Document 00366

00366-1

00366-2

00366-3

00366-4

00366-5
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Responses for Document 00366
00366-001:

Thank you for your comment.

00366-002:

Thank you for your comment.

00366-003:

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

00366-004:

Thank you for your comment.

00366-005:

Thank you for your comment.
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Document 00367

00367-1

00367-2

00367-3

00367-4

00367-5

2215

Responses for Document 00367
00367-001:

APSC’s oil spill response capabilities and plans for TAPS are summarized in Section 4.1.4 of the EIS and explained
in detail in the “TAPS Oil Discharge Prevention and Contingency Plan” (APSC 2001g) for the pipeline and in the
“Valdez Marine Terminal Oil Discharge Prevention and Contingency Plan” (APSC 2001h) for the VMT. The Plans
provide for significant resources, including equipment, trained personnel, and effective organization, to respond if oil
does spill from the pipeline or at VMT. They are available to the public through various libraries in several major
cities in Alaska.
Impacts of oil spills on fish and wildlife are discussed in Sections 4.4.4.10, 4.4.4.11, and 4.4.4.12 of the EIS. These
sections state that a large spill, especially one to water, could have significant impacts on these species.

00367-002:

For concerns specifically related to pipe wall thickness, see the EIS, Section 4.1.3.2.1, Mainline Pipeline Integrity
Monitoring.
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.

00367-003:

Historically, the warming of air temperature and permafrost in the past several decades is limited (see Section 3.12).
It is very unlikely to have a 15 degree rise in average temperatures in the next 30 years. From field observations, the
southern part of Alaska near the southern end of permafrost is mostly affected by the warming. VSM stability is
obviously critical to TAPS integrity. As such, it is the focus of extensive monitoring and surveillance. BLM/JPO has
agreed to intervention criteria that would require certain actions be taken when those engineering criteria are met.
Please see Section 4.3.2 (Soils and Permafrost) of the FEIS.

00367-004:

Security issues related to the TAPS have been added as Section 3.1.2.1.6.

00367-005:

Thank you for your comment.
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Document 00368

00368-1

2217

Responses for Document 00368
00368-001:

Thank you for your comment.

2218

Document 00369

2219

00369-1

00369-2

00369-3

2220

00369-3
(Cont.)

00369-4

2221

00369-5

00369-6

00369-7

00369-8

00369-9

2222

Responses for Document 00369
00369-001:

Incidents, such as, those mentioned in the comment, have resulted in modifications to the manner in which TAPS is
operated. Programs are in place to monitor and respond to shifting ground, melting permafrost, corrosion, and other
potential problems. In order to be more proactive, the BLM and member agencies of JPO, in close cooperation with
APSC, have begun a systematic process to identify the critical functional components of TAPS. The process, called
Reliability-Centered Maintenance (RCM), is an ongoing 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 proactive approach to oversight and regulation of TAPS. In addition, RCM is widely
used in the airline and other industries as the standard tool for reducing risk of failure to critical system components.
Reducing risk in TAPS-critical systems directly translates to reducing risks to safety and the environment.

00369-002:

The reader is directed to Section 5.2 of the FEIS.

00369-003:

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.

00369-004:

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.
APSC’s oil spill response capabilities and plans for TAPS are summarized in Section 4.1.4 of the EIS and explained
in detail in the “TAPS Oil Discharge Prevention and Contingency Plan” (APSC 2001g) for the pipeline and in the
“Valdez Marine Terminal Oil Discharge Prevention and Contingency Plan” (APSC 2001h) for the VMT. The
estimated response times for various spill locations considered in the DEIS are provided in Table 4.4-13 on page 4.444 of the DEIS. The C-Plans provide for significant resources, including equipment, trained personnel, and effective
organization, to respond if oil does spill from the pipeline or at VMT. They are available to the public through
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 the text box in Section 4.4.3,“Oil Spill
Planning for the Copper River Drainage.”
6Since the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill in 1989, and the enactment of the Oil Pollution Act in 1990, significant
improvements have been made in the procedures, staffing, and the equipment needed to prevent and respond to
potential oil spills from tankers in the Prince William Sound. Among the improvements made are the following: (1)
APSC’s Ship Escort/Response Vessel System was established in July 1989 to help tankers navigate through the PWS
and to respond to potential oil spills, (2) New procedures were established and regulations put in place by the United
States Coast Guard to better control the tanker traffic in the PWS, (3) PWS Regional Citizens’ Advisory Council was
created to help plan for and oversee the oil spill prevention and response operations, (4) The amount of equipment
and personnel available for oil spill prevention and response was increased, (5) more stringent training and personnel
monitoring programs were established, (6) Government oversight was increased, and (7) the spill prevention and
response budget was increased dramatically. The currently available oil spill response capabilities and plans for the
PWS are summarized in Section 4.1.4 of the EIS and are provided in detail in the Prince William Sound Oil
Discharge Prevention and Response Plan (Prince William Sound Tanker Plan Holders 1999).
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00369-005:

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.

00369-006:

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

00369-007:

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

00369-008:

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.

00369-009:

Thank you for your comment.
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Document 00370

00370-1

2225

Responses for Document 00370
00370-001:

Thank you for your comment.

2226

Document 00371

00371-1

00371-2

2227

Responses for Document 00371
00371-001:

Thank you for your comment.

00371-002:

The reader is referred to Section 2.5 of the FEIS, “Alternatives and Issues Considered but Eliminated from Detailed
Analysis.”
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Document 00372

00372-1
00372-2

2229

Responses for Document 00372
00372-001:

Thank you for your comment.

00372-002:

The reader is referred to Section 2.5 of the FEIS, “Alternatives and Issues Considered but Eliminated from Detailed
Analysis.”
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Document 00373

00373-1

00373-2

2231

Responses for Document 00373
00373-001:

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.

00373-002:

The reader is referred to Section 2.5 of the FEIS, “Alternatives and Issues Considered but Eliminated from Detailed
Analysis.”
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Document 00374

00374-1

00374-2

2233

Responses for Document 00374
00374-001:

The reader is referred to Section 2.5, “Alternatives and Issues Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Analysis.”
The text box in Section 4.1.1.8 provides an extensive discussion on the bullet hole incident in October 2001 at
pipeline MP 400 near Livengood.

00374-002:

The reader is referred to Section 2.5 of the FEIS, “Alternatives and Issues Considered but Eliminated from Detailed
Analysis.”
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Document 00375

2235

00375-1

00375-2

00375-3

00375-4

2236

2237

Responses for Document 00375
00375-001:

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

00375-002:

Thank you for your comment.

00375-003:

Thank you for your comment.

00375-004:

Thank you for your comment.
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Document 00376

2239

00376-1

00376-2

00376-3
00376-4

00376-5

00376-6

00376-7
00376-8

2240

2241

Responses for Document 00376
00376-001:

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.

00376-002:

The reader is directed to Section 2.5 of the FEIS and the text that discusses citizen oversight of TAPS.

00376-003:

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 TAPS Oil Discharge Prevention and Contingency Plan for the pipeline (C-plan), prepared by APSC (2001g – see
Section 3.30 of the FEIS for reference), provides for significant resources, including equipment, trained personnel,
and effective organization, to respond if oil does spill from the pipeline. The C-Plan is updated periodically and
lessons learned from actual occurrences as well as from regular exercises conducted along the pipeline are
incorporated into the C-Plan. In addition, the C-Plan is reviewed annually by 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 and personnel are made available along the TAPS.

00376-004:

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 TAPS Oil Discharge Prevention and Contingency Plan for the pipeline (C-plan), prepared by APSC (2001g – see
Section 3.30 of the FEIS for reference), provides for significant resources, including equipment, trained personnel,
and effective organization, to respond if oil does spill from the pipeline. The C-Plan is updated periodically and
lessons learned from actual occurrences as well as from regular exercises conducted along the pipeline are
incorporated into the C-Plan. In addition, the C-Plan is reviewed annually by 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 and personnel are made available along the TAPS.

00376-005:

The reader is directed to Section 2.5, “Alternatives and Issues Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Analysis.”
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00376-006:

The BLM recognizes that there may be interactions between the TAPS and subsistence resources, including
subsistence resources. The BLM also notes that current information does not show a relationship between TAPS and
subsistence impacts. The BLM and State of Alaska within JPO are currently working with industry and others to
develop a science-based approach to determine how TAPS and subsistence resources interact.

00376-007:

Thank you for your comment.

00376-008:

The reader is directed to Section 2.5, “Alternatives and Issues Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Analysis.”

2243

Document 00377

00377-1
00377-2

00377-3

00377-4

2244

Responses for Document 00377
00377-001:

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

00377-002:

Please see Section 2.5 of the FEIS for information regarding citizens’ oversight.

00377-003:

See the text box on the MP 400 bullet hole incident in Section 4.1.1.8 of the FEIS.

00377-004:

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

2245

Document 00378

2246

00378-1

00378-2

00378-3

2247

2248

Responses for Document 00378
00378-001:

Thank you for your comment.

