NATIONAL PARKS CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION
COMMENTS ON THE (REVISED) ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR THE
BNP PETROLEUM CORPORATION LEMON/LEMON SEED UNIT WELLS NO, 1-
1000S AND NO. 1-1008S IN PADRE ISLAND NATIONAL SEASHORE, TEXAS
AUGUST 26, 2002

Superintendent

Padre Island National Seashore
P.O. Box 181300

Corpus Christi, Texas 78480

Dear Superintendent W}nfw()rth

The National Parks Conservation Association (NPCA) once again thanks you for the opportunity
to comment on the Environmental Assessment (EA) for the BNP Petroleum Corporation (BNP)
Lemon/Lemon Seed Unit Wells No. 1-1000S and No. 1-1008S within the Padre Island National
Seashore, Texas. As you know, NPCA is a private, non-profit advocacy organization dedicated
to protecting, preserving, and enhancing the U.S. National Park System. Founded in 1919,
NPCA has over 350,000 members, with over 16,000 members in Texas.

NPCA submitted comments on the adequacy of the first Lemon-Lemon Seed Unit Wells EA on
May 26, 2002. We therefore respectfully request that those comments be made part of the
current administrative record for BNP’s application on the Lemon/Lemon Seed Unit Wells.

NPCA recognizes that BNP holds the subsurface mineral interests in the area and that
congressional legislation eénabling the National Seashore recognized these valid, ex1stmg .
interests. However, we believe that the National Park Service (NPS) again has not provided the
public sufficient information in the EA to qualify the impacts of the proposal and to determine
whether these impacts would or would pot result in significant adverse environmental impact or
result in the impairment of park resources and values.

Based on the analysis contained within the current EA and upon on the Park Service’s
responsibilities under its Organic Act, General Authorities Act and Redwoods Act Amendments,
and it responsibility for public disclosure under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA),
we see no recourse other than the agency’s adoption of Alternative A—The No Action
Alternative—other than the decision to prepare a more thorough Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the proposed undertaking. This is because the current EA still fails to
address other reasonable alternatives to the timing (i.e., seasonality) of drilling activities and
ignores or contains fleeting references to potentially significant but unmitigable environmental
impacts to, among other things, endangered species and the experience of visitors to the
Seashore.

Because Padre Island is a National Seashore—and the only National Seashore on the Gulf Coast
of Texas—the public requires better assurances that its natural seashore will not be impaired.
Alternative A—the “No Action” Alternative—is not only the environmentally preferred
alternative as identified by NPS in Section 2.4, it is also the alternative that is most consistent
with the purposes of a National Seashore and NPS principles of good stewardship.

NSOOCINENTH 624



NPCA’s claim that an EIS is necessary for this undertaking is based upon the fact that potentially
significant impacts from BNP’s drilling and production from the Lemon/Lemon Seed Unit Wells
would indeed result from implementation of the NPS Preferred Alternative (i.e., the Proposed
Action). And, coupled with the cumulative development scenario as described in the EA that is
comprised of the drilling and production of at least 17 additional natural gas wells within the
National Seashore, it is NPCA’s opinion that such oil and gas activity will not be able to avoid
adverse impact to the endangered Kemp’s ridley sea turtle or to the experience of the many
people that visit the Seashore. Without more explicit documentation that these impacts are
clearly below the threshold of significance, the NPS has no choice but to either adopt the “No
Action” Alternative or to make a decision to prepare an EIS on the proposed Lemon/Lemon Seed
Unit wells.

Our specific comments follow.

The EA is Deficient in that it Does Not Address in Detail an Alternative that Includes a Seasonal
Closure on Dnlling Activities.

The Kemp ridley’s sea turtle is a federally endangered species—the only such species that NPS
has specific responsibilities assigned by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) in terms of
a Recovery Plan for Padre Istand National Seashore. At a mimimum, the EA must include
alternatives that analyze well drilling activities outside of the nesting season for Kemp’s ridley.
To not include such alternatives is contrary to the objectives of the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA), the Endangered Species Act, and NPS’ own guidelines for implementing
NEPA (i.e, NPS-12).

