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Responses for Document 00074
00074-001:

The decision to prepare an EIS was based on the consideration that renewal of the Federal Grant of
right-of-way constitutes a major Federal action. The decision to prepare an EIS does not mean that
the BLM recognized that significant environmental impacts had already been recognized and
analyzed. The BLM released the DEIS for public comment to ensure that all aspects of the analysis
would be subject to public review and comment, including comments on the issues and analyses
presented in the EIS. The FEIS has addressed comments on the issues and analyses received from
the public.

00074-002:

The EIS addresses the human environment in several areas, including transportation, economics,
subsistence, sociocultural systems, cultural resources, land use, recreation, wilderness, aesthetics,
and environmental justice. In so doing, the EIS made extensive use of a variety of primary and
secondary sources of data. Among the primary sources of data used were Alaska Department of Fish
and Game subsistence surveys, which included traditional ecological knowledge, and a number of
taped interviews with Alaska Natives and rural non-Natives pertaining to subsistence and related
issues. In April 2002, project personnel contacted the 21 directly affected villages/tribes to explore the
possible acquisition of additional information related to traditional ecological knowledge and traditional
cultural properties. To date, no response to those certified letters has been received.

00074-003:

The limitations of the early archaeological surveys are addressed in Section 3.26.2. A synthesis of all
archaeological research conducted along the pipeline appears in Potter et al. 2001, which is cited in
Section 3.26.2 of the EIS. A programmatic agreement is being developed for cultural resources
associated with the TAPS, as stated in Section 4.3.22. Beyond providing summary data, the EIS is
limited in terms of how much specific information (particularly locational) it can provide on cultural
resources because that information is protected under the Archaeological Resources Protection Act.

00074-004:

Public scoping comments provided the BLM with a wide breadth of information, issues, and concerns.
The BLM, as required under NEPA regulations, carefully considered the material received under
public scoping and developed the impact analysis to reflect those issues. In addition, the BLM
specifically responded to alternatives presented by the public Section 2.5 of the EIS. The BLM is not
required under NEPA to provide a specific response to all the scoping comments received by the
agency.
The BLM clearly understood the request presented by the TCC and stands by the decision not to
allow TCC to become a cooperating agency. Argonne National Laboratory has no authority to grant
cooperating agency status to TCC.

00074-005:

The BLM clearly understood the request presented by the Tanana Chiefs Conference (TCC) and
stands by the decision to not allow TCC to become a cooperating agency. Argonne National
Laboratory has no authority to grant cooperating agency status to TCC.
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00074-006:

The Native Allotment Act of May 17, 1906, as amended, was repealed by the Alaska Native Claims
Settlement Act on December 18, 1971. The Agreement and Grant of Right-of-Way (ROW) for the
Trans-Alaska Pipeline System (TAPS) took effect on January 23, 1974. Under the Mineral Leasing
Act, the Secretary of the Interior did not have authority to grant the TAPS ROW across lands held in
trust for an Indian. Native allotment applicants and certified allotment holders had prior rights that the
federal government could not make subject to the TAPS.
Therefore, the federal government could not and did not authorize the TAPS across lands that were
subject to a Native allotment application or that had been certified as a Native Allotment. The pipeline
owners could only acquire access across the allotments by purchase, subject to approval by the
Bureau of Indian Affairs, or by condemnation under the State of Alaska’s laws.
The TAPS crosses seven Native allotments.
The pipeline owners acquired access rights across five Native allotments from the allottees. The
Bureau of Indian Affairs approved these acquisitions. These are private access rights and are not
subject to federal renewal of the TAPS ROW.
The pipeline owners acquired access across one Native allotment by condemnation under Alaskan
Statute. The owners acted as agents for the State of Alaska. The access rights were acquired for
and belong to the State of Alaska; they are not subject to federal renewal of the TAPS.
The pipeline owners are negotiating access rights from one certified allotment holder. They will
acquire private rights or go to court and acquire access rights by condemnation that will belong to the
State of Alaska. Neither will be subject to federal renewal. The original TAPS ROW grant did not and
TAPS renewal will not authorize the TAPS on this allotment.
Finally, all the above Native allotments have been certified. The federal land status records do not
show any Native allotment applications on the TAPS. Moreover, the effects of renewal on all lands
along the pipeline—public, private, and Native allotments—are evaluated in the EIS.

00074-007:

Many regulatory and statutory requirement relating to Native (e.g. Title 25) are not specifically listed in
the EIS. The issues raised relate to the process BLM used in determining renewal or nonrenewal of
the Federal Grant. The EIS only defines terms pertinent to the evaluation of the proposed action and
alternatives to that action. Native allotments are not examined extensively because none of the
access rights are subject to federal renewal of the TAPS ROW.

00074-008:

The Certificates of Allotment (“deeds to the allotment owners”) were not issued subject to the TAPS
ROW because the TAPS ROW was not granted on Native allotments. BLM could not reserve a TAPS
ROW on the Native allotments because the allottees’ rights predate TAPS. The Mineral Leasing Act
prohibits the Secretary of the Interior from granting ROWs on Native allotments because they are trust
lands. Rights not granted cannot be reserved.

00074-009:

Access across Native allotments in the Tanana Chiefs Conference (TCC) region was acquired legally.
Court-approved compensation was awarded either by condemnation or by negotiation, as approved
by the Bureau of Indian Affairs.

00074-010:

The Secretary of the Interior did not grant TAPS ROW across Native Allotments or reserve the TAPS
ROW in Certificates of Allotment because, the allotments are trust lands not subject to Mineral
Leasing Act ROWs and the allottee’s rights predate TAPS. The federal government cannot renew
TAPS on Native allotments anymore than it can on private lands such as homesteads, home sites,
and trade and manufacturing sites.
Access across one parcel was acquired by condemnation. Condemnation is approved by the court;
the Secretary of the Interior does not have authority to approve or deny access acquired by
condemnation.
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00074-011:

BLM did not grant the TAPS ROW across Native allotments and is not renewing the TAPS ROW
across Native allotments. Access issues on Native allotments are negotiated between the allottees,
their representatives and the pipeline owners.

00074-012:

Issues about the TAPS on Native allotments are resolved between the allottees, their representatives,
and the pipeline owners. The BLM has not reserved TAPS across Native allotments and does not
manage TAPS on Native allotments.

00074-013:

The BLM has conducted extensive government-to-government consultations with affected Alaska
Native villages and tribes (see Section 5.3). The BLM stands by its decision to not allow cooperating
agency status for Native Alaska tribes and villages. Section 4.3.23.1 of the FEIS contains a section
on Native-owned lands.

00074-014:

Neither Section 29 nor the current Alaska Native Utilization Agreement specifies that residents of
Minto will receive training in oil pipe response. Thus, their fulfillment has nothing to do with activities
following the incident near Livengood.
How the APSC meets their Section 29 hiring targets is beyond the scope of this EIS.

00074-015:

The current procedures used by the APSC to respond to spills were considered in the DEIS.
Approaches to hiring, training, and deploying spill response personnel in the future is beyond the
scope of the EIS.

