Peninsula,
and 10) an analysis of oil spill response capabilities.

The enclosed analysis by the Alaska Department of Fish and
Game provides a further discussion of the importance of
understanding these phenomena prior to proceeding with
exploration and development in Bristol Bay.

Thank you for your consideration of this request. I am
hopeful that together we can adopt an approach to the lease
sale in Bristol Bay which w ill protect its exceptional

commercial, subsistence, and esthetic fish and wildlife
values.

Sincerely,

S/S Steve Cowper

Steve Cowper
Governor

Enclosure

Identical Letter sent to all members of the Subcommittee

cCj Senator Ted Stevens
Senator Frank Murkowski
Congressman Don Young

bcc: Attorney General Grace Schaible
Commissioner Lennie Gorsuch
Commissioner Don Collinsworth
Commissioner Kelso
Bob Grogan
Denby Lloyd
Dem Cowles
Kate Graham, UFA
Henry M itchell, BSFA
Lisa Speer, NFDC

SC/DSL/SS/lh 1016
yates/DENII



ANALYSIS OF INFORMATION NEEDS IN THE NORTHERN ALEUTIAN BASIN

PART 1

Inform ation needs that have not been addressed as of January
1989:

1. Effects of seismic energy sources on salmon fisheries. 1

2. Seaward migration patterns and timing of Pacific salmon
through Bristol Bay and the North Aleutian Basin. 2

3. Distribution and abundance of forage fish in and
adjacent to the North Aleutian Basin. 3

4. Migratory behavior of egg-bearing female Kking «crab
along the north shore of the Alaska Peninsula. 1

5. Importance and location of juvenile king crab protective
rearing habitats in the North Aleutian Easin. 4

6. Effects of oiled sediment on settling and recruitment
of food organisms important to juvenile king crab. 1

7. Effects of oil contamination on gray whales. 1

8. Importance of the North Aleutian Shelf as a feeding
area for Gray whales. 1

9. Effects of oil contamination on eelgrass beds along the
northern shoreline of the Alaska Peninsula. 1

10. Analysis of oil spill response capabilities. 1

To our knowledge, no studies addressing this
question are underway and no future studies have
been funded.

2 Studies that may address this question are currently
underway. However, a minimum of three more years of
study w ill be necessary before this question is
adequately resolved.

3

Some studies directed at herring use of the Port

M oller vicinity are planned for summer 1989.
However no studies directed at capelin or sandlance
are underway and no future studies have been funded.

~ Previous studies have suggested that rocky, cobble
habitat is crucial to juvenile king crab survival.
However, no studies have been directed toward
identifying the locations of these habitats in the
North Aleutian Basin.



PART 2
Discussion of selected information needs

MIGRATORY BEHAVIOR OF EGG-REARING FEMALE KING CRAB
ALONG THE NORTH SHORE OF THE ALASKA PENINSULA

Justification: Insufficient information is currently
available on the onshore-offshore migration pattern of
egg-bearing red king crab in the North Aleutian Basin
(NAB). In the Kodiak region, female king crab exhibit
an annual onshore-offshore migration pattern (Powell
and Nickerson 1965, NPFMC 1980). Due to Ilimited winter
surveys, this behavior is not documented for the NAB.
McMurrav et al. (1984) questioned whether females
undergo an onshore-offshore migration, and suggested
that remaining in warmer nearshore waters would enhance
egg development.

W hether or not gravid females exhibit an
onshore-offshore migration is important to the Sale 92
decision process because it affects the potential for
increased hydrocarbon exposure to developing eggs and
therefore affects the risk assessment. If studies
indicate that females do not migrate to deeper offshore
areas, the information would provide justification for
additional protection to nearshore areas through
adoption an alternative lease sale configuration or
m itigation measures.

Methodology: Conventional winter field surveys along
the North Aleutian Shelf and inner Bristol Bay would be
necessary to document the nearshore distribution of
egg-bearing female king crab.

Timing: Currently depressed NAB king crab populations
may restrict the acquisition of data necessary for
proper analysis. Consequently, two or more winter
field surveys may be required.

Cost: Estimated cost for this study s 100,000 to
150,000 dollars.

IMPORTANCE OF THE NORTH ALEUTIAN SHELF AS A MIGRATORY
FEEDING AREA FOR GPAY WHALES

Justification: The relative importance of the North
Aleutian Shelf to the overall eastern Pacific gray
whale population is currently unknown. Although sm all

numbers of gray whales have been reported feeding in
nearby waters during migration and w hile on the
breeding grounds (Sund 1975, Darling 1977, Wellington

and Anderson 1978, Norris et al. 1982, and Brueggemann
et al. 198"7) , the majority are not known to begin
feeding intensively until theyreach the northern

Bering Sea (Rice and Wolman 1971, Zimushko and lIvashin
1980, Lowry et al. 1982).However, G ill and Hall



(1983) reported that once gray whales moved into
nearshore and estuarine waters along the north side of
the Alaska Peninsula, many of them began feeding.
During three spring aerial surveys, 50-80 percent of
the whales seen within 1 kilometer (km) of shore
between Unimak Pass and Naknek were trailing mud plumes
or were on their sides characterizing feeding behavior
(G ill and Hall 1983) . This observation is important
because it indicates that a significant percentage of
the eastern Pacific gray whale population may utilize
coastal areas along the North Aleutian Shelf for "migratory"
feeding.

The significance of such "migratory" feeding areas is

currently unknown. G ill and Hall (1983) suggested that
the use of such feeding areas might be a requisite for
survival, due to several prior months of near fasting

and the energy demands resulting from a long migration.
Consequently,- additional studies are needed to provide
accurate estimates of: 1) the number of gray whales
that wutilize this area as feeding habitat? 2) the
length of time that feeding occurs in the area; and 3)

the principle prey species. If information is obtained
that shows the North Aleutian Shelf nearshore area is
of «critical importance to gray whales, it should
significantly influence the reasoned choice between
alternatives through supporting selection of an
alternative lease sale configuration or the adoption of
m itigating measures restricting activities in the

nearshore area during the spring migration period.

Methodology: The MMS should consult with the NMFS on
designing conventional field studies to address this
information need. This study should also be coordinated
with the on-going OCSEAP endangered whale monitoring

study.

Timing: A minimum of two years of field surveys would
be required.

Cost: The study cost s not anticipated to exceed
400,000 dollars.

EFFECTS OF OIL CONTAMINATION ON EELGRASS BEDS ALONG THE
NORTHERN SHORELINE OF THE ALASKA PENINSULA

Justification: Oil contamination of eelgrass beds is
likely if an oilspill reaches the northern shoreline of
the "Alaska Peninsula. Contamination may reduce

productivity of these plants, cause outright m ortality,
and alter substrates so that recolonization by plants

may be hindered. If the growth of these plants s
affected, or the plant surfaces are contaminated, the
im plications could be severe. For instance, the world

populations of black brant and emperor geese rely on
Bristol Bay eelgrass beds, particularly those found in
lzembek Lagoon, as a primary food source prior to their
strenuous fall migration. It is also suspected that
the eelgrass beds are wutilized by herring stocks for

spawning substrates.



