003

INCORPORATED

August 20, 2002

BLM/TAPS Renewal Scoping

Argonne Matienal Laboratory, EADYSQOD
9700 South Cass

Argonne, IL 60439

Dgar Sivs:

Thiz letter accampanies zeven (7} pages of comments and statements for editing
the DEIS as it relates to the TAPS ROW Renewal. A committee composed of
Tribal members from each of the merged Villages in Ahtna contibuled to the
review and comments. ¥ye would like each of these addressed and referenced
or answered. This committee and cur Corporation have raviewed and concur
with the commenis and statements made by the Alaska Federation of Natives
{AFN). We feel very strongly that the success of this renewal is at stake with the
accuracy of this document. Please contact Michelle Bayless with any further
questions or far clarfication. Thank you in advance for your attention to the
details.

Respectully submitted on behalf of:

Native Village of Cantwell
Cheesh'Na Tribal Council
Chitina Village Council
Native Village of Kluli-Kaah
Gakona Village Council
Gulkana Village Councl
Mentasta Traditianal Council
Tazlina Village Council

[P Box 649 » Glennatlen, Alaska %3585 » Mile 115 Richardson Hwy.
Phone:{907) 822-3476 » JFax: (307} 822-3495
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INCORPFPORATED

August 20, 2002

BLM/TAPS Renewal Scoping

Argarne Mational Laboratory, EADHSOQ
3700 Scuth Cass

Argonne. (L 60438

To Wham [t May Coancern:

The Ahtna Yillage ROW Commitlee submits these comments on behalf of the
aight (8] Federally Recognized Tribas within the Ahtra Region. These are the
sections we have idertified to date, There are some comments that relats
specifically to an inadequacy in a specific section in the DEIS that follow after
generat iopics.

Ceansus

It has come to our attention that the census figures from 2000 are to be
implemented into the final DEIS, withouwt afferding Tribes the cpportunity to
comment on a vita! part of the DEIS. We need to be able 1o review and comment 63-1
an any changes to the numbers listed in the DEIS released July B 2002,
regardless of deadfines. If it 15 new information to be implemanted we deserve a
comment pericsd.

Subsistance

1. Section 4.7.4.93 needs a breakdown of the number of the hunters, 63-2
sports fishermen, etc.

2. Future research studiss need to be done with the Tribes used as 63-3
reference.

3. There should be continuous subsistence data collection and analysis
through out the Ife of the Right OF Way Agreement  Currently decigions 63-4
affacting subsistence are based on 20 yr old data.

4. New subsistence research should have heen conlracied with the Tribes 63-5

in Alaska to prepare a subsistance repart for the DEIS.

0. Box 649 « Glennallen, Alaska 93555 » Mile 115 Richardson Hawy.
Phone: [907) 822-3476 » Fax: (307} §22-31495 1
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5 In 4.3.3 Seismicity, it states that the “pipeline was nat desigred to
withetand a landslide”. There must be immediate measures in place to
respond to a catastrophe of this nature, Trained and ready emergency 63-6
response eams must be in place for natural disasters and manmade
disasters.

6. Alveska Pipeline Service Company needs to have a biologist or a
biology department to begin baseline subsistence studies as they are out
of compliance with Section 30. Alyeska should fund these studies and 63-7
they should encompass the entire ecosystem survey Lp river, nol just
the Coppear River and dowr.

7. Section: Figure 3.24-6 No Caribou referenced. | 63-8

8. Elders should be intenviewed, and those interviews credited as accurate ‘ 63-9
oral reponts for historical use and subsistence areas,

9. Low income facts are very inaccurate, affecting the subsistence gounts. | 63-10

10, Bubsistence Impacts of an cil spill in the Gulkana, Tazlina, Klutina and
Tonsina, tributaries of the Copper River, would be devastahng io the
freshwater fish, marine fish, fresh water, marine water, and plants in the 63-11
Copper River and Prince William Sound. Trained and ready emergency
response teams need to be in place for such an amergency as well as
gther man-made and natural disasters.

11. Data collection shauid be dons in cooperation with the Tribes. | 63-12
12 Subsistence not adequately addressed hecavse shwlies dated 1087 to
1886, done by AK Fish and Game, with out discrimination of Natives and 63-13

Mon Natives. This is crucial to demonstrating a way of life of the Ahina
people sfected by TAPS.

13.The impact of the pipeline era (1970s) on the subsistence users of the
Copper Basin have eroded the subsistence |ifestyle of the people; due to
the impact of the increased use of the land and resources, singe the 63-14
19708 by pecple aither moving to the area — due o pipeline related
work; and the increased use of lands and resourcas by urban areas,
which is due in part ta the increased overall population of the State since
the 18970s or pipeline era.

14.The Execulive summary states that loss of revenue is the most
signtficent impact of a spill E5. 6.1.2. In the Copper River Basin the 63-15
most significant impact would he subsistence,

15.There has never been a Traditicnal Ecological Knowledgs Research
study in the Copper Basin aither before or since the pipeline has been in
operation. The Ahtna Elders have vital information about tha changes in
the environment, fish and wildlife, birds and plants that are known and 63-16
should be docurmented because it is the mosl impacted area. The report
states that there have been Traditional Ecological Knowledge Research
sludias done elsewhere in Alaska.

18.The contaminants causad by the Oil Spill in 1988 have never been fully
researched and studied to reveal what damage has been done to the 63-17
fish, plarnts, Lirds, and wikdiife, etc. The foad web and food chain from
Prince William Sound up to the headwaters of the Copper River have

Ahtna TAPS Right of Way Renewal Committae
Raview of GEIS 8-20-02
Page 2ol 7
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been affecled by the cil spili. Research study needs o ba dona on the
contaminants of the effects of the oil spill on fish, birds, wildife and
planis, ete. In Section 4.4-98, it states that " there are several gaps in tha
toxicological database that result in uncertainties in the assessment 63-17
results” and that only “15 PAHs were included in the guantification of
included on 15 PAHs, although crude ail contains 100 different PAHE,"
which impliss that research studies on loxic kevel of PAHSs were nol fully
conducled. Funds for research nesd to be set aside for research studies
if 2 man made or natural disaslers occur.

17. I Section 3.24 it essentislly states, "That available data of impacts lo
subsistence are inadequale”. Regearch studies of impacts caused by the
pipeling, relatad activities of pipeline maintenance, and increased use of 63-18
fand and resources need W researched and studies need to be
conducted with the ribes on impacts of the pipeling on subsistences use,

1B.The renewal should ba 15 years or less. The oil may nol lasl for he next
20 years. The pipeline has been in oparation gince June 1977, |t nesds

(cont.)

to be maintained and repaired for leaks, cracks, ete. The impact to 63-19
subsistence would less, f less than 30-year renewal lease would be
implemented.

18.The Caopper Basin communities need to be compensated, if a man-made
or natural disaster causes disruption to their ability to have their
subsistence needs met through monetary payment The monetary 63-20
settlernent should be compensated at 2 comparable value ko the
statewide subsistence wvalue a3 stated in the Alaska Dept of Fish &
Game report.

20.Access lo Subsistence Rescurces should be allowed to the Ahina
Matives. The pipeline crosses same fishing and hunting areas that are 63-21
not accessibde to the Ahtna Pecple. Cooperative Agreement should be
made with the fribas o allow for accass across the pipeline corridor.

Representation

1. Therg should be a Tribal representative at JPO, because Ahtna people
own 85 miles of the pipefine nght of way. JPO does not understand 63-22
subsistence and cultural values and JPO makes decisions that affect
subsistence without consulting or understanding them.

2. The JPO agencies would continoe to use risk-based approach to
overseeing applications, whereas the familiarity of culture, historic uses,
subsistence patterns and changes, and other terrain knowledge nesds 1o
be inserted in the risk-based method of thinking to estimate the true 63-23
impacts of possible events. For example, an qil spill that reached the
Caopper Rivet impacts the spawning habits of satmon at Batzulnetas on
Tamada Cresk, which is the main source of subsistence fishing for
Mentasta residents.

3. There s still a need for Tribal parlicipation on the Joint Pipeline Office and 63-24
a "Trikal™ draft Environmental impact Statement shoutd be considered.

Ahtna TAFS Right of YWay Renewal Commities
Review of DEIS B-20-02
Paage 3 7
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Since the Native land interests are at risk and need protection, Mative
oversight shauld be required,

Gl Spill Contingency

1. "0il spill response plenning is a separate process” is quoted from the
exacutive summary. Ol spill response should be & part of the EIS and the
grant. The ability to respond should be required before the grant is
renewed.

2. Qi spill plan should be a part of the ROW agreement, local response
teams trained and teshed.

3. Containment sites have no land access as it is right now, There would be
no way of getting to an il spil! with the bype of squipment needed for
containment.

4. No adegualely tested il spill conlingency plan. Mot ever physically tested
successfully. They have never been able to successfully boom any of the
four major fvers.

3. Mo equipment for ol spill on site. It would take bours 1o get to it up here.
Weather would impede this alse, aot planned for and not noted.  Far your
information, it would take approximately 57 minutes for cil from the Tazhna
suspensian bridge to get o the Copper River. What measures 2re in
place for this kind of timeline? They need to be addressed in the DE|S.

6. As the pipseline ages, there should be more time working on oil spil
contingencies and prachces not jess.

7. Not adeguately trained local persarnel and not encugh of them to operate
any plan to date.

8. There needs to be locally equipped and trained Centified Spill Responss
Teamsz The teams need to be state and federally certified, AFSC needs
to be state and federally certified- APSC needs fo pravids tha training and
funding for this certification.

8. Supplies and equipment need to be placed and stationed at all sensitive
sites, all moving bodies of water sheould be considered sensitive sights.

Authority
1. The BLM did not have the autharity to convey lands, nor do they heve the
Sutharity to renew convainca of lands, ar cantinus to administer it.

Native Hire
1. The 20 percent hiring goal should be baged on payroll not hours.
2. The average Mative hire for the last 30 years needs to be brought up 1o
20% APSC is oul of compliance with sections 29 and 20.

Little or na return of funds to the Copper Vailey for crossing and restricting
lands

1. Becauss the Copper River Basin i in the unorganized borough the

residants do not collect the taxes on TAPS. The state collects the taxes,

Ahtna TAPS Right of Way Renewal Commilea
RFeview of DEIS B-20.02
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however, the funds are not retumed to the Copper River Basin. Except 63-37

through fmited school funding, and a small detachment of State Troopers., (cont.)
2. There should be consideration for reimbursing the expenses incurred in
defense af subsistence and land rights during the establishment and 63-38

continued use of right-of-way, including legal and consulting expenses and
issles associated with trespass enforcement.
3. Mentorship and job shadow pregrams through contractors and TAPS need

to be implemented. We have been told there is no money for it, and this 63-39
needs to be addressed as part of the Sacio Economic section
4. Only petroleun based job fraining or scholarships are available, and there 63-40

i% 1o provigion for l2ss than 12 credit hour students.

5. The DEIS discusses State and Local expenditures (3, 23.3.5 3/4) but fails
to consider the fact that the Glennallen area does not tax the pipeline and
there is an impact in the level monies available for community programs 63-41
and educalion sperding in s surrounding communities.  The leval of
expenditures per capita will only decreaze and the Tribal Governments will
again, unfzitty assorme many responsibilities.

Little hma to responcd
1. The relzase of the DEIS coincided with the busiest time of the year for
Natives in this area, as we are putting up necessary foods and culturally
presgrving and grepanng them. This makes it extremaly difficull 1o gather 63-42
individuals from the differert Villzges to review. This is something ignored
by all responsible individuals at the Departmant of Interior. Several letlers
were sent, emails and comments made with this point emphasis

Enviranmental justice and the lack of consultatlon
1. Section 4.2.5.7 Environmental Justice: The entire Argonne project should
have been contracied out to or at least consulted with Native Corporaiions
and Villages an the selection of a firm to develop the DEIS, This is & 63-43
major fedaral action that affects Tribes and executive order demands
Government 1o Sovemment consultation. Thare was no Govemment to
Government relationship maintained hera.

Access

1. Tribas and Tribal members must apply to a non local persan {Pete
Maggel} in Anchorage to get a etter of non objection for access to Village 63-44
and corperate lands including the Native allotments.

2. Thera is a false sense of securily, how Lhey lock up some areas tut others ‘ 63-45
are left complelely unpratected, except for a weekly helicopter flight.

3. Residents can't access lheir lands, Thay are oftan locked in or out of thair ‘ 63-46
property by sacurity,

4. More funding needed for surveillance in heavy areas, to control
unauthonized trespass during humling seazon and in heavily impacted ‘ 63-47
areas like tha Ahina Regicn.

Ahtha TAPS Fight of Way Renewal Committes
Review of DEIS B-20-02
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There s & lack of active security.  Areas where the Electronic control to
the RGV's need aflenlion so Lhat it functions |ike it is supposad Lo,

There is not accass to ali roads in lhe winler, including access lo the
comtainmenl areas.  This would make it very difficult o respand in an
emergancy, wiich means, until there is adequate cleaning of roads for 4xd
accesses there needs to e a helicopter on standby te shut off a valve.
Helicopters may not be foolproof though because they can't fly in axtrame
waather,

Bpecial Section Comments

1.

