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A1-144 Section 4.18.5.5 of the draft EIS included consideration of the modeling provided 
with AGDC’s response to question 37, filed on May 24, 2019, which did not fully  
evaluate the consequences of a 10 minute spill occurring upstream of the first 
ESD valve on the dock plus de-inventory of the marine transfer line up to the 
onshore ESD valve.  After publication of the draft EIS, AGDC’s response to 
question 3, filed on December 12, 2019, and response to question 4, filed on 
December 23, 2019, addressed this issue by indicating that the trestle area 
between the berths would allow containment of a full 10-minute release and de-
inventory, and the first-nearest onshore ESD valve would be included in the 
automatic 1-minute shutdowns triggered by dock area hazard detectors.  Section 
4.18.5.5 of the final EIS has been updated accordingly. 

A1-145 AGDC’s response to question 41, filed on May 24, 2019, is related to the sizing 
and design of hazardous liquid spill containment on the LNG tank tops and 
should demonstrate that all release sizes up to a full rupture of the largest single 
pipe would be contained, unless it can be demonstrated that providing 
containment would not reduce the consequences.  The response did not clarify 
collection mechanisms for the full range of release sizes, or an evaluation of the 
consequences of not containing the full range of releases.  The response also 
recognizes that some spills may jet and land outside of the spill collection curb.  
Therefore, we included a recommendation in the EIS for the tank top spill 
collection design to meet the above criteria. 

A1-146 Comment noted. 
A1-147 Section 4.19.3 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

 
  

AGDC Comment or Concern 

The marine impoundment system is designed for a 1-mlnute spill, 
notalO-minutespilL Toconsidercascadingdamage,theProject 
has provided analysis as requested with RF I-S68-ENG-037 
(Accession No. 20190524-5193(33592105) and 20190524-
5193(33592108)). 

Thisinformationwasprovidedinresponsefor RFl-568-ENG-041 
filedon S/24/2019(AccessionNo.20190524-S193(33S92109)). 
The response filed on 5/24/19 (Accession No. is 20190S24-
5193(33592 109) for RRF-568-ENG-041) demonstrated that teaks 
upto fullrupturewould be hydraullcallycaptured bythetank 
curbing.Further,theresponse discussedmitigationmeasuresof 
jetting releasesandconcrete tankdesignelements prevented 
damage in thosespillscenarios 

Per footnote 160, the assumed spacing of the VSMs should be 
clariliedsoltcanbecomparedtoother spaclngs belngprovlded ln 
the DEIS. 

AGDC has tabulated the projects in Appendix Wand has identified 
adiffcrent numberof projects. Acopyof t hc tabulation is 
provided as an attachment. 

Pot ential Approach to Resolution 

AGDCrespectfu l lysuggcsts thetextln4.18.5.5 
be modified to reflect the modeling that was 
performed for RFl -568-ENG-037 (Accession No. 
20190524-5193(33592105),filedon5/24/2019. 
Theanalysisconsideredthepotentlal overflow 
into thewa ter,andthe resultingvapor 
generation. Thevapord!spersloncloudforthls 
EIRremaincdwithinthcexclusionzoncclouds 
previouslydetermlnedforthepro/ect. 
Therefore,noadditiona l ornew hazards were 
foundbasedon thisanalysls. 

AGDC respectfully suggests modification of 
section4.18.5.S toreflecttheengineeringdata 
request responsefiledon5/24/2019(RFl-568-
ENG-041, Accession No. 20190524-
S193(33S92109)). 

AGOC respectfu l ly requests the VSM spacing 
assumptlonfor sectlon4.9.2.2,Page4-1 110, 
Footnote 160, be provided to allow comparison 
to other projects. 

AGOC respectfully requests modification of 
numbcrs inscction4.19.3,Page4-111S as 
shown inrevised textandsupported bythe 
attached summarytablesshowingeachproject, 
lheprojectcategory,andlocation. 

AGOC Request t o FERC 

Review/incorporatethein formationnotedby 
AGDC.lnpartlcular,conslderrevlslngsectlon 
4.18.5.S,as follow s· 

H~ GOC ~ provideQ. detai lson 
thespillvolumesconsideredfor thelO•minute 
scenario,whlch ~ included 
considerationof thede-inventoryvolumefrom 
thepipingsystemupstreamoftheESOvalveat 
thedockup I0IheESOormanual lsolatlon 
valves onshore'-' aRS 5wllse(luentl 1 s·s RBI 
deR1 enst ale the R1a ·n e 0R11lB n dR1eRt s, steR1 
des"en, iRelud·ne the deel area, a~ld aetuall, 
eenIa·n the sp·11 el~R1es eens·de ed ·1he~1 
easead"ngdamageTheanalysisconsideredthe 

POtentialoyerfl9win\9\hewater andthe 
resul tlngvaporgeneration.Thevapor 

dispersioncloudremainedwi)hintheexclusion 
zonepreviouslydeterminedfortheproject. 
Therefore noaddltlonalornewhazardswere 
fnundbasedon his anal sis.-H 
Review/incorporate the information provided 
by AGDC. In particular, consider revising to 
re l lect recentlnputs,suchas: 

EUFlfnss,sleFABRlhetanl IBjl auldbe 
~es·gne~ e eapl e all s·gn"feanl jell"ng 
FeleasesuplolhefullFuptreetp·p·nsonlhe 

~GDChasoroVidcd an anaivsisthat 
lndlcatedtheso111curbln11svstemonthetank 
tnnwnuldhPdP<i nPdtn at r all<ionifir:int 

iettingreleasesuotothefullruotureofpiping 
onthetanktoo.N 

Review/1ncorporatetheinformationnotedby I 
AGDC. In particular, consider adding the VSM 
spacingassumptio11ror sect ion4.9.2.2,Page 4-
1110, Footnote 160, to al low comparison to 
other ro·ccts 
Revlew/)ncorporate thelnformatlonnotedby 
AGOC.ln particular,considermodifyingscction 
4.19.3,Page4-1115, asshownbelowand 
supported bythe attached tablesshowingeach 
project,theprojectcategoryandlocation: 

"Transportation projects include new road, 
highway,andbridgeconstruction;ongoing road 
maintenanceprojects;andairport andrail 
projects. Ei8Rl-Five transportat ion projects are 
intheCooklnletvicinity,while threearein 

Al- 144 

Al-145 

Al-146 

Al -147 
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A1-148 See the response to comment A1-1. 
 
  

AGDC Comment or Concern 

WhiletheuseofHUCcodesprovidesanestablished boundaryto 
determineifaprojectfallswithinor outsideofthegeographic 
scopeofaresource,i talsoslgnificantly expands theareaof 
lnHuencefor resourcessuchassoi ls,surfacewaters,vegetatlon, 
wild l ife, fi sheriesandaquaticresources,special statusspecies, and 
landuse/recreatlonand speclallnterestareas. Thepotentlal 
severity of any impacts within a speci fi c HUC code would be 
expected torapidlydlmlnlshbeyondtheprojectfootprlntfor 
these resources with adherence to AGOC's proposed erosion and 
sediment control measures (e.g., Applicant's Wetland and 
WaterbodyCrosslngProcedures[Applicant's Proceduresl; 
Applicant'sProcedures;Applicant'sUplandErosionControl, 
Revegetation,andMaintenancePlan[Applicant'sPlan]; 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan [SWPPP]), as well as 
selectedconstruction techniquesandmitigationplans(e.g.,Spill 
Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure [SPCCI Plan; HDD 
lnadvertentReleaseContingencyPlan;Noxiousandlnvaslve Plant 
and Animal Control Plan; Gravel Sourcing Plan and Reclamation 
Measures; BlastingPlan;andUnanticipatedContamination 
DiscoveryPlan).Effectively,theseBest Management Practices 
(BM Ps)are expectedto minimizethepotentia l forcumula tive 
effectsandmlnimlzethespatlalextentofany im pactmlgratlon 
beyondtheProJect footprint.TheDEISinSection4.19.4 
acknowledges this expectation. As stated in 4.19.4 (which conflicts 
with how cumulative impacts were portrayed In Table4.19.l-1: 
"The Alaska LNG Project would affect geology, soi ls, water 
resources,vegetalion,wetlands,wild life,cul turalresources,\lisual 

Potential Approach to Resolution 

AGDC respectfu lly requests modification of 
Table4.19. 1-ltoincludeadescriptionthatthe 
geographicscopeofHUC12forsoils,surface 
waters,vegetation,wildlife,fisheriesand 
aquaticresources.specialstatusspecics,and 
landuse/recreationandspecialinterestareasis 
highlyconservativeinnatureforthese 
resources. Whi le the use of HUC codes provides 
anestabl ishedboundaryfordefiningwhethera 
projcctfa llswithinoroutsideofthegeographic 
scopeofaresource,italsosignilicant!yexpands 
theareaofinfluenceforresourcessuchassoils, 
surfacewaters,vegetatlon,wildlife,fisheries 
andaquatlcresources,speclalstatusspecles, 
andtanduse/recreationandspecialinterest 
areas. Thepotentialseverityof anyimpacts 
within a specific HUC code would be expected 
torapidlydimensionbeyondtheproject 
footprin t fortheseresourceswithadherenceto 
AGDC's proposed erosion and sediment control 
measures(e.g.,/1.pplicant'sWetlandand 
WaterbodyCrossingProcedures[Applicant's 
Procedures);Applicant's Procedures; 
Applicant's Upland Erosion Control, 
Revegetation,and MaintenanccPlan 
[Applicant'sPlan];StormwaterPollution 
PreventionPlan [SWPPP]),aswell asselected 

resources, air quality, noise, and some land uses. We conclude construction techniques and mitigation plans 
that most of the Project-related impacts would be contained (e.g., Spi ll Prevention, Control, and 
within or adjacent to the temporary construction right-of-way and Countermeasure [SPCC] Plan; HOD Inadvertent 
ATWS, which would reduce the Project's contribution to Release Conti ngency Plan; Noxious and Invasive 
cumulative effects." PlantandAn imalControlPlan;Gravel Sourcing 

PlanandRcclamationMeasures;BlastingPlan; 
and Unanticipated Contamination Discovery 
Plan).Effectively,theseBestManagement 
Practices(BMPs)shouldbothminimizethe 

AGDC Request to FERC 

interiorAlaska.Onlythreesuchprojects, 
including thel(enaiSpurHighwayRelocation 
Project,lieentirelyorpartiallywithinthesame 
HUC12 watersheds crossed by the Alaska LNG 
Projcct.Thcrcmaining #,,e-~projcctswcrc 
included inthisanalysistoaccountforpotentia 
cumulative impactsongroundwatcr,wildlife, 
visualresources,transportation. 
socioeconomics,subsistence,air quality,and/o 
publ ichcalth and safctyinaccordanccwiththc 
geOBraphlcscopesfortheseresourcesas 
definedintable4.19.1-1." 

File Name: 146 Appendix W Prolect Tabulation 
Review/incorporatethein formation notedby 
AGDC. ln particular,considerinsertinga 
footnotetoTable 4.19.l-ltolndlcate: 

'1heuseofHUC12watershedareastoidenUfy 
projectswiththepotentlalforcumulatlve 

e[fectsishishivconservativc Potential effects 
w9uldprlmarllybgllmitedt99nlythe 
immediate Portion of the HUC12 watershed 
areawlthlnwhlchJheProlect ls located(see 
S@ction 4.19.4l. In addition duet 1Alaska LNG' 
commitment toBMPsandProiect-soecific 
plans the likelihood of cumulative impacts with 
oroiects more distant but within the HUC12 
watr;rshcdareai55ignifican)lyreducrdwi)h 
adherencetotheseBM Ps • 

Al-I47 

Al-148 
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A1-149 Section 4.19.2.5 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-150 Section 4.19.2.2 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-151 Section 4.19.3 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 
 
  

AGDC Comment or Concern Potential Approach to Resolution 

potenl ial forcumulativeeffectsaswellasthe 
spatialextent ofanyimpactmlgrationbeyond 
theProjectfootprint.TheDEISinSection4.19.4 
acknowledgesthis.Asstatedin4.19.4(which 
conflicts with how cumulative impacts were 
portrayed in Table 4. 19.1-1 ): "The Alaska LNG 
Projectwou ldaffect geology,soils,water 
resources, vegetation,wetlands,wildlile, 
culturalresources,visualresources,airquality, 
noise,andsomelanduses.Weconcludethat 
most of the Project-related impacts would be 
contained within or adjacent to the temporary 
construction right -of-way and ATWS, which 
wouldreduce theProject'scontributionto 
cumulaliveeffecls." 

This statement Is not correct nor consistent wi th gas AGDC respectfully requests modification of 
lnterconnectlons descrlptloninSectlon2.l.4.2,whlchlsnot sectlon4.19.2 lnfirstparagraph onPage 4-1114 
correct nor consistent with the gas interconnections description in to clarify the cu rrent status of commercial 
Section 2.1.4.2. The Incorrect statement Implies AGOC has agreements. 
established binding commercial agreements in-place, which we do 
nothave. 

The length ofthethirdpipelineshouldbean gand nota3.This ls 
consistent with Appendix Wand the current project description 
AGDC hasforthe project. 

AGOC respect fully suggests modification of 
section4.19.2.2, Page 4-1110,toindicatethe 
lene1hofthe thirdpipel ine is8milesrather 
t han 3. 

AGDC Request to FERC 

Revlew/lncorporatethelnformationnotedby 
AGOC. In particu lar, consider modifying section 
4.19.2,firstparagraph onPage4-1114to: 

" ... locations forthefollowing three 
interconnections based on ~ 
bindine ~ commercial aereements 
with end-use customers." 
Review/incorporate theinformationnotedby 
AGOC. In particular, consider correcting text in 
4.19.2.2,Paae4-1110to: 

"PBUMGSPro)ectwould alsolnclude 
construction offour newbyproductpipelines 
measuring2S,3, ~ and gmiles in lengl h 
(diameter tobe determined)tosendGTP 
byproducttoexlstlngwell pads forrelnjectlon 
into the field." 

Al-148 

Al-149 

Al-150 

Theprojecttotalsprovldedarelncorrectbasedontheprojects 
lis tedinAppendixW. 

AGOC respectfully requests modiflcallon of Review/Incorporate the lnformallon nol ed by A 1-15 l 
section 4.19.3, Page 4-111S to fix slight AGOC. In parl icular, consider modifying section 
discrepanciesinnumbers ofprojectsaslistedin 4.19.3,Page4-111Stocorrectsl ight 
AppcndixW. discrepanciesin numbersofprojectsas 

follows: 

"lncludingthenon-jurisdic tionalfacilit ies, ~!§ 
energy lnfrast ructureprojectsare locatedor 
proposedtobelocatedontheNorthSlope, 7 
arelnthelnterlor partof thestate,and9areln 
theCooklnlet vicinity.Ofthese ~ JLprojects, 
~ !§..lie entirely or partially within HUC12 
watersheds crossed by the Alaska LNG Project 
Theremalnlng ~Ji_projectswerelncludedln 
thlsanalysistoaccountforpotentlalcumulatlve 
impactson groundwater,wildli fe,visual 
resources,transoortal lon,socioeconomlcs, 
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A1-152 Figure 4.19.3-3 has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-153 Figure 4.19.3-2 has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-154 Figure 4.19.3-2 has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-155 Figure 4.19.3-1 has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-156 See the response to comment A1-1. 
 
  

AGDC Comment or Concern 

Per the project name on Figure 4.19.3-1, the Armstrong-Repsol 
projectnamehasbeenchangedto l heNanushuk Project 
elsewhere. 

Figure4.19.3-2includestheAnchorageStaging/LaydownAreas, 
Blue Crest Energy, and Global Geophysical Services projects which 
arenotincluded lnAppendixW. 

PertheprojectnamesonFigure4.19.3-2,theTesoroKenal 
Refinery project namehas beenchangedtotheAndeavorKenai 
Re finery elsewhere. 

Flgure4.19.3-1 includesthePebbleProjectMinewhichisnot 
includedinAppendixW. 

No lateralsarecurren tlyproposedfortheinterconnectsitesand 
thelocationsofanysuchfacilitiesarenotyetknown;therefore, 
theextentoflmpactscannotbefullyassessed.Further,any fu ture 

Potential Approach to Resolution 

AGOC respectfully requests modi fi ca tion of the 
Armstrong-Repsolproject nameon Figure 
4.19.3-ltotheNanushukProject. 

AGDC respectfully requests removal of the 
Anchorage Staging/ La yd own Areas, Blue Crest 
Energy,andGlobal GeophyslcalServices 
projects from Figure4.19.3-2. 

AGDC respect fully requests updating of the 
Tesoro KenaiRefinery project nameon Figure 
4.19.3-2to theAndeavorKenaiRelinery. 

AGDC respectfully requests removal of the 
PebbleM ineProjectfromFigure 4.19.3-lor 
inclusionofthatproject inAppendixW. 

AGDC respect fully requests modification of 
section4.19.4.2, Page4-1120, tore<ognizethat 
laterals havenot beenproposedfor 

pipeline projects would be required to adhere to similar BMPs as interconnect sites, and that BMPs would 
the Alaska LNG Project. Similar to what is described for the Alaska mit igate potential cumulative impact. 
LNG Project, most impacts would be limited to the area of direct 
dlsturbanceduetothelmplementatlonofvarlousmltlgatlon 
measures(e.g.,theinstallatlonoferosionandsedimentcontrols). 

AGDC Request to FERC 

subsistence,airquality,and/or public health I 
andsafety111accordancew1ththegeograph1c 
scopesforthese resourcesasdefined in table 
4.19.1-1." 

Review/incorporate the inform. ation noted by I 
AGDC. In part icular, consider modifying the 
Armst rong-Repsolprojectnameon Figure 
4.19.3-ltotheNanushukProect. 

Review/incorporatetheinlorma1ionno1edby I 
AGDC. In particular, consider removing the 
Anchorage Staging/ Laydown Areas, Blue Crest 
Energy,andGlobalGeophysicalServices 
pro·ectsfrom f i ure4.19.3-2. 

Review/incorporatetheinlormalionnotedby I 
AGDC. In par ticular, consider updating of the 
TesoroKenaiRefineryprojectnameonFigure 
4.19.3-2totheAndeavorKenaiRefinerv. 

Review/in.corpora.tetheinfo. rmationnotedby I 
AGDC. In part icu lar, consider removing the 
PebbleM111eProJectfromF1gure4.19.3-1 or 
indudingitinAppendixW. 
Review/incorporate the information noted by 
AGDC. In part icular, consider modifying DEIS 
textlnSection4.19.4.2,Page4-1120,toprovid 
amoreaccurateperspectiveon potential for 
cumulatlve lmpact, suchas: 

"Someoftheenergyprojectsldentifledln 
appendixW-1,suchasthePTUhpansionand 
PBUMGS Projectsandfuturelateralsor 
dlstr lbutlonfaci litlesassociatedwiththeln­
stategaslnterconnections,wouldrequirethe 
expanslonofexlstlngfaclllt lesorconstructlon 
ofncwinfrastructurc,in tludingwellpads, 
accessroads,orplpellnes.lmpactsfrom 
constructionand operation ofnaturalgas 
gatherlngandotherplpellnesandassoclated 
facilities wouldbe similartothoseexpected 
fromnatura l gastransmlsslonllnes,butona 
smallerscaleduetothesmallerdiameterand 
shorterlengthofthepipeandsmallersizeof 
aboveground appurtenances.Several large 
diameter pipelinescouldalsobeconstructed 
withinthe sametimeframeorshortlyafter the 
AlaskaLNGProject constructlon,suchasfuture 
lateralsassoclatedwlth theln-stategas 
interconnections, resultingin similar 
envlronmentalimpacts,lncludingpermafrost 
degradatlonduetosolldlsturbanccorhcat 
transfer from i elines. Thenortlonsofthese 

A\-151 

A\-152 

A\-153 

Al- 154 

Al-155 

Al- 156 
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A1-157 See the response to comment A1-1 and the updates to sections 4.2.5.2 and 
4.19.4.2. 

 
  

AGDC Comment or Concern 

AsnotedintheDEIS,remedialrestorationworkisalreadyunder 
waytocorrectthelssuesthathavebeenldentlfled wlththetwo 
nber optic projects. Per permitting requirements, the responsible 
entitieswillbereq1,.1iredtocontin1,.1eremedial effortsuntilthearea 
Is restored. Given the time lag between when the Alaska LNG 
Projectwillstart constr1,.1ctioninthevicinityof theseareasandthe 
otherprojectsrestorationeffortsunderway,thepotential for 
theseareastopoteritiallycontributetosisnificantcumulative 
lmpacts isred1,.1ced. 

Potential Approach to Resolution 

Modify DEIS text in Section 4.19.4.2, Page 4-
1120/21 to recognize remedial restoration work 
isalready underwaytocorrectthelssuesthat 
havebeenldentlfiedwiththetwofiberoptlc 
projectsreferenced.Glventhetimelag 
between when the Alaska LNG Project will slart 
constructioninthevlcinityoftheseareiisiind 
theotherprojects'res1orationeffor1s 
underway, the potential fOf" these areas to 

AGDC Request to FERC 

projects within the same HUC12 watersheds as 
the Alaska LNG Project could combine to result 
incumulativeimpactsonsoilsandsediments, 
including impacts on permafrost. However ii is 
exoectedthatanyfuturepipeline proiects 
would be reouired to adhere to s·milar BMPs a 
Alasl<;a LNG. Similar to what is described for the 
Alasl<;a LNG most impacts would be limited IQ 
the area ofdi rectdisturbancewit h 
implementationoftheseBMPs (e.g. the 
inst.1llation of erosion and sediment controM 
ffii\igatln@ some pf )h@cymyla)iwe impacts gn 
soils and sed·ments including Permafrost The 
new pipelines for the PBU MGS Projects would 
be installed above grade on VSMs, which wo1,.1I< 
mitigate some of the cumulative Impacts on 

ermafrost." 
Review/incorporate the information noted by 
AGOC. In particular, consider modifying DEIS 
textin5ect ion4.19.4.2,Page4-1120/21to 
addressseparatlonintimebetweentheAlaska 
LNGpro]ectandtherecentflberoptlccable 
projects,alongwithexpectationsfor 
remediation of the Impact of the fiber optic 
cableprojects,with languagesuchas: 

contribute to significant cumulative impacts is "Two fiber optic projects, the Quintillion 
reduced, Terrestrial and the GCI Alaska United fiber opti 

projects, were installed adjacent to the Dalton 
Highway in2017. Since thcseprojcctswcre 
bui lt,about 20segmentsof theirrights-of-way 
on the North Slope ranging in length from 20 to 
S00 feet have experienced permafrost t hawing, 
resultlngin settlementandpondlngln these 
locations.Remedialres1orationworkisin 
progress ln t hese areas to avoid Impacts on 
highwaystabilityanderosionintoadjacent 
wetlands and waterbodies. The Alaska LNG 
Project's MaintinePipelineparallelstheDalton 
Highway corridDf for its first 400 miles, with 
varyingdistancesofseparationbetw~nthe 
highwayandproposedpipeline.Themagnitude 
ofcumulativeimpactsonsoilsinthisarea, 
particularly with respect to permafrost 
degradation,wouldbedependentonthe 
successof t hefiberopticprojects'remedial 
restorationwork c11rrently11nderway.~ 
permitting requirements the entities 
respons"bleforthefil>cropticprojectswillbe 
requiredtocontinue remedialefforts until t he 

Al-156 
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A1-158 See the response to comment A1-1 and the updates to sections 4.2.5.2 and 
4.19.4.2. 

 
  

Althougho1herprojec1scouldresultlnpermafrostdegradation,a1 
this time,asdescribedinSection3.7. l of theDEIS,thespeci fied 
cumulatlveimpactsfromother projectslsspeculatlve,relatedto 
unspeci fied plpelinelateralsand 1,ms1.1ccessful remediation. 
Therefore,thedesignationherethat therewould be signl ficant 
cumulative impacts is not warranted. Further, AGDC will be 
developlngaPlpelineOperatlonandMalntenancePlan that 
specifiestheappticableProject facilitiesanddetailstomoni tor, 
mitigate, andmanagepotentialpermafrostdegradat ionand 
resultinglmpacts,includingsoil liquefactionandotherformsof 
mass wasting. Further, the Alaska LNG has incorporated lessons 
learned fromthefiberoptic lineprojectsaswetlasagencyinput to 
prevent large-scale permafrost impacts. 

Potential Approach to Resolution 

AGDC respect fully requests modification to the 
OEIStext inSection4.19.4.2, Page 4-1121to 
recognize remedial restoratlonof thefiber 
opticcable routeconstructedbyanotherentity 
wi lll ikelybewell underwayand/orcompleted 
beforeconstructionof theAlaskaLNGproject. 