The EA does not adequately discuss the total amount of potential truck traffic resulting from
routine drilling operations in addition to scenarios where water would have to be hauled from the
park’s fire hydrant. from the existing Dunn-Murdock well, and where drilling mud and excess
liquids would be transported by truck out of the park. As such, NPCA views the analysis in the
EA to be flawed as it currently lacks an adequate accounting of the total potential for truck traffic
along the Gulf Beach. Further, when viewed in this light, NPCA believes that NPS will be
unable to justify allowing BNP to conduct well drifling operations during the sea turtle nesting
season based on an apparent inability to actively schedule and monitor this extensive leve] of
truck traffic. Without adequate reassurance 1o the EA and accounting from NPS that it has the
manpower and resources to conduct such monitoring, we believe that the analysis ip the EA to
support its contention is flawed and that the potential to adversely impact sea turtles is extremely
high and, thus, contrary to NPS resource protection mandates, NEPA, and the Endangered
Species Act.

Gtven that the two most controversial and potentially significant issues associated with the
proposed undertaking include project effects on the endangered Kemp ridley’s sea turtle during
the nesting/hatchling season and on the experience of visitors during the peak summer visitation
to the Seashore, the NPS 15 required under NEPA and its own policies to include a full-blown
alternative—to be discussed 1in comparable detail to that of the Proposed Action and No Action
Alternative—that addressed these critical and controversial issues. The fact that the EA is
limited to only two alternatives, with one being the action proposed by BNP and the other being
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“No Action,” 1s evidence enough that NPS has failed to take a hard look at a reasonable range of
alternatives to the proposed action. Significant NEPA case law exists to date that supports our
contention that NPS has failed, in this case, to take a hard look at a reasonable range of
alternatives in the Lemon/Lemon Seed Unit EA. This severe oversight on the part of NPS must
be corrected before any approval of the subject EA, otherwise, it would not be difficult to
demonstrate that such a decision was arbitrary, capricious, and an abuse of discretion.

Further, without the inclusion of a seasonal drilling closure aiternative in the EA, the NPS has
failed the public by not providing an extremely valuable tool that clearly demonstrates the
environmental tradeoffs associated with a seasonal closure for the drilling phase of proposed
natural gas operations. We think, 1f viewed in full light and compared with the other two
“alternatives,” that an alternative that addressed a seasonal drilling closure would have clear
environmental advantages over the current “Proposed Action.” The only downfall we see to this
new alternative is that it may require BNP to be more expeditious with respect to the drilling of
its gas wells, but a five-month window each year in which to do so does not seem unreasonable.

Thus, the faulty asgument used by NPS to dismiss detailed analysis of a seasonal driling closure
(cited on page 31 of the EA) gives the appearance that NPS is more concerned with the
economic costs to BNP for the drilling phase of the project as opposed to the environmental costs
of drilling during the nesting season for Kemp’s ridley, which corresponds with the time of
highest public visitation. Indeed, the EA clearly states that if drilling were allowed to occur only
during a five-month window from October through February that: “The public would not be
subjected to the type of traffic volume during high visitation periods, and the risk of crushing or
impacting nesting sea turtles, thetr nests, or any hatchlings left on the beach would be somewhat
reduced” (emphasis added by NPCA for reasons explained below).

It appears that the EA was written in an attempt to mislead the public about the true
environmental benefits of a seasonal closure to drilling. To say that the impact on sea turtles
would be “somewhat reduced” as a result of a seasonal closure on drilling intentionally ignores
the fact that Kemp ridley’s sea turtles would rarely, if ever, visit Padre Island beaches from the
months of October through February. Thus, if the EA presented an honest portrayal of the
seasonal drilling closure alternative it would be reworded to state that impacts to Kemp’s ridley
sea turtles would be all but eliminated. And any physical disturbance (¢.g., deep tire ruts on
the beach that could preclude turtle movement to the base of dunes, compaction of sands along
foredunes) to their potential nesting areas could be easily rehabilitated before the onset of the
March 15 nesting season.

Further, the alarmist statement in the EA that “A seasonal closure may also require that the
drilling rig(s) to be (sic) demobilized and moved repeatedly up and down the beach...”
(emphasis by NPCA) is a complete distortion of the possible outcome of a seasonal closure to
drilling. Such a scenario may or it may not require such activity. In the case that it were, a drill
rig would be required to move only if drilling of a particular well were not completed within the
five-month time period and would be allowed to return to the drill site upon the end of the
seasonal closure. It 1s NPCA’s opinion that this “repeated” movement of drilling rigs outside the
nesting season for Kemp ridley’s would—only under a scenario made feasible by improper drill
planning on the part of BNP—be highly preferred over the indiscriminate movement of drill rigs
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and attendant truck traffic during the drilling stage THROUGHOUT each nesting season for a
possible period of UP TO 15 vears (i.¢., for the up to 17 wells identified under the EA’s
reasonably foresecable development scenario). To give the impression that the repeated
movement of drilling rigs would result in a disproportionate and adverse impact on resources at
the Seashore as compared to a seasona) drilling closure alternative 1s outrageous at the least and
irresponsible at the most.