Section 33.1.8 and .2 need to lisl all of the special projects that they had
lo fund 1o keap the safety and security slandards of Alyeska Pipeline
Service Company to date.

Section 3.7.1.5 summarizes the rivers in this region oo much These
rivers are very different, fram the silt content, olacier waters, temperatures,
amounts of drop from the surface to katlom, These nvers need o be
separate entities, not ied together on paper or in practice. Al of the flow
rales need ta be addressed as wall.

Sectiorr 3.18.1.3 there is no facts on Spruce Bark Beetle infastation, e
general furest health since 1970, there is no ties to forest fire pratection
and beeatle infestation.

Section 44 of the Executive Order 12985 identifies subsistence issues as
a particular concern. Other effacts discussed by EPA guidslines in
paricular impact areas including ecological, human health and
sotigeconomic anaysis, Some impacts we face as tribal governments
include being Esked with {and underfunded for) the disproportionately
high and negative impacls lo our lands and their ecosystems, not {o
mentian the socio-cultural and socio-economic impacts that accompany.

Executive Order 12898 {58 FR 7620} direcls agencies to include
environmental justice considerations as part of their missions, addressing
the disproportionatefy high and adverse human health or environmental
effects of their actions, programs or policies on minority and low-income
populations. . Many communities should have received economic benefits
that include improved education facilities, economic development, sacio-
cultural awareness, etc. But with decline in Federal and State funding, the
quest for improvement becomes increasingly difficult as we compete for
the limited and declining resources. Tribes, with fewer resources, bear a
dispraportionate share of negative environmental consequences.

Section 3.24 discusses subsistence ag “difficult to estimate relative impact
of subsistence harvests because consumption and exchange of
subsistence products do not occur in the marketptace™ This shows the
need for further study.

Subsistence is discussed in Section 3.24 in figures, technigques, reasons
and a btief discussion of harvest pattems, with old and inaccurate data. It
is apparent that the study sbll does not grasp the full impact of
subsistenca. A history has been provided, but there does not seem to be

Ahtna TAPS Right of Way Renewal Committes
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an understanding of the true impact of a spill, for example, would have an
impact on more than ane river. A failure to protect our Tribal member's 63-56
historical subsistence use and livelinood in this area and along the entire

Copper River puts at nsk a catastrophe that canngt be measursd in (cont.)
dollars.

8. BLM is authorized to fund any study it inds necessary in the course of its
moritoring of TAPS and can obhge TAPS owners to fund studies, so 2 63-57

study on Tribal impacts on Alaska's Mative population.

8. The census figures usad in the EIS were from 1990, and reflect "minority”
MNatives ahd not any other ethmic o minority group, an updated census
neads to be analyzed for Native benefil. The 20% Mative hire figure by 63-58
2004 has not Bean mat, and an adjustment for education and training was
nat the ariginal intent of the figure agresd upon, Much has changed singe
the 1990 census figures that were used and ofd figures only present gross
inacouracies.

10.The DEIS did not address trespass concerns and land use issues in and 63-59
around Mative lands.

11.The DEIS suggests that socio-cubural impacts would be negative bt
small, but the continued fragmentation of rural Alaskas Natives and non- 63-60
Mative sooic-cultural conditions is important and needs further study

12.5ince the DEIS was not received by the bribes in a timely manner, we can
anly contnug to encourage the agencies lo provide a “sufficient 63-61
opportunity for productive participation”. We expect to submit further
commerts as this lenglhy document is reviewed further regardless of
axisting deadlinas,

13.No base line studies ever laken bafore Pipeline influence for Subsistance 63-62
or socto-econemic facls.

14. There has been 27 court cases over |land uge, acocess, bison hunts and
this hias never been supplementad ar been 3 raimbursed cost This is a 63-63
vast expenditure, taking a large toll on the Ahtna Villages and Corporation.

15.Cangress funds BLM for all TAPS issues. BLM can charge back anything
related to pipeline issues. BLM can fund any legilimate sludy related o 63-64
the Fipeline These studies should be considered requested with the filing
of these statemenis.

This concludes comments by the Right of YWay Committes of Altna Incomoratsd
and it's corresponding Villages.

Ahtna TAFS Right of Wy Renows Commitios
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00063-001.:

00063-002:

00063-003:

00063-004:

00063-005:

00063-006:

Responses for Document 00063

The new census data have been incorporated to define the distribution of low-income populations by
census block-group, as part of the environmental justice analysis. However, the use of these data do
not change the environmental justice conclusions. As discussed in Sections 4.3.25, 4.4.4.19,
4.5.2.25, and 4.7.8.7, for most alternatives considered in the EIS, and all but the most unlikely spill
scenarios, high and adverse impacts (the preconditions for environmental justice impacts) are not
anticipated. For the No Action alternative, high and adverse economic impacts still would be expected
in the form of reduced state and local (where appropriate) tax revenues and consequent reductions in
services.

The numbers of hunting, fishing, and trapping licenses sold has been added to Section 4.7.4.9.3.

The DEIS sections on subsistence received many critical public comments and, as a result, have
received substantial revision. A small number of additional sources were identified, including the map
of Cordova subsistence areas, and North Slope studies of impacts on subsistence economies from oil
development. Previous sources were considered more closely, as when time-series data were derived
from the ADF&G Division of Subsistence studies, and harvest permit data were disaggregated to
distinguish patterns of rural and nonrural residents. The contribution of Tribal members in existing
research and the value of Tribal partners as co-investigators in future subsistence research are
acknowledged. However, with additional analysis of existing data, the EIS was able to draw
reasonable conclusions about impacts on subsistence.

As the comment observes, many of the baseline community studies reviewed for the EIS date to the
1980s. However, more recent community study data is available for many communities, particularly
on the North Slope and those affected by the Exxon Valdez oil spill (See Table D-1). For all affected
communities, harvest ticket and subsistence salmon harvest data are also collected on a routine
annual basis, and these data have been examined for trends.

With additional analysis of this data, the EIS draws reasonable conclusions, on the basis of existing
information.

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

As part of the oail spill planning process, risks of pipeline spills are analyzed line wide. Factors
considered in the analysis include vulnerability of TAPS to landslides and seismic events. Many of the
elements suggested in the comment are required by Alaska regulations.

Should a leak occur, there are several mitigating measures in place to limit the environmental damage
that may result. Based on US Department of Transportation regulations and the federal and state
right of way authorizations, mainline valves are located near each major river crossing to limit the
amount of oil released from a pipeline leak. All potential spill volumes are listed in the Qil Discharge
Prevention and Contingency Plan.

The TAPS Pipeline Oil Discharge Prevention and Contingency Plan (APSC 2001g—see Section 3.30
for reference) provides for significant resources, including equipment, trained personnel, and effective
organization, to respond if oil does spill from the pipeline. See Section 4.1.4.1 for an expanded
discussion of the pipeline spill contingency plan.
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00063-007:

00063-008:

00063-009:

00063-010:

00063-011:

00063-012:

00063-013:

Concern about the adequacy of subsistence data led to an expanded analysis of existing data in the
FEIS. As a result, conclusions about impacts of renewing the TAPS right-of-way have been drawn on
the basis of existing information.

Detailed procedures for claims under Section 30 are beyond the scope of the EIS.

The reader is also referred to Section 2.5.

This response assumes that the comment means Figure 3.24-2 of the DEIS, as Figure 3.24-6 does
not exist in the DEIS. Figure 3.24-2 in the DEIS did not show caribou harvest as at the time of DEIS
preparation, caribou data were maintained by herd, as opposed to by geographic unit where
harvested (as discussed in the DEIS). For the FEIS, data on caribou harvest by geographic unit
became available and ar shown in Figure 3.24-29 (where an approximated distinction between sport
harvest and subsistence harvest also is shown).

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

The EIS defines subsistence based on rural residence, which is consistent with current federal
guidelines for Alaska. Subsistence (including its analysis) is not contingent on low-income
determinations. Low-income data for areas (census block groups) near the TAPS are those from the
1990 census, as data for these geographic units had not been released for the 2000 census when the
DEIS was prepared. As noted in Section 3.29, low-income data have been updated to the 2000 data
for the final EIS.

APSC'’s ail spill response capabilities and plans for the TAPS are summarized in Section 4.1.4 of the
EIS and explained in detail in APSC’s “TAPS Oil Discharge Prevention and Contingency Plan” for the
pipeline and in “Valdez Marine Terminal Oil Discharge Prevention and Contingency Plan” for the
Valdez Marine Terminal. The plans are available to the public at various libraries in several major
cities in Alaska. Oil spill prevention and response capabilities and related activities specific to the
Copper River drainage area are discussed more fully in a text box that has been added to Section
4.44.3.

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

This EIS is a federal document, and as such it was decided to use the federal definition of
subsistence. The main criterion is rural residence, not ethnicity, and thus the subsistence analysis
does not discriminate between Natives and non-Natives.
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00063-014:

00063-015:

00063-016:

00063-017:

00063-018:

Available statistical data or subsistence in the TAPS ROW are rare prior to 1980. Section 3.24 has
been revised and restructured to focus on Copper River rural community subsistence patterns, and
Section 4.3.20 has been expanded to examine potential impacts of the TAPS (including a discussion
of subsistence management steps that have been necessary in the Copper River Valley). The EIS
acknowledges the presence of subsistence impacts, but notes that the cause of these impacts are not
necessarily the TAPS.

The Executive Summary has been revised, including its treatment of the Copper River.

It is unclear from the analysis presented in the EIS that the Copper River area is the “most [highly]
impacted area,” although there certainly have been considerable impacts on subsistence in the area
(not necessarily due to the TAPS), however). (See Section 3.24.2.3 in the reorganized Section 3.24
of the FEIS.) Traditional ecological knowledge is available from this area, and is cited in the EIS (see
Section 3.24.2), but has not been obtained from a single, systematic study of the topic. In April 2002,
EIS personnel contacted the 21 directly affected villages/tribes by certified mail to explore the
acquisition of additional information, including traditional ecological knowledge (with an explicit focus
on subsistence). Among the villages contacted were Chitina, Copper Center, Gakona, Gulkana,
Tazlina, and Tonsina, all in the Copper River Basin. To date, no response to those letters has been
received.

Discussions on the impacts of oil spills on ecological resources are presented in Sections 4.4.4.9
through 4.4.4.12, 4.7.7.2.4, and 4.7.7.3.5. Additional information about the fate and effects of
aqueous phase oil has been added to the discussion of impacts from spilled oil in Section 4.4.4.10.
Discussion of observed and potential effects of oil on infaunal and epifaunal invertebrates has also
been added to Section 4.4.4.10. The 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. These concentrations are 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.

The Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council was established to oversee the restoration of resources
impacted by the Exxon Valdez oil spill. The Trustee Council's focus is on ecosystem studies and
modeling. This includes the Gulf of Alaska Ecosystem Monitoring and Research program. The
Trustee Council is also involved in purchasing lands for habitat protection throughout the Gulf of
Alaska region. The need for development of additional toxicity data for individual PAH compounds
(e.g., condensed thiophenes) and for PAH mixtures may be addressed by the Council. In the EIS
human health impacts assessment, the uncertainties regarding PAH toxicity were compensated for by
using conservative assumptions on the concentrations in edible tissues and the length of exposure.
Also, toxicity equivalency factors were used that estimated high levels of toxicity of individual PAHs
relative to benzo[a]pyrene.

The DEIS sections on subsistence received many critical public comments, and as a result, have
received substantial revision. A small number of additional sources were identified, including the map
of Cordova subsistence use areas and North Slope studies of impacts on subsistence economies
from oil development. Previous sources were considered more closely, as when time-series data
were derived from the ADFG Division of Subsistence studies, and harvest permit data were broken
down further to distinguish patterns of rural and non-rural residents. The contribution of Tribal
members in existing research, and the value of Tribal partners as co-investigators in future
subsistence research is acknowledged. However, with additional analysis of this data, the EIS draws
reasonable conclusions, on the basis of existing information.
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00063-020:

00063-021:

00063-022:

00063-023:

00063-024:

The BLM and member agencies of the JPO are committed to ongoing evaluations of TAPS operations
and maintenance. Please see Section 4.1.1 of the FEIS for further information on oversight activities.
The reader is also referred to Section 2.5 for information on audits.

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 JPO are currently working with industry
and others to develop a science-based approach to determine how TAPS and subsistence resources
interact.

Section 30 of the Agreement and Grant of Right-of-Way for Trans-Alaska Pipeline concerns
compensation to subsistence users from a loss of subsistence resources due to the TAPS. Loss of
subsistence resources due to other causes (that is, causes unrelated to the TAPS) is beyond the
scope of issues covered in this EIS.

The EIS recognizes that restricted access to subsistence areas is an adverse impact on subsistence,
as noted in Sections 4.3.20 and 4.7.8.1. However, it also notes in those same sections that the areas
where access is denied are extremely small compared to the traditional subsistence harvest areas
(presented in Map 3.24-1 and in greater detail in maps found in Appendix D). Changes to restricted
areas are beyond the scope of this EIS, unless such changes would be deemed necessary to mitigate
large, negative impacts (which they were not). Similarly, agreements pursuant to such changes are
beyond the scope of this EIS.