«

In order to adequately evaluate the risks to this
critically important habitat, and the species dependent
upon eelgrass beds, it is essential that there be a
better understanding of the potential effects of oil
contamination on these plants and their substrates.
The final EIS did not adequately address the issue on
how long impacts might persist or how the Jlong-term
disruption to eelgrass beds might affect waterfowl.
However, it did state that East Coast eelgrass beds
affected by disease required over 30 years to recover.
This suggests that very significant long-term impacts
might result from oil contamination. If the proposed
studies found this to be true, the information would
provide strong justification to support an alternative
lease sale configuration or mitigation measures which
would lower the risk of oil contamination to these
important habitats.

Methodology: In situ field studies should be conducted
utilizing various types of hydrocarbon contaminates at
varying concentrations.

Timing: The study schedule should be flexible to
ensure that long-term impacts are adequately
documented. It is anticipated that monitoring w ill be

required for at least three to five years.

Cost: Estimated study costs are not projected to
exceed 500,000 dollars.

ANALYSIS OF OIL SPILL RESPONSE CAPABILITIES
Justification: To date, an analysis of oilspill

response capabilities in the Bering Sea has not been
conducted. Considerable information is available that

could be utilized in this analysis. This information
includes: 1) Coast Guard o ilspill logs and response
capability evaluations for major oilspill events in
U.S. waters; 2) reports on international oilspill
events and subsequent cleanup efforts; 3) oilspill
response exercises conducted by the Coast Guard and the
oil industry; 4) manufacturer equipment specifications;
5) oilspill behavior reports; 6) industry oilspill
contingency plans; and 7) m eteoroloaical and

oceanographic studies of the NAB. The analysis should
not only focus on equipment capabilities, but also on
the capability to deploy equipment and to logi.stically
support cleanup operations.

The study results could 1) allow the MMS to include an
oilspill response capability judgement into their
analyses of impacts in Environmental Impact Statements;
2) provide a basis for evaluating the effectiveness of
current m itigative measures such as oilspill
contingency plans; 3) justify development or adoption
of different mitigation measures to reduce oilspill
risks; or 4) support adoption of alternative lease sale

configurations



Methodology: The study should provide the following
inform ation: 1) describe equipment/ personnel, and
logistical capabilities currently available or
anticipated by industry; 2) develop several oilspill
scenarios and analyze industry's response capabilities
under each scenario; and 3) develop a set of standards
for evaluating o ilspill contingency plans.

Timing: The study could be completed in one year.

Cost: Estim ated study costs could range from 15,000 to
25,000 dollars.
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SEC. . No fund* provided in this title may bo
expended by the Department of the Interior for the approval
or permitting of any drilling or other exploration activity,
on land* within the North Aleutian Basin planning area of
the Department of the Interior, and identified by the
Department of the Interior as the following blockst 579,
634, 635, 679, 711, 712, 713, 754, 755, 757, 758, 798, 799,
and 842.
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The Subcommittee notes that there is no fire basis for
assuming that he Sugreee Court will decide the Alaska submerged
Irl-tnds iSsue in FY 1990. This complex case, UIUtf* _states %/

aska. No. 84 Orrgrnal has been pending since 1 79 and the
matter remains delégated to a Special Master appointed by the

s $1.0 brIIron in t¥ 1930
ase. This antrcrpae
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r mittin
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court. |
In ad |t|on whrle the.Subcommittee in po way intends to
rejudice the ehra government's posrtr on. in this ¢ase, ve
uestron whether the Administration’s anticip atron % -
_“Favorable™* decision CaN D€ properly accounte for 1 billion
in Fsdsrel revenues. For example, a recent C Sanaysrs casts

doubt Upon euoh reliance:

"Thrs posrtron of the United States [f.n United States
Alaska! hae beooag increasingly tenuous as a result
f the holding and the reasoning 0of t heSupremetCourt

in Utah v. United gtatsa June 8, 1987..
OCS -Lease Sales

Presrdent Bu 's bud et au&pr ocn[ defers three. eohe étulsd
ocs lease sales, ur rem Vin ljon in, a nticipated FY
0 revenues presid ent Irected that g joint Interior
Department oft E nerg and Natronal Academ of scrences task force

be established to vrew and resolve envifonmental concerns over
adverse Impac+s of sales in the "three- envrronmental sensitive
areas.” Sp ecr fically, lease Sale 91 off Northern Ca |forn|a IS
|nde |n|te Pl (post one | é 126 million) t Lease Sale 95 ¢

Sout ern rnl% ayed, psnding rtviev" (8321 arIIrcn)
and ease § Gulf. Coast of Florida is
|ndef|n|tely postponed (310 million).

President B(tishs action is an acknowlque ept of the flaws
In the Reagan hudget's assumption t g slative mo-ratoria'l
would be imposed on controversial OCS lease sale*. . Congressional

8 Pamela Baldwin, "Legal issues Related to Ownershrp of the
Submerged Lands Within and off the Coast of the Arctic N tional
Wilalife Refuge,” August 10, 1987, p. 19 CM | §7-673 A
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concarn ahout the Statgén Ad |n|straten s accalaratad leasing of
anvirannentally sa eqwa OC% Irttl |a such*th svan bafora the
President's dafam |, it via sxtrasaly unlikely fhat thasa thraa

sale* would have been hald aa scheduled. .

While tha Supccwittaa la pleased with tha President’s
?roposal W WOUT raeosaand thg dsmlmstratlon cona|(§j the

oIIowmg actions?

Re resentlatdon on tha Task fores should. ba broadened to,
at a smln Cinclu ha Snvironaantal Protaction Agency. .

2. Ho funds should ha exp ended on anry]/ Ers Isasc sala
activitiss, in 1990 or pr|or to th a fash Fores rapert,
Presidential raviaw and Congrasaional raaotloa.

. ug Thau%erepa of theérTﬁgk Foroe ra\pe{lversshloulgaha expeﬂded to
#1& 0f ntro)i gal&orma #%3 ?? Br?stol gay, Aa'asﬁa #133
0 ff Was mgton - Oregon, and others,. a

4* Tha Dspartaant, agd tqa Task Fores, hguld lve grantor
eaphasis to Increasing aral ravsnuss and ra uama tha ef|0|t
Iby laprovad royalty coIIect|on and sanagansnt on existing Federal
€ases.

