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5.18 RECREATION

The key findings for recreation are summarized below with a brief summary of the differentiating effects.

__Key Impact Findings and Differentiators Among Alternatives

Key Findings:

Alternatives B, C, D, and E: Major impacts to recreation are probable

and would last the life of the project. Impacts would likely be felt by
recreationists beyond the ACP and the coastal and Canning River
recreation corridors.

Alternative A: Minor impacts to recreation are probable in the coastal
corridor and unlikely in the Canning River corridor/western refuge.
Impacts could be limited and localized to the study area.

Differentiators:

Differences between the build alternatives are small. The greatest
difference is between presence of the project (any action alternative)
and absence of the project (No Action Alternative).

Alternative C would result in the greatest loss of area usable for
recreation due to the gravel access road. Alternative E would result
in the least loss of area usable for recreation due to the smaller
project footprint.

Alternatives C and D set several project components back from the
coastline, reducing potential impacts to recreation by local
population and visitors along the coastal corridor.

Alternatives C and D set the airport farther west and farther away
from the Arctic Refuge, minimizing impacts to the wilderness
qualities of the refuge recreation experience in the lower Canning
River corridor.

Increased use of helicopters between pads under Alternative E likely
would increase project visibility and audibility to recreationists.

Section 5.18-Recreation

Because recreation in the eastern ACP is principally a wilderness type recreation experience, even though both
federal and state lands in the primary study area are not formally designated wilderness areas, the primary
potential impact would be a change in wilderness qualities of the isolated backcountry environment in which
recreation occurs. Such impacts could occur whether inside the Arctic Refuge’s designated Mollie Beattie
Wilderness, within the Refuge’s nondesignated 1002 Area, or on state land and waters. As described in Section
3.17, a wilderness type recreation environment is one where little or no human-caused sights, sounds, or smells
are evident outside the recreationist’s own group and the group’s support systems (i.e., the group’s own boats,
tents, camp stoves, and support aircraft for drop-off and pickup) and where other groups are rarely encountered.
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However, this impact would be gualitative and has to do with the perceptions of the recreationist. Not all rafters,
hikers, or hunters using the project area would perceive physical changes in the same way.

Besides backcountry or wilderness recreation as described above, there are more traditional tourist operations at
low numbers in the area, including ice-breaking cruise ships, sight-seeing aircraft, and tour boats from Kaktovik.
Most of these are assumed to operate in the general area and are not necessarily focused at, or adjacent to, the
project site or in the recreation corridors identified. Nonetheless, proposed project facilities may be visible to
tourists and may affect their experience. Subsistence camps and subsistence hunting also have a recreational
element, and local residents camping or hunting in the project area may be affected.

5.18.1  Methodology

Table 5.18-1 describes how impacts are addressed in this section.

Table 5.18-1: Impact Criteria—Recreation

Impact Category* | Intensity Type* | Specific Definition for Recreation
Change in recreational environment, recreational opportunity, or the quality of the
. experience that would likely be felt by most recreationists in the area or contemplating
Major . L .
use of the area; change that is likely to be controversial for users and/or land
managers.
Magnitude Change in the recreational environment, recreational opportunity, or the quality of the
Moderate experience that would likely be felt by some recreationists in the area; likely to
generate little controversy for users or land managers.
Minor Little or no evident change in the recreational environment, recreational opportunity,
or quality of the experience.
Impact would be irreversible or so long term that no end would be known; there would
Long term L . .
be no plan for elimination of impact at end of project.
. , Impact would last for several years but less than life of project, or known elimination of
Duration Medium term . e
impact as part of the project’s end.
Temporar Impact would last through project construction or similar clearly limited time frame that
porary would be substantially less than the life of the project.
Probable Virtually no avoidance.
Potential to Occur Possible May occur or may not occur.
Unlikely Not expected to occur.
Likely to be felt by recreationists beyond the local geographic extent (i.e., outside the
. coastal plain) e.g., by ‘the idea’ of loss of recreation opportunity; impact perceptible in
Extensive : . . .
the study area in such a way as to change the wilderness recreation experience that
Geoaraphic Extent is currently available.
grap Local Influence mostly on people actually using the ACP and the coastal and Canning River
recreation corridors.
i Influence only on people recreating in the area of the proposed project footprint or
Limited " . . :
within about 1 mile of the project footprint.

* Impact categories and intensity types were developed based on CEQ NEPA regulations as described in Section 4.1, Impact Determination
Criteria.

Adverse impacts to recreation could include:

\ 1. Reduction of potential land area available for recreation and reduction of public use of shoreline (lands for
camping, hunting, boat-beaching, etc.) by existence of proposed facilities or by prohibition of public access.

2. Avoidance of recreational activities in proximity to project features because of desire for privacy, loss of
wilderness quality, fear of shooting facilities, noise, etc.
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3. Visible and audible presence of industrial facilities in an otherwise undeveloped setting, including:

e Change in or disruption of a backcountry recreation experience with high wilderness qualities by sight, \
sound, or smell from a distance.

o Influence on where or whether recreationists choose to go in the arctic for a recreation experience with
high wilderness qualities.

e The loss of opportunity for planned or future recreation experiences with high wilderness qualities (no
need to be onsite for these impacts).

