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Point Thomson Project EIS – Draft EIS Comment Period Summary 
The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was posted on the project Web site November 8, 2011. 
Sections available to the public online included: 

 Executive Summary 

 Table of Contents 

 Chapters 1-11 

 Appendices A-U 

A 45-day comment period for the Draft EIS began November 18, 2011 with the publishing of the Notice 
of Availability in the Federal Register. The end of comments was originally scheduled for January 3, 
2012, but requests were submitted to extend the comment period. On December 22, the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers (Corps) announced a 15-day extension, moving the close of the comment period to January 
18, 2012. The public notice for the 404 permit also was announced and ran concurrently with the Draft 
EIS comment period. 

Approximately 60 copies of the Draft EIS Executive Summary (with CDs containing the Draft EIS and 
appendices) were sent to parties on the mailing list. Sixteen print copies of the complete Draft EIS (with 
appendices) were also sent to certain agencies that requested full printed copies. Copies of the Executive 
Summary were made available at public meetings. In addition, public meetings were followed up by the 
distribution of requested copies of the visual simulation CD. 

PUBLIC COMMUNICATION 

In addition to a Federal Register notice, announcements of availability and meeting notices were 
published in the newspapers shown in Table 1. 

Table 1:  Notice of Availability Published 

Publication Date Venue 

November 9, 2011 Anchorage Daily News 

November 9, 2011 Fairbanks Daily News Miner 

November 10, 2011 Arctic Sounder 

November 13, 2011 Petroleum News 

 

The project team used a variety of ways to inform the public of project updates and meetings: 

 Public service announcements were provided on local radio stations 

 Community flyers were posted 

 The What’s Up email distribution list was used to distribute a comment period announcement 

 Email notifications were sent to the project’s mailing list.  
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Table 2 provides a list of when and where public open houses, meetings, and the project Web site were 
advertised. 

Table 2:  Advertisements and Announcements 

Publication Date Venue 

November 13, 2011 Fairbanks Daily News Miner 

November 24, 2011 Arctic Sounder 

 Public Service Announcements 

 What’s Up email distribution list 

 Community flyers in the villages of Kaktovik, 
Nuiqsut, and Barrow 

November 28, 2011 Anchorage Daily News 

November 29, 2011 Email to agency mailing list 

Newsletter 

The Draft EIS was introduced through a newsletter, which also announced the public open house 
meetings associated with the NEPA process. The four-page newsletter provided a description of the 
NEPA steps and how to comment on the Draft EIS. It was distributed by mail to a list of approximately 
585 individuals on December 9, 2011. Copies of the newsletter were made available at public meetings 
and posted on the project Web site. 

Topics covered in the newsletter included: 

 Public meetings announced 

 How to submit effective NEPA comments 

 The NEPA process 

 Project simulation available to view during the public meetings and on the Web site 

 The review schedule 

 December public meetings 

 Call for public involvement 

 Contact information 

MEETINGS 

During the Draft EIS comment period, public meetings were held that were open to everyone. The Corps 
met separately with tribal representatives and also had meetings with state and federal agencies. 

Public Meetings 

Five public open house meetings were held in December 2011. The Corps identified the villages of 
Kaktovik, Nuiqsut, and Barrow for public meetings because of the proximity to the proposed 
development area and potential for outreach to potentially impacted parties. Anchorage and Fairbanks 
were included because of the statewide interest in developing the project and potential indirect effects on 
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these communities, as well as to maximize efforts to engage the federal and state agencies in these 
communities. 

Table 3:  Public Meetings 

Date Location 
Number of 
Participants 

Number of 
Testifiers* 

December 5, 2011 Z.J. Loussac Library, Anchorage 90 30 

December 7, 2011 Wedgewood Resort, Fairbanks 60 18 

December 12, 2011 Marsh Creek Inn, Kaktovik 25 0 

December 13, 2011 Trapper School, Nuiqsut 10 1 

December 15, 2011 Hopson Middle School, Barrow 25 2 

* Some people who testified did so more than once. 
 

The format for the public meetings was an open-house informational opportunity with poster displays, 
followed by the Corps’ presentation of the environmental review process and an audio-visual presentation 
of the proposed project by the Applicant. These meetings provided opportunity for the public to make 
comments and ask questions with responses from the Corps, the Applicant, and associated entities. An 
on-site court reporter transcribed the comments, questions, and responses. An Inupiaq language translator 
was provided in Nuiqsut and Barrow to facilitate questions and comments. 

Comment forms were available for submission of written comments at the meeting or for submission via 
mail at a later time. Copies of informational handouts distributed at the meeting are included as an 
attachment to this appendix. 

Twenty-two posters were printed and taken to all eight meetings. The posters detailed the commenting 
process as well as the meeting agenda and had information about many specific components of the Point 
Thomson project. 

Included in the Corps presentation at both the public and agency meetings was a demonstration and 
explanation on how to use the computer simulation model and its applications, which could be found on 
the project Web site (www\pointthomsonprojectEIS.com). 

Tribal Government Meetings 

The Corps met with the tribal governments listed in Table 4 to discuss the Draft EIS and explain the 
comment process. The Corps Project Manager met with tribal council members of the Native Village of 
Kaktovik, Native Village of Nuiqsut, and Iñupiat Community of the Arctic Slope to distribute printed 
copies of the Executive Summary and CD copies of the computer simulation model. 

Table 4:  Tribal Meetings 

Date Tribal Government Meetings Location Attendees  

December 12, 2011 Native Village of Kaktovik (NVK) NVK office HDR, USACE, NVK 

December 14, 2011 Native Village of Nuiqsut (NVN) NVN office USACE, NVN 

December 15, 2011 Inupiat Traditional Government Native Village of 
Barrow (NVB) 

NVB office HDR, USACE, NVB 

December 16, 2011 Iñupiat Community of the Arctic Slope (ICAS) ICAS office HDR, USACE, ICAS 
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The Corps Project Manager also met with members of the Native Village of Barrow at their tribal office. 
Specific comments from NVB focused on the need to receive project information in a timely manner, 
concern relating to the Department of Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs not being a Cooperating Agency, 
concern for native allotments, concerns related to the comment deadline, and interest in being part of the 
Section 106 consultation process. 

Agency Meetings 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and the 
Alaska Department of Natural Resources (ADNR) Office of Project Management and Permitting serve as 
cooperating agencies for the Point Thomson Project EIS. The Corps also invited agencies with regulatory 
jurisdiction over land development, and/or permitting to participate in the scoping process. Participating 
agencies included: 

 Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (ADEC) 

 Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) 

 Alaska Department of Health and Social Services (ADHSS) 

 North Slope Borough (NSB) 

Three agency meetings were held to discuss the Draft EIS, review the range of alternatives, and to share 
the project computer simulation model. The locations for the meetings were selected in an effort to 
maximize the agency participation. Table 5 lists dates, locations, and participants for the agency meetings. 
The Corps requested agencies to submit formal scoping comments in writing but also provided a question 
and answer period during the meetings. Official agency comments can be reviewed in the Comment 
/Response section of this appendix. In addition, some agency representatives attended and commented at 
the public meetings. 

Table 5: Agency Meetings 

Date Location Agencies Attending 

December 5, 2011 HDR Office, Anchorage EPA, ADNR, ADEC, ADHSS 

December 7, 2011 Wedgewood Resort, Fairbanks EPA, ADNR, ADFG, ADEC, USFWS, ADHSS 

December 14, 2011 Ilisgavik College, Barrow EPA, ADNR, ADFG, ADEC, USFWS, NSB 

COMMENTS RECEIVED 

As shown in Table 6, comments came in different formats. Comment documents contained anywhere 
from 1 to over 100 individual comments. The individual comments were categorized to facilitate the 
response process. 

Table 6:  Comment Documents Received 

Format of Comment Number Received 

Letter 43 

Public meeting transcript 62 

Email (direct to Corps) 16 

E-filing (via Web site) 118 

Comment form 8 

Total 247 
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Table 7 is a list of categories and the number of individual comments received within that category. A 
total of 666 individual comments were recorded. 

Table 7:  Comments Received by Category 

Comment Category Number Received 

Air Quality 13 

Alternatives / Project Description 42 

Arctic Refuge 42 

Birds 10 

Contaminated Site and Spills 23 

Cultural Resources 10 

Cumulative Impacts 15 

EIS General 17 

Environmental Justice 7 

Fish and Invertebrates 25 

Human Health / HIA 6 

Hydrology 20 

Land Use, Ownership, Management 13 

Marine Mammals 24 

Mitigation 14 

Noise 7 

Not a Comment on the EIS 14 

Permits and Coordination 3 

Physical Oceanography / Coastal Processes 2 

Purpose and Need 5 

Recreation 19 

References 3 

Socioeconomics 3 

Statement of Opposition 1 

Statement of Support 223 

Subsistence and Traditional Land Use 26 

Terrestrial Mammals 14 

Vegetation and Wetlands 19 

Visual Aesthetics 34 

Waste Management 3 

Water Quality 9 

Total 666 

 



Point Thomson Project Final EIS 
Appendix W – Draft EIS Comments and Responses 
 

W-6 

Table 8 lists the comment documents received, along with information on the commenter and the specific 
comments in each document, by number.  

Table 8:  Comments Received by Document Number 

Comment 
Document 
Number 

Agency, Organization, or Business 
Name (if applicable) Commenter Name 

Comment 
Numbers 

0001 - Lorali Simon 94 

0002 - Patrick Egger 96 

0003 - Derek Miller 97 

0004 - Gary Jenkins 99 

0005 - Genevieve Schok 100 

0006 - David McArthur 598 

0007 - Alan Coulter 101, 102 

0008 - Charles Baker 599 

0009 - Michael Miller 104 

0010 - Daniel Anderson 106 

0011 - Jean Public 107 

0012 - Joe Spink 109 

0013 - Kim Skipper 112 

0014 - Wyche Ford 600 

0015 - Annette Stibinski 113 

0016 - Charles Hardman 115 

0017 - Christen Van Treek-Dwiggins 116 

0018 - David Truitt 117 

0019 - Diane Lowe 118 

0020 - Donna Riordan 120 

0021 - Eric Stephenson 601 

0022 - Eugene O'Neal 215 

0023 - Janette Miranda 216 

0024 - Jay Baldwin 217 

0025 - Jeremy Miller 218 

0026 - Kisha Jackson 219 

0027 - Lauren Fleming 220 

0028 - Leona Sprinkle 221 

0029 - Lisa Marquiss 222 

0030 - Nicole Mikes 223 

0031 Nave Consulting Paul Nave 224 

0032 - Peggy Spittler 225 
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Table 8:  Comments Received by Document Number 

Comment 
Document 
Number 

Agency, Organization, or Business 
Name (if applicable) Commenter Name 

Comment 
Numbers 

0033 - Samantha Savage 226 

0034 - Tammi Alexander 227 

0035 - Clyde Carey 228 

0036 - Dan Parrish 229 

0037 - Darald Morgan 230 

0038 - Don Taylor 231 

0039 - Jared Norton 232 

0040 - Ken 233 

0041 - Mike Walls 234 

0042 - Theo McNamara 235 

0043 Carlile Transportation 
William Ayers, Midwest Regional 
Manager 

236 

0044 - Frances Bowman 237 

0045 City of Fairbanks Jerry Cleworth, Mayor 238 

0046 - Lin Milby 239 

0047 - Lukas Leary 240 

0048 - Shawna Vaivai 241 

0049 - Stan Halvarson 242 

0050 - Cindy Hallum 243 

0051 - Gary Swoffer 244 

0052 - Kevin Sibley 245 

0053 - Ryan Williams 246 

0054 - Jim Plaquet 247 

0055 - Rada Khadijinova 248 

0056 - Adriany Vargas 249 

0057 - Amy Harty 250 

0058 - Bobbie 251 

0059 - Bobby Fontenot 252 

0060 - Brent Petersen 253 

0061 - Carl Trexler 254 

0062 - Cheryl Burns 597 

0063 - Christine McCormick 255 

0064 - Connie Morelos 256 

0065 - David Johnston 257 
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Table 8:  Comments Received by Document Number 

Comment 
Document 
Number 

Agency, Organization, or Business 
Name (if applicable) Commenter Name 

Comment 
Numbers 

0066 - Desiree Doster 258 

0067 - Erica Matich 259 

0068 - Gary Mcconnell 260 

0069 - Harry McDonald 261 

0070 - Jarid Lane 262 

0071 - Judy Chadwick 263 

0072 - Kathleen Graham 264 

0073 - Lane Keator 265 

0074 - Mary Boston 266, 267 

0075 - Matthew Sievert 268 

0076 - Meagan Wright 269 

0077 - Rose Odess 270 

0078 - Sherri 271 

0079 - Tammy Roeder 272 

0080 - Teresa Baty 273 

0081 - Terry Smith 274 

0082 - Tony Vitoff 275 

0083 - Veronica Bykonen 276 

0084 - Vickie Wingate 277 

0085 - William Lanning 278 

0086 - Curt Goodwin 279 

0087 Carlile Transportation Linda Leary, President 280 

0088 - Ryan Groth 281 

0089 - Cassie Sheehan 282 

0090 - Jimmy Goranson 283 

0091 - Mike Desmond 284 

0092 - Rhonda Mellinger 285 

0093 - Steve Duwa 286 

0094 Airport Equipment Rentals, Inc Jon Cook 287 

0095 - Darrell Koontz 288 

0096 - Lee Holmes 289, 290 

0097 - Kirk Jackson 291 

0098 - Onika Brown 292 
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Table 8:  Comments Received by Document Number 

Comment 
Document 
Number 

Agency, Organization, or Business 
Name (if applicable) Commenter Name 

Comment 
Numbers 

0099 - Lance Roberts 293 

0100 - Bill Cessnun 294 

0101 - Ray Powell 295 

0102 - Vera Williams 296 

0103 - Paul Koop 297 

0104 - Thane Fisher 298 

0105 State of Alaska Sean Parnell, Governor 299-405 

0106 Alaska State Legislature 
Charlie Huggins, Senator, Senate 
District II 

406 

0107 Alaska State Legislature 
Charisse Millett, Representative, 
House District 30 407 

0108 - Karl Gohlke 408 

0109 
ADNR Division of Parks & Outdoor 
Recreation, Office of History and 
Archaeology 

Judith Bittner, State Historic 
Preservation Officer 

409-417 

0110 Arctic Slope Regional Corporation 
Richard Glenn, Executive Vice 
President Lands and Natural 
Resources 

418-421 

0111 - Bill Vivlamore 422 

0112 - Mike Huston 423 

0113 - Kent Patterson 424-425 

0114 - Steve Hickman 426-427 

0115 Northern Alaska Environmental Center 
Pamela Miller, Arctic Program 
Director 756 

0116 
Resource Development Council for 
Alaska, Inc. 

Carl Portman, Deputy Director 428-432 

0117 Alaska State Legislature 
Anna Fairclough, Representative, 
House District 17 

433 

0118 
Bureau of Ocean Energy 
Management, Alaska Region 

Deborah Cranswick, Chief, 
Environmental Analysis Section I 

434-435 

0119 - Michelle Holland 436 

0120 - Mark Symonds 437 

0121 - Christina Hollibone 438 

0122 - Judy McClean 439 

0123 - Jodi Dingle 440 

0124 - Elke Joos 441-442 
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Table 8:  Comments Received by Document Number 

Comment 
Document 
Number 

Agency, Organization, or Business 
Name (if applicable) Commenter Name 

Comment 
Numbers 

0125 - Scott Marler 443 

0126 - Shell Schwenn 444 

0127 - John Ellsworth 445 

0128 - Mike Murphy 446 

0129 - Lucas Olive 447 

0130 - David Chaput 448 

0131 - Linda Brown 449-451 

0132 - Brett Ard 452 

0133 - Chris Ledgerwood 453 

0134 Alaska Trucking Association Aves Thompson, Executive Director 92 

0135 - Bill Binford 93 

0136 NANA Oilfield Services Company Brad Osborne, President 95 

0137 - Bryan Clemenz 98 

0138 Resource Development Council for 
Alaska, Inc. 

Carl Portman, Department Director 103 

0139 - Charisse Millet 105 

0140 Cruz Companies Dave Cruz, CEO 108 

0141 - David Tetreau 110 

0142 SolstenXP Eric Dompeling, Manager 111 

0143 - Floyd Damron 114 

0144 - Gawain Brumfield 119 

0145 NANA Management Services Ivalu Eric Fox, Vice President of 
Operations for Camp Services 

121 

0146 
Consumer Energy Alliance and the 
Governor’s Resources, Energy and 
Environmental Transition Team 

Jason Brune, President and Co-chair 122 

0147 Udelhoven Oilfield Systems Services Jim Gilbert, President 123 

0148 ADNR Joe Balash, Deputy Commissioner 124-127 

0149 NANA Development Corporation 
Joe Mathis, Vice President of 
External Affairs 

128 

0150 - John Shively 129 

0151 - John Sturgeon 130 



Point Thomson Project Final EIS 
Appendix W – Draft EIS Comments and Responses 

 

W-11 

Table 8:  Comments Received by Document Number 

Comment 
Document 
Number 

Agency, Organization, or Business 
Name (if applicable) Commenter Name 

Comment 
Numbers 

0152 Alaska Oil and Gas Association 
Kate Williams, Regulatory Affairs 
Representative 

133 

0153 - Kenton Braun 134-136 

0154 Silver Agency and Allstate Agency Keith Silver, Owner 138 

0155 - Larry Houle 139 

0156 - Leslie Simmons 140 

0157 Alaska State Legislature  Lindsay Williams, representing State 
Senator Cathy Giessel 

141 

0158 The Wilderness Society Lois Epstein, Arctic Program Director 142-144 

0159 - Lorali Simon 606 

0160 Hawk Consulting, LLC Maynard Tupp, Founding Member 145 

0161 - Mila Umanskaya 146 

0162 - Moriah Miles 147 

0163 - David Tetreau 603 

0164 - Kenton Braun 604 

0165 - Jeanine St. John 605 

0166 - Peter Maxie 148 

0167 Alaska State Chamber of Commerce Rachel Petro, President and CEO 149 

0168 - Reed Christensen 150 

0169 Anchorage Chamber of Commerce Sami Glascott 151 

0170 - Steve Connelly 152 

0171 
Carlile Transportation Systems and 
Alaska Support Industry Alliance 

Tom Hendrix, Vice President of 
Strategic Business Development and 
President 

153 

0172 CH2M HILL Tom Maloney, Alaska Area Manager 154 

0173 - Zeb Woodman 155 

0174 Doyon Associated Warren Christian, President 156 

0175 
Faribanks Chamber of Commerce 
Resource Committee and Pacific Rim 
Geological Consulting 

Tom Bundtzen 157 

0176 
Laborer's Local 942 and Alaska State 
District Council of Laborers 

Tim Sharp, Business Manager 158-159 

0177 - Shawn Lowry 160-162 
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Table 8:  Comments Received by Document Number 

Comment 
Document 
Number 

Agency, Organization, or Business 
Name (if applicable) Commenter Name 

Comment 
Numbers 

0178 - Scott Eickholt 163 

0179 - Roger Burggraf 164 

0180 - Paul Metz 165-166 

0181 Northern Alaska Environmental Center Pam Miller, Program Director 209 

0182 Greater Fairbanks Chamber of 
Commerce 

Lisa Herbert, Executive Director 167 

0183 - Kevin Pomeroy 168 

0184 
Laborer's International Union of North 
America, Local 942 

John Swortfigeur, Member 169 

0185 - Jim Plaquest 170 

0186 - Jenna Hertz 171-179 

0187 - Doug Isaacson 180-184 

0188 - Diane Shoemaker 185, 210 

0189 - Debbie Miller 186-187 

0190 - Cathy Jones 188 

0191 - Carl Weed 189-190 

0192 
North Pole Economic Development 
Corporation 

Buzz Otis, Executive Director 191-192 

0193 - Amy Cook 193 

0194 - Vera Williams 194-195 

0195 - Rosemary Ahtuangaruak 211-214 

0196 - Forrest Olemann 196 

0197 - Ernest Nageak 197 

0198 - Ed Nukapigak 198-203 

0199 - Scott Thorson 204 

0200 
U.S. Department of the Interior, Office 
of Environmental Policy and 
Compliance 

Pamela Bergmann, Regional 
Environmental Officer, Alaska 

205 

0201 - Cynthia Allen 206 

0202 
United Association of Plumbers and 
Pipefitters Local 375 Bret Helms, Training Director 207 

0203 - Judy Patrick 208 

0204 
North Star Terminal and Stevedore 
Co. LLC and North Star Equipment 
Services 

Steve Post, Vice President 607 
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Table 8:  Comments Received by Document Number 

Comment 
Document 
Number 

Agency, Organization, or Business 
Name (if applicable) Commenter Name 

Comment 
Numbers 

0205 - Jeremy Bryant 608 

0206 SteelFab Richard Faulkner. President 454 

0207 - Seth Soto 455 

0208 - Malcom Markwell 456 

0209 - Brandond Spaulding 457 

0210 - Nick Faughnan 458 

0211 - Steven Riley 459 

0212 - Joe Khotesouvan 460 

0213 - David Miller 461 

0214 - Robert Johnson 462 

0215 - Rick Euscher 463 

0216 - Tou Thampithak 464 

0217 - Thomas Olemaun 465 

0218 - Larry Larson 466 

0219 - Kevin Mesceda 467 

0220 Alaska Miners Association, Inc Fred Parady, Executive Director 468-469 

0221 EPA, Region 10 
Christine Reichgott, Manager, 
Environmental Review and 
Sediments Management Group 

470-486, 744-746 

0222 Kuukpik Corporation Isaac Nukapigak, President 487-492 

0223 Fairbanks Pipeline Training Center Jim Sampson, Director 493 

0224 Alaska State Legislature Mike Hawker, Representative, House 
District 32 

494 

0225 USFWS, Fairbanks Field Office Sarah Conn, Field Supervisor 495-502, 731-735 

0226 Alaska Oil and Gas Association 
Kate Williams, Regulatory Affairs 
Representative 

503-505 

0227 Plumbers and Pipefitters Local 375 James Laiti, Business Manager 506 

0228 Iñupiat Community of the Arctic Slope George Edwardson, President 526-546, 729, 730, 
747-749, 751-754 

0229 BP Exploration (Alaska) Inc Clair Fitzpatrick, CFO 507 

0230 Exxon Mobil Corporation 
R. Lee Bruce, Agent and Attorney-in-
Fact 

609-726, 741, 742, 
3444-3446 
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Table 8:  Comments Received by Document Number 

Comment 
Document 
Number 

Agency, Organization, or Business 
Name (if applicable) Commenter Name 

Comment 
Numbers 

0231 
Northern Alaska Environmental Center 
et al. 

Pamela Miller, Arctic Program 
Director 

547-591, 743 

0232 - Bob Barndt 508 

0233 - Matthew Cronin 509 

0234 - Ron Kahlenbeck 510 

0235 NSB Charlotte Brower, Mayor 511-515, 736, 737 

0236 - Ray Smith 592 

0237 - Steve Percy  593 

0238 NOAA, National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS) 

Robert Mecum (for) 
James W. Balsiger, Ph.D., 
Administrator, Alaska Region 

516-521, 750 

0239 Fairbanks North Star Borough 
Chris Storhok, Economic 
Development Specialist 

522 

0240 Fairbanks North Star Borough Luke Hopkins, Mayor 523 

0246 Shell Exploration & Production Susan Childs 738-740 

0247 - Jimmy Parrish 755 
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Attachment 1 – Comment Form 

 





 Comment Form 

 
 

 Thank you for your participation!  

  

Your input is important to this project. Please provide your comments below and mail to the address preprinted on the back of 
this page. You may attach additional sheets.  Comments can also be dropped in the box at the public meetings, submitted on the 
Web site at http://www.pointthomsonprojecteis.com, emailed to Comments@PointThomsonProjectEIS.com, or faxed to  
(907) 644-2022. To be considered in the Draft EIS, comments are due by January 18, 2012, by 5 PM Alaska Standard 
Time. 
 

                                

                                

                                

                   State:   Zip:      

 
Comments (Please Print): 
 ______________________________________________________________________________________  
 
 ______________________________________________________________________________________  
 
 ______________________________________________________________________________________  
 
 ______________________________________________________________________________________  
 
 ______________________________________________________________________________________  
 
 ______________________________________________________________________________________  
 
 ______________________________________________________________________________________  
 
 ______________________________________________________________________________________  
 
 ______________________________________________________________________________________  
 
 ______________________________________________________________________________________  
 
 ______________________________________________________________________________________  
 
 ______________________________________________________________________________________  
 
 ______________________________________________________________________________________  
 
 ______________________________________________________________________________________  
 
 ______________________________________________________________________________________  
 
 ______________________________________________________________________________________  
 
 ______________________________________________________________________________________  

Name: 
 

Email: 
 
 

Address: 
 
 

City: 
 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

www.pointthomsonprojecteis.com 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
-------------------------FOLD HERE AND TAPE AT BOTTOM IF MAILING----------------------- 
 
  

  

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 Rosetta Alcantra, Public Involvement Lead 

HDR Alaska, Inc. 
Attn: Point Thomson Project EIS 
2525 C Street, Suite 305 
Anchorage, AK 99503-2632 
 
 
 

Place 
postage 

here 
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Attachment 2 – Fact Sheet 

 





Project Scope and Purpose

ExxonMobil is applying for approval to construct and operate a 
gas cycling facility to produce liquid hydrocarbons that would 
be located on the Beaufort Sea coast between Deadhorse 
and Kaktovik, Alaska (see map above).  Before construction 

may begin, the applicant must obtain all needed permits 
and approvals, including a permit from the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers (Corps) that would allow the applicant to place 
fill material in waters of the United States. As a result of this 

permit application, the Corps has developed an Environmental 

Impact Statement (EIS) to analyze potential impacts associated 

with the proposed project. 

The primary hydrocarbon resource at Point Thomson is natural 
gas and gas condensate from the Thomson Sand Reservoir; 
a thin oil rim is also 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. 

PROJECT FACT SHEET 

Common components to the action alternatives 

include:

• Construction and operation of at least five 

wells drilled from three onshore pads; 

• Long reach drilling from onshore pads to the 

offshore portions of the reservoir; 

• Processing and support facilities; 

• An airstrip and in-field gravel roads;

• A gravel mine; 

• Ice roads; 

• In-field gathering pipelines; and 

• A new export pipeline west to connect with 

the Trans Alaska Pipeline System.

Project Purpose and Need

The overall purpose of the project is to produce liquid 
hydrocarbons from the Thomson Sand Reservoir 
and further evaluate and delineate the reservoir and 
evaluate the Brookian Group sandstones. 
 

1



Project Participants

Lead Federal Agency—U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(Corps)

The Corps has responsibility to approve or deny 
authorization for the placement of fill material in waters 

of the United States. As part of this permit review process, 
the Corps is the lead federal agency for the development 
of this Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and 

consulting with other agencies and Tribal governments.

Applicant—ExxonMobil

ExxonMobil has prepared a permit application to the 

Corps for authorization of development in the Point 

Thomson area.  

Cooperating Agencies—

•	 U.S.	Environmental	Protection	Agency
•	 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
•	 State of Alaska Department of Natural Resources

Cooperating agencies have jurisdiction by law (such as 

enforcing the Endangered Species Act, Clean Air Act, or 
Clean Water Act) or special expertise in regard to any 

potential environmental impact to be addressed in the 

EIS.  Cooperating agency responsibilities include assisting 

the Corps in identifying issues of concern and providing 

meaningful and timely comment and input throughout 

the NEPA process.  

Consulting Team—HDR Alaska, Inc.

HDR Alaska, Inc. is the environmental team hired to assist 
the Corps in developing the EIS. The consulting team 

operates under the direction of the Corps. 

Comment Period 

From now until January 3, 2012, the Corps is accepting 

comments on the Draft EIS. Agencies, Tribal governments, 

and the public are encouraged to comment in writing, by 

email, or through the project Web site during the review 
period. Substantive comments will be responded to in the 

Final EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid-2012. 

2

For More Information, Contact:

Hank Baij, Project Manager
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 6898 CEPOA-RD-N
JBER, Alaska  99506-0898

Phone:  (907) 753-2784

Toll-free in Alaska:  (800) 478-2712

Email:  comments@pointthomsonprojecteis.com 

Visit the project Web site at:

www.pointthomsonprojecteis.com
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Attachment 3 – Public Notice of Application for Permit 
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Attachment 4 – ExxonMobil Handout 
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Comment Response 
94  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
Comment letter 001 continued. 

96  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
97  Comment noted; no action required. 

99  Comment noted; no action required. 



Point Thomson Project Final EIS 
Appendix W – Draft EIS Comments and Responses 

4 

Comment Response 
100  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
598  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
101  Comment noted; no action required. 
102  Comment noted, no action required. 
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Comment Response 
599  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
Comment letter 008 continued. 
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Comment Response 
104  Comment noted; no action required. 

106  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
107  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
Comment letter 011 continued. 
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Comment Response 
Comment letter 011 continued. 
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Comment Response 
Comment letter 011 continued. 
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Comment Response 
109  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
112  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
600  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
113  Comment noted; no action required. 

115  Comment noted; no action required. 

116  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
117  Comment noted; no action required. 

118  Comment noted; no action required. 

120  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
601  Comment noted; no action required. 

215  Comment noted; no action required. 

216  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
217  Comment noted; no action required. 

218  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
219  Comment noted; no action required. 

220  Comment noted; no action required. 

221  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
222  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
223  Comment noted; no action required. 

224  Comment noted; no action required. 

225  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
226  Comment noted; no action required. 

227  Comment noted; no action required. 

228  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
229  Comment noted; no action required. 

230  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
231  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
232  Comment noted; no action required. 

233  Comment noted; no action required. 

234  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
235  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
236  Comment noted; no action required. 

237  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
238  Comment noted; no action required. 

239  Comment noted; no action required. 

240  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
241  Comment noted; no action required. 

242  The record of public meeting testimony is included in this comment response 
section of the Final EIS. 

243  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
244  Comment noted; no action required. 

245  Comment noted; no action required. 

246  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
247  Comment noted; no action required. 

248  Comment noted; no action required. 

249  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
250  Comment noted; no action required. 

251  Comment noted; no action required. 

252  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
253  Comment noted; no action required. 

254  Comment noted; no action required. 

597  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
255  Comment noted; no action required. 

256  Comment noted; no action required. 

257  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
258  Comment noted; no action required. 

259  Comment noted; no action required. 

260  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
261  Comment noted; no action required. 

262  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
263  Comment noted; no action required. 

264  Comment noted; no action required. 

265  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
266  Comment noted; no action required.  
267  Comment noted; no action required. 

