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Arctic National Wildlife Refuge (ANWR):
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coastal plain for exploration
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By Tun Bradner

Editor's Note: This issue of Juneau Report is
devoted entirely to the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge &ANWR) and the question ofopening a small
part of the refuge to oil exploration. It isan issue
of major |mﬁortance to the nation, the State of
Alaska and the petroleum industry.

Sometime in 1987, Congress will begin consideration
of the opening of 15 million acres in the northernmost
section of the 19-million-acre Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge (ANWR) to oil and gas exploration. The Depart-
ment of the Interior, in a formal report to be submitted
to Congress this spring, will recommend allowing explora-
tion in the coastal plain of ANWR, a stretch of gently roll-
ing tundra extending from the foothills of the Brooks Range
north to the Arctic Ocean. It will involve about 8% of the
Arctic refuge area, which is itself about half the size of
the State of Washington.

This will set off another major Alaska environmental
controversy in the nation's capital, as environmental groups
fight to keep the refuge closed. It will be a battle reminis-
cent of fights over the Alaska National Interest Lands
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If oil is eventually found in the coastal plain, actual pro-
duction facilities will lake up a very small ana. As
examples, the Prudhoc Bay unit area involves 242,000
acres of leased acreage. The Kuparuk River unit, which
many geologists believe to be more typical of what might
be found in ANWR, covers about 150,000 acres of leases.
But in_both these huge oilfields, including the smaller
Milne Pointfield, only 8,000 acres are actually occupied
by production 8ads wads, pipelines or othér facilities
according to 1983 State Fish and Game surveys.

By the time an?/ discoveries in the coastal plain arc
developed, technological progress within the industry will
allow development to take place taking even less spare,
through new “directional drilling" techniques and smaller,
more compact field production facilities.

This is demonstrated in the new Milne Point, Endicolt
and Lisburne fields near Prudhoe Bay, where industry’s
experience in Prudhoc Bay and Kuparuk has resulted in
the design of smaller production modules.

Congress Ordered Assessment
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A look at the statistics

A N W R

oil 1s vital to

U.S. energy security

It was 1973, the eve of OPEC’s first oil embargo. Con-
gress faced an important national policy choice over nor-
thern Alaska and the nation’s energy security.

The decision was made: Congress approved legislation
cutting through a complex web of environmental litiga-
tion that had blocked construction of the trans-Alaska
pipeline for four years.

It was prophetic: Four years later a new oil shortage
loomed when oil production was cut in Iran's 1978 revolu-
tion. But by then the Alaska pipeline was finished and tl.e
Prudhoe Bay field was in production. The United States
— and the world generally, analysts now agree — escaped
any actual disruption of oil supplies.

Qil prices were affected, to be sure. But that occurred
because pan'c-stricken oil buyers, fearing shortages in
Japan and Europe, bid up prices. But the shortfall never
really appeared, mainly due to new U. S. production in
northern Alaska.

In 1986 Congress faces another decision, similar in come
ways, yet different in others, to that in 1973: Opening the
coastal plain of the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge
(ANWR) is an important environmental decision affec-
ting Alaska, just as was approving the pipeline in 1973,

It is also an important energy-security decision with
broad ramifications for the nation’s economy. But this
seems less evident today, amid a worldwide oil glut, than
it was in 1973,

Most thoughtful observers, with ample data and statistics
readily at hand, see beyond today's temporary oil surplus
and low prices to the emergence of more shortages and
anew OPEC, this time dominated by Persian G ulf pro-
ducers, some clearly hostile to the U.S. It may come sooner
than we think.

If Congress allows exploration in ANWR, new produc-
tion could be coming out ofAlaska by the year 2000, just
about the time oil shortages may be reappearing. It would
dampen the shortfall, just as did Prudhoe Bay during Iran’s

revolution in '978. .
Continued on pece 6
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By Tim Bradner
Editor's Note: This issue of Juneau Report is
devoted entirely to the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge &ANWR) and the question o fopening a small
part of the refuge to oil exploration. It is an issue
of major importance to the nation, the State of
Alaska and the petroleum industry.

Sometime in 1987, Congress will begin consideration
of the opening of 1.5 million acres in the northernmost
section of the 19-million-acrc Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge (ANWR) to oil and gas exploration. The Depart-
ment of the Interior, in a formal report to be submitted
to Congress th' spring, will recommend allowing explora-
tion in the coastal plain of ANWR. a stretch of gently roll-
ing tundra extending from the foothills o f the Brooks Range
north to the Arctic Ocean. It will involve about 8% of the
Arctic refuge area, which is itself about half the size of
the State of Washington.

This will set off another major Alaska environmental
controversy in the nation’s capital, as environmental groups
fight to keep the refuge closed. It will be a battle reminis-
cent of fights over the Alaska National Interest Lands
Legislation (ANJLCA) in 1980. when conservation groups
tried to extend wilderness designation to two-thirds of
Alaska's land area, and the effort by conservationists in
the early 1970s to stop construction of the trans-Alaska
pipeline, which now supplies one fifth of the nation’s oil.

In geologists’ opinion, ANWR's coastal plain has the
best potential o fany frontier region in the U.S. for major
new oil discoveries — some, possibly, of the magnitude
of Prudhoe Bay. By the turn of the century — 13 years
from now — U.S. domestic oil reserves will be seriously
depicted and imports of foreign oil sharply increased, with
serious consequences for U.S. energy security, the nations’
economy and the balance of trade. New domestic oil
discoveries can reduce those effects. But so far, explora-
tion ir. other U.S. frontier areas has been disappointing.
ANWR may be the nation's best hope for large new oil
finds, the kind needed to make substantial contributions
to domestic reserves.

Exploration in Refuges: Nothing New
Oil exploration and production in national wildlife

refuges is nothing new, and federal law now allows these
activities in many refuges.
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Ifiiliseventually found in the coastal plain, actual pro-
duction facilities w:ll take up a very small area. As
examples, the Prudl.oc Bay unit area involves 242,000
acres of leased acreage. The Kuparuk River unit, which
many geologists believe to he more typical of what might
be found in ANWR. covers about 150,000 acresof leases.
But in hoth these huge oilfields, including the smaller
Milne Pointfield, only 8.000 acres are actually occupied
by production pads, roads, pipelines or othérfacilities
according to 1983 State Fish and Game surveys.

By the time any discoveries in the coastal plain are
developed, technological progress within the industry will
allow development to take place taking even less space,
through new “directional drilling" techniques and smaller,
more compact field production facilities.

This is demonstrated in the new Milne Taint, Endicott
and Lisburne fields near Prudhoe Bay, where industry’s
experience in Prudhoe Bay and Kuparuk has resulted in
the design of smaller production modules.

Congress Ordered Assessment

When Congress passed the Alaska National Interest
Conservation Lands Actof 1980, it recognized the coastal
plain's strategic importance. ANILCA formally established
the Arctic refuge (it had been a wildlife range before, a
federal administrative land unit) and also designated half
the refuge as a wilderness area, the most restrictive of
federal land classifications.

Congress then ordered the Department of the Interior,
in Section 1002(h) of ANILCA, to assess the petroleum
potential of the coastal plain and to make a formal recom-
mendation to Congress in (he fall of 1986. Extensive
assessments o fthe area’s petroleum potential and wildlife
have been carried out, but environmental litigation he:
deiayed submission of the final report to Congress. Con-
servation groups sued, claiming Interior's report should
require a formal Environmental Impact Statement, a
lengthy procedure that would delay the report. In late
November, Interior released a draft of the report and its
recommendations, which were to open the coastal plain
to exploration. Public hearings arc scheduled, and unless
the environmental lawsuits result in more delay, a final
report and recommendations will go to Congress sometime
this spring. _

Continued on page 5

Area proposed for oil and gas exploration

The coastal plain of ANWR, shown in dark brown, comprises $1.5 million acres
about eight percent of the total area.
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A NWR > oil

to carry us

is needed
into the
21st century

yGeor?e N. Nelson
President, Standard Alaska
Production Company

The Coastal Plain of the

Arctic National Wildlife

Refuge is of critical impor-

tance to the Sta'e of Alaska

and to the oil companies

doing business here. But the ANWR Coastal Plain

is also very important to the residents of the other

49 states, who depend on Alaska No:th Slope crude
for 20 percent of domestic crude supplies.

The fact is that existing North Slope oilfiel Is —
Prudhoe Bay — Kuparuk — Milne Point — Lisbume
— and Endicott — will be producing at a comhbined
rate ofonly about 600.000 barrels a day by the year
2000, That is a little more than a quarterofcurrent
North Slope production levels.

At the same point in time, just 14 years down the
road, production from currently developed U.S.
oilfields will drop from almost 9 million barrels a
day to less than 4 million barrels a day, as oil pro-
ducing fields become depleted. Unless we find new
oil reserves, and a lot of them, we will have no alter-
native but to increase crude oil imports.

Realistically speaking, we will have no choice.
Only an extreme optimist would expect to explore
and find 5 million barrels a day of new production
in the next 13 years — especially at today's crude
prices. But we may be able to control the extent of
those increases in imports.

The best way to do that is to look first where you
have the best chance of finding large deposits ofoil.

One such project, and one which is every bit as
exciting as Prudhoe Bay itself, is the Coastal Plain
of the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.

The Arctic National Wildlife refuge, or ANWR,
as it is called, is located on the eastern end of
Alaska's Nor*' Slope. The State of Alaska, the
Federal Gover. ent, and the oil industry agree that
the Coastal Plain of ANWR is the best opportunity
on the entire North American Continent for finding
a super giant or giant oilfield.

The hopes of finding a large oilfield oi; the Coastal
Plain at this point are based solely on the results of
geological and geophysical data. ANWR is sand-
wiched between the world class oilfields of the
Prudhoe Bay area, and the recent large discoveries
in the Mackenzie Delta area in the Canadian
Beaufort Sea. There arc oil stained rock outcrop-
pings visible on the surface in the Coastal Plain, and
we have done some important seismic work there.

There is every reason to explore this area, and no
reason to delay this work, especially in light of the
10to 15 years it will take to bring any discovery into
production. But none ofthis will occur unless Con-
gress is persuaded to open the Coastal Plain for
leasing.

You would think this would not be a difficult deci-
sion as the Coastal Plain represents less than 8 per-
cent of the refuge, and 44 percent of the refuge is
already permanently locked away in wilderness
status. But ANWR, the badly needed economic
activity on Alaska's North Slope, and the oil we will
need to carry us into the 21st century, are being held
hostage.

Special interest groups are already hard at work
lobbying Congressmen from all 50 states, to deny
access to that 8 percent of the refuge. This despite
our excellent environmental record in the North
Slope oil fields which we have already developed.
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The Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge is an in-
triguing and beautiful
extension of the arctic
coastal plain. My work
has covered the entire
arctic coast and has
focused on pollution
control, including oil
. and chemical spill

Sharon Hillman response, solid and
hazardous waste management, and assuring company com -
pliance with regulatory requirements. Federal and Alaska
State regulations require that we be very careful operators,
especially in the arctic environment. Our success can be
observed in our clean operations. In the longstanding
Prudhoe Bay Field, the new Endicott Development and
the numerous onshore and offshore exploration operations,
there have been no major oil or chemical spills, nor ha.,
there been an oil blowout offshore. The industry has
developed one oi the most active oil spill response
cooperative groups to assist with spill contingency work
and to maintain a large and specialized spill response
equipment inventory. This cooperative  group has
developed arctic response tools sych as the  iSka Beaufort
Sea Coastal Resources Manual showing hiological and
social resources, shoreline types, and logistical response
considerations for the entire coastline from Barrow to the
Canadian border. Our spill response capability, considered
one of the foremost in the world, is directly applicable
to the ANWR area, and our active research and develop-
ment activities continue to provide improvements.

All of these planning and field tools arc important to
our ability to work in harmony with ANWR's arctic
gnvironment. Equally important are the individual facili-
ty supervisors and project managers in our field locations.
The altitudes and priorities ofour field people to protect
the environment and prevent problems are paramount,
These attitudes and work ethics are the real reasons we
have clean operations. SAPC supports the philosophy that
it is good business to work in harmony with the Alaskan
environment. Our operations show it.

We all know about the
success story at Prudhoe
Bay — a growing

caribou population,
birds nesting in the
oilfield, and a good
record of care for the
physical enviroment. |
would like to approach
the question from acou-
le of other per-
Epectives. d Mark A. Fraker

First, the plants and animals of the North Slope are
tough organisms that are at home in the Arctic. Many peo-
ple have the impression that animals like the caribou and
snow geese are on the brink ofdisasterand that any distur-
bance will push them past their limits. This is a natural
thing for us tropical animals to think, because we are not
adapted either physiologically or culturally to the Arctic.
The organisms that have evolved in the Arctic for millions
of years have developed special adaptations that permit
them to live there,just ascomfortably as tropical animals,
like monkeys and parrots, live in the tropics.

Second, the Arctic environment is not a particularly
fragile place. The plants and animals that live there have
formed ecosystems that are just as resilient and persistent
as those found in more temperate regions. The reputation
that Arctic areas have for fragility and sensitivity seems
to be based entirely on the fact that disturbance to the sur-
face layerofthe tundra can remove the insulation that keeps
the permafrost from melting. If this type of damage oc-
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curs, there can be unsightly erosion. However, the lessons
about how and why to protect the insulative layer of
vegetative mat were learned years ago and proper precau-
tions are now taken asa n.*.terofroutine. Agencies ensure
that these measures are employed.

There is no doubt that the oil industry' has the skills and
sensitivity to explore and develop the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge ina way that will enable caribou, muskox-
en, and other wildlife to coexist and even prosper alongside
petroleum development, just as they have near Prudhoe

Bay. H'Mw

Llook at Prudhoe Bay
and TAPS as the key
indicators of industry
performance to date, and
they clearly show that
impacts, in terms of
wildlife  population
trends, have been
minimal. The en-
vironmental setting on
the ANWR coast is quite Dan B. Huxlev
similar, a surprise to many visitors who expect something
along the lines of Yosemite. In reality, the place is an arc-
tic desert covered with ice and snow and largely
uninhabitable nine months of the year.

From anengineer's perspective, we've come a long way
since the early 1970s in understanding how best to build
and operate arctic facilities. Looking at the more recent
developments at Kuparuk. Milne Point, Lisbume, and now
Endicott, you can see continued improvements in arctic
design based on our increased understanding of the
environment. For example, facilities are now being shared
among units, pipelines and roads are being consolidated
in corridors, and drill pads are made more compact
through reduced well spacing. At ANWR, there's no doubt
that we'll see further improvements.

The scientific record
speaks for itself. The
caribou population that
uses the Prudhoe Bay
area is increasing bet-
ween 15-18% annually,
even though there is
more development
within its range than for
any North American

caribou herd. Birds con-
Deh Slaybaugh tinue to use the Prudhoe

Bay oil field, which has been in existence for over 10 years.
A visitor to Prudhoc during the summer usually is not
disappointed in terms of wildlife viewing opportunities.
This is in marked contrast to those who would have you
believe that oil field development and wildlife use are
mutually exclusive.

The Alaska Oil and Gas Association (AOGA) has funded
LGL Alaska Research Associates to conduct a systematic
study of bird use. in the Prudhoe Bay oilfield, the more
developed with the less developed areas witnin the field.
Preliminary results show that oil development has not
significantly modified the bird use of the area.

There are other site-specific research projects we have
sponsored such as the banding and neck-collaring of the
Howe Island Snow Geese (Endicott Project), the effects
of industrial activity on nesting eiders at Thetis Island
(Mukluk Project), and bird use of the area adjacent to the
West Dock road (Prudhoe Bay Waterfiood Project), these
efforts do not document significant impacts to birds. Our
history and itsaccompanying scientific record produce the
confidence | have in knowing that the much-netded oil
reserves in ANWR can be developed with little or no im-
pact to the biological resources of the refuge.



Caribou in ANWR: The key iIssue
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Are caribou in the Porcupine Herd in northeast Alaska
really different from caribou in the Central Arctic Herd
just to the west? Or, for that matter, the Nelchina Herd
in Interior Alaska? *

Some biologists think so. Others say no.

This isthe crux ofone controversial question that faces
Congress as it considers whether to open the coastal plain
ofthe Arctic National Wildlife Refuge (ANWR) in north-
east Alaska to oil and gas exploration.

Environmental groups and some state and federal game
officials argue that oil developmentin co" ;tal parts of the
refuge could harm the Porcupine Herd, which numbers
180.000 animals and migrates yearly to the North Slope
from wintering grounds south of the Brooks Range. To
protect this herd, exploration should be barred from the
coastal plain, they argue.

Others disagree: Fifteen years of experience with the
Alaskan Central Arctic and Nelchina caribou herds, whose
ranges are bisected by presentoilfields and pipelines, show
that drilling can have a negligible eflcct, if any at all.

Notonly are those animals suffering no apparent ill ef-
fects. but herd populations are booming, contrary to dire
predictions by environmental groups who tried to stop
pipeline construction in the early 1970s. The Central Arctic
Herd, which now numbers about 18,000, has more than
quadrupled in size since oil activity began. The Nelchina
Herd, whicli must migrate directly across the trans-Alaska
pipeline in Interior Alaska, has also enjoyed a healthy
population gain, during the years of pipeline construction
and continuing afterward.

s The Porcupine Herd Different?

Opponents to ANWR exploration have a reply to this:
What's different is that the rjrcupine Herd is much larger
and that its animals are not as accustomed to human
activity as the Central Arctic and Nelchina herds. Also,
the coastal plain of the refuge, where exploration would
take place, is the main calving ground for the Po.cupine
Herd. Calving is the most sensitive time for female
caribou, and disturbances in summer could prove very
disruptive, they argue.

But the Central Arctic Herd now uses pans of the
Kuparuk oilfield for calving. With the Central Arctic
population rapidly growing, there seems no serious adverse
effect created by the presence of oil production installa-
tions in the calving areas.

Furthermore, the Porcupine Herd itselfisn't free of man-
created disturbances. The Dempster Highway in Yukon
Territory cuts across one major winter range of the herd.
Porcupine caribou cross the highway twice yearly, with
no apparent ill effects.

As for Phrcupine caribou calving: Qil explora‘ion, which
is all that would be authorized if Congress opened the
coastal plain, takes place in winter when the caribou are
far to the south.

And in any event, Porcupine Herd calving only takes
place part ofthe time in the area that would be opened.
The animals calve across a wide area of uplands along
the northern side of the Brooks Range. The region extends
from the western boundary of ANWR some 200 miles
east, to the Western Mackenzie Bay area in Canada’s
Yukon Territory, an area exceeding 6,500 square miles.
Actual calving areas vary from place to place across this
huge region, depending on seasonal weather and snow
conditions.

Fish and Wildlife investigators have identified a 2.1
million-acre area of coastal plain along the northwestern
coast of Canada’'s Yukon Territory and northeastern Alaska
as potential calving area. Less than half of this calving
area, 934,000 acres, is in the area of coastal plain that
would be opened.

Studies show that from 1972 through 1985, Porcupine
caribou used parts o f the Alaskan coastal plain inonly nine
ofthe 14 years. In 1982, for example, practically the cn-

Although caritfou se gravel ramps over pipelines at Prudhoe,
studies have sltowil the ramps are not necessary.

Porcupine herd migration routes

The Porcupine caribou herd spends winters south ofAlaska's Brooks Range, in the Old Crowflats in northern Yukon Territory,
Canada, and in the southernfoothills o fthe Brooks Range in northeastern Alaska. In early March, the caribou begin movin

north. Theyfollowthree main routes: an eastern route through the Richardson Mountains,in Yukon Territory to the Arctic Coa_sta%
Plain ofthe Yukon, a more westerly route across the Porcupine River and over die British Mountains and through the Firth

River valley to the coast, and a third, westerly route up through northeastern Alaska tojoin the eastem group from Old Crow.

Caribou_ségregate themselves into grou_Ps fo’ migrate at different limes: Pregnant females, barren_ cows and some yearlmgs
esfollow later. Calving takes place in May and early June in thefoothills and coas

migratefirs;; bulls and remaining juveni

fal

plain between the Hulahula River in Alaska and the Babbage River in Canada, in locatigns that wryfrom year to year with
snow cover. The 1002h area covers approximately 20 percént of the Porcupine Herd calving area.

tire herd calved east of the U.S.-Canada border, in Yukon
Territory. In 1985, by contrast, over 80% ofthe cows did
use areas in the Section 1002h study area. There's no
evidence to show they would be excluded from an area
ifan oilfield were developed there. But even if they were,
there would seem to be plenty of alternative acreage
available.

Further west. Central Arctic Herd calving occurs in hoth
concentrated and broadly dispersed areas between the Can-
ning and Colville Rivers, an area that also contains the
Prudhoe Bay and Kuparuk River oilfields. While animals
have not used the Prudhoe field area for calving (there
isno evidence that they ever have, government and industry
biologists now agree), they do use parts of the Kuparuk
field. To get to calving areas in Kuparuk, pregnant cows
and cows with young calves have to cross the Kuparuk
oilfield road system. Recent monitoring studies with one
radio-collared cow, transmitting via satellite, showed that
the cow and calfcrossed oilfield roads and production pads
several times during the summer, with no apparent effect.

“It simply doesn't make sense to argue that the Central
Arctic herd is “different" from the Porcupine herd because
one has supposedly habituated to oilfield structures while
the other hasn't encountered them yet," says Debra
Slaybaugh, Senior Environmental Scientist for Standard
Alaska Production Company.

“Both herds consist of the same species and genetical-
ly are probably virtually identical. If the Central Arctic
herd is able to maintain productivity and increase in size
with oilfield structures located within a small portion of
its range, there is no known reason why the Porcupine
Herd should not also continue to increase with oilfield
structures located within a far smaller portion of its range.”

Indurtry Has Learned

There was concern in the early 1970s within government
agencies and industry that North Slope oilfields, the trans-
Alaska pipeline and the Dalton Highway (which follows
aroute generally parallel to the pipeline) might split and
disrupt the Central Arctic Herd.

Caribou studies conducted at the time allowed design
elements to be incorporated into the pipeline and oilfield
gathering lines. These included buried and elevated
pipeline sections for the animals to use as crossings. But
only experience would tell how these increases would
work.

