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Introduction

This report is a detailed summary of the March 6-8, 2012, Arctic Open Water Meeting held in
Anchorage, Alaska. Attendees included those from the science community, industry, native
organizations, community stakeholders, and state and federal agency representatives.

Presenters provided information on their respective activities, including a summary of 2011
monitoring results and harvest updates, 2012 industry operations and monitoring plans, and
environmental and marine mammal study program updates. This report provides a summary of the
presentations and a detailed accounting of questions and answers after each presentation. Detailed
information in regards to industry activity such as specific vessel activity, species sightings and
seismic data shown in tables throughout this document cannot be verified as 100% accurate due to
the speed with which presenters moved through their presentations. More accurate, detailed,
statistics can be found in individual industry 90-day reports which can be viewed at
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/permits/incidental.htm#applications.

Careful attempts were made to capture identified speakers, speeches, questions, answers and
comments. However, it is not a verbatim transcript, as there were instances where speakers did not
identify themselves fully or began speaking without any identification. Additionally, there were
occurrences where speakers identified themselves at the time of their comments, but who did not
complete the conference sign-in sheet which may result in misspellings of names.

Report Prepared and Submitted By:

Professional Administrative Services, Inc.
2161 Lake George Drive, Anchorage, AK 99504-3514
www.pas-ak.com
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Day One - March 6, 2012

Welcoming Remarks
Jim Lecky, Director, NMFS, Office of Protected Resources
Jim Kendall, Alaska Regional Director, Bureau of Ocean Energy Management
Mark Fesmire, PE ID, Alaska Regional Director, Bureau of Safety and Environmental Enforcement
Geoffrey Haskett, Regional Director, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Jim Lecky. Welcome to all the participants and attendees. Participants from each department
involved in the permitting process have joined us and each will give welcoming remarks. A number
of members of Native organizations are here to join us in engaging in a dialogue. Welcome to you.
We appreciate your attendance. Welcome to the facilitators. We appreciate that you are here to
keep us on time and on task and adhere to the agenda during the meeting. An environmental
impact statement published last December looked at options for oil and gas exploratory drilling. The
public comment period closed at the end of February. We appreciate the comments received, but
this meeting is not the forum to comment on those. We did get comments that span a breadth of
issues and mitigation measures proposed. We will analyze and make revisions based on the
comments before finalizing later in the year. We will borrow from the cumulative impact section
and ensure decisions made this year are based on most current scientific information, but it will be
presented through the impact statement. Lastly, thank you all for coming and spending time here.

Jim Kendall. Thank you for coming, and thank you to the NOAA staff that puts this meeting
together. This is my third meeting, and | look forward to it each year. | am now permanently
stationed in Anchorage. This meeting is incredibly important; the Arctic is an important place. Itis
important to the communities, the environment, the state and the whalers. This meeting is
important to know what the plans are, what science is available and the traditional knowledge to
make sure the right decisions are made. We will learn a lot. Thank you again for coming.

Mark Fesmire. | am brand new to the Open Water Meeting process. A lot of questions are raised
about BOEM and BSEE. BOEM is the landlord and BSEE is the cops. Our job is to implement rules
and regulations, conditions, everything BOEM and the leasing process has put on the operator. We
are there to enforce it including stipulations on marine mammals and other things. We're looking
forward to this summer. It will be busy and requires a lot of details. We will do everything within
our power to ensure everyone is in compliance. | appreciate the invitation, and | hope | come away
with a significant education and understanding about the concerns around the operations this
summer.

Geoffery Haskett._lIt is a great honor to be here. This is my first Open Water Meeting. We value our
partnerships with the organizations in the room. We have established processes engaging with
community and industry to make sure subsistence is not impacted negatively. We take it very
seriously. We require discussion with communities before authorizations are issued and ongoing
talks to ensure species are managed effectively. With the polar bear threatened in 2008 and walrus
in 2011, there is a lot of increased attention on the Endangered Species Act in Alaska. Neither listing
nor designating critical habitat to harvesting for subsistence use will be effective. Common thought
is that the ESA will stop people from doing things and cause problems. In 10 years and over 500
consultations under the Act, we've never stopped anything. There have been no actions stopped by
the USFWS under the ESA. We hope this addresses concerns around the state, but it is important to
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note. Future generations’ utilizing marine mammals is an important topic to all entities, along with
the declining sea ice. On behalf of the FWS, thank you, and | wish you a productive meeting.

QUESTIONS & ANSWERS:

C: Robert Suydan, NSB: | was thinking that the first Open Water Meeting was 16-17 yrs ago, and |
would like to thank Jim Lecky and Jim Kendall for the improvements that have occurred in the
meetings, particularly in the last five to six years. There have been valid, positive improvements.
Jim Lecky, your staff (Candace, etc.), have done a good job organizing the meeting. Having BSEE and
the other agencies participate is a good thing. In a month or so, Jim will be retiring. | would like to
congratulate you for time served, and, although the North Slope Borough entities haven't always
agreed with NMFS, your service has been appreciated. When you came to Barrow a couple of years
ago, and pulled up a whale, | thought that was a good experience to share and an opportunity to see
what the meetings are all about in large part.

C: Jim Lecky, NMFS: Thank you for comments on behalf of the staff and the organization of the
meetings. | am happy to attend every year, and the meetings are important to making informed
decisions. | did get to see some whales on the ice and how they are harvested and distributed and
the excitement that occurs. | enjoyed a fantastic trip and will remember it all my life. | am leaving
DC and government, but I'll be around.

Introductions and Housekeeping Items
Lisa O’Brien and Ron Felde, Facilitators

e Brief Intro of Attendees

e Review of Agenda and Meeting Objectives (Candace Nachman, Fishery Biologist, NMFS,
Office of Protected Resources)

e Review of Ground Rules and Parking Lot

Lisa O'Brien, Facilitator: Our job, as facilitators, is a simple, but challenging task: to keep the
meeting on track and ensure respectful dialogue. This is my fifth meeting. Last year | said you made
us redundant; you were civilized and respectful. We are hoping for that same environment this
year.

Candace Nachman, NMFS: Good morning and welcome. Thank you for coming. This meeting, which
once consisted of 10-20 people, has grown to what you see today. The Open Water Meeting is a
forum to discuss marine mammal activities. Attendees have an opportunity to hear results from
previous seasons and plans proposed for upcoming meetings. Changes to the Open Water Meeting
were made based on feedback received from you. Changes to the agenda format are based on
suggestions from prior meetings and peer reviews. Subtopics are included on the agenda to provide
more distinction. One change from last year is that the peer review met in January 2012, which
allowed time for interaction between science and participants and which allows for a summary
presentation of their findings and recommendations. We have also provided a map that shows
where proposed activities will occur. Based on the 2011 meeting, we asked that the speakers
explicitly adopt recommendations and if applicable, tell how they plan to incorporate them into
2012 activities. The 2010 and 2011 peer review suggested including a component of what to expect
in the future.

2012 and 2013 plans will be presented by speakers. There will be talk about integrating data into a
single system, which will take majority of the time on Thursday. Also, some topics have consistently
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"landed" in the parking lot and these have been incorporated into the agenda. Speakers have been
asked to leave time for questions and answers; input is important to us. The hope is that there will
be productive dialogue and questions. Last, in 2009, a website was created to house information
from the Open Water Meetings, and there you will find various documents, agenda, PowerPoint
presentations and meeting reports. The results from the 2012 meeting will be posted in the spring.
| look forward to a productive meeting. Thank you.

Ron Felde, Facilitator: Good morning and welcome. This is an important meeting, and there needs
to be great dialogue so it can be productive. My experience is that the meetings are run well, and
the presentations are great. One thing that helps is the ground rules, and these have helped shaped
the meeting.

Ground Rules

e Honor the agenda (time, topic and process)

e Respect others, valuing professional, individual and cultural differences

e Communicate from a commitment to develop a shared understanding of the subject, the
issues, concerns and ideas

e One person speaks at a time

e When you speak, be concise, allow time for all speakers

e Share knowledge

e Listen w the intent of seeking to understand the content and the underlying context that
shapes people's perceptions.

e Allow presenters to present, save questions or intentions to discuss for the appropriate time
on the agenda

e Be open to new possibilities

e Stay on the subject, park other issues

e No cell phones and be sensitive to the use of computers.

The parking lot is for topics that are related to the agenda but aren't on the agenda. Over the last
couple of meetings, the number of parking lot issues has reduced due to the changes in the agenda
and the quality of dialogue. For issues that come up, we will park semi-related issues and, if relative,
allow time for discussion.

Internet access is limited. Ground rules are posted around the room, and Lisa and | are acting as the
referees. Before we start the presentations, Egan Center staff will provide a safety moment.

Nicole Geils, Sales Manager, Egan Center: In the event of a fire, leave via the nearest exit and head
to either corner of the building. At either side, there are exit stairwells that act as bunkers. From
there, the staff will give all clear to re-enter or exit and go to the park square. If you need additional
assistance, stay in the bunker, and we will assist you with your exit. Do not use elevators or
escalators. There is a floor plan at the registration table.

NMEFS Incidental Take Program Updates

Jolie Harrison, Incidental Take Team Supervisor, NMFS, Office of Protected Resources

Comprehensive Arctic Marine Mammal Monitoring Plan

I work in the NMFS Office of Protected Resources and lead the group that issues the incidental take
authorizations for ongoing oil and gas activities in the Arctic. Today, | will briefly talk about two
issues we are talking about closely at NMFS. It is good to introduce them at the beginning of the
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meeting because, as we work through the oil and gas activities and the impacts of them, | think we
will all think of things related to these issues: 1) Comprehensive strategy for MMPA monitoring of
Arctic oil and gas activities, and 2) looking at the way we use both the Conflict Avoidance Agreement
and the Plan of Cooperation processes and the impact on marine mammals.

These slides (displayed) illustrate requirements for incidental take applications that applicants have
to provide a proposed monitoring plan that results in the increased knowledge of the affected
species so we have a better understanding of the impact of the proposed activities on marine
mammals.

To set the stage, and some have probably waded through our Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
asking for public comment and there was a discussion of this in Chapter 5 if you are interested in
more detailed guidance on what we look for on monitoring, what we are thinking about today is
having a more comprehensive monitoring strategy of oil and gas activities when it comes to the
impact on marine mammals. What we'd like to do is develop a planning and prioritization
framework for monitoring the effects of Arctic oil and gas development on marine mammals that
that does a couple of things:

a) Guide and support agency decisions related to monitoring. [That is straight forward. One
thing our regulations say is that an applicant can write to us and we will provide guidance on
monitoring plans. We have meetings up here, but | don't think we are best prepared to do
that at this point, and we are looking towards a comprehensive monitoring plan to help us
do that and guide the agency on the decisions we have to make. Another thing a plan would
do is allow us to think about monitoring in the context of consideration of the impacts from
multiple activities that we are authorizing in a given year and also understanding impacts
across multiple years (because we are issuing authorizations across multiple years), and a
comprehensive plan will help us do that. ]

b) Assist industry applicants (early) and provide guidance in development of monitoring
plans. [There are operators that have been doing this for years and doing a good job, but
there are others just getting started, and this would be really beneficial.]

A few specific goals: provide a framework that has an iterative and adaptive process for a)
identifying highest priority marine mammal data needs; b) identifying effective methods for
gathering this information that we identify considering past successes in monitoring and successes in
other parts of the world and resource availability, assets, as well as money; c) facilitating
collaborative monitoring that takes advantage of existing infrastructure; d) builds on past work; and
e) encourage meta-analyses and data sharing.