AGDC Request to FERC 

areaisrestored-Giventhe timelagbetween 
when the Alaska LNG would start construction 
in thevicinityoftheseareasandtheother 
projects' restorationwork thepotentialfor 
51gnifitantcumu la\iveimpact5i;;;reduced. 
Further AGDCreviewedthefiberopticcable 
projects with ADOT&PF to discuss construction 
techniques mitigation practices and 
rehabil"tation lans.Lessonslearnedfromthos 
nro·ectshavebeenincor oratedintotheAlask 

LNGPro\sctdssign sxscu)iqnplans andoost­
constructlonrevegetatlon planstoreducethe 
nn,.,n i I f r i nifir~n r"m"I iv.,im 

Revlew/incorporatethelnformatlon noted by 
AGDC. In part icular, consider modifying sect ion 
4.19.4.2asfollows: 

"Basedontheabovediscussion,weconclude 
that cumulativeeffectsonsoilsand sediments 
duetopermafrostdegradationare likelyforth 
followingreasons:l)permafrost thawlng isan 
ongoing problem in locations within the same 
HUC12 watersheds as the Alaska LNG Project 
(e.g., along the Dal ton Highway associated with 
thefiber opticline projects);2)thawingof 
permafrost would occur due to the Alaska LNG 
Project; and3) permafrostthawingcould occur 
due to other projects within the same HUC12 
watersheds, such ashighwaymaintenance 
projectsorconstruction of newlateralsforthe 
in-state gas interconnections. The success of 
remediation of impacts on permafrost along 
thefiberopticlineprojectsisunknown at th is 
time. However basedoooermltting 
r"nuir"m nt th.,.,ntiti.,~r.,snnnsibl fr hns 
projectswillbereguiredtocontinueremedial 
effortsunti l theareaisrestored.Givf'n hf' l im 
laabetweenstartofconstructionfortheAlaska 
LNGprojectin thevicinityof 1hefiberoptic 
cableareasandthefactthatremedial 
r""nrtionhaalrad"h""Un h-nntntialfor 
theseareastocontribute significantlyto 
cumula)ivelmoactslsreduced- Because 
permafrostthawand thecreation of 
thermokarstcan spreadlaterallybeyondthe 
foo tprintofaproject,and impaclson 
permafrost would affect hydrology and 
vegetation. AGQC woutd be develooln@a 
PipelinepperationandMaintenance Planthat 
secifiestheanrlicablePro·ectfacililiesand 
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A1-159 Section 4.19.4.3 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-160 See the response to comment A1-1 and the updates to sections 4.2.5.2 and 
4.19.4.2. 

 
  

Thestatisticspresentedinthisparagraphofsection4.19.4.3, Page 
4-1121,areinconsistentwlthAppendixH and updated 
Information provided in RFl-561-FERC-073-1 (Accession No. 
20181119-5181). In summary, the number of public water systems 
within 500 feet listed in Appendix His 12 instead of 28. Wells 
within 150 feet is what is included in Appendix H, with the number 
being 125. In addition to Appendix H, the number of wells in 
proximity to the Kenai Spur Highway was provided in response to 
RFl -561-FERC-073-l(Accession No.20181119-5181). This included 
1 public water system within 500 feet and 32 private water wells 
within 150 feet. The location of the new water pipeline .:issociated 
with the Kenai Municipal Water System Upgrades is not known at 
this tlmeandlsnotlncluded 

Note that the conclusion of this section would remain the same 
evenifthesestatisticsareupdated. 
Asnoted,restorationworkisalreadyunderway tocorrectthe 
issuesidenti fiedonthefiberopticcableprojects.Perpermitting 
requirements,theresponsibleentitleswillbe requiredtocontinue 
remedial efforts untiltheareaisrestored.Giventhetimelag 
between when the Alaska LNG Project will start construction In 
the vicin ityof theseareas,and thefactthatrestorationhas 
alreadybegun,thepotentia l forthese areastocontributeto 
significant cumulativeimpactslsreduced. 

Potential Approach to Resolution 

AGDC respectfully requests modification of 
section 4.19.4.3, Page4-1121, to be consistent 
with Appendix H. Note that the conclusion of 
this section would remain the same even if 
these statistics are updated. 

AGDC respectfully requests the FERC to 
considermodifyingtheDEIStextinSection 
4.19.4.3, Page4-112Store0ectthefiberoptic 
cable remedial work underway. 

AGDC Request to FERC 

detailson monitoring mitigating and managing 
potentia lpermafrost degradation.:indresult ing 
impacts indudingsoilliguefact ionandother 
forms of mass wasting. These factors would in 
combinatign reducetheootential fors ignifican t 
cumulativeimpactsonpermafrostasa resultof 
the Project . Further AGDC reviewed the fiber 
optic cable proje<:ts wi th AOOT&PF to discuss 
constructiontechnigues mitigat ion practices 
andrehabllitationplans. l essons learnedfrom 
those projects have been incorporat@d into 1he 

Alaska LNG ProieCl desifm execution plans and 
oost-construction rcvc&ctation plans to furt her 
rNlucethepotential fOfslsniflcan1cumulatlve 
~ The probability pf significant 
cumulative Impacts 10 permafrost is low based 
~ \ he r ejeol, tege lh e ·th 
atl:ler ao f aAt; a I~ res It ·A s"gn·fleaAt 
eun, ular e· 11ael5 a ~ern,af as t MinOf" 
cumulativcimpactsductocrosion, 
sedimentation, or compaction, would be 
a,nticlaited." 
Review/incOfporatetheinformationnotedby 
AGDC. In particular, consider modifying 
4.19.4.3, Page4-1121, tobeconsistentwith 
AppendixH,asfollows: 

"The proposedAlaskaLNG Project and 
associated non-jurisdictional facilit ies would 
cross ~ ll_publlcwater systemsandbe within 
§QQ...!2Q_feet of ~filknown priva te water 
wellsandoneidentifiedspring." 

Review/incorporate the information noted by 
AGDC. In particular, consider modifying section 
4.19.4.3,Page4-1125,tobetterdefineeffects 
ofthefiberopticcableproject remedial actions 
alreadyunderwayrelativetotimingofthe 
Alaska LNG Project. For example, text could 
read: 

"As discussed in the previous sect ion on soils 
and sediments,recentpermafrostthawingon 
numerous segments of two fiber optic projects 
adjacent to the Dalton Highwav have the 
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A1-161 See the response to comment A1-1. 
 
  

AGDC Comment or Concern 

TheCOE'sSection404 permittingprocesswillrequire 
compensatorymitigationandbestmanagementpracticesforeach 
of the projects impacting wetlands. The COE must review and 
considerwhetheraproposedprojectavoids,minimizes,and/or 
compensatesforimpactson existingaquaticresources,including 
wetlands. All of the identified projects (PTU Expansion, PBU MGS 
Expansion, Donlin Gold Mine natural gas pipeline, Ambler Road, 
and Kenai Water System Upgrades) will be required to develop 
Wetland Mitigation Plans to address unavoidable impacts on 
wetlands. Because the Alaska LNG and other projects would be 
requiredtocompens;:i tefor wet landimpacts,andthe fact that 
almost half of Alaska is wetland, AGOC respectfully requests the 
FERCtoconsider thelmpacts lnthecontextof theextentofthe 
resourceintheprocessof assessingcumulativeimpacts. 

Potentla l Approach to Resolutlon 

AGDC respectfully requests the FERC to 
considerAlaskatNGprojectimpacts inthe 
contextoftheexten t oftheresourceandwith 
consideration forthemitigationandbest 
managementpractice requirements. lf the 
contextoftheextent oftheresourceis 
considered, along with compensatory and 
mitigation practices, t he cumulatlve Impact on 
wetlands from construction and operation of 
1heAlaskatNGProJectwouldnotbeslgnl flcant. 

AGDC Request to fERC 

potential to cause erosion into waterbodles. A 1-160 
Al thoughspecificlocationsofthesesegments 
are not identified, the proximi ty of the Dalton 
Highway to the Alaska LNG Project alignment 
suggests thatifsuch problemsoccur,theycoul 
be within the same HUC12 watersheds 
traversedbytheProj~t.Thismeansthatany 
suchimpactswouldbecumulativetothe 
Project's freshwater resource impacts, most 
notably temporary turbidity and sedimentation 
causedbypipelineconstruction atstream 
crossings or by thaw bulb formation.~ 
m:>ani fn,m l:>tiv,,im ,nnfr,.~hw"'" 
resourcesinthisareawouldbedependenton 
thesuccessofthefibcroptlcprojects'remedial 
restorationwork.currentlyunderway. 

Basedonpermittingreguirements the 
respons"bleentit ieswouldbeexpectedto 
continueremedialeffortsuntlltheareais 
restored. Given the time lag between when the 
Alaska LNG Project would start construction in 
thevic inity9ftheseareasand\hatremedial 
restorationhasalread"be un the otentialf~ 
theseareastocontributesignificantlyto 
cumulative impacts is reduced. Further AGDC 
reviewed the fiber optic cable projects with 
ADQT&PF to discuss cons\ruction techniques 
mitigation practices and rehabilitation plans 
Lessonslearnedfromthoseprojectshavebeen 
incorpnratedintotheAlaskaLNGProjPct 
desisn execution plans and post-construction 
revegetationplanstoreducethepotentia l for 
si nificantcumutative im acts." 
Review/incorporate the information noted by 
AGDC. In particular, consider modifying section 
4.19.4.4, Page 4-1128 to recognize Corps of 
Engineers'compensatorymitigation 
requirementsforthisprojectandotherproject 
inthearea.Forexample,textcouldinclude· 

"ProJectsthatwould havequantifiablewetland 
impacts within the same HUC12 watersheds as 
theproposedProjectincludethePTUand PBU 
ExpansionProjccts,theKenaiWaterSystem 
Upgrades,theAmblerRoad(Roads to 
Resources) Pr0Jec1,and 1henaturalgaspipeline 
component of the Donlin Gold Mine. Adding 
lheotherprojectlmpacts forwhlchda1aare 
availablewith thePro"ect'simpactson 
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A1-162 Section 4.19.4.5 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-163 See the response to comment A1-1. 
 
  

AGDC Comment or Concern Potential Approach to Resolution 

Per Appendix W, Accumula te Energy has98,182 acres under lease AGDC respectfull y requests correction of 
section4.19.4.S, Page4-1129,tobeconsistent 
withAppendixW. 

Based onthepercentage1ossin thecontextofthe NSamount of 
tidal marsh, the impact would not be significant. 

AGDCrespectfull y requeststheFERCto 
conslderupdatingtheconcluslon inSection 
4.19.4.S,Page4-1129/30torecognizethat the 
percentage lossinthecontextofNorthSlope 
tidalmarshwould notbesigniflcant. 

AGDC Request to FERC 

wet landsresultsinanestimatedcumulative 
wet land Impact of about 12,080acres." 
lmplementation ofconstructionBMPsand 
permittingrequirements(e.g.,asimposed 
throughtheCOE'sSectlon404permitting 
process) would minimize some Impacts on 
wet landsduringconstructionandoperationof 
theAlaska LNGProjectandother actlons, 
induding the PTU ExpansionandPBUMSG 
Projects.For example,winterconstruction(e.g., 
theuseoflceroads)reducesthelmpactson 
wet landsfromNorthSlopeoil andgas 
activi ties. Further pro·e<;tswouldberequired 
tomi\ igateforanypermanentimpactssuch 
that there would be no net loss of wet land 
valuesand functions. Therefore therewouldbe 
n9significantcumulativeimpactsdueto\he 
permanent loss of wetlands.~ 
Ret> "thslan1fRgthePFejeotaRdalhefaetlaRs 

auld fesult ·R s·gA ·t'.i ea t euR ulaf e ·A ~ae1s 

Review/incorporatetheinformationnoted by 
AGOC. In particular, consider modifyin!! the 
acreageunderleaselnsectlon4.19.4.S, Page4· 
1129, tobeconsistentwithAppendixW, as 
follows: 

"The Great Bear Shale 011 Development 
currently has 500,000 acres of leases available, 
andtheAccumulateEnergyProjecthas 
~98 182 acres under lease." 
Review/incorporatetheinformationnotedby 

Al -161 
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AGOC. In particular, consider updating the last A l-l 63 
sentenceinSeciion4.19.4.S,Page4-1129/30to 
indicate: 

"Therefore, thecumulativelossofArctic tidal 
marsh wouldbcminorand notsignificant." 
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A1-164 Section 4.19.4.5 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-165 Section 4.19.4.6 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-166 See the responses to comments SA2-6 and A1-1. 
 
  

AGDC Comment or Concern Potential Approach to Resolution 

This was not a specific analysis performed by AGDC for all of the AGDC respectfully requests cOl"rection of 
projects listed in Appendix W-1. Many of the projects listed do not section 4.19.4.5, Page 4-1131, to indicate the 
have a defined footprint. An analysis was provided for the Non- assessment was performed by FERC. 
jurisdictionalfacil itiesas defined at thetime(seeRFl-467-RR03-
075, Accession No. 20171201-5235) were complete for. 
A subsetof what ls lnAppendlxW-1 . 

TheprojectUstislnconslstentwlthAppendlxW. Four l akes 
Warming Research is noted to be within the HUClO but outside 
the HUC12 watersheds crossed by the Project. 

Thlschange does not allect theconcluslons. 

The ADF&G acknowledges that the impact of oil infrastru(lure on 
theCentralArcticCaribou Herdhasbeenconsldered;however,it 
lsnot thoughttobecontributingtopopu lation declinesince the 
herdgrewsubstantiallyduringpeakoil development(Source: 
ADF&G. Centra l Arctic Caribou Herd News. Winter 2016-2017, 
reference attached). Further, AGDC has commented elsewhere on 
the DE IS sections which discuss potential impacts to the caribou 
Cen tra l ArcticHerdthatliterature supportstheconclusionthat 
elevatedplpeUnes(of 7feet orhlgher)have lnslgnlflcantlmpacts 
on caribou movements during summer and winter. The PTTL 
would be built to that height as well as collocated wi th the Badami 
andPoint Thomsonpipel inesformuch of theroute.Further,all 
otherNorthSlopeprojectsconsldered lnthecumulatlveanalysls, 
would be held to the same standard to implement BM?s that 
would effectively mitigate impacts to caribou. Therefore, impacts 
tocariboumovementwouldbeinsignificant. 

AGDC respectfully requests modifica1lon of the 
projectlistinsection4.19.4.6,Page4-1131, to 
beconslstentwl th AppendixW. Thlschange 
doesnotaffect theconclusions. 

AGDC respectfully suggests modifying 
cumulativeimpactsassessmentasnoted, 
conslstentwithsclentlflcstudylnformatlon 
provided. 

AGDC Request to FERC 

AJ- 163 

Review/incorporate the information noted by A J-164 
AGOC. In particular, consider modifying section 
theDEI5textin5ection4.19.4.S,Page4-1131, 
as follows: 

•~fffil:..did not note any documented rare 
plant specie,soccurrences inornearthe other 
orolectsllstedln aooendl~W-1." 
Review/incorporate the informationnotedby 
AGOC. In particular, consider modifying section 
4.19.4.6, Page4-1131,asfollows: 

"For migratory species, potential cumulative 
effects from tMee-!2..1!.Ladditional actions­
Cook Inlet 011 and Gas Development, Chultna 
Coal Mine, .lA&-Uvengood Gold Project~ 
FourlakesWarmlngResearthpro!ects-are 
included in the analysis. These are the only 
Identified projects within the HUClO but 
outside the HUC12 watersheds crossed by the 
Pro·ect." 
Review/incorporate theinformatlon notedby 
AGOC. In particular, consider revising section 
4.19.4.6,Page4-1133,tobeconslstentwlth 
scientificstudy informa1ionprovided,as 
follows: 

HAhhough the Pm would be Installed with a 
minimum pipelineheightof7 feel,theProject 
~ have~~ 
impacts on the Central Arctic Herd due to its 
constrtJCtionduring~~eriods, 
permanent impactson ~ abltats, and 
its location at the center of the Central Arctic 
Herd 's range. However the impact of oil 
infrastructure on the Central Arctic Cilribou 
Herd is not thought to be contr ibuting to 
oopulation decline since the herd grew 
substantially during peak oil development. In 
add"t ion other plannedoil andgas 
infras1ructurewithinlheProject'sgeo11raphic 
scope on the North Slope would be held to the 
same standard as Alaska LNG to implement 
BMPs that would effectively mitigate impacts 
to caribou. Ther f re cumulativ im acts on 
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A1-167 See the responses to comments SA2-6 and A1-1. 
 
  

AGOC Comment or Concern 

AG0C has agreed to commit to the PTTL being installed with a 
minimum pipeline height of7 feet. In addition, siting of the GTP 
wasalsodoncadjaccnttothc CGF,inthcvicinityof cxisting 
lnfrastructure,andwithlnthedeslgnatedPrudhoeBayUnlt,an 
areasetasideforoilandgasdevelopmentbyauthorities. 

Potential Approach to Resolution 

AGDC respectfully suggests removing the 
conclusionthatcumulativeimpactstothc 
CcntralArcticHcrdof caribouissigni ficant,as 
that concluslon ls notsupportedbysclence,nor 
doesitrecognizetheGTP isinan areaof 
cxistinginfrastructurcandthcprojcctwouldbc 
expected to Implement standard North Slope 
BMPs. 

AGDC Request to FERC 

thcCcntralArcticHcrdwoutdbc lcss than 
significant.»i;'.emh"ned ·1h ·mpa&ls fem elher 
e ·srns and t,lanned e·1 and eas ·nbaslru olure 

·1h· the Pn~jeot'! geeg aph·s soepe en lhe 
PleRh Slape, eu ul;1f e • paelS e 1he i;'.enl al 
• sfellerd e lefheslgn·1i.an1,al1Re gh~he 
du alan afsueh ·lflpa.is ·s u ee 1a· " 

See also attached ADF&G Central Arctic Caribou 
HerdNews.Winter2016-2017. 

File Name: 16S_A0F&G Central Arctic Caribou 
HerdNewsWinter 2016-2017 
Review/Incorporate the Information noted by 
AGDC. lnparticular,considerrevisingthe 
conclusionin scction4.19.4.6, Pagc4-1133,to 
be consistentwith sclentiflc studylnformatlon 
provlded,andexpectatlons forBMPs,as 
follows: 

"Because these measureswouldreduce 
impacts,andbeca1,.1setheoverallfootprlntof 
theprojectsconslderedhere representsucha 
smallpercentageoltheavallableslmllarhabl ta 
withineachof lheaffectedwatersheds,we 
concludethatthccum1,.1 latlvcimpacton 
terrestrialwildlifewouldbeminor~ 
e sejlt"en efthe Gen! al nret"s lfe ~ ef sa 'he 
fe his~ en eludet~e eumulall e · jlaet 

euldheslgnflsaM." 
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A1-168 Section 4.19.4.9 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-169 Section 4.19.4.9 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-170 See the response to comment A1-1. 

A1-171 See the response to comment A1-1. 
 
  

AGDC Comment or Concern 

Threeoperatingfaci litiesarereferencedbutonlytwooperating 
faci l itiesare listed.AddtheAndeavorKenal Refinery to this 
sentence,whichmakesthethird e~istingfacilityinthisarea. 

The473acresinsection4.19.4.9, Page4-1144, only includes the 
forestedlandthatwi llbeconvertedfortheLNGPlant .l\s 
identifiedinlable4.9.1-l,theliquefaction Facility would result in 
theconversionof893acres{473acresofforestedland, 159acres 
of open land, 1 acre of open water, and 260 acres of residential 
land). 

As noted in Section 4.9.4.2 of the DEIS, the North Slope SUA 
includesallstatelandsintheUmiatMeridian(essentially,thearea 
northof68degreeslatitude). Thatis;ipproximately93,87Ssquare 
miles (60,080,000 acres). This information can be included to 
provldecontext forthe leveloflmpact. 

No conclusion Is drawn for thls potential cumulative Impact. Based 
on the mapping provided in Appendix W, these projects are 
located 80 pipeline miles north of the Denali Visitor Center, 

Potential Approach to Resolution 

AGDCrespectfullyrequestsadditionofthe 
AndeavorKenaiRefinerytosection4.19.4.9, 
Page4•1144tonamethethird e~istingfacility 
In this area. 

AGDC respectfully requests modification of 
section4.19.4.9,Page 4-1144tocorrectthe 
acreagenumbersfortheLNG facil ity. 

AGDCrespectfullyrequestsaddltional 
informationbeplacedin4.19.4.9,Page4-1145 
togivecontextforthedescribedimpact.As 
notedinsection4.9.4.2,theNorthSlopeSUA 
lncludesallstatelands intheUmlatMerldlan 
(essentially, the area north of68degrees 
latltude).Wesuggest lncludlng thlslnformatlon 
toprovideconte~tforthelevelofimpactsince 
specificprojectimpact acreagesareprovided 

AGDC respectfully requests modification of 
section 4.19.4.10,Page4-1146toprovide 
contextfortheprojectsidentifiedashaving 

outsideof thegeographicscopeol visualresources.lnaddition,as potential visualimpacts. 
described in the DEIS, fu1ure expansion of the Usibel l i Coal Mine is 
notcurrentlyproposedandthecompanyhasnotexportedcoal 
outside t hestatesince2016.AlthoughGovernorBillWalker 
announcedinFebruary2018thatChinamight haveaninterestin 
importing coal from Alaska, no fi rm commitments which could 
leadtoexpansionof theminesiteareinplace.Similarly,theEva 
CreekWindProjectExpansionandMaintenanceProjectislistedin 
AoDendix W, as havin been comoleted in 2013 with ooerations 

AGDC Request to FERC 

Review/incorporatetheinformationnoted by Al- 168 
AGDC. In particular, consider modifying secilon 
4.19.4.9,Page4-1144,asfollows: 

"Simultaneous construction of some 
geographically grouped projects,such asthe 
proposed Liquefaction Faclli1lesandpr0Jectsat 
Agrium, AndeavorKenaiRefinery and the Kenai 
LNGPlant,couldresultlndelaysdueto 
avallabi lityofconstructionpersonnel;however, 
nomajorexpansionsassoclatedwlth these 
threeoperatingfacllitieshavebeen identified." 
Review/incorporatetheinformationnoted by 
AGDC. In particular, consider modifying Section 
4.19.4.9, Page4-1144 tocorrect the acreage 
numbers for the liquefaction Facility 

AsshowninTable4.9.1-1,thatfacilitywould 
resullintheconversionof893acres(473acres 
offorestedland,159acresofopen land,tacre 
ofopenwater,and260acresofresidential 
land) 
Review/incorporatethe informationnoted by 
AGDC. In particular, consider modifying Section 
4.19.4.9,Page4-1145tolndlcate: 

"Cumulative Impacts on the North Slope SUA. 
which encomoasses all state lands in the Umiat 
Merldlanfessentlallya!l landnorthof68 
degrees latitude) fromtheproposedProject 
andthesetwonon-jurisdictionallacilitiesare 
estimatedatS,625acres,ofwhichS,S33acres 
(97 percent)lsfor the proposed Project., 
representing<Q.0tpercentof)heNorthSlope 
SUA. The impacts from the proposed Project 

andthenon•lurisdictlonalfacili)iesreoresentan 
in5ignificantamountoflandintheNorthSlope 

A." 
Revlew/1ncorporatethelnformationnotedby 
AGDC.lnparticular,considerrevisingSection 
4.19.4.10,Page4-1146text to expandonthe 
description,suchas: 

"Projects that would combine with the Alaska 
LNG Project to contribute lo cumulative visual 
impactsareidentifiedinappendixW-1.The 
magnit udeofcumulativeimpactswould 
generallybe highestforprojectsclosesttothe 
AlaskaLNGProjectandsensitivevisualresource 
areas,asdefinedinsection4.10.1.lnoarticular, 
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A1-172 Section 4.19.4.12 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-173 Section 4.19.4.12 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 
 
  

AGDC Comment or Concern 

andmaintenanceongoing.Therefore,thecurrentassessmentof 
theAlaska LNGProject'sKOPsalreadyaccountsforthesepast 
actions. Any future cumulative impacts of these projects due to 
expansionwould bespecu lative 

AGDC has proposed mitigation to account for the additional 
dcmandattheports.Sccscction4.12.2.3ofthcOEIS 

AGOC has proposed mitigation to account for the additional 
railroad demand. However, that isn't mentioned here. 

Potential Approach to Resolution 

AGOC respectfully requests modification of 
scction4.19.4.12,Pagc4-1149,toincorporate 
AGDC's proposed mitigation to account for 
additional demands at ports. 