While the crossings have helped, hiologists were sur-
prised at how adaptable the animals turned out to be, com -
pared to what was thought 15 years ago. For example, in
Interior Alaska the Nelchina Herd migrates cast and west
in their annual migration right across the trans-Alaska
pipeline, which follows a north-south route. Because the
pipeline is built above ground through this area, this pro-
vided a good test of the ability ofcaribou to cross amajor
structure, like a pipeline, during migration.

Studies by Renewable Resources Consulting Services.
Ltd., a biological research group, found that the special
caribou crossings huilt by the companies were actually us-
ed by less than a third of the animals. Over two-thirds
chose to cross the above-ground pipeline at other places.

On the North Slope, small groups of caribou moving
through the oilfields in summer have shown both that they
can navigate both roads and field gathering lines. Although
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caribou do use gravel ramps over pipelines in the North
Slope oilfields, the ramps arc not necessary. Where ramps
are not present, caribou pass beneath the elevated
pipelines, so long as the lines are at least five feet abole
the ground.

Biologists have also found that roads or pipelines by
themselves are not serious barriers to movement, but in
combinations, particularly with moving traffic, can at
times create problems. One solution has been to separate
roads from pipelines for short distances, in key locations.

“Caribou become accustomed to things that aren't a
threat to their survival,” says Slaybaugh. “They would have
to, or they would spend their lives reacting to different
kinds of non-threatening stimuli."

An extreme example ofcaribou adaptability is the Delta
Herd in Interior Alaska, which calves <-na military bomb-
ing range, an area frequently subjected to bombing, straf-
ing and low level aircraft flights. The herd has also
experienced severe habitat alteration by wildfires, which
covered large parts of their core calving areas. Despite
these disturbances, the herd has increased at an annual
rate of 19-22% and its now at its largest population level
in history.

What are the real issues?

Here are several questions
biologists are debating

« CARIBOU AND PEOPLE: Evenifindividual
caribou show local reactions to human industrial
activity, (like road traffic) does that really matter
if the overall herd remains healthy and stable in
population? Mosthbiologists now agree that Central
Arctic caribou have demonstrated an adaptation to
oilfield and pipeline activity. Yet, some argue the
Porcupine Herd is still “unique.”

« WHAT REALLY AFFECTS CARIBOU:
Some biologists feel that habitat alteration or denial,
arguably threatened by oil exploration, could
threaten caribou. Others disagree, arguing that
predatorpressures, mainly wolves, are farmore im-
portant than habitat.

« "BIOENERGETICS,” A NEW BELIEF:
Recently, some biologists have come to believe that
Arctic caribou are threatened if they have to spend
time and energy circumventing drill pads or short
distances of pipeline. Others disagree: Walking
around natural obstructions is a partofeveryday life
for North Slope caribou. Man-made obstacles, puny
by comparison to natures', pose no real threat.

« DO WE KNOW ENOUGH? We'll probably
never really know enough about caribou, but
biologists agree it would be useful to have maore site-
specific assessments of impact. This comes,
however, after initial exploration shows where oil
deposits actually are and where they aren't. Available
research funds can then be concentrated on the more
important areas, disregarding parts of the coastal
plain where exploration drilling shows little oil
potential.

*



Habitat versus predators
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How well caribou and oil can co-exist in the Arctic
centers on two contrary theories. That is whether it is the
amount of habitat available or predator pressures (in-
cluding hunting) that is the more important influence on
survival of the herds.

Environmental groups and some biologists base their
objections to oil exploration in the coastal plain o f the Arc-
tic National Wildlife Refuge (ANWR) on the notion that
loss of some habitat will threaten survival ofthe Porcupine
Herd. In otherwords, oil facilities on the tundra will deny
caribou access to traditional rangeland.

The contrary theory, which has now attracted a con-
siderable following, is that habitat is not in short supply,
and that predators, primarily wolves, exert the main in-
fluence on growth and overall status of caribou popula-
tions. There isample range and food supply available in
the north to support Porcupine caribou populations two
or even three times the size of the present herd, many

biologists think.
Interlor n%aﬂ%aska
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In fact, there has never been a case ofa caribou herd,
with access to space and mobility, starving due to lack
of range, except in artificial situations such as occurred
when caribou were transplanted to St. Matthew Island in
the Bering Sea, overgrazed their range and starved. Under
normal circumstances, caribou populations never get too
large for their environment.

Caribou in northern Alaska, in the Porcupine. Central
Arctic and Western Arctic herds, typically have less than
two individual animals for each square mile of the area
over which they range. In caribou herds elsewhere,
population densities may he many times greater. Biologists
have computed that the caribou density in the Alaskan arc-
tic would have to increase by more than 10-fold for food
depletion to be a problem.

Even ifaccess to habiiat were a problem, the actual loss
of terrain to caribou grazing caused by oil development
will be very small. Forexample, the actual habitat * loss”
created by the Prudhoe Bay and Kuparuk oilfields is less
than 8,000 acres, according to Alaska Department o f Fish
and Game studies, in an available North Slope coastal
plain that encompasses thousands of square miles.

But if the predation theory iscorrect, and it is supported
by several field studies, then this major argument against
oil activity in ANWR"'s coastal plain lacks scientific
foundation.

Booming Growth in Caribou

The biggest embarrassment for opponents of oil
development is that caribou populations if Interior and
Northern Alaska, which should have been impacted hy
0il activity, have instead been experiencing vigorous
growth. In fact, the Central Arctic Herd on the North
Slope, which uses areas occupied by the Prudhoe Bay.
Kuparuk and Milne Point oilfields, has more than
quadrupled ir size since oil activity began in the early
1970s.

Biologists have done field studies which do show cases
oflocalized avoidance behavior by caribou, in that animals
sometimes move away from vehicle traffic on oilfield
roads, or react to low-flying aircraft.

“ But some observers assume these affects harm the
animals, ajudgement not supported by evidence." says
Mark Fraker, Senior Environmental Scientist for Stan-
dard Alaska Production Company.

“What isworse is that some people ‘extrapolate’ these
individual observations to whole populations, arguing that
entire herds will be endangered because individual animals
show reactions to road traffic. This doesn't make sense
when the herds arc growing fast and are obviously healthy
in the presence of oilfield activity.”

In any event, Fraker said, there is now general agree-
ment among government and industry biologists that
caribou do eventually adapt to human presence and
industrial activity.

What really doeseffect caribou herds are predation and
hunting, the studies are showing. Wolves, which prey on
caribou, have been undercontrol in Alaska since the ear-
ly 1970s. This explains why caribou numbers have been
increasing so fast. Compared to this, any effect of oil ac-
tivity is minor.

Caribou studies are extensive

Editor’s Note: The tistofcaribou studies below representsa smallpor-

tion o fthe research conducted in northern Alaska and Canada
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The Protection of Open Space

Biologist Tom Bcrgerud of the University of Victoria,
a respected Canadian caribou biologist, maintains Ihat
what caribou really need for calving is open space, in
which predators like wolves or bears can be spotted at
some distance, and bare ground that is free o f snow, which
provides camouflage for newborn calves.

This may explain why caribou seem to prefer certain
locales for calving over otherareas. Perhaps snow melts
earlier in the preferred areas than elsewhere. This would
also explain why caribou cows calve in different areas
from year to year, motivated by a late spring and snow
melt.

Intermsofoverall impacton populations, the available
research seems to overwhelmingly back the predator
theory.

Bergerud says that caribou can adapt to economic
development in the Arctic if they have space for mobility
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affects caribou populations?

to cope with predators.

Bergerud has reviewed the supposed adverse impacts
on caribou caused by human activity, construction of
roads, pipelines or rail lines, on eight caribou herds, seven
in North America and one in Norway. In each case he
found that a variety of factors, including population
changes, range use, predator and hunting pressures, of-
fered more convincing explanations for changes in
behavior than the presumed cause, the road, railroad or
pipeline. Predators, mainly wolves, were by far the ma-
jor influences.

In contrast, there is no case where a caribou herd
pop ulatlon lias declined because of some industrial
activity, h tscofapoorly designed gas pipeline in
the Soviet moil, which excluded a large number of
animals from the area, nooverall population level impact
was recorded, Richard T. Shideler of Alaska's Depart-
ment of Fish and Game has written.

Bergerud. on the other hand, was able to document
severe effects of predation on herds.

Eight Herds: “Case Histories”

Bergcrud examined data from the Porcupine, Central
Arctic, Nelchina and Fortymilc herds in Alaska, several
herds in British Columbia, the Kaminuriak Herd in
Manitoba and herds in Newfoundland and Norway. All
had been cited in literature and in testimony before
government panels as examples of various disturbances
to animals by industrial activity.

These offered a variety of test situations: In some, there
was heavy, unregulated hunting. In others, hunting was
banned. Some had control programs for wolves and other
predators, and others did not. All had their ranges cross-
ed by highways, roads, railroads or pipelines.

One documented impact in several of the case studies
was an increase in calf survival due to wolfcontrol. The
second documented impact was an increase in mortality
due to improved access for hunters from road or railroads.

“We believe that some biologists, in their concern for
disturbances at the individual level, may have overlook-
ed the major population regulation factors o fhunting and
predation,” Bergcrud writes. "W hen herds have stopped
crossing transportation corridors, it has generally been
because numbers have declined and ranges contracted.
The evidence shows such contractions to be independent
of the presence of transportation corridors.”

Predators, Not Habitat

Meanwhile, other studies undertaken by Bergcrud have
reinforced the notion that predation, mainly by wolves,
is the major influence on caribou populations, and that
other mortality factors, like starvation and disease, arc
not important for caribou populations that are in open ter-
rain and free to disperse.

With five herds in Alaska and Canada, wolf-comrol pro-
grams were instituted. Before wolves were controlled, calf
survival rates were about five percent, Bergerud found,
a rate at which the herd would be stable or in slight
decline. After wolf-control, hut not complete ren oval,
calf-survival ratesjumped, some to over 20% , a rate that
will result in rapid population growth.

In the open plains o f the Alaskan and Canadian Arctic,
wolves have been actively hunted in recent years and wolf
densities arc now below 6.5 animals per thousand square
kilometers. Bergcrud writes. This isa level that will result
in low predation and rising caribou populations. This is,
in fact, happening.

Woodland caribou, further south, face a different situa-
tion. In forest, catihou Have less space to escape predators.
Human hunting pressure on wolves isalso less, as wolves
have more natural cover to escape. As a consequence,
wolf densities are higher, calf survival lower, and
therefore, populations of caribou arc on the decline.

The “Habitat” Theory

Where did the “ habitat" theory get started? Why does
it have a following, in spite ofan apparent lack of scien-
tific support?

Some observers think it springs from an unconscious,
distinctly human bias in our view ofthe Arctic. Humans
arc creatures o f the temperate and tropical zones. We view
the Arctic as harsh and forbidding. We find it difficult
to accept the notion, deep inside ourselves, that the Arc-
tic can be bountiful to a species adapted to it. as caribou
are.

The notion persists, despite ample evidence to the con-
trary. that caribou arc somehow on the edge of extinc-
tion in a forbidding, barren environment, and that the
smallest disturbances are a threat to the species. We arc
constantly surprised when field research demonstrates the
vitality, strength and durability o f these animals that have
adapted so well to their environment.

In fact, caribou populations throughout norther North
America continue to grow rapidly, and are now begin-
ning to approach historical levels.



Gedlogists concur

ANWR' geologic potential promising

Geologists regard the coastal plain or the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge as the most promising area for major new
discoveries of oil and gas in the United States.

All of the geologic ingredients are there: Source rocks
to generate oil and gas. thick sequence: ofreservoir rocks
that allow petroleum to accumulate. large geologic struc-
tures to act as ‘traps” for oil and gas. and the fact that
large petroleum discoveries have been made nearby, in the
same types of geologic strata.

The initial assessments of the area's potential, carried
outasapartofthe Interior Department's "Section 1002h”
study, bear this out. Twenty-six major oil and gas pro-
spects, including two that could rival Prudhoe Bay, have
been identified by seismic mapping and geologic
investigation.

“The area is clearly ihe most outstanding oil and gas
frontiei remaining in the United States, and could con-
tribute substantially to our domestic energy supplies.” In-
terior's report, still in draft, says.

It is all the more important because exploration in other
U.S. frontier areas, where there were high hopes for new
discoveries, have been disappointing. These include off-
shore Atlantic coast, the Gulf of Alaska, Bering Sea.
Lower Cook Inlet and. so far at least, the Alaskan Beaufort
Sea.

But only exploratory drilling can confirm ANWR's
potential. Too often, geologists have been painfully sur-
prised when surface geology and seismic profiling have
indicated the presence ofa possible huge oil formation,
until the drill-stem came up dry. A recent example is
Mukluk, the $150 million dry hole in the Beaufort Sea,
northwest of Prudhoe.

ANWR’s Geology

The area involved in the "I(X)2h" study lies along the
foothills and coastal plain of the wildlife refuge; it is
underlain by tens ofthousands o f feet of sedimentary rocks,
the type needed for oil to accumulate. The nearby Brooks
Range and its foothills indicates that the kind of geologic
actions needed to form underground structures, or traps,
for oil and gas, have indeed occurred.

Generally, there are two types of sedimentary rocks
under ANWR's coastal plain: There is a relatively younger
group of rocks which are also present at Point Thomp-
son, just west of ANWR, where oil and gas discoveries
have been made. They also extend east to the Canadian
Beaufort Sea, where discoveries have also been made.
Then there is a deeper set of older rocks, that are of a
strata that extends to the west, where very large oil
discoveries have been made at Prudhoe Bay. Kuparuk.
Endicott. Lishurne, Seal Island and Mime Point. Both
groups of rocks have great potential, but it is the older,
deeper rocks that have the greater promise.

"0 Theeisa %
percent chance of at least
.48 billion barrels of
In-place resanves . .

Seven different geological “plavs,” or regions of pro-
mising geology, were identified in the 1002h assessment,
each with characteristics favorable for oil and gas. In-place
resource potentials were calculated: There isa 95% chance
of at least 4.8 billion barrels of in-place reserves, and a
5% chance of in-place reserves of 29.4 hillion barrels.

But what is important is the amount of this resource that
might be recoverable, since current oil-producing
technology allows only a percentage ofthe oil actually “in
place” in the rock to be extracted. Interior judged
“recoverable resources” this way: A 95% chance of a
discovery 0f600.000 barrels of recoverable reserves, anil
a 5% chance 0f9.2 billion barrels of recoverable resources.

What may be more meaningful are assessments of par-
ticular prospects. The two largest geologic formations in-
vestigated could contain recoverable oil in amounts similar
to Prudhoe Bay; the next two largest prospects could be
about half the size of Prudhoe, each with an amount of
oil equal to the East Texas field; the next four prospects
could contain recoverable oil in amounts equal to
Kuparuk, about 1.5 million in size.

The eastern part of the coastal plain seems to have the
most potential; it is here that 63% ofestimated recoverable
resources in the area could be found in four large struc-
tures. according to Interior's draft 1002h document.

The southern part of the 1002h study area seems also
to have considerable potential, again mostly in a few very
large geologic formations. Interior assigned this region
25% of the estima'ed recoverable reserves in five potential
structures. But this area also has the greatest potential land-
usc conflicts; it is here that most of the caribou “core calv-
ing" is concentrated. The central part of the study area
was given a lower ranking, with an estimated three per-

ANWR's Coastal Plain is sandwiched between the world class oilfields of the Prudhoe area, and the recent large discoveries

in the MacKenzie Delta area In the Canadian Beaufort Sea.

cent of recoverable reserves in three geologic prospects.

The western area o f the plain was given a very high rank-
ing in terms of overall reserve potential, with about half
of the overall estimated in-place resources in the study
area. But here the sizes of potential structures were much
smaller, some mapped only with great difficulty accord-
ing to the report. So in terms of recoverable reserves, this
area is assigned a probability of only 9% recoverable
resources scattered through 14 potential oil formations.

Other North Slope Development

[fcommercial discoveries are made in ANWR's coastal
plain, it also has important implications for other North
Slope oil development: The infrastructure built to
accommodate one or more oilfields on the coastal plain

A NWR —-— An

Federal Policy Decisions — All Linked

Exploration in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge in
northern Alaska isonly the latest in a scries ofmajor con-
gressional policy decisions affecting federal lands in
Alaska. They arc all linked, directly and indirectly.

The Alaska Statehood Act in 1959 started the process
offormally designating Alaska lands, which led indirect-
ly to the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act in 1971, a
major land action that settled the long-standing legal ques-
tion of aboriginal land claims that cleared land title in
Alaska. This also cleared the way for the trans-Alaska
pipeline, although a separate piece of legislation was
ultimately needed to clear away environmental litigation
and authorize the pipeline. But the Native Claims Settle-
ment Act did set the stage for the Alaska National Interest
Conservation Lands Act of 1980 (ANILCA).

ANILCA formally created the Arctic National W ildlife
Refuge, but it also created 35 other national parks, forests
and wildlife units in Alaska, involving a total of 103 million
acres, with 32.4 million acres of this designated as
wilderness. Conservation groups had pushed for far more
wilderness. One proposal (Udall-Andcrson) would have
involved 67 million acres, about a third of Alaska, going
into wilderness status.

An Historical Perspective

Conservation issues have been involved in federal land
decisions since the turn of the century. As a territory. Con-
gress wrote Alaska's laws and established land designa-
tions. Even then, conservationists saw the value of pro-
tecting large tracts of Alaska lands. Early on, coalfields
on federal lands were barred from entry. Large land tracts
like St. Lawrence Island and Nunivak Island were set aside
as “reindeer” reservations. Other wildlife refuges were
created. Tongass and Chugach National Forests, and
McKinley National Park, were created. Just before Alaska
statehood in 1959, the Arctic National Wildlife Range, then
8.9 million acres, was signed into existence by the
Secretary of the Interior.

Passage of the Alaska Statehood Act in 1959, however,
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could also support exploration and development in state
and federal offshore acreagejust north of ANWR, which
has favorable geology.

Also, several large oil and gas accumulations have been
discovered east of Prudhoe. on state lands between that
field and the boundary of ANWR. These are not economic
today, but ifa pipeline were built to serve larger discoveries
on ANWR's coastal plain, some of these might become
gconomic.

Finally, new oil discoveries in ANWR would lead to
greater long-term utilization of the trans-Alaska pipeline,
which would lower costs for all oil moved through the
pipeline. By lowering costs, the economic life of those
fields now producing on the North Slope, particu'arly
Prudhoe and Kuparuk, will be extended some years into
the future.

perspective Continuedfrom page |

set the stage for major Alaska land decisions. Until then,
most lands across Alaska's sprawling 586.000 square miles
were “public domain” under federal public land laws. They
were open to homesteading, mining claims and other forms
of“entry." But because Alaska had a tiny, scattered popula-
tion and an economy based mainly on defense installations
in Anchorage and Fairbanks and Fishing in coastal com -
munities. most of Alaska was, in fact, wilderness.

Statehood was to change things. Not the wilderness
characterof Alaska (which exists even now), but the pro-
cessof formally designating land jurisdictions. Congress
gave Alaska a land grant of 103 million acres, about 28%
of the state, to encourage economic development,

"ANILCA formall
_ createdoirj“e Y
Arctic Widife Refuce .

But this action aroused two other, "sleeping" issues:
one was the undefined claim of aboriginal Native land
rights that Congress had resolved to settle early in the cen-
tury. but had neverdone so. Aslong as it was unresolved,
it constituted a legal cloud on land title in Alaska. Then
in 1966, a "land freeze" was imposed on Alaska, which
was ivt halt transfer of federal lands for homesteading and
to the state under its land selection program. This was also
amajorimpediment to getting a right-of-way  the trans-
Alaska pipeline across federal lands.

The second issue involved conservation and protection
of Alaska lands, which was then under the old public
domain land laws. National conservation groups saw the
opportunity to setaside under new kinds of land systems
from the millions of acres of undesignated federal lands
in Alaska. They would comprise huge additions to the
nation’'s national parks, wildlife refuges and forests.

The two issues were linked. Influential eastern and
midwest congressional delegations, who had constituents

with an interest in Alaska conservatjon jssues, supporteé
t‘anlmdmpege
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In fact, ANWR itself might constitute 20-27Vc of the

notion's il resenvs by 2000, according to Interior Depart-
ment estimates.

PRUDHOE BAY AND OTHER
NORTH SLOPE OIL
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The Grim Statistics

It's not hard to sec the coining shortage, and today's low
oil priceswill justaccelerate it. In 1986, the U.S. is using
about 16 million barrels ofoil perday, and producing about
8.9 million barrels daily from domestic fields. One fifth
of this comes from northern Alaska.

U.S. oil production, most ofitin mature producing areas
ator past their peak, is now declining. Even Alaska North
Slope production will begin declining sometime in 1987
or 1988.

If oil prices remain at 515/barrel (in 1985 dollars),
domestic crude oil production will fall from 8.9 million
barrels/day to 6.2 million barrels/day in 1991, an American
Petroleum Institute (API) survey of its member oil com-
panies indicates. The drop could also be occurring faster
than many think. AP President Charles DiBona says U.S.
iomestic production has dropped 333,000 barrels/day so
far this year, and without an Increase of 70.000 barrels/day
in Alaskan production, the production drop (from U.S.
“lower 48" producing areas) would have been about
400,000 barrels/day. If low prices persist, domestic out-
put could be below three million barrels/day by 2000, only
13 years from now, DiBona warns.

Other groups come to similar conclusions: The Indepen-
dent Petroleum Association of America predicts domestic
production will decline 2.3% in 1986, and three percent
in 1987. while oil demand will increase by 2.6% yearly.
Even somewhat higher prices may not help. The Energy
Information Administration, a federal agency, estimates
that at $17 oil ir. 1990 and $20 oil in 1995 (in 1985 dollars),
somewhat higher real prices than those assumed in the
APl survey, U.S. production would decline from 8.9
million barrels/day to 7.2 million in 1990, to 5 million in
1995.

Low oil prices are accelerating that decline. Below a
certain price many small fields and “stripper” wells
become uneconomic. Today about 14% of U.S. produc-
tion comer from stripper wells. Once they are shut in, it

A NWR — AN
the 1971 Native claims act partly because they saw the op-
portunity to use the act as a vehicle for resolving long-
range federal land policy in Alaska.

