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Applicant (A) 

A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A1-1 We conducted an independent analysis of the information provided throughout 
the environmental review process and made our own conclusions based on that 
information.  See our responses specific to comments below. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
  



 

C
C

-986 

A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 

A1-2 See the response to comment A1-1. 

A1-3 The Executive Summary of the final EIS has been updated to address this 
comment. 

A1-4 The Executive Summary has been updated to address the visual impacts of the 
current proposed route (which includes the former Denali Route Alternative). 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 

A1-5 See the response to comment A1-1. 

A1-6 See the response to comment A1-1. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 

A1-7 See the response to comment A1-1. 

A1-8 Table 1.6-1 of the final EIS has been updated to reflect the required PSD 
construction permits for permanent facilities.  The reference to the GTP and 
Liquefaction Facilities for the Minor Construction Permits for Permanent 
Facilities has been removed; however, it should be noted that the information 
in the draft EIS for that permit was provided by AGDC in its permit table filed 
with FERC on May 31, 2019 (20190531-5299_RFI-561-FERC-001-1). 

A1-9 Table 1.6-1 of the final EIS has been revised to remove the Sections 102 and 
103 Ocean Disposal Site Designation permits under the MPRSA. 

A1-10 Section 1.6.12 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-11 Comment noted. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A1-12 Section 2.1.4.1 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-13 Figure 2.1.4-1 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-14 Section 2.1.4.3 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment.  
Also see the updated list of access roads provided in table C-1 in appendix C. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

A1-15 Section 2.1.4.3 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-16 Section 2.1.4.3 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 

A1-17 Table 2.1.2-1 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-18 Impacts from construction camps are considered permanent due to the 
placement of granular fill. 

A1-19 See the updates to sections 2.2.2.2 and 4.3.3.1 of the final EIS. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A1-20 Section 2.2.2.5 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A1-21 Section 2.3.3 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-22 Sections 2.5.2.1 and 4.18.10.3 of the final EIS have been updated to address 
this comment. 

 
  



 

C
C

-994 

A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A1-23 Section 3.3 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-24 Section 3.3 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A1-25 Section 3.3 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-26 Section 3.3.1 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A1-27 Section 3.3.1 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-28 See the response to comment A1-1. 

A1-29 Table 3.3.1-1 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-30 Table 3.3.4-1 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 
 
  



 

C
C

-997 

A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 

A1-31 Section 3.3.7 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-32 Section 3.6 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-33 See the response to comment A1-1. 

A1-34 Table 3.6.1-1 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-35 Table 3.6.1-2 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 

A1-36 Table 3.6.3-1 of the final EIS has been updated to reflect current NWI wetland 
data. 

A1-37 Section 3.8 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-38 Section 3.8.1 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-39 Section 3.1.8.1 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 

A1-40 Table 3.8.1-1 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 
 
 

A1-41 Table 3.8.1-1 of the final EIS identifies displacements of existing 
industrial/commercial facilities. 

A1-42 See the response to comment A1-1. 

A1-43 Table 3.8.1-1 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-44 Table 3.8.1-1 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-45 Table 3.8.1-1 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 

A1-46 Section 3.8.1.3 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-47 Section 3.8.1.3 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-48 Section 3.8.2 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-49 See the updates to sections 2.2.2.2, 4.2.3.2, and 4.3.3.1 of the final EIS. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 

A1-50 See the response to comment A1-1. 

A1-51 This comment is addressed in section 4.2.4 of the final EIS.  See also the 
response to comment A1-1. 

A1-52 Section 4.2.4 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A1-53 While many of the soils crossed by the Project have limited development of 
distinct soil horizons and layers, the natural structure of those soils (including a 
surface organic matter layer) are important for providing insulation to 
permafrost.  Cryoturbation is a natural process that occurs over time versus the 
impacts of construction, which would be rapid and directly affect soils in the 
trenchline.  There would be a distinct boundary of soils affected by 
construction and those where natural cryoturbation would occur. 

A1-54 Section 4.2.5.2 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 

A1-55 Section 4.2.5.2 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment.  
Also, see the response to comment A1-53. 

A1-56 Section 4.3.3.3 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment.   

A1-57 Section 4.3.2.1 and figure 4.3.2-1 of the final EIS have been updated to address 
this comment. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 

A1-58 See the response to comment A1-1. 

A1-59 See the response to comment A1-1. 

A1-60 See the response to comment A1-1. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

A1-61 See the response to comment A1-1. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

A1-62 Based on wetland data provided by AGDC, we concluded that approximately 
350 acres of wetland would be impacted within the Minto Flats State Game 
Refuge. 

A1-63 Section 4.6.1.2 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-64 Section 4.6.1.3 and table 4.6.1-5 of the final EIS have been updated to address 
this comment. 

A1-65 See the updates to section 4.6.1.2 of the final EIS. 