00074-016:

Section 29 is a specific provision in the Federal Grant of Right-of-Way for the TAPS that addresses
aspects of Alaska Native employment on the TAPS. The EIS considers Section 29 under impacts of
the proposed action on sociocultural systems (see Section 4.3.21). This is consistent with the purpose
of this document, which is to evaluate environmental impacts of the proposed action and alternatives.
Modifications to Section 29, as well as various provisions for monitoring compliance and penalties for
non-compliance, are beyond the scope of this EIS.

00074-017:

Thank you for your comment.

00074-018:

The purpose of an EIS Statement is to provide decision makers with an accurate and concise
discussion of the likely environmental consequences of a proposed action and its reasonable
alternatives. It should highlight the most important consequences. The EIS discusses the effects of
TAPS ROW renewal on sociocultural systems throughout the environmental consequences section.
Likely impacts on sociocultural systems are discussed in Sections 4.3.21, 4.4.4.15, 4.5.2.21, 4.6.2.21,
and 4.7.8.2. Effects on subsistence, a vital component of sociocultural systems are found in Sections
4.3.20, 4.4.4.14, 4.5.2.20, 4.6.2.20, and 4.7.8.1, as well as Appendices D and E. In addition there are
discussions of consequences on the economy, land use, recreation, wilderness, aesthetics, and
environmental justice. All these topics are part of sociocultural systems. In short, there is considerable
information provided in the EIS regarding the likely effects of TAPS ROW renewal on sociocultural
systems. In the interest of accuracy, the commentor should re-count the number of pages employed
in this discussion, which is well in excess of the total (two) claimed in the comment. Revisions in the
FEIS have expanded virtually all sections of the EIS dealing with human impacts in general, and
Alaska Natives in particular.
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00074-019:

For the DEIS, a community-based, or village-based, evaluation of subsistence data was conducted
based on the best available statistical data and detailed geographic descriptions of traditional use
areas. Although the absence of longitudinal statistical data on subsistence practices, beginning
before the TAPS was constructed and extending to the present, precluded a more definitive
assessment of possible impacts of the TAPS on subsistence, available data do enable the
identification of TAPS-associated activities that have a potential impact on this activity. As discussed
in greater detail in Sections 3.24 and 4.3.20 of the FEIS, the largest sources of potential impacts on
subsistence resources have nothing to do with the TAPS. Revisions of Section 3.24.4 provide
additional evaluations of data on subsistence and sport harvests, including an approximation of how
the two have changed over time in the vicinity of the TAPS.
In general, the EIS attempted to provide a thorough, balanced picture of potential impacts of the
proposed action and alternatives based on the information available. That information included an
explicit consideration of traditional ecological data, in the form of comments provided to various
members of the team preparing the EIS as well as taped interviews of Alaska Natives and rural
Alaskans pertaining to subsistence. Throughout the EIS process the BLM sought and incorporated
additional traditional ecological knowledge from all parties, especially federally recognized Tribes and
other Native organizations (including Tanana Chiefs Conference). For example, in April 2002 the 21
directly affected tribes associated with the TAPS were contacted by certified letter to invite their
participation in providing additional traditional ecological knowledge explicitly associated with
subsistence issues in the EIS. To date, no response has been received to any of those letters.

00074-020:

There are many possible definitions of subsistence, in general and particularly in Alaska where the
issue of its official designation has generated considerable attention over the past few decades. This
EIS is a federal document, and as such, the federal definition of subsistence was used.
Sections 3.24 and 4.3.20 have been revised to discuss the multiple roles of subsistence in the Alaska
Native and rural non-Natives more completely. Text in Section 3.24 also has been modified to note
that nonrural Alaskans also may rely on harvesting wild resources, though in keeping with the federal
definition, this is not identified as subsistence. Contrary to the claim made in this comment, there is
no evidence to indicate that the TAPS has had led to change in subsistence use areas. Although the
two sections named above acknowledge that there have been impacts to subsistence, they also point
out that these impacts tend to be due to many other causes other than the TAPS (which available
evidence indicates has had only a small impact).

00074-021:

The cited section attempts to provide a rough sense of the economic importance of subsistence
resources, and acknowledges at the onset of the second paragraph in that section the difficulty in
measuring this importance. It makes no attempt to analyze economic contributions at the household
level, both because the analysis conducted is at a much larger scale and because adequate data do
not exist to support such an analysis for the directly affected tribes. The range presented was to
preempt complaints that the initial figure was too low, and provides the conversion factor used —
again to provide a rough sense of the economic value of subsistence resources in Alaska.
The cultural importance of subsistence, one of the most important contributions of subsistence to
Alaska Natives, is not the issue upon which Section 3.23.5 focuses. Such considerations appear in
Sections 3.24 and 3.25, and are carried through the impact analyses for subsistence (e.g., Sections
4.3.20, 4.4.4.14, and 4.7.8.1).

00074-022:

The Tribes included in the analysis of subsistence (and sociocultural systems) are those Alaska
Native Tribes who likely would experience impacts in several issue areas: subsistence, employment,
culture, and land selection (see revised versions of Sections 3.25.1.1 and 5.3). This list includes
Tribes well removed from the TAPS (more than 200 mi away, in some cases). The EIS also
considered subsistence in other rural communities in the vicinity of the TAPS and likely to experience
TAPS-related impacts, though their evaluation was limited to those for which subsistence data exist
(see Section 3.24.2). Subsistence data presented in the expanded version of Section 3.24.3 provide
additional insights on possible impacts in communities close to areas heavily exploited by sport
hunting and fishing.
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00074-023:

In response to public comments on the DEIS, the subsistence analysis was reexamined carefully.
The revised version of Section 3.24 of the FEIS discusses a variety of subsistence data, including
community harvest data, approximated subsistence harvests of selected game by geographic area,
information on resource populations (see also Sections 3.19, 3.20, 3.21, and 3.22), and traditional
ecological knowledge. Sections 4.3.20 and 4.7.8.1 refer to studies that have focused on impacts
related to the oil industry on subsistence, thus providing an interpretation of key situational data on
subsistence. The available data are adequate for purposes of evaluating impacts of the proposed
action and all alternatives considered in this EIS.

00074-024:

Noting an absence of independent confirmation was not intended as a judgmental statement, but
rather as a statement of fact. Although the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has had a program to collect
traditional ecological knowledge, that program has not provided independent confirmation of the
traditional ecological knowledge references cited in the DEIS. Traditional ecological knowledge was
not dismissed, casually or otherwise, but rather used to augment more conventional data, such as the
statistics collected by various government agencies. The text in Section 4.3.20 has been revised to
discuss the role of traditional ecological knowledge more clearly with respect to causality.

00074-025:

Section 3.24, as well as sections discussing subsistence impacts (e.g., Section 4.3.20, 4.4.4.14,
4.7.8.1), have been revised to discuss the range of subsistence roles more explicitly. Moreover,
Section 3.25 and other parts of the document dealing with sociocultural systems have been modified
to acknowledge the role of subsistence (and subsistence impacts) in the broader context of such
systems.

00074-026:

There are many possible definitions of subsistence, in generally and particularly in Alaska, where the
issue of its official designation has generated considerable attention over the past few decades. This
EIS is a federal document, and as such it uses the federal definition of subsistence. The FEIS notes
that some urban residents also harvest and use subsistence resources for personal and traditional
uses (see Section 3.24.1).