1 Tha su cos%ItnM* notes tPe sstshlishBost of an Advisory
commi ttee un er tha ausplces 0T tha Conlttaas IRan |rg
Republican; Hr, Young, to rssolva..fiabarias and resource
pc)(r)c?cfelecdts' mvolved |n lease sale #92 should tha leas* sala
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. Chairman and Members of th* Committee: i r
My N«aa is Ljsa spear. .z so sepior staff scientist with tht Natural

Resources otftast coun |I (nrdc). My testimony is on hthaif of nrdc,
-Amerrcan Littoral S ocr s Amerrcan ctant Cag arg clean octan Action,
Florida Pu Irc Xn ns esearch Group, Tritnd tht Earth, Greenpeace,

tht North Carolrn astal Federatjon, .tht Oceanic S?cret Sierra Club and
Trustees or Alas a fhererna ftsr, envrronmental coalition’l), we valcomt

Eon“ﬁgﬁ[g ndty, do L& (6 )tlf(}llltOdayGas [t De |gtrn)rgernatmoff tht In'tarior't Outtr
INTRODUCT 10N

At chit commrttee is wall awart tht OCS program during tht Ren%an ytars
war* tht subjtct off ?xtraor |nar¥0con lict and controversy 1981 to

,19138, aIaven coastal statas — Louisiana, Texan, Alaska, "Ntv York, New
Jerséy, Maryland, Vrrgrnra arornra Massachusetts, Wash gton and
Oregon— fr ed suit against the pro?ram 0f |nd|vrdual Ieasf salts,
dition. Congress has bean force to Infcervonii to protect hrgh sensrtrve
o fshore areas from the De artments leasing p Iana each year a 1982.
Mountr (P concern og r% 8fram a re cted by the turnout. of
rHe vsn thousands of ps at r%cant rrnP orir OCS Ieaﬁrn% o ff
a ?rnra orrda algd orth aroIrna a Introduction last. nonth o
grs ation that would block Ieasrnﬁ off tha Vay Jersey coast indicates
.th t chngrestional concern over DOTii approach is spreading.
Campargn statemenﬁ made by Praaidenfc Bush lead to hoRe that th* new
Admin stratron will pursue’ e aprs moderate course with the OCS'Program,
However, the dmrnrstraHons Intention* are not yet clear. Whrlfe we havrt
every exp ectatron that the now Secretary will move to reduce conflic

C
removrn? gOth sensrtrve end ?ontroversral arete from the OCS'pro%ram
here art no assurancte he will dp so in ths ﬁbsence of congressjiona

encoura?ement A aqne-year dela ||mpo sed Is.Committee on CCfl
activities in sensitive areas rovi an |mportant Incentive for the

epartment to overhaul the ro raa urckg/ S0 that the nation fan save
orward with a more reasonable “an lancéd program of OCS development. We
therefore ask the committee to consr er.

1) a one-year delay ih Ieasrnq off California in thoss areas
previolsly subject to Congressional leasing restriction*;

extending the current prohibhition on OCS activities liwGaorges Bank
o ff thg New Englgnd coast through F?scal Year 1990; !

, extending the ben on leasing. loration south of 26* north
Iatrtur)e r(n the %astern Gulq >9| ? t&rree years;

uiring the Department to prepare an SIS pripr to approvin
explor)at rg ffn%he North Carolina cgasg as requestEJ %y Gov R Martin;
a one-year dela eaning within 50 niles of the coast, around
f P/on hee tracts ,yn tha I? !)reak %ons and norh of 0* 5 north
tude In tha mrd Iantrc. and
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6) & etneryear delay on exploration in Briatol lay, Alaska.

n bshalf of ths groups | represent, ould lika to thank this committee
or Its man aarg p ard V\Porﬁ to rsao va tha drf%roult and troyblin
ISSues, surr ram. s bsan only through this
Committee'e aotro S t at a mo lcum of raason and baI noa vara imposed o

tha program durin a Reagan years. From Capa a Mendocino, from
Brrsp Ig Bay to FI%rr a Bayg th¥s Committee haE de?enéed ﬁPa M ht of
statas, local governments ag ordinary citjizens to have ﬁ ay |n Isasing
decisions tr”a t'will profoundly affect” their coasts and their” lives. On
behalf of all those people, vs thank you.

zi. BfBMY aficsé&m

The .intarlor Dapartmsne aund tha oil industry cite tha nation's escalating

reIrance on foreign oil. as avldanca of the need to drill sanajtlva areas” of
s 0cs. Wwhile rising imports are undeniably a concern, developing

ﬁ/ rocarbons jn the areas listed above will nmot contribute appreciably to

the nation’s long-ten energy security.

For on thing, the interior Department ects that the oil and
offsr%J re Souther ng and I{I)orthern forn la aI‘ of the Nor%h and
l/lr At antr tates Bri I Florida Keg/s to%ether amount to
tdgh mr li arres | urva endt Thi eg esents enough oil
gas o u el t e nat or ess t an ays. Th ee areas are thus
cear not the answer ths nation's lon t rm

energy future, indee
rain Amerrca rst ' a&nroach advocat by th e |%us )( IS IrkeF to
enhancethe natrons relia on foreign oil over the fong terfe

Second, the Department's arguments about the need to open sensitive 0CS
areas on energy se atrrty g unds are Hconvrncrn whe n considered in the
context of other eral dctions that have incredsed tha nation’s
dependence on imports, For example, atf the same tim the Interror
De arfment wee r? essrr}g Con gr ss 1o lift tha moratorum on rrIIrnP ff
% tarn arena 0 ad rnia, the Tra\nsportatron Degart ent as rol |n bm
economy standards for utomo lles. These rol s will cause ig

0 million“barrels of orI — almost 30% of the oil the Department th S
under|ies the arses listed apove — to be bumsd needle y.* other
examples of government policies that undermrne natrona energy. security
|ncIu e the Administration'a dee Hts in funding. for enerqy conservatron
a ternatrve energy research.  The Administration canno serrous
exgect Irc toaccept oil drilling in natignal, treasures*.like tha
lorida Ka whr e simult neously advocating a 0% reduction in doe's
energy conservatron programs, as” the dmrnrstratrons fy PO budget
propuses. .o