The Joint Pipeline Office currently has a position open for an Alaska Native liaison.

The FEIS contains information on spill planning, response, and mitigation for the Copper River
Drainage (see the text box in Section 4.4.4.3).

The Joint Pipeline Office currently has a position open for an Alaska Native liaison. The social/cultural
sections of the EIS specifically address Alaska Native issues, including impacts to Tribal organizations
associated with proposed renewal of the TAPS right-of-way.
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00063-026:

00063-027:

The text has been changed to note that the FEIS contains a detailed analysis of various spill
scenarios.

The operational history of TAPS, maintenance activities, spill response capabilities, and the potential
for spills associated with TAPS were considered in the analysis. Impacts associated with potential
spills are discussed in Section 4.4 of the EIS.

Spill response planning is a distinct activity that is conducted separately from the NEPA process.

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 the reference), provides for significant resources,
including equipment, trained personnel, and effective organization, to respond if oil does spill from the
pipeline, including at river crossings.

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 five 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.

Thank you for your comment.

There are approximately 284 secondary roads (from 120 feet to 7.5 miles long) linking state roads
with the pipeline, pump stations, material sites, disposal sites, and airfields associated with TAPS
operations. These roads are available for land access for oil spill containment purposes.

The type of equipment and method by which the equipment is to be transported to an individual spill

location is detailed in the various volumes of the TAPS Pipeline Oil Discharge Prevention and
Contingency Play, prepared by the APSC (2001g—see Section 3.30 of the FEIS for the reference).
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00063-029:

The EIS recognizes that spills that end up in the large rivers or fast-moving rivers/streams would not
be easily contained and clean-up would be difficult (Section 4.4.4.3). The comment is accurate for
certain highly unlikely spills. This does not reduce the need for spill response, but highlights that
some scenarios are worse than others.

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 OQil Discharge Prevention and Contingency Plan for the pipeline (C-Plan), prepared by
APSC (2001g—see Section 3.30 of the FEIS for the reference), provides for significant resources,
including equipment, trained personnel, and effective organization, to respond if oil does spill from the
pipeline, including at river crossings.

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 five 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.

Response crews and equipment for initial deployment are stationed at Pump Station 9, Glennallen,
Pump Station 12, and Valdez. The entire region crossed by the pipeline has been characterized with
respect to the potential flow of spilled oil. Appropriate containment tactics are described in the C-Plan
with site-specific descriptions for each identified containment site. For example, the Region 5 plan,
which contains all contingency areas that could affect the Copper River, lists 12 contingency areas
and 38 segment areas. Each of these 38 segment areas lists priority control actions and specific
containment instructions. Each regional plan includes tables detailing materials and equipment
available for oil spill response at all stations and containment sites.

The reader is also referred to the text box in Section 4.4.4.3 where spill planning, response, and
mitigation for the Copper River Drainage are discussed.

Please note that AHTNA Incorporated is the primary spill contractor at PS 11 (See Section 4.4.4.3).

Qil spill equipment are primarily located at the various pump stations along the TAPS. A list of
available oil spill equipment is provided in Table 3.1 of the “Trans-Alaska Pipeline System Pipeline Oil
Discharge Prevention and Contingency Plan, CP-35-1 GP,” (C-Plan), prepared by the APSC and is
summarized in Table 3.1-6 in the EIS.

The first responders who arrive at an oil spill site would most likely be from the closest pump station or
APSC facility (Fairbanks or Valdez). The time required to move heavy equipment under various
weather conditions is provided in Tables 1.10 to 1.12 of the C-Plan. The equipment required for a
postulated oil spill is listed in the various sections of the C-Plan.

The estimated response times for various spill locations considered in the EIS are provided in Table
4.4-13 of the EIS. Oil spill prevention and response capabilities and related activities specific to the
Copper River drainage area are discussed more fully in a text box that has been added to Section
4.44.3.
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00063-031.:

The oil spill planning and prevention effort in the JPO is a large-scale, multi-agency endeavor. Each
participating agency (Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation, Environmental Protection
Agency, BLM, and the Alaska Department of Natural Resources) has a particular focus, but these are
all considered collectively in the JPO TAPS oil spill response and planning group. This inter-agency
group generally meets monthly with APSC and maintains a continuous monitoring program on TAPS
oil spill planning and related issues. The group also coordinates with the Office of Pipeline Safety,
which reviews the Pipeline Oil Spill Contingency Plan.

The emphasis of all agencies is on the prevention of spills. This is accomplished through a
combination of: 1) oversight of spill contingency planning (including 64 exercises on TAPS annually)
and, 2) through JPO’s comprehensive TAPS operations oversight, monitor issues which could
contribute to a spill in the future. In the event of a spill, however, JPO has a number of highly-trained
individuals who are fully prepared to respond quickly and effectively.

The Trans-Alaska Pipeline System Pipeline Oil Discharge Prevention and Contingency Plan, CP-35-1
GP, prepared in 2001 by the Alyeska Pipeline Service Company (C-plan) provides full disclosure of
spill planning, reporting, and response. The C-Plan is approved by the member agencies of JPO.

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

Similarly, other incidents (such as, those mentioned in the comment) have resulted in modifications to
the manner in which TAPS is operated. 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
on-going system-by-system audit that determines function, failure modes, consequence and
preventative maintenance of critical systems. The BLM is committed to RCM and believes that this
process represents a pro-active approach to oversight.

Ahtna Construction & Primary Products Corporation is a primary response action contractor for APSC.
The team is comprised of six personnel based at the Glennallen Pump Station 11 area. The crew is a
combination of teamsters, operators, and laborers. Ahtna is required by contract to provide a
minimum three-person response team capability on a 24-hour-per-day/7-days-per-week basis. The
team will be mobilized at Pump Station 11 and be prepared for deployment within 3 hours of
notification.

TCC is a primary response action contractor for APSC, based at Valdez, Alaska. TCC works as part
of the SERVS Initial Response Team. The team is comprised of eight personnel, made up of a
combination of SERVS and TCC personnel, who are available on a 24-hour-per-day basis.

Houston Joint Venture is APSC’s pipeline maintenance contractor, providing vehicle maintenance,
pipeline facilities maintenance, and baseline crew staffing. All pipeline facilities and vehicle
maintenance assigned personnel have collateral oil spill response duties and are available at various
locations from Pump Station 1 to Valdez. Baseline crew members are assigned primary oil spill
response duties and are available at Pump Stations 1, 3, 4,5, 6, 7, 9, and 12.

Also, APSC has contracts with three local boat handlers for local knowledge of operations on area
rivers and to augment responses by providing expanded logistics support. The reader is also referred
to Section 4.4.4.3, to he text box on the Copper River Drainage. The section describes the oil spill
planning and mitigation measures in place to protect this important resource.
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00063-033:

00063-034:

00063-035:

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 the reference), provides for significant resources,
including equipment, trained personnel, and effective organization, to respond if oil does spill from the
pipeline. Some of the oil spill response crews reside in local villages along 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. However, recommending
specific methods for mitigating future oil spills should be done as part of the C-plan review.

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

Similarly, other incidents (such as, those mentioned in the comment) have resulted in modifications to
the manner in which TAPS is operated. 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
on-going system-by-system audit that determines function, failure modes, consequence and
preventative maintenance of critical systems. The BLM is committed to RCM and believes that this
process represents a pro-active approach to oversight.

The BLM believes that it had and has all of the authority required for granting use of the right-of-way.
Access, land use, and trespass issues related to Native lands, including those owned by the Ahtna
Corporation, are addressed in Section 4.3.23.1, “Land Use.”

Thank you for your comment.
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00063-037:

00063-038:

00063-039:

00063-040:

00063-041.:

Section 29 is a specific provision in the Federal Grant of Right-of-Way for the TAPS that addresses
aspects of Alaska Native employment on the TAPS (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.

The agreement referred to above is known as the “Alaska Native Utilization Agreement” (ANUA) and
was first executed in 1974 and more recently updated on a triennial basis, starting in 1995. The most
recent agreement was signed in 2001. The agreement provides the basis for implementing the
requirements of Section 29. 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. As is the case for any other provision of the Federal Grant,
the BLM can enforce this provision by requiring permittees to take actions to remedy any deficiencies
noted.

APSC has had a good track record since 1995 of achieving continually rising employment goals
spelled out in the ANUA. To provide assurances that these percentage gains won't be lost in the
longer term, BLM has engaged APSC in negotiations that will lead to a written mechanism or
procedure within the upcoming ANUA (2004) to rapidly address any slippage (Action 4.8.4).

Text has been added to the EIS in Sections 4.3.19.1.2 and 4.6.2.19.1 providing additional information
on the assumptions used for the analysis of state and local government finances.

Thank you for your comment.

Section 4 of the Alaska Native Utilization Agreement (ANUA, see Appendix F of the FEIS) covers
training programs for APSC employees. Each “designated” contractor (those with 40 or more full time
employees working on TAPS) will also have Section 29 implementing plans which may include
internships, mentoring, counseling, incentives, or other appropriate programs for Alaska Natives
(Section 2.2 of ANUA).

The EIS evaluates the current version of the Agreement and Grant of Right-of-Way for Trans-Alaska
Pipeline, which includes a provision for training and hiring Alaska Natives (Section 29). The Federal
Grant is presented in Appendix B of the FEIS. Any changes to that agreement are beyond the scope
of this EIS.

Text has been added to the EIS in Sections 4.3.19.1.2 and 4.6.2.19.1 providing additional information
on the assumptions used for the analysis of state and local government finances.
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00063-043:

00063-044:

00063-045:

00063-046:

00063-047:

00063-048:

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.

The Bureau of Land Management is the lead federal agency for preparation of this EIS and has
consulted with affected Tribal and Native organizations throughout the TAPS ROW renewal and EIS
process. Government-to-government consultation, in accordance with Executive Order 13175, has
been a part of the right-of-way renewal and EIS processes since before the EIS began, as
summarized in Section 5.3.

Thank you for your comment. The pipeline runs from the Beaufort Sea to Prince William Sound;
Anchorage is the administrative center for TAPS administration. Also, no existing rights-of-way were
terminated by TAPS. The TAPS ROW was granted before Native Corporations received adjacent
lands.

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. Because of the sensitive nature of security, in general, the DEIS
does not reveal the specific aspects of TAPS security programs.

Some restrictions on use of the TAPS corridor and access roads across the corridor, which were
imposed for security purposes after September 11, 2001, will continue for an unknown period of time.

Existing dedicated access across the pipeline has not been restricted. Access on the work pad and
use of pipeline access roads authorized by the BLM and built by the pipeline owners have been
restricted to protect the pipeline.

Thank you for your comment.

In the aftermath of the events of September 11, 2001, the security of TAPS has been reviewed and
enhanced. However, the details of the increased security cannot be discussed in this document.
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00063-051:

00063-052:

00063-053:

00063-054:

Aerial surveillance is one of the key tools used to track spill location and to plan the response.
Surveillance is done primarily by helicopter, but may also be done with fixed-wing aircraft. The APSC
maintains on-site helicopters at five locations along the pipeline: Pump Station 4, Pump Station 5,
Fairbanks, Delta, and Valdez.

The transport options available for spill response during various adverse weather conditions are
identified in section 1.6.2.4 on page 1-65 of the "Trans-Alaska Pipeline System Pipeline Oil Discharge
Prevention and Contingency Plan, CP-35-1 GP," (APSC 2001g), which is available to the public
through various libraries in several major cities in Alaska. The options include Tucker track vehicles,
Bombardier track vehicles, all-terrain vehicles, snow machines, and helicopters.

Qil spill equipment is primarily located at the various pump stations along the TAPS and not at the
potential spill site. A list of available oil spill equipment is provided in Table 3.1 of the above-cited
document.

The first response measures to arrive at an oil spill site would most likely be from the closest pump
station or APSC facility (Fairbanks or Valdez). The time to move heavy equipment under various
weather conditions is provided in Tables 1.10 to 1.12 of the previously-cited document. The
equipment required for a postulated oil spill is provided in the various sections of the previously-cited
document.

The estimated response times for various spill locations considered in the DEIS are provided in Table
4.4-13 on page 4.4-44 of the DEIS.

The pipeline has 63 gate valves that are remotely operated, which can be closed to limit the oil flow in
the pipeline. There are also 81 check valves that will limit the flow of oil to a spill site. In addition,
APSC maintains road access to all Gate Valves (remove) year-round.

The reader is referred to Section 4.3.2 for a detailed description of the activities and impacts related to
construction and maintenance of TAPS in unstable soils permafrost conditions.

As discussed in the Draft EIS, the TAPS pipeline crosses 80 major rivers and more than 800 streams
between Prudhoe Bay and Valdez (Section 3.7). Providing details on each river and stream is neither
possible nor necessary for the EIS, particularly considering seasonal effects on flow, velocity, and
sediment load. Instead, six rivers were selected for detailed analyses in Section 4.4.4.3. Additional
information on a mile-by-mile basis for the rivers and streams crossed by the TAPS pipeline can be
found in the appropriate TAPS Contingency Plans.