AGDC respectfully requests modification of 
section4. 19.4.12,Page4-1149,toincorporate 
AGDC's proposed mitigation to account for the 
addit ional rai lroad demand. 

AGDC Request to FERC 

projectsneartheDNPP,suchas theUsibelli I 
Coal Mine and Eva Creek Wind Projects, could 
contributctocumulativevisualimpacts. 
However basedonthedistanceawayand 
c~rrentstatusoftheseprojects cumulative 
v1sualimpactstotheDNPPwouldnot be 
exnected." 
Review/incorporate the information noted by 
AGOC. In particular, consider modifying section 
4.19.4.12,Page4-1149to: 

"Manyofthecurrentorreasonablyforeseeabl1 
actionsareeitherinopen-waterorshoreline 
locations,orwouldrequireuseofthesame 
portsandwaterwaysaffectedbyconstruction 
of the Alaska LNG Project. The proposed Projcc 
constructionwouldusemuch ofthe.1vailable 
capacityof thePortsofAlaska(Anchorage)and 
Seward(seesection4.12),Tothedegreethat 
anyof thereasonablyforeseeableactlons 
wouldalsousetheseports,demandforport 
facilitiescouldexceed capacity,resultingin 
cumulative impacts.~ 
slgnlflcantcumulativelmpactswou ldbe 
reducedasAGDCstatesthatjfcapacity 
limitationsemerge itwouldshiftcontainerized 
deliveriesfromthePor19fAnchoragetothe 
Port of Seward. In addition shipping companies 
servingthePortotwhittiercouldhavethe 
ahilitvlnarlrl " 

Review/incorporate the information noted by 
AGOC. In particular, consider modifying section 
OEIStextinSection4.19.4.12,Page4-1149to 
read: 

"Asdiscussedinsection4.12,railwaydemand 
for construction of the Alaska LNG Project 
wouldalreadyexceedthenumberofrallcars 
avai labletotheAlaskaRailroadfromYearslto 
6.Anyadditionaldemandfromotherprojects 
would encounter similar limitations. Cumulativ 
impactsonrailroadsduringperiodsof 
construction couldlimittheavailabi lityof 
commercial railroad servicetootherusers . .!b!. 
potentialforslgnificantcumulalivelmpacts 

would be reduced as AGDC states that it would 
implement long-lead contracting procurement 
andcooperationwiththeARRCtomitigatefor 
its demand andthata2-yearnoticewou1d be 
sufficienttoallowtheARRCto rocurethe 
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A1-174 See the responses to comments SA2-6 and A1-1. 

A1-175 Section 4.19.4.14 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 
 
  

AGDC Comment or Concern Potential Approach to Resolution AGDC Request to FERC 

Hc-~---~-~~~-~~~=---f~~-~--~~-~-~: .. : ... ~~t'"i~',:~ .. :;na.a:~_~_ffi_" ~• ~'•~" -' _" ~P00_ "_~----'--1 AJ.173 
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:e:~~i;i~:~h~t:~oen =~~~~~n;:::~~tr: ;:~;~f:;::~:~; ~ho:ed by Al• 174 
AGOC has agreed lo commit to the PTTL being installed with a potential for significant impacts on caribou following information to section 4.19.4.14, Page 
minimum pipeline height of7 feet. In addition, the PTTL would be mo\/ement would be reduced with AGOC's 4-11S1 in two locations, to recognize the PTTL 
collocated with the existing Badami and Point Thomson pipelines installation of the PTTL with a minimum is elevated and the GTP is near exis ting 
for much of the route. Further, all other North Slope projects pipeline height of 7 feet. Literature supports de\/eloped infrast ructure as follows: 
considered in the cumulat ive analysis would be held to the same the conclusion that elevated pipelines {of 7 feet 
standard to implement BMPs that would effectively mitigate or higher) have insignificant impacts on caribou 
impacts to caribou. Therefore, impaCls to caribou movement mo ... ements 
wouldbeexpcctcdtobcinsignifican tandarcductloninthc 
avai labilityofcarlbouduringoperationis notanticipated. 

Further, theGTPwouldbe adjacenttotheCGFand inthevicinity 
ofexlstlnglnfrastructurealongPrudhoe Bay,as notedlnthe 
analyslslnRFl-466-RROS-035(1\ccesslon No.20171201-5211). 

From a scientific perspective, the ADF&G acknowledges that the 
impact of oil infrastructure on the Central Arct ic Caribou Herd has 
alsobeenconsidered,bullsnol thoughttobecontributing to 
populationdecllneslncetheherdgrewsubstantlallydurlng peak 
oil de\lelopment. In addit ion, ADF&G notes that resident hunters 
mostly hlmt off of the Dalton Highway (source: ADF&G. central 
Arctic Caribou Herd News. Winter 2016-2017, attached) 

Basedonthe mappingpro,.. idedin AppendixW, thereare noother 
projectswhlchha\lebeenldentlfledwlth lnthe\llclnltyolthe 
Minto Flats area to create potential cumulati,..e impacts in terms 
ofaccesstothearea. 

In addit ion, it is important to recognize si ting of 
theGTPlsi1d)acenttotheCGF<1ndlnthe 
\/icini tyofexistingin frastructure atongPrudhoe 
Bay.Further, thelmpactofoil infrastructureon 
the Central Arctic Caribou Herd has been 
consldered,but isnot thoughtto be 
contributingtopopulationdeclinesincethe 
herdgrewsubstantiallyduringpeakoit 
development (Source: ADF&G. Central Arctic 
Caribou Herd News. Winter 2016-20171. 

AGDC respectfully requests modincation of 
sectlon4.19.4.14, Page4-1152,tonotthelack 
of otherprojectsinthearearelati,..eto 
potentialforcumulati\lelmpacts. 

"The PTTL could affect lhe m011ement of the 
CentralArcticHerdtoimportant insectrelief 
areasalongthecoast,whichcouldaffecthunte 
access fromthe coasl. ~ 
sl1mlficant lmoacts on caribou m011ement wou1 
be mi)igatcd with AGDC's Installation pf the 
PTTL wi)h a minimum pipeline height 91 7 feet. 
lit¥rat ure supports the conclu~ion that 

ele,..a tedpipelines /of 7feel orhigher}have 
ln5lgniflcan t lmpactsoncarib9u m9,..emen1s: 

-The GTP and associated gravel roads and pads, 
am aterialsite,a reser.,oi r,andpipel ine,s 
represent a permanent loss of ~ aribou 
habitat.Overall,thecumulati\/e impacts 
could lncreasetheareaconsideredtobe 
undesirablebysubsistenceusers,and require 
subsistenceuserstotravelfartherto har.,est 
subsistencefoodsatagreatercost interms of 
time, fuel,wearandtearonequipment,and 
har.,ester's lostwagesand increasedsalety 
risks. Howe\ler sitin<' of the GTP facil"ties withi 
\he ... icinityof exis ting NorthSlope 
infrastructure reducesthepotential for 
cumulati\le Impacts on previously undisturbed 
areas. In addi)ion the GTP would be within )he 
designated PrudhoeBay Unlt an area set aside 

for9i land gas devel9pmentbv auth9ri)ies and 
inanarea9f limited harvest acti\li ty.-

See also attached AOF&G Central Arctic Caribo 
Herd News. Winter 2016-2017. 

File Name: 165_AOF&G Central Arctic Caribou 
Herd News Winter 2016-2017 

Re,..iew/incorporate l he informaUonnotedby I 
AGDC.ln partlcular,conslderre\llslngsectlon 
4.19.4.14, Page 4-1152toindicate: 

New access roads, from the Project or other 
ro·ects, have the POtential to provide easier 
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A1-176 See the responses to comments SA2-6 and A1-1. 
 
  

AGDC Comment or Concern 

SitingoftheGTPadjacenttotheCGFandintheviclnityofexisting 
infrastructure along Prudhoe Bay should be acknowledsed as well 
astheanalysis inRFl-466-RROS-03S(AccessionNo.20171201-
5211).ln addition, the ADF&G acknowledses that the impact of oil 
infrastructure on the Centra l Arctic Caribou Herd has also been 
considered, but is not thought tobecontributinsto population 
declinesincethe herdgrewsubstantiallydur ingpeakoi l 
development (Source: AOF&G. Central Arctic Caribou Herd News. 
Winter2016-2017,attached). 

Potential Approach to Resolution 

AGOC respectfully suggests adding to section 
4.19.4.14,Page4-11Sl to recognize North 
Slopeprojectsconsideredinthecumulative 
analysiswouldbe heldtothesameBMP 
requirementsandcumulativeimpactswould 
not be expected. 

AGOC Request t o FERC 

accesstosubsistenceresourcesforlocal 
harvesters,bu1lfopened 1oou1siders, they 
couldresultinincreasedcompetltionand 
pressuresonwildlife populations.Ou1sider 
access10Mlnl0Flatswouldresultinharvcst 
competitioninaprevlouslyundevelopedarea. 
AGDC would restrict or impede access to key 
subsistenceuseareasnearMinto Flatswhlch 
would minimize impacts. In addition no other 
projectshavebeenidentified inthesencral 
areawhichwouldcreateaccessandpo1en1ial 
cumulative impacts. Therefore, the Alaska LNG 
Project, 'A eelflli' al'e '\~ e,~e a1313real:ile 
~ would result in moderate,albeit 
oermanentcumulativeimoacts. 
Revlew/incorporatethelnformatlonnotedby 
AGDC. In particular, consider modifying and 
addingthefollowinginformationto section 
4.19.4.14, Page4-1151 to recognize North 
Slopeprojectsconsideredinthecumulative 
analyslswouldbeheldtothesameBMP 
requirementsandcumulativeimpactswould 
not be expected: 

~~.Qirccthabitatlossfromcumulativeoil 
andgas developmentneartheProjectwould 
affectonlyasmall proportionofthetolalarea 
uscdby caribou,.Lonstcrmdisplaccmentis 
ynllkelyln the caribou herd Wi)h thepo~§lble 
exceptign9f calvins.Di5pl3cemenJfr9mc3lving 
areas is also equivocal /Noel et A- 2004 2006), 
f n1;1 en al ha1Jl1a1 l ess ~a Ill res 11 ffarR le 8 

!@FFR il 'sploEerRent ef i;ar'~e f erR 1he ·i;· A·1 , 
af\he a13pl'sa~le II ajem l'sled In •1111end' " 
+-ill'ldealdenearR13assarR ohlaFfJerarea 

esulr 8 ·A eilueee' a a· ;1~TI, efea ·~eu 
AGDC would Implement mitigation measures, 
includincconsultation withthepotentia lly 
affectedsubsistencecommunities,toprevent 
confl ictswith subsistencehunting. Cumulative 
effcctsof theAlaskaLNGProjectin 
combinationwithotherprojectsontheNorth 
Slopecoulddisruptordelaythedistributionof 
caribouontheNorthSlopeandcould 
negativelyaffectsubsistenceharves1sof 
cariboubytheNuiqsu1,Kaktovik,Utqiat,,ik,and 
AnaktuvukPassvi llageresidents. ~ 
other NorthSlopeprojectsconsldered lnthe 
cumulative analysis would be held to the same 
tan arl•n]m"lemen•llMP••ha W"'I 
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A1-177 Comment noted.  See the response to comment A1-133. 

A1-178 Section 4.19.4.15 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 
 
  

AGDC Comment or Concern Potential Approach to Resolution AGDC Request to FERC 

effectjvP.lymiti@ateimpactstocaribou.A 
rsductl9nlnthsavaIIablll\y9fcarib9yl5n9t 
antlcipated.N 

See also attached ADF&G Central Arctic Carlbot 
HerdNews.Winter2016-2017. 

File Name: 16S_ADF&G Central Arctic Caribou 
HerdNewsWlnter2016-2017 

Al-176 

Align the conclusions in the cumulative section of the DEIS with AGDC respectfully suggests alisnment of the 
technical AGDC comments submitted for section 4.lS with regards conclusions in the cumulative section of the 

Review/Incorporate the information noted by A 1-177 
AGDC. In particular, consider modifying text as 

to air quality related values, regional ozone, regional secondary DEIS (4.19.4.1S (p. 4-1156)) with air impact follows: 
formation of PM2.5, overlapping construction, startup, and assessments based on emission modeling 
operations emissions, and air quality conclusions. Furthermore, consistent with comments on other sections. NAssessment of the Alaska LNG Project's impac 
this section should clari fy the results of the maximum flare on ambient air quality requires the modeling of 
modeling analysis, which shows that emissions associated with 
maximumflareeventsattheGTPandliquefaction 
Facilities would not result in exceedances of the NAAQ/AAAO;,, 
nor would the toxic air pollutants generated during maximum flare 
eventsresultinexceedancesofEPA'sREL. 

Thetimingforthe?TUExpansion?rojectin thissectionisnot 
consistent with what Is shown In Table 4.19.4-2 for the PTU 
h pansion ?roject. ?roject construction with drilling would span 6 

AGDC respect fully requests modification of 
sectlon4.19.4.1Stomakethetimlngfor the 
?TU Expansion?roject inthissectlonconsistent 

emlsslonsincon]unctlonwithbackground 
ambientairqualityconcentrations,which 
lncludesnearbyemlssionsources.Basedonou 
quantitative analysis, the proposed Project 
combinedwith otheractivit ieswithinthe 
?roject's temporal and geographic scope would 
notresultlnaslgnlflcant lmpacton localand 
regionalairqualityforthemajorityofthe 
?roject's operation 'l"•l••,1lnn ' 'n"•~n",.,1 l~•;n 
~ . 61ur'ngthe,earstha1s·mul1aneaus 
EBASI usfen,slarlu,i,anll e,ie al'aAalast' Tes 

leelseehlresHlllneeeedaneesafllie 
w•Q&{•••ai:, h'eh 6BW II ~swll 'A a 
11e1entlalslsnlflean1lm,ias1en a ~uallt>i ln1he 

Emlsslons l romtheabovegroundlacllltles, 
including the GTP, compressor stations, heater 
station, and liquefaction Facilities, ~ 
e eee!laneesaf ·s·1an1 lhFesheldsan~sufu 
eR·legende~eslfelheshelds~ 
pr9iectscreeningleyel5forvisibil'\y9racidiC 
deposltlon atsomeClasslandClassllnatlonall 
designated protected areas. However these 
lmpactswouldbelessthanslgnlficant. 
•llliTBAall, Eerla'nsha lie maEI' Tes 5 Eh 
as flar'n8 at the G+P and l'quefasfan ~aflTes, 
ha elhe~e'enl'a le es I1 ·R she 11e m 
slgnlhanteffeGIS Theseresultsarepresented 
insection4.15.5.H 

Review/incorporatethelnformatlonnotedby I 
AGDC. In particular, consider modifying section 
4.19.4.1S to make the timing for the ?TU 
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A1-179 Tables 4.14.4-2 and 4.14.4-3 of the final EIS have been updated based on the 
current construction schedule and emissions provided in AGDC’s revised 
construction emission calculations filed on September 18, 2019 (Accession No. 
20190918-5098). 

A1-180 Table 4.14.4-4 of the final EIS has been updated based on AGDC’s revised 
construction emission calculations filed on September 18, 2019 (Accession No. 
20190918-5098). 

A1-181 Table 4.14.4-5 of the final EIS has been updated based on AGDC’s revised 
construction emission calculations filed on September 18, 2019 (Accession No. 
20190918-5098). 

A1-182 See the response to comment A1-1. 

A1-183 The projected temperature increases were derived from the USGCRP Fourth 
National Climate Assessment Chapter 26, which is specific to the state of 
Alaska.   

 
  

AGDC Comment or Concern 

The«ConstructionYear"in DEISTables4.19.4-2 and4.19.4-3does 
not correspond wi th Tables 1, 2, and 4 of Appendix G in RR9. PTU 
Expansion Project construction starts in Year 3 and ends in Year 8. 
PBUMGSProjectconstructionstartsinYear2andendsinYearlO. 

ThereareinconslstenciesbetweenTable4.l9.4-4 andwhatwas 
submittedinTables3and5ofAppendixG, RR9.The 
inconsistencieslncludetheYear columnandone502value. 

Thereareseveraldiscrepancies between Table4.19.4-Softhe 
DEIS and Tables J and 5 of Appendix G, RR9. All of the values 
shouldbe negativeand theyearcolumnisoff. lnaddltion, the 
valuesllstedfor Yearll(Year 12of AppendixG, RR9)arenot 
correct for CO, PMlO, PM2.5, and 502, they are for the total for 
PTUand PBU. 
BasedontheinformationinSection4.16.4.3of theDE IS,although 
noise could be significant, it will still be in compliance wi th FERC 
noise criterion based on estimated level s. 

Potential Approach to Resolution 

withTable4.19.4·2,whichindicates project 
constructionwithdrillingwould span6years. 

AGDC respectful ly requests modification of 
sectionconstructionyears inTables 4.19.4-2 
and 4.19.4-3consistentwithAppendixG inRR9. 

AGDC respectful ly requests modification of 
Table4.19.4-4forconslstencywlth submltted 
valuesinRR9 

AGDC respectful ly requests modification of 
Table4.19.4-5,asshownontheau ached, tobe 
consistentwi thTables3andSofAppendixGof 
RR9. 

AGDC respectfully requests modification of 
section4.19.4.16,Page4-l158,torecognize 
projectnoise levelsareeKpectedtobein 
conformancewithFERCnoiselimits. 

The temperature increases that are noted with a high or very high AGOC respectfully requests that a footnote be 
levelofconfidcncc inlhereport arcforthccontiguous Unitcd addcd totheOEISScction4.19.4.18,Page 4-
States (see page 185 of the USGCRP, 2018). 1161, to indicate the confidence levels are 

speci ficto thecontiguousUS, and not 
applicable to Alaska. 

AGDCRequesttoFERC 

hpansionProject inthissectionconsistentwith 
Table4.19.4-2: 

NBasedon thecurrentprojectschedule, 
constructionofthePTUExpansion Project 
wouldoccurover ;!§ years,andconstruction of 
the PBU MGS Project would occur over 9 
years." 

Review/incorporatetheinformationnotedby I 
:.i~~-~n :n~~~~~~~-;~;tii~;~:'.~~n:eTables 

consistent with RR9,AppendixG. 

FdeName: 178 Tables4.l9.4-2and 4. 19.4-J 

Review/incorporatetheinformationnotedby I 
AGDC. In particular, consider updating Table 
4.19.4-4,asshownontheattachedtomatch 
Tables3and 5olAppendixG,RR9. 

FIie Name: 179 Table4.19.4-4 

Review/incorporatetheinformationnotedby I 
AGDC. ln particular,conslderupdatlng Table 
4.19.4-5,asshownontheattached tomatch 
Tables3and SofAppendiKG,RR9. 

FIie Name: 180 Table4.19.4-S 
Review/incorporatetheinformationnotedby 
AGDC. In particular, consider modifying section 
4.19.4.16, Page4-ll58, torecoeniie project 
noiselevelsareexpectedtobe in conformance 
withFERCnoise limitsasfollows: 

NActions identifiedwithinlmileofthe 
liquefaction Faci lities(l.e., theKenai LNGPlant, 
AndeavorKenalReflnery,andAgrlum Kenai 
NitrogenOperationsfacility)areexisting 
facilitles thatare notexpectedtogenerate 
significantincrementalnoise. However,atthe 
two NSAs where the Project noise Impact by 
ltselfcould beslgnlficant, nolsefromthese 
existingsourcescouldcumulativelyincreasetht 
intensi tyolthis impact. Basedonestimates 
noisegeneratedbyoperatign ofthe 
liquefactionFacilitieswouldcomplywithour 
5SdBALdnnoisecriteriMalthenearb.,NSAs.n 

Al-178 

Al-179 

Al- 180 

A\-181 

Al-182 

Review/incorporatethe informationnotedby A\ -183 
A. GDC .. ln particular,considcr addingafootnote I 
toDEISSection4,l9.4.18,Page4-l161 to 
mdicate: 
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A1-184 Section 5.1 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-185 See the updates to section 5.1.3.3 of the final EIS. 

 
  

The DEIS text in 5.1, page 5-1 (3rd paragraph) notes AGDC is 
required to get all federal permits and authori za tions. AGOC is also 
requiredtoapplicablestatepermitsandapprovals,asnoted 
elsewherelntheOEIStext. 

The Alaska LNG Project will fu!ly meet applicable requirements of 
49CFRPart192,lncludingadequateprotectivedeslgnof the 
concrete-coated pipeline beneath Cook Inlet to meet PHMSA and 
otherapplicablerequirements. PleasenotethatPHMSAhas 
indicateditdoesnotcommentondesignsthatmeetrequirements 
of49CFR Part 192,nordocs itprovidcconcurrcncctodcsigns,so 
an e~pectatlon that they do so should probably be removed from 
the DEIS. In addition, please note that AGDC responded to the 
request for Information on the Cook Inlet Crossing as documented 
inRFl-56l-FERC-034-2(Accession No.20190524·5248). 

Potential Approach to Resolution 

AGDC respectfully requests a change from 
'federal'in thissentence to 'federaland state' 
1obeconslst entwithotherpartsoftheOEIS 
and torecognize,'lpplic.,.bilityofstate legal 
requi rements to the Project. 

AGDC respectfully requests clarifications and 
updatestosectionS.1.3 .3, p.5-lltotakeinto 
account PHMSA's approach to projects and to 
include information provided by AGDC on the 
Cook Inlet Crossing. 

AGDC Request to FERC 

"Theseconfidencelevelsarespecifictothe 
contiguous us.· 

The footnote should be appended to the 
sentence thatreads "USGCRP'sfourlh 
Assessment Report notes the following 
projec1ionsofclima1echangeimpacts inthe 
Projeclregionwithahigh orveryhighlevelof 
confidence (USGCRP, 2018)." 
Review/incOfporatetheinformationnotedby 
AGDC. In particular, consider modifying section 
s.1,p.S-1,as follows: 

"In addition, AGDC is required to obtain all 
applicablefedera1 andstate permitsand 
authorizationsrequiredtoconstructand 
operate the Project.• 

PHMSA does not comment on designs that 
meet requirements ol 49 CFR Part 192, nor 
doesit provideconcuuencetodesignsinthe 
mannerthat fERChasrequested; therefore,we 
requestdeletlonofthestatement: 

" ... but PHMSA has not confirmed that the 
concretecoatingandotherdesign factors 
proposed by AGDC have been adequately 
demonstrated to be protective." 

In addition, we request replacement of the 
secondparagraph ofthatsectionwith 
recoenition that AGOC provided a 
comprehenslvedatarequestresponseto 
PHMSA and FERC on the Cook Inlet Crossing on 
May 24, 2019, which is documented in RFl-561-
FERC-034-2 (Accession No. 20190524-5248). 

Al-1 83 

Al-1 84 

Al-185 



 

C
C

-1059 

A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 

A1-186 See the response to comment A1-1. 

A1-187 See the response to comment A1-1. 
 
  

AGOC Comment or Concern 

Alrqualitylsl lstedasbothhavinglmpac1sthatwouldbeunlikely 
orminor(firstparagraph)andsignificant(secondparagraph). 
8asedontheassessmentprovidedinSection4.19.4.15ofthe 
OEIS,alrqualltyshouldbe removedfromthesecondparagraph . 

AGDC has commented on the conclusion of cumulative Impacts 
belng"slgnificant"forpermafrost, wet lands,fores1,and caribou 
(Central Artie Herds). In addition, AGDC has highlighl ed additional 
supporting mitigation measures and information for 
consideration.Thesecondparagraphshouldberevised 
appropriately if AGDC's comments are accepted. The cumulative 
impacts should be minor to moderate for permafrost, forest, and 
caribouwith thcmitigationproposcd. Furthcr,thcrcshould bcno 
cumulative impacts to wetlands based on the requirements for 
compensatory mitigation. 

tnsections4.18.9 andsectionS.2,staffrecommendation 109, 
FERC is recommending AGDC fil e a Cost-Sharing Plan identi fying 
themechanlsmsforfundingallProject-speclflc 
security/emergency management costs that would be imposed on 
state and local agencies. However, AGOC notes that Alaska has a 
Paymentinlieuoffaxes(PILT)programthatprovidesa process 
forreimbursinggovernmentsforcertainexpensestohelpoffset 
losses in property taxes. Therefore AGOC respectfully requests 
thatFERCaddthefollowingredlinelanguagetostaff 
recommend.ition 109 to indicate the additional requi rement for 
costsharingwith localERPent iticsatthcGTPandliqucfact ion 
facilities would be rationalized to Pl l T payments the Alaska LNG 
Projec1wouldseparately negotiatewithlocalgovernments. 