00074-027:

Original versions of Sections 4.3.20, 4.5.2.20, and 4.7.8.1 all discuss indirect or “secondary” (as the
comment terms them) impacts of TAPS-related roads and infrastructure; revised versions of each
section elaborate on such impacts. The magnitudes of these impacts are anticipated to be very small.
Mitigation measures which would have a significant effect on subsistence resources, or competition
for these resources, involve steps such as changes in predator management, the management of
commercial fishing, the management of sport hunting and fishing in certain geographic areas—all of
which involve government agencies other than those involved here and which are beyond the scope
of this EIS.

00074-028:

Section 3.24.2 does discuss the topic of access to different categories of subsistence resources, the
importance of this topic is noted in the final paragraph to the section. Some information has been
received from villages and incorporated into the EIS. In an attempt to acquire additional information
from Alaska Natives, representative of the 21 directly affected tribes/villages were contacts by certified
mail in early April specifically to solicit information on traditional ecological knowledge pertaining to
subsistence. Such information could have included issues associated with access. To date, no
response has been received from any of the tribes.

00074-029:

The purpose of Section 4.2.1 is to identify those factors associated with the TAPS that could
potentially affect the various resources considered in the EIS, including subsistence. Identifying more
specific connections between these impacting factors and subsistence is left to those sections of the
EIS that address such matters specifically—such as Section 4.3.20 for impacts to subsistence under
the proposed action.
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00074-030:

The comment indicates some possible confusion by the commentor concerning Section 3.24.4. Game
harvest data maintained by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game do not distinguish between
recreational and subsistence harvests, regardless of the year. The revised version of that section
uses an approximate distinction to provide a sense of sport harvest pressure. Section 3.24.4 in the
FEIS discusses approximations of patterns of sport harvests versus subsistence for areas within the
subsistence use areas for rural communities considered in this EIS. These data indicate varying
degrees of competition, with units particularly close to populated areas (e.g., Fairbanks) and near
highways showing evidence of greater sport harvests.
As the revised version of Section 4.3.20 now states more clearly, many impacts associated with
opening the Dalton Highway to public use are mistakenly associated with the TAPS. That decision
was made by the state, based on a road that they owned and managed, and is not associated with the
pipeline.

00074-031:

Sections 4.3.16, 4.3.17, and 4.3.18, immediately following the section cited in the comment, consider
impacts due to habitat loss, alteration, or enhancement for fish; birds and terrestrial mammals; and
threatened, endangered, or protected species; respectively. In no case are long-term, negative
impacts anticipated at a population level.

00074-032:

The EIS presents data on participation and harvest levels, which should not be equated with levels of
reliance. TAPS employees are prohibited from hunting or fishing while on site, be they working or not,
but are not prohibited from these activities during off-periods provided they have obtained the proper
license(s). The decision to restrict the evaluation of subsistence impacts to rural residents, which is
consistent with the federal definition of subsistence in Alaska, was made because this document is
being prepared by a federal agency. The EIS has completed as well-rounded a study as possible, in
the process considering both the statistical data as well as traditional ecological knowledge pertinent
to the study. In April 2002, preparers of the EIS met with Alaska Federation of Natives and Tanana
Chiefs Conference officials and informed them of data inadequacies, among other things appealing to
these organizations to provide any additional data (or recommendations on where such data may be
acquired) that the EIS team may have overlooked or otherwise been unaware of. No substantive data
were identified. In addition, all 21 directly affected tribes were contacted by certified mail in April 2002
to discuss additional traditional ecological knowledge pertaining specifically to subsistence. To date
no response has been received to any of those letters.
It is inaccurate to state or otherwise suggest that the EIS considered traditional ecological knowledge
“unreliable.” On the contrary, the EIS considered all pertinent types of information in evaluating
subsistence, both in the interest of thoroughness and because of the importance of this topic to rural
Alaskans (including Alaska Natives). In characterizing the logic used in the EIS assessment, the
comment fails to note conflicting evidence, such as the absence of declining populations of
subsistence resources for fish, birds, and terrestrial mammals during the empirically observed
operation of the TAPS (see Sections 3.19, 3.20, and 3.21). Just as we felt obliged to consider
traditional ecological knowledge, we also felt obliged to consider data that were not in the realm of
traditional ecological knowledge. The assessment of impacts under all alternatives and the
cumulative case stated available evidence as clearly as possible, as well as the difficulty in using them
to come to particular conclusion. The conclusion stated was what preparers of the EIS felt the data
supported.

00074-033:

The EIS compiled data from existing sources that provide quantitative and qualitative information of
subsistence patterns on communities in the vicinity of the TAPS, and related causes of impact on
subsistence in those communities. Information consulted included taped interviews of Alaska Natives
and rural non-Natives discussing subsistence and related issues, and other sources of traditional
ecological knowledge (including statements made during public scoping for this study).

00074-034:

Section 4.3.20.2 has been revised, and includes a brief discussion of possible impacts of changing
bag limits and changes in seasons, which is a more logical location for this discussion than Appendix
D (which contains descriptive data).
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00074-035:

Data on specific game locations (and numbers available) are unavailable for years prior to TAPS
construction. Population data on several species are presented in Sections 3.19, 3.20, 3.21, and
3.22. Available information from traditional ecological knowledge concerning proximity of game and its
possible relocation due to the TAPS and other activities is presented in Section 3.24.1 for certain rural
communities.

00074-036:

Traditional ecological knowledge, such as the judgments of individuals about ecological variables, is
presented in Section 3.24.1.1 as well as Appendix D. It was assumed to be credible, with certain
limitations, as discussed in Section 4.3.20. Considerable attempts were made to “follow-up” the
assessment of these data, in the form of evaluating subsistence from other perspectives and with
other information (including the statistical and cartographic information presented in Appendix D).

00074-037:

The EIS used the current federal definition of subsistence, as the document is being prepared by a
federal agency. This definition excludes nonrural settings, as defined by the Federal Subsistence
Board. Moreover, subsistence harvest data for individual communities tend to be unavailable for
nonrural settings—including Fox and Salcha.
The revised version of Section 3.24.4 includes an approximation of subsistence versus sport harvests
in uniform coding units associated with subsistence use areas for the rural communities examined in
this EIS, as well as a discussion of increased pressures on resources in these areas (which include
areas near urban settings). Section 4.3.20 has been expanded to include an additional discussion of
impacts on subsistence.

00074-038:

As discussed in revised text in Section 4.3.20, TAPS-related restrictions on subsistence are extremely
small. Additional constraints on access to hunting and fishing areas following the attacks on
September 11, 2001, in the form of further restrictions on use of access roads, are noted in Section
4.3.20. However, the effect of these constraints would be lessened by impacts on hunting and fishing
areas by making them less accessible to sport hunters and anglers from the main road system.