Text in the EA that dismisses further discussion of a seasonal drilling closure alternative even
goes so far as to say “Even though there are added benefits to sea turtles and summer visitors, the
potential for greater impacts due to heavier concentration of oil and gas activities created by the
seasonal window outweighed the potential benefits.” This claim is totally unsupported in the
EA. The reality 1s that there are several environmental advantages (already mentioned in this
comment letter, above) to concentrating the impact of drilling-related beach traffic during a five-
month window when Kemp ridley sea turtles are not present at the Seashore.

The EA further adds to its erroneous and mis)eading characterization of the seasonal drilling
closure alternative by stating “Such a closure...may not allow for natural recovery of the beach
and associated access routes between operations.” This 1s completely unsupported speculation
on a topic that 1s well within the authority of NPS to regulate and thus misleads the reader into
assuming that NPS could not direct BNP to recontour beach access routes to their natural grade
and appearance. And whether or not NPS would direct BNP to reclaim/recontour beach access
routes after each scason of drilling, a seasonal drilling closure alternative certainly would be
preferable to up to15 years of unhampered and unreclaimed beach access routes. Thus, NPS
appears to be throwing its hands up to the benefit of BNP before even trying to exert its
discretionary authority over BNP’s aggressive drilling schedule.

The final clue that demonstrates the EA’s inherent bias toward avoiding detailed analysis of a
alternative for a seasonal drilling closure 1s the last paragraph on page 31 that invokes, without
substantial support, the claim that such an alternative was dismissed because of “the potential
impact to Piping Plovers and other...shorebirds. .. associated with more frequent or repeated
mobilization of the dnlling rig and associated equipment.” Where did thus supposed tradeoft
come into the equation? The Piping Plover, although a federally threatened species, does not
have the benefit of any established Critical Habitat along the route of proposed movement of
drilling-related equipment (no federally listed species do) and the EA remains unclear how the
added travel of equipment along the beach would disproportionately affect this species. Thus,
the reader is lead to assume that this somehow outweighs the potential for crushing of Kemp’s
ridley sea turtles—a federally endangered species and the only such species in the Seashore for
which the NPS has responsibilities under the species Recovery Plan—or their nests from
unrestricted year-round access provided under the Proposed Action.

The EA’s conclusion of “no effect” to federally listed threatened and endangered species does
not appear based on formal consuitation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The EA

(page 67) mentions the fact that NPS prepared and submitted a Biological Assessment to the
USFWS, who concurred on July 22, 2002, with the NPS’ determination that with the application
of mitigation measures, the proposed action “would (sic) ‘not likely to adversely affect’” the
species or suitable habitat of the species evaluated in (Section 3.9 of) the current EA. Thus, the
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EA is inadequate in that it fails to include copies of either the Biological Assessment or the
response from USFWS. The onussion of these documents in the EA begs the question as to
which mitigation measures the USFWS apparently were referencing. Are these the exact same
ones contained in the current EA? The omission of the BA as an attachment or appendix to the
EA is even more glaring in light of the fact that the present EA does include both a Statement of
Findings for Executive Order 11990 (Protection of Wetlands) and a Statement of Findings for
Floodplains. In order to be consistent with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, it is
NPCA’s understanding that the current EA must incorporate the findings of the USFWS 1n the
form of a Biological Opinion, which is not mentioned in the current EA.

NPS’ conclusion in the subject EA that the Preferred Alternative would not have the potential to
adversely affect Kemp’s ridley or other sea turtles is also not supported in the EA. As an
example of the threat that i1s posed by such traffic, the acting regional director of NPCA’s
southwest regional office was escorted along the Gulf Beach by Padre Island National
Seashore’s superintendent on April S, 2002, to view well drilling activities by BNP at the Dunn-
Murdock site (beach mile 15). While enroute to the well site, both these individuals witnessed
BNP’s water hauling contractor exceeding the posted 25 m.p.h. speed limit and driving within
the surf zone—botih of which were actions in violation of BNP’s existing permit for its Dunn-
Murdock No. | gas well. Given that this infraction occurred during the sea turtle’s known
nesting period, it was entirely possible that such flagrant violation of BNP’s permit could have
tesulted in 1njury or mortality to the endangered Kemp’s ridley. As no NPS mounitor was present
along the beach immediately in front of this particular water truck, it further appears that the
agency 1s unable to adequately monitor the enormous amount of truck traffic that could result
from the current Lemon/Lemon Seed well proposal.