Implementation of a comprehensive strategy would have two key components: 1) include soliciting
stakeholder input, and 2) sharing and assimilating information including having data related to past
monitoring, understanding what is ongoing currently and once determining where we want to go,
having specific goals and targeted recommendations for the future. Having this data on the website
for new applicants will help them understand current prioritizations.

Existing tools/future implementation to determine what is going on in the Arctic: Open Water
Meeting, independent peer review, and public review and comment of a variety of MMPA and NEPA
documents. Some of the things being considered for the future: potentially convening a longer-term
group to help design strategy/framework and facilitation implementation. Also, developing a
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webpage that focuses on what has been done in the past and assimilates monitoring results and
recommendations for the future.

Plans of Cooperation and Conflict Avoidance Agreements

NMFS has responsibility to ensure that activity will not have an unmitigable adverse impact on
subsistence uses of the affected marine mammals. Two processes in place to address this issue: the
Conflict Avoidance Agreement (CAA) and the Plan of Cooperation (POC). Conflict Avoidance
Agreements are independent agreements that have been in existence for more than 25 years
between AEWC and industry that contain measures to mitigate industrial interference with bowhead
hunts. The Plan of Cooperation is required by the MMPA if activities affect subsistence users of any
affected species. The POC includes the actual measures the company has identified to ensure the
activity doesn't interfere with the hunt; includes the indication that communities have been notified
of activities; and plans for continued communication during the oil and gas activity to ensure there is
a mechanism to resolve conflict. The AEWC and companies meet multiple times over the course of
the year to negotiate measures to protect the bowhead whale hunt. The AEWC does a lot of
legwork and gets information from the affected communities and shares it with the companies and
vice versa. We have adopted in our authorizations many of the measures from the CAA.
Alternatively, the POC addresses species other than bowheads, does what the regulations indicate
and meets with the villages to discuss impacts on these other resources. That is what is happening
now.

NMFS is already using these processes, evaluating these in the context of supporting our decision
regarding impacts to subsistence uses of multiple species by these communities and ensuring
unmitigable adverse impacts and making sure measures are in place to ensure there is minimal
adverse impact. This means NMFS must get input from affected communities and industry regarding
the feasibility of the measures we use. For example, we have received input from folks many times
that they wish that representatives would be more involved in the process, be present at meetings
and collect information. This is a good idea, especially to support the findings that we make. We
are looking at the effectiveness of these processes to identify measures that can appropriately
mitigate impacts to subsistence hunts, and we are looking at possibilities for streamlining. We hear
from communities that they have a lot of pressure to attend a lot of meetings, and it takes a lot of
time and money for companies to get to those places, so there may be things we can do to make
that more effective. We are looking for ways to improve.

NMFS is just beginning to think about this and looking for input from everybody, the affected
communities and industry. We'd like to talk more about, and hear input on, the strengths and
weaknesses of the way we implement both the CAA and POC processes, as well as creative ideas for
improvement. We'd like to develop an iterative, open and adaptive process building on things that
worked in the past and makes future implementation easier for all. There is a lot more strategizing
needed. Potential mechanisms for improvement may be increased NMFS involvement in Arctic
coordination to more fully understand what is going on, and a comprehensive, one-stop-shop
website that clearly identifies areas/times of concern, species/community/industry contacts, past
successful measures, and meeting times; practical information that would make the process clearer
and easier overall.

We talked about these things briefly in the EIS (Chapter 5). The comment period is over now, and we
hope people have given us good input and feedback and ideas, but moving forward we want to learn
more and are interested in what folks recommend. We are interested in making these processes as
effective as possible and easier for everyone, and that is what we are aiming for.
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QUESTIONS & ANSWERS

Q: Robert Suydam, NSB: You mentioned about streamlining the process because of meetings going
on for both community and industry. What are some of your thoughts on how to streamline the
process?

A: Jolie Harrison, NMFS: That is a good outside conversation and one where | would look for input
from you guys, but at a minimum, having a group understanding of when meetings are going to
occur, i.e., having them all in one week instead of spread out all season. | think those things are kind
of logistical in nature and having some sort of coordinator (I would point out that the AEWC does
important coordinating legwork on behalf of that resource) to help with the logistics (who that
person is | don't know) would be helpful. | think there are more substantive questions, too, but
certainly some sort of logistical coordination probably would help a lot. It involves understanding
who the contacts are for all of the communities and the industry, and having one place to put
meeting plans together or some sort of group get-together at the beginning of the season to
brainstorm ways to add on to meetings instead of spreading them across months.

Q: Harry Brower, AEWC: You've heard my concerns before working with the agency in regards to the
CAA and POC and how the communities voice concerns regarding the CAA process. With the POC,
we don't see the organizations and communities that get together and voice concerns and how they
interact with the agency and operators. | am voicing concern about how the two are used and the
interaction that we get from the community. With the whaling captains and the CAA process we are
able to show leadership and the needs of each of our communities. Through the POC, we don't see
that structure. The community involvement and voicing concerns through the POC, how do the
monitoring and mitigation need to be developed for that?

A: Jolie Harrison, NMFS: | have definitely heard your concerns, and | think one of the important
parts of this exercise in looking at the CAA and POC is identifying the strengths and weaknesses of
each of those processes. The obvious strength of the CAA is the back and forth and negotiating and
talking about the measures that occur in the CAA process versus one meeting with a potentially
unknown set of people that you don't have a good idea of where that goes. | went to Barrow a few
weeks ago and had a closer look at the CAA, and | have to say that the legwork that the AEWC does
is very helpful. Whether or not there will be someone there to take a role like that with other
resources is unknown, which means if there is not, then NMFS and industry will have to step up and
make those sort of things happen and that would probably involve some sort of education
component to make sure communities understand. For example, when you guys put a new
commissioner in place, | noticed that you guys put together a packet that tells about the
responsibilities, about CAAs, those sort of things, and | would see us, combined with industry, step
into the role and make sure that people understand what we are trying to accomplish when a
meeting occurs. It is a meeting for a purpose, and one of the things | meant about potentially having
a website, for example, is Earl, who works for AEWC, uses old versions of a CAA and sends them to
people to comment on. Then someone has a beginning template. This is the sort of thing we are
looking for. Similarly we've worked with other resources, beluga folks, etc., to identify measures.
An obvious starting point is what are the measures included in the IHA before that were meant to
minimize impact to subsistence users? Well, we start providing those to people and sharing them.
So, | guess I'm saying we need to use the positive parts of the CAA to reach the goal of figuring out
what measures do we need. Similarly, there may not be all those logistical personnel in place for
other resources, but we need to figure out how to make it work with NMFS and industry if there is
no other person who can help us with that. | have heard your concerns, Harry, and we are trying to
work hard to figure them out.
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Q: Harry Brower, AEWC: Maybe we will have another opportunity to discuss another concern in
regards to what's needed regarding the monitoring and mitigation measures requirement and
purpose and guidelines and there is a subparagraph about takes of small numbers of marine
mammals. I'm not sure if this the right time to discuss this or maybe we might have another time to
address it?

Q: Lisa O'Brien, Facilitator: Harry, | think we're confused. | think you are suggesting there is another
place on the agenda to better raise your question?

A: Harry Brower, AEWC: Yes

C: Lisa O'Brien, Facilitator: Okay.

Q: Ron Felde, Facilitator: Should he ask it now or is there a better time?

A: Jolie Harrison, NMFS: Judging from the one sentence he just said, | might suggest there is a better
time to discuss it.

Q: Robert Suydam, NSB: Jolie, do you know, is there a place on the agenda to discuss that oris it a
parking lot issue for the small numbers issue?

A: Jolie Harrison, NMFS: I'm not sure what Harry is reading off of, but | don't recall that.

C: Lisa O'Brien, Facilitator: If you could just state what the issue is you'd like to discuss, we'll make
sure there is a placeholder for it either on the agenda or we will park it and come back to it.

Q: Harry Brower, AEWC: (unable to hear - no microphone used)

C: Lisa O'Brien, Facilitator: Okay, he's talking about the purpose in requirements and guidelines, so
he's referencing to what Candace put together--the monitoring and mitigation requirements,
purpose and guidelines--his question is regarding that.

A: Jolie Harrison, NMFS: Harry, we will follow up with you and figure out exactly what it is you are
asking and figure out a way to address it.

C: Harry Brower, AEWC: Thank you.

C: Robert Suydam, NSB: I'd just like to thank Jolie for NMFS' interest in being more involved in the
CAA and POC processes. | think that is a real positive move forward and encourage NMFS to really
take an active role in whatever it may turn out to be, whether it's the CAA, POC or a combination of
both. | think that NMFS being involved is a good thing.

C: Jim Lecky, NMFS: | wanted to respond to the small number issue. The statue allows individuals,
including corporations, to apply for the take of small numbers of marine mammals, and the
government's obligation is to consider that application and ensure that any take it authorizes has a
negligible impact on the stock involved and doesn't have an adverse impact on subsistence issues.
The question is what is the small number? 1 don't think we have a spot on the agenda for that.
NMFS struggles with this a lot. There are a couple of ways to look at it: 1) what is the effect of the
take? Is it small? Or is there a portion of the population that is small? We don't really have a
definition of small anywhere in our regulations. Where the take is usually by harassment, often
times the portion of the population or numbers could be argued as to whether it is small or not.
Typically, we look at what portion of the population is likely to be affected and what the outcome of
that interaction is likely to be in terms of things we would typically look at and evaluating the effect
on the population over time. So, | think this is probably a parking lot issue because we are going to
talk about monitoring as we go forward. Clearly one purpose of mitigation is to minimize the
number of exposures and keep the numbers as small as it can be. That is one of those terms that is a
bit in the eye of the beholder.

C: Ron Felde, Facilitator: Thanks Jim. Lisa has put that in the parking lot and so we'll see if we can
leave some time for that a little later. Thank you, Jolie.
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C: Bill Streever, BP: | did have some comments for Jolie, but we're out of time. | definitely want to
add to the parking lot that if we are going to talk about the issue of small numbers, then we also
need to talk about what the definition of take is and considering that of small numbers.

Interagency Compliance Monitoring
Jana Lage, Geophysicist, BOEM

I'd like to recognize fellow members who participated in this presentation, Pete Sloan and Brad
Smith. This presentation came about because we have people, i.e. stakeholders, that think that the
operators are out there running willy-nilly. What I'm going to do is give a presentation about
government agencies with regulatory authority, getting together, reviewing data to ensure
environmental and regulatory compliance. These meetings are attended by dedicated staff and
management of the regulatory agencies. | will be talking about the agencies, a bit of the leasing,
exploration and development processes. When | was in Point Hope a few weeks ago this was
brought up, so | thought I'd bring it out and explain a little bit about how this process flows.

In June 2010, Minerals Management Service split into the Office of Resource Revenue which deals
with all the money that comes in and the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and
Enforcement (BOEMRE). On Oct 2, 2011, we split off and became the Bureau of Ocean Energy
Management (BOEM) and the Bureau of Safety & Environmental Enforcement (BSEE). As Mark said,
BOEM is the landlord. We manage exploration and development of the nation's offshore resources
in a way that balances economy as well as environmental protection. BSEE works to promote safety,
protect the environment and provide the environmental oversight. One thing I'd like to note about
BSEE is that you have an Alaska Regional Director, which is Mark, and then there are two
representatives that report directly to headquarters. One of them is an Environmental Enforcement
Officer and the other is the Qil Spill Response Officer.

