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and credibility of study results. The benefits to both industry and the
whaling communities are obvious. Industry operators can tailor their
operations to cause the least possible interference with the subsistence
hunt; the whaling community can, in turn, reinforce with hard scientific
evidence its long held view that the bowhead whale population is healthy
and can sustain an annual take of up to fifty animals. Both of these henefits
have been realized from studies conducted over the past several years. |
would be happy to supply additional information on these efforts to the
committee. | can provide for the record, a detailed report of cooperation
and consultation undertaken between industry and the whaling communities
and final study reports from recent science and monitoring programs, if you
would like to include them.

The final matter which | would like to touch on concerns the extent to
which industry consults and Incorporates the knowledge of local residents
in dealing with oil spill preparedness and response. This committee
recently received written testimony saying that ", . . local knowledge of
expericnce(d) whaling captains and hunters and researchers continue|s] to
be overlooked. | would like to see our local experts actively participate in
the assessment of the oil industry's! ability to clean up an oil spill. This
includes monitoring oil spill clean up drills that the state calls for
occasionally to see if the oil industry Is ready to respond to a spill."

There has been similar testimony from several other witnesses at previous
hearings on this Resolution.
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Local captains, hunters and residents nave shared In the development of our
Arctic programs. In the summer of 1989, ARCO recruited and provided oil
spill response technician training (a 4C hour course) to ten residents each
in the villages of Nuigsut and Kaktovlk. Members of these two teams
included whaling captains (such as Mickey Agiak and George Kaleak of
Kaktovlk) and crew members (such as Isaac Nukapigak and Tony Cabinboy of
Nuigsut). Each of these individuals plus other team members fully
participated in on-site oil spill response drills and demonstrations under all
types of environmental conditions (open water, broken ice. and solid ice) at
two different Beaufort Sea offshore exploratory drilling locations in 1989
and 1990. In late summer 1990 the initial phases of training were
completed for a third ten-member team which included representatives
from the Barrow volunteer fire department. Presently, the Alaska Clean Seas
Co-op and response organization is continuing and expanding the village
response team program in North Slope Borough communities.

This training program serves both the needs of oil companies operating in
the area and the continuing needs of North Slope communities. Trained
team members have reviewed contingency plans and have offered
suggestions that resulted in specific improvements. The North Slope
Borough has been an active partner in staging and supporting the training
program.

| wish to conclude by stating that ARCO Alaska. Inc. and other offshore
Arctic operators, fully intends to maintain the patterns of consultation and
cooperation we have established over the years. As has been discussed by
some individuals recently, a more formal regional citizens advisory group for
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the Beaufort and Chukchi lease sale areas may be established. ARCO would
welcome and support such a development.

Thank you for the opportunity to share this information with you. Ifyou have
any questions, | would be happy to respond.

1UR3G 4/26/91
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%ﬁ'&;%”ﬁak RE- Request for Scheduling

| would like to request thatHJR 36, regarding off-shore oil
exploration, development, andtanker transportationactivities in
the Beaufort and Chukchi seas, be scheduled for ahearing in the
Oil and Gas Committee as soon as possible.

While | support responsible onshore development of the Arctic
National Wildlife Refuge, | am deeply concerned about offshore
oil and gas activities, which could potentially decimate marine
mammals and foul the environment, if a mishap were to occur.

As early as this summer, the Department of Interior proposes to
conduct oil and gas lease sales of forty million acres of these
waters, without the ability to adequately respond to, contain, or
clean up a significant oil spill in arctic water under commonly
occurring environmental conditions.



Congress has acknowledged that effective oil spill response
options for remote arctic waters remain undemonstratcd and
therefore mandated preparation of an extensive report on a
variety of issues relating to offshore oil spill contingency
planning in the Arctic, with particular attentionto be given to
Native concerns.

The Resolution raises concern about the lease sales proceeding in
the Arctic before the Congress, and the public have the
opportunity to review the report.

The bill further encourages the Department of Interior to give
the Beaufort and Chukchi seas the same scrutiny as waters in the
lower 48 states, which were declared off limitsto oil and gas
leasing and development activities in June 1990.

If you have any questions regarding the resolution, please
contact me or Deborah Driver, my Legislative Assistant.

Thank you very much for your Co-Sponsorship of the resolution.



WALTER J. HICKEL, GOVERNOR

OKUUITMKNT OF \ATUItAIl. KIFSOIIHCFS 400 WILLOUGHBY AVENUE
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PHONE: (9071 465-2400

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER FACSIMILE. (907) 586-2754
April 12, 1991
The Honorable B ill Hudson, Chair
House Special Committee for O il and Gas

P.O. Box V
Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Representative Hudson:

Subject: HJIR 36, which relates to off-shore oil exploration,
development, and tanker transportation activities in the Beaufort
and Chukchi seas.

Position: The Department of Natural Resources opposes this
resolution. The statements it contains are so strong that, if the
resolution is enacted, it will directly affect the state's ability
to continue o il and gas leasing offshore or near water bodies. W
ask the Committee and the Legislature to carefully consider the
unsubstantiated statements in this resolution, as well as the
subsequent implications for the state's own oil and gas leasing
program, before moving it to the next committee of referral.

Many federal offshore areas in Alaska have already been leased. The
Hickel administration has taken a strong stance with the federal
government to ensure that federal sales are as protective of
subsistence activities and have as high a standard for oil spill
prevention as state sales. A resolution of this type does not help
these efforts.

The resolution appears to mix concerns about tanker accidents such
as the Exxon Valdez with concerns about the risks of offshore ol
and gas exploration and development. Before the Legislature commits
itse If to these statements it should make certain they are
substantiated.

Recommendation: Allow the federal Minerals Management Service (MMS)
an opportunity to appear before the committee and explain che
results of noise studies and other studies that relate to the
resolution's statements, as well as to describe federal oil spill
prevention and clean-up requirements for offshore Alaska exploration
and development. Recognize the high standards of protection and
prevention established by the state for offshore oil and gas
exploration, development and transportation. Amend the resolution

accordingly.

Sincerelv.

Harold C. Heinze
Commissioner
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January 15, 1991

Pamela A. Bergmann

Regional Environmental Assistant
O ffice of Environmental A ffairs
U.S. Department of the Interior
1689 C Street, Room 119
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-5126

Dear Pamela:

The meeting in Kotzebue was very helpful. The schedule for
reviewing your report to Congress does not leave us much time to
comment, but we appreciate any opportunity to express our concerns
regarding o il development and transportation in the Arctic.

Based on the Kotzebue meeting, we w ill not focus on oil tankers,
but instead we w ill address o il issues in a broader context.
Furthermore, you indicated that you are more Interested in a
listing of concerns. If more detail is needed, please contact us.

We also wish to receive a review copy of the draft report prior to
its completion and submittal to Congress.

Below is a list of our major concerns relative to o il development
and transportation in the Arctic:

A. Exploration Phase

1. Successful exploration w ill result in development
activities, regardless of the extent of knowledge
concerning environmental and social impacts. W hile
we are not opposed to exploration, we do not believe
that exploration should proceed until the environ-
mental and socioeconomic impacts of such activities
are better understood and e ffective measures for



m itigating those impacts have been developed and aro
in place.

oil spill response technology in the Arctic is
unproven and at present inadequate. Too little
thought has been given to oil spill cleanup under

Arctic conditions by the industry and the federal
government.

Development Phase

1.

Impacts, both positive and negative, on communities
that serve as the base of operations or support for
development activities need to be thoroughly
assessed. This is especially critical for smaller
Native communities.

Impacts on larger communities, such as regional
centers like Kotzebue, that are not physically close
to the lease area but s till function as a supply
center or support base must also be addressed.
Often, the extent of the area impacted by OCS
activities 1is greater than the federal government
or industry recognizes.

The potential for oil spills increases and a spill
could occur at any time, under any conditions.

Production Phase

1.

-4,

The likelihood of a spill of major proportions
increases substantially during the production phase.
Again, a spill can occur under any circumstances

and at any time of year.

Oil spill response technologies are unproven in the
Arctic. Even MKS points out that the present
technology and industry capabilities are inadequate
for a spill in ice-covered waters (Chukchi Sea OCS
Lease Sale #126 DEIS).

The industry and the federal government don't appear
to be as diligent as warranted about identifying and
m itigating adverse impacts from OCS activities in
environmentally sensitive and clim atically harsh
regions. Areas of concern include offshore regions
that host migratory marine mammals as well as
onshore areas that provide habitat for a variety of
species important as subsistence resources.

A conscientious an4 meaningful e ffort to provide
opportunities for training and employment of local



6*

residents should hs considered an integral part of
any planning activities for oil development in the

Arctic.

Options for transporting oil from the Arctic must
he carefully and thoroughly evaluated. Before any
decisions are reached as to transporting oil by

tanker, for example, a thorough assessment of the
applicability of existing facilities should be
conducted. To the extent possible, existing in-
frastructure should be wutilized for future ol
production*

If oil is transported by tanker, adequate o il spill
response equipment must be available in a number of
locations along the coast of Alaska, as far south
as the Aleutians or the Alaska Peninsula, to ensure
rapid deployment and effective cleanup. (This is an
example of how more widespread OCS impacts are than
the federal government and industry seem to acknow-
ledge) .

Subtitle C, Section 8902 Report Annotated O utline

1.

A description of subsistence resources and the
likely impacts on subsistence as a result of an o il
spill needs to recognize the geographic extent of
subsistence activities. Impacts from an oil spill
w ill not be confined to marine mammals, fish and
seabirds, and the coastal residents who use them,
but will impact inland and terrestrial species and
subsistence activities as well. This is due to the
traditional sharing of subsistence resources by the
Iftupiaq people. Coastal peoples trade their subsis-
tence resources for those obtained by upriver and
inland peoples. Thus, a severe reduction in coastal
resources w ill increase the pressures on and the
demand for inland resources. Furthermore, inland
people travel to the coast to hunt and fish,
supplementing subsistence resources they obtained
inland. Finally, migration of animals, such as
caribou, can be disrupted in one location due to
development activities but result in negative
impacts elsewhere. This can happen if, for example,
the caribou alter their migration routes, making it
more d ifficu lt for subsistence hunters to find them
and to obtain enough animals for their needs.

The report also needs to recognize the seasonality
of the rural economy (cash and subsistence) « A major
oil spill and cleanup effort in the spring and
summer w ill occur at the busiest time of year in
rural Alaska. This is when nearly all major con-



struction takes place, as veil as commercial fishing
and other significant economic activities (such as
tourism)« Extensive local hiring efforts to combat
an oil spill will compete directly with the already
high demands for labor during this time of year.
Summer is also a critical time of year for subsis-
tence activities. During this time, it would be very
disruptive if not impossible to mount a sizeable
cleanup operation out of a community like Kotzebue.
The services and fa cilities of aregional center are
generally taxed by normal summer activities, let
alone a massive cleanup e ffort or staging operation.
Consideration needs to be given in project planning
to mounting a large scale effort while minimizing
detrimental impacts to the Ilocal community(ies).
Furthermore, local projects could be severely
Impacted if a large number of resident laborers opt
for higher paying jobs with industry should a spill
occur. Given the brevity of the construction season,
loss of one summer could be ruinous to a project,

Alaska should be afforded a timely and meaningful

opportunity to review o il exploration, development
and production plans for Canadian activities,
particularly if oil is to be transshipped through

Alaskan or American waters, or piped across Alaska.

The Northwest Arctic Borough should be consulted
throughout a ll phases of oil exploration, develop-
ment and production. As we have stated above, the
Borough is likely to experience impacts from o il
activities, even if the activity is to the north in
the Beaufort Sea. The Borough has done extensive
planning through its coastal management, comprehen-
sive planning and economic development programs, and
has numerous policies in place relevant to the types
of impacts that may result from various aspects of
oil development.

Section 111.B .l1. addresses public sector contingency

ns for oil spills. Consideration should be given
?this section to the Northwest Arctic Borough (and
the North Slope Borough) coastal management pro-
grams. Although these plans are not likely to focus
specifically on oil spills, they do consider the
resources, both human and natural, of the coastal
areas within each jurisdiction. They also identify
critical areas where development should either be
restricted or prevented. This is germane, for
example, to the location of onshore facilitie s such

as staging are&6.

Section X 1I.B .2 .c,ii. talks about local contingency
plan requirements of the Northwest Arctic Borough



for oil activities in the North slope Borough, We
ansuae this refers to oil activities in the North-
west Arctic Borough, The Northwest Arctic Borough
has no jurisdiction in the North slope Borough,

NANA Regional Corporation cononented on the DEIS for the Chukchi Sea
Lease Sale #126. The majority of our comments and concerns are as
equally relevant to this matter as they were to the proposed lease
sale. Pertinent portions of these comments are summarized here for

your inform ation.

Our major concern centers on the wunproven ability of the oil
industry to safely drill in Arctic waters, to prevent significant
accidents or oil spills, and lastly to clean up a spill of any
magnitude effectively and quickly.

In fact, the DEIS for Lease Sale #126 is quite pessimistic about
the ability of the oil industry to clean up an o il spill in Arctic
waters, particularly in the presence of ice. As noted in Appendix
L of the DEIS, MMs' own evaluation of the response and cleanup
capabilities of the industry found that the majority of the
equipment tested performed below ratings. In the case of appli-
cation in the Chukchi Sea, summer sea conditicns would preclude
effective use of response equipment for 9% to 24% of the time. Ice
cover, which typically occurs 9 months of the year, eliminates
standard application of most mechanical response equipment.

The scenarios for mobilizing spill response teams and equipment
center on transporting said teams from Barrow, Deadhorse or t.ie
Canadian Arctic. However, the minimum response times often exceed

the critical initial response time required to contain and clt:an
up the oil. In other words, the response teams w ill arrive too
late. And once they get to the scene of the spill, they w ill be

using equipment and techniques that, by MMS own admission, are
likely to be ineffective and made even more so by the extreme
weather and sea conditions that are common to the Beaufort and

Chukchi Seas.

There is a real danger in transporting o il by tanker in waters that
are covered by ice substantial portions of the year. A tanker that

becomes grounded or damaged by pack ice w ill produce an o il spill
of the greatest magnitude under the worst possible conditions for
an effective spill response and cleanup. One technique discussed

in the Lease Sale #126 DEIS for dealing with o il spills in pack ice
is to bum the o il when it reaches the top of the ice. However, as
the DEIS notes, the requirements for dealing with a multitude of
melted pools of ice and o il would be a "logistical nightmare".
Moreover, o il spilled in the early winter is Ilikely to remain
underneath the ice for the entire winter before the ice starts
m elting. There was little discussion addressing the effects of
significant quantities of o il trapped underneath pack ice for
extended periods of time. It was noted, however, that o il trapped
in pack ice may move considerable distances before the ice melts,
further complicating the oil spill cleanup. Moreovor, nuch trapped



oil may bo slower to lose its volatile and therefore toxic com-
ponents*

To quote the findings of the DEIS,, "industry could effectively
clean up an oil spill in moving ice only if the spill is a platform
blowout that could be set on fire without endangering platform
integrity." The implications of this statement are that the

industry is severely Ilimited in its ability to respond to ol
spills of any other source,or cause, in light of the severe weather
conditions commonly experienced in Arctic waters, this admission
is quite unsettling. As noted in the DEIS (page 11-55), even
recovery of most of the o il spilled from a platform is unlikely.