Furthermore, given that the EA does not include the Biological Assessment, the public 1s unable
to verify that this agency received adequate data on the number of potential truck trips along the
Gulf Beach (from both the current proposal and cumulative development) and, thus, an ability to
assess potential impact to the endangered Kemp ridley’s sea turtle. As such, the NPS decision in
the EA that the Preferred Alternative would not impact threatened or endangered species appears
to have been made without thorough and adequate consultation with USFWS.

The EA provides additional erroneous data (page 80) by omitting some key words that make it
appear that truck traffic associated with the proposed well dritling 1s much lower than actually
stated elsewhere 1n the EA. This text specific to potential project impacts for Kemp’s ridley
states that truck traffic “would range from a low of 4 to a maximum of 20, with 13 trips being the
project average over the busiest four months.” The key words missing here are ‘truck trips per
day,” which is the actual expected level of truck traffic as shown in Table 3 (page 16) of the EA.
This further calls into question whether NPS forwarded the proper data on truck traffic to
USFWS when that agency reportedly concurred with the NPS’ determination of “not Jikely to
adversely affect” threatened or endangered species.

Another significant misrepresentation provided in the EA occurs on page 81, and states “Drilling
of the Lemon/Lemon Seed Unit wells would occur outside of the Kemp’s ridley nesting season.”
One would wish this were a true statement for this and each of the 17 additional wells under the
cumulative development scenario. The sad fact is that this is the only such text in the EA that
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references any consideration to undertake the Proposed Action outside the nesting season for
Kemp’s ridley. Counsequently, at most it represents wishful thinking on the part of NPS as the
current proposal does not allow the agency to Jimit the timing of proposed drilling. It further
reinforces the question as to whether USFWS was given adequate data from NPS from which to
make an informed determination of affect on this endangered species.

Table 10, Summary of Impact by Species, appears to have a series of typos under Alternative B:
Proposed Action for the Kemp’s ridley sea turtle. The text there reads that the “Lemon/Lemon
Seed Unit wells would not be drilled, resulting in no new impacts on sea turtles” (emphasis
NPCA’s). The remainder of the text in this column reads verbatim from that under

Alternative A: No Action, so it appears that this text was cut-and-pasted without begin revised to
reflect impacts under the current proposal.

Analysis of impacts to visitor experience as a result of the Preferred Alternative is inadequate.
The current EA lacks adequate data to form the basis for the conclusion that the Preferred
Alternative would not adversely affect the experience of visitors to Padre Island National
Seashore. Given that 12.5 miles of the most heavily visited portion of the Gulf beachfront along
the National Seashore would experience approximately 1,500 roundtrips by pickup trucks and
large trucks over four-month period (one-third of which fall into the latter category, Table 3 of
EA), it is hard to imagine that such constant traffic along the beach would not significantly and
adversely affect the experience of Seashore visitors.

Coupled with a cumulative development scenario of up to 17 future wells, the potential is great
for large amounts of heavy traffic to occur along the entire Gulf Beach over the course of many
years (up to 15). The EA lacks a thorougb analysis of the impact of any such traffic on the
experience of visitors to the National Seashore and instead appears to attempt to obfuscate this
very lmportant point in a series of staternents that never directly address the visitor experience
1ssue as it relates to such truck traffic.

The EA completely ignores the fact that many National Seashore visitors arrive at Padre Island
carrying with them an expectation of a visit that will be dominated primarily by natural sights
and sounds. No doubt that the presence of truck traffic along many miles of the Gulf Beach
during well drilling and production operations will come as a shock to many Seashore visitors
and create conflicts with visitors sharing the beach driving corridor. Missing in the EA is any
discussion or informal survey results about the expectations of visitors, the reasons they visit the
Seashore, their attitudes regarding heavy truck traffic along the beach, and the potential for such
use and traffic conflicts. Without such information, the EA matter-of-factly states that such
traffic “could Jast for up to 141 days” and then quickly concludes that the Preferred Alternative
would not adversely affect the visitor experience. Absent in the EA is a projection of the total
amount of truck traffic over the life of the Lemon/Lemon Seed wells and the cumulative
development scenario from which to form the basis of the concluston that traffic resulting from
the Preferred Alternative will not adversely affect the visitor experience over the long term.