268  Comment noted; no action required. 

269  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
270  Comment noted; no action required. 

271  Comment noted; no action required. 

272  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
273  Comment noted; no action required. 

274  Comment noted; no action required. 

275  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
276  Comment noted; no action required. 

277  Comment noted; no action required. 

278  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
279  Comment noted; no action required. 

280  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
281  Comment noted; no action required. 

282  Comment noted; no action required. 

283  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
284  Comment noted; no action required. 

285  Comment noted; no action required. 

286  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
287  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
288  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
289  Comment noted; no action required. 
290  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
291  Comment noted; no action required. 

292  Comment noted; no action required. 

293  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
294  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
295  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 

Comment letter 0101 continued. 
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Comment Response 
296   During the 404(b)(1) Guidelines analysis, the Corps will consider mitigation 

options along with impacts to the environment identified during the NEPA 
process before making its final permit decision. 
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Comment Response 
297  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
298  Comment noted; no action required. 

 



Point Thomson Project Final EIS 
Appendix W – Draft EIS Comments and Responses 

57 

Comment Response 

 



Point Thomson Project Final EIS 
Appendix W – Draft EIS Comments and Responses 

58 

Comment Response 



Point Thomson Project Final EIS 
Appendix W – Draft EIS Comments and Responses 

59 

Comment Response 
299  Most gravel mining would occur during the winter period when fugitive dust is 

less likely due to the frozen condition of soils. The sentence in Section 5.4.4.1, 
Construction Emissions: "Additionally, small electric power generators, heaters, 
and other fuel-burning equipment as well as fugitive dust sources would contribute 
to emissions during construction" has been changed to "Additionally, small electric 
power generators, heaters, and other fuel-burning equipment as well as fugitive 
dust sources such as gravel excavation, storage, and placement would contribute to 
emissions during construction." Section 5.2.7, Mitigative Measures describes the 
Applicant's Design Measures for dust control during mining activities as follows: 
"Applying dust control measures to roads, pads, and summer mining activities to 
protect insulating vegetation, and minimizing dust settlement on vegetation or 
snow which could increase thermal conductivity and promote earlier spring thaw 
in affected areas." The following text was added to the first paragraph of Section 
5.4.4.1: "The Applicant would apply dust suppression measures to fugitive dust 
sources." 

300  Footnote 'g' in Table 3.4-1 has been revised to reflect that the AAAQS now have a 
1 hour SO2 standard. 

405  Badami is the location nearest Point Thomson for which monitoring data are 
available. The air quality monitoring data for Badami are not intended to represent 
current conditions in the project area, but the data help provide a more complete 
picture of current and recent conditions. The text in Section 3.4.5, Ambient Air 
Quality has been modified to include a sentence at the end of the third bullet, 
stating: "While the Badami data are over 10 years old, these data augment the air 
quality description for the study area.” 

301  Figure 3.6-1 has been revised to show the Liberty Mine Site and the correct 
location of the existing pipeline downstream of the vehicle bridge over the West 
Channel Sagavanirktok River. 

302  Changes have been made to this existing text in Section 3.6.4.7, Lakes: 
“Prospective users must apply for a water use permit with the ADNR. The ADNR 
sets permit limits for each source but no amount of water or proportion of water is 
guaranteed to a permitted user." The new text states: "All water withdrawal, 
impoundment, or diversion must be permitted by the ADNR. The ADNR sets 
quantities allowed for use based on such factors as hydrology, recharge, and fish 
presence. A prospective water user can apply for either a water right or a 
temporary water use authorization. A water right gives the holder the right to the 
water as specified on the permit or certificate of appropriation. This amount of 
water is only allocated to the holder of the water right and is not available for other 
users. A temporary water use authorization has no rights and may be allocated to 
other users." 

303  The Corps has changed the text in Section 3.7.3.2, Water Discharges, as suggested 
in the comment. 
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Comment Response 
304  Text regarding freshwater species use of estuarine and nearshore waters was 

clarified in the referenced paragraph and elsewhere in Section 3.12 of the Final EIS 
to state that some freshwater species use these habitats for migration during early 
summer when peak discharges from freshwater systems lower the salinity of 
nearshore habitats. 

305  The text in the referenced paragraph was revised as suggested in the Final EIS. 



Point Thomson Project Final EIS 
Appendix W – Draft EIS Comments and Responses 

61 

Comment Response 
306  Text regarding freshwater species use of estuarine and nearshore waters was 

clarified in the referenced paragraph and elsewhere in Section 3.12 of the Final EIS 
to state that some freshwater species use these habitats for migration during early 
summer when peak discharges from freshwater systems lower the salinity of 
nearshore habitats. 

307  The text in this section and Figure 3.12-3 were revised to include overwintering 
areas of broad whitefish in the East Channel Sagavanirktok River. Morris (2000) is 
cited and added to the references chapter. 

308  If passersby are welcomed onto the site (within the ambient air boundary), it is 
presumed they are being allowed to "trespass" at their own risk.  Visitors often take 
tours of industrial plants across the nation, and simply giving them access for a 
brief site visit does not impact appropriate placement of the dispersion modeling 
ambient air boundary.  Likewise, when regulatory agency staff make a site visit as 
part of their normal oversight function, their access to areas within the ambient air 
boundary does not affect the appropriate placement of that boundary.  Both 
visitors and regulators are assumed to accept the risk of being within the ambient 
air boundary when they are allowed on site.  The National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS) are conservative.  Consequently, the potential for any adverse 
air quality impacts on visitors is negligible given the stringency of the 
NAAQS.  The ambient air boundary does encompasses areas where visitors may 
briefly be allowed to have access, but any impacts in such areas are not required to 
be analyzed for modeled demonstrations of compliance with NAAQS.  

309  The first sentence of Section 5.4.7, Alternative E: Coastal Pads with Seasonal Ice 
Access Road: "The construction, drilling, and operations emissions and impacts for 
Alternative E would be similar to those described in Alternative B (see Table 5.4 
2), although drilling impacts would be of greater duration than Alternatives B, C, 
and D due to the 5-year drilling program"  is corrected to state: "The construction, 
drilling, and operations emissions and impacts for Alternative E would be similar 
to those described in Alternative B (see Table 5.4 2), although drilling impacts 
would be spread out longer due to the 5-year drilling program." The first sentence 
of Section 5.4.5, Alternative C: Inland Pads with Gravel Access Road: "The 
construction, drilling, and operations emissions and impacts for Alternative C 
would be similar to those described in Alternative B (see Table 5.4 2), although 
drilling impacts would be of greater duration due to the 4-year drilling program"  is 
clarified to state, "The construction, drilling, and operations emissions and impacts 
for Alternative C would be similar to those described in Alternative B (see Table 
5.4 2), although drilling emissions would be longer in duration and greater in 
volume due to the 4-year drilling program and the greater length of the wells." 
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310  A change in the order of implementing other potential projects in the Point 

Thomson area would not change the conclusions of the alternatives analysis. The 
facilities would be far enough apart that, because of dispersion, measurable 
cumulative effects would be unlikely. Further, regardless of the order, the second 
facility would need to include the first in its air quality modeling and cumulative 
impact assessment. The Corps believes discussion in the EIS is general enough to 
account for this scenario without making changes to the original text. 

311  The following language has been added to sections 2.4.4.3 Alternative C: Access 
and Transportation and 2.4.5.3 Alternative D: Access and Transportation  to clarify 
that ice roads would be grounded: “Ice roads would be located such that they could 
be grounded at stream crossings. For larger streams, such as channels of the 
Sagavanirktok River, ice road locations would be limited to areas where the 
streams are shallow and braided.” 
Sections 2.4.4.4 Alternative C: Other Infrastructure and 2.4.5.4 Alternative D: 
Other Infrastructure of the EIS have the following language:  
“Module staging pad: Alternative C [D] would require many modules of up to 
1,300 tons to complete the CPF. These modules, and any permanent fuel storage 
tanks, would be sealifted to Prudhoe Bay during the summer open water season but 
would have to be stored at Deadhorse until the ice road to Point Thomson was 
installed. The staging area would need to include generators and heaters to prevent 
the internal instrumentation in the modules from freezing while the modules are 
staged. Deadhorse does not currently have the storage capacity for that volume of 
large modules, and a pad would need to be constructed prior to module deliver. 
The number of modules and subsequent size of the storage pad would be 
determined during detailed engineering.” 
At this time, engineering of the modules that would be used for Alternative C or D 
have not been designed. Therefore, the space needed for storage and any potential 
infrastructure improvements in the Deadhorse area due to the size of the modules 
is not known. The assumption has been made that through design of the modules 
infrastructure improvements would be kept to a minimum.   
During the 404(b)(1) Guidelines analysis, the Corps will consider practicability 
(which includes cost and logistics), along with the project purpose, public interest 
determination, and mitigation options when making its final decision. 

312  The Corps conducted a review of impacts associated with alternative components 
and determined that a pipeline extending all the way to Endicott Spur would have 
higher environmental impacts than a pipeline connecting at Badami and, thus, 
would not be a likely component of the final project, if the project is permitted. For 
that reason, this suggested analysis was not conducted. 
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313  The impact determinations are based on the impact criteria. The gravel pads would 

have a major impact on drainage patterns because there would be no drainage 
through the pads. The gravel roads would be constructed with culverts and bridges 
to allow drainage, therefore impacts would be moderate. However, the impacts of 
the gravel access road in Alternative C would cover a larger area and therefore the 
geographic extent of the impacts are "extensive" as compared to the "local" extent 
of impacts from the gravel pads. 

314  See response to Comment 312. 
315  The text in Section 5.7.2, Permits, has been modified as suggested by ADEC. 
316  The impact evaluation defined an impact based on the percentage of a type of 

wetland/vegetation type, which sometimes did not correspond with the greatest 
overall amount of wetlands fill or impact. The Key Findings has been revised in 
the Final EIS to clarify this. 

317  The sentences discussing Dolly Varden spawning in Stream 24 were removed 
from the referenced paragraph in the Final EIS. 

318  The referenced paragraph was revised in the Final EIS to clarify that corrugated 
multiplate culverts would be used for fish bearing streams. 

319  The analysis of gravel mine sites for the gravel access road under Alternative C 
did not assume that channels would be constructed to connect floodplain gravel 
mine sites to stream channels. The sentence discussing fish movements was 
revised in the Final EIS to clarify that arctic grayling migrate through drainages 
while Dolly Varden migrate through nearshore habitats. 

320  Text in Section 5.12.4.1,  Alternative C: Construction, of the Final EIS was revised 
to state that documented overwintering areas in the East Channel Sagavanirktok 
River may be within impact areas for pile driving during bridge construction. 

321  The Corps conducted a review of impacts associated with alternative components 
and determined that a pipeline extending all the way to Endicott Spur would have 
higher environmental impacts than a pipeline connecting at Badami, and, thus, 
would not be a likely component of the final project, if the project is permitted. For 
that reason, this suggested analysis was not conducted. 
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322  The referenced paragraph was revised in the Final EIS to state that pile driving for 

road bridges may be located within the impact area for overwintering fish. 
323  The Corps conducted a review of impacts associated with alternative components 

and determined that a pipeline extending all the way to Endicott Spur would have 
higher environmental impacts than a pipeline connecting at Badami, and, thus, 
would not be a likely component of the final project, if the project is permitted. For 
that reason, this suggested analysis was not conducted. 

324  Placement of the power line varies based on the alternative. Chapter 2 of the Draft 
EIS (page 2-64) states for Alternative C, "Airstrip and water source power would 
be distributed from cables buried within the infield gravel road to the airstrip and 
water source." The text on page 5-77, in Section 5.6, Hydrology, regarding a 
trenched power line is under the analysis for Alternative B. 

325  The Draft EIS text in Section 5.24.1, Hazardous Material and Waste Management, 
regarding the ODPCP has been modified as follows: "The Applicant prepared an 
ODPCP prior to drilling the current wells at the PTU-3 pad that covered only 
drilling activities. This October 2008 plan was approved by the ADEC in March 
2009 and is provided in Appendix U. It also provides relevant information for the 
current assessment of the risk of produced fluid spills for the proposed project. 
Because this existing ODPCP only addresses drilling operations, a plan 
amendment would be required under 18 AAC 75.415. The ODPCP for the 
proposed project would need to include all categories of activities at the facility 
under 18 AAC 75.430-440." 

326  Management of waste associated with spill response would be addressed in the 
Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan.  The following 
sentence from the SPCC Plan description in Section 5.24.1: "This plan would 
contain spill prevention measures such as fluid storage and transfer guidelines, 
secondary containment requirements, and cleanup procedures if a spill were to 
occur" has been changed to: "This plan would contain spill prevention measures 
such as fluid storage and transfer guidelines, secondary containment requirements, 
and cleanup procedures (including management of associated wastes) if a spill 
were to occur."  The following sentence was added to the end of Section 5.24.2.2, 
Types of Materials Spilled: "Spills upstream (in a processing context) of the 
Central Pad Facility could include natural gas condensate, oil, saltwater, and 
drilling mud, whereas downstream of the facility, spills from the export pipeline 
could include natural gas liquids and oil." 

327  A reference citation has been added to the following sentence in Section 5.24.1, 
Hazardous Material and Waste Management: "Wastes would be handled in 
accordance with the North Slope industry standard, Alaska Waste Disposal and 
Reuse Guide (Red Book) (ARCO and BPXA, 2000), in full compliance with 
federal, state, and NSB regulatory requirements." The reference has been added to 
Chapter 9. The following text was added to Section 5.24.1: "The Alaska Waste 
Disposal and Reuse Guide provides a set of best waste management practices for 



Point Thomson Project Final EIS 
Appendix W – Draft EIS Comments and Responses 

65 

Comment Response 
the majority of routine waste streams generated by oil and gas exploration and 
production operations in Alaska. The guide contains disposal/reuses tables for 
various waste streams and products.  These tables are based on regulations and 
policy guidelines of the EPA, ADEC, and AOGCC." 

328  The citation in the text has been updated to indicate reference to BLM 2004a. 
329  Bullet two under Operation in Section 5.24.2.3, Phases of Oil Field Development, 

has been changed to "Locating the leak may require significant time searching the 
area identified by the Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) system 
as the likely source." 

330  The Corps has replaced the following text in Section 5.24.7.2, Pipeline Leak 
Detection, "The Applicant would also incorporate computer-based accumulated 
gain/loss volume trending to assist in identifying low rate or seepage releases 
below the 1.5- to 2-percent-by-volume detection threshold bounded by flow 
measurement equipment." The new text states, "The Applicant would install two 
independent leak detection systems. The primary system would detect a leak as 
small as 1 percent of the daily flow rate, as required by 18 ACC 75.055(a)(3). This 
system would use meters on the inlet and outlet of the export pipeline, with a state-
of-the-art computational system that would perform real-time monitoring for 
pipeline leaks and be continually updated via the SCADA system. A proprietary 
leak detection system using different technology would provide another level of 
protection." 
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331  The following sentence has been added prior to the last sentence in Section 

5.24.7.2, Pipeline Leak Detection, "Visual inspections of the export and infield 
pipelines would be conducted weekly during operations via aerial surveillance, 
unless precluded by safety or weather conditions." 

332  The following sentence in Section 5.24.8, Spill Scenarios: "For example, a small 
spill of 2,000 gallons into an interconnected tundra wetland system in late spring 
where thousands of migrating waterfowl are getting ready to nest could cause 
substantial impacts, whereas a very large spill of 210,000 gallons onto a frozen, 
snow-covered dry tundra in winter…" has been changed to: "For example, a spill 
of 2,000 gallons into an interconnected tundra wetland system in late spring where 
thousands of migrating waterfowl are getting ready to nest could cause substantial 
impacts, whereas a spill of 210,000 gallons onto frozen, snow-covered dry tundra 
in winter…" 

333  Errors regarding 'wilderness study area.' In preliminary drafts, the Draft EIS 
stated that the 1002 Area was designated by ANILCA as a wilderness study area. 
As indicated in Secretary Salazar's letter, the Department of Interior has indicated 
that is not the case. Not all instances of such language were corrected for the DEIS 
(most notably in Appendix N) but have been corrected for the Final EIS. See also 
responses to comment 336 regarding use of the word "wilderness."  
Inappropriate and excessive emphasis. As indicated in Secretary Salazar's letter, 
the 1002 Area does possess wilderness qualities, and disclosure of impacts is the 
aim of an EIS. Therefore, disclosure of impacts to the refuge (including its 
wilderness qualities) is appropriate. See also response to Comment 125.   
Sources of Refuge information. Information for the EIS did not come from the 
draft revised CCP; information came from the existing 1988 plan and Refuge staff. 
See also Comments 335 and 345 regarding citations that have been added. 
National/symbolic values. The EIS explains the national values of the 1002 Area, 
both for oil and gas development and for protection of the wild/natural landscape, 
and describes the Refuge's current management of both the designated unit of the 
National Wilderness Preservation System and nondesignated lands. Wilderness 
values, including the Refuge's symbolic value, are relevant because they are the 
background that explains why development of Point Thomson, within sight of the 
refuge but on adjoining nonrefuge land, creates an impact.  See also response to 
Comment 356. 
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334  The last bullet on page 3-208 (Section 3.14.3) was in error and has been removed. 

See also response to Comment 333. 

335  The Draft EIS reflects how the USFWS actually manages the Arctic Refuge today. 
Information regarding applicability of the original Range purposes came from 
Refuge staff. This has been clarified and two staff citations added. The following 
quote from the 1987 Legislative EIS "The entire 1002 area meets these criteria" 
(criteria of the Wilderness Act) has been paraphrased and added to the text in the 
third paragraph of 3.13.5.3 and a citation added. That paragraph now reads: "A 
1987 Secretary of the Interior EIS and report to Congress acknowledged that the 
entire 1002 Area met the criteria of The Wilderness Act, which would qualify it for 
designation as part of the National Wilderness Preservation System, but 
recommended authorization of full oil and gas leasing of the 1002 Area because of 
the importance of the oil and gas resource to the nation (Clough et al., 1987). 
Although opening the 1002 Area to oil and gas development has been proposed 
multiple times in both houses of Congress, the issue of development versus 
preservation has been highly charged among the public, and a final decision that 
would either open the area to oil and gas drilling or include it in the National 
Wilderness Preservation System has not been made." 
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336  Wilderness definition.  To help minimize confusion, the Final EIS has been 

revised to use "National Wilderness Preservation System" or "Mollie Beattie 
Wilderness" consistently when referring to formally designated unit of the National 
Wilderness Preservation System. Where wilderness, as defined in the dictionary, is 
the subject of discussion, the text has been revised to indicate "wilderness 
qualities" or to specify "nondesignated wilderness."  (See also Comment 359.) 
References to wilderness study area status were in error and have been removed.  
Visual sensitivity rating in Appendix N. The H-M-L ratings are appropriate, and 
reference to the 'wilderness study area' has been removed. The focus is on relative 
public interest in these areas (highest public interest and sensitivity for refuge land, 
which is a conservation system unit managed in part for its wilderness qualities 
and natural scenic values; moderate for state land along the coastal corridor and 
refuge boundary; and low for state lands farther inland). That refuge lands and 
views by refuge users would be rated as more sensitive than views from state lands 
is consistent with the common perception in the area and with sentiment expressed 
in this comment (336) about distinctions between the two areas.  
Project not located on refuge lands. The intent is to determine the visual impacts 
of the proposed project on viewers as seen from sensitive viewpoints, some of 
which are within the Refuge.   
Mitigation.  Mitigation examples listed at the end of Appendix N are examples, as 
stated in the text, not proposed mitigation or requirements. Proposed mitigation is 
provided in the body of the EIS. 

337  The Executive Summary has been revised for the Final EIS to indicate that neither 
opening the 1002 Area to oil and gas exploration and development nor 
permanently closing it by formal designation as part of the National Wilderness 
Preservation System is considered a reasonably foreseeable future action. 
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338  OCS development is discussed in the EIS under cumulative impacts as a 

reasonably foreseeable future action and briefly discussed in the Draft EIS 
Executive Summary under Key Impacts/Issues. The Executive Summary 
discussion of visual aesthetics focuses primarily on the coastal corridor, which 
includes state lands and waters closest to the project. Management for oil and gas 
development does not preclude the potential for visual impacts that are 
appropriately analyzed in an EIS. See also responses to Comments 340 and 342. 

339  This section of the Executive Summary is a summary of the main findings of the 
noise impact analysis, which does not discuss ANILCA or permitted uses. Section 
3.18.3, Recreation in the Study Area, discusses the permitted activities in the study 
area and in the Arctic Refuge, including airplane, snowmachine, and boat use. 

340  As discussed in the main text of the EIS, if the Point Thomson Project is built, it 
would be the first effectively permanent oil and gas production facility in the 
eastern ACP landscape. Any future nearby projects would have incremental, 
additive impacts but would not create as much visual contrast once the first 
industrial project is in place and part of the visual environment. Other oil and gas 
activities are discussed under cumulative impacts. See also responses to Comments 
338 and 342. 

341  The "flat and treeless" reference is indication that the project may be seen and 
heard from areas beyond the immediate project site. The sentence has been 
modified for clarity: "Examination of broader land ownership and management in 
the vicinity of the project is warranted because there is potential for impacts to a 
broader area. The landscape is principally flat and entirely treeless, so refuge lands 
used for recreation and subsistence, and as habitat for wildlife (which move across 
the refuge boundary), are within the area potentially affected by the project." See 
also the response to Comment 125. 

342  Offshore oil and gas plans, including the Shell Exploration project, are included as 
reasonably foreseeable future actions in the cumulative impacts section of Chapter 
4, and are thus considered in the cumulative impacts sections of the visual (Section 
5.19.7) and noise (Section 5.20.10) sections of the EIS. See also responses to 
Comments 338 and 340. 

343  See response under Comment 335. The text has been clarified. 
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344  The sentence referring to Section 1001 has been removed. 
345  Most of the fourth paragraph of Section 3.13.5.3 has been reworded, and a refuge 

staff citation has been added. The text now reads: "Under the existing plan, most of 
the refuge, including those lands nearest to the proposed project site, is managed 
for its wildlife resources and wilderness values under the CCP management 
category ‘Minimal Management’ (Seim 2010; Reed 2010; USFWS 1988). The 
Mollie Beattie Wilderness is managed under the CCP management category 
‘Wilderness Management’ and, as a Congressionally designated unit of the 
National Wilderness Preservation System, is subject also to the Wilderness Act and 
ANILCA. Until Congress acts to determine a definitive management direction for 
those portions of the refuge that are closest to the proposed Point Thomson Project 
(the western edge of the 1002 Area), 'Minimal Management' applies. The CCP 
defines Minimal Management as follows: ..."  See also the response under 
Comment 335 regarding original purposes of the range/refuge. 

346  In response to this comment, the full quotation has been included in the Final EIS, 
followed by the following text: "According to the USFWS as a cooperating agency 
for this EIS, currently, the portion of the refuge nearest to the project site is not 
managed to provide for prescribed burns, oil and gas studies, or structures 
associated with guiding or fisheries development; however, in accordance with 
existing law and policy, these activities remain available as management tools. 
Regarding management studies and survey/inventory programs, a wildlife research 
camp is established most summers on the Canning River delta." 
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347  The existing 1988 CCP and discussion with refuge staff were the key sources of 

information for how the refuge is managed. The revised CCP/EIS draft was not 
referenced and was not used as the basis for analysis in the Draft EIS. 

348  Text has been deleted. 
349  The last bullet was in error and has been removed. 
350  This comment has been addressed primarily by cross reference back to the Land 

Management section. The beginning of the second full paragraph in Section 3.14.3 
now reads:  "The Land Management section (3.13.5.3) addresses refuge purposes. 
Refuge management is directed by a CCP (USFWS 1988), also addressed in 
3.13.5.3."   

351  The sentence regarding “preserving” has been deleted from this paragraph. Text 
has been rewritten in select other instances. “Protection” has been changed to 
“conservation.”  
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352  The second half of the paragraph has been rewritten to read as follows: "The 

USFWS shares responsibility for wildlife management within the Arctic Refuge 
with ADF&G, and has an interest in the welfare of species that move across its 
borders and potentially back and forth between federal and state-owned lands 
(USFWS 2008d). ADF&G manages wildlife populations within Alaska, regardless 
of land ownership." 

353  This sentence has been revised as suggested:  "...the focus of USFWS wildlife 
management in Minimal Management areas, including the portion of the refuge 
nearest to the project site, is ‘maintaining existing conditions of areas that have 
high fish and wildlife values or other resource values.’" (See also the response to 
Comment 346.) 

354  The use of the term "added" is from USFWS. No change made. 

355  The word "dichotomy" has been removed in both instances but the intended 
meaning has not been altered. The first paragraph under 3.14.4 now reads: 
"Congress made the 1002 Area a study area for potential future oil and gas 
development and reserved decisions about long-term management of the area to 
itself. Congress has repeatedly considered opening the 1002 Area to oil and gas 
development, and has seen at least one bill proposing to designate the area as part 
of the National Wilderness Preservation System. Congress has not made a final 
decision, and the result has been the prominence of the Arctic Refuge in an 
ongoing national debate." The bottom of the sixth paragraph of Section 3.18.3 of 
the Final EIS now reads: "Because the Arctic Refuge has these wild qualities and 
because there has been an ongoing tension in the public between the national 
interest in tapping large oil and gas reserves in the refuge and the national interest 
in designation of the refuge's ACP as part of the National Wilderness Preservation 
System, the Arctic Refuge has garnered international attention and visitation." 
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356  Intangible values can be measured in surveys, can be mitigated for, and are 

legitimate impact topics regardless of the management of adjacent state land. 
Further reading on the intangible values of wilderness nationally and in Alaska is 
in multiple publications, including in the book Wilderness and the American Mind 
(Nash 2001) and in government policy, both cited in this subsection of the Draft 
EIS. The citation of USFWS wilderness policy is appropriate because the policy 
addresses what are considered wilderness values and is relevant to what those 
seeking a "wilderness experience" might be seeking, whether or not such an 
experience is within a unit of the National Wilderness Preservation System. 

357  Here, "wilderness" is used as defined in the dictionary. See response to Comment 
336. The sentence has been revised to read:  "Recreation in the study area is 
principally a backcountry recreation experience, and activities include river 
recreation, hunting, fishing, and hiking in an area with high wilderness qualities." 

358  In Section 3.18.1, the sentence has been rewritten as follows: "The study area is 
generally undeveloped and, in the secondary study area, includes a portion of 
federally designated Mollie Beattie Wilderness of the Arctic Refuge. That portion 
of Arctic Refuge within the primary study area is managed in part for its 
wilderness qualities and for recreation suited to such an area."   
 
In Section 3.18.3, the middle of the fifth paragraph in the Final EIS has been 
rewritten as follows: "Whether on state or federal land, the recreation environment 
is similarly undeveloped and wild without communities or permanent habitations 
along the coast from Bullen Point to Kaktovik, a stretch of nearly 80 miles, and for 
much greater distances inland. There is no unit of the National Wilderness 
Preservation System in the primary study area. The closest corner of the Mollie 
Beattie Wilderness of the Arctic Refuge is 30 miles from the coast, measured from 
Point Thomson. The Arctic Refuge manages its land in the primary study area 
under its minimal management category in part for its wilderness values and for 
recreation in such an environment, although the area is not designated wilderness." 

359  This text has been revised as follows: "The state land of the project site and the 
adjacent Arctic Refuge provide vast areas of principally undeveloped land where 
visitors can encounter wildlife and natural scenery with a high degree of isolation 
(and associated challenges and risks). Although these areas are not designated as 
part of the National Wilderness Preservation System as defined in federal law (16 
USC 23) or part of a 'wilderness park,' as defined in state law (AS 41.21.990), the 
qualities of the recreation resource are currently the same 'wilderness qualities' 
found in designated areas. " See also the response to Comment 336. 
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360  The text in question was added to the EIS in response to comments on the 

Preliminary Draft EIS to help clarify that there is a different management intent 
between state and federal land. The text has been revised as follows:  "Despite 
management of state land specifically for oil and gas development, and despite 
widely-spaced oil and gas exploration activities in the past, most of the time both 
federal and state lands in the area appear quiet, remote, and wild. Regardless of the 
Point Thomson Project, further oil and gas activities could occur in the future and 
alter the recreation experience, especially on state lands." (See also the response to 
Comment 336.) 

361  The visual baseline is explained in Section 5.19, Visual Aesthetics, and the Visual 
Assessment technical report is based on 2009 conditions without the lights and 
industrial activity proposed under the Applicant's 2010 permit application. See also 
the response to Comment 393. 

362  The text has been changed to "without communities or permanent habitations." 
363  Starting with the 4th sentence of this paragraph, the text has been modified for 

clarity:  "Although the Arctic Refuge and State of Alaska allow some uses of 
snowmobiles, motorboats, and airplanes on their lands, the recreational attraction 
is that the area is undeveloped, quiet, and wild. ANILCA provides for motorized 
uses for traditional activities and for travel to and from villages and homesites on 
Refuge lands. The State of Alaska restricts motorized overland travel except for 
subsistence. Observation of aircraft, boats on the ocean, and snowmobiles occurs at 
low levels." 

364  The specific landscape is important to these types of recreational experiences. This 
section is a subsection of Recreation by Nonresidents of the Area and is 
appropriately in its own subsection in order to discern differences between 
recreation on the different types of managed lands within the project area. 
Establishing the existing conditions and uses are important for the impacts analysis 
discussed in Chapter 5. 

365  The approach to evaluation of impacts for any given project is unique for each 
project. The effects of OCS activity would be 12-15 miles offshore from the refuge 
coast and different than onshore activity 2-8 miles away from the refuge border. 

366  See responses to Comments 338, 340, and 342. 
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367  The first sentence of Section 3.19.1 has been revised to read:  "The project is 

located on state land, managed for oil and gas development, and is in a minimally 
developed and uninhabited area."  Regarding previous and future activities, see 
also responses to Comments 338 and 340. 

368  Regarding previous and future activities, see responses to Comments 338, 340, and 
342. Gravel pads that still exist from prior exploration are visually of low contrast 
and are considered in the No Action Alternative. Visually, from the key 
observation points, it is the long-term and permanent structures and associated 
lights, plumes, etc. that are a visual issue. 

369  The cited paragraph is a summary of the rest of the visual section, which in turn is 
a summary of the visual technical report (Appendix N). The visual analysis 
acknowledges the presence of industrial workers in Section 3.19.3.3 of the EIS, 
and the sentence has been further clarified to read: "Sensitivity is based on…types 
of users (primary users are local residents and visiting recreationists, who are 
thought to be fairly sensitive viewers, and industrial workers who are likely to be 
less sensitive)." The technical report in Appendix N more fully describes 
differences in sensitivity levels among user types, including industrial workers, in 
Section 3.3.1.3. 

