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Wednesday, January 30, 2013 1:11 PM
I am including a short summary of your comments in the daily log to Mayor Sullivan and his Executive
Staff. I am also forwarding your email to the Mayor's Chief of Staff and Municipal Manager for review.
Sincerely,
Mary Croxton
Office of Mayor Dan Sullivan

Wednesday, January 30, 2013 1:28 PM
Point Hope is located right at the intersection of turning to Russia or toward Canada. It is unfortunate that
you feel we are outside your scope of your study area. We have concerns on responding to incidents in
our area, since Nome and Kotzebue is a considerable distance from the turning point of the northern arctic
route ship traffic.
Jack Schaefer

Thursday, January 31, 2013 10:01 AM
Greetings from Mekoryuk,
I reviewed the report and had a question. In the report, Mekoryuk is mentioned, is the the location where
the bathymetric study was done (the data that is in the report)? A bathymetric study was done June of
2011 by the Corps, at Cape Etolin. The Community agreed this would be the location if a port was ever
constructed (Cape Etolin).
Quyana,
Dale Smith
Native Village of Mekoryuk

Friday, February 08, 2013 9:46 AM
I just finished reviewing the draft ACE study for the Alaska Deep-Draft Arctic Ports System and
commend the resulting recommendations. I have been involved in arctic maritime service for 15 years
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now and I have a certain amount of knowledge of all sites considered in this study. This study fails
however in justifying itself. There is very little need to study a deep-draft port site two days north of
Dutch Harbor when neither industry nor government will ever need it in lieu of Dutch. The need to land
in Alaska arctic is refuel, take on potable water, offload black water, crew change, resupply, offload
contaminated solids/liquids, and receive/deliver freight. Deep draft vessels, due to their sheer size, have
greater range and self-sustainability to hold their port need to a minimum, it is the medium-draft vessels
that are quickly stranded in the arctic. You people missed a great opportunity to provide a meaningful
analysis when you limited this study to a deep-draft analysis rather than a medium-draft analysis that
industry, the residents, and government truly need here.
Bob Shears
Wainwright, AK

Tuesday, February 12, 2013 1:57 AM
Here's a vital piece of information for anybody involved in the continued feasibility study of the Nome
area. An old 75ft deep dredge lagoon is located approx. 2 miles west of Port of Nome inside city limits
near West Beach with ocean access for small craft. This property is part of the 114,000 acres surrounding
Nome owned by Nome Gold Alaska Inc. NGAI is an active large-scale placer mining operation seeking
alternative use and dispersal of its played-out properties. The road-accessible lagoon property off West
Beach is already mined, vacant, and suited near existing infrastructure for a new large port
excavation. My friend is the property manager and mine superintendent of NGAI, his name is Barry
Clay. An accurate feasibility study should include an interview with him, and he can be contacted on his
cell at (907) 841-7059. Anybody researching Nome for a Deep Port Study may discover NGAI, but
unlikely they will ever find an audience with Barry Clay and his vast knowledge of Nome's unique civil
engineering challenges, regional issues, and logistic strategies without this clue I give you.
Tell him I referred you, and bring a good bottle of scotch.
Bob Shears
Wainwright, AK

Tuesday, February 19, 2013 10:34 AM
I read through the Arctic ports report last night. The regional planning approach is, as you said, vague in
its treatment of tangible opportunities and constraints. Here are some notes from my quick read:
Criteria
• No environmental or cultural constraints
• No costs explicitly in decisions

Alaska	
  Regional	
  Ports:	
  Page	
  3	
  

Public	
  Comments	
  

•

•

•
•

•
•
•
•
•

•

The exact service of the port or ports is not defined; cargoes, throughputs, services (security,
SAR…), refuge, repairs, refueling, offshore development supply, oil and gas pipelines, LNG
export,…
Natural depths – i.e., to minimize dredging or building long trestle, e.g., Delong Mountain port
designs; not quantitatively addressed in report
o Needs to be addressed for each site in some objective fashion; how long a trestle? How
much initial and annual dredging?
No explicit criteria for security advantages; Navy; USCG…
o Security patrols and interventions, SAR…
Except for Nome on short list, almost no one lives at sites; no existing commerce
o Port Clarence; nice refuge – nothing happening there; no link except air; not an
established hub of any sort already
o Barrow – established hub, but physical disadvantages: are they really insurmountable?
What could be built to use Barrow’s location to advantage?
The design fleet is vague; standard criteria for port design
The shipping routes are not mapped with respect to service from candidate sites; no analysis of
how far “out of the way” they are – substantial costs in travel time
The Executive Summary drops from 4 to 2 candidate sites without explanation
Ice conditions in various sites not addressed
Little input from practicing mariners (pilots, shipping companies, Coast Guard…); implied
participation in meetings, but I didn’t recognize site-specific knowledge from bridge crews who
have served these areas (Crowley, etc.)
o What other sites would barge companies and pilots suggest?
Other chronic problems may constraint port development; storm surge frequency, low visibility,
adverse wave climat; no mariner advise or climatology applied that I could tell