4. Changes in wildlife movements that affect hunting and wildlife viewing.

Each of these potential impacts was analyzed using a method best suited to understand the magnitude of the
impact, as detailed below.

Method for 1 and 2: Identify recreation corridors and recreation use areas for comparison with the project
footprint. Calculate the land area actually lost to the permanent project footprint—Ilands literally unusable for
outdoor recreation. (Acreages reported in this section do not count ice pads and ice roads, or a temporary
overburden storage site.) Use a 1-mile buffer around the project footprint for each alternative to provide an
example avoidance area that is comparable between alternatives. A buffer of 1 mile was selected as a
conservative reasonable estimate based on the visual assessment work done for this project and based on
concerns expressed by hunters during scoping about self-limitations on hunting around facilities. Individual
tolerance for privacy, noise, wilderness values, or concern about hunting near facilities is acknowledged to vary.
Acreages are reported in the second half of this section, under headings for each alternative.

Method for 3: Assess qualitatively the likelihood of adverse effects to or enhancement of the recreation \
experience based on the ability to sense the project from known travel corridors. Address perceptibility of

changes in the physical environment, including motion or activity, industrial facilities, or transportation

facilities, that may be at odds with backcountry recreation expectations for high wilderness qualities. Draw on \
visual and noise assessments. Address likely perceptions of wilderness recreationists and more standard tourists
based on past history. The first half of section 5.18.3 describes these impacts.

Method for 4: Draw on wildlife assessments completed for this EIS, and extrapolate and assess impacts that
may also affect recreationists.

The number of recreationists in the area could change as a result of the project, but this is difficult to measure,
because the number of recreationists is not well documented, is small, and reportedly has fluctuated (i.e., no
steady trend). Without a solid basis for predicting numbers of users, such quantification is not part of this
methodology.

The recreation methodology acknowledges that actual recreational use of the study area is very low in
comparison to many public recreation lands in Alaska and other states. The analysis is based on impacts to the
recreation that does occur and on the recreation experience that is available.

5.18.2  Alternative A: No Action

Under Alternative A, no permit from the Corps for gravel fill and other construction activities regulated by the
agency would be issued. Occasional helicopter operations for site monitoring and the protective wellhead covers
for the two wells and rig mats would be the most noticeable features of Alternative A. The activity and
remaining features likely only occasionally would affect the sense of solitude and other wilderness qualities
listed above and in Sections 3.18, Recreation, and 3.14, Arctic National Wildlife Refuge Affected Environment,
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and would not limit people’s potential use of the area for recreation, as described in the methods above. Most
recreationists would have little or no awareness of the existence of the wells. The area would be largely quiet
and visibly mostly undeveloped; wilderness recreation qualities largely would continue to exist along most of
the coastline. Users of the coastal corridor likely would notice the 16-foot-tall bright orange well covers near the
shoreline, even from the barrier islands (about 2 miles away), but without associated activity, the impact to the
experience would be minor. With only occasional visits to the pad, the area would appear abandoned, and
recreational opportunity and activity would be little affected.

Referring back to Table 5.18-1 at the beginning of this section, the magnitude of impact for Alternative A would
be minor in magnitude, duration would be long term, potential to occur would be probable in the coastal corridor
and unlikely in the Canning River corridor/western refuge, and geographic extent would be limited to local.

5.18.3  Impacts Common to All Action Alternatives

5.18.3.1 Construction

During construction of any of the action alternatives, the extra activity and noise of mobilizing equipment to the
site and the outdoor activity associated with gravel mining and construction of road, runway, and drilling pad
embankments would make the site somewhat more conspicuous to recreationists than during drilling and
operations. The types of impacts would be essentially the same during all phases, with somewhat greater
probability of occurrence during construction because the extra activity would tend to call attention to the
facilities.

5.18.3.2  Drilling and Operations

This section focuses on the drilling and operations phases, at a time when all construction would be complete
and drilling might still be occurring. The drilling and operations phases for any of the action alternatives are
expected to result in the same kinds of recreational impacts at the same magnitude and extent.

Reduction of Potential Recreation Grounds/Avoidance of the Project Site

A most basic effect of the action alternatives would be the loss of undeveloped land that could be used for
recreation. However, state lands for which the project is proposed are not designated recreation lands; they are
general-use lands open to recreation but managed for oil and gas. Refuge lands have a more specific recreation
component; no Arctic Refuge lands would be lost to development. The opportunity for the recreational use of
the coastal corridor—a general swath of land several miles wide that includes both marine waters and inland
areas—would be lost to the project footprint. Visiting recreationists and local users likely would avoid use
within an area around the project—assumed for this analysis to be within a mile of the project, as stated above in
Section 5.18.1. A GIS analysis determined the amount of land that would be lost to the project footprint for each
action alternative, and what might be avoided for recreation, based on a buffer of 1 mile around the outside of all
facilities (excluding marine waters). These numbers are reported under headings for the individual alternatives,
below.