370  The first sentence of the second paragraph has been rewritten as follows: "Arctic 
Refuge lands in the primary study area are rated 'high' sensitivity because the 
refuge manages the land, in part, to maintain its existing natural visual 
environment and because refuge lands are more sensitive among the public than 
nearby state lands." The sensitivity rating is retained. See also the discussion under 
responses to Comments 396 and 336. It is not the entirety of the primary study area 
that has a "high" sensitivity rating; it is the refuge portion. 

371  The cited section addresses both Refuge lands and state lands explicitly. The 
project would be visible from refuge lands; therefore the Refuge is addressed. 
Refuge visual values are given space in the text and State visual values are not, 
because the refuge has some visual management guidelines and the State does not. 
The visual values associated with a principally undeveloped visual landscape occur 
also on state lands, regardless of management. 

372  The consistency of the project with land use and management is discussed in 
Section 3.13, Land Ownership, Land Use, and Land Management, where it is 
noted that the project would be located on land that is managed by the State of 
Alaska for oil and gas development. The noise impact analysis uses the existing 
noise levels measured at six different sites in the study area to determine a baseline 
condition. The existing condition does not include other potential uses in the area. 
However, the potential effects to noise from reasonably foreseeable future actions, 
including future oil and gas exploration in the study area, are discussed in the 
cumulative impacts analysis for noise, Section 5.20.10.2. 

373  The purpose of the discussion of federal subsistence regulations in Section 3.22.3, 
Subsistence Definition and Relevant Legislation is to describe the baseline 
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conditions for subsistence in the study area communities, not to suggest that 
federal regulations apply to the project area. The discussion is intended to provide 
an understanding of subsistence on the North Slope. 
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374  See responses to Comments 338 and 340. Reasonably Forseeable Future Actions 

are addressed in relation to visual resources in the cumulative impacts analysis, 
Section 5.19.7.2 of the Draft EIS. 

375  The following text has been added "or designation of the 1002 Area as part of the 
National Wilderness Preservation System." The potential for heightened debate is a 
potential impact of the proposed project. A decision by Congress (an action) to 
either open the 1002 Area for O&G development or include it in the NWPS, is not 
a reasonably foreseeable future action based simply on the definition of reasonably 
foreseeable future actions in Section 4.2 of the Draft EIS "RFFAs are those that are 
likely or reasonably certain to occur." See also the response to Comment 378. 

376  The cited section is specifically meant to address land use. The immediately 
preceding section addresses land management. The cited section already states the 
land use on state land could change to oil and gas development, "which is 
consistent with the state's certification order and the intent of the oil and gas and 
gas-only lease program." Further clarification has been added in the first two 
paragraphs to indicate industrial uses are "consistent with the state's management 
intent." 

377  See the response to Comment 356. 
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378  The sixth bullet is part of a list of "types of impacts" that "could include" impacts 

such as changes to designation of the 1002 Area. However, such impacts were 
found not reasonably foreseeable. Page ES-5 in the Executive Summary of the 
Draft EIS indicates that impacts of opening the 1002 Area to oil and gas 
development are not addressed in this EIS because opening the 1002 Area is not a 
reasonably foreseeable future action; however, that does not preclude mention of 
the potential for the heightening of debate. See also responses to Comments 375, 
379, and 380. 

379  The text was clarified as follows: "The Corps acknowledges that approval of any 
of the development alternatives could become another point of discussion in the 
debate concerning opening the 1002 Area to oil and gas leasing versus formal 
designation of the area as part of the National Wilderness Preservation System. 
Although the outcome of any such debate is unknown, the Corps acknowledges the 
potential that approval of any of the action alternatives could result in heightened 
debate in Congress that could spur a decision. Because there is no way to know 
whether Congress would change the 1002 Area status—and if changed, whether it 
would lean toward preservation of wilderness qualities or toward development of 
hydrocarbons—impacts of this decision cannot be evaluated in this EIS. " 

380  Direct and indirect (or secondary) impacts of the No Action Alternative are 
addressed in Section 5.14.2. Under NEPA, reasonably foreseeable future actions 
are addressed as part of cumulative impacts assessment but not assessment of 
direct or indirect impacts, based on the definition of cumulative impacts. As 
defined in Chapter 4, cumulative impacts are those that combine impacts of the 
proposed action with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions. 
Cumulative impact assessment generally focuses on action alternatives, not on the 
No Action Alternative.. 

381  See responses to Comments 342 and 375. The last portion of the bulleted sentence-
-"...which would result in impacts..."--has been removed. 

382  See the responses to Comments 342 and 378. 
383  The term "wilderness" as defined in the dictionary is appropriate for discussion of 

state and federal lands in this area that are not part of the National Wilderness 
Preservation System. Regarding the opportunity for a recreation experience with 
high wilderness qualities and values, creation or loss of opportunity are appropriate 
effects to address in an EIS. The loss of a recreation opportunity affects a wide 
range of potential visitors, from those actively planning a trip to those who might 
like to visit someday in the indeterminate future. Many may never physically visit, 
but the opportunity itself is valuable. See also responses to Comments 336 and 
357.   

384  The images have been made equal in size and put on individual pages for the Final 
EIS. 

385  The text says "As the first major development in the study area...," which implies 
there may be other major developments in the future.  See also the response to 
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Comment 340. 

386  The cumulative impacts section of the EIS discusses reasonably foreseeable future 
actions and is the section that discusses other developments that may occur and 
that may create impacts of their own. Note that Appendix N addresses only direct 
impacts of this project and does not address cumulative impacts. The baseline 
condition is the point of comparison based on the conditions around the time that 
the Applicant submitted their DOA permit application. See also responses to 
Comments 338, 340, and 342.  

387  The second paragraph on ANILCA has been removed as not applicable to the 
Point Thomson Project, and the first paragraph has been rewritten as follows: 
"ANILCA (PL 96-487) created or expanded more than 100 million acres of 
national parks, wildlife refuges, monuments, conservation areas, recreation areas, 
forests, and wild and scenic rivers on federal lands in the State of Alaska for the 
preservation of 'nationally significant natural, scenic, historic, archeological, 
geological, scientific, wilderness, cultural, recreational, and wildlife values.'  
Among these is the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge. ANILCA includes a number 
of provisions intended to allow for infrastructure and economic growth in general, 
travel and access in conservation system units, and pursuit of a subsistence 
lifestyle, while protecting resource values. ANILCA helps provide context for 
evaluation of potential effects to the Arctic Refuge, but ANILCA provisions do not 
apply beyond the refuge boundary and do not apply to the State of Alaska lands on 
which the Point Thomson Project is proposed." 
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388  The sentence has been removed and the paragraph rewritten. It now reads:  "The 

Arctic Refuge CCP was developed in 1988 as directed under ANILCA 304(g) to 
provide a broad management framework for visitor use, development, and resource 
management. Direction in a CCP is based on 'the purposes of the refuge, its 
significant values, the activities occurring (on the refuge at the time of 
publication), and the resolution of any major issues surrounding possible land use 
conflicts within and adjacent to the refuge.' The USFWS has been revising the 
CCP and a Draft CCP was released for public comment in August 2011. A Record 
of Decision is expected by the end of 2012. The CCP helps provide context for 
evaluation of potential effects to the Arctic Refuge, but its provisions do not apply 
beyond the refuge boundary and do not apply to the State of Alaska lands on which 
the Point Thomson Project is proposed." 

389  See responses to Comments 340 and 385. The baseline being referenced is not for 
land management but for the visual resource. As seen from key observation points, 
the existing condition is gravel pads with minimal equipment as presented in the 
baseline discussed in Section 2.3 of Appendix N. 

390  "Oil and gas exploration activities" was added to the list of activities that occur. 
Also, the "sensitivity" sentence was clarified as follows: "The sensitivity of most 
viewers, with the exception of industrial workers, is high." These are introductory 
and summary paragraphs; details are further explained in Section 3.3.1. 

391  The third paragraph regarding wilderness has been rewritten to clarify where 
formal designation as part of the National Wilderness Preservation System applies 
and where it does not, and to include state lands:  "Discussion of de facto and 
wilderness as defined in a dictionary and discussion of the National Wilderness 
Preservation System (federally designated wilderness) recurs in this document 
because state lands where the project is proposed and adjacent federal lands are 
principally undeveloped and wild, and because the Mollie Beattie Wilderness, 
designated by Congress in the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act 
(ANILCA), occurs within the boundaries of the Arctic Refuge and visual impacts 
there have been a subject of interest for the land manager. The nearest corner of the 
Mollie Beattie Wilderness lies about 30 miles from the arctic coast and proposed 
project site. However, wilderness qualities, including natural scenery, are an 
important part of the refuge and its management even outside the designated 
wilderness area." 

392  The first paragraph has been revised for clarification as follows: "The proposed 
Point Thomson Project is located on state lands in a flat landscape that offers 
views to distant horizons. Also, the project is located in a principally undeveloped 
environment adjacent to Arctic Refuge lands valued for wilderness qualities. The 
same qualities exist on state land, although the state’s management is focused on 
oil and gas development. Because the presence of human development in a 
backcountry or nondesignated wilderness environment may be a determinant of a 
visual impact (see Section 2.3), and because the area’s uninterrupted views may 
allow visibility of the project from inside the refuge and its designated Mollie 
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Beattie Wilderness, the project area for visual assessment purposes is defined 
based on the concept of “visibility,” as further described below." 

393  Three sentences of clarification have been added at the end of the Base Conditions 
paragraph:  "The baseline condition in the general area is not static, however, as 
intermittent industrial activity has occurred occasionally over several decades. At 
these times, activities have temporarily introduced visually contrasting structures, 
camps, lights, and motion, and such intermittent activity would likely occur in the 
future even without the project. While these temporary activities are 
acknowledged, the focus of this visual assessment is on larger, very long-term, 
year-round visual changes from the proposed project that would be essentially 
permanent."  

394  On page 8 of Appendix N, the intent is to say there was a public concern and the 
visual assessment will include motion and reflection, which is otherwise not 
directly addressed in BLM methods. Section 4.10.2 of Appendix N presents 
discussion of impacts to caribou movement. This visual report briefly addresses the 
motion and reflection aspects of the project, but leaves it to the wildlife section of 
the EIS to address biological impacts regarding pipelines 
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395  The EIS discusses the Shell Oil offshore exploration proposal and other reasonably 

foreseeable future actions in the cumulative impacts analysis in chapter 4. 
Reference to other potential oil and gas projects in Appendix N would not change 
the visual contrast of this project when compared with the baseline, which is the 
purpose the visual assessment contained in Appendix N. See also responses to 
Comments 340, 342, and 399. 

396  The process defined a study area, which included both the state lands of the 
proposed project site and federal lands at the edge of the Arctic Refuge. As 
indicated at the opening line of 3.3 in the Appendix N, “sensitivity levels are a 
measure of public concern for scenic quality. Public lands are assigned high, 
medium, or low sensitivity levels by analyzing the various indicators of public 
concern.” The BLM visual inventory method indicates that lands like the refuge 
have greater indication of public concern than state lands, even though visually 
they are the same at the boundary. Because the land originally was understood to 
be a formal wilderness study area, the "special area" designation seemed to apply 
unquestionably. The text has been modified to indicate it is not a wilderness study 
area. However, the sensitivity rating is based on several factors, and the "measure 
of public concern for scenic quality" still appears high. See also response to 
Comment 370.   
The "Special Areas" paragraph (3.3.5) in Appendix N has been revised as follows: 
"BLM Manual 8410 describes ‘special areas’ in part by example, including 
‘Natural Areas, Wilderness or Wilderness Study Areas, Wild and Scenic Rivers, ’ 
and several others. Manual 8410 also emphasizes management objectives, stating 
that designation as one of the example types ‘does not necessarily mean that these 
areas are scenic, but rather that one of the management objectives may be to 
preserve the natural landscape setting.’ The ‘1002 Area’ of the Arctic Refuge is a 
‘minimal management’ area that has a high profile among the public nationally, 
among the land managers, and among elected officials. It is managed in part to 
maintain the existing natural landscape setting and visual values, which include 
seeing little or no human development. The 1002 Area is not one of the named 
examples of 'special areas' in the BLM manual, which is focused on BLM 
categories, but its 'minimal management' status under the USFWS and its high 
profile make it similar to a 'special area' as defined and, in any case, more sensitive 
than the adjacent state land on which the project is proposed. The state land is not 
included in any special area of this kind. Rather, the proposed project site is 
managed as an oil and gas lease sale area by the Alaska Division of Oil and Gas." 

397  Scenic values apply to the view from refuge lands as well as the view from state 
lands, whether or not the view is of like lands or lands managed differently. 

398  This comment is specific to the Mary Sachs Island key observation point and the 
view of the project site from that KOP. The visual simulations were prepared 
before exploratory drilling was finished, and at that time, the visual assessment 
team did not have information about well covers. The EIS text updates the 
Appendix N information with reference to the well covers, including a photograph 
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of the well covers, so that decision makers and the public can see them. The well 
covers do not substantially influence the analysis, because they have much less 
mass and height than proposed facilities. There are no existing structures in this 
view except the well pad and well covers. See also the response to Comment 393. 

399  Other oil and gas activities are addressed under cumulative impacts in the EIS. The 
direct impacts of the Point Thomson Project alone are the subject of Appendix N.  
See also the response to Comment 395. 

400  The correction was made. 

401  Comment is continued as Comment 402. See response to Comment 402.  
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402  In the Applicant’s Technical Brief #1, they stated that a “Pad location further 

inland from the coast will increase the throw on all wells and potentially preclude 
the ability to reach portions of the reservoir necessary for full field development.  
This may lead to additional pads being needed in the future to reach bottomhole 
targets that cannot be reached from a pad that has been located further inland.” In 
other words, a trade-off of moving pads inland would be the potential future need 
for additional pads closer to the reservoir (i.e., along the coast) in order to reach 
bottomhole targets, given the present 13,000-foot limit of extended-reach drilling. 
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403  The Draft EIS stated that the use of reciprocal compressors did not preclude the 

use of centrifugal compressors in the future. Section 2.3.1.5, Component: 
Centrifugal Compression, cites RFI 65b in stating, while centrifugal compression 
was dismissed from consideration for the current project’s gas cycling function, 
selection of reciprocal compression for condensate production does not preclude 
the future use of a centrifugal compressor in the event that Point Thomson is 
developed for natural gas production. 

404  The Health Impact Assessment was prepared by the Alaska Department of Health 
and Social Services and was included in the EIS as supplemental information. 
Section 5.23, Human Health, of the EIS contains findings of this HIA. The issue 
regarding stack emissions was clarified in Sections 5.23.3.1 (Alternative B: 
Construction and Drilling) and 5.23 by stating the following: "While emissions 
would be regulated through the air permitting process and emissions would likely 
be rapidly diffused over a wide area,…."  
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Comment Response 

Attachment to Comment 0105_Sean.Parnell_SGOV 

Attachment not coded 
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Comment Response 

Attachment to Comment 0105_Sean.Parnell_SGOV 

Attachment not coded 
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Comment Response 

Attachment to Comment 0105_Sean.Parnell_SGOV 

Attachment not coded 
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Comment Response 

Attachment to Comment 0105_Sean.Parnell_SGOV 

Attachment not coded 

 



Point Thomson Project Final EIS 
Appendix W – Draft EIS Comments and Responses 

90 

Comment Response 
406  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
407  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
408  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
409  A Programmatic Agreement is continuing to be developed with the intent that it 

will be finalized prior to the issuance of the Record of Decision (ROD) for the EIS. 

410  Cultural resource investigations will continue, with additional identification efforts 
outlined in a Programmatic Agreement, being developed with the SHPO and 
consulting parties. 
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Comment Response 
411  The text has been revised in this section to refer to the correct table. 
412  The phrasing has been changed to:  "…with the general, but not absolute, 

provision that they are over 50 years old" 
413  The suggested text has been added. 
414  The suggested text has been added. 
415  The suggested text has been added. 
416  The text has been corrected in the Final EIS. 
417  The table has been moved below the text; all tables in this section have been 

updated to include the title "Documented Cultural Resources Potentially Affected," 
to clarify that these sites are identified, documented cultural resources in the 
project area. 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
418  Comment noted; no action required. 
419  During the Scoping period the residents of Kaktovik expressed concern about the 

barge bridge impeding the movements of fish in east/west directions along the 
coast. The Draft EIS evaluated the potential impacts of the barge bridge on fish, 
determining that the gaps between the barges would allow fish to pass through and 
that the short-term duration of barge placement would further minimize impacts to 
fish movement. The sealift bulkhead would be constructed at the water's edge and 
would not impede fish movements. The coastal barge dock would be constructed 
by using pilings that would not impede fish movements. 

420  Comment noted; no action required. 
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421  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
422  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
423  Comment noted; no action required. 



Point Thomson Project Final EIS 
Appendix W – Draft EIS Comments and Responses 

101 

Comment Response 
424  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
425  The Corps will consider multiple factors, such as impacts to the environment 

identified during the NEPA process, the project purpose, practicability (as part of 
the 404[b][1] Guidelines analysis), public interest determination, and mitigation 
options, when making its final permit decision. 



Point Thomson Project Final EIS 
Appendix W – Draft EIS Comments and Responses 

103 

Comment Response 
426  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
427  The use of chemical dust palliatives will be considered as a possible mitigation 

measure to address fugitive dust. 
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Comment Response 
756  Comment noted; the comment period was extended. 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
428  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
429  Comment noted; no action required. 

430  The Corps will consider multiple factors, such as impacts to the environment 
identified during the NEPA process, the project purpose, practicability (as part of 
the 404[b][1] Guidelines analysis), public interest determination, and mitigation 
options, when making its final permit decision. 
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Comment Response 
431  Section 3.13, Land Use, Land Ownership, and Land Management, explicitly states 

that the Point Thomson project area is located on land owned and managed by the 
State of Alaska. NEPA requires analysis of impacts regardless of land ownership. 
The EIS includes a separate section on the Arctic Refuge due to its proximity to 
the project and the Thomson Sand Reservoir. 

432  The Corps agrees that the proposed project would not pose a threat to the survival 
of polar bears as a species. However, project activities may affect individual polar 
bears, primarily through disturbance. The EIS evaluates these potential impacts. In 
addition, because polar bears are protected under the Endangered Species Act and 
Marine Mammal Protection Act, the Corps is consulting with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service to evaluate the potential for polar bear "take" under these federal 
regulations. 
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Comment Response 
433  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
434  The name has been corrected in the Final EIS. 
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Comment Response 
435  The Corps reviewed each of the studies listed in this comment. Thorsteinson et al. 

1991 provides study area-specific information that has been incorporated into the 
Final EIS (see Section 3.12.3 and Figure 3.12-1). Gradinger and Bluhm 2005 
provides information on the importance of sea ice to algae and invertebrates in the 
shallow waters of the Beaufort Sea and the affect of sedimentation on productivity. 
Reference to this study has been added to the discussion of invertebrates and other 
trophic levels in Section 3.12.7, Invertebrates and Other Lower Trophic Levels, of 
the Final EIS. Murphy et al. 2007 provides a synthesis of existing publications and 
reports on arctic cisco and includes the perspective of local knowledge for the 
Colville River and importance of the species for subsistence harvest. Because the 
Draft EIS discusses and references studies synthesized in Murphy et al. 2007, the 
2007 report was not incorporated into the Final EIS. The potential impacts to 
subsistence harvest of arctic cisco from the Point Thomson Project is discussed in 
Section 5.22. Logerwell et al. 2008 is an important current study of offshore 
marine fish; however, it was not incorporated into the Final EIS because its focus 
is offshore, while the potential impacts to marine fish from the Point Thomson 
Project would mostly be in nearshore areas and because the study area for the 
report was far west of the Point Thomson Project study area (Cape Simpson to 
Cape Halkett). 
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Comment Response 
436  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
437  Comment noted; no action required. 

438  The Corps will consider multiple factors, such as impacts to the environment 
identified during the NEPA process, the project purpose, practicability (as part 
of the 404[b][1] Guidelines analysis), public interest determination, and 
mitigation options, when making its final permit decision. 

439  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
440  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
441  Comment noted; no action required. 

442  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
 

443  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
444  Comment noted; no action required. 

445  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
446  Comment noted; no action required. 

447  Comment noted; no action required. 

448  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
449  Through the NEPA process, the public interest review, and the 404(b)(1) 

Guidelines analysis, the Corps will take many factors into consideration, 
including minimizing impacts, before making a final decision.    
The Corps is not looking at an alternative that eliminates the East Pad. This 
alternative (Concept 6) was eliminated from detailed consideration for not 
meeting the purpose and need of the project. The language in Section 2.2.4.2 has 
been supplemented to make this decision clearer. Without the ability to drill 
wells from the vicinity of the proposed East Pad, the Applicant would not be 
able to access eastern resources that have already been identified in 
approximately one-third of the Thomson Sand Reservoir. A well from the 
Central Pad would have to reach more than 30,000 feet, which is technologically 
infeasible. The State of Alaska independently verified that a 13,000-foot 
horizontal distance is the present limit of extended-reach drilling. Reduced 
access to the eastern portion of the reservoir would limit the Applicant’s ability 
to continue evaluation and delineation activities, including fully delineating the 
eastern edge of the reservoir, testing connectivity with the central portion of the 
reservoir, and fully evaluating the Thomson Sand oil rim and Brookian Group 
sandstones hydrocarbons. 

450  Inland and coastal pad locations each have trade-offs and environmental impacts. 
The Corps will consider multiple factors, such as impacts to the environment 
(e.g., to birds and mammals) identified during the NEPA process, the project 
purpose, practicability (as part of the 404[b][1] Guidelines analysis), public 
interest determination, and mitigation options, when making its final permit 
decision. 
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Comment Response 
451  North Slope operating procedures set the minimum thicknesses for gravel pads, 

the Corps does not have jurisdiction over that aspect of the project. 

452  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
453  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
92  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
93  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
95  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
98  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
103  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
105  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
108  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
110  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
111  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
114  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
119  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
121  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
 



Point Thomson Project Final EIS 
Appendix W – Draft EIS Comments and Responses 

143 

Comment Response 
122  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
123  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
124  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
125  Under the National Environmental Policy Act, federal agencies must disclose all 

impacts of an undertaking, whether those impacts occur on federal land or on 
land owned by others. The EIS makes clear that refuge management authority 
does not extend beyond refuge boundaries. However, impacts in several 
categories extend across the boundaries and into the Refuge, including noise and 
visual impacts. The lead federal agency is obligated to disclose the impacts. 
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Comment Response 
126  Comment noted; no action required. 

127  Comment noted. 
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Comment Response 
128  Comment noted; no action required. 
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129  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
130  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
133  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
134  Comment noted; no action required. 

135  Roads oriented parallel to the flow of water would not need to "pass the water" 
as they would not restrict the flow of water. Portions of the infield gravel roads 
for Alternatives C and D would be oriented largely perpendicular to flow and 
some portions would be oriented largely parallel to flow. Where the roads are 
not parallel to flow, culverts would be used to allow the water to pass through. 
The number and placement of the culverts would be optimized to prevent or 
minimize ponding, similar to Alternative B. 
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Comment Response 
136  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
138  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
139  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 

 

140  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
141  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
142  Comment noted; no action required. 
143  The EIS uses the term "gathering lines" to simplify understanding for the general 

reader to distinguish between all production-related pipelines within the Point 
Thomson field and the pipeline that would be used to export hydrocarbon liquids 
to TAPS. 

144  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
606  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
145  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Attachment to Comment 0160_Maynard.Tupp_AMP_SGOV 

Attachment not coded 
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146  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
147  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
603  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
604  Comment noted; no action required. 



Point Thomson Project Final EIS 
Appendix W – Draft EIS Comments and Responses 

175 

Comment Response 
605  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
148  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
149  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
150  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
151  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
152  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
153  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
154  Comment noted; no action required. 
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155  Comment noted; no action required. 
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156  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
157  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
158  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
159  The use of the Point Thomson Project study area by caribou and the potential 

impacts of the project on caribou (including caribou use of gravel pads and other 
infrastructure) are discussed in Chapters 3 and 5 of the EIS. 
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Comment Response 
160  Comment noted; no action required. 

161  The EIS acknowledges that the project is on state lands that are managed for oil 
and gas development activities, and does not make reference to a buffer in the 
text of the analysis. NEPA requires the federal agency to examine potential 
impacts to resources affected by a proposed action. Analysis of impacts to the 
Arctic Refuge are included in the EIS due to its proximity to the proposed 
project. 
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162  Comment noted; no action required. 
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163  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
164  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
165  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
166  The Corps agrees that less time in the air equates to less chance of aviation-

related incidents and recovery expeditions. 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
209  The Corps is not looking at an alternative that eliminates or moves the East Pad 

to the west. This alternative (Concept 6) was eliminated from detailed 
consideration for not meeting the purpose and need of the project. The language 
in Section 2.2.4.2 has been supplemented to make this decision clearer. Without 
the ability to drill wells from the vicinity of the proposed East Pad, the Applicant 
would not be able to access eastern resources that have already been identified in 
approximately one-third of the Thomson Sand Reservoir. A well from the 
Central Pad would have to reach more than 30,000 feet, which is technologically 
infeasible. Reduced access to the eastern portion of the reservoir would limit the 
Applicant’s ability to continue evaluation and delineation activities, including 
fully delineating the eastern edge of the reservoir, testing connectivity with the 
central portion of the reservoir, and fully evaluating the Thomson Sand oil rim 
and Brookian Group sandstones hydrocarbons. 
Concerning an alternative that pulls the pads back from the coast, the 
Applicant’s Technical Brief #1 stated that a “Pad location further inland from the 
coast will increase the throw on all wells and potentially preclude the ability to 
reach portions of the reservoir necessary for full field development. This may 
lead to additional pads being needed in the future to reach bottomhole targets 
that cannot be reached from a pad that has been located further inland.” In other 
words, a trade-off of moving pads inland would be the potential future need for 
additional pads closer to the reservoir (i.e., along the coast) in order to reach 
bottomhole targets, given the present 13,000-foot limit of extended-reach 
drilling. 
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167  Comment noted; no action required. 
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168  Comment noted; no action required. 
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169  Comment noted; no action required. 
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170  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Response 
171  The EIS includes a separate resource section on the Arctic Refuge due to its 

proximity to the project and the Thomson Sand Reservoir. The analysis of 
impacts to the refuge and the wilderness perception within the refuge is 
presented in Section 5.14, Arctic National Wildlife Refuge, of the EIS. The 
Corps will decide on appropriate mitigation to minimize potential impacts from 
the project. 
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172  The Corps will consider multiple factors, such as impacts to the environment 

identified during the NEPA process, the project purpose, practicability (as part 
of the 404[b][1] Guidelines analysis), public interest determination, and 
mitigation options, when making its permit decision. 

173  Modeling of potential noise from the project within the Arctic Refuge predicted 
very small increases over existing natural conditions within the refuge (up to 20 
miles from the western border) and that noise decays with increasing distance 
from Point Thomson. (See Appendix O, Noise Technical Report and Section 
5.20, Noise.) Noise impacts to birds, terrestrial mammals, and polar bears would 
occur in close proximity to the project, but noise is not anticipated to affect 
animals within the Arctic Refuge. As noted in Section 5.14, Arctic National 
Wildlife Refuge, impacts to wildlife and other Arctic Refuge resources were 
determined to be minor in magnitude, possible or unlikely, and limited in extent. 
Mitigation measures have been proposed in order to lessen impacts to wildlife 
resources and habitats within and near the project area and the refuge.  
The State of Alaska holds title to the project area and land west up to the Arctic 
Refuge approximately 2 miles away from the Point Thomson Project, including 
submerged lands under ocean waters up to 3 miles. The state has designated this 
area for oil and gas development and general public uses (See Figure 3.13.1). No 
buffer zones have been proposed by the state or federal government for this area, 
and the Corps does not have legal authority to impose a buffer for the refuge. 
Mitigation measures have been designed for the Point Thomson Project to 
minimize potential impacts. 

174  The Applicant conducted a coastal engineering assessment (Draft Metocean 
Design Criteria Study; PND 2009a), which addresses long-term coastal erosion 
forecasts relative to the project design. Additional information from this report 
has been added to the discussions of shoreline erosion relative to the Central, 
East, and West Pads under Section 5.5.3.1, Alternative B:  Construction and 
Operation. Additionally, Figure 5.5-1 has been added to this section to show the 
historical and projected shoreline changes with time. 

175  Comment noted; no action required. 
176  Comment noted; no action required. 

177  The Draft EIS acknowledged the presence of the offshore development and 
discussed the cumulative impacts to the extent information on the other projects 
was known. The Corps was notified by Shell during the Draft EIS comment 
period of their interest in making use of the Point Thomson export pipeline. 
Shell also provided the Corps with additional general information regarding their 
anticipated OCS exploration activities. The additional information provided by 
Shell has been incorporated into the Chapter 4 description of potential OCS 
activity. The Corps believes that, even with this additional general information, 
the cumulative impact discussion in the EIS concerning barging is sufficient, 
based on best available information. 
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178  The horizontal reach of 13,000 feet is still a valid distance. Information available 

on drilling technology has not changed since the publishing of the Draft EIS. 
The appendix referred to (Appendix C) is the Draft Section 404 (b)(1) 
Guidelines Evaluation. This evaluation is part of the Corps' permit process that is 
related to, but not the same as this NEPA process. As recommended by CEQ, the 
Corps has determined that it will not include certain confidential information, 
such as cost data, in the NEPA process. However, the Corps can use confidential 
information to inform the 404(b)(1) process, and ultimately the Corps' permit 
decision. 