We hope that these comments are useful in your efforts to respond
to the mandates of the O il Pollution Act of 1990. If we may be of

further assistance or can provide additional information, please
contact me at the letterhead address or call 265-4100.

Sincerely,

John A. L. Rense
Vice President, Resources

cc: Walter Sampson
Vice President, Lands

Chuck Greene, Mayor
Northwest Arctic Borough

E B /Il



POSITION PAPER
HIR 36

The Alaska Environmental Lobby supports HIR 36, reiating to oft-shore oi

exploration, development, and tanker transportation activities in the Beaufort and
Chukchi seas. The resolution states the following:

he. Alaska State Leeg Latur believes that thF oil mdu(?tr[y has yet to
nc usive 3/ e nstrat |I| 10, adequately respond to, contain, or
clean l#) S vgr cant rﬁ) dI n arctlc Waters tnder" commonly
OCCUI'I'I g en Onmenta IthﬂS The oil industry’s incapability was clearly
demonstgated in Prince W|II|am Sound: the problems faced in the relatively calm
waters 0 the Sound would be magnified in the Arctic seas. In a hearing on this
resolution, a resident of Kaktovik told of at least one incident when an oil clean-up
training session had been cancelled because it was "too windy".

3 laska State Leglslature beli ves that lease |s*.ales in the Beauf t
huk eas. must be approache |n an extremely caufious wag Wh

complete Eartmlugéltm y the ‘people resi In the Tmpacted area

al’e mOSt nOW |e abOUt ar |C COﬂ |t| nS Also, in publlc testimony,

several community members from Barrow and Kaktovik supported this resolution
describing the unpredictability of the Arctic environment, as well as the effects industry
has on marine life and a subsistence lifestyle.

4 gPSSSA'?ﬁk e B ﬂr&ﬁﬂﬂ%t“fifbe' PYR e o&% {3 °F£v.e%%8date§ ol
nvj o%mental asse(fsmnt o? -shore mdustrla erations In t
ret 'f e conducted be L éj

deve er OI aqgeﬂjaf%rte Xapn ra&%%l Seas. simply

opment activities take pace In t

put, not enough attention has been given to Arctic seas and it is only fair that the Arctic
is given the same scrutiny as other states before lease sales proceed. Until this is done,
the proverbial cart is before the horse.

In conclusion, the resolution emphasizes the need for more research on Arctic
conditions, both in terms of oil spill contingency plans and impacts on marine life. The
Lobby feels this is an important issue in a state dependent upon oii for revenue. This
resolution gives environmental concerns and community involvement priority.

prepared tor AEL by Krista Maciolek. 4/26/91.

o> |t 'y IM Ki'S.,\ e «omne L TdMUB o o svean» \Cr M | o,
IM e < NH-'S™-i 1 - [*v «+ ttt”  « DIM.n.li..im skl
cusil u» + iM I ']« IM Il <iikr > lu <
VI All»| leee [ $o* [fl < INS, IS ||\/|t|"|| N V4tM||I\| <ul ISKi'M'ISIlliadSd
IMI «I|I« ||\/|f|| MI»|| I)CI iVl etV i\ nc »» ¢ Ji inn (OMIlii'Nin QV e

©



fIPR-23-91 THU 13 i43 P 02

BRISTOL BAY NATIVE ASSOCIATION

P.0. BOX 310
DILLINGHAM, ALASKA 99576
PHONB (907) (42-5237

April 25, 1991

Representative Bill Hudson
Chairman, House Oil & Gas Committee

P.O. Box V
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Representative Hudson:

I am writing to you on behalf of the members of the Bristol Bay Native
Association in support of HJR 36 which is currently in your ooraraittee.

BUNA adamantly opposes offshore oil development. Recent and current
developments in national oil policy make this a pressing issue,
particularly in Alaska where our coastal weather conditions and recent
experience with the Exon Valdez clean up are vivid in our being. While
certain differences exist between the Siberian/Bering Sea weather
factory and oonditions of the Japanese Current/North Pacific zone, and
between the biosphere of Bristol Bay and that of the Chukchi Sea, the
overriding fact of our total dependence on the sea remains the same.

Please pass HJR 36 out of the oil and gas committee as soon as possible
- while its influence oi national oil policy might be the greatest.

Thank you.

Sineeerelv.

Executive Director

c<-: Representative George Jacko
Senator Fred Zharoff
Members, House & Senate 0Oil & Gas Committees
Senator Ted Stevens
Senator Frank Murkowski
Congressman Don Young
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NORTH SLOPE BOROUGH

RESOLUTION SERIAL NO. 12-91

A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING PASSAGE OP A
RESOLUTION BY THE STATE LEGISLATURE OPPOSING
OFFSHORE OIL AND GAS ACTIVITIES

WHER'IAS, O ffshore industrial activity present® a gra i
threat to th® arctic marine environment and the Inupiat eubeietence

culture, and

WHEREAS, it would be of great importance to the North
slope Borough in representing its positions to have a resolution
passed by the State Legislature opposing continued offshore

industrial activity;
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED;

The North slope Borough Assembly supports passage of the
attached resolution introduced by Representative Eileen MacLean and
co-sponsored by others by the Alaska state Legislature.

INTRODUCED: April 7, 1QQt
ADOPTED: April 7, Mt
PRESIDENT
Date: i=JL=JEE

ATTEST:

resol/12-91,0ik



NORTHW EST ARTZCTIC B O R OUGH

P.O. BOX MO
KOTZEBUE, AK 93752

(907) 442-2500 / FAX 442-2930

April 5,1991

nP E|Ieen Pa0|geo MacLean
ap| tol

Juneau Ak 99811

RE; House Joint Resolution No.38 Before the House Special Committee
on CHand Gas, Resources

Dear Ms. MacLean,

The ortétwestR Arctic Borousgh has rewewd th% jqint house resoluﬁmn
Introduced hy eresentat|ve a [a Ldson Koponen, D
F|nk?|ste|n rown, Ivan, Kubina and Ulmer reIatln too shor ol eéplorao
development, and’ tan er transportation activities in the Beaufort and Chu

Seas.

V\(feectblehevo Haat the oil Indust currentl does not have the. agablltty tﬁ

vely an uately respo ontain, or dean up a signifjcant oil s
N arct|cv>\//aters o? ﬂe Bea/ufor ant(t1 C?t $<ch| Seas, ?et along res gonal to, contal?n

ean up an oil s the “ice-free” waters of Prince Williah Sound.  Qther
%eﬁs In #pi \ lp noP In the contlnentaﬁ states alon V\nﬁ examp cfe of
| am Sound, . point out thes%armgngsu |C|encg§J e]\ iclenc o fthe

0 mgustpspreventatwe safety measures and responsés to spills Inwafm, Ice-
free and readily accessible waters.

The Arctic wa%ers inth* '9aufort Sea and even-more-so in the Chtikch| Sea,
breed someo the most |n ospitable weather conditions In the world and the
Industr s ol splll response otlons for remote arctic waters _remain

undemonstrated” and have been acknowledge the Alaska Oil Spill
ommission, t?te Arctic Res .arch Commission, gand t% Minerals l\/lanagemgnt

ervice.

T'tere remains no viable Iatg sieason respoltse o{thns In the eve[tt of a well
owout In the late season drilling. time tab the event ofa ate_ season

blowout, no. one caﬂ dnlladversmnw oneteLce ack moves in. Thﬁ
mdustrg anﬁt other tlustrioy ﬁireamerscmmt Ice- ersc n
site rel %ICG {fje to dri

a

ut whose. Ice br erst |te tateg
ce breakin Ities remain something #J e desire ?emonstrate
%&ﬁotﬁi" ales trapeed In the ice off Barrow. An 0|I sp|I under these

?have multiVear devastating effects on the Sensitive arctic

Anbltr. Buckknd. Condi*. D*«In). Kkma. Khralioa. lobuk. Kots«ou, [foatak.
Noorrik. S*lorik. Shusgoak
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Patqo two . .
letfer in Support of House Joint Resolution No. 36

environment, wildlife resources, the minute elements of the fragile food chain
and the subsistence lifestyles of the Inupiat people.

There exist many U answered uestions and .ol spill sceparios to allow
ad Itlona orlrpeas)e sales to occurqand et the distin Et% n d Secretar %t e
Intertor 1S preparing to offer over 40 mr lon acres |no ore tracts {0 the ol

Industry.

We frrmIYebelreve that the Secretar of the Interror should noh groceed with the

anne ase sales Int %ATC'[IC unti| he, the C ongress and (% Ye th?
e .compre ensive_repdrt on the state o OI

&Qortunrt ? review t
trn%en r[)annrn In arctic waters. The Qil %Ilutron Act of 199(? ]h

abtfs the Secretary of the Interior to produce suc
report no Iater than ayl

In conclusron the Northvvest Arctic Borough |chcu vr)/ in orts and is in favor o[

enacting House Joi etifion the Secretar
Interror%o cancel ornhold gnne%d%fshore eas saies In the Arctic dlntr
he, the ndthe urc have t

e opportunity to review the report that
ES manc?at%g y Congress. PROTLENIEY P

Than for he or unrt re d oa sensible and logical resolution as
etgggtrr)égg toyt p e Special Committee gon Or? and (as,

Sincerely,

Mayor



Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission
P.O. Box 570
Barrow, Alaska 99723
Phone: (907) 852-2392

April 2, 1991

Representative Eileen MaclLean
Co-Chair House Finance Committee
Box V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Eileen:
The Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission supports your resolution
relating to off-shore oil exploration, development and tanker

transportation activities in the Beaufort and Chukchi seas.

Those who are most affected by industrial activities have been

voicing their doubts about the ability of the oil companies to
clean and contain an oil spill under Arctic sea-ice conditions. One
hunter, in particular, came to ARCO's recent public meeting in
Barrow and said he was trained as a local oil spill response team

member, but felt that nis training was very inadequate and the
equipment was insufficient after seeing the amount of equipment
used in Valdez.

This is unsettling at best, since our identity as Inupiaq people is

so closely tied to our subsistence way of life. If you need any
help from AEWC regarding this resolution, please don't hesitate to
call. Good luck, and thank you for all that you are doing for us.

Sincerely,

Bi :ak Grinage
Executive Director



ARCTIC MARINE RESOURCES COMMISSION
723 Christensen Drive
Anchorage, Alaska 99301

Phone: 279-6519 FAX: 258-6688

April 2, 1991

Representative Eileen MaclLean
Co-Chair House Finance Committee
Box V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Representative MaclLean:

The Arctic Marine Resources Commission (AMRC) board met yesterday,
and unanimously supported your resolution regarding offshore ol
exploration in the Beaufort and Chukchi seas*

Board members of the AMRC are:

Chairman:
Gordon Ito - Chukchi Sea Fishermen's Co-op, Kotzebue

Vice Chairman:
Marie Adams - Alaska/lnuvialuit Beluga Whale Committee, Barrow

S-cretary/Treasurer:

Jerry Ivanoff - Bering Sea Fishermen's Association, Unalakleet
Board member:
Burton Rexford - Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission, Barrow

As you are aware, the main purpose of th> AMRC is to provide a
structured forum for handling issues that arise between local
interests and resource companies targeting o il and gas development

in Arctic waters.

Wo believe your request is <critical for the protection of our
marine resources, and hope that it passes the Legislature
successfully. If you need any assistance from the AMRC, please
don't hesitate to call Jon Zuck at 279-6519.

Sincerely,

Beverly "htkotak Grinage
for the At'ctic Marine Resources Commission



STATEMENT Of OLIVER LEAVITT

300d evening. My name 1is Oliver Leavitt. I am an Inupiat
whaling captain and a resident of Barrow, Alaska. I am also the
President of the North Slope Borough Assembly and the Vice

President of Arctic Slope Regional Corporation.

The questions we are considering here this evening have to
do with the use of the Arctic Ocean for the development and
transportation of oil and the impact of these activities on our

survival as a people.

As a lifelong resident of the North Slope of Alaska, 1 have
witnessed many changes over the last twenty years. Many of these
changes -- increased economic opportunity for our people,

significantly improved educational facilities and opportunities,
and substantially improved living conditions - have resulted
from the discovery and development of the oil resources on the
North Slope. We appreciate these changes 1in our lives that have

resulted from oil development on the North Slope.

Prior to the development of the oil resources at Prudhoe
Bay, our people were extremely concerned about the effects of oi
development on the fish and land wildlife resources on which our
people depend. Over the years, we have become convinced that
onshore oil and gas development can occur in a manner that does

not adversely affect these Tfish and wildlife resources.



However, our concerns about offshore activities, including

oil and gas exploration, production and transportation in the
Arctic Ocean, have not been relievjd. These activities, wusing
unproven technology and accompanied by insufficient oil spill

clean-up equipment, pose a direct threat to our marine

subsistence resources.

We have seen our bowhead whales move farther offshore when
industrial activity is taking place. We have seen the disastrcus
consequences of a tanker spill in the relatively calm waters

Prince William Sound, an area free of pack and shore ice.

Far from being convinced that oil can be developed or
transported safely in Arctic waters, we remain deeply troubled ry
the prospect of increased oil and gas activities in the Arctic
Ocean. We therefore welcome this study by the United States
Department of the Interior and'applaud the action of the Congress

in directing this study.

As | stated, the discovery and development of oil on the
Horth Slope has brought unprecedented economic opportunity to our
people. We also are acutely aware of the importance of these oil
resources to our nation and to our national security. However,
we must stress the importance of balancing these energy needs
against the reality that subsistence hunting continues to provide
the principal source of food and livelihood in the majority of

our Arctic Native villages.



A substantial portion of our subsistence resources are take.,
from the waters of the Arctic Ocean. Thi3 subsistence hunting,
especially the hunt of the bowhead whale, not only provides

nutrition to our people, it is the life blood of our living

Inupiat culture.

We believe a delicate balance can and must be struck between

the competing interests of oil development and the subsistence
use of marine resources. However, achieving this balance
requires that the exploitation of oil resources in the Arctic

proceed according to two fundamental imperatives.

First and foremost, to the greatest extent feasible, oil
development and transportation activities should be focused on
land rather than in the OCS. Over the past twenty years, we have
witnessed an ever-improving ability of the oil industry to
explore for and develop oil resources on the North Slope in a
manner that does not adversely impact the freshwater fish and the

non-marine wildlife resources on which we depend.

We now believe that onshore oil and gas exploration and
development can occur in an environmentally sensitive manner. We
therefore would urge that oil and gas exploration and development

activities be focused onshore rather than offshore in northern

Alaska.