The waters used for recreation—marine waters and the Canning River—would be essentially unaltered by the
project under any alternative. The primary exception would be if there were a significant spill of liquid
hydrocarbons in marine waters, which would displace recreationists during the spill and cleanup effort and
possibly for multiple seasons thereafter, depending on the condition of the coast and water. Such a spill would
be possible but statistically not probable (see Section 5.24, Spill Risk and Impact Assessment). Therefore, use of
study area waters for recreation likely would be unaffected.
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Public Access and Use of the Shoreline

Under any of the action alternatives, public access to the general Point Thomson area would not be excluded;
however, it would be managed to ensure public and facility safety and security. Visitors to the Point Thomson
facilities would be required to check-in at the Point Thomson security checkpoint. (Appendix A, Department of
the Army Permit Application) In Alaska, land below ordinary high tide (the beach) typically is open to the
public for public access, except where permitted for specific uses such as large commercial or public docks or
ports, or similar developments. Restricted areas would be identified in the Applicant’s plan of operations.
Physically and by terms of the state lease, project permits, and/or company policy, public access likely would be
restricted across the emergency boat ramp.

The minor differences between the action alternatives are noted under the headings for the individual
alternatives below.

Visible and Audible Presence of Industrial Facilities

Industrial facilities and activities loosely aggregated over about 8 miles of coastline and for about 3 to 4 miles
inland would be visible and occasionally audible to recreationists on the lower Canning River corridor and
Canning River delta, and on the coastal corridor, including Brownlow Point, Flaxman Island, and locations at
similar distances on the water and inland along the coast. Facilities and activities with a visible and audible
presence would include: three to four developed drilling and processing pads; tall structures, including a
communications tower and a flare stack at the CPF and a drilling rig that would move between pads (150 to 200
feet tall); shorter airport communication and navigation towers (four towers between 30 and 55 feet tall), gravel
connecting roads and likely plumes of dust that would be visible behind vehicles; and the drilling, compressor,
generator, truck, and aircraft noise that would be audible. See Section 5.14, Arctic National Wildlife Refuge and
5.19, Visual Aesthetics, for complementary discussion.

Particularly on the coastal corridor, the facilities would be visible at relatively close range. The differences
between the action alternatives, such as locating the East and West Pads on the coast or a half-mile inland, or
locating the CPF on the coast or 2 miles inland, would make relatively little difference in the flat and open

visual environment. Small differences are noted under headings for the individual alternatives, below. With
separation distances of about 4 miles between pads, industrial facilities would be consistently in the view to \
people moving along the coastal corridor. As they move along the coast, any given facility would begin to fade
behind as another became more apparent ahead, so that no facility would be more than about 2 miles away along \
a stretch of coast from the Arctic Refuge westward to Point Thomson, about 13 miles of coastline total. The
additional industrial activity and the new structures associated with the Point Thomson Project would reduce the
wilderness qualities of the recreation opportunity. See Section 5.18.10 for related discussion.

Effects to Recreation Opportunity. Recreation by people coming to the area specifically to see the industrial
activity at Point Thomson would be very unlikely, although some recreationists visiting the area may be curious
and come closer rather than staying far away. To tourists on a cruise ship or in aircraft who are likely, in the
same day, to see other, larger oil and gas developments (e.g., Prudhoe Bay) and who are passing through
without camping on the land, it would be likely that the project facilities would be a curiosity and an accepted
and interesting part of the overall experience in the same way that bus tours through the Prudhoe Bay facilities
to the Arctic Ocean are popular in combining industrial and natural features.

Arctic Refuge and Canning River corridor recreationists, 2 to 5 miles away from the nearest project
developments, are much more likely to have a different (less wild) recreation experience, and to anticipate this
difference even before they start a trip, due to the appearance of industrial facilities on the horizon, and possible
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layers of air pollutants, flares, or dust plumes from trucks, along with the sounds of aircraft, generators, the
compressor, and other engines. See Sections 3.18.1 for discussion of recreationists’ attitudes and expectations in
designated and nondesignated wilderness environments.

The project likely would displace a few of the approximately 100 recreationists who use the state and federal
lands near the lower Canning River to other river corridors that they perceive as “wilder” in the refuge or to
Arctic national parks such as Gates of the Arctic National Park. The project would be likely to change the
quality of the recreational experience of those who do use the general Canning River corridor. In the Arctic
Refuge, loss of wilderness qualities such as natural scenery, quiet, and natural darkness (during dark times of
year, when use levels are particularly low) would occur along the western edge of the refuge’s ACP, a minimal-
management area managed in part to maintain its wilderness qualities. Other losses could include the
psychological and spiritual values associated with wild areas, such as a sense of solitude, as described in Section
3.18. These losses would extend within the refuge to the extent they were perceived—perhaps more than 10
miles from the facilities or more than about 8 miles into the refuge at the coast and about the same distance
inland, and more than 20 miles for nighttime lights (see Section 3.18, Recreation, and 5.19, Visual Aesthetics).
However, for those floating down the Canning River, the impact would likely fall on the last day or two of what
may be a trip of 1 to 2 weeks. As part of the “return to civilization” portion of the trip, the impact would not be
as severe as if it occurred in the middle of the trip.