00378-002:

Disproportionate positive impacts to low-income and minority populations due to the permanent fund dividend are
discussed in Section 4.3.25 under environmental justice. Advantages of public services and other programs to rural
Alaskans, many of whom are minority and/or low-income, are discussed in Section 4.3.21.

00378-003:

Thank you for your comment.
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Document 00379

00379-1
00379-2
00379-3
00379-4
00379-5
00379-6
00379-7
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Responses for Document 00379
00379-001:

A lessons learned report was prepared for the MP 400 incident (see Section 4.1.1.8). The reader is also referred to the
text box in Section 4.4.4.3 on the Copper River Drainage.

00379-002:

The reader is directed to Chapter 2 and the discussion on the less than 30-year renewal alternative (Section 2.3).

00379-003:

The reader is directed to Sections 3.12.7 and 4.1.3.2 for discussion on climate change and the mitigation/engineering
of vertical support members (VSM).

00379-004:

Spill response is directed by the Comprehensive Monitoring Program (CMP). The reader is directed to Section 4.1
which discusses spill response.

00379-005:

The reader is directed to the mitigation section (4.8.4) of the FEIS and the discussion on Alaska Native hiring
practices.

00379-006:

BLM and the JPO are committed to open communication with Alaska Natives. In addition, BLM conducted
extensive government-to-government consultations throughout the renewal process (see Section 5.3).

00379-007:

The reader is directed to Section 2.5, especially the part that addresses escrow accounts for termination activities of
TAPS.
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Document 00380

00380-1

00380-2

00380-3

2252

Responses for Document 00380
00380-001:

Additional information on climate change and pipeline maintenance appears in Sections 3.12.7 and 4.1.3.2 of the
FEIS.

00380-002:

A lessons learned document has been prepared for the MP 400 incident (Section 4.1.1.8). The reader is also referred
to the text box in Section 4.4.4.3 on the Copper River Drainage.

00380-003:

The reader is directed to Section 2.5, especially the part that addresses citizen oversight.
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Document 00381

00381-1

2254

Responses for Document 00381
00381-001:

Security issues are discussed in Section 3.1.2.1.6.
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Document 00382

2256

00382-1

2257

00382-2

00382-3

00382-4

00382-5

2258

Responses for Document 00382
00382-001:

The reader is directed to Section 2.5 of the FEIS, especially the part that addresses citizen oversight.

00382-002:

The use of corporate funds for other energy sources is outside the scope of this EIS.

00382-003:

BLM and agencies of the JPO require a set of standards, stipulations, and requirements for TAPS operations, and
requirements for TAPS operations. These oversight requirements on TAPS must be met. However, BLM and JPO
agencies do not dictate budget levels to meet these oversight requirements.

00382-004:

The reader is directed to Section 3.1.2.1.6 on security issues.

00382-005:

The reader is directed to Chapter 2 and the discussion on the less than 30-year renewal alternative (Section 2.3).
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Document 00383

2260

00383-1

00383-2

00383-3

00383-4

00383-5

2261

00383-5
(Cont.)

2262

Responses for Document 00383
00383-001:

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.
While comments on the DEIS had to be received by the end of the 45-day comment period in order to be addressed in
the Final EIS, additional provisions for involvement in the decision-making process apply to Tribal governments and
Native organizations. The process of government-to-government consultation allows these groups to continue
dialogue with the Bureau of Land Management.

00383-002:

The reader is referred to Sections 5.1 and 5.2 in which statistics show that scoping comments and comments on the
DEIS were received from individuals throughout the United States.

00383-003:

The DEIS evaluated a less than 30-year renewal period (see Section 2.3).

00383-004:

The reader is directed to Section 5.3 and the discussion on government-to-government consultation.

00383-005:

Control valves to prevent leaks into the Yukon River are present on both sides of the river. The FEIS analyzes
“worst-case” spill scenarios into major rivers in Section 4.4.
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Document 00384

2264

00384-1

2265

00384-2

00384-3

00384-4

00384-5

00384-6

2266

00384-6
(Cont.)

00384-7

00384-8

00384-9

00384-10

2267

00384-11

00384-12

00384-13

00384-14

00384-15

2268

00384-15
(Cont.)

00384-16

2269

00384-16
(Cont.)

00384-17

00384-18

00384-19
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00384-19
(Cont.)

00384-20

00384-21

00384-22

2271

00384-23

00384-24

00384-25

00384-26

00384-27

00384-28

2272

00384-29

00384-30

00384-31

2273

00384-31
(Cont.)

00384-32

00384-33

00384-34

00384-35

00384-36

2274

00384-36
(Cont.)

00384-37

00384-38

00384-39

00384-40

2275

00384-40
(Cont.)

00384-41

00384-42

2276

00384-42
(Cont.)

00384-43

00384-44

00384-45

00384-46

2277

00384-46
(Cont.)

00384-47

00384-48

00384-49

00384-50

2278

00384-51

00384-52

00384-53

00384-54

00384-55

00384-56

00384-57

00384-58

2279

00384-58
(Cont.)

00384-59

00384-60

00384-61

2280

00384-61
(Cont.)

00384-62

00384-63

2281

00384-64

00384-65

00384-66

00384-67

00384-68

00384-69

2282

00384-69
(Cont.)

00384-70

00384-71

00384-72

00384-73

00384-74

00384-75

2283

00384-75
(Cont.)

00384-76

00384-77

00384-78

2284

00384-78
(Cont.)

00384-79

00384-80

00384-81

00384-82

2285

00384-83

00384-84

00384-85

00384-86

2286

00384-87

00384-88

00384-89

00384-90

00384-91

00384-92

00384-93

2287

00384-94

00384-95

00384-96

00384-97

2288

00384-97
(Cont.)

00384-98

00384-99

00384-100

00384-101

2289

00384-101
(Cont.)

00384-102

00384-103

00384-104

00384-105

00384-106

00384-107

2290

00384-107
(Cont.)

00384-108

00384-109

00384-110

00384-111

00384-112

2291

2292

Responses for Document 00384
00384-001:

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.

00384-002:

The EIS addresses direct and indirect impacts of oil transportation from Pump Station 1 through the loading arm at
the Valdez Marine Terminal. The cumulative analysis addresses impacts from North Slope oil production and marine
transport in the tanker fleet. The analysis presented in the EIS is not fragmented, but as it considers the regulatory
oversight authority of BLM for TAPS infrastructure and operations. The cumulative analysis reflects the natural
boundaries of the North Slope and the marine environment of Prince William Sound. In response to your comment
and others, the FEIS has added more analysis in Section 4.7, “Cumulative Effects.”

00384-003:

The EIS clearly lists the owner companies in Section 1.1. Evaluation of corporate history that does not have a direct
relationship to the TAPS renewal process is beyond the scope of this EIS.

00384-004:

Thank you for your comment.

00384-005:

Petroleum development in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge was not considered in the DEIS because such an
action is not possible without authorization by Congress. Without Congressional authorization, this action was
considered to not be “reasonably foreseeable.” As required by NEPA regulations, cumulative effects should include
“reasonably foreseeable future actions.” Because petroleum development in NPR-A has been authorized,
development in this area is included in the cumulative effects assessment.

00384-006:

The reader is directed to Section 2.5, “Alternatives and Issues Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Analysis.”

00384-007:

The BLM has conducted an independent evaluation during this EIS process. Obviously, certain operational
components of TAPS are under the direction of the applicant. When required for the EIS analysis, this operations
information was used by the BLM.

00384-008:

A more detailed presentation of JPO oversight is presented in Section 2.2.3 of the FEIS.

00384-009:

Full evaluation of dismantlement, removal, and restoration (i.e., termination) activities will require separate National
Environmental Policy Act documentation. The scope of this EIS could not cover detailed termination plans. Indeed,
extensive engineering and environmental data will have to be collected prior to any termination decisions. However,
Chapter 2 provides the basic assumptions concerning no action, and these basic assumptions were used in the EIS
analyses.

00384-010:

Please note that Section 2.5 in the FEIS has been substantially revised to reflect public comment received on the
DEIS.
The BLM and JPO expect to continue to evaluate the effectiveness of APSC’s ECP through a confidential survey that
will seek input from all TAPS employees. Like the three prior surveys, this effort can provide broad measures of the
confidence that TAPS workers have in APSC’s ECP and can suggest areas needing improvement.
The Bureau of Land Management is the lead federal agency for preparation of this EIS. Regardless of assistance
provided in preparation and review of the EIS, BLM is responsible for its content.
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00384-011:

The issue of native hire is included in the discussion of consequences to sociocultural systems (Section 4.3.21.1).
Beyond an evaluation of how Native hiring practices may produce impacts under the alternatives considered in the
EIS, the topic is outside the scope of this impact analysis.

00384-012:

Oil spill planning is required by the federal grant. Prescriptive requirements for contingency plans are established by
State of Alaska regulations and federal statutes. See the discussion on spill contingency planning in Section 4.1.4.
See the discussion of spill contingency planning in the Copper River Drainage in Section 4.4.4.3. See also the
synopsis of the response to the bullet hole incident in October 2001 near Livengood in the text box in Section 4.1.1.8.