Bursurng conservation measures wuld help substantrfa I%/ reduce reliance on
Il Imports and the need to drill sensitive frees of the ocs ror oIl and

gas. ror examples

30 rapa ?gr”t]rcurgl%gebtyoth‘lg glnelalterSZB Ba” uctroﬁ Pn Jeelgtw%\(r SvfeOFouCSﬁya%
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Tract! within bo M iles of tha Coast! in recognition of the |mportance of
nearshore arear h8 stateg orf Connectrcut Hew Jerse |nra have
a _r]ecom ende ere| uffer acnﬁ he oaa% mrd I ntic In
which no easrn takes place. aroIrne as ||ona
recommended ell tracts within the 300 mater |sobath he deIeted The
Department h errad this area from urther consideration in a previous
rea |den[<|f|cat on for this regron {Lease Sale. Ill, which was cancelled
ue to lack of Industry inte res)
Sulf arine Oanyon Tractst An noted ove subgt ne ca nyon* in the nrd
Atlentio er . known to .be high J /e an ortant % gommercr
egecree of fi'eh ae ver ﬁb en other te e e e tates of Rhode
rsland, Connecticut, Wey HhVAet eYr end P Nat I|ona oceanrg an
Atmos pherc Administrat |on ave ag re %eatrs that all canyon hea
associated blocks be eted from 8ele 121
The ahslf Break gonat canyon head deferrals will not provi rotection
for |ntercanyongblocks |ny hs helf brea ?one. A reBo t% e center
for coasta and Envircnman tnI stud at Rut?ers Universi ty* dentified
the shelf bpeax zone as a particularly sensitive ecotona due t u ged
topograph){ and ex ose sub trate that are assoclat d with |ncr .
h10 Hrcg Erodu tivit he state of EIewJerse a -Te ue tle t thrs
zone e def ast least sale e use of h un sua r ctivity
that Is thought to c aracterize the shelf break area
All Ttr §|ts Morth olft 40*15* Forth {_atltude* The tStattS of New forlzohasﬁ
repea voiced Its opposition to leasing any tracts nor
noFrth ft ude due to th)d)(h h populatign %ens%t % the Long Island araa
and the hea \/y recreational se of jts shores and the importance of its
recreatro and. coansrclal |sher les.
We ask that th« Connrttae consider |&po,srn%r a on ey r delay on leasing
eseebgrtr}eaS 0e note t a onn rEStBtStEtlpeSIlOZq a tnd re CBrnoaresl,-lser\Tr]varJ]ersey
BaYIone has Pnptr r?uced a% I| to 3 elay tha sale FKg 51 ’

P.. Brintol Bey

We would like to brrn? to thrs Committee's attentron e recent Court
decision that, w il |I allowed to stan serrlod Z und grmrne the r%ht of
states to meaning fu [y partrcroate in federal leasing decisions..

court decision arose out of litigation ovar Sale 92 in Srimtoi lay, Alaska.

Brrstol Ba uru PO~s on of the | rgest comm rcial fisheries jn the Yvorld
||sto salmon |sher N |8 valu |n a ceee 0f 9250 mil
annua A)oys an estr ate ,100 0 P Bea/ Alsg encompassea
ons he wor reat Olgr ation cro» roada and pRorts at east

sRecres of marine mamm ls, |nc Ing erght specle of en angered

The Department estlrmate é at there” 11 g eate ﬁn ? anc at one
or more major spills woul occur o e the’ |fe e

Department predicted "major” oderate |mpa sto ma rrne an coastal

8
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birds, tha rad kin? crab fishery and to several species of marina mammals
from Lease Sala 92. Tha N tional Harrnﬁ Fraharra Sarvica, has con¢luded
th at a major sgrll occurr g. durin ray vhala migration or whan right
whales are ent would b Irkely t Jeogardrse tha continued existence” of

these specres
In December 0f 1995 10 national and Alaskan conservation o

AIa% ahn vil ag zirf] datrve ALaska ?rgnanrsatrons ad&h EQI,%

ten sc Iedf ngrrnero Es}rng)gr ge ashin
all Cae rgra f ﬁ ltt gletts an Texas) frI (} amrcus r?s
r

th e
nuary of last ths distric
ﬁa JelJ arsn X flt dus to a aov
OC |s decision was upheld bx
d to standL th decision will mea
in fadarai Isasing decisions. In xresponss
led a petition for rs-h(taring an b*na in t
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rth Aleutran shelf as habrtat for grey

0
amrnatron on eel crass beds along the
he Alaska Penrn%u a;.and
pill response capabilities.

Untrl heme data gape are filled responsible decisions on proceeding in
Bristol Bey canno e made,

The drstrrct courts decision in the Sale 92.case
0f 0& A to adeq uateg/ ensure that states have the right to participate
mea gful In. 0CS Ia}rnrng decisions. Zf the states are to.bha excluded
rom suap decisions, ntroversy over OCS leasing — and ths pressure
for leasing moratoriums — will continue ta grow.

Thank you for thm opportunity to taatify.

ase illustrates the failure
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AEL ISSUE PAPER FOR HJR 32: RELATING TO OIL AND GAS DRILLING ON THE NORTH ALEUTIAN
BASIN OUTER CONTINENTAL SHELF

The Alaska Environmental Lobby strongly supports 11JB 32 duo to the national and
intermational significance of Bristol Bay and the North Aleutian Basin for fish and wildlife
resources and the insignificance of the area for oil and gas production as evidenced by the following:

The firstwholesale value of the fishery, employing 10,000 people, may exceed one billion dollars
annually. Theie ireu support the world®s largest sockeye islasa fishery, aworld
class horriag fishery, and ssajor components of the king and tanner crah and
grooadflsh resources.

The benefits sf area hydrocarbon resources are among the loweat of all the 0CS
planning areaa. In 1985. the Department of the Interior ranked it 14th out of the Nation®s 18 OCS
planning areas in terms of the net economic value of recoverable hydrocarbon resources.

According to t*e Nations! Marine Fisheries Service, the Basin la the aingle mo*G
import)***- -region of the U. S. Outer Continental Shelf for the conservation of marine
mammali. endangered species, aad protection and management of fisheries
resources. Over one million marine mammals, including the entire world population of northem
fur seals and Pecific grey whales, inhabit or migrate through the area. The world®s population of
black brant and emperor geese stage in the area in the fall; 45-100 million salmon annual ly migrate
through the area.

Potential risks to theie fish and wildlife populations are extremely high. Oil
spill cleanup technologies ve unproven and ineffective, as the social, economic,
and environmental disaster of the Ezxon Valdes oil apill clearly demonstrates.

— According to the Sale 92 CIS. there isa52-57* probability that one or more spills exceeding 1000
barrels of oil will occur over the productive life of the leases.

— The Govermor™s risk analysis estimates a discounted gross economic loss based on firstwholesale
values o be approximately 563.6 million dollars. The EIS projects major effects to red king crab
and impacts to tanner crab, salmon, herring, and groundfish.

— The Department of the Interior has found that mechanical recovery of spilled oil at sea becomes
ineffective between sea states 3 and 4, which occur 68-94* of the time in Sale 92 area.

The AEL recognizes that leasing, at this time, is net a wise reaaurce management
decision considering the significance of the resources at risk and our uuproven
ability to protect them. The validity of our concemns has been born out by thé recent Exxon
Valde? ail spii! disaster, whore the oil industry has shown its near-complete inability lo operate
safely and to respond toan ail ill. We do not want to see the same tragic loss sf
wildlife, habitat, and the fishing industry in the North Aleutian Basin, as we are
now seeing In Prince William Sound.