We also strongly recommend that transportation of oil and
gas resources in the Arctic Ocean be limited to the minimum
distances necessary to transport those resources to onshore
transportation networks, utilizing the Trans-Alaska Pipeline

System or other onshore transportation facilities.

We are all well aware of the risks associated with the
offshore transportation of oil. These risks are greatly
multiplied when oil 1is transported through Arctic sea ice.
The technology for this type of transportation is unproven

and the risks of an oil spill are significant.

Given the very brief window provided by the open water
season 1in the Arctic, any offshore transportation plan ultimately

will include transportation through sea ice.

Any spill of crude oil i the Arctic Ocean could devastate
the subsistence resources upon which most of our villages rely as
their primary food source. As you will come to understand as you
listen to the comments made here this evening, even a brief
interruption 1in the availability of these reserves would place
many of our villages at serious risk from lack of adequate

nutrition.

A clear, simple and acceptable alternative to tankecing 1is

provided by over-land transportation systems. Any plan to



transport oil 1in the Arctic, be it transportation by the United

States or by Canada, should be based on the use of an over-land

systenm.

IT for any reason an over-land system 1is not feasible, we
strongly urge the use of double hull tankers accom anied by ice
breakers and a barge equipped with containment and clean-up
equipment. This system should substantially reduce the

possibility of a significant and disastrous oil spill.

The second imperative is that, 1in addition to
transportation, any oil exploration or development undertaken in
the 0CS should occur only in the immediate presence of

state-of-the-art containment and clean-up equipment.

We are told that the risks of an oil spill from offshore

exploratory drilling are small. Nonetheless, they do ixist.

During the gray whale rescue a few years ago, we saw first
hand the near impossibility of moving heavy equipment from
Prudhoe Bay to Barrow during 1ice cover. Had this 1incident been a
blowout from an exploratory well, the results could have been

disastrous.

The extreme conditions created by Arctic weather and sea ice

make it Imperative that all companies -- and countries --



operating in the Arctic OCS be required to have response and
containment equipment immediately available, and that the
available equipment be capable of handling a spill of a

worst-case magnitude.

In conclusion, it is our view that the most effective means
of dealing with an oil spill in the Arctic Ocean 1is to keep one
from happening. This can be accomplished by confining oil

development and trrnsportation to land.

IT an offshore spill does occur, from whatever source,
whether tankering or drilling and whether the source 1is under the
United States or Canadian jurisdiction, state-of-the-art

containment and clean-up equipment must be immediately availabe.

Finally, your study should clearly document the health risks
our people face if we are forced to confront a spill 1in our
marine hunting grounds, A contingency plan must be developed for
providing adequate food, preferably traditional foods, to our

people 1in the event of a catastrophe.

I hope that these points are of use to you in conducting
your study and | thank you for the opportunity to speak to you

today. I would be happy to answer any questions that you may

have.
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REPORT TO COMOREBT
OIL POLLUTION ACT OP 1990
SUBTITLE C, SECTION 0302

ANNOTATED OUTLINE

. INTRODUCTION
Background and Objectives of Report

Describe legislative requirement and report objectives and assumptions.

1. EXISTING CONDITIONS IN TER BEAUPORT AND CHUKCHI SEA AREAS
A. Natural/Physical Environment

Briefly describe the characteristics of the natural/physical environment in
the Beaufort and Chukchi Sea areas that are taken into account during oil
exploration, development, production, and transportation as well as during
oil-spill response planning and response (e.g., weather, ice conditions, and

water depth).

B. Native Interests and Concerns
1. Background Information
a. Demographics

Briefly describe the locations and numbers of Native people who could
potentially be affected by an oil spill in the Beaufort and Chukchi Seas. The
section should focus on Native people in coastal communities in the North
Slope Borough, Northwest Arctic Borough, and the Bering Strait Coastal
Resources Service Area (from Cape Prince of Hales north).

b. Subsistence Resources

Briefly describe subsistence resources at risk (e.g., whales, seals, walruses,
polar bears, and migratory waterfowl), and generally identify their seasonal
distributions. Briefly describe subsistence hunting activities (emphasising
offshore hunting), subsistence regulations (i.e., harvest quotas for bowhead
whales) and the importance of those resources to Native people (e.g., food,

clothing, crafts, cultural traditions).



2. Native Concerns Regarding Oil Spills and Oil-8pill Cleanup
Activities

Briefly describe Native concerns regarding oil spills and oil-spill cleanup
activities. Native concerns may include, but are not limited to, potential:
disruptions to subsistence activities (e.g., disruptions resulting from noise
or the physical presence of vessels or humans); reductions in wildlife

populations (e.g., reductions due to alteration of normal distribution
patterns or due to wildlife killed by a spill); [limitations 1iIn access to
wildlife resources; contamination of food; and disruption of lifestyles. In
addition, the existence and adequacyof emergency relief and general

assistance, and Native participation in preparedness and response activities
may also be a Native concern.

C. Oil Exploration, Development, Production, and Transportation
1. Canada
Briefly describe the status of Canadianplans for developing the Amalagak
field and subsequent transportation of oil produced from the field (identify
open-water months when transportation could occur). Also describe other
relevant exploration, development, production, and transportation activities
associated with Canadian oil fields that could result 1in a spill that enters
the Beaufort or Chukchi Seas.
2.  United States
a. Outer Continental Shelf
b. State Haters

c. Onshore (only facilities where oil spills
could enter the Beaufort or Chukchi Seas)

Identify and briefly summarise existing and proposed oil exploration,
development, production, and transportation activities.

1. EXISTING OIL SPILL MIASORIS
A. 01l Spill Prevention

Oil Exploration, Development, Production, and Transportation
Regulations and Stipulations

1. 0Oil Exploration, Development, and Production

Briefly describe Federal, state/provincial, and local regulations and
stipulations (in the Dnited States and Canada) for oil spill prevention.



2.

Oil Transportation

Briefly describe United States and Canadian Federal and state/provincial

regulations for preventing oil
tankers. Also briefly describe regulations concerning the locationof tanker

traffic in the Beaufort and Chukchi Seas, regulations requiring double hulls

for tankers,
from tankers.

B.

and

regulations

spills associated with oilpipelines and oil

regarding limits of liability for oil spilis

Oil Spill Contingency Planning/Coordinated Actions

1.

Public Sector Contingency Plans

a.

International Contingency Plans

i. United States/Canada

ii. United States/U.S.S«R.

iii. International Convention

iv. Arctic Nations Memorandum of Understanding

National

Contingency Plans

i. Canada

ii. United States

Regional

United
Regional

Contingency Plans

States (i.e., Alaska
Response Team®s

contingency plan)

State/Provincial Contingency Plans

i.- Yukon Territory and Northwest Territory

ii. State of Alaska

Local Contingency Plans

i. U.S.

Coast Guard Marine Safety Office

Plan for Western Alaska

ii. Borough and/or Village Plans
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2. Contingency ~Plan Requirements for Private
Industry

a. Pederal Requirements

i.- Minerals Management Service Requirements for Oil
Exploration, Development and Production Activities
on the Outer Continental Shelf

ii. Canada o1l and Gas Lands Administration
Requirements for Offshore Oil Exploration,
Development, and Production

iii. Bureau of Land Management Requirements for Oil
Transportation through the Trans-Alaska
Pipeline

b. State/Provincial Requirements
i. Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation
Requirements for Oil Transportation and Oil
Exploration, Development, and Production on
State Lands and in State Haters
ii. Canadian Provincial Requirements, if Applicable
C. Local Requirements
i. North Slope Borough Requirements for Oil

Exploration, Development, Production, and
Transportation on North Slope Borough Lands

ii. Northwest Arctic Borough Requirements for  Oil
Exploration, Development, Production, and
Transportation on North Slope Borough Lands (if
Applicable)

iii. Canadian Local Requirements, if Applicable

Each section should briefly s>-“varire contingency planning requirements and
any requirements that >*"*«» ive interests.

3. Pri/a*. ... . Contingency Plans

a. 01l Company Contingency Plans for Exploration,
Development, Production, and Transportation



b. Oil Spill Cooperatives
i. Alaska Clean Seaf
ii. Alyeska Pipeline Service Company
iii. Cook Inlet Resource Organisation
iv. Harine Spill Response Corporation

V. Beaufort Sea Oil Spill Equipment
Cooperative

vi. Canadian West Coast Cooperative

vii. Canadian East Coast Cooperative

Each of the contingency plans should be briefly described, including resources
for containing and recovering discharges of oil. In addition, a summary of
any Native involvement in the plan®s preparation (if any) should be included
as well as how the plan addresses Native interests (if it does).

C.  Oil Spill Response

a.

Minor Discharge of Oil (i.e., less than 10,000 gallons)

Dnited States
a. 01l Industry
b. U.S. Coast Guard
C. State of Alaska

Medium Discharge of Oil (i.e., 10,000 to
100,000 gallons)

i International (if Applicable)
ii. United States
a. Oil Industry
b. U.S. Coast Guard
C. State of Alaska
iii. Canadian Organisations (if Applicable)
a. Oil Industry

b. Canadian Coast Guard
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C. Major Discharge of Oil (i.e., over 100,000
gallons)

i. International
1. United States
a. Oil Industry
b. U.S. Coast Guard
C. State of Alaska
iii. Canadian Organisations
a. Oil Industry
b. Canadian Coast Guard
This section should briefly describe how a response would be organized and
implemented for containing and recovering minor, medium, and major discharges
of oil in the Beaufort and Chukchi Seas, and any provisions for Native

involvement.

D. Research on Oil Spill Response Technologies for the
Arctic

1 International
2. United States
3. State of Alaska
This section should briefly describe existing and planned research on oil-
spill response technologies for the Arctic. Approximate funding amounts and
sources should also be included.
V. F*iCOvtXY OF DAMA018
A. International
Identify and describe any international damage assessment provisions.
Describe any provisions that would allow Native people to recover damages from
an oil spill.
B. National
ldentify and describe the Pederal natural resource damage assessment process.

Identify and describe any other Pederal process(es) that would allow Native
people to recover damages from an oil spill.



MW 2 | wo

C. State of Alaska

Identify and describe the State of Alaska®s damage assessment process and any
other State of Alaska process that would allow Native people to recover
damages from an oil spill.

V. IDENTIFICATION OF ISSUES
A. Contingency Plans/Coordinated Actions

Identify Native 1issues associated with contingency plans/coordinated actions
(e.g., Native involvement in developing and exercising contingency plans;
adequacy of the contingency plans).

B. Recovery of Damages
..ntify area.; within existing damage assessment/recovery legislation where
.tive interests are taken 1into account. Discuss provisions for emergency
slief.

C. Other Issues

Identify other relative issues.

VI. FINDINGS
A. Contingency Plans/Coordinated Actions

Summarise findings based on information in Sections Il and V.
B. Recovery of Damages

Summarise findings based on information in Sections IV and V.
C. Other Issues

Summarise findings based on information in Sections IIl and V.
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(3) Locally Equipment: Tbo MMS, Alaska OCS Region,
requires a lessee who wishes to drill to have an initial jpill-response capability of 1,000 bbl per day. To date,
during drilling of exploration wells in the Beaufort Sea, this requirement has been met with equipment
warehoused at Deadhorse by ABSORB and with equipment positioned onsite by individual lessees.

(4) MIMFrftiiQIl Time: Tue MMS, Alaska OCS Region, requires that initial
mobilization and deployment of response equipment be undertaken within 6 to 12 hours of a spill, geography
permitting. However, the spilier must be prepared to respond before the spill reaches shore (in less than 6
hours, if necessary). Only onsite equipment and that which could be transported from DeadJborse by
helicopter could meet this guideline for deployment for most of the sale area. The limited geographic and
temporal presence of open water and slow vessel speeds in broken icc would preclude timely transport of
spill equipment by sea. For large spiils-those that could exceed the local cleanup-response capability-the
MMS, Alaska OCS Region, requires that additional equipment be made available onsite within 48 hours.
Additional response equipment to handle a large spill would be available from a multitude of sources.

Equipment stored at Deadhorse or airlifted to Deadhorse would be capable of meeting the criteria of the
48-hour-response time set by MMS. Additional, slower arriving equipment would still be useful in case of a
major spill; but MMS would not consider such equipment in judging whether oil-spill-contingency plans met
the MMS 48-hour-rcsponse criteria. Once spill-cleanup equipment reaches Deadhorse or Prudhoe Bay, it
could be transported relatively quickly to the spill site only if it could be carried by helicopter and then only if
weather permitted. A helicopter could reach any point in the sale area within 3 hours.

(5) Effectiveness of Oil-Spill Cleanup At Sea: The 6-to-12-hour and 48-houx
response times required of drilling lessees by the MMS, Alaska OCS Region, are mobilization and
deployment requirements. Cleanup would continue as long as necessary, without any timeframe or deadline.
For example, a winter spill in pack ice might require initial onsite response followed by further cleanup of oil
melting out and pooling on top of the ice in late spring or summer.

Mechanical cleanup at sea is usually much more effective on low-viscosity or medium-viscosity oils than on
high-viscosity oils. A low-viscosity oil eould be a diesel or a fresh, light crude. A medium-viscosity oil could
be a lubricating oil or a light, flowing emulsion. A high-viscosity oil would be a weathered crude, bunker oil,
or thick emulsion. An oil such as Prudhoe Bay crude would initially have low viscosity but would quickly
weather and form a high-viscosity emulsion.

Because of natural dispersion, oil slicks in the open ocean are seldom tracked for more than about 10 days
before the oil becomes too dispersed to locate or identify as a slick (USDOI, MMS, Gulf of Mexico [GOM]
OCS Region, 1983). Out of necessity or otherwise, natural dispersion has frequently been the chosen
response technique in Alaskan waters.

Uocontained burning also is a possible spill remedy. Experiments suggest that burn efficiencies on the order
of 50 to 60 percent may be possible if the spill can be immediately set on lire (Laperriere, 1984). However,
any delay in ignition would decrease combustion efficiency. The effgctiveness of mecharyical recovery and in
jjtu burning ofspilled oil at sea decreases rapidly with Increasing state (roughness ol the sea), while the
cifecovcoca of dgpemnts and natural dispersion Increases. “Mechanical cleanup becomes nontunctional ~
I “bcjwccen wHCS~fafld 4. 1 ' “

sg the months of July through September in the small fraction of the Beaufort Sea Planning Area with
water, sea states of 3 or greater occur from 13 to 30 percent of the time, and sea states of 4 or greater
-occur 9 to 18 percent of the time. Ice cover the remainder of the year would eliminate both high sea states
“*and standard uses of most mechanical-cleanup equipment
r-0
The review of the historical record of oil-spill cleanup at sea as contained In Section 1VJB5 of the Final
Regional ELS (USDOI, MMS, GOM OCS Region, 1983) Is Incorporated by reference; a summary of this
review foQows._Offshore containment .and cleanup are major (asks. 'Weather, sea conditions, and crew
-~fadgucT>ecdmc*criticil factonTand cleanup at sea is generally only marginillr effective. RecovciY-Of oil
-rusually’range* between 5 percent and |j percent of that iputedL For example, in 155 Exxop Valdez od spill,
at-ica recovery at oil was estimated by jatxoa at ft pi thr/mah ik* fyy > 7 through
the hrst 3 weeks (Oil Spill intelligence Report, 1989a,b). Inshore (harbor) containment and cleanup
operations generally occur In calmer waters and closer to logistical bases. Inshore operations are, therefore,
more effective; with recovery of spilled oil on the order of 20 to 50 percent.