A1-66 See the updates to section 4.6.1.2 of the final EIS. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A1-67 See the updates to section 4.6.1.3 of the final EIS.  Vegetation impacts on the 
Beaufort Coastal Plain Subregion are discussed in section 4.5.3.1.  Also, see 
the response to comment SA2-6. 

A1-68 Review of available literature (e.g., Cameron et al., 2005 and Cronin, 2019) 
supports variability in the size of the Central Arctic Herd population between 
1975 and 2016.  Also, see the responses to comments SA2-6 and SA2-171. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A1-69 See the updates to section 4.6.1.3 of the final EIS.  Also, see the response to 
comment SA2-6 and A1-1. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

A1-70 See the updates to section 4.6.1.3 of the final EIS and the response to comment 
SA2-6. 

A1-71 Section 4.6.1.3 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-72 See the response to comment A1-1. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A1-73 See the update to section 4.6.2.1 of the final EIS.  Several sources characterize 
this area as a hotspot for birds.   

A1-74 Grouse and ptarmigan are managed by the State of Alaska under the ADF&G's 
small game hunting program.  See the updates to section 4.6.2.2. 

A1-75 Section 4.6.2.2 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-76 Section 4.6.2.5 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A1-77 Based on our analysis of information provided by AGDC and other sources, 
we have included these species as potentially occurring within the Project area, 
which includes vessel routes as shown in Figures 4.6.3-1 through 4.6.3-15 of 
the final EIS.  Section 4.6.3.1 of the final EIS addresses the likelihood of 
occurrence for each species near Project related activities.  See the response to 
comment A1-1. 

A1-78 Our analysis in section 4.6.3.2 of the final EIS notes that aircraft noise could 
reach 0.2 mile from the source.  AGDC has said that each mainline valve 
would have an adjacent helipad, and there would be a mainline valve near 
Point Thomson about 0.2 mile from the coast.  In addition, in response to 
question 4 of our EIR dated November 22, 2019 (Accession No. 20191203-
5031), AGDC stated that spotter aircraft would accompany sealift vessels, 
which could affect marine mammals off the coast. 

A1-79 Section 4.6.3.2 of the final EIS acknowledges that ribbon seals are unlikely to 
occur in the area, but could be present incidentally. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 

A1-80 See the response to comment A1-1. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A1-81 Based on our analysis of information provided by AGDC and other sources, 
we concluded that these species may occur in Cook Inlet near Project facilities 
and/or within vessels routes.  Section 4.6.3.1 of the final EIS addresses the 
likelihood of occurrence for each species near Project related activities. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A1-82 Based on our consultations with NMFS staff, we concluded that noise from 
dredging could potentially affect marine mammals.  See the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers, Alaska District Consultation for Transitional and Maintenance 
Dredging of the Anchorage Harbor, Knik Arm, NMFS PCTS # AKR-2017-
9682. 

A1-83 Based on information provided during traditional knowledge workshops and 
our analysis of data provided by AGDC, minke whales could occur near the 
Marine Terminal and Mainline Facilities in Cook Inlet though they would not 
likely be abundant or common in this area. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 

A1-84 See the responses to comments A1-1 and A1-79. 

A1-85 The proposed rule is not final and AGDC has not committed to implementing 
this mitigation measure. 

A1-86 See the response to comment A1-83. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A1-87 The Level A impact areas provided in appendix L-1 of the final EIS have been 
updated based on AGDC’'s Prudhoe Bay IHA application. 

A1-88 Section 4.6.3.2 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-89 Section 4.6.3.2 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A1-90 See the response to comment A1-83. 

A1-91 See the responses to comments A1-1 and A1-83.  As discussed in section 
4.6.3.1 of the final EIS, harbor seal haulouts occur near the Beluga and Susitna 
River deltas. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A1-92 See the updates to section 4.6.3.2 of the final EIS. 

A1-93 Impacts from airborne noise from air traffic related to the Gas Treatment 
Facilities would not affect the three beaked whale species.  See the updates to 
table 4.6.3-2 of the final EIS. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A1-94 See the response to comment A1-79. 

A1-95 See the response to comment A1-83. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 

A1-96 See the responses to comments A1-1 and A1-85.  We have determined, using 
the NMFS Technical Guidance for Underwater Noise, that dredging and 
screeding could affect marine mammals. 

A1-97 Section 4.6.2.3 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A1-98 Section 4.6.2.3 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 

A1-99 Comment noted. 

A1-100 Some species of migratory birds, such as ravens, gyrfalcons, and snowy owls, 
may be present on the North Slope year-round, depending on the abundance of 
prey. 