00074-039:

Most of the statistical data presented were collected by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game in
the 1980s and 1990s. Although dated, they are the best, most detailed village-specific data available
on subsistence harvest levels and participation rates for individual subsistence resources. Other
statistical data presented were collected as the late 1990s and additional data on subsistence have
been added to the FEIS that date to 2001 (Section 3.24.4). Traditional ecological knowledge
presented dates primarily from the 1990s, though some also was obtained by members of the EIS
team in the past year while developing the impact assessment.
In all cases, the EIS presented the best and most appropriate data available. Recognizing data
inadequacies, in April 2002 preparers of the EIS met with Alaska Federation of Natives and Tanana
Chiefs Conference officials and informed them of data inadequacies, among other things appealing to
these organizations to provide any additional data (or recommendations on where such data may be
acquired) that the EIS team may have overlooked or otherwise been unaware of. No substantive data
were identified. In addition, all 21 directly affected tribes were contacted by certified mail in April 2002
to discuss additional traditional ecological knowledge pertaining specifically to subsistence. To date
no response has been received to any of those letters.
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00074-040:

Although Section 3.25.1 does discuss statistics on total population and Native population, neither that
section nor any other in the EIS states that all of these individuals “rely heavily on harvesting available
resources for subsistence,” as stated in the comment. No data presented in the document supports
this assertion. The EIS did not evade analysis of direct and indirect impacts, but rather did the best
possible analysis with all pertinent data available—including both traditional ecological knowledge and
statistical data. The figure of 2% of total fish and game harvested being used for subsistence was
presented to provide a relative sense of how subsistence harvests compare to other forms of harvest,
including sport harvests. There is no way of knowing if this amount of subsistence harvest is
equivalent to the State’s “provisioning.” To avoid the inherent problems of using general statistics and
other forms of data to examine a practice that differs greatly among rural communities, the EIS
presented village-specific subsistence harvest, participation, and use data to incorporate local
differences. Document preparers felt that participation and use statistics better reflected the
importance of subsistence in individual communities than availability of commercial food sources.
Data reflecting habits and preferences of urban Alaskans are not apparent in the EIS.

00074-041:

The final sentence of Section 3.25.1.2 in the DEIS refers to the emergence of Alaska Native political
awareness, as a further outgrowth of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act. It was not intended to
be offensive or ethnocentric, and makes no implications about Euro-American cultural systems level
of development with respect to Alaska Native (or any other) sociocultural systems. The terms
“evolution” and “evolve” in this EIS with respect to culture refer to change, with neither positive nor
negative connotations nor implication that sociocultural

00074-042:

The EIS addresses impacts to Native sociocultural systems as a whole in Sections 4.3.21.1, 4.4.4.15,
4.5.2.21, and 4.6.2.21. Native subsistence a core component of Native sociocultural systems, with
implications far beyond economics, is treated in Sections 4.3.20, 4.4.4.15, 4.5.2.20, and 4.6.2.20,
along with Appendices D and E. Cultural resources including impacts of areas of cultural importance
to Alaska Natives are treated in Sections 4.3.22, 4.4.4.16, 4.5.2.22, and 4.6.2.22. In addition, effects
on Native cultures are also taken into account in other topical areas. The EIS examines those cultural
areas most likely to be affected by TAPS renewal and presents them to the decision makers in a
concise manner as part of a complex set of factors likely to be affected by TAPS renewal.
In part because of comments on the DEIS, all of the above issue areas have been revisited carefully
in the process of developing the FEIS. As appropriate, revisions have been incorporated into the text
of the FEIS.

00074-043:

The EIS identifies the potential for "severe" impacts on aquatic subsistence resources, and
"substantial" negative consequences to sociocultural systems as a result of major spills, which was
not intended to be cavalier. The commentor has specified a number of examples of these major
consequences. Although the sociocultural consequences of certain accidents would be severe, the
risk of any one of these unlikely to very unlikely events occurring along a particular stretch of pipeline
is extremely small. The calculation of risk takes into account both the predicted frequency and the
predicted severity of consequences (see Section 4.4.1.1). The chance of these scenarios occurring is
extremely small, as small as 1 chance in 255 million in the case of a severe spill into a particular river
(see Section 4.4.4.3). Therefore the likelihood of a substantive effect on Alaska Native cultural
systems is small.
The aim of the analysis of impacts from spills to subsistence and sociocultural systems was not to
discount the severity of potential accidents. By the same token, the EIS attempts to treat impacts in an
evenly balanced manner. To ignore a possible reaction to a spill through relocating subsistence efforts
within a region where subsistence already occurs for a particular rural community would be
incomplete treatment of the impacts. Moreover, to speculate on the impact of the death of certain
tribal members would require development of scenarios with no basis in any of the analyses
conducted. The text in Sections 4.4.4.14 and 4.4.4.15 has been changed to discuss impacts to
subsistence and sociocultural systems more completely, but those modifications do not include
speculations about extremely unlikely events resulting from other extremely improbable occurrences.
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00074-044:

Section 4.8.3 states that cultural resources are nonrenewable. Section 4.4.4.16 states that a spill
could adversely affect cultural resources. The determination of such an effect relies on combining
specific spill simulations with locational data for cultural resources. Section 4.4.4.16 also states that a
programmatic agreement is in place for considering cultural resources during a spill event. The APSC
has generated and maintains spill contingency plans for the entire pipeline.

00074-045:

The EIS attempts to address sufficient specifics for individual villages to provide a basis for the
evaluation of impacts under the various alternatives considered. In the process of preparing the FEIS,
sections in the document dealing with subsistence and sociocultural systems were both revised and
expanded, in part to direct further attention towards community-specific concerns. One aspect of this
has been to organize discussions regionally, to enable a focus on problems that may not be welldefined for each individual community, but are understood at a regional level. With regard to
traditional ecological knowledge, the EIS considered that information available.
However, this type of information is not used to explain issues that likely are beyond its capability—
such as conducting complex exercises in assigning causality of subsistence impacts. An appeal to all
21 federally recognized tribes considered in the EIS to provide additional information on traditional
ecological knowledge, by certified letter mailed in April 2002, has received no response.

00074-046:

Section 3.26 identifies the laws and procedures which protect cultural resources along TAPS. In
addition to the laws and normal procedures for considering cultural resources, a programmatic
agreement for protecting historic properties during emergency spill response is discussed in Section
4.4.4.16. The programmatic agreement requires spill contingency plans to be in place for the entire
pipeline. The APSC maintains these plans.

00074-047:

The EIS has been prepared by, and reviewed by, individuals whose professional training, work
activities, research, and writing involves the evaluation of other cultures.
With regard to Native input, Alaska Native groups were contacted in April 2001 informing them that an
EIS was being prepared for TAPS ROW renewal. In the year that followed, Alaska Natives were met
with on numerous occasions in an attempt to incorporate Native concerns and perspectives into the
EIS. This includes a meeting in April 2002 with representatives of the Alaska Federation of Natives to
discuss issues in the EIS associated with subsistence, also participated in (via teleconference) by
commentor. The 21 federally recognized tribes were contacted again by registered mail in April 2002
requesting input on traditional knowledge regarding subsistence and traditional cultural properties.
This letter included an offer to meet with representatives of Alaska Native groups individually at the
convenience of the Alaska Natives. To date, no response to these requests was received by Argonne
National Laboratory, the BLM, or any other agencies in the Joint Pipeline Office.