Looking at the NMFS organizational chart, you have the Permits Conservation and Education Division
in Headquarters where the IHAs are issued, and then we have the group in Alaska that participates in
these compliance meetings. With the USFWS group, we have the Polar Bear Program and the
Walrus Program, and we have representatives from those groups that participate in these meetings.
And then there are the regulators: myself and Pete. David Johnson is with BOEM, and his group
oversees the ancillary activities. Brad Smith, Craig Perham and Chris Putnam (I know that Craig is
presently up on the North Slope investigating some polar bear information so he's not available).
Then we have BSEE (Randy Howell is the Acting Environmental Compliance Officer).

This is a picture of the 5-Year Plan for the OCS Leasing, Exploration and Development process
(displayed). When you develop a five year plan, it goes through our headquarters group, and then
after that we plan for sales in a specific region. While all of this planning is going on, we also have
EIS's. They are doing the NEPA work so that it flows and can cover things for the environmental
aspect of things and these colors (shown) are key to the aspects of BOEM that address these issues.
At the same time this is going on, we can also have permits for seismic operations. | want to make a
note that oil and gas operations are not tied to leasing, they can happen anytime. So we will
conduct environmental assessments and we will give permits. Once the properties have been
leased, the operators will likely apply for geological and geophysics and also do ancillary studies on
specific sites.

The next stage is exploration plans. That goes through our leasing and plans organization and then,
once the plan has been decided, it moves into the realm of BSEE, and they issue APDs (applications
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for permit to drill) and oversee the exploration and drilling. While that is going on, you may also
have some additional seismic going on, so the resource evaluation group may issue permits for that.

So then you move into development and production and like | said, this is a very broad overview. To
get a picture, you've got development and production plans, and then there are more environmental
NEPA reviews and EIS's. And then, the decision is made, and then there is additional drilling and
final direction.

Looking at the regulatory framework, there are a lot of laws and regulations that pertain to
operations offshore. Specifically for compliance, is the Endangered Species Act (ESA), Marine
Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) and Code of Federal Regulations. In addition, BSEE also has to
address the Qil Pollution Act. Under 30 CFR 551, BOEM issues permits for geological and
geophysical activities off lease activities and authorizes ancillary activities under 30 CFR 550; BSEE
issues permits to drill under 30 CFR 250. NMFS will issue IHA under the MMPA, and the FWS uses
incidental take regulations to issue letters of authorization for their work. NMFS can also issue LOAs
but its only after rule making. Both NMFS and USFWS issue incidental take statements under the
ESA.

In the Beaufort Sea there was a lot of activity in 1980s, much of which was on ice, and there was a
lot of 2D seismic. The most recent pulse of activity is primarily 3D seismic, which is to prepare for
drilling. In the Chukchi Sea there really has not been as much activity. There was a lot of 2D seismic
in the 1980s, but primarily 3D seismic, a little bit of shallow coring in preparation for the drilling.

To give some history of compliance meetings, since the start of oil and gas operations, MMS and
other agencies have worked together; this isn't something new. In 2005, there was a Cook Inlet 3D
survey in which MMS monitored and worked with NMFS to ensure that all regulations were
followed. In the Chukchi, there were three IHA's issued. Again, the surveys were monitored, and we
worked again with NMFS and FWS. In 2007, because there seemed to be a new pulse of energy and
exploration, the MMS began meeting formally with USFWS and NMFS, and the agencies sat down at
weekly meetings and used technology to do a better review. Operators out working are required to
provide operational weekly reports under 30 CFR 551 for the geological and geophysical permits.
The leasing and plans, under ancillary activities, are not required to provide this information, but
when asked, industry has provided any information they are asked for to ensure compliance with
environmental regulations. So what do we do? We enter all the operational data into an ArcGIS
program, we meet weekly, and then we review and analyze data and make decisions based upon the
activities and observations.

[Showed examples with slide of Statoil 2010 exploration seismic survey. Red area=full
seismic array; green=mitigation gun; yellow=ramp up; purple=no seismic guns running at all;
dots=all different animals seen during operation. Next slide shows a single day of seismic
travel of a ship, when they get near the mitigation and line start, they ramp up and guns
operating, but when animals are spotted, they ramp down to the mitigation gun level to
ensure they are not ensonifying these walrus with full array and watch and ensure that the
30 minute period in which they haven't seen walrus passes before ramp up re-occurs.)

This is a way for the regulators to ensure that the operators are actually doing what they are
supposed to. Another use of this data was in 2010 there was a walrus migration that occurred. On
August 27, you see a couple of walrus, then on August 28th you see a ton of walrus, and there were
so many walrus that they shut the guns down and they were not able to collect data. When MMS
worked with FWS, they suggested moving the operations further north so that they were able to
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move and collect more data while not interfering with the migration. This was useful for the FWS
because they could see it was happening again and they could track and follow the walrus as they
migrated to shore.

Mark Fesmire, BSEE: BSEE evolved based on the need to have a stronger enforcement and
compliance group independent of the group that was making the landlord type of decisions. There is
the offshore regulatory program, which is responsible for developing safety and environmental
protection and regulations; reviewing permits and requests, and ensuring requests comply with all
regulations including recently implemented enhanced safety requirements. We are still developing
some of the safety regulations in regards to things we have learned in the past, especially in regards
to the gulf, but also in respect to the things we have learned over the last several years here in
Alaska. The regulations will be in place that are necessary to safely drill in the Arctic and will be in
place by the time we start drilling. We also have an oil spill response division. They review industry
oil spill response plans to ensure compliance and that the plans meet regulatory compliance. They
develop policy and disseminate guidance and provide oversight of spill response activities. We have
a representative here in Alaska who reports directly to our headquarters oil spill response group.
They oversee unannounced oil spill drill programs in compliance to the oil spill response plan. They
manage those exercises and work with the companies to make sure that everything in the plan is
available and works correctly. They also work with other Federal agencies (USCG and EPA) to
continually enhance response technologies and capabilities.

The third group is the Environmental Enforcement Division which focuses on compliance by
operators utilizing environmental regulations and ensuring they adhere to stipulations of approved
lease, plans and permits. They are the cops of the cops. Their job is to make sure, specifically in
regards to environmental programs, that all regulations, etc., are adhered to during the oil and gas
drilling and production operations. The inspection program has teams that conduct drilling and
production facilities inspections. These inspections may result in issue of incidents of non-
compliance and civil penalties of regulatory infractions. They also conduct accident investigations if
necessary.

With respect to the planned drilling this summer, there are inspectors on all off-shore exploration
drilling vessels 24/7. The director has been adamant about this, and it is not typically done in the
Gulf or California, but will be done in Alaska. They will have real-time reporting capabilities to both
BSEE Alaska and headquarters. Data streams from offshore operations will be monitored by BSEE
onshore on a regular basis.

Jana Lage, BOEM: In summary, regulators are working together to ensure environmental and
regulatory compliance during oil and gas operations. Since BOEM and BSEE so recently split, we are

still trying to work together to figure out how we mesh.

QUESTIONS & ANSWERS

Q: Robert Suydam, NSB: Mark, | have a question for you. BSEE was formed basically after the
tragedy and accident in the Gulf of Mexico. For Alaska, what is BSEE taking from lessons learned
from the Gulf of Mexico and applying here? In particular, thinking about an accident that happened
like in the Gulf of Mexico or the one that happened in the North Slope. So the first question is how
are lessons learned being applied? And then, secondly, | think it's a positive move to have inspectors
on the drilling operations. What is BSEE's plan on having inspectors on seismic vessels?

A: Mark Fesmire, BSSE: There has been a very, very vigorous re-write of the regulations in respect
to all offshore drilling. Specifically there has been a redesign of blow-out preventers. There have



Arctic Open Water Meeting March 2012

been some redesign requirements for casing programs and cementing operations, but that applies
everywhere. Specifically in Alaska, because of the logistic problems in pulling capping and
containment systems, we're requiring the operators to bring that equipment with them. Capping
and containment equipment; they are going to be required to have clean up equipment. It is much
more rigorous than what we would expect of the Gulf. Like | said, the main reason is that we don't
have that capability of being able to call anybody else. If you don't have it, it's not there, so we are
going to make sure they have it before they start drilling. With respect to inspectors on seismic
vessels, that will probably fall to the marine mammal observers that are on there under the current
plans. One of the things we are getting in the near future, as Jana mentioned, is we have hired an
environmental enforcement officer for the Anchorage office, and we expect that person to be the
point of contact and gather the information to ensure compliance from the observers on the vessels.

Q: Ben Greene, NSB: This question may be for Jana or Mark, but actually | think Dr. Kendall might
want to speak to this. As long as we are talking coordination of federal agencies over industrial
activities, there are many entities with overlapping mission statements and | didn't hear any mention
of the Department of Interior’s new group which is under David Hayes, the Interagency Working
Group for Coordination of Domestic Energy & Production. Forgive me if | don't have that right. I'm
wondering if | could have some comments on how BOEM, BSEE, and the other federal agencies are
coordinating with DOI's interagency group. Thank you very much.

A: Jim Kendall, BOEM: Very simple answer: they are watching over us. We've met with them several
times, they meet on a regular basis, and they get reports from us on a very regular basis. I've met
with David Hayes here in Alaska at least two or three times. In terms of coordination, he has said
were are not here to tell you want to do, we're here to help and if there's coordination not taking
place, let me know and I'll make some calls. The simple answer is, they are watching us, and we're
talking. They're getting our reports, and it is a good organization. They were intended to improve
the coordination and it is. It's happening on a regular basis. Mark, Geoff, any comments?

A: Mark Fesmire, BSSE: | think one of the important things to remember is while the DOI does chair
the federal organization; it involves just about all the federal agencies working in Alaska. Like Jim
said, | think it's working very effectively. We meet and give them essentially the same kind of
update we give you all. DOI is aware of what is going on, especially in respect to the Coast Guard
and other agencies, and have to know what we are doing. It's been a very effective tool for
disseminating information.

A: Geoff Haskett, USFWS: The only thing I'd add to that is David Hayes is the number two top guy in
our organizational structure. Our bosses, their directions are very clear: make sure the work we do
is fairly seamless and make sure what we do is to protect resources we are responsible for in a
responsible and respective way. | think we are working very closely with that group.

Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission Subsistence Harvest Updates
Harry Brower, AEWC Vice-Chairman

This meeting makes 20 years since the AEWC and the North Slope Borough Department of Wildlife
Management took the initiative that led to the development of these annual peer review meetings.
The reason we did that is because there was western science research being done on the offshore oil
and gas operations and the impact on migrating bowhead whales and some of the research was
coming out and the results weren't consistent with our own observations. So we needed to come up
with a way to peer review research plans and research results that would make it possible for our
hunters to be involved with the process. This way we can make sure the scientists are designing
their research plans so that they are actually able to find out what the whales are doing. We had to
do this same thing when the International Whaling Commission came and started quotas. The U.S.
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Government was sending scientists to count whales in the spring, but they didn't know the whales
can migrate under the ice. They couldn't really count them because they couldn't find them. So the
North Slope Borough hired scientists to work with us, and our whalers taught them how to find the
whales. After the research is done, sometimes we have to help the scientists understand what they
have seen. For example, when whales deflect around an activity, the researchers try to interpret the
whale's behavior in terms of noise only. Noise is a factor for whales, but their ecosystem is more
complex than sound alone. Even though sound is very important to them, we have to look at what
the drill noise does to the ecosystem. Whales can smell; we've always known this, but the research
has only just caught up with this. If we think about the whole ecosystem, drilling puts noise,
vibrations and debris into the water. The whales can hear the noise, they can feel the vibration and
then can smell and taste the debris. These are some of the things we have to look at when we are
trying to sign research plans and when we're interpreting results. We are very thankful that NMFS is
giving us the opportunity to continue our participation in this review process so that we can make
our own observations and knowledge a part of the ongoing dialogue on research in the Arctic.