Potential Approach to ResolutJon 

AGDC respectfully requests modification of the 
DEIStextlnSectlonS.l.19,Page54J,tobe 
moreconsistentwithotherportionsoftheCEIS 
andtotakemltlgatlonexpectatlonslnto 
account. 

AGOC respectfully suggests adding to section 
S.2(SR 109,p. S-66)and4 .18.9, p. 4-1073 to 
lndicatethattheconditioncouldbesatlsfied 
wlthoverall PILTp.iymcnts,andto notcthat 
thequarterlyreportingrequirementwould 
beginfollowingtheprojectfinallnvestment 
Decision{FIO). 

AGDC Request to FERC 

Review/incorporate the information noted by 
AGCC In partlcul;ir, consider modifying Section 
S.1.19,PageS.43,tobemoreconsistentwith 
otherportlonsoftheOEISandtotake 
mitigation expectations into account: 

"Weconcludedthatcumulativelmpactswould 
beunlikelyorminorrormostresources, 
includinggeology;soils;surface.ind marine 
waters;mostvegetationtypes;terrestrial 
wildlife;aquaticspecies;threatened, 
endangered,andspecial statusspecies;land 
usc,rccrcation,andSUAs;sociocconomics; 
transportat ion;culturalresources;alrqualitv; 
noise;andpublic healthands.i fety. IbJ:....E.nzjm 
wouldresultinlong- termtopermanent 
impacts on permafrost wetlands forest and 
caribou{(en tralArticHerds} and other 
pro·ectsin thestudyareawouldsimilarlyaffect 
these resources. However we found that 
sif!nificantcumulativelmpactsforpermafrost 
forest ;1ndcaribou(Central Ar)icHerd5Jw9uld 
beunl"kely. lnaddition duetocompensatorv 
mitigation plan requirements cumulative 

impactstowctlandswouldnotbc 
~lleEa5e1h@PejeE1BIEl~@511~ 
su~sta ral le g l e u pe r,iaAeAt ·n pae~ BA 
~e r,iaf as1, eilan~s fBFe51 ea ·~a !Cenir.11 
• l"& l leFdsl,a Ela· ~ual"t and ell:l e II ejeo~ 
·n lhe ,1 El, a ea a IEI fr,i "la 11 iiffesl t~e;e 
Fl!SBUF6@S; e fe nEI 11:lat 6UA ulaf e "n pas~ 

Review/incorporate the information noted by 
AGOC In p;irticular, consider revising FERC 
Recommended Mitigation No. 109, as follows: 

"Prior to Initial site preparation, AGDC shall fil 
aCost-SharingPlaniden1ifyingthemechanisms 
for fund ingallProject-specificsecurity/ 
emergencymanagementcoststhatwouldbe 
imposedon stateand localagencies.This 
comprehensiveplanshallincludefunding 
mechanismsforthecapita lcostsassociated 
with any necessary security/emergency 
managementequipmentandpersonnelbase. 
Thiscondition canbesatisfied with overal l Pill 
na ments. AGOCshallnotifyFERCstaffofall 

Al-186 
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A1-188 See the response to comment A1-1. 

A1-189 Comment noted. 

 
  

AGOC Comment or Concern 

TherequirementforthenumberofElsperspreadtobe 
determinedby 1heDirec1oroftheOfficeofEnergyProjectsadds 
potentialriskandcostuncertaintytotheProject,is 
unprecedented,anddoesnolappearwarrantedconsideringthat 
AGDC will, in fact, exceed the FERX minimum requirements. In 
addition, this Staff Recommendation differs from the language in 
sectlon2.4.l thatdescrlbestherequlrementsforElsandlndlcates 
the implementation plan submitted for FERC approval is the way 
AGDCistoidentifyspecificsregardingtheEl program. 

As noted in section 2.4.1 of the DEIS, AGDC proposed to include at 
least one El per spread ln accordance with the minimum 
requirements set by the FERC in their Upland Erosion Control, 
Revegetatlon,andMaintenancePlanfor intcrstatenaturalgas 
plpellneprojeCls.Thatprogramhasbeenfurtherdevelopedlnthe 
attached El Program Overview, demonstrating AGDC's 
commitment to implementing a strong El program. 

This recommended mitigation would be improved and more 
consistcntly lmplcmcntcdwith additional dcfinltlonsrclatcdto 
legalrequirementsforthephrase"problemsofasignificant 
magnitude". 

Potential Approach to Resolution 

AGDC respect fully requests FERC take into 
consideration the attached additional 
information on AGDC's planned El program and 
theexpectationfor theElprogramtobe 
includedintheimplementation planas 
describedinsection2.4.1.Theplanned 
programprovldescoverageandexpertlse 
neededtoensureEldutiesarefullyaddressed. 

AGOC Request to FERC 

planningmeel ingsinadvanceandshallreport 
progressonthedevelopmentofitsCoslSharin~ 
Planat3-monthintervals followingFinal 
lnvestmenIDecision.(seclion4.18.9t 
AGDC recommends staff recommendation #8 
berevisedasfollows,takingintoconsideration 
theattachedcommitmentsfortheEl program 
AGDC shall employ a team of Els per 
construction spread !th@ n~mberp@F§flfe~d le 
13e detefmiAed~, theQ'feetereftheQ[P). The 
Els shall be: 
a. responsiblefor monitoringandensuring 

compl iance with all mitigation measures 
requlredbytheOrderandothergrants, 
permits,certificates,orotherauthorizing 
documents; 

b. responslbleforevalualingtheconslructlon 
contractor's implementation of the 
enll'lronmentalmltlgatlonmeasures 
requiredlnthecontract(seecondltlon7 
abovc)and any other authorizing 
document; 

c. empoweredtoordercorrectionofacts that 
ll'iolatetheenll'ironmental conditionsofthe 
Orderandanvotherauthorlzlng 
document; 

d. afull -timeposition,separatefromallother 
actlll'ltylnspectors; 

e. rcsponsiblefordocumcntingcompllance 
withtheenvironmentalconditionsofthe 
Order,aswellasanyenvlronmental 
conditions/permit requirements imposed 
byotherfederal,state,orlocalagencies; 
aod 

f. rcsponsibleformaintainingstatusrcports. 

File Name: 187 El F'ro ram Overview 

Al-187 

Al-188 

AGDCrespectfully suggestsstaff 
recommendation #9 would be lmproll'Cd and 
moreconsistentlyimplementedbydefinlng the 
scopefor thephrase "problemsofasignificant 
magnitude" inthe recommcndationthat 
HF'roblemsofasignificantmagnitudeshallbe 
reportedtoFERCwithin 24hours." It is not 
cleartoAGDCi f the24-hour reporting 

RegardlngStaffRecommendation#9:Toensure Al-189 
rcportlngrcquircmcntsareclcarlydcfincd,and 
to ensure the HRC compliance monitor hears 
abouttherightissues,pleaseconsiderlinking 
the 24-hour reporling requirementtoexisting 
legal definitionsandthresholdsandclarifying 
thereportsneedtobetothecompliance 
monitorratherthanpartofthestandard 

requirementisintendedtobe linkedtoexisting reporting.Forexample,thelanguagecouldbe 
1egaldefinitionsandthresholdssuchasany modified to say 
releasesoll'erRepor1ableQuanl itylell'elsthat 
must be reported to the National Response "P ab le s ef ii s·gA"fEanl mogR ·t ~!Je shall ~e 
Center/NRC), or if this recommendation is e~sFled te f[Rc;; ·1h·A H he fs .tn releases 
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A1-190 See the response to comment A1-1 and A1-51. 

A1-191 This comment is addressed in section 4.2.4 of the final EIS.  See also the 
response to comment A1-1.   

 
  

AGDC Comment or Concern 

ln sect ions4.2.4andS.2, staffrecommendation26,FERCis 
recommending AGOC use fines in granular fill for the surface 
course used on all construction workspaces. However, AGDC 
believes this isnotanoperationallysoundrecommendationand 
haspotentlaltorlncreaslngenvlronmentallmpacts lntheformol 
fugitivedustandlncreased sedimentin runoffwithoutimproving 
potential forrevegetation.Finesingranularfil l forthesurface 
coursewllldecreaseloadcapacltlesandlncreasesdustandmud 
issues. Further,i twill notimprovepotential forrevegetationo f 
the areas since much of the fine material would run off or blow 
away during construction activities. Therefore, AGDC respectful ly 
requestsFERCdropthisrecommend.ition. 

Pleaseconsider.idding.irecoenitiontherearesomecaseswhere 
matswlllnotbefeaslble andalternatlvessuchasthe planned 
gravelplacement wil l be required. lnparticular,in sections4.2.4 
and section 5.2, staff recommendation 25, FERC Is recommending 
AGDC review areas proposed for Mode 4 construction in the 
summer and confirm that winter construction would not be 
feasible, and that AGDC use timber/synthetic mats In place of 
granularfillinwetlandsproposedforMode4construction ina 
number of locations. However, AGDC believes there are some 
caseswhere matswillnotbe feasibleandalternat ivessuch as the 
planned gravel placement will be required. In addition, AGDC 
believesthisrecommendationhaspotentialforincreasedcosts, 
feasibility issues,andpotentialfor scheduleeKecution delays. 
EKamplefactorsthat couldimpactfe;isibilityfor useofmats 
include,butarenot limitedto: 
1. Safe working surface - mats must be applied to level work 
surfacesuchthatheavyequipmentcanoperate.Thisrequires 
ground surfaceprepwhichwillimpactandjeopardizethesurface 
organic layer. Otherwise matting joints ;ind individual segments 

Potentlal Approach to Resolution AGDC Request t o FERC 

attempting toaddressotherconcernsduring overReportableQuantitylevelsthatmustbe 
constructionac1iviIies. rep9rtedt9theNational ResponseCenter 

(NRC)mustalsobP. rPportP.dtothPFERC 
AGDC can appreciate that the FERC wants to compliance monitor within 24 hours." 
knowassoonaspossibleifa problemofa 
significantmagnitudeoccurs.lfthis isexpected 
to beaddressedinthecontextoftheotherwise 
"standard"statusreporting recommendationin 
this Recommended Mitigation, AGDC 
recommends that,inadditiontoclarifyingthe 
definition, theFERCconsidermodifyingthe 
requirementtoclarify that problemsofa 
significantmagnitude willbereported"tothe 
FERC com I lance monitor" within 24 hours. 

Al -189 

ln sections4.2.4and 5.2,staff recommendation 
26, FERC is recommending AGDC use fines in 
granular l il lforthesurfacecourse usedonall 
construction workspaces. However, AGDC 
bel ievesthisisnot an operationallysound 
recommendationandhaspotentialfor 
increasingenvironmentalimpactsintheform 
offugitlve dust;indincreasedsedimentin 
runoffwlthout improvingpotentia l for 
revecet;ition. Finesingranularf illforthe 
surfacecoursewllldecreaseloadcapaci tlesand 
incre.isesdustandmudissues.Further,itwill 
notimprovepotentialforrevegetationofthe 
areassincemuchofthefinematerialwouldrun 
offor blowawayduringconstructionactivities. 
Therefore, AGDC respectfully requests FERC 
drop this recommendation. 

AGOC r.espectfully requests deletion of th.i, I A l-190 
5taffRecommendatlon.ltisnotoperationally 
soundand has potentiallorincreasing 
environmental impactsintheformof fug1tive 
dustand increased sedimentinrunoffwithout 
improv1ngpotentia l forrevegetation. 

AGDC respectfully requests modification of 
section5.2(5R25,p.5-S l)and4.2.4toallowan 
asscssmcntoffcasibil ityoftimbcr/synthctic 
matsbasedoncondltlonsattheslte.Example 
factorsthatcould impactfeasibilityinclude,but 
are not limited to· 
1. Sale working surface - mats must be applied 
to levelworksurfacesuchthat heavy 
equipmentcanoperate.This requiresground 

Review/incorporatctheinformationnotcdby 
AGDC. In particular, consider modifying section 
5.2 (SR25,p.5-51)and 4.2.4to incorporatea 
feaslbllltyassessmentforuseof 
timber/synthetic mats as follows: 

aPrlortoconstructJonoftheMalnHne 
Faci lities, AGDC shall review areas proposed fo 
Mode 4 construction In the summer and 

surface prep which will impact and jeopardize confi rm that winter construction would not be 
the surface organic layer. Otherwise matting feasible in low slope areas (Oto 2 percent) 
joints and individual segments will be unstable Additionally, AGDC shall review and evaluate 
undercquipmentloads 1h.!;_usetimber/syntheticmatsinplacc of 
2. Permafrost surface layer damage - matting granular fill in wetlands proposed for Mode 4 
applied in summer season compress into and construction on slopes of Oto 2 percent and in 
damagesurfacelayerorganicsandincrease uplandsproposedforMode4summer 
active layer thawing. constructionon slopesof 0to2percentthat 
3. Area of work - in some cases, the area fitt ing are underlain by thaw-stable permafrost.....fillQ 
FERCcriteriaforthisconditlonissmall ;ind does lndicalP.matswillbP.usP.doridentifureasons 

Al-19 1 
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A1-192 Sections 4.2.5.2 and 5.2 of the final EIS have been updated to address this 
comment. 

A1-193 See the updates to sections 4.4.1.2, 5.1.4, and 5.2 of the final EIS.  Electronic 
marking (e.g., GPS coordinates) may be used to relocate wetland boundaries in 
subsequent years following field-delineations, but physical markers on the 
right-of-way are required to identify wetland boundaries as described in the 
Project Procedures. 

 
  

AGOC Comment or Concern Potential Approach to Resolution AGDC Request to FERC 

will be uns1able under equipment loads. not make a separate construction method matuseIsnot teaslble. 1f 3ny chanses result Al-19 1 
2. Permafrost surface layer damage - matting applied in summer feasible from a logistics or cost perspective. 
seasonhavepotentia ltocompressinto anddamagesurface layer 
organicsandincreaseactivelayerthawing. 
3. Area of work• In some cases, the areas titting FERC criteria for 
th isconditionaresmallanddonotmakeaseparateconstruction 
methodfeilsiblefromillogisticsorcostperspective. 

Based on these factors, AGDC respect fully requests FERC consider 
adding the following language to staff recommendation 25 to 
l urtheranalyzethe locatlonswhereFERClsrequestlngthe 
changes to winter construction,andwhereFERCisaskingto 
switch to mats instead of gravel. In particular, AGDC will need to 
furtherexaminefactorssuchasthemileage, locationwithin 
spread,andconstra intsthatmaypreventchangesduetoother 
projectneedsorconditions(e.g.,access,wateravailability, 
adjacent topography/ROW mode, execution feasibility) to 
determine If there are some locations where It will be feasible to 
switchtomatuseand/or whereitisnot possible. 
AGDC fil ed an inaccurate depiction of the time period between 
clearingandconstructionaslto3yearsinRFl -528-FERC-068 
(Accession No. 20180427-S256 (3285209S)). The correct time 
frameisasdepictedinRFI465-FERC-OlO(AccessionNo.20180102-
5180(326054S))ofltol 1/2yearsbetweenclearingand 
construction 

AGDC filed an inaccurate depiction of the time 
periodbetweendearingandconstructionasl 
to3years inRFl-528-FERC-068(AccessionNo. 
20180427-5256 (32852095)). The correct time 
frameisl lol l /2years betweenclearingand 
construction,asexplained in RFl -465-FERC-010 
(Accession No. 20180102-5180(3260545)). 

AGDC requests removal of this Staff 
Recommendation,sincelthasbeen addressed 
with AGDC's correction in RFl-465-FERC-010 
(Accession No. 20180102-5180 (3260545). 

fromtheseanalvses-AGDCshallprepare 
re11isedalignmentsheetsandresourceimpact 
tablesadoptingchanflestoMode 4 areas 
ret lectlngthe increaselnwlnter constructlon 
segmentsand the replacementofgranularfill 
withtimber/syntheticmats.Priorto 
constr1.Jctlon of the Mainline Faci l ities, I\GOC 
shallfi le therevisedsheetsandresourceimpac 
tableswiththeSecretary for thereviewand 
wri ttenapprovaloftheDirectoroftheOEP. 
(seclion4.2.4r 

Sincei t wasrequired priortotheendof the 
comment period, AGDC fil ed this response 
AGDC filed this information to the FERC Docket 
September 18, 2019 (Accession No. 20190918-
5098). 

AGDCrespectfullyrequestsdele tlonofthis 
StaffRecommendation. l twasbasedona 
mistake by AGDC when an inaccurate depiction 
ofthetlmeperlodbetweenclearingand 
constrnction wasprovidedtoFERCas l to3 
yearsinRFl-528-FERC-068(Accession No 
20180427-5256(32852095)). The correct time 
frameislto l l/2yearsbetweenclearin8and 
constr1.Jc tion asnotedinRFl-465-FERC-010 
(Accession No. 20180102-5180(3260545)). 
Based on this additional information, AGOC 
requestsremovalofthisStaff 
Recommendatlon,slnce ithasalreadybeen 
addressed with AGDC's correction in RFl-465-
FERC-010 /Accession No. 20180102-5180l. 

Al-192 

lnsections4.4.l.2andS.2,staff recommendation39,FERCis 
recommending that AGDC field-delineate wetland areas 
immediatelypriortoplannedMainlinePipelinewinter 
constructionsegmentsand identifythefield-delineatedwetlands 
wit h markers in the field ilnd on revised construction alignment 
sheets. In response, AGDC notes that the recommendation does 
not providefle~ibili tyforuseofelectronicmarkers,whichcanbe 

AGDC respectfully requests modification of Review/incorporate the information noted by A J-193 
section 5.2 (SR 39, p. 5-53) and 4.4.1.2 to allow AGDC. In particular, consider modifying section 
loruseol electronicdelineationmethodswhen S.2(SR39,p.5-53)and4.4.1.2toallow loruse 
feasible,asnotedintheredlinesuggestions. ofelectronicdelineationmethodswhen 

feasiblc,asnoted below: 
In addition, AGDC commits to implement the 
measures in staff recommendation 39. During "39. During the growing season immediately 

more effective than physical markers in some circumsl ances and the growing season immediately prior to prior to planned winter construction segments 
cause less environmental impact. Therefore, AGDC is respectfully planned winter construction segments of the of the Mainline Pipeline, AGDC shall fie-ld-
reouestin FERC modifv staff recommendation 39 to include the Mainline Pi eline, AGDC shall del ineate delineate wetland areas. The +ieW--delineated 
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A1-194 Sections 4.4.2 and 5.2 of the final EIS have been updated to address this 
comment. 

A1-195 See the response to comment A1-1. 

 
  

following redline changes. In addition, AGDC hereby commits to 
implement the measures in staff recommendation 39 into its 
Project execution plans. 

39. During the growing season immediately prior to planned 
win ter construction segments of the Mainline Pipeline, AGDC shall 
field-delineatewetlandareasor provide lorelect ronicdelineation 
wherefeasible.Thefield-delineatedboundariesshallbeidentified 
withmarkersinthelield,or electronicallywherefeasible,andon 
revisedconstructionalignmentsheetsthatshallbefiledwiththe 
Secretarypriortoconstructionthroughtheseareas. Theresultsof 
these fleld surveysshallbe included lnthefinalwetland 
delineationreoortsfiledwiththeSecretarv. (sectlon4.4.l.2l 
Appendix K-2 of the DEIS is correct and consistent with the Project 
Winter andPermalrostConstructlonPlan 

Potential Approach to Resolution AGDC Request to FERC 

wetland areas. The delineated boundaries shall boundaries shall be identi fied with markers in 
beidentifiedwithmarkersinthefield,or thefield,.orelectronicallywherefeasible and 
electronicallywherefeasible,andonrevised onrevisedconstructionalignmentsheetsthat 
constructional ignmentsheets thatshallbe shallbeliledwiththeSecretarypriorto 
l iledwiththeSecretaryprior toconstr1,ction 
through these areas. The resultsofthesefield 
surveysshallbeincluded inthefina1wetland 
delineationreportsfiledwiththeSecretary. 
(section4.4. l.2) 

AGDC filed this information to the FERC Docket 
September1g,2019(AccesslonNo.20190918-
S098). AGDC has reviewed the mode 
designationspresentedinAppendixK-2ofthe 
OEISandconfirms it ls correctandconsistent 
withtheProjectWinterandPermafrost 
Const ruction Plan. 

constr1,ction throughtheseareas.The resultso 
thesefieldsurveysshallbeincludedinthefinal 
wet landdelineationreportsfiledwiththe 
Secretary.~ 

AGOC has reviewed the mode designations 
presentedlnAppendlxK-2oftheDEISand 
confi rmsitiscorrectandconsistentwiththe 
ProjectWinterandPermafrostConstructlon 
Plan. 

Al -193 

Al-194 

In sections 4.6.3.2 and section 5.2, staff recommendation 50, FERC AGDC respectfully requests modification of 
is recommending AGDC file revised shutdown distances for all section 5.2 (SR SO, p. S-S4) and 4.6.3.2 to refer 

Review/incorporate the information noted by A 1-195 
AGOC. In particular, consider modifying section 
S.2(SRSO,p.S-54)and4.6.3.2 to refertoand underwater noise generating activities and shutdown zones for a to and be consistent with NMFS and USFWS 

number of harassment zones or a commitment to conduct sound requirements. 
source verification efforts. However, AGDC notes tha t marine 
mammal shutdown and harassment zones will be covered by the 
NMFSandUSFWSinanticipatedincidentaltakeapprovalsand 
those approvals would evaluate potential project noise impacts 
and dictate shutdown distances. In addition, AGOC believes FERCs 
specificrecommendationsareprematureandcouldpotentially 
conflict with requirements that would be dictated by the NMFS 
and USFWS marine mammal ru les, permits, and approvals. 
Therefore, AGDC respectfully requests the FERC modify staff 
recommendationSOasindicatedby redlineeditsusgestlons. 

be consistent with NMFS and USFWS 
requirements,asnotedbelow: 

"SO. Prior to construction, AGOC shall file with 
theSecretary,forthereviewandwri tten 
approvaloftheOirectoroftheOEP,revised 
shutdowndistancesforal lunderwaternoise 
generatingactivities(i.e., piledriving[impact, 
vibratory,andallpiletypes],dredging, 
screcding,anchorhandling,MainlinePipclinc 
shorellne lnstallatlon,andMarineTermlnal 
MOF removal). For the revised shutdown 
distances, AGDC will use shutdown distances as 
dictated in NMFS and usrws marine mammal 
ru lesoermit53ndapproyal5.~ 
a. s"1 IEle R l8Res for I e el • "1arassrriePf fer 
;111 a · e a i1 lshas@de el s uhlsd 
1fstaRees 0R3flfleR1f bl,tableslll.3 I 11 
1 I 11 8 aR£1 b 11 g ef lhe ~I[ (p"le £1( ·,,.g 
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A1-196 See the response to comment A1-1. 

