
177

55-1



178

55-2

55-4

55-3

55-5

55-6



179

55-6
(cont.)

55-7



180



181

Responses for Document 00055

00055-001: The comment points not to restricted subsistence user access to resources due to the TAPS and the
Haul Road (Dalton Highway), but rather to possible restrictions in caribou movement due to the these
two pieces of infrastructure.  The issue of modified caribou migrations due to the TAPS or the Dalton
Highway is mentioned frequently by Alaska Natives and other rural Alaskans along the pipeline, and is
presented in Section 3.24 for several communities (including Anaktuvuk Pass and Nuiqsut).  Those
possible impacts are considered under both the proposed action (Section 4.3.20) and cumulative
impacts (Section 4.7.8.1).  As discussed in Section 4.7.7.3.2, structures within the North Slope may
delay or deflect the movement of some caribou, but have not impacted the herds overall. A text
addition has been made to Section 4.7.7.3.2 that addresses the fact that no single factor is
responsible for either changes in caribou herd sizes or dispersal patterns.  With regard to restricted
access of subsistence users to subsistence resources (which appears to be the focus of the
referenced coastal management plan), the DEIS concluded that this would be a consideration
(particularly on the North Slope) but the restriction would not be great.  The point here is that
traditional harvest areas for caribou are quite large (see Sections D.2.3.1.1 and D.2.3.1.2 for
Anaktuvuk Pass and Nuiqsut) and the restricted areas relatively small.

00055-002: Section 3.26 acknowledges shortcomings of prior archaeological projects, and the data that resulted
from them. Much of the corridor has subsequently been resurveyed for other projects, as revealed by
research for this EIS. That research, coupled with access to the State Historic Preservation Office
cultural resources database, provides an improved ability to identify potential impacts on cultural
resources under the proposed action and other alternatives.

TAPS activities are completed in compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act.  This act requires consideration of the effects of an undertaking on cultural resources.  A
programmatic agreement is currently being developed between the BLM, the Alaska State Historic
Preservation Office, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation to streamline the Section 106
process for addressing cultural resource concerns in the vicinity of the TAPS.

00055-003: As the comment suggests, the solid waste problems along the Dalton Highway appear to be related to
tourism or other activities not directly related to the TAPS.  The Dalton Highway is under the control of
the Alaska Department of Transportation and is not part of the TAPS.

00055-004: The comment points not to restricted subsistence user access to resources due to the TAPS and the
Haul Road (Dalton Highway), but rather to possible restrictions in caribou movement due to the these
two pieces of infrastructure.  The issue of modified caribou migrations due to the TAPS or the Dalton
Highway is mentioned frequently by Alaska Natives and other rural Alaskans along the pipeline, and is
presented in Section 3.24 for several communities (including Anaktuvuk Pass and Nuiqsut).  Those
possible impacts are considered under both the proposed action (Section 4.3.20) and cumulative
impacts (Section 4.7.8.1).  As discussed in Section 4.7.7.3.2, structures within the North Slope may
delay or deflect the movement of some caribou, but have not impacted the herds overall. A text
addition has been made to Section 4.7.7.3.2 that addresses the fact that no single factor is
responsible for either changes in caribou herd sizes or dispersal patterns.  With regard to restricted
access of subsistence users to subsistence resources (which appears to be the focus of the
referenced coastal management plan), the EIS concluded that this would be a consideration
(particularly on the North Slope) but the restriction would not be great.  The point here is that
traditional harvest areas for caribou are quite large (see Maps D-3 and D-4 for Anaktuvuk Pass and
Nuiqsut) and the restricted areas relatively very small.
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00055-005: The comment points not to restricted subsistence user access to resources due to the TAPS and the
Haul Road (Dalton Highway), but rather to possible restrictions in caribou movement due to the these
two pieces of infrastructure.  The issue of modified caribou migrations due to the TAPS or the Dalton
Highway is mentioned frequently by Alaska Natives and other rural Alaskans along the pipeline, and is
presented in Section 3.24 for several communities (including Anaktuvuk Pass and Nuiqsut).  Those
possible impacts are considered under both the proposed action (Section 4.3.20) and cumulative
impacts (Section 4.7.8.1).  As discussed in Section 4.7.7.3.2, structures within the North Slope may
delay or deflect the movement of some caribou, but have not impacted the herds overall. A text
addition has been made to Section 4.7.7.3.2 that addresses the fact that no single factor is
responsible for either changes in caribou herd sizes or dispersal patterns.  With regard to restricted
access of subsistence users to subsistence resources (which appears to be the focus of the
referenced coastal management plan), the EIS concluded that this would be a consideration
(particularly on the North Slope) but the restriction would not be great.  The point here is that
traditional harvest areas for caribou are quite large (see Maps D-3 and D-4 for Anaktuvuk Pass and
Nuiqsut) and the restricted areas relatively very small.