179  As noted in the Draft EIS, Section 5.10, Terrestrial Mammals, impacts to 
caribou, regardless of the herd, were determined to be minor to moderate in 
magnitude and ranged from less than 1 percent of caribou potentially disturbed 
under Alternatives B and E to 14 percent under Alternative C due to the gravel 
access road. The impacts under Alternative C would primarily occur in the 
western portion of the study area and would mainly affect the Central Arctic and 
Teshekpuk Herds. The Porcupine Caribou Herd is defined as calving east of the 
Canning River and their overall range typically overlaps with a very small 
portion of the eastern part of the study area (see Figure 3.10-6). Therefore, 
impacts to the Porcupine Herd would likely be even less than 1 percent of the 
herd disturbed.  
The subsistence impact analysis considered the conclusions of the biological 
analysis that the project would not result in large scale changes in migration and 
that impacts would primarily be limited to local in geographic extent. Therefore, 
the majority of impacts for subsistence users would occur for residents who 
travel to the project area for caribou hunting and could experience reduced 
success in that area. According to available data, Kaktovik is the primary 
community that uses the project area for caribou harvesting activities. The 
conclusions of the terrestrial mammals impact analysis (Section 5.10) do not 
indicate that the project would result in changes to the migration of the 
Porcupine Herd or Central Arctic Herd, and therefore impacts for subsistence 
users outside the project area, such as those from Nuiqsut, Anaktuvuk Pass, or 
Arctic Village, would not occur. 
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180  There is not a buffer zone around the Refuge, nor has a buffer zone been 

proposed in the EIS. The EIS includes a separate resource section on the Arctic 
Refuge due to its proximity to the project and the Thomson Sand Reservoir. 
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181  As described in Section 5.24, Spill Risk and Impact Assessment, the Applicant 

would prepare plans describing spill prevention and response, including an 
ODPCP, an SPCC Plan, and FRPs. Further, Section 5.24.12, Mitigative 
Measures, details the measures proposed by the Applicant as part of the project 
design to prevent and respond to spills. 

182  Comment noted; no action required. 
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183  Comment noted; no action required. 

184  Comment noted; no action required. 
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185  Comment noted; no action required. 
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210  Comment noted; no action required. 
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186  It is outside the Corps' jurisdiction to establish land use buffers or boundaries as 

suggested in this comment. The Corps will consider multiple factors, such as 
impacts to the Refuge (e.g., noise and visual impacts) identified during the 
NEPA process, the project purpose, practicability (as part of the 404[b][1] 
Guidelines analysis), the public interest determination, and mitigation options, 
when making its permit decision. 
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187  Well blowouts are addressed in Section 5.24.3.5, Well Blowouts and 

Uncontrolled Releases. Also, the Applicant's Well Control Blowout Contingency 
Plan (BCP) and training for prevention and response to blowouts are addressed 
in Section 5.24.12, Mitigative Measures. 
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188  Comment noted; no action required. 
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189  The use of the Point Thomson Project study area by caribou and the potential 

impacts of the project on caribou (including caribou use of gravel pads and other 
infrastructure) are discussed in Chapters 3 and 5 of the Draft EIS. 

190  Comment noted; no action required. 
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191  Comment noted; no action required. 
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192  Comment noted; no action required. 
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193  Comment noted; no action required. 
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194  The pipeline design calls for it to be elevated 7 feet off the ground. This design 

would allow sufficient clearance for wildlife and humans to pass underneath. 
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195  As NAGPRA only applies to federal lands and there are no gravesites identified 

to date on federal lands, the Corps does not have additional information to 
provide. However, these types of concerns and resources would be appropriate 
for inclusion in the Programmatic Agreement that is being developed among 
consulting parties, including ICAS. To date, there are Native allotments that are 
in the vicinity of the project, but not directly within the identified project area.  
Coordination with allotment holders, permitting, and BIA would continue as the 
project is developed. 
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211  The Draft EIS acknowledges that pipelines and roads could cause potential 

blockage areas for caribou migration and could affect subsistence hunters. The 
subsistence and traditional land use impact analysis in Section 5.22 of the Draft 
EIS found that impacts to subsistence hunting would occur, but would be 
predominantly minor in the project area. Environmental commitments to 
minimize impacts to wildlife migration and subsistence hunting will be 
considered during the Corps’ development of the final Record of Decision. 
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212  The project would require compliance with numerous health and safety laws and 

regulations, many of which are described in Appendix F, Laws, Policies, and 
Plans Applicable to the Point Thomson Project. The Corps recognizes the 
potential impacts to local communities and culture from the Point Thomson 
Project and discloses them in the Draft EIS. Among other resources, the Draft 
EIS analyzes potential impacts to socioeconomic characteristics (Section 5.15), 
subsistence and traditional land use (Section 5.22), and human health (Section 
5.23) and provides mitigation measures that the Applicant proposes to be 
incorporated into the project design to minimize impacts to the natural and 
human environment. The cumulative impacts of existing and future North Slope 
development are also evaluated within each of these resource sections of the 
EIS. 



Point Thomson Project Final EIS 
Appendix W – Draft EIS Comments and Responses 

239 

Comment Response 
213  The subsistence and traditional land use impact analysis in the EIS (Section 5.22) 

found that impacts to subsistence hunting would occur, but would be 
predominantly minor in the project area. As stated in the EIS (Section 5.22.3.2, 
Cumulative Impacts), past, present, and future projects on the North Slope could 
impact subsistence in the project area. 
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214  The State of Alaska Department of Health and Social Services completed a 

Health Impact Assessment (HIA) for the Point Thomson Project. The overall 
goal of an HIA is to disclose potential impacts to human health related to a 
particular action. The HIA is contained in Appendix R and evaluates the health 
impacts from each alternative in relation to transportation corridors, exposures to 
hazardous materials, local emergency medical services, continued evolution of 
subsistence and nutrition behaviors, and psychosocial effects, particularly related 
to anxiety. The findings of the HIA were considered in the development of 
Section 5.23, Human Health. 
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196  The Draft EIS contains an analysis of impacts to socioeconomics (Section 5.15) 

which considers the social and economic effects of the Point Thomson Project 
on the local communities and the North Slope. Future projects are also 
considered in this analysis in the cumulative impacts section (Section 5.15.8). In 
addition, impacts to subsistence and traditional land use are analyzed in Section 
5.22. The State of Alaska Department of Health and Social Services has also 
undertaken an HIA for the Point Thomson Project. The State's HIA is contained 
in Appendix R and evaluates the health impacts from each alternative in relation 
to transportation corridors, exposures to hazardous materials, local emergency 
medical services, continued evolution of subsistence and nutrition behaviors, and 
psychosocial effects, particularly related to anxiety. The HIA was used in the 
development of Section 5.23, Human Health, in the EIS. 
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197  Bird studies were conducted specifically for the Point Thomson Project, 
including surveys for spectacled and Steller's eiders and yellow-billed loons. 
These studies were conducted by the Applicant and were provided to the Corps 
for use in preparing the EIS. These studies and others were used in describing 
the affected environment for birds (Section 3.9 of the Draft EIS) and evaluating 
the potential impacts of the project on birds (Section 5.9 of The Draft EIS). Birds 
were not included in the Executive Summary of the Draft EIS because the 
impacts to birds were not high relative to other resources evaluated, and they did 
not provide substantive differentiation among the alternatives.  
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198  The project would not involve offshore production. Barging activities would be 

coordinated with the Conflict Avoidance Agreement to avoid impacts to marine 
mammals. 
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199  The project would not involve offshore production. Barging activities would be 

coordinated with the Conflict Avoidance Agreement to avoid impacts to marine 
mammals. 
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200  The Conflict Avoidance Agreement provides for coordination among the parties 

to the agreement (AEWC and oil and gas participants) for communication during 
the open water season and pre- and post-season meetings to discuss planned 
operations, review the results of the current season's operations, and to discuss 
any concerns the villages may have. The Applicant has participated in the 
Conflict Avoidance Agreement in the past and intends to continue their 
participation in the future in order to protect subsistence whale hunting. 
Implementing applicable protective measures of the Conflict Avoidance 
Agreement is listed in the EIS (Section 5.22.2, Environmental Commitments) as 
an environmental commitment by the Applicant. 
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201  Regarding the Porcupine Caribou Herd, see the response to Comment 179 in 

Comment Document 186. Regarding marine mammals, the commenter is 
referring to an operator that may not have participated in the Conflict Avoidance 
Agreement, not the Applicant or an aspect of this project. The Applicant has 
participated in the Conflict Avoidance Agreement in the past and intends to 
continue its participation in the future in order to protect subsistence whale 
hunting. 
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202  The Applicant has committed to ongoing participation in the Conflict Avoidance 

Agreement to protect subsistence whale hunting. Establishment of requirements 
within the Conflict Avoidance Agreement are outside the purview of the Corps. 
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203  See response to Comment 200 in Comment Document 198. 
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204  Comment noted; no action required. 
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205  The Leffingwell Camp National Historic Landmark (NHL) located on Flaxman 

Island would not be impacted by the proposed project. Should the project design 
change to affect Flaxman Island, the Corps will coordinate with the National 
Park Service, State Historic Preservation Officer, and consulting parties to 
identify and manage any potential effects to the NHL. 



Point Thomson Project Final EIS 
Appendix W – Draft EIS Comments and Responses 

261 

Comment Response 
206  Comment noted; no action required. 
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207  Comment noted; no action required. 
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208  Comment noted; no action required. 
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607  Comment noted; no action required. 
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608  Comment noted; no action required. 
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454  Comment noted; no action required. 
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455  Comment noted; no action required. 
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456  Comment noted; no action required. 
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457  Comment noted; no action required. 
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458  Comment noted; no action required. 
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459  Comment noted; no action required. 
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460  Comment noted; no action required. 
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461  Comment noted; no action required. 
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462  Comment noted; no action required. 
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463  Comment noted; no action required. 
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464  Comment noted; no action required. 
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465  Potential impacts to employment in the NSB are discussed in Section 5.15, 

Socioeconomics. During the 2008 to 2010 exploratory phase of the Point 
Thomson Project, the Applicant and its contractors hired NSB residents for 
several subsistence and wildlife monitoring positions as well as for project 
management, labor, and heavy equipment operations (ExxonMobil 2010d). For 
the current proposed project, the Applicant has committed to continuing to hire 
local residents and Alaska Natives and has, to date, sponsored annual job fairs in 
Kaktovik and supported other training and education programs in the NSB and 
in Alaska (ExxonMobil 2010d). The Applicant has also committed to using local 
suppliers, contractors, and subcontractors, provided that they meet safety, health, 
and environmental requirements. While the number of positions filled by NSB 
residents cannot be estimated at this time, it is likely that the Point Thomson 
Project would have a temporary and minor positive impact on resident 
employment in the NSB. 
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466  Comment noted; no action required. 
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467  Comment noted; no action required. 
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468  Comment noted; no action required. 
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469  Comment noted; no action required. 
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470  Comment noted; no action required. 
471  Draft response to be replaced by pending EPA text--The Corps believes that the 

general discussion of GHG reporting requirements included in the Draft EIS is 
appropriate for a NEPA document, which is focused on assessment of 
environmental impacts. Additional details on specific GHG reporting 
requirements, including identification of applicable NAICS codes, are typically 
included in the state's air quality permit or associated technical support 
document. 



Point Thomson Project Final EIS 
Appendix W – Draft EIS Comments and Responses 

287 

Comment Response 
472  The following information was added to the end of Section 3.4.5, Ambient Air 

Quality:  "The North Slope is subject to a condition known as “arctic haze.” 
Arctic haze is a condition of reduced visibility in arctic regions. When viewed 
away from the sun it appears grayish-blue; looking into the sun it appears 
reddish-brown. It has no distinct upper and lower boundaries. Arctic haze peaks 
in the spring and is most severe when stable, high-pressure systems produce 
clear, calm weather (NSIDC 2011). Sampling in the 1970s revealed that the haze 
was largely composed of industrial pollutants (sulfur compounds and black 
carbon particles--the products of iron, nickel and copper smelters and inefficient 
coal-burning plants) from Eurasia (Roznell 1996). Sampling in 2008 indicated 
that much of the arctic haze at that time was a result of soot from forest fires and 
burning of farm fields in Eurasia (Roznell 2009). Additionally, submicron 
organic particles sampled during 2008 and 2009 in Barrow were characteristic of 
emissions from northern Asia, Siberia, and, to a lesser extent, interior regions of 
Alaska and Canada (Frossard et al. 2011). The haze is worse in spring due to 
stagnant air and the lack of precipitation. Conditions improve in the summer, as 
the atmosphere mixes more and precipitation washes the pollutants from the air." 

473  Section 3.4.1, Key Information About Air Quality is a brief summary of Section 
3.4. Additional information regarding the monitoring data (e.g., location and 
dates) is provided in Section 3.4.5, Ambient Air Quality. Section 3.4.5 states: 
"Information regarding the purpose of these monitoring sites, frequency of 
monitoring, monitoring methodology, and data quality assurance and quality 
control can be found in the monitoring reports submitted to ADEC." This text 
has been changed to:  "Additional information regarding the purpose of the 
monitoring, frequency of monitoring, monitoring methodology, and data quality 
assurance and quality control is included in the monitoring reports submitted to 
ADEC. These are provided in Appendix X." 

474  The available monitoring data within the study area (defined at the beginning of 
Section 3.4, Air Quality, as the area from Deadhorse to Point Thomson) are 
summarized in Table 3.4-3 (see Section 3.4.5, Ambient Air Quality ) along with 
a comparison to the NAAQS. As indicated by the table and associated text, no 
violations of the standards have occurred. The highest pollutant concentration 
relative to the NAAQS is the 1-hour concentration for NO2 (98th percentile of 
daily maximum 1-hour values over a 1-year period) for the Point Thomson site, 
which was 70 percent of the respective NAAQS. Detailed monitoring data are 
now provided in Appendix X. The text in Section 3.4, Air Quality  has also been 
clarified relative to the use of the terms "project area" and "study area." 

475  The potential effects of air emissions on human health are addressed in Section 
5.23, Human Health. A statement to that effect has been added to Section 5.4.2. 
Also, Section 5.4.4.6, Other Potential Air Emission-Related Impacts, has been 
added to address potential deposition impacts.  
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476  The timing of the construction season would vary depending on the project 

component. The following text has been added to the first paragraph in Section 
5.4.4.1: "Figure 2.4-12 in Chapter 2.0 provides the details of the construction 
seasons for Alternative B." Estimated construction emissions for Alternative B 
are conservatively shown as the “Total” in Table 5.4 2 and include stationary 
emission units, mobile sources, and fugitive dust. The construction phase 
overlaps the primary drilling phase and the start of production operations. 
Therefore, the "Total" emissions include emissions from drilling and production, 
as well as construction. Tables 3-2 and 3-3 in the Applicant's air quality permit 
application (Application for a Prevention of Significant Deterioration Air 
Quality Construction Permit for the Point Thomson Project, July 2011, Permit 
No. AQ1201CPT07A) provide detailed summaries of the potential emissions 
during operation and drilling and during construction and drilling, respectively. 
Further detail regarding emissions is provided in Appendix B-1 of the air quality 
permit application. 

477  Emission inventories are provided in the Applicant's air quality permit 
application (see Comment 476). This document is now referenced in the EIS for 
further details. Emissions were not calculated by the Applicant for Alternative C, 
D, and E. However, the only differences in emissions between the alternatives 
would be from mobile sources and drilling. Because the mobile sources are 
dispersed in time and space (i.e., not concentrated at a single location as with 
stationary sources), they are not expected to measurably impact the local air 
quality. For Alternative E, the drilling emissions would be spread out over 5 
years but the actual drilling time would be the same as for Alternative B. Under 
Alternatives C and D, drilling emissions would be greater due to the longer 
wells. The Corps was not able to provide a quantitative comparison of the 
emissions associated with each alternative, but the alternatives were compared 
qualitatively in Section 5.4. Section 5.4.10, Alternatives Comparison and 
Consequences, has been modified for clarification.  

744  The text in Section 3.7.3, Regulations, has been clarified as recommended by the 
comment. 

478  The following text has been added to Section 3.7.3.2, Water Discharges: "Only 
activities specified in the permit are allowed, such as hydrostatic test water, 
stormwater, gravel pit dewatering, construction dewatering, and treated 
discharge from mobile spill response or secondary containment." AKG-33-0000 
has been replaced with AKG-33-1000 and this sentence has been removed from 
Section 5.7.2, Permits: "This permit expired in January 2009 but was proposed 
for reissuance with a draft permit in July 2011." 

745  The title of Section 3.7.3.3 has been changed from "Safe Drinking Water Act" to 
"Drinking Water Standards," and a statement regarding State of Alaska Drinking 
Water Standards has been added to the section. The first sentence in Section 
3.7.4.4 now states: "A potable water supply is a water supply that meets federal 
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and state drinking water standards and is considered safe and fit for human 
consumption." 

746  Information on the water quality standards for nitrogen has been added to the 
first paragraph of Section 3.7.4.7, Organic Nutrients, as follows: "The water 
quality standard for nitrogen as ammonia is dependent on pH for determination 
of the acute value for freshwater and also whether fish are present. For the 
chronic value the standard is pH and temperature dependent.  For the samples 
collected during 2002, the acute water quality standard ranged from 17 mg/L to 
39.1 mg/L based on the site-specific pH values. The chronic standard ranged 
from 3.98 mg/L to 6.12 mg/L based on site specific conditions." 

479  The existing text in Section 5.7.2, Permits has been modified to state: "General 
Permits AKG-57-0000 and AKG-57-1000 are issued by the ADEC and cover 
domestic wastewater discharges during construction and operations to surface 
freshwaters (including tundra) and marine waters." 

480  The reference to a mixing zone in Section 5.7.4.1 under Discharge was intended 
to refer generally to the area around the discharge point rather than a permit-
specified mixing zone. The text has been clarified by replacing "mixing zone" 
with "area immediately surrounding the discharge point." 

481  The referenced text has been removed from Section 5.7.4.3, Alternative B: 
Operations. 

482  Comment noted; no action required. 
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483  In the Applicant’s Technical Brief #1, they stated that a “Pad location further 

inland from the coast will increase the throw on all wells and potentially 
preclude the ability to reach portions of the reservoir necessary for full field 
development.  This may lead to additional pads being needed in the future to 
reach bottomhole targets that cannot be reached from a pad that has been located 
further inland.” In other words, a trade-off of moving pads inland would be the 
potential future need for additional pads closer to the reservoir (i.e., along the 
coast) in order to reach bottomhole targets, given the present 13,000-foot limit of 
extended-reach drilling. 
Through the NEPA process and the 404(b)(1) Guidelines analysis, the Corps will 
take many factors into consideration, including minimizing impacts, before 
making a final decision on pad locations. 

484  Section 1.3 of the Final EIS has been changed to read, "As currently defined, the 
project would not require additional EPA-issued permits. However, EPA 
authority includes oversight of many project-related actions pursuant to the 
CWA, the Clean Air Act (CAA), the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
(RCRA), the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA), and the Oil Pollution Act 
(OPA)." It is the Corps’ understanding that a UIC permit has already been issued 
for this project. Table 1.6-1 in Chapter 1 lists the UIC well permit and indicates 
the EPA’s authority for the permit. 

485  Table 5.24-1 already indicates that an EPA UIC well permit would be required 
for the Class I disposal well. However, we have added a new footnote to "EPA 
UIC Well Permit" that states, "EPA would have authority under the SDWA for 
the Class I UIC well." 

486  During the 404(b)(1) Guidelines analysis, the Corps will consider mitigation 
options along with impacts to the environment identified during the NEPA 
process before making its final permit decision. An adaptive management plan 
will not be included in the Final EIS, but will be considered before the Corps 
makes a final permit decision. 
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487  Comment noted; no action required. 
488  Comment noted; no action required. 
489  Comment noted; no action required. 
490  Comment noted; no action required. 
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491  Comment noted; no action required. 
492  Comment noted; no action required. 
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493  Comment noted; no action required. 
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494  Comment noted; no action required. 
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495  Comment noted; no action required. 
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496  Changes regarding management of the 1002 Area have been made in Appendix 

N, Visual Resource Assessment, and in the body of the EIS to correct language 
that stated or suggested that the 1002 Area was designated as a wilderness study 
area, to help clarify distinctions between the dictionary definition of 
"wilderness" and the designated unit of the National Wilderness Preservation 
System, and to clarify how the USFWS actually manages the area. These 
changes have occurred primarily in the following EIS sections:  Land Use, 
Management, and Ownership; Arctic National Wildlife Refuge; Recreation; and 
Visual Aesthetics, as well as in Appendix N. 

497  Birds of concern to the USFWS, ADF&G, and other conservation organizations 
are discussed in Section 3.9.8, Conservation Birds of Concern and listed in Table 
3.9-2. The potential impacts of the Point Thomson project on bird species of 
concern are discussed in Section 5.9, Birds. Red-throated loons, peregrine 
falcons, whimbrels, bar-tailed godwits, red knots, dunlin, buff-breasted 
sandpipers, and arctic terns are included in the analysis of impacts. 

498  Each of these species is described in Section 3.10 (Terrestrial Mammals) and the 
potential impacts to these species from each of the alternatives are analyzed in 
Section 5.10. The CAH, PH, and TH are each discussed in sections 3.10 and 
5.10. In addition, subsistence is discussed in sections 3.22 and 5.22 (Subsistence 
and Traditional Land-Use Patterns). 

499  The species of fish most likely to be affected by the Point Thomson Project 
(including arctic and least cisco, Dolly Varden, arctic grayling, broad and 
humpback whitefish, arctic cod, and pink and chum salmon) are discussed in 
Chapters 3 and 5. Potential impacts on fish subsistence harvest for the villages of 
Kaktovik and Nuiqsut are also discussed in the EIS. EFH impacts are assessed in 
the EIS and an EFH Assessment has been submitted to the NMFS in compliance 
with the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act. 

500  Spectacled and Steller's eiders, yellow-billed loons, and the polar bear are 
discussed in the EIS and impacts to these species are evaluated including 
impacts to critical habitat. The final Biological Assessment for Spectacled Eider, 
Steller's Eider, Yellow-billed Loon, and Polar Bear was submitted to the 
USFWS in January 2012 as part of the ESA consultation process. 
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501  The Corps will evaluate fully all of the alternatives and all of the components in 

determining whether the Applicant's proposed project is the LEDPA. 
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502  The implementation of an adaptive management plan as part of potential 

mitigation will be considered before the Corps makes a final permit decision. 



Point Thomson Project Final EIS 
Appendix W – Draft EIS Comments and Responses 

303 

Comment Response 
731  During the 404(b)(1) Guidelines analysis, the Corps will consider mitigation 

options to reduce lighting impacts along with those impacts that were identified 
during the NEPA process before making its final permit decision. 

732  During the 404(b)(1) Guidelines analysis, the Corps will consider mitigation 
options for noise along with impacts to the environment identified during the 
NEPA process before making its final permit decision. 

733  The use of chemical dust palliatives will be considered as a measure to mitigate 
fugitive dust. 

734  As stated in the comment, sea-lift barges are expected to be a one-time 
occurrence. They are also the barges that may be staged while waiting to be 
offloaded. The Corps does not anticipate the need for coastal barges to be staged. 
During the 404(b)(1) Guidelines analysis, the Corps will consider mitigation 
options, including barge plans, along with impacts to the environment identified 
during the NEPA process before making its final permit decision. 
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735  During the 404(b)(1) Guidelines analysis, the Corps will consider mitigation 

options, including possible compensatory mitigation, along with impacts to the 
environment identified during the NEPA process before making its final permit 
decision. A discussion of compensatory mitigation is provided in Section 
4.4.5.2. 
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503  Comment noted; no action required. 
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504  The EIS includes a separate section on the Arctic Refuge due to its proximity to 

the project and the Thomson Sand Reservoir. Section 3.13, Land Use, Land 
Ownership, and Land Management, explicitly states that the Point Thomson 
project area is located on land owned and managed by the State of Alaska. 

505  Comment noted; no action required 
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506  Comment noted; no action required. 
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526  Comment noted; no action required. 
527  Comment noted; no action required. 
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528  The Arctic Refuge is a protected area; however, the area outside the refuge is 

state land, which is leased for the purpose of oil and gas development. Through 
the NEPA process, the public interest review, and the 404(b)(1) Guidelines 
analysis, the Corps will take many factors into consideration, including 
minimizing impacts, before making a final decision on the East Pad location. 
The Corps is not considering an alternative that does not include an East Pad. 
This alternative (Concept 6) was eliminated from detailed consideration for not 
meeting the purpose and need of the project. The language in Section 2.2.4.2, 
Concept 6: Limit Activity Near the Arctic Refuge, has been supplemented to 
make this decision clearer. Without the ability to drill wells from the vicinity of 
the proposed East Pad, the Applicant would not be able to access eastern 
resources that have already been identified in approximately one-third of the 
Thomson Sand Reservoir. A well from the Central Pad would have to reach 
more than 30,000 feet, which is technologically infeasible. Reduced access to the 
eastern portion of the reservoir would limit the Applicant’s ability to continue 
evaluation and delineation activities, including fully delineating the eastern edge 
of the reservoir, testing connectivity with the central portion of the reservoir, and 
fully evaluating the Thomson Sand oil rim and Brookian Group sandstones 
hydrocarbons. 
The Applicant’s Technical Brief #1 stated that a “Pad location further inland 
from the coast will increase the throw on all wells and potentially preclude the 
ability to reach portions of the reservoir necessary for full field development.  
This may lead to additional pads being needed in the future to reach bottomhole 
targets that cannot be reached from a pad that has been located further inland.” 
In other words, a trade-off of moving pads inland would be the potential future 
need for additional pads closer to the reservoir (i.e., along the coast) in order to 
reach bottomhole targets, given the present 13,000-foot limit of extended-reach 
drilling. 

529  A blowout would typically occur while drilling through the producing zones of 
the reservoir. For the two wells drilled in 2009-2010, seasonal restrictions were 
placed so that drilling could not occur during breakup or open water. The same 
restrictions would presumably be imposed on the proposed wells. Therefore, the 
location of the pads at the coast versus inland would not make a difference 
relative to impacts on the shoreline and marine waters. The difference in location 
could make a difference if a large to very large spill during production occurred 
during breakup or when the sea ice is absent. However, as stated in the EIS, the 
likelihood of such a spill is very low. Further, there are two wells already 
completed on the PTU-3 Pad that could not be moved. The Corps is taking these 
factors into consideration, along with other issues relevant to pad location, in 
assessing the alternatives to determine the environmentally preferred alternative. 
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530  The Corps will consider multiple factors, such as impacts identified during the 

NEPA process, the project purpose, practicability (as part of the 404[b][1] 
Guidelines analysis), public interest determination, and mitigation options, when 
making its final permit decision. 

531  Comment noted; no action required. 
532  The Arctic Refuge is a protected area; however, the area outside the refuge is 

state land, which is leased for the purpose of oil and gas development. Through 
the NEPA process, the public interest review, and the 404(b)(1) Guidelines 
analysis, the Corps will take many factors into consideration, including 
minimizing impacts, before making a final decision. See also responses to 
Comments 539 and 751. 

533  The description of full field development is based on the best available 
information. Part of the Applicant's stated purpose for the proposed project is to 
further delineate the reservoir so that the Applicant can better understand, and 
thus define, a full field gas development project. Moreover, at this time, there is 
no gas pipeline to transport gas to market. Therefore, full field development is 
appropriately considered a reasonably foreseeable future action, as described in 
Section 4.2.3.3, Relevant Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions 
Considered in Cumulative Impacts Analysis. 
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534  Estimates of how much gas condensate, oil, or natural gas are not available for 

public release partly because the information is proprietary and partly because 
the intent of the proposed project is to further delineate and determine 
connectivity within the reservoir in order to estimate what quantities may be 
accessible for recovery. 

535  The Corps believes that the Draft EIS sufficiently discussed the geologic 
uniqueness of the Point Thomson Reservoir. The Corps also does not see the 
need to describe the use of nitrogen or carbon dioxide to maintain pressure in the 
reservoir when the proposal is to cycle the natural gas back into the reservoir, 
not to extract it.  
The description of full field development is based on the best available 
information. Part of the Applicant's stated purpose for the proposed project is to 
further delineate the reservoir so that the Applicant can better understand, and 
thus define, a full field gas development project. Moreover, at this time, there is 
no gas pipeline to transport gas to market. Therefore, full field development is 
appropriately considered a reasonably foreseeable future action, as described in 
Section 4.2.3.3, Relevant Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions 
Considered in Cumulative Impacts Analysis. 
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536  The description of full field development is based on the best available 

information. Part of the Applicant's stated purpose for the proposed project is to 
further delineate the reservoir so that the Applicant can better understand, and 
thus define, a full field gas development project. Moreover, at this time, there is 
no gas pipeline to transport gas to market. Therefore, full field development is 
appropriately considered a reasonably foreseeable future action, as described in 
Section 4.2.3.3, Relevant Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions 
Considered in Cumulative Impacts Analysis. 

537  The overall purpose of this project is to produce liquid hydrocarbons from the 
Thomson Sand Reservoir and further evaluate and delineate the reservoir and 
evaluate the Brookian Group sandstones. As far as this NEPA process and the 
Corps is concerned, the question at hand is whether or not to issue a permit 
allowing the filling of wetlands and other waters of the U.S. The Corps' 
requirements regarding permit application decisions does not require a permittee 
to hold title to the land (or by extension, have valid leases) for the Corps to make 
a decision to either approve or deny a permit. Conflicts between the Applicant 
and the State of Alaska concerning rights to the land, leases, or standing court 
proceedings are outside the scope of this environmental review and the 
jurisdiction of the Corps. 

538  During the 404(b)(1) Guidelines analysis, the Corps will consider mitigation 
options along with impacts to the environment identified during the NEPA 
process before making its final permit decision. 

539  The Corps will consider multiple factors, such as impacts to the environment 
identified during the NEPA process, the project purpose, practicability (as part 
of the 404[b][1] Guidelines analysis), public interest determination, and 
mitigation options, when making its final permit decision.  
The Corps has no jurisdiction and there is no precedence to impose a “buffer” on 
State land around the Arctic Refuge. Language has been added to Section 2.2.4.2 
to help the reader understand why Concept 6 would not meet the purpose and 
need of the project and has therefore been eliminated from detailed 
consideration. The State of Alaska verified that a reach of more than 30,000 feet, 
which would be needed in order to access the eastern portion of the reservoir 
from the Central Pad, is technologically infeasible. Without the ability to drill 
wells from the vicinity of the proposed East Pad, that Applicant would not be 
able to access resources that have already been identified in approximately one-
third of the Thomson Sand Reservoir. This conclusion is based on the general 
areal extent of the reservoir, which has been determined through delineation data 
gathered from the 16 exploration wells drilled since hydrocarbons were first 
discovered in the Point Thomson area in 1975 (Appendix D, RFI 63; Hartz et.al. 
2008). Reduced access to the eastern portion of the reservoir would limit the 
Applicant’s ability to continue evaluation and delineation activities, including 
fully delineating the eastern edge of the reservoir, testing connectivity with the 
central portion of the reservoir, and fully evaluating the Thomson Sand oil rim 
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and Brookian Group sandstones hydrocarbons. Finally, reduced access and the 
inability to delineate, evaluate, and ultimately recover hydrocarbons from the 
eastern portion of the reservoir would hamper the collection of data needed to 
develop a strategy for full field development. 
All season access to the East and West Pads is preferred by the Applicant 
because delineation would occur year-round.  “Delineation” for the Point 
Thomson Project would consist of evaluating the connectivity of the reservoir. 
To determine connectivity, gathering lines would need to be built and cycling 
occur. Cycling could occur during non-ice road seasons, and therefore, other 
access to the East and West Pads would be needed. 
The coastal location of the pads presents a trade-off of impacts and the purpose 
of the project. The Applicant’s Technical Brief #1 states that a “Pad location 
further inland from the coast will increase the throw on all wells and potentially 
preclude the ability to reach portions of the reservoir necessary for full field 
development. This may lead to additional pads being needed in the future to 
reach bottomhole targets that cannot be reached from a pad that has been located 
further inland.” In other words, a trade-off of moving pads inland would be the 
potential future need for additional pads closer to the reservoir (i.e., along the 
coast) in order to reach bottomhole targets, given the present 13,000-foot limit of 
extended-reach drilling, which has been independently verified by the State of 
Alaska. 
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751  The State of Alaska verified that the horizontal reach limit of long reach 

directional drilling in high pressure and depth reservoirs such as the Thomson 
Sand Reservoir is approximately 13,000 feet. In addition, the Corps is continuing 
to request information about the long-reach directional drilling and project costs 
from the Applicant and will use this information as part of the 404(b)(1) 
Guidelines analysis and the final permit decision. 