00074-048:

The EIS relied on all current information held by the Alaska State Historic Preservation Office on
traditional cultural properties. No contacts made during the preparation of the EIS indicated that
additional traditional cultural properties were being examined in areas that could be affected by the
TAPS. Formal requests in April 2002 to the 21 federally recognized tribes identified as likely to
experience direct impacts from the TAPS failed to provide any additional information on this topic.

00074-049:

The BLM and member agencies of the JPO use an adaptive management approach to evaluate the
effectiveness of stipulations and regulatory oversight. Ongoing monitoring programs, as identified in
the 12 Comprehensive Monitoring Reports published since 1996, provide the BLM and JPO with the
necessary information to evaluate the effectiveness of stipulations in the grant and lease.
The reader is referred to Section 4.1.1 (JPO oversight) and specifically to Sections 4.1.1.2 (“Adaptive
Nature of the Grant in Compliance Monitoring”), 4.1.1.3 (“Risk-based Compliance Monitoring”), 4.1.1.4
(“JPO Comprehensive Monitoring Program”), and 4.1.1.8 (“Coordinated Planning and Response to
Abnormal Incidents”) for more information on the role of adaptive management as a JPO business
practice.
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00074-050:

The revised version of Section 3.24 of the FEIS discusses a variety of subsistence data, including
community harvest data, approximated subsistence harvests of selected game by geographic area,
information on resource populations (see also Sections 3.19, 3.20, 3.21, and 3.22), and traditional
ecological knowledge. Sections 4.3.20 and 4.7.8.1 refer to studies that have focused on impacts
related to the oil industry on subsistence, thus providing an interpretation of key situational data on
subsistence. The available data are adequate for purposes of evaluating impacts of the proposed
action and all alternatives considered in this EIS. The acquisition of additional subsistence data, and
how these data would be collected, are beyond the scope of this EIS.

00074-051:

Sections 3.24.1 and 4.3.20 both contain references to traditional ecological knowledge in the
description of subsistence behavior and the evaluation of subsistence impacts. In an attempt to
acquire additional traditional ecological knowledge, all 21 directly affected Tribes were contacted by
certified mail in April 2002 to discuss processes for obtaining such information with particular regard to
subsistence. To date, no response has been received to any of those letters.

00074-052:

Numerous surveys have been conducted for cultural resources along the TAPS. Surveys attempt to
identify all cultural resources in the area being surveyed. The difficulty in identifying traditional cultural
properties is that there may not be any physical evidence of their existence.
In recognition of the scarcity of data on traditional cultural properties, preparers of the EIS contacted
all 21 directly affected Tribes by certified letter, in April 2002, to begin the process of obtaining
additional information on such resources. To date, no Tribes have responded to that inquiry.

00074-053:

Guidance and procedures for consideration of cultural resources during spill events are presented in
the following reference, cited in the EIS:
Programmatic Agreement, 1997. Programmatic Agreement on Protection of Historic Properties During
Emergency Contingency Plan, Annex M. Alaska Federal/State Preparedness Plan for Response to Oil
and Hazardous Substance Discharges/Releases. Agreement between 10 federal and state agencies.
In addition, APSC’s current contingency plans for spills are presented in a different document, also
cited in the EIS:
Alyeska Pipeline Service Company, 2001, TAPS Pipeline Oil Discharge Prevention and Contingency
Plan CP-35-1, Anchorage, Alaska.
These documents provide general procedures, because the number of variables associated with spills
makes it impossible to address every situation, and are cited in the EIS. The location and nature of
the spill will dictate the threat to cultural resources. APSC’s plan does provide guidance on a milepostby-milepost basis.
The oil spill planning and prevention effort in the JPO is a large-scale, multi-agency endeavor. Each
participating agency (Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation, Environmental Protection
Agency, BLM, and the Alaska Department of Natural Resources) has a particular focus, but these are
all considered collectively in the JPO TAPS oil spill response and planning group. This inter-agency
group generally meets monthly with APSC and maintains a continuous monitoring program on TAPS
oil spill planning and related issues. The group also coordinates with the Office of Pipeline Safety,
which reviews the Pipeline Oil Spill Contingency Plan.
The emphasis of all agencies is on the prevention of spills. This is accomplished through a
combination of: 1) oversight of spill contingency planning (including 64 exercises on TAPS annually)
and, 2) through JPO’s comprehensive TAPS operations oversight, monitor issues which could
contribute to a spill in the future. In the event of a spill, however, JPO has a number of highly-trained
individuals who are fully prepared to respond quickly and effectively.
Section 4.4 in the FEIS addresses spills for the proposed action generally. See Section 4.4.4.16,
which discusses the impacts of spills on cultural resources.
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00074-054:

Section 4.4.4.7, “Human Health and Safety,” provides a detailed analysis of the potential effects of oil
spills on human health.
The BLM and member agencies of the JPO are committed to the protection of human health and the
environment. The Federal Grant and authorizing legislation (TAPAA) provide unprecedented authority
to BLM in assuring the protection of human health and the environment. Stipulations (the guiding
conduct of operations for the operator of TAPS) within the Federal Grant contain numerous provisions
that are protective of human health and the environment.

00074-055:

The effects of the proposed action and alternative measures are discussed in Sections 4.3.21,
4.5.2.21, and 4.6.2.21 of the DEIS, and the potential consequences of spills are discussed in Section
4.4.4.15. In addition, consequences to cultural systems are considered in the sections on subsistence,
economics, wildlife, health, and environmental justice. These sections have been reviewed in
response to this and other comments, and the information presented has been amended or modified
as appropriate.

00074-056:

The BLM and member agencies of the JPO use an adaptive management approach to evaluate the
effectiveness of stipulations and regulatory oversight. Ongoing monitoring programs, as identified in
the 12 Comprehensive Monitoring Reports published since 1996, provide BLM and JPO with the
necessary information to evaluate the effectiveness of stipulations in the Grant and Lease.
The reader is referred to Section 4.1.1 (JPO oversight) and specifically to Sections 4.1.1.2 (Adaptive
Nature of the Grant in Compliance Monitoring), 4.1.1.3 (Risk-based Compliance Monitoring), 4.1.1.4
(JPO Comprehensive Monitoring Program), and 4.1.1.8 (Coordinated Planning and Response to
Abnormal Incidents) for more information on the role of adaptive management as a JPO business
practice.

00074-057:

The statement of Alaska Native unique knowledge of their environment is consistent with the position
assumed in the EIS. Evaluation criteria for subsistence under the proposed action appear in Section
4.3.20, though the connection with impacts is stated definitively (rather than using the term “might,” as
stated in the comment). The remainder of the comment is duly noted.