Section 17(d)2 of the act required the Secretary of the
Interior to withdraw 80 million acres of Alaska lands from
public domain. The land was to be studied for designa-
tion as parks, refuges, national forests and wild and scenic
rivers. These were the “d-2" lands. What is often forgot-
ten is that an additional 60 r;:L'on acres of lands were
also withdrawn under Section 17(d)l (and called,
appropriately, the * d-1 lands) for a.- indefinite period of
time. Parks, refuges, forests and wil' and scenic rivers
must be created by Congress, and so the Secretary’s recom-
mendations required by the 1971 claims act were to even-
tually result in ANILCA, in 1980.

The Land Exchanges

Alaska's statehood and Native claims settlement acts pro-
vided historical linkage, but also created another in-
teresting issue to the question ofopening ANW R's coastal
plain to oil exploration. Alaska Native corporations created
under the 1971 settlement act as well as the State of Alaska
could, if the federal government desired, wind up with

historical

will be uneconomic to reopen many of them under almost
any oil price scenario reasonably conceivable.

Demand is Increasing

Low prices also brings increased demand. U.S. gasoline
consumption this year is running about three percent above
the level during the comparable period of 1985, according
to the API. Demand for all petroleum products was up
an average of 2.5% for the first three quarters of 1986,
but the alarming thing was the acceleration ofdemand dur-
ing the year.

Demand forall petroleum products was up 1.5% in the
first quarter, but climbed to 2.5% the second quarter and
t0 3.9% in the third quarter, DiBona told the Resources
Develoment Council, an Alaska development group, in late
November.

This suggests that if low oil prices persist, U.S. oil
imports will grow substantially, from about 5 million bar-
rels daily in this year to as much as 15 million barrels/day
in 1995 API studies indicate.

New Exploration Falling

Another indication of the worsening U.S. domestic
energy picture is in the nation's declining reserves/pro-
duction ratio. Even in 1985, before the worst of oil price
declines were felt, addition of new oil reserves had drop-
ped by 30% compared to levels a year before. Additions
ofnew natural gas reserves dropped also, by almost 27% .

fields oot o el
discovered to sustain current
production/

New drilling in 1985 replaced only 59% of oil produc-
tion and 69% ofgas production, according to a new study
by Arthur Anderson & Co. The reserves/production ratio
for 1986 is sure to be far worse.

The problem is that most U.S. oil producing areas are
now mature, with many fields past their peak and in stages
of gradual decline. There will be, undoubtedly, new oil
discovered, both in extensions to existing fields and in new
oilfields. But because most parts of the continental U.S.
have been explored, the chances of finding large fields,
where most of the nation’s oil has come from, are increas-
ingly remote.

Except in Alaska: Today Alaska is considered the last
remaining region where large fields, with major additions
to U.S. reserves, might still be discovered. Within Alaska,
ANWR offers the best potential for these discoveries.

Why Large Fields Needed

0 f all the oil produced in the U.S. in 120 years, two
thirds have come from large fields of 50 million barrels
or more, a Congressional Research Service study finds.
Yet, these large fields represented only three percent of
all the oilfields discovered. The vast bulk of U.S.
discoveries — 97%, in fact — were smaller fields. But all

perspective Continuedfrom page 5

mineral estate “ inholdings” within the coastal plain — if
Congress decides to allow exploration. In fact, it has
already happened with a 92,000-acre tract on the northern
edge of the coastal plain.

This comes about through possible land exchanges bet-
ween several Native corporations and the fcJeral govern-
ment, in ,Mition to, possibly, the State of Alaska. In the
case that has already occurred, Arctic Slope Regional
Corporation (ASRC) (the Barrow-hased corporation
covering northern Alaska) in 1983 negotiated an exchange
of lands that it owned, under the claims act, in the nor-
thern Brooks Range within the new Gates of the Arctic
National Park, one of the new federal units created by
ANILCA. Interior felt the exchange worthwhile. The
national park system gained a 101,000-acre scenic addi-
tion, which included pristine Chandler Lake, in the Gates
of the Arctic Park. In exchange, ASRC received 92,000
acresofmineral rights along the northern edge of ANWR.

Although mineral rights belong to ASRC, the tract is
still a part of the refuge in terms ofoverall land manage-
ment. Exploration in this area is allowed, and one well
has been drilled. However, no development can proceed
until Congress opens the rest of the coastal plain to
exploration. Also, any exploration and development must
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of these held only one-third of all the oil discovered in
the last 120 years.

More imponant: in recent years it has become more dif-
ficult to find larger fields. Only five of these have been
discovered since 1951, three in Alaska (M cArthur River,
1986: Prudhoe Bay, 1968; Kuparuk, 1969). Except for
Prudhoc Bay and Kuparuk. no oilfield with reserves over
one billion barrels recoverable has been discovered since
1949, And of the previously discovered giant fields, all
of them except Prudhoe and Kuparuk arc 75% depleted.
Even Prudhoc is now half depicted.

In fooking at future production. Congressional Research
Service found thateven assuming improved oil prices. 76
new- fields of 50 million barrels or more must be
discovered in the next 15 years to avoid large declines in
U.S. domestic production. If these large fields are not
discovered, either because the resources area actually
distributed among smaller fields of access to lands where
large fields have the best chance of being discovered is
denied, then about 27,000 small fields would have to he
discovered to sustain current production. Such a rate of
discoveries seems almost impossible, in both cases.

What could make a significant impact is if truly large
fields similar to several discovered already in norther
Alaska — Prudhoe Bay, Kuparuk, Endicott. Lisbume ?
Seal Island — could be located. ANWR represents U.Ut
potential.

The OPEC “Gap”

OPEC now produces about 16-18 million barrels/day and
has an estimated capacity for production in the 26-30
million barrels/day range. A 10 million barrel/day increase
in U.S. requirements for imports, because of declining
domestic production and increased demand, could itself
absorb mostorallofOPEC'sexcess capacity. Oil demand
is also increasing in other countries, though not as fast
as in the U.S.

In reality, long before OPEC s production capacity is
actually consumed, there will again be upward pressure
on oil prices. Past experience indicates that when 80%
0fOPEC's total capacity isused -or about 21 to 24 million
barrels/day) prices will rise. We are already using about
60% of OPEC’'s capacity, so demand for OPEC oil need
only rise by about 4.7 million barrels/day for this point
to be reached. The U.S. alone could be absorbing that
within three to five years.

be done under environmental stipulations imposed by the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

Several of the Native corporations are now negotiating
similar land exchanges with Interior, all contingent on con-
gressional approval of exploration. If they are concluded,
the Interior Department would gain valuable additions of
Native-owned inholdings or lands adjacent to refuges and
parks in other parts of Alaska. The acreages involved in
these negotiations are unknown except to the parties
involved, but they are likely to be much smaller than the
ASRC land exchange.

The State of Alaska also has lands adjacent to federal
refuges and parks that itis willing to exchange for mineral
tracts within the coastal plain. Under existing federal law.
AlujNd would receive 90% of federal royalties from any
oil production of ANWR. But since this percentage can
be changed by Congress, State officials feel it would be
better to actually own the mineral rights outright for a
negotiated amount o facreage. The State has made an offer
in this regard, but no actual negotiations are underway at
this point.

Tim Bradner is the editor o fthe Alaska Economic Report,
published in Anchorage.
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Notes for Commissioner Wunnicke
Anchorage Public Policy Forum
August 5, 1986

The State of Alaska®s position
regarding Oil ad. Gas Exploration and Development
in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge

As most of you have likely heard, Governor Sheffield recently
announced that the State of Alaska supports oil and gas leasing
in ANWR.

In the next ten minutes, | would like to briefly outline the
state®s position on this important issue, and review the major
findings of the state whicn led us to the conclusion that the
coastal plain should be made available to oil and gas exploration
and development.

In February, Governor Sheffield directed state agencies to
provide him with detailed information regarding the state"s
interests that will be affected by Congress®s decision on whether
or not to open up the coastal plain of ANWR for oil and gas
development.

Based on this information, i1t became evident that it is iIn the
state®"s best interest to support leasing in ANWR. Geological
studies have indicated that the likelihood of discovering
reserves of oil and gas is high, and if oil 1is discovered and
produced, the economic benefits to Alaska could range in the
billions of dollars.

The Governor also recognized that the habitat, wildlife, and
subsistence values of the coastal plain are extremely high.

Based upon experience, however, he knew he could be reasonably
confident that measures could be taken to minimize adverse
impacts to these fish and wildlife populations and subsistence
resources, and that the State of Alaska has the legal authority
to ensure that adequate measures are taken to protect these
important resources.

For your information, 1 think it would be worthwhile to briefly
summarize the major geologic, economic, and environmental factors
that were considered prior to reaching our decision.

RESOURCE POTENTIAL

The ANWR coastal plain has a very high potential for substantial
oil and gas deposits, and has been cited by analysts and industry
officials as having the highest oil and gas potential of any



unleased area on the North American continent. A USGS report
that was completed in 1980 estimated that there may be .8 to %7-6
billion barrels of undiscovered oil in place. Estimates of
undiscovered gas in place ranged from 1.4 to 28.1 trillion cubic
feet. My department has completed a more recent analysis that
supports earlier conclusions that the resource potential of the
region is very high.

PROSPECTIVE ECONOMIC BENEFITS

As many of you know, the State ofAlaska is entitled to 90
percent of all federal revenues from oil and gas leasing inANWR,
and it would be able to collect severance taxes from produced
oil.

It is impossible to predict how many barrels of oil might be
discovered and produced in ANWR if it is opened for oil and gas
leasing, or what the price of oil will be in the 1990°s.

However, given available resource estimates it iIs not
unreasonable to expect that a field, or several fields, the size
of the Kuparuk River Field might be discovered, (approximately
1.5 billion barrels recoverable). If such a field is found and
developed, the state®s portion of federal revenues and state
severance taxes would range from $1.5 to $3.3 billion, with the
price of oil at $20 and $25 per barrel, respectively.

Although not likely, it also is possible that a field comparable
to Prudhoe Bay in reserves may befound and produced
(approximately 10 billion barrelsrecoverable), in which case $22
billion dollars in direct state revenues would be generated
assuming the oil sells for $25 a barrel.

Thus, the state"s share of federal revenues and i1ncome from
severance taxes could range into the billions of dollars.

One caveat, however.

At oil prices less than $20 barrel, it may be economically
feasible to develop only the very largest reserves.

While some members of Congress have suggested that there be a
reduction in Alaska®s 90 per cent share of federal revenues, we
believe there are strong and compelling legal and policy
arguments the state can make against such a reduction.

States other than Alaska receive only 50 percent of public domain
land mineral revenues. However, an additional 40 percent of
those revenues are paid iInto the Reclamation Fund established
under the Reclamation Act of 1902. Those funds, 1in turn, are



used to fund reclamation projects iIn those states. However,
Alaska is not covered by the Reclamation Act and receives no
benefits under it. At the time of statehood, Congress considered
it only fair that the additional 40 percent share of public
domain land revenues be paid to Alaska iIn return for Alaska not
being covered by the Reclamation Act of 1902.

Obviously, oil and gas activity in ANWR also would likely create,
employment opportunities for Alaskans in the oil and support
service industry. The precise number of jobs that would be
created is dependent on a large number of factors that cannot be
predicted at this time. However, if we assume a field comparable
to the Kuparuk River Field is found and produced, an average of
1,000 to 2,000 jobs in oil and gas and support service companies
would be created over the twenty-five year life of the field.
Also, it is likely that additional jobs would be created through
the secondary and tertiary effects of the oil industry employment
and expenditures.

In addition, the commercial viability and amount of state
revenues generated from state-owned acreage north and west of
ANWR will likely be significantly enhanced if ANWR 1is made
available for oil and gas leasing. Due to the distance of ANWP
and adjacent state-owned acreage from the Trans-Alaska Pipeline
and the resulting high costs of transporting the oil, a very
large discovery or several moderate-size discoveries would have
to be made in the region to justify construction of a pipeline.
Since the state owns only a small share of prospective acreage in
the eastern Beaufort Sea and ANWR region, it is important to the
state that ANWR be developed along with the infrastructure to
transport oil from the region.

North Slope oil production is projected to begin declining in
1987, which will result iIn excess capacity in tFa TAPS line and
additional reductions in state revenues. Assuming that ANWR is
opened to oil and gas leasing, it will likely take at least ten
years between a lease sale and when production could commence.
During this period, the Department of Revenue projects that the
price of oil will rise to $20/barrel. Thus, early leasing and
exploration could supplement lower state revenues 1in the
late-1990"s.

ENVIRONMENTAL VALUES, POTENTIAL IMPACTS,
AND MITIGATION MEASURES

On the other side of the equation, the state®s analysis indicated
that the coastal plain of the ANWR hosts a diversity and
abundance of fish and wildlife unequalled elsewhere 1in arctic
North America. Those resources and habitats include the
Porcupine and Central Arctic caribou herds, muskox, major stream



,vstems, and coastal tundra habitats utilized by geese, swans,
and other waterfowl.

The Porcupine caribou herd, numbering 170,000 animals, 1is the
second largest herd in the United States and is an important
subsistence resource Tfor Alaskans and Canadians. In addition,
the Central Arctic caribou herd range includes the coastal plain
and foothills between the Canning and Colville River drainages.

The second largest herd of muskox in the United States resides in
ANWR.

Tundra swans and snow geese represent two of the more iImportant
waterfowl species utilizing ANWR. The nesting density for tundra
swans is equal to or higher in ANWR than for other areas on the
North Slope. Up to half of the entire snow goose population of
the United States and Canada may use ANWR in any given year.

Twelve species of fish are present in ten major streams within
ANWR . Important habitat areas include the estuarine environment
and natural spring areas located in the upper portion of some of
the major river systems.

It was recognized that oil and gas development and transportation
corridors can adversely affect fish and wildlife to varying
degrees. These iImpacts are highly dependent the size and
location of facilities required for development, the timing and
severity of disturbance, and effectiveness of mitigating
measures.

Possible mitigation measures to reduce iImpacts to animal
populations could include area deferrals, seasonal use or
activity restrictions, provisions for fish passage, and wildlife
access requirements.

In addition, ailr and water quality in ANWR may be an issue of
concern if new production facilities are developed, but these
consequences could be mitigated in large part by consolidating
facilities and by measures to contain and dispose of liquid and
solid wastes.

Another impact considered was that of subsistence. Such activity
in the Village of Kaktovik, and the current wilderness character,
could be affected by oil and gas development.

THE STATE"S ROLE IN DECISIONS AFFECTING ANWR
After reviewing these impacts — and the measures that can be

taken to minimize them — we explored whether the state has the
legal authority to ensure that appropriate measures are



taken to protect the air, land, water, habitat and subsistence
resources of ANWR.

Our conclusion was yes.

The commissioners of the Departments of Fish and Game, Natural
Resources, and Environmental Conservation have responsibilities
and the authority to protect or regulate activity in the refuge.

Also the Alaska Coastal Management Act requires that all
activities within or directly affecting the coastal zone of ANWR
be reviewed and approved by the state against the standards of
the Alaska Coastal Management Program.

Lastly, the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act specifies that the
Secretary of the Interior shall ensure that the rules and
regulations developed for the conservation, maintenance, and
management of wildlife resources and their habitat are not
inconsistent with the laws for the protection of fish and game of
the state.

LAND EXCHANGE .

On a related issue, as many of you know, the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service has discussed with several Native corporations
the possibility of a land exchange of ANWR lands. The State also
has expressed iInterest in exchanging some of i1ts lands for ANWR
acreage. The USFWS has indicated that it is willing to discuss
land exchange proposals that would help to consolidate refuge
lands In ANWR or in other refuges, but that no proposed land
exchange will occur unless authorized by Congress. Furthermore,
a decision has been made that no ANWR land exchange proposal will
be sent to Congress for approval prior to the submission to
Congress of the Section 1002(h) report.

In the event of a land exchange between the US Fish and Wildlife
Service and a Native Corporation, the state will strive to ensure
that the benefits that could be received by the state if
exploration in ANWR 1is authorized by congress are not jJeopardized
by the agreement.

The U.S. Department of the Interior has assured us we will be
kept apprised of any proposed land exchange under consideration,
and will be consulted before any final decision is made.

CONCLUSION
Once the 1002 report is issued, if its conclustions are as we

expect, the state will be evaluating and advocating exploration
and development approaches which will protect the other resource



values of the coastal plain while allowing exploration and
development to proceed.

Governor Sheffield has concluded that oil and gas exploration and
development in ANWR would be beneficial to the State of Alaska,
and if carried out iIn an environomentally sensitive manner, can
occur 1iIn the refuge without adversely affecting the wildlife
populations for which the refuge was created and without
adversely affecting the people of the area.
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State of Alaska Position on
Management of the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge

Background Information

During its consideration of the Alaska National Interest Lands
Conservation Act (ANILCA), the U.S. Congress recognized that there
is a high potential for discovering oil and gas deposits on the
coastal plain of the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge (ANWR). Under
provisions of the Alaska Statehood Act and other federal laws, any
revenue dgenerated from oil and gas development in ANWR must be
shared by the federal government with the State of Alaska.
Therefore, a decision by the Congress whether or not to open the
refuge to oil and gas exploration could have iImportant consequences
both for the state®s economic future and for the nation"s energy
needs.

'rk *
Given the high oil and gas resource potential contained within the
coastal plain of ANWR, the Congress, pursuant to Section 1001 of
ANILCA, directed the Secretary of the Interior to: (@) assess ANWR
for potential oil and gas resources and make recommendations
concerning future use and management of those resources including
an evaluation of alternative transportation routes needed for oil
and gas d velopment? (2 review the wilderness characteristics and
make recommendations for wilderness designation of these lands; and
(@) study and make recommendations Tfor protection of the wildlife
resources of ANWR.

Section 1002 of ANILCA requires that the Secretary, 1In consultation
with the Governor, conduct a continuing inventory®™ and study of the
fish and wildlife of the coastal plain of ANWR and submit a final
report, known as the 1002(h) report, to Congress. The 1002(h)
report is required to be submitted to Congress on Septembfer 2,
1986, and will contain information on: () the geological potential
of the area; (@ a description of fTish and wildlife resources and
“"their habitats; (3) an assessment of the potential effects of oil
and gas development on fish and wildlife resources and their habi-
tats; (@ a discussion of potential transportation and processing
facilities; and () recommendations as to whether oil and gas
leasing should occur in ANWR.

Although the Secretary has been preparing the 1002(h) report over
the past several years, the document has not yet been made
available for state and public review. The state has, however,
provided to the Secretary its analysis of the probable oil and gas
resources on ANWR, prepared pursuant to a 1985 Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU). That MOU recognized that the U.S. and Alaska
have iImportant and distinct interests that will be affected by
congressional decisions and that both interests will be best served
by development of a comprehensive data base.

In order to be as iInformed and knowledgeable as possible in



anticipation of the 1002(h) report being submitted to Congress and
in order to be prepared for the congressional debate that may begin
as early as this fTall, Governor Bill Sheffield directed state
agencies to provide him with detailed information on several
aspects of the state"s interests which will be affected by
Congress®"s decision on whether or not to open up the coastal plain
of ANWR for oil and gas development. This information was
developed taking into consideration that significant additional
information Vill become available upon the release of the
Secretary®"s 1002(h) report.

The state also supports and is prepared to develop an MOU with the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service that would formalize our efforts
under Section 1002 to evaluate and recommend specific mitigating
measures to ensure protection to fish and wildlife resources and
their habitat in the event of oil and gas development.

Policy Statements

0 Based upon the information developed to date, most of which is
confidential, the state believes that the coastal plain of
ANWR holds great promise fTor oil and gas exploration which can
provide significant benefits both to the state’and to the..v
nation. The state is entitled to 90 percent of the govern-
mental share of royalties, bonuses, and rentals derived from

em any oil and gas produced in ANWR. IT Congress opens the area
to oil and gas development, it is essential that this benefit
to the people of Alaska be maintained.

° The state does not support Representative Udall®s bill (H.R.
4922) to designate the coastal plain"of ANWR as wilderness.
No wilderness proposals should be considered prior to the

, 1002(h) report to Congress. The state must ensure that
important options are not foreclosed by hasty land classifi-
cations.

O The coastal plain of ANWR hosts a diversity and abundance of
fish and wildlife unequalled elsewhere iIn arctic North
America. These resources are extremely iImportant to Alaskans,
and management of ANWR must ensure that fish, wildlife, and
their habitats are protected. Resources of primary concern in
ANWR include the Porcupine and Central Arctic caribou herds,
musk oxen, major stream systems and nearshore estuarine
habitats critical to spawning and overwintering fish, and
coastal tundra habitats utilized by geese, swans, and other
waterfowl. The Porcupine caribou herd, numbering 170,000
animals, 1s the widest ranging herd in Alaska and is an
important subsistence and recreational resource for Alaskans
and Canadians.



0 At the urging of the state, the U.S. Department of the
Interior has assured us that the state will be kept apprised
of any proposed land exchange under consideration and will be
consulted before any final decision is made. The state will
work to ensure that the benefits which could be received by
the state if exploration in ANWR is authorized by Congress are
not jJeopardized by any.land exchange agreements.

0 Based on the information now available, the state does support
the concept of leasing in ANWR. Once the 1002(h) report has
been completed and made available for review, the state will
conduct an extensive analysis of any proposals to allow
leasing in ANWR. The purpose of the state®s analysis will be
to identify areas where petroleum leasing would have the least
impact on Ffish, wildlife, and their habitats and to evaluate
and advocate exploration approaches which, 1in appropriate
areas and under proper environmental conditions, will protect
the other resource values in or adjacent to the coastal plain
while allowing exploration to proceed., The state recognizes
that the potential development of *WR @s a major public
policy 1issue and encourages maximum public participation,
especially from Alaskans, during the congressional debate.

tg86070801rse



The Honorable Bill Sheffield August 4, 1986

Governor
State of Alaska tg86070801rse
465-3562 A \
Robert L. Grogan, Director ANWR Information
Division of Governmental Summary
Coordination

Office of the Governor

As you have requested, the Division of Governmental Coordination
has coordinated preparation of an analysis of factors relevant
to a state position on oil and gas leasing in the Arctic
National Wildlife Refuge (ANWR). This analysis has been
reviewed and approved by the Departments of Environmental
Conservation, Natural Resources, and Fish and Game.