The Lobby believes that national energy needs can be effectively met through
energy conservation measures alleviating the need to drill in sensitive areas.

ALASKA CENTER FOR TmEENVIRONMENT e ALASKA CHAPTER. SIERRA CLUB « JUNEAU GROUP. SIERRACLUB e SITKA GROUP, SIERRACLUB

KNIKGROUP SIERRA CLUB . DENALI GROUP. SIERRACLUS . ANCHORAGE AUDUBON SOCIETY . ARCTIC AUOUBON SOCIETY

DENALI CITA.pjrtfcd"0iCl.989 ALASKA FRIENDS OF THE EARTH . JUNEAU AUOUBON SOCIETY . KACKMTOTIPBCOWCEEHVATION SOCIETY

KENAL PENINSULA AUOUBON SOCIETY . KODIAK AUDUBON SOCIETY . LYNN CANAL CONSERVATION . ALASKA WILDLIFE ALLIANCE

SITKA CONSERVATION SOCIETY . NORTHERN ALASKA ENVIRONMENTAL CENTER . SOUTHEAST ALASKA CONSERVATION COUNCIL
KNIK KANOERS ANO KAYAKERS
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COWPER ASKS BUSH FOR BRISTOL BAY OIL DEVELOPMENT DELAY

WASHINGTON, D .C.— Gov. Steve Cowper has asked
President George Bush to delay oil exploration in Bristol
Bay, at least long enough to study the environmental
impacts of an oil spill in the fisheries-rich area.

The Governor this week asked Bush to include
Bristol Bay with three upcoming o il lease sales o ff
Florida and California in a federal review of the
environmental effects of off-shore o il development.

Since questions of both environmental and
ocean resources impacts are at the heart of our concern
for Bristol Bay, we respectfully request that
consideration of the impacts of exploration in the area of
Lease Sale 92, the Northern Aleutian Basin, be added to
the scope of the review team,” Cowper told Bush in a
Monday letter.

"In making this request we are aware that Bristol
Bay is distinguishable from the other three OCS areas in
that a lease sale already has occurred,” Cowper said.
"Nevertheless, we believe the economic and biological
reasons for postponing exploration, while we answer
remaining questions, are as compelling as anywhere else in

the country.”
-MORE-
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At issue is Bush's pledge during a Feb. 9 address
to the nation to halt the California and Florida sales.
The President appointed a review team to study the sales
composed of the National Academy of Sciences, the O ffice
and Management and Budget, the Environmental Protection
Agency and the departments of Interior and Energy.

At Cowper's request, a U.S. House budget b ill now
making its way through Congress includes language to
include Bristol Bay in the review. Cowper also is asking
Congress not to appropriate money for Bristol Bay
exploration this year.

Cowper told the President the risks of a spill in
Bristol Bay outweigh the benefits of the relatively small
amount of o il believed present there. The yearly value of
the Bristol Bay fishery exceeds SI billion and employs
10,000 people.

The federal Department of Interior has determined
the probability of a spill there of ac least 1,000 barrel's
over the life of development at 52-57 percent. At the same
time, Bristol Bay ranks 14 of 18 outer continental shelf
leasing areas in terms of net economic value.

Cowper joined with his two immediate predecessors
in opposing o il development in Bristol Bay, which is the
only such sale opposed by the Cowper adm inistration.

e« The Governor praised Bush's support for
development of the Arctic National W ildlife Refuge and
said Alaska "fully supports the prudent and orderly
development of the state's outer continental shelf in an
environmentally acceptable manner.

-MORE-
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"In Bristol Bay however, we look for your

consideration of deferring exploration in order to protect

its exceptional commercial, subsistence and esthetic fish

and wildlife values,” Cowper said.

-30-
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February 27, 1989

The Honorable George Bush
The President !
The White House

W ashington, DC 20500

Mr. President:

Thank you for the opportunity last week, on your stopover

in Anchorage, to speak with you on some issues of concern to
Alaska. As you know, we are very encouraged with your
stance to promote the opening of the Arctic National

W ildlife Refuge (ANWR) to responsible oil and gas leasing.
The coastal plain of ANWR offers a prospect of substantial
oil and gas recovery under adaptable environmental
conditions,

On a related issue, | was heartened by your announcement
that you have directed Secretary of the Interior Manuel
Lujan to set up a task force to examine the environmental
impact of proposed outer continental shelf (OCS) lease sales
in three areas off the coasts of California and Florida. As
you know, Alaska, too, has been seeking to postpone o il and
gas exploration in the OCS, off Bristol Bay, an area we
believe to be of far greater' value for its fish and wildlife
than for its hydrocarbon potential.

It is our understanding that your administration is in the
process of focusing and shaping the task force's scope of

review, and is evaluating whether it will |Ilim it the task
force's attention to the three geographic areas highlighted
in your speech. Since the group has been expanded to

include the Environmental Protection Agency and possibly the
N ational Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, and since
questions of both environmental and* ocean resources impacts
are at the heart of our concern for Bristol Bay, we
respectfully request that consideration of the impacts of
exploration in the area of Lease Sale 92, the Northern
Aleutian Basin, be added to the scope of the review team.

In making this request we are aware that Bristol Bay is
distinguishable from the other three OCS areas in that a
lease sale already has occurred. Nevertheless, we believe
the economic and biological reasons for postponing
exploration, while we answer remaining questions, are as
compelling as anywhere else in the country. As further
elaboration on the risks at stake in Bristol Bay, | have
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enclosed a copy of an issue paper which was provided to your
transition team in January.

Alaska remains responsive to the nation's need to decrease
its dependence on foreign oil* as evidenced by our efforts
to open the coastal plain of ANWR, and fully supports the
prudent and orderly development of the state's outer
continental shelf in an environmentally acceptable manner.
In Bristol Bay, however, we look for your consideration of
deferring exploration in order to protect its exceptional
commercial, subsistence, and esthetic fish and wildlife
values.

Thank you for your consideration of this important matter.

Enclosure

cc/enc: Richard G. Darman, O ffice of Management and Budget
James D. W atkins, Department of Energy
Manuel Lujan, Jr., Department of the Interior

Robert A. Mosbacher, Department of Commerce

W illiam K. Reilly, Environmental Protection Agency
The Honorable Ted Stevens

The Honorable Franl. Murkowski

The Honorable Don Young

Philip M. Smith, National Academy of Sciences



BRISTOL BAY OIL AND GAS LEASE SALE

ISSUE;
Should the Department of the Interior postpone exploration
and development of O il and Gas Leases in Bristol Bay (Sale
92) ?

SUMMARY OF STATE POSITION:

The State of Alaska supports delay of oil and gas
exploration in Bristol Bay because of the low hydrocarbon
potential and extremely high fish and wildlife values.