729  All season access to the East and West Pads is preferred by the Applicant 
because evaluation of reservoir connectivity would occur year-round after 
installation of the wells and would be part of the currently proposed project. The 
type of wells that are needed to evaluate the reservoir connectivity for the Point 
Thomson Project are not like traditional one season exploratory wells. The 
testing needed for commercial viability is long-term testing, which would be 
done during production of gas condensate. Production would occur year-round, 
and therefore the East (and West) Pad would need to be gravel with gathering 
lines connecting them to the central processing unit. Long-term testing during 
production would determine connectivity of the reservoir. Through this testing 
the applicant would be able to determine, with greater accuracy, the commercial 
and development potential of the reservoir. 
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540  The Draft EIS referred to the wells as delineation wells, but in order to determine 

connectivity of the reservoir, these wells would need to be put into production. 
Production would occur year-round and therefore the East and West Pads would 
need to be gravel with gathering lines connecting them to the central processing 
unit. Long-term testing during production would determine connectivity of the 
reservoir. Through this testing the Applicant would be able to determine, with 
greater accuracy, the commercial and development potential of the reservoir. 
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541  The effects of the proposed project on Kaktovik and Nuiqsut subsistence 

activities are addressed in Section 5.22, Subsistence and Traditional Land-Use 
Patterns. The impact analysis for terrestrial mammals, caribou in particular, was 
used as part of the impact assessment for subsistence resources. Figures 3.10-8 
and 3.10-9 identify caribou group size and location and movement density 
during the post-calving time period. Additionally, Figures 5.10-3, 5.10-6, 5.10-9 
and 5.10-12 identify locations of Central Arctic Herd (CAH) caribou movement 
densities in June, July, and August. The Corps re-evaluated these figures and 
other available post-calving data and determined that the data presented in the 
Draft EIS are adequate for evaluating post-calving caribou movements. Data 
showing movement areas specifically for female caribou is inferred in Figures 
3.10-8 and 3.10-9. A discussion of the importance of caribou post-calving areas 
has been added to Section 3.10.3.2, Caribou, of the Final EIS.  
Table 5.10-2 identifies direct habitat loss (footprint and buffer) and indirect 
habitat loss up to 2.5 miles away from available habitat and foraging areas that 
would potentially be disturbed. The buffer of 2.5 miles is broad enough to 
include behavioral response buffers that cover a range of possible disturbances 
including noise and visual. The buffers used are based on known displacement 
distances evaluated in multiple studies of caribou behavioral responses to 
disturbance (Dau and Cameron 1986; Cameron et al. 1992, 1995; Wolfe 2000; 
Noel et al. 2004; Haskell et al. 2006; Haskell and Ballard 2008). Potential 
impacts from pipeline corridors are discussed for each Alternative under Habitat 
Fragmentation. The Draft EIS notes that the pipeline heights (minimum of 7 
feet) are greater than the minimum 5-foot height that has been recommended to 
prevent blockage of caribou movements during summer or winter (Cronin et al. 
1994, Lawhead et al. 2006). Therefore, it is not expected that pipelines would 
alter movement patterns of caribou when they are not placed in close proximity 
to roads. Section 5.10 of the Final EIS was updated to note that aircraft could 
disturb caribou during routine maintenance and surveillance of pipelines.  
The analysis of potential disturbance to caribou from project construction and 
operation used ADF&G and other data made available to the Corps. The purpose 
of Table 5.10-4 is to identify the average number of caribou potentially 
occurring within 2.5 miles of Alternative B that could be disturbed and 
displaced. The intent of this table is not to identify important habitat for females 
and calves outside of the 2.5 miles. Impacts to habitat outside of the 2.5 mile 
buffer are not included in the analysis based on literature that has evaluated 
displacement distances in studies of caribou behavioral responses to disturbance 
(Dau and Cameron 1986; Cameron et al. 1992, 1995; Wolfe 2000; Noel et al. 
2004; Haskell et al. 2006; Haskell and Ballard 2008).  
The photocensus data used to show caribou herd sizes was provided to the Corps 
by ADF&G. An explanation of the point location of 1,001 to 5,000 caribou north 
of Point Thomson (not north of Flaxman Island as suggested in this comment) 
was not provided by ADF&G and the Corps cannot speculate on the accuracy of 
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the location or the behavior of the caribou in the group. The potential for project 
infrastructure to affect the movements of caribou was analyzed by using the data 
showing the density of caribou movements shown on the same figures. 

542  A review of published reports was conducted to determine the availability of 
baseline underwater ambient noise measurements for the nearshore waters of 
Point Thomson. While ambient noise data specifically for Point Thomson do not 
exist, various acoustic monitoring efforts off the North Slope were identified. As 
stated in Section 3.20.2 of the Draft EIS, Review and Adequacy of Information 
Sources for Noise, discussions with acousticians involved in acoustic monitoring 
in the Beaufort Sea confirmed that the best available data for shallow water 
ambient noise measurements near Point Thomson are associated with acoustic 
monitoring of industrial sounds for BPXA’s Northstar development project. The 
Liberty development project was also considered to be a suitable candidate for 
comparison because, like Northstar and Point Thomson, Liberty occurs adjacent 
shallow waters (less than 66 feet in bottom depth). Point Thomson shares similar 
characteristics with Northstar and Liberty, specifically shallow water and 
topographical characteristics. The Corps determined that the available data from 
Northstar and Liberty were accurate, timely, and sufficiently similar to warrant 
direct comparison to the Point Thomson Project area and concluded that these 
data should be used for assessing the potential impacts of the Point Thomson 
Project on the marine soundscape.  
Drilling within the hydrocarbon zone at Point Thomson would occur during the 
winter months when most marine mammals are not in the area (see Sections 3.11 
and 5.11, Marine Mammals, for details). Because the Point Thomson area is a 
shallow water environment with islands, sound transmission is limited. The 
Northstar EIS found that industrial sounds are unlikely to be detectable far 
enough offshore to be heard by spring-migrating whales, but if so the received 
levels would be weak and very unlikely to elicit behavioral reactions. Bowhead 
and Beluga whales would not be affected by drilling noises because of the 
topography of the area, and noise from vessels would still be the predominant 
anthropogenic noise in the environment. 
Aspects of noise impacts to marine mammals from the proposed project are 
discussed in both the marine mammal and noise sections of the EIS. Cumulative 
noise impacts were addressed by using the best available information regarding 
the type of activities anticipated for OCS exploration and development; specific 
data and types of activities that may occur simultaneously during OCS 
exploration and development are currently unknown and given the minor 
impacts of noise on marine mammals anticipated as a result of this project, the 
level of analysis is appropriate. 
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543  The Draft EIS cumulative impacts analysis for marine mammals does include an 

evaluation of OCS activities based on the past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions presented in Chapter 4. The marine mammals section 
does not evaluate the potential impacts of spills because spills impacts are 
addressed in Section 5.24, Spill Risk and Impact Assessment. As noted in the 
comment, the impact analysis in Section 5.24 does evaluate the impacts of a 
large or very large spill on marine mammals, stating that the impacts could be 
major to catastrophic, although very unlikely to occur. The Corps has 
determined that a trajectory analysis is not needed for this project because the 
likelihood of cumulative impacts associated with very large spills is extremely 
small (see Section 5.24.13.2, Cumulative Impacts). The conclusions in the 
marine mammal section of the cumulative impacts analysis quoted in the 
comment are not contradictory with the spills section, because the sentence is 
discussing impacts from non-oil and gas related activities and spills; the full 
sentence reads: “Cumulatively, non-oil and gas activities and spills would have 
little impact on marine mammals (see Section 5.24, Spill Risk and Impact 
Assessment).”  
Aspects of noise impacts to marine mammals from the proposed project are 
discussed in both the marine mammal and noise sections of the EIS. Cumulative 
noise impacts were addressed by using the best available information regarding 
the type of activities anticipated for OCS exploration and development; specific 
data and types of activities that may occur simultaneously during OCS 
exploration and development are currently unknown and given the minor 
impacts of noise on marine mammals anticipated as a result of this project, the 
level of analysis is appropriate.  
Assessing the potential risk of spills is the appropriate focus of the EIS, rather 
than analysis of worst-case impacts of a very unlikely event. The Applicant's 
amended ODPCP, required for the proposed project, would further address spill 
scenarios and mitigation and would be reviewed for consistency with 18 AAC 
75 by the ADEC. 

747  The statement at the beginning of Section 5.24, Spill Risk and Impact 
Assessment, "Over the past 40 years, the combination of stricter agency 
regulations, improving industry operating practices, and advancements in spill 
control technology have resulted in a reduction of the likelihood of spills on the 
North Slope," is a professional judgment based on the following: improved 
technology, including advances in the ability to use long-reach directional 
drilling to access offshore reservoirs from land-based facilities, better 
engineering design, greater stress on clean operations, and greater awareness of 
spill prevention, reporting and cleanup on the part of all the oil field personnel. 
We have modified this statement in the Final EIS (introduction to Chapter 5.24, 
Spill Risk and Impact Assessment) by adding "likely" before "resulted." See 
Section 3.24.3, Overview of North Slope Spill History, for a more detailed 
assessment of North Slope spill data. 
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748  The amended ODPCP that would be prepared for the proposed project, as 

required by 18 AAC 75.415, would be reviewed and approved, if deemed 
appropriate, by the ADEC. The Corps does not have the authority to determine 
the adequacy or suitability of the spill prevention and response measures for the 
Point Thomson Project. The approved ODPCP for the existing wells at the Point 
Thomson site was included in the EIS as background information for assessing 
potential impacts due to spills. However, an amended ODPCP is not required for 
the EIS. Section 5.24.1 explains that the ODPCP appended to the EIS is for the 
existing wells at the Point Thomson site and that this plan would need to be 
amended to cover the additional project components if the proposed project is 
approved. 

749  The spill scenario presented in Section 5.24.2.3, Phases of Oil Field 
Development, is taken from the ODPCP for the existing wells at the Point 
Thomson site. The ODPCP was approved by the ADEC, and therefore, it is 
appropriate to use for assessing impacts in the EIS. 

544  Weathering is described in Section 5.24.4.1, Weathering. As indicated in this 
section, weathering depends on environmental conditions. Weathering may be 
generally slower in the Arctic, but that does not mean these processes do not 
occur. The quoted text was taken from a discussion of impacts on marine water 
quality (Section 5.24.11.4, Water Quality) and is accurate. The EIS does 
consider Arctic conditions and, relative to sea ice, states in Section 5.24.5.2, 
Fresh or Marine Water: "Weathering processes in fresh or marine water are 
generally similar and mainly impacted by seasonal ice cover, which could 
greatly slow weathering in both systems (BLM 2004)." An aerial trajectory 
analysis for both oil and condensate well blowout events were included in the 
ODPCP (Appendix U) for the two wells drilled in 2009-2010. These wells are 
representative of the type of wells that would be drilled for the proposed project, 
and it is assumed that there would be similar seasonal drilling requirements to 
reduce the risk of a discharge to open water. The Applicant's amended ODPCP, 
required for the proposed project, would further address spill scenarios and 
mitigation and would be reviewed for consistency with 18 AAC 75 by the 
ADEC. 
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545  As discussed in Section 3.16, Environmental Justice, the Corps' evaluation of the 

potential for a disproportionately high and adverse effect on minority and low-
income populations was based on the CEQ guidance on environmental justice 
under NEPA (Environment Justice: Guidance Under the National Environmental 
Policy Act. Referenced as CEQ 1997a in the Draft EIS). The findings of the 
environmental justice analysis incorporated the impact evaluations for 
subsistence and traditional land use, socioeconomics (including community 
cohesion and culture), and human health (Section 5.22, Section 5.15, and Section 
5.23, respectively). The environmental justice analysis also included 
consideration of qualitative information gathered through the tribal consultation 
and public participation process. Impacts to these resources were thoroughly 
evaluated in the Draft EIS within each of the respective sections and findings 
were referenced and summarized within the context of environmental justice in 
Section 5.16.  
Based on the comment received, the Corps reevaluated the environmental justice 
section and its conclusions, and maintains that the impacts identified within the 
subsistence and traditional land use, socioeconomics, and human health sections, 
individually or additively, do not support a finding of a disproportionately high 
and adverse effect. This finding is consistent with the CEQ guidance on 
environmental justice on which the Corps’ analysis was based (CEQ 1997a). See 
also the response to Comment 585 in Comment Document 231. 
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546  The description of full field development is based on the best available 

information. Part of the Applicant's stated purpose for the proposed project is to 
further delineate the reservoir so that the Applicant can better understand, and 
thus define, a full field gas development project. Maps at this stage would be 
speculative and would suggest a greater level of understanding of a future 
project that is not presently designed. 

730  The Alaska Pipeline Project is included in the reasonably foreseeable future 
actions and the impacts are discussed within the cumulative impact sections. The 
Corps agrees that it is uncertain whether or when an export gas line would be 
built. It is still to be seen where the line would be located and by whom. Because 
of these unknowns, the discussion of the export gas line remains in the 
reasonably foreseeable future actions section of the EIS. The building of the gas 
line is a large undertaking that stands alone. The Point Thomson Project is 
proposed to extract condensate and oil. The proposed export pipeline would 
connect to TAPS. If a gas pipeline were to be built and resources from Point 
Thomson connected to it, then a gas line would have to be built from Point 
Thomson to tie in. A gas pipeline from Point Thomson to Deadhorse is shown as 
part of the Alaska Pipeline Project because ExxonMobil is a proponent of the 
project and therefore would want to connect Point Thomson to it. 

752  The two projects (Point Thomson and the Alaska Pipeline Project) are separate. 
The Point Thomson Project is proposed to extract condensate and oil and the 
export pipeline proposed as part of the Point Thomson Project would connect to 
TAPS. A natural gas pipeline export from Point Thomson would only be 
constructed if a natural gas pipeline (such as the Alaska Pipeline Project ) were 
to be built and the Point Thomson Project was expanded to include natural gas 
production. 
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753  The overall purpose of this project is to produce liquid hydrocarbons from the 

Thomson Sand Reservoir and further evaluate and delineate the reservoir and 
evaluate the Brookian Group sandstones. The Corps' public interest 
determination will include the findings of the EIS, the 404(b)(1) Guidelines 
analysis, and consideration of all comments received on the Draft EIS and public 
notice of the permit application. 

754  The Executive Summary section in question has been rewritten as follows: 
“Key Impacts/Issues  

 Potentially adverse cumulative effects were identified for coastal waters, 
hydrology, caribou, Arctic Refuge, environmental justice, visual aesthetics, 
cultural resources, and subsistence and traditional land use. 

 Potentially beneficial cumulative effects were identified to the economy.” 
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507  Comment noted; no action required. 
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609  This comment is in response to the Corps’ Public Notice of the permit 

application and will be responded to as part of the permitting process. No action 
required for the EIS. 
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Comment Document 230 continued. 
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Comment Document 230 continued. 
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Comment Document 230 continued. 
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Comment Document 230 continued. 
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610  Comment noted; no action required. 
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611  The Corps agrees that an empirical approach is best for determining and 

describing impacts within an EIS and that is why it is the approach used, when 
such empirical data were available, within this document. The resource-specific 
impact criteria definitions presented in Chapter 5 of the Final EIS are based on 
scientific literature and the best professional judgment of the Corps, cooperating 
agencies, and third-party EIS contractor subject matter experts. The definitions 
allow for analyses based on quantitative data, where available, and qualitative 
information and best professional judgment where quantitative data were 
unavailable. 
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612  Comment noted; no action required. 
613  Section 5.11.3.1, Alternative B: Construction, was revised in the Final EIS under 

the Vehicle and Vessel Collision Injury or Mortality subsection to include data 
regarding barge MMO observations from NSB marine mammal monitoring 
reports provided by the Applicant to the Corps. 

614  Comment noted; no action required. 
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615  The Corps and cooperating agencies developed and agreed to the framework and 

general methodology for impact criteria (see Chapter 4), which provides a solid 
framework for analyzing impacts to the environment. The resource-specific 
impact criteria definitions presented in Chapter 5 were based on scientific 
literature and the best professional judgment of the Corps, cooperating agencies, 
and third-party EIS contractor subject matter experts. The definitions allow for 
analyses based on quantitative data, where available, and qualitative information 
and best professional judgment where quantitative data were unavailable. The 
methodology subsections within each resource section provide detail regarding 
assumptions used in determining impacts and buffer zones, including the 
literature referenced. To help the public and decision maker focus on the impacts 
of importance, each resource section includes multiple summaries of the relevant 
impacts. For example each section: begins with a table that summarizes the key 
impact findings and differentiators among alternatives; includes impact 
evaluation tables for each alternative or a summary table with all alternatives; 
and concludes with a comparison and consequences discussion of the alternative 
that summarizes the important issues regarding that resource, provides context 
for the impacts, and discusses potential consequences. 

616  The Corps has considered the commenter's recommendation for improvements to 
the impact criteria and has made the decision not to incorporate the 
recommendations in the Final EIS. The Corps and cooperating agencies 
developed and agreed to the framework and general methodology for impact 
criteria (see Chapter 4), which provides a solid framework for analyzing impacts 
to the environment. The resource-specific impact criteria definitions presented in 
Chapter 5 are based on scientific literature and the best professional judgment of 
the Corps, cooperating agencies, and third-party EIS contractor subject matter 
experts. The definitions allow for analyses based on quantitative data, where 
available, and qualitative information and best professional judgment where 
quantitative data were unavailable. The Corps also believes that the impact 
categories of minor, moderate, and major are sufficient and will not be including 
a category of “negligible” in the Final EIS. 
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617  Chapter 5 has been reviewed and edits made where deemed necessary to improve 

clarity that the design measures proposed by the Applicant in the Environmental 
Mitigation Report were taken into consideration when studying potential 
impacts. 

618  The EIS indicates that the proposed development of Point Thomson would be on 
state land managed for oil and gas development. It is the purpose of the EIS to 
disclose impacts of the proposed development. The EIS reflects the intent of the 
State and the Applicant to develop these lands, and it reflects the impacts that 
would occur. The occurrence of impacts is not meant to imply that the 
development cannot proceed or that the management intent for such 
development is not valid. 
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619  This comment is in response to the Corps’ Public Notice of the permit 

application and will be responded to as part of the permitting process. No action 
required for the EIS. 
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620  The magnitude determinations for hydrology impacts must be viewed within the 

context of the established criteria, even though they may have conservative 
thresholds. Further: (1) the analysis assessed such factors as whether water 
would be diverted, an increase or decrease in sediment transport would occur, or 
a change in flow volume would occur; (2) the factors assessed for hydrology 
impacts were not the same as those assessed for vegetation and wetland impacts, 
and therefore the impact determinations for these two resource areas should not 
be compared; (3) the EIS assumes the same mitigation for all similar 
components, and (4) the terms used for magnitude are defined in the 
methodology section (Section 5.6.1). 

621  The Key Impact Finding and Differentiators for hydrology (page 5-65 of the 
Draft EIS) is intended to provide a brief summary of the conclusions. 
Explanations of the hydrology impacts assessment are included throughout 
Section 5.6, Hydrology, and a more detailed summary is provided in Section 
5.6.9, Alternatives Comparison and Consequences. 

622  Comment noted; no action required. 
623  The characteristics of the coastal streams were described in Section 3.6, 

Hydrology, and were taken into consideration for the hydrology impacts 
analysis. The fact that the small streams do not have flow for the majority of the 
year does not mean that impacts, when they do occur, are of lesser magnitude. 
Larger rivers are also present in the project area considered by the EIS. Three 
large rivers are crossed by various project components depending on the 
alternative. 

624  Characteristics of the streams in the project area are described in Section 3.6, 
Hydrology. 
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625  Information regarding streams and rivers in the study area is provided in Section 

3.6, Hydrology. As described in the EIS, not all water bodies in the study area 
considered by the EIS are small and originate on the ACP. The Kadleroshik, 
Sagavanirktok, and Shaviovik are larger water bodies with drainage basins 
extending beyond the ACP. These rivers would be crossed by the tundra ice road 
under Alternatives B, D and E and by the gravel access road and export pipeline 
under Alternative C.  

626  The impact determinations are based on the impact criteria. The gravel pads 
would have a major impact on drainage patterns because there would be no 
drainage through the pads. The gravel roads would be constructed with culverts 
and bridges to allow drainage, therefore impacts would be moderate. Although 
the magnitudes of the gravel pad impacts are major, the extent is "local." The 
Corps agrees that channel migration would be very slow and the following 
sentence was deleted for clarity in Section 5.6.3.1 under Gravel Pads: "However, 
streams exist less than one-half mile from each of the proposed pad locations, 
and off-channel streamflow may be impacted by the gravel pads in the future as 
stream morphology changes due to natural channel migration." 

627  The analysis of hydrology impacts does recognize the spring breakup period.  
That fact that this period is short does not affect the magnitude of the impacts, as 
defined by the impact criteria. 

628  Whether the ground is frozen or not, the areas upstream of the road would be 
somewhat wetter and the areas downstream would be drier. In terms of the 
summertime, there are precipitation events in the summer, although their 
magnitude is rarely near that of breakup. 
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629  The Corps has considered the commenter's recommendations for improvements 

to the impact criteria and has made the decision not to incorporate the 
recommendations in the Final EIS. The Corps and cooperating agencies 
developed and agreed to the framework and general methodology for impact 
criteria (see Chapter 4), which provides a solid framework for analyzing impacts 
to the environment. The resource-specific impact criteria definitions presented in 
Chapter 5 were based on scientific literature and the best professional judgment 
of the Corps, cooperating agencies, and third-party EIS contractor subject matter 
experts. The definitions allow for analyses based on quantitative data, where 
available, and qualitative information and best professional judgment where 
quantitative data were unavailable. The Corps also believes that the impact 
categories of minor, moderate, and major are sufficient and will not be including 
a category of “negligible” in the Final EIS. 

630  The quoted conclusions regarding wetlands impacts (“…, such impoundment is 
estimated to last less than four days so any effects are expected to be 
negligible.”) should not be applied to the hydrology impacts because the two 
resources were assessed separately based on different impact criteria. 

631  In order to compare alternatives, the analysis in Appendix S had to make general 
assumptions relative to the design of bridges and culverts to be consistent 
between the alternatives. The analysis in Appendix S was conservative and still 
showed there were negligible impacts to wetlands and vegetation so the analysis 
was not refined further. Text has been added to Section 5.6.3.1, Alternative B: 
Construction, Drilling, and Operations, to clarify the purpose of the analysis in 
Appendix S and the assumptions used: “The analysis in Appendix S is intended 
to provide a conservative estimate of the duration of inundation upstream of 
gravel fill roads during breakup. The purpose of estimating inundation time is to 
determine whether it could potentially be long enough to affect vegetation 
growth. Although preliminary engineering is available for one alternative that 
would affect the calculation of inundation times, it is not available for other 
alternatives. In order to provide a comparison across alternatives, the same 
conservative assumption that up to 4 feet of water could be impounded upstream 
of the gravel road was applied.“ 

632  See the response to Comment 631. 
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633  The Corps agrees with this statement. The Draft EIS makes the following 

statement on page 5-141: "While impoundment of water upgradient from a road 
during spring snowmelt could extend well over 1,000 feet upgradient of a road, 
such impoundment is estimated to last less than four days so any effects are 
expected to be negligible..." 

634  The Corps agrees that hydrology is not an important differentiator of the action 
alternatives with respect to gravel infield roads and that conclusion was taken 
into account in the comparison of alternatives. The conclusions regarding 
wetlands impacts (effects are expected to be negligible) should not be applied to 
the hydrology impacts, because the two resources were assessed separately 
based on different criteria. 

635  During scoping, the federal cooperating agencies voiced a general concern that 
roads oriented perpendicular to surface water flow on the North Slope have 
greater impacts than roads oriented parallel to the flow. The sentence in Section 
2.4.4.3, Alternative C: Access and Transportation, "The location and placement 
of the infield gravel roads would be generally aligned in a north-south direction, 
parallel to the existing hydrologic drainage patterns" has been changed to: "With 
the exception of the road to the East Pad, the location and placement of the 
infield gravel roads would be generally aligned in a north-south direction, 
parallel to the existing hydrologic drainage patterns." Additionally the following 
sentence in Section 2.4.5.3, Alternative C: Access and Transportation: "The 
location and placement of the infield gravel roads would be aligned in a general 
north-south orientation to minimize water flow obstruction for most streams, as 
well as sheetflow during spring, which generally flow from the south to the 
north" was changed to "The location and placement of most infield gravel roads 
would be generally aligned in a north-south direction, parallel to the existing 
hydrologic drainage patterns." 

636  Relative to the hydrology impacts from the infield roads, there are tradeoffs 
between having the roads located at the coast versus farther inland. For example, 
crossings for more defined stream channels (conditions closer to the coast) are 
more easily engineered because the locations are defined and discharges are 
easier to estimate. Without defined channels, subtle local conditions control 
where the majority of water is. This can make optimum culvert placement 
difficult and increase the potential for diverting water from one watershed to 
another. Without a defined channel, there is rarely an aquatic environment (i.e., 
plants, macros, and fish) that can be disturbed. However, for perennial channels, 
the crossing structures are more likely to disturb aquatic organisms, disturb the 
substrate, and increase erosion. The Corps does not believe that either scenario is 
clearly favored based on consideration of other resource impacts. 
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637  1. The fact that significant erosion or deposition is not evident in the Stream 22  

drainage doesn't mean it can't happen anywhere in the project area;  
2. This statement is consistent with the Corps' findings;  
3. This statement is relevant to the wetlands impact analysis, not hydrology;  
4. It is agreed there is little runoff during the summer but that does not change 
the conclusions; and  
5. The short time period for spring breakup is not relevant to the magnitude 
determination. The magnitude of impacts for the airstrip under Alternative B has 
not been changed. 

638  Under Gravel Mine, Section 5.6.3.1 states: "The gravel mine would have minor 
impacts to Stream 24 because it is partially separated by topography and would 
have moderate impacts to Stream 23." Table 5.6-7 reflects the potential for 
moderate impacts to Stream 23. 



Point Thomson Project Final EIS 
Appendix W – Draft EIS Comments and Responses 

352 

Comment Response 
639  This comment summarizes more specific comments related to vegetation and 

wetlands. See responses to the specific comments below (Comments 640-651 
and 3444-3446). 

640  The impact evaluation defined an impact based on the percentage of a type of 
wetland/vegetation type, which sometimes did not correspond with the greatest 
overall amount of wetlands fill or impact. The Key Findings for Section 5.8 has 
been revised in the Final EIS to clarify this. The intent of the Key Findings text 
box was to highlight the impact findings that provided the greatest amount of 
differentiation among the alternatives.  

641  The Corps has considered the commenter's recommendation for improvements to 
the impact criteria and has made the decision not to incorporate the 
recommendations in the Final EIS. The Corps and cooperating agencies 
developed and agreed to the framework and general methodology for impact 
criteria (see Chapter 4), which provides a solid framework for analyzing impacts 
to the environment. The resource-specific impact criteria definitions presented in 
Chapter 5 are based on scientific literature and the best professional judgment of 
the Corps, cooperating agencies, and third-party EIS contractor subject matter 
experts. The definitions allow for analyses based on quantitative data, where 
available, and qualitative information and best professional judgment where 
quantitative data were unavailable. The Corps also believes that the impact 
categories of minor, moderate, and major are sufficient and will not be including 
a category of “negligible” in the Final EIS. 
The impact criteria for vegetation and wetlands were intended to capture 
whether an alternative affected a disproportionate acreage of an uncommon or 
rare wetland type in study area that was defined in Section 3.8.1 of the Draft EIS 
(Key Information About Vegetation and Wetlands). Overall acreage of wetland 
fill was also evaluated in the Draft EIS but it was not included in the impact 
criteria and was not included in the impact summary tables for each alternative. 
The Corps agrees that the difference between 4.7 percent and 5 percent is small; 
however, the impact analysis process was followed consistently for each 
alternative and 4.7 percent and 5 percent were included in different impact 
categories for magnitude. 
As noted in this comment, the term “project area” is defined on page 3-1 of the 
Draft EIS and is used consistently throughout the document. Vegetation class 
and wetlands type are discussed in detail in Section 3.8 of the Draft EIS and the 
definitions are not repeated in Section 5.8 to reduce redundancy. As stated on 
page 5-126 in Section 5.8.1 of the Draft EIS: “Impacts within the footprints of 
project components were calculated by overlaying the project component 
footprints of each alternative onto the baseline vegetation and wetland mapping 
(Schick and Noel 1995; Noel and Funk 1998, 1999, 2001; OASIS 2009, 2010; 
HDR 2011i) described in Section 3.8, Vegetation and Wetlands, and calculating 
the areas of each vegetation and wetland type within the footprints.” This 
statement clearly indicates that analyses of impacts for each alternative were 
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based on the same mapped area. 
Statements regarding Tables 5.8-3, 5.8-4, 5.8-6, 5.8-7, 5.8-9, 5.8-10, 5.8-12, and 
5.8-13 are discussed in specific comments below. 