Q -l

1
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Halflfical JciwQMtratiPBt-of (he cffmiycpcss by actual apill-rcapQflac efforts in the Beaufort Sea arc few md
disappointing. Crowley Barge Tanker 570 spilled 1,600 barrels of heating fuel near Flaxman Island on
August 20, 1938, apparently after ice ruptured one tank on the barge, with the leak not being immediately
detected. OiJ-spill-rcsponse equipment was mobilised from Barrow and Deadhorse, but an overflight was
unable to locate any spilled fuel and none was recovered. In September 1985, an exploration spill of 2,440
bbl of diesel occurred from the Minuk 1*53 artificial island in the Canadian Beaufort Sea during an intense
storm (Birchard and Nancarrow, 1986). Plans were made only to apply dispersants and ooly if the slick
approached shore. The slick did not approach shore, and 4 days after the storm ceased the slick had
disappeared through natural dispersion and evaporation. No fuel was recovered. Canadian researchers
released a total of 63 bbl of crude in field dispersant tests in the Canadian Beaufort Sea in August 1986
(Swiss and Vanderkooy, 1988). Application of even extremely high, up to a 1:2 dispersant-to-oil ratio, did not
increase the rate of dissipation of the crude over that caused by natural dispersion on an untreated control
slick.

(6) Effectiveness of Qii-Snil? Cfcanun in fee: When a spill is dispersed far frc
source or when ice is moving, containment and cleanup are more difficult. Ptanning of effective surface
rcspou>e with mechanical equipment to spills in pack ice has generally required that an icebreaker (or
icebrcakbg-supply ship) be locally stationed in summer as a dedicated oil-rccovery vessel (see Appendix M).
*n on-statioo icebreaker also would be necessary in winter.

situ burning of spilled oil during heavy ice periods may be a more promising approach. Exposed oil would
be ignited whenever possible. Existing response capabilities are more effective on landfast ice than on
broken or pack ice. Spills in the latter two sorts of ice would be easiest to burn if the spin were contained
within a small area close to its source. The ice itself can be useful in restricting the spreading of the oil,
keeping the oil thicker and more amenable to burning. Experiments conducted to date indicate that in situ
burning should be a more effective technique for spill response in the Arctic than is mechanical recovery in
more temperate climates.

n The presence of landfast ice may actually improve response effectiveness by limiting tho movement and
* spread of the oil and by providing a safe work platform for the cleanup. The only documented success story
A1 . for offshore spill response in the Beaufort Sea was a planned experimental spill under landfast ice in the
~ ¢ JInCanadian Beaufort Sea (Buist, Pisfruzak, and Dickios, 1981). In this exercise, a total of 119 bbl of crude
were spilled under landfast ice three times.during the winter to simulate undersea oil blowouU. The
tr* following spring, 79 percent of the residual weatncrcii (unevaporated) oil was manually recovered or burned

as the oU surfaced on the ice prior to breakup, fo winter 1977. 140 bbl of No. 2 diesel were spilled from an
onshore tank at Nome, saturating adjacent snow and sod, with some diesel penetrating the ice cover of the
Soake River (Allen, 1978). One-third of the spill was recovered, half of this amount by rope mops extended
below the ice cover on the Snake River.

Spill-rcsponsc efforts in the pack ice zone covering 90 percent of the sale area are undocumented and more
problematic, particularly in winter. The January 1984 Ccphcus'spQl’of aviation fuel into’broken’ice’'b™
Anchorage harbor illustrates one problem with spill response b broken leo (USDOI, MMS, Alaska OCS
Region, 1985a). The Coast Guard attempted to monitor movement of 5,000 bbl of spilled fuel fay several
techniques, only to coodude that none of the available state-of-the-art techniques could distinguish spilled
aviation fuel from broken ice. None of tbe fuel was recovered.

| Subarctic Prbcc William Sound is much more logsaticaily accessible and protected than the open pack-ice
\A I zone io the Beaufort Sea Ptannbg Area; yet even shoreline cleanup operations for the Exxon Valdez spill
' Lwcrc topped b mid-September 1989 out of concern for worker safety durbg the cold and dark wbter.

In the Bering Sea, the P/V Milos Reefer grounded on St. Matthew Island b November 1989, spillbg at least
5,600 bbl of iu 9,000 bbl of mostly bunker and dicscJ fuel (Aire, 1989a,b,c). Poor weather and logistics
ended up prohibiting a response, even though response vessels did reach the site. The initial response vessel,
the USCG cutter Mideett. took 6 days to get to the site; the second response vessel, the FircbalL combg
from KoJiak with (be bulk of the response equipment, amved onsite 11 days after the spill. No cleanup or
offloading of the stiU-lerkicg ship was attempted b 1989 because of the severe weather an<fapproach oT *
wjntcrj\.n>) >ny huther ctlorts have been deferred until summer 1990. loUowbg the retreat of the Bering Sea
seasonal ice pack.



\Y

G Tiv?2;ji0 o d Sw.iC. c.ri.u*jn

wo | '@ S"i«f. V- ] T Fe> | dM'AIV" o Wef ...
e OV V&Y » )AL 1 e VoxT TR L

V-ivyfy/OnS'1'fiflS A S ala™Ar aaq *1flQI:

Seas.fAlaska

wW), *#3n

» f
SSSW -

» & « & %

Erigparedpy
GNSR «Consulting tand Engineering
AnQhoragdr'AlasKa x ‘

VW A-r 7 x|



Ykto

During the ice-free period (July through October), storm surges do occui inthe prospect areas.
However, severe surges appear uncommon; a surge of 3.5 m (19 ff) occurred at Barrow m
October 1963 and was thought to depict a 125-year event. Surges of 2103 m (6 to 10 ft) are
consiclered 10-year events (Brower gj al.. 1988).

105 Visibility and Celling

There is a probability that fog may occur in the area throughout the year. This probability is
higher in nearshore areas owing to the temperature difference between land and water masses.
During the period when sea ice covers the area, the percent frequency of fog is 10 percent
nearshore decreasing to less than percent offshore. However, during open-water periods, this
percent frequency rises. For instance, in the period of June through September the percent
frequency may be as high as 30 offshore and 20 nearshore (Brower a] al, 1988). Tables 10-11
through 10-14 provide a summary of visihility and ceiling data for the prospect areas during the
months of June through September.

10-3
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of the time (Wise, at al*, 1981). Sustained winds of 50 to 56
knots, with higher gusts, have been recorded (Wilson, e£f ,

1982).

O ffshore winds are also reported by the U.S. Naval Weather
Service and are summarized on Tables 10-7 through 10-10 for the
months of June through September. During the early summer (June
and July) winds typically are out of either a general northerly
or southerly direction. During August and September, they are
more commonly out of the northeast. Mean speed are typically in

the range of 10 to 15 knots.

10.4 storm Occurrences

In the Chukchi Sea lease area, storm events are possible
throughout the entire open water period from mid-June through
November. October is the month of the most frequent storms in
the Chukchi Sea. Storm movement is generally parallel to the
Chikchi Sea coastline moving from the Bering Sea towards the

Beaufort Sea.

Thirteen storm surges have been documented (Brower, 8£ al., 1977)
between 1960 and 1977 for the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas. The
most severe recorded storm in the vicinity of Barrow produced
westerly winds with sustained speeds of 42 knots and gusts to 64

knots, waves to 10 feet high, and a storm surge of 10 feet.

10.5 yjaifriii& Y and-geU ing

Fog may be present in the Sale 109 area at anytime throughout the
year (Brower, ai.., 1977). During the period when sea ice
covers the Chukchi Sea, fog occurs about 10 percent of the time.
However, during open-water periods, fog becomes more common. In
May through September, fog may occur between 20 and 30 percent
of the time. Tables 10-11 through 10-14 provide a summary of
visibility and ceiling data for the offshore areas during the

months of June through September.

10-3
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Table 10*1. Mean and Extreme Air Temperature
Summary for Barter Island, Alaska (°F)
Mean Mean Highest Lowest
Mean Meximum Mnimum Recorded Recorded

Month Temperature Temperature Temperature Temperature  Temperature

January -14.3 -7.8 -20.8 39.0 -54.0
February -20.3 -14.1 -26.5 37.0 -59.0
March -15.4 -8.6 -22.3 36.0 -51.0
April -0.8 7.2 -8.8 43.0 -38.0
May 20.8 26.0 154 52.0 -16.0
June 34.2 38.1 30.2 68.0 13.0
July 39.9 45.1 34.7 78.0 24.0
August 39.1 43.7 34.3 72.0 24.0
September 315 35.1 27.8 64.0 4.0
October 15.3 20.3 10.2 46.0 -26.0
Novernber -0.1 57 -6.1 37.0 -51.0
December -121 -6.5 -18.9 37.0 -51.0
ANNUAL 9.8 15.4 4.1 78.0 -59.0

Source; AEIDC, 1986.

10.3 Sky Cover and Visibility

Cloudy weather Is prevalent along the Beaufort Sea coast. For
over half of each year, the West Maktar Prospect area has low clouds with nore
than 50 percent coverage. Low clouds are defined as having bases less than
8,000 feet (2,600 meters) (AEIDC/NCC, 1988). Low clouds with nmore than 50
percent coverage occur most frequently In the summer. During August, Septem-
ber, and October, 50 percent and greater cloud coverage averages 23 days per
month. Mostly clear skies are defined as total cloud coverage of 25 percent
or less (AEIDC/NCC, 1988). Mostly clear skies occur an average of only 5 days
per month during the sane period (AEIDC/NCC, 1988).

Sky cover and visibility can be closely related. Low visibility
can be caused by low clouds as well as dense fog, heavy precipitation, dust,
and smoke. In general, visibility 1s good for most of the year near West Mak-
tar Prospect. In Marine Area B, aircraft are restricted to Instrument Flight
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Rules (IFR) flying an average of 45 days per year. Low visibility conditions
can restrict even IFR aircraft operations. The frequency of low visibility
conditions near West Maktar Prospect Is presented in Table 10-2. The occur-
rence of "poor' and "optimum® visibility conditions Is also presented In Table
10-2.

As showmn by Table 10-2, periods of low visibility do not occur
often, but are most frequent during August and September. Offshore operations
are most likely to be affected by low visibility during these months. Poor
visibility, which nmey restrict offshore operations, occurs nmuch nore fre-
quently and uniformly throughout the year. Poor visibility 1s most frequent
In July and August. In general, optimum conditions occur most frequently in
the winter.

Darkness, while usually not a problem Itself, aggravates the visi-
bility restrictions caused by other conditions. The sun does not crown the
horizon 1n the Beaufort Sea from mid-November to mid-February. A few hours of
twilight are experienced from November to December and from mid-January to
mid-February. Total darkness 1s experienced throughout December and part of
January (ARCO Alaska, Inc., 1985).
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Table 10-2. Frequency of Visibility
t Conditions Near West Haktar Prospect

Low Visibility Poord Visibility Optimumt Visibility
Month Conditions (days) Conditions (days) Conditions (days)
January 3 10 6
February 2 10 4
Mearch <2 10 6
April <2 1 5
May 2 1 3
June 2 10 4
July 2 12 5
August 3 12 3
September 3 1 2
October A 9 3
Novermber 2 9 5
Decermber A J | A
TOTALS 19+ 126 51

* Any one of the following constitutes poor conditions: Low cloud celling
(LCC) <300 feet or visibility <l nautical mile,

6 Optimum conditions: LCC > 5000 feet (or no LCC), visibility >5 nautical
miles, and wind 11-21 knots.

Source: AEIDC/NCC, 1983



Testimony on HIR 36
Robert R. Griffeth
Senior Consultant, Environmental Affairs-Offshorc
ARCO Alaska, Inc.
April 26, 1991

My name Is Bob Griffeth. | am a member of the Environmental Sciences
Department staff at ARCO Alaska, Inc. Thank you for this opportunity to

offer some commentary on HJR 36.

Among the duties | perform In my assignment with ARCO are organizing and
presenting the environmental orientation programs associated with
exploratory drilling projects; overseeing the marine mammals scientific and
monitoring programs for offshore exploratory operations; coordinating and
maintaining cooperative programs with North Slope Inupiat villages; and
serving as principal liaison with North Slope villages oil spill response

teams.

Much of the testimony and discussion focusing on House Joint Resolution
36, which this committee is considering, directly touches areas of my
professional activities. Therefore. | would like to take this opportunity to
comment on three particularly relevant areas: (I) The recent history of
cooperative programs between offshore oil and gas industry operators and
North Slope Native communities. (2) The design and results of marine
mammals science and monitoring programs. And (3) the village oil spill
response teams which serve as observers, advisers, and participants for

industry’s offshore oil spill contingency planning and response

preparedness.



Since Ihc earliest days of petroleum exploration and development on the
North Slope, industry has recognized bolh the advisability and desirability of
fostering programs of mutual benefit to Itself and to the resident Inupiat
communities. In the early years, these efforts were primarily directed to
training and employment opportunities. Such programs remain strong and
active today. In other instances the basis for cooperation keys off of Joint
business ventures between industry and the Native regional and village
corporations. Here again, Joint venture programs continue to be an essential

and vital feature of industry-local resident relations.

In more recent times, the overriding concerns of the area have come to be
offshore oil exploration activities that are viewed by some as potentially
harmful to marine mammal subsistence resources or in conflict with Native
subsistence pursuits. The bowhead whale hunt has been the focal point of
this concern for North Slope residents and industry operators alike since
both parties are, at times, environmentally constrained to simultaneously
operate during the open water conditions when the annual fall whale

migration through the Beaufort Sea occurs.

For the past five years, a Cooperative Program for the Beaufort Sea
(commonly referred to as the Oil/Whalers Agreement) has been in effect
between the Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission, the whaling captains’
associations of Nuigsut and Kaktovik (which, along with Barrow, constitute
the only Beaufort whaling villages) and industry. Prior to the open water
season, whaling captains and industry representatives meet to work out a

communications system between the parlies that prevents use conflicts

HJR 30 2 4/26/91



between active whaling crews and Industry operations. This cooperative
effort has succeeded. It has also produced additional benefits to both
parties. Industry has been allowed to proceed with exploratory activity and
In the process has become very familiar with, and keenly sensitive to, both
the practical and cultural dimensions of the Inupiat subsistence hunt. Safety
assistance has also been provided to whaling crews In distress on certain
occasions. Most of all, the focus on whaling and the fall bowhead migration
has created a situation in which industry has proved itself both willing and
able to work cooperatively with the Native subsistence communities on what

is chief among their concerns about offshore exploration.