 
  

AGDC Comment or Concern 

lnsections4.6.3.2andsection5.2,staffrecommendation51,FERC 
is recommending AGDC file a revised PSO deployment plan. AGDC 
anreesto filetheplan,howevernotes thattheadditionalspecific 

Po1ential Approach to Resolulion 

AGOC respectfully requests modification of 
section5.2(SRS1,p.S•SS)and4.6.3.2torefer 
to and be consis1ent with NMFS and USfWS 

PSO requirements in staff recommendation 51 will be covered by requirements. 
theNMFSandUSFWSinanticipatedlncidentaltakeapprovalsand 
thoseapprovalswouldevaluatepotentialprojectimpactsand 
dictate PSO requirements. AGDC believes FERC's specific 
recommendatlonsareprematureandcouldpotentiallyconfllct 
with requirements that would be dictated by the NM FS and 
USFWS marine mammal rules, permits, and approvals. Therefore, 
AGDC respectfully requests the FERC modify staff 
recommendatlonSlasindlcatedbyredllneedltsuggestlons 

AGOC Requesl to FERC 

aor Tesd1allslopu thheiln ·mal1110 esoul Al -195 -II sh 1E10 r ianes !er Le el II harassmeM hr 
bsel I letlilelu11a halulilasellonlhe eBelell 
d°SlilA5es "A appeAEI" L l;lalillesl 11 lQaAIIL 
11 l~ or lhe rn; b1"le !Ir" 0A8 ilAII El ell11",ig 
aof ·1Ies shall s1ep unl'I the aAl111al 111e es eul -& harassmerlioresfa le elllharassmenlfar 
all ma ·ne mammals (e ~e,H,aal nle1 &el 11a 

~ales! Basel! e lhe e!le ell 1fsla ees ·r 
appeil" Ll,lalilleslll§, l.11Q, l1111, 
L 1.11:i!,anEIL 11130f1he EIS{aef ·1, ne·se 
le els shall lie le e eEI henarlmalseAH 
1heseiees,url1► e,leaelheae;1,·1 -•I1ernaf el I •cacn aI ce 110 ee Elur;fne 
;1SeunEISeuree"er"fleaf0A Elur"ngeeAslruefen 
1ha1 e Eles1al!llshapprapla1esh1!1e naEI 
haass enlieeslilaseil'e elilse ell 
nlle alerno·sele els (section4.6.3.2r 

Review/1ncorporatetheinformationnotedby 
AGDC. In particular, consider modifying section 
5.2(SRS1,p.5-S5)and4.6.3.2to relertoand 
be consistent with NMFS and USFWS 
requirements,asnoted below: 

NSl. Prior to construction, AGDC shall file with 
theSecretary,for the revlewandwritten 
approvaloftheDirectoroftheOEP,arevised 
PSO deployment plan consistent wiJh NMf$ 
and USFW$ marine mammal ru les permits and 
~lha1·reliles1heiello ·As 
alep"leElr" "n11a ef "t~ 
P ~dhee ea, •blel'a shall SIU 8~ al leasl B~e 
P&Q al sea rear Ille eElse ef Ille sh Ide n ~ere 
!h le el •land ane P&Qslilfaneel at sea erer 
lantlnear1heedgeaf1heharassrnertiane!fer 
le elQ)· a dslalla a1leasla e P&Qer lhe 
p"lellr""rgBargeor "narad:jasenllanlll!iisell -h ferarEhor har!ll"ngaE\" "fes ·ncoel Inlet, 
•GOc;;5halls1afsA a1leas1enePSQ er1he 
p·pela I essel;and 
s ferElreElg·rgaA El sereeEl·ngaer TesanEI 
P1a· l"ne p·pel"re sherel"re ·rslallal"Br nGQb 
shallsU!"arat l easta ePSQar eash ti et1s·rg 
arElsneeEl·ng esseleraesempaA,·ng essel. 
(section4.6.3.2r 

Al-196 
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A1-197 See the response to comment CO29-5 and A1-1. 

A1-198 Problems of significant magnitude can generally be defined as an event that 
threatens the public or employee safety, causes significant property damage, or 
interrupts service.  Examples of reportable hazardous fluids-related incidents 
are provided in Staff Recommendations 163 and 164 of the final EIS, 
including items (a) through (m) of Staff Recommendation 164.  In addition, 
FERC staff note that there may be other events not listed that may be 
considered significant that would be reviewed on a case-by-case basis. 

AGDC Comment or Concern 

The process used in the DEIS to evaluate AQRV impacts is not 
consistentwiththeacceptedprocessestablishedbyfederalland 
Managers (FLMs) in the FLAG 2010 guidance document, and 
subsequently used by AGDC in preparation of RR9. Following the 
FLAG 2010 process, the science demonstrates that emissions from 
Project components will not adversely affect AQRV. There is no 
basis in the record for recommending that AGDC mitigate Project 
componentemissionstoreducethepredictedvisibilityor 
deposltionlmpacts.Seedetailedcommentsattached. 

Thereiscurrentlynotadefinit ionfortheterm'Problemsof 
significant magnitude .. .' AGDC will be implementing procedures to 
communicatetherequirementandrequestsclarityonFERCs 
expectations for reporting. Similar to AGDC's comments on staff 
recommendation 9, AGDC believes staff recommendation 204 
would be improved and more consistently implemented by 
definingthescopeforthephrase"problemsofasignificant 
magnitude" in the recommendation that "Problems of a significant 
magnitudeshallbereportedtoFERCwithin24hours." ltisnot 
clear to AGDC if the 24-hour reporting requirement is intended to 
belinkedtoexistinglegal definitionsandthresholdssuchasany 
releases over Reportable Quantity levels that must be reported to 
the National Response Center (NRC), or if this LNG cargo ship 
unloading or loading activities. 

AGDC can appreciate that the FERC wants to know as soon as 
possibleifaproblemofasignificantmagnitudeoccursduring 
unloadingor loadingLNGcargoships. lfthisneedstobe 
addressed lnthecontextoftheotherwise "standard"status 
reporting recommendation, AGDC recommends that, in addition 
toclarifyingthedefin ition,theFEfl.Cconsidermodifyingthe 
requirement to clarify who at FERC would need to be notified 
within24hours. 

PotentialAppr.»chtoResolution 

AGDC respectfully suggests that the FLAG initial 
projectscreeninglevelsdonot representa 
pass/failtestforadverseimpacts,andinstead 
the impactsneedtobeevaluatedonacase-by­
casebasis. 

lncommentsontheairqualityportionsofthe 
DEIS, in AGDC comment #128 above, AGDC 
provides additional explanation of the AQRV 
impacts and supports a determination that the 
curren tlyestimatedimpactsarenotadverse. 
Forthesereasons, AGDCrespectful lyrequests 
thatFERCremove theClasslandSensitiveClass 
II Mitigation Plan requirement from sections 
4.1S.S.3andsection5.2,staffrecommendation 
72,and updatetheimpactsassessment 
discussionintheDEISasprovidedinAGDC's 
comments. 

AGDC respectfully requests FERC provide a 
definition, or point to a regulatory citation, for 
theterm'Problemsofsignificantmagnitude .. .' 
AGOC wi ll be implementing procedures to 
communicate the requirement and wants to be 
clearonFERCsexpectationsforreporting. 

AGDC Request to FERC 

Review/incorporatetheinformationnotedby 
AGDC. In particular, consider removing the 
Class I and Sensitive Class II Mitigation Plan 
requirement from sections 4.15.5.3 and section 
S.2(5R72)andupdate theimpaet assessment 
discussion in the DEIS, as provided in AGDC 
comments(seeattached),consistentwiththe 
FLAG 2010 guidance and AGDC responses to 
requests for Information. Details for this 
response are included in AGOC comment #128 
above,andalsoanachedhereforreference. 

File Names: 
196_Comment Redline 
128b _ R Fl-466 _ RR09-007 _Public 
128c_RFl-466_RR09--008_Public 

Review/incorporate theinformationnotedby 
AGOC.lnparticular, considerprovidinga 
definition,orpolntingtoaregulatoryci1ation, 
fortheterm 'ProblemsofSignificant 
magnitude' so the notification requirements 
can be properly implemented. 

Al -1 97 
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A1-199 We agree with AGDC’s comment and add that we believe “oversight” could 
be considered as a form or level of “supervision.”  In response to this 
recommendation, AGDC can file, for review and approval, their procedures for 
handling off-site contractors that includes oversight by AGDC staff.  
Therefore, we maintain this recommendation. 

A1-200 Appendix B of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-201 Table C-8 of appendix C of the final EIS has been updated to address this 
comment. 

A1-202 Table C-8 of appendix C of the final EIS has been updated to address this 
comment. 

A1-203 Table C-8 of appendix C of the final EIS has been updated to address this 
comment. 

A1-204 Table C-8 of appendix C of the final EIS has been updated to address this 
comment. 

A1-205 Table C-7 of appendix C of the final EIS has been updated to address this 
comment. 

 
  

AGDC Comment or Concern 

Supervision'isusedinthe t ext,but'Oversight'istheappropriate 
e~pectationforthecontractowner. 

The current map doesn't show the location of the Mainline MOF. 
Themaphasbeenrevlsedand shouldbereplacedlnthemapse1 
fortheFEIS. 

Potential Approach to Resolution 

AGDCrespectfullyrequestschangingthe 
language inthisrequirementfrom'supervision' 
to'oversighl'. Employershavealegal 
requirementforsupervisionoltheiremployees 
AGDC's role as the contract owner will be 
oversightof thecontractorsratherthan the 

AGOCRequesttoFERC 

Review/incorporatetheinformationnotedby 
AGDC. In particular, consider modifying section 
S.2(SR208, p. 5-77)and4. 18.9,as follows: 

M208. Prior to commencement of service, AGDC 
shalldevelopproceduresforhandlingoff-site 

supervision required and provided by a direct contracl orsincludingresponsibi lities, 
employer restrict ions, and limitations and for ~ 

~ of thesecontractorsbyAGDCstaff. 
(section4.18.9)" 

AGOCrespectfullysuggests updatingthe 
MalnllneRouteMap,AppendixB,Sheet149,to 
show the location of the Mainline MOF as 
attached. 

Review/incorporatetheinformationnotedby 
AGDC. ln particular,conslderreplaclngthe 
MainlincRouteMap inAppcndixB,Sheet149, 
wi l htheattachedupdatedmaptodeplctthe 
locationoftheMainlineMOF 

File Name: 199_Appendix B_Vol 4_Revised 
Shcc\149 

Theslteacreageformaterlal slte2015-lf6is16acresandnot 116 IIGDCrespec1fullysuggestscorrectlngthe Revlew/lncorporatethelnformationnotedby 
AGOC. ln particular,considercorrectingthe 
acreageformaterlalsl te2015-LF6from116to 
16acresinTableC-8asshown in theattached 
port ion of the table. 

acresaslistedinTableC-8. acreageformaterialsite201S-LF6from116 to 

TheBonanzaWestmaterialsiteshouldbe listed asa Primarysi te 
andnotanAlternateinTableC-8. 

Material site35-04-02S-3ise~istingandnotproposedas listedin 
TableC-8. 

Although most are within 1 mile, the MPs in Table C-8 for the 
materialsitesareslightlylncorrect. 

16acreslnTableC-8. 

AGDCrespectfullysuggestschangingthe 
BonanzaWestmaterlalsitetoaPrimarysite 
type inTableC-8 

AGDCrespectfullysuggestschangingthe 
materia lsite3S-04-02S-3to"existing" in Table 
C-8. 

AGOCrespectfullysuggestsslightcorrections 
neededln TableC-8regardingtheMPnumbers 
of the material sites. 

File Name:200 TableC-8 
Review/incorporatetheinformationnotedby 
AGDC. ln particular,considercorrectingthe 
BonanzaWestmaterialsite toaPrimarysi te 
typeasshownintheattached port ion of Table 
C-8 

file Name: 20l _Table C-8_Bonanza West 
Material Si te Correction 
Review/incorporatetheinformationnotedby 
AGDC. In particular, consider modifying section 
materlalslte3S-04-025-Jto"exlstlng"lnTable 
C-8asshownontheattachedexcerptofthe 
table. 

fileName:202 Aooendi~C·S 

Review/incorporatetheinformationnotedby I 
AGOC. In particular, consider modifying the MP 
indications in Table C-8 as shown on the 
attached. 

File Name: 203 Table C-8 MP Corrections 

Al-199 

Al -200 

Al-201 

Al-202 

Al-203 

A\-204 

Slte WD-108 ls 4.90 acres In site not 0.90 as listed In Table C-7. IIGDC respectfully suggests modifying the size Revlew/lncor~orate the l_nformati?n _noted b~ I A 1-205 
of Si te WD-108 in Table C-7 \04.90 acres. AGDC. In particular, consider mod1fymg the size 

ofSiteW0-108inTableC-7from0.90to4.90 
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A1-206 Table C-6 of appendix C of the final EIS has been updated to address this 
comment. 

A1-207 Table C-3 of appendix C of the final EIS has been updated to address this 
comment. 

A1-208 Appendix L (Wildlife and Fish Noise Calculated Results) has been updated to 
include information in NMFS's Proposed Rule based on AGDC’s response to 
question 37 of our EIR dated November 22, 2019 (Accession No. 20191203-
5031). 

A1-209 Appendix L (Wildlife and Fish Noise Calculated Results) has been updated to 
include information in NMFS's Proposed Rule based on AGDC’s response to 
question 37 of our EIR dated November 22, 2019 (Accession No. 20191203-
5031). 

A1-210 Appendix L (Wildlife and Fish Noise Calculated Results) has been updated to 
include information in NMFS's Proposed Rule based on AGDC’s response to 
question 37 of our EIR dated November 22, 2019 (Accession No. 20191203-
5031). 

A1-211 Appendix L (Wildlife and Fish Noise Calculated Results) has been updated to 
match the information from AGDC’s Prudhoe Bay IHA application provided 
as part of this comment. 

 
  

AGDC Comment or Concern 

Minordiscrepancieswerefoundwith theMilePosts, 
distances/directions,andexistingfacil itydesignationslistedin 
TableC-6forseveralfaci1it ies. 

Minor modifications to the Mile Posting l isted in Table C-3 would 
make it consistent with AGDC's current Mile Post assessment. 

PotentlalApproach to Resolutlon 

AGOC respect fully Sllggests modifying Table C-6 
toaddressminordiscrepanciesfoundinthe 
MilePosts,distances/direc tions,andexisting 
facilitydesignationsasindicatedinthe 
attachment. 

AGDC respect fully sl.lggesl5 minor modifications 
1otheMilePostinglis1edin TableC-3tomakeit 
consistent with AGDC's Cl.lrrent Mile Post 
assessment. 

The distances to Level A threshold sol.Ind levels for pile driving in AGOC respectfolly Sllggests modifying Table L­
Cook Inlet do not match NMFS Proposed Rule for Project ITRs. The 1.1-9 to be consistent with the cllrrent NMFS 
subject tables should be revised to reflect the NMFS published proposed rnle for Project ITRs. 
Proposed Rule for the ProjecttTRs inCooklnlet. 

The sol.Ind levels for pile driving in Cook Inlet do not match NMFS 
Proposed RuleforProjec t lTRs. The subjecttablessholl ldbe 
revlsedtoreflecttheNMFSpublishedProposedRuleforthe 
ProjectlTRs inCooklnlet. 

AGDC respect fully sl.lggesl5 modifying Table L-
1.1-7 to be consistent with the NMFS Proposed 
RllleforProjectlTRs. 

The nllmbers and sizes of pi les in Table L-1.1-6 for Cook Inlet do AGDC respect fl-Illy suggests modifying Table L-
not match NMFS Proposed Rllle for Project ITRs. The subject table 1.1-6 to be consistent with the current NMFS 
should be revised to reflect the NMFS published Proposed Rule for Proposed Rule for Project ITRs. 
the Project lTRsinCook lnlet. 

Areas ensonified 10 Level B for West Dock work do not match AGDC respectfully requests modification of 
AGDC IHA application to NMFS, which has been reviewed and Table L-1.1-5 to be consistent with the current 
accepted for processing by NM FS. The subject table should be AGDC IHA application to NMFS, and align the 
revised to reflect the current Project IHA application for West DEIS with the IHA. 
Dock. 

AGDC Request to FERC 

acresasshown intheattached portionolthe I 
table. 

File Name: 204 Table C-7 
Review/incorporatetheinformationnotedby 
AGDC. In particular, consider modifying the 
MilePosl5,distances/directions,andexisting 
facilitydesignationsin TableC-6as indicated in 
the attachment. 

FileName: 205 TableC-6 
Review/incorporatetheinformationnotedby 
AGDC. In particular, consider modifying the 
MilePosting listedinTableC-3tomakeit 
consistent with AGDC's current Mile Post 
asscssmcnt,asshownontheattachcd. 

File Name: 206_ATWS Mile Post Corrections fo 
TableC-3 
Review/incorporatetheinformationnotedby 
AGDC.lnparticular,considerrevising Table L­
l.1-9 tobeconslstentwlthlhecurrentNMFS 
ProposedRuleforProjecttTRs,asshownonthe 
attachedredline. 

FileName:207_TableL-1.1-9 

A\-205 

AJ -206 

Al -207 

A\-208 

Review/incorporate the information noted by A 1-209 
AGDC. In particular, consider revising Table L-
1.1-7 to be consistent wlth the current NMFS 
ProposedRuleforProjecttTRs,as shownon the 
attachedrcdlinc. 

FIie Name: 208_Table L-1.1-7 

Review/incorporate theinformationnoted by

0 
AGDC. lnpartlcular,considerrevislngTablel­
l .l-61obeconslstentwlththe currentNMFS 
ProposedRuleforProjecttTRs,asshownon th 
attachedredline. 

File Name: 104_Table 4.7.2-2 and Table L-1.1-6 

Review/incorporatetheinformationnotedby 
AGDC. In particular, consider the ~ttached 
modifications to Table L-1.1-5. 

File Name: 210_Table L-1.l -S 

Al-2 10 

A\-211 
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A1-212 Appendix L (Wildlife and Fish Noise Calculated Results) has been updated to 
match the information from AGDC’s Prudhoe Bay IHA application provided 
as part of this comment. 

A1-213 Appendix L (Wildlife and Fish Noise Calculated Results) has been updated to 
match the information from AGDC’s Prudhoe Bay IHA application provided 
as part of this comment. 

A1-214 Appendix L (Wildlife and Fish Noise Calculated Results) has been updated to 
match the information from AGDC’s Prudhoe Bay IHA application provided 
as part of this comment.  Because the proposed rule has been prepared by 
NMFS, not AGDC, and is not final, we have not used information from the 
proposed rule. 

A1-215 Appendix L (Wildlife and Fish Noise Calculated Results) has been updated to 
match the information from AGDC’s Prudhoe Bay IHA application provided 
as part of this comment. 

A1-216 Appendix L (Wildlife and Fish Noise Calculated Results) has been updated 
with this information. 

A1-217 EFH consultation for the Project is complete (see the updates to table 1.6-1 and 
section 4.7.4 of the final EIS). 

 
 
 
 
  

AGDC Comment or Concern 

Areas ensonlfled to Level A for West Dock work do not match 
AGDC IHA application to NM FS, which has been reviewed and 
accepted forprocesslng byNMFS.Thesubject tableshould be 
revlsed to reflect thecurrent Pro)ect lHAappllcatlonfor West 
Dock. 

Distances to Level A threshold sounds are not aligned with AGDC 
IHAapplica tlon. They should beallgned as piles/sources changed. 

PotentlalApPf'OachtoResolutlon 

AGDC respectful ly requests modification of 
Table l -l .1-4tobeconsistentwiththecurrent 
AGDC IHA application to NMFS, and align the 
DEISwlth the lHA. 

AGDC respectfully requests modification of 
Table l -1.1-3 tobeconslstent wlth thecurrent 
AGDC IHA application to NMFS, and align the 
DEISwith the lHA. 

The source levels used to ca lculate the distances to noise impact AGDC respectfully suggests modification or 
thresholds for fish do not match source levels In the NMFS Table l -1.2-2 to be consistent with the current 
Proposed Rule and AGDC IHA applica tion. For consistency, Table L- NMFS proposed rule for Project ITRs and the 
1.2-2 should be revised to reflect the source levels In NMFS current Project IHA application for West Dock. 
published Proposed Ruleforthe ProJect lTRs lnCooklnlet andthe 
current Project IHA application for West Dock, as those were 
developed In conjunction wi th NMFS as the most appropriate 
source levels. Thesu1111es tededitsto l able L-1.2-2 areattached. 

AGDC Request to FERC 

Review/incorl)O(ate the information noted by I 
AGOC. In part icular, consider the attached 
modifications to Table L-1.1-4. 
FlleName:2ll_Tablel-l .1-4 

Review/incorl)O(ate the information noted by 
AGDC. In particular, consider the attached 
modifications to Table l -1.1-3. 

FileName:212_TableL-l .1-3 

Review/incorporate lhe information noted by 
AGOC. In particular, consider modifying the 
attachedsuggestedrevisionstoTableL-l .2-2to 
make the numbers consistent with the NMFS 
ProposedRulefor theprojectandthecurrent 
IHA applic.i t ion for West Dock. 

File Name:213 Table L-1.2-2 
Pile si i es and numbers do not match current AGOC application to AGDC respectfu lly requests modification of Review/incorporate the information noted by 
NMFS, changes needed to align tables In DEIS with IHA. Table l -1.1-2 to be consistent with t he current AGOC. In partlculi1r, considef'the attached 

The data provided for Construction/Gas Treatment Faci li ties/ 
8reach 8ridge8argesin thevesseltable (TableL-2-l)should 
revlsed based on lnformatlonprovldedMarch l3,20181n RFl-
528_FERC-013 (Accession No. 20180330-5172(32778800)). The 
numberoft rlpsfor thesevesselsshouldbereducedto21n Year -2 
and2 1n Year4.These vesselswould remainatWestDock for the 
other years. 

AGDCapplicatlon to NMFS and the IHA modifications to Table L-1.1-2. 
appl ication. 

AGOC respectfully requests modification of 
Table l -2-l tobeconsistent withvessel trip 
numbersprovldedMarch13,2018 1nRFl-
528 FE RC-013 (Accession No. 20180330-
5172(32778800)). The number of trips for these 
vesselsshould bereduced to2 inYear -2 and2 
in Year 4. These vessels would remain al West 
Dockforthe other vears. 

FileName:214_TableL-l .l-2 

Review/Incorporate the information noted by 
AGOC. In particular, considef' the attached 
modifications to Table L-2-1. 

FileName:21S_Tablel•2· 1 

Al -2 12 

Al-2 13 

Al-214 

Al-W 

Al -216 

Threeof thecrosslng typesfortheSagavanirk tok•West Anabranch 
andProspcct Crcck nccdtobcchangcd fromBrldgc/Culvcrtto lcc 
bridge. 

AGOCrespectfullysuggestscorrections to 
brid8etypeand construction season in Table 
4.1-2. 

AGOC. In particular, consider correcting three A 1-217 
Review/incorporate the information noted by I 
bridgetypesand constructlon seasonsln Table 
4.1•2asshown on theattached. 

FileName:216 Table4. l -2 
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A1-218 EFH consultation for the Project is complete (see the updates to table 1.6-1 and 
section 4.7.4 of the final EIS).  The comments on table 4.1.1-3 of the EFH 
Assessment have been incorporated into appendix I of the final EIS. 

A1-219 Sections 4.2.5.2 and 5.2 of the final EIS have been updated to address this 
comment. 

A1-220 According to AGDC’s IHA application for Prudhoe Bay, provided as part of 
AGDC’s comments on the draft EIS, AGDC stated that vessels would begin 
arriving at West Dock Causeway when ice conditions of 3/10 or better 
occurred.  Under those conditions, ice may be present and vessels could transit 
earlier in the season; therefore, impacts on ringed seals and bearded seals may 
occur, if present. 

A1-221 As described in section 7.9.1 of the BA (provided as appendix O of the final 
EIS), ringed seals could have lairs over grounded sea ice (shorefast ice) in 
snowdrifts; therefore, winter construction activities at West Dock Causeway 
could affect adults or pups in dens (see 
https://www.adfg.alaska.gov/static/education/wns/ringed_seal.pdf). 

 
 
  

AGDC Comment or Concern PotentialApproachtoResolut!on AGDC Request to FERC 

The only waterbodies along the PTTL with planned water AGDC respectfully suggests modification of Review/incorporate the information noted by A 1-218 
withdrawals that has EFH species present is the Shaviovik River Table 4.1.1-3 Waterbodies with Known 
East (PTM P 2S.6), theSagavanirktok River Main at PTMP 44.2, and Essential Fish Habitat and Planned Water 
Sagavanirktok River West (PTMP S3.0). The remaining lakes in the Withdrawals as noted. 
Pffisectionhave inaccurateAWCcodesassociatedwiththe 
waterbodies,andtherehasbeennodocumentationofEFH 
speciesinthose lakeson theNorthSlope.AlsoseeRFI-S61-FERC-
083 Attachment 1, Accession No. 20181126-S017(33254024) for 
updated list of waterbodies with planned water withdrawals with 
AWC/EFHoresence. 
ApproKimately 51 acres would be dredged and the Temporary 
MOF would encompass 30 acres; however these two areas 
overtap by17acres(MOFwil1beconstructedlnpartonthe 
dredged.ire;i)andtoavoiddoublecountingimpacts,thetotal 
should be 64 acres. 

ProjectvesseltrafficassociatedwiththesealiftsandworkatWest 
Dock would occur in July-October (RF l-561-FERC-166 (Accession 
Nos. 20181022-5218(33207233) and 20190531-5299(33600351) 

AGDCrespectful1ysuggesls updating7.12.2, Pg. 
0-136tocorrecttheoverestimateinacreage 
lmpactsbecausethetworeferencedareashave 
some overlap. 

AGDC respectfu lly requests modification of 
section7.9.3,Pg.0-129todelete reference l o 
vesseltrafficcausinglnjury todenningseals,as 

filed October 22, 2018 and May 31, 2019)). Ringed seals den and vessels will be in open water. 
whelp pups in winter and early spring (Appendi~ 0 page 0-124). 
Projectvesseltralficwilltakeplaceinopenwaterandwil l not 
affect denning seals. 