00055-006: Section 4.1.2.10 discusses pipeline design characteristics that focus on big game crossings. More
than 550 designated big game crossings were included in pipeline construction to help promote the
movement of caribou, moose, and bison, consistent with the policy referenced in the comment.  Other
considerations for minimizing adverse impacts to ecological resources associated with the operation
and maintenance of TAPS are addressed in Section 4.1.3.3. Based in part on these features of the
TAPS, caribou migrations do not appear to be affected substantially by the presence of the pipeline
and associated facilities (see Section 4.3.17.2).

00055-007: The reader is referred to Section 2.5 of the FEIS, “Alternatives and Issues Considered but Eliminated
from Detailed Analysis.”
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Responses for Document 00056

00056-001: Thank you for your comment.

00056-002: Thank you for your comment.

00056-003: Thank you for your comment.
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Responses for Document 00057

00057-001: 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.

00057-002: Comments received during scoping are aggregated into a record of public scoping and are used to
frame the issues and the analyses in the EIS.  All scoping comments were considered in preparing the
DEIS.  Scoping comments are not listed and identified individually or responded to in the EIS.
Comments received on the quality of the analysis in the DEIS are addressed specifically in the FEIS
and may result in text changes in the FEIS, as well.

The EIS was prepared in full compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act and the Council
on Environmental Quality regulations. Please see Section 2.5 in the FEIS for additional text related to
alternatives that were considered but not included.

00057-003: The action that triggered the EIS was an application to renew the Federal Grant of Right-of-Way for
TAPS for thirty years. Thus, alternatives to renew for thirty years, renew for less than thirty years, or
not to renew were analyzed in the EIS. Please see Section 2.5 for additional information about
alternatives.

00057-004: Please see Section 2.5 in the FEIS for an expanded discussion of Alternatives and Issues Considered
but Eliminated from Detailed Analysis.

00057-005: The reader is referred to Section 2.5 of the FEIS, “Alternatives and Issues Considered but Eliminated
from Detailed Analysis.”

00057-006: Please see Section 2.5 in the FEIS for an expanded discussion of Alternatives and Issues Considered
but Eliminated from Detailed Analysis.

00057-007: Additional explanation of the relationship of actions has been added to Section 4.7.

00057-008: Spill scenarios considered along the pipeline and at VMT are discussed in Section 4.4.1 of the EIS.
Similarly, the scenarios considered in PWS and at the North Slope are given in Section 4.7.4.10.  For
the purposes of analysis in the EIS, a spectrum of spill scenarios ranging from high frequency/low
consequence to low frequency/high consequence events is considered.  Many of the scenarios
considered have not occurred during the 25-year operation of the TAPS but have been postulated to
occur with certain frequencies in the EIS.  Therefore, contrary to the suggestion made by the
commentor, the future performance of the TAPS is not assumed to be based strictly on past
performance.  In estimating the frequencies and spill volumes for future spills, both the historical data
from past spills and the potential for catastrophic spills of large consequence were considered.

00057-009: The DEIS addressed the broader geographic issues in the cumulative analysis (Section 4.7).  The spill
scenarios developed in the FEIS (Section 4.4) are derived from ongoing operational activities and
accidental releases.  The FEIS contains information on the MP 400 incident, including lessons learned
(Section 4.1.1.8).  Climate change issues as they may affect structural support of the pipeline are
found in Section 4.1.3.2.1.
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00057-010: The EIS was prepared in full compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act and the Council
on Environmental Quality regulations. Please see Section 2.5 in the FEIS for an expanded discussion
of alternatives considered but not subjected to further analysis.

The BLM and member agencies of the JPO use an adaptive management approach to evaluate the
effectiveness of stipulations and regulatory oversight. Ongoing monitoring programs, as identified in
the 12 Comprehensive Monitoring Reports published since 1996, provide the BLM and JPO with the
necessary information to evaluate the effectiveness of stipulations in the grant and lease.

The reader is referred to Section 4.1.1 (JPO oversight) and specifically to Sections 4.1.1.2 (“Adaptive
Nature of the Grant in Compliance Monitoring”), 4.1.1.3 (“Risk-based Compliance Monitoring”), 4.1.1.4
(“JPO Comprehensive Monitoring Program”), and 4.1.1.8 (“Coordinated Planning and Response to
Abnormal Incidents”) for more information on the role of adaptive management as a JPO business
practice.

00057-011: Mitigation is discussed in detail in Section 4.1 of the FEIS.  Many of the alternatives that were
identified as potential mitigation factors during scoping are addressed in Section 2.5 of the FEIS.