Text has been added to Section 3.18.1.3 indicating past beetle infestation in the vicinity of TAPS.

Section 3.29 discusses the referenced Executive Order (this comment assumes that Executive Order
12898 was of interest), along with U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (and Council for
Environmental Quality) guidelines for implementation. The EIS found no evidence for high and
adverse impacts under the proposed action in any of the impact areas examined (including economic,
human health, sociocultural, and subsistence), which Executive 12898 explicitly identifies as a
prerequisite for environmental justice impacts. Levels of funding to Tribes to address various impacts
are beyond the scope of this EIS.

Section 3.29 discusses the referenced Executive Order. The EIS examined all impact areas for the
presence of high and adverse impacts under all alternatives considered in the document (see
Sections 4.3.25, 4.4.4.19, 4.5.2.25, 4.6.2.25, and 4.7.8.7). Many (rural) communities have received
economic benefits funded by federal and (especially) state programs, as noted in Section 3.25.1.3 and
elsewhere. The impact of competing for declining resources is discussed in Section 4.6.2.21. The
EIS found no evidence for high and adverse impacts under the proposed action, which Executive
12898 explicitly identifies as a prerequisite for environmental justice impacts.
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00063-057:

00063-058:

00063-059:

00063-060:

00063-061.:

For the sake of accuracy, note that the comment misquotes the DEIS, in addition referring to Section
3.23.5 instead of Section 3.24 (where the passage of interest occurs). The statement in the DEIS
reads “difficult to estimate the relative economic importance of subsistence harvests because the
consumption and exchange of subsistence products do not occur in the marketplace...” which is an
accurate statement.

The DEIS sections on subsistence received many critical public comments, and as a result, have
undergone substantial revision. A small number of additional sources were identified, including the
map of Cordova subsistence use areas and North Slope studies of impacts on subsistence economies
from oil development. Previous sources were considered more closely, as when time-series data
were derived from the ADFG Division of Subsistence studies; and harvest permit data were broken
down further to distinguish patterns of rural and non-rural residents. With additional analysis of this
data, the EIS draws reasonable conclusions, on the basis of existing information.

The description and analysis of subsistence harvest patterns are based a thorough review of a large
body of systematic research as well as the traditional knowledge provided in testimony by local
residents. A careful effort was made to include all sources of information and none were dismissed as
unimportant. Major references include classic and over two dozen community harvest surveys
conducted by the ADFG Division of Subsistence since the early 1980s. A very recent publication,
systematically documenting the traditional ecological knowledge of Ahtna Elders regarding salmon in
the Copper River, was incorporated into the revised analysis. In all cases, these reports are based on
extensive and systematic interviews with local people. Every effort has been made to provide a full
and accurate account of contemporary subsistence practices.

The meaning of this comment is unclear. If it is meant to focus on TAPS impacts on the Alaska Native
populations or on subsistence, the EIS discusses likely consequences of the proposed action on both
of these impact areas in Section 4.3.21 and 4.3.20, respectively. Available data were adequate for
the impact evaluation purposes in these two issue areas. The funding of additional research is
beyond the scope of this EIS.

Please see Section 3.29 of the FEIS. Also, see Section 4.3.21.1 regarding Alaska Native hires.

Access, land use, and trespass issues related to Native lands, including those owned by the Ahtna
Corporation, are addressed in Section 4.3.23.1, “Land Use.”

The EIS suggests that because the TAPS already exists, in part because Alaska Native sociocultural
systems have become habituated to it and other features of modern Alaska, and in part because the
TAPS provides sources of cash employment and revenues for key public programs, the additional
negative impact on sociocultural systems is likely to be small (see Section 4.3.21). Additional studies
of sociocultural systems are beyond the scope of this EIS.

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.
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00063-063:

00063-064:

The assertion of the comment with regard to subsistence in general is consistent with the position
taken in the EIS. Some socioeconomic data are available from the pre-TAPS period, including data at
the village level, primarily from decennial censuses of population and housing conducted by the U.S.
Bureau of the Census.

Access, land use, and trespass issues related to Native lands are addressed in Section 4.3.23.1,
“Land Use.” The BLM recognizes the concerns of Tribal governments and Native allottees related to
land use issues adjacent to TAPS. Although these concerns do not directly affect renewal of the
Federal Grant of Right-of-Way renewal, the BLM will continue to work with these groups on these
issues, as it has in the past.

The reader is referred to Section 2.5 of the FEIS.
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Tesidnnt

FURARE TALL DIHSEIT I TEERE oM B WY FEDW, P b e P By e
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00064-001: Thank you for your comment.
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0065

BLM TAPE Renewal EIS

Arpotne Mathonal Laboratory EADSOD
9700 8. Cass Avenus

Argenne, L 60439

FAX: 1-866-54 25004

Regarding: The proposal to reew the Tems- Alaska Pipeline |ease.
Refore you roaew the cxisting leass fior thity years, considor the issuc of rebabulity of the papeline

giricturs. and the relisbility of Alyesks’s operabonal provedures in Light of (he hodmgs amd conclodons in
Richard P. Feyoman's }inoniy Bepnrd tu the Space Shotile 'Challenger’ Inguiry.

Dr. Feymnan makes clear en page 156 of the book, The Fleaswre of Finding Thisps Owt, that probilems
which eccnr in a design that is mtended to prevent such problems, are design failures, “The "0 dogps of the
F.ochon Boosters wore not desiymed te crode. Erosion was n cluc that something was wrong. Erosion was
not snrmcthing from which safery can be inferred *

Pipeline corresion has not been perfectly controlled, nor acenrately measared md pipe strenpth bas been
rediuced by an unkoown amonat Unintended preconre spikes at Thompson Pase did not rupinre the pipeline
the last vme they oveorred. bul that 1s ne proof that a futere (ulure m procedurs that cavses pressuc spikes
that exceed desipgn limits of safery will not result in estastrephic structoral faillure. To peraphrase
Feynman s comments on page 155 of the book quoted ahowe: ™A fallure, the cansas of wluch are not
anderstood. wiich doesn’t lead to a catastrophne event i one of more instances, 15 w0 prool that catedrophe
will not wcewr the aext tme sach failre pocurs™

Wany people have testified, quoting Alysska's claam that the pipelme has proven to be 93,990 percent

rcliable over 2 X5-year-life himary. Please agress whethar that figore har any baas o faey, after wewing

Dr. Feynmam s cnitigue of safety factors used al NASA wath respect to the thssstrous launch of the 65-1
‘Challenger’. Alyeska’s method of caleulating reliability appears o be gomlar ta WAEA’s approach with

repecl to the *Challenper’. Ou puges 153 to 137 ke discusses methods of defiomyg reliahility, and

concludes that in this case .., MANA exaggerates the reliabiliny of s product to the point of Fattnsy™.

Owaor the lito of the pipeling numcroue problems in stuctural integrny and operateyal procadurs have been
documcnied, but are not considored “falures" by Alyeska or the Stave ar Fodoral Regulators. Starup
problems. pipe movement at Atigun Pass, pressure spikes st Thompsoo Pass, and thawanp of permafi ost
aromnd Y EMs are a Few examples of fmlure with respect 1o the stmeturl desipn ar waotten operatiomal
itention and expeutation.  Authonbies have dismissed all of (hese problems, and many olhers, becaose
none of these problems lave veot cmated a catastrephic ovent.

Of theze examples, Alyeska seoms to bave achieved 100% m faling to cottect idestified problems. This
raises a question zboat compliancy with the existng, lease: yoar afler year, State and Federal Replatars
grant extensions o the ime allowed for Alyesia to comply with certam requiretwents. Currently, it seems
ag if compliance has elnded the company, snce the regnlators have allowed for contmned operaton of the
ripeline when “substmtial complimse™ has bemn achicved. Since Alycska has failed to aperate the pipeline
i compliance with the cristmg lease, there is ne duty bo toncw the lease st all.
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All stctural and mechanical eqpment reqitres mereased mamtensace as tme posees. Thos fact most be
addreesed in any new lezse, and tha lease ranewal micnvals shoold becutme shorter as ape incroeses.

Mo leass should be signed wmhil T¥R&P. fnds that have boer vollovied woder 1he lomms of the existng, lease
are placed in an eserow account for the benefit of the Stale. Mo responable idaciary msttution would
accept less, as the curmenl corporate scandsls make abundantly clear.

A vew leace shomld include penalties for non—<ompliance ad operating lailures To be cifective, such
peoaltics most be higher than the cost of compliapce and failure preventivn, and quickly and casly
vollected prios to the ontcome of never-endmg, legal battles. Peaaltics not paid arc not pooaltics.

The time constraiate sestricting, public mpat on this matter and the dismissal of crtcal questions e
“beyond the scope™ of your authoenty, sugged you reprosent the oif indusiry, rather than the ctzens of the
state that amploys you. This is a crucial time to improve the existing, leases based on 25 years of expensuce
volpled with mput from concemed resdetis of Alaska, and the adwice from experts entzide the mfluence
uf Lhe vil indwairy.

Smecrely.
Den Dioyden

HCOZ Box E118
Palmar, AK 99645
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Responses for Document 00065

The overall performance of TAPS was considered by the authors without use of APSC's reliability
estimates.

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

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

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.
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Q0066

Seldovia Village Tribe

£ Prawer L
Seldovia, Aloska 99663
(A7) 234-7898  Fax: (907 234-F637

August 20, 202

BLM TAPS Renewal Scoping

Argonne Mational Laboratory, EADISO0
8700 Soulh Cass

Argonne, IL 60439

Via Fax: 1-866-542-5904

Re: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS FOR THE TRANS-ALASKA PIPELINE
RCW RENEWAL

The tollowing is the camments of the Seldovia Village Tribe, IRA for the above
referenced EIS:

*  Government-to-Gigvernment Consultation: BLM has a consultation policy
thal is nat being followed. All agencies that form the Jaint Pipeline Office
arg Bound by either federal trust responsibility/sxecutive order and their 66-1
own approved department consuliation policies, or by the Millarnium
Agreement (state). Sending lettars to Tribal Council Fresidents and
tnegting face-to-lace should be the beginning of meaningful dialogue.

* Length of comment period tog shart. Should be extended, 45 days in the
summer is unaceeptable, Not encugh lime for adequate public and Tribal 66-2
consultation. Inconsiderate of subsistence season.

= Aftention to “federally recognized Tribes™ in the Draft EIS is inadequate.
Problems with language used regarding Tribes and consultation in
subsistence and socioculiural Systerms sections. Lack of understanding 66-3
that these aren’t simply communities or viflages. These are recognized
forms of govetnment, with elected Tribal Councils and are afforded status
a5 soversign nations.
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ELM TAPS Renewal Scoping
August 20, 2002
Page Two

* There is no mention of the Seldovia Village Tribe or the community of ‘ 66-4
Seldovia in the subsistence section,

= Section 3.22.6 briefly discusses Alagka Native Corporations. There is no
section devoted to federally recagnized Tribes along the pipeling and
TAFS alected snvironment.

66-5

Sincerely,

SELDOVIA VILLAGE TRIBE

Oupitat Logtur

Crystal Collier
Executive Director
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Responses for Document 00066

Executive Order 13175, “Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments,” requires that
the federal government consult with Tribal governments during the preparation of an EIS.
Government-to-Government consultation for this EIS is described in Section 5.3 in the FEIS. As the
lead federal agency associated with this EIS, the BLM established government-to-government
exchanges with all Tribal governments in Alaska and more focused exchanges with 21 Tribes directly
affected by the TAPS. These 21 communities received more detailed mailings explaining the
proposed ROW renewal, the EIS process, and the availability of various sources of additional
information. Meetings were held with all Tribal organizations and Native groups that requested them to
discuss the EIS process and related issues in greater detail. At the meetings, specific emphasis was
placed on how Tribal organizations and Native groups can participate effectively in the EIS and ROW
renewal processes. While comments on the DEIS had to be received by the end of a 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 groups. The process of government-to-
government consultation allows these organizations to continue dialogues with the Bureau of Land
Management and for their comments to be considered in the Record of Decision. The BLM and
member agencies of the JPO are committed to ongoing government-to-government consultations and
welcome invitations to participate in meetings and dialogues with Native Tribes.

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.

A discussion of federally recognized native Villages and Tribes has been added to Section 3.25.1.2.
The presence of specific federally recognized Tribes has been added to the discussion of Alaska
Native sociocultural systems in Section 3.25.1.1.

As noted in Section 3.24.1, the Alaska Native Villages included in the subsistence analysis consisted
of 21 identified by the U.S. Bureau of Land Management as likely to experience direct effects from
renewing the TAPS right-of-way. The criteria used for this determination included likely economic,
cultural, and subsistence impacts, as well as impacts to Native land when the right-of-way was
originally defined (see the revised version of Section 5.3).