BACKGROUND;

With the exception of Sale 92, the State of Alaska has
strongly supported the federal OCS leasing program o ff
Alaska. In 1985, che Governor of Alaska recommended to the
Secretary of the Interior under Section 19 of the Outer
Continental Shelf Lands Act (OCSLA) that Sale 92 be

postponed for ten years. The Secretary rejected this
recommendation and conducted the lease sale. The courts
injoined the Secretary from opening the bids received from
the sale. In November, 1988, the Ninth Circuit Court of
Appeals lifted the injunction. The Secretary of,the

Interior opened and awarded the bids soon thereafter.
Exploration on some tracts could begin in 1989.
The State is appealing this decision to the Supreme Court.

DISCUSSION OF STATE POSITION;

The State of Alaska supports a postponement of exploration

and development in this area because of the 1) the region's
unequalled fish and wildlife values, 2) its Ilow oil and gas
potential, and 3) the reasonable expectation that risks will
be significantly reduced by deferring activities.

Fish and W ildlife Values

O The fisheries of the sale area are among the most
prodcutive in the world according to the Sale 92 EIS.
First wholesale value can exceed one billion dollars
annually and employs 10,000 people.

0 According to the National Marine Fisheries Service, Alaska
Region the area is the single most important region of the
U.S. Outer Continental Shelf for the conservation of
marine mammals and endangered species and protection and
management of fishery resources.



Oil and Gas Benefits

0 The Department of the Interior estimates that the
potential economic benefits of the North Aleutain Basin
hydrocarbon resources are among the lowest of all the
N ation's OCS planning areas.

0O In 1985, the Department of the Interior ranked it 14 cut
of the Nation™ 18 OCS planning areas in terms of the net
economic value of recoverable hydrocarbon resources.

Risks of Exploration and Development

0 52- 57% probability that one or more spills exceeding
1,000 barrels of oil will occur over the productive life
of the leases, according to Sale 92 EIS.

O EIS projects major effects to the red king crab
population as well as less serious impacts to tanner

crab, salmon, herring and groundfish. We estimate the
discounted gross economic loss based on' first wholesale
values to be approximately 563.6 million dollars.

O The Department of the Interior has found that mechanical
recovery of spilled oil at sea becomes ineffective
between sea states three and four. In the Sale 52 area,
sea states of three or greater occur from 68 to 94
percent of the time.

Deferral w ill Reduce Ricks

O Deferral will enable important environmental information
to be obtained.

O Deferral will allow imporvements in open-ocean o ilspill
cleanup capabilities.

O Deferral will allow the industry to obtain additional
operating experience in other less sensitive areas of the
Bering Sea.
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ANALYSIS OF INFORMATION NEEDS IN THE NORTHERN ALEUTIAN BASIN

PART 1

Information needs that have not been addressed as of January

1989 :

1.

2.

10.

Effects of seismic energy sources on salmon fisheries. 1

Seaward migration patterns and timing of Pacific salmon
through Bristol Bay and the North Aleutian Basin. 2

Distribution and abundance of forage fish in and
adjacent to the North Aleutian Basin. 3

Migratory behavior of egg-bearing female king crab
along the north shore of the Alaska Peninsula. 1

Importance and location of juvenile Kking crab protective
rearing habitats in the North Aleutian Basin. 4

Effects of oiled sediment on settling and recruitment
of food organisms 1important to juvenile king crab. 1

Effects of oil contamination on gray whales. 1

Importance of the North Aleutian Shelf as a feeding
area for Gray whales. 1

Effects of oil contamination on eelgrass beds along the
northern shoreline of the Alaska Peninsula. 1

Analysis of oil spill response capabilities. 1

To our knowledge, no studies addressing this
guestion are underway and no future studies have

been funded.

Studies that may address this question are currently
underway. However, a minimum of three more years of
study will be necessary before this question is
adequately resolved.

Some studies directed at herring use of the Port
Moller vicinity are planned for summer 1989.

However no studies directed at capelin or sandlance
are underway and no future studies have been funded.

Previous studies have suggested that rocky, cobble
habitat is crucial to juvenile king crab survival.
However, no studies have been directed toward

identifying thn locations of these habitats in the

North Aleutian Basin.



PART 2
Discussion of selected information needs

MIGRATORY BEHAVIOR OF EGG-BEARING FEMALE KING CRAB
ALONG THE NORTH SHORE OF THE ALASKA PENINSULA

Justification: Insu fficient information is <currently
available on the onshore-offshore migration pattern of
egg-bearing red king crab in the North Aleutian Basin
(NAB). In the Kodiak region, female king crab exhibit
an annual onshore-offshore migration pattern (Powell
and Nickerson 1965, NPFMC 1980). Due to Ilimited winter
surveys, this behavior is not documented for the NAB.
McMurrav et al. (1984) questioned whether fem ales
undergo an onshore-offshore migration, and suggested
that remaining in warmer nearshore waters would enhance
egg development.

W hether or not gravid females exhibit an
onshore-offshore migration is important to the Sale 92
decision process because it affects the potential for
increased hydrocarbon exposure to developing eggs and

therefore affects the risk assessment. I f studies
indicate that ferr ,les do not migrate to deeper offshore
areas, the in""-mation would provide justification for
additional -cection to nearshore areas through

adoption an alternative lease sale configuration or
m itigation measures.

Methodology: Conventional winter field surveys along
the North Aleutian Shelf and inner Bristol Bay would be
necessary to document the nearshore distribution of
egg-bearing female king crab.

Timing: Currently depressed NAB king crab populations
may restrict the acquisition of data necessary for
proper analysis. Consequently, two or more winter
field surveys may be required.

Cost: Estimated cost for this study is 10f,000 to
150,000 dollars.

IMPORTANCE OF THE NORTH ALEUTIAN SHELF AS A MIGRATORY
FEEDING AREA FOP GRAY WHALES

Justification: The relative importance of the North
Aleutian Shelf to the overall eastern Pacific gray
whale population is currently unknown. Although sm all

numbers of gray whales have been reported feeding in
nearby waters during migration and w hile on the
breeding grounds (Sund 1975, Darling 1977, Wellington

and Anderson 1978, Norris et al. 1982, and Brueggemar.n
et al. 198"7), the m ajority are not known to begin
feeding intensively until they reach the northern

Bering Sea (Rice and Wolman 1971, Zimushko and Ivashin
1980, Lowry et al. 1982). However, G ill and Hall



(1983) reported that once gray whales moved into
nearshore and estuarine waters along the north side of
the Alaska Peninsula, many of them began feeding.
During three spring aerial surveys, 50-80 percent of
the whales see”™. within 1 kilometer (km) of shore
between Unimak Pass and Naknek were trailing mud plumes
or were on their sides characterizing feeding behavior
(Gill and Hall 1983) . This observation is important
because it indicates that a significant percentage of
the eastern Pacific gray whale population may utilize
coastal areas along the North Aleutian Shelf for "migratory"

feeding.