While this example touches on the experience gained from cooperative
efforts between industry and Inupiat whalers from the Beaufort Sea
communities; other efforts have involved environmental projects,
archaeological and cultural matters, and local community activities. Without
question, however, our highest mutual priority continues to be gaining a
better understanding of the dynamics of the offshore arctic environment and

scientific and monitoring studies of marine mammals there.

ARCO. and other industry offshore operators, have recognized that the local
expertise and deep knowledge possessed by subsistence hunters absolutely
must be incorporated in any study or monitoring programs. Effectively, this
iIs done in two ways. First, by consulting with both whaling captains’
associations and the North Slope Borough’s Department of Wildlife
Management in the design and scientific assessment of results of studies.

Second, by including experienced Inupiat monitors in the actual field work

associated with the studies. This approach has vastly enriched the quality
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and credibility of study results. The benefits to both Industry and the
whaling communities are obvious. Industry operators can tailor their
operations to cause the least possible Interference with the subsistence
hunt; the whaling community can, in turn, reinforce with hard scientific
evidence its long held view that the bownead whale population is healthy
and can sustain an annual take of up to fifty animals. Both of these benefits
have been realized from studies conducted over the past several years. |
would be happy to supply additional information on these efforts to the
committee. | can provide for the record, a detailed report of cooperation
and consultation undertaken between Industry and the whaling communities
and final study reports from recent science and monitoring programs, if you

would like to include them.

The final matter which | would like to touch on concerns the extent to
which industry consults and incorporates the knowledge of local residents
in dealing with oil spill preparedness and response. This committee
recently received written testimony saying that ", . . local knowledge of
experience”™! whaling captains and hunters and researchers continuelsl to
be overlooked. | would like to sec our local experts actively participate in
the assessment of the oil industry's] ability to clean up an oil spill. This
includes monitoring oil spill clean up drills that the state calls for

occasionally to sec if the oil industry is ready to respond to a spill."”

There has been similar testimony from several other witnesses at previous

hearings on this Resolution.
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Local captains, hunters and residents have shared In the development of our
Arctic programs. In the summer of 1989, ARCO recruited and provided oil
spill response technician training (a 40 hour course) to ten residents each
In the villages of Nulgsut and Kaktovlk. Members of these two teams
included whaling captains (such as Mickey Agiak and George Kaleak of
Kaktovik) and crew members (such as Isaac Nukapigak and Tony Cabinboy of
Nulgsut). Each of these individuals plus other team members fully
participated in on-site oil spill response drills and demonstrations under all
types of environmental conditions (open water, broken ice, and solid ice) at
two different Beaufort Sea offshore exploratory drilling locations in 1989
and 1990. In late summer 1990 the initial phases of training were
completed for a third ten-member team which included representatives
from the Barrow volunteer fire department. Presently, the Alaska Clean Seas
Co-op and response organization is continuing and expanding the village

response team program in North Slope Borough communities.

This training program serves both the needs of oil companies operating In
the area and the continuing needs of North Slope communities. Trained
team members have reviewed contingency plans and have offered
suggestions that resulted in specific improvements. The North Slope

Borough has been an active partner in staging and supporting the training

program.

I wish to conclude by stating that ARCO Alaska, Inc. and other offshore
Arctic operators, fully intends to maintain the patterns of consultation and
cooperation we have established over the years. As has been discussed by

some individuals recently, a more formal regional citizens advisory group for
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the Beaufort and Chukchi lease sale areas may be established. ARCO would

welcome and support such a development.

Thank you for the opportunity to share this information with you. Ifyou have
any questions, | would be happy to respond.
6 4/26/91

HJR 36
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United States Department of the Interior

MINERALS MANAGEMENT SERVICE

ALASKA OUTER CONTINENTAL SHELF REGION
949 E 36TH AVENUE, ROOM 110 ANCHORAGE, AK 99508-4302

ML i I 19%

Representative Bill Hudson,
Chairman

House Special Committee on
0il and Gas

Alaska State Legislature

P.0. Box V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Representative Hudson:

| appreciated the opportunity to testify to the committee on the proposed HJR 36 on
April 22, 1991. 1am enclosing a copy of information relating to the Minerals
Management Service"s regulatory program, environmental studies, and other background
material, some of which I presented and discussed during my testimony and which 1
believe the committee will find useful in its further discussions regarding HJR 36.

lwould be glad to answer any questions or provide any additional information.

Sincerely,

.Atar/p Regional Director

Enclosure
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MINERALS MANAGEMENT SERVICE
INFORMATION RELEVANT TO PROPOSED HJR 36

Background

Offshore oil and gas leasing, exploration and development and production is not new to the
Beaufort and Chukchi Seas. The State of Alaska has conducted 13 lease sales which
included offshore lands in the Beaufort Sea and has more planned. The Federal
Government has held four sales in the Beaufort Sea including the joint Federal/State sale
in 1979 and one in the Chukchi Sea.

Twenty-five exploratory wells have been drilled in the Beaufort and Chukchi Seas on
Federal leases; over 100 wells have been drilled on State submerged lands in the Beaufort
Sea and over 60 wells have been drilled in the Canadian Beaufort Sea. The Endicott
Development Project on State submerged lands has been producing offshore oil since 1987.

Oil Pollution Act Report

One of the recommendations of HIR 36 is that Federal offshore lease sales in the Arctic
not proceed until the Secretary, the Congress, and the public have had the opportunity to
review a report required by Section 8302 of the Oil Pollution Act of 1990 (OPA). The OPA
does not require, and the Congressional history of the OPA does not suggest, that the Outer
Continental Shelf (OCS) leasing program be delayed pending completion of the report. The
report will not provide new information on the lease sales planned for this summer.

The current plan is that a draft will be available for public review in May and the final
report delivered to the Congress in August.

The OPA directs the report to cover three subjects: recovery of damages, contingency plans,
and coordinated actions in the event of an oil spill in the Arctic Ocean. The language of
Section 8302 shows that the principle impetus for the report is concern over spills resulting
from tankering of crude oil from the Canadian Beaufort, and the administrative and legal
mechanisms for recovery of damages from such oil spills.

The report will include information on Federal, State, local and Canadian and private
contingency plans and requirements, but will not address the adequacy of spill-response
preparedness, current state-of-the-art technology for spill response, or the effects of
industrial noise or spills on wildlife in the region.

Environmental Studies and Assessments

The Minerals Management Service (MMS) has spent over S245 million dollars in
environmental studies for the Alaska OCS Region since 1974. Over one half of that total
has been directed at the Arctic. Approximately S22 million has been spent on studies
directly related to bowhead whales.
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The MMS studies program has addressed a comprehensive list of subjects:

Oil-spill fates and effects;

Sodal, and economic and subsistence effects;
Living resources;

Endangered species;

Environmental monitoring;

Pollutant transport;

Environmental geology, and

Ecosystems.

O o0Oo0Oo0o0O0O0O0

Organizations other than the MMS have also funded OCS-related studies. The National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), the State of Alaska, the North Slope Borough, the Alaska
Eskimo Whaling Commission, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republic, Canada and the all
industry have funded almost $24 million on bowhead whale studies through 1989.

The MMS has prepared seven Environmental Impact Statements (EIS's) for OCS lease sales
in the Beaufort and Chukchi Seas. These EIS’s have gone through extensive public review
and comment, and are based on the most current scientific data and information.

The EIS's are comprehensive analyses of the potential effects of oil and gas activities on the
natural and human environments. Through the EIS process, including State and public
review, the MMS identifies and mitigates potential effects.

The MMS has also prepared environmental assessments (EA’s) on each of the 21
exploration plans (EPs) which have been submitted for the Beaufon Sea and the 3 plans
for the Chukchi Sea. The EA’s analyze potential environmental effects, and incorporate any
information that may have become available since the lost EIS.

Arctic waters have been subjected to considerable environmental assessment. Since the
OPA report is limited in scope, as directed by the Congress, it will not modify the results
of those assessments.

EFFECTS OF NOISE ON MARINE MAMMALS

There have been several studies on the effects of industrial noise on marine mammals,
particularly bowhead whales.

Studies on the effects of industrial noise on marine mammals conclude that while nu.ir.:
mammals react to industrial noise, the reactions are localized and short term

The MMS has evaluated the potential effects of oil and gas activities on marine mammals
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The Sale 124 EIS concludes that potential effects to marine mammals from noises are low.

The EIS analyses are conservative. The EIS does not assume that special mitigating
measures will be in place or that spilled oil will be contained, removed, or cleaned up. The
MMS has developed mitigating measures specifically for the protection of bowhead whales
and subsistence hunting, including effects from noise. These measures include requirements
for site-specific monitoring for the presence of whales and effects on their behavior. The
MMS also requires that lessees consult with, and coordinate their activities with local
subsistence communities to avoid and minimize interference. Limitations are also placed
on seismic operations during the bowhead whale migration and lessees are warned to keep
their operations, including vessels and aircraft, at specified distances from marine mammal
and bird concentrations.

The NMFS, after reviewing the available scientific information on noise effects on bowhead
whales, concluded in the Arctic Regional Biological Opinion ’that although some impacts
[from noise] to individuals [bowhead whales] may occur, anticipated proposed exploratory
activities will not produce noise levels expected to reduce appreciably the likelihood of
survival and recovery of the bowhead whales by reducing the reproduction, numbers, or
distribution of the species’

In their final regulations for the non-lethal incidental taking of marine mammals adopted
in July 1990 for oil and gas exploration and seismic activities in the Beaufort and Chukchi
Seas, the NMFS further concluded there would be no significant impact on the populations
of marine mammal and that there would be no unmitigable adverse impacts on the
availability of the species for subsistence use if certain condition: are met. The conditions
required by the NMFS regulations are site-specific monitoring programs and coordination
between industry and subsistence communities similar to MMS lease terms.

Postlcase Regulatory Program

'ITte MMS has a stringent regulatory program to ensure that offshore oil and gas operations
are conducted in a safe and environmentally-sound manner.

This program establishes specific requirements and standards for offshore operations,
includes a comprehensive permitting process involving a thorough review of each proposal,
and a compliance and inspection program to ensure that each activity is conducted in
accordance with regulatory and lease requirements.

Major components of the program include well control and spill prevention.

Before any explorution or development activity can begin, an EP or development and
production plan must be approved by the MMS. Each plan undergoes public review and

comment and an EA is prepared. ITte State must also concur that the plan is consistent
= . n if-... 1.
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Inspection and Compliance
The MMS has a very stringent inspection program in Alaska.

In the Alaska OCS Region, we maintain an inspector on each offshore drilling rig on a
continuous or near-continuous basis to ensure that all applicable requirements are being met
and that the well Is being drilled in a safe manner. We observe all critical operations such
as mandatory testing of blowout prcventors.

Oil Spills

There have been no blowouts resulting in the release of crude oil from nearly 10,000
exploratory wells drilled on the OCS. The blowouts which have occurred were gas blowouts
mostly in areas where shallow gas is prevalent.

Because of the Exxon Valdea spill, many question industry’s ability to respond to a major
oil spill, such as a blowout from an exploratory well in the Arctic.

It is important to distinguish between oil spills resulting from tanker accidents and spills that
could occur from offshore oil and gas operations.

In contrast to tankers, OCS exploration and development and production operations are
confined to specific locations where wc require onsite spill-response teams and equipment
tailored to the type of activity, environmental conditions, and maximum anticipated spill.

Spills from OCS exploratory drilling and production activities would not result in large
instantaneous spills such as a tanker spill.

Spill response would be much more effective on e smaller continuous spill that provides
continuous fresh oil in moderate volumes than a response to a single massive release of oil,
such as occurred from the Exxon Valdez.

The MMS has taken prudent and effective steps to significantly reduce the risk of a spill and
to ensure that industry utilizes the best available equipment and technology to drill and
produce oil in the Arctic, and to respond to a spill.

There have been substantial improvements in oil-spill-responsc technology as a result of
research and testing by the MMS in concert with Environment Canada and others, and as
a result of the State's Tier U program.

In situ burning is a major response strategy for the Arctic, particularly for environmental
conditions which might preclude or limit a mechanical response.
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Research and testing of in situ burning in test tanks, offshore field trials, and under actual
spill conditions have provided documentation on the effectiveness of in situ burning.

Other recent initiatives such, as Alaska Clean Seas’ expanded equipment inventories and
response organizations, the Regional Response Team's Memorandum of Understanding for
preapproval to use in situ burning in the Beaufort and Chukchi Seas, and development of
other guidelines and checklists, have improved and facilitated response capabilities and
preparedness in the Arctic.

Conclusion

Based on the past drilling and production history in the Arctic and the comprehensive
environmental studies and evaluations which have been conducted, the MMS is confident
that offshore oil exploration and development in the Beaufort and Chukchi Seas can
continue to be conducted in an environmentally-sound manner.

There is ample information regarding the risks of oil and gas operations to proceed with the
proposed Beaufort and Chukchi lease sales.

Regulatory requirements for ail-spill-responsc preparedness, advances in technology in oil*
spill response, including in situ burning, and a stringent regulatory and inspection program
to prevent ail spills assure that operations are conducted in an environmentally-sound
manner.

The MMS requires that industry demonstrate an acceptable level of spill-response
preparedness and that current technology is suitable for the maximum anticipated spill which
could occur from such activities.

Several oil and gas lease sales and exploration drilling have been conducted in the Beaufort
and Chukchi Seas starting with the joint Federal/State Beaufort Sea lease sale in 1979 and
there has been a very thorough analysis of all potential effects, including State and local
involvement, leading up to each proposed Beaufort and Chukchi lease sale.

The MMS believes that proceeding with the decision-making process for planned Arctic
OCS lease sales using the mandated and administrative coordination processes in place is
appropriate and little would be gained by delaying the sales for review of the report being
prepared under the requirements of Section 8302 of the OPA of 1990. Simply put, the
report is not going to shed much light on most of the issues raised in HIJR 36.
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HJR 36 - BEAUFORT AND CHUKCHI SEA EXPLORATION DRILLING MORATORIUM

".evelof Activity

To date, there have been few exploratory drilling operation* in the Chukchi Sea and
Beaufort Sea Outer Continental Shelf (OCS).

Chukchi Sea:

Beaufort Sea:

* Drilling only during summer open water period.

* Shell Western has drilled in 1889,1990, and plans to drill in
1891.

* Texaco may drill In 1992.

* Nearshore drilling in winter and offshore drilling in summer
open water period.

* Arco drilled during winter of 1990 and may drill In winter of
1991.

* Amoco may drill offshore during summer of 1991.

Oil Spill Prevention and Response

The U.S. Department of the Interior, Minerals Management Service (MMS)
requirements establish a level of response preparedness similar to those outlined In
draft State oll-splll regulations and HB 667.