The opportunity for a recreation trip with high wilderness qualities along the coastal corridor between Bullen
Point and the Canning River delta would no longer be available. Those who wish to boat, kayak, camp, or hunt
in the coastal area, including local residents, would do so with industrial facilities in view and sometimes within
audible range, or would be displaced. For coastal subsistence or recreational hunters, the presence of the
pipeline a short distance inland from the coast under some alternatives would be a continuous presence and they
likely would feel inhibited about shooting at caribou without risk of striking the pipeline, even though the
pipeline wall is proposed to be thickened to help prevent bullet penetration. Subsistence and other traditional
coastal uses with a recreational component would likely continue, with displacement near the facilities, as
described above. The unknown but low level of use in the corridor likely would not change in remaining
available areas, but the experience would change. Opportunities for coastal recreation with high wilderness
qualities would be available in the refuge in an area of perhaps 30 to 40 miles between the Canning River and
Kaktovik, and also east of Kaktovik. Stretches of arctic coastline east and west of Barrow also would continue to
provide backcountry recreation opportunity with wilderness characteristics but are not connected to public
recreation lands in the same way the Point Thomson coastline is connected to the refuge and Canning River
corridor, and are not commonly within view of the mountains.

The high profile of the Arctic Refuge is likely to mean that the change in the recreation environment in and near
the refuge would become well known among backcountry recreationists, even casual recreationists who are not
likely ever to visit the study area in person. Some of these people nationwide are likely to feel the loss of
recreation opportunities with high wilderness qualities (see Section 5.14, Arctic National Wildlife Refuge, for
further discussion). Construction of permanent facilities about 2 miles from the refuge boundary would likely be
controversial among some recreationists in and outside of Alaska.

The Point Thomson facilities impacting recreation along the Canning River corridor include:

e Central Processing Facility Proximity. The CPF would be the site of the largest collection of buildings,
storage tanks, communication towers, and flare stacks, most of which would be visible from the northern
part of the Canning River corridor.
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e East Pad. The East Pad would be the closest facility to the Canning River, at 4 to 5 miles in each
alternative.

e Air Traffic/Airport Proximity. Air traffic would approach and take off from the project airstrip in easterly
and westerly directions, and aircraft would be likely to use an area of approximately 3 miles east of the
airstrip to make turns to and from Deadhorse. The airstrip itself would contain four navigation and
communications towers of 35 to 55 feet, which would be lighted and visible from parts of the Canning
River.

o Infield Roads/Vehicle Use. All alternatives would have similar needs for transportation between pads,
mostly on gravel roads (except Alternative E). The length of roads differs between alternatives, suggesting
that vehicle miles traveled would differ proportionately. Traffic would be most visible in summer as
vehicles create dust in dry conditions. The roads themselves would not be visible from the Canning River
corridor.

e Drilling Duration. The drilling rig would be one of the most prominently visible components of the project.
After the drilling phase was complete, the drilling rig could be removed from the site completely, removing
a strongly contrasting visual element from the surrounding vista. Drilling could be extended indefinitely, as
discussed under Cumulative Impacts.

e Construction Duration. The construction phase would be the time of greatest activity, including the greatest
use of helicopters before the airstrip was complete.

o Pipeline Effects to Recreation. Distance of the export pipeline from the coast would vary within each
alternative but with an overall range of 1 to 7 miles. At 1 to 2 miles, the pipeline would be expected to be
readily visible. In the range of 5 to 7 miles, it would not likely be visible at all. Those alternatives with the
pipeline at greater distances from the coast would help to protect the existing recreation resource along the
coast, and these differences are further discussed under headings for the individual alternatives.

Wildlife Effects and Recreation

Section 5.9, Birds, and Section 5.10, Terrestrial Mammals, indicate likely displacement of caribou, birds, and
other wildlife away from project components. Most displacement would be expected within one-half mile of the
facilities. Effects to recreationists hoping to view or hunt caribou, muskoxen, bears, and birds may be affected
slightly, but not predictably. The project under any build alternative would likely displace caribou in the post-
calving period inland away from the immediate coastline in the 8- to 10-mile area generally occupied by the
three proposed drilling pads. The export pipeline paralleling the coast at various distances under the alternatives
may somewhat inhibit caribou from crossing (note, however, that the pipeline is planned in all cases to have a
clearance of 7 feet above ground level to allow for caribou passage). These changes may mean slightly fewer
caribou to view or hunt near the coast. Conversely, some caribou may be attracted to the shade of structures and
to gravel roads and pads for insect relief and may at times congregate too near project components for hunters to
safely hunt. These more industrial backdrops may not be the environment in which backcountry recreationists \
hope to view or photograph caribou. If brown bears, polar bears, foxes, or other animals became accustomed to
human food found in association with the project (e.g., on the ground, in unsecured garbage cans, or in the backs
of trucks), they could be more likely to seek food from recreationists camping within their range, but oil
company practices would minimize availability of unsecured food or garbage.

