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This document records the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ (Corps) decisions related to the findings and
determinations for this action. This document also presents comments received during the public review
processes and responses to those comments. The applicant has applied to the Corps for permits under
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act (RHA) of 1899
for construction activities required for hydrocarbon exploration and development on the North Slope of
Alaska. This document presents Corps’ findings and determinations for the United States (U.S.)
Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines (Guidelines) compliance; public
interest review (PIR); and applicable laws, regulations, and executive orders that were considered in the
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and permit evaluation processes. It also is the record of decision
(ROD) that concludes the Corps’ implementation of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for the
action. The EPA, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and the Alaska Department of Natural
Resources (ADNR) acted as cooperating agencies in the EIS process.

Background

The Corps, Alaska District, Regulatory Division received a draft Department of the Army (DA) permit
application from the Exxon Mobil Corporation: (applicant) on October 19, 2009 requesting authorization
for the placement of fill material in waters of the U.S., and placement of structures and removal of
dredged material in navigable waters of the U.S., in connection with the applicant’s proposed Point
Thomson Project (PTP). These actions fall under Corps’ jurisdiction under Section 404 of the CWA and
Section 10 of the RHA of 1899. The Corps, as part of its permit review process, developed a Final EIS in
compliance with the NEPA.

Exploration in the Point Thomson area began in the winter of 1969/1970 with the drilling of the first
exploration well. To date 21 exploratory wells have been drilled on and off shore in the general Point
Thomson area, and several gravel structures remain in the area from those exploration activities.

In 2002, the EPA started a NEPA process in response to the applicant’s proposed oil and gas
development plans for the Point Thomson area, located on the North Slope of Alaska, 60 miles east of
Prudhoe Bay on the Beaufort Sea coast. At the time, the EPA was the lead federal agency because the
development plans called for the potential designation of ocean dredged-material disposal sites, which
would have required EPA authorization under Section 102 of the Marine Protection, Research, and
Sanctuaries Act (MPRSA). Preparation of the EIS was discontinued before its completion at the request
of the applicant.

In 2006, the ADNR began an effort to terminate the Point Thomson Unit (PTU) and leases, claiming the
leaseholders had failed to drill, develop, and produce the Unit and leases in adequate time. The State of
Alaska and the PTU Operator, applicant, and working interest owners were involved in a series of legal
disputes concerning the PTU until March 29, 2012, when parties involved signed a settlement agreement.
The operators and working interest owners have committed to produce condensate liquids from the Point
Thomson Reservoir for delivery into the Trans-Alaska Pipeline System (TAPS) by the end of the 2015-
2016 winter. The settlement agreement also outlines scenarios and deadlines for future reservoir
development and lease schedules. This settlement does not bind the Corps to a particular timeline nor is
the Corps a party to this settlement.
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The applicant’s current proposed project is substantially different from the 2002 plan, and would not be
subject to Section 102 of the MPRSA. However, the current development plan would require
authorization from the Corps to construct structures in navigable waters of the U.S. under Section 10 of
the RHA of 1899 and to discharge dredge and/or fill material into waters of the U.S., including wetlands
under Section 404 of the CWA. Therefore, the Corps is the lead federal agency for the Final EIS and is
conducting its review of the DA permit application concurrently with the NEPA process.

The proposed project involves development of hydrocarbon resources (gas condensate and possibly oil)
from the Thomson Sand Reservoir in the Point Thomson area. The project area is located on the
northern edge of Alaska’s Arctic Coastal Plain (ACP), 60 miles east of Deadhorse and Prudhoe Bay and
60 miles west of Kaktovik, on the coast of Lion Bay. It is named after a local geographic landform called
Point Thomson. A description of the proposed project, including all activities subject to authorization by
the Corps, is located in Section 2.1 of this ROD.

Activities on the North Slope are shaped by the extreme conditions of the climate. The sun does not rise
above the horizon for about two months in the winter, which leads to an average minimum winter
temperature in the project area of -24°F. In summer, the continuous sunlight only results in an average
maximum temperature of 55°F due to the latitude. The project area is covered with snow for about 8
months of the year; however, snow may fall at any time of the year.

The project area is defined to extend eastward from Deadhorse to the Staines River and from the lagoon
side of Flaxman Island along the Beaufort Sea coast to approximately 8 miles south of the coast line.
Most of the Thomson Sand Reservoir is offshore under state coastal waters, while most of the proposed
facilities would be located on land. The western boundary of the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge (ANWR)
is approximately 2 miles from the easternmost extent of the proposed project. An export pipeline and
transportation routes would extend from the Point Thomson facilities to existing facilities to the west.