Update on 2012 Open Water CAA

The AEWC is working on the CAA in collaboration with the scientists. We have been working with oil
and gas operators since 1985 to find ways to balance their use of ocean with ours and with the
animals who live there. What we do with the CAA can be hard for people to understand when they
first come up here, and in recent years the AEWC has come under some pretty harsh criticism from a
lot of people, some within our own whaling community. This is because people don't understand
the CAA. They thought the CAA was stopping development, but the AEWC isn't interested in
stopping development. Our job is to protect the bowhead subsistence hunt and bowhead resource.
We don't mind sharing the ocean. Everything in our culture is about sharing, including the CAA. We
are happy with this process; it works for us. In fact, it is so successful, others might want to think
about doing something similar.

The CAA meeting was held in Barrow on Feb 16-17, 2012. Attendees included AEWC commissioners,
alternate commissioners, village presidents from 11 AEWC villages and AEWC staff, the North Slope
Borough's Mayor's Office, and DWM, BP, Shell, ExxonMobil, ConocoPhillips, Statoil, Pioneer, ENI,
ION/GXT Technologies, and NMFS. The starting point for the 2012 CAA process was discussing the
2011 CAA w/ proposed industry changes (displayed). The starting point for the process was an
executive decision by the whalers to review and decide on industry proposed changes and to discuss
any changes needed by the villages, followed by a joint discussion with whalers and industry
representatives for the opportunity for new concerns to be raised. In a second executive session,
whalers, with a village caucus, voted on proposed changes followed by a second joint meeting by all
participants.

CAA Provisions: Sect 107, Emergency assistance. This provision has become law; Sect 108, CAA
process of annual peer and post-season meetings. One way to make these meetings more
productive is to create a map each year of planned activity areas in relation to hunting areas.

Mitigation Provisions: The purpose of the communication centers and the communication protocols
is to protect hunting areas and keep everyone safe in the water. Title Ill, Barge, Transit & Cable
Laying Vessel Operations purpose is to manage vessel traffic to avoid conflict with whaling, to keep
hunters safe on the water and to reduce the risk of ship strikes to migrating whales. Title IV - Vessel
Testing & Monitoring purpose is to track industry vessels operating during migration and fall
hunting, gather information on types of sound vessels put into the water to help us understand what
is happening when we see changes in whale behavior and collaborate on the development of
monitoring plans. Title V - Avoiding Conflict during the Open Water Season purpose is to address
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potential noise and pollution related impacts to bowhead whales and subsistence hunting
opportunities. Geographic and Temporal Restrictions purpose is to restrict industry operations to
help keep whales available to hunters, pollution limitations help keep whales available to hunters,
and help keep everyone healthy. Title VI - Late Season Seismic Operations is a special section added
to address ION's proposed late season seismic shooting.

2012 CAA Changes: The definition of geophysical activities change was requested by BP. Sect 201 no
longer requires Inupiat language speakers as MMOs and gives hiring preference to native residents
of the 11 AEWC villages. Sect 203 expands the number of communication centers to include St.
Lawrence Island. Sect 403 limits monitoring plan requirements to federal waters (for British
Petroleum). Sect 503 adds the requirement that drill operations be covered by the oil spill
contingency agreement and be signed by AEWC, the North Slope Borough and the ICAS (Inupiat
Community of the Arctic Slope). Sect 503 changes offsite location for drilling equipment (Shell
rejected). Sect 505 had the requirement that vessels leave Chukchi by October 31 deleted but it
keeps the requirement that all industry vessels be south of 59 degrees, north latitude by November
15 and stay 10 miles offshore of St. Lawrence Island.

The CAA meeting also gives us a chance to hear about upcoming research initiatives; attending
these meetings and helps researchers plan activities to avoid interference of hunting; and interact
with EPA on ocean discharge issues.

2012 CAA Final for Signature. This has been prepared and sent to all participants. At this time, the
AEWC expects all companies operating during the 2012 season to sign the CAA.

Results from 2012 hunting of all 11 whaling villages: 19 whales were landed in the spring hunt with
10 losses. In the 2011 fall hunt, there was a transfer of two, 18 landed and 3 lost. Total landed was

37, total loss 13, total strikes used 50, total strikes left 25.

QUESTIONS & ANSWERS

Q: Bill Streever, BP: You made one comment along the lines that it's more than just noise and you
followed up with comments about whales can smell, etc. But on your comment about it's more than
just noise, there is more and more coming out in literature about the context in which the noise
occurs. | don't know if that is what you were referring to, but | thought I'd ask you to comment on
that. For example, two noises at the same sound pressure level, having different affect depending
on what the whale was doing in the context of noise. Was it approaching or moving away, etc.?
Then | also have a question for you about a BP comment on the CAA, but go ahead and comment on
the context.

A: Harry Brower, AEWC: The latter comment you just explained. There are multiple issues
happening when whales deflect.

Q: Bill Streever, BP: So more than strictly the sound pressure levels? Yeah. I'm really glad to hear
you say that because to people that work on this it's more and more apparent that it's not just
sound pressure levels. We have been way over focused on SPLs in my view. Also, you had the
comment list on the CAA. One of them was on a BP comment about monitoring only in federal
waters. There must be more to it than that. | don't remember the comment from BP, but obviously
we have monitoring programs in state waters, and we don't really have an issue with that so I'm not
sure what that particular comment was pertaining to, but it wasn't that we don't want to monitor in
state waters. That's not an issue for BP.

A: Harry Brower, AEWC: | wasn't the only person doing all the drafting of the CAA language. I've
been working with Earl and sharing this information. Call Earl and communicate with him on that.
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Alaska Beluga Whale Committee Subsistence Harvest Updates
Robert Suydam, North Slope Borough

Good morning. Molly hasn't shown up in the last five minutes; she would be much more
entertaining than | would. Molly was intending on being here. I'm not sure why she wasn't able to
be here this morning, but I'm sure she wishes she was here. Willie Goodwin also wishes he was
here, and he would also be much more entertaining that | would. The presentation from the ABWC
is similar to what we've talked about the last couple of years. Many of the slides will be some that
many of you are familiar with, and sometimes talking about things multiple times helps us
understand things a little bit better.

| want to re-emphasize what the goals of the Beluga Whale Committee are. Really it's about
maintaining healthy populations of beluga whales in northern and western Alaska. The committee
doesn't deal with Cook Inlet belugas, just those in the Bering, Beaufort, Chukchi seas, and really the
main purpose for maintaining healthy populations is to provide for adequate subsistence hunt in
villages that depend on beluga. It is an important resource for many villages nutritionally as well as
culturally. So the Beluga Committee is really different from other co-management organizations
that exist in Alaska. It's different because not only is it comprised of hunters of beluga whales and
protects hunting privileges for Alaskan hunters; the ABWC is comprised of hunters, and regional
representatives, but also includes federal, state and NSB managers and scientists. NMFS has two
representatives on the Beluga Committee, the state of Alaska has two representatives, the NSB has
two representatives, and these people all vote on issues that the Beluga Committee has in front of it
with the exception of hunting issues. The mangers and the scientists aren't involved in that. Itis
truly a co-management organization in the true sense of the word where folks all get together and
have an equal seat at the table and an influence on what happens on the committee choices. The
management plan has been accepted and adopted by tribal organizations in 1995 and accepted by
tribal organizations in 1996 and 1997. Cooperative agreement for the co-management of the
western and northern Alaska Beluga Whales was signed by NMFS in 1999.

When the committee was formed in late 80's and early 90's, there was very little information on
belugas. There was little information on harvest and little information from science on most of the
stocks, so one of the first and continuing tasks of the Beluga Committee is to try to help fill data gaps
through some of the science which has occurred including genetic studies, document harvest
annually, bio-sampling from animals (particularly animals that are harvested) to give us a better
understanding of their health, production, diet, etc. Of course we need to understand population
size and trends to make good management decisions, and, also in the last 10-12 years, we are doing
a fair amount of satellite tracking. There are at least five stocks of belugas recognized in Alaska.
Again, the Cook Inlet stock is not part of the Beluga Committee. The Bristol Bay stock, the Norton
Sound stock, Eastern Chukchi Sea stock (which was previously a combination of what was Kasegaluk
Lagoon and Kotzebue Sound), the Beaufort Sea stock which was a group of belugas that spends the
summer in Canada, mostly in the Mackenzie River delta, but winter in the Bering Sea. That stock is
hunted in Alaska and by Canadians and also by Russians, so some of these stocks are definitely
international.

Kasegaluk Lagoon and Kotzebue Sound have been treated as one stock until recently. This slide
(displayed) shows some of the genetic results of the various stocks. The height and colors of the
bars represent different mitochondrial DNA, really kind of family lineages through the mother. In
the middle of the slide you can see Kotzebue Sound on the bottom and see there is a lot of the
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brown family from Kotzebue Sound and some other colors at the top of that bar. So when |
mentioned before that we thought it was the same group of animals than what is Point Lay and the
Chukchi, the Kasegaluk Lagoon bar, the third from the right, you can see there is some blue at the
bottom, dark brown and a bunch of other colors at the top. If you compare those in a qualitative
type, you can see they are really different. There are some common families there, but in general
the make-up is different. This information has led us to believe that these are actually two different
stocks of belugas and not one as we previously thought. Here in the future that may create some
challenges and opportunities for management, especially since there aren't that many belugas
showing up in Kotzebue Sound anymore. We don't have a clue where the Kotzebue Sound animals
spend most of the summer. They show up in Kotzebue Sound, and then they kind of disappear. We
don't know where they go; don't know where they spend the winter.

Harvest information is recorded each year and collected by stock. Beaufort Sea stock, primarily
hunted at Little Diomede, Point Hope, Barrow, and Kaktovik (all of those hunts are during migration)
have a harvest of 48 per year on average from 2007-2011. The Beaufort Sea stock could be exposed
to industrial activity especially as it is migrating back west from Canada, through the Beaufort Sea
and then down south through the Chukchi Sea. The Eastern Chukchi stock (Kotzebue, Point Lay and
Wainwright harvest from this stock) averaged 99 per year during 2007-2011, but if we separate
Kotzebue Sound from the Chukchi Sea stock, that number would definitely go down. The stock that
is harvested the most heavily in Alaska is the Eastern Bering Sea (Norton Sound, Yukon and the
Kuskokwim Delta) which averaged 166.8 per year in 2007-2011. In Bristol Bay, about 20 per year, so
a total of about 350 belugas are taken each year in western and northern Alaska. This is the number
of animals taken each year, it doesn't include the number struck and loss. Harry just provided
information on how many bowheads were landed and how many were struck and lost. Trying to get
struck and lost information from 40+ villages has been a challenge, but it is a challenge the
committee is trying to tackle because struck animals that aren't recovered often times die, and so
the total take per year may be much larger than the 350. It is one of the data gaps the committee is
working on.

Area Beluga Whale Harvests for 2011: Kotzebue, 30 whales landed; Kivalina 3; Point Hope 32; Point
Lay 23; Wainwright 9; Barrow 6; and Kaktovik 0. | believe there were actually two to three taken in
Kaktovik in 2011, but | need to clarify that. In general, it was a typical harvest. Point Lay would have
liked to have gotten more but it was quite late. It was the 11th of July and the whole village was
involved. Usually it occurs in late June or early July, around the 4th, so the 11th was a very late hunt
in Point Lay.

Bio-sampling from the harvested animals is really trying to focus on health assessment. We don't
have good population numbers for the Eastern Chukchi Sea stock. For the Beaufort Sea stock, the
numbers are very outdated, and hopefully we'll have some updated information from that group
soon. So as we think about all of the stressors the belugas are being exposed to (or bowheads, or ice
seals, or walruses), there's climate change, which is a huge impact. Obviously oil and gas activities,
potential shipping, all these different types of things may show up first if we can focus on the health
of the animal whether that's their body condition, disease exposure, reproduction, hearing,
contaminants. We're trying to get all of that information.