 
 
 
 
 

A1-101 Section 4.7.1.6 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

A1-102 Section 4.7.1.6 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-103 Section 4.7.2.2 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A1-104 Sections 4.6.2.3 and 4.7.2.4 of the final EIS have been updated to address this 
comment.  With regard to the updates in section 4.6.3.2, studies such as Gill 
and Tibbitts (1999) and Ruthrauff et al. (2013) indicate that the area of the 
Mainline MOF in Cook Inlet has an abundance of shorebirds, particularly rock 
sandpipers.  Figure 1 of the Ruthrauff et al. (2013) study depicts primary 
survey sites of Cook Inlet, which includes areas where benthic sampling was 
conducted.  One area for sampling was near the Beluga River.  Each of the 
benthic sampling locations documented high Macom densities, which is the 
primary diet of rock sandpipers in this area during the winter. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A1-105 Section 4.7.2.3 and table 4.7.2-2 of the final EIS have been updated to address 
this comment. 

A1-106 Recent studies have documented boulder habitat in Prudhoe Bay as discussed 
in section 4.7.2.3 of the final EIS. 

A1-107 Section 4.7.2.3 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment.  
Additional discussion of ice gouging is provided in section 4.7.2.1 of the final 
EIS. 

A1-108 Recent studies have documented hard bottom habitat in Prudhoe Bay as 
discussed in section 4.7.2.3 of the final EIS. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A1-109 Section 4.7.2.4 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-110 Section 4.8.1 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 

A1-111 Comment noted. 

A1-112 Section 4.8.1.1 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-113 Table 4.8.1-3 of the final EIS (formerly table 4.8.1-2 of the draft EIS) has been 
updated to address this comment. 

A1-114 Historical strike data outside of the Project area was not included in the vessel 
strike calculations for humpback whales.  See section 7.7.2.2 of the Biological 
Assessment, which is provided as appendix O of the final EIS. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 

A1-115 Table 4.8.1-3 of the final EIS (formerly table 4.8.1-2 of the draft EIS) has been 
updated to address this comment. 

A1-116 AGDC’s response to question 5 of our EIR dated November 6, 2018 indicates 
that site preparation activities (e.g., right-of-way construction) of the Mainline 
Pipeline for Spread 1 would begin in the second quarter of 2021, which would 
coincide with the nesting period for spectacled eider  (Accession No. 
20181107-5072). 

A1-117 See the responses to comments A1-113, A1-115, and A1-116. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 

A1-118 Section 4.8.1.3 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-119 See the responses to comments A1-1 and A1-96. 

A1-120 See the response to comment A1-1.  While the amount of forest affected is 
small compared to available resources in Alaska, 8,500 acres affected by 
construction is a substantial amount, especially given the long regrowth times 
in much of Alaska. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 

A1-121 Table 4.13.1-1 and section 4.13.1.1 of the final EIS have been updated based 
on comments from the Alaska SHPO provided in letters dated May 16, 2019 
and October 4, 2019. 

A1-122 Section 4.14.3.2 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A1-123 See the response to comment SA2-7. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 

A1-124 Section 4.15.1.1 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-125 See the response to comment SA2-7. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A1-126 Section 4.15.3.1 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-127 Section 4.15.3.1 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-128 Section 4.15.3.1 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-129 See the response to comment CO29-5. 

A1-130 Section 4.15.4 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

A1-131 See the response to comment A1-1 and the updates to section 4.15.5.3 of the 
final EIS. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 

A1-132 See the responses to comments SA2-7 and A1-129. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A1-133 Based on comments from the EPA regarding regional ozone, we have updated 
sections 4.15.5.1 and 4.15.5.3 of the final EIS to indicate that the Project would 
not likely result in exceedances of the ozone and PM2.5 NAAQS. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 

A1-134 See the responses to comments SA2-7 and CO29-5. 

A1-135 Section 4.15.5.1 of the final EIS describes the purpose of a BACT analysis.  
We are not making a BACT determination, which is the responsibility of 
ADEC.  As noted in section 4.15.5.1 of the final EIS, because distillate oil is 
not commonly used to drive compressors at natural gas facilities, we do not 
believe that use of natural gas over distillate oil constitutes a GHG control 
measure. 

A1-136 Section 4.16.4.3 of the final EIS has been updated to address this comment. 