According to the applicant, since the 1970s, hydrocarbons from the North Slope have contributed a
substantial share of U.S. domestic production. Production at Point Thomson would help offset current
declines in North Slope production and maintain efficiency of the TAPS. The primary hydrocarbon
resource at Point Thomson is natural gas and liquid gas condensate from the Thomson Sand Reservoir;
there is also some oil present. Evaluating these hydrocarbon resources is part of the proposed action
and would include identifying and assessing the location, size, and characteristics of the reservoir and the
resources contained therein, as well as determining the commercial viability of producing those
resources. Short-term and long-term flow tests would be required to further define the formation fluids
and their producing characteristics and to understand how the reservoir properties and connectivity vary
between wells.

Summary of Decision

The information presented in the Corps’ determination of the project’s compliance with the Guidelines, the
PIR, the EIS, and the comments and other supplemental information considered following the public
involvement period have been independently reviewed and evaluated. The process has produced
sufficient and accurate assessments of the resources, needs, concerns, and other issues that relate to
this action and therefore is appropriate for the PIR and alternative analysis required by 33 CFR 320.4(b)4
and 40 CFR 230.10. Based on these considerations, the Corps finds that Alternative B of the Final EIS
(the applicant’'s Proposed Action), with modifications and incorporation of additional mitigation measures
as determined under the Guidelines, is the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative
(LEDPA), and is not contrary to the public interest. Project impacts resulting from the discharge of fill in
waters of the U.S., including wetlands (WOUS), will be permanent filling of 267.1 acres of WOUS. This
authorization also requires compensatory mitigation for the direct and indirect impacts to WOUS, as
described in Section 7.2 of this ROD. A DA permit will be proffered to the applicant. The authorization
will include special conditions to avoid and minimize potential adverse impacts and to compensate for
unavoidable adverse impacts to the aquatic ecosystem, and to ensure that the project would not be
contrary to the public interest and is in compliance with the Guidelines.

All work will be performed in accordance with the attached plan, sheets 1 - 84, dated October 19, 2012.
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1.0 Authority

This permit action is being taken under authority delegated to the District Engineer by 33 CFR 325.8,
pursuant to Section 10 of the RHA of 1899 and Section 404 of the CWA.

2.0 Applicant Proposed Project

The applicant submitted a complete DA permit application on October 26, 2011. The application
contained a description of what the Final EIS referred to as Alternative B: Applicant’s Proposed Action.
The EIS analyzed impacts of five alternatives including the No Action Alternative and four Action
Alternatives. A public notice (PN) was issued concurrently to the release of the Draft EIS on November
18, 2011.

The applicant revised some of the figures and submitted additional figures to further clarify the project. A
second PN was issued by the Corps concurrent to the issuing of the Final EIS on July 27, 2012, in order
to give the public an opportunity to examine and comment on the revised and additional figures.
Comments received on both PNs are discussed in Section 4.0 of this ROD.

2.1 Proposed Project Description

In the July 27, 2012, PN, the applicant initially proposed a total acreage of fill in WOUS of 273.4 acres,
subject to authorization by the Corps under Section 404 of the CWA. Fill would include gravel for the
construction of drilling/production pads and connecting roads, airstrip, gravel stockpile, vertical support
members (VSM) for infield pipelines and an export pipeline, and pilings for a proposed barge offloading
facility and service pier. The project would also include construction and rehabilitation of a gravel mine.
Fill material would come from a new mine site located at approximately 2.5 miles inland. Dredging and
discharge of fill/dredged material in navigable waters, subject to authorization by the Corps under Section
10 of the RHA, would be required in the barge docking area offshore of the Sealift Bulkhead and Service
Pier, with a small amount of fill placed onshore. Construction of the barge facilities would also require
placement of structures in navigable waters of the U.S., subject to authorization by the Corps under
Section 10 of the RHA,

Table 2.1 describes proposed structures in navigable waters of the U.S. Table 2.2 describes the acreage
and type of all proposed infrastructure requiring fill in WOUS.

Table 2.1: Proposed Structures in Section 10 Waters of the U.S.