00057-012: Please see Appendix E in the FEIS for a description of the methodologies used for analysis in the EIS.
BLM recognizes that information was not always available for some analyses. For example, the BLM
recognizes that there may be interactions between the TAPS and 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 the JPO are currently working with industry and others
to develop a science-based approach to determine how TAPS and subsistence interact.

00057-013: The BLM conducted all consultations required under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.
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Responses for Document 00058

00058-001: Thank you for your comment.

00058-002: Thank you for your comment.
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Responses for Document 00059

00059-001: Thank you for your comment.

00059-002: Tax revenues from ANS production and TAPS have provided considerable financial benefits to local
governments throughout Alaska.  In addition to the royalties and severance taxes paid to the state on
oil production, a share of which is distributed to local governments throughout the state, a number of
local governments are able to collect property taxes on oil company property located within their
jurisdictions.  A large proportion of revenues collected by local governments in the North Slope
Borough and in the City of Valdez come from oil sources, meaning that these communities have
become highly dependent on these revenues.  As the commentor notes, declining TAPS throughput
has the potential to adversely affect the ability of local governments in these communities to generate
sufficient tax revenues from local sources to maintain existing expenditure programs.  Falling state tax
revenues from declining ANS production would also potentially limit state support for local government
programs.

While it is becoming clear that even with TAPS renewal, new sources of revenue in addition to likely
cutbacks in expenditures, will be necessary in the near future at both the state and local level, the
nature and timing of any changes that might be made to the structure of government finances in
Alaska are unclear at this time.  Because of this uncertainty, the EIS assumed that existing levels of
revenue and expenditure growth would be maintained throughout the renewal period, and that the
evaluation of decisions made by the state and by local governments to change the way tax revenues
are raised to support existing expenditure programs, including changes in property tax rates and in the
size of transfers between state and local governments, was considered to be beyond the scope of the
analysis.  Specifically, proposed changes in assessment rates for property taxes suggested by the
commentor that might be made in order to maintain adequate levels of local government service
provision in the City of Valdez, would be the result of negotiation between the City and the State of
Alaska, the outcome of which is unknown at this time.
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Responses for Document 00060

00060-001: Thank you for your comment.

00060-002: Please see Section 2.5 of the FEIS for information regarding citizens’ oversight.

00060-003: The reader is referred to Section 2.5 of the FEIS, in which audits are addressed under Alternatives
and Issues Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Analysis.
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Responses for Document 00061

00061-001: 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.

00061-002: The reader is referred to Section 2.5 of the FEIS, “Alternatives and Issues Considered but Eliminated
from Detailed Analysis.”

00061-003: The BLM and member agencies of the JPO use an adaptive management approach to evaluate the
effectiveness of stipulations and regulatory oversight. Ongoing monitoring programs, as identified in
the 12 Comprehensive Monitoring Reports published since 1996, provide the BLM and JPO with the
necessary information to evaluate the effectiveness of stipulations in the grant and lease.

The reader is referred to Section 4.1.1 (JPO oversight) and specifically to Sections 4.1.1.2 (“Adaptive
Nature of the Grant in Compliance Monitoring”), 4.1.1.3 (“Risk-based Compliance Monitoring”), 4.1.1.4
(“JPO Comprehensive Monitoring Program”), and 4.1.1.8 (“Coordinated Planning and Response to
Abnormal Incidents”) for more information on the role of adaptive management as a JPO business
practice.



231

62-1

62-2



232

62-2
(cont.)

62-3

62-4



233

62-4
(cont.)

62-5

62-6



234

62-6
(cont.)

62-7

62-8



235

62-8
(cont.)

62-9



236

Responses for Document 00062

00062-001: Thank you for your comment.

00062-002: 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.

00062-003: The EIS contains extensive information regarding the experience of Native Alaskans, including
traditional ecological knowledge. Much of the latter is provided in Section 3.24.2. Those data are
accorded the same level of importance as other types of what is deemed reliable data (e.g., statistical
data collected by government agencies).  There is no intent to dismiss the validity of traditional
ecological knowledge, but the EIS does acknowledge possible complications in using certain types of
information.  In the case of traditional ecological knowledge, there is a concern that the complexities of
causality of subsistence impacts could be extremely difficult to assign with traditional ecological
knowledge.

00062-004: The FEIS considered traditional ecological knowledge available to its preparers.  In addition to
documented data, the BLM attempted to obtain such knowledge from Alaska Natives, both through
meetings with Tribal and other Alaska Native groups and through written requests to these groups
(see Table 5.3-1). Certified letters mailed in early April 2002 inviting the 21 directly affected Tribes to
provide additional traditional ecological knowledge to date have received no response. Additional
information relevant to subsistence has been added to the FEIS based on comments received on the
DEIS.