A1-137 The spacing and plant layout discussion in section 4.18.5.5 of the final EIS has 
been updated to reflect AGDC’s rationale and selection of 2-inch-diameter 
holes as the maximum size considered for building siting.  However, this 
selection may not adequately account for piping system failures, and we 
recommend that the building siting study be based on the hazard analyses done 
for general siting requirements, which use less than 6-inch-diameter releases 
that are comprised mostly of 2-inch- and 4-inch-diameter releases.  This range 
is consistent with PHMSA requirements for siting and based on statistical 
information looking across over two dozen databases, including the one cited, 
that weighted LNG specific datasets more heavily and was largely verified by 
a 2017 PHMSA research study, Statistical Review and Gap Analysis of LNG 
Failure Rate Table, Contract DTPH56-15-T-00008 (available at 
https://primis.phmsa.dot.gov/matrix/FilGet.rdm?fil=11074) and adopted into 
National Fire Protection Association 59A (2019 edition), Standard for the 
Production, Storage, and Handling of LNG. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

A1-138 The documents referenced in the comment are Fire Exposed Area drawings 
with pipe rack cross-sections.  The specific thicknesses and material selections 
of the fireproofing that would be applied to vessel skirts is typically found on 
vessel data sheets and does not appear to have been provided in the resource 
reports.  The referenced fireproofing equipment list in S.9 also does not 
provide these details.  Our recommendation in section 4.19.8 of the final EIS 
related to providing the fireproofing design covers this information. 

A1-139 AGDC’s response to question 41, filed on May 24, 2019, is related to the 
sizing and design of hazardous liquid spill containment on the LNG tank tops 
and should demonstrate that all release sizes up to a full rupture of the largest 
single pipe would be collected and drained to the impoundment, unless it can 
be demonstrated that providing this containment would not reduce the 
consequences.  The response did not clarify collection mechanisms for the full 
range of release sizes, or provide an evaluation of the consequences of not 
containing the full range of releases.  The response also recognizes that some 
spills may jet and land outside of the spill collection curb.  Therefore, we 
included a recommendation in the EIS for the tank top spill collection design to 
meet the above criteria. 
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A1 – Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (cont’d) 

 
 
 

A1-140 The spill containment discussion in section 4.18.5.5 of the final EIS and related 
recommendations have been updated to consider information received after 
development of the draft EIS. 

A1-141 AGDC’s response to question 40, filed on May 24, 2019, is related to the sizing 
and design of hazardous liquid spill containment at the dock and should 
demonstrate that all release sizes up to a full rupture of the largest single pipe 
would be contained, unless it can be demonstrated that providing containment 
would not reduce the consequences.  The response did not clarify collection 
mechanisms for the full range of release sizes or provide a final evaluation of the 
consequences of not containing the full range of releases.  Therefore, we included 
a recommendation for the marine area spill collection design to meet the above 
criteria. 

 
A1-142 We agree that active mitigation, such as manual, remote, and/or automatic 

emergency shutdown systems, is a key component in shutting down and isolating 
releases to minimize impacts of a release, including impacts from potential jet 
fires.  We also recognize that active mitigation, such as blow downs, can be a key 
layer of protection in reducing the severity of jet fires and potential for BLEVEs.  
However, the time for these systems to fully activate versus the time to failure is 
not yet defined and may or may not be effective by themselves.  Therefore, we 
also recognize that additional layers of protection, such as structural passive 
protection and firewater systems, can aid in the effectiveness of these active 
systems in ensuring there is not a failure within their time to shutdown, isolate, 
de-inventory, and/or depressurize or they may act as an independent layer of 
protection depending on their designs.  Section 4.18.5.5 of the draft EIS 
recognized AGDC’s proposal to mitigate jet fires at the GTP with a combination 
of passive protection, as well as active measures, including shutdown and 
depressurization systems.  Section 4.18.5.5 also recommended an appropriate 
reliability level for these systems at the GTP.  However, because the details of the 
design of these systems are not completely defined, it is not possible to determine 
the overall effectiveness of these mitigation systems.  Therefore, we have 
included recommendations to ensure that the final design of these systems would 
be effective in mitigating such events.  In addition, a significant amount of 
equipment areas at the GTP would be enclosed within process buildings, rather 
than open to the more extreme ambient temperatures, and the feasibility of 
providing firewater coverage in these indoor areas was not evaluated.  
Regardless, due to the location, no recommendation was made to require a 
standard fire water system at the GTP, located on the North Slope, if other 
systems can be demonstrated to provide an equivalent level of protection. 

A1-143 AGDC’s response to question 53, filed on May 3, 2019, indicated that the low 
expansion foam systems would be sized only for the tank top area of one 
condensate tank.  The area of the impoundment surrounding those tanks, plus the 
diesel tank, was not proposed to have low expansion foam coverage as mitigation 
in the event of a tank rupture that may cover the impoundment floor.  
However, AGDC’s response to question 24, filed on October 4, 2017, regarding a 
truck BLEVE had stated, “The Condensate Storage Tank area will be protected 
with a low expansion foam system, which would reduce thermal radiation from 
the sump in the event of a pool fire.” 
AGDC’s response to question 97, filed on October 7, 2019, acknowledges that 
the low expansion foam system was designed for a fire within a tank and 
indicates that AGDC intends to file an evaluation justifying the detection and 
mitigation to be used for fires within the condensate/diesel tank impoundment 
prior to construction of the final design.  Section 4.18.5.5 has been updated to 
reflect this information. 
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