Component F&%tr%g;‘t Type of Material
Service Pier Piles (6) <0.1 Steel
Mooring Dolphins (8) <0.1 Steel
Temporary Ramp Supports (6) <0.1 Steel

The project would comprise two major components: production facilities and an export pipeline. These
would include three gravel pads, 5 development wells, infield gathering lines, 12 miles of infield gravel
roads, a 5,600 foot airstrip, a gravel mine, and processing facilities and support infrastructure.
Construction of two of the three gravel pads (the Central Pad and the East Pad) would involve the
expansion of existing gravel fill. Similarly, two of five proposed wells have already been drilled from
existing fill at the proposed Central Pad in 2009-2010 under State and local approval. These wells did not
require new fill in WOUS, or additional DA authorization.

The use of Long Reach Directional Drilling (LRDD) would allow development of the primarily offshore
Thomson Sand Reservoir from three onshore pads located near the coast. The Central Pad (total 56
acres including 13.2 acres of existing fill) would involve the expansion of the existing PTU-3 pad and
would accommodate additional drilling, processing facilities, a Class | injection well, and support
infrastructure.
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Table 2.2: Proposed Fill in Section 10 and Section 404 Waters of the U.S.

Component Approximate Initial New Fill Typ_e of Material
Placement Volume (cy) (acres) Discharged

Fill in Section 404 Waters of the U.S.
Central Pad 2 602,000 42.8 Pit run gravel fill
Central Pad Access Road (2.7 miles) 151,000 19.9 Pit run gravel fill
East Pad ® 120,000 11.0 Pit run gravel fill
East Pad Access Road (2.3 miles) 189,000 255 Pit run gravel fill
West Pad 214,000 18.9 Pit run gravel fill
West Pad Access Road (4.4 miles) 271,000 334 Pit run gravel fill
Alaska State C-1 Pad ¢ 17,000 0.0 Pit run gravel fill
Alaska State C-1 Pad Access Road (0.03 miles) 2,200 0.4 Pit run gravel fill
Emergency Boat Launch (onshore) 880 0.05 Pit run gravel fill/concrete
Dredging and Fill Discharge Area 3,900 0.9 Dredged material
Water Source Pad 6,000 0.7 Pit run gravel fill
Water Source Pad Access Road (0.03 miles) 1,100 0.2 Pit run gravel fill
Badami Auxiliary Pad 2,000 0.25 Pit run gravel fill
Badami Pipeline Crossing Pad 1,000 0.16 Pit run gravel fill
Airstrip and Helipad 414,000 42.3 Pit run gravel fill
Airstrip and Helipad Access Road (0.24 miles) 12,000 17 Pit run gravel fill
Navaid Pads 15,000 16 Pit run gravel fill
Navaid Pad Access Roads (0.22 miles) 9,000 15 Pit run gravel fill
Electrical Trenching 2,670 0.4 Organic/inorganic
Gathering and Export Pipeline VSMs 3,600 0.1 Sand slurry/steel
Culvert Scour Protection - 0.1 Concrete

. 2,254,000 gravel extracted Pit run gravel fill/
Gravel Mine 1,246,000 ovgrburden replaced 496 overgurden
Gravel Mine Access Road (0.14 miles) 23,000 3.3 Pit run gravel fill
Gravel Stockpile 204,000 12.9 Pit run gravel fill
Fill in Section 10 and Section 404 Waters of the U.S.
Emergency Boat Launch 80 0.2 Pit run gravel fill/concrete
Dredging and Screeding Area 3,900 CY removed 55 Dredged material
Total: 3,507,680¢ 273.4 -

a Central Pad footprint would also include the existing 13.2 acre PTU-3 pad for total acreage of 56.0 acres
b East Pad footprint would also include 4.63 acres of the existing 4.8 acre North Staines River 1 pad for a total acreage of 15.6
¢ Alaska State C-1 Pad would also include the existing 4.1 acre Alaska State C-1 pad
d Does not include extracted gravel or removed dredged material

The West and East Pads would be strategically located to access the western and eastern extents of the
Thomson Sand Reservoir. The West Pad (approximately 19 acres) would be a new pad constructed to
support drilling and production. It would be located 4 miles west of the Central Pad at 20+ feet elevation.
The East Pad would include a new 11-acre pad on the sea coast at 17+ feet elevation connected to the
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existing 4.6 acre North Staines River 1 exploration pad, which would be utilized for temporarily staging
equipment and camps during drilling. Gathering pipelines, elevated a minimum of 7 feet above the
wetland tundra surface on VSMs, would transport hydrocarbons produced from the West and East Pads
to the Central Processing Facility (CPF) at the Central Pad.