Issues addressed include: 1) the resource potential of ANWR;

2) the potential direct and indirect economic benefits to Alaska
of oil and gas leasing in ANWR; 3) the fish and wildlife habitat
and subsistence values of the refuge; 4) mitigation measures
available to protect resource and habitat values if oil and gas
leasing is permitted; 5) mechanisms ensuring state participation
in decisions regarding oil and gas activity, in the refuge; 6)
proposed, land exchanges between the federal government, Native
corporations, and the State of Alaska; and 7) the proposed
Porcupine Caribou Treaty.

RESOURCE POTENTIAL

* The ANWR coastal plain has a very high potential for sub-

stantial oil and gas deposits, and has been cited by analysts
and iIndustry officials as having the highest oil and gas poten-
tial of any unleased area on the North American continent. A
U.S. Geolo.gical Survey report that was completed in 1980
estimated that there are .8 to 17.6 billion barrels of
undiscovered oil iIn place at the 95 percent and 5 percent
probability levels, respectively. Estimates of undiscovered gas
in place ranged from 1.4 to 28.1 trillion cubic feet. The
Alaska Department of Natural Resources has completed a more
recent analysis that supports earlier conclusions that the re-
source potential of the regio.i iIs very high.



PROSPECTIVE ECONOMIC BENEFITS

0 The potential economic benefits to Alaska and to the state
treasury of a congressional decision to allow oil and gas
leasing In ANWR could be substantial. The State of Alaska 1is
entitled to 90 percent of all federal revenues from oil and gas
leasing in ANWR and it would be able to collect severance taxes
from the produced oil. In addition, oil and gas activity in the
refuge would likely enhance the value of adjacent state-owned
lands with oil and gas potential. These benefits could be
increased if the restriction on the export of Alaska crude oil
was removed. Removing the export ban could result in lower
transportation costs, an increase in the well head value of the
oil, and make marginal Tields more economical to develop.

© The state®s share of federal revenues and income from
severance taxes could range into the billions of dollars. It is
impossible to predict how many barrels of oil might be discover-
ed and produced in ANWR if it is opened for oil and gas leasing,
or what the price of oil will be in the 1990"s. However, given
available resource estimates it Is not unreasonable to expect
that a field, or several fTields, the size of the Kuparuk River
Field might be discovered (approximately 1.5 billion barrels
recoverable). |If such a field is found and developed, the
state®"s portion of federal revenues and state severance taxes
would range from $1.5 to $3.3 billion, with the price of oil at
$20 and $25 per barrel, respectively. Although not likely, it
also is possible that a field comparable to Prudhoe Bay in
reserves may be found and produced (approximately 10 billion
barrels recoverable), in which case $22 billion dollars in
direct state revenues would be generated assuming the oil sells
for $25 a barrel. At oil prices less than $2 barrel, however,
it would be economically feasible to develop only the very
largest reserves.

While some members of Cg%gress have suggested a reduction in
Alaska®s share of federal revenues, there are strong“and compel-
ling legal and policy arguments, the state can make against a
reduction of the state®s share. States other than Alaska
receive only 50 percent of public domain land mineral revenues.
However, an additional 40 percent of those revenues are paid
into the Reclamation Fund established under the Reclamation Act
of 1902. Those funds, in turn, are used to fund reclamation
projects in those states. Alaska is not covered by the Reclama-
tion Act and receives no benefits under it. Congress considered
it only fair that the additional 40 percent share of public
domain land revenues be paid to Alaska in return for Alaska not
being covered by the Reclamation Act of 1902.

0 The revenues accruing to the state from ANWR would likely
increase employment opportunities and disposable i1ncomes for
Alaskans. The revenues generated by the State would likely be



used iIn large part to increase the principal of the Permanent
Fund, pay salaries of state and local government employees, and
fund capital improvement projects,

° In addition, oil and gas activity in ANWR would likely
create employment opportunities for Alaskans in the oil and
support service industry. The precise number of jobs that would
be created 1i1s dependent on a large number of factors that cannot
be predicted at this time. However, i1f we assume a field
comparable to the Kuparuk River Field is found and produced, an
average of 1,000 to 2,000 jobs in oil and gas and support
service companies would be created over the 25-year life of the
field. Also, it is likely that additional jJobs would be created
through the secondary and tertiary effects of the oil industry
employment and expenditures.

0 The commercial viability and amount of state revenues
generated from state-owned acreage north and west of ANWR will
likely be significantly enhanced i1If ANWR i1s made available for
oil and gas leasing. Due to the distance of ANWR and adjacent
state-owned acreage from the "Trans-Alaska Pipeline and the
resulting high costs of transporting the oil, a very large
discovery or several moderate-size discoveries would have to be
made in the region to justify construction of a pipeline. Since
the state owns only a small share of prospective acreage iIn the
eastern Beaufort Sea and ANWR region, it is important to the
state that ANWR be developed along with the infrastructure to
transport oil from the region.

Furthermore, the cost per barrel of transporting the oil to the
Trans-Alaska Pipeline would be reduced.if greater amounts of
recoverable reserves were found and produced. This would result
in lower pipeline tariffs, which would iIn turn iIncrease the
wellhead prices and state revenues. In addition, leasing and
development of ANWR acreage will enhance the commercial value of
known discoveries on adjacent state acreage such as the Point
Thomson field near Flaxman Island.

0 IT a discovery i1s made on state-owned land north of ANWR,
it will likely be necessary to have an onshore pipeline sited
through ANWR. If Congress decides that pipelines cannot be
sited in ANWR and a discovery is made on state-owned lands north
of ANWR, it will be necessary to construct a buried offshore
pipeline. Unless the discovery is sizable, it is likely that
the added.costs of constructing an offshore pipeline could
preclude a pipeline from being built, and thus preclude develop-
ment and production of the TfTield.



° IT large amounts of natural gas are discovered iIn ANWR,
development of ANWR could increase the feasibility of a gas
pipeline. The Japanese and Koreans are beginning to give favor-
able consideration to the possibility of using North Slope
natural gas in the mid-1990"s and beyond. During recent meet-
ings, the Japanese and the Koreans indicated a possible need for
an additional 7 million tons and 5.6 million tons of liquified
natural gas, respectively, by the mid-1990°s.

In January 1986, the Yukon-Pacific Corporation requested the
Bureau of Land Management to resume processing of a May 1984
application to construct a large diameter gas pipeline from
Prudhoe Bay to a liquified natural gas facility in Cook Inlet or
Valdez. Congress previously authorized a similar request from
the Northwest Alaska Pipeline Company, which has received a
grant of right-of-way from BLM to construct a gas pipeline from
Prudhoe Bay, through Alaska and Canada to the lower U.S.

°© North Slope oil production is projected to begin declining
in 1987, which will result in excess capacity in the TAPS line
and additional reductions iIn state revenues. Assuming that ANWR
is opened to oil and gas leasing, it will likely.take at least
ten years between a lease sale and when production could com-
mence. During this period, the Department of Revenue projects
that the price of oil will rise to $20/barrel. Thus, early
leasing and exploration could supplement lower state revenues in
the late-1990"s. Also, generally speaking, i1t is preferable for
the state to receive revenues sooner rather than later.

ENVIRONMENTAL VALUES, POTENTIAL IMPACTS,
AND MITIGATION MEASURES

° The coastal plain of the ANWR hosts a diversity and abun-
dance of fTish, wildlife, and habitat unequalled elsewhere in
arctic N "rth America. Those resources and habitats of primary
concern in the refuge include the Porcupine and Central Arctic
caribou herds, muskox, major stream systems and nearshore
estuarine habitats critical to spawning and overwintering Tish,
and coastal tundra habitats utilized by geese, swans, and other
waterfowl .

The Porcupine caribou herd, numbering 170,000 animals, is the
second largest herd in the U.S. and is an important subsistence
resource fTor Alaskans and Canadians. The herd spends a portion
of the summer in ANWR for calving and insect relief, often with
the entire calving portion of the herd in the refuge. The
Central Arctic caribou herd range includes the coastal plain and
foothills between the Canning and Colville river drainages. In
addition to insect relief habitat, one of two major calving
areas for this herd is located just west of the Canning River.



The second largest herd of muskox iIn the U.S. resides in ANWR.
Muskox use riparian habitats for most of the year. Winter and
summer range, 1including calving habitat, are restricted to the
major river systems (e.g., Sadlerochit, Okerokovik, and
i‘amayariak) .

Tundra swans and snow geese represent two of the more iImportant
waterfowl species utilizing ANWR. The nesting density for
tundra swans is equal to or higher in ANWR than for other areas
on the North Slope. Snow geese utilize ANWR extensively during
the fall to feed and gather food reserves for the flight south.
Up to half of the entire snow goose population of the U.S. and
Canada may use ANWR in any given year. They concentrate in all
areas of the coastal plain of ANWR east of the Hulahula River
and are extremely sensitive to disturbance. Nonsubsistence uses
also occur and include both nonconsumptive (e.g., wildlife
viewing by hikers and backpackers) and consumptive uses (e.g.,
moose and caribou hunting).

Twelve species of fish are present iIn ten major streams within
ANWR.. Important habitat areas include the estuarine environment
(i.e., nearshore brackish water habitats) and natural spring
areas located in the upper portion of some of the major river
systems (e.g., Canning, Sadlerochit, Hulahula, Aichilik) which
provide overwintering and spawning habitat..

° Oil and gas development and transportation corridors can
adversely impact fish and wildlife to varying degrees as a
result of human activity and the physical presence of structures

associated with the development. Impacts can include disruption
of feeding, reproduction, staging, movement, and other behavior
essential to population survival. Impacts are highly“dependent

upon reservoir size, areal extent, facilities required for
development, location of facilities, and the need for
waterflooding, pumping facilities, gravel removal, etc. An
additional causeway and dock facility may be required in order
to bring modules and equipment onshore. IT waterflooding is an
integral part of development, then water withdrawals, a seawater
treatment plant, and attendant discharges can be expected.
Impacts of these aspects of development and production would be
similar to those expected at Oliktok Point for Kuparuk and
Westdock ror Prudhoe Bay, i1f similar hydrologic and morphologic
conditions prevail. Access roads and construction pads inter-
rupt surface drainage patterns of the wetland tundra and may
result in. secondary loss of habitat other than that directly
lost by placement of fTill material. Fish habitat can be
negatively affected if adequate drainage and fish passage, as
well as clean water and stream substrates, are not available.



Monitoring studies from previous North Slope oil and gas
development projects have shown that improperly engineered or
constructed roads, pipeline corridors, and other linear
facilities may affect wetlands by altering the natural waterflow
regime. Such changes have been correlated with altered use of
wetland habitat by birds in the Prudhoe Bay area.

C The extent of impact would depend on the timing and severi-
ty of disturbance, Ilocation of habitat loss, and effectiveness
of required mitigating measures. Possible mitigation measures
could include area deferrals, seasonal use or activity restric-
tions, provisions for Tfish passage and wildlife access require-
ments, protection of riparian zones, etc. A coordinated state
review of these recommendations will take place once the 1002
report is released. Generally, impacts associated with explora-
tion are more likely to be successfully mitigated than impacts
associated with development activities.

0 Air quality in ANWR may be an issue of concern if new
production facilities are developed. Sulfur dioxide, total
suspended particulate matter, carbon monoxide, and nitrogen
oxides would be the principal air pollutants discharged into the
air b> oil and gas development. Concentrations of these four
compounds would depend, in part, on the type and volume of fuel
burned in the turbines, generators, and other internal combus-
tion engines used In the refuge and on the amount of flaring
that occurs iIn the region.

0 The deve-lopment and production phases constitute the phases
of greatest concern from a water quality standpoint. With these
phases come long-term, continuous, and generally low-level

soui S of waste materials over the 20- to 30-year life of a
field. Waste materials produced during production include,
produced waters, drilling muds and cuttings-, waste chemicals/
additives, and potential oil and hazardous substance spills.

°© Potential water quality impacts during exploration and
production can be mitigated by consolidating facilities and
material sites and by measures to contain and dispose of liquid
and solid wastes. The question of the relative ability of a
particular environment to accommodate discharged wastes 1s iInte-
gral to any analysis of the effects of oil and gas development
on water quality. The rate and volume of pollutant input is
weighed against the assimilative capacity of the land or water
and the specified identified uses of that particular receiving
environment. IT the assimilative capacity is iInadequate,
measures can be taken to ensure that the pollutant is contained
or transported to a safe disposal site.



Based on such considerations and operating experience with other
North Slope oil Tfields, a number of practices have proven to be
successful in mitigating impacts of oil and gas operations.
These include: 1) subsurface reinjection of produced water;

2) alternative disposal methods to reserve pit dewatering to the
tundra; and 3) accurate assessment and management of all liquid
and solid waste streams generated from new production 1iHacili-
ties.

Solid waste and hazardous waste management in arctic environ-
ments have been key issues and have historically required
extensive attention. New regulations recently proposed by the
Department of Environmental Conservation provide guidance and
allowable options to operators with regard to the disposal of
muds and cuttings. New pit designs will require consideration
of fluids management (i.e., leaching), closeout and capping, an",
prevention of water movement through the pit. Methods to
minimize the areas impacted, such as reinjection of mud, are
being seriously considered. The feasibility of reinjection of
crushed cuttings is also being evaluated. Additionally, the
inventory and disposal of drums of chemical wastes must be
carefully monitored. Management requirements will typically
include provisions for recycling, and backhaul of scrap metal,
vehicles, tires, drums, and batteries.

Development plans should consider consolidation of production
and support facilities, optimize the layouts of roads and
pipelines, and provide for a number of iIntensive use material
sites. Site rehabilitation and restoration should also be
considered in early planning and mitigation phases.

SUBSISTENCE CONSIDERATIONS

° The proximity of the tillage of Kaktovik to ANWR 1is such
that oil and gas development will likely iImpact community
subsistence activities. Fish, wildlife, and marine resources of
ANWR and adjacent habitats also provide a reliable economic base
for the residents of Nuiqsut, Venetie, and Arctic Village. Fish
and wildlife resources used for subsistence include bowhead
whales, caribou, Dali sheep, waterfowl, grizzly bears, wolves,
and fishes (i.e., primarily Arctic char, whitefish, burbot, and
Arctic grayling). Other communities located in Canada and south
of the Brooks Range in Alaska use, to some extent, caribou from
the Porcupine caribou herd.



THE STATE®"S ROLE IN DECISIONS AFFECTING ANWR

0 Legal authority exists to ensure state participation in the
development and review of mitigation measures and tract selec-
tion decisions developed to protect the air, land, water,
habitat, and subsistence resources of ANWR. The commissioner of
the Department of Fish and Game has the authority to specify and
ensure protection of the various rivers, lakes, and streams or
parts of -them that are important for the spawning, rearing, or
migration of anadromous Tish as well as the responsibility to
ensure that Tfish passage is maintained (Title 16). The Depart-
ment of Environmental Conservation has broad regulatory
authority iIn the areas of water quality control, water supply,
air quality control, solid waste management, tanker and oil
terminal fTacilities, oil spill prevention, hazardous substance
control, and land and subsurface pollution prevention

(Title 46). The Department of Natural Resources has management
authority over any water appropriations for navigable or
nonnavigable water in ANWR (AS 46.03).

The Alaska Coastal Management Act requires that all activities
within or directly affecting the coastal zone of.ANWR be review-
ed and approved by the state against the standards of the Alaska
Coastal Management Program (AS 46.40).

“The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act specifies that the Secre-
tary of the Interior shall ensure than the rules and regulations
developed for the conservation, maintenance, and management of
wildlife resources and their habitat are not inconsistent with
the laws for the protection of fish and game of the state in
which such area (i.e., ANWR) 1is situated.

© e To ensure that the state"s concerns are incorporated into
the decision-making process, a cooperative agreement would be
valuable to specify the timing, process, and procedures by which
the Secretary would work with the state to develop guidelines
and protective measures for oil and gas activities. The state
has maintained a good relationship with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS), particularly with regard to other
activities on refuges and other federal lands in the state.
Although formal cooperative agreements have not been developed
between the state and the USFWS for other areas, Department-of
Fish and Game and the Division of Governmental Coordination do
have existing memoranda of agreements with the USFWS. When
contacted,. USFWS officials did not believe there would be any
problem or reluctance on their part to enter iInto a cooperative
agreement with the state if desired. The Divison of
Governmental Coordination iIntends to pursue this approach with
USFWS.



PROPOSED LAND EXCHANGES

0 The USFWS has been discussing with several Native corpora-
tions the possibility of a land exchange of ANWR lands. The
state also has expressed interest in exchanging some of its
lands for ANWR acreage. The USFWS has identified lands owned or
selected by Native corporations and the state within various
national wildlife refuges in Alaska. The Native corporation
inholdings have been ranked according to fish and wildlife
values, amount of public use, potential threats to habitat, and
the degree to which acquisition would facilitate refuge manage-
ment. State lands have not been ranked as yet. The USFWS has
indicated that it would be willing to discuss any land exchange
proposal that would help to consolidate refuge lands in ANWR or
other refuges. The USFWS has also stated that no proposed land
exchange will occur unless authorized by Congress. Furthermore,
a decision has been made that no "proposal for any land exchange
involving ANWR will be sent to Congress for approval prior to
the submission to Congress of the report required by Sec-

tion 1002(h) of Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act.

0 Unless specifically provided for in a land trade agreement
between the U.S. and third parties, the 90 percent revenue share
of production would be lost. In-the event of a land exchange,
the state will ensure that the benefits, which could be received
by the state if exploration in ANWR is authorized by Congress,
are not jeopardized by any land exchange agreement.

PORCUPINE CARIBOU TREATY

0 Formal negotiations with Canada are scheduled to begin
later this summer regarding a treaty to protect the Porcupine
caribou herd and i1ts habitat. The U.S. participants view the
agreement and the decision on whether to allow oil and gas
exploration in ANWR as separate issues. Once the U.S. federal
government formulates its position, formal negotiations will
begin with.Canada. It Is not anticipated that the provisions
being discussed would have a significant impact on the decision
whether to allow oil and gas exploration in ANWR. In addition,
the USFWS has the lead for both the ANWR exploration decision
and the development of the U."S. negotiating position.
Consequently, the two documents are likely to be compatible.
The state position, which does not address oil and gas
exploration in ANWR, was recently transmitted to the USFWS.
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Jonathan Sperber

PO Box 74642
Fairbanks, AK 99707
456-8161/8172

November 11, 1986

Ms. Sharman Piper

c/o0 Rep. Sam Cotten

Town Square Professional Building
PO Box 296

Eagle River, AK 99577

Dear Sharman,
Enclosed i1s a more recent draft of materials that 1 have
written regarding ANWR. I hope you find the information

useful, but | would ask that the material not be distributed
at this time.

Sincerely,

Jonathan Sperber
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Chapter 1V
ARCTIC NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE

The Arctic National Wildlife Refuge AWR) was estab-
lished 1In 1980 under the Alaska Nat ! *ral Interest Lands
Conservation Act (ANILCA) . Congress designated 8 million
acres of the 19 million acre refuge as wilderness, but de-
ferred for five years a decision as to whether the 1.5 million
acre coastal plain should be opened to commercial oil and gas
development or protected as wilderness.

A congressional vote on the land designation of the
coastal plain will take place after Congress studies a report
on the subject being drafted by the U.S. Department of the
Interior. This report, required under Section 1002(h) of
ANILCA, 1s not expected to be made available until early in
1987. In addition to recommending whether or not oil and gas
leasing should occur In ANWR, the Sec. 1002(h) report will
also contain information regarding the geological potential of
the area, fish and wildlife resources and their habitats, an
assessment of the potential effects of oil and gas development
on these resources and habitats, and a discussion of potential
transportation and processing facilities.

Controversy over proposed development along the coastal
plain derives from the extremely diverse and abundant fish,
wildlife, and habitat In the area. The wildlife refuge serves
as a summer calving ground for the 170,000 caribou in the
Porcupine caribou herd, as a major nesting site for tundra
swans, snow geese, and other waterfowl, and as overwintering
and spawning habitat for twelve fish species.

The State of Alaska formally supports oil and gas devel-
opment in the refuge, while emphasizing the need for protect-
ing environmental values. The state has therefore spoken iIn
opposition to H.R. 4922, which was introduced in 1986 by Rep.
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Udall, since the bill would designate the ANWR coastal plain
as wilderness.1 Independently of the state®s actions, the
Arctic Slope Regional Corporation has submitted a report to
Congress requesting that the coastal plain be opened to oil
and gas development.

Policy aside, H.R. 4922 was 1introduced prematurely in
that the Sec. 1002(h) report, which 1is intended to serve as
the i1nformation base for congressional decision-making, has
yet to be released. Other activities taking place iIn advance
of the report are negotiations between the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service and other parties to trade land within
wildlife refuges elsewhere iIn Alaska for land on the ANWR
coastal plain. Ten U.S. senators, in a letter written by the
Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources, objected to
such negotiations taking place at this time, stating that
these actions may jeopardize the objectivity of the Sec.
1002 (h) report when i1t Is presented to Congress.

A related problem has been the state administration®s
policy during the past three years to dismantle the resource
inventorying function of the Division of Geological and
Geophysical Surveys (DGGS). Although DGGS has conducted
extensive analyses In ANWR under a memorandum of understanding
with the U.S. Department of the Interior, the state"s ability
to further increase its geological and geophysical knowledge
of the refuge will decrease severely as a result of budget
reductions. The state may therefore find itself handicapped
in its attempt to make informed decisions as to which lands
should be retained iIn state ownership, sought for eventual
state ownership, or offered in trade to the federal government
or private interests.

Recoverable Reserves Potential

The Department of Natural Resources, the U.S. Geological
Survey (USGS) , and the petroleum industry concur that the



Arctic National Wildlife Refuge coastal plain may have the
highest oil and gas potential of any unleased area in North
America. The USGS estimated in 1980 that the coastal plain
contains between 0.8 and 17.6 billion barrels of undiscovered
oil 1n place, based on the respective probability levels of
95% and 5%. The USGS has also estimated that reserves of
undiscovered gas In the area range from 1.4 to 28.1 trillion
cubic feet at the same probability levels.4 The Alaska Oil
and Gas Association has estimated an average mean potential
for the coastal plain of 6.9 billion barrels of oil.5

The probability of developing oil and gas in this area 1is
enhanced by the proximity of the coastal plain to the infra-
structure established for Prudhoe Bay and other North Slope
fields, 1including roads, construction facilities, and the
Trans-Alaska Pipeline. Development of the coastal plain
would, in turn, improve the likelihood that reserves on
adjacent state-owned lands, such as the known discoveries 1in
the Point Thomson field near Flaxman Island, will eventually
be developed.