The project seems a good one to try time-and-motion modeling, with Monte-Carlo approach to
combinations of conditions.
This would bring more objectivity into the evaluation versus a consensus approach from a small group.
Orson P. Smith, PE, Ph.D.
Professor of Civil Engineering and Interim Dean
School of Engineering, University of Alaska Anchorage

Wednesday, February 27, 2013 11:51 AM
Project Study Team:
The Division of Oil and Gas (DO&G) is commenting on the Alaska Deep-Draft Arctic Port System
Study, dated January 25, 2013. The Division is a proponent of increasing the Alaskan Arctic coastal
deep-draft ports in support of continued exploration and development of oil and gas resources in Alaska's
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Arctic. The recommendations of the draft study are a positive step toward meeting the deep-draft port
needs and commercial opportunities with development of the Arctic region.
The oil and gas resources of Alaska's North Slope are critical to the state and have been supported from
maritime activity since discovery. To highlight this, the Division recommends:
•

•
•

Identifying existing and prospective oil and gas activities on the North Slope and in adjacent state
and federal waters would strengthen the report. A map of state and federal leases would
complement the discussion. A supporting table of lessees would identify specific industry interest
in North Slope and offshore oil and gas.
Developing a table of distances between oil and gas areas and priority locations for "Port
Proximity"
Adding a table of seasonal maritime support involved in annual oil and gas development barge
lifts and present and projected offshore exploration and drilling.

These additions would strengthen the report by providing current information on the development of oil
and gas resources in the Arctic and potential use of and/or need for an Arctic Deep-draft Port and value of
a Port of Refuge.
Thank you for allowing the Division of Oil and Gas to comment. Based on your interest in our
recommended additions, the Division will provide information on state oil and gas interests on the North
Slope.
Bob Pawlowski
Legislative and Policy Advisor
DNR Division of Oil & Gas
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February 26, 2013