5.18.4  Alternative B: Applicant’s Proposed Action

As described in the analysis methodology (Section 5.18.1), under Alternative B, the area of the project footprint
that would be lost for recreation would be approximately 280 acres at the Point Thomson Project site. Usability
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for recreation would be limited near facilities, e.g., 16,600 acres at the project site, and another 19,300 acres
along the export pipeline, would be affected based on a 1-mile buffer around facilities.

The airport would be located about 5 miles from the Arctic Refuge boundary, with aircraft operations expected
within about 2 miles, indicating that aircraft would be readily visible and audible from the lower Canning River
corridor and associated Arctic Refuge lands.

The export pipeline location parallel to the coastline would vary in the 1- to 2-mile range over the length of its
22-mile run to Badami. It would lie within the terrestrial portion of the coastal corridor and often would be
visible from the coastline and ocean. Coastal hunters, including subsistence hunters, likely would be inhibited
from shooting in directions toward the pipeline in this relatively narrow band, although hunting likely would
continue in this area.

The location of the East and Central Pads immediately on the coast would mean immediate proximity of
facilities to the water, and public access to these areas would likely be restricted. Those walking through this
area of the coastline may technically be able to get under the pier and past the sheet pile and barge bulkhead, but
likely would avoid the area or feel inhibited because of the development. They may also feel inhibited about
passing close to the West Pad (located near the coastline), particularly during the drilling and construction
phases. Although little traditional beach walking occurs in this area, the project would restrict free passage for
the public for hunting, or for hiking along the coast from a camp.

5.18.5 Alternative C: Inland Pads with Gravel Access Road

As described above under Methodology, the area of the project footprint that would be lost for recreation would
be approximately 746 acres at the Point Thomson Project site under Alternative C and the all-season gravel
access road. Also as described under Methodology, usability for recreation would be limited near facilities. As
an example, 39,000 acres at the project site, and another 47,400 acres along the export pipeline and gravel
access road would be affected based on a 1-mile buffer around the facilities. The airport would be located about
7 miles from the refuge boundary, with aircraft operations expected within about 4 miles, indicating that aircraft
would be visible and likely audible from the lower Canning River corridor and associated refuge lands.

Alternative C would include a permanent new 44-mile, all-season gravel access road connected to the Endicott
Spur and then to Deadhorse and the U.S. highway system. The road would parallel a new export pipeline several
hundred feet to the north of the pipeline. Road activity likely would inhibit recreational hunters from shooting in
directions toward the road and pipeline within 1 mile or more. The export pipeline would run 50 miles to
Prudhoe Bay. The pipeline and road would lie inland from the coast in the range of 3 to 7 miles (generally about
5 miles). This location would be somewhat inland of the terrestrial portion of the coastal recreation corridor and
in most locations would not be visible from the coastline and ocean. This inland separation would help to protect
the existing coastline recreational experience, providing a greater open area between the ocean and the pipeline
that recreational hunters might use without fear of striking the pipeline, vehicles, or workers. However, this
circumstance would occur only for the eastern half of the pipeline run. The western half of the new export
pipeline would parallel the existing Badami pipeline at distances of 1 to 5 miles, typically about 3 miles, with
the new pipeline lying south of the existing pipeline. The space enclosed by the Point Thomson road and
pipeline and the Badami pipeline would limit hunters’ current freedom for shooting in this area. This western
half of the export pipeline and somewhat more inland location appear to be an area less used by hunters than
points farther east (see Sections 3.22 and 5.22, Subsistence and Traditional Land-Use Patterns).

The location of East and West Pads about one-half mile inland from the coast would allow free access to the
coast nearest to these pads. The location of the CPF about 2 miles inland would mean that the Central Well Pad
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would appear to have less development and activity than the CPF pad, particularly during the operations phase.
Recreationists may not feel inhibited about using the shoreline at relatively close range. However, although
Alternative C would not include shoreline facilities, the immediate proximity of the drilling pad to the ocean
would likely mean public access restrictions at this one location. Those walking through this area of the
coastline may technically be able to get past the pad footprint, but likely would avoid the area or feel inhibited
because of the development.

5.18.6  Alternative D: Inland Pads with Seasonal Ice Access Road

As described above under Methodology, under Alternative D, the area of the project footprint that would be lost
for recreation would be approximately 350 acres at the Point Thomson Project site. Also as described under
Methodology, usability for recreation would be limited near facilities. As an example, 22,700 acres at the project
site, and another 20,000 acres along the export pipeline, would be affected, based on a 1-mile buffer around the
facilities. The airport would be located about 6.5 miles from the refuge boundary, with aircraft operations
expected within about 3.5 miles, indicating that aircraft would be visible and likely audible from the Canning
River corridor.

The export pipeline location parallel to the coastline would vary in the 1 to 4-mile range (generally about

3.75 miles), mostly inland of the terrestrial portion of the coastal corridor and usually not visible from the
coastline and ocean. This placement would help to protect the coastline recreational experience over most of the
22-mile run of the pipeline and would provide an open area between the ocean and the pipeline that recreational
hunters might use with minimal fear of striking the pipeline. There would be no permanent road parallel to the
pipeline.