642  Wetland impacts were calculated based on vegetation classification as shown in 
Tables 5.8-3, 5.8-4, 5.8-6, 5.8-7, 5.8-9, 5.8-10, and 5.8-12. This is appropriate 
because more than 99 percent of the study area is considered wetlands. 
The intent of the Key Findings at the beginning of each section in Chapter 5 of 
the Draft EIS was to allow the reader to quickly grasp key “take home” 
messages about the impacts from each of the alternatives. For Section 5.8, 
Vegetation and Wetlands, the Key Findings has been revised in the Final EIS 
based on a previous comment. 
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643  All sections of Chapter 5 were written to include a detailed discussion of impacts 

under Alternative B (the first action alternative presented) and to reference back 
to Alternative B where appropriate under the remaining alternatives. Impacts 
that occurred under Alternatives C, D, and E that were substantially different 
than Alternative B were discussed in detail, as warranted for the impact. This 
was done to reduce redundancy in the EIS. 



Point Thomson Project Final EIS 
Appendix W – Draft EIS Comments and Responses 

355 

Comment Response 
644  The text of Section 5.8.1, Methodology, was revised in the Final EIS to clarify 

that the analysis of impacts from impoundment was considered when predicting 
the impacts for each alternative. The revised sentence now reads: "The estimates 
generated by the above analysis were considered when predicting impacts of 
gravel roads for each alternative." See Section 5.8.3.1 under Impoundments on 
page 5-141 of the Draft EIS for how the consideration of hydrological analysis 
was incorporated into the analysis for Alternative B. 

645  Indirect effects are interrelated, and the buffer does not apply to a single indirect 
effect. The 164-foot buffer refers to the area in which indirect effects on 
vegetation from snow accumulation, increased moisture, increased thaw depth, 
and dust deposition are most likely to occur. While the direct impacts are 
summed with the indirect impacts to determine the magnitude of impact, the 
direct and indirect impacts are shown independently of one another in the tables 
referenced in this comment as an aid to the reader. 

646  Impacts to functions are listed by disturbance type in the tables referenced in this 
comment. Most of the disturbance types that would not have an effect on 
wetland functions are negligible and have not been quantified (e.g., winter water 
withdrawal, VSMs). Overall, impacts to wetland functions from all alternatives 
except Alternative C were considered minor. Under Alternative C, wetland 
function impacts were considered moderate because of the gravel access road. 

647  Reorganizing the section would not change the analysis, impact evaluation, or 
overall findings, so no changes have been made to the text. 

648  Indirect effects are interrelated and the buffer does not apply to dust alone. The 
164-foot buffer used in Section 5.8,Vegetation and Wetlands, of the Draft EIS 
refers to the area in which effects on vegetation from snow accumulation, 
increased moisture, increased thaw depth, and dust deposition are most likely to 
occur. The reference used cites a multi-year study conducted on the West Dock 
Road in Prudhoe Bay. Traffic volume estimates were not provided by the 
Applicant for the Draft EIS for the infield gravel roads. While traffic volumes 
could be anticipated to be less for the Point Thomson Project, no other multiyear 
studies exist on less-traveled roads on the Arctic Coastal Plain and the reference 
cited is considered by the Corps to be the best available data. 
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3444  Indirect effects are interrelated and the buffer does not apply to a single indirect 

effect. The 164-foot buffer refers to the area in which indirect effects on 
vegetation from snow accumulation, increased moisture, increased thaw depth, 
and dust deposition are most likely to occur. 

3445  Because culverts would not be placed in the airstrip, the potential to interrupt 
the natural drainage patterns for a longer period of time exists, which could lead 
to subsequent effects on vegetation and wetlands. 

649  The Corps re-evaluated the impact analysis for ice roads and ice pads in Section 
5.8, Vegetation and Wetlands, based on this comment. The Corps agrees that the 
impact criteria were not consistently applied for this analysis. The  impact 
findings for ice roads and ice pads in Section 5.8 of the Final EIS are now as 
follows:  
Alternative B: Minor, Temporary, Possible, Local (revised from Minor, Medium 
Term, Probable, Local) 
Alternative C: Moderate, Temporary, Possible, Local (revised from Moderate, 
Medium Term, Probable, Local) 
Alternative D: Minor, Medium Term, Possible, Local (revised from Minor, 
Medium Term, Probable, Local) 
Alternative E: Minor, Medium Term, Probable, Local (no change) 
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3446  The medium term duration is applied to all alternatives because water 

withdrawal would occur throughout the life of the project for all alternatives, 
which could have possible impacts to vegetation and wetlands. Due to the 
regulated nature of water removal activities, impacts from water withdrawal 
would be minor, possible, and limited for all alternatives. 

650  The purpose of an EIS is to disclose the potential impacts of a project on the 
environment. Discussing possible environmental impacts, followed by why those 
impacts are unlikely to occur as a result of the proposed project (or alternative) is 
appropriate and is done throughout Chapter 5. As noted in this comment, the EIS 
presents the permit stipulations currently placed on projects to minimize impacts 
to tundra from tundra travel and analyzes impacts based on the implementation 
of the permit stipulations. 
Potential impacts from tundra travel for each alternative were based on 
information provided to the Corps in a practicability report provided by the 
Applicant. The practicability report provided comparable information about how 
the Applicant would construct, drill, and operate under each of the proposed 
alternatives. In the report, the Applicant estimated tundra travel for each of the 
Alternatives as follows: Alternative B: 377 to 427 tundra travel trips during 
construction and drilling; Alternative C: 587 to 687 tundra travel trips during 
construction and drilling; Alternative D: 682 to 807 tundra travel trips during 
construction, drilling, and operations; Alternative E: 557 to 647 tundra travel 
trips during construction and drilling. The practicability report did not alert the 
Corps to the likely need for tundra travel to occur during time periods or 
conditions in conflict with current permit stipulations, except for emergency 
situations under Alternative E. The Corps did, however, anticipate that under 
Alternative E some tundra travel during summer may be needed in case of 
emergency or other unusual situations, because of the lack of gravel roads to the 
East and West Pads. 
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651  As noted in this comment, a review of aerial photography over time indicates 

that the shoreline is changing where dredge disposal is proposed under 
Alternatives B and E. The shoreline also may change between the most currently 
available aerial photography and the time when dredged materials would be 
disposed if dredging is approved by the Corps. If dredging is approved, the final 
location for dredge disposal should be determined in consultation with the Corps 
during final permitting. 

652  The Corps has considered the commenter's recommendation for improvements to 
the impact criteria and has made the decision not to incorporate the 
recommendations in the Final EIS. The Corps and cooperating agencies 
developed and agreed to the framework and general methodology for impact 
criteria (see Chapter 4), which provides a solid framework for analyzing impacts 
to the environment. The resource-specific impact criteria definitions presented in 
Chapter 5 are based on scientific literature and the best professional judgment of 
the Corps, cooperating agencies, and third-party EIS contractor subject matter 
experts. The definitions allow for analyses based on quantitative data, where 
available, and qualitative information and best professional judgment where 
quantitative data were unavailable.  
Long-term habitat loss/alteration due to gravel extraction or placement was 
differentiated in the analyses from temporary habitat loss and medium-term 
habitat alteration that results from tundra ice roads (see Table 5.9-4 on page 5-
212 of the Draft EIS and related discussion as an example). To the extent 
possible, given available research, impacts related to disturbance (air, barge, 
tundra traffic) were differentiated from habitat impacts in the EIS (see Tables 
5.9-3, 5.9-4, and 5.9-6 and related discussions as examples). 
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653  The Corps has considered commenter's recommendation for improvements to the 

impact criteria and has made the decision not to incorporate the  
recommendations in the Final EIS. The Corps and cooperating agencies 
developed and agreed to the framework and general methodology for impact 
criteria (see Chapter 4), which provides a solid framework for analyzing impacts 
to the environment. The resource-specific impact criteria definitions presented in 
Chapter are based on scientific literature and the best professional judgment of 
the Corps, cooperating agencies, and third-party EIS contractor subject matter 
experts. The definitions allow for analyses based on quantitative data, where 
available, and qualitative information and best professional judgment where 
quantitative data were unavailable. The Corps also believes that the impact 
categories of minor, moderate, and major are sufficient and will not be including 
a category of “negligible” in the Final EIS. 
Regarding the bird study area, the Corps determined that a 2.5-mile buffer 
provided both a conservative view of potential area of impacts for all alternatives 
collectively. It is understood that tundra roads and other features’ locations could 
move slightly to avoid water bodies and other species-specific habitat features to 
minimize overall impacts. 
As noted in this comment, it is agreed that there are no definitive nesting records 
of surf scoters along the Alaska portion of the Beaufort Sea. One of the datasets 
used for the analysis of conservation birds of concern impacts (Dau and 
Bollinger 2009) is a breeding bird survey conducted by the USFWS, and the 
sightings of surf scoters were recorded during this survey. This dataset appears 
in a column of the analysis table described as “breeding birds.” The Corps 
understands how this may appear misleading and has added a footnote to Tables 
5.9-5, 5.9-9, 5.9-13, and 5.9-17 of the Final EIS to identify surf scoters in the 
analysis as non-breeding birds. 
Regarding the common eider population estimates, the difference between the 
local population estimate and the ACP-wide estimate is because the Point 
Thomson breeding estimate is based on densities calculated for the EIS from 
project-specific studies, whereas the ACP estimate is reported in referenced 
literature. Due to the higher concentration of common eiders within the lagoon 
area adjacent to proposed project infrastructure, multiplying this density out to 
the broader tundra area of impact, which is appropriate for other species, 
artificially inflated the results for common eiders. In order to maintain consistent 
methodology, the discrepancy has been identified in the footnotes of Tables 5.9-
5, 5.9-9, 5.9-13, and 5.9-17 of the Final EIS rather than altering methods for one 
species of concern. Given the higher concentration of common eider in the 
lagoon area, which is causing the inflation of broader study area estimates, it 
remains relevant for the impact call to stay at “moderate.” 
Based on the comment regarding the ACP population of red knots, the Corps 
reviewed Johnson & Herter (1989) and other relevant sources and agrees that the 
red knot is a rare species in the study area. Because it is difficult to provide an 
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adequate ACP population estimate for the red knot, Tables 5.9-5, 5.9-9, 5.9-13, 
and 5.9-17 of the Final EIS were adjusted to show the ACP population estimate 
field without a numeric figure, as is the case for the other population estimates 
for the red knot. 

654  The issues raised in this comment regarding bird displacement are discussed in 
paragraphs two and three of Draft EIS Section 5.9.3.1 under “Habitat Loss and 
Alteration.” The section includes a discussion regarding availability of nesting 
habitat not being a limiting factor for distribution or abundance (TERA 2000) 
and notes that birds that may be displaced would likely nest in adjacent 
undisturbed habitats. Paragraph three continues with a discussion regarding the 
potential for birds to use altered habitats.  
See the response to Comment 653 for a discussion of the analysis regarding 
common eiders. 
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655  The analysis results for conservation birds of concern (Tables 5.9-5, 5.9-9, 5.9-

13, and 5.9-17) were presented as a summary because providing the same level 
of detail for individual species as was done for the general bird analyses (Tables 
5.9-4, 5.9-8, 5.9-12, and 5.9-16) would have been too large and complex for 
general EIS reader comprehension. Specific types of impacts (e.g., habitat 
alteration) are discussed in the EIS text where noteworthy, and the final 
summary of impacts (e.g., Section 5.9.3.5 and Table 5.9-6), includes bird species 
of concern that were determined to have moderate or greater impacts. 

656  Section 5.9.1, Methodology, provides discussion and scientific references for 
each of the buffer zone types, including those for areas classified as habitat loss 
from gravel roads and pads (330-foot buffer) and habitat alteration from ice 
features (no buffer). As explained in the text, project features constructed from 
ice were not buffered because most of the construction and use would occur in 
winter when birds are not present, therefore minimizing disturbance to bird 
populations in the project area. As explained in the same section, the buffer for 
barge and air traffic was extended to a larger area due to farther reaching noise 
and visual disturbance, as well as the risk for bird strikes in inclement weather 
(as explained in the response to Comment 658 for barges, specifically). More 
detailed discussion of the effects of each type of disturbance – vessel traffic, air 
traffic, vehicle traffic – is provided in the impacts discussions for each 
alternative (e.g., Section 5.9.3.1, pp. 5-214 to 5-215 of the Draft EIS). 
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657  The Corps evaluated the references provided in this comment and additional 

references, and consulted with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
regarding the potential for bird collisions with project infrastructure. The 
USFWS has expressed concern about oil and gas infrastructure constructed in 
coastal locations because of past bird collision events that have occurred at 
Northstar and other North Slope infrastructure located on the coast compared to 
other infrastructure located inland from the coast. The discussion of 
infrastructure collision impacts was revised for clarification and includes 
acknowledgement of Applicant proposed mitigation to minimize impacts from 
bird collisions (downward shielded lighting). 



Point Thomson Project Final EIS 
Appendix W – Draft EIS Comments and Responses 

363 

Comment Response 
658  The EIS does not discuss impacts associated with birds colliding with moving 

barges. The EIS analysis for bird collisions focuses on the potential for 
migrating birds to collide with lighted infrastructure during periods of inclement 
weather. The EIS analysis related to bird collisions with infrastructure does 
mention the minor possibility for sea ducks and loons flying along the coast 
during poor weather conditions to hit the barge bridge during offloading 
activities because of the flight behavior of these species. The EIS analysis of 
potential impacts to birds related to barges also discusses the potential for 
disturbance and/or displacement of breeding and post-breeding birds in marine 
and coastal areas, focusing on disturbance during molting and brood-rearing 
waterfowl concentrate in Lion Bay. 
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659  This comment summarizes more specific comments related to terrestrial 

mammals. See the responses to specific comments below (Comments 660 to 
664). 

660  Caribou population increases on the North Slope are discussed in Section 
3.10.3.2 (Caribou). The studies referenced in this comment (and additional 
references) were used in developing the discussion of impacts to caribou. The 
analysis of impacts to caribou in the EIS focus on aspects of their life history 
known to be most sensitive to development: disturbance during calving, close 
proximity of roads and pipelines that may provide a barrier to movements, and 
individual pipelines that may become barriers to movements. The EIS does not 
suggest that caribou habitat is limiting in the study area and does not state that a 
“significant” amount of foraging habitat for caribou or muskoxen would be 
adversely impacted. Page 5-263 of the Draft EIS states: “While the amount of 
forage loss could support a considerable number of caribou or muskoxen, forage 
is plentiful in the surrounding areas and these animals would likely move to 
other areas to forage (Figure 5.10-2).” However, gravel fill does result in a long-
term loss of habitat that can be measured and compared among alternatives. The 
EIS finds that impacts to caribou from the construction of Alternative B would 
be minor, long term, possible, and limited. The only major impact listed for 
Alternative B would be to arctic fox dens and/or den habitat because of the 
location of proposed gravel infrastructure relative to known den sites and/or 
potential den habitat. 

661  The Corps has considered the commenter's recommendation for improvements to 
the impact criteria and has made the decision not to incorporate the 
recommendations in the Final EIS. The Corps and cooperating agencies 
developed and agreed to the framework and general methodology for impact 
criteria (see Chapter 4), which provides a solid framework for analyzing impacts 
to the environment. The resource-specific impact criteria definitions presented in 
Chapter 5 are based on scientific literature and the best professional judgment of 
the Corps, cooperating agencies, and third-party EIS contractor subject matter 
experts. The definitions allow for analyses based on quantitative data, where 
available, and qualitative information and best professional judgment where 
quantitative data were unavailable. The Corps also believes that the impact 
categories of minor, moderate, and major are sufficient and will not be including 
a category of “negligible” in the Final EIS. 
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662  Because this comment does not provide sufficient reference to a page, section, or 

species in the document, no changes have been made to the EIS. 
663  For impact analysis methods with no references cited, no standardized impact 

buffers have been established in the literature. For these species, the subject 
matter expert evaluated available information for the species and/or other species 
that may have similar behavioral responses to establish a reasonable impact 
evaluation buffer for the analysis. For species that have established impact 
buffers, the literature used is clearly cited in the methods (see bullet list on pages 
5-260 and 5-261 of the Draft EIS). The tables in the impact analyses for each 
alternative provide information on which impact assessment methods apply. 

664  The differences in impacts associated with gravel and ice infrastructure are 
discussed in the text. The overall impacts were summarized in the tables at the 
end of each alternative discussion. The Corps reviewed the impact conclusions 
presented in the Draft EIS and determined that revising the impact summary 
tables would not change the overall impact evaluation for the alternatives and the 
development of the environmentally preferred alternative. Therefore, no changes 
were made to the document as a result of this comment. 

665  This comment summarizes more specific comments related to marine mammals. 
See responses to the specific comments below (Comments 666-674). 
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666  The purpose of an EIS is to disclose the potential impacts of a project. The Draft 

EIS for this project disclosed the potential impacts to marine mammals and 
determined that for whales and seals, barging activities would have the following 
impacts related to barging activities: whale disturbance—minor, temporary, 
possible, local; whale vessel collision—minor, temporary, possible, limited; seal 
disturbance—minor, medium term, possible, limited; and seal vessel collision—
minor, temporary, unlikely, and limited. Summarizing these conclusions, the 
Corps believes that the potential impacts to marine mammals from barging 
activities associated with the proposed project would be minimal. 

667  The marine mammal section of the EIS recognizes that dredging, screeding, and 
pile driving are scheduled to occur during winter. The marine mammal impact 
assessment also evaluates additional small amounts of dredging and screeding 
that could occur during the open water season in advance of barging, as this is 
included in the Applicant’s proposed project. The EIS states that whales would 
not be present during winter construction activities and that winter construction 
activities are unlikely to impact seals. The EIS states that distance and grounded 
ice would attenuate underwater sound and snow over seal lairs would attenuate 
airborne noise. However, there are no studies regarding the attenuation of pile 
driving noise by wind and there are no data proving that drilling noise would 
always be below NMFS thresholds. Overall, the EIS concludes that the impacts 
to whales and seals from construction activities would be minimal. 
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668  The Draft EIS acknowledged that the Applicant has committed to operating 

under the Conflict Avoidance Agreement and included this and other mitigative 
measures in the evaluation of impacts to marine mammals. Summarizing the 
conclusion in the Draft EIS, the Corps found that the potential impacts to marine 
mammals from barging activities associated with the proposed project would be 
minimal. 

669  The study area for the marine mammal direct and indirect impact analysis did not 
include West Dock or the marine environment west of West Dock because 
barging activities currently occur there. 

670  The conclusions in the EIS agree with NMFS general conclusions about oil and 
gas activities. The magnitude of impacts for seals was found to be minor, the 
duration of impacts was found to be temporary to medium term, the probability 
of impacts was found to be unlikely to possible, and the geographic extent of 
impacts was found to be limited to local. 

671  Page 5-329 of the Draft EIS states: "As proposed, none of the Alternative B sea 
ice road footprint would effect suitable ringed seal lair habitat as ice roads 
require grounded ice (shorefast ice that freezes to the seafloor due to shallow 
depths of under 10 feet deep) for stability, and ringed seals do not use grounded 
ice areas." The overall finding for seal habitat loss (where ice roads were 
discussed) is minor, medium term, possible, and limited. 

672  The EIS distinguishes between coastal and sea lift barge routes (see page 5-333 
of the Draft EIS) and provides a figure showing the Applicant’s proposed routes 
(see Figure 3-17-4 on page 3-241 of the Draft EIS). In the discussion of potential 
barging impacts, the EIS states: “However, barging would occur in areas and 
periods of relatively low marine mammal densities. For example, during July, 
most bowhead and beluga whales are foraging east or northeast of the study area, 
and ringed seals tend to occur farther offshore, near the pack ice edge. … Thus, 
possible disturbance effects would be limited to a minor number of individuals 
in a limited area, most likely ringed seals and possibly small numbers of 
bowhead and beluga whales during the fall migration.”  The EIS includes 
discussion of the Applicant’s compliance with the Conflict Avoidance 
Agreement and other proposed mitigation measures associated with barging 
activities. The overall finding for habitat disturbance from the Applicant’s 
proposed project on whales was minor, temporary, possible, and local. 
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673  The EIS discloses the potential impacts that could occur to seals by aircraft in 

general. The paragraph on impacts to seals concludes the following: "Overflights 
at low altitudes may cause some animals to alter their behavior (i.e., dive or 
enter water if hauled out), but are very unlikely to have long-lasting or 
biologically important effects (Richardson et al. 1995)." 

674  Table 5.11-3 was edited for the Final EIS to state that habitat fragmentation 
impacts from the ice road would be unlikely, which is consistent with the impact 
finding in Table 5.11-4. The impact assessment for marine mammals provides 
separate evaluations and discussions for whales, seals, and polar bears because 
project features would affect each of these species groups differently. The 
summary tables at the end of each alternative discussion clearly separate the 
species groups. Where appropriate, the EIS states that impacts could or would 
occur to “small numbers” of animals. 
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675  This comment summarizes more specific comments related to polar bears. See 

responses to the specific comments below (Comments 676-680 and 741). 
676  The Corps agrees that a discussion of impacts from annual ice road construction 

in Alternatives D and E is missing from the Draft EIS. These discussions have 
been added to Sections 5.11.5, Alternative D: Inland Pads with Seasonal Ice 
Access Road, and 5.11.6, Alternative E: Coastal Pads with Seasonal Ice Roads 
and Airstrip, in the Final EIS. 
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677  In the Draft EIS and the Biological Assessments (BAs) for Endangered Species 

Act (ESA), listed or candidate species were prepared for different federal review 
processes following different federal guidelines. The EIS evaluates a range of 
reasonable alternatives while the BAs focus on the Applicant’s proposed 
alternative (Alternative B in the EIS). Therefore, it is not surprising that the 
analyses do not match precisely. The EIS and BAs serve different purposes 
(NEPA compliance for the EIS, and ESA compliance for the BAs). The analyses 
conducted for each document are valid for their purposes and the conclusions 
reached by the analyses in the EIS and BAs are the same. Different analyses 
reaching the same conclusions strengthen those conclusions. 

741  Tables 5.11-2, 5.11-5, 5.11-8, and 5.11-11 were revised in the Final EIS to 
evaluate gravel and ice infrastructure separately and to remove the total rows. 
The total rows were not used in the impact analysis. 
The marine mammal impact analysis in the Draft EIS considered that overflights 
between Deadhorse and Point Thomson would most often fly at an altitude and 
inland flight path to avoid impacts to polar bears and other marine mammals. 
The analysis was conservative, however, evaluating the potential for weather 
constraints that would force aircraft to fly low and along the coast. Section 5.12 
of the Final EIS was revised to make this point more clear.  
The impact summary tables at the end of each alternative in Section 5.11 of the 
Final EIS have been expanded to evaluate potential impacts to polar bears as 
follows: habitat loss (gravel), habitat loss/alteration (ice roads), alteration 
(disturbance-overflights), alteration (disturbance-permanent facilities), alteration 
(disturbance-ice roads), habitat fragmentation, land/ice vehicle collision 
injury/mortality, and altered survival/productivity. 

678  The Corps agrees that the discussion of marine mammal impacts listed under the 
heading "Habitat Alteration (Disturbance)" may be confusing to the reader. 
Because this analysis is focused on behavioral disturbance and displacement 
rather than changes to marine mammal habitat, the heading has been changed to 
"Behavioral Disturbance and Displacement" in the Final EIS. 
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679  The methods presented in Section 5.11.1.2, Behavioral Disturbance and 

Displacement, were revised to clarify that analyses include ice road construction 
and use and gravel road construction and use. The discussion of impacts 
associated with ice road construction and use and helicopter disturbance were 
expanded, particularly for Alternatives D and E (Sections 5.11.5 and 5.11.6), 
which rely on annual ice roads during operations. 

680  The Corps agrees that the potential impacts to marine mammals from habitat 
fragmentation are small. This is reflected in the analysis presented in the EIS. 

681  This comment summarizes more specific comments related to fish. See responses 
to the specific comments below (Comments 682, 683, 684, and 685). 

682  The Corps has considered the commenter's recommendation for improvements to 
the impact criteria and has made the decision not to incorporate the 
recommendations in the Final EIS. The Corps and cooperating agencies 
developed and agreed to the framework and general methodology for impact 
criteria (see Chapter 4), which provides a solid framework for analyzing impacts 
to the environment. The resource-specific impact criteria definitions presented in 
Chapter 5 are based on scientific literature and the best professional judgment of 
the Corps, cooperating agencies, and third-party EIS contractor subject matter 
experts. The definitions allow for analyses based on quantitative data, where 
available, and qualitative information and best professional judgment where 
quantitative data were unavailable. The Corps also believes that the impact 
categories of minor, moderate, and major are sufficient and will not be including 
a category of “negligible” in the Final EIS. 
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683  The Corps agrees that the potential impacts from fish entrainment associated 

with mooring dolphins would be small. The impacts are disclosed in the Draft 
EIS because of fish species migrating along the coast that are subject to 
prevalent winds and currents. The referenced sentence has been revised in the 
Final EIS to note that the possible entrainment area is small. 

684  The Corps reviewed the Draft EIS paragraph referenced in this comment 
(Section 5.12.3.1, page 5-364 under "Vessel Traffic"), the impact findings 
relative to this topic (Section 5.12.3.2, Table 5.12-2 on page 5-368), and the 
impact criteria definitions for impacts to fish and invertebrates (Section 5.12.1, 
Table 5.12-1 on page 5-358) and has determined that the text and findings are 
appropriate. The definition for a moderate impact to fish and invertebrates is: 
"Impact would be measureable but would not affect normal fish/invertebrate 
movement, or would have the potential to impact individual fish/invertebrate 
survival or reproductive success, but population-level effects not expected." 
Invertebrates in or on the substrate could be directly impacted by grounding 
barges at the sea lift bulkhead and coastal barge service pier. Fish, particularly 
small fish that migrate along the coast, and planktonic invertebrates could be 
affected by prop wash, particularly associated with tug movement at Point 
Thomson because these organisms are to varying degrees dependent on currents 
for their motility. 

685  The culvert design presented in this comment for fish streams is presented in 
Section 5.12, Fish, Essential Fish Habitat, and Invertebrates. The Applicant's 
mitigative measures to accommodate fish passage are presented in Section 
5.12.7, Environmental Commitments. The varying impacts of each of the 
alternatives are evaluated throughout Section 5.12. 

686  See response to Comment 618. Regarding: "reach of ANWR onto State land," 
the EIS intent is to disclose impacts, including impacts associated with proximity 
of the project to the refuge. This does not mean that refuge management in any 
way extends onto state land. The EIS states that the project would be visible and 
audible from the refuge, and that these sensory perceptions would have an effect 
on human use and perception of the refuge. 
Regarding the comment that impact on “wilderness perception” is unwarranted, 
p. 5-401 of the Draft EIS explains why a conclusion that there would be an 
impact is warranted. Other comment letters also indicate such impacts are 
perceived by a segment of the population. 
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687  The EIS indicates that the proposed development of Point Thomson would be on 

state land managed for oil and gas development. It is the purpose of the EIS to 
disclose impacts of the proposed development. The EIS reflects the intent of the 
State and the Applicant to develop these lands, and it reflects the impacts that 
would occur. The occurrence of impacts is not meant to imply that the 
development cannot proceed or that the management intent for such 
development is not valid. 

688  The EIS acknowledges that Arctic Refuge management authority does not extend 
beyond refuge borders. The job of the EIS is to disclose impacts, and impacts 
would occur based on the proximity of the project to the refuge. Disclosing that 
the project would be seen and heard from the far northwestern corner of the 
refuge is not meant to imply that the Arctic Refuge or its management authority 
would in some way be expanded westward as a result of the project. 
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742  The EIS does not state or imply that the Arctic Refuge would be expanded or that 

USFWS management authority extends outside refuge boundaries. The intent of 
the EIS is to disclose impacts (see response to Comment). Disclosure of impacts 
does not suggest that buffer zones should be established or that the project 
cannot move forward as planned. 

689  The EIS does not indicate any substantial impact to the Mollie Beattie 
Wilderness in the Arctic Refuge section, and the Mollie Beattie Wilderness area 
is not a heading in the refuge impact table, Table 5.14-2. The Visual Aesthetics 
section (5.19) indicates the project likely would be invisible to the naked eye 
from the Mollie Beattie Wilderness area, even under ideal viewing conditions in 
daylight, but that lights likely would be visible. This is based on empirical 
evidence of (a) project personnel easily viewing lights from the greater Prudhoe 
Bay area at a distance of 60 miles as soon as a helicopter left the ground (i.e., as 
soon as it was possible to "see over" the curvature of the earth), and (b) digital 
modeling to indicate areas within view of the project site, including the Mollie 
Beattie Wilderness area, and (c) known higher use areas for recreation, such as 
the Sadlerochit Mountains within the Mollie Beattie Wilderness area. The Mollie 
Beattie Wilderness is not presented in the impact analysis table (Table 5.19-3) 
and figures only tangentially in the discussion at all (e.g., "Nighttime lighting of 
pads would create strong contrasts over long distances in an area without 
manmade lights"). 
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690  EIS text has been updated in several sections to more clearly differentiate 

between federally designated wilderness areas (using "Mollie Beattie 
Wilderness" or "designated wilderness") and wilderness as defined in the 
dictionary (using "nondesignated wilderness" or "wilderness qualities and 
values"). The full text of the "minimal management" paragraph from the 1988 
CCP has been added to the EIS, followed by two sentences that explain that 
certain activities cited in the minimal management category do not currently 
occur in the portion of the refuge nearest to Point Thomson and that a bird camp 
is established annually for research. See also the response to State of Alaska 
Comment 336 in Comment Document 105. The CCP definition of "minimal 
management" states that management "is directed at maintaining the existing 
conditions of areas that have high fish and wildlife values or other resource 
values."   "Other resource values" may include wilderness values and associated 
scenic and recreation values. 
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691  See response to Comment 690. 
692  Regarding wilderness values versus designated wilderness, see response to 

Comment 690. Regarding statutory purposes of the refuge, information 
regarding applicability of the original Range purposes came from Refuge staff. 
This has been clarified and two staff citations added. See also the response to 
State of Alaska Comment 335 in Comment Document 105. Regarding conflict 
between the 1002 Area and oil and gas development at Point Thomson, see the 
responses to Comments 686 and 687. 
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693  The discussion of "perception" in the EIS is not meant to suggest that "because 

wilderness is perceived, wilderness exists." The EIS is meant to accurately 
characterize wilderness qualities and values in the study area on both state land 
and Arctic Refuge land. Public perception of those who see the Arctic Refuge as 
a symbolic area does not appear to be at odds with actual current management of 
those portions of the refuge nearest to the project site. EIS documents typically 
rely on existing data. A note has been added to qualify the data from this study. 
The Corps will consider the issue of perception of wilderness qualities and 
values within the context of land management (e.g., Comment 687);namely, that 
Arctic Refuge lands and state lands are managed differently, both are valid 
management approaches, and the project is proposed to occur on state land 
managed for oil and gas development. The EIS properly discloses impacts for 
consideration by decision makers and the public. However, because, the impacts 
disclosed are unlikely to carry substantial weight in a permit decision, a time- 
and cost-intensive new survey or study does not appear warranted. 