00384-013:

The statement is meant to say that the fuel gas pipeline is maintained and operated in compliance with federal
regulations. The statement has been revised to clarify that point.

00384-014:

The relation between the Dalton Highway and the TAPS pipeline is explained in Section 3.1.2.1.4 of the EIS.
Security for the TAPS is an issue of national importance. There are elaborate security measures and plans in place,
involving numerous Federal and State agencies.
BLM has reviewed these confidential plans and agrees with them. Opportunities to strengthen these measures will
always be pursued diligently by the agencies involved. Analyzing the disruption of traffic along the Dalton Highway
due to security concerns, weather, accidents, and other highway activities is beyond the scope of the EIS.

00384-015:

The communication system used along the TAPS pipeline is described briefly in Section 3.1.2.5 of the EIS. The
system used to detect leaks in the pipeline is mentioned in the same section and is explained more fully in Section
4.1.2.9. BLM is aware of the capabilities and limitations of both systems and is making sure that they are relied upon
only to the extent that they can support. BLM and other JPO member agencies would appreciate being notified of
any specific problems and issues related to these systems. The public can contact the appropriate agency to report
any problems.

00384-016:

The fire protection and management systems at the TAPS facilities and relating to wilderness fires along the TAPS
ROW are described in Section 3.1.2.1.6 of the EIS. Operation and maintenance of the TAPS could affect the fire
suppression decisions near the TAPS ROW.
The statements about the IRT and TAPS being required to comply with the TAPS Pipeline Oil Discharge and
Prevention Plan (CP-35-1) (C-Plan) in Section 3.1 are correct and retained as is. BLM and other JPO member
agencies make sure that the C-Plan is followed.
Security for the TAPS is an issue of national importance. There are elaborate security measures and plans in place,
involving numerous Federal and State agencies. BLM has reviewed these confidential plans and agrees with them.
Opportunities to strengthen these measures will always be pursued diligently by the agencies involved.
Table 3.1-6 is a summary of the major oil spill contingency equipment available for the TAPS.
Details on the equipment available and procedures in place for emergency response are given in the Oil Discharge
Prevention and Contingency Plans cited in Section 4.1.4 of the EIS. These documents are available to the public
during Plan review periods through various libraries in several major cities in Alaska.
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00384-017:

Further information on present and future TAPS trade tankers is provided by the British Columbia Oil Spill Task
Force
Prevention
Project
(available
at
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/spills/prevention/bap/TAPS%20Trade%20Tanker%20Report.htm).
The focus of the EIS is on activities associated with continuing TAPS operations. The activities not associated with
TAPS are considered only as part of the cumulative impact analysis, which is given in Section 4.7 of the EIS.
The "Prince William Sound, Alaska Risk Assessment Study (Det Norske Veritas et al. 1996 – see Section 4.9 of the
FEIS for reference) was a detailed analysis of the potential causes, frequencies, and volumes of postulated spill
scenarios associated with TAPS tanker operations. The 75% reduction in risk is an estimate based on enhanced spill
capabilities, revised operational changes, etc. that were implemented after the Exxon Valdez spill.
The comment is incorrect in stating that there is a "one in four chance" of an Exxon Valdez-size spill. The frequency
of catastrophic spill events in the Prince William Sound is provided in Table 4.7-6 of the EIS.

00384-018:

Figure 3.1-5 in the DEIS (Map 3.1-2 in the FEIS) is intended to show the major features related to tanker traffic in
the PWS. The current figure meets the intended goal for the EIS and has been retained.

00384-019:

Figure 3.1-6 in the DEIS (Map 3.1-3 in the FEIS) is intended to show the major features related to the North Slope.
The current figure meets the intended goal for the EIS and has been retained.

00384-020:

The TAPS EIS includes many activities associated with oil development, including oil field support. The TAPS EIS
is based on the best estimates of the future oil throughput and it includes future development and production. In
order to bound this range, the assessment of the impacts of TAPS operation for the renewal period was based on the
bounding potential consequences of this range. The production of oil from areas where this activity is permitted will
depend upon a great many factors, including pricing and availability from existing fields. It is not possible to predict
how future demand will be met on an oil-field-by-oil-field basis. The EIS considers exploration, development, and
production in ANWR to not be reasonably foreseeable according to current law and regulations.

00384-021:

Potential problems caused by heave and subsidence are being monitored regularly (Section 3.3.2.2). JPO oversight
ensures that VSM stability is maintained.

00384-022:

Tables 3.3-1 and 3.3-2 in the EIS list the active contaminated sites along the TAPS pipeline and at the VMT,
respectively. Contamination on the North Slope from oil exploration and production activities is addressed in Section
4.7 of the EIS as part of the cumulative impact analysis.
With regard to the spill volumes listed in Table 3.3-1, the data reported were taken directly from the referenced 1999
APSC report on the status of contaminated sites along the pipeline. TAPS owners provided spill volumes to the
contractor who developed the cited report. Since the EIS spill analyses relied on the TAPS Spills database along with
data reported to ADEC (reference ADEC 2001b, the official record on historical spills), for consistency purposes, the
data on spill volumes from the ADEC official database are now reflected in Table 3.3-1. There is no independent
verification of the spill volumes reported by the TAPS owners.

00384-023:

Where reported in either the official TAPS spills or the ADEC spills database, spill volumes have been provided in
Table 3.3-2.

00384-024:

The storage tank farms of the Valdez Marine Terminal are on bedrock, and their elevations are 400 ft above the local
sea level. Other on-shore equipment is located above the 30-foot run-up of the tsunami reported by the USGS in the
1964 earthquake. The Valdez Marine Terminal is, therefore, considered to be on “high ground.”

00384-025:

The volume of sand and gravel and quarry stones used by the TAPS can be found in Table 3.5-1.

00384-026:

The prehistory of the North Slope is summarized in Table 3.26-1. The table includes the primary known prehistoric
cultural traditions that have been identified for the North Slope.
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00384-027:

Section 3.7.1.5 has not been retitled. Section 4.4.4.3 discusses the impacts to the Copper River drainage and two of
its tributaries, the Gulkana and Tazlina Rivers. See specifically the text box on oil spill planning for the Copper
River Drainage.

00384-028:

The total number of identified spills in the DEIS from 1977 through 1999 are specific to the pipeline and Valdez
Marine Terminal. It includes both crude oil and refined petroleum product spills (e.g., diesel fuel), but does not
include any of historical crude and product spills recorded at the North Slope and in PWS.
A total 10,577 crude and product spills have occurred for all operational segments of TAPS over the identified
period. Therefore the pipeline and the terminal account for approximately 40% of the total number of spill for the
entire system. It should be noted that most of these spills (~ 75%) were in very small quantities, less than 10 gallons
and over 90% of the spills were less the 100 gallons.
The data on historical oil spills discussed in DEIS was based on an analysis of spills (from 1977 to end of August
1999) that was not updated to include small spills that may have occurred since September 1999. However, in light
of the Livengood incident, the further analysis of oil spills was conducted through November 2001. Over the 27
month period, from the end of August 1999 through November 2001, an additional 132 spills occurred along the
pipeline and at the Valdez Marine Terminal. Over 90% of these spills were also less the 100 gallons. The spills
since August 1999 included 18 spills over 1 bbl and 4 spills over 10 bbls. Only one spill, the Livengood bullet hole,
was over 100 bbls.
The TAPS spills database shows a total of 64 spills to water at the VMT, mostly associated with tankers. Information
on the Atigun spill of June 1979 added to the text. In this spill, oil entered the Atigun River and produced an oil slick
that traveled 25 miles downstream. Behr-Andes et al. reference (Tundra Spill Cleanup and Remediation Tactics: A
Study of Historical Spills and Literature 2002) added to the reference list.

00384-029:

The possibility of the introduction of nonindigenous organisms via untreated segregated tanker ballast water is
addressed as part of the analysis of cumulative effects in Section 4.7.7.2.1.
The EIS correctly identifies that BWTF discharges are below current NPDES permit limits and that concentrations of
monitored chemicals are within levels established. This does not mean that there is not some accumulation of PAHs
in sediments surrounding the BWTF diffuser near the VMT, just that those levels do not exceed the current sediment
quality guidelines for protecting aquatic organisms.
Accumulation of PAHs was detected in mussels used to monitor water quality in Port Valdez as part of a PWS
RCAC-sponsored monitoring program (Salazar et al. 2002). In that study, it was found that all measured
concentrations of PAHs in water and estimated on the basis of bioaccumulation in mussel tissues indicated that the
concentrations of PAHs in Port Valdez waters are in the low parts-per-trillion range, well below the levels that have
been associated with adverse effects in herring and salmon embryos (Salazar et al. 2002). In addition, Salazar et al.
(2002) did not detect reductions in overall growth of caged mussels that could be attributed to PAH burdens. Instead
of stating that BWTF effluent is unlikely to impair sediment quality, the EIS was revised to state that sediment
concentrations of PAHs in sediments and water due to BWTF operations are not expected to change substantially as a
result of the proposed action and to cite and discuss results of the recent monitoring efforts.