The available data are adequate for purposes of evaluating impacts of the proposed action and all
alternatives considered in this FEIS.  The acquisition of additional subsistence data, and how these
data would be collected, are beyond the scope of this FEIS.

00062-005: Spills, notably large spills such as the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill, are not a part of normal TAPS operation,
but occur when mistakes happen.  The EIS considers potential spills under a 30-year right-of-way
renewal, including their probability of occurrence and likely impacts, in Section 4.4.  The issue is by no
means avoided or discounted, but is dealt with in what preparers of the EIS considered to be the most
appropriate locations.

The second passage quoted in the comment refers to impacts of normal operations (Section 4.3.20),
not spills.  The EIS indeed does recognize the impacts of the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill, and discusses
this event in a number of different places in the document (e.g., Sections 4.7.8.1 and 4.7.8.2, both of
which contain expanded discussions of that event).
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00062-006: The proposed action addressed in this EIS is the renewal of the Federal Grant for the TAPS right-of-
way, which extends from Prudhoe Bay to the Valdez Marine Terminal.  The Federal Grant does not
include transportation of oil from the Valdez Marine Terminal through PWS and the Gulf of Alaska.
For this reason, Sections 4.1-4.6 of the EIS discuss the consequences of Grant Renewal related to
the pipeline right-of-way.  Oil production on the North Slope and transportation of oil from the Valdez
Marine Terminal to market are other actions, closely related to renewal of the TAPS Federal Grant.
Thus, they are included in the cumulative effects analysis, Section 4.7: Cumulative Impacts, as
required by NEPA regulations.  Section 4.7 addresses spill scenarios and impacts of spills during the
renewal period.  Historical impacts from oil spills are also included.

Maps 3.24-1, D-21, and D-24 show Alaska Native subsistence harvest areas for Chenega Bay and
Tatitlek (no such map data were available for Cordova).  Sections 3.24.2.4.1, 3.24.2.4.2, 3.24.2.4.5,
D.2.3.4.1, D.2.3.4.2, and D.2.3.4.5 discuss subsistence activities for Chenega Bay, Cordova, and
Tatitlek.  All potential impacts of tanker traffic through Prince William Sound consider these
subsistence areas, as noted in Section 4.7.8.1 (again, Cordova is not mentioned because of an
absence of data on the precise location of its subsistence area).

It is important to understand that the issue of potential impacts of transporting oil by tanker through
Prince William Sound, and traditional use areas of Alaska Natives, are not avoided by the EIS.  It is
merely considered under cumulative impacts as opposed to impacts of the proposed action.  Both
categories of impacts will be considered by the BLM prior to making its decision regarding right-of-way
renewal.

00062-007: The Bureau of Land Management authority under TAPPA and the Federal Grant only extend to the
delivery of oil to the tankers at the Valdez Marine Terminal.  The U.S. Coast Guard and the U.S.
Department of Transportation have authority to regulate tanker traffic in Prince William Sound and the
coastal waters of the United States.

The BLM does not have the authority to establish an endowment fund that specifically funds tribal
government involvement in the oversight of TAPS.

The settlement claim for punitive damages related to the Exxon Valdez oil spill in Prince William
Sound is currently in court system and is outside the scope of the environmental impact statement
process for the renewal of the federal grant of right-of-way.  Federal decisions on the renewal of the
grant of right-of-way will not consider the issue of damage claims related to the Exxon Valdez oil spill.

The Bureau of Land Management has worked closely with the affected tribal governments during the
EIS process, beginning well before the onset of the EIS process (in April 2001; see Sections 4.3.25
and 5.2).  Many of the issues cited by Alaska Natives have been considered in the DEIS, as they
relate specifically to environmental impacts associated with the TAPS.  Other issues which do not
specifically relate to these environmental impacts are not considered in the EIS, but can continue to
be considered under government-to-government consultation.

00062-008: The concerns voiced by the comment are valid and were not ignored in the EIS.  However, they tend
to be addressed in other portions of the document than the one referred to in the comment. A
discussion of sociocultural impacts associated with spills (see the revised version of Section 4.4.4.15),
as well as subsistence impacts and impacts on other issue areas (see other subsections in Section
4.4.4), appear in the portion of the EIS explicitly focused on spills.

Sociocultural impacts occurring due to the Exxon Valdez oil spill, in turn, are discussed under
cumulative impacts in the revised version of Section 4.7.8.2, with closely related subsistence impacts
due to that spill located in the revised version of Section 4.7.8.1.

00062-009: The BLM conducted extensive government-to-government consultations with directly affected villages
and tribes that is clearly documented in Table 5.3-1 of the EIS and summarized in Section 5.3.
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