The Point Thomson Export Pipeline (PTEP) would be a common carrier pipeline and subject to Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) regulation. The 22-mile long, 12-inch nominal diameter export
pipeline would transport processed liquid hydrocarbons from the CPF at the Central Pad to a connection
with the British Petroleum’s (BP) Badami Facility, Sales Oil Pipeline. The PTEP would also be elevated a
minimum of 7 feet above the wetland tundra surface on VSMs. Other associated facilities would include a
small gravel pad at Badami to house leak detection and metering skid infrastructure and a small pipeline
crossing pad to allow ice road crossings.

The applicant’s proposed mitigation measures are presented in Chapter 4 of the Final EIS. Modifications
to the original proposal are discussed in Sections 3.3 and 5.4, as a result of the evaluation by the Corps
in determining the LEDPA.

2.2 Location

The project is on Alaska’s Beaufort Sea coastline, within the North Slope Borough (NSB), approximately
60 miles east of Prudhoe Bay and 60 miles west of Kaktovik, Alaska. Further descriptions of the project
setting and location can be found in Sections 3.0, Alternatives Considered and 7.0, Description of the
Permitted Project of this ROD.

2.3 Purpose and Need

This section discusses the purpose and need for the project from the applicant’s perspective and the
Corps’ regulatory requirement. The first section provides the applicant’s stated purpose and need. The
following sections address the questions of whether the project is water dependent, availability of
alternatives outside special aquatic sites that would meet project purpose, and the basic and overall
project purpose of the project from a Federal perspective.

Applicant’s stated purpose and need
In their DA permit application, the applicant states:

The project will initiate commercial hydrocarbon production of the Thomson Sand Reservoir
by the winter season of 2015-16, as dictated by the applicant’s legal settlement with the
State of Alaska signed on March 29, 2012. The project will deliver liquid hydrocarbons to
the TAPS Pump Station No. 1 at Prudhoe Bay for shipment to market. Initial production of
liquid hydrocarbons is expected to be approximately 10,000 barrels per day (bpd). The
Project will delineate and evaluate hydrocarbon resources in the PTU.

ExxonMobil, as PTU operator, and the PTU owners have committed to the production of
liquid hydrocarbons from the Thomson Sand Reservoir by winter season 2015-16. The
ADNR has recognized this commitment and has authorized production consistent with this
schedule. The State’s position is that production is required at the earliest feasible time.
The proposed project will achieve this important purpose.

Production of liquid hydrocarbons at Point Thomson serves other public purposes and
needs. Development of this resource will help the U.S. meet domestic energy demand and
reduce dependence on foreign sources of oil. Production at Point Thomson will help offset
declining production from Alaska’s North Slope reservoirs, and will help maintain the
throughput of TAPS.

The project will provide economic benefits to the state, NSB, and local communities
through the creation of new jobs and tax revenues. The project will provide an important
source of employment for Alaska businesses, workers, and local residents. This will
include both temporary jobs during drilling, engineering, procurement, and construction,
and long-term jobs supporting permanent operations. The project will be a source of new

10



October 19, 2012 Record of Decision

revenue for the State of Alaska and the NSB, helping to offset declining revenue from
existing hydrocarbon production and facilities.

ExxonMobil believes the project represents the best plan for field development, considering
geological, resource, commercial, and legal uncertainties. A principal goal of the project is
to establish a design footprint that facilitates future full development of the reservoir and
delineation of the hydrocarbon resources of the PTU with the least practicable
environmental impact. The project’s design and flexibility accommodates foreseeable
options for production by winter season 2015-16 and beyond.

The project features a three-pad configuration, the optimal development design for
resource recovery, delineation, and conservation, and encompasses the smallest footprint
necessary for these purposes. The configuration of the project is designed to delineate and
produce reservoir resources by using LRDD techniques from onshore pads. While more
direct access to the reservoir would be provided by offshore platforms, the approach
chosen minimizes impacts in marine waters. The CPF is located on an expanded existing
Central Pad, incorporating the recently drilled PTU-15 and PTU-16 wells.