00384-030:

The title of the Text Box on page 3.11-6 of the DEIS has been changed to "Spill Prevention Measures Associated
with TAPS-Released Marine Transportation."
A total of 345 crude oil spills associated with TAPS-related marine transportation has been recorded from 1977 to
1999. This includes spills at the loading dock, harbor, harbor approaches, and domestic destination ports (e.g.,
California, Hawaii, and Washington State). A total of 279,727 barrels of crude oil was spilled during this time period.
The Exxon Valdez oil spill incident on March 24, 1989 had the greatest impact of all recorded oil spills; the impact of
this oil spill was catastrophic in the short-term.
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00384-031:

The discussion of the EVOS is included in the document as background and to describe the environment that could
potentially be affected by future pipeline operations during the renewal period. The EVOS is also included as a past
action, which is cumulative with present and future action in Section 4.7, which addresses cumulative impacts. This
EIS is not intended to provide an exhaustive treatment of the environmental EVOS and does not attempt to provide a
detailed list or to quantify the impacts caused by the EVOS. The basis for the discussion of EVOS and the
environment after EVOS is based on the best scientific reports available for that purpose. Also, please see Section
4.4.4.13.

00384-032:

Please see Section 4.3.2 of the FEIS (Soils and Permafrost) for additional information.

00384-033:

The text in Section 3.16.5 has been modified to reflect the fact that soil may remain at the ADEC-approved stockpile
locations for longer periods (4 years in the case of the VMT) or for periods sufficient to accumulated sufficient
volumes to support efficient transport. In any case, stockpiling of soils is performed in accordance with an ADECapproved plan. The record shows that substantial quantities of contaminated soils have been delivered to the
commercial facility for thermal treatment. See C.6.12 for details.

00384-034:

Chapter 3 deals with the affected environment of the TAPS right-of-way. However, potential cumulative health and
safety impacts (see Section 4.7.6.11) were evaluated for the North Slope oil fields. For example, the issue of
occupational exposures to naturally occurring radioactive material (NORM) was discussed for oil production
operations workers on the North Slope or during pipeline dismantlement. However, procedures in place for
surveying equipment for the presence of NORM indicates little potential for exposures. Also discussed in the
cumulative impacts section is that the risks of injuries and fatalities from physical hazards to oil and gas exploration
workers are expected to be comparable to the historical industry rates.
Protection of spill clean-up workers is regulated under the Occupational Safety and Health Act and is beyond the
scope of the EIS. However, as emphasized in the section on potential impacts of oil spills on human health and
safety, minimizing the exposures of spill cleanup workers is a very important consideration. The BLM and JPO are
committed to ensuring the effectiveness of APSC's health and safety program.

00384-035:

Additional references and discussion have been added to Sections 3.19, 4.3.16, 4.4.4.10, and 4.7.7.2. Section
4.4.4.10 also includes additional information about the status of fish populations potentially affected by the Exxon
Valdez oil spill and identify that while some species appear to have recovered, herring have not.
Additional information about the fate and effects of aqueous phase oil has also been added to the discussion of
impacts from spilled oil in Section 4.4.4.10. PAH accumulation was detected in mussels used to monitor water
quality in Port Valdez as part of a PWS RCAC-sponsored monitoring program (Salazar et al. 2002). In that study, it
was found that all measured concentrations of PAHs in water and estimated on the basis of bioaccumulation in
mussel tissues indicated that the concentrations of PAHs in Port Valdez waters are in the low parts-per-trillion range,
well below the levels that have been associated with adverse effects in herring and salmon embryos (Salazar et al.
2002). In addition, Salazar et al. (2002) did not detect reductions in overall growth of caged mussels that could be
attributed to PAH burdens.
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. Spills into the Gulkana and the
Tazlina Rivers (both tributaries of the Copper that are crossed by the TAPS) were considered as part of the spill
scenario analyses in Section 4.4.4.10.1. Text has been added to Section 4.4.4.10.1 to reiterate the importance of the
Copper and Lowe Rivers for salmon production in the area and to recognize the potentially severe impacts to salmon
in the event of a large spill entering those rivers.
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00384-036:

The section cited in the comment (3.23.5) is in the description of the economic affected environment; in that passage,
it notes that assigning a monetary value is difficult, and that it is done to establish relative economic importance. An
entire section devoted to subsistence (Section 3.24) follows the economics discussion, and the DEIS devotes two
appendices specifically to subsistence (Appendices D and E). The treatment of subsistence in Section 3.24 explicitly
acknowledges three roles that subsistence plays: economic (in the sense of providing necessary resources, not
necessarily measured in terms of monetary value), sociocultural, and ceremonial, which is consistent with the claim
made in the comment. The treatment of subsistence, particularly with regard to Alaska Natives, follows this
economic-sociocultural-ceremonial approach throughout the DEIS. Subsistence impacts are in no way evaluated in
terms of monetary value.
With regard to beginning discussions with Alaska Natives, beginning in April 2001, contact was established with
Alaska Natives throughout the State of Alaska regarding the TAPS right-of-way renewal and the planned EIS.
Eventually, the Bureau of Land Management identified 21 villages that may be directly affected, and government-togovernment interaction has occurred with those villages throughout the DEIS preparation. In April 2002, a meeting
was held with representatives of the Alaska Federation of Natives and Tanana Chiefs Conference to discuss this and
other issues associated specifically with the evaluation of subsistence impacts. Although some information was
provided, no actual data were sent 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 DEIS.
To date, no response to those letters has been received.

00384-037:

Nowhere does the EIS state or imply that the Eyak culture is worthless. Section 3.25.1.1.8 in the FEIS has been
reworded to clarify its intent and the discussion of the Eyak as a sociocultural system. It is important to distinguish
between the traditional Eyak sociocultural system and the Native Village of Eyak, which the revised section attempts
to do.

00384-038:

Gates of the Arctic National Park and Preserve and the embedded wilderness areas were designated in December
1980, after the TAPS was in place and operating. The pipeline corridor is east of the east boundary of the park and
the wilderness. Because TAPS was in place prior to most wilderness designations in Alaska, its existence pre-empted
wilderness consideration of the pipeline corridor. The Arctic National Wildlife Refuge was originally designated as
the Arctic National Wildlife Range in 1960, prior to the existence of the TAPS, and was subsequently expanded and
renamed as the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge, in 1980, after the TAPS was in place and operating.

00384-039:

Environmental justice evaluations focus on low-income and minority populations, as directed by the Executive Order
that defined this issue in the context of activities by federal agencies (see Section 3.29). Environmental justice
impacts, which must meet the requirement of high and adverse, are anticipated under the no-action alternative
(Section 4.6.2.25), certain spill scenarios associated with the proposed action (Section 4.4.4.19), and certain spill
scenarios under cumulative impacts (Section 4.7.8.7; note that text has been changed in this section to reflect such
impacts). The evaluation of impacts to wealthy persons is beyond the scope of this EIS.
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00384-040:

Thank you for your comment. Existing mitigation measures are presented in Section 4.1 as they relate to potential
impacts of the proposed action and alternatives. Possible mitigation measures that could be implemented as part of
the renewal are provided in Section 4.8.4. The implementation of mitigation measures are not National
Environmental Policy Act alternatives, and are therefore not discussed under the description of alternatives.
Please see Section 2.5 regarding the subject of an escrow account for DR&R.
Please see Section 2.5 regarding the subject of periodic audits.
Section 29 is a specific provision in the Federal Grant of Right-of-Way for TAPS that addresses aspects of Alaska
Native employment on the TAPS (APSC and contractor employment). The need for this provision arose in the early
1970s in conjunction with the settlement of Alaska Native land claims and the construction of the TAPS.
Section 29 of the Federal Grant requires four things of the permittees:
1) An agreement with the Secretary regarding recruitment, testing, training, placement, employment, and job
counseling of Alaska Natives;
2) A training program for Alaska Natives designed to qualify them for initial employment and later advancement;
3) Try to secure employment of successful trainees and report to the BLM’s Authorized Officer regarding discharge
of Alaska Natives; and
4) Furnish required information about Alaska Native employment to the Authorized Officer.
Alaska Native Utilization Agreement (ANUA) was first executed in 1974 and more recently updated on a tri-annual
basis, starting in 1995. The most recent agreement was signed in 2001. The agreement provides the basis for
implementing the requirements of Section 29. The BLM has a Native Liaison officer whose responsibilities include
close oversight of the Section 29 program at APSC. Any shortcomings or other agreement goals not being met are
highlighted for special attention. Like any other provision of the Federal Grant, the BLM can enforce this provision
by requiring permittees to take actions to remedy any deficiencies noted.
The BLM recognizes the need to provide long-term assurances that the provisions of Section 29 will not, over a long
period of time, be forgotten about. Therefore, based on comments received, the BLM has engaged APSC in
negotiations that will lead to a written mechanism or a procedure for ensuring that the provisions of the ANUA (and
hence, Section 29) are adhered to.