Concerns about industry expressed, particularly from Point Lay, is that they are concerned that
industrial activity that occurs in early July. If the hunt has not happened, it could have a big impact
on their hunt. That's one of the things that has been a great concern. Another thing to point out is
that beluga whales may be just as sensitive to sound as we are learning about for bowheads, and we
definitely need more information on that.
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QUESTIONS & ANSWERS

Q: Darren Ireland, LGL: Towards one of the goals of understanding the CAA and POC overlap and
how those can be better done, I'm interested to hear on how many of the beluga and bowhead
hunts those time periods sort of overlap. Certainly in Point Lay, it's an individual event. At other
times, I've heard or understood that the beluga hunting goes around the bowhead hunt. | guess |
was looking for a better understanding of how the beluga and bowhead hunts occur in time or
space.

A: Robert Suydam, NSB: | will try to tackle that and if Harry or John or Vera want to correct me, or
anyone else that is here, please do. | guess the main way to answer it is that it varies village to
village. Point Hope will often hunt bowheads and belugas at same time or intersperse. Some days
there might be lots of belugas and not many bowheads, and they will hunt belugas. Other days they
might focus on bowheads, and so there is kind of this mix in Point Hope of when beluga and
bowhead hunting occurs. In Point Lay, as far as | know there is no overlap between the hunts. The
bowheads are in the spring. Folks in Point Lay have gone out in the fall to look for bowhead as well,
and then the beluga hunt occurs in the summer. In Barrow there really isn't too much overlap.
There is some hunting in the spring time, but only if there are certain environmental conditions. The
focus in the springtime in Barrow is on bowheads, and so it just varies village by village but it's
probably a worthwhile thing for us to come up with a diagram or better explanation of when these
things typically occur to give folks a better idea. Maybe that is something we can work on in the
coming years, not only for bowheads and belugas, but for ice seal and walrus as well.

Q: Brad Smith, NMFS: Jana talked earlier about our plans for in-season management with the
agencies. One of the data streams we'd like coming into that is information from the
communication center so we have information from the hunters as the hunts progress on whether
there is any interference or not. | was just wondering if you can explain. I'm familiar with the
whaling captains associations and the villages and how the bowhead hunt is administered, but I'm
less familiar with how that occurs in the beluga villages and how /if they are prepared now to
communicate with the communication centers and your thoughts on how that could be relayed to
the agency efforts?

A: Robert Suydam, NSB: Sure. Most of the villages that hunt belugas are an individual hunt (two or
three boats working together and going out and harpooning and hunting belugas) with the
exception of Point Lay and Wainwright where it is a community effort where in some cases all of the
boats in the villages go out and work together to bring belugas into a lagoon and then hunt them,
sometimes 20, sometimes 30, 40, 50, 60 animals at the time. Whenever those types of hunts are
occurring, everyone in town knows about it, and so the communication centers are well aware when
people are out hunting belugas in Point Lay and Wainwright. | think it is a situation where adaptive
management could be used. Let's let the hunts in Point Lay and Wainwright happen and then once
they occur, then boats can then come into the Chukchi Sea and there's less of a risk of potential
interaction, negative interactions or interference. That is something we have heard routinely from
Point Lay over the years: let us hunt first and then let industrial activities occur after that.

Q: Ben Greene: | understand we're over so | will cut down what was going to be two questions into
one quick one. One of the more spectacular things that has occurred in Arctic with regards to
situations we've seen is killer whales in the far north including some really spectacular video that |
saw of a pod of killer whales preying on gray whales. Do you have any indication of any killer whale-
beluga interactions that you know of?
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A: Robert Suydam, NSB: Killer whales will eat belugas; they seem to like them. We don't have a
really good idea of what the level of predation is annually, but killer whales will definitely take
belugas, but belugas seem to be pretty well adapted for dealing with that. In Kotzebue Sound, often
times if there is a killer whale in the area, the belugas will swim right up to the beach into shallow
water to stay away from killer whales. It's a great opportunity for the hunters to get the belugas, but
it is a great way for belugas to stay away from killer whales.

Ice Seal Committee Subsistence Harvest Updates
John Goodwin, ISC Chairman

Good morning everyone. I'm John Goodwin of Kotzebue. | chair the ice seal committee. ISC
consists of five regions: YK Delta, NSB, Northwest Arctic Borough, Kotzebue, and BBNA. I'll start with
the results of the 2011 harvest and plan for 2012. Most coastal villages hunt seals seasonally, and
the hunting areas overlap among the coastal villages and extend 25-30 miles out. The hunters’
success is important because seals migrate in packs in the arctic and use the Bering Sea and vice
versa. Plans for 2012 are no different than in the past. Hunters will watch the ice, weather, timing
the seal diving to determine when is the best time to hunt. They will try to get what they need for
their families and members of the community who are unable to hunt for themselves. One big
unknown for 2012 is how many seals will be afflicted with the symptoms of the unusual mortality
event that was declared in 2011. This could have a significant impact on the number of seals
available for food, hides and other needs.

Conflicts between hunters in industry in 2011 didn't seem to be a big problem, but there could be
when activity starts occurring closer to shore especially during the development stage. The number
of individual seal hunters and number of communities that use seals are very large compared to
numbers that harvest bowhead, belugas and walruses. The harvest of seals is not very widely
monitored. It should be kept in mind that the incidents of conflicts may not be conveyed to a central
point like the ISC. ISC and industry should work together to help the ISC become a more effective
conduit for information on seals and seal hunting. It is important that any incidents that do occur be
openly discussed so they can be addressed and perhaps resolved, rather than left to create
resentment in the communities. Bering Strait is important to nearly all of the marine mammals that
are used for subsistence in northern Alaska. We have clear documentation from traditional
knowledge and joint community agencies that most of the marine mammals migrate in strong
seasonal pulses north and south through the Bering Strait. In spring and autumn, tens and even
hundreds of thousands make their way through the tiny passage at the same time when more and
more vessels are passing through the same tiny area to take advantage of short open water season.
We must not lose sight of the importance of Bering Strait when considering the rest of Arctic open
water activities. Loss of the Bering Strait could impact large and important seal population. Harvest
numbers are difficult to collect, but at the ISC we do try to get numbers but they may not be
accurate so | won't mention that.

QUESTIONS & ANSWERS

Q: Jim Kendall, BOEM: John, thank you for your report. You mentioned the unusual mortality event
in the seals that we've seen over the summer. | wondered if you had a sense of the prevalence of
how many diseased seals continued through the winter time and whether it was impacting harvest?
A: John Goodwin, ISC: At this time, we don't really have an accurate count. | can give you an idea of
what happened. The six seals were exposed themselves in July in Point Barrow. That is when they
first detected it and then it moved south going all the way down. They said there was even a sick
seal in Chignik Bay which was real unusual. Ringed seals don't go down there. That was really
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unusual for a seal to be found on the beach down there in Chignik this winter. I'm sorry | don't have
the numbers.

C: Robert Suydam, NSB: | can provide some information to Jim as well. In Barrow over the winter,
over 20-30 ringed seals have been harvested and many of those seals have been examined by
Raphaella. Most of those seals, based on her assessment and the hunter's assessment as well, is
that they were pretty healthy. They were fat and didn't have the lesions or sores that were seen
earlier in the summer time. There may have been some evidence that the disease was still there,
but not as active or not as an impact on the animals. So what does that mean for the UME? We're
not exactly sure, but we think that it's a good sign that the seals in Barrow in the winter time have
been pretty healthy.

Q: Robert Suydam, NSB: | have a quick question for John. You mentioned the harvest information
on seals maybe isn't as good as it could be. What is ISC doing to change that, or are the plans in
place to collect that information?

A: John Goodwin, ISC: For Manillag, we're trying to get the funds to go house to house for harvest
data. I don't know about the other different regions. We were all asked to give a report. We're just
short of money, that's all it is, but we've been working on it.

A: John Goodwin, ISC: | can make one comment: from a traditional knowledge perspective, it has
been passed down from our forefathers who knew about when there is an abundance of birds, fur
animals and marine mammals, there is a tendency for nature to take its course by having them get
sick or starvation to get the numbers down. | just wanted to mention this here. |just think and
hope that this is what it is for ice seals. If it is a man-made sickness, in the future we'll be hurting,
but | think this is what it is, and I'm hoping it is.

Eskimo Walrus Commission
Vera Metcalf, EWC Director

Good morning. Just a bit of background on myself: | am with the Eskimo Walrus Commission (EWC)
at Kawerak in Nome. | have been in that position since 2002. | wasn't expecting to be here that long.
| was born and raised in Savoonga on St. Lawrence Island. We just had some hunter meetings out
there with our co-management partners, USFWS. It was a great turnout. We had over 50-60
hunters in both communities. We discussed a lot about walrus population and survey plans and
hunt concerns so it was great to be home on my island. | wanted to thank AEWC, NMFS and NOAA
for including the EWC at the table. This is my first time at the table, but I've been to a number of
Open Water Meetings for a couple of years. The EWC is comprised of 19 commissioners all the way
from Barrow down to Bristol Bay, and they represent people from Bering Straits, Chukchi and
Beaufort and Kotzebue, down to our region to Bristol Bay. Charlie Brower is the chair. He is Harry
Brower's brother. They are a great group of people to work with. | really admire and appreciate
their support in our commission work for many years. The Walrus Commission has been around
since 1978, so we've dealt with a lot of issues over the years.

Some of the issues the commission works on is conservation of the species. It is a shared resource
between U.S. and Russia. We try to work with industry and others like fishing to minimize
disturbances. In 2008, the commission passed the resolution to minimize disturbances of walrus if
they are hauled out. | think a number of you have heard about the new haul out in Point Lay, so
we're thinking ahead and trying to minimize disturbances as walruses haul out in new areas. A
couple of years ago we did a really cool project. We worked with native villages of Gambell and
Savoonga and someone here from Anchorage who trained some of our local people to video, editing
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and all that, and we produced the video "Where We Get Our Food From." It was primarily focused
on the native villages of Gambell and Savoonga. The elders and commissioners were concerned that
our young people were losing the traditional knowledge of hunting and the proper methods of
harvesting walrus, so we produced this video in conjunction with our partner, FWS, and primarily
based on the hunting practices of St. Lawrence Island. It's something that we worked on and are
very proud of.

This slide shows the migratory routes and haul outs. This has changed a little bit. Point Lay is one of
our newer haul outs. As you can see, there are a number of large haul outs on St. Lawrence Island.
This photo shows the haul out activity on Little Diomede where thousands of walrus were trying to
haul out in the fall of 2010. Imagine the number of walrus in the open water.

The Sea Ice for Walrus Outlook is another project the Commission is involved with that works with
native hunters in five communities to provide sea ice and five-day weather forecasts working with
NOAA and the Weather Service to provide ice conditions to our walrus hunters. Over the years with
declining sea ice, our hunters on St. Lawrence Island have to go out 60-80 miles to find good ice and
harvest walrus. It has become challenging, but with this year, we've had a cold winter. You can see
the ice around St. Lawrence Island when flying last week. Some of the hunters have reported it's like
going back 50 yrs with solid ice. | don't know if it's good ice, but it's considered quite a bit of ice.

The project is worked with NOAA, National Weather Service and UAF to get better images of sea ice
conditions for hunters to access. One challenge is slow internet service in communities.