Development of the Point Thomson field resources beyond winter season 2015-16 is
dependent on many factors that cannot be determined at present. Point Thomson is the
largest discovered, undeveloped natural gas field in Alaska. No pipeline exists to bring
Alaska North Slope natural gas to market, and there is substantial uncertainty about
whether or when such a pipeline may be constructed. Nevertheless, Point Thomson
natural gas reserves are essential to the development of a gas pipeline. Should such a
pipeline be built, natural gas from Point Thomson would be an important energy source for
the U.S. and Alaska. Development of the project can be expected to facilitate potential
construction of a natural gas pipeline by providing an infrastructure footprint for potential
future production of gas. However, gas production and delivery into a pipeline is not part of
the project.

Basic project purpose and water dependency [40 CFR 230.10(a)(3)]

The basic purpose of the PTP as defined by the Corps is to produce and transport hydrocarbon liquids.
Production and transport of hydrocarbon resources do not require access or proximity to a special aquatic
site. Therefore, the Corps finds that the basic purpose of the project is not water dependent.

Overall project purpose [40 CFR 230.10(a)(2) and 2009 HQ SOP page
15]:
The overall purpose of the PTP, as defined by the Corps, is to produce liquid hydrocarbons from the

Thomson Sand Reservoir and further evaluate and delineate the reservoir and evaluate the Brookian
Group sandstones.

2.4 Scope of Analysis: 33 CFR 325, Appendix B, 7(b)

The scope of analysis for this action includes the impacts, alternatives, and project benefits resulting from
the regulated activities identified above.

The scope of analysis relates to the project components the Corps analyzes to meet requirements of
NEPA during the DA permit evaluation. These are based on the following factors:

1) Whether or not the regulated activity comprises "merely a link" in a corridor type project;

2) Whether there are aspects of the upland facility in the immediate vicinity of the regulated
activity that affect the location and configuration of the regulated activity;

3) The extent to which the entire project will be within the Corps’ jurisdiction; and
4) The extent of cumulative Federal control and responsibility.

The proposed PTP does not comprise merely a link in a corridor-type project. There are no upland
facilities in the immediate vicinity of any size. The entire project falls within the jurisdiction of the Corps.

11
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Proposed activities subject to Section 404 of the CWA are the placement of fill in WOUS, in and adjacent
to the Beaufort Sea, a navigable water of the US. Project components include placement of dredged and
fill materials associated with drill pads, access roads, pipelines, other infrastructure, and construction of
the barge landing. Section 10 of the RHA applies to the construction of any structure in, under, or over
any navigable water of the U.S., the excavating from or depositing of material in such waters, or the
accomplishment of work affecting the course, location, condition, or capacity of such waters. The sealift
facility and service pier are in the Beaufort Sea, a navigable water of the U. S., and are subject to Section
10 of the RHA.

The extent of cumulative federal control and responsibility warrants federal review of the entire project.

Determined Scope for NEPA:

] Only within the footprint of the regulated activity within the delineated water.
[ ] Over entire property.
X] Other

The entire project would be constructed in jurisdictional WOUS, except for components constructed on
authorized existing fill. Therefore, the entire project is subject to Corps’ NEPA evaluation and review.
The Final EIS evaluated direct, indirect/secondary, and cumulative impacts of the entire PTP as required
by NEPA (42 U.S.C 4321-4347).

Determined Scope (Permit Area) for National Historic Preservation Act:

Tests: All activities, except those on authorized existing fill, are located in WOUS; therefore, the permit
area and scope for the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) are the same. The Corps determined
that the “Permit Area” and the “Area of Potential Effect (APE)” are essentially the same for the proposed
PTP. The entire project would be constructed in jurisdictional WOUS, except for components constructed
on authorized existing fill.

Determined Scope (Action Area) for Endangered Species Act:

“Action Area” means all areas to be affected directly or indirectly by the Federal action and not merely the
area that falls directly under the Corps’ regulatory jurisdiction. The determined scope for Endangered
Species Act (ESA) is the Action Area, which may be larger than the scope for NEPA, Section 404 and
Section 10. The Action Area for the proposed PTP includes all areas of proposed fill, pipeline corridors,
work in navigable waters, and navigable access for barge traffic in the Beaufort Sea from Prudhoe Bay to
the PTP.

3.0 Alternatives Considered

The Point Thomson area is north of the Arctic Circle within the ACP, north of the Brooks Range on the
North Slope of Alaska. The ACP is an expansive ecoregion bounded by the Arctic Ocean on the north
and west and extending across Alaska and into Canada. Soils of the region are dominated by
permafrost, which profoundly affects vegetation and wildlife communities in this harsh climate. Wetlands
and water bodies cover the vast majority of the project area, with upland areas in the minority.