The location of East and West Pads about one-half mile inland from the coast would allow free access along the
coast nearest to these pads. The location of the CPF about 2 miles inland would mean that the Central Well Pad
would appear to have less development and activity than the CPF pad, particularly during the operations phase.
Recreationists may not feel inhibited about using the shoreline at relatively close range; however, although
Alternative D would not include shoreline facilities, the immediate proximity of the drilling pad to the ocean
would likely mean public access restrictions at this location. Those walking through this area of the coastline
may technically be able to get past the pad footprint, but likely would avoid the area or feel inhibited because of
the development.

5.18.7  Alternative E: Coastal Pads with Seasonal Ice Roads

As described above under Methodology, under Alternative E, the area of the project footprint that would be lost
for recreation would be approximately 200 acres at the Point Thomson Project site. Also as described under
Methodology, usability for recreation would be limited near facilities. As an example, 10,000 acres at the project
site, and another 22,000 acres along the export pipeline, would be affected, based on a-1 mile buffer around
facilities.

The impacts of Alternative E would be the same as those described in Alternative B, with the exception that
Alternative E development would be relatively compact, with a 2-mile gravel road between Central Pad and the
airport, but no other gravel roads connecting the East and West Pad with the Central Pad. Visible dust and
movement of vehicles would not occur to access East and West Pads, but increased use of helicopters between
pads likely would be equally visible to recreationists and more audible.
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5.18.8  Impacts for Action Alternatives

The difference in overall effects to recreation among the four action alternatives would be minor. The common
impacts discussed above are the most important. Referring back to Table 5.18-1, these impacts to recreation
would be major; long term and effectively permanent; and extensive, including areas both local and outside
Alaska. This assessment of impact is tempered by the very small numbers of recreationists who use the area.
Nonetheless, a small number of users and low encounters with others is part of the definition of a recreation
experience with high wilderness qualities (whether or not on federal lands designated as part of the National
Wilderness Preservation System).Most recreationists in the area are believed to be seeking a backcountry or
wilderness-type recreation experience or to be sensitive to changes in the visual environment. Therefore, for
those who do use the area or contemplate using it, the projected impact is important, as summarized in Table
5.18-2. Also, this assessment is based on impacts to recreationists regardless of management of the land; state
land where the project is proposed is not specifically managed for recreation of any kind and not for
maintenance of wilderness qualities, although recreation does occur, and the recreation in the area is principally
of a backcountry or wilderness type. Nearby Arctic Refuge lands are managed to provide wilderness-type
recreation.

Table 5.18-2: Action Alternatives—Impacts Summary for Recreation?

Impact Category Magnitude Duration Potential to Occur Geographic Extent
Recreation Major Long term Probable Extensive

a Recreation use levels are known to be low (in keeping with wilderness type recreation experiences). Recreation impacts
indicated are associated with the use that does occur.

5189  Mitigative Measures

The Applicant has included the following design measures as part of the project design to avoid or minimize
impacts on recreation.

e Mining gravel with blasting, installing offshore mooring dolphins and pilings, and constructing off-pad
pipelines during winter when visitation to the project area and the Arctic Refuge is at the lowest level.

o Designing project features to reduce offsite visual impacts, as described in Section 5.19, Visual Aesthetics.

o Designing project features to reduce offsite effect of noise, as described in Section 5.20, Noise.

¢ Implementing aircraft flight path and height protocols to minimize coastal effects associated with noise and
visual impacts of aircraft. Aircraft will generally fly at a 1,500-foot altitude and inland from the coast.

The Corps is considering the following measure to avoid or minimize impacts to recreation: avoid use of boats
and barges east of the Central Pad and avoid use of small boats in the coastal corridor.

Measures being considered by the Corps to avoid or minimize visual aesthetic impacts (see Section 5.19.6)
would also be applicable to recreation impacts.

5.18.10 Climate Change and Cumulative Impacts

5.18.10.1 Climate Change

Changes in climate may beneficially or detrimentally affect existing recreational uses in or near the project area
for all alternatives. For example, changes in the habitats, ranges, and distributions of animals such as birds,
moose, and caribou could negatively affect existing wildlife viewing and hunting opportunities (see Sections
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5.9, Birds, and 5.10, Terrestrial Mammals). Conversely, longer periods of open water could increase
opportunities for tourist ships within the Beaufort Sea.

5.18.10.2 Cumulative Impacts

Development of oil and gas production facilities and pipelines and other past and present projects on the ACP
that have occurred since the early 1970s have added to cumulative effects on recreation in the study area. For a
recreational traveler on the coastal corridor prior to 2009, Bullen Point would have been the first permanent
building or substantial structure (a radar structure) west of the Canning River—about 22 miles away. The new
developments described above, along with existing developments, mean that industrial facilities would be
continuously visible from the Canning River, through the entire Prudhoe Bay complex, to areas west of the
Alpine development—more than 100 miles of coastline—usually at a distance of no more than 3 miles (the
longest distance would be 4.5 miles halfway between Bullen Point and the West Pad).