Spill Dirills:

Monitoring &
Inspection

* TWo oil spill response drills each year.

* North Slope Borough and State ogenclss are Invited to attend all
drills. DEC staff have attended all drills.

* An MMS Inspector Is stationed on offshore drill ships to Inspect
spill prevention and emergency response systems.

* MMS Inspects onsite response equipment on a dally basis, and
attendant vessel equipment weekly.
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Spill Technology:

LocalJ Involvement:

* MMS Inspects offslte equipment inventories annually, prior to
the open-water drilling season.

* Companies are required to have a scheduled maintenance
program for response equipment. MMS Inspects company
records for compliance with the maintenance schedule.

* MMS sponsored the Alaska Artio Offshore Oil Spill Response
Technology Workshop In Novembor-December 1888.

* MMS, In cooperation with Environment Canada and U.S. Coast

Guard, has Initiated a major effort to refurbish the only spill
response test facility In the United States (OHMSETT) to test
Arctic spill containment and cleanup technologies.

*The Industry’s spill response co-operative, Alaska Clean Seas, is
working with the Arctic Slope Regional Corporation to train
residents of North Slope villages In oil spill response and

cleanup.

* The Arctic Marine Resources Commission participates as a
member of DEC’S HB 567 Technical Implementation Work Group.






A laska ~tate Hcgislature

qreeeNrATne
RIC»IEIARD FOSTER

BOA10SQ
NOME. ALASKA Q97BS

PO BOX V
JUNEAU. AKB9011

[907| ABO-37BB

Bouse of IReprEBEattucs

5 April 1991

Representative C |iff Davidson
Chairman, Resource Committee
MS3100

RE: HJR 39; Regarding a Bowhead Whale Allocation for
the Community of Diomede.

Greetings C liff:

Please accept this request to calendar HIJR 39 before
the House Resource Committee as time permits.

HJR 39 is an attempt to assist the community of Diomede
in obtaining an allocation from the International

W haling Commission (IWC) for a bowhead whale. A ll
whales allocated to Alaskan communities are channeled
through the Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission (AEWC).
Individual community allocations are then distributed
at the annual whaling convention in Barrow. E ligible
communities send designated commissioners to this
convention to make the determinations. The AEWC does
endorse “lomede's plea for an allocation and supports
HJR 39.

The IWC meets during May this year in Iceland. By that
time, AEWC and the community of Diomede hope to have
completed a necessary subsistence needs study and it
would be my intention to have HJR 39 accompany their
testimony. Your assistance in this is appreciated.

Please call John Walsh for detail or further
information on this issue.
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** PRESS RELEASE **

5 April 1991

From: John Walsh
Rep. Richard Foster's O ffice
Juneau

RE: Introduction House Joint Resolution 39; Regarding
Bowl.ead Whale Allocation for city of Diomede

Today, April 5, Representative Richard Foster
introduced legislation supporting the City of Diomede's
request for a bowhead whale allocation. The resolution
has been assigned to House Resource committee for
consideration. Following committee review, the full
House w ill vote before sending it across to the Senate.

Beverly Grinage, Executive Director with the Alaska
Eskimo W haling Commission (AEWC), has worked closely
with Rep. Foster's staff to insure proper format and
detail. Upon passage in the Alaska Legislature, the
resolution w ill be transmitted to the International

W haling Commission (IWC) meeting in Iceland May 1991.
The IWC determines allocations of bowhead whales to the
AEWC, which then distributes among eligible whaling
communities.

In preparation for the May IWC meeting, the AEWC has
commissioned a subsistence study with funds provided by
the Bureau of Indian A ffairs. This study is essential
in establishing the traditional use of bowhead whale by
the people of L ittle Diomede.

Rep. Foster stated, "I want to do all I can to assist
my friends in L ittle Diomede in obtaining a bowhead
whale. The late Mayor of Diomede, Thomas Menadelook, a
renown whaler in the Bering Straits pushed hard for a
bowhead allocation and | hope that this resolution will
assist in achieving his goal."”

Rup. Eileen MacLean was listed as first co-sponsor of
HJR 39. Foster expects more colleagues to sign on
soon. Any letters of support can be addressed to Rep.
Foster, Box V, Juneau, AK. 99811.

Hit HH HE HH



Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commls
P.O. Box 570
Barrow, Alaska 99723
Phmec: (907) 852-2392

January 4, 1991

The Honorable Richard Foster
P.O. Box 1630
Nome, Alaska 99762

Dear Representative Foster:

Our O ffice has been trying for years to get funding for a
subsistence needs study for L ittle Diomede so they can receive a
bowhead whale quota allocation. We have sent grant requests to
various granting agencies including BIA and the National Marine
Fisheries Service. With pressure from Senator Ted Stevens, the BIA
O ffice in Juneau finally committed themselves to giving us partial
funding for a total of $40,000. The subsistence needs study
requires $127,000.

This study has to be conducted before the International Whalxng
Commission (IWC) can consider L ittle Diomede as a bowhead whaling
community, and the next IWC meeting w ill be held this May. We are
hoping the needs study can be funded, and completed by May so that
the L ittle Diomede case is presented to the IWC at that time,
otherwise w e 'll have to wait another three years before this case
is brought to the IWC again.

We are hoping to enlist your support, and if possible, help the
village of Little Diomede by giving the study the necessary funding
it requires. As you may know, bowhead whale hunting is important to
the entire community, both physically and culturally. Our O ffice
would appreciate any assistance you can give this crucial need. If
you have any questions, please call me at 852-2392.

Sincerely,

E xecutive Director

cc: City of Little Diomede
Toby Anungazuk, Jr., AEWC Commissioner, Wales



DIOMEDE CITY COUNCIL

Diomede, Alaska via Nome 99762
666-8001 »

FEBRUARY 12, 1991

The Honorable Richard Foster
P.O. Box 1630
NOME, ALASKA 99762

Dear Representative Foster:

The Little Diomede City Council recently passed a resolution requesting a quota
allocation for one Bowhead Whale per year from the Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission

(AEWC).

We have been requesting a quota allocation for many years, without any success.
We have traditionally hunted the bowhead whale, but because of our isolation we
were unable to present our case for a whale quota back when the other whaling
villages presented their cases to the International Whaling Commission (IWC).

The ABAC has expressed their support to our request, but they have been unable
to obtain the necessary funding for a subsistence needs study.

The International Whaling Commission requires that a subsistence needs study

be conducted at Little Diomede before they can consider the quota allocation

request.

The needs study requires $127,000.00. The Bureau of Indian Affairs, Juneau

Area Office, has agreed to give partial funding of $40,000.00. This was accomplished
with the help of Senator Ted Stevens, but another $87,000.00 is required to

conduct the needs study prior to the IWC meeting scheduled for May.

The quote of $127,000.00 fcr the needs study was give to ABWC by Stephen R. Braund
Associates. They conducted the needs studies for Barrow and the other whaling
communities.

We want to sing our whaling songs, enjoy Nalukataq, and eat black mukluk again.

If there is anyway that you can help us find funding for the needs study we would
be very grateful. Thank you.

Mayor

Enclosure: Resolution 90-11
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ALASKA ESKIMO-WHALING COMMISSION-
ALASKA ESKIMO WHALING CAPTAINS ASSOCIATION ANNUAL CONVENTION

RESOLUTION 88-01

WHEREAS, the Department of Interior has commissioned a need
study to determine Eskimo needs for bowhead whales by
examining historic whaling activities; and

WHEREAS, this study has documented historic whaling
activities by the residents of Little Diomede
Island, and

WHEREAS, the residents of Little Diomede Island have
petitioned the Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission to
become members and receive a bowhead whale quota;

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the AEWC accept Little
Diomede a member of the Commission and that AEWC
requests the United States Department of Interior to
join with AEWC in asking the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration to revise its regulations
to include Little Diomede Island as a recognized
.whaling village in order to allow AEWC to assign
Little Diomede a bowhead whale quota.

Introduced & Adopted; February 19, 1988

ATTEST:

Secretary Vice Chairman
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CITY OF DIOMEDE

RESOLUTION NO.90-11

A RESOLUTION OF DIOMEDE CITY COUNCIL REQUESTING A BOWHEAD WHALE
QUOTA FOR INALIK (DIOMEDE).

WHEREAS, the allied peoples of Inalik (L ittle Diomede), Imag/iq (Big
Diomede) and Nuugag (Naukan) have since time out of mind followed the
whale; and

Whereas, today these people live in their traditional homes only on
the American Island of L ittle Diomede at the village of Inalik; and

WHEREAS, at the time quotas were placed on agviit (Black Whale) our
isolation meant we were unable to present our case for a whale quota
as we followed the ways of our ancestors without contact with the
mainland on our island home at Inalik; and

WHEREAS, we have always been a people of the whale; listen to our
evidence; listen to our testimony; walk among the whale bones on our
island.

1) In Chapters XIX and XX of his book DRUMS of DIOMEDE the mission-
ary-ieacher Arthur Hansin Eide on pages 185-205 documents whaling
and Nalukataa. In the pictures in his book Eide shows the blessing
of the boats, the whale camps on the ice, eleven whale boats
returning to the village at Little Diomede, "cutting up the spirit
whale", the "beginning of Nallukatak (sic)" muktuk enjoyed by a Il.

2) Our peoplels blood is mainly from Imagqiriq, also from Inalik, Nuugaq
and Ugqiuvak, with some from Tapgaq, Tikigaq, Qawiaraqg, Kingigin,
Siugaq. The oldest male Diomeder,Kiminaak was born on the ship
Belvedere near Herschel Island in Canada in 1905.

His father was Aiyerga, a great whaler from ImaqJdfiq, who had
signed on with this Yankee boat for the spring bowhead hunt.
When Kiminaak moved to L ittle Diomede in 1926 he remembers the
whaling at Inalik. His uncle Kayouktuk whaled at Inalik.
Kiminaak whaled with Kayouktuk. He remembers: Okpealuk took a
whale in 1919, Omiak was striker; another in 1928, in 1938-39
Ahkingas and Sinyakis took whales, in 1953 Omiak lost one, struck
by Paul Omiak; then Kiminaak moved to Nome.

3) Ahkinga’s grandson Kakaduk (Roger Kunayak) remembers the stories.
He has whaled in Barrow for black whale. Omiak's son Pat Omiak
remembers the stories. He has whaled in Gambell and Barrow with
his relation. Ahkinga's son Anolak, Oscar Ahkinga remembers the
stories. He has whaled at Barrow and Diomede for black whale.
Sons and grandsons of our old whalers s till whale. Only now ve
have to hunt the black whale with our relation at Wales, Gambell,
Barrow. At Diomede we can only hunt the gray, the meinke whales.
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4) We are tired of hunting only the gray whale at our 1island.
Every year we hunt and land gray whale but we can not hunt
the black whale. We know, but 3o0d, can not sing our whaling
sor.gs, enjoy Nalukataq, onjoy black muktuk like our brothers.

NOW THEREFORE be XT RESOLVED THAT: the Diomede City Council,

the Native Village of Diomedo, the Village of Ir.liak, the

island of L ittle Diomode he granted a quota of at least one black
whale.

PASSED and APPROVED by the DIOMEDE CITY COUNCIL of LITTLE
DIOMEDE this 5th day of December, 1990.

Thomas Menadelook Srr.
Mayor

Directed to :Eskimo Whaling Commission
Eskimo Whaling Captaining Association
Mayor of the North Slope Borough
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As thousands starve around
die world, millions of pounds
of high-protein fish arc being

killed in the north Pacific

STORIES BY JOE HUNT

y  TTuge factory trawlers raking the sea-

I f N2ds off Alaska are too deadly effi-
# M cient. So far this year, they have
JL JL killed and wasted enough fish to feed

each Alaskan a high-protem dinner for mor»
than three months

Some say this waste — in a world where
many go hungry —is a national scandal. Others
counter it is just the cost of doing business.

| he vessels trail thousand-foot nets to scour
the ocean bottom in the Bering Sea and the Ciulf
of Alaska and haul in tons of pollock, cod and
other bottom fish

About in percent of the fisheries’ 5 billion-
pound <[uota is thrown overboard Dead

 tie fleet has wasted 159 million pounds of ed-
ible fish in the first 11 weeks of this year, says
the North Pacific Fisheries Management Coun-
cil

lam Cotter is cnairman of the bycatch
cuinmiitee for the fisheries council, which sets
the regulations for the trawling industry

"In my own opinion, we.ire wasting an enor-
mous amount of fish,” Cotter -aid "That is un-
conscionable If they learned about this Out-
side, it would become a national scandal, a dis-

grace “

which started Jan. I.
corded I+t million pounds of cod. sole, flounder,
flatfish and other spenes tossed overboard An-
other 15 million pounds have been discarded in
the <*ulf of Alaska

But discarding fish is an economic reality of
the fishery, dictated by world markets and
prices, said Bert Larkins, director of the Amer-
ican Factory Trawler Association. If trawlers
could avoid catching unwanted species or fish
too small to process they would, he said.

"There is not only the social stigma of throw-
ing fish hack." Larkins said. "There's also an
economic penalty because it takes a lot of man-
power to do that.

"Any entrepreneur who is throwing awav a
percentage of his raw product is desperately
looking for a way to utilize his whole catch
There’sa real incentive for him to do that ."

The trawlers target pollock, cod. sole, flat-
fish and other bottom fish for sale in Ijpan

But their nets are indiscriminate

A trawler net trails a vessel like sock Its
mouth may he more than 2U) feet across, with
weighted wheels to roll it along ".he muddy bot-
tom and floats at the top to keep its mouth open

Federal law requires that tons of high-value
crab, herring, halibut and salmon, inadvert-
ently caught and killed m the nets, tx* thrown
back as bycatch

Bui trawlers also toss back fish they are au-

thorized to take. Industry insiders excuse the
waste, saying the fish are the wrong size for
processing machinery, that they are damaged
in the enormous net-loads hauled from the bot-
tom or because no nrofitable markets exist.

During the Bering Sea bottom fish season,
federal observers re-

The public tends lo focus on the bycatch, but
See Waste, page AM
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iho wasie of low-value bottom fish is the

lugger moral issue, Cotter said N
tie estimates too million to 300 million

Eounds of bottom fish will be tossed over

oard by the end of the season. N

I'bis 1s in addition in a cap of 16 million
pounds of halibut, I million tanner crab,
Jui.mi kln? crab and 8Jd tons of hernnﬁ
the traw! Tleel will be allowed to catc
and toss back this year.

Assuming one-third of that poundage
represents fileied meat, that is roughly
enough to provide every Alaskan with |
jiound of filels a daY forayear
~ "The real rape In the ocean right now
is waste," Cotter said. "Prohibited spe-
cies catch is the sexy part of waste, but
fmfish discard is absolutely appalling

"The faciorv trawler is without qu*-s.
non the most efficient harvesting ma-
chine on this Elanlet. Hut when it comes 10
processing what it catches, it's extremely
inefficient." ,

Trawlers net so many fish, operators
can be picky about what t_heK keep, pro-
cessing only the most profitable grade of
fish arid tossing back the rest, he said

Pollock filet machines are set for a
certain size of fish So far this year, the
industry has tossed back f» million
pounds that was too small or too large to
tie efficiently processed, he said.