00074-058:

Although it is not necessarily a “statistical fact,” an analysis of impacts indeed does require
comparison to a baseline and the absence of this baseline is a major constraint to the evaluation of
subsistence impacts, as stated explicitly in Sections 3.24.1 and 4.3.20. The EIS does not discount the
validity or credibility of traditional ecological knowledge, but tries to point out certain considerations
that one should keep in mind when employing such data (such as the assignment of causality).
Although traditional ecological knowledge points to TAPS-related impacts, as discussed in Sections
4.3.20 and 4.7.8.1 there are indications that some subsistence resources are present in greater
numbers than before the pipeline, while examinations of current fish, birds, terrestrial mammals, and
other subsistence resources (see Sections 3.19, 3.20, and 3.21) do not indicate that any resource
populations have suffered under nearly 30 years of TAPS operation. The existence of contrasting
conclusions to those posited by traditional ecological knowledge sources makes it impossible to rely
solely on the former. Any conclusions based solely on a single source of information while ignoring
other valid sources of information while ignoring other valid sources of information could not be
defended.
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00074-059:

The DEIS conducted a community-based, or village-based, evaluation of subsistence data based on
the best available statistical data, detailed geographic descriptions of traditional harvest areas, and
traditional ecological knowledge available (see Sections 4.3.10, 4.4.4.8.1, and 4.7.8.1)
In the interest of obtaining additional information with which to evaluate impacts to the TAPS on
subsistence, a meeting was held with representatives of the Alaska Federation of Natives and Tanana
Chiefs Conference in April 2002 to discuss this and other issues associated with the evaluation of
subsistence impacts. Although some information was provided during and following that meeting, no
actual data were forthcoming that would enable the improvement of the subsistence analysis. That
same month, the 21 directly affected tribes associated with the TAPS were contacted by certified letter
to invite their participation in providing additional traditional ecological knowledge explicitly associated
with subsistence issues in the EIS. To date, no response has been received to any of those letters.
Impacts on the human environment are discussed for transportation, economics, subsistence,
sociocultural systems, cultural resources, land use, recreation and aesthetics, and environmental
justice.

00074-060:

The BLM employs an Alaska Native to assist with issues related to Section 29 and Section 30 issues
and to facilitate communication with Alaska Natives (including government-to-government
consultations). As this comment is written, that position had recently become open and BLM is in the
process of filling it with a qualified individual.
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Responses for Document 00075
00075-001:

Although 45 days is understandably a short time to review a document of this size, it is consistent with
the Council on Environmental Quality regulations for implementing the National Environmental Policy
Act regarding the review of draft environmental impact statements. Significant effort was made to
advise people of the schedule and duration of the review well in advance (one year). The DEIS was
published on schedule, and many substantive comments on the content of the DEIS, including yours,
were received during the 45-day period. A decision to not extend the comment period has already
been announced and it is inappropriate to provide an exception for individuals.

00075-002:

Thank you for your comment.

00075-003:

The Federal Grant, TAPAA, and the Mineral Leasing Act provide the foundations on which decisions
to renew the Federal Grant are made. If the applicant is in compliance with all laws and regulations,
the BLM is required to renew the Federal Grant.

00075-004:

Thank you for your comment.

00075-005:

Thank you for your comment.

00075-006:

Thank you for your comment.

00075-007:

The responsibilities of BLM relative to the Coastal Zone Management Act and the Alaska Coastal
Management Plan (ACMP) are described in the EIS in Section 4.3.23.2, “Coastal Zone Management.”
The Valdez Coastal Management Plan requires oil spill prevention and response plans consistent with
the statewide Alaska Coastal Management Program standards. Spill scenarios for the proposed
action and potential impacts on coastal zones are discussed in Section 4.4.4.17.2.
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00075-008:

The possibility of pipeline failure is addressed in the spill analysis. (See Sections 4.4 and 4.7.1.10 of
the EIS.) In estimating the frequencies and spill volumes for future spills, both the historical data from
past spills and the potential for catastrophic spills of large consequence were considered. As with any
other engineering project, there is no 100 percent proof that the pipeline will not fail. However, the
owners of the pipeline and the federal and state agencies with oversight responsibilities for TAPS are
doing everything possible to keep the likelihood and consequences of future spills at acceptable
levels.
The Oil Discharge Prevention and Contingency Plan for the pipeline (C-Plan) provides for significant
resources, including equipment, trained personnel, and effective organization, to respond if oil does
spill from the pipeline. (See Section 4.1.4 of the EIS.)
The TAPS C-Plan is updated periodically and lessons learned from actual occurrences, as well as
from regular exercises conducted along the pipeline, which are incorporated into the plan. In addition,
the plan is reviewed annually by the BLM, every three years by ADEC, and every 5 years by DOT.
EPA also reviews the plan as it applies to pump stations. As part of this process, APSC and the
federal and state agencies with oversight responsibilities for TAPS make sure that the appropriate
emergency response equipment is made available along the TAPS.
Changes to spill plans are made when problems with the existing procedures or equipment are noted.
For an example, see the text box in Section 4.1.1.8 for a synopsis of the Livengood bullet hole
incident and changes made to the C-Plan.
Security along the TAPS ROW has been increased in response to concerns over potential vandalism
and terrorist acts. There are elaborate security measures and plans in place, involving numerous
federal and state agencies. The BLM has reviewed these confidential plans and agrees with them.
Opportunities to strengthen these measures will always be pursued diligently by the agencies
involved.
The potential fire hazard always exists. That potential was considered in the design of fire prevention
and suppression systems for TAPS and in developing spill contingency plans. (See Section 4.4.3.)

00075-009:

The BLM has followed all of the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act and all of the
implementing regulations of the Council on Environmental Quality in preparation of the DEIS and
FEIS.

00075-010:

The oil spill planning and prevention effort in the JPO is a large-scale, multi-agency endeavor. Each
participating agency (Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation, Environmental Protection
Agency, BLM, and the Alaska Department of Natural Resources) has a particular focus, but these are
all considered collectively in the JPO TAPS oil spill response and planning group. This inter-agency
group generally meets monthly with APSC and maintains a continuous monitoring program on TAPS
oil spill planning and related issues. The group also coordinates with the Office of Pipeline Safety,
which reviews the Pipeline Oil Spill Contingency Plan.
The emphasis of all agencies is on the prevention of spills. This is accomplished through a
combination of: 1) oversight of spill contingency planning (including 64 exercises on TAPS annually)
and, 2) through JPO’s comprehensive TAPS operations oversight, monitor issues which could
contribute to a spill in the future. In the event of a spill, however, JPO has a number of highly-trained
individuals who are fully prepared to respond quickly and effectively.
The Trans-Alaska Pipeline System Pipeline Oil Discharge Prevention and Contingency Plan, CP-35-1,
prepared in 2002 by the APSC (C-Plan) provide full disclosure of spill planning, reporting, and
response. The C-Plan is approved by the member agencies of JPO, C-Plans are reviewed continually
and major revisions are subject to public review and comment. See Section 4.1 for additional
discussions on spill contingency planning.

00075-011:

The reader is referred to Section 2.5 of the FEIS, in which audits are addressed under Alternatives
and Issues Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Analysis.
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00075-012:

The text box in Section 4.1.1.8 provides a synopsis of the MP 400 bullet hole incident. Details of the
spill and the response are provided. Changes to the pipeline’s spill contingency plan that are being
made as a result of lessons learned are also discussed.

00075-013:

The reader is referred to Section 2.5 of the FEIS, “Alternatives and Issues Considered but Eliminated
from Detailed Analysis.”
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Responses for Document 00076
00076-001:

Thank you for your comment.