The Thomson Sand Reservoir itself is located beneath WOUS, with the majority of the reservoir being
located offshore. Access to the hydrocarbon reservoir, a zone with defined limits capable of being
extracted, necessarily limits the location of potential drilling/well pads. Therefore, due to the location of
the Thomson Sand Reservoir, limited practicable alternatives to development of that resource, and the
predominance of WOUS throughout the region, it is acknowledged that any practicable alternative for
development of this project would affect WOUS.

12
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The PTP Final EIS considered a reasonable range of alternatives to meet the applicant’s purpose and
need.! Initial evaluation of alternatives actively involved agency stakeholders and considered each
suggestion received in the scoping process. The initial evaluation eliminated project sites in marine
waters, including artificial and barrier islands, causeways, subsea pipelines, etc., and focused alternatives
development on locations and facilities that would avoid known critical resources, minimize project extent,
and minimize the amount of fill placed in WOUS. The only non-wetlands available to be used in project
development would be drill pads and other constructed fills that were authorized in WOUS for previous
projects. Those man-made sites were used to the maximum extent feasible, but were not large enough
or placed in locations where they could support viable project alternatives without additional fill in WOUS.

Screening of the alternatives that were initially considered led to identification of project components that
would be required for any viable alternative and to identification of a range of alternatives for each
component. Required components included transportation infrastructure, facilities to support drilling,
power sources, sources of material for construction and water for operations, and other materials and
facilities essential for developing and operating a project that would meet the stated objectives. The
process used to develop alternatives and their descriptions is found in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS.

The applicant’s proposed action chose among available project components and brought them together
to form a complete project alternative that would have all the materials and facilities to support a drilling
program to meet their objectives. The Corps, with the assistance of the applicant and cooperating
agencies, developed three additional complete action alternatives that represent different ways to balance
project needs with the need to avoid or minimize impacts to important resources. Together, those four
alternatives, along with the no-action alternative, represent the range of alternatives that were considered
in detail for the PTP.

The Corps also used comments and information developed during the NEPA and public review processes
to select and combine project components to support the Section 404 of the CWA and Section 10 of the
RHA DA permit evaluation. The Corps considered all project components analyzed in the EIS to
determine whether the applicant’s proposed project complies with the Guidelines and would be the
LEDPA.

3.1 No Action

Under the No Action alternative, the applicant may suspend project engineering and planning activities for
the evaluation of hydrocarbon resources at Point Thomson. Two existing, drilled-and-capped production
wells on the existing PTU-3 Pad (Central Pad) would continue to be monitored in accordance with Alaska
Oil and Gas Conservation Commission (AOGCC) regulations and prudent operator practices until the
time that they are closed or brought into production in a future project. The No Action Alternative would
result in denial of a DA permit.

3.2 Action Alternatives

Common Components

All four action alternatives consist of common components such as gravel production pads, infield and
export pipelines, gravel roads, ice roads, a gravel mine, an airstrip, water sources, and support facilities.
Support facilities include offices, warehouses and workshops, maintenance buildings, temporary and
permanent personnel camps (size and location may vary by alternative), treatment systems for drinking
water and wastewater, waste management facilities, communication facilities, electrical power generation
and distribution facilities, and an emergency response boat launch ramp. The differences among the
action alternatives are primarily in the placement of components. The Central Pad is a common
component for all action alternatives. Other components are placed where they would best support
objectives of the four action alternatives.

! See Section 2.2, Alternatives Development in the Final EIS

13



October 19, 2012 Record of Decision

Alternative B: Applicant’s Preferred Alternative

Alternative B in the Final EIS is referred to as the applicant’s Proposed Action and is based on the
applicant’s proposed project as defined in their final DA permit application, submitted on October 26,
2011. Alternative B would locate the drilling and production facilities on a three-pad configuration that
would consist of an enlarged Central Pad (Central Well/Central Processing Pad) and two drilling pads
(the East and West Pads). The Central Pad would be located on an expanded version of the PTU-3
gravel pad and would include processing facilities. Section 2.1 of this ROD describes production pads
and pipelines associated with Alternative B.