From an economic standpoint, the recoverable reserves of
the coastal plain would be increased by a projected price for
oil of $20 per barrel by the late 1990s, which is the earliest
time that oil would be produced from the area. The volume of
economically recoverable reserves would also be increased 1If
Congress were to allow the foreign export of Alaska North
Slope oil. Lower transportation costs to foreign markets
would increase the wellhead value of the oil, thereby increas-
ing profit margins and improving the possibility that further
development and production will take place.

Federal-State Revenue Sharing
The State of Alaska is entitled by federal law6 to a 90%

share of all royalties, bonuses, and rentals derived from oil
and gas produced on federal land i1n the Arctic National
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Wildlife Refuge. The state also has the authority to receive
severance taxes fTrom oil produced on this land. Estimates are
that 1f an oilfield the size of Kuparuk (about 1.5 billion
barrels recoverable) were to be developed iIn ANWR, revenues
earned by the state through severance taxes and the state’s
share of federal revenues would range from $1.5 to $3.3
billion_based on oil prices of $20 and $25 per barrel, respec-
tively.

The provisions of AS 37.13.010(a)(2) require that 50% of
all bonuses and federal mineral revenue sharing payments
received by the state from mineral leases iIn the refuge be
placed In the Alaska permanent fund. In the event that oil
and gas are produced on refuge lands that have been trans-
ferred by the federal government to private iInterests, howev-
er, direct financial benefits to the state will be limited to
tax revenues and no money will accrue directly to the Alaska
permanent fund.

Another consequence of transferring these landc to the
private sector would be the inapplicability of a statutory
local hire provision for work conducted on oil and gas lease
lands. The Alaska chapter of the AFL-CIO passed a resolution
in 1986 seeking the passage of a local hire requirement for
state-owned oil and gas lease lands, and the legislature
failed by one vote to approve an amendment to S.B. 367 (ch.
33, SLA 66) that would have provided such a requirement.

The Mineral Leasing Act of 1920 provides that the State
of Alaska shall receive a 90% share of all sales, bonuses, and
royalties from public domain lands within the state®s bounda-
ries, and that other states shall receive a 50% share of the
revenues from public domain lands within their respective
boundaries. The decision by Congress to provide Alaska with
a higher revenue share 1is balanced by another provision of the
act which stipulates that, for states other than Alaska, an
additional 40% of the federal revenues shall be placed iInto a
reclamation fund.10 The fund, which was established under the
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Reclamation Act of 1902, is to be used for irrigation projects
for the reclamation of arid and semi-arid lands.1l1 Congress
also provided in Section 28 of the Alaska Statehood Act that
the state shall receive 90% of the mineral revenues produced
from public domain lands in Alaska.

A concern exists that certain members of Congress may
wish to reduce Alaska"s revenue share below the current 90%
level. In 1983, for example, Congressman Breaux introduced an
initiative that would have amended Sec. 28 of the Alaska
Statehood Act by providing a 75% revenue share to the federal
government fTor wetlands protection, a 25% revenue share to
local government, and no revenues to the state government.12
Unlike most federal laws, however, a statehood act represents
a solemn compact between the people of a territory and the
federal government. The state has therefore argued iIn the
past that an amendment to the Alaska Statehood Act would be a
violation of this compact.

Under a provision of the Reclamation Act, Alaska received
a 50% share of mineral revenues from the 1982 sale of federal
leases 1In the National Petroleum Reserve iIn Alaska (NPR-A).
This share was established in a 1980 amendment to the Reclama-
tion Act,13 which had previously been amended in 1976 in order
to redesignate the "Naval Petroleum Reserve Numbered 4,
Alaska™ as the "National Petroleum Reserve 1in Alaska."14
Prior to the 1980 amendment, federal law prohibited Alaska
from receiving any shared revenues from the reserve.

A related concern is that, even if the ANWR coastal plain
were to be developed and the state®"s revenue share were to
remain at 90%, the state might encounter difficulties in
attempting to recover its fTull share of federal revenues.
This situation occurred In regard to the Kenai National Moose
Refuge, 1In which the state had to appeal to the U.S. Supreme
Court in order to receive its 90% revenue share from oil and

gas development in that area.15



The potential revenue base at stake in ANWR warrants that
Alaska®"s congressional delegation attempt to ensure that the
state"s revenue share from the refuge is not reduced below the
current 90% Ilevel. The 1987 legislature has the opportunity
to assist the congressional delegation in this regard by
passing a resolution seeking to maintain the current revenue
share. A reduction below this level would result in the state
receiving a disproportionately small share of federal revenues
form a revenue base that may prove to be extremely signifi-
cant.

The legislature should also be aware that the Mineral
Leasing Act, 1in language that is similar to but less restric-
tive than that contained in the Reclamation Act, provides a
directive regarding the expenditure of the state"s revenue
share. The Mineral Leasing Act states that "[T]he legislature
of the State may direct giving priority to those subdivisions
of the State socially or economically impacted by development
of minerals leased under this chapter, TfTor (@) planning, (i)
construction and maintenance of public TfTacilities, and (iiI)
provision of public servicel[;]™®6

The Reclamation Act provides that the state"s 50% share
of oil and gas revenues received from NPR-A be used "for (@)
planning, (b) construction, maintenance, and operation of
essential public fTacilities, and (c¢) other necessary provi-
sions of public service: Provided further. That in the alloca-
tion of such funds, the State shall give priority to use by
subdivisions of the State most directly or severely impacted
by development of oil and gas leased under this section."17

In March 1986, the Juneau Superior Court ruled that the
state, 1n s.pending its revenue share from the 1982 NPR-A lease
sale, had fTailed to follow the provisions of the Reclamation
Act. In response to the ruling, the legislature passed H.5.
491 (ch. 53, SLA 1986) 1in order to make funds that had previ-
ously been received from the lease sale available to impacted
communities. Under the provisions of H.B. 491, $24.3 million



was transferred from the Alaska permanent fund to the Depart-
ment of Community and Regional Affairs (C&RA).

In addition to granting the commissioner of C&RA the
authority to recommend how much money to appropriate to
impacted communities, the legislature also granted the commis-
sioner the power to appropriate thse funds. Soon after H.B.
491 was enacted, the commissioner of C&RA issued emergency
regulations providing for the disbursement of these funds.
The cau”e of the "emergencyl was a decrease in available state
municipal grants and state-local revenue sharing funds.

The directive provided in the Reclamation Act is mandato-
ry, whereas the directive in the Mineral Leasing Act is
discretionary. However, communities that have benefited under
the language of the Reclamation Act may attempt to pressure
either Congress or the state legislature in an attempt to
receive the same share of local revenues from the development
of ANWR as was received from the development of NPR-A.

Land Exchanges

Virtually all surface and subsurface lands within the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge are owned by the federal
government. The state®s landholdings along the coastal plain
are limited to offshore waters in the Beaufort Sea that are
within the state"s three-mile territorial limit, and to lands
that the state may claim under the Submerged Lands Act of
1953.18 A major inholding within the refuge, however, 1is a
92,160 acre tract of land underlying the village of Kaktovik
that is owned by the Arctic Slope Regional Corproation (ASRC).

ASRC gained title to the subsurface land through a 1983
land exchange with the U.S. Department of the Interior. In
return, the National Park Service received approximately
100,000 acres of ASRC subsurface lands near Chandler Lake,
which 1is within the boundaries of the Gates of the Arctic
National Park. Although ASRC acquired the subsurface land in
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ANWR through this exchange, the Native corporation could also
have obtained the land through Section 1431(oc) of ANILCA.
This section permits a Native regional corporation to exchange
subsurface lands in ANWR or NPR-A if such action 1is taken
within 40 years of the enactment of ANILCA, and if the land
sought is within 75 miles of lands previously selected by the
village corporation. The village corporation in this case 1is
the Kaktovik Inupiat Corporation.

The 1intention of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) has been to exchange land on the coastal plain with a
high oil and gas potential for important habitat land within
the boundaries of other wildlife refuges in Alaska. Although
the Fish and Wildlife Service has 1insisted that no land
exchanges will take place on the coastal plain unless Congress
opens this area to commercial oil and gas development, the
agency has been conducting preliminary negotiations with
several Native corporations. One example of such negotiations
is a draft land exchange that has been written and circulated
by the Kodiak-based Native corporation, Koniag Inc.19

Several Native regional corporations have also joined
forces with the oil industry in an effort to negotiate land
exchanges with the Tfederal government. The most visible of
these corporations is Cook Inlet Region, 1Inc., which has
previously received assistance from ARCO in effectuating land
exchanges elsewhere in the state.20 CIRI has also developed a
consortium arrangement with its village corporations for the
purpose of receiving lands on the ANWR coastal plain. At the
same time, both ARCO and Exxon have been taking an active role
in promoting the proposed 1991 ANCSA amendments.21

Related activities 1include the recent and on-going
appraisals by the Bureau of Land Management of ANWR lands, and
the appraisal by USFWS of Native corporations lands. These
appraisals are expected to facilitate land exchanges between
the federal government and the Native corporations, and i1t is
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also expected that a tentative agreement will be reached
between the U.S. Department of the Interior and the Native
corporations prior to the coastal plain being opened to
development. However, Interior has stated i1ts intention to
not exchange any lands 1in the refuge without congressional
approval.

The state has received assurances from the Department of
the Interior that the state will be kept apprised of the
federal agency®"s activities regarding land exchange proposals
with Native corporations, and Interior has also promised the
state a decision-making role in this regard. Although it is
in the state"s best interest to monitor these activities, the
governor®s office has yet to receive copies of any of these
land exchange proposals.

The State of Alaska has had little success iIn its negoti-
ations with the Fish and Wildlife Service, and several state
officials beliwever the agency 1is not seriously interested in
dealing with the state. On the basis of state lands offered
for consideration, however, USF.._ appears to also doubt the
state®s sincerity in seeking a land exchange. These problems
emanate, 1in part, from the state®s difficulty iIn ascertaining
what alaska®s eventual federal-state revenue share will be.
This lack of certainty has influenced the state®s position in
regard to possible land exchanges, since the state®s incentive
to exchange lands with the federal government decreases as the
degree of certainty that the state"s revenue share will remain
at 90% increases.

Of 12 million acres iIn 17 different areas considered for
possible exchange by the state iIn February 1986,22 the Fish
and Wildlife Service expressed iInterest only 1In state
inholdings within the Tetlin National Wildlife Refuge. > The
federal agency also mentioned itsointerest in receiving state
lands with in the lzembek Lagoon, although such an exchange
is unlikely due to the location of the land within a state
critical habitat area established under AS 16.2C.230.



Legislative approval would likely be required 1iIn any
ANWR-related land exchange between the state and federal
governments, since AS 38.50.020(a) requires legislative
approval i1f lands i1nvolved iIn the proposed exchange are of
unequal value, or i1If the proposed exchange includes state land
having an appraised or estimated value of more than $5

million.
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file no- tg 860708 01lrse
TELEPHONE NO: 4653562

Robert L. Grogan, Director SUBJECT: ANWR Executive Summary
Division of Governmental

Coordination
Office of Management and Budget

Attached for your information is the final version of the
state"s policy regarding management of the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge (ANWR).

Also attached is the latest version of the draft executive
summary which is intended to provide the necessary background
material to support the state®s policy regarding management of
the ANWR. We will be discussing the adequacy and accuracy of
the material contained in the executive summary at the July 10
meeting of the resources cabinet.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 0 /?

As part of an overall analysis of potential oil and gas leasing
in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge ((ANWR), the following 1is a
summary of information regarding the resource potential of ANWR,
the fish and wildlife values of the refuge, mechanisms available
for state participation In ANWR leasing decisions, and mitigation
available to protect resource values of the area if opened to
exploration and possible development and production.

DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE

Analyze the potential direct and indirect financial benefits to
the State of Alaska of oil and gas production, both in ANWR and
on adjacent state-owned lands that could be affected by decisions
on ANWR.

Although estimated reserves of ANWR and the financial impact to
the state cannot be quantified with any degree of accuracy until
an exploratory drilling program is completed, the following table
provides an estimate of potential petroleum revenues to the state
from ANWR under different world oil price "scenarios:

Estimated State Petroieun Revenues from the ANWR
for Different World Oil Prices

(1986%)
World Wellhead Severance
Price Price Tax Rovalties Total
$15/bbl $ 2.30/bbl Production not economically feasible
20 7.30 $35.42MM $ 59.96MM $ 95.38MM
25 12.30 59.68 56.12 160.88
30 17.30 83.94 142 .07 226.01

Identify the potential financial impacts of early development
versus later development if exploration and production are

allowed.

The information presented in the table above is laid out in
constant dollars. Therefore, the question of when development
occurs (i.e., earlier versus later) has no bearing on the figures
in the table. It should be noted that the economic feasibility
of producing oil found in and adjacent to ANWR is very dependent
on the price of oil. Oil prices will need to rise to at least
$20 a barrel before it will be economically feasible to develop
all but the very largest reserves. Current Department of Revenue
forecasts project a world price of $20 a barrel (1986 dollars) in
the late 1990"s, which is when production would likely come
on-line 1f leasing and exploration is allowed to commence in ANWR
in the next several years. The late 1990°s is also a time when
it Is projected that the Trans-Alaska Pipeline will have surplus
capacity.



October 29, 1986

Resolutions Committee

Interstate O il Compact Commission
P. 0. Box 53127

Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73152

Dear Members of the Resolution Committee:

On behalf of the State of Alaska, | would like to request that the Resolutions
Committee accept the attached resolution for consideration by the Interstate
Compact Commission at the Commission's upcoming December meeting.

wpg ¥
The resolution urges the United States Congress to allow environmentally
responsible o il and gas development in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.
The refuge is considered to have the highest oil and gas potential of any
unexplored area on the North American continent, and the State of Alaska
believes that opening the refuge to environmentally responsible oil and gas
development would be in the state and national interest.

| appreciate your consideration of this matter. Please contact me if you
would like any additional information.

Sincerely,

Esther C. Wq;nicke

Commissioner

cc: Timothy Dowd, Interstate Oil Compact Commission
Molly McCammon, Special Assistant to the Governor
Chat Chatterton, Alaska Oil and Gas Conservation Commission
James Eason, Alaska Department of Natural Resources

Attachment

0445E



PROPOSED
Resolution of the Interstate O il Compact Commission
regarding the 0
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge

WHEREAS, the U. S. Congress has reserved the right to permit further
exploration for, and development and production of, oil and gas within the
coastal plain of the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge, Alaska; and

WHEREAS, the oil industry, the State of Alaska, and the Department of the
Interior consider the coastal plain to have the highest potential for
discovery of very large oil and gas accumulations on the North American
continent; and

WHEREAS, a decision to permit oil and gas exploration development and
production on the coastal plain will increase the value and facilitate
development of highly prospective state owned tidelands and federally owned
OCS lands offshore of the Refuge; and

WHEREAS, facilities developed to transport petroleum resources discovered on
the coastal plain to the Trans-Alaska Pipeline System (TAPS) may allow
marginal discoveries located between the Refuge and TAPS to be developed and
produced and may prolong the economic life of TAPS; zt;md

WHEREAS, oil and gas exploration and development of the coastal plain and
adjacent lands could result in major discoveries that could; reduce our
nation’s future needs for imported oil, help balance our tr*de deficit, and
significantly increase the national security; and

WHEREAS, the 1.5 million acre coastal plain comprises only eight percent of
the 19 million acre Refuge, and development of any oil and gas reserves
subsequently discovered w ill affect an even smaller percentage of the coastal
plain; and

WHEREAS, the oil industry has shown at Prudhoe Bay, as well as at other
locations along the Arctic coastal plain, that it can safely conduct oil and
gas activity without adversely affecting the environment or wildlife
populations;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Interstate Oil Compact Commission
urges the Congress of the United States to open the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge (ANWR) Coastal Plain to environmentally responsible oil and gas
exploration, development and production.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Interstate Oil Compact Commission recommends

that each of the member states urge their Congressional delegations to support

the opening of ANWR.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Executive Director is hereby directed to
furnish a duly certified copy of this resolution to the Secretary of Interior,
the Chairman and ranking member of the Committee on Energy and Natural
Resources of the Senate, and the Chairman and ranking member of the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs of the House of Representatives, and the
Governors of the Compacting States.

0437E



MEMORANDUM State of ALaska

lo : (ate: Novenbe r 12. 1936
Esther C. Wunnicke ) )

Condi 1ss 1oner Fi lano: 910

From: Gary Gustafson. Chief Telephone no : 7624346
Land Management

Land and Water Management Subject ANWR Trade

THE ISSUE

You have asked for an update on the status of proposed Land
exchanges 1i1nvolving the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge (ANWR) as
we LL as recommendations té outLine those actions and finances
necessary for the state to par tic ipate in exchanges.

Accordingly, 1 have iIncluded a backyround and summary report of
these exchange negotiations and recommend the iImmediate
appointment of an ANWR Exchange Team to advance state interests.

The 1.5 miLLion acre Coastal PLain of ANWR 1is cans idered highly
prospective for oil and gas by knowledgeable observers. As a
vesulLt, ection 1002(h) of the Alaska NationalL Interest Lands
Conservation Ac.t (ANILCA) directed the Sc:retary of the
F>epartment of Inter ior (DO1) to prepare a repoi t together with
liis recommendations ". ... with respect to whe llier further
exploration for, and the development and production of, oil. and
gas withen the Coasta L P lain should be permillecl ...."

In anticipation of the release of this report and a subsequent
decision by Congress to open the Coastal. Plain to oil. and gas
e>p loration and deve lopment, DO1 has been engaged iIn Iland
exchange negotiations with several Native corporations formed
pursuant to the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA).
Move particularlLy, the U.S. Fish and Wild Life Service (IBFWS)
proposes to trade oil and gas rights within ANWR"s Coastal. Plain
for ANCSA vilLlage and regional, corporation Lands (surface and
subsurface estate) within or adjacent to components of the
viationaL wildLife refuge system in Alaska.

Land exchange negotiations between the DOl and several ANCSA
carporat ions have progressed to the point that values for the
proposed trade Lands have been established and the ANCSA
corporations will soon be allLowed to make oil. and gas right tract
selections in the Coastal Plain. Although there wilL likely be
oppor tunity future trades, the ANCSA corporat ions (armed with
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industry expertise) can be expected to acquire the most va luab le
prospective tracts iIn the first round of any exchanges,. Given
the advanced status of these negot iations, the state must a
quickLy 1f 1t iIs to interject 1itself as a viable player in t
initial. ANWR land exchange efforts.

BACKGROUND REPORT

E"Ql, . BExEhsinae. . Ifian

The ANILCA Section 1002(h) report referenced above was originally
scheduled to be submitted by the Secretary of the DOT to Congress
by September 2, 1986. However, environmentalist- spon “red
litigation, dealing with whether the report requires pui_ ic input
and a revise-’ Environmental Tmpact S latement pursuant to the
National Environmental. Policy Act (NEPA), has delayed release of
the -eport. The Secretary 1is expected to release the report on
November 24, 1996. Once relLeased, Congress will, review the
report and decide the future management regime to govern
activities on ANWR"s Coastal Plain.

At the same time the ANILCA Section 1002(h) report was being
Prcpared, DOl began land trade negotiations with ANCSA
corporations. InformalL discussiois occurred over two years ago
and soon progressed to the point that many ANCS'A lands were
identified and appraised. #most af these discussions occurred iIn
Washington, D,.C. and 1involved Bill. Horn, DOl Assistant Secretary
for Parks and Refuges. In an effort to standardize negotiati
among the iInterested corporations as we lL as to bellpr define
federa L land management objectives, DOl has appo inted an ANWR
Land Exchange Team made up of the folLLowing five individuals:

Sharon AlLlender , USFWS Sa Lic itor , Wash ington, D.C.

dim Gillette, USFWmReally Chief, Washington, D.C.

Ted Stephenson, BLN, Alaska Program Staff, Washington, D.C.
Paul Kirton, So licitorS Office, Wash ington, D=C.

John Doebe L., USFWS, Asst. Secretary*s Liaison, Anchorage

In addition, the tBFWS Alaska State Office iIn Anchorage had been
actively involved, particularly Bob Gilnore, State Director and
John Rogers, Director Gilmorels Assistant. Mr. Doebel is
responsible for keeping Assistant DOl Secretary BilLL Ho-n abreast

of ail, nego tiations.
ANWR-_Oil-ancl-lias-.yai“Uiilicia

In 1990, prior to the acquisition of seismic and other

geophys icalL data and other informalien on the €oastalL PLain, the
U.S. GeoLogical Survey (USGS) estimated that there was a five
Percevt probability that the Coastal PlLain could contribute up to
17 billion barrels of crude oil. and 34 tr ilLion cubic feet of
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natural. Bas. USGS also estimated there was a mean probability
that the Coastal Plain could contain up to 4.85 bilLion barrels
of crude oiL and 12 trillion cubic feet of natural gas.

Under terms of ANILCA, geophys ical surveys of the Coastal Plain
had to be completed before December 2, 19815, Approximately 600
line mil.es of geophysical data were acquired during the winter of
1983-84, with another 580 Lines miles run during the winter of
1984-85. These data and their subsequent analysis wilL form the
basis of the ANILCA Section 1002(h) report to Congress.

According to oil 1industry, state arid federal estimates, ANWR 1s

considered to have potential, oil. and gas resources 1In excess of

one-third of the current U.S. oil reserves and probably more than
the Initial reserves at Pruclhoe Bay. Sper. ific federal est imates
should be included in the ANILCA 1G02 (h) report»

However, prior to tn. comp Let ion and re l.ease of the 1002(h)
report, the D®I has assigned pre liminary values (based upon oil
and gas potential) to lands within the Coastal Plain, For
purposes of the proposed land trades, DOl has divided the Coastal.
Plain into tracts of 2,560 acres each. These tract s i17es were
derived by dividing each township (23,040 acres) iIn nine equal,
component parts. Each tract, therefore, consists of four
sections (640 acres x 4 ~ 2,560 acres). This parcel, 1zation 1is
similar to that used for federal oiL and gas lease sales. Using
the above described tract g*id, DOl has numbered and assigned a
prospective value to each 2,560 acre tract. These values will be
kept confidential until the proposed exchanges actually occur.