"It's a crime the amount of fish dis-
carded." said Mandy Merklein. a fish-
eries observer on contract with the Na-
tional Marine Fisheries Service. "It does-
n't seem right we have to discard that
much fish. Even the processors hate it.
No one is happy about it.”

_ Merklein is a veteran of 20 tnps on for
eign and American vessels in the Bering
Sea and the Gulf of Alaska

"|'ve been on boats where I've thrown
more overboard in value than what we
kept." Merklein said "It just seems so
siupid What it really comes down to is
bottom dragging is not very clean "

An observers’ primary job is (0 docu-
ment the waste, providing weekly repons
on bycatch to ensure trawlers do not ex-
ceed their quotas In 1990. the first year
observers were required aboard Amer-
ican trawlers in the Nonh Pacific. 513 ob-
servers monitored 286 vessels

THE AMERICAN factory trnwler in-
dustry in Alaska is still In Its Infancy, hav-
mg taken over the fishery from a well es-
tablished foreign fleet In'the lust 10years
Council members, biologists and fisher-
men say the industry Is teaming how to
targei its preferred catch without killing
and wasting unwanted fish.

Officials nay they are o[)tlmlsm; many
of the Froblems will be solved during the
imxK llut the process seems unbearably
slow, they admit — especially when rag-
ing controversies are so widespread

+ Fishermen arc edgy about a plum-
meting halibut population, reducm_lg their
harvest year after year. Meanwhife. far
tory trawlers will take 16 million pounds
of halibut this year

_* Interception of king salmon on th*
high seas has brought the impact of f.n
tory trawlers home to the Bristol Bay.
Cook Inlet and Southeast Alaska where
rivers are prized for worldclas*- sport
fishing During the first 3 months of the
Bering Sea fishery this year. 28.IMI juve-
nile king salmon were killed and thrown
hr:k  Another 31.000 were killed in the
Gulfof Alaska

* Bering Sea crab fishermen, starting
their comeback after the crash of the
king crab Bopulatlon in the early 1355,
are _an%rl)é ecause trawlers are allowed
to kill 2flb.n(K) of the highly sought crab
and 4 million of the lower-priced tanner
crab each year. .

* The government's requirement that
crab, salmon, herring and halibut he
thrown back is viewed as market protec-
tion bv some and waste by others Critics
say they would rather those species be
soid. with the profits used to fund re-
search to reduce waste. _
~+ onshore processing plants, provid-
ing jobs in Alaska's coastal communities,
say they are mostly shut out by the Seat-
tle-based factory trawlers The feud has
sgawned_ a proposal that would require a
50-50 split between onshore and offshore
Processors

Controversies are popping ur;]) faster
than srlutions can be found. "The tend-
ency over the last few years is things
seem to he gening more Folarized, worse
really.” said Larkins of the American
Fjilory Trawler Association

Virtually nobody condones ihe waste
If the trawlers do not find a solulion. the
{isheries council may someday force ac-
ion

"| dunk we need to consider imple-
menting a program that prohibits dis-
cards. "Cotter said "We may have to say
'|f }Fou catch it. you have to processit " "

rawlers could Install meal plants to
grind up (he unsalable fish, treating fer-
tilizerand animal feed, hesail

Discarding fish ts more of a social or
aesthetic problem than a threat to the
species, Lukins said It is pooular to con-



demn the waste because there are starv-
tng people in the world, but none of those
fish would mnke It to the struggling Third
World countries that need them, he said.

"It's not as if those fish tx-thg thrown
hack .1l = being taken out of somebody’s
mouth.” he said " | hey would never have
had them m ili<* first place."

| arkms said as long as there is no bio-
logical threat to the species, the waste Is
mu a moral issue It is similar to the
waste m the umber industry or in vegeta-
ble farming, he said. "Whether or not you
catch them and throw them back or leave
them in the water in the first place, to me
there’s not much difference," Larkins
said

other fishermen also discard fish, Lar-
kins said. Halibut longliners commonly
throw back cod and other species, he
said Longliners in Southeast Alaska can-
not target king salmon without also snag-
ging and wasting dogfish, he said.

Dr. Jim Brooks, deputy director of the
National Marine Fisheries Service in Ju-
neau. said nothing is wasted in the sea.
Discarded fish become nutrients, fodder
for other species in a complex food chain,

he said.

UNTARGETED SPECIES are thrown

overboard in fisheries in Alaska waters,
the Gulf of Mexico and the North Atlan-
tic "We could be talking about 3 (billion)
or | billion pounds a year." said Harry
I'nton of the Center for Marine Conserva-
tion in Washington. D C

The Gulf of Mexico shrimp trawl fish-
ery alone accounts for 11 billion pounds
of unprocessed waste, he said.

'i think m fisheries we're looking at
some extreme problems that have been
neglected." he said. "It’s not something
people have taken up the cause for yet."

The combined political muscle of the
fishing industry on both coasts has made
change come slowtv. he said.

the Magnuson Fishery Conservation
and Management Act of 1976. which set
up the American trawl f eet by putting all
waters within 200 miles of the coast under
| S control, spells out the process for
regulating fisheries in ft leral waters.

I he act. enforced by the National Ma-
rine Fisheries Service, requires regula-
tors io consider hiological, economic and
<rxi.il facror< The economic impact on
the industry often overrides social con-
cerns. L'pton said

"My feeling is we’ve shifted too far to

the benefit of the user groups and the
public interest in some cases has been
neglected." he said.

The Magnuson Act. after M years of
practice, essentially “"replaced foreign
overfishing by domestic overfishing,"
concluded a report released April 1by H¥
Center for Marine Conservation. The act
set high principles and showed promise
(or a well-organized U S fishery, ihc
study said But it has exacerbated U.S.
fisheries problems, it concluded.

THE NORTH Pacific Fisheries Man-
agement Council does not have (he neces-
sary staff io handle the many issues u
faces, said Ami Thomson, director of the
Alaska Crab Coalition. "And if tin* analy-
sis doesn't get done, then who wins1 The
factory trawlers," he said.

United Fishermen of Alaska, the larg-
est organization of commercial fisher-
men in the state, has asked the Depart-
ment of Fish and Game to assist the
council witn its scientific analysis to
speed up the process. Thomson is chair-
man of the group's Bycatch Committee.

Colter said Alaska’s bycatch problem
is caused by fishermen who do not want
their rivals on the high seas to profit by
catching prohibited species. Their least-
of-iwo-evils is to allow the valuable fish to
be wasted.

"The reason is political," Cotter said.
"That'sall there isto it." Cotter said.

The millions of pounds of bycatch in
Alaska waters is incidental to ".he 5-bil-
lion-pound quota of pollock, cod. sabiefish
and other bottomfish expected to be har-
vested this year. But to the crabbers,
halibut longliners and salmon fishermen,
it is money out of their pockets. Thomson
said.

The crab fleet took in $100 million last
year by harvesting 4 million king crab.
Trawlers discarded 300.000 king crab,
most of them dead, worth about 57 >mil-
lion. That directly reduced the amount of
king crab Alaska fishermen could catch.
Thomson .said

"We still don't think there is enough
protection for king crab." he said. "King
crab stocks are still depressed in the Be-
ring Sea”

The Alaska bottomfish industry
boomed in the 1980s after the crash of the
king crab population. Crabbers harvested
20 million king crab in 1980. But the crab
fishery collapsed in following vyears,
providing a harvest of only SNQQ) crab in



1982 before closing completely In J983.
Scientists still cannot explain the reasons

for the steep decline in the population.

Crabbers turned their efforts to bot-
tom fish and began deliverin? their catch
to a well established fleet of oreigbn proc-
essors, With the Magnuson Act backing
them, the American trawl fleet mush-
roomed and forced out the foreign fleet.

The Seattle-based trawl industry, with
an efficient fleet of 60 factory trawlers
and four monstrous factory ships, quickly
overwhelmed the fishery.

Industry officials say intense competi-
tion prompted some fishermen to cut cor-
ners and aggressively fish without regard
to bycatch and wasie. Conscientious
processors move out of an area if they
discover a large percentage of a bycatch
species ina haul, they say.

THE DECLINE of halibut stocks in
the North Pacific since 1988 often is
blamed on the trawler industry. The Be-
ring Sea is the North Pacific's nursery for
halibut and the decline of those fish coin-
cides with the increase in trawler pres-
sure.

The trawl fleet is allowed to take and
throw back 11.6 million pounds of halibut
in the Bering this year as it pursues its
legal species. At an average of V/7pounds
each for juvenile halibut, the figure rep-
resents more than 3 million fish.

While critics blame trawlers, Interna-
tional Pacific Halibut Commission biolo-
gists say they believe the decline is a
natural fluctuation. A complex 'ormula
compensates for the halibut Kkilled by the
trawlers and reduces the annual quota
given to longliners.

Trawlers are not to blame for the
drop, but their halibut bycatch will hurt
the longliners more each year as num-
bers continue to dwindle, said Bob Crum-
ble. senior biologist with the halibut com-
mission. The available harvest of halibut
statewide by 1996may be below 25 million
pounds, a third of the peak in 1968 he
said.

"ft may be that quantities avnilnble
over the next four to five years could be
fairly painful for people,” Crumble said.

"We believe this natural downturn we
see now is going to continue for several
more years. We don't know how far the
decline will continue or when it will begin
back upogain.”

Greg? Seider, directorof United Fisher-
men of Alaska, said he is not so sore
trawlers are innocent in the halibut de-
cline.

"None of it is going down real well,"
he said."It's really easy to say it's the
traw lers, hut prove it. That’s the rub, be-
cause we really haven't seen the re-
sources dedicated to really get a handle
on It."

CRITICS and defenders of the trawl
fishery and the drawn-out regulatory pro-
cess remain oplimistic. Belter technolo-
gy, regulations and fishing methods,
along with developing markets for fish
NOW discarded could drastically reduce
waste.

"I think we're still kind of new to the
game and we're still trying to figure out a
way to do it." said Bruce Buis, a spokes-
man for the American Factory Trawlers
Association

"We’re looking for some mechanism
to get the dirty fisherman out of the fish-
ery, temporarily if not permanently.”

Cotter and Larkins agree on the long-
term solution. Both said they want a sys-
tem that rewards efficient trawlers while
penalizing those wiih a large bycatch

The current system penalizes the en-
tire fleet. When the bycatch limn for any-
prohibited species is reached in a given
region, the entire fleet must quit fishing
in that area. The system proposed by Cot-

Continued on page A9



Continued from page AH
utit! ,u >

ter and Larkins would force offending
vessels to sit out all or part of the season
while their competitors continued fishing.

"The way | envision it, the dirty ves-
sels will not be able to survive and will go
bankrupt,” Cotter said. "Eventually, we
will have a rational fishery, but I think it
will take five years to get there and in the
process there will be a lot of bankrupt-
cies.”

Larkins said he would like to take what
he calls the "penalty box” concept one
step further, tying the bottom fishery to
the shore-based halibut and crab fishery.
Each of those fisheries would be closed to
further entries, under one industry-spon-
sored proposal. Those grandfathered in
to the program would receive a certifi-
cate giving them a set percentage of each
year's allocation.

A TRAWLER wanting to fish m hali-
but waters would have to buy a halibut al-
location from longliners. The halibut
would be processed and not thrown back,
and the trawler would strive to make its
halibut allocation last as long as possible
by fishing the waters selectively.

“Once you get a certificate, if you
want to expund your market, you go out
and buy someone else’s certificate.” Lar-
kins said. "This way the marketplace de-
cides where the best benefit of these fish-
eries lies. You don't have to make xtliti-
cal judgments.

"It’s got to come down to where the in-
dividual fisherman has some kind of in-
centive to fish as cleanly as possible.”

THE PROBLEM is worldwide, al-
though other countries have explored op-

tions for solving the problem, For exam-
ple, New Zealand uses a trade-off pro-
gram to reduce its Ingh-seas waste prob-
lem.

Captains have the option of selling
their bycatch to the government or pay-
mg to keep it, using a complex trade-off
formula which takes mm account the
value and quotas of the target species,
said Dr. Malcolm Huddon.

Haddon is a biologist with the Ministry
of Agriculture and Fisheries in Auckland,
a port on New Zealand's North Island.
Trawler operators sort their catch and
use separate freezers for different spe-
cies, he said.

"The fishermen get a minimal price
for bringing it in. hui it encourages them
to bring it in and not dump it." he said.
The low price deters operators from tar-
geting the bycatch species, he said. All
transactions must be individually ap-

proved and the program is coordinated
by compoter.

"People monitor the bycatch trade to
lie cenam that it’s honest," he said "lt's
not the answer to everybody’s prayers,
but it does avoid waste."

In New Zealand's peak season, 30 to 40
commercial boats fish offshore. Govern-
ment observers are assigned lo about
half the boats to monitor the catch and
stop operators from illegally transferring
fish to another vessel.

Upton, of the Center for Marine Con-
servation in Washington, said he sees a
hard fight ahead for the industry to find
its balance in the Benng Sea fishery.

"In the Northeast, we fished the re-
source to hell,” Upton said. "We haven't
done lliat yet in Alaska, but the danger
signals are there. | think we’re going to
solve these issues in time Unfortunately,
we're learning ihe hard way."



+ Traw] riots roll o largo, Factory trawlers crisscross the

weighted whools over the Berin
g Sea and the Gulf of
muddy bottom. Alaska catching and
« Doors act like airfoils, Fulling processing 5 hillion pounds ol
out tho sides ol the net and bottom lish.

creatlnq,a mud screen that
scares Tish into the middle.

*  Floats hold tho mouth of tho.
net open, creatln? a cone with
an opening 200 (T across.

Alter dragging.tho net for an
hour or two, it'is hauled on
hoard where fish are sorted
and processed.

Salmon, crab and halibut are
tossed back into the sea along
with about 10 percent of the
bottom fish caught.

r ~M G-JC-O LANCE LEXANCER



=Gt »



Photo IOUfimMANOT MERKLEIN

A crew member on the F'V Silver Sea pulls a crab pot from a net. Crab pots caught m the nets reduce the catch.



Bottom fishing
takes toll on
state’'s salmon

SldeM M *7 <11 v
By JOE HUNT

TIMESWRITER

Juvenile king salmon, most bound for
Alaska's prized sport fishing rivers, have
become the latest casualty of a trawler
fleet raking the high seas for a billion-dol-
lars' worth of bottom fish.

Trawlers fishing the Bering Sea north
of Dutch Harbor have taken more than
28,09 kings in the first 3 months of the
fishery this year, tripling the take during
the same period last year. Another 31,000
kings have been caught in trawl nets in
the Gulf of Alaska.

That could be just the tip of the salmon
lost to the trawl fleets both in and outside
of U.S. waters.