Indeed, the EA (page 102) acknowledges that such cumulative impacts would result in “short to

long-term, minor to moderate adverse impacts. .. on visitor use and experience” but nowhere does
it specify what these impacts might be nor does the EA provide any mitigation measures for what
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would clearly be a significant impact to the experience of over 95,000 annual visitors (18% of
total annual visitors, as cited on page 98) that traverse beyond Little Shell Beach, which extends
from mile marker 6 to 9. Thus, the shear number of visitors who are likely experience this heavy
on-beach traffic is staggering! Yet the EA apparently relies on annual visitation data from a
1987 study that significantly under represents current Seashore visitation or it contains an
important omission for the estimate of people who recreate on the Gulf Shoreline of South Beach
each year, as described in the second to last paragraph on page 98.

Nonetheless, the EA fails to acknowledge that a lot of people travel and recreate along this
narrow strip of beach and that there invariably would be many, if not a majority, of these visitors
whose Seashore experience would be adversely affected by encounters with the cited average
daily 13 to 20 trucks each day that would traverse the beach for 12.5 miles both coming and
going to the well location (i.e, in essence, 26 to 40 passes each day).

Given that the purpose of Padre Island National Seashore is “to save and preserve, for purposes
of public recreation, benefit and inspiration, a portion of the diminishing seashore of the United
States that remains undeveloped” (EA, page 1), it is unreasonable for the EA to assume that this
incredible level of Gulf Beach traffic—f{or months on end—would not adversely affect public
recreation or convey the impression of a seashore that is not developed. To the contrary, it is
only reasonable that the EA would conclude that the NPS “impairment” standard for recreational
uses would be exceeded by such traffic. Yet the conclusion section that states “No impairment
to visitor use and experience would result from implementation of (the Proposed Action),” is
completely unsupported—despite significant data in the EA that would lead most people to an
opposite conclusion.

Using criteria found on page 3 of the EA for what NPS Management Policies define as
constifuting ‘impairment,’ 1t appears unfathomable to make the case—as is done throughout the
EA—that heavy Gulf Beach traffic associated with drilling of the Lemon/Lemon Seed Unit
wells, and anticipated cumulative development, would not “preclude opportunities for enjoyment
of the park.” If not the current proposal, then what on earth would the NPS argue would
preclude opportunities for public enjoyment of the Seashore?

The Methodology description that precedes the analysis on impacts to visitor use and experience
defines a ‘moderate’ impact as one that “is readily apparent and/or will affect some visitors.”
Thus, the EA states (although indirectly) that truck traffic along the Gulf Beach would be
‘readily apparent and/or will affect some visitors’ over a timeframe that is defined as ‘long term.’
But again, the EA does not state how such activity will adversely affect Seashore visitors or
speculate as to how long. Thus, any discussion of mitigating this clearly significant and adverse
long-term effect 1s absent and the reader is led to conclude that NPS believes that visitors will
Just have to get used to such heavy truck traffic over the next 15 years or so.

To be consistent with NEPA requirements and NPS mandates, the EA must first attempt to
qualify these impacts then lay out explicit measures to mitigate them. If adequate measures to
reduce such impacts to levels below significance cannot be found, NPS would be required to
either adopt the No Action Alternative or to prepare an EIS.
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The EA lacks adequate data from which to base conclusions about the project’s impact to natural
quiet. The EAs one attempt to provide data on expected sound levels from patural gas operations
is wholly inadequate (Section 3.7, Impacts to Natural Soundscapes). Although it starts by clearly
stating that “the natural quiet of Padre Island National Seashore contributes heavily to a positive
visitor experience,” and that the L90 1s “a useful measure of background sounds,” these concepts
are quickly thrown out and neither are invoked again in the subsequent Impact discussion (note:
L.90 is not a unit of sound measurement equivalent to the generic term ‘decibel,” which 1s used
elsewhere in the EA text).