694  The EIS is meant to respond to comments made in scoping and in response to the 
draft document, and such comments do indicate that some among the public 
value the Arctic Refuge and the 1002 Area's wilderness qualities and values. The 
issue of perception is important because of the remote nature of the refuge from 
most of the nation's population and its relatively high prominence--meaning that 
many appear to value it for its existing status and management even if they never 
expect to visit. This also is an issue of impact to opportunity, and is relevant in 
cases of impact to wilderness-type recreation opportunity, which is the most 
common recreation in the study area. This type of recreation is at the far end of 
the spectrum of recreation types and is easily impacted, e.g., relatively small 
changes to the environment begin to reduce the ability to have a "wilderness type 
experience." Because perception of the refuge appears to be aligned reasonably 
well with actual conditions and actual management, it is appropriate to discuss 
such impacts in the EIS. See also the response to Comment 693. 
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695  The EIS in section 3.14.4, The Arctic Refuge's National Values, explains the 

various national values and views of the 1002 Area. The national interests for oil 
and gas development, while a high interest, are not what the refuge is currently 
managed for or how it is actually used today. In Chapter 5, the EIS discloses 
impacts to the refuge as it currently exists and is managed. 

696  As stated in 5.18.8, Impacts for Action Alternatives: "this assessment is based on 
impacts to recreationists regardless of management of the land." The land 
use/land management section of the EIS does not indicate any impact to 
management related to recreation on either state or federal land. Land use/land 
management impacts overall are listed as minor to moderate. The EIS discloses 
impacts to uses that actually occur and to existing opportunity for such uses. On 
both state and refuge land, such uses currently do occur and are provided for in 
state and federal management of the lands. 

697  The EIS states that a wilderness-type recreation experience is the type that 
occurs, not that such experience is a prerequisite for possible recreation in the 
area. The EIS acknowledges other tourists or recreationists who may fly over or 
land, or traverse the area by boat from Kaktovik or cruise ship farther offshore, 
for example. The EIS indicates such people would rarely stay in the project area. 
Because there are no lodgings, trails, roads, or other facilities, including 
designated camp sites, and because the land is principally in a natural state, the 
experience is, in fact, a "wilderness-type" recreation experience. The EIS 
language in the recreation section and Arctic Refuge section has been altered to 
better distinguish between designated and nondesignated wilderness to help 
explain that wilderness qualities and values exist outside the Mollie Beattie 
Wilderness area (and outside the refuge) and that a "wilderness-type" recreation 
experience does not depend on land being designated as part of the National 
Wilderness Preservation System. 
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698  Regarding the first paragraph of this comment, per the USFWS, the areas of the 

refuge under Minimal Management are managed in part for their wilderness 
qualities and values. The distinction between past exploration activities and 
proposed oil and gas production activities is permanence; the past activities 
created temporary impacts, while the proposed project would be the first 
production project, a project that would be effectively permanent. In a Minimal 
Management area, the USFWS could permit oil and gas studies and fisheries 
development, but such use currently does not occur. The EIS evaluates current 
circumstances and what actually occurs. Regarding the other paragraphs of this 
comment, users historically have had a reasonable expectation for encountering 
very little "non-wilderness" activity in the primary study area, with the possible 
exception of distant barges or high overflights, because industrial activities have 
occurred temporarily, in winter, and often with many years between events, and 
because the State of Alaska limits motorized use of snowmobiles and ATVs. 
Regarding the prerequisite comment, see the response to Comment 697. 
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699  See response to Comment 689. As indicated in the recreation section, use does 

occur on the ACP and at the Sadlerochit Mountains during dim and dark periods 
of fall and winter, both by local residents who are known to circle the 
Sadlerochit Mountains, and by visitors both on river/tundra and on snow. 

700  The EIS indicates that use numbers are very low. Besides visiting 
recreationists/tourists, the EIS also considers the recreational component of local 
residents who use the coastal corridor for hunting, seasonal camps, and 
transportation by boat and snowmobile year-round. 

701  See the responses to Comments 700 and 726. 
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702  See the response to Comments 703 and 704 below. 
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703  Regarding sighting from the Canning River corridor, the corridor is defined as 

the river itself and land along both sides. Project personnel observed the drill rig 
in July 2010 from the corridor alongside the river from 20 miles away (barely 
visible). GIS modeling of visibility from the river itself was based on an 
observer 3 feet above the existing (modeled) ground/river surface, and 
substantial areas of visibility of the ground surface across the coastal plain to the 
project site were noted from points throughout the delta. Figure 4 in Appendix N 
notes that increases in target height or observer height would be expected to 
rapidly increase the surface area that would be visible; i.e., the figure shows the 
minimum surface area that might be visible and does not account for the 
observer standing on the river bank (effectively doubling observer height) or the 
height of proposed structures (typically 10 feet to more than 150 feet above the 
surface). Taken together with indications from the Brownlow Spit key 
observation point, these indicators show a high likelihood for seeing project 
facilities at the Central Pad, and at the East Pad, which is located about 3 miles 
closer to the lower end of the Canning River Corridor than the Central Pad. 
Finally, the visual impacts are not only impacts to recreation. For example 
impacts are anticipated from noise and general activity associated especially 
with regular air traffic flying close to the refuge boundary. The recreation 
section addresses all recreation in the area, including use of the coastal corridor, 
where proposed facilities, including the most visually prominent, would be 
located within the corridor itself. 

704  The noise section (Section 5.20) reports Leq decibel level, or equivalent sound 
pressure levels over time, and reports averages of hourly data--essentially 
averages of averages. Recording equipment and recreation personnel in the field 
near the exploratory drilling activity in 2010 noted instantaneous sounds from 
the exploratory drilling operation, and USFWS reported researchers at the mouth 
of Canning River in a camp hearing the drilling operation. The steady rumble of 
a generator may be less obvious than the sharp sounds of a backup bell on a 
truck or the sound of an aircraft on takeoff. Finally, the recreation analysis is not 
focused solely on the Arctic Refuge but on the entire recreation picture, 
including the coastal corridor/state land. See also the response to Comment 703. 

705  Regarding “reasonable basis,” while there have been limited 
industrial/exploratory activities on state and federal land in the study area since 
the 1970s, these uses have been short-duration, temporary, and often in winter, 
and most years there has been no industrial activity, especially during the 
summer recreation season. Therefore, to date, it has been reasonable to assume a 
"wilderness type" recreation experience is available based on activity occurring 
in the area, regardless of land management. Considering land management, it is 
reasonable to assume that such an experience may not always be available in the 
future. However, future long-term, year-round industrial activity would be a 
change, with potential impact, and this is what the EIS describes. The EIS 
acknowledges that the number of recreationists is very small. The EIS describes 
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the loss of recreational opportunity as well as effects to existing recreation.   
Regarding free public access to the coast, the text has been modified in 5.18.2, 
Alternative A: No Action and 5.18.4, Alternative B: Applicant's Proposed 
Action to clarify where facilities would be on the coast. The word "prominent" 
has been removed in 5.18.3.2, Drilling and Operations. Thickening pipeline 
walls to protect against bullets is a measure to prevent spills. Thickening 
pipeline walls would be expected to do little to mitigate the displacement of 
hunters or their discomfort about firing toward the pipeline. Wording has been 
clarified on this topic in 5.18.3.2. 
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706  The EIS explains that, while other types of recreationists may pass through the 

area by boat or aircraft, they are "not likely to recreate on the ground in or near 
the study area" (Draft EIS p. 3-246); the EIS therefore emphasizes the 
"wilderness type" recreationists who do use the land in the study area and stay 
overnight. Section 5.18.3.2, Drilling and Operations, in the paragraphs on 
"Effects to Recreation" have been changed slightly to more accurately describe 
changes to the recreation experience and eliminate reference to 
"disappointment." A key difference between the Kenai National Wildlife Refuge 
and the Arctic Refuge is that the Kenai Refuge lowlands are heavily forested, so 
that industrial activity is visually and to some extent audibly screened from 
designated units of the National Wilderness Preservation System and from most 
areas used for recreation. Also, the Point Thomson EIS is not meant to imply 
that recreation would not be possible in the future; rather, the EIS is meant to 
disclose that the recreation experience and opportunity would change once the 
project was implemented, both on refuge land and on state land. 
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707  The recreation section of the EIS concerns itself principally with the project 

study area and changes anticipated within the study area. The type of experience 
available is not the same as land management. The recreation section addresses 
primarily the recreation experience available. 

708  The methods for assessment and the baseline condition for the visual assessment 
were the subject of substantial discussion among the agencies and with the 
Applicant at the beginning of the project while developing the scope of work for 
the visual assessment. It is acknowledged that the Applicant raised similar issues 
at that time. The agencies took those into account in making their decisions, and 
the visual assessment process followed those decisions. The use of a pre-2009 
baseline was based on the temporary nature of the 2009-2010 exploratory 
drilling and its status as part of the current project. Under the No Action 
Alternative, the area is assumed to return to pre-2009 conditions, because no 
other reasonably foreseeable future actions are expected in the area that would 
permanently alter the visual environment if the Point Thomson Project does not 
go forward. 

709  The BLM Visual Resources Management system was not applied to the Point 
Thomson area for the purpose of creating new management decisions about how 
the scenery would be managed by the state, the Arctic Refuge, or any other 
entity. Rather, the system was applied to create a "visual resource inventory" 
(characterizing the affected environment) and to create a "visual resource 
contrast rating" (describing consequences or impacts). The inventory notes the 
existing visual management objectives of the area land managers and has 
nothing to do with BLM management and does not attempt to apply one 
agency's management to another agency's land. See also the response to 
Comment 708. 
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710  The quoted text from BLM about subjectivity is immediately followed by further 

text stating, "objectivity and consistency can be greatly increased by using the 
basic design elements of form, line, color, and texture, which have often been 
used to describe and evaluate landscapes, to also describe proposed projects." 
The Corps used these elements in the visual analysis for this purpose. The visual 
assessment originally was prepared based on information from USFWS 
regarding applicability of ANILCA Sections 1001 and 1004 to the 1002 Area as 
a "wilderness study area." The Department of Interior has since clarified its 
intent and interpretation. The Visual Assessment (Appendix N) and associated 
text in the EIS has been reviewed, and direct and indirect references to the 
wilderness study area, ANILCA, and Congressional intent have been changed. 
In addition, the application of the BLM visual assessment methods and the 
ultimate conclusions were reviewed. The conclusions remain valid even though 
the reasoning behind some elements of inventory and assessment has been 
modified. While the 1002 Area is not a wilderness study area designated by 
Congress, it is managed in part for its wilderness qualities and values and public 
interest is different for refuge lands than for state lands, and therefore the 
impacts discussed are accurate. The 1002 Area has many qualities of a "special 
area" that would "automatically" qualify the area for a high sensitivity rating. 
However, as discussed in the preceding sentences, this language has been 
changed. While the sensitivity rating is no longer "automatic," refuge lands are 
nonetheless still given a high sensitivity rating because management is different 
than the state land. It is not a presumption; it is based on the BLM method. See 
also the response to Comment 708. 

711  The sensitivity level rating units are described in the EIS in Section 3.19.3.3, 
Sensitivity Level Analysis, and in Section 3.3 of the visual assessment report 
(Appendix N) as a function of types of users, level or use, public interest, 
adjacent land uses, and special areas. Some wording has been changed to clarify 
intent. The sensitivity level rating units are designated with only partial regard to 
management. Per BLM methods, the ratings include substantial influence of 
actual existing human use (as opposed to management) and of public interest. 
The special areas reference in the EIS has been clarified to match changes in the 
Appendix N Visual Assessment Report (see also the end of the response to 
Comment 710). The CCP identifies "scenic/recreation values" as one of four 
types of "special values" of the refuge as a whole and names examples of site 
specific areas known for some of these values, including scenic/recreation 
values. The visual assessment for the project examines a specific area of land 
against specific criteria and methodology. The two efforts cannot be directly 
compared. The EIS does describe what the CCP says about scenic/recreation 
values. 

712  The Resource Development District has been added to the Visual Assessment in 
Appendix N, Section 3.5.4. 
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713  The primary difference between all past exploratory drilling/activity and the 

current Point Thomson Project is that past efforts were short in duration and 
temporary, while the proposed project would consist of infrastructure that would 
be present year-round and effectively permanent. See also response to Comment 
708. 

714  The Corps, in coordination with USFWS, selected NPS methods to characterize 
the ambient soundscape and assess potential project-related effects inside 
ANWR. The reasoning behind this decision is discussed in Section 3.20.4, 
Acoustic Monitoring Objectives. As stated, "Due to the unique natural 
soundscapes in the Arctic Refuge and concerns over noise-related disturbances 
to refuge wildlife, the USFWS accepted the NPS recommendation and requested 
that the NPS Natural Sounds Program, ‘Acoustics and Soundscape Studies in 
National Parks,’ be used for soundscape monitoring (NPS 2005). This 
methodology was subsequently adopted by the Corps for the project noise 
assessment within the Arctic Refuge." 

715  See the response to Comment 714. 
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716  See the response to Comment 714. 
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717  1. Modifications to the discussion: The discussion of differentiators between 

alternatives acknowledges that transportation access modes for each alternative 
(e.g., gravel road under Alternative C, heavier air transport under Alternative E) 
are major differentiators for impacts on subsistence and provides a discussion of 
transportation effects by alternative. However, it is not appropriate for the 
subsistence impact discussion to discuss the logistical implications of different 
transportation access modes. This is addressed in Chapter 2, Alternatives, and 
Section 5.17, Transportation.  
2. The Corps has considered the commenter’s recommendation for 
improvements to the impact criteria and has made the decision not to incorporate 
the recommendations in the Final EIS. The Corps and cooperating agencies 
developed and agreed to the framework and general methodology for impact 
criteria (see Chapter 4), which provides a solid framework for analyzing impacts 
to the environment. The resource-specific impact criteria definitions presented in 
Chapter 5 are based on scientific literature and the best professional judgment of 
the Corps, cooperating agencies, and third-party EIS contractor subject matter 
experts. The definitions allow for analyses based on quantitative data, where 
available, and qualitative information and best professional judgment where 
quantitative data were unavailable.   
3. The duration levels were based on subsistence impact analyses provided in 
recent U.S. Department of Interior EIS documents (USDOI MMS 2003, 2007).  
4. Biological impact analysis: The Corps has determined that the findings of the 
subsistence section are consistent with the biological impact analyses. As stated 
in Section 5.22.1.8, Subsistence Impact Summary, "…while impacts to 
subsistence resources may be identified as minimal from a biological standpoint, 
localized changes in resource access and availability, including perceived 
changes in resource health due to development, can have larger effects on 
subsistence uses." 
5. Applicant design and mitigation measures: Additional discussion of mitigation 
measures is included in Section 4.4, Impact Avoidance, Minimization, and 
Mitigation. 

718  The following text was added to the key findings summary for Alternatives B 
and E: "Applicant-proposed mitigation (e.g., conflict avoidance agreements 
between the Applicant and the AEWC restricting barge activities during the 
bowhead whale hunting season and employing marine mammal observers) 
would reduce potential impacts on bowhead whales adequately to ensure no loss 
of bowhead whale harvests for the community of Nuiqsut." 

719  The Corps believes that the differences between the alternatives in Section 5.22, 
Subsistence and Traditional Land Use, are captured both in the individual 
alternative discussions, where primary differences between alternatives are 
pointed out, and in the Summary and Comparison of Alternatives discussion. 
Regarding the second comment, the impact differences for Alternatives C, D, 
and E related to air transportation were addressed under each of these 
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alternatives. 

720  Subsistence impacts are not easily quantified and are often based on the resource 
specialist's best professional judgment. The impact analysis for subsistence (like 
the impact analyses for other resources) relies in part on drawing parallels to 
previous developments and their documented effects. The subsistence analysis 
presents such parallels and previously documented impacts and then discusses 
how or if the Point Thomson Project may also cause related impacts. The 
analysis also draws on available data (e.g., use area and harvest amount data) to 
determine to what extent such impacts may occur. This approach of assessing 
subsistence effects was discussed at agency meetings, the Corps reviewed the 
methodology, and the Corps concurred with the use of this methodology. The 
purpose of the Subsistence Impact Summary is to summarize  potential impacts 
of the development with qualified parallels to previous development projects. 
The individual alternative discussions draw on the Subsistence Impact Summary 
without always restating the qualifications, parallels, or justifications presented 
in the summary. The changes suggested by the commenter would not change the 
overall conclusions of the subsistence impact analysis. The Corps believes that, 
in general, the impact discussion includes adequate justifications to support the 
conclusions. 
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721  The Corps has considered the commenter's recommendation for improvements to 

the impact criteria and has made the decision not to incorporate the 
recommendations in the Final EIS. The Corps and cooperating agencies 
developed and agreed to the framework and general methodology for impact 
criteria (see Chapter 4), which provides a solid framework for analyzing impacts 
to the environment. The resource-specific impact criteria definitions presented in 
Chapter 5 are based on scientific literature and the best professional judgment of 
the Corps, cooperating agencies, and third-party EIS contractor subject matter 
experts. The definitions allow for analyses based on quantitative data, where 
available, and qualitative information and best professional judgment where 
quantitative data were unavailable. 

722  The Corps believes that the presentation of comparative cases, as well as the 
application of the knowledge and experience of the authors regarding impacts of 
development on subsistence, is necessary for discussing the potential impacts of 
any development, despite the fact that all development projects are different in 
terms of project design and geographic situation. Quantitative data (available 
subsistence data such as use areas and harvest amounts as well as project 
footprint and design information) allow for discussion of how a specific 
development project may result in certain types of impacts. 

723  The Corps believes that the impact discussion presents comparative cases while 
also discussing the potential impacts of the Point Thomson Project on 
subsistence uses by using project specific use area, harvest amount, project 
design, and other data. It is explicit in the discussion of comparative cases that 
not all impacts would occur at the same level (or at any level) in the case of the 
Point Thomson Project. In addition, the current discussion provides 
qualifications and cautionary notes regarding the applicability of comparative 
cases to the Point Thomson Project; however, the presentation of these 
comparative cases is necessary for establishing the types of impacts that may 
occur. 
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724  The text in question has been deleted for the Final EIS so that the sentence reads 

"…the location of the pipeline within 1 to 2 miles of the coast could result in 
user avoidance of previously highly used areas along the coast between the East 
Pad and Bullen Point." 

725  The Draft EIS presented only the Applicant design measures, which are listed in 
Chapter 4 and also discussed in each resource section. Additional mitigation 
measures as developed by the Corps and cooperating agencies are included in 
the Final EIS in Chapter 4 and each resource section. 
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Comment Document 230 continued. 
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726  The document mentioned is not a document collected during preparation of the 
EIS. The document provides some additional specific details but does not 
contradict the EIS's characterization of low recreational use or type of use. 
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547  The EIS includes a separate section on the Arctic Refuge due to its 
proximity to the project and the Thomson Sand Reservoir. The 
analysis of impacts to the refuge and mitigation measures are 
presented in Section 5.14, Arctic National Wildlife Refuge, of the EIS. 
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548  The EIS includes a separate section on the Arctic Refuge due to its 
proximity to the project and the Thomson Sand Reservoir. The 
analysis of impacts to the refuge and mitigation measures are 
presented in Section 5.14, Arctic National Wildlife Refuge, of the EIS. 

549  Comment noted; no action required. 
550  At this time the Corps has not determined if the barge facility would 

be part of the permitted action. Only after that determination is made 
would more exact information on frequency and duration of use be 
available. 

551  The EIS acknowledges that there are other oil and gas leases in the 
area and that development of the Point Thomson Project could make 
development of other leases easier in the future. However, under the 
EIS definition of "reasonably foreseeable future action" there are no 
reasonably foreseeable future actions associated with the other leases, 
except for the Shell Oil offshore exploratory drilling program. There is 
no way to clearly quantify or describe activities or infrastructure that 
have not been proposed on these other leases. If other activities do 
occur in the future, they likely would be subject to their own EIS, 
which would disclose any expected impacts to the Arctic Refuge and 
other resources. 
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552  The Arctic Refuge is a protected area; however, the area outside the 
refuge is state land, which is leased for the purpose of oil and gas 
development. Through the NEPA process, public interest review, and 
the 404(b)(1) Guidelines analysis, the Corps will take many factors 
into consideration, including minimizing impacts, before making a 
final decision on the location of the East Pad.    
The Corps is not considering an alternative that does not include an 
East Pad. This alternative (Concept 6) was eliminated from detailed 
consideration for not meeting the purpose and need of the project. The 
language in Section 2.2.4.2 has been supplemented to make this 
decision clearer. Without the ability to drill wells from the vicinity of 
the proposed East Pad, that Applicant would not be able to access 
eastern resources that have already been identified in approximately 
one-third of the Thomson Sand Reservoir. A well from the Central Pad 
would have to reach more than 30,000 feet, which is technologically 
infeasible. Reduced access to the eastern portion of the reservoir 
would limit the Applicant’s ability to continue evaluation and 
delineation activities, including fully delineating the eastern edge of 
the reservoir, testing connectivity with the central portion of the 
reservoir, and fully evaluating the Thomson Sand oil rim and Brookian 
Group sandstones hydrocarbons. 

553  A blowout would typically occur while drilling through the producing 
zones of the reservoir. For the two wells drilled in 2009-2010, seasonal 
restrictions were placed so that drilling could not occur during breakup 
or open water. The same restrictions would presumably be imposed on 
the proposed wells. Therefore, the location of the pads at the coast 
versus inland would not make a difference relative to impacts on the 
shoreline and marine waters. The difference in location could make a 
difference if a large to very large spill during production occurred 
during breakup or when the sea ice is absent. However, as stated in the 
EIS, the likelihood of such a spill is very low. Further, there are two 
wells already completed on the PTU-3 Pad that could not be moved. 
The Corps is taking these factors into consideration, along with other 
issues relevant to pad location, in assessing the alternatives to 
determine the environmentally preferred alternative. 
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554  The Corps will consider multiple factors, such as impacts to the 
environment identified during the NEPA process, the project purpose, 
practicability (as part of the 404[b][1] Guidelines analysis), public 
interest determination, and mitigation options, when making its final 
permit decision. See also the responses to Comments 561, 562, and 
563. 

555  The Draft EIS acknowledged the presence of offshore development, 
identified OCS activity as a reasonably foreseeable future action (see 
Table 4.2-2; Category, Oil/Gas Exploration; Unit or Area, Beaufort 
Sea [OCS]; Participating Area, Camden Bay [Sivulliq/Hammerhead]), 
described potential activities of the other projects based on best 
available information, and discussed the cumulative impacts within 
each of the resource sections as appropriate. Because of the location of 
the Point Thomson Project (onshore with associated coastal and 
marine activity) the project was found to have minimal impacts to the 
marine environment, and thus minimal cumulative impacts associated 
with reasonably foreseeable future OCS projects. During the Draft EIS 
comment period, Shell provided the Corps with additional general 
information regarding their anticipated OCS exploration activities. The 
additional information provided by Shell has been incorporated into 
the Chapter 4 description of potential OCS activity. The Corps 
reviewed the cumulative impact sections of Chapter 5 and believes 
that, even with this additional general information, the cumulative 
impact discussions in the individual resource sections of the EIS are 
sufficient, based on best available information of reasonably 
foreseeable future actions in the Beaufort Sea OCS. Where 
appropriate, clarifying statements have been added in the Final EIS. 
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556  As noted in Section 5.10, Terrestrial Mammals, impacts to caribou, 
regardless of the herd, were determined to be minor to moderate in 
magnitude and ranged from less than 1 percent of caribou potentially 
disturbed under Alternatives B and E to 14 percent under Alternative 
C due to the gravel access road. The impacts under Alternative C 
would primarily occur in the western portion of the study area and 
would mainly affect the Central Arctic and Teshekpuk Herds. The 
Porcupine Herd is defined as calving east of the Canning River and 
their overall range typically overlaps with a very small portion of the 
eastern part of the study area (see Figure 3.10-6). Therefore, impacts to 
the Porcupine Herd would likely be even less than 1 percent of the 
herd disturbed. The subsistence impact analysis considered the 
conclusions of the biological analysis that the project would not result 
in large scale changes in migration and that impacts would primarily 
be limited to local in geographic extent. Therefore, the majority of 
impacts for subsistence users would occur for residents who travel to 
the project area for caribou hunting and could experience reduced 
success in that area. According to available data, Kaktovik is the 
primary community that uses the project area for caribou harvesting 
activities. The conclusions of the terrestrial mammals impact analysis 
(Section 5.10) does not indicate that the project would result in 
changes to the migration of the Porcupine Herd or Central Arctic Herd, 
and therefore impacts for subsistence users outside the project area, 
such as those from Nuiqsut, Anaktuvuk Pass, or Arctic Village, would 
not occur. 

557  Estimates of how much gas condensate, oil, or natural gas are not 
available for public release partly because the information is 
proprietary and partly because the intent of the proposed project is to 
further delineate and determine connectivity within the reservoir to 
estimate what quantities may be accessible for recovery. 

558  The Corps believes that the EIS sufficiently discussed the geologic 
uniqueness of the Point Thomson reservoir. The Corps also does not 
see the need to describe the use of nitrogen or carbon dioxide to 
maintain pressure in the reservoir when the proposal is to cycle the 
natural gas back into the reservoir, not to extract it.  
The description of full field development is based on the best available 
information. Part of the Applicant's stated purpose for the proposed 
project is to further delineate the reservoir so that the Applicant can 
better understand, and thus define, a full field gas development project. 
Moreover, at this time, there is no gas pipeline to transport gas to 
market. Therefore, full field development is appropriately considered a 
reasonably foreseeable future action, as described in Section 4.2.3.3, 
Relevant Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions 
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Considered in Cumulative Impacts Analysis. 

 

559  The description of full field development is based on the best available 
information. Part of the Applicant's stated purpose for the proposed 
project is to further delineate the reservoir so that the Applicant can 
better understand, and thus define, a full field gas development project. 
Moreover, at this time, there is no gas pipeline to transport gas to 
market. Therefore, full field development is appropriately considered a 
reasonably foreseeable future action, as described in Section 4.2.3.3, 
Relevant Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions 
Considered in Cumulative Impacts Analysis. 

560  The overall purpose of this project is to produce liquid hydrocarbons 
from the Thomson Sand Reservoir and further evaluate and delineate 
the reservoir and evaluate the Brookian Group sandstones. As far as 
this NEPA process and the Corps is concerned, the question at hand is 
whether or not to issue a permit allowing the filling of wetlands and 
other waters of the U.S. The Corps' requirements regarding permit 
application decisions does not require a permittee to hold title to the 
land (or by extension, have valid leases) for the Corps to make a 
decision to either approve or deny a permit. The State of Alaska and 
the Applicant have reached a settlement agreement since the Draft EIS 
was released. 

561  Mitigation:  Each of the resource sections in the EIS outlines 
environmental commitments proposed by the Applicant and mitigation 
measures required by the regulatory agencies that are designed to 
reduce and minimize impacts. Mitigation measures are also discussed 
in Chapter 4.   
Visual Study Area: The Visual Assessment in Appendix N includes a 
primary study area of 20-mile radius and a secondary study area that is 
all areas from which the project lights or plumes theoretically could be 
seen in good conditions. Both areas are addressed, including impacts 
to the Mollie Beattie Wilderness within the secondary area. See 
Sections 4.9 and 4.10 of Appendix N.    
Combined Effects: Regarding combined effects of noise and visual 
impacts, the Recreation and Arctic National Wildlife Refuge sections 
in the EIS address combined effects and are more appropriate for 
combined effects than the Visual Resource Assessment, which focuses 
solely on the visual environment.  
Fata Morgana/Mirage: A sentence has been added to reference Fata 
Morgana in Section 3.2.2.9, Atmospheric Effects/ Mirage, of 
Appendix N. New text in Section 4.1.3 acknowledges the potential that 
various atmospheric effects could alter the visual contrast ratings at 
any given time: "The rating also is done without regard to Arctic 
atmospheric effects/mirages in the study area (see sub-section 3.2.2.9). 
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Mirages have the potential to make project components appear 
larger/taller than they normally would or that have the potential to 
visually lift objects from below the horizon to above the horizon. Low 
cloud, fog, and ice fog have the potential on one hand to obscure 
project components and on the other to highlight project light sources 
or project them skyward. Blowing snow also would limit views. The 
contrast ratings assume unobscured views, generally a worst-case 
scenario for impact assessment."    
Numbers of Users: Regarding the number of people who might be 
affected, the EIS makes a general estimate based on the best data 
available, which is limited data. Users of more distant areas of the 
Arctic Refuge are acknowledged in the text, as are the near daily 
commercial overflights to and from Kaktovik. Other commenters felt 
the estimated numbers were too high. No change has been made to the 
user numbers stated in the EIS. 