Another 60,000 to 200,000 salmon are
thought to be intercepted in a unmoni-
tored triangle of international waters be-
tween Alaska and the Soviet Union, ac-
cording to federal estimates.

“ People should understand clearly we
have a very large salmon bycatch prob-
lem outside U.S. waters in the doughnut
hole," said Larry Cotter, chairman of the
Bycatch Comnv tee for the North Pacific
Fisheries Management Council.

Salmon is one of several species the
fleet is prohibited from keeping. The
management council allows the unin-
tended catch of millions of pounds of hali-
but. herring, salmon and crab each year.
By law. these are counted and tossed
back. Most are killed in the process.

This bycatch is only a small percent-
age of the 5-billion-pound quota of pol-
lock. cod, sableflsh and other bottomfish
expected to bo harvested this year.

The high salmon Kkill has brought the
impact of fnctory trawlers home to those
Alaskans whose lives are tied to the an-
nual return of world-class king salmon.

"I think they are nothing but high-seas
pirates," said Tom Elias, president of the
Alaska Sporriishing Association.

He sold it mokes the current dispute
between sctnet fishermen and Kenal
River guides look Insignificant. Shore-
based set nets In Cook Inlet Intercept
thousands of Kenal River kings each
year, prompting a feud over the best use
of the 20- toOO-pound fish.

Recent returns to the Kenai River
have been perilously low Any further
drop m numbers could force the setnet
and sport fisheries to shut down to pro-
tect the run. But Elias said, "One factory
trawler can do more damage in a week
than all the setnetters could probably do
in a season.”

Sportfishermen have been screaming
about the annual salmon kill for years,
Elias said. It has long been documented
that foreign factory ships in U.S. waters
caught large numbers of salmon. But the
American trawlers which took over the
fishery did not face that same account-
ability until 1990 when observers were
placed on U.S. vessels.

Alaska fisheries are proving complex
and interwoven.

Getting to the bottomfish is not with-
out a high cost in lost halibut, herring,
tanner crab, king crab and salmon. Fed-
eral observers, placed on 286 factory
trawler and longline vessels in the North
Pacific last year, report the bycatch fig-
ures.

This is only the second year observers
have been counting the salmon take from
the domestic fleet in the Bering.

"We don't know if this year was some
kind of anomaly or an annual occur-
rence." said Bruce Buis, spokesman for
the American Factory Trawlers Associa-
tion in Seattle. "We're hoping it was. We
don't want to catch that salmon. We can't
use them."

King salmon that otherwise would re-
turn to rivers in Bristol Bay. Cook Inlet or
Southeast Alaska are instead being inter-
cepted as juveniles far into ocean waters.

The dead fish, untargeted and unwant-
ed. are discarded by the ton. Economic



studies have shown mature kings caught
by sportsmen in the rivers can represent
a few hundred dollars to more than $1,000
each to the tourism industry.

Unlike the other prohibited species,
there Is no cnp on the amount of salmon
that can be caught and no Incentive for
trawlers to avoid catching them. Hitting
the 11.6-million-pound halibut limit in the
Bering Sen will force the entire fleet to
shut down for the season in that region,
but trawlers can fish freely among
schools of salmon without threat of clo-
sure.

That needs to change, Elias said
"They're harvesting the fish by their
most efficient means with total disregard
for other species," Elias said.

Trawlers need a cap on salmon by-
catch, forcing the industry to target bot-
tom fish in a more calculated though less
efficient way, he said.

Poor returns of king salmon have
forced fishing closures in several Alaska
rivers during the last few years, including
the Kenai, Nushagak and Naknek rivers.

The declining runs, coupled with this
year’'s high reported bycatch, has the
state watching the trawl fleet closely,
said David Carlile. the biologist who
serves as Alaska’s technical liaison to the
North Pacific Fisheries Management
Council. The council regulates the sea-
sons, fishing methods and limits in the
bottomfish industry. State biologists have
only an advisory role in the federal fish-
ery.

The salmon bycatch created such a
stir that the Alaska Board of Fisheries
asked the council to place an immediate
ban in the region nort™* of Unalaska
Ahere most of the salmon were caught.
The move was mostly symbolic, Carlile
said.

By the time the fisheries board made
its request, trawlers had already moved
on to fish in other areas, he said It did,
however, add emphasis to the state's con-
cern. Placing a cap on the salmon by
catch will undoubtedly be one of many
suggestions forwarded by the state to the
council, he said.

Another answer would be to roll the
season back a month, he said. About 60
percent of the king salmon were caught

in the first two weeks of the season which
began Jan. I Salmon are most vulnerable
in the deep sea fishery during the winter
months, he said.

"1f you roll the start of the fishing sea-
son to Febiwy, that may well reduce
the cutch of chinook (kings)," Carlile
said.

In (he Ciutf of Alaska, the king catch
remained low throughout the winter and
5;yr<icketed from 5000 to 3LQX in
March.

Buis said the industry may support a
later start to the season, but does not like
the idea of another bycatch quota. The
cap system promotes reckless fishing
practices, Buis said.

The trawling association would like to
see the system replaced with one that



t

penalizes Individual boats for overfishing
the bycatch species rather than one that
shuts the entire Industry down.

"We're looking for something to get
the dirty fisherman out of the fishery,
temporarily if not permanently,” he said.

"Everyone's desperate to get In as

Total catch of bottom fish discarded

Listed by speclos as of March 17, 1991; only the Bering Sea
TOTAL RETAINED

SPECIES

TOTAL DISCAROED

much fishing ns they can before the by-

catch shuts the fishery down. So screw it, Arrowtooth Flounder 110,000 5.284,400
they fish all they can," he said. The dirty Aika Mackerel 24,549,800 1,786,400
fisherman "thinks 'I'm going to mnke Greenland Turbot

hay while the sun shines.’ That’s the prob- 52,800 539,000
lem." he said. Other Flatfish 1,716,000 13.875,400

The trawl fleet may be just one of Other Red Rockflsh 46,200 6,600
many factors in the reduced king salmon
returns, Carlile said. This year's high Other Rockflsh 114,4000 495.000
salmon bvcatch may also be nothing Pacific Cod 563,200 7,037,800
more than an indicator of a large return Pacific Ocean Perch 116,.72,000 5,207.400
to come.

A large salmon bycalch in past years Other species 930,6000 926,200
was followed wo years later with high Pollock 1,150,296,400 68,637.800
salmon returns to son;? Alaska rivers, he
said. He admitted, however, that the evi- Rock Sole 30,665,800 30,742,800
dence is sketchy at best. Sableflsh 1,108,800 11,000

Scientists are studying the scale pat- )
terns of the salmon and doing genetic Squid 30,800 189,200
analysis to determine which rivers the Yellowfln Solo 81400 7 436.000
kings were from. Seal: patterns from
salmon caught by the foreign fishing fleet BYCATCH CAPS FOR TRAWL FISHERIES
n the late .19705 showed 60 percent of Be- Halibut Herring Red King Crab ~ Tanner crab
ring Sea kings were from western Alas- 3 . o e
ka. 17 percent from Southcentral rivers Bering Sea  11Smillinks.  18mllin ks 200,000 4 millin ¥

4 Amlhion ks N/A N/A N/A

and 9 percent from the Southeast. GOA

Tagged salmon were retrieved f.om
ships in the Gulf of Alaska throughout the
198 The majority came from Southeast
Alaska rivers, while several came from
Cook Inlet.

SC'_PCE Ncflh Pacific fisho»ios Managcmont Council



Pholo courleir MANOY MERKLEIN
A small botftom trawler targeting yellow fin sole is pictured in the rough Bering Sea. This fishery is oftenclosed early
in the season because of the large bycatch of crab and halibut.



Trawlers

toll on
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ANCHORAGE - Trawlers in thx*
Bering Sea and the Gulf of Alaska
have Kkilled about 54.000 king salmon
as bycatch already this year, more
than” double the number they dis-
carded in 1990. and fishery managers
are calling for emergency action.

"Those numbers aré absolutely
unacceptable," said Kick  Laubcr,

chairman of the North Pacific Fish-

eries Management Council, which
requlates the trawler industry.

"No one is going to argue that
Fomt | can't say what we are going
0 do about it. but | know if there is
something we can do legally this

king

take heavy
salm on
year, we will."

The council meets again the week
of April 2L .n Kodiak _

"We all knew this was coming
and | am _furious  that nobod?/_ ever
d.d anything." said Clem Tillion, 3
councilmember and special fisheries
assistant to Gov. Walter J Hickel
"We are going to raise hell This is
the fourth-year they have been ham-

mered.

The Alaska Factory Trawlers As-
sociation w.is at a losS to explain the
big increase

"This just came up last week,"
said Bert Larkins, executive director

Pl«ma turn to Trnwtor*. P*g« 8

Trawlers...

Continued from Peg* 1
of the Seattle bated group. "We cer-
tainly are scra'-ehing our heads. |
sure can'tgrezou any reason."

But Steve P<noyer. regional di-
rector for the National Marine Fish-
eries Service, said the numbers are
high wh<-n com;r)]ared to last year but
arc not higher than'past years.

This .s only the second Ye_ar regu-
lations have “required full-time ob-
servers on large trawlers But regu-
lators have bycatch figures datln?
back to 1977. when most of the trawl-
ers were operated by foreign and
oint ventures, and observer num-
ers were not systematically kept.
The record high of 114790 king
salmon killed as bycatch was relg_ort-
ed in 1950 for the Bering Sea. Four
years later, an estimated 74.350
salmon were reported thrown over-
board in the Gulf of Alaska. King
salmon have a lifespan of UP tosevn
Year_s, S0 rivers may just now be
c-oling the impact of the 1954 deaths.

Before the 1978 Magnuson Act.
which_gave control of waters within
200 miles of the coastline to the Unit-
ed States, bycatch numbers were
"markedly higher" said Dave
Carlile, a state Fish and Game De-
partment bsomctrieian o

Because some of'.he dead fi' h this
year were tagged, scientists can
trace their orig.ns to rivers across
the pac.ific Northwest

re fish was frorn the L*pfi<T
Snake River in Idaho, TilUin said
Others were from waterways in

Washington. 0 ogon, California and
Alaska.” Tagged fish from Halibut

Cove and the Crooked Creek Hatch-

ery. both in Cook Inlet, were found.

Emergency actions could include
Shutting down
tailing "their_fishing. That may be
premature, Pennover said, until the
r*ports filed ,
I.zed.ordthe cause of. the increase
mEomte N _

ven without emer%ency action,
the council is expected
lations for the 1992 season that would
cap the number of king salmon Killed
by trawlers, but sport fishermen
want slaughter stopped now.

"This "has been going on for
}/ears," said Tom Elias, president of
he Alaska Sport F|sh|n§ Associa-
tion. "There has been a drop in the
production of.kln% salmon. There are
just less coming back everY year be-
cause the giant trawler fleets are
?ett[ng more efficient and more ef-
ective." o

Last year, the Kenai River was
closed to all but catch-and release
fishing the last four days of July be-
cause sonar readings show ed the tar-
get number of 19.000 spawning salm-
on was 500 short, said Loren Flagg,
executive director of the Kenai Pen-
insula  Fishermen's ~ Association,
which represents setnet fishermen.

The trawlers, which inadvertently

down the trawlers or cur-

by observers are ana-

0 adopt regu-

scoop up halibut and salmon in their
quest for bottomfish like pollock, use
huge nets on or near,the bottom of
the sea. Regulations require them to
throw the salmon and halibut b.ick
because they would glut the fish
market if sold. Few survive.

Limits have been set on how
many halibut the trawlers can de-
stroy, but there is no i“c.h. Ilm\|/txfor7

The salmon hycatch numbers be-
gan high in the Bering Sea with the
Start of the trawler season in Janu-
ary. By early April, about 29.00)
salmon’had heen thrown overboard.

BP]/ mid-March, the trawlers
reached their limits for bottomfish
and halibut and began migrating to
the Gulfof Alaska tojoin other trawl-
ers there. About the same time, the
bycatch number for salmon in the
Gulfskyrocketed.

Preliminary figures show that b
early April, “an estimated 35.00)
salmon had been Killed there State
blologlsts still are awaiting some of
the observers' report*, but made pro-
jections on current patterns..

In Juneau, a resolution has
Bassed in the Alaska Senate and will

e considered by the House next
week calling for both emergency ac-
tion and regulations for “the " 1992
trawler season that would save mure
king salmon.
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Resolution 1237-P

A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING THE ALASKA LONGLINE FISHERMAN’S
ASSOCIATION (ALFA) REQUEST THAT TRAWLING BE PROHIBITED IN THE
GULF OF ALASKA EAST OF 140 DEGREES WEST LONGITUDE.

whereas, the Stellar sea lion populations in the Eastern Gulf are
stable and possibly increasing. Evidence suggests that trawling
may be implicated in the precipitous decline of Stellar
populations in all other parts of their range. The Stellar Sea
Lion Recovery team has indicated the critical importance of
comparing the effects of various fisheries on sea lion
populations. Designating the Eastern Gulf a trawl-free zone will
provide an ideal laboratory for researchers to conduct comparison
studies; it will also provide maximum protection to the one area

in which Stellar populations remain healthy.

Whereas, the Eastern Gulf has been a hook and line zone for close
to 100 years. Most fisheries are fully utilized by the hook and
line fleet and have been since 1983 or before. The intended
level of effort by factory trawlers in the Eastern Gulf this
spring is unprecedented, but cm only be expected to increase
given the extent to which the factory trawl fleet is
overcapitalized. The expansion of the trawl fleet into waters of
the Eastern Gulf will place undue pressure on fish stocks and

displace traditional users.

whereas, the foreign crawl fleet decimated slope rockfish stocks
during the 1960's, an attack from which stocks in the Eastern
Gulf have not yet recovered. Rougheye and shortraker rockfish
stocks also remain depressed. Now the American factory trawl
fleet is threatening the same rockfish stocks. The 1991
allowable biological catch (ABC) and the total allowable catch
(TAC) for rougheye/shortraker in the Eastern Gulf is only 580
metric tons; according to the new federal definition of
"overfishing"™, if the ABC is reached or exceeded all fisheries
having an impact on the "overfished" stock will be closed—in
other words, the Eastern Gulf longline sablefish fishery could be
cancelled before it is opened. Since rockfish are long-lived (up
to 100 years), have a low rate of production, and are
area-specific, NMFS' solution of "borrowing"™ rockfish quota from
the Central Gulf is short-termed at best. Rockfish stocks are
highly vulnerable to exploitation and should not be subject to

increased fishing pressure.

Whereas, at. the recommendation of the International Pacific
Halibut Commission, the North Pacific Fishery Management Council
postponed the longline sablefish fishery until Hay 15,1991 to
reduce halibut bycatch. Factory trawlers, with a 100% halibut
bycatch mortality rate, intend to target grey cod this spring in
the Eastern Gulf (retaining their allowed 15% sablefish bycatch),