The EA (page 59) erroneously states that “Sound levels could reach 90 decibels on the drill r1g,”
when it is widely know that most drill rigs (Table 4 states only that BNP will attempt to secure a
quieter, diesel-electric rig—it makes no real commitment) are capable ot sound levels in excess
of 100 to 110 decibels. The EA further states that, “At 1,500 feet from the drill rig, sound levels
would approach background levels (i.e., from the surf) ranging from 30 to 45 decibels.” The EA
thus makes no distinction between human/visitor perception of the natural (i.e., background)
notse levels of the surf versus noise levels resulting from constantly running machinery such as a
drill ng. Most studies of noise suggest that people who are recreating within natural environs are
much more irritated at such machinery-type notses, which can readily be discerned over the more
natural ambient—and thus more pleasing—noise levels.

Nonetheless, the offering of a decibel range at 1,500 feet from the rig is totally superfluous, as
page 14 of the EA states “the well site would be located approximately 900 feet west of the Gulf
Beach.” Thus, the location of most actual Seashore visitors would be 40 percent closer than {or
where the location of the noise estimate is given in the analysis (which, in this case, is the noise
Jevel 600 feet offshore, but still not given in the accepted L90 convention). Given that sound
attenuation principles do not follow linear mathematical models (the rule of thumb 1s that sounds
decrease by about 10 decibefs with each doubling of distance from the noise source—that is, a
logarithmic relationship), the EA thus completely lacks data that can be used to estimate noise
levels as perceived by Seashore visitors. Consequently, the conclusion in the EA (page 60) that
“No impairment that to natural soundscapes would result from implementation of this
altemative,” 1s made completely without support of the necessary data and analysis. Particularly
when the preceding statements acknowledge that the current well proposal would result in “short

NPCA). Yet no mitigation measures are offered to ameliorate these identified impacts other than
the possibility (but no commitment) to use a diesel-electric rig.

The current EA 13 further absent any analyses on the effects to the visitor experience from the
use of natural gas compressors during the estimated 20-year life of each well. Although it is
currently unknown whether indeed compressors would be necessary at each well, it is reasonable
to assume that multiple compressors would be necessary under the cumulative development
scenario of up to 17 wells. Yet the EA lacks any discussion on expected noise levels from a
hypothetical compressor and possibility of their use is given only fleeting reference in Table 4
(number 33).

The current EA and the previous EA also are absent any analyses on the effects to the visitor
experience from the common venting of natural gas wells under a process known as well “blow
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down.” During the production phase, most natural gas wellheads must be continually vented to
the atmosphere several times a week (or daily) to prevent the dangerous buildup of formation
pressures and condensation in the wellhead. This process, know as blow down, forces
tremendous pressure through a relatively small orifice that can often be heard from distances of
many miles—and sounds much like a jet engine. Assuming that blow down events will be
necessary throughout the expected 20-year production life of wells subject to the Lemon/Lemon
Seed EA, the NPS must analyze the probability of such occurrences, their impact on visitors and
wildlife at the Seashore, and provide adequate mitigation to ensure that the Preferred Alternative
and cumulative development of up to 17 additional wells wilt not adversely affect the visitor
experience and natural soundscape of Padre [sland National Seashore.

In conclusion, NPCA views the existing EA as deficient in its analysis of potential impacts and
respectfully requests that NPS either adopt the No Action Alternative (Alternative A) or
immediately initiate a more detailed EIS for the proposed undertaking. As currently proposed,
the Park Service’s approval of the Lemon/Lemon Seed wells and potential cumulative
development of up to 17 additional wells would have a tremendous potential to result in both
short-term and long-term impairment of National Seashore resources and values. It is our
opinion that this federal undertaking must be the subject of more comprehensive environmental
analysis (i.e., an E[S)—as any decision by NPS to approve BNP’s current plan of operation as
submitted could be considered as arbitrary, capricious, and an abuse of discretion.

NPCA also encourages NPS to immediately a request a Biological Opinion from USFWS on this
topic, as there is no evidence in the current analysis that adverse impacts to endangered species
such as Kemp’s ridley sea turtle would be avoided under the current Plan of Operation. Further,
shouid the NPS not adopt the “No Action” Alternative, NPCA recommends that the Biological
Opinion and related documentation from USFWS be attached as an appendix to the forthcoming
EIS.

We again thank you for this opportunity to comment on this controversial and highly visible
project. It is our hope that BNP can work cooperatively with NPS and the public to ensure that
no significant impacts would occur within National Seashore as a result of planned hydrocarbon
development projects.

Sincerely,

72 L

Randall Rasmussen

Acting Director

National Parks Conservation Association
Southwest Regional Office

823 Gold Avenue, SW

Albuquerque, NM 87102
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