Cleve. I am pasting my comencs in below: we hare having server lssues
here and it does not seem to be agcepting an actachment.:

Commente of Lisa M. Rotterman, Ph.D. on the revised Chukchi 193 EIS.

I don’t have adequate time to provide detailed comments. However, &
few things really jump out about the 193 document:

L) Section IV-5 Significgnce Thresholds:

The document defines threshold for significance for the following
resources as:

Biological Resources (sealg, walrus, beluga whale, marine and coastal
birds, terrestrial mammals, lower trophic-level organisms, fishes,
essential fish habitat, vegetation and wetlands, and polar bears): an
adverse impact that results in a decline in abundance and/or change in
distribution requiring three or more generations for the indicated
population to recover to its former status; one or mere generations for
polar bears,

Threatened and Endangered Species: An adverse impac¢t that results in a
decline in abundance and/or change in distribution requiring one or
more generations for the indicated population to recover to its former
status.

I RECOMMEND STRONGLY that the significance threshold for threatened and
endangered species be changed. For bowhead whales, this threshold
means that MMS would have to cause an effect that would take a minimum
of about 2 decades for the population to recover before we would call
it significant. I also point out that this means that, at present
growth rates, we could have an impact that would kill a couple of
thousand whales and we might not deem it significant. AC the time of
the PEA, we xevised this significance critericn after I asked an inter-
regional, inrer-agency panel of MMPA and/or ESA experts from MMS and
NMFS (Judy Wilson, Brad Smith, XKen Hollingshead, and Deborah Epperson)
whether they thought this threshold passed the “red face ‘test”. We all
agreed that it did not. Thus, we came up, jointly, with defensible
significance criteria for the PEA. We also included the CEQ guidelines
for evaluation of significance in our analyses for that document. MMS
went back to this (the criteria in 193 draft) for 202 because they did
not want a new significant effect that would trigoer -the need for the
preparation of an EIS. However, I strongly argued then, and I strongly
argue again, that this significance ¢riterion dees not pass the red
face test. This is an endangered species. It is ecologically unigue.
The population is important to the viability of the species as a whole.
The species may be the world's longest lived mammal. The population is
0f huge importance culturally and as a subsistence resource for the
indigenous peoples of the Alagkan RBeaufort and the Chukehi Seas. There
is controversy and uncertainty about potential effects on this species.
Why is this unsupportable criterion scill being used??