Alternative B: Access and Transportation

Alternative B would utilize ice roads, marine transport by coastal and oceangoing (sealift) barges, air
transport by helicopters and fixed-wing aircraft, and gravel roads. During construction, there would be
at least two primary seasonal ice roads and infield ice roads between the pads and water sources.
During operations, an ice access road to the Point Thomson area would only be used as needed,
which is estimated to be once every 5 years. Infield gravel roads would be constructed to connect the
Central, East, and West Pads, airstrip, gravel mine and stockpile, and freshwater supply sources. A
gravel airstrip that could accommodate a C-130 cargo planes would be constructed approximately 3
miles south of the Central Pad. This alternative would include construction of a sealift facility and a
service pier at the coast.

Alternative B: Support Facilities

Most support facilities would be located at the Central Pad. In addition to the pads common to all
action alternatives, Alternative B would require two small gravel pads at Badami. The first pad would
be connected to the existing Badami pad and would support tie in of the PTEP to the Badami pipeline.
A second pad to facilitate ice road crossing of the export pipeline would be constructed south of the
main Badami Pad. These pads and connector road would constitute less than 1 acre.

Temporary camps may be located at the East and West Pads during drilling. Ice pads would also be
used for temporary stockpiling of overburden materials. An injection well for waste disposal would be
located on the Central Pad. Materials that could not be injected or burned would be stored until they
could be shipped to Deadhorse for disposal.

Alternative B: Gravel Sources

Gravel for Alternative B would come from a new gravel mine site approximately 2 miles south of the
Central Pad and just north and east of the proposed airstrip. After the completion of gravel mining
(two winter seasons), overburden would be replaced and the area would be rehabilitated.

Alternative B: Water Needs and Sources

Fresh water would be required for construction of ice roads and pads, camp operations, and drilling
and would be trucked from permitted water sources. Fresh water for camp use during construction,
drilling would be transported from the existing C-1 mine site reservoir by truck. The C-1 mine site
reservoir would continue to be the primary water source during operations.

Alternative B: Logistics

Ice roads would be constructed between the Endicott Spur Road and Point Thomson for export
pipeline construction and movement of pioneer camp modules, equipment, and supplies. The sealift
facility and service pier would be used for importing and exporting supplies during the open water,
barging season. The gravel airstrip would provide year-round access.

Helicopters from Deadhorse would provide access for personnel when other access modes were not
available. Air travel can be limited by weather conditions, which can change very quickly on the North
Slope. Buses on the ice roads would transport personnel from late January to mid-April during years
ice roads are constructed.
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Alternative C: Inland Pads with Gravel Access Road

Alternative C was developed to minimize impacts to coastal resources by locating project components
inland from the coastline. The alternative would move CPF inland, requiring use of four gravel
drilling/production pads. The alternative would include a gravel access road between Point Thomson and
the Endicott Spur Road in lieu of constructing a coastal barge facility at Point Thomson. The gravel
access road would allow year-round access to Point Thomson and would replace direct marine transport.
This alternative also was intended to minimize impacts to hydraulic connectivity by moving linear facilities
farther inland and orienting infield gravel roads in a north-south alignment along the area's predominant
hydraulic gradient.

Alternative C: Production Pads

The Central Well Pad would be located on the coast and would be an expansion of the existing PTU-3
gravel pad. The Central Well Pad would contain drilling and well infrastructure. The Central
Processing Pad would be located 2 miles inland, southwest of the Central Well Pad. The East Pad
would be approximately 4.5 miles east of the Central Processing Pad and about one-half mile inland
from the coastline. The West Pad would be located a little more than 3 miles west of the Central
Processing Pad, and about one-half mile inland. The East and West Drill Pads, and Central
Processing Pad would be located on undeveloped sites. The production pads would be connected by
a network of gravel roads and infield gathering pipelines. Two additional pads would be constructed
for project support: a small water source pad and a gravel mine stockpile pad.

Alternative C: Pipelines

A 51-mile export pipeline would be constructed from the CPF to the existing Endicott common carrier
pipeline. The proposed pipeline route from Point Thomson to Endicott would be 500 feet south of and
parallel to the gravel access road. Infield gathering pipelines would be constructed to deliver
produced hydrocarbons from the Central, East, and West Well Pads, to the CPF for processing. The
support members for the production pipeline and injection flow line for Alternative C would be H-
shaped, with two parallel VSMs and a horizontal support member (HSM) spanning the distance
between them. The H-shaped support structures would have a minimum 7-foot clearance to allow
caribou passage. An injection pipeline would run between the CPF and the Central Well Pad using
the same VSMs as the gathering line.