AGO(. In part icular, consider modifying Table 
4.1.1-3asshownontheattached,tobe 
consistent with planned water withdrawals anc 
correctAWCcodes. 

File Name; 217_Table 4.1.1-3 AppendiK M 
Essential Fish Habitat Assessment 

Review/incorporate the information noted by 
AGOC. In particular, consider revising section 
7.12.2,Pg.0.136,tocorrectthelosslnforaging 
habitat from 81 to 64 acres because the two 
referencedslteshavesomeoverlap. 

"The Marine Terminal PLF and MOF would 
causethepermanentlossofabout20acresof 
loraginghabitat,andthe Marine TerminalMOF 
anddredgingwould causelhetemporaryloss 
of about ~ acres of foraging habitat in Cook 
Inlet: 

Review/incorporate the information noted by 
AGOC. In particular, consider modifying section 
7.9.3,Pg. 0-129,tolndicate: 

"The Project is likely to adversely affect ringed 
sealsbec.ause: theP!'ojectwouldcaus.e Leve1A 
andlevel8harassmenttoringedsealsfrom 
underwater noisei aR~ essel t aUiE EB I~ 

The barge bridge location is in shallow water where the sea ice AGDC respectfully requests modification of Review/incorporate the information noted by 
freezes to the floor (grounded ice) making it impossible for ringed section 7.9.2.1, Pg. 0-126, to include reference AGDC. In part icular, consider modifying section 
seals to use it. This grounded ice e~tends seaward along the to the occurrence of grounded sea ice, which 7.9.2.1, Pg. 0-126, to be: 
causeway foraconslderabledlstance. Foranyworkthatwould 
occur in suitable habitats, AGDC has committed to conducting 
rlngedseallalrsurveystoavold such posslblllt les. 

does not support use by ringed seals. 
"Winteract ivitiesattheGTP(preppingthe 
seabed for the barge bridge) ~ 
areas gf grounded sea Ice which dges l'\Ol 
suooorttheuseofrinsedseals~ 
p eseRI &8 I~ IA)wre ar I II a~ hs aR~ p PS A 

- --

Al-219 

Al-220 

Al -221 
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A1-222 While noise impacts on North Pacific right whale critical habitat would be 
reduced by avoidance of BIAs by transiting vessels, noise impacts would not 
be avoided altogether.  Noise from transiting vessels could reach BIAs 
depending on the noise transmission of the vessel and its distance from the 
BIA. 

A1-223 Historical strike data outside of the Project area was not included in the vessel 
strike calculations. 

A1-224 Because gray whales may occur in the vicinity of construction activities in 
Prudhoe Bay, they could be exposed to noise from pile driving or screeding. 

 
  

AGDC Comment or Concern 

As shown on Figure 7.8.1-1 !n Appendix O, planned vessel routes 
avoidthe rightwhalc8IAs 

• Mc1nyofthereferencedhlstoricalhumpbc1ckwhalestrlkesthat 
wereapparentlyusedinthecalculationof futurestrikesoccurred 
east of the Kenai Peninsula and well outside from the Action Area 
withdifferentvesseltrafficand graywhaledensi ty.Suchstrikes 
shou ld notbe used tocalculatepotentlalfuturestrikesfromthe 
ProjectastheyDaggeratetheresulls.Thetablesfromlhewhale 
str ikeanalyseslntheaforementioned BAanddata request 
responseareattachedasisthefigurefromNielsonetal.(2012) 
showing the location of historical humpback whale strikes. Only 4 
of thestrikesshouldbe used,the remainderwereinareasthat 
wouldnotbetraveledbyProJectvesselsandnotappll cable as 
datafor strikeanalysis. 

AGDC has worked with NMFS ln preparing an IHA application for 
theconstructionworkatWestOock.Basedondensi ticscalculated 
from surveydataandtheexpectedarea tobeensonified,itwas 
determined thatitisunlikelyany(<l)graywhaleswould be 
exposedtolevelAorlevel Bharassment. Thesetypesol 
calculationsshouldbeusedtoaddcontext tostatements 
regarding Level A and Level B exposures ol gray whales. The IHA 
applicationisa\lached. 

PotentlalApproachto Aesolutlon 

AGDC respectfully requests modification of 
section 7.g.2.l,Pg.0-12l tobeconsistentwi th 
Figure 7.8.1-1 In AppendlM O showing planned 
vesselroutesavoidtherightwhale8IAs. 

AGDC respectfully requests modification of 
section 7.7.2.2,Pg.0-119tobetterreflect 
potentialforvesselstrikesintheProjectArea. 
Wesuggestthatthepredictedstrikes 
calculatedlnTables2and3of thevesselstrike 
analysisinAppendixC(BiDlogicalAssessment) 
of the FERCApplicatlonfor theProjectbe 
uti lized foroperationsandtheanalysls 
providedlnRFl-467_RR03-13S{AccessionNo. 
201go102-5212(3260S706)filedJanuary2, 
2018) be usedforconstructlon.Anattachment 
showsthelocationsoftheh istorical humpback 
whale strikes. 

AGDC respectfully requests modification of 
sectlon7.6.2.1,Pg.0-11S,consistent withthe 
IHl\analysisofwhaledlstrlbutlor'!sandnolse 
levels 

AGDC Request to FEAC 

Review/incorporate the information noted by 
AGOC. ln particular, consider modifying sect ion 
7.8.2. l ,Pg. 0-12ltorecognlzeandbe 
consistent with Figure 7.8.1-1 in Appendix 0 
whichlndicatesplannedvessel routesavoidthe 
rightwhale 8IAs. 

•Noise impacts from transiting vessels would be 
similar forNorthPacificrightwhalesas 
describedfor thePacificwalrus.Pipelineand 
materials would be transported to various ports 
in Alaska. Tug and barge combinations would 
beusedto transportpipelinetotheMainline 
MOF during the open water period in Upper 
Cook Inlet and could affect nonh Pacific right 
whaIes but \he ri5k hasbf!en minimizedby 
ayoiding BIAS with planned vessel traffic.;4hese 

essels e~lll l,a AnU, B gil a Bl• le ,~-
ReV"lew/lncorporate the information noted by 
AGDC. In part icular, consider modifying Table 
7.7.2.2 of Appendix O and the accompanying 
textconsistentwith theattached comment 
redlines and the attached backup technical 
information. 

Fi le Names: 

222a_Commenl Redline and Table 7.2.2-1 
222b Historical Humpback Whale Strikes 
222c~Vessel Whale Str ike Tables BA and Data 
Responses 

See the attached Prudhoe Bay IHA application. 
Also consider modifying section 7.6.2.1, Pg. 0-
llS consistent with graywhale dist ribu tion 
analyses,asfollows: 

"Graywha!eswithina6.2-squaremilearea 
couldreceive l evelB harassment frompile 
driving noise at West Dock (see table 6.5.2-3). 
HoweV"er based on the low use ol th is portion 

gfthcBcaufortSca such cxeosuresare not 
~ -

Al-222 

Al-223 

Al-224 
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A1-225 Comment noted. 
 
  

AGDC Comment or Concern 

Thereferencedhlstorlcal graywha1estrlkeoccurredlncoastal 
waterswell outsidethe Projectarea, infarsoutheasternAlaska, 
700 miles from the Action Area in a very different environment, 
levelofvessel traffic,andgraywhaledensity.Suchhistoricstrikes 
shouldnotbeusedtocalculatepotentia l fu turestrikesfromthe 
Project .Seeattachmentswhichinclude thegraywhalestrike 
location, suggested revisionsto Table7.2.2-l,andsupporting 
tablesfromtheappllcant-preparedBAanddata requestwhale 
strikeanalyses. ThesubjectDEIStext shouldbe stricken asthe 
revisedestimatedtakeswouldthenbezero. 

Potential Approach to Resolution 

AGDC respectfully suggests removing reference 
to thehistoricgraywhalestrikeasitwas 
approximately 700 miles from the 
Project/ActlonAreaand lnadilferent 
cnvironmcnt,lcvclofvcsseltra ffic,and gray 
whaledensity.Thischangewouldinclude 
removingthe potential ereywhalestrikesfrom 
Table7.2.2-landtheBiologicalAssessment 
(AppendixO)--multip le locations. 

AGOC Request to FERC 

• ... therefore, ifact ivitiesoccurduringlow 
lightingorinclementweather,somegray 
whalescouldbeexposedto l evelB harassment 
fromscreedingdueto lackof visibil ityandthe 
inabilityofthePSOstoimplementshutdown 
procedures althoughitisunlikelybasedonlow 
densiticsofgraywhalcsinthcBeaufort: 

File Name: 79a_Prudho-e Bay IHA App_Rev 2 

Al-224 

Revlew/incorporatethelnformatlon notedby Al-225 
AGOC. In particular, consider modifying Table 
7.2.2-lto removetextofpotentlal greywhale 
strlkes fromtheEllologlcal Assessment 
(AppendixO)--multiplc locationsasshownin 
theattachedtableredline. 

Alsoseetheanached historic strike Information 
forb.ickgroundto the.inalysis. 

File Names: 
224_Table7.2.2-1 Vessel Strikes 
222b HlstorlcalGravWhaleStrikes 
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A1-226 Based on our review, the entire offshore Project area is within designated 
critical habitat for Cook Inlet beluga whale. 

A1-227 Strike estimates of less than one but greater than zero do not suggest that 
strikes are impossible.  Our strike calculations, which are based on previously 
reported strikes, suggest that one whale may be struck due to Project-related 
vessel traffic. 

A1-228 See the updates to section 4.6.3.2 of the final EIS. 
 
  

AGDC Comment or Concern Potential Approach to Resolution 

There would be less than 39 acres of permanent Impacts AGOC respectfully suggests modifying section 
associated wi th the Mainline Pipeline (portion of the 14 acres 7.4.2-6, Pg. 0-105 acreage numbers associated 
where pipe is on the se:inoor - see previous comments), Mainline with the Mainline Pipeline and Mainline MOF as 
MOFs(6acres),thePLF(19acres),andshorelineprotection - not indicated. 
336acres.ThePLF(19acres)isnotwithinPCE1.0fthe 14acres 
onlyabout2acreswouldbewithlnPCEl oneach side. Therefore 
acresofimpact toPCElonthewestsideshould be8acresandthe 
impactonPCElontheeastsidewouldbe2acres. 

Table7.2.2-l indica testheincreaseinvessel tralficassociated 
withtheProjectwouldnotresultinabelugastrike • thecalculated 
numberwas0.26indicatinganadditionalstrikewasnottobe 
expected as you cannot strike part of a whale. Numbers less than 
oneshouldbeinterpretedasnostrikes. 

There would be approKimately 39 acres of permanent impacts to 
benthicprcyhabitats,calculatedasacreagcasi.ociatedwiththc 
Mainline Pipeline (14 acres• see previous comments), Marine 
TerminalandMainlineMOFs(6.icres),thePLF(19acres),and 
shorelineprotection - not356acres.Anchor scarsaree•pectedto 
temporari lydisturb7acres,theTemporaryMOFconstruction 
woulddisturbanestimated30acres,anddredgingwoulddisturb 
about51acres(but17acresoverlapandarecountedas 
TemporaryMOF)foratotal of71acres 

AGOC respectfully wggests modifying 7.4.3, Pg. 
0·109to recognize belugavesselstrikesarenot 
expected. 

AGOC respectfully suggests correcting section 
7.4.2-4, Pg. 0-104 acreage numbers for Cook 
lnletbelugabenthlchabitatimpacts. 

AGOC Request to FERC 

Review/incorporate the information noted by 
AGOC. In particular, consider correcting section 
7.4.2-4, Pg. 0-104, as follows: 

"TheMainlinePipelineandMain1ine MOF 
would contribute to 5,070 acres of temporary 
habitat loss and ~.3.2 acres of permanent 
critical habitat loss (the Mainline MOF would ~ 
te ft in p1aceafteruse, soit isconsidereda 
permanent impact). Only iB_ acres of critiCill 
habitatlostpermanentlyonthewesti.ideof 
Cook Inlet would meet the criteria of PCE 1. The 
Marine Terminal (PLF, Marine Terminal MOF, 
and dredging) would contribute to -100-M acres 
oftemporarycrit ica1habitatlossand l9acres 
of permanent critical habitat loss.~~ 
acresofcritical habitatlostpermanentlyonthe 
east side of Cook Inlet would meet the criteria 
of PCE 1: 

Review/incorporate the information noted by 
AGDC. In particular, consider modifying section 
7.4.3, Pg. 0-109, to recognize beluga vessel 
strikes are not expected: 

"TheProjectlslikelytoadverselyaffectCook 
lnletbe1ugawhalesbecause: theProjectwould 
resultinunderwaternoisethat reached Level A 
andlevel BharassmentofCooklnletbeluga 
whales; the Project would permanently affect 
Cook lnletbelugawhalehabitat; andthe 
Projectcouldresultin vesselstrikes..i!.S.h2i!.&b. 
notexoected." 
Review/incorporate the information noted by 
AGDC. In particular, consider correcting section 
7.4.2-4,Pg.0-104, asfollows: 

"There would be about 3§612_ acres of prey 
habitatpermanentlylostundertheMainline 
Pipeline, Marine Terminal and Mainline MOFs, 
thePLF,andshoreline protection;andabout 
.wi94__! acresofpreyhabitattemporarily 
affected from anchor drop scars across the 
Cook Inlet seanoor and from dredging.· 
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A1-229 AGDC’s Petition for Incidental Take Regulations for Construction of the 
Alaska LNG Project in Cook Inlet, Alaska, dated October 1, 2018, identifies 
the types of geophysical equipment expected to be used for surveys.  Due to 
the lack of commitment by AGDC to avoid using echosounders that operate at 
frequencies that could not be detected by marine mammals, we analyzed the 
potential impact of this equipment. 

A1-230 Based on our review, the entire offshore Project area is within designated 
critical habitat for Cook Inlet beluga whale. 

 
  

AGDC Comment or Concern 

AsindicatedintheProjectlTRPetitionandNMFSProposedRule 
forthelTRs,theslnslebeanechosounderplannedlorusewould 
operateatfrequenciesabove200kH:andwouldthereforenot 
affect marine mammals as opposed to what is stated in Section 
7.4.2-loftheDEIS. Seesugsestedtextrevlslonslnthe 
attachment. 

This same comment applies to other locations in Appendix 0 
wheretheechosoundersaredlscussedsuchas: 
Pase0-119Section7.7.2.l humpbackwhales 
Pafle0-137Section7.12.2.2sea lions 

Acresofimpact indicatedinTable 7.4.2-1areincorrect.The330 
acres is the permanent ROW but the only permanent impacts 
would be the surface covered by the pipeline, which would be 14 

Potential Approach to Resolution 

AGDC respectfully suggests modifying section 
7.4.2-ltobeconslstentwlththeProjectlTR 
PetltionandNMFSProposedRulefor the lTRs 
thatlndicatethesinglebeanechosounder 
plannedforusewouldoperateat frequencles 

AGDCRequest to FERC 

Review/incorporate the information noted by 
AGDC. ln partlcular,conslderrevlslng Page0-
102ofAppendixO,tocorrectfrequenciesof 
the echosounderthatis planned foruse. 

above 200 kHz and wou ld therefore not affect This same comment applies to other locations 
marine mammals. in Appendix O where the echosounders are 

dlscussedsuchas:Page0-119Sectlon7.7.2.l, 
humpbackwhales,and Page0-137Section 
7.12.2.2,sealions. 

AGDC respectfu lly sugsests correcting Table 
7.4.2-1, Pg.0-101,tochange330acresto 14 
acresslnceonlypermanentlmpactswouldbe 
thesurfacecoveredbythepipeline,which 
would bel4acres. 

"Before conducting pipel ineconstructionand 
dredging in Cook In let, AGDCwould conduct 
detailcdgeophysicalsurveysusingsingleand 
multibeamechosoundersandside scan sonar 
todeterminethebathymetryoltheseafloor. 
Frbowuodsr 'ie eeflhese ·Aslf~ els can 
generatenolseatlevels that could affect 
marine mammals{ifoperatedatfreauencies 
~ than 200 kilohertz}. ~ 
~ ingle beam echosounders gn operate at 
frequenciesof3.5 to7S0kilohertz(whichjs 
withinthgfrgguenc~ range thatcan 
affect marine mammals), and multibeam 
echoso1.1ndersoperateat lrequenciesof 200to 
400kilohertz(whicharenotdetectableby 
marine mammals); however all eichosounders 
planned ~fortheProject geophyslcal 
survevs wouldbeooeratedatfreauenciesin 
excessof200kHzandwouldthereforenot 
aflectmarlnemammals.ee llil'lre!l Eerese 

R.cvicw/incorporate the information noted by I 
AGDC. In particular, consider correcting the 
lmpactacreagelnTable7.4.2•lasshownlnthe 
attachment. 

FileName: 229 Table4.4.2-1 
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A1-231 Section 7.4.2.3 of the Biological Assessment, which is provided as appendix O 
of the final EIS, describes how vessel strikes were calculated.  The heading for 
table 7.2.2-1 of the Biological Assessment should be “Estimated Number of 
Strikes” as the estimates provided in the table are for Project construction and 
operation.  The strike calculations are correct. 

A1-232 Comment noted.  Project operation activities would not affect bearded seals. 

A1-233 Appendix L (Wildlife and Fish Noise Calculated Results) has been updated to 
match the information from AGDC’s Prudhoe Bay IHA application provided 
as part of this comment. 

 
  

AGDC Comment or Concern 

Table7.2.lindicates that theidentifiednumbersof strikesareper 
year.Textonpage0-112 indicatesthese areactuallycumulative 
totalsover the years ofconstructlonand30years ofoperatlon. 
Themethods usedtoarrlveat theseestlmatedstrlkesarenot 
providedbutappeartohave incorporated historicalvessel strikes 
of marine mammals far outside of the Project/ Ac tion Area which 
exaggeratesthepotentialimpactsassociated withtheProject. We 
suggest that thepredlcted strlkescalculatedlnAppendlx Colthe 
FinalApplicationforthc Projectbeuti lizcd. Historicalstrikcseast 
of the Kenai Penlnsula(PrlnceWllllam Sound) shouldnotbeused 
intheanalysisasthcscarcasarcnotwithin thcActionArca. For 
construction,avesselstrikeanalysiswasprovidedwithadata 
requestresponse(RFl-467-RR03-13S,AccessionNo. 20180102-
S212(32605706)). We have attached a document wi th suggested 
revisionstoTable7.2.2-land anotherdocumentwiththe 
supporting tables from the BA and Data Request response whale 
strike analyses.AnyrevisionstopredictcdstrikesinTable 7.2.2-1 
wouldneedtobecarriedforward to thoseon: 
Page0-104Section7.4.2.3belugas 
Page0-112Section7.5.2.2flnwhales 
Page0-113Section7.7.2.2humpbackwhales 
Pa11:e0-133Section7.11.2.2s ermwhales 
There is noplanneduseofWest Dock orvessel/aircrafttraffic 
planned overmar inewatersof theBeaufortSeaforopera tlons. 
ThcProjcctarcaonthcNorthSlopcduringoperationsis 
terrestrialandconfinedtoareasmorethanO.Smiles frommarlne 
habitats. ThcProjcctwouldthercforcnotaffcctbcardcdscals 
during operations. 

Level AandBthresholdzonesare not alignedwilhthelHA 
applicationtoNMFS, seeattachments for suggested edits. 

Potentlil lApproilchto Resolutlon 

AGOC respectfu lly suggests modifying the 
headerln Table7.2.2•ltoindicatethenumbers 
areforthelifeof 1heproject(including 
operations),not'PerYear',andupdating 
numbersbasedon hist0<icdata in the 
Project/Action area. Forreferences,see 
attachedcopyofTables from thewhalestrike 
analysisin Attachment Aof theApplicant­
PreparedBAandTables2and3oftheanalysis 
provided in RFl -467-RR03-13S(Accession No. 
20180102-S212(32605706))for conslruction 
vesselstrikes(attached).Alternatively,allofthe 

AGOC Req uest to FERC 

Review/incorporate the information noted by 
AGOC. In part icular, consider modifying headers 
andvessel strike information for Table7.2.2- l , 
as indlcateontheattachedredline,toclarify 
theyare for the lifeofthe projectand correct 
the numbers. These revisions would also apply 
in otherareasofAppendixO, including: 
Page0-l 04,Section7.4.2.3belugas 
Page0-112, Section7.S.2.2finwhales 
Page0-ll3,Section7.7.2.2humpbackwhales 
Page 0 -133,Section7.11.2.2sperm whales 

numbcrscouldbcrccalculatcd tobc pcrycar. Forsupport,thcsccondatlachmcntprovidcs 

AGDC respectfully reques ts modification of 
section 7.1.3, Pg. 0-88, to delete references to 
beardedsealimpactsduringoperations.Work 
overmarlnewaterisonlyplannedduring 
constructionandnotduringopcrations. 

AGOC respectfully reques ts modification of 
section7.l.2.2ofAppendixOandTablesL-1-
l.1·3and -Sof Appendi•Ltomakethem 
consistent with the AGDC IHA applica tion that 
is underreviewbyNMFS. 

supportingtables fromtheBiological 
AsscssmcntandafERCdatarcqucstrcsponsc. 

File Names 
230_Whale Strikes from BA 
224_Table7.2.2-1Vesse1Strikes 

Revicw/incorporate the informationnotedby 
AGOC. In particular, consider modifying section 
7.1.3, Pg.0-88,as follows· 

TheProjectmayaffectbearded sealsbecause: 
bearded sealswould occurwithintheProject 
area durineconstruction ~ ofthe 
Pro·ect; 
Review/incorporate the informationnotedby 
AGDC. In part icular, consider modifying section 
7.1.2.2 of Appendi~ 0, as follows: 

A few bearded seals may occur near West Dock 
durlngplle drlv!ngactlvi t lesandcouldbe 
affected by pile driving noise. Bearded seals 
would be e~posed to Level A harassment 
(injury) wi th in~ uarc mile of pile 
drMngandLevel Bharassment(disturbance) 
within ~~square mile> (5ee 
tables6.S.2-2and6.S.2-31.Alsoconsider 
amending TablesL-1.l -3andL-1. l -S of 
Appendix L to make them consistent with the 
AGOC IHA application under review by NMFS, 
asshownontheattachedfile. 

Fi le Names: 
212_Tablel-l.1-3 
210 Table l-1.1-S 
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A1-234 See response to comment A1-220. 

A1-235 See the updates to section 4.6.3.2 of the final EIS. 

A1-236 See the response to comment A1-1. 
 
  

AGDC Comment or Concern Potential Approach to Resolution AGDC Req uest to FERC 

Placement of facilities at West Dock is not expected to affect sea AGDC respectfully requests modification of Review/incorporate t he information noted by A 1-234 
iceintheareaotherthanreplace31acresofseaicewith0ock section7. l.2.1,Pg.0-83, to notethat winter 
Head 4 (DH4). DH4 lies within an area of shorefast ice. The barge activities to prep the seabed for the barge 
bridge would be located in an area where the ice is grounded bridge would be unlikely to disturb adult seals 
(lrozento theseafloor)which wouldnot be uti lizedbysealsin the andpupsbecausetheiceisgroundedand 
winter.Beardedsealuseislargelyrestrictedtoareasoutsidethe unsuitablesealhabitat. 
shorefastzone(Cameronetal. 2010),andthuswouldnotbe 
affectedbyseabedpreparation thatwouldoccurmorethanamile 
fromthelimitsofshorefastice. 

AGDC. In particular, consider modifying section 
7.1.2.1,Pg.0--83,asfollows: 

"Bearded seals may be disturbed by 
construction activity and noise, which could 
makethearea unsuitableandcauseseals to 
avoidareasof construction.Pl<1Cementofthe 
West Dock structures would affect the 
availabilityofseaice in thearea.Winter 
activities attheGTP(preppingtheseabedfor 
thebarge bridge)wheniceispresenl, wouldbe 
~ disturbadultsandpupsonthesea 
ice becausetheice lnthearealssroundedand 
unsuitablesealhabltat." 

Thcacrcsofbcnthic habi tats thatwould bc affcctcdarc 
overstated. We estimate that approximately 67 acres or less of 
benthic habitat would be affected (RFl-467_FERC-089). 

AGOC respectfu lly requests modificc1tion of 
section7.1.2.1,Pg.0-83, to beconsistentwith 
estimatesof benthicmarinesubstrate 
disturbedlorDockHead4construction. 