743  RFI #52 has been included in Appendix D of the Final EIS. 
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562  The Corps has no jurisdiction and there is no precedence to impose a 
“buffer” on state land around the Arctic Refuge. Language has been 
added to Section 2.2.4.2, Concept 6: Limit Activity Near the Arctic 
Refuge, to help the reader understand why Concept 6 would not meet 
the purpose and need of the project and has therefore been eliminated 
from detailed consideration. The State of Alaska verified that a reach of 
more than 30,000 feet, which would be needed in order to access the 
eastern portion of the reservoir from the Central Pad, is technologically 
infeasible. Without the ability to drill wells from the vicinity of the 
proposed East Pad, the Applicant would not be able to access resources 
that have already been identified in approximately one-third of the 
Thomson Sand Reservoir. This conclusion is based on the general aerial 
extent of the reservoir, which has been determined through delineation 
data gathered from the 16 exploration wells drilled since hydrocarbons 
were first discovered in the Point Thomson area in 1975 (Appendix D, 
RFI 63; Hartz et.al. 2008). Reduced access to the eastern portion of the 
reservoir would limit the Applicant’s ability to continue evaluation and 
delineation activities, including fully delineating the eastern edge of the 
reservoir, testing connectivity with the central portion of the reservoir, 
and fully evaluating the Thomson Sand oil rim and Brookian Group 
sandstones. Finally, reduced access and the inability to delineate, 
evaluate, and ultimately recover hydrocarbons from the eastern portion 
of the reservoir would hamper the collection of data needed to develop a 
strategy for full field development. All-season access to the East and 
West Pads is preferred because delineation would occur year-round. 
”Delineation” for the Point Thomson Project would consist of 
evaluating the connectivity of the reservoir. To determine connectivity, 
gathering lines would need to be built and production and cycling occur. 
Condensate production would occur during non-ice road seasons and 
therefore there would need to be other access to the east and west pads. 
The coastal location of the pads presents a trade-off of impacts and the 
purpose of the project. The Applicant’s Technical Brief #1 stated that a 
“Pad location further inland from the coast will increase the throw on all 
wells and potentially preclude the ability to reach portions of the 
reservoir necessary for full field development. This may lead to 
additional pads being needed in the future to reach bottomhole targets 
that cannot be reached from a pad that has been located further inland.” 
In other words, a trade-off of moving pads inland would be the potential 
future need for additional pads closer to the reservoir (i.e., along the 
coast) in order to reach bottomhole targets, given the present 13,000-
foot limit of extended-reach drilling, which has been independently 
verified by the State of Alaska. 
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563  The Corps is not looking at an alternative that eliminates or moves the 
East Pad to the west. This alternative (Concept 6) was eliminated from 
detailed consideration for not meeting the purpose and need of the 
project. The language in Section 2.2.4.2, Concept 6: Limit Activity 
Near the Arctic Refuge, has been supplemented to make this decision 
clearer. Without the ability to drill wells from the vicinity of the 
proposed East Pad, the Applicant would not be able to access eastern 
resources that have already been identified in approximately one-third 
of the Thomson Sand Reservoir. A well from the Central Pad would 
have to reach more than 30,000 feet, which is technologically 
infeasible. The State of Alaska verified that the horizontal reach limit 
of long reach directional drilling in high pressure and depth reservoirs 
such as the Thomson Sand Reservoir is approximately 13,000 feet. 
Reduced access to the eastern portion of the reservoir would limit the 
Applicant’s ability to continue evaluation and delineation activities, 
including fully delineating the eastern edge of the reservoir, testing 
connectivity with the central portion of the reservoir, and fully 
evaluating the Thomson Sand oil rim and Brookian Group sandstones 
hydrocarbons. 
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564  The State of Alaska has verified that the well proposed on the East Pad 
would be needed for production. It is referred to as an 
exploratory/delineation well; however, it would not be a traditional 
one season exploratory well. The testing needed for commercial 
viability is long-term testing, which would be done during production 
of gas condensate. Production would occur year-round and therefore 
the East (and West) Pad would need to be gravel with gathering lines 
connecting them to the central processing unit. Long-term testing 
during production would determine connectivity of the reservoir. 
Through this testing the applicant would be able to determine, with 
greater accuracy, the commercial and development potential of the 
reservoir. Delaying the construction of the East Pad would not be 
reasonable because it is needed to conduct further testing of the 
reservoir.    
The coastal location of the pads presents a trade-off of impacts and the 
purpose of the project. The Applicant’s Technical Brief #1 stated that a 
“Pad location further inland from the coast will increase the throw on 
all wells and potentially preclude the ability to reach portions of the 
reservoir necessary for full field development. This may lead to 
additional pads being needed in the future to reach bottomhole targets 
that cannot be reached from a pad that has been located further 
inland.” In other words, a trade-off of moving pads inland would be 
the potential future need for additional pads closer to the reservoir (i.e., 
along the coast) in order to reach bottomhole targets, given the present 
13,000-foot limits of extended-reach drilling, which has been 
independently verified by the State of Alaska. 

565  The Draft EIS referred to the wells as delineation wells, but in order to 
determine the connectivity of the reservoir, these wells would need to 
be put into production. Production would occur year-round; therefore, 
the East and West Pads would need to be gravel with gathering lines 
connecting them to the central processing unit. Long-term testing 
during production would determine connectivity of the reservoir. 
Through this testing the applicant would be able to determine, with 
greater accuracy, the commercial and development potential of the 
reservoir. 
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566  Alternative D also has the pads moved inland and does not have the 
large gravel roads. The Corps was able to evaluate differences in pad 
location using both Alternatives C and D in comparison to Alternatives 
B and E. 

567  The Applicant's practicability of alternatives report has been included 
as Appendix W of the Final EIS. 

568  As noted in the EIS, Section 5.10, Terrestrial Mammals, impacts to 
caribou, regardless of the herd, were determined to be minor to 
moderate in magnitude and ranged from less than 1 percent of caribou 
potentially disturbed under Alternatives B and E to 14 percent under 
Alternative C due to the gravel access road. The impacts under 
Alternative C would primarily occur in the western portion of the 
study area and would mainly affect the Central Arctic and Teshekpuk 
herds. The Porcupine Herd is defined as calving east of the Canning 
River and their overall range typically overlaps with a very small 
portion of the eastern part of the study area (see Figure 3.10-6). 
Therefore, impacts to the Porcupine Herd would likely be even less 
than 1 percent of the herd disturbed.  
The subsistence impact analysis considered the conclusions of the 
biological analysis that the project would not result in large scale 
changes in migration and that impacts would primarily be limited to 
local in geographic extent. Therefore, the majority of impacts for 
subsistence users would occur for residents who travel to the project 
area for caribou hunting and could experience reduced success in that 
area. According to available data, Kaktovik is the primary community 
that uses the project area for caribou harvesting activities.  The 
conclusions of the terrestrial mammals impact analysis (Section 5.10) 
does not indicate that the project would result in changes to the 
migration of the Porcupine Herd or Central Arctic Herd, and therefore 
impacts for subsistence users outside the project area, such as those 
from Nuiqsut, Anaktuvuk Pass, or Arctic Village, would not occur. 

569  Figures 3.10-8 and 3.10-9 identify caribou group size and location and 
movement density during the post-calving time period. Additionally, 
Figures 5.10-3, 5.10-6, 5.10-9, and 5.10-12 identify locations of 
Central Arctic Herd caribou movement densities in June, July, and 
August.  The Corps re-evaluated these figures and other available post-
calving data and determined that the data presented in the Draft EIS 
are adequate for evaluating post-calving caribou movements. Data 
showing movement areas specifically for female caribou is inferred in 
Figures 3.10-8 and 3.10-9. A discussion of the importance of caribou 
post-calving areas has been added to Section 3.10.3.2, Caribou, of the 
Final EIS. 
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570  Table 5.10-2 identifies direct habitat loss (footprint and buffer) and 

indirect habitat loss up to 2.5 miles away from available habitat and 
foraging areas that would potentially be disturbed. The 2.5 mile 
distance is broad enough to include behavioral response buffers that 
cover a range of possible disturbances, including noise and visual. The 
buffers used are based on known displacement distances evaluated in 
multiple studies of caribou behavioral responses to disturbance (Dau 
and Cameron 1986; Cameron et al. 1992, 1995; Wolfe 2000; Noel et 
al. 2004; Haskell et al. 2006; Haskell and Ballard 2008). Potential 
impacts from pipeline corridors are discussed for each alternative 
under Habitat Fragmentation. The EIS notes that the pipeline heights 
(minimum of 7 feet) are greater than the minimum 5-foot height that 
has been recommended to prevent blockage of caribou movements 
during summer or winter (Cronin et al. 1994, Lawhead et al. 2006). 
Therefore, it is not expected that pipelines would alter movement 
patterns of caribou when they are not placed in close proximity to 
roads. Section 5.10, Terrestrial Mammals, of the Final EIS was 
updated to note that aircraft could disturb caribou during routine 
maintenance and surveillance of pipelines. 
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571  The analysis of potential disturbance to caribou from project 
construction and operation used ADF&G and other data made 
available to the Corps. The purpose of Table 5.10 4 is to identify the 
average number of caribou potentially occurring within 2.5 miles of 
Alternative B that could be disturbed and displaced. The intent of this 
table is not to identify important habitat for females and calves outside 
of the 2.5 miles. Impacts to habitat outside of the 2.5-mile buffer are 
not included in the analysis based on literature that has evaluated 
displacement distances in studies of caribou behavioral responses to 
disturbance (Dau and Cameron 1986; Cameron et al. 1992, 1995; 
Wolfe 2000; Noel et al. 2004; Haskell et al. 2006; Haskell and Ballard 
2008). The photocensus data used to show caribou herd sizes was 
provided to the Corps by ADF&G. An explanation of the point 
location of 1,001 to 5,000 caribou north of Point Thomson (not north 
of Flaxman Island as suggested in this comment) was not provided by 
ADF&G and the Corps cannot speculate on the accuracy of the 
location or the behavior of the caribou in the group. The potential for 
project infrastructure to affect the movements of caribou was analyzed 
by using the data showing the density of caribou movements shown on 
the same figures. 

572  The EIS notes that the Point Thomson Project is located in a region of 
the North Slope that currently has a minimal amount of oil and gas 
activity compared to the existing oil production areas to the west. The 
potential cumulative impacts to caribou from Point Thomson in 
conjunction with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future oil 
and gas projects is discussed in Section 5.10.8.2, Cumulative Effects. 

573  The impact assessment for polar bears does evaluate potential long-
term effects from year-round infrastructure and activities. As 
suggested in the comment, the Corps conducted a more thorough 
review of the Applicant's Wildlife Interaction Plan and added 
additional text to the Final EIS in Section 5.11.3.1, Alternative B: 
Construction. The Polar Bear and Wildlife Interaction Plan for the 
Point Thomson Project is an appendix to the Biological Assessment 
for the Polar Bear, Spectacled Eider, Steller's Eider, and Yellow-billed 
Loon (Appendix M). 

574  The analysis of locating known polar bear dens within 1 mile of 
proposed project infrastructure listed in the Draft EIS on page 5-325 in 
Section 5.11.1.2, Habitat Alteration (Disturbance), was not conducted 
in the Draft EIS. This analysis was erroneously left in the document. 
Reference to this analysis has been removed from the Final EIS. The 
analyses that were conducted to evaluate potential impacts to polar 
bears from the proposed project are appropriate and were based on 
designated polar bear critical habitat. 
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575  A review of published reports was conducted to determine the 

availability of baseline underwater ambient noise measurements for 
the nearshore waters of Point Thomson. While ambient noise data 
specifically for Point Thomson do not exist, various acoustic 
monitoring efforts off the North Slope were identified. As stated in 
Section 3.20.2, Review and Adequacy of Information Sources for 
Noise, discussions with acousticians involved in acoustic monitoring 
in the Beaufort Sea confirmed that the best available data for shallow 
water ambient noise measurements near Point Thomson are associated 
with acoustic monitoring of industrial sounds for BPXA’s Northstar 
development project. The Liberty development project was also 
considered to be a suitable candidate for comparison because, like 
Northstar and Point Thomson, Liberty occurs in shallow waters (less 
than 66 feet in bottom depth). Point Thomson shares similar 
characteristics with Northstar and Liberty, specifically shallow water 
and topographical characteristics. The Corps determined that the 
available data from Northstar and Liberty were accurate, timely, and 
sufficiently similar to warrant direct comparison to the Point Thomson 
project area and concluded that these data should be used for assessing 
the potential impacts of the Point Thomson project on the marine 
soundscape.  
Drilling within the hydrocarbon zone at Point Thomson would occur 
during the winter months when most marine mammals are not in the 
area (see Sections 3.11 and 5.11, Marine Mammals, for details). 
Because the Point Thomson area is a shallow water environment with 
islands, sound transmission is limited. The Northstar EIS found that 
industrial sounds are unlikely to be detectable far enough offshore to 
be heard by spring-migrating whales, but if so, the received levels 
would be weak and very unlikely to elicit behavioral reactions. 
Bowhead and Beluga whales would not be affected by drilling noises 
because of the topography of the area, and noise from vessels would 
still be the predominant anthropogenic noise in the environment. 
Aspects of noise impacts to marine mammals from the proposed 
project are discussed in both the marine mammal and noise sections of 
the EIS. Cumulative noise impacts were addressed by using the best 
available information regarding the type of activities anticipated for 
OCS exploration and development; specific data and types of activities 
that may occur simultaneously during OCS exploration and 
development are currently unknown and given the minor impacts of 
noise on marine mammals anticipated as a result of this project, the 
level of analysis is appropriate. 
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576  The cumulative impacts analysis does include an evaluation of OCS 
activities based on the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions presented in Chapter 4. The marine mammals section does not 
evaluate the potential impacts of spills because spills impacts are 
addressed in Section 5.24, Spill Risk and Impact Assessment. The 
Corps has determined that the likelihood of cumulative impacts 
associated with very large spills is extremely small, and no cumulative 
impacts from very small to large spills are expected (see Section 
5.24.13.2, Cumulative Impacts). Cumulative noise impacts were 
addressed by using the best available information regarding the type of 
activities anticipated for OCS exploration and development; specific 
data and types of activities that may occur simultaneously during OCS 
exploration and development are currently unknown and given the 
minor impacts of noise on marine mammals anticipated as a result of 
this project, the level of analysis is appropriate. Climate change 
impacts to marine mammals were discussed in the context of 
cumulative impacts (Sections 5.11.8.1 and 5.11.8.2) because of the 
potential for climate change impacts to affect marine mammals 
cumulatively with other anthropogenic impacts. The EIS presents a 
meaningful analysis of climate and cumulative impacts on marine 
species, given the climate change information currently available and 
the extent of information available on reasonably foreseeable future 
actions. Traditional ecological and local knowledge is incorporated 
into Section 5.22, Subsistence and Traditional Land Use Patterns. 

577  As the commenter points out, the Corps has presented the potential 
consequences of an extremely unlikely event of a large to very large 
spill. The conclusions of the cumulative impacts from spills, however, 
are not flawed, based on the extremely small likelihood of a very large 
spill occurring. The Corps has taken into consideration the likelihood 
of a spill in determining the cumulative impacts associated with spills 
and has concluded that the project would not add or interact with 
potential spill impacts (which would likely also be extremely unlikely) 
from other actions. Section 5.24.11.8, Marine Mammals, addresses 
impacts of spills on marine mammals. 

578  The statement at the beginning of Section 5.24, Spill Risk and Impact 
Assessment, "Over the past 40 years, the combination of stricter 
agency regulations, improving industry operating practices, and 
advancements in spill control technology have resulted in a reduction 
of the likelihood of spills on the North Slope," is a professional 
judgment based on the following: improved technology, including 
advances in the ability to use long-reach directional drilling to access 
offshore reservoirs from land-based facilities, better engineering 
design, greater stress on clean operations, and greater awareness of 
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spill prevention, reporting and cleanup on the part of all the oil field 
personnel. We have modified this statement in the Final EIS 
(introduction to Chapter 5.24, Spill Risk and Impact Assessment) by 
adding "likely" before "resulted." See Section 3.24.3, Overview of 
North Slope Spill History, for a more detailed assessment of North 
Slope spill data. 

579  The amended ODPCP that would be prepared for the proposed project, 
as required by 18 AAC 75.415, would be reviewed and approved, if 
deemed appropriate, by the ADEC. The Corps does not have the 
authority to determine the adequacy or suitability of the spill 
prevention and response measures for the Point Thomson Project. The 
approved ODPCP for the existing wells at the Point Thomson site was 
included in the EIS as background information for assessing potential 
impacts due to spills. However, an amended ODPCP is not required 
for the EIS. 

580  The spill scenario presented in Section 5.24.2.3, Phases of Oil Field 
Development, is taken from the ODPCP for the existing wells at the 
Point Thomson site, which are similar to those proposed for the 
project. The ODPCP was approved by the ADEC, and therefore, it is 
appropriate to use for assessing impacts in the EIS. 
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581  Weathering is described in Section 5.24.4.1, Weathering. As indicated 
in this section, weathering depends on environmental conditions. 
Weathering may be generally slower in the Arctic, but that does not 
mean these processes do not occur. The quoted text was taken from a 
discussion of impacts on marine water quality (Section 5.24.11.4, 
Water Quality) and is accurate. The EIS does consider Arctic 
conditions and, relative to sea ice, states in Section 5.24.5.2, Fresh or 
Marine Water: "Weathering processes in fresh or marine water are 
generally similar and mainly impacted by seasonal ice cover, which 
could greatly slow weathering in both systems (BLM 2004)." An aerial 
trajectory analysis for both oil and condensate well blowout events 
was included in the ODPCP (Appendix U) for the two wells drilled in 
2009-2010. These wells are representative of the type of wells that 
would be drilled for the proposed project, and it is assumed that there 
would be similar seasonal drilling requirements to reduce the risk of a 
discharge to open water. The Applicant's amended ODPCP, required 
for the proposed project, would further address spill scenarios and 
mitigation and would be reviewed for consistency with 18 AAC 75 by 
the ADEC. 

582  As discussed in Section 3.16, Environmental Justice, the Corps' 
evaluation of the potential for a disproportionately high and adverse 
effect on minority and low-income populations was based on the CEQ 
guidance on environmental justice under NEPA (Environment Justice: 
Guidance Under the National Environmental Policy Act. Referenced 
as CEQ 1997a). The findings of the environmental justice analysis 
incorporated the impact evaluations for subsistence and traditional 
land use, socioeconomics (including community cohesion and culture), 
and human health (Section 5.22, Section 5.15, and Section 5.23, 
respectively). The environmental justice analysis also included 
consideration of qualitative information gathered through the tribal 
consultation and public participation process. Impacts to these 
resources were thoroughly evaluated in the EIS within each of the 
respective sections and findings were referenced and summarized 
within the context of environmental justice in Section 5.16.  
Based on the comment received, the Corps re-evaluated the 
environmental justice section and its conclusions, and maintains that 
the impacts identified within the subsistence and traditional land use, 
socioeconomics, and human health sections, individually or additively, 
do not support a finding of a disproportionately high and adverse 
effect. This finding is consistent with the CEQ guidance on 
environmental justice on which the Corps’ analysis was based (CEQ 
1997a). See also the response to Comment 585. 
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583  The environmental justice analysis was based on the impact 

evaluations for subsistence, socioeconomics (including community 
cohesion and culture), and human health (Section 5.22, Section 5.15, 
and Section 5.23, respectively). Impacts to these resources are 
thoroughly evaluated in the EIS within each of the respective sections 
and findings are referenced and summarized within the context of 
environmental justice in Section 5.26. The environmental justice 
section also indirectly includes findings from the visual aesthetics and 
noise impact assessments, because impacts to these resources were 
considered in the subsistence and traditional land use analysis. The 
subsistence and traditional land use analysis consisted of the best 
available information, state of the practice analysis of area user data, 
and thorough analysis of qualitative data based on other development 
areas on the North Slope. 
The subsistence analysis of the EIS recognizes that development of the 
project under any action alternative could lead to future expansion of 
the Point Thomson Project, which could result in increased impacts on 
subsistence use areas, reduced user access to traditional hunting areas, 
decreased resource availability, increased competition among 
subsistence users, and increased costs and time associated with 
harvesting subsistence resources. The discussion also includes analysis 
of reasonably foreseeable future actions that could add to these 
impacts by further expanding industrial facilities into existing 
subsistence use areas. The analysis of cumulative impacts to 
subsistence and traditional land use also notes that hunters are often 
reluctant to enter oil fields. 

584  The environmental justice analysis correctly stated that all impacts 
identified in the subsistence and traditional land use analyses were 
found to be long term (greater than 2 years) in duration (see Sections 
5.16.2, 5.16.3.1, 5.16.4.1). The discussion of temporary impacts on 
page 5-426 of the Draft EIS was intended to convey the methodology 
by which impacts identified were used to evaluate the potential for 
disproportionately high and adverse effects to minority and low-
income communities. 
Text in the environmental justice analysis was modified to clarify the 
impact criteria used in the environmental justice analysis. This 
clarification does not alter the findings that minor impacts would not 
result in disproportionately high and adverse impacts on the minority 
and low-income communities of Kaktovik and Nuiqsut. 

 
 
 



Point Thomson Project Final EIS 
Appendix W – Draft EIS Comments and Responses 

413 

Comment Response 
585  The environmental justice analysis used findings from the subsistence 

and traditional land use impact analysis, which used information, data, 
and observations of North Slope subsistence users. Within the 
subsistence and traditional land use impact analysis, noise and visual 
intrusions were considered for their effect on user access, avoidance, 
and resource availability. The Corps disclosed potential impacts to 
user access by harvesters and that subsistence activities could be 
impacted by any of the alternatives because residents may avoid the 
project area due to noise and human presence. 
The analysis of cumulative impacts to subsistence and traditional land 
use notes that hunters are often reluctant to enter oil fields. The 
findings of the NRC report were incorporated into the cumulative 
impacts analysis of many resource impact analyses in the EIS, 
including the socioeconomic and subsistence and traditional land use 
analyses, and have been fully considered by the Corps. 
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586  The discussion of potential impacts to resident employment within the 
environmental justice analysis is based on the employment analysis in 
Section 5.15, Socioeconomics. Within Section 5.15, the analysis of 
impacts to employment clearly states that “The past history of NSB 
resident employment in the oil industry on the North Slope suggest 
that despite efforts to encourage local employment, increased resident 
employment would likely be a minor and temporary positive impact on 
the NSB population.” While not repeated in the environmental justice 
analysis, this same conclusion of minor and temporary benefits to 
resident employment was considered as one component of the 
environmental justice analysis. Text in the environmental justice 
analysis was revised to reflect this finding, but this revision does not 
change the overall conclusions of the environmental justice analysis. 
The Applicant’s efforts to contract with local companies and to 
encourage local hire are likely to increase employment in the NSB and 
in the communities of Kaktovik and Nuiqsut, where these efforts are 
primarily being targeted. However, as stated in the EIS, these impacts 
are dependent on a wide range of factors and likely to be temporary 
and minor. Future employment at the village level cannot be predicted 
at this time. 

587  See the response to Comment 583. 
588  The description of full field development is based on the best available 

information. Part of the Applicant's stated purpose for the proposed 
project is to further delineate the reservoir so that the Applicant can 
better understand, and thus define, a full field gas development project. 
Maps at this stage would be speculative and would suggest a greater 
level of understanding of a future project that is not presently 
designed. 

589  The Alaska Pipeline Project is included in the reasonably foreseeable 
future actions and the impacts are discussed within the cumulative 
impact sections. The Corps agrees that it is uncertain whether or when 
an export gas line would be built. It is still to be seen where the line 
would be located and by whom. Because of these unknowns, the 
discussion of the export gas line remains in the reasonably foreseeable 
future actions section of the EIS. The building of the gas line is a large 
undertaking that stands alone. The Point Thomson Project is proposed 
to extract condensate and oil. The proposed export pipeline would 
connect to TAPS. If a gas pipeline were to be built and resources from 
Point Thomson connected to it, then a gas line would have to be built 
from Point Thomson to tie in. That intermediary gas pipeline is shown 
as part of the Alaska Pipeline Project because the Applicant is a 
proponent of the project and therefore would want to connect Point 
Thomson to it. 
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590  The overall purpose of this project is to produce liquid hydrocarbons 
from the Thomson Sand Reservoir and further evaluate and delineate 
the reservoir and evaluate the Brookian Group sandstones. As far as 
this NEPA process and the Corps is concerned, the question at hand is 
whether or not to issue a permit allowing the filling of wetlands and 
other waters of the U.S. The Corps' requirements regarding permit 
application decisions does not require a permittee to hold title to the 
land (or by extension, have valid leases) for the Corps to make a 
decision to either approve or deny a permit. The State of Alaska and 
the Applicant have reached a settlement agreement since the release of 
the Draft EIS. 

591  The Executive Summary section in question has been rewritten as 
follows: 
“Key Impacts/Issues  

 Potentially adverse cumulative effects were identified for coastal 
waters, hydrology, caribou, Arctic Refuge, environmental justice, 
visual aesthetics, cultural resources, and subsistence and 
traditional land use. 

 Potentially beneficial cumulative effects were identified to the 
economy.” 
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508  Comment noted; no action required. 
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509  Comment noted; no action required. 
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Comment Document 233 continued. 
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510  Comment noted; no action required. 
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511  Comment noted; no action required. 
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512  Mitigation measures in addition to the Applicant's Design Measures 
noted in Table 4.4-1 of the Draft EIS are identified in the Final EIS. 

513  The Health Impact Assessment for the Point Thomson project was 
prepared by the Alaska Department of Health and Social Services and 
not by the Corps. The Corps reviewed the HIA and included it as 
supplemental information in Appendix R of the EIS. The HIA's 
findings were summarized and included in Section 5.23, Human 
Health. The comment has been forwarded to the State for its 
consideration; however, updating that document is outside the purview 
of the Corps and this EIS. 
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736  See the response to Comment 513 above. 
737  See the response to Comment 513 above. 
514  During the 404(b)(1) Guidelines analysis, the Corps will consider 

mitigation options along with impacts to the environment identified 
during the NEPA process before making its final permit decision. 
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515  The Applicant conducted a coastal engineering assessment (Draft 
Metocean Design Criteria Study; PND 2009a), which addresses long-
term coastal erosion forecasts relative to the project design. Additional 
information from this report has been added to Section 5.5.3.1, 
Alternative B:  Construction and Operation, under a new subsection 
titled "Pads," and information has also been added regarding the plug 
and abandonment process for hydrocarbon wells under a new 
subsection titled "Wells" to address longer-term coastal erosion 
concerns. Coastal erosion rates are also discussed in Section 3.5.5, 
Coastal Processes. 
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592  Comment noted; no action required. 
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593  Comment noted; no action required. 
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516  Marine mammals protected under MMPA and ESA are discussed in 
the EIS and impacts to these species are evaluated. The final 
Biological Assessment for bowhead whales and ringed and bearded 
seals was submitted to the NMFS in January 2012 as part of the ESA 
consultation process. Regulatory consultation required by the 
Applicant under MMPA is presented in Chapter 1 and discussed in 
Appendix F, Compliance with Related Law. 
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517  The Corps initiated EFH consultation with NMFS in January 2012 
with submittal of the EFH Assessment. Section 5.12 of the Final EIS 
and EFH Assessment have been revised to clarify that adverse impacts 
to EFH are unlikely from the Point Thomson Project, except possibly 
under Alternative C. 

518  Comment noted; no action required. 
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519  The Corps will evaluate the feasibility of a pile-supported boat ramp 
with the Applicant during the permitting process. 

520  Section 5.12.3.1, Alternative B: Construction, has been revised to 
clarify that although the harsh marine environment of the arctic is 
generally inhospitable to invasive species, some species, such as the 
Chinese mitten crab, could persist if introduced. 

750  Marine shale would be drilled through in order to reach the sandstone 
reservoir. The Corps is not aware of special spill concerns associated 
with drilling through marine shale.  
Additional discussion of the drilling muds to be used for the Point 
Thomson Project has been added to Section 5.24.2.2, Types of 
Material Spilled: "Two different types of drilling mud would be used 
for the Point Thomson wells. The surface interval would be drilled 
with a high viscosity, water-based mud consisting of a freshwater, 
bentonite, and polymer mixture. Nonaqueous fluid (NAF) drilling 
muds would be used for drilling below the surface casing (Appendix 
D, RFI 112)."  
Text regarding long-reach directional drilling relative to spills has 
been added to the introductory text for Section 5.24: "Long-reach 
directional drilling would be used for the Point Thomson Project to 
access the offshore reservoir without the impacts to offshore and 
coastal environments that would be posed by using offshore well pads. 
Long-reach directional drilling requires specialized drilling rigs and 
computer technology to steer the borehole to the desired location in the 
hydrocarbon reservoir. Directional drilling, while a safe and proven 
technology, introduces the risk of friction and increases the complexity 
of drilling in terms of controlling the pressure of the well. Increases in 
the horizontal drilling distance increase the complexity of well 
development and the level of concern about safety. Consequently, 
even in a directional drilling scenario the technically preferable 
approach is to be as close to the resource as possible to pursue the 
safest and most efficient drilling program possible." We are not aware 
of specific differences in this technology compared to standard wells 
relative to spills.  
Finally, we have added further discussion of blowout prevention 
technology to Section 3.24.5.4,Blowouts and Uncontrolled Releases 
prior to the last paragraph: "Three types of protection are used to 
address blowouts—drilling mud, blowout preventers, and diverters. 
Drilling mud exerts downward pressure to control the formation 
pressure. If the formation pressure exceeds the drilling mud pressure, a 
blowout preventer shuts off the well hole and prevents the escape of 
underground fluids. A blowout preventer consists of high-pressure 
safety valves and associated equipment installed on top of the casing 



Point Thomson Project Final EIS 
Appendix W – Draft EIS Comments and Responses 

431 

Comment Response 
head. Blowout preventers cannot be installed until the well is cased. 
Therefore, in the early stages of drilling a well, a pipe system called a 
diverter is used to route gas from a blowout away from the rig to 
reduce the risk of explosion." 

521  The quoted statement from the Draft EIS Section 5.24.11.9, Fish and 
Invertebrates, does not have a specific reference but is supported by 
the discussion that follows. To that end, the following text has been 
inserted after, "Also, marine fish do not usually suffer mortality as a 
result of oil spills unless they are trapped in bays or similar areas": 
"Arctic cod, a keystone species in the region's food webs, move 
inshore to spawn during the winter (Morrow 1980). However, spills 
would be unlikely to reach marine waters during the winter due to the 
presence of sea ice. Further, due to the presence of bottom-fast ice to a 
depth of about 7 feet, the fish would not be able to access the 
nearshore areas in the vicinity of the pads." 



Point Thomson Project Final EIS 
Appendix W – Draft EIS Comments and Responses 

432 

Comment Response 

 

Comment Document 238 continued. 
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522  Comment noted; no action required. 

 

523  Comment noted; no action required. 
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738  The Point Thomson EIS identifies Shell’s offshore activities within the 

reasonably foreseeable future actions and cumulative impacts discussion. The 
Shell activities have not reached a sufficient level of development certainty to 
elevate them out of the reasonably foreseeable future actions discussion. As 
identified in the comment, there are a number of business agreements as well 
as the discovery of commercial hydrocarbons offshore that would need to 
come to fruition before any interrelation between Shell activities and the 
Applicant’s activities would affect the Point Thomson Project design and/or 
environmental impacts in the vicinity of Point Thomson. 
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739  The Final EIS contains mitigation under consideration by the Corps. The 

Corps will further consider mitigation options before making its final permit 
decision. The Record of Decision (ROD) and accompanying documentation 
will identify adopted mitigation measures. The ROD is followed by a 30-day 
no action period. The Corps does not normally accept comments during that 
time. 

740  The Corps is neither a proponent or opponent of proposed project, and 
therefore cannot identify an agency-preferred alternative. The Corps considers 
identifying a preferred alternative in a NEPA document predecisional and 
therefore does not identify the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable 
Alternative, the only alternative that the Corps is able to permit, until the 
Record of Decision. 
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755  Comment noted; no action required. 
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