A discussion of federally recognized Native Villages and Tribes has been added to Section 3.25.1.2.
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United States Department of the Interior 00067

NATIONAL PAKK SERVICH
25245 CerewlL Rinee), Pgpeem 1117
Anchorope, Alicke 0W03- M9

M BEMLY REFFIL |G

MT619 (AKS0O-RER)

HBLM I AP Kegvwa| EIS

Arponne Natiosal Laborotory EAD/NI0
BTG5, Cass Avimu,

Aspoone, 1L 684349

Thear Sirs:

‘Thinnk you for the epportunTy to comment on the Dea i Environmentsl Impact Sialement for the Bengwal
@l the Tederal Gran! for the Trana-Alacka Pipeline System Rught=-oFWay,

The Narone! 'ark Service (N5 has tea conservalinn onits that horder the T rans-Alaska Pipeline rght-
ol -wuy: Uidtes of the Aretie Mational Park and Presoove (GAAR) and Weanpall 5t Elias Nalivnsd Pack
anl Preserne (WHET). A major concen: of the NS iz thi un o spall eniginatung, from the TAPS would
enter Avers crnssing the pipeding romte weul Mo st vers hat fome the Bousdaess of tess otmareninn
uhits  Spille of this nature could have a profound cIfeen on the reseurces and valass fr which st packs
were crealed.

Thee Middle Foak ol the Foyokah Biver oo pat ol susebern boundary of the GAAR. The Thetrich
River, MaduHe Forlo sl the Kuyukok Wiver, und their feader dramages parnllel ar inisreect e TAPS
hetvasen paneline milepost (PLMTY 175,2 and PLIME 253, Major mbutanes o ke Middle Fork of Oic
Koyuwkuk River ane ihe Thictrich River, Hammond River, Slae Creck, Boswe Crock, and barivn Creck.

The Cupper River toomns the westem boundary of WIRST. Ravers that flowe inte Lhe Uopper Hiver and
theeir feeder stremmis span the TAPS thom PLMD A5 16 PLAE 775 Primaty evvers aluag Wy sircleh arc
the Gelkata, Tarlna, Kluting, Tonsiog, Tickal, and '1siug rovers.

Baoth park dent rives corzidors are important for recseational aebvines and sceess W Lhe park nits and [or
subrsistence activines and secess Roth rivers contum impartant fishery resources for subsistenee, spocl,
and comemercial acnvitics. Aboul 247 gl ol B0 ppching moles, or about 31%% of the papeline reach enuld
ndwarsely affecy ga NES unt of 8 serous spll were to oceue. We are thevelire very snlorcaied m the
tntegrily of the TAPS and & robuat aap 1 comtinpomey plan, We soock 1o chiaone thit park resnree, sl
used are groleeted 1o the rmaimum exent prociicatle,

The MPS's comrents on the deafl ELS are v (olliwe.

[. Poged 7-45, Plensw rewrite the descnption of WranpellSe. Elias Mancno! Park as Follnws
The radipue: tery of Wramoel-5t. Eliry Noverud Paek ord Freserve are siteted rear Capper Camter, 67-1
Aluita. Wranged-8t. Elis Weteenal 'ark i the laygest park In the rodisnal pack speeem, unid
Wrangold 8, Efios Marionsl Preseeve i3 the seeand largeet arogeroe (e the cpctem. The & femillion

1
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Lot | s N RE READ ELE- Hldtikodhsdnd s 37 3

uewer Wrangel- 5 iy Fildermes represems neaely 13 paercent of the enifre Navionad Wildernewr
Freservation Syveem. The pavk and preaterve o within @ mile of the TAPS a¢ its cfesest point. dhino
Corpuration (faginnal Natew Creparation) owas ghast pre enflion acres of fand withir the
atgthiewrizoad bewanibury. (en yeor-romnmd, ST fo the park and preserw: Qwerages apenr 30,0
wich ehy: mrajority of vailors in the sammer seacon.

The LIS should cvabaily the £MTets co park resourees and values from small e Jarge pipelioe s
spol 15 Tt are aol coneained and emter the Muddie Fork of the Koyukuk sad Copper Rivers. As
mdicated ahove, these rivers form part of the beundunes of GAAR atd WRST. Bl winter and
suiatner seagan spill seonarivs shoukd be evalysas,

Fra exarople. Aceording o Que drall EIS, o likely vl spill event wowld relezrs d240 000 gallims ol o]
ower & prolonged releas: period - the lacgest oil volume propected in the zpil] scenonios. Lor the given
Tespoles Ny, the leadimy cdyge of the spill waould be 5 6 miles to 54 miles from its souree af the
Tarlma Rover. This would place the ol sik i the Copper River ootk possible hank-to-bamk
shereline ¢iling. The park boundary i glong the cast shorelne of the Coppa River, Civen the
ahove, the envirommental cunsequances seetion sheuld be revised 1o identify the bnpacts of such a
telcase on the alfected environtment rpecific (o Wrange|l-5t Ehas Motionsl Park and Progerve.
including bt nod Timieed w0 subsistengs resouees,

The ciTeclivincss of oil spill contamment snd claamup for small and Toree oilapuls entering the ghove
menbancd river sysiems in light of the eurront placement of caisling equipman should be cvaluated.

The EI5 shwnald vomiain wi ovaluaion of oilspill contsirment responne fime frim the nnset of a spll to
depluymmrt uf contaimiment equipiment { fram paimps slalwns and conex 51065} At SRS Crossng
TAPY that Towe the patentiat of eteting ihe Middle Fork of the Koyukuk River and Copper Buver.
Thiz wrialysis vt rele venn b dulerrmae 16 a timely mobediaon can be conduected b sontann sinlls grivr
1o their entering the Middle Ferk of the Eoyukd amd Copper Bivers, Ax indeatad i the spall plan,
contamment of o1l 11 trajor fvers bs oot effective. The RIS gliould disclose whether additionat
glagnng wod deploymwnt areas far ol spill response cqupment shaold he cstablished, supplicd, amd
nintained

The Part ool Valdez v arguably the smple lupest vecenve of ballast water s the United Stales The
decumneint showld provide additivnel detul on ballast water management given thal balias watcr
watiagetnent has resvlied i nroduclions oF nn-milive myasive spoctes m other jrarts of the courpy.
For example, 15 there & balast waler database and monitoring program ot the Porl of Yaldes? Where
da the cxchinges ke place—md-geean w olsewhere? 15 the bollest water sampled, and Ffor what
paramcters? Wl ndicater species ere used 10 verify where the exchanges take place?

Thank yon fin the opportimity to corunent. 1f ot buve any Tollow-up queshans of concermns abmal Thege
cHnments, please contaer Glen Yankos of my stafl at (9073 257-2045,

nrcerely, |

0 (7L

Jum B, Liiameit
Environroental Resonrees Teorm Minager

oo Pugerinicident, Gates of Uie Auctiv Nalivoal Pack asd Proscrse

Supenmtencent. Wranpell &t Fhas Watioun) Bark mixk Presesue
2
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Responses for Document 00067

Section 4.7.4.8.1 has been revised to reflect the information provided in the comment.
The reader is directed to Section 4.4.4.3 and the text box on the Copper River Drainage.

It is not possible to evaluate quantitatively the effectiveness of oil spill containment and cleanup for
small and large spills because of site-specific and time-specific conditions, such as water velocity,
turbulence, sediment load, ice, waves, channel morphology, dissolved constituents, the type of
equipment used, and the experience of the remediation crew. Rather, the percent of oil “subject" to
recovery at a containment site was used to compare the effects of short and long duration spills in
Section 4.4.3.
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00067-005:

Spills that could potentially affect the Copper River Drainage are discussed in Section 4.4.4.3. Two
representative tributaries were considered: the Gulkana and Tazlina Rivers. No calculations were
performed specifically for the Middle Fork of the Koyukuk River. However, representative calculations
were performed for Dan Creek/Sagavanirktok River and the Yukon River. A guillotine break of the
pipeline that discharged oil directly to these rivers could produce major impacts. Similar impacts
would be expected to occur for a direct guillotine-break spill to the Middle Fork of the Koyukuk River.
Additional staging and deployment areas could reduce potential impacts. Additional information on
spills in the Copper River Drainage is given in the text box “Oil Spill Planning for the Copper River
Drainage” in Section 4.4.4.3.

The response times were estimated taking into account the location for spill containment and various
weather conditions, based on detailed information for reconnaissance, response, and containment
actions in the event of an oil spill provided in the TAPS Oil Discharge Prevention and Contingency
Plan (C-Plan) prepared by the APSC in 2001.

Oil spill equipment is primarily located at the various pump stations along the TAPS and not at the
potential spill site. A list of available oil spill equipment is provided in Table 3.1 of the C-Plan.

The first responders to arrive at an oil spill site would most likely be from the closest pump station or
APSC facility (Fairbanks or Valdez). The time to move heavy equipment under various weather
conditions is provided in Tables 1.10 to 1.12 of the previously-cited document. The equipment
required for a postulated oil spill is provided in the various sections of the C-Plan.

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 C-plan 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. Recommendation to increase staging and deployment
areas for oil spill response equipment is noted. However, recommending specific methods for
mitigating future oil spill should be done as part of the C-plan review.

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. Issues related to
open-water exchange of ballast water from tankers are regulated by the U.S. Coast Guard and the
U.S. Department of Transportation. While we recognize the concern related to ballast water
management issues, the description of such management plans is outside the scope of the EIS.
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INCORFPORATED
Awgust 2, 2002

RN TAFS Renswal Scoping

Auprotune Matignal Lahoratery, EADMO0
90 Sowth {azs

Arponne, L 60435

Cientlemen

The Trans Alaska PFipeline runs through fiftyfive (559 miles of private land owned by Altna lncorporated. We
are nor opposed Lo the pipelme crossing our land and nor do we ohject Lo its contiiwed cxigtence We du, howeves,
have serious Soneems thal we address here: emplovmeat, contracts, emvirenmental impact, safety and subsistence.

The pipeline has hrowght economic benefit ta the Copper River Basin, as well as the oppormnity for employment,
hoth of which arc of greal benetit o the Tegion as a whole, However, wi do ol el our corporation or cur
individual shareholders have benefited 1o the degree iat should bave been realized dunng these last 30 years.

The expectation that our corporation would pet substantial cansideration i the form of gontracts and shareholder
employment a5 compessation 1 retwm for nat impeading the building of the pipeline and the froe vse of our
properly has not become 3 realily.

The cottracts we do have are bencfical to ns and appreciated. but ans less than expected. OQur sharcholders bave
not been cmployed m the mumbers that we had anticipated. The bencits of contracls and employment have for
the most part boon given ta non-residents whom enjoy good, seeure high paying jobs. b thirty years, Seclion 24,
Native hire objuctives have not been reached, although progress has been made in recent years

The safety of Bie ppeline is of greal consenn as it crasses three mayor Hvers on Ahina land, e Gulkara, Tazlina
and Klutma Rivers, all of wluch flow into the Copper Raver. The Capper River Salmon are not a resources whose
use 18 of value for subsistence only. Thig resource is used worldwide commercially as woll. The DELS dows et
adeguately address the impact any spill on any of the rivers mentoned above would have on this valuable

resoutee. The TEIS does not adequately address the possibiliny of a disaster, the capabiity to respond L am oil

spill, nor does it provide a realistic preventative plan of action.

Ahtnu, Incorporated has in the past brought these safity concenus 10 the atlenlion of Alyeska on many oocasions
and lias presented Alyeska with viable safity measurcs to minimize the damage should a spilt occur on one of
these fivers, On site. Jow impact safety stations cauipped with booms and respanse equipment should be in place
at or near each river, at the very minimutm, i order o prevent a small spill from besoming a catastrophic evenl.
Muther Mature has been kind thege last 36 vear's, we cannot assume the same will be bae for the nexl 30 voars.
There is afler all 2 major faolt ling runniog through the valley

Cumentty. pump station 12 s the closcst Facility with the capability for oil spill response and that i atill a precad
hoyr away from the Klutina and an hour and a half away irom the Gulkang, Also, we are assuming (hal the
bridecs that oross these Rvers arns going o be unaffected when a spilk occurs. This may not be the casc in the
event of 2 major carthquake Dy the time a crow and s equipment reach o spilk on one ol thesc fvers, fhere can

LY. Box 649 » Glennallen, Alaska 99588 » Mile 115 Richardson Huwy,
Phone: (W7} 8223476 » Fax: (W7) 8223455
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b Litle doubt that cil will have reeched the Copper River, 1he only gquestion will e bow moch? Tlas is just an
example, and does nat fully take inle consideration man-made and pipeline failure possibilities, reither does the
DIEIS adequately take these snder consideration ar address the congequences.

Ths ingreased population in the region as a direct resudt of the pipeling bas siretched the infrastucture of the area
bewond fte limit 1o every capacity. Schools and recreational fagilities are inadequate and do ngl mueet the currenl
needs of the communibiss much less be able o meet future needs. The ingrcase in population has alse bronght up
the crime rate, yet the polics foree has nat increased in personnel. The same holds troe for medical amergencies.
The ability ol the conumunity to respond to cmergencics has not been enhanced by the increase in population, bot
rather a5 3 resull is sbretched beyond s capability.  1n additon, the AbiDa region not being in an organized
borowgh docs pot crjoy the mongtary henefits pravided by the pipeline to other areas thel are otfanized, for
example, Valdee, Federal and State {unds meeded to address these infrastructure meeds are allocatcd on 3
competitive basis. The Abing region communities must compete for these fuuds, otten with commonities with
ahemative [undue sovrecs, usually organized communitics, that can 2ccess other funds oot asailable to our
SOHTUTIUDItIGS

The DEIS does tud fully take it eovsideration a number of faciors that impact qur ability as 3 peoples o continue
our tmaditional subsistence lifestyle, The data used in the DEIS 15 cotdated and does not reflect the cument socio-
econumic, fraditional and cultural mapact thae the pipeline hags had on qur repion, sharcholders, wildfift and
CESQILITES.