This slide shows some harvest data from Gambell hunters that was shared with the sea ice
observers. It is not quantitative but is showed in a line graph. We don't have all the harvest data,
and were hoping one of the biologists from FWS would have the information to report, but it's a
shared resource between Russia and U.S. On St. Lawrence Island, we have been working on marine
mammal ordinances. Inthe 1930's and 1940's the island had a form of governance where the
communities enacted laws to several acts, one which focused on hunting. The ordinances back then
that the community brought back and reenacted focused mostly on hunting. We've revisited the
ordinances that have been passed based on traditional management. As you can see, the number
one law was hunting; number seven is what both communities have enacted and passed the laws to
limit walrus hunting to spring back for walruses. It's something that both communities have worked
hard on and are very proud of reintroducing traditional management of walrus.

We are always encouraging scientists and researchers to utilize some of our traditional knowledge
experts. They have a wealth of information on sea ice conditions, migratory routes of marine
mammals and highly encourage people to utilize our hunters and traditional knowledge experts in
their research.

I mentioned that we have a shared resource with Russia. We just finished a three year project with
funding from Beringia National Park Service research program collecting harvest information from
eight communities. They meet annually and don't have a bi-lateral agreement, but it's something
that we want to work with the Nanuug commission because they have an agreement right now on
polar bears.

The EWC Mission Statement is to encourage self regulation of walrus hunting and management of
walrus stock by Alaska Natives who use and need walrus to survive. We hope to have a full board
meeting and work closely with FWS management agency and our 19 commissioners. | don't have
specific harvest information, but we are interested in getting ship transit information if the open
water seasons opens. | know Shell has been out to Gambell and Savoonga and maybe Shishmaref



Arctic Open Water Meeting March 2012

last year, but we've very interested in traffic information because it will impact us. The whaling
season begins first out on St. Lawrence Island, and we try to have walrus and seal hunting soon after
whaling season is done.

QUESTIONS & ANSWERS

C: Jim MacCracken, FWS: About tracking harvest levels for walrus, there is a requirement that tusks
be tagged within 30 days after harvest, and we can use that information. There are taggers
throughout Alaska that assemble that data. We also have a harvest monitoring program on St.
Lawrence Island which we can use. With those two programs combined, sort of correct estimates
that come in from tusk marks and what we find out on St Lawrence Island as far as the harvest and
what we observe, about 80-90 percent of the harvest in U.S. waters occur from villages on St.
Lawrence island. There is a 42% struck and loss factor we apply to those estimates and as you can
see from the graphs Vera showed, overall harvests have been consistently declining over the last
several years. This is probably due to loss of ice, poor weather during hunting season, the spring
migration occurring a bit earlier and happening a lot faster than it used to in the past. The only thing
that wasn't on Vera's graph was our 2011 estimate from the Russian side. We usually get that
sometime in August. It takes them a while to compile those figures and get it to us so we can add it
to our database.

National Science Foundation 2011 Monitoring Results for Chukchi Sea

Seismic Survey
Bernard Coakley, Associate Professor, University of Alaska Fairbanks

The Chukchi Edges cruise was funded by NSF. It was a 2D multi-channel seismic reflection survey
that sailed out of Dutch Harbor on September 8, 2011. Multi-channel seismic acquisition occurred
from September 13, 2011, to October 5, 2011. During this time approximately 5,200 km of multi-
channel seismic data collection was completed. We used the RV Marcus G. Langseth because it was
available and despite the fact that it was a non-ice reinforced vessel. There was approximately 98%
multi-channel seismic uptime during the cruise.

Last year | spoke about the 'windshield wiper' - how most people believe if you restore Alaska to its
original position kind of pivots around the McKenzie Delta and returns back to this position adjacent
to the Canadian Arctic archipelago. The only problem with that is we believe the Canadian basin to
be oceanic and therefore oceanic rock is temporary at the surface of the earth, and the Chukchi
Borderland is permanent and its continental; the continents are permanent, the oceans come and
go. The cruise focused on the transition between the Chukchi shelf to the Chukchi borderland areas.
We were looking for the structures that would accommodate the motion and also the internal
deformation of the Chukchi borderland. The cruise plan was to image the southern edge of the
structure, and we sailed through Popcorn and Crackjack collecting seismic data through those wells
because one of the biggest issues we have in understanding the history of the arctic Ocean is we get
this nice multi-channel lines, but we have no way to date the reflectors, no ways to date the acoustic
images of the stratigraphy, and this deprives us of the ability to really tell the story. We can see
complex history, complex structure and complex stratigraphy, but we can't relate it to other pieces
of the puzzle because we can't date any of it. The idea was to sail through these two wells where we
have dated horizons and basically take age control in to the Arctic Ocean by that means. We also
want to test models for the opening of the Canadian Basin.

The multi channel seismic set up included 1830 cubic inches total volume over ten independent air
guns and pulled a 6 km streamer with 458 channels. This is a smaller source than the oil industry
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typically uses. (Displayed a model of the 10 gun set acoustics source signature.) Other acoustic
sources that were continuously used during the cruise included: a Kongsberg EM 122 Swatch
Bathymetric sonar (12 kHz); a Knudson 320 B/R sub bottom profiler (2.0-6.0 kHz); and two acoustic
Doppler current profilers (ADCP; 75 and 150 kHz). These were run continuously from Dutch Harbor
and back. Other data sets collected included gravity anomaly, magnetic anomaly and sonobuoys to
get wide-angled refraction data.

The non-ice reinforced vessel was used because the cruise was originally scheduled for 2010, and we
were having to do a scavenger hunt to pull together the multi-channel seismic system. We found a
number of the pieces, and NSF was willing to pay to refurbish some compressors to bring on to Healy
because the Healy did not have compressor capability but then, at the last minute, Scripps
announced they would not allow us to use their streamers, and we were kind of stuck. This past year
there was too much competition for Healy time. There were three separate successful proposals
funded by different groups that all wanted Healy at the same time. The Langseth was already
scheduled to work in the North Pacific, so it worked well for NSF, and there was not a lot of transit
for us to swap in Dutch Harbor. The big issue was then how can we operate safely in the Arctic,
especially at night, because we straddled the equinox, and a significant amount of operational time
was during non daylight hours, and this presented some issues using a non-ice reinforced vessel in
the vicinity of the ice edge. (Displayed AMSR-E Sea Ice Extent). We got very close to a new record
for minimum ice, and this diminished ice extent really made it possible for us to do very well with
the data acquisition.

Showed a single channel field record that showed a very nice stratigraphy horizontally layered. You
can see an awful lot of multiples caused by reflections. Once these are processed out we will start
seeing the structure of the deeper layers much more clearly. The interpreted imagery we received
from the Canadian Ice Service and this made it possible for us to operate safely in the presence of
the ice. The captain's confidence in the ice imagery from the Canadian Ice Service was such that he
took us into 1/10 ice and sat up on the helm for the whole night sailing between floes with all the
gear towed in the water.

We have 458 channels of processing, but this is a single channel record (shown). What you can see
is very nice stratigraphy horizontally layered. You can see these blocks sticking up out of the
basement. You can also see other features you would interpret in terms of structure, and you can
see an awful lot of multiples. Multiples are where the signal goes from the guns to the bottom, to
the bottom of the water, to the bottom, and back to the bottom of the water, so they are multiple
images caused by reflections from the water underside and those will be eliminated in processing.
We feel that once these are processed out we are going to start seeing the structure of the deeper
basins much more clearly and we may even be able to see in to the Paleozoic.

One interesting thing we have seen at Northwind Ridge is an erosional surface, and we are
interpreting this to show that Northwind Ridge was once above the water. It stood out above the
water surface and was probably a source of sediments for the Arctic Ocean. We also collected multi
beam data, and because a lot of the areas we were working in were fairly shallow, an awful lot of
what we see is this continuous record of ice gouging. But, in the more northerly areas, we also find
evidence of glacial activity, glaciers grounding on the Chukchi Borderland that actually molded and
shaped the sea floor.

IHA was received by mail a couple days before set off for Dutch Harbor. The monitoring program
included visual observations from an observation deck and a passive acoustic monitoring (PAM)
system. There were five Protected Species Observers, one community observer, 7/24 PAM and
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daylight visual monitoring when weather was good. The towing arrangements included a
magnometer, a hydrophone array extending six kilometers behind the ship, a gun array and then the
PAM array at 150 meters long.

Shut Down Radii from the 90 day report:

Table 1. Exclusion zone (EZ) radii for triggering mitigation.

Level-B
Array Shut-down EZ for | Shut-down EZ
S{i::)rﬁle'::d Tow Depth Wate{rm[;epth Pinnipeds, Polar | for Cetaceans ;:nr:sfégi’"é
(m) Bears 190 dB (m) 180 dB (m) (m)
Shallow
(<100) 150 296 1,050
Single bolt Intermediate
airgun (40 in%) 6 (100-1,000) 18 60 278
Deep
(>1,000) 12 40 385
Shallow 190 1,870 14,370
1 stning (<200)
10 airguns 6 Intermediate 130 1.400 13.980
g (200-1,000)
(1830 in®) Deep
(>1,000) 130 425 14,070

Multi channel seismic activity included the full array being online the bulk of the time. The guns
silent time was mostly during transit from Dutch Harbor and back. Some partial volume times were
due partly because if one gun failed or if there was some issue with the gun array. Typically the
Langseth is pulling 4 gun strings, so if we had a problem with the gun string we were towing, we'd
put another out.

For source operations there were seven minutes of gun tests. There was approximately one hour
and ten minutes of ramp ups over the whole cruise. We had one daytime ramp up from silence, two
day time ramp ups from mitigation guns, and no night time ramp ups from mitigation gun. There
were approximately 500 hours of full power survey acquisition, about 28 hours of full/partial power
line changes, one hour of single airgun and a total of 531:50 hours of total acoustic source active
time.

The PSO's spent about 406 hours of visual observation, 526 hours of acoustic observation and 294
hours of simultaneous visual and acoustic observation. Mammal detections included:
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Total Number of Detection Total Number of Animals
Records Recorded
Cetaceans
Unidentifiable cetacean 4 9
Mysticetes
Humpback whale 1 2
Common minke whale 1 1
Odontocetes
Killer whale 1 5
Pinnipeds
Pacific walrus 6 14
Spotted seal 3 3
Ringed seal 5 5
Bearded seal 6 7
Northern fur seal 4 9
Unidentifiable pinniped 11 12

There were runs of days where we saw nothing. We really encountered most of the mammals seen
during transits. The whales we saw were before we went active, so there really wasn't an issue of
takes with whales. Some of the seals we saw while we were active, and this resulted in a couple of
shutdowns.

Power downs by species included five power downs for a total duration of 1 hour 32 minutes: one
power down for a spotted seal, two for bearded seals, one for ringed seal and one for an
unidentified pinniped.

In summary, there were not very many marine mammals encountered. There was a certain number
of Level B takes authorized by the IHA. In no case did we come anywhere close to the number of
takes authorized.

It was a scientifically successful cruise. There was very good monitoring thanks to the PSO's. They
did an excellent job and were careful, cautious and deliberate in their observations within the
restrictions of the environment. Their professionalism and intelligence was much appreciated. As a
result there were minimal takes.

QUESTIONS & ANSWERS

Q: Ben Greene: Although you mentioned PAM was used 24/7, as well as the daytime visual
observations, is there any correlative data between those monitoring efforts? How well did the PAM
work, and did it correlate?

A: Bernard Coakley, UAF: From talking to the PSQ's, | got the impression they were skeptical about
its efficacy, but given that there weren't many mammals in the first place, | think it is kind of hard to
judge.