Reasonably foreseeable future projects would extend this impact on recreation opportunities, including further
development at Badami and Shell Oil’s plan to produce hydrocarbons a dozen or more miles offshore of the
Canning-Staines River delta. The Alaska Pipeline Project would likely prompt further development of gas fields
on the North Slope, including full development of the Thomson Sand Reservoir. Recreationists intent on hiking,
hunting, boating, and/or camping in a wild environment on the ACP may experience increasingly limited
opportunity to the extent that further development is implemented. However, oil and gas drilling in the 1002
Area of the Arctic Refuge is not considered to be reasonably foreseeable.

Recreational opportunities with high wilderness qualities would continue to exist along a portion of the Arctic
Refuge coastline in the area between the western boundary of the Arctic Refuge and the community of
Kaktovik, a stretch of 30 to 40 miles that would be far enough away to minimize views or any noise from
industrial facilities, unless offshore developments were visible. Similar opportunities would continue to exist
east of Kaktovik, particularly along the stretch of coast where the designated Mollie Beattie Wilderness abuts
the ocean.

As a result of past, present, and RFFAs in the Point Thomson area, adverse cumulative effects to recreational
resources in the eastern ACP may occur with increased industrial development and activity.

5.18.11 Alternatives Comparison and Environmental Consequences

The discussion of comparative effects of the project between the alternatives is tempered by the low levels of
recreational use in the coastal and Canning River corridors. The analysis focuses on the use that does occur,
including the recreational component of use by residents of the North Slope Borough, and recognizes also that
low use is, in itself, part of the recreational experience currently available—an experience with high wilderness
qualities and low encounters with other parties.

During construction of any of the action alternatives, the extra activity and noise of mobilizing equipment to the
site and the outdoor activity associated with gravel mining and construction of road, runway, and drilling pad
embankments would make the site somewhat more conspicuous to recreationists than during drilling and
operations. The drilling and operations phases for any of the action alternatives are expected to result in the
same kinds of recreational impacts at the same magnitude and extent.

A most basic effect of the action alternatives would be the loss of undeveloped land that could be used for
recreation even though these state lands are not designated recreation lands, but are general-use lands open to
recreation and managed for oil and gas. The opportunity for the recreational use of portions of the coastal
corridor also would be lost to the project footprint. Visiting recreationists and local users likely would avoid use
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within an area around the project and, under any of the action alternatives, public access to, or public use of the
project area may be restricted within the immediate vicinity of project facilities.

Industrial facilities and activities loosely aggregated over about 8 miles of coastline and for about 3 to 4 miles
inland would be visible and occasionally audible to recreationists on the lower Canning River corridor, on the
coastal corridor, and locations at similar distances on the water and inland along the coast. The additional
industrial activity and the new structures associated with the Point Thomson Project would reduce recreation
with high wilderness qualities in the project area. The project would alter the existing recreational opportunity of
those who do use the lower end of the general Canning River corridor. Recreation opportunity with high
wilderness qualities along the coastal corridor between Bullen Point and the Canning River delta would no
longer be available.

The high profile of the Arctic Refuge is likely to mean that the change in the recreation environment in and near
the refuge would become well known among recreationists who value experiences with high wilderness
gualities, even casual recreationists who are not likely ever to visit the study area in person. Effects to
recreationists hoping to view or hunt caribou, muskoxen, bears, and birds may be affected slightly due to
displacement of wildlife in the project area, but not predictably.

The primary, although minor, differences among the four action alternatives are in the amount of land
potentially useable for recreation that would be affected, the distance between the export pipeline corridor (and
gravel road under Alternative C) and the coastline, and the accessibility to the coastline. The area of the project
footprint and usable areas for recreation that would be affected are greatest under Alternative C, primarily due to
the permanent gravel access road. Alternative E, due to its compact layout, would affect the least amount of land
that could be used for recreation. The export pipeline under Alternatives B and E would be closer to the
coastline and would often be visible from the coastline and ocean compared to Alternatives C and D where a
greater separation would help protect the existing coastline recreation experience. At the seaward side of the
pads and CPF under Alternatives B and E, the public likely would avoid the area or feel inhibited because of
development right on coast. Although Alternatives C and D would not include shoreline facilities, the immediate
proximity of the drilling pad to the ocean also likely would mean the public would avoid the shoreline at this
one location.

The airstrip and associated facilities and operations would be visible and audible from the Arctic Refuge
boundary under all action alternatives; however, Alternatives C and D provide greater distances between the
Point Thomson development and the Arctic Refuge.
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5.19  VISUAL AESTHETICS

The key findings for visual aesthetics are summarized below with a brief summary of the differentiating effects.

—Key Impact Findings and Differentiators Among Alternatives

Key Findings:

Alternatives B, C, D, and E: Minor to major impacts to visual aesthetics are
possible to probable and would last for several years. Structures on the pads and
the CPF would be dominant with strong contrast from the coastal corridor.
Visual impacts would likely be seen 5 miles from the project or farther.

Alternative A: No impact to low sensitivity areas. Minor impacts to medium and
high sensitivity areas would be probable, long term, and within close range of
the project site.

Differentiators:

o Differences between the build alternatives are small. The greatest difference
is between presence of the project (any action alternative) and absence of
the project (No Action Alternative).

e Alternatives C and D set several project components, including the central
processing facility, back from the coastline, reducing the view of the facility
from the coastal corridor.