Arctic Port Study
3132 Channel Dr.,
P.O. Box 112500
Juneau, AK 99811-2500
Re: Pacific Environment Comments on Alaska Draft Arctic Port System Study
Dear Alaska Arctic Port System Study Group:
Thank you for the opportunity to provide input on the Alaska Deep Draft Arctic Port System
Study (hereafter Port Study). Pacific Environment respectfully submits the following comments:
Biased narrowing of the study to serve private investors: As shipping increases in Alaska’s
Arctic waters, infrastructure that serves and protects mariners’ and coastal communities’ needs
and safeguards the environment is an imperative. Unfortunately, the Port Study begins from a
very broad view on how to achieve that and narrows its scope to one that prioritizes proximity to
oil gas and mining resources and the desires of private financiers as key drivers in the decisionmaking process.
The Port Study describes itself as building from previous studies, workshops, meetings &
discussions involving a wide variety of local, regional and national stakeholders & policy leaders
concerned about a wide-range of topics concerning the growing shipping-related infrastructure
needs in the Arctic. Supporting this broad view of infrastructure, early on the Port Study
references a list of 900+ port and harbor needs state-wide, which presumably includes economic,
social, cultural, environmental and a wide range of other considerations.
Yet, the Port Study goes then prioritizes only four proposed deepwater ports: Nome, Port
Clarence, Cape Darby, and Barrow. Further in the study, the final recommendations shortlists
only Nome and Port Clarence for the focus of feasibility work for 2013-2013, “using physical
criteria and alignment with potential investors; P3 development; and Port management
authority.” The first criterion used to reach this conclusion is Port Proximity to Mission (Oil and
Gas, and Mining as key drivers) and the Port Study states that “private industry was expected to
lead the siting. Their decisions are led by making the business case, with proximity to resources
and quantity of resources present as the primary drivers.” Thus, irrespective of the port needs
across the Alaskan Arctic, the broader need for appropriate port infrastructure that serves the
public interest is sidelined by what the Port Study refers to as the “primacy of private
investment.”
The remaining criteria used to prioritize the dwindling number of prioritized port sites are
physical characteristics, including intermodal connections, upland support, natural water depth
251 Kearny Street, Second Floor ! San Francisco, CA 94108
Ph: 415.399.8850 ! Fax: 415.399.8860 ! www.pacificenvironment.org
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and navigation accessibility, which while important, omits and therefore deprioritizes other key
criteria such as ecological, cultural, sovereignty and other crucial public interest concerns.
Where the Port Study does discuss these concerns, it relegates them to a cursory section entitled
“Other Factors,” which concludes that there is insufficient information on accurate cost estimates
(which represents a failure to collect environmental baseline data) and that “once sites are
selected and construction alternatives are developed, then cost should and will be used as a
criterion in final selection for the ‘best’ alternative(s) for construction. This demonstrates that
environmental factors are not criteria in prioritized port site selection, but rather is marginalized
to mitigation measures around the edges of deep port infrastructure plans determined on the
“primacy of private industry investment.”
Indigenous Communities and the Environment: The Port Study discusses but ultimately
diminishes the need for protection of indigenous communities from potential negative impacts of
deepwater ports. To its credit, the Port Study’s Executive Summary references that the Arctic
Council’s 2009 Arctic Marine Shipping Assessment (AMSA) “provided key information about
future Arctic scenarios” a section which identifies important indigenous peoples marine use
along the coastlines and waters of the Alaskan Arctic. Also, the Port Study Executive Summary
acknowledges the need to protect indigenous peoples welfare from resource exploitation insofar
as it states that “rural communities are reliant on a subsistence lifestyle. Food resources could be
jeopardized by increased traffic.” The Port Study then refers to indigenous food resources in
various other sections, such as in descriptions of candidate deep water port areas. Yet, in the
end, the Port Study does not identify threats to these resources from construction and operation
of deepwater ports, nor does it appear to factor these threats in criteria used to prioritize a narrow
selection of projects serving the “primacy of private investment interests.” Moreover, the need
to protect indigenous food resources is nowhere to be found in the Port Study conclusion.
Similarly, the 2009 AMSA futures scenarios section includes a description of threats to
ecosystems and bio-resources in the Alaskan Arctic marine environment, including to cetaceans
and other marine mammals, fish and birds, some of which are endangered. The Ports Study
references the need for environmental protection in various sections, but without anywhere near
the elaboration that is given to physical and financial constraints to developing deep water ports
intended to serve the “primacy of private industry investment.”
Lack of baseline information on all kinds of parameters, including ecological data, is a
significant problem for planning in the Arctic marine environment. In the absence of such
baseline data, projections of impacts and necessary mitigation measures becomes at best
educated guesses. The Port Study seems to acknowledge this, but with extremely limited
exception refers to physical rather than environmental baselines. What’s more, the Port Study’s
conclusion includes a recommendation for NOAA to collect and provide baseline data on
hydrographic and bathymetric data, but not environmental data, despite the agency’s strong
environmental competency.
Sovereignty: The Port Study states that increasing foreign trade in and through the Arctic
waters and resource development in international waters highlight the need to support federal
sovereignty. The need to protect sovereignty is one of the evaluation criteria used in the 2011
Arctic Ports Charrette, one of the processes that was supposed to feed into and inform the Ports
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Study. To its credit, the Port Study highlights the limited facilities to support national agencies
to monitor and maintain a presence in Arctic waters. Yet, the type and location of port
infrastructure that serves national sovereignty would be based on criteria for that purpose.
Simultaneously, port infrastructure that supports the protection of sovereignty can also be used
by national and state agencies’ efforts to respond to maritime incidents and accidents that can
help protect mariners at sea as well as coastal indigenous communities and the environment. The
criteria used to determine what kind of port infrastructure should be located where to enhance
sovereignty and environmental and community protection will likely be different than the criteria
used in the Port Study to merely determine physical constraints to resource extraction to serve
the “primacy of private industry investment.” Yet, along with environmental constraints,
sovereignty is relegated to the cursory “Other Factors” section, while criteria for port selection
prioritizes private sector extractive industries investment.
Finance: The Port Study pays considerable attention to the need to finance deepwater port
construction. This includes extensive discussion of the pros and cons of Public Private
Partnerships (P3). P3s are a growing global phenomenon which is often presented by project
proponents as a way for the supposedly resource-strapped public sector to raise money from the
supposedly resource-rich private sectors. Yet, in many situations the private sector will not
invest in infrastructure unless projects are subsidized in one way or another by the public sector,
often resulting in short-term public costs and long-term public debt, and otherwise an unequal
sharing of benefits.
To its credit, the Port Study includes a section on the drawbacks, as well as the perceived
benefits of P3s. Drawbacks can include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Conflicts of interest
Lack of transparency
Risky financial agreements
Costs that can be higher than public capital
Ceding of government control of aspects of projects which users and citizens still hold
government accountable
Liability issues
Labor concerns