00076-002:

The reader is referred to Section 2.5 of the FEIS, “Alternatives and Issues Considered but Eliminated
from Detailed Analysis.”

00076-003:

The reader is directed to the discussion of escrow funds found in Section 2.5.

00076-004:

The reader is referred to Section 2.5 of the FEIS, in which audits are addressed under Alternatives
and Issues Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Analysis.

00076-005:

The reader is referred to Section 2.5 of the FEIS, “Alternatives and Issues Considered but Eliminated
from Detailed Analysis.”

00076-006:

The BLM and the agencies within JPO acknowledge both that there have been legitimate issues
related to APSC's Employee Concerns Program (ECP) and that APSC has undertaken considerable
efforts to improve and refine its ECP program.
The BLM and JPO expect to continue to evaluate the effectiveness of APSC's ECP through
confidential surveys that will seek input from all TAPS employees (see Section 4.8.4 of the FEIS). Like
the three prior surveys, these efforts can provide broad measures of the confidence that TAPS
workers have in APSC's ECP and can suggest areas needing improvement.
The JPO also notes that a confidential hotline (1-800-764-5070) currently exists for employees or
members of the public to report issues and concerns about TAPS. Recorded messages are checked
daily by the BLM-Alaska Special Agent’s office. The purpose of the hotline is to identify issues
relating to pipeline integrity, public safety, environmental protections and regulatory compliance for
incorporation into the JPO work program. The BLM also refers employees seeking personal relief
(e.g., restoration of employment or lost compensation) to the U.S. Department of Labor or other
appropriate authorities for further investigation.

00076-007:

The BLM and member agencies of the JPO use an adaptive management approach to evaluate the
effectiveness of stipulations and regulatory oversight. Ongoing monitoring programs, as identified in
the 12 Comprehensive Monitoring Reports published since 1996, provide BLM and JPO with the
necessary information to evaluate the effectiveness of stipulations in the Grant and Lease.
The reader is referred to Section 4.1.1 (JPO oversight) and specifically to Sections 4.1.1.2 (Adaptive
Nature of the Grant in Compliance Monitoring), 4.1.1.3 (Risk-based Compliance Monitoring), 4.1.1.4
(JPO Comprehensive Monitoring Program), and 4.1.1.8 (Coordinated Planning and Response to
Abnormal Incidents) for more information on the role of adaptive management as a JPO business
practice.
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Responses for Document 00077
00077-001:

The reader is referred to Section 2.5 of the FEIS, “Alternatives and Issues Considered but Eliminated
from Detailed Analysis.”

00077-002:

The reader is referred to Section 2.5 of the FEIS, “Alternatives and Issues Considered but Eliminated
from Detailed Analysis.”
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Responses for Document 00078
00078-001:

The rationale for finding several proposed alternatives to be out of scope for further analysis in the EIS
is explained in detail in Section 2.5 of the FEIS.

00078-002:

The reader is referred to Section 2.5 of the FEIS, “Alternatives and Issues Considered but Eliminated
from Detailed Analysis.”

00078-003:

Thank you for your comment.

00078-004:

The comment does not address how the spill analyses are unrealistic. It was the intent of the authors
that the analysis be conservative but realistic. This was accomplished by applying assumptions and
models that tend to overestimate the impacts, but still keep them at reasonable levels.

00078-005:

The reader is referred to Section 2.5 of the FEIS, in which audits are addressed under Alternatives
and Issues Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Analysis.

00078-006:

The BLM and member agencies of the JPO use an adaptive management approach to evaluate the
effectiveness of stipulations and regulatory oversight. Ongoing monitoring programs, as identified in
the 12 Comprehensive Monitoring Reports published since 1996, provide BLM and JPO with the
necessary information to evaluate the effectiveness of stipulations in the Grant and Lease.
The reader is referred to Section 4.1.1 (JPO oversight) and specifically to Sections 4.1.1.2 (Adaptive
Nature of the Grant in Compliance Monitoring), 4.1.1.3 (Risk-based Compliance Monitoring), 4.1.1.4
(JPO Comprehensive Monitoring Program), and 4.1.1.8 (Coordinated Planning and Response to
Abnormal Incidents) for more information on the role of adaptive management as a JPO business
practice.
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Responses for Document 00079
00079-001:

The age, condition, operation, and maintenance of the TAPS were considered in the preparation of
the EIS.

00079-002:

The pipeline is continuously monitored and maintained. In addition, a proactive maintenance
program, called reliability-centered maintenance (RCM), that systematically evaluates critical
components of TAPS and takes measures to rectify any identified weaknesses both materially or in
procedural matters, has been initiated. The spill analysis within the EIS considers the probability and
consequences of future spills (See Section 4.4 of the EIS). In estimating the frequencies and spill
volumes for future spills, both the historical data from past spills and the potential for catastrophic
spills of large consequence were considered.

00079-003:

VSM stability is obviously critical to TAPS integrity. As such, it is the focus of extensive monitoring and
surveillance. Please see Section 4.3.2 of the FEIS (Soils and Permafrost) for additional information.

00079-004:

The reader is referred to Section 2.5 of the FEIS, in which audits are addressed under Alternatives
and Issues Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Analysis.

00079-005:

The EIS recognizes that there would be potential for impacts to salmon resources if an oil spill occurs
in a salmon-bearing stream or river (Section 4.4.4.10). The extent of the impacts would be related to
the amount of oil spilled, the size of the receiving stream, and the location of various salmon
resources and life stages relative to the spill location. The estimated probabilities of various oil spill
scenarios occurring at particular locations along the TAPS are presented in Section 4.4.1.1. APSC’s
oil spill response capabilities and plans for the TAPS are summarized in Section 4.1.4 of the EIS and
explained in detail in “TAPS Oil Discharge Prevention and Contingency Plan” for the pipeline and in
the “Valdez Marine Terminal Oil Discharge Prevention and Contingency Plan” for the Valdez Marine
Terminal. The plans are available to the public at various libraries in several major cities in Alaska. Oil
spill prevention and response capabilities and related activities specific to the Copper River drainage
area are discussed more fully in a text box that has been added to Section 4.4.4.3.

00079-006:

Section 4.4.4.7, “Human Health and Safety,” provides a detailed analysis of the potential impacts of oil
spills on human health. The BLM and other member agencies of the JPO are committed. The federal
grant and authorizing legislation (TAPAA) provide unprecedented authority to BLM in assuring the
protection of human health and the environment. Stipulations (the guiding conduct of operations for
the operator of TAPS) within the federal grant contain numerous provisions that are protective of
human health and the environment.