Review/incorporate the information noted by Al -235 

This same comment applies to other locations In Appendix 0 
wherean impactof166acresof benthic habitat is referenced, 
including:Page0-126Section7.9.2.l ringedseals 

As stated on page 0 -21 of the BA, AGDC would conduct FUR 
surveys for denningbears,andprohibit activitywith in onemile of 
anyidenti fiedden duringthedenningseason. Withthismeasure 

AGOC respectfully requests modification of 
section6.7.3, Pg. Q.80, to take into account FUR 
checksfordensandtheexpectationthatwill 

inplace such impactsareunlikelyandthcdeterminationshould helpavoiddenningpo1arbearsonland 

AGDC. In particular, consider modifying section 
7.l .2.1,Pg.0-83,asfollows: 

"Construction of West Dock at Dock Head 4 
would result in loss and alteration of about tie 
§l_acresofbenthicmarinesubstrate." 

Also, consider modifying other references in 
Appendix O where an impact of 166 acres of 
benthichabitatisreferenced,inciudingSection 
7.9.2.1, rin edseals,Pa11e0-126. 
Review/incorporate the information noted by 
AGOC. In particular, consider modifying 6.7.3, 
Pg. 0-80, as follows: 

indicate that. Effects on denning bears from oi l and gas on the ihe Project is likely to adversely affect polar 
North Slope have been few and mitigation measures have been bears because: the proposed action-'9.fQYL 
cffcctive (USFWS2011).Thercis nocxpcctat ionthatnegative disturbdenning polar bearsonland; 
bear-human interactions would occur from t he Project. construction and operational activities wewl4 

could potentially cause polar bear-human 
interactions which c~ld lead to harassment or 
fatalities of polar bears for protection of humar 
life; and the Projett w~ld u use permanent 
loss of denning habitat. Hgweyer North SloDI! 
techni uesf ridentifuinaandavoidin dennln 

oolarbcarsonlandarewcllprovcnandmake 
lncrl!asl!dbl!tr-hum;mtndrelated 
harMsment/f atal"til"S pf polar bl"ars highly 
unl'kelv." 
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A1-237 Appendix L (Wildlife and Fish Noise Calculated Results) has been updated to 
match the information from AGDC’s Prudhoe Bay IHA application provided 
as part of this comment. 

A1-238 Impacts from airborne noise from air traffic related to the Gas Treatment 
Facilities would not affect the three beaked whale species.  See the updates to 
table 4.6.3-2 of the final EIS. 

 
  

AGOC Comment or Concern 

Thenumberotvessel trips isreferenced as 186, however 109trips 
are planned. The top row in the DEIS table is for the 2 empty 
bargesthatwouldbeusedfor the proposed barge bridge. These 
two barge bridges are brought to the West Dock area once and 
removed 6 years later. They will be moved empty of lightly loaded 
andwillthereforebe transitedintandem wit hothersealiftbarges 
andwillnot requireseparatetripswithtugs(theyarealready 
includedinsealift totals).The 9-12vesselsand61trips inthe 
currentDEIStableareranges/totalsforsubsequentrows 
regardingthesealifts.seesuggestedchanges totext(attached) 
and Table l -2-1 (attached). This com ment also applies to the 
referencedl86vesseltripswhere ltlsfoundon: 
Page0-86Section7.l.2.4beardedseals 
Page0-94Section7.3.2.2 bowheadwhales 
Page0-1125ection7.S.2.2flnwhales 
PageOUSSection7.6.2.2graywhales 
Pagc0-119Scction7.7.2.2 humpbackwhales 
Page0-123Section7.8.2.2 rlght whales 
Page0-127Section7.9.2.4ringed seal 
Pa e0-133Section7.ll.2.2s ermwhales 
NooffshoreflightsareplannedforProject operations wlthinthe 
rangeofthePaclficwalrus,sopotentlal effec tsonwalrusfrom 
thesetypesof flightsshouldnotbe lndlcated. PerTable l.3.S-lln 
Resource Repor t No. l , the hellpadlocatedatMilepost0.6 isa 
temporary camp for GTP construction, not operations, and 
appro•imately l.4milesfromthenearestestuarlnewatersand 
over 4 miles from the marine portion of the West Dock Causeway. 
Thus,noisefromaircraftusingthe associaledhelipad wouldnot 
reach West Dock. West dock is not a known walrus haulout. The 
cited document jUSFWS 2011) states that few walruses occur In 
theentireActionArea,and notesthatatotal of 3walruseshave 
beenobservedhauledoutonNorthstar lsland, andonewalrusat 
the Endicott causeway - none were referenced for West Dock. 

Potential Approach to Resolution 

AGDC respectfully suggests modification of 
vesseltripnumbersas indicatedthroughout 
Section0toreflecttheplannedl09vesseltrips 
ratherthanthe186shown 

AGDC respectfully requests modification of 
sectlon6.6.2.2,Pg. 0-69, to delete referencesto 
operations and to known walrus haulouts, and 
note the helipad is too far from West Dock to 
result in disturbance. 

AGOC Request to FERC 

Review/incorporate the information noted by 
AGDC. lnparticular,considermodifyingPage0-
70 of Appendix O and Table l-2-1 of Appendi• l 
{attached) 

"Femaleandyoungwalruseswilloften haul out 
on theice,andcouldencountervesseltrafficas 
theytransitthroughtheChukchi SeatoWest 
Dock for deliveries. Thelotalnumberof vessel 
tripsassociatedwithProjectconstructionand 
operation isprovidedinappendixl-2of theEIS; 
up to ~.!Q2._vesselroundtrlpscouldbemade 
toWestDockduringconstructionover6years.u 

File Name: 215_Tablel-2-1 

Review/incorporate the information noted by 
AGDC. In particular, consider modifying 6.6.2.2, 
Pg.0-69asfollows: 

"Vesselsandaircraftcould dlsturbPacific 
walrusesduringcons1ruc1lonandopera1ion . 
Vesselsapproachinghauloul areas(land orsea 
lce)or swimmingwalruscs typicallycause 
walruses to move away from the transit ing 
vessel (National Research Counci l, 2003). 
Walruses will stampede into the water in 
reactiontonoisefromaircraft overfllghts 
{National Research Council, 2003). A-~ 
ruili!.helipad ~ a\MainlineMP0.6, 
about ~ mile1 from West Dock,~ would 
onlyeKceeddlsturbance levels3tabout8Qfee1 
fromthehelicocter(seeAocendixL-ll· 
~hsliCODtsrngissduringcgnstructign 
ls too far from West pock 10 cause 
.QiilY.r..b..a.!1£J:.Jie A@il a I AB A al 6 ha O t 
P~r"ng 6onstr~eron, there ouht be a pea Gf 

( ~ereapter tr'ps per da, at e8n5lr efaA 
Ea ps ii e ag·ng three pe da, ~1 a·se a~ld 
eaehd"s1 llanee leelsa1allell!Qfee1feR-1 

the ~er eapter(seeappenrf L lafthem) 
Whilesmal1airplanesandhelicoptersusedfor 
theProjectmay notgeneratenoiselevelsthat 
reach NMFSdisturbancc lcvclsat flying 
alt itudes,researchhasshownthatmarine 
mammalsarealfectedbyaircraftoverllights.w 
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A1-239 See the response to comment A1-233. 

A1-240 Studies such as Teachout, 2012, Lacroix et al., 2003, and Leopold and 
Camphuysen, 2007 indicate that underwater noise could disturb diving 
seabirds, including spectacled eiders, though birds near pile driving would 
likely disperse prior to lethal noise levels. 
Leopold, M.F., and K. (C.J.) Camphuysen.  2007.  Did the Pile Driving During 
the Construction of the Offshore Wind Farm Egmond aan Zee, the 
Netherlands, Impact Local Seabirds?  Wageningen IMARES Institute for 
Marine Resources & Ecosystem Studies. 
Teachout, E. 2012.  Evaluating the Effects of Underwater Sound from Pile 
Driving on the Marbled Murrelet and the Bull Trout.  U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, Washington Fish and Wildlife Office, Seattle WA.  35 pp. 
Lacroix, D.L., R.B. Lanctot, J.A., Reed, and T.L. McDonald.  2003.  Effect of 
underwater seismic surveys on molting male long‐tailed ducks in the Beaufort 
Sea, Alaska.  Canadian Journal of Zoology 81:1862‐1875. 

A1-241 Our analysis of impacts on spectacled eiders takes into account AGDC’s 
commitment to avoid vegetation clearing and granular material placement in 
IBAs during nesting seasons, as described in sections 4.6.2.3 and 4.6.2.5. 

 
  

AGOC Comment or Concern 

LevelB impactarea valuesin Table6.5.2-3arenotalignedwith 
thevaluesin theProjectlHAapplicationandshouldbeasthis 
documentwasdevelopedwithNMFSandincludes14-inch 
vibratoryand 48-inchimpactpiles.SeesuggestededitstoTable 
6.S.2-2inAppendixOandTablesl-1·3andL-1-4inAppendixl. 

Potential Approach to Resolution AGDCRequesttoFERC 

AGDC respectfully requests modification of Review/incorporate the information noted by 
section Table 6.5.2-2 in Appendix O and Tables AGOC. In particular, consider modifying Table 
L-1.1-3andL.l.l-4 inAppendixlfor 6.S.2-2inAppendixOand TablesL-1. l -3and 
consistencywiththe lHAapplicationdeveloped L.l.l-4inAppendixlasshown intheattached, 
in consultation wi th the NMFS. to ensure consistency with the IHA application 

developedinconsultationwith theNMFS. 

File Names: 
238_Table6.5.2-2 
212_Tablel-l.1·3 
211 TableL-1.1-4 

A\-239 

The cited paper (Leopold and Camphuysen 2007) found few such AGDC respectfully suggests modification of Review/Incorporate the Information noted by A 1-240 
effectsbasedonobserveddistribution. Results regarding gulls Section6.4.2.2,Pg.0-50consistentwithcited 
were mixed with observed numbers/densities sometimes greater studies. 
orlessthanexpecteddurlngpiledriving.Theyconcludedthat 
significanteffectsarenot expectedonseaducks. 

Feweffectshavebeenreportedfor seaducks intheBeaufortSea 
fromsoundunderwatersoundssuchasseismicsurveys;Lacroixet 
al. 2003 lound no effect on site fidelity, movements, or diving 
behavioroflong-tailedducksduringseismicsurveysoncoastal 
BeaufortSeawaters. Elderscouldbeexpectedtoshowslmilar 
tolerance. 

Additionally, we know of no instances of bird mortalities due to 
piledri..-lng(Teachout2012l,andbelieve thereferencetolethal ity 
should be removed. 

Lacroix, D.L, Lanctot, R.B., Reed, J.A., and T.L McDonald. 2003. 
Effect of underwater seismic surveys on molting male long-tailed 
ducks in the Beaufort Sea, Alaska. Canadian Journal of Zoology 
81:1862-1875. 

Teachout, E. 2012. Evaluating the Effects of Underwater Sound 
from Pile Driving on the Marbled Murrelet and the Bull Trout. US 
Fish and Wildlife Service, Washington Fish and Wildlife Office, 
SeattleWA. 35op. 
GranularfillwithinportionsoftheProjectthatliewithinthe 
nestingrangeofspectacledeiders,wouldbeplacedinthewinter 
months (Migratory Bird Conservation Plan, RFl-561-FERC-117 
(AccessionNo.20181022-S218(33207174)}.Placemcntcould 
thereforenotdestroyordisturbspectacledeldernests. 

AGOC respectfully suggests modification of 
Section 6.4.2.1, Pg. 0-49, to note that AGDC has 
committedtoconductinggranular fill 
placernenlontheBeaurortCoastalPlainduring 
winter months. 

AGOC. In particular, consider modifying Section 
6.4.2.2,Pg. O-SO,asfollows: 

"Underwaternolseassociatedwlthpiledr!ving 
coulddisturb spectacledeiderssincethey 
spendtlmeunderwaterwhileforaglng ..R..!.!l 
studies/Lacroix etal. 2003 Leopold and 
Camphuysen2007)havereportedlewsuch 
effectsregardingbirdsinthevidnitvof 
underwa1ersoundfromsuchsourcesaspile 
driving or seismic surveys. 
\e HO fee\ (70 we1e sj (I e e A el al ::!OO~j 
~B eer~l!lsAea11le!l"~g B~l!llllel, 
1h~e se fl ·e le let~ill e·se le els !Lee~el~ 
aA1H:a"'~~ ,se , ::!007j N 

Review/incorporatetheinformationnotedby 
AGOC. In particular, consider modifying Section 
6.4.2.l,Pg.0-49,asfollows: 

"Placementofgranularfill,clearing,and 
gradingduringthesummernestingseason 
couldremovenestinghabitatrorspectacled 
eldersand/or dlsturbactlvely nestlngblrds, 
includingdestructionofnestsresultingin 
nestling/egg mortality· however AGPC has 
commlttedtoconductlnggranularfll l 

placementonthe8eaufor1CoastalPl3indyrins 
winter months: 
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A1-242 According to AGDC’s response to question 6 of our EIR dated August 31, 
2017, helicopters and other aircraft would be used during Project operation to 
inspect the Mainline Pipeline, including sections of the pipeline along the 
Kenai Peninsula and within Cook Inlet (Accession No. 20180102-5212).  
Additionally, based on AGDC’s response to question 168 of our EIR dated 
October 2, 2018, airplane trips to and from Kenai Municipal airport to support 
construction would overlap the molting and winter range for Alaska-breeding 
Steller’s eider (Accession No. 20190524-5248). 

A1-243 Based on AGDC’s response to question 113 of our EIR dated October 2, 2018, 
noise due to operation of the GTP would reach background levels (e.g., 40 
dBA) approximately 2.25 miles from the facility (Accession No. 20181120-
5161). 

A1-244 See the response to comment A1-240.  Based on the information provided in 
AGDC’s Blasting Plan, blasting would occur on the North Slope (e.g., for 
gravel mining). 

 
  

AGDC Comment or Concern Potential Approach to Resolution 

There is no planned use of the airspace over Lower cook Inlet so AGDC respect fully suggests modification of 
thereisnopotential fordisturbanceofSteller'seidersinthese Section6.1.2.4, Pg. 0-39 tonotethereisno 
concentration areas from Project air travel. plannedProjectaircrafttravel inthecited 

ThepresenceofSteller'selder(especlallyforaglngarea)lnthe 
PrudhoeBayareaislargelyrestricl edtomarinewaters.hpected 
GTPgeneratedsoundlcvelsanddlssipationwithdistanceas 
provided in Rf l-561-FERC-113·1 (Accession Nos. 20181022-
S218(33207170) and 20181120·S161{3324760S) filed October 22 
and November 20, 2018)1ndicatesthatnoiseaboveambient levels 
from operations will not reach the marine environment more than 
a mile away. Sound levels are e~pected to be near ambient 130 
feet from the GTP and be reduced to 40 dB well before reaching 
marine waters. 

Thecitedpaper(LeopoldandCamphuysen2007)foundlewsuch 
effects. Resultsregardinggullsweremixedwithnumbers/ 
densitiessometimesgreateror lessthanexpected duringpile 
driving.Theyconcludedthatsignificanteffectsarenot expected 
on sea ducks. Feweffectshavebeen reportedfor seaducksinthe 
Beaufort Sea from underwater sounds such as seismic surveys 
(Lacroix et al. 2003). We know of no instances of bird mortalities 
(Teachout 2012) duetopiledriving,andbelleve the referenceto 
lethalityshouldberemoved.NoblastingisplannedinPrudhoe 
Bay,sorelerencestoblastingeffectsonSteller'seidersshouldbe 
deleted. 

Lacroix, O.L, Lanctot, R.B., Reed, J.A., and T.L McDonald. 2003. 
Effect of underwater seismic surveys on molting male long-tailed 
ducksinthe8eaufortSea,Alaska.CanadianJournalofZoology 
81:1862-187S. 

locations. 

AGOC respect fully suggests modification of 
Sectlon6.l.2.2, Pg. 0-37tobeconslstentwith 
noisemodelingrelativetothc posi tionofthe 
GTP andthemarinewatersusedbySteller's 
eiders. 

AGOC respectfully suggests modification of 
section6.l.2.2,Pg.0-36,toremovereforences 
to blasting. NoblastingisplannedinPrudhoe 
Bay,soreferencestoblastingeflectson 
Steller'seidersshouldbedeleted. lnaddition, 
considermodifyingthestatementonpile 
driving impactsandrelerence: Lacroi~etal. 
2003, Leopold and Camphuysen 2007. 

AGDC Request to FERC 

Review/incorporatetheinlormationnotedby A\-242 
AGOC. In particu lar, consider modifying Section 
5.l.2.4, Pg.0-39tobeconsistent with thelack 
of plannedairtravel intheareaasfollows· 

"After Steller's eiders' wing-molt, where large 
congregations disperse from Nelson and 
lzembekLaeoonstositesalonetheAlaska 
Peninsula,Kodiaklstand,Aleutian lslands,and 
LowerCooklnlet~ birdswouldbe 
susceptibleto disturbanceanddisplacement 
from air traffic within the Lower Cook Inlet 
whcrcthcyoccupyshallowwatcrstofccdon 
blvalves(Fredrlckson,2001)·however thl'rels 
n9ptannedProiectaircraft1ravelinthese 

Revlew/lncorporatethelnformatlonnotedby 
AGOC. In particu lar, consider modifying Section 
6.1.2.2,Pg.0•37,asfollows: 

~Noise from the GTP ~ Eel:lle 
decreasethesuitabllityoftheareaforAlaska­
breedingSteller'selders.TheCGF,eastofthe 
GTP,contributestotheambientnoiselevelsin 
thlsregion(Andersonetal.,1992) whlchhave 
beenmeasuredat67dBA. Noise would be 
expcctcdtodissipatctobackgroundlcvels 
within about 130 feP.tofthefacil'ty indicating 

therewouldbenoeffectonmarinewaters 
µ\ilizedbvSteller·seidersforforagingstaging 
or molting.i! ;i5 111·1es ef the faeTt, Alas a 
llFee11·119 Stelle 's e·~eFs eulEI l'I el, a e·~ 
ferag· 11ga11dresf11g·11th'sareaferthel'leef 
lhe Prejeot ~ e 1e 1he ·n, easel! na·se le els 
Review/incorporatetheinlormationnotedby 
AGOC. In particular, consider modifying section 
5.l.2.2,Pg.0-36todeleteblastingimpacts(no 
blasting is planned in Prudhoe Bay) and modify 
potentialimpacts basedonthereferencecited, 
asfollows: 

uunderwater noise associated with pi le dr iving 
coulddlsturbAlaska-breedingSteller'seiders 
since theyspendtimeunderwaterwhile 
foraging,but studles (Lacroix etal 2003 
hAn~ld nd C;im huv~Pn 2007 h:ivo> ro>oorto>c 

tew suchettectsregardingseaducks.~ 
lhe ollt eldfel dlspesepletelethal 
ne·se le els (keepe El a ~Ga"1phu,sen :ioo+i 

Al-243 
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A1-245 Section 4.6.3.2 of the final EIS has been updated to acknowledge that 
shutdown and harassment distances may change with NMFS and USFWS 
review and issuance of the MMPA authorizations. 

 
  

AGDC Comment or Concern Potentlal Approach to Resolution AGDC Request to FERC 

1r----------------1-----------t,.;;1a;;i51;;·Rg,:;,;;ew;i,ldC.ha;;;;:;e;1;:.d;;-Fe;;;et;;efii;1,;;i6l:;BR;,,.;;,;;;,1;::, 71 Al-244 
Teachout, E. 2012. Evaluating l he Effects of Underwater Sound 13Feed"Ag StelleFs e"Eler hear"Ag.~ 
from Pile Driving on the Marbled Murrelet and the Bull Trout. US 
Fish and Wildlife Service, Washington Fish and Wildlife Office, 
SeattleWA.35nn 
The recommended shutdown and harassment zones differ from AGDC respect fully requests replacement of Review/incorporate the inlormalion noted by A 1-245 
those in the Proposed Rule issued by NMFSfor the Project ITRs AGDC-proposed shutdown, harassment and AGDC. In particular, consider replacing the 
and those proposed by AGOC in their IHAapplication. The mitigation zones in section 2.3.2, Pg. {).11 to be AGDC-proposed shutdown, harassment and 
recommendation should be aligned with those issued by NMFS as consistent with updated requirements from 
AGDC would have to abide by them or any changes to them that NMFS and USFWS authorizations. 
occurduringthc rulcmakingandapplicationproccsscs (scc 
previous comment). Thereferenceddistances inAppendix l tables 
alsodiffcrfromthosccurrcntlyinthclTRPctition/ProposcdRulc 
and IHA application. See comments {0169-175) on Appendix Land 
Comment 0134. 

mitigationzones insection2.3.2,Pg.0-lltobe 
rnnsistentwithfinal authorizationsbyNMFS 
andUSFWS,asfollows: 

"AGDC will establish shutdown and harassment 
zones and mltlgatlqnlncompllancewlth)he 
requirements in NMFS pnd USFWS fin11I 
auth9rizati9n5, Tl:,e d"stil ,es le the 5h t~B A 
~a il55A'1@AI and A'1Ifgat an ~ane5 c,;i;u; 
,e Uedtaalla edaAetapp ,ta all 
~fesandd8A9IA'1i11E~ 
dlstaA6e5pre"ded"AappeAd" bleftheEI§ 
llesa sethese fnanees a l~Aatlle 
sYUl&le llr, ~ ele&f e le a I e a als le 
all de ;ate nesegeneat ga&t' reslhat 
ea1a1lduuse A1aFln@MilA1A1ald"s1wrllanee, e 
ha @FeteA1A1ended &bQGf:ile e sed 
sh~IBB B"sl?AE@S le ?II y Ber ate Ae'se 
geAerat"11g aet I @5 ( e, p led( A8 ("A1pa&1 

II rater, a Ad all p le i,, p esj d edglAg 
5E ,ed· g a 1h, L.a t • g, t1a I e n·pel" e 
shaFellne 'Aslalal'en, ans ,,a 'Re Te M'Aal 
~1QF F@A'18 • ll Fer Ille Fe ·sed sh Ide A 
d"s1anees, eha e eeeMMenBeB •cgc 

a sh Ida n ~BAUS fer Le el • ha a55A'1@AI fer 
all Ma· e aM alsllaseda 1heMedeld 
d"slanees ·11 8jljl@llEI" L l, la~les L 1.1 3, L 1.1 
1 118 andb 119 ehhe EIS (p"le d. ·Ag 
aGt" Tes she ldslep AlllheaA"A1alM8 es 

II sh Ide AlBAesfarle el 1lharassA1eAtfer 
Geel IAl@l llel ga hales llased 9A the A'1Bdeled 
d'staRees "A ai,i,eAd b 1 ll~les b 11 lQ and b 
lll:leflhemI11·IeSr"i (l?Addedg"A(l 
aGI fess~e Id sup wntl1hean·A1alM8 es 
ewtal1hesh1a1tde Rhara55A'1@RlieAel;aRd 
6 hafl551TI@Al~8Ae5fer e elllhaFaSS!l'l@A ler 
allr,iar"R@A1a els le eeptteel IRl@lllel~ea 

l ale1jlla.edeAlheA1edeleddsla6e,·n 

~~ bl,lallle~~ll&;bUlQ,bllH 
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A1-246 See response to comment A1-96. 
 
  

AGOC Comment or Concern Potential Approach to Re50luUon 

The referenced Marine Mammal Monitoring and Mitigation Pl;;ms AGDC respect fully requests modification of 
were draflsand are now superseded by more recent filings with 2.3. 2, Pg. 0-11, to be consistent with NMFS 
the NMFS including an application for an IHA at Wesl Dock and a requirements. 
proposedlTRpublishedbyNMFSforCook lnlet.ThePSO 
requirements In the EIS and authorization documents (IHAs, LOAs) 
needtobeallgned. NMFShasnowpublishedaProposedRule that 
contains requirements for PSOs and PSO placement and they 
differ from those provided in the FER C's recommendation. The 
ProposedRulecanbeseenat 
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/action/incidental-take­
authorization-alaska-gasline-development-corporation-liquefled-
natural-gas. A proposed IHA has not been published by NMFS - a 
copy of the appl ication is included in our comments on th is DEIS. 
NMFSalso doesnotconsiderthe soundpressurelevels generated 
by thedredgingand screcdingtorisetothcleveloftakesas 
indicatedinthepreamblesofNMFSProposedRule,and has not 
requestedexclusionor harassmentzones. Therefore, onNMFS' 
advice, AGDC has requested no PSOs for dredging because this is 
consistent with how al l dredging is treated in Cook Inlet by NMFS. 
AGDC has volunteered to have a PSO on the screeding barge at 
West Dock. We are aware of no such requirements for past 
dredgingactivitiesinCook lnlet,lncludinglargescale dredging for 
thePortofAnchorageandthenavigationchannel. Seesuggested 
editsto thc DEIStcJ<t inthc attachcddocumcnt. 