It appears to be DQI’s iIntent to allow the corporation’s to use
the appraised value of their lands to select and acquire Coastal
Plain oil and gas tracts. The method of acquis ition would be
simi Lar to a Monte Carlo game, in that oi L and gas tracts would
be se lected and acquired without prior kowledge of their

esti mated va lue, Thus, armed with oil company explorati on
KilowlLedge , the corporationls are Likely to select the most

promi sing tracts,

The departmentls Division of Mining and Ge@ logy llas also

c:amp Letecl a report concern ing the subsu.rfac.e vesources and%
prospective value of the ANWR Coastal PlainThis state report

was comp Leted some time ago and has remained confidential,
pending release of the ANILCA Section 1002(h) report. The

1002 (h> repor t was par tiallLy basecl upon informa tion obtained frod

the state,
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AHHER .Land £iatub5

Or igina l by established ,n 1960 as the 8*9 mi LLion acre Arc lie
NationaL WiLdlife Range.. ANWR now includes about 19 million
acres* The Coastal. Plain consists of 1*5 mi LLion acres

(approx imate Ly eight percen < of ANWR"s tola L acreage). Managed
by the USFWS, the CoastalL PlLain has only one in~holding, the
Large surface and subsurface estate owned by the Vi Llag =of
kaktovik and the Aret ic SLope RegionalL Corporation (ASRC)
respec tive Ly.

Fursuant to Section 12(a) of ANCSA, the Kkaktovik Inu i1at
dorporatian on Barter Island In ANWR, selected 92,160 acres a long
the Beaufort Sea. However, a provision of ANCSA required ASRC,
which normally would have ac4uired the subsurface estade under
kaktov iKls surface estate, to select iIn- Lieu sufjsurface acreage
Outs ide ANWR and NPRA. In August, 1983, ASRC exchanged about
106,000 acres of 1liis iIn—lieu subsurface entillement near
Chandler Lake iIn the Gates of the Arctic NationalL Park for 92,000
acres of subsurface rights In ANWR under the Kaktovik Inup iat
Corporation Land* The Land trade preempted another process
estab Lished Dy Section 1431 <0) of ANILCA, whereby ASRC could have
obtained these same Lands at a Later date, provided Congress
opened the Coastal. Plain to commercial oil. and gas development
within 40 years and ASRC selectedLand within 75 mil.es of
kaktovik™s land* The altached mapdep ictsthe kaktov ik andASRC
ownership on the Coastal. Plain.

Na 1 iwve _Exl ha yge _El (@ri S.

At the present time, there are four groupsofNative interests
invo lved In ANWR Iland exchange efforts* koniag, the Kod iak-based
village/regional corporation rerger, has been iInvolved iIn trade
d iscuss ions with the USFWS for almost two years* Konilag owns
several areas of land (e*g. Karluk River) of great interest to
USFWS due to the ir Locat ion with in the Kod 1ak Nat onaL Wild Life
Refuge* The Koniag ANWR Team 1is headed by Bill. Timme, Art
kennedy and Bob Putz (former USFWS Alaska Director). A draft
exchange agreement has been drafted and koniagls lands were
appraised last winter Ly a tean of DAL appraisers, The iInitial
exc:-hange agreement has now t)een redraftecl follaving recent
meeti ngs iIn Wash ington, D.C*

Another ANWR trade package has been as.semb Led by DOYON, Ltd*,
based iIn Fairbanks. 1 have been unabLe to obtain much
information concerr ng this proposal* Presumably, however, most
or aLL of DOYON"s Land was also appraised Last winter by the
USFWS* Tlie Akh iokaguyak Corporation, Located on the south end of
Kodiak Island (not part of Koniag), has also advanced a proposal,
to trade up to 100,000 acres to the USFWS.
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The newest and Largest ANWR trade package has been assemb Led by a
Native corporation consortium headed by Coak #hlet Region. Xnc,
<CIRIl) the Anchorage basecl regiona L corporation. Consisting of
village corporation lands from the Bristol Bay, CalLista and 21)OYON
regional, areas, as welLL as CXRl Land holdings within the Kenai
National Wild Life Refuge, this consortium has moved rapidly to
present a very attractive trade package lo the USFWS.

The CXRI ANWR Team 1is headed by three experienced land traders,
Marg ie sagerser, Mark Rindner and Michael. C* T, Smith* Ms*
Sagerser is a @RI Board member and former C#Rl vice-president
for Land management. Mark Rindner 1is a private attorney who has
handled land use mallers for CIRX. Michael C, T. Smith is a
former DNR Deputy Cammiss ioner and current land use consultant,
often retained by CXRI. Ms. S"agerser and Mr. Smith were
Previously the principals in khel976 @®ok Xnlet Land Trade,

Certainly iIn the case of the kon lag and CXRX, andbrobably that
of DOYON, oil. company money 1is a driving force and interest.
Tliose companies rumored to be helping finance corporation trade

efforts i1nclude ARCO, Texaco and Exxon.

11 1® evident that the corporations are we LL organ ized , T inancecl
and on the verge of consummatingprelLiminary Land exchange
agreements with the IBFWS. Thusfar the corporat ions view the
state as a possible competitor for key ANWR Lands and have been
reluctant ta provide the stato with much information. In
addition, they undoubtedly fear the state might choose to opfose
ANCSA trades in ANWR clue to the Loss of our 90 percent royalty

share from federal leasing.

With the exception of some of the CXRI Team Lands, the US"FNS has
appraised alLl ANCSA Lands proposed for exchange. However, these
federal, appraisals must still, be adjusted to account for public
interest values. These adjustments are part of the on going

negoti ations,

StalE_KE cBhuad. Bf farts

After Ilearning of passible land trades between ANCSA corporations
and the USFWS involving ANWR, you asked the department ta
initiate the trade discussions with the USFWS in Late 1985. In
February, 1986, Tom Hewkins, director of the department”s
Division of Land and Water Management, wrote Bob e ilmore, USFWS
State Director to forma lly propose a state/federalL Land trade

involving ANWR.

At that time, the department offered 12 million acres of state
Land holdings within or adjacent to national parks or refuges 1In
Alaska as candidates for trade. Included were very iImportant



hab 1tat areas such as the Shearwalev Peninsula and Marmot Xs land
al koQiak, ke Black HilLls car ibou calving grounds on lhe Alaska
Pen insula , trumpeler swan nesting area In the Copper River ba5in
and s late iInholdings near McCavthy in Te Wrangell-£1. E Lias
National. Park.

Mr. Gil @re respondetl In March, 1986, claiming that only the
state Lands with in the let Lin Nat ionalL Wild Life Refuge mer r1ted
high priority for USFWS acquisition by trade. the remaining
state Lands were referenced as having onLy Low to moderate USFWS
acquisillon interest»

In October of" 1986 during a trip to Washington, B.C., you
discussed the ANWR trade matler with BilLL Ibrn, 011s Assistant
Secretary far Par ks and Refuges. 1ir. Horn apparenll.y re l.aed
that DOl was interested In a state/federal ANWR trade, and that
state Lands In national park units were a<ceptab le trade

cand iIdate areas. This prompted the state to reasseamble its ANWR
trade package, exp anding the List of candidate state lands to
include numerous areas of interest to the NPS. Mr. Horn also
continued to assure you and John Katz that DOl would keep the
state iInformed of the progress of DOI/ANCSA Corporation trade
efforts Ihfortunately, 1t i1s no w evidentthat muclh has occurred

w ithout state consulLtation,

On the basis of the Wasl ington, D*C. discussions ,Director
Hawkins once again wrote Mr. Gilmore of the USFWS to try and
solidify a state Land trade proposal.. Included in this revised

state trade pra-osal were Iin—holdings within nati nal parks for
which the NPS has a long-standing interest (e.g. McCarthy, Wo Lf
townships, Kkamishak, e*c.). We have not yet received a response
to this latest state trade proposal.

RECOMMENDATION

The advanced status of the DOI/ANCSA Corporation Land exchange
negotiations requires an iImmediate and acce lerated response from
the state of Alaska. Assuming the CoastalL Plain of ANWR is
opened to oil and gas development by Congress in thenear future,
the State may assume two postures Inorder toprotect or enhance
its iInterests.

First, the State must seek proforma to preserve 1iIts 90 percent
royalty interest from federal, oil. and gas Lease sales, pursuant
to the Mineral leasing Act* ALthough =ome iy suggest our 90
percent royalty is an excessive state benefit iIn this time of
fecleraL budget austerity, the State should do everything within
iIits means to avert the Loss of revenue which might accrue to the

state™
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Second, and coincident to attempts to maintain the State"s
current federal. Lease royalty percentage, the State should
immediately advance 1its own Land trade proposaL and join the
ANCSA corporations at the starring gate of the ANWR selection
race* This means the State has to quickly 1identify a trade
package of state®™ Lands and proceed to have them appraised iIn time
for submiss ion of a trade proposal to the Legislature* Because
state Land appraisals will Likely be completed Later than the
norma L Leg isLat ve exchange submi ssion deadLine es tab Lished b/ AS
38*50, the governor wilLl have to submit the exchange at a Later
date, folLLowing a finding of exigent circumstances*

The fallowing timeframe should be cl.ceelLy folLowed if the State
iIs to be iIn position to join the ANCSA corporations in the
initial ANWR tract se lection process <estimated by March-Apr jL,

1987) -

1+ Brief Governor Bill Sheffield, Governor-elect
Cowper and key Ieg islatorson the conceptual
state exc:-hange proposa L and des ignate a state
ANWR Fxchange Team (November , 1986 )*

2A Finalize state Land pool, to be incLuded iIn
exchange (December 1, 1986) *

¥A Conduct fair market value appraisals of state
Lands proposed for exchange (February 15, 1987).

subm 1t proposecl trade to Leg is lature for
approval (February 20, 1987) *

Enter into FreLiminary or Concep tua L Exchange
Agreement with DOl (April,1987) *

The unigue nature of this exchangewill necess itate var ances iIn
the normal. AS 38-50 process* These variances must be approved by
the Legislature as part of their finaL review of the proposa L*

Obviously, there 1iIs a tremendous amount of work to be clone
between now and mid-March* The only way the State canhope to
successfTully assemb le, mar ket and de Liver th is exchangeis to
immediately identify and appoint a qualified mulli~d isc ip linary
ANWR Exchange Team and prov ide them with sufficient supfort (both
adm inistrative aci financ 1al) to comp Lete the ass ignment. 1 have
proposed below a rough outline of the personnel and funding
necessary to accomplish the task* It 1is essential that Team
mmbers be the most exper ienced and capable staff mrembers within
their realm of expertise* Team members should be available for
the project on a full-time basis for a three month period from
November , 1986, to Februavy, 1987, and at lLeast part-1ime
thereafter *
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D*C*

@ngressional de legation Liaison, coovd ination with

in Wash ington, D,C*, ref>resent

industry jnterests
Legislative briefings*

Ass istant A+lorney General.,, Oepartllent of Law -

Preparation of Legislation and exchange agreements,
legal support, coordination with SoLic itors Office*

1. Governor*®s Officer, Washington,
DO1 repressnta tives
Governor's interests*

2% Jtaffmeiber ,Division of Mining and Geo Loqy
responsible for ANWR subsurface evaluation,
coord inat ion with governirent,
related to resource information,

3*

4*

Staffmember ,Division oF Land and Water Management -

respons ible for asserblage of state exchange land,
coordivation of state agency I1nvo lvemenl, appraisal

Process,
1n add ition, it is essent ial to
agencies (e*g*
lTesponslbility or expertise*

Einancial*

Pr imary
Likely be needed for substantial,
will be reduced f BNR uses 1In-
costs iInc lude several trips to

ADF&G, DEC) regard ing those

costsare for appraisals and travel*

Leg iIslative briefillgs, negatiations

invo lvother affected state
issues witlin their

Alpraisals will
acreage of state Land, and costs

house staffappraisers* Travel,

Wash ington ,D*C ¥ omegotiat ions

with DOl officials as well as several. Juneau trips for

legis lative brieflngs.

TravelL (2 team trlps to Washington, D*C*,

5 te amtr ips to Juneau)
Appraisa ch arter flplits,

@lher contractual (maps, aer 1al

Phatos, printing, fostage
Equiprent (filing cabinet)

TotalL Estimted Project Budget

FinalLy, because the Secretary
report on Noverber 24, 1?86, it

etc.)
copy) $9,800
1200
$50,000

IS expected to release the 1002<h)
wou ld be advantageous to #ub Licly

announce the formation of a state ANWR Exchange Team no Later

than November 21, 1986*
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Bob Arnold, CO
Jim Barnett, CO
Ned Earquhar, CO
Tom Koester, AGO
Norm Cohen, ADAL.G
Tom Hawkins, DI.WM
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REPRESENTATIVE DON CLOCKSIN
Alaska House of Representatives

1024 WEST SIXTH AVENUE
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501
(907) 274-4C31

E

WHILE IN JUNEAU:
OUCH V
JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811
(907) 465-3704

MAJORITY LEADER

MEMORANDUM

TO: Representative Sam Cotten

FROM: Representative Don Clocksir(T )0
DATE: October 23, 1986

RE: Briefing on ANWR issues by Conmissioner Wunnicke

| have made an appointment with Commissioner Wunnicke for a full briefing
on issues regarding the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge - including the
specifics on possible land trades and subsurface rights, and impacts on
Alaska's future revenues (see letters to and frcm the Commissioner,
enclosed).

Our meeting is now scheduled for y, October 9S~ «3rEH) pm In
Commissioner Wunnicke's Anchorage office on the 12th floor of the Frontier
Building.

| suggest you join us at this briefing, if your schedule permits.

Please let me know.



©ri  REPRESENTATIVE DON CLOCKSIN
Alaska House of Representatives

1024 WEST SIXTH AVENUE
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501
(907) 274-4031
WHILE IN JUNEAU:
POUCH V
JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811
(907) 465-3704

MAJORITY LEADER

Ms.Esther Wunnicke

Commissioner

Department of Natural Resources
Pouch M

Juneau, Alaska 99811

September 26, 1986

Dear Commissioner Wunnicke:

It has come to my attention that there are several complex issues involving
the status of lands and petroleum reserves in the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge (ANWR). More particularly, | have been told that there are proposed
trades of lands and subsurface rights involving the federal government,
several Native corporations and the State of Alaska. | understand that
much rides on the outcomes of these proposed trades, including the ability
cf the State of Alaska to have access to future revenue sources from the
development of petroleum reserves ir. die ANWR.

| would very much appreciate a full briefing from appropriate people in
your Department on these issues, including explanation of the particulars
of the overall issues, the posture of the State with respect to them and
the specifics of any and all trades of lands and subsurface rights being
proposed by the federal government, die State of Alaska and every involved
Native corporation. In addition, | am especially interested in knowing
what impacts the outcomes of all proposed combinations of actions w ill have
on the ability of the State of Alaska to have access to future revenues
from petroleum development in the ANWR

| appreciate your attention to this matter and look forward to hearing from
you soon. Thanks very much.

representative Don Clocksin
House Majority Leader
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’ BILL SHEFFIELD, GOVERNOR
11

400 WILLOUGHBY AVE.
DKMHTMEXT OF NATURAL RFSOURCFS JUNEAU, ALASKA 99801

PHONE: (907; 465-2400
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER

October 7, 1986

The Honorable Don Clocksin
House Majority Leader

Alaska House of Representatives
1024 West Sixth Avenue
Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Representative Clocksin:

Thank you for writing to me about your interest in the land
status and petroleum reserves of the Arctic National Wild-
life Refuge (ANWR). I would be happy to meet with you to
discuss ANWR issues as well as to bring you up-to-date on
the status of proposed ANWR land trades.

I suggest that we meet on October 27 at 2:00 p.m. in my
Anchorage office (12th Floor, Frontier Building). Land and
Water Management Director Tom Hawkins will join us at this
meeting and other staff will be available as necessary to
provide appropriate information.

Please let me know If the October 27 meeting date is conve-
nient. I have enclosed a copy of the state"s position
regarding oil and gas development in ANWR, as background
information for our meeting.

Sincerely,

Esther C. Wunnicke
Commissioner
Enclosure

cc: Tom Hawkins
Jim Eason



BILL SHEFFIELD. GOVERNOR

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
555 CORDOVA STREET
POUCH 7-005
DIVISION OF LAND AND WATER MANAGEMENT ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99510-7005

PHONE. (907) 27S-2653
February 5f 1986

Robert E. Gilmore, Regional Director
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

1011 E. Tudor Road

Anchorage, Alaska 99503

Dear Mr. Gilmore:

1 appreciate the opportunity to meet with you to discuss state involvement
in any land exchange involving the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge (ANWR).
My purpose in arranging this meeting is twofold. Consistent with the
governor®s recent letter to you on this subject, 1 would like to learn more
about the details of your on-going land exchange negotiations with several
ANCSA regional corporations involving the coastal plain of ANWR. Secondly,
I have consulted with state agencies to assemble a large pool of state land
available for preliminary exchange consideration by vyour office
(attachment).

As you may be aware, the state owns a substantial amount of habitat land
surrounded L>y; or iImmediately adjacent to, component"™ of the national
refuge system (and other conservation system units). We have examined
these areas and have identified almost 12 million acres of state land which
we believe possess attributes worthy of exchange consideration by your
office. You may conclude that acquisition and management of these lands by
the Fish and Wildlife Service would further federal interests as well as
serve to reduce unwieldy state/federal land ownership patterns.
%

The pool of state land presented for exchange consideration includes a wide
variety of fish and wildlife habitat types iIn many geographic locations.
Specifically included are such significant areas as the Copper River Basin
trumpeter swan nesting areas, key brownbear and seabird habitat on the
Shearwater Peninsula of Kodiak Island, calving grounds for the lower Alaska
Peninsula caribou herd in the Black Hills, the Kisaralik River region
between Togiak and Yukon Delta NWR"s, state inholdings within the Tetlin
NWR and Redoubt Bay on the west side of Cook Iniat (nesting and staging
area for tule geese and trumpeter swans). Both the existing Bristol Bay
Cooperative Management Plan and several of your draft refuge plans already
recommend that much of this state land be acquired by the FWS through
exchange.



Robert E. Gilmore
Page 2
February 5, 1986

State land exchanges must occur in accord with AS 38.50 and 11 AAC 67.
These applicable statute and regulatory authorities provide authorization
for the exchange of state land or interests, provided the exchange serves
the public interest and chere are thorough opportunities for public and
agency involvement in the process./"" Specifically, the department must
provide widespread public notice Of a proposed exchange, hold public
hearings, provide for public comment and prepare and distribute a report on
the proposed exchange./In addition, if the proposed exchange is of unequal
value, or includes state kaying _an_a]jpraised or estimated value
greater than $5,000,000, VTepi~TatTVe/review”,is required. These
requirements are specifically designed to safeguard the public interest

I urge your careful review of this state pool of possible exchange land.
The state 1is sincerely interested in participating in any discussion of
land pattern adjustments which would benefit state and national iInterests.
I await your timely response and remain prepared to meet or otherwise
discuss this matter in greater detail. Please give me a call at 762-4355
should you have any questions.

Sincerely,
[o~AVIOMJrVYvV
Tom Hawkins

Di rector

Attachment
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Attachment

State Lands Available for Exchange Consideration With USFWS
February 5, 1986

SOUTHCENTRAL ALASKA

Area 1 - Trumpeter Swan Nesting Area: In the Gulkana Basin approximately
500.000 acres of state land are available, including iImportant trumpeter
swan nesting and rearing areas. The Gulkana Unit as the highest density
of nesting swans iIn the state and contains 27 percent of the world
population.

Area 2 - Redoubt Bay; This area constitutes approximately 176,000 acres of
state land on the west side of Cook Inlet. This area is used extensively
by whitefronted geese (tule) for nesting and staging. The tule goose was
listed as a subspecies of concern by the International Council for Bird
Preservation. They also recommended to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
that the tule goose be listed as an endangered species. The area is also
important for other waterfowl nesting, feeding and migration, moose
calving, spring and fall bear feeding, and salmon spawning and rearing.

Area 3 - McCarthy: Surrounded by the Wrangell St. Elias National Park and
Preserve are approximately 18,000 acres of state land in the heart of the
park. These lands have development potential which could be precluded
through federal acquisition.

SOUTHWEST ALASKA
KODIAK ARCHEPLLAGO

Area 4 - Marmot .siand: Marmot Island is located east of Afognak Island
and is surrounded by Maritime National Wildlife Refuge (NWWR). The island
contains important Steller sea lion rookeries. The state owns the entire
island which contains approximately 12,000 acres. The eastern shore of
Marmot Island contains one of the Ulargest Steller sea lion rookeries in
Alaska and 1is critical habitat for this species. A 1982 survey reported
approximately 8,000 individuals utilizing this area. Marmot Island also
supports four seabird colonies totalling about 3,500 breeding birds. The
largest percentage of these birds are black-legged kittiwakes.

Area 5 m Raspberry Island: Raspberry Island is located across Onion Bay
from Kodiak NWR. The western half, or approximately 26,000 acres, of the
island is under state ownership. Raspberry Island contains the only free
roaming elk herd remaining on public land in the Kodiak Archepelago and the
State of Alaska The valley between Driver Bay and Onion Bay 1is critical
habitat for elk and is used year round. Raspberry Island also supports
populations of Sitka black-tailed deer and brown bear. The abundant wet
meadows iIn Driver Bay contain sedges and grasses that provide critical
brown bear spring feeding areas.

Area 6 - Shearwater Peninsula: The State of Alaska owns approximately
123.000 acres on the Shearwater Peninsula located adjacent to the eastern
border of the Kodiak NWR, This portion of Kodiak Island was originally



contained within the odiak NWR. The Shearwater Peninsula provides
excellent brown bear habitat and contains key spring Tfeeding areas and
numerous streams that are heavily Tfished by brown bears. Several coastal
areas are used as haul-out sites by harbor seals and Gull Point is a
documented northern sea lion haulout area. The Peninsula also contains
three large seabird colonies consisting of approximately 4,000 birds,
comprised primarily of red-faced cromorants, black-legged kittiwakes, and
tufted puffins.*

Area 7 - Tugidak IslandTugidak Island is located about 15 miles south of
Kodiak NWR and is surrounded by the Maritime NWR. The state has full
ownership of this island, which contains approximately 55,000 acres. It is
extremely valuable habitat for harbor seals and a variety of birds
including waterfowl, raptors, and shorebirds. Tugidak Island is the most
important single breeding ground for harbor seals in Alaska. It has the
largest known population of harbor seals in the world, estimated to be
between 15,000 to 20,000 animals with concentrations of hauled-out seals
reaching 14,000. In past years, this population has produced in excess of
5,500 pups annually.