00384-041:

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

00384-042:

The section referred to in this part of the comment points out that nominal impacts result from site access by various
means, although the actual inspection activities have no notable impacts. Subsequent sections immediately following
this one in the EIS describe impacts that could be expected to result from repair work undertaken as a result of
monitoring, e.g., corrosion digs.
The BLM and member agencies of the JPO work diligently to ensure the safe operation of TAPS. The BLM has the
necessary authority under the Federal Grant and TAPAA to rigorously enforce compliance with all current and future
stipulations.
Section 4.3 of the EIS describes anticipated impacts that would result from renewal of the TAPS right-of-way in
significant detail. It describes impacts that could be expected from routine operations and includes a separate spills
analysis sub-section as well. In both cases, impact analyses are classified by environmental, social-cultural, and
economic elements to facilitate review of the document.

00384-043:

The analysis of the impact caused by spills, including potential earthquake-triggered spills, are provided in Sections
4.4.1.3 and 4.4.4. The Trans Alaska Pipeline System Pipeline Oil Discharge Prevention and Contingency Plan details
the response in case a spill occurs.
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00384-044:

The volume of sand and gravel and quarry stones used by the TAPS can be found in Table 3.5-1. The locations of
these Operations Material Sites (OMSs) and their size of work areas are also listed. Most of the sites are co-used with
the Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities.
Standard engineering practices are implemented to minimize the amount of silt in runoff water from the excavation
sites.

00384-045:

No paleontological resources are currently known to exist in the ROW. As stated in Section 4.3.5, no impacts to
paleontological resources are anticipated. If paleontological material is discovered along the pipeline it will be
reported under Stipulation 1.9.2 of the federal Grant and lease. Section 4.4.4.2 states that the heavy machinery used
during spill response represents the greatest risk to paleontological material during a spill. No studies have been
conducted to identify the effect of oil on paleontological resources. The revised version of Section 4.7.8.4 discusses
the early phases of the Exxon Valdez oil spill cleanup.
With regard to impacts of oil exploration and development in the Arctic, which in some cases could be a cumulative
impact, Section 3.6 notes the federal and state laws that protect such resources. Any potential impacts to
paleontological resources would be addressed under those statutes.

00384-046:

As discussed in Section 4.4.3, major impacts to hydrological resources could be produced by unlikely and very
unlikely spill events (e.g., an airplane or helicopter crash into the pipeline that causes a guillotine break of the pipe
and a release of the crude oil directly to a river or stream). Impacts from water use, however, are small based on the
volumes of water required. Historically, these impacts have been small, local, and temporary. With use projected to
be about the same as that seen previously, the anticipated impacts are expected to be the same.

00384-047:

The EIS discusses the management of hazardous wastes and materials at TAPS facilities and the regulatory controls
thereof. Regulatory controls are established to prevent adverse impacts to public health and the environment. Thus, it
is important to discuss how those regulatory controls apply to TAPS activities. As to radioactive waste, see Section
C.6.10 for a description of radioactive wastes associated with TAPS operations.

00384-048:

The last sentence in that section refers to JPO surveillances that indicate, "that APSC's electrical code compliance has
improved." JPO (2001a) states that APSC is, in fact, in compliance with the National Electrical Code (NEC). The
improvement is in the recent overall trend in NEC compliance on TAPS.

00384-049:

The only PBT chemical associated with TAPS operations is benzo[a]pyrene, a component of crude oil. Potential for
inhalation exposure of the general public to this substance to this substance is low, because it is not volatile. The
main potential pathway for exposure would be through foodchain pathways, risks from foodchain exposure pathways
are extensively discussed in Section 4.4.4.7.

00384-050:

The EIS summarizes available information that characterizes past impacts of TAPS and existing conditions in the
TAPS region. Based on this review of available information, the EIS does not conclude that the impacts of TAPS
have been devastating for any species. Although TAPS may have an effect on individual organisms in the vicinity of
the facility, there is no evidence to indicate that species populations have been jeopardized by TAPS construction or
operation.

00384-051:

The impacts identified in the comment have been included in the impact analysis in Section 4.3.15. The impact
analysis took into consideration recently established restoration performance requirements which include the
requirement that restoration of disturbed areas “be completed as soon as practical after the disturbance”, and
“restoration will be evaluated by the Authorized Officer and Pipeline Coordinator on a site-specific basis”,
considering, among other things, whether the disturbed site has been returned, to the extent possible, “to its original
or normal physical condition and natural biological productivity and diversity with reestablishment of native plant
and animal species” (Brossia and Kerrigan 2001).
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00384-052:

Impacts to fish from the proposed action are discussed in Section 4.3.16. The conclusions of that analysis are that
that while the proposed action could affect fish habitat and individual fish, operations are not expected to
substantially affect fish populations during the renewal period.
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. Spills into the Gulkana and the
Tazlina Rivers (both tributaries of the Copper that are crossed by the TAPS) were considered as part of the spill
scenario analyses in Section 4.4.4.10.1. Text has been added to Section 4.4.4.10.1 to reiterate the importance of the
Copper and Lowe Rivers for salmon production in the area and to recognize the potentially severe impacts to salmon
in the event of a large spill entering those rivers.

00384-053:

Text in Section 4.3.16.1 has been corrected to identify that an ADF&G Title 16 permit is required for water
withdrawals in overwintering areas.

00384-054:

As discussed in Sections 4.3.17 and 4.7.7.3, some individuals are adversely impacted by the operation, monitoring,
and maintenance of TAPS. However, no population-level adverse effects would be expected. As discussed in Section
4.4.4.11, even the largest land-based spill (that has an unlikely to very unlikely potential to occur) would only impact
a relatively small area (i.e., <84 acres). Thus, permanent contamination of vast areas of valuable habitat would not be
expected.

00384-055:

As discussed in Sections 4.3.17.2 and 4.7.7.3.2, some individuals are adversely affected by disturbance (e.g., from
aircraft noise or human presence). However, results from the research studies on this topic that are cited in the EIS
have demonstrated that no adverse population-level effects have occurred from disturbance. Additionally, a number
of mitigative measures (e.g., permit stipulations) are in effect that place spatial and temporal restrictions on activities
that could disturb wildlife resources.

00384-056:

Section 4.3.18 discusses the impacts of routine operations of TAPS. Routine operations do not result in any impacts
to the Beaufort Sea. Drilling and other related activities that could affect the waters of the Beaufort Sea are
considered in Section 4.7.7.4, which discusses cumulative impacts. The impacts of spills are considered in Section
4.4.4.12.

00384-057:

The accompanying text in Section 4.3.18 provides a discussion of the potential impact of effluent discharge on
species in Port Valdez. Table entries have been modified to indicate that impacts of effluent discharge on threatened
and endangered species are not anticipated.

00384-058:

Section 4.3.18 of the EIS describes the impacts of routine operations of TAPS on threatened and endangered species.
The impacts of spills on these species are presented in Section 4.4.4.12.

00384-059:

Other environmental impacts of production and exploration in the North Slope are considered in Section 4.7,
“(Cumulative Impacts) of the EIS.”
While employment in the larger, more productive fields has been declining, an increasing share of production is
expected to come from a larger number of smaller, more labor-intensive fields. Because it is difficult to predict the
extent to which employment in newer, smaller fields would replace employment in older, larger fields, North Slope
oilfield employment was assumed to remain constant.

00384-060:

Government-to-government consultants heard prior to and during the preparation of this EIS are discussed in an
expanded section in the FEIS (see Section 5.3). The executive order 12898 defining environmental justice is
discussed in Section 3.29; its focus is on the identification of high and adverse impacts that affect minority and lowincome populations, not on the sovereign status of Alaska Natives. The role of an EIS is to evaluate the likely
environmental consequences of specified federal actions. It has absolutely nothing to do with the implementation of
recommendations from Alaska Natives or any other group, apart from considering suggestions on the scope of the
impact analysis (see Chapter 2, including Section 2.5).
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00384-061:

The comment states “renewal will result in oil spills at least as large and frequent as during the first 25 years.” In
estimating the spill volumes for spills belonging to the anticipated and likely categories, the EIS staff used the
historical data from TAPS, in effect, agreeing with the assumption made in the comment. However, the TAPS
owners in conjunction with the appropriate regulating bodies have instituted a number of activities that are intended
to reduce spill volumes and frequencies (See Section 4.1 of the EIS). To the extent that these activities are successful,
it may be expected that future spill frequencies and volumes will be less than those historically seen in the past.
The rationale for the four frequency ranges is provided in the third full paragraph of Section 4.4.1.1 of the EIS.
These frequency ranges are consistent with recent NEPA documents for other pipeline projects.
A listing of available literature considered in the spills analysis is provided in the first full paragraph on page 4.4-2 of
the EIS. Historical spills data was confirmed by a number of sources, including the ADEC database and information
from the U.S. DOT Office of Pipeline Safety. In addition, spill scenarios considered in the EIS are consistent with
contingency planning data from the Alaska Regional Response Team.