Yet, the main thrust of the Port Study is to favor port selection based on what is best for private
sector extractive industries projects and the “primacy of private industry investment.” Thus, we
cannot conclude that the Port Study was developed in the best interests of the public.
Sincerely,
Kevin Harun
Arctic Program Director
Pacific Environment
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February 27, 2013
To:

Alaska Regional Ports Project Management Team

Re:

Comments from CBSFA on the Alaska Deep Draft Arctic Port System Study

To Whom It May Concern:
The Central Bering Sea Fishermen’s Association (CBSFA) is the management organization for St.
Paul Island under the Western Alaska Community Development Quota Program (CDQ). Since the
program was created in 1992, the federal government has been awarding various species of fish (CDQ
allocations) from the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands commercial fisheries to CBSFA. In turn,
CBSFA manages these allocations to promote social and economic development at St. Paul Island.
We have reviewed with great interest the Alaska Deep-Draft Arctic Port System Study (hereinafter
“the study”). We want to congratulate the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the State of Alaska
Department of Transportation and Facilities for the foresight and thought put into the process resulting
in this draft study. We are also heartened by the planning and preparation that the state and our nation
is undertaking to respond to oil and gas exploration and development in the Arctic Ocean, as well as
the expected increase in vessel traffic between the nations of the North Atlantic and the North Pacific,
which includes large trading economies such as China, Japan, and the European Union, as well as the
United States.
The Pribilof Islands are located approximately 200 miles north of the Aleutian Chain and 300 miles
west of mainland Alaska and are made up of five islands of which two are populated – St. Paul and St.
George. These islands are located at the heart and epicenter of the nation’s largest and most valuable
commercial fisheries in the Bering Sea. The Pribilof Islands are critical breeding grounds and habitat
for seabirds and marine mammals including the Red-Legged Kittiwake, the endangered Steller Sea
Lion, depleted Northern Fur Seal, as well as numerous fish and invertebrate species.
Saint Paul is also renowned for being the largest Aleut community in the world. In the early 1980’s
the U.S. government terminated the commercial fur seal harvest, which was the main source of
livelihood and economy of Saint Paul for over two centuries. As a result, the people were forced to
develop an alternative economy based on commercial fisheries in order to survive as a viable
community. The community acquired the funding to build a boat harbor and develop a local fleet, and
the Tribal Council established the first halibut processing plant to buy their catch. Subsequently, large
processing companies came to Saint Paul to process crab and also began processing halibut, adding to
the substantial infrastructure that continues to serve the North Pacific crab fleet as well as the local and
outside halibut vessels.
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Our strategically located community views the development of the Arctic Ocean and increased
maritime traffic as an opportunity. However, opportunities are accompanied by risks. An accident or
foreign attack along the maritime routes accessing the Arctic which are adjacent to Saint Paul could
have devastating impacts on the region’s fisheries, marine wildlife, and the continued existence of our
historically and culturally unique community. Saint Paul and its existing infrastructure are ideally
located to support both the development of the Arctic, and respond to the risks and threats associated
with its development. At the very least, the community should be viewed by the State of Alaska and
the Nation as a forward base to respond rapidly to an accident requiring the evacuation and medical
treatment of large numbers of people, or to an event such as an oil spill which could devastate the
fisheries-dependent economies of the communities along the Bering Sea.
We believe the study does not sufficiently address some of the above scenarios, and what
improvements to Saint Paul’s existing infrastructure could be undertaken to prepare for them. While
hubs such as Nome or Unalaska offer a number of advantages, distances and conditions in Alaska
require the ability to respond from a number of locations. Saint Paul has a harbor, a recently upgraded
airport, a medical center, a fuel farm, a Coast Guard base and a weather station. Tens of millions of
local, state, and federal dollars have been invested in these facilities. By way of example, recent
improvements to Saint Paul’s harbor and the addition of a small boat harbor alone have cost over $70
million. These existing investments could be put to use to support the development of the Arctic
Ocean.
We, therefore, urge the study to evaluate Saint Paul in light of the above considerations, and invite you
to engage with our community regarding to the type of infrastructure and support that may be needed
under different scenarios. The Aleut people have lived in harmony with the Bering Sea and depended
on its resources for thousands of years. We have a vested and historical stake in its development and
the continued health of its resources. Our existence as a people and a community depends on it.
Sincerely,

Phillip Lestenkof
President
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Aleutian Pribilof Island Community Development Association
234 Gold Street • Juneau, Alaska 99801 • (907) 586-0161 • Fax: (907) 586-0165
717 K Street, Suite 100 • Anchorage, Alaska 99501 • (907) 929-5273 • Fax: (907) 929-5275