The significance of such "migratory" feeding areas is

currently unknown. G ill and Hall (1983) suggested that
the use of such feeding areas might be a requisite for
survival, due to several prior months of near fasting

and the energy demands resulting from a long migration.
Consequently,- additional studies are needed’”to provide
accurate estimates of: 1) the number of gray whales
that wutilize this area as feeding habitat; 2) the
length of time that feeding occurs in the area; and 3)

the principle prey species. If information is obtained
that shows the North Aleutian Shelf nearshore area is
of «critical importance to gray whales, it should
significantly influence the reasoned choice between
alternatives through supporting selection of an
alternative lease sale configuration or the adoption of
m itigating measures restricting activities in the

nearshore area during the spring migration period.

Methodology: The MMS should consult with the NMFS on
designing conventional field studies to address this
information need. This study should also be coordinated
with the on-going OCSEAP endangered whale monitoring

study.

Timing: A minimum of two years of field surveys would
be required.

Cost: The study <cost s not anticipated to exceed
400,000 dollars.

EFFECTS OF OIL CONTAMINATION ON EELGRASS BEDS ALONG THE
NORTHERN SHORELINE OF THE ALASKA PENINSULA

Justification: Oil contamination of eelgrass beds s
likely if an oilspill reaches the northern shoreline of
the Alaska Peninsula. Contamination may reduce

productivity of these plants, cause outright m ortality,
and alter substrates so that recolonization by plants

may be hindered. If the growth of these plants is =
affected, or the plant surfaces are contaminated, the
im plications could be severe. For instance, the world

populations of black brant and emperor geese rely on
Bristol Bay eelgrass beds, particularly those found in
lzembek Lagoon, as a primary food source prior to their
strenuous fall migration. It is also suspected that
the eelgrass beds are wutilized by herring stocks for
spawning substrates.



In order to adequately evaluate the risks to this
critically important habitat, and the species dependent
upon eelgrass beds, it 1is essential that there be a
better understanding of the potential effects of oil
contamination on these plants and their substrates.
The final EIS did not adequately address the 1issue on
how 1long 1impacts might persist or how the Jlong-term
disruption to -eelgrass beds might affect waterfowl.
However, it did state that East Coast eelgrass beds
affected by disease required over 30 years to recover.
This suggests that very significant long-term 1impacts
might result from oil contamination. IT the proposed
studies found this to be true, the information would
provide strong justification to support an alternative
lease sale configuration or mitigation measures which
would lower the risk of oil contamination to these
important habitats.

Methodology: In situ field studies should be conducted
utilizing various types of hydrocarbon contaminates at
varying concentrations.

Timing: The study schedule should be flexible to
ensure that long-term impacts are adequately
documented. It is anticipated that monitoring will be

required for at least three to five years.

Cost: Estimated study costs are not projected to
exceed 500,000 dollars.

ANALYSIS OF OIL SPILL RESPONSE CAPABILITIES
Justification: To date, an analysis of oilspill

response capabilities 1in the Bering Sea has not been
conducted.” Considerable information 1is available that

could be utilized 1in this analysis. This 1information
includes: 1) Coast Guard oilspill 1logs and response
capability evaluations for major oilspill -events in
U.S. waters; 2) reports on international oilspill

events and subsequent <cleanup efforts; 3) oilspill
response exercises conducted by the Coast Guard and the
oil industry; 4) manufacturer equipment specifications;
5) oilspill Dbehavior reports; 6) industry oilspill
contingency plans; and 7 meteorological and
oceanographic studies of the NAB. The analysis should
not only focus on equipment capabilities, but also on
the capability to deploy equipment and to logistically
support cleanup operations.

The study results could 1) allow the MMS to 1include an
oilspill response capability judgement into their
analyses of impacts in Environmental Impact Statements;
2) provide a basis for evaluating the effectiveness of
current mitigative measures such as, oilspill
contingency plans; 3) justify development or adoption
of different mitigation measures to reduce oilspill
risks; or 4) support adoption of alternative lease sale

configurations



Methodology: The study should provide the following
inform ation: 1) describe equipment, personnel/ and
logistical capabilities currently available or
anticipated by industry; 2) develop several oilspill
scenarios and analyze industry's response capabilities
under each scenario; and 3) develop a set of standards

for evaluating o ilsp ill contingency plans.
Timing: The study could be completed in one year.
Cost: Estimated study costs could range from 15,000 to

25,000 dollars.



Bristol Bay residents resist oil exploration
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TESTIMONY ON HJR 32 & SJR 11

b
Joseph Chythlgok, President
Aleknagik Natives, Limited
and
Member of AFN Board for Bristol Bay Villages
April 3, 1989

Madaru Chairman mm* Committee Members:
| thank-you for at jrding us this opportunity to testify on this matter.

| want to speak strongly in support of both HJR 32 and SJR 11 which seek
to delay any oil and gas activity in the OCS Lease Sale 92 area.

As stated in Senator Zharoff*s SJR 11, "Bristol Bay and the North Aluat-
lan Basin support the world's largest sockeye salmon fishery, a world
class herring fishery, and major components of the king crab, tanner
crab, and groundfish resources of the Bering Sea." Furthermore, these
fisheries are the biggest employers of people who live in our area. The

uuniberB of individuals employed average well over 10,000 per year, and
the value or tne salmon alone has a wholesale average of $230,000,000*

| have no doubt that any oil company would not he able to come to any
where near these figures in benefits to local economy. As in other areas,
they would leave with their pockets full and ours empty.

| also fully agree with Governor Cowper that "the Bristol Bay area coast-
al habitats and fish and wildlife resources are highly vulnerable to oil
spill damage and disturbance.” Furthermore, the oil industry just recent-
ly demonstrated, to all of us that they are not prepared and able to con-
tain and clean up "any" oil opills, even in the HARBOR. And they tell us
they can in the Bering Sea and off Bristol Bay. | think | have good rea-
son to disagree.

And as far as technology and safety is concerned, these are only as good
as the people who deal with them. And,as long as people are "human" the
possibility of error is ever present. The one little "mistake" in Valdez
isi going to affect many 1+ « in Prince William Sound for months and years
to come. We can do withoulL any "repeat" of this in Bristol Bay and North
Aluetian Basin.

Therefore, | want to see any gas and oil activity delayed and, if possible,
any further plans for leasing in Bristol Bay and “orth A uetian Basin can-
celled.