It is regsomabie W anGcipale an increase i the populaton in the Ahing arca.  Such an ncreass has centainly
apeprmed within the last 30 wears,  Alyeska Pipeline Senvices has been 3 catalvst in this increase as one of the
largest employers in the region. As stated carlicr most of those jobs wett to non-local, aon-resident individuals.
Many have chosen ta slay and have embraced the roral lifestyle. This includes increased parficipation in activites
such as bunting, fishing and other stmilar activities. (fem, trespassing on traditiona] Abisa husting grounds to do
so. Their pregence has and will continue 1o reduce a finite resource and impacts Ahina sharcholders in their
pursuit of subsistence an which we ane sull depeadant.

We as a people have pod wade the transition from a subsistence Yifestyle 1o a cash coonomy becawse we have not
lad the opportunity b do 5o This makes our subsistedce existence harder to sustain Decause we cannot compete
with this well-heeled competition for owr limited resources. The next thiny years will bring mare development
that will further reduce pur shility o mainizin our subsistenes Llestyle.

Ahtoa. Incorporated has pravided the Free use of 55 miles of private land on which the pipeline crosscs to Alyeska
ag vur puest. Land that belongs to our Altoa Matve peeple, whom are directly impacied hy the inability 1o wtilize
this propery for economic development, bome site’s and dunng this nalionaf securty crsis may even be
prevented from erossing it in the fufure in many aress to reach subsistence hunting prounds. With that said, we
still suppert the Alveska Pipeline and the aspects of its contimied operation but believe that more consideranon
ghould be given bo our corporation, its sharehalders and the impact the pipeling has on owr region

Sibcataty,

Ken Johns, Prosident CRO
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00068-001.:

00068-002:

00068-003:

00068-004:

00068-005:

00068-006:

Responses for Document 00068

As the commentor has noted, the pipeline owners have come close to meeting the goal of 20% Native
hires in recent years. Section 3.23.6 notes recent contracting trends concerning APSC and Native
corporations. However, the specific relationship between particular Native corporations and the APSC,
including current and future contracting practices, is beyond the scope of this EIS.

Section 4.4 of the EIS discusses the spill scenarios considered and the estimated impacts from these
scenarios. The scenarios range from high frequency/low consequence events to low frequency/high
consequence occurrences. The discussion includes potential impacts in the Copper River Drainage.
Depending upon the timing and the quantity of ail, it is true that major impacts could occur to salmon
in the Copper River if a large amount of oil from a pipeline break were to reach the Copper River.
Text has been added to Section 4.4.4.10.1 to reiterate the importance of the Copper River for salmon
production in the area and to recognize the potentially severe impacts to salmon in the event of a
large spill entering the basin.

Oil spill prevention and response capabilities and related activities specific to the Copper River
Drainage area are discussed more fully in the text box “ Oil Spill Planning for the Copper River
Drainage” in Section 4.4.4.3.

The seismic design of the pipeline took all active faults into consideration. To reduce the likelihood of
pipe rupture at the fault crossings, the pipe is above ground and on supports that allow relative
displacement across the fault. The pipeline design was based on the possibility that severe seismic
events could occur. Section 4.4 of the EIS discusses the spill scenarios considered and the estimated
impacts from these scenarios. The scenarios range from high-frequency/low-consequence events to
low-frequency/high-consequence occurrences. Potential seismic activity and fault displacements
along the pipeline were included as potential scenario initiators. The discussion includes potential
impacts in the Copper River drainage area. Qil 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
4.4.4.3, “Oil Spill Planning for the Copper River Drainage.”

Oil spill prevention and response capabilities and related activities specific to the Copper River
drainage area are discussed more fully in a text box that has been added to Section 4.4.4.3.

Text has been added to the EIS in Sections 4.3.19.1.2 and 4.6.2.19.1 providing additional information
on the assumptions used for the analysis of state and local government finances.

The DEIS sections on subsistence received many critical public comments, and as a result, have
undergone substantial revision. A small number of additional sources were identified, including the
map of Cordova subsistence use areas and North Slope studies of impacts on subsistence economies
from oil development. Previous sources were considered more closely, as when time-series data
were derived from the ADFG Division of Subsistence studies; and harvest permit data were broken
down further to distinguish patterns of rural and non-rural residents.

The EIS considers several factors associated with the TAPS that may affect subsistence, as
discussed in Section 4.3.20 for the proposed action. The analytic challenge in assessing impacts is
identifying the degree to which changes are clearly associated with TAPS, as opposed to general
population increase in Alaska, continuing modernization in Alaska, disruption by activities not related
to TAPS, etc. However, with additional analysis of this data, the FEIS draws reasonable conclusions,
on the basis of existing information.
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00068-007:

00068-008:

The commentor’s assumptions about population growth in the Ahtna area are consistent with the EIS
discussion of demographic change in the Valdez-Cordova Census Area under the proposed action
(which includes the Ahtna area; see Table 4.3-19). The EIS does acknowledge that many rural
communities in the vicinity of the TAPS consider competition from sport hunting and fishing (much
identified as non-local) as a major impact either directly or indirectly associated with the TAPS. A
general relationship between population growth and pressure on subsistence resources (from
subsistence and sport harvests) seems reasonable, and is noted in the EIS both in the text (see
Section 4.3.20) and graphically as an increase in overall harvests in the vicinity of the TAPS (see
Figure 3.24-2). This pressure may result in increased subsistence harvests and/or increased sport
harvest.

The EIS considers the economies of most Alaska Native villages/tribes to be mixed, combining
subsistence and cash in varying degrees (see Section 4.3.21.1), rather than purely based on
subsistence. The difficulty that Alaska Natives can have competing in the cash economy, as well as
maintaining traditional cultural behavior in the face of increasing acculturation from modern American
society, is noted in the EIS (Section 4.3.21.1).
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Ken Adams

From: Kan Adame <kadams@cteak ngl>

Ta: <(zale_MNorton@lios. doi.gove; <tapswsbmasterfran gov-; <Recordipo. oo gows
&ent: Baturday, August 17, 2002 2:51 PM

Subjezt:  Trans Alaska Pipeline System right of way renswal

Dear Zec. Norton, BLM, and the TAPS ranmyal tearm:

| had the opporunity to offer some verbal comnnts at the pubdic meeting hedd In Cordoea, Alasica on July

26, 2002 re- the Trans Alaska Pipeline Systemn(TAPS) right of way renewal.

At this lime, I'd like to offer a few additional remarks. on that same subject.

Exsertialty, | am supportive of &l seven of 1he recommendations made by Richard Finebarg in his rapod

enlitled " The Emperor's New Hoss™ thet was sponsored by the Alaska Foum for Environmeandal

Resporsitlity.

| bediewe the most valuable of Fineberg's recommendations concemns e establishmernt of a etizen's

owvarsight council for the plpaline. | have no doutt that a citlzen®s cvarsighl coundgil will help industny maintain

the integrity of the pipaline and enviranmeantal guahty in all lands and walers [hat would be threatened by an

ofl spill.

| think back to the events that preceedad the Exxon Valder il Spill {EVOS) especlally the climate of

compdacency that prewaiked

within the state requilators, the Alyeska Corp., and evan the U5 Coast Guard.

I've had firsl hand experience with Exocon duning the aftermath of EWOS and know of thedr duplicity re: their

operalicnal capabilities.

Frankly, we were liet ko, Ibis my belief that industry must be watehed carefully. Overslgnl of Industry takes

:JI‘I maaning atd value onfy when those whose livelinoods ane threatened by industy's mishaps are diregthy
P e

| slrangly urge your credation of & cilizen's oversight panel for TAPS and the adoption of the other
recommandalions made by Fineberg,

Stmenshy |
(G Ny VN o S

Brrnoz
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Responses for Document 00069

00069-001: The reader is referred to Section 2.5 of the FEIS, “Alternatives and Issues Considered but Eliminated
from Detailed Analysis.”
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510-540-d163

T BLM Director Kathleen Clarhe

FROM Suzanne Stensaas
2460 Lynwonad Dr
Salt Laka Ciy, UT 54109
SUBJECT: Agimg Pipeline Requires Environmental Safeguards

DATE: August 12, 2002

Dear BELM Director Kathleen Clarke:

| am a full time working professor of brain anatomy and anjoy the outdoers  We have
mada two wips to Alaska, We want to return to the same Alaska we left. We want to
stop dnlling in the refuge, we want Katchmak hay preserved along with other areas
from Jat shis. we need wilderness for aur sanily and our children. Please consider the
the damage a comeding pipeline could cavse.

Recent cofporate events maks thea public suspicous that anything would ba done
voluntarily.  The renewal must have mandated clauses in Ihe contract that fake into
accoun past leaks, new saismic data generated by newer sciertibic advances, and the
economic disaster of the Valdes spill on Alaskan fisharman woulkd be remiss on the 70-1
goverment's part. Clear finanacial liablity 2nd responsibilty along with inspection should
be included. The form lelter below expresses many of the point much better than | §
just wish to add my voice

| wish 10 ¢emment en the importand Dralt Envirermental Impact Slaterment for the futura
safety of the aging Trans-Alaska Pipeline [TAPS). Bafore any pipeling renewal or lease
agreement, government agencigs must ensure critical sateguards are established.

The: 25 year-old pipeling has suffered from serious operational and maintenance failures 70-2
such as the delayed response to the Livengosd bulket hoks spill, and the 2 foot shift ina
section of pipeline at Atigun Pass that want undetested for several moenths, corrosion
and support instability fromn accelerated thawing of permafrost and lunre zesmic
activities These are only some of the sarious concerns that call for renewal conditions.

Sinceraly,

Suzanne Stensaas
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00070-002:

Responses for Document 00070

Thank you for your comment.

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

Integrity of pipeline structural supports is closely monitored. See Section 4.1.3.2.1 for a discussion on
the design, monitoring, and repair of pipeline structural supports and heat pipes. Ongoing monitoring
of pipeline corrosion is also discussed in Section 4.1.3.2.1.

Impacting factors such as those that may cause movement in the pipeline are identified in Section 4.2
and are incorporated in analyses presented in Section 4.3. Rather than address each historical event,
the analyses used selected events to determine whether pipeline design parameters and ongoing
monitoring programs are adequate to identify potentially destabilizing impacts on the pipeline.
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August 16, 2002

BL.M TAPS Eenewal EIS
Argonne Matiomal Lab GADSO0
9700 5. Cass Ave

Angomng, IL 60479

Tunthe members of the B1LM TAPS Renewyl EIS,

bly name is Becky Clavsen and [ live in Cordova, Alaska, o conounily grealy affected
b the vperation of the Trans-Alaska Fipelive Sysicm. [ am wotmg to submit commens
on the TAPS Renewnl E13 which should be incoepiorated inwe the final EIS.

One Tifth of the Pipclme crosses throwgh my watcrshed, Tt crosses screams that T lish,
waters that |drink, and land on which [hunt. 1 realize the imponunee of the Pipeline o
our state, and [ 2lse realize the importanee of an intact coosvsterm to my bealth uml
livelibooed. Tt is your responsibibity to safeguand these elements for the people, fish, and
wildlife which rely onthe public land for which this lease is being requested,

| have nor been able w study the coeere DEIS due to the ridicalonsly short public
commett pericd that has bevn slated by BLM. However, g have comments based on
what I have learned so far

b The Grant and lease MUST establish a Citizen's Oversiphl Group, funded by
the TAPS Chwners through the Deparlment of the Ioiericr to engure he
pipeline is maimlained and operated in a safe manner,

i

(33 Funds MUST be astablished in an vserow account Eor preventative
TR LENAOCE,

i3t The evicwers should convene an advizory panel to consider haw best o
provide a single, responsible managing party and a stabic source of fundiog
for TAPS.

14] Civant and Lease rengwal should be made canditional on satisfactory
completien of an evaluation, ingluding & technical review amd audin every five
yeraTs b assurc that the operatons of TAPS employ beat available technotogy
te address any problems thal may be cncouncered.

(3] Lstablish and cosure & viable Emplaves Converns Program.

i Review stipulations so they refleer cument scicnce, including a Jegititnate
analysis tn The elfects of global climate change on VS

7 Before the EIS is approved, an independent evaluation of the current
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condition of the Pipeline needs 1o be conducted, preferably by the Nakonal
Academy of Science.

Thank you lor considening these comments,
s
Becky Clausen

PO Box 2512
Cordova, AK 99574
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Responses for Document 00071

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

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.

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

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

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.

The BLM and the agencies within JPO acknowledge both that there have been legitimate issues
related to APSC's Employee Concerns Program (ECP) and that APSC has undertaken considerable
efforts to improve and refine its ECP program.