February 28, 2013
I am writing to bring your attention to the harbor at St. George, Alaska, in the Pribilof Islands.
The Pribiloflslands, which include Saint George Island, are at the very heart of the nation's most
valuable commercial fisheries in the Bering Sea and the crossroads of increased traffic due to the
opening up and development of the Arctic region. As one of several key representatives of the
main entities in the Pribilofislands, we have reviewed with great interest the Alaska Deep-Draft
Arctic Port System Study. We want to express our thanks to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
and the State of Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities for working diligently
to produce this draft study.
There is no question that our nation, state and region need to be ready to respond to oil and gas
exploration and development in the Arctic Ocean, as well as the expected increase in vessel
traffic between the nations of the North Atlantic and the North Pacific. St. George is located in
close proximity to the Central Bering Sea fishing grounds, perhaps the largest commercial
fishery in the world, and a completed, upgraded harbor (a project now underway in St. George),
will provide an essential Harbor of Refuge for fishing and other vessels during the heavy seas
and severe weather characteristic of the area. While other harbors experience icing conditions
that render a harbor unusable, St. George's harbor is ice free throughout the year. Further, the St.
George harbor is critical to the economic survival of the community, which depends on fishing
for its income, as well as tourism and research related activities associated with its remarkable
seabird and marine mammal populations. The U.S. Government's responsibility to St. George
has a long history and is memorialized in many federal statutes, including the Fur Seal Act of
1966, the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act, the Fur Seal Act Amendments of 1983, the
Pribilof Islands environmental restoration statute (P .L. 104-91 ), and the Pribilof Islands
Transition Act of 2000.
From the early 1860s to 1983, the Federal Government harvested fur seals at St. George, selling
the pelts for millions of dollars in profit. In 1983 the Department of Commerce terminated, for
conservation purposes, the commercial taking offur seals. In the early 1980s, after over 120
years of occupation, the Federal Government turned over property ownership and municipal
management to the Aleut residents of St. George. As part ofthis turnover, Congress recognized
the importance of transforming the local economy from dependence on the Federal Government
and fur seal harvesting to a self-sustaining economy based on sustainable use of the other marine
resources of the Bering Sea. All levels of government - Federal, State, and local- recognized
that a functioning harbor was essential to that purpose.
The Corps of Engineers provided dredging assistance in the 1980s related to the harbor
construction. Also, State of Alaska and City of St. George funds have been expended during the
last 20-plus years in the effort to fabricate an effective harbor. However, the harbor was never
fully completed. Unfortunately, the absence of a safe navigation channel at St. George has
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meant that vessels have taken their business elsewhere, with a substantial loss for the community
of income from commercial vessel traffic, fisheries landings, material and fish product exports,
and fleet service business. There have been substantial investments made by all levels of
government and the private sector in fulfilling the imperative to create a sustainable St. George
economy that is not based on fur sealing. Those investments will be rendered useless if a safe
functioning harbor is not completed. Therefore the completion of the St. George harbor is an
essential element of the port infrastructure plan for this region. It will increase maritime safety
by providing a Harbor of Refuge near the Bering Sea fishing grounds and will open up fisheries
and other business opportunities that have been unachievable due to the lack of a safe harbor.
In the recent Coast Guard Authorization bill, the Coast Guard, in consultation with other
appropriate federal agency officials, will undertake a review the harbor at St. George, Alaska,
under existing guidelines prescribed by the National Response Plan, as a potential place of
refuge, and determine, within one year after enactment, the improvements necessary to make the
St. George harbor a year-round, fully- functional harbor that would qualify as a potential place of
refuge. The purpose is to enhance marine ecosystem health and for the protection of the marine
environment, including important ecological areas, and fisheries from oil spills and other
pollution in the Central Bering Sea. It further directs the Secretary to cooperate with other
federal agencies, and with the State of Alaska with respect to the State's on-going efforts to
complete construction of the harbor modifications needed for St. George Harbor to be a harbor of
refuge. St. George Harbor will become, in the near future, a fully functioning harbor that could
be designated as a place of refuge in the case of a marine incident or to prevent, or respond
to, threats of environmental damage such as an oil spill or vessel casualty. Congress and the
State have mandated consideration of St. George as a key harbor or port in the Arctic region.
Thus it should be considered as a potential asset in the Arctic Ports System Study.
We appreciate the opportunity to submit these comments and look forward to the completion of
the study. Please let us know if you need anything further.

Sincerely,
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