BRISTOL BAY REGION

Area 8 - Kisaralik River: This area consists of approximately 278,600
acres immediately adjacent to tha Yukon Delta and Togiak National Wildlife
Refuges. The upper reaches of the Kisaralik River system, which is one of
the major salmon producing rivers in the Kuskokwim region, Tflow through
this area. Brown bear, caribou, and moose are also found throughout the
Kisaralik River vicinity. This river has high recreational potential and,
in 1984, the National Park Service was studying the Kisaralik River for
possible inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic River System.

Area 9 - Nushagak/Iliamna Area: Approximately 6,996,400 acres are included
in this area. A substantial proportion of this acreage is immediately
adjacent to the Lake Clark and Katmai National Parks and Preserves.
Additionally, about 13,844 acres are surrounded by the Lake Clark National
Park and Preserve. This area encompasses highly valuable habitat for a
variety of species such as salmon, caribou, moose, and brown bear. For
example, a large portion of the salmon resources harvested by commercial,
recreational, and subsistence users in the Bristol Bay region originate in
the Iliamna Lake and drainage system. Other rivers, such as the Nushagak
River, also support large salmon runs utilized intensively by
recreationists. Large game species are abundant iIn the area, and some of
the acreage encompasses habitat critical to these speciesm including
caribou calving grounds, moosa calving and winter concentration areas, and
brown bear concentrations along salmon streams.

Area 10 - Alaska Peninsula: This area is comprised of several large tracts
of state Taci between The Naknek River and Hereendeen Bay. This area

contains approximately 2,869,800 acres, which are contiguous to the
Becharof National Wildlife Refuge, the Alaska Peninsula Wildlife Refuge,
Katmai National Park, and Aniakchak National Monument and encompasses much
of the productive coastal plain of the Alaska Peninsula. Brown bear
populations in this area are among the largest iIn the state, and the
coastal plain provides critical fTall and spring feeding areas for this
species. This area also contains portions of several of the most important



sport Fishing streams.m The area contains extensive wetlands and some very
important waterfowl habitat. The state lands adjacent to the Cinder River
state Critical Habitat Area have been recently identified by the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) as providing essential habitat for cackling
Canada geese. The area also contains substantial state inholdings within
the Alaska Peninsula Wildlife Refuge at Mother Goose Lake; as well as other
locations on the peninsula.

Area 11 - Black Hills: This area consists of approximately 460,800 acres
contiguous to the Tzembek National Wildlife Refuge. The Black Hills
contain the major calving area for the lower Alaska Peninsula caribou herd,
as well as the drainages of several important salmon streams including the
Caribou and Sapsuch rivers. This area contains extensive wetlands, and is
adjacent to the Port Moller State Critical Habitat Area, which contains
critical habitat for many species of waterfowl. The Black Hills area also
supports a large brown bear population. The Bristol Bay Area Plan
recommends this area for consideration for an exchange or cooperative
agreement with the USFWS.

Area 12 - Kamishak: This area consists of approximately 76,000 acres of
state land between the McNeil River State Game Sanctuaryand Katmai
National Park and Preserve. The area includes important brown bear, moose
and seabird habitat, including much of therange used by brown bears
frequenting the adjacent McNeil River area.

NORTHERN ALASKA

Area 13 - Kokrine Hills/Melozitna River: This land, composed mostly of
patented state lands with a surrounding ring of selected lands, lies north
of the Yukon River between the Nowitna NWR (to the south) and the Koyukuk
NWR (to the west). The '"Melozi" is a valuable wildlife production area,
supporting good populations of moose and grizzlies. Black bears occur on
the lower river near the canyon. A small population of caribou use the
Kokrines Hills. The river is an important summer chum spawning stream, and
both grayling and Dolly Varden occur commonly in the lower river. At least
two peregrine falcon eyrie sites occur along the river (active in 1980).
The upper Melozi meanders through substantial wetlands, which are used by

waterfowl and furbearers.

Area 14 - Lower John/Alatna Rivers: This mixed block of patented and
selected state lands Vies between the Kanuti NWR (to the south) and Gates
of the Arctic National Park (to the north and west). Wildlife values
include moose, caribou, and Dali sheep. Lake trout is an important fish
species in lakes and both king and chum salmon use the Alatna River. Chum
salmon also spawn in the lower John River. This would expand the values of

Kanuti NWR substantially.

Area 15 - Tetlin NWR Consolidation: Several townships of state patented or
selected lands lie within the Tetlin NWR south of the Alaska Highway.
Consolidating these areas into the refuge would eliminate unwieldy land

ownership patterns.

Area 16 - Wolf Townships; This area, composed of approximately 62,000
acres, 1Is surrounded on three sides by Denali National Park and Preserve.
It is an iImportant wintering area for moose and would provide additional



nr-Oitat protection for caribou, sheep and wolves.

Area 17 - Reed River: Approximately 110,000 acres of state land in this

area iIs surrounded on three sides by Gates of the Arctic National
Preserve. This area contains bear

Western Arctic caribou herd.

Park and
and moose habitat and is used by the
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United States Department of the Interior <)

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
IN REPLY REFER TO: 1011 E. TUDOR RD.
RE/4377e ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99503

Tom Hawkins, Director
Division of Land and Water Management I\ARJZ ]%
Alaska Department of Natural Resources

555 Cordc a Street

Pouch 7-00.,
Anchorage, Alaska 99510-7005

Dear Mr. Hawkins:

Thank you very much for your 5 February 1986 letter regarding State
participation in land exchanges involving Arctic National Wildlife Refuge

(NWR) .

We reviewed the pool of 17 parcels of State land made available for
preliminary exchange consideration and listed the areas in order of
acquisition priority. Area 15, "Tetlin NWR Consolidation," was identified as
a high priority for acquisition by the Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS). This
area contains high density waterfowl nesting habitat and is entirely within
I I I the boundary of Tetlin NWR. We believe acquisition of the area would enhance
management of the refuge as a whole and would be in the best interest of the
State and Federal governments. We would also like to note that other
State-owned lands within Tetlin NWR and elsewhere are a higher priority for
acquisition Than those presently”ofrered. We would be intcrested in
negotiating an exchange which wou.ia include these lands as well.

While it is true that all of the areas listed have resource values which make
them suitable for refuge status, most of the areas have not been identified as
a priority for acquisition by the FWS. Nearly all of the parcels listed are
outside the boundaries of Alaska NWR’s, some being within the boundary of
National Parks. Acquisition of these areas would present additional land
administration and management problems. |In addition, many of the areas are
most important for resident game, a State responsibility, or those marine
mammals which are a National Marine Fisheries Service responsibility.
Although the FWS is not insensitive to the need for enhancing management of
habitats important to these species, it is simply not an FWS priority to
actively pursue acquisition of such habitats. In areas recommended for
additional protection, such as those on the Bristol Bay coastal plain of the
Alaska Peninsula, we believe that in most cases adequate protection could be
provided through cooperative management agreements.-

If you would like to meet and further discuss this matter please feel free to
call me.

DLW Directors Gifigg

Attachments
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3 Mar 86
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Ranked List ot State Lands Available for Exchange Consideration With
the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service*

HIGH PRIORITY

Area 15 Tetlin NWR Consolidation
(Tetlin NWR)

MEDIUM PRIORITY

Area 4 Marmot Island
(Alaska Maritime NWR)

Area 7 Tugidak Island
(Alaska Maritime NWR)

Area 10 Alaska Peninsula
(portion within Alaska Peninsula)

Area 11 Black Hills

Area 8 Kisaralik River

Area 1 Trumpeter ST:an Nesting Area
Area 2 Redoubt Bay

LCW PRIORITY

Area 6 Shearwater Peninsula

Area 9 Nushagak/lliamna Area
Area 5 Raspberry Island

Area 12 Kamishak

Area 13 Kokrine Hills/Melozitna River

Area 14 Lower John/Alatna Rivers
Area 16 Wolf Townships
Area 17 Reed River

Area 3 McCarthy

H ot »F nflrpftla XjSXa nnoH h v

PRINCIPAL RESOURCE VALUE

Waterfowl nesting.

Marine mammals, seabirds.

Harbor seal rookery.

Waterfowl nesting/staging.

Resident game, waterfowl.
Salmon, resident game.
Waterfowl.

White-fronted goose nesting.

Resident game, seabirds, marine
maminls.

Salmon spawning, resident game.
Resident game.
Resident game.
Resident game.
Resident game, salmon spawning.
Resident game. (NPS inholding)
Resident game. (NPS inholding)

Resident game. (NPS inholding)

nent. ot Natural Resources and

submitted to Fish and Wildlife Service on February 5, 1986,
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Rationale for Ranking of State Lands Available for Exchange Consideration by
the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (letter from Alaska Dept, of Natural
Resources, 5 February 1986).

HIGH PRIORITY
Area 15 - Tetlin NWR Consolidation:

This area i a priority because it would eliminate a large State selection on
Tetlin NWR v.at has high waterfowl nesting densities. Major species are
orthern pintail, scaup and green-winged teal. Note: other State owned lands
within Tetlin are a higher priority for acquisition but were not offered for
exchange. Some of the land described on the maps supplied by the State

appears to be Native owned, "j

0

MEDIUM PRIORITY

Area 4 - Marmot Island:

Identified by refuge staff as a high priority for acquisition. The eastern
shore of the island contains a hauloutsite for about 8,000 Steller®s sea
lions. There are also several small seabird colonies present. Feral pigs
were recently introduced and have begun to impact island vegetation.
Management of Steller"s sea lions is a National Marine Fisheries Service
responsibility.

Area 7 - Tugidak Island:

Identified by refuge staff as a high priority for acquisition. The harbor
seal rookery located here is one of the largest in the world. As many as
20,000 animals have been present at one time. Management of harbor seals is a
National Marine Fisheries Service responsibility.

Area 10 - Alaska Peninsula:

None of the area described on the maps submitted by the Department of Natural
Resources includes land within the boundary of Alaska Peninsula or Becharof
NWR*s. The area is very large, about 2.9 million acres, and contains a great
deal of high quality nesting habitat for tundra swans and sandhill cranes and
low density nesting habitat for several duck species. The area includes
waterfowl staging habitat near State Critical Habitat Areas (SCHA) that Realty
Division recommended for inclusion in expanded SCHA"s and not as "new"

refuge. Comprehensive Conservation Plans for the area recommend additional
protection for large pieces of this area but do not necessarily recommend
federal acquisition.
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Area 11 - Black Hills:

Most of this area has been recommended for additions], protection by
Comprehensive Conservation Planning. The Bristol Bay Plan discusses the
possibility of a cooperative management agreement or exchange >f thearea to
FWS. None of the area is within lzembek NWR or Alaska Peninsula NWR but is
contiguous to both. Major resource values include: <calving area for the
southern Alaska Peninsula caribou herd and waterfowl and shorebird nesting
habitat throughout the Caribou-Sapsuk River lowlands. Migratory bird values
/.re believed to be high based on preliminary surveys but very little work has
been done in the area.

LOW PRIORITY
Area 1 - Trumpeter Swan Nesting Area:

One of the best waterfowl nesting areas in the State that was not included in
the refuge system. Not in or near an existing NWR. About 25% of the Pacific
Flyway trumpeter swans recorded on breeding ground population counts use the

Gulkana Basin for nesting.

Area 2 - Redoubt Bay:

This area is located on the west side of Cook Inlet and is not in or near an
existing refuge. The area contains most of the (Tule) greater white-fronted
goose nesting and fall staging habitat. Resident game values are also high.

Area 8 - Kisaralik River:

This area includes the uppermost portion of the Kisaralik watershed. The
parcel is outside the boundary of Yukon Delta NWR. Raptor surveys conducted
in 1984 documented very high nesting density and diversity along the Kisaralik
downstream from this area. Resident gate such as beaver, moose and caribou is
the principle wildlife resource value. The river is used by anglers and has
high recreational potential.

Area 6 - Shearwater Peninsula:

Near Kodiak NWR this area is now managed as a "refuge" by the State as part of
the Terror Lake Agreement (mitigation). The area contains small numbers of
nesting seabirds and a few 3mall, marine mammal haulout sites. Some of the
coastal streams are brown bear feeding areas.



Area 9 - Nushagak/lliamna Area:

A very large parcel of almost 7 million acres. Not in or near an NWR.
Important area for resident game. The area also contains salmon spawning

habitat for the Bristol Bay run and a large and growing sport fishery. Scenic
values are very high and the area is adjacent to Lake Clark National Park and
Preserve.

Area 5 - Raspberry Island:

Not within a refuge. The State owns about half of the island, the other half
being owned by a Native Corporation. The island contains the only elk herd in

the Kodiak area that is on public land. Black-tailed deer and brown bear are
also present.

Area 12 - Kamishak:

Not within a refuge. Located between McNeil River State Game Area and Katmai
National Park and Preserve. Contains several small seabird colonies and some
moose habitat. Important area for resident game especially brown bears which
use the adjacent McNeil River area for feeding.

Area 13 - Kokrine Hilla/Melozitna River:

Not within a refuge. The area is almost all upland and is primarilyhabitat
for resident game species such as moose, brown bear and caribou.

Area 14 - Lower John/Alatna River:

Not within a refuge. The area is primarily upland and is habitat for resident
game. Also contains some spawning habitat for kingand chum salmon.

Area 16 - Wolf Townships:
Bordered on three sides by Denali National Park and Preserve. Habitat for

resident game including wolves, sheep, moose and caribou. National Park
Service is interested in acquiring this parcel.

Area 17 - Reed River:

Bordered on three sides by Gates of the Arctic National Park and Preserve.
Important habitat for resident game. Used by the western Arctic caribou herd.

Area 3 - McCarthy:

An inholding in Wrangell St. Elias National Park and Preserve. Alleged by the
State to be threatened by development.
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T0; Bob Arnold AIE; May 20, 1986
Deputy Commissioner
FILE NO:
N TELEPHONE No: ~ /62-4355
erw
from: Totl Hawkins subject:  ANWR
Di rector

This memo describes actions taken over the past few months to monitor ANWR land
exchange activities and to advance state interest iIn potential exchange
opportunities.

In early February ADF&G and ADNR jointly prepared a listing of candidate lands
for possible exchange for presentation to the USF&WS (Appendix 1). The list
included more than 12,000,000 acres of state land within and adjacent to
refuges and other ANILCA units. The listing emphasized lands which were pri-
marily valuable for habitat and recreation resources. In March, Robert
Gilmore, Alaska Regional Director for the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service respond-
ed to the state®s listing and indicated the interests of his agency.(Appendix
I). In short the USF&WS marked 1 state parcel as high priority but indicated
considerable interest in 7 additional parcels.

It should be recognized that the state list did not include those valuable
state habitat lands that had been designated for long-term retention by the
Alaska legislature. For iInstance the USF&WS has repeatedly expressed its
interest in owning the lzembek Lagoon tidelands accorded state refuge status by
the legislature in 1972. These and other state lands iIn critical nabltat areas
ard game sanctuaries were not included in the ADF&G/ADNR proposal because it
would take legislative action to make them available for exchange considera-
tion. While the habitat values of these lands would most likely be preserved
and protected as well in federal ownership as under current state management
ADF&G determined that raiding the state"s designated habitat protection system
in order to acquire subsurface estate speuilatively valuable for oil and gas
would create its own set of perception problems.

The USF&WS response offers the state a clear opportunity to proceed to the next
stage of an exchange. Land exchange negotiations with the USF&WS shoulld pro-
ceed iIn order to preserve the state®s standing in any exchange activities. At
the very least efforts to advance the Tetlin townships would keep the state in
the midst of the land exchange action. As could be expected the USF&WS did not
recognize advantage in acquiring lands that are sought by the National Park
Service. These parcels were included on the list to allow the federal govern-
ment to realize which benefits from possible exchanges in addition to acquiring
refuge lands. A second prong of the state initiative should include elevation
of the USF&WS lack of interest iIn these parcels to the attention of Interior
department policymakers.

The remainder of the assignment contained in the February 17 memorandum
required monitoring of USF&WS exchange activities with parties other than the
State of Alaska. USF&WS efforts in this regard began in 1984 when Koniag

(AR 179
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broached the subject with the Service and have been conducted on a variety of
fronts since that time. DNR met with the USF&WS to find out what was happening
in these exchange negotiations. The dual purpose of that meeting was to reit-
erate the State"s position that any land tenure changes on the Arctic coastal
plain should involve significant state participation and to present the afore-
mentioned inventory of state land which may be available for exchange
consideration should Congress determine that oil and gas development will be
permitted In ANWR.

USF&WS"s Robert Gilmore conducted the briefing, seemed quite familiar with the
State"s general interest, and was intrigued by the list of possible exchange
land candidates offered by the State. He explained that the Service, through
its refuge planning process, had identified numerous parcels of land within and
adjacent to refuge system uriits in Alaska that had significant wildlife values
but were not in federal ownership. Gilmore also explained that Koniag made the
initial contact with his predecessor Keith Schreiner a number of years earli-
er. Possibilities for an exchange had been discussed off and on since that
time. Map review exercises had been carried out with Koniag, Bristol Bay,
Doyon and Arctic Slope regional corporations. The focus was initially on
regional corporations because of ANCSA subsurface ownership provisions, includ-
ing 7(i), and the plans of the Service to only offer Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge (ANWR) subsurface estate for exchange purposes.

USF&WS recognized early that village corporations owned many of the Service®s
land acquisition candidates. Unfortunately region-village institutional ar-
rangements and operating relationships didn"t always allow the region to offer
swaps of village surface estate. At first the Washington Office of Interior
prohibited contact with village corporations. This ban has since been lifted
and Gilmore has conducted a series of village contacts including meetings in
King Salmon and Ft. Yukon.

Another problem facing USF&WS was the absence of a habitat rating methodology
to allow the Service to prioritize among parcels identified by regions in the
map review portion of the discussion. The Service has now developed a raiding
system which permits them to assess theilr interest in acquiring particular
units of candidate lands. USF&WS utilized the methodology to review the
State®s candidate acreage. Gilmore believes that the methodology materially
advanced the state of the art and usefully substitutes for the regularly
confusing array of superlatives normally used to characterize habitat values.

The next dilemma facing the Service was the matter of appraisal. Borrowing
from refuges across the country Gilmore assembled a team of Service appraisers
and began the task of determining values for about 1 million acres of surface
estate held by the subject corporations. Familiarity with Service appraisal
standards was not the problem for this task force. Applying the traditional
methodology to the immense acreages, remote locations, and other unique Alaskan
conditions required special training and adaptations however. The standard
discount for large parcels had to be modified for this exercise because it re-
duced the value of the native land to unacceptable values. The absence of
meaningful comparative sales also posed difficulties. Calculation of the
discount appropriate for Section 22(g) of ANCSA was done administratively be-
cause it also exceeded the experience of the appraisal team. However the
initial appraisal work 1s not essentially complete. The appraisals have been
approved by the Washington office and Gilmorn has a ball park estimate of the

values involved.



Calculating the 22(g) factor was just one of a host of nontraditional aspects
of the appraisal assignment. The Service proceeded alo.ig the lines of the zone
concept developed in the Kodiak Refuge Plan to determine a standard deduction
value for the fact that much of the native land was required to be managed ac-
cording to the adopted refuge plan. This severely restricted the possible uses
of the land and lowered its value considerably. Coupled with the fact the
acreage was remote and not of great worth in traditional real estate terms, the
appraised value of native land was quite low even after Gilmore"s efforts to
modify the traditional Service methodology.

Low value was not the problem on the other end of the exchange package. Rumors
described BLM"s appraisal of the subsurface value of the Arctic Coastal Plain
as quite high at least in preliminary review stages of the process. When the
oil and gas industry points to an area and states that it is the best prospect
in the country 1t is easy to imagine how the folks with access to geological

and seismic information from that area might be enthusiastic. But the objec-
tive approach to these possibilities places them in terms of probability and

-.must provide for a discount factor. When BLM"s analysis 1s unveiled it can be
reviewed and contrasted with the similar study performed by the State of
it Alaska. As the state has experienced In numerous past exchange situations the

F&WS recognized that subsurface valuation was not an exact science. BLM was
hesitant to place hard and fast values on the individual lease tracts iIn their
analysis. But without comparative values it is difficult to fashion an) kind
of a trade package. Gilmore has pressed BLM to offer values that can be
.utilized In the exchange process. Additionally the Service has had to design a
ifailsafe process so that participating native corporations aren"t faced with
the risk of losing their land base and finding no oil and gas resources. A

1 mechanism which would guarantee a soft landing incase of exploration Tfailures
has been fashioned. None-the-less the exchange process has bogged down because

*Koniag is unwilling to accept the values that have been assigned to their lands
by the USF&WS. Koniag has retained former USF&WS Alaska Director Bob Putz and
others to press their case in Washington D.C. They argue that in addition to
the real estate value the lands must receive credit for their public interest
values. This effort to attach a “blue sky'" increment to the land value may be
successful because I1ts permitted by law and Interior®s presumed interest in of-
fering ANWR subsurface for development. Most likely the actual exchange will
not occur until Congress takes action allowing subsurface development.

Koniag®s situation i~ reported here because their train is furthest down the

\ track. Other regions maintain interest in ANWR subsurface and access to cur-

\ rent status on all fronts is not available. Most recently CIRl met with
Interior officials l1ln-Washln®"gton and received encouragement to fashion a joint
state - ANCSA corporation package for Interior consideration. Most observers
agree that such a configuration would be the most saleable package to the De-
partment. CIRI envisions a swap that v;ould give them ANWR subsurface while the
USFEWS would acquire state acreage and the state would conclude its Kachemak
State park acquisition from Seldovla and CIRI. Alternatively teamed with CIRI
or some other ANCSA corporation the state could be more likely to acquire ANWR
subsurface. All of these possibilities should be measured against At:ska's
current 90% interest 1n ANWR"s mineral resources end its steadfast assertion
that it should be considered first in any further declslon-making process.