00384-062:

The frequencies in Tables 4.4-1 and 4.4-2 are estimates of how often a spill of a given magnitude may occur. That is
not to say that these spills will occur, only that it is probable that a spill of this magnitude will occur over the time
period specified.
A large number of spills have occurred over the 25 years of TAPS operations, however, a large number of these spills
were of low magnitude (on the order of gallons) and occurred on locations such as the work pad where the spills were
cleaned or no permanent contamination of the environment occurred.
The frequencies shown in Tables 4.4-1 and 4.4-2 were derived from available data, including spills that occurred
during 25 years of TAPS operations and from sources such as the U.S. Department of Transportation, Office of
Pipeline Safety, and other NEPA documentation. A medium level of confidence may be expected from application of
these various sources of spill frequency data.
The impacts from postulated spill scenarios along the pipeline and at VMT are provided in Sections 4.4.2 through
4.4.4 of the EIS. In general, the consequence of a low-frequency event is higher than the consequence of a highfrequency event. However, the risk, which is obtained by multiplying the frequency and the consequence of an event
may be higher or lower for accidents belonging to different frequency categories, depending on the relative
magnitude of the two values being multiplied. Generally, the risk is lower for high consequence events because of
the much lower frequency, but if one of those accidents were to occur, the consequences would be much higher.
Table 4.4-1 in the EIS indicates that the frequency of a guillotine break accident due to an aircraft crash without fire
is 0.0086 per year for the entire length of the pipeline. For any given short segment of the pipe, the frequency
estimate is considerably less, and for some parts of the pipeline far from airports, the frequency estimate is essentially
zero. Given the generally larger consequence for large break accidents, one would expect that the risk from such an
accident would be larger than a smaller accident but with similar frequency.

00384-063:

Section 4.4.2 discusses the fate and transport of crude oil in inland waters. As discussed in this section, lighter oil
fractions are likely to evaporate quickly from the water surface. Less volatile components are likely to remain for
substantial periods of time. As stated in the text, in sheltered rock shores and marshes, it can take on the order of one
year to lose one-half of the material deposited. Depending on the volume of oil deposited, these areas could remain
significantly contaminated for many years. No change is required in the text.

00384-064:

An example of an ignition source was given in the EIS, and it did not state that this ignition source was the only way
that a pipeline fire could occur.

00384-065:

The DEIS and FEIS utilized information from a variety of government, industry, academic, and not-for-profit
sources. There was no attempt to a priori exclude sources of information for use in the EIS.

00384-066:

The size of the maximum contaminated area applies to the land only. Additional impact to surface water bodies is
likely to occur if a spill occurs near the surface water bodies. Such impacts are addressed in Sections 4.4.4.3, 4.4.4.4,
and 4.4.4.5.
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00384-067:

The text referred to in the comment deals with "Anticipated spills" with an expected frequency of 0.5/year or more.
In this frequency range, the worst event would be an instantaneous leak of 100 barrels of diesel fuel during pipeline
or pump station operations. A much larger spill would not occur in this frequency range.
The spill scenarios shown in Section 4.4.4.1.2 of the DEIS deal with continued TAPS operations; postulated spills
during marine tanker operations (akin to the Exxon Valdez spill) are provided in Section 4.7.4.10.4 of the DEIS.
The upper bound of 2,268,000-gallons arises from the installation and operation of fast-closing valves along the
TAPS that limit the amount of crude oil that could be spilled during a leak or break of the pipeline.
The value of 48 hours to stop the leak is based on a simple time-and-motion analysis that considered leak detection,
movement of repair crews to the spill site, etc. It did not consider spill cleanup that would occur after the spill has
been successfully stopped.

00384-068:

No impacts to paleontological resources (fossils of vertebrate and invertebrate organisms) were identified during the
Exxon Valdez spill. Section 4.4.4.2 notes that driving of heavy machinery over paleontological resources during
cleanup activities likely would cause the greatest impacts to such resources due to a spill. Section 4.7.8.4 has been
revised to discuss impacts to archaeological resources in the vicinity of Prince William Sound following the Exxon
Valdez oil spill.

00384-069:

Potential impacts to surface water resources from oil spills are discussed in Section 4.4.4. Note that it is not a total
oil concentration of 1 ppb that has been shown to have potential effects on fish reproduction, but 1 of PAHs, one
component of oil. Section 4.4.4.10 considers a spill in the Yukon River, and concludes that the dilution of oil in such
a large river with high flow would reduce impacts to fish. However, potential impacts from aqueous phase
contaminants (such as PAHs) are still considered. 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. Spills into the Gulkana and the Tazlina Rivers, both tributaries of the Copper that are crossed by
the TAP were considered as part of the spill scenario analyses in Section 4.4.4.10.1. 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 river. Section 4.4.4.14 is consistent with
the conclusions regarding potential impacts to fishery resources. Revisions in the FEIS also include the possibility of
impacts from perceived damage to subsistence resources.

00384-070:

Impacts of a spill to frozen water are discussed qualitatively in Section 4.4.4.3. Because site and time-specific
conditions would control the fate and transport of oil, it is not possible to quantify such a spill with any certainty.
Because of potentially increased response times (due to cold weather), and the possibility that the oil could get into
open water beneath the ice, impacts could be substantial, depending on the volume of oil released. The text was
modified to state that the situation is further exacerbated by the presence of ice that could impede recovery activities.

00384-071:

As discussed in Section 4.4.4.3.2, the effectiveness of remediation activities once a slick is either contained or
diverted to an appropriate containment site is not evaluated. Instead, the percentage of oil "subject to capture" is
calculated as a measure of response effectiveness for each of the spill scenarios analyzed. Additional text has been
added to clarify that 100% of the oil being subject to capture does not mean that 100% of the oil would be removed.
In fact, such high recovery rates are generally impossible even under ideal flow conditions.

00384-072:

The DEIS did not assume that all spills were instantaneous in nature. In fact, most of the spill scenarios that have
larger releases were assumed not to be instantaneous in time.
The text in Section 4.4.1.1 of the DEIS indicates that the spill duration accounted for the time required to detect a
leak, locate it if it is not immediately obvious, and shut down the pipeline. One of three spill release duration ranges
was assigned to each spill scenario, instantaneous (less than one hour), short (few hours up to a day), and prolonged
(several days to months). Tables 4.4-1 and 4.4-2 provide the release duration for various spill scenarios for the TAPS
pipeline and the VMT.
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00384-073:

The impacts of spill on land are through the destruction of surface vegetation cover, which can result in the
degradation of permafrost. They are described in Sections 4.4.4.1 and 4.3.2. Final disposition of cleanup is regulated
by the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation.

00384-074:

The text of Section 4.4.4.7.2 gives additional information to aid in interpretation of Table 4.4-30. The table estimates
"impact distances" for likely, unlikely, and very unlikely oil spill scenarios. The impact distance is the distance from
the boundary of the spill area to the location where the ambient air concentration drops below the level possibly
associated with serious health effects for short-term exposures of 15 minutes to an hour. The impact distance
identified in the table for a likely scenario spill of 10,000 barrels assuming minimum hazard weather conditions and
an oil pool depth of 3 in. is about 0.04 km (about 130 feet). The impact distance identified for a very unlikely
scenario spill of 42,101 barrels assuming maximum hazard weather conditions and an oil pool depth of 1 in. is about
1.3 km (about 0.8 miles). Individuals located within these distances from similar oil spills could experience serious
health effects, such as nerve disorders. The text states that any members of the general public located within the
impact distance downwind of an oil spill should be evacuated for a period of several hours up to 24 hours, until the
plume caused by the emitted air pollutants could dissipate. It should also be noted that the conditions of individual
spills vary; impact distances would vary accordingly. The impact distance estimates given in this section are intended
to gain an understanding of the range of likely impacts from varying types of oil spills under varying conditions.

00384-075:

The DEIS text clearly acknowledges that fish and shellfish noticeably oil-contaminated (for example, visually or by
smell) are not fit for consumption. It is assumed that noticeably contaminated items would not be eaten and therefore
would not present a human health hazard, although there would be serious negative ecological and economic impacts,
as discussed in Sections 4.4.4.8 and 4.4.4.13.
Research to date indicates that fish and mammals exposed to fairly high levels of PAHs from spills or industrial
contamination do NOT show high levels of PAHs in edible tissues, because of rapid metabolism and excretion of
these compounds (many of these studies are cited in the Field et al. 1999 publication Evaluating and Communicating
Subsistence Seafood Safety in a Cross-Cultural Context: Lessons Learned from the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill.) One of
the chapters of Field et al. 1999, "Hazard and Risk Assessment of Crude Oil in Subsistence Seafood Samples from
Prince William Sound: Lessons Learned from the Exxon Valdez", was written by Bolger and Carrington,
toxicologists from the Food and Drug Administration responsible for evaluating the safety of seafood ingestion after
the oil spill. Their assessment concludes that other components of crude oil, such as alkanes and low-molecular
weight aromatic hydrocarbons, generally undergo environmental degradation and do not accumulate in seafood.
These authors support the assessment of PAHs as the primary contaminants of concern for seafood possibly
contaminated by crude oil spills, but also acknowledge some uncertainties with respect to bioaccumulation and
toxicity of other substances such as heterocyclic aliphatic hydrocarbons (i.e. condensed thiophenes). Assessing the
potential health impacts of PAHs in edible shellfish is currently state-of-the-art, but methods including analysis for
and assessment of mutagenic condensed thiophenes may be developed in the future.
As stated in Section 4.4.3, the percentage of oil subject to recovery in a river such as the Yukon is used as a measure
of the effectiveness of a response action. Text was added to indicate that considerably less than 100% of oil subject
to capture would actually be removed at a containment site even under ideal conditions because of site and time
dependent factors, such as high flow velocity, turbulence, the presence of ice, sediment load, dissolution, etc.