A visual assessment was conducted for the project and is included as Appendix N to the Final EIS. This section
summarizes material from the visual assessment.

519.1  Methodology

The visual assessment, including photographs taken in the field and visual simulations, was based on the
Applicant’s Proposed Action (Alternative B).This provided a reasonable basis for analysis because the likely
area of the alternatives was known, and the range of data collected and analyzed, including the Key Observation
Point (KOP) sites, is representative of the study area. As described in Section 3.19.4, the KOP sites include
shoreline west of the Central Pad, inland southwest of the West Pad, Mary Sachs Island, Brownlow Spit, and
aerial at 500 feet above ground level.

Table 5.19-1 defines the impact criteria used to evaluate the potential effects of the Point Thomson Project on
visual resources.
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Table 5.19-1: Impact Criteria—Visual Resources

Impact Intensity Specific Definition for Visual Resource
Categorya Type?
Major Change in visual environment would be generally strong or moderate contrast? in a high sensitivitye
zone.

Magnitude | Moderate Change in visual environment would be strong or moderate contrast in a medium sensitivityc zone,
or mixed weak and moderate contrast® in a high sensitivitye zone.

Minor Change in visual environment would be up to a strong contrast® in a low sensitivity 2 zone.

Long term | Impact would be irreversible or of such long duration that it appeared permanent; no plan for
elimination of impact at end of project.

, Medium Impact lasts for several years but less than the life of the project or known elimination of impact as
Duration L
term part of the project’s end.
Temporary | Impact lasts through project construction or similar clearly limited time frame that would be
substantially less than the life of the project.
Probable Virtually no avoidance.
Potential to :
Possible May or may not occur.
Occur
Unlikely Not expected to occur.
Extensive Likely to be seen beyond 5 miles from project developments and across much of the primary study
Geographic area (20 miles) or farther.
Extent Local Likely to be seen within 5 miles.

Limited Likely to be seen at close range within one-half mile.

2 |mpact categories and intensity types were developed based on CEQ NEPA regulations as described in Section 4.1, Direct and Indirect
Impact Criteria Methodology.

b Contrast is defined in 5.19.1.1, below
¢ Sensitivity is described in Section 3.19.3.3 and shown in Figure 3.19-2.

There would be potential adverse impacts of the following types on visual resources resulting from the
implementation of project alternatives:

o Elements in the visual environment that contrast in line, shape, form, color, or texture, for example, and that
do not complement the baseline visual character of the study area.

e Inan area like the study area for this project that has wilderness qualities and values, visual impact could
include seeing any litter, overflying aircraft, structures, or other built or manufactured objects.

Different methods were used to evaluate each type of impact.

Method for 1 (Contrasting Visual Elements): Section 3.19, Visual Aesthetics, provides information about the
KOPs. The visual assessment (Appendix N) includes greater detail regarding each KOP and its visual character
under baseline conditions and its projected visual character under the proposed action. BLM methods for
addressing visual impact (comparing the inventory of existing conditions to proposed future conditions),
including visual simulation, resulted in determinations of visual contrast (more detail is provided on “contrast”
below in Section 5.19.1.1). These contrast ratings were extrapolated to summarize visual impact of all
alternatives evaluated in this Final EIS. Summertime simulations are included in this Final EIS as examples for
comparison of impacts among alternatives. Wintertime simulations appear in the visual assessment

(Appendix N).
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Method for 2 (Wilderness Qualities): To assess visibility and the distance from which the project might be
seen, the visual assessment team examined the presence, absence, and relative appearance of project features
from various KOPs at graduated distances using a combination of field work, GIS modeling, and visual
simulation. The discussion of visibility appears principally in Section 5.14, Arctic National Wildlife Refuge, and
Section 5.18, Recreation. See also discussion below, particularly Sections 5.19.1.1 and 5.19.5.2.

Most visual assessments are prepared for sites where many people may be affected by changes to the viewed
landscape. The Point Thomson Project would be viewed by small numbers of people each year. However,
because the site is near the Arctic Refuge, and because visual sensitivity in that area is high, the visual
assessment was undertaken. The BLM methodology provides for visual contrast ratings without regard to
whether there is one viewer or thousands. In the study area, little more than 100 recreationists are known to use
the Canning River corridor each year, and fewer than that are likely to use the coastal areas for travel, hunting,
and recreation. Aircraft likely carry hundreds of people per year over the area, and ships offshore may carry
hundreds more. Aircraft and ship passengers are not likely to be nearly as sensitive to visual changes as people
using the study area on the ground. Also, the visual assessment was completed based on mostly clear sky
conditions. Clouds and fog are common in the study area and can alter or entirely obscure the view.

519.1.1  Visual Impact Assessment

Section 3.19 summarizes the inventory of visual resources and visual quality from the visual assessment
(Appendix N). This section of the Final EIS summarizes the “Visual Resource Contrast Rating” section of the
visual assessment and assesses the potential impacts of project alternatives on visual resources based on visual
sensitivity designations.

In a visual assessment, “contrast” is the term used to describe the degree of “opposition or unl<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>