Thank-you.
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TESTIMONTON SJR-U (BRISTOL BAT LEASE SALE 92) before the Senate Special
Committee on QOil and Gas, By Susan Hensburg. Bristol Bay Coastal Resource Service
Area, P.O. Box 849, Dillingham. Alaska 99376. April 3,1989

I am testiiyin g on behalf of the Bristol Bay CRSA Board which Is an elected body
responsible for developing a coastal management plan and representing the region on
various resource development issues. There are a number of reason* why the people
in our region feel the legislature should support SIR 11 and HIR 32 to stop or at least
postpone oil and gas activity in Bristol Bay.

The most obvious reason Is the recent oil spill disaster in Prince Tllliam Sound.
Industry has shown us they have neither the response or clean up capability to handle
an oil spill in rough or even calm weather condition*. Bristol Bay is known for having
some or the worst weather conditions In the world. Tht federal government's analysis
of LS 92 acknowledged Uiat the mechanical recovery of oil is totally ineffective in high
sea states which occur most of the lime In Bristol Bay. In short, the technology doesn't
exist to clean up an oil spill in the weather conditions characteristic of Bristol Bay.

You have already heard from Senator Zheroff and others about the unparalleled fish
and wildlife resources in Bristol Bay mthe world's largest red salmon fishery, the Toglak
herring fishery which is the Biggest in the su&e, and one of me largest congregation*
of marine mammals. These resources are of obvious economic importance to ths state's
commercial fishing and tourism industries aswell as the subsistence way of life for
western Alaska. The federal government concludedthere was » high probability that
one or more spills exceeding 1,000 barrel* of oil would occur with a greater risk
associated with tanker*. If oil production occurs in Bristol Bay and tanker
transportation Is determined a more economically attractive alternative than a
pipeline, which is left up to the oil companies to decide, tankers would b« routed
through Unimak Pas*. Unimak Pass is the major gateway for salmon, marine mammal
and bird populations entering end leaving tha Bering Sea. Navlfiatiod through Unimak
Pass is difficult and is usually complicated by atoms and heavy fog*. In short, an oil
spill in this area could have a devastating impact on tha commercial fjshery.

The benefits of oil development in Bristol Bay to the region and state are few If any at
all. The state receives absolutely no revenues or royalties from development in tha
Outer Continental Shelf but will bear the brunt of any environmental damage and
losses to the commercial fishery in the event of an oil spill, There would be very few
jobs available for local residents and no major onshore facilities likely to be developed.

Tht ‘ommercial fishery is the backbone of the regional and local economies in Bristol
Bay, The legislature is considering mandatory borough formation id rural areas, such
os Bristol Buy, tohelp pay for 6duc*Uoa«l and odh«r mntvlw . Much ofoutlravcnua
base will depend then upon a healthy commercial fishery and cmpioymoat this
Industry provides. Existing and future boroughs In southwest Alaska*111 be hard
presjed to male it on their own without» significant return from the rev .fish ux end
borough Imposed taxes'on the commercial fisheries. An oil spill could destroy this
revenue base. i

The Bristol Bay CRSA Board remains adamantly opposed to any oil and gas activity in
Bristol Bay now or in the future and believes there Is overwhelming justification for
this committee and the legislature tour  *iously support both SIR 11 and HJR 32, end
to seek a congressional ban on future ier. salesin Bristol Bay.



TESTIMONYON SIR U (LEASE SALE92)

By Gusty Chythiooi
General Delivery
Aleknagilt, Alaska 99355

April 3,1989

Thankyou for ihe lime to testily. My name 1* Gusty Chythloofc, | have liived all my life
in Bristol Bay and like most people from here depend on commercial fishing and
subsistence fur my livelihood. 1llalso serve on tho Berios Sea Fishermans Association
Board of Directors and the Bristol Bay Coastal Resource Service Area Board.

The majc. oil spit* near Valdez has put alot of mixed feelings as to ths oil companies
clean up measures they may have. Itvould be tgreat risk to our fisheries to allov
them to explore and develop oil in the North Aleutian Basin, Sale 92 area.

The potential quantity vf oil from this aitaia to small W be rlelting our billion dollar
fisheries. We have nearly 2000 commercial dffift net holders for taimon alone vith
investments In fishing vessels in excess of $100,000 each. A major oil spill here like the
one in Prince William Sound could jeopardize all this. This does not even include our
ten year old netting fishery vhich isvorih in excess of ten million dollars.

Wo do not vsnt to see oil exploration or developmentin Bristol Bay because of the risks
of an oil spill toour commercial salmon and herring fisheries. If ve can not stop oil
development, it should not be alloved until the oil companies prove they can clean up
an oil spill vithout damaging the commercial fisheries and subsistence resources of
Alaskans, especially In Bristol Iky.

For all or these reasons, | ask you to please support Senate Joint Reaolu(ion i 1. Thank
you.



ristol Bay leases:
there, not now

When it comes to oil, Alaska is America’s equivalent of
Saudi Arabia. And with so manr promising places to
look for oil here, one of the last places should be Bristol
Bay, home of a billion-dollar fishing industry. But
Bristol Bay is at the top of the feds’ list: Over the state’s
objections, the U.S. Department of the Interior tentative-
ly plans to sell leases there in January.

The leasing would occur in_the heart of the v/orld’s
largest red salmon fishery. The area is also rich in
bottomfish. Ten thousand people depend on those fish
for jobs and thousands more depend on the area’s fish,
seals, walrus, and other wildlife for food. A major oil
spill threatens destruction of the fishing industry and an
end to the subsistence way of life in the area; the Hury_ IS
still out on the long-term effects of chronic small spills
and routine pollution, including disposal of drilling
muds, on areas with offshore drilling, especially in
sensitive subarctic waters. o

The oil industry says its record shows fishing and
offshore oil can live together, and sometimes it can. Yet,
based on industry experience, the federal %overnment}s
environmental impact study predicts at least one oil spill
of 10,000 barrels in Bristol Bay and indicates the
industry’s clean-up techniques won't work in the heavy
seas common to the area.

m¥ov. Bill Sheffield wants the sale put off for 10 years
and has wgorously lobbied Interior Secretary Donald
Hodel for a delay. It's an uphill battle.

Even the Alaska congressional delegation, usually so
quick to defend the state’s interests against the insensi-
tivity of a distant federal government, supports the oil
industry’s desire to have the sale as scheduled. .
~Interior Secretary Hodel must consider the national
interest as well as'Alaska’s interest. But fish from the
area are important to international trade, And declaring
Bristol Bay off limits to oil drilling v/ould hardly hurt
the nation’s quest for domestic sources of oil; the
government estimates the oil there amounts to a three-
week supply for the United States.
~In spite of Gov. Sheffield’s lobbying, Secretary Hodel
isn't likely to delay the Bristol Bay sale. If he doesn't,
the governor has said he will sue to stop the leasing. He
should. There are still some places where oil develop-,
ment isn’t worth the risk. Bristol Bay —with so little oil
and so many fish —is such a place.