Q: Robert Suydam, NSB: Were there many marine mammals heard from the towed PAM array?
A: Bernard Coakley, UAF: My understanding is there were none.
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Q: Robert Suydam, NSB: Presumably that information is in the report someplace that will end up on
a website?

A: Bernard Coakley, UAF: | believe that's right. If you want, | do have the 90 Day Report | can give
you.

C: Candace Nachman, NMFS: It is on the website already.

C: Robert Suydam, NSB: Thanks Candace. A comment about your comment that there appeared to
be very few takes. The key word is appear. You had lots of zeros in the column for animals that may
have been exposed to 160 dB or louder, but we know that marine mammal observers can't see out
to the 14-15 km zone far that the 160 dB includes, and so it is a presumption there is no take at
those levels, it really is just an assumption. There wasn't really any monitoring out there to really be
able to assess that unless I'm missing something.

C: Bernard Coakley, UAF: We had no way to see out to that horizon, but | would suggest there were
minimal takes even within the visuals would suggest that we were well within the limits established
by NMSF.

C: Robert Suydam, NSB: | would guess that you were probably well within the limits as well but an
alternative interpretation of the data is that mammals weren't seen very often within the visual
observation range because they were scared away, taken or deflected away from seismic, and so my
point is that making conclusions from visual observations isn't always the best. And lastly,
congratulations on getting some really cool geological data.

C: Bill Streever, BP: 1'd like to respond to Ben's question because the use of passive acoustic
monitoring has come up repeatedly. PAM almost never well correlates well with visual sightings.
When the animals are on the surface they are often showing different calling behaviors than at
depth, and the calls will carry differently on the surface than at depth. The whale that's here whose
call would carry the furthest is the bowhead whale, but unfortunately it's at the same bandwidth as
the propellers and the engines, so you tend not to hear it with conventional towed PAM. That's why
Statoil funded some experiments a couple years ago and BP funded some experiments in Canada
trying to develop a PAM system that would work better with low frequency calling. | personally
think PAM works great in some settings if you understand its limitations, but in my opinion, those
limitations make PAM not very effective in the Arctic for detecting bowheads. That may be
confirmed by this ... you didn't see that many bowheads, you didn't hear that many bowheads?

A: Bernard Coakley, UAF: No, there were no visuals of whales north of the Bering Strait, and, as
far as | knew from talking with the PSQO's, they did not think they heard anything on the PAM.

Q: Bill Streever, BP: Your estimated take levels that presumably came from your application were
really high, which is often what we usually see, but I'm wondering if you want to talk a bit about
where those come from and if you were going to shoot in the same area would you put in lower
estimates for your next authorization?

A: Bernard Coakley, UAF: This was all done out of (unable to hear) so | didn't have a direct hand in
doing the take estimates. One thing that concerned me when | looked at the original take estimates
is that we had zero takes for a number of species that it was thought we were very unlikely to see
and that concerned me. | actually advocated for low numbers for those. | really can't speak directly
to how those numbers were obtained. They do seem high to me, too.

Q: Bill Streever, BP: Does NMFS have any comment on that? Obviously, to me, as an industry
representative, if | go through the trouble of putting in an IHA request | have an incentive to ask for
as many as | possibly can that you'll still give me, and | would venture to guess that's probably not
the best thing for the agency because then you're authorizing more than what some people might
think of as a small take.

A: Jolie Harrison, NMFS: | think the standard thing NMSF typically does on research surveys is to
simply multiple whatever their density estimates are in an area times the isopleth and track line that
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they have. Depending on the density estimates that you're using, it can result in an over estimate,
but in the interest of making sure you are assessing what the potential impacts of the take would be
on the population and being able to make the findings, | think we are oftentimes erring on the side
of larger estimates.

Q: David Hannay, JASCO: I'm going to go back and ask a question about the PAM. As Bill was talking
about, the PAM sometimes has limited functionality due to contamination by noise from seismic air
guns, vessels, etc. and the effectiveness depends on how far you can get the sensors away from
those noise sources. Can you give us a brief detail about what your PAM system consisted of, how
far it was towed behind the vessel, and how many channels, and how deep, for example?

A: Bernard Coakley, UAF: Honestly, other than making sure it was operational and the PSO's were
happy with how it was functioning, | didn't pay much attention, but it is documented in the 90 day
report.

C: Dave Hannay, JASCO: | think that's important to note when we're talking about the effectiveness
of PAM. We really need to understand what type of PAM system is being used and what its
limitations are for each configuration.

Q: Rafealla Stimmelmayr, NSB: You reported also on marine carcasses, and | was wondering if there
is any more information on that?

A: Bernard Coakley, UAF: | believe there was just one or two, not that many, and they couldn't be
identified.

C: Robert Suydam, NSB: ['d like to follow up on Bill's comment about estimation of takes and it may
be a parking lot issue, and | know the peer review panels have made recommendations to NMFS on
perhaps holding a workshop or figuring out same way to come up with guidance on how people
should estimate takes before going in the field and then how do they calculate takes or exposures
once their done.

Q: Bill Streever, BP: | want to follow up on Dave's comment saying that you should document more
of what your PAM system is capable of. People really don't, and | agree with Dave that it should be
done, but when people use PAM they throw it over the side, someone listens to it and says 'yeah, |
can hear the boats, it must be working." | think you guys did exactly what other people do.

A: Bernard Coakley, UAF: The physical system is documented in the 90-day report. The PSO's paid
a lot of attention to it. It wasn't really ignored at all. Within the limits of its capabilities, | think it was
used well but then the question of its capabilities is very important.

C: Bill Streever, BP: The reason | keep hammering on this is | know people are always reaching for a
way to improve mitigation, but | fear people waste time and energy that could be better spent
elsewhere on mitigation techniques that frankly just aren't going to work from base principles until
the R&D work is done.

Q: Robert Suydam, NSB: You mentioned that you threw out some sonobuoys as well. Did anyone
look through the recordings from the sonobuoys for marine mammal calls?

A: Bernard Coakley, UAF: No. In 2005 we did put the sonobuoys on a low power FM radio and gave
receivers to the MMOs on Healy's bridge to listen directly to the channel coming off the sonobuoys.
They didn't hear anything then. Whether or not that might have been more effective this time, we
didn't discuss doing that for this cruise.

Q: Shane Guan, NOAA/NMFS: What is the range on the buoy?
A: Bernard Coakley, UAF: It's line of sight, so 20 kilometers.
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Q: Harry Brower, AEWC: Bernie, thank you for your presentation. You said something about night
vision was a problem in terms of monitoring for marine mammals. | have probably voiced a concern
before regarding how we can continue permitting these types of activities when there is no ground
truthing on any of the tools that are being used for verifying whether mammals are present. We
need to sit down with the agency to ground truth these efforts. For example there are night vision
goggles, but how effective are they and are there tools that are going to be continued to be
identified and what are their limitations?

A: Bernard Coakley, UAF: During the cruise they installed a forward looking IFR camera with the
idea that they might be able to use it at night, but they regarded it as experimental and did not really
use it continuously.

C: Bill Streever, BP: | wanted to comment on that because this is another area | found really
frustrating. It's not a criticism to you guys, it's more a criticism of all of us. We need to learn how to
use the gear better. We need to better understand what it can do. Not just forward looking IFR, but
other vision enhancement gear that's out there. The place to do that is not on a seismic shoot. You
are intentionally trying to avoid marine mammals; you're trying to be there when there's not a lot
around. What kind of way is that to test new gear? If we are going to test new gear, it needs to be
on dedicated experiments, not trying to cram extra things on a seismic boat that is doing its level
best to avoid marine mammals.

2011 Monitoring Results for Northstar and 2012 Operations and Monitoring
Plans (Beaufort Sea)

Bill Streever, Environmental Studies Leader, BP Exploration (Alaska) Inc.

This is the 13th year of Northstar studies related to marine mammals. Northstar was built in 2001,
and the first oil was extracted in October 2001. Northstar had a peak oil production of 80,000
barrels per day (bpd), compared to 2010 production of an average of 18,000 bpd and in 2011 it
decreased to 13,000 bpd. Northstar is located just north of Prudhoe Bay. Cross Island is to the east
about 25 miles. Activities in 2011 were typical of past years with one exception. A new personnel
module was brought to the island. There were typical seal counts this year with no surprises and
typical bowhead call counts and acoustics as well.

This slide provides a background of regulatory activity including IHA's and LOAs. We did request
renewal of regulations for our five year letter of authorization. This is different than an IHA. In the
LOA process you apply for regulations and then, if regulations are written, they apply for five years.
Under those regulations you can then request year by year letters of authorization and then after
five years you have to petition for a new set of regulations versus IHA's which are generally speaking
one year at a time. The pointis, to get an LOA you actually need to have regulations in place.

Here is a timeline of what we've done at Northstar and where we've been. In 2011 we did routine
monitoring, nothing too fancy; 1 peer reviewed publication was published on call directionality; and
another paper was accepted. A second, but relatively small, peer reviewed paper led by John
Richardson also came out. NMFS completed a five year peer review for the Northstar project just
after the Open Water Meeting last year.

2011 Northstar activities were similar to past years with one exception. Helicopter and hovercraft
operations during the ice covered season and open water season was pretty normal and in range
with other years. Tugs, barges and ACS boats were pretty similar to past years as well. Crew boats
are a bit of a change from the way things were in the past few years. There was no crew boat from
2003 to 2009, and then we started using them again in 2010 and 2011 because of island
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construction. We did some modifications to the island, including removing the drill rig, and we
brought out the new personnel module so we needed some increased capacity. My hope is that
they have not grown so fond of the crew boat that we'll begin to see higher numbers of crew boat
usage next year but | honestly don't know and need to talk to the Northstar guys about that. The
idea with the hovercraft is that it would displace the crew boat. Island enhancements included the
drill rig removal in 2010, and, in 2011, other work was done around the island, including use of
steam probes to thaw the gravel and then compacting the gravel, some vibratory piling, impact
piling in the gravel for new module supports; seawater intake installation and the new personnel
module.

Seals have been monitored at Northstar in this particular style since 2005. It is a very basic program
where our guys on the island climb up to the top of the module and spend approximately 15 minutes
counting seals once a day for as many days as they can during the seal basking season in the spring.
It's not a huge area that they're covering. They have an inclinometer, so they kind of have an idea of
where their radius is. The interesting thing about the data is that the total number of seals in 2011
was exactly the same as in 2010 (185). The total observation days were also the same (62). And the
number of seals per day was the same in both cases (3). The data sheets were checked and the
numbers were just coincidentally the same. All the numbers are pretty much in range with what's
been seen in the past. The seal observation period is broken into four periods, and then we look at
counts in each of those periods. In that respect, 2010 and 2011 numbers were not identical
although the total numbers turned out to be the same. The standard monitoring was used at
Northstar in 2011 utilizing one recorder 450 meters from the island telling us what kinds of sounds
are coming from the island and another recorder at the location marked "C" to listen to bowheads.
Location C has been maintained for the entire period that Northstar has been doing this work to give
us a basis for comparison year after year.