The infield water pipeline to convey fresh water for operations would be constructed above ground on
timber supports to raise the pipes 12 inches off the ground. The total height would be approximately
24 inches. The water line would generally follow the infield road from the C-1 mine reservoir to the
Central Processing Pad, but would not go to the East and West pads.

Alternative C: Access and Transportation

Transportation to Point Thomson in Alternative C would be by ice roads, gravel roads, and aircraft. No
barge facilities would be constructed at Point Thomson and no barges or other watercraft would be
used as routine transportation to or from Point Thomson. Within Point Thomson, the infield gravel
road network would be the primary way for personnel, materials, and equipment to travel.
Modules/equipment would be transported from their fabrication site to Prudhoe Bay via sealift barge,
staged at Deadhorse, and then transported to the project area when ice roads were available.
Prudhoe Bay infrastructure would need to be evaluated and may require upgrades to accommodate
the landing of sealift barges. Studies would have to be completed to determine the maximum size
modules that the roads and bridges in the Deadhorse area could support. Either the modules would
have to be designed to meet the road/bridge specifications or the roads and bridges would need to be
upgraded, depending on the results of the studies.

A gravel access road would be constructed to provide access to and from Point Thomson during
operations. This road would be aligned between 3 and 8 miles south of the coastline, beginning at the
Endicott Spur Road south of the Badami common carrier pipeline, and continuing eastward to Point
Thomson. The gravel access road would be approximately 500 feet to the north of the export pipeline.
An ice road would be built to support the construction of the gravel road. Another ice road would be
constructed for VSM and export pipeline construction. An ice road would be built parallel to the
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pipeline ice road. This ice road would be used for transporting materials, supplies, and modules to
and from Point Thomson. Perpendicular ice roads would be built between the pipeline and transport
ice roads so that trucks would be able to maneuver around slow moving modules. Other ice roads
would be built for construction and as needed during operations.

A gravel airstrip would be constructed at the abandoned West Staines gravel airstrip, which would also
be incorporated into the new gravel access road alignment. The new airstrip would accommodate a
C-130 cargo plane.

Infield gravel roads would be constructed to connect the Central, East, and West Pads to the CPF,
airstrip, gravel mine and stockpile, and freshwater supply sources. Infield gravel roads would be
oriented north-south and located, where possible, a minimum of 500 feet from elevated pipelines.

Alternative C: Support Facilities

The gravel access road would require approximately 3 years of construction before it would be ready
for use. Until that time, all materials and supplies for construction and drilling, including annual fuel
supplies would be delivered to Point Thomson by air or ice road.

A C-1 injection well for waste disposal would be located on the Central Processing Pad. Materials that
could not be injected or burned would be stored until they could be shipped to Deadhorse for disposal.

Alternative C would require additional gravel storage pads, including gravel storage pads at each mine
site along the gravel access road, a gravel pad at the C-1 mine site reservoir, and a new gravel pad at
Deadhorse for module storage. Ice pads would also be used to support construction works.

Alternative C: Gravel Sources

Gravel for pads would come from the new gravel mine site located near the proposed Central
Processing Pad. Construction of the gravel access road would require up to 5 additional gravel mines,
sited approximately every 10 miles along the proposed road corridor.

Alternative C: Water Needs and Sources

During construction, fresh water would be transported from the C-1 mine site reservoir by truck and
stored in onsite tanks. After construction, water would be delivered to the Central Processing Pad via
an elevated pipeline. Water needed at the well pads would be delivered by truck and stored in onsite
tanks.

Alternative C: Loqgistics

Construction would begin late in Year 3. The gravel access road would not be available for use until
late in Year 6. Prior to that time all supplies and personnel would be transported to Point Thomson via
air (helicopter or fixed-wing) or over ice road.

During the first construction season (Year 3/Year 4), the primary means of transporting personnel
would be by helicopter from Deadhorse, supplemented by crew busses on the ice access road from
late January to mid-April. After the gravel airstrip was completed in late Year 4, personnel transfer
would take place primarily by fixed-wing aircraft from Anchorage or Fairbanks for the remainder of
construction.

All sealift modules and some truckable modules would be delivered to Deadhorse during open water
season of Year 5, staged for 6 to 9 months, and then transported during the following ice road season
in Year 6.

Alternative D: Inlan