00384-076:

Section 4.4.4.8 is an overview of the impacts to biological resources of spills. A more detailed discussion of these
impacts (as requested in this comment) are presented in the follow-on sections focusing on impacts to vegetation,
fish, wildlife, and threatened and endangered species.

00384-077:

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. Spills into the Gulkana and the
Tazlina Rivers, both tributaries of the Copper that are crossed by the TAP were considered as part of the spill
scenario analyses in Section 4.4.4.10.1. Text has been added to Section 4.4.4.10.1 to reiterate the importance of the
Copper and Lowe Rivers for salmon production in the area and to recognize the potentially severe impacts to salmon
in the event of a large spill entering those rivers. Also, see the text box in Section 4.4.4.3 on oil spill response in the
Copper River Drainage.
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00384-078:

Your comments about the loss of bird life due to the EVOS are noted. Since the Exxon Valdez oil spill in 1989 and
the enactment of the Oil Pollution Act in 1990, significant improvements have been made in the procedures, staffing,
and the equipment needed to prevent and respond to potential oil spills from tankers in Prince William Sound.
Among the improvements made were the following: (1) APSC’s Ship Escort/Response Vessel System was
established in July 1989 to help tankers navigate through PWS and to respond to potential oil spills, (2) new
procedures were established and regulations put in place by the United States Coast Guard to better control the tanker
traffic in PWS, (3) PWS Regional Citizens’ Advisory Council was created to help plan for and oversee the oil spill
prevention and response operations, (4) the amount of equipment and personnel available for oil spill prevention and
response was increased, (5) more stringent training and personnel monitoring programs were established, (6)
government oversight was increased, and (7) the spill prevention and response budget was increased dramatically.
The currently available oil spill response capabilities and plans for PWS are summarized in Section 4.1.4 of the EIS
and are provided in detail in the Prince William Sound Oil Discharge Prevention and Response Plan (Prince William
Sound Tanker Plan Holders 1999).

00384-079:

Section 4.4.4.12 discusses the impacts of spills on threatened and endangered species. Large spills could have
significant impacts on these species and these impacts are described in the text. None of the impacts are expected to
jeopardize the continued existence of any species.

00384-080:

Changes in tourism marketing strategies as a function of oil spills related to renewal of the right-of-way for TAPS are
speculative at best and are considered insignificant relative to the overall cost of marketing Alaska tourism.

00384-081:

Subsistence is extremely important; the EIS notes sociocultural and ceremonial roles in addition to its economic role
(providing necessary resources) in Section 3.24. The importance of this topic is testified to by the amount of pages
dedicated to the examination of subsistence, which total more than any other single topic. Oil can have a severe
impact on subsistence and subsistence resources. Potential impacts on the latter are discussed in Section 4.4.4.14, in
some cases being identified as serious and long-term, and the discussions of impacts on biological resources also
notes the severe impacts possible (see Sections 4.4.4.8, 4.4.4.9, 4.4.4.10, 4.4.4.11, and 4.4.4.12). The text
acknowledges long-term perceptions that affected the harvest and use of subsistence resources following the Exxon
Valdez oil spill. The EIS relies on a range of sources to examine subsistence. Most have not been sponsored by
Exxon, and in fact the data used to characterize subsistence are from the Alaska Department of Fish and Game (the
most recent data collection funded by the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council).
Section 4.7.8.1 has been modified to discuss subsistence before and after the Exxon Valdez oil spill in the five
villages included in the EIS as directly affected by that spill. Section 4.7.8.2, in turn, has been modified to include a
discussion of psychological impacts following the spill.
Sections 4.4.4.15 and 4.4.4.15 (impacts to subsistence and sociocultural systems due to spills) have been modified to
note disruption due to involvement of subsistence practitioners in oil cleanup activities.

00384-082:

The BLM agrees that the duration of impacting factors would be less if the Federal Grant is renewed for less than 30
years. However, the types and intensities of the impacting factors are not different between a 30-year renewal and a
less-than-30-year renewal period. Thus, the less-than-30-year renewal period refers the reader to the 30-year renewal
for a more detailed evaluation of impacts.

00384-083:

Termination activities (dismantlement, removal, and restoration) are fully recognized under the no-action alternative.
Implementation of termination activities will require a separate National Environmental Policy Act decision-making
process.

00384-084:

Thank you for your comment.
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00384-085:

The TAPS EIS analyzes the environmental impacts of the no-action alternative, not renewing the federal grant and
lease, which would result in termination of TAPS. The TAPS EIS analyzes the environmental impacts of the
proposed action, renewing the federal lease, which would not result in termination. The fate of the TAPS at the end
of the renewal period is speculative; the applicant may have the option of requesting further renewal or the applicant
may not with to renew. For this reason, termination activities are not analyzed for the proposed action. This approach
is consistent with the requirements of NEPA and implementing regulations. At the time that termination is
anticipated, further NEPA documentation will be prepared, including an analysis of specific termination activities.
See Section 2.5 for additional discussion of the relationship of the proposed action and no action.
The cumulative impact assessment, as required by NEPA implementing regulations addresses the impact of the
action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, regardless of what agency ... or
person undertakes such other actions.” These actions include actions related to TAPS operations, such as oil
transportation, as well as other actions with little or no relationship to TAPS operations, such as tourism. It is not the
purpose of the cumulative impact assessment to analyze how other actions are related to TAPS operations.

00384-086:

In Section 4.7, a natural gas pipeline is included as one of the other reasonably foreseeable past, present, and future
actions that were addressed in the cumulative effects assessments. However, petroleum development in ANWR was
judged not to be reasonably foreseeable for the reasons stated in section, and thus was not addressed.

00384-087:

Refineries in Alaska are included as ‘other actions’ in the cumulative impact assessment because they are located
within the geographic area where environmental impacts from continued TAPS operation are expected. The purpose
of the cumulative impact assessment is to add the impacts of TAPS operations (and no action) to the impacts of other
actions.
There is no indication that renewal of the TAPS would lead to an increase in refining capacity in Alaska or
elsewhere. As included in the TAPS EIS, the volumes of oil carried by TAPS have decreased in recent years and are
expected to continue to decrease.

00384-088:

Cost estimates and mileage for a natural gas pipeline vary widely, depending on proposed right-of-way, facilities
included in the estimate, and method of economic assessment. The source of the information is cited in the TAPS
EIS. Routing alternatives and costs of natural gas pipeline development are continuously under revision. Recent
media accounts mention much higher cost figures. The information provided in Section 4.7 is a representative of the
range of options. The length of pipeline used in the TAPS EIS represents the Alaska portion of the route.

00384-089:

Section 4.7.4.5.2, Habitation and Development, has been modified in the FEIS to include the information provided in
this comment.

00384-090:

As noted in other responses on this subject, the text in Section 4.7.4.8.1 of the FEIS has been changed to reflect this
information.

00384-091:

As described in Section 4.7, the cutoff date for including other actions in the EIS was April 1, 2002.

00384-092:

Your opinion regarding the value of Table 4.7-7 is noted. This table is provided for anyone wanting to follow the
links from impacted resources to past, present, and future actions. This is necessary because any one resource can be
affected by several different activities associated with several actions. One of the major points of cumulative impact
assessment is to look at the multiple causes of environmental impacts.

00384-093:

The natural gas pipeline is assessed as one of many reasonably foreseeable actions. Under the No Action alternative,
these multiple actions would include construction of a gas pipeline and removal of the existing TAPS pipeline.
Because natural gas could still be produced on the North Slope without oil production (although perhaps with more
difficulty), construction of the natural gas pipeline is considered to be independent of TAPS operation. Thus, on page
4.7-62 for the No Action alternative, soils and permafrost would be impacted by both removal of the TAPS and
construction of a natural gas pipeline.
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00384-094:

As described in the reference document (ADNR 2001), typical annual water use for oil exploration is about 27 billion
gallons. While this quantity of water is very large, it is much smaller than the quantity of water available (about
10,000 billion gallons) on the North Slope in any given year. Because it is unlikely that all water needs would be met
from a single source area, impacts would be small, scattered, and localized (as described in Section 4.7.6.4).
For analysis purposes, one must assume that laws, regulations, and permits would be followed. Clearly, violations of
permits could have adverse impacts to the environment, but the degree of impact is uncertain and not quantifiable
unless the magnitude and duration of the violation is known. If permit violations are known, it is the responsibility of
the observer to report these infractions to the proper agencies (e.g., JPO) in order to prevent such events from
occurring again. Similarly, if the observer does not agree with the conditions of the permit, proper agencies should be
contacted to determine if adjustments are required in the permit to protect the environment.