The BLM and JPO expect to continue to evaluate the effectiveness of APSC's ECP through
confidential surveys that will seek input from all TAPS employees (see Section 4.8.4 of the FEIS). Like
the three prior surveys, these efforts can provide broad measures of the confidence that TAPS
workers have in APSC's ECP and can suggest areas needing improvement.

The JPO also notes that a confidential hotline (1-800-764-5070) currently exists for employees or
members of the public to report issues and concerns about TAPS. Recorded messages are checked
daily by the BLM-Alaska Special Agent's office. The purpose of the hotline is to identify issues
relating to pipeline integrity, public safety, environmental protections and regulatory compliance for
incorporation into the JPO work program. The BLM also refers employees seeking personal relief
(e.g., restoration of employment or lost compensation) to the U.S. Department of Labor or other
appropriate authorities for further investigation.

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.

The reader is also referred to Section 4.1.3.2.1, for a discussion of VSM engineering.

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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00072

August 20, 2002
‘Festimony of Dennis M. Dooley Lo the
Heanings Pancl for the roview of
Dralt Covironmenlal Impacl Stalement--TAPS ROW Renevwal Peomil

Befire I begin 1his estimany tomighd, [ wish 1o make & coupls of preparalory stalements —First, 1 have
already attended the hearings held in Valder, Glenallen and Anchorage. 211 acknowledge the pride of all
Alaskans in the importance of TAPS o the ceonomic well being 1o Lhe State and Nation. 3) [ share
vicariously the pride of all those who have been a dicect parl of the TAPS history duning its design and
operations and 4) T have yet to hear at any of these hearings, any suggestion that there should be o
renewal of the ROW pormit. [ am here to testify that a new condition shouold be placed on any ROHW
exlension—rhut new condition 1s the crealion of 4 cilizen oversighl committes 1o oversee the efforts of
TAPS managemeant as well as those of the stale'federal oversipht apencies.

[ come 1o 1his 1able with 30 years of expetience involved with the TAPS projecl. The first was cvaluating
the marine leg o the West Coast rom Valdex for SOFUG. That effort delined the requirements for the
flect to serve Valdez to have to average 120000H) DWT, four herths at Valdez and the act there was
imadeyuale berth capacity al that time on the West Coasl. Since then, positions with the Govemnor's office
af Budgel & Management, where [ was the agenl For comreeling false revenue expeclations TAPS had
given the state in terins of severange tax. Later, | was the staff person responsible for organizing the west
coast Pert Oil Pelicy Group, a forum compeosed of representatives of the West Coast Gowvernors and
British Columbis 1o cvaluate the manne transportation leg fom Alaska along the west coast. Asan
Alaska Pipeling Surveillanwe CiTcer, [was charged with the responsibilily 1o cvaluale Alveska's initial
concept of an oil spill contingency plan. Latee, as the Technical Studiea Divector for the Alaska i Spill
Comrmission snd most recently attempting to digest this DEIS.

The DEIS
This document is 8 pome exsmple of “minimization”, the art of minimizing Facts while presenting a
pictare fhat appears to be adequate while conlaining basic (laws, For example, Lhe discussion of an oil
spill affecting the Yukon nntes the villapes downmver will sulfer snme impact, Nowhere does i
acknowledge the impact for those communities opriver from the spill? Tt should ba noted such a calamaty
wonld have inlemalional implications.

But, | am not gaing 1o insalt this panel nor myself any further in reciting the numerows facmal Naws or
misrepresentation of facts contained in the DEIS. T-will focus on a basic flaw in the logic in the
erganizglion and development of the DEIS. The basic law in lhe Argonne document is it docs nol allempt
ta halance anywhers the imnmenss benefitg the pipeling brings ve the ecotomy aganst the nsk of 2 major
calamity. Nor does it attemipt to measure the impact of any size spill. Rather, it takes the obscgre tack 2
major spill incident would have to be viewed as an ceonontic boon to the arca! For legitimate analysis of
risk there must be an altempt 1o array the cost of losl resources in the casc of a catastrophic event against
the perceived henefits ol the pipeline. Without such partrayul, this document dows not nicet the prime
purposc of creating a DEIS  namely, that of eanking benafits apainst potential gosts,

My principle concern wday 15 0 question why (or how) the scoping [or this docvment would net address
the pessibility for a citizen oversight committes that has subpoena powers sitndlar o the committes(s)
established for the manine leg after the Exxon Valdez incident. Somchow, the oil patch has enoneoushy
artached the ereation and finanging o such & commeltes W be sueh sn onerous financial burden as to put
in peril the ability to sell Noeth Slope production. othing could e farher fiom the ttwh—the creation of
such a commities could only be associated with greater confidence in the continued safe operations of tha
pipeline, To assums: Lhe miniscule financial burden on 1be pipeline operators for financing such a

1
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commiltce would be the death knell for North Slope production is akin to blaming a flea on the steer to
nul bring markelablst

After reading The Emperer's Hoze, T am struck by the array of similar corporate conduct by Alveska and
ils povernmental oversighl sgencies as theyv exercised concerm regarding the potentisl of colastraphic oil
spills. Namely, the long period of little pallution activity led all concemed (inchiding conporate owners
and political leaders) to treat their responsibilitics with itte real incentive for pursuing real pelletion
abatermnent strategies, The purallels here for the everland sewment o1 the transporialion syvlem ars siriking,
| confess by a certain naivety here., this shaulde™t have heen a surprize. TAPS ownership’s traits in chis
regard have infectad the entire project systemically. What is surprising, is the degree to which the
ovorsight agencies hive become reluctant to enforee drills for il 5pill centainment, prompl muinolensnce
and Iraining of personnel (a5 required in the ROW permil) on a schedule which rellecls the tum-around of
Beth manapers and Hne employaes,

As a lurber example of the inuleyuaey of the DELS, T have considemble concern how Arponne (with its
nuclear plant design and aperations expertise) could dismiss the human factoes in pipsline operationg---
cepecially a pipeling that has been experiencing considerable tumever of its in-housc expertize. Dr. Todd
LaPere, UC Berkelsy {member of recopnized inlerdiseiplinary group analyzing high risk organizations)
examining the effects of tectmwelogy on large technical svstems (such as nuclear platis) that operate
technalegy that is heneficial, costly and hazardous so that their henefits dre importantly dependent on
failure free operations. During his tclling testimony to the ADSC he cmphasized, "We're insisting
imersasingly hat organizalions cperaling such syslems de nol make semous ermors, Bul then work’s Lo
unporant. The effects of failore are 5o dizasteous fhat we press them to never fail” He went on to explain,
*...probably for the first Lime in history, the consequonces and cosls associated with major failure arc
grealer Than (he value of the lessons we lean from the failure. The time [or these organizations 1o leam
froon trail and ereor is past™ He characterized the pipeline structire of the organszation as one whick:

17 The individuals involved share a common goal of officicney,

2) They share a goal ol avoiding operstional failures alogether;

11 They perfenn complex demanding tasks under considerable litng pressace, and

4y They do this with very low failure rates and almest total absence of calastrophic failure.
Hc went on to suggest there are at least two strategics for such organizations to prepare for the failurc
gvenl, First, there must be scceplance by the organization for ao “all eyes on [ailure mode”, In other
words everyone involved musi be empowersd o watch and comment without lbar of punisiment.
Sccondly, the use of contingency plans with repeated rocsponsc cxereises. In ocher words, a contingency
plan 1hat is taken serioosly. Onc that asks the gquestion “what abeot 10is7", before you cver have the
prublem. The question aoul whal you would de to contain the problan with @ minimuem of damage, The
organization would have thought about that ahead of thne, tested the scepario, seen the inadequacies o
technical oppartunilies well before you had to try te solve it in a tushed way.

A farther distinetion he tmade reganding these organizations was they could be charactenzed a5 high
hazard/low risk. This is the baste fault of the Argonpe Reporl -t is only portraying the loes risk side of
the pipeline structure with ne real cffort to apply criteria o the cventl of a major calamity. Pipelines are
axirarmely relighle and low risk—but it isn'1 the lechnologies in thair desiyn (hal makes them that way, Tt
is the human beings operating them that make them this way., Thus there 15 a requirement for a scrics
of watching groups. Sometlimes they are formal regulaters they sre [omasl regulstors such as DEC or the
FPO. The danger evident today, 1 see here is the same danger we observed in retrospect while examining
the Freonm Pulder incident. That of the watching groups becoiming henign- -either threugh political
pressures such as budgets and or just plain reluctance to pursne their dutics with diligence. The selulien
the ADSC came up with was o develop an independent watching group compesed of stakeholders 1o
revigw (he setions of bath the {ormal regulalory agencies as well as the operations ol Alyveska,
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Evidence ahounds in how arg thege pipeline regulators have been compromised —for instance, the
reluctance 1o require meaningfol oi] spill response drlls as part of 2 meaningful contingency plan as
required in the ROW permit. The reluctance to requite itmediate attention to ¥WSM rmaintenance is
anolher example. And, there is ample svidence that if personnel pursus their regulatory responsibilities
with sotite 2¢al there caists a real rigk they will be demoted or forced to resign.

The necd to put some emphoasis oo human factors is revealed in The Ol Polfution Research and
Technology Pian by the Tnteragency Coordinating Committes On Oil Pollution Rescarch {a 13 member
interagency committee), which lists as their number one research priority to be “Prevention through
onderstending Human Facters related to spilf accidents.” Their number three research priomity is
“Oashore Facility and Pipeline Dealgo, Tospection, Monitoritg and Spill Prevention. Fixed facilities
aceount For over 80% of ol spilled from inland sources with 50% due to equipment failure. 25% of oil
spilled from inland sources is from pipelines. The plan gods on lo counciate a need for public percsption
and participation in the decision-making process. A suggestion of addressing this problem is ta recognize
the imporiance universities and non-profit institutions in Ainding soletions to oil spill problems. ... It pocs
on to say, “Federal cooperation with verious stakeholders should continne with the aim of
leveraging both knowledge and resources.” “Why," [ ask, "Daes the Director of the BIM feel that
TAPS 18 immune from considerations involving human factors?

The report lists the impact of pipeline spills during the [937-1995 peried o be 13,771 incidents totaling
33.7 million gallons. A number that is difficult 1o reconcile with the benign magnituds listed in the
Argonne teport. Given the mumber of high velocity stréams and rivers the pipeline traverses, the
inadequate preparations by Alyeska for oil spill response and the values associated with the associated
tiverine eculogy it secms prudent for agencies and TAPS to endorse a citizen oversight commities. The
report goes on {0 stae, “Present work indicates that while recovery capability in cuorents up to three knots
has been achieved, containment {in contrast to diversion) with conventional boerns in curents much
above one knot is catremely difffcult outside a test facility.” An additional point illustrated in the repont
cites the preat ¢concern over the poteotial effects on the permafiost that could result from pipeline spills,
Latcly, you have heard testimeny fiom developed from studies being conducted by the Mational Research
Council on Arctic Climaie Assessment regarding concetns abou! widcspread permafrost degradation upon
the integrity of the pipeline. As ¢aplained in The Emperor's Hose, this is 2 concern that appears to be
readily dismissed by Alyeska Another example of minimization—if we dan't acknowledge {t—it doesn’t
exist!

Stakeholders view assurances from the existing regulatory regimes with considerable tepidation. News
reports of bursauctals pursuing their duties with diligence and being forced out of their areas of
responsibility does not condone & sense of well-being. Nor, do anncuncements of TAPS owners cutling
maintenance/operations budgets. Reassurance is not found io (he statistics kept by the Federal Oiffice of
Pipeling Safety either. Abstracts provided by that Office are atlached to this testimony. The following
chart shows the nationwide annual pereentage of incidents by major cause for the past 12 vears.
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Date Corrosion Falled PipelYeld Human Error Malfunction of Eguiprient Other  Qutsida Force Damape

1580 2832 10.54 .93 g11 26.66 41.00
1831 30.54 11.56 .01 233 16831 25.00
1952 2027 1225 o7 5.18 25.24 25.54
1883 24.01 T4 .11 7. 29,25 2076
1954 1963 14.05 .67 2.87 342 22.85
1855 1514 1222 13.82 2.85 23.83 Z28.18
1956 a0 52 578 5487 308 25,25 2525
1857 2922 818 6,43 4.09 2B.65 23.38
1558 2513 845 4.57 0,88 2745 27.45
1995 2133 1011 .52 416 37,50 17.26
2001 2244 12.24 §.12 340 487 23.80
2001 2544 S42 6.20 .32 .84 21.70
Mg, % 2512 10159 G.73 513 28.73 25683

1l is inleresting 1o nede that despits roajor emphasis by mdustry and purpericdly the Office of Pipcline
Safely that the percentage of failures dos to comosion are nominally the same now as in | 990 as are the
failures due to human error. [n fact, there is no appreciable change in any of the Gilure catepories with the
cxception of improvement due 1o oulside force damage in 1990, Despite qualieative assurances from
Argonpe, (he above data does not offer substantive rolief 4o concems capressed by stakehelders
Farticularly, given the aging pipeline, tumover of personnel. the industry®s meident record, and reduced
funding for mainienance by 1he TAPS owners, Nane of the publicly available data lends itsclf to ercating
ctedible risk modeling for pipelines, which simultancously operale over discontinuous permaltost, aclive
selamic zones and 150 170°F temperslure ranges

In closing:

=  [Decigions made upon the presentation of the Argonne DEIS will be sefously flawed given the
lack of accuracy 1o delsils regarding the impael of a system failure, Further, the inahility to
measure The magniwds ol a failure constitutes 4 serious breach in presenting a BEIS which should 72-1
provide an areurate measure of the cost of the sk, The lack of wldressing the cost to vadoos
gtakcholders is a serious flaw.,

= Turther, il is regarded by these prodessionals who review the structural framework of highly
teliable organizations az a major error ta postulale future probabilitics of error free operations 72-2
upan past performance.