(Presented some results from Northstar acoustics.) The near island recorder (450 meters from the
island) broadband sound pressure levels from 10 to 450 Hz, relatively low frequency, from August 24
to September 29. The peaks shown are indicative of vessel traffic; the lower edges are weather-
related noise. Where the black line goes up and down is by and large weather related noise. The
red line (added about two years ago) instead of giving the broadband sound as measured for one
minute out of every four and one half minutes, gives the lowest two second sample out of ten
minutes. The reason we do this is to find out about the steady sounds out there (not vessels, air gun
pulses, mystery pops, etc.) but instead is representative of weather noise, compressors, pumps, that
sort of thing. Another plot was shown comparing year to year. One difference is that we have more
vessel spikes or peaks this year than in past. We had a discussion about how we actually define a
vessel peak, and we need to come up with a standard definition of a vessel peak, and then we
actually need to count them instead of just looking at the plot and saying there's more this year than
past years. It seems reasonable there would be more this year because we were using the crew
boats, and the crew boats are loud under water. The one other thing to point out is the sound levels
close to the island are around 130-140 even when we are in vessel peaks, so these are not
tremendously loud sounds compared to seismic impulses. They are also a different quality of sound.
They are continuous sounds or semi continuous sounds as opposed to impulses, but they are
considerably lower sound levels. 2011 data show the maximum level in 2011 was within the range of
maximum levels seen in past years. That's true for the 95% level right on down the chart. Basically
we're seeing that Northstar is doing pretty much what it's done in past years in terms of its
underwater acoustics footprint.

In terms of bowhead calls, 14,400 total calls were detected at C/EB (within the range of what we
usually have gotten over the past few years). We've had lows as low as 331 and highs as far as
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40,000. The DASAR recording season was 34 days in length with a mean of 424 calls per day. The
majority of calls were more of the simple calls than complex calls, similar to 2010. (A plot
summarizing the direction from which the majority of calls were coming from was shown.) In 2011
most of the calls were coming from the east. If you look at the dataset from the past you can see in
past years they come from different directions, but virtually never inshore, which is to be expected,
but more often than not they are coming from the east or northeast. If we didn't have the data from
Shell's recorders further to the west that tells us that in fact the whales are actually going to the
west and are continuing to call to the west, this would be a troubling plot because the whales are
calling as they approach Northstar and then they stop. So we did some work on call directionality
and published a paper that came out this year which probably explains part of what we're seeing
here. | would think that we should probably do the math and ask ourselves how much can call
directionality explain the results like what we see in 2011 versus how much is something else we
don't understand that's going on right now. When we did the call directionality work we actually had
pinger sounds in the water that we know to be omni-directional sounds, and they were not as
directional as the whale calls, so it isn't simply a matter of propagation characteristics in the
particular region where we're working. Something else is going on.

Q: Bob Day, ABR: Is the citation page number correct as displayed? Pages 200-20127
A: Bill Streever, BP: Probably not. Probably 200-212, but we can PDF the link to you.

The 2011 Cross Island Hunt. These track lines displayed show the boat locations during the hunt in
2011. Three whales were landed out of the quota of four. These were unusually large animals taken
early in the season. There were some vessel traffic concerns that were identified by the whalers. It
was not vessel traffic associated with Northstar, just more traffic in general. There were no specific
complaints about any particular vessel, just the general, and understandable, concern about
increased traffic in the area.

Peer reviewers had asked that non-bowhead calls be identified. One issue with that is that our
recorders were set up specifically for bowheads so they work from about 10 to 450 Hz, so the
sampling rate is such that you won't hear anything calling above the 450 Hz, so that means you
aren't going to hear belugas, which are mostly above that, so it isn't surprising we didn't hear any.
That doesn't mean there weren't belugas there. We did hear bearded seals, and | was impressed
with the number we heard, 1041. We also heard six walrus; 2,303 unspecified marine mammals;
unidentified 3,459; 271 human made sounds exclusive of boats.

Q: Robert Suydam, NSB: Were the bearded seal calls typical songs, trailing songs?

A: Susanna Blackwell, Greeneridge: There are usually just little pieces of it, lasting only a few
seconds. They were pretty bearded seal-like but they are not the long...

Q: Bill Streever, BP: But pretty unmistakable?

A: Susanna Blackwell, Greeneridge: Yeah.

C: Robert Suydam, NSB: Thank you for that. Conventional wisdom is that bearded seals are mostly
singing their cool songs in the springtime and not at other times of the year.

This was something the peer reviewers asked us to do. | thought it was interesting. Definitely, if you
wanted to look at animals other than bowheads you would not do it with this bandwidth. It's just
not the right bandwidth, but we can still do it. It doesn't really take an awful lot of effort when we're
processing the recordings to do it.



Arctic Open Water Meeting March 2012

Q: Robert Suydam, NSB: Is this just all from 20117 Is there any anticipation about looking at old
data?

A: Bill Streever, BP: If there was good justification for the expense we'd consider it, but we'd want
to know why people wanted that before we spent the money. It's a substantial amount of work.
You'd have to listen manually and go back and listen to all those old recordings. That's not to say we
wouldn't do it, but | would want to know why people wanted to do that before we invested in it, not
because | think there's anything to hide, but | don't think it will be very interesting partly because
these aren't the right recorders to do that with and maybe not the right location.

Our plans for 2012 include hopefully receiving the LOA for Northstar, possibly with additional
requirements, and we kind of assume the peer review comments will be included in the LOA. We
will also have:

e ongoing monitoring

e the 2012 hunt

e publication of our first Northstar deflection paper

e possibly submit seal paper

e possibly submit second deflection paper

e cumulative effects work (unrelated to Northstar; BP is supporting a series of workshops on
cumulative effects trying to develop a method to get at the issue of cumulative effects)

Q: Harry Brower, AEWC: I'm trying to understand a bit more about the deflection papers. I've
voiced this concern in the past about how BP identified its objectives to address the deflection in
regards to whales. When you are saying that, submit the seal paper or the second deflection paper.
It has a question mark. I'm trying to understand what you're indicating. Is it that researchers are
losing interest on it?

A: Bill Streever, BP: They are losing youth. With the seal paper, we've had a draft paper that we've
kicked around among six or seven co-authors. It just never becomes the priority because there is
always one more NMFS requirement that takes up our time, and they just don't get finished. As long
as we have all these new requirements coming in, we didn't have time to really understand what
we've already done. | think it was in 2004 | made that argument to the Science Advisory Committee
that works with NMFS and NSB, and | made that argument to them so that we could ramp down so
we could work on some of those results and that's when we did our first major revision to the data
analysis and that's where we really started to cleanly see this deflection effect year after year. We
wrote one paper on that that's been published, and we have another paper that is largely based on
the first paper, and | guess | could say it shouldn't be that hard to do but everybody is getting older,
some are trying to retire or are ramping down, and people don't have the time.

The monitoring plan for 2012 includes one location to record Northstar, one location to count calls,
and two redundant locations at Sector C with three recorders.

In summary, we have had 13 years of Northstar. We have ongoing reservoir depletion. We have
had typical activities plus some island enhancement and have seen typical sound levels; typical seal

counts; typical bowhead counts; and a successful hunt.

QUESTIONS & ANSWERS

Q: Robert Suydam, NSB: How long does BP expect to continue pulling oil out of Northstar? 10 or 15
years?
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A: Bill Streever, BP: | can give Bill Streever's opinion. | don't know if there is a consolidated BP
view. In my opinion, ten years is believable if the price of oil remains high; 15 years I'd be pretty
skeptical. 1'd also say that if we started talking about demobilization in five years I'd not be
surprised. It's going to depend on the price of oil and on the technology.

Q: Robert Suydam, NSB: You mentioned the increased use of crew boats in 2011. What do you
anticipate being the activities in 2012? Will you go back to using the hovercraft more or will crew
boats stay about the same or what?

A: Bill Streever, BP: | need to talk to Northstar management about that. The crew boat was brought
back for the island construction and demobilizing the rig, but the problem is people are going to get
used to it, and my fear is they like the crew boat and are going to try to keep it out there. So, | need
to talk to those guys and let them know it is an issue for underwater sounds and see what kind of
influence we have. | can't answer you because | can't pull the plug on the crew boat myself, but | can
try to exert influence.

Q: Robert Suydam, NSB: When was full array out last?

A: Bill Streever, BP: Full array was out last in 2010 Susanna?

A: Susanna Blackwell, Greeneridge: | think it was 2009.

A: Bill Streever, BP: We did it two years in a row. That was a while ago.

Q: Robert Suydam, NSB: Any thoughts about trying to put that out again in the near future?

A: Bill Streever, BP: My feeling on that is if we had a good reason to do it and some good questions
to ask, I'd be open to it. But barring that, if all we're doing is monitoring, and we're seeing years like
we saw this year, where there's no news, I'd say wouldn't everyone be better off if we tried to learn
something new about bowheads. Generally speaking, BP would not want to do work that is totally
unrelated to Northstar, with Northstar money. It might make more sense to do something unrelated
to Northstar or less directly related to Northstar than it would be to put the full array back out. I'd
also say there is still a lot of learning to be had from the existing dataset. | would like to see us
continue to whittle away at that stuff.

Q: Brad Smith, NMFS: That new piece where you looked at two second low sound levels, did that
correlate with certain island activities? And | wasn't clear whether that was from the 450 meter
hydrophone?

A: Bill Streever, BP: The one | showed here was. We do it both offshore and at the 450 meter
distance. We do it at both of those.

Q: Brad Smith, NMFS: So did that approximate ambient, or are you picking up a lot of on island
noise? Is that what defines that baseline?

A: Bill Streever, BP: Ambient is a funny word in this case because Northstar is now part of the
ambient noise. That line on the near island recorder, that low line, that two second interval and the
other line as well, are both elevated by things like compressors and pumps working on the island.
They are both elevated a few dB.

Q: Brad Smith, NMFS: You didn't pick up any transients or any way to further reduce the noise that
is obvious? It's just basically the hum of the island?

A: Bill Streever, BP: It's the hum of the island. When you're talking about a few dB, those are
almost not meaningful numbers. | did notice, for example, on one of the tables in there we report
dB to the tenth. One tenth of a dB doesn't really mean anything. When you say can you reduce a
sound by 2 or 3 dB, | don't think you can consistently measure the difference and make a meaningful
difference.

C: Susanna Blackwell, Greeneridge: It's half the power of 3 dB.

A: Bill Streever, BP: Yeah, but could you consistently measure the difference?



Arctic Open Water Meeting March 2012

C: Bill Streever, BP: | would like to add one more thing. | come to these meetings, and | see a lot of
the same faces, but what | find is people are all over the map in terms of their understanding. | think
the one thing we can think about collectively is trying to sponsor some training courses to get people
closer to be on the same page in terms of dB, calibration, etc.

C: Lisa O'Brien, Facilitator: | agree. | sometimes wonder if you all have the same definitions.

C: Dave Hannay, JASCO: As far as the acoustic monitoring, what we are looking at is a lot of
variability. These two to three dB changes are really tough to identify when you are seeing weather
differences of at least 15 dB. We really need to look at these statistically; we don't expect to see a
transition immediately. It is very difficult to extract these small changes.

C: Bill Streever, BP: There is variability in measurement, no matter how good we make the
hydrophones, there's always going to be problems, but there's also variability in propagation and
variability in the background noise. | would also add the variability seen in the lowest two second
sample is mostly weather.

Statoil 2011 Monitoring Results for Chukchi Sea Marine Survey Program

Shallow Hazard and Geotechnical Program Operations
Roy Wollvik, Principal Engineer, Statoil

I've been with Statoil for five years working mainly with seabed mapping and marine operations
particularly in the Arctic. | was offshore in the Chukchi Sea last year on the geotechnical vessel. Last
year in the open water meetings Statoil presented the 2011 operation, and | will present some of the
results of what we did.

We had two simultaneous operations. The vessels used were the Duke for site survey on shallow
seismic and Fugro Synergy was our geotechnical vessel for drilling and taking samples of the seabed.
The operation area was in the Chukchi Sea, and we mobilized from Dutch Harbor and had a four and
one-half day transit to the site area about 100 miles off of Wainwright. Beingin such a remote area
takes a lot of planning because of the distance and lack of infrastructure. We had a hospital on the
Synergy in case of emergencies. We did