AGOC Request to FERC 

leelsshsldllelseedheraAl~ IAl-245 
lhP.5e ~a~es 1:1 1111he1 lea P. lhe a ea f 
_ ,,_~, -
Review/incorporate the informationnotedby 
AGDC. In particular, consider modifying 2.3.2, 
Pg.0•11, tobeconslstentwith NMFS 
requlrements,as shownbclow: 

AGDC commined to having at leas! two PSOs 
onwatchduringpiledrivingactivitiesln Cook 
lnlet,andat leastonePSO onthebargeandon 
watchdur ing pipe layingactivit ies. However,in 
AGDC's draft Marine Mammal Monitoring and 
MitigationPlansforCooklnletandPrudhoe 
Bay, AGDC commin ed to using land-based PSO 
only. AGDC is now in the process of obtaining 
ITRs andlHAsfromNMFS,~ 
ra1fus re(! ·red for p le df ·11g me11·ter"ng (up 
le i!.!lm"lesj.anellael ef "nlermalle11 BR PSOs 
fa eme al ehhe t1ar"ne le m·11al ,1or ·n 
!;;eel lnlel and p"le dr" 11g ·A PrudRee Bar and 
werecommend 1ha1: 

Pr ior to construction, AGDC should file with th! 
Secre1ary, for therevlewandwri1tenapproval 
of theDirectoroftheOEP,a revised PSO 
deploymentplan that includes thefollowing· 
a. numbersandplacementsofPSQs forpile 

drivingactivit iesinCooklnlctandPrudhoc 
Bay, thatmeetthe reguirements otNMFS 
and USFWS as promulgated in IHAs and 
1TR anrl•h,. fi ruannualtClA i nn .. 
these lTR 
P'9 d\ ·e· near the edge efth@ sh Ids n 
1ene(fs bee •)a de ellfiO s1are11ed 
al sea er en land near !he edge eflA@ 
harassfl'lentlen e lferbe el0)1andslal"en 
a1leaslenePSOeAlhep·1e dr" ·ng llarge 
er ·nanadjaeenllandllased anosepe·n1 

b. foranchorhandlingactivities inCooklnlet, 
AGDC should station at least one PSO on 
thepipelayvessel andmeettheother 
applicablereguirementssetforthinthe 
IHA ITRs and LOAs· and 

c.for ~ screedingactivi ties-4 
r 1a·nrneP"pel"nesheel"ne ·ns1allafen, 
AGDC should station at least one PSO on 
thc ea6hd<ede· sad screcdingvcsselor 
land-basedlocation aeeempan, ·ng essel. 
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A1-247 See response to comment A1-80.  Appendix L (Wildlife and Fish Noise 
Calculated Results) has been updated to match the information from AGDC’s 
Prudhoe Bay IHA application provided as part of this comment.  Information 
from AGDC’s Petition for Incidental Take Regulations for Construction of the 
Alaska LNG Project in Cook Inlet, Alaska, dated October 1, 2018, was used to 
develop the Biological Assessment. 

 
  

The AGDC proposed shutdown and harassment zones provided in 
Section2.3.2arenowsupersededbythoseintheProposed Rule 
issued by NMFS for the Project ITRs and those proposed by AGDC 
intheirlHAapplication. TheProposedRuleisattached,andcan 
alsobeseen athttps://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/action/incidental­
take-authorization-alaska-gasline-development-corporation­
liquefied-natural-gas. ThecurrentlHAapplicationisattached. 
ThescdocumcntsrcfcrcncccstablishcdlcvelAandlcvclB 
ensonifiedareas/distancestothresholdsinthosedocuments 
AGDC comments on the DEIS Appendix L also reference and 
includetheNMFSvalues. 

Potential Approach to Resolution 

AGDC respectfully requests modification of text 
onshutdownandharassmentzonesin2.3.2, 
Pg.0-10,with updatedrequirementsfromthe 
NMFSpropa5edruleandthelHAapplication 
{attached).Alternatively,notethatthosezones 
willbedesignatedbyNMFSintheirfinal 
authorizations. 

AGDC Request to FERC 

Review/incorporate the information noted by 
AGDC. lnparticular,considerreplacingcurrent 
textonshutdown andharassmentzoneswith 
updatedrequirementsfromtheNMFS 
proposedruleandthelHAapplication 
{attached),asnotedinrevlsed requirements 
below. Alternatively, note that those zones will 
bedesignated byN MFSin thelrfinallTR and 
IHAs. 

•GOG·§ prepe(Rg the lelle ·Rg &h t&e n aR9 
~ii il§H CflliB uh p' le 9 ' ns 

Recommended zones required by NMFS In the 
Proposed Rule are as follows: 

For allrelevantln-water constn.ic;lon 
activity AGD( will desisnate Level B 
harassmentzoneswlthradlaldlstancesas 
iden ti fiedinany LQAi;;suedunderthese 

!!Bi. 
For all in-water pile drjyin@ work AGDC wil l 
implementashutdownzoneforeach 
soecificactiyityas1dentifledlnanvLOA 
is ucdund rth sc lTR .lfamarincmamm 
comPswithinorenterstheshutdownzonP 
AGDC will cease operations. 

For mid Ire uenc cetaceansand otariid 
durins in-waterpiledrivingactivity the 
exclusionzonesmust bebasedonthe 
levelAharassmentdistances but wil l 

notbe less thanlQmfromthepile. 
Forlow- and hi@h-freguencycetaceans 
and phocldsdurin@ln-waterplle drivlng 
.ictivity if the species' level A 
harassmentdistancelslessthan SOOm 
theexclusionzonewillmatchthat 
distance. 
Forlow-and hish-freguencycetaceans 
and phocidsdurinsin-water pi le 
driyingact iyity if thespecies'LevelA 

harassmentdistanceisgreaterthanSOQ 
m the exclusion zone will be 500 m from 

.l..t!e...P!Je. 

Al-::N".nr z n"cin h • IHA 'f""cf llnw 

Basedonthees11matedsoundleve1s 
determinegforplleinstallation/Sfction§) a 
328 foot (100-mctcrl shutdown zone is 
proposedforallmarlnemammals. 
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A1-248 Appendix L (Wildlife and Fish Noise Calculated Results) has been updated to 
match the information from AGDC’s Prudhoe Bay IHA application provided 
as part of this comment.  Information from AGDC’s Petition for Incidental 
Take Regulations for Construction of the Alaska LNG Project in Cook Inlet, 
Alaska, dated October 1, 2018, was used to develop the Biological 
Assessment. 

A1-249 Appendix S of the final EIS has been revised to address this comment. 

A1-250 Appendix S of the final EIS has been revised to address this comment. 

A1-251 The BLM guidance on the ANILCA 810 process is given in Instruction 
Memorandum (IM) AK-2011-008.1  This IM requires the BLM to evaluate the 
potential impacts to subsistence resources and uses from a proposed action.  
The policy further states that the evaluation must apply to each alternative 
analyzed in the EIS, including the cumulative analysis. 
Despite the negative finding for the proposed action, when considered in 
combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions the 
cumulative case presents a positive finding.  A positive finding in the 
cumulative case triggers the Notice, Hearing, and Determination requirements 
of ANILCA Section 810(a). 
The cumulative case takes past, proposed, and reasonably foreseeable 
development in to consideration.  There have been positive ANILCA 810 
evaluation findings for past and recently proposed projects.  The mitigation 
measures proposed as part of the AK LNG Project and EIS are not 
comprehensive with regard to other projects.  Therefore, the evaluation finding 
in the cumulative case stands. 
1 BLM, 2011, Instruction Memorandum No. AK-2011- 008: Instructions and 
policy for compliance with Section 810 the Alaska National Interest Lands 
Conservation Act (ANILCA). 

 
  

AGOC Comment or Concern 

leveIBimpactareava1uesinli!ble6.S.2·3arenotalignedwith 
thevaluesintheProjectlHAappl icationdevelopedwithNMFS. 
Seesuggestededits toTable6.S.2-3(attached)aswell asedi ts to 
Table l •l.l•Sin Appendi)(L(attached) 

Potential Approach to Resolution 

AGDC respectfully requests modification of 
Table6.5.2-3 inAppendixOandl-1.l•Stoalign 
the numberswiththelHAapplication 
submittedtotheNMFS 

The location of KOP 47, as shown on the maps of KOPs (see sheet AGDC respectfully requests correction of 
36 of 36 of Appendix 5-3), is incorrect. Also KOP 46 is not shown. Appcndi)( 5-3 wi th the correct Mileposts of 

rnPs46and47perAppendixlol Resource 
ReportNo.8(seeattachedSheet30of32of 
Attachment8) 

The location (appro)(. MP) for KOP 2018·1 in Table 5·2•70 is 
incorrect andshouldbe5 17.6insteadof332.6. 

In Appendi)( U, the BLM evaluated cumulative impacts per ANILCA 
Section810andconcludedthattherewouldbeasignificant 
restrlctionto subsistenceusesof caribou.However,inthesame 
evaluation, the BLM concluded that the Alaska LNG Project would 
NOTsignlficantlyrestrictsubsistenceusesbecauseitwouldbe 
effectively mitigated through BMPs (see Section U.2.2 of Appendix 
U). The Alaska LNG Project, and all other North Slope projects 
consideredinthecumulativeanalysis,wouldbe heldto thesame 
standard to implement BMPs that would effectively mit igate 
impacts to caribou. 

AGDC provided a detailed literature review and supports that 
impacts to caribou habitat would be expected to be limited to 
calving caribou and lo a few weeks each of the eight years of GTP 
construction (see RFI-S28-FERC-163, Accession No. 20180427-

AGDCrespectfultyrequestscorrectionof 
sectionmllepost forKOP2018-1 in TableS-2· 
70, Page S-82, FROM MP 332.6 TO MP 517.6, as 
fi1edlnupda testoResourceReportNo.8 
Appendices Land M(providedinresponseR Fl-
561 -FERC-156-l(Accesslon No. 20181119· 
5181(33244546),filedll/19/18). 

AGOC respectful ly requests modification of U.4 
(secondparagraph) torecognizeBMPswillbe 
implemented by the Alaska LNG project and 
other reasonablyforeseeablepro]ects ln 1he 

AGOC Request to FERC 

File Names· 
79a_PrudhoeBaylHAApp_Rev2 
79b_NMFSCooklnletlTR 

I Al -247 

Review/Incorporate the informat ion noted by A 1-248 
AGDC. lnparticular,considermodifyingTable 
6.S.2•3 inAppendixOandl•l .l •S,asshown on 
the attached, to align the num bers with the IHA 
appllcatlonsubmllledtotheNMFS. 

File Names· 
247_Table6.S.2-3 
210 Tablel-1.1·5 
Review/Incorporate the information noted by 
AGOC. lnparticular,considerupdating 
AppendixS-3with thecorrectMilepostsof 
KOPs46and 47perAppendi)(lofResource 
ReportNo.S(seeattachedSheet30of 32of 
Attachment BJ 

FileName: 248 CorrectedKOPSites 
Review/incorporate the information noted by 
AGDC. In particular, consider modifying the 
'Approximate Milepost' in Table S-2-70 for KOP 
2018·1,HealyCompressorStatlon. The 
milcpostiscurrcntlylistcdas332.6andshould 
be517.6. 

Review/incorporate the Information noted by 
AGDC. In particular, consider modifying U.4 as 
follow s: 

"TheBLM has foundinthispreliminary 
evaluation l hatthecumulativecasemay 
significant ly res1rictsubsistenceuses~ 
itwouldbeeffectivelymitigatedthrough the 
implementation ofBMPs by the Alaska LNG 
Projectandotherreasonablyforeseeable 
projects.Overall thecumulativeimpac1scould 
increasetheareaconsideredtobeundesirable 
bvsubsistenceusersandreguiresubsistence 
userstotravelfarthertoharvest subsistence 
foods at a reater cost in terms of time fuel 

Al -249 
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AGOC Comment or Co11cern 

5256(32852131)).Theeffectsarethereforeconsideredtobeshort 
term and minor. While temporary displacement from more 
preferred habitats with concomi tant increases in caribou density 
elsewherecouldpotentiallyhavesomeeffe<:tsonhabitatquality 
or nutritional status of caribou (Cameron et al., 2005), those types 
ofeffectsappeartobeunlikelyorat leastnotsignificantata 
population level. 

The increased trc1ffic within PBU and along the Dalton Highwc1y 
brlnglngequlpmentandmaterlalstoPBUcouldpotentlallyresult 
insomecollisionsandcariboumortalities,butgiventheapparent 
lowfrequencyofsuchoccurrencesundercurrentconditlonsany 
increasewouldbeexpectedtoinvolve smallnumbersofcariboui f 
any,andhavenoeffecton the caribou population. 

The OEISstatesthatfor Kaktovik, "during Project operation, 
impactsonl(aktovik's caribou subslstenceuseareawouldoccur in 
aprevlouslydevelopedareawlthanexlstlngal>ovegroundplpellne 
andlnanareaof limltedharvest actlvlty.Whllelmpactscould 
includetemporarydisruptionstomigratingcaribou,asignificant 
reductionlntheavailabilityofcaribouduringoperationisnot 
anticipated"(p.4-735).ThesameistrueforGTP,subsistenceuse 
areaswouldoccurina previouslydevelopedareaandinanareaof 
limitedharvestactivity.A reductionlntheavailabllityofcaribou 
duringoperationisnotanlicipatcd. 

Literaturesupportstheconclusionthatelevatedpipelines(of7 
feetor higher)haveinsignificant impactsoncariboumovements 
during summer and winter (Lawhead 2006 and Lawhead 2009). 
The PTTL would be built to that height as well as collocated with 
theBadamiandPointThomsonpipelinesformuchoftheroute. 
Therefore, impacts to caribou movements would be insi1rnificant. 

Pot ent ial Appro.ich to Resolution AGOC Requestto FERC 

wear,ndtearoneauioment ilndhafYl!ster's Al-25 1 
los1wagesandlncreasedsafe1yrlsks. Sitingof 
theGTPfacilitieswithinthevicipityqfexisting 
NorthSlopeinfrastructurereducesthe 
potentialfor cumulativeimpaqsJopreviously 

undisturbed are,s In addition si)ingpf\heGTP 
wasdonewithlnthedeslgnatedPrudhoeBay 
Unit anareasetasideforoilandgas 

developmentbvauthori)ieS andin anareaof 
limited harvest activity. ThePTTLisunl'kelyto 
affectthemovementofcariboutoinsectrelief 
habltatonthecoastfwheresomesubslstence 
huntingmayos;cud.Carib9u haveaccessedthc 
coas t bv travcrsing thccxlstingN9rthSlopcoil 
fieldsformanyyear5.Th i If r h 
toobstructcarlboumovementswlllbe reduced 

bv AGDC's installation of the PTTL with a 
minlmympipc11nc hcishtgf7f@Pl.Lit@raturc 
suooortstheconcluslonthat elevatedplpellnes 
(gf 7feetOr hiBhl!r)h3vg insignificant impaC\S 
on caribou movements. The BLM wrn undertake 
thenoticeandhearincprocedures requiredby 
ANILCASection810{a)(l)and(2), in 
conjunctlonwi ththerele<1seofthedr<1ftE15in 
order to sol icit public comment from these 
potentially affected communities.# 
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A1-252 See the response to comment A1-251. 

A1-253 Appendix W of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 
 
  

AGDC Comment or Concern PotentlalApproachtoResolutlon AGDC Request to fERC 

In Appendix U, the BLM evaluated cumulative impacts per ANILCA AGOC respectfully suggests modifying the Review/ini;orporate l he information noted by A 1-252 
Section 810and concluded that there would be a significant section U.2.3.4 analysis of caribou impa,ts for AGDC. In partiwlar, consider modifying U.2.3.4, 
restriction to subsistence uses of caribou. However, in the same consistency with conclusions in other portions as follows: 
evaluation, the BLM concluded that the Alaska LNG Project would of the DEIS and to include expectations for 
NOT signi ficantly restrict subsistence uses because it would be implementation of BM!½. ihe cumulative case could result in restrictions 
effectively mitigated through BMPs (see Section U.2.2 of Appendix on subsistence uses howeyer this would be 
U). The Alaska LNG Project, and all other North Slope projects effectively mitigated through the 
considered in the cumulative analysis, would be held to the same implementation of BMPs by the Alaska LNG 
standard to implement BMPs that would effectively mitigate 
impacts to caribou 

AGDC provided a detailed literature review that supports the 
concluslonthatimpacts to caribouhabitatwould be expected to 
bel imitedtocalvingcaribouandtoalewweekseach oftheeight 
years of GTP construction (see RFI-S28_FERC-163). The effects are 
thereforeconsidcredtobcshorttermandminor. While 
temporary displacement from more preferred habitats with 
concomitantincreases in caribou densi ty elsewherecould 
potentiallyhavcsomeeffectsonhabitatqualityor nutritional 
status of caribou (Cameron et al., 2005), those types of effects 
appeartobe unlikelyandnot significant ata population level. 
The increased traffic within PBU and along the Dalton Highway 
bringingequipmentandmaterialstoPBUcould potentially result 
in somecollisions and cariboumortalities,but giventhe apparent 
lowfrequencyof such occurrencesundercurrentconditions,any 
Increase would be expected to Involve small numbers of caribou If 
any,andhavenoeffectonthecarlboupopulation. 

TheDEISstatesthatfor l(aktovik, "during Project operation, 
impactsonKaktovik'scarlbousubsistenceuseareawouldoccurin 
aprevlouslydevelopedarea withaneMlst lngabovegroundplpeline 
andinanareaofllmitedharvestactivity.While lmpactscould 
lncludetemporarydlsruptlonstomlgratlngcaribou,a signiflcant 
rcductioninthe availabilltyofcariboudurlngopcratlonisnot 
antlcipated"(p.4•73S).ThesameistrueforGTP,subslstenceuse 
areaswouldoccurin apreviouslydeveloped areaandinanareaor 
limitedharvestactivity.Areductionlntheavailabilityofcaribou 
duringoperatlonsis notanticipated. 

Literature supports theconclusionthatelevatedpipelines(of 7 
feet or higher) have insignificant impacts on caribou movements 
during summer and winter (Lawhead 2006 and Lawhead 2009) 
ThePTTl wou1dbebuilttothatheightaswel l asco-locatedwith 
theBadamiandPointThomsonpipelinesfor muchof the route. 
Therefore, imoacts to caribou movements would be insi nificant. 
TheAlaskaRoadstoResourcesprojects,includingAmblerRoad, 
shouldbeaddedtothe mappingforconsistency. 

AGDC respectfu lly requests addi tion of the 
Alaska RoadstoResourcesproje<:ts,including 
Ambler Road to the mapping in Appendix W-2. 

Proiectandotherreasonablyforeseeable 
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Review/incorporate the information noted by 
AGDC. In particular, consider modifying 

::;;~!xR:~~:::~~~j:::;~l~:i:;~n~ ~::1:r I 
Road. 

Al-253 



 

C
C

-1085 
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A1-254 Appendix W of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-255 Appendix W of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-256 Appendix W of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-257 The Anchorage dredging project is within the same HUC-12 watershed as the 
proposed Project. 

A1-258 Appendix W of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-259 Appendix W of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-260 Appendix W of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment.  TAPS 
is not shown on the map set. 

 
 

AGDC Comment or Concern Potential Approach to Resolution AGDC Request to FERC 

The Eva Creek Wind Project Expansion and Maintenance project is AGDC respectfully suggests modification of Review/incorporate the information noted by A 1-254 
noted to not share a watershed with Alaska LNG. 8.lsed on the Page W-7 for the Eva Creek Wind Project AGDC. On page W-7, in the "Resources with 
figure on Page W-31, ii is also nol wilhin lhe same HUC 10 
watershed. Therefore, itshouldnotbenotedto havepotential 
cumulative impacts with WL (wildlife) based on the geographic 
scope. 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Anchorage Harbor Maintenance 
Dredgingprojectdoes notqualifylor potentialcumulative impacts 
toA {airquality)basedonthescopeoftheprojectandltsdistance 
(>35 miles) from the Alaska LNG Project. 

BasedonthefigureonPageW-34,theCooklnletareaoiland gas 
development project is not within the HUC12 Watershed shared 
with Alaska LNG, but Table W-1 on page W-6 indicates it Is In the 
same HUC12 watershed. 

The project is located over 35 miles away but is noted in the table 
as the same HUC 12 Watershed as the Alaska LNG Project 

The Great Bear Shale Oil Development, Chuitna Coal Mine and 
Donlin Gold Mine Pipel ine projee:ts are located wi thin the 15 mile 
geographlcscopeforvlsual resources,howeverV(vlsual 
resources)ls not listedas oneof theResourceswilh Potential 
Cumulative lmpactsinTableW-1. 

The Livengood Gold project does not show up on the mapping in 
Appendix W-2. Confirm It Is within the HUClO watershed as noted 
lnTableW•l. 

The TAPS and Quintillion Terrestrial and GCI Alaska United Fiber 
Optic projects were not Included In the W-2 mapping. 

Expansion and Maintenance project. That Potential Cumulative Impacts" column of Table 
project is noted in the DEIS to not share a W-1, consider removing WL for the Eva Creek 
watershed with Alaska LNG. Based on the figure Wind Project Expansion and Maintenance and 
onPageW-31,itisalsonotwithinthe same deletingreference totheprojecthaving 
HUC 10 watershed. Therefore, it should not be cumulative Impacts on wildlife. 
notedtohavepotentialcumulativeimpacts 
withWL(wildlife}basedonthegeographic 
scoe. 
AGDC respectfully suggests modification of DEIS 
tert toremovecumulativeimpactstoairlorthe 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Anchorage Harbor 
Maintenance Dredging project. 

AGDC respectfully suggests modification of text 
in the "HUC 12 Watershed Shared with Alaska 
LNG"ColumnofTableW-ltorecognlzethe 
Cooktnletareaoilandgasdevelopmentproject 
is in the same HUClO watershed as the Alaska 
LNG oro·ect, but not the same HUC12. 
AGDCrespectfultysuggestsexcludingthe 
USACE Anchorage Harbor Maintenance 
Dredglngprojectfrom PageW-19,slnceltlsnot 
within the same HUC12 Watershed as Alaska 
LNG. 

AGDC respectfully suggests modifying Table W-
1 in the "Resources with Potential Cumulative 
lmpacts"columntorecognlzetheGreatBear 
Shale Oi l Development, Chuitna Coal Mine and 
DonlinGoldMinePipelineprojectsarelocated 
withinthelSmileseographicscopeforvisual 
resources. 
AGDC respectfully requests revision of 
AppendlxW-2mappingtolnclude the 
Livengood Gold project since It Is stated to be 
within the same HUClO as Alaska LNG in Table 
W-1. 

:h:~-~~;o~~:~~~;h ~oo~:i~~~lr~:i::ra~~;; for 

Review/incorporate the information noted by j 
Impacts column" of Table W-1 by removing "A" 
for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Anchorag 
Harbor Maintenance Dredging project. 

Review/incorporate the information noted by I 
AGDC. lnparticular,considerrevisingtextinthe 
"HUC 12 Wat ershed Shared wi th Alaska LNG" 
Column ofTable W-1 to: ~No, but lies within 
HUClOwatershed" fortheCook lnletareaoil 
and asdevelo ment ro lect. 
Review/incorporate the information noted by 
AGDC. In particular, consider revising Page W-9 
text to recognize USACE Anchorage Harbor 
MaintenanceDredging projectistoofar 
removed(>35miles}to beconsideredfor 
cumulativelm acts. 
Review/incorporate the information noted by 

AGDC. In particular, consider revising Table W-11 
ln the"ResourceswlthPotentlalCumulatlve 
Impacts" column to Insert a "V~ for the Great 
Bear Shale Oil Development, Chuitna Coal Mine 
andDonlinGoldMinePipelineprojec1s. 

Review/.incorporate the information noted by I 
AGDC. In particular, consider modifying 
Append1xW•2mapplngtolncludethe 
Livengood Gold project. 

Al-255 

Al-256 

Al-257 

Al-258 

Al-259 

AGDC respectfully requests addition of the 
TAPS and Quintillion Terrestrial and GCI Alaska 
UnltedFlberOptlcpro]ectstothemapplngln 
AppendixW. 

Review/incorporate the information noted by I A I 260 
AGDC. In particular, consider modifying • 
AppendixW-2mapplngtolncludetheTAPSand 
Quintillion Terrestrial and GCI Alaska United 
Fiber Optic projects. 
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