» There is a necd for more time te roview Lhe DEIS, To foist such a voluminous document upon
Alaska cilizens duning the mest iolense season Ffor work and subsistence activities docs not jibe
with the spieit of envieonmental review as Congress cnvisioned it The commumenls of the BLM
Birector notwithstanding, remiinds me of lhe Alveska commersials prior W the frran Falder
incident where they erowsed 1o Alaskans how well they were doing the job. That rhetoric died
when the ship hit Bligh Reef. Ycsterday's record 18 nol germane 1o the issue of omomow™s salety
record. Yestorday's record is not the reassurance Alaskans need. Ratber we nead the comtnitment
of Alyeska wnd the regulabory agencies to anticipate thoroughly the appropriatc response o 4
piortential catastrophic leak.

# It is manifcst a need for a weoll funded independent citizen commission with subpoena powers
composed of stakeheolders to perform competent research, audit maintenance activitics and review 72-4
the adequacy of conlingency plans as required by the ROW pemiit. The oversight should be
extended to both the oparators and regulators of the pipeline,

72-3

Thank vou for this oppartunity to testify
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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. The scenarios and the
estimated impacts associated with them are discussed in Section 4.4 of the EIS. Among the initiators
considered to lead to spills are systems failures including valve failures, system over pressurization,
maintenance-related damage, corrosion, and tank loss at TAPS pump stations.

The potential cost of any spill, measured in terms of potential impacts to the state, in terms of
potential oil revenue losses to local communities in the pipeline corridor, in terms of the demand for
additional public services, property values, and recreation and tourism is included in Section 4.4.4.13
of the EIS.

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. The scenarios
and the estimated impacts associated with them are discussed in Section 4.4 of the EIS. 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.

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.

The reader is referred to Section 2.5 of the FEIS, “Alternatives and Issues Considered but Eliminated
from Detailed Analysis.”
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& g UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
& REGQIOH 10
1200 Slxth Avenueg

Seatlle, Washington 28101

August 20, 2001
fuply 19 Fef: 0] 054-BLM
Abn Cf: BCO-0E3

Raob McWhorter

Joitd Pipeline Ofce

410 West #* Averne, Suite 2
Anchoraze, AR 99501

[rear M. Mo Wharter:

The Trvrrorrnental Frotection Arcecy (EPA) Tias complated its coview of the Jraft Envirmorrestal
Toupact Statenent (EIS) for the proposed Renewal of the Federal Grant for the Trans-A laska Pipeline
System Righl-of-Way (CEQ Mo, 020274) io Accordance with awr authoritics and res ponsibilities noder
the Mational Environmeptal Polizy Act (NEPA) wnd Section 309 of the Clean Alr Act The draft HIS
evaliates the nao action altermative wed 1wao (1) astion allematives related e the contineed aperation of
the E(W-redle prpeline systeon thar transports o fromm the Morth Slope of Alaska to the imanoe rermnal in
Waldez, Alaska, The draft BIS identifies the repewal of fhe Foderal Grant for an additional 30 years as
the ageney-nretizered altemative.

Our review of the draft EIS has oot identified any potential coviroamental impacts that would mequire
suhstantive chapges to the proposal. As w conssquence, we ars assigning @ Lock of Objections {100 73-1
rating to the proposed project. Thas rating and a sunoracy of our coumeats will be published in e
Federal Regizter, A summary of the ratiog system e uesd o our evajuation of this BLS b= enclosed fior
your refercoee,

While e v 1o obpactions with the proposed renewal of the Federal Granr, we reconunesd that de
EI5 clacify whether cxisting stipulations and mifigation mearures are proposed to be continoed with the
renewal of the (Grunt/lease or a revised set of sipulations and wotigation measures would be
implementad with GrasTedse renewal, We presune that the cwneat g2t of sopulations and ootiyation
prichices would be carried forwaed with Ge renewal, however, we do oot Belicye that EIS i3 sofficiently
clear on this point.  Additionally, we reeemnend that, the E15 expaod its discnssions to retleet the broad
range of laws and treatics anmlicable to suhsjstencs buneing and gathenng fghes by Alasks's Mative
reoples snd inteprate their provisionsirequiternenls into the analyses presenied i the EIS reluled o
subsistence issuss. Thess topics are discossed ingreater detnl 1 the eoclesure to tus leiter

73-2

Thank vou for the oppectunity to provide comnents va e deaft ELS, Showld you bave auy
guesiions, please contact Bill Rydan of oo staff (206-553-85610 at your carliast opportunity,

Singerely, ff?

e (G~
ul/ldf.itlu Leckrone Less, Mauapger

' Gleopgraphic Lot

Enclesurss
ven Argeoiuee Natiooal Lal

ammf ot Abcpe kit Papar
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EPA Comorenes o The
Drafk Envintnmental Inpaet Sttt (EITS)
far tha
Hatwal of the Federsl Grant for the Trans-Alaska Pipeline Systam Right-of-Way

MiHgaton Meorures snd Stiuiations

Seationr 4.1 wf the draft BIS preseyie a discossion of the exderding roifigation measursc/sppraaches that

are bedng apped vader tw curmers Fadeen] Qrang and Sate Lot A geoard dharacterzation of the
rﬁpﬁadmhhﬁdwﬂﬂuurﬂuﬂdmniﬁm&ngmmﬁﬂnﬁnﬂmhpuemdhﬁbh
4.1-2. With respect to the damecion of mitigation meamires, we meoomnend that the FIS clanty whather
exixting roltigcytion mearses ate propossd To be cordimed with tha renewal of the Grant/Lewsr or 4
Tevinal eof of measure: wonld be implemented with Grapt/Lssse fonewal. 'We precurrs that the corrent
aet of cEtigation practises would e cervied forwagd with fhe oncsal, hovrever, wre do net belbeva that
RIS Is sufficiently Gear on thin point.

While Tahle 4.1-2 dnas provide » penasal Jonee of what 1s $o be dane to avaid or mutigets impacts m

biclagical resemrcss undes the cuyrent Grant/Loass, the BIS is not clser In dwfiring stipulations that are
Propused L b incdnded in the renewed Geantl sats, Ag with the mtigaion messures sod practices
Qlernseed i1 Sontion 4.1 of the draft BIS, we preuz that the curmat Agresiomsps and (Grant Ripti-of-
Way (incloding stimilardons) presesisd in Appendix F of the draft EIS wauld b contimsd g4 the
AprtEnent EHVEITANE the rewrwed Cromt/Laase. 'Wa roeommmmyd that tha EIS dlarify Bhat thic is the case
or it u revized npreemeat and new clipulations would be develrped  Bocanme the stipulations are
exsentially ooitigation mekcmye that woald be & tmjuisement of the repewnd Gt seso, thoy chould b
inludad (in deir sotivery) in the EIS s roquired by the imgleyenting regultions for MEPA (e 4l CFR
1502.18).

Snbainiancs

The mbsisteoe: discorsion presscied in Sestivn 3.24 of the draft FIS (Ineduding dw “Evcioton of

Smbebitemes Regolation in Alaska™ box on page 3.24°2) i framed very muirowty Within tic confeat of the
State's definition of subsistence and fedeval pararmoters under ANTLCA. Pleass rurta chat there ace magy
fedoral mtattes And treaties that have cvaivad priae to and daring sutshood. The dascription included in
the draft EIS is icomplee in pnoviding indorration redated to the hictory of siibictapes in Aluka.
Significant lrdrmation related o the contimzed protected rights of Alasks Natives for mubsistanos food
Fauhering voder those lrws aod treatios sheald) be Iiided in B Sccnsgion.

We recorrmeznd that you consul the following aoetutcs and trestiss that rotoor {or have protected)

subgistance tpmditg and gatbecng rights by Alaske's Native peoplen ind intcgrair thoir
mﬁ.ﬁm&hﬁqﬂmﬂmhﬂnhﬁm-mm-ﬂdmwhmmmmmmm
lssmea,

W o owoa o

Treaty of Cossian, Art. 1L 15 Swt. 534, 5423;

15 Stat. T8O (15707, Fuy sea} bunting;

31 Sem. 327 (1902) amended. 35 Stat 102 (1908), State of Alsaka's firct gume law;

30 Suae 1702, 103, Migratory Bird Trenty (19163;

43 Sl 739, 744 (retained. 54 Star. 1103, 1104 (1940} 57 St 301, 306 (1043)) State of Alasis Act
croating the Alasdra Garpe Commicsion:
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« 43 Stat. 474, 477 (444-5) White Act regerding fisheoes (1924, amended 1954,

* 5T Interior Dec. 361, 474 (201 3040 Abariginagd Fisfing fights ire Aliesko

= Alasks Constitation, At X1, 512

IR TLE.C. 3137 1B Munne Mamnmu] Protection Act (12720

» 43 TLS.C. §165{a00] ), Trame-Alaska 05 Pipeline Act {19730,

» BE LSO 1539 1), Endungersd Species Sct;

« 6 U.S.C§71200), Fish & Wildlife Impreveinent Act {1978);

= 14 of the Executive land withdravwals for pational monument proclamations direct the Secratary ol
Loterior to protect subsistence cultire in those memmments 43 Fed. Reg 5T009 {12757 8], reprinted w
1978 G5 CC AN, U588-9028; and

+ A3 Fed. Rep. (F252-00F258 (12726778 Nutional Park Secvics & Fish & Wildlife Service, intenim
regulations for subsistence prolestion rrumlaees mler ANILCA

Wea recomend that the ternn * Alaska Native group(s)™” used throughont Seetion 3,24 of the dradt ETS
b replesed with terme of descriptions that moere accurately deseribe the 1ype of group being discassod,
For exampls, if indrvidual Alaska Matives are liscusssd, then that description should be wsed. I the
digcussion i3 acmally referring to Adaska Mative prowps, then further definition of the “groups™ should be
provided because there are many ditfereor types, cach with its own identivyfpurpose ste. If Tobes are
discussed, then use the tecen Tobe.

Alaska Nalive Corporations
"The tirst portion of Sectiom 3.23.6 of the draft EIS should be revised to more cleardy desenbe the
penexis of the Alucka Native Corpocations. We reconurend replacing the first teo (2) senrences of e
section with the following:
A substantia] portion of Alaskan land is owned by Alaska Mative corporstions, which wers
extablished under Ui tere of the 1971 Afaska Narive Clains Settleirene Act (ANCSA) (2ee Section
325 Through the tecmns of thiz federal statute, Coneress settled recopnized aboriginal 1and clains,
nroviding for the exchunge of money for lends lost by Alaska Watives. The payment of 5462.5
rratlion and 2% of the value of federal and stute leasable ianecal reventes were imode to e state-
charterad recional and villape corporations that were cstablished uoder the ANCEA,
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Thank you for your comment.

Sections 1 and 2 of the FEIS have been revised to more clearly indicate the role of BLM and JPO in
oversight of the Federal Grant. In addition, Section 4.1 outlines current mitigation that is an integral
part of implementing the Federal Grant. Subsistence activities in Alaska are guided by laws and
treaties specific to that state, including Title VIII of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation
Act in the case of federal land. (See Section 3.24.1 and Appendix E). The EIS focuses on these
Alaska-specific laws as more pertinent to subsistence issues addressed for the alternatives
considered.

Section 2.2 has been modified to state that all special requirements (Appendix G of the FEIS) and
stipulations (Appendix B) would be carried forward under the proposed action. These stipulations are
part of the proposed action. In addition, additional suggested mitigation is included in section 4.8.4.

Biological resources would continue to be managed and protected under the proposed action because
all of the current stipulations would be carried forward (see Appendix G of the FEIS). In addition, the
Federal Grant under the proposed action allows BLM to implement new protective measures at any
point during the renewal period, if deemed necessary to protect biological resources.

The subsistence section (3.24) has been modified to reflect input received during the public comment
process on the DEIS. The FEIS subsistence sections do not state that other laws and regulations are
not germane to Alaska, but rather that ANILCA is the fundamental driver of Federal subsistence
oversight in Alaska. The other laws cited in the comment form the foundation of specific resource
regulations in the United States, but the focus on ANILCA in the FEIS helps presents a clearer picture
of subsistence issues in Alaska.

The text presented in the FEIS on Alaska Native Corporations captures the intent of the comment
(see section 3.23.7). Importantly, the baseline information on the current situation of Alaska Native
Corporations is presented.
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