00384-095:

The comment is incorrect in stating that “small spills are rarely reported” because the State of Alaska requires
operators to immediately notify the ADEC any discharge or release to water. This is in addition to federal
requirements for operators to report spills to the National Response Center (NRC).
Most pollution incidents in Prince William Sound can be expected to be minor in nature involving spills of diesel oil,
lube oil, crude oil and waste bilge oil. Determining response strategies in Prince William Sound is difficult due to the
presence of seasonal icebergs, extremely deep water, remote geography, high winds, heavy seas, and environmentally
sensitive flora and fauna. Not all spills in the PWS can be cleaned up. In the event that the location of a spill or
weather conditions do not permit open water containment/recovery, protection of the shoreline areas of greatest
environmental sensitivity becomes paramount.

00384-096:

The existing transportation network in Alaska is more extensive because of the construction of TAPS as discussed in
Section 3.15, but actual TAPS operations have shown a decrease in the use of the network over time as pipeline flow
decreases. Pump stations have been and may be taken off-line, resulting in less transport of supplies and personnel
along the pipeline. In addition, heavy use of the rail network is not made by TAPS operations. The majority of supply
shipments and personnel transport are over the road or air networks, and maintenance and surveillance activities are
also primarily conducted by road or air. The transportation network also supports oil refining and North Slope oil
exploration and production. As discussed in Section 4.7.6.9, these later activities are significant users of rail
transport. Such costs are borne by the users, the companies involved in these activities, not the taxpayer.
Security for the TAPS is an issue of national importance. There are elaborate security measures and plans in place,
involving numerous Federal and State agencies. BLM has reviewed these confidential plans and agrees with them.
Opportunities to strengthen these measures will always be pursued diligently by the agencies involved.

00384-097:

Production of NORM wastes is not directly associated with the operation of TAPS. They do, however, result from
North Slope oil production activities. As such, it is the North Slope oil production activities whose waste is ultimately
shipped to Louisiana, not TAPS waste. Records reviewed indicate that management of North Slope NORM wastes is
in conformance with applicable regulations. In addition, records (e.g., surveys) show that interim management of
NORM wastes at North Slope locations also have had minimal impacts to the environment and public safety. See
Section 4.7.6.10 and C.6.11.
Since state regulations for NORM waste transportation, disposal, and treatment are established by the appropriate
regulatory process, which include public participation, at levels expected to prevent adverse effects on the
environment and public health, it is reasonable to conclude that when the North Slope operators conform with these
regulations there will be no adverse impact to the environment and public health.

00384-098:

Your concern regarding environmental conditions and trends in the State of Alaska are noted. Existing baseline
conditions for biological resources in the region influenced by TAPS are discussed in Section 3.18, 3.19, 3.20, 3.21,
and 3.22. The cumulative impact of the proposed action and other actions is discussed in Section 4.7.

00384-099:

The cited statement from Section 4.7.7.2.4 has been revised. Additional references and discussion have been added to
Sections 4.4.4.10 and 4.7.7.2. regarding the status of fish populations potentially affected by the Exxon Valdez oil
spill. Information provided by the Exxon Valdez Trustee Council (2002) reports that the sockeye and pink salmon are
considered “recovering,” while Pacific herring is considered “not recovering.”
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00384-100:

Section 4.7.7.2.5 identifies that a large oil spill to aquatic habitats could have impacts similar to those that occurred as
a result of the Exxon Valdez oil spill. It was concluded that small oil spills would not add significantly to cumulative
impacts or affect the viability of fish populations.

00384-101:

As discussed in Section 4.7.7.3.1, developments within the Arctic Coastal Plain (including the northern portion of
TAPS) occupy only about 0.02% of the available land area. Reasonably foreseeable actions would not significantly
add to habitat loss within the North Slope (see Section 4.7). Generally, the carrying capacity of wildlife in the North
Slope are not habitat limited. Policies are now in place regarding food handling and wildlife encounters that lessen
the potential to increase scavenger populations or the need to destroy predators to protect life and property. As
summarized in Section 4.7.7.3.6, impacts associated directly with TAPS are only a small component of the
cumulative impacts that occur to wildlife within Alaska.
While climate change and other global changes in the environment affect Alaska as well as other arctic areas, impacts
from these large-scale changes cannot be attributed to renewal of TAPS. Assessing the impacts of global warming is
beyond the scope of the EIS. No evidence was found that the effect of TAPS together with the other actions
discussed in the cumulative effects analysis would push populations beyond a threshold where they could no longer
adapt to global change.

00384-102:

The statement referred to in the comment pertains primarily to disturbance or displacement of wildlife from operation
and maintenance of a gas pipeline. As is the case for the operation and maintenance of TAPS (see Section 4.3.17.2),
some individuals do experience disturbance and displacement. However, no population-level impacts have been
observed. Once operational, maintenance and monitoring of a gas pipeline would be less substantial than for TAPS.
Thus, the potential for impacts to wildlife would be lower. Additionally, stipulations to mitigate impacts to biological
systems would be required for construction, operation, and maintenance of a gas pipeline (see Table 4.2-2 for
relevant stipulations).

00384-103:

Additional documentation and data to support conclusions regarding mortality of predators (especially bears) has
been added to Section 4.7.7.3.3.

00384-104:

Section 4.3.17.4 addresses impacts of ROW clearings on wildlife; while Section 4.3.17.2 addresses disturbance and
displacement, including those associated with ROW monitoring and maintenance. Impacts from the gas pipeline
addressed for cumulative effects, Section 4.7.7.3.4, would be similar to, but less than, those from TAPS. The gas
pipeline would be buried, so localized impacts to wildlife associated with the gas pipeline ROW would primarily
occur where trees would be removed for the gas pipeline. Localized impacts that occur from the aboveground
portions of TAPS would not occur for the gas pipeline. Also, less disturbance would occur from the gas pipeline as
there would be less need for vehicle inspections for an underground pipeline.

00384-105:

The information (and supporting literature) provided in Sections 3.20, 3.21, 4.3.17, 4.4.4.11, and 4.7.7.3 provides a
thorough discussion of the bird and terrestrial wildlife resources and their potential to be impacted by TAPS and
other actions. While there have been adverse impacts to individuals of some species, no species populations have
been jeopardized due to the construction, operation, and routine maintenance of TAPS or from developments within
the North Slope oil fields.

00384-106:

Section 4.7.7.4 acknowledges the significance of cumulative impacts on listed species. For this reason, cumulative
impacts to threatened species are defined in the text as “moderate” and those to endangered species are defined as
“large.” Please refer to Tables 4.7-9, 4.7-10, and 4.7-11.

00384-107:

The proposed action addressed in the TAPS EIS is renewal of the grant and lease for a 30-year period. The TAPS
EIS assesses the impacts of TAPS operation in and adjacent to the TAPS right-of-way, which extends from Mile 0 to
the Valdez Marine Terminal. This area does not include the Beaufort Sea.
However, other activities, which send their oil to TAPS for transportation, such as oil development on the shores of
the Beaufort Sea, are included in the cumulative impact assessment found in Section 4.7. This section includes a
variety of oil development activities on the North Slope, including the Beaufort Sea.
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00384-108:

The passage cited in the comment explicitly refers back to Section 4.3.20, which discussed the impacts of the
proposed action, during routine operations, within the TAPS right-of-way, which ends at the Valdez Marine
Terminal. Spills, which are not part of normal operations, are discussion in Section 4.4.4.14. In that section, spills
into rivers or streams under some circumstances, are recognized to have “serious consequences for subsistence
fisheries” which seems consistent with the position taken in the comments. When cumulative impacts are taken into
account in Section 4.7, the marine transport of oil from Valdez is incorporated into the analysis, and the text has been
revised to provide a fuller summary of the literature on subsistence impacts of the Exxon Valdez oil spill. However,
with augmented spill prevention and containment practices, a spill of the magnitude of the Exxon Valdez is of
exceedingly low probability, and so it is not included in the analysis of “reasonably foreseeable” activities.

00384-109:

The text has been corrected to note that Eyak is a part of Cordova, though mention of the village is maintained
because it is one of the 21 directly affected villages identified by the BLM for special attention. The text also has
been corrected to note the presence of subsistence harvest areas of Cordova in Prince William Sound as well (and
these areas have been added to Map 3.24-1 and as a map in Appendix D.

00384-110:

Recent, unofficial accounts indicate that the estimated cost for the gas pipeline and associated facilities may be higher
than earlier estimates.

00384-111:

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.

00384-112:

The last paragraph of Section 4.8.3 addresses this issue. However, the text has been revised to more explicitly define
use of North Slope oil resources as “depletion and use.”

2309

Document 00385

00385-1

2310

Responses for Document 00385
00385-001:

Thank you for your comment.
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Document 00386

00386-1
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Responses for Document 00386
00386-001:

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.
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Document 00387

00387-1
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Responses for Document 00387
00387-001:

The reader is directed to Section 2.5 of the FEIS, especially the part that addresses citizen oversight.
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