00079-007:

The EIS does not state that “Cordovans do not participate significantly in subsistence.” On the
contrary, it states that many residents participate in subsistence as a means of supplementing wage
income, and notes (among other figures) that nearly 80% of the households (sampled) in Cordova
engaged in subsistence fishing in 1997, the year for which data were considered “representative” by
the Alaska Department of Fish and Game (see Section 3.24.2.4.2; see also Tables 3.24-1, 3.24-2,
and D-26). The EIS is thus in agreement with, and generally supports, the comment.
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00079-008:

Current studies do not indicate that subsistence foods in the vicinity of the TAPS pose a threat to
human health, including those from Prince William Sound (as discussed in Section 3.17.2; see also
Section 4.3.13.2). The EIS also concluded that for subsistence resources from marine environments
(fish, shellfish, and marine mammals), food that is not noticeably unfit for human consumption (e.g.,
visible oil on the surface or smell of oil) would not be expected to cause adverse health affects
(Section 4.4.4.7.4). However, the EIS also noted the potential impact on subsistence of perceived
contamination of various foods, as continued in Prince William Sound several years after the Exxon
Valdez oil spill (see Section 4.7.8.1). Note that text in Section 4.7.8.1 has been expanded to discuss
impacts on subsistence systems due to the Exxon Valdez oil spill in greater detail, including
references to figures in Section 3.24 that show pre- and post-spill subsistence levels for the three
Prince William Sound rural communities considered in the EIS. This discussion reveals a substantial
decline in subsistence harvests in 1989 and 1990, followed by recoveries of varying degrees
documented through 1997.

00079-009:

Potential impacts to subsistence due to pipeline condition are reflected in Sections 4.3.20
(“Subsistence Impacts Under the Proposed Action”) and 4.4.4.14 (“Subsistence Impacts of Spills”).
The DEIS presented data for salmon and many other resources harvested for subsistence purposes,
in terms of edible pounds harvested, percentage of households participating in harvesting, and
percentage of households using. As a result of comments, additional data from the ADF&G
subsistence fisheries harvest database have been examined and incorporated. In no case were data
deliberately altered.

00079-010:

The FEIS corrected the misstatement that Eyak is a separate community, as it was in the past,
bringing the text in line with a statement (later in Section D.2.3.4.2, the section to which the comment
refers) that Eyak was annexed by Cordova in 1992. Section D.2.3.4.2 has been corrected to identify
Eyak as the Alaska Native Village of Eyak, a federally recognized Native village within the city
boundaries of Cordova that is designated by the U.S. Bureau of the Census as an “Alaska Native
Village Statistical Area.”

00079-011:

The meeting room at the Moose Lodge in Cordova is provided with universal access via a ramp to the
rear entrance.

00079-012:

Although 45 days is understandably a short time to review a document of this size, the time period is
consistent with the Council on Environmental Quality regulations for implementing the National
Environmental Policy Act regarding the review of draft environmental impact statements. Significant
effort was made to advise people of the schedule and duration of the review well in advance (one
year). The DEIS was published on schedule and many substantive comments on the content of the
DEIS, including yours, were received during the 45-day period.

00079-013:

The age, condition, operation, and maintenance of TAPS were considered in the preparation of the
EIS. The possibility of pipeline failure is addressed in the spill analysis. In estimating the frequencies
and spill volumes for future spills, both the historical data from past spills and the potential for
catastrophic spills of large consequence were considered. As with any other engineering project,
there is no 100 percent proof that the pipeline will not fail. However, the owners of the pipeline and
the federal and state agencies with oversight responsibilities for TAPS are doing everything possible
to keep the likelihood and consequences of future spills at reasonable levels.

00079-014:

Thank you for your comment.
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Responses for Document 00080
00080-001:

Although 45 days is understandably a short time to review a document of this size, the time period is
consistent with the Council on Environmental Quality regulations for implementing the National
Environmental Policy Act regarding the review of draft environmental impact statements. Significant
effort was made to advise people of the schedule and duration of the review well in advance (one
year). The DEIS was published on schedule and many substantive comments on the content of the
DEIS, including yours, were received during the 45-day period.

00080-002:

Text has been added to Section 4.7.8.3 of the FEIS providing additional sources of information about
the impact of the Exxon Valdez oil spill (EVOS) on communities, including intangible impacts, such as
psychological stress, and in the fisheries, recreation, and tourism industries in the Prince William
Sound area. In addition, compressed overviews of selected impacts of the EVOS have been added to
Sections 4.7.8.1 and 4.7.8.2.

00080-003:

Thank you for your comment.

00080-004:

The EIS explicitly examined Alaska Natives in the vicinity of the TAPS, with the discussion focusing on
8 Native sociocultural systems and 21 directly affected tribes. Additional information has been added
concerning the Native Village of Eyak; see Section 3.25. It also examined issues closely associated
with Alaska Natives, including subsistence (see Section 3.24).
Alaska Natives (including the Native Village of Eyak) have received ample opportunities to contribute
to the EIS, involving interaction associated with the NEPA process as well as government-togovernment consultations (see Section 5.3, Table 5.3-1). In April 2002, an explicit invitation to
contribute additional information (on subsistence and traditional cultural properties) to the EIS was
sent to the 21 directly affected tribes in the form of a certified letter. To date, no response to that letter
has been received.

00080-005:

The reader is referred to Section 2.5 of the FEIS, “Alternatives and Issues Considered but Eliminated
from Detailed Analysis.”

00080-006:

While replacement of the entire pipeline is a possibility, a more scientifically based approach is being
followed. BLM and member agencies of JPO in close cooperation with Alyeska Pipeline Services
Company have begun a systematic process to identify the critical functional components of TAPS.
The process, called reliability centered maintenance (RCM), is an on-going system-by-system audit
that determines function, failure modes, consequence and preventative maintenance of critical
systems. The BLM is committed to RCM and believes that this process represents a pro-active
approach to oversight and regulation of TAPS. In addition, RCM is the industry standard for reducing
risk of failure to critical system components. Reducing risk in TAPS critical systems directly translates
to reducing safety and environmental risks.

00080-007:

Section 4.4 of the EIS discusses the spill scenarios considered and the estimated impacts from these
scenarios. The scenarios range from high frequency/low consequence events to low frequency/high
consequence occurrences. The discussion includes potential impacts in the Copper River Drainage
area. Depending upon the timing and the quantity of oil, it is true that major impacts could occur to
salmon in the Copper River if a large amount of oil from a pipeline break were to reach the Copper
River. Text has been added to Section 4.4.4.10.1 to reiterate the importance of the Copper River for
salmon production in the area and to recognize the potentially severe impacts to salmon in the event
of a large spill entering the basin. Oil spill prevention and response capabilities and related activities
specific to the Copper River Drainage area are discussed more fully in the text box “ Oil Spill Planning
for the Copper River Drainage” in Section 4.4.4.3.
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00080-008:

The BLM and member agencies of the JPO use an adaptive management approach to evaluate the
effectiveness of stipulations and regulatory oversight. Ongoing monitoring programs, as identified in
the 12 Comprehensive Monitoring Reports published since 1996, provide BLM and JPO with the
necessary information to evaluate the effectiveness of stipulations in the Grant and Lease.
The reader is referred to Section 4.1.1 (JPO oversight) and specifically to Sections 4.1.1.2 (Adaptive
Nature of the Grant in Compliance Monitoring), 4.1.1.3 (Risk-based Compliance Monitoring), 4.1.1.4
(JPO Comprehensive Monitoring Program), and 4.1.1.8 (Coordinated Planning and Response to
Abnormal Incidents) for more information on the role of adaptive management as a JPO business
practice.

00080-009:

Thank you for your comment.

00080-010:

Thank you for your comment.
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