In summary>™A8FSIjvc DNR advanced candidate exchange lands to USF&WS. The

Service"sfposltlvtresponse calls for further action. We continue to monitor
exchange efertsrijnderway and find it would be easier to accomplish these tasks

from the midst of the maelstrom than from the edges.



Robert E. Gilmore, Regional Director

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

1011 E Tudor Road

Anchorage, Alaska 99503 J

Uear Mr. Gilmore:

Some time has passed since we last dlscc-"w»d state participation 1n land
exchanges involving the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge (ANWR). 1 feel it
is appropriate to renew our discussion. x

As you recall, last February | wrote to ask that you consider a large pool
of state land for possible exchange. Included 1n the pool are almost 12
million acres with considerable habitat attributes, located within or
adjacent to national park and wildlife refuges in Alaska. In HarCh, you
responded to my request by listing these state lands in priority «F USEiS
acquisition interest. You expressed particular interest 1n th* State lands
located within the Tetlin NWR and also indicated an Interest In certain
remaining state lands within the Tetlin NWR which we had Iriadve . intly
failed to Include In the pool. Finally, you concluded that wost of the
state lands are not < priority for acquisition by the USFNS due to various
management constraints or because adequate resource protection might be
provided through cooperative wanrgament agreements. >, >

The possibility of oil and gas develop»**t within. AWR and the discussion
of associated land trades continues to cast a highly VISMEF|MF«EfU*.
Accordingly, the state has clearly articulated Its conceitstate
royalty benefits not be Jeopardized If oil and gas devtHUpmefit Is
authorized by Congress. One direct smih to preserve thexe™: **Jsting
benefits iIs for the state to obtata *11 and gas Interests 1« ANMR through
land exchanges with the Department Interior*™-?*m , - "

Therefore, | #n prepared to propose the Inclusion ef all state Und within
the Tetlin NWR as well as those state lands IWtid *s””edlu* priority” 1in
your March correspondence. This 1ncludesitarwot Island, Tugidak Island,
state land within the Alaska Peninsula NWR* I1ltck Hills, Kkisaralik River,
Copper River trumpeter swan nesting areas andRedoubt lay. 1 am confident

that this pool 1is sufficiently extensive that we can nefetiate jJgwT"

combination of the above candidate areas for Inclusion la an -exchange
proposal. In addition, the state continues to be willing to consider the
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exchange of state lands in Alaska wnlcn may he or interest to other feeera”
agencies, such as the National Park Service (N\PS).

The NPS nas indicated interest in several tracts of state lana ano tne
magnitude of tne ANWR decision suggests tne exchange discussion shouln
address the broadest possible consolidation of federal interests in tne
state. We mentioned seme of tnese areas iIn our earlier correspondence ano
offer a more complete list of potential candidates iIn tne attachec
appendix. Althougn tne exact mechanics of this aspect of a possible
exchange will require additional staff work, we are eager to proceed witn
those steps necessary to value these lands for excnange purposes.

Subject to your agreement, 1 am prepared to draft a preliminary exchange
agreement for your consideration. I expect this draft would represent a
first step towards negotiating an exchange between our agencies. IT you
concur in this approach, please let me know. |1 suspect that we will need
to get together again soon to discuss this matter in greater detail.

At your convenience, | would also appreciate an update on the status of
your exchange negotiations involving ANCSA corporations. Recent discussion
with your staff and others indicate you have made considerable progress. |1
believe it 1s extremely important for the state to continue to closely
monitor your progress in this regard. In addition, 1 would also like to
coordinate state exchange negotiations #1th those Involving the ANCSA
corporations so that the state can afford itself the same ANWR selection
opportunity you propose to the corporations.

I appreciate your continued attention to this important matter and await
your response.

Sincerely,

Tom Hawkins
Dlrector

cc: Esther C. Wunnicke, CO
John Katz, Washington D.C.

TH/GG/j Ih
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MEMORANDUM

TO: THE HONORABLE TED STEVENS., U.S. Senate
THE HONORABLE FRANK MURKOWSKI, U.S. Senate
THE HONORABLE DON YOUNG, U,S. House of Reps.

FROMJOHN U. KATZ, Director of State/Federal Relations
6/ and Special Counsel to the Governor

SUBJECT: ANUR LAND EXCHANGE

As you know, the Interior Department has commenced
discussions with various Native corporations about the
possibility of exchanging privately owned lands for federal
acreage located iIn the Arctic National Uildlife Refuge
(ANUR) . Ue are advised that these discussions are at an
early stage. Accordingly, the State has neither been
consulted by DOl officials, nor have we taken a position
regarding the wisdom of such an exchange.

Nevertheless, the State does have certain interests and
concerns which hopefully will be addressed as negotiations
continue. Some of these concerns are expressed in the
attached correspondence from Governor Sheffield to Bob
Gilmore of the U.S. Fish and Uildlife Service.

In essence, we have three specific interests at this point
in time. First, as a sovereign State, Alaska should be
fully consulted and meaningfully involved in matters, such
as ANUR, which are integrally related to important State
land use and resource concerns. On the basis of Hr.
Gilmore®s letter to the Governor and of my conversations
with Bill Horn, |1 believe that such State participation will
occur.

Second, the State is concerned about possible adverse
impacts on the 90-10 revenue sharing formula which applies
to the allocation of federal mineral revenues derived from
oil and gas development within wildlife refuges iIn Alaska.
Under this formula, the State receives 90 percent of the
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federal share of bonuses, rentals, and royalties
attributable to such development. The accompanying
memorandum from Tom Koester of the Attorney General®s office
details the legal and policy reasons which support
continuation of the current formula.

Third, as the owner of certain lands located within or
adjacent to federal conservation system units, the State may
be iInterested iIn exchanging some of these lands for federal
acreage located on the coastal plain of AMR. The resource
related reasons for discussions regarding such an exchange
are similar to those which pertain to certain Native
holdings.

I will be meeting with Bill Horn later this week to discuss
these matters in greater detail. However, knowing of your
longstanding interest iIn the management and disposition of
AMR lands, | wanted to apprise you of the State®"s current
thinking at this early juncture.

Ue look forward to working with you and your staffs in the
development of a land ownership and management regime for
AMR which adequately balances all of the various
considerations. Please let me know if you have any
questions or comment™ concerning the subject matter of this
memorandum. 1

Attachment

cc:  Bill Phillips
Greg Chappados
Dennis Fradley
John Moseman
C.J. Zane
Rick Agnew
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16 USC 3141
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41 south, range 53 west, sections 1, 2, 11, 12,13S. M., Alaska,
notwithstanding-,” and inserting in lieu thereof the following;

“Township 36 south, range 52 west, all; i*

“Township 37 south, range 51 west, all; jt

"Township 37 south, range 52 west, all;

"Township 37 south, range 53 west; sections 1 through 4,9
through 16, 21 through 24, and the north half of sections 26
through 28;

“Township 38 south, range 51 west, sections 1through 5,9,10,
12,13,18,24, and 25; I

"Township 38 south, range 62 west, sections 1 through 86;

'c'jTownship 38 south, range 53 west, sections 1, 12, 13, 24, 25,
and 26;

“Township 39 south, range 51 west, sections 1,6,7,16 through.
21,28 through 33, and 36; <«

“Township 39 south, range 52 west, sections 1,2,11 through 15-
and 22 through 24;

“Tow-nship 39 south, range 53 west, sections 33 through 36, and
the south half ofsection 26; >

“Township 40 south, range 51 west, sections 2 and 6;

“Township 40 south, range 52 west, sections 6 through 10,15.?
through 21, and 27 through 36;

"Township 40 south, range 53 west, sections 1 through 19, 21°.
through 28, and 34 through 36; L>
"Township 40 south, range 54 west, sections 1 through 34;

“Township 41 south, range 52 west, sections 7, 8,9,16,17, and;,

(‘jT06wnship 41 south, range 53 west, sections 1,4,5,8,9,11,12,i
and 16; . ! -
'éTownship 41 south, range 54 west, section 6, S. M., Alaska;”;

an

~ (2 by striking out “The” in the undesignated paragraph
immediately following such description and inserting in lieu
thereof “Notwithstanding the”.

TITLE X-FEDERAL NORTH SLOPE LANDS STUDIES, OIL.
AND GAS LEASING PROGRAM AND MINERAL ASSESS-

MENTS = OVERALL STUDY PROGRAM 4

Sec. 1001. (a) The Secretary shall initiate and carr%/ out a study of
all Federal lands (other than submerged lands on the Outer Conti-
nental Shelf) in Alaska north of 68 degrees north latitude and east oft
the western boundary of the National Petroleum Reserve- Alaska,
other than lands included in the National Petroleum Reserve-
Alaska and in conservation system units established by this-Act

(b)  The study shall utilize a systematic interdisciplinary approach
to-

(1) assess the potential oil and gas resources of these lands and.
make recommendations concerning future use and management ;
of those resources including an evaluation of. alternative trans-
portation routes needed for oil and gas development;

(2) review the wilderness characteristics, and make recommen-
dations for wilderness designation, ofthese lands; and

@ study, and make recommendations for prptection of, the
wildlife resources of these lands. -

94 STAT. 2448
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ic) After completion of the study, the Secretary shall make findings

a1 (1) the potential oil and gas resources ofthese lands;

2) the impact of oil and gas development on the wildlife
resources on these lands, particularly the Arctic and Porcupine
caribou herds and the polar bear, ]

3) the national need for development of the oil and gas
resources ofall or any portion ofthese lands; )

(4) the national interest in preservation of the wilderness
characteristics ofthese lands;and o

(5) the national interest in protection of the wildlife resources

(d)omht?wsee é%r&?gé of the study, the Secretary shall consult with ‘(he
Secretary of Energy and other Federal agencies, the State of Alaska,
Native Village and Regional Corporations, the North Slope Borough,
the Alaska Land Use Council and the Government of Canada. The
Secretary shall provide an opportunity for public review and com-
ment on a draft study and proposed findings prior to their final

Public review
and comment.

€) Ihe Secretary shall submit the study and his findings to the BF&?Q&% and
President and the Congress no later than eight years after the date of Congress.
enactment of this Act. The Secretary shall submit annual reports to
Congress on the progress in carrying out this title. )

(fiNothing in this title shall be construed as impeding, delaying, or
otherwise affecting the selection and conveyance of land to the State

pursuant to the Alaska Statehood Act, or any other Federal law ;f'gt’_sﬁ”"te
referred to in section 102(3)(A) of thii Act, and to the Natives 48 yUsc 1600

pursuant to the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act and this Act. note.

ARCTIC NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE .KASTAL PLAIN RESOURCE
ASSESSVENT

Sec. 1002. (a) Purpose.- Tl e purpose ofthis section is to provide for
acomprehensive and continuing inventory and assessment of the fish
and wildlife resources of the coastal plain of the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge; an analysis ofthe impacts of oil and gas exploration,
development, and production, and to authorize exploratory activity
within the coastal plain in a manner that avoids significant adverse
effects on the fish and wildlife and other resources.

(b) Definjtions- Asused in this section- . .

(1?1The tern? “coastal plain” meansthat area identified as such
in the map entitled "Arctic National Wildlife Refuge”, dated

16 USC 3142,

A Lﬁrthlgso. B - .
Le% e term “exploratory activity” means surface geological
exploration or seismic exploration, or both, for oil and gas within

the coastal plaj , - . .
(© Basennepé‘iﬂ?jv.—me Secretary, in consultation with the

Governor ofthe State, Native Village and Regional Corporations, and
the North Slope Borough within the study area and interested
Persons, shall conduct a continuing study of the fish and wildlife
(with special emphasis, on caribou, wolves, wolverines, grizzly bears,
ml(?rator_y waterfowl, musk oxen, and polar bears) of the coastal plain
and their habitat. In conducting the study, the Secretary shall-
(A)  assess the size, range, and distribution of the populations of
the fish and wildljfe; . : .
. ?B) cpetermlne the extent, location and carrying capacity of the
habitats ofthe fish and wildlife;.

94 STAT. 2449
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(C) assess the impacts of human activities and natural proc-
esses on the fish ana wildlife and their habitats;

(D) analyze the potential impacts of oil and gas exploration,
development, and production on such wildlife and habitats; and

([® analyze the potential effects of such activities on the
culture and lifestyle (including subsistence) of affected Native

_and other people. )

Within eighteen months after the enactment date of this Act, the
Secretary shall publish the results of the study as of that date and
shall thereafter publish such revisions thereto as are appropriate as
new information is obtained.

(d) Guidelines- (1) Within two years after the enactment date of
this Act, the Sec tary shall by regulation establish initial guidelines
governing the carrying out of exploratory activities. The guidelines
shall be based qun the results ofthe study required under subsection
(c?] and such other information as may be available to the Secretary.
The guidelines shall include such prohibitions, restrictions, and
conditions on the carrying out of exploratory activities as the Secre?
tary deems necessary or appropriate to ensure that exploratory
activities do not significantly adversely affect the fish and wildlife,
their habitats, or the environment, including, but not limited to-1

(A) a prohibition on the carrying out of exploratory activity
during caribou calving and immediate post-calving seasons or
during any other period in which human activity may have
adverse effects; ) ] ]

(B) temporary or permanent closing of appropriate areas to
such actiV|t¥_; ] o _ ,

(C) specification of the support facilities, equipment and
related manpower that isappropriate in connection with explor-
atory activity; and o ) )

(D¥ requirements that exploratory activities be coordinated in
such a manner as to avoid unnecessary duplication.

(2) The initial guidelines prescribed by the Secretary to implement
this subsection shall be accompanied by an environmental impact
statement on exploratory activities. The initial guidelines shall
thereafter be revised to reflect changes made in the baseline study
and other appropriate information made available to the Secretary.

Exploration Plans.- (1) After the initial guidelines are pre-J

(e
scrit))ed under subsection (dz), any person including the United States $

Geological Survey may submit one or more plans for exploratory :
activity (hereinafter inthis section referred to as "exploration plans”

to the Secretary for approval. An exploration plan must set forth;
such information as the Secretary may require in order to determine i

whether the plan is consistent with the guidelines, including, but not *

limited to- o -
(A) a description and schedule of the exploratory activity
proposed to be undertaken; - -

(B) a description gf the equipment, facilities, and related
manpower tl at would be used in carrying .out the activity; -
C) the area in which the activity would be undertaken; and
" (D) astatement of the anticipated effects that the activity may

have on fish and wildlife, their habitats and the environment.
(2) Upon receiving any exploration plan for approval, the Secretary.
shall promptly publish notice of the application and the text of the

plan in the Federal Register and newspapers of general circulation in .t

the State. The Secretary shallldetermine, within one hundred and -

consistent with the guideli:  established under subsection (d). If the

94 STAT. 2450
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Secretary determines that the ﬂlan is so consistent, he shall approve
the plan: except that re plan shall be approved during the two-year
period following the date of enactment ofthis Act. Before making the
=tletermination, the Secretary shall hold at least one public hearing in
the Stale for purposes of receiving the comments and views of the
public the plan. The Secretary shall not approve of any plan
submitted by the United States Geological Survey unless he deter-
mines that (1) no other person has submitted a flan for the area
involved which meets established guidelines and (2) the information
which would be obtained is needed to make an adequate report under
subsectioh (h). The Secretary, as a condition of approval of any plan
under this section- o
(A) may require that such modifications be made to the plan as
he considers necessary and appropriate to make it consistent
with the guidelines; ] _ ) _
(B) shall require that all data and information (including
processed, analyzed and interpreted information) obtained as a
result of carrying out the plan shall be submitted to the Secre-

tary; and

g(/l) shall make such data and information available to the
public except that any processed, analyzed and interpreted .data
or information shall be held confidential by the Secretary for a
period of not less than two years following any lease sale
including the area from which the information was obtained.

() Modification to Exploration Plans- If at any time while
exploratory activity is being carried out under an exploration plan
approved under subsection (g), the Secretaity, on the basis of informa-
tion available to him, determines that continuation of further activi-
ties under the plan or permit will significantly adversely affect fish or
wildlfe, their habitat, or the environment, the Secretary may suspend
the carrying out of activities under the plan or permit for such time,
make such modifications to the plan or to the terms and conditions of
the permit (or both suspend and so modify) as he determines neces-
sary and aplgroprlate. _

. (g) Civil Penalties- (1) Any person who is found by the Secretary,
after notice and an opportunity for a hearing in accordance with
section 554 of title 5, United States Code, to have violated any
provision of a plan approved under subsection (e) or any term or
condition of a permit issued under subsection (0, or to have commit-
ted any act prohibited under subsection (d) shall be liable to the
United States for a civil penalty. The amount of the civil penalty
shall not exceed $10,000 for each violation. Each day ofa continuin(];
violation shall constitute a separate offense. The amount ofsuch civi
penally shall be assessed by the Secretary by written notice. In
determining the .amount of such penalty, the Secretary shall take
into account the nature, circumstances, extent, and gravity of the
ﬁ_rohibited act committed, and, with respect to the violator, the
istory of any prior offenses, his demonstrated good faith in attempt-
ing to achieve timely compliance after being cited for the violation,
and such other matters asjustice may require..

(@  Any person against whoma civil pena
paragraph (1) may obtain review thereof in the appropriate district
court of the United States by filing a notice of aé)%eal in such court
within thirty days from tb° date ofsuch order and by simultaneously
sending a copy of such notice by certified mail to the Secretary. The
Secretary shall promptly file in such court a certified copy .of the
record upon which such violation was found or such penalty imposed,
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Ity is assessed under Review,

as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. The =
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findings and order of the Secretary shall be set aside by such courtff
they are not found to be supported by substantial evidence,””
provided in section 706(2KE) oftitle 5, United States Code. igib

(3) Ifany person fails to pay an assessment ofa civil penalty again#
him under paragraph (1) after it has become final, or after the
appropriate court has entered final judgment in favor of the Secr&
tary, the Secretary shall refer the matter to the Attorney General,df
the United States, who shall recover the amount assessed in any
appropriate district court of the United States. In such action, the
validity and appropriateness of the final order imposing the civil
penalty shall not be subject to review. ) ) )

(4) 'The Secretary may compromise, modify, or remit, with or
without conditions, any civil penalty which issubject to imposition or
which has been imposed under this subsection unless the matter ia
pending in court for judicial review or recovery of assessment?

(h) Report to Congress.- Not earlier than five years after the;
enactment date of this Act and not later than five years and ninel
months after such date, the Secretary shall prepare and submit to?
Congress a report contammgb— A

(1) the identification by means other than drilling of explora;?.
tory wells of those areas within the coastal Pla_in that have oili
and gas production potential and estimate of x:ie volume of the”
oil and gas concerned; r3

(2) the description of the fish and wildlife, their habitats, andy
other resources that are within the areas identified under;
paragraph (1); . A

(3?]an evaluation of the adverse effects that the carrying out.
further exploration for, and the development and production of *
oil and gas within such areas will have on the resources referred
to in paragraph (2);

(4) a description of how such nil and gas, if produced within,
such area, may be transported to processing facilities; .

(5) an evaluation of how such oil und gas relates to the national:
need for additional domestic sources ofoil and gas; and -

(6) the recommendations of the Secretary with respect to'
whether further exploration for, and the.development and pro-
duction of, oil and gas within the coastal plain should bei
permitted and, if so, what additional legal authority is necessary $
to ensure that the adverse effects of such activities on fish and *
wildlife, their habitats, and other resources are avoided or ~

_minimized. ) > _ %

(i) Effect of Other Laws.- Until otherwise provided for in lawi
enacted after the enactment date of this Act, all public lands within
the coastal plain are withdrawn from all forms
ation under the mining laws, and from operation of the mineral
leasing laws, ofthe United States.

PROHIBITION ON DEVELOPMVENT

Sec. 1003. Production of oil and gas from the Arctic National 4
Wildlife Refuge is prohibited and no leasing or other development 1

=leading to production of oil and gas from the range shall be under*
taken until authorized by an Actof Congress. i

WMLDERNESS PORTION OF STUDY $

Sec. 1004. (a) As part of the study, the Secretary shall review the.
suitability or nonsuitability for preservation as wilderness' of the
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() The President shall advise the Senate and the House of Presidential .
Representatives of his recommendations with respect to the designa-
tion ofthe area or any part thereof as wilderness together with a map

thereofand a definition of its boundaries.

(c) Subject to valid existing rights and the provisions of section 1U02
ofthis Act, the wilderness study area designated by this section shall,
until Congress determines otherwise, be administered by the Secre-

tary so as to maintain presently existin
potential for inclusion in the Nationa

wilderness character and

Wilderness Preservation

System. Already established uses may be permitted to continue,
subject to such restrictions as the Secretary deems desirable, in the
manner and degree in which the same were being conducted on the

date ofenactment of this Act.

WLDLIFE RESOURCES PORTION OF STUDY

Sec. 1005. The Secretary shall work closel

y with the State of Alaska

and Native Village and Regional Corporations in evaluating the

impact of oil an

gas exploration, development, production, and

transportation and other human activities on the wildlife resources
ofthese lands, including impacts on the Arctic and Porcupine caribou
herds, polar bear, muskox, grizzly bear, wolf, wolverine, seabirds,
shore birds, and migratory waterfowl. In addition the Secretary shall
consult with the appropriate agencies of the Government of Canada
in evaluatlné; such impacts particularly with respect to the Porcupine

caribou hei

TRANSPORTATION ALTERNATIVES PORTION OF STUDY

Sec. 1006. In studying oil and gas alternative transportat” n
systems, the Secretary shall consult with the Secretary of Trans ..

tation and shall consider-

(1) the extent to which environmentally and economically
feasible alternative routes could be established; )
(2) the prospective oil and gas production potential of this area

of Alaska for each alternative transpor

tation route; and

(3) the environmental and economic costs and other values
associated with such alternative routes.

ARCTIC RESEARCH STUDY

Sec. 1007. (a) The Secretary, the Secretary of Defense, and the
Secretary of Energy shall initiate and cari-y Put a study of the
mission, facilities and administration of the Naval Arctic Research
Laboratory.ﬁNARL), at Poirit Barrow, Alaska. The study shall review

the historical responsibilities carried out at NARL an

their contri-

bution to applied and basic Arctic research. The study shall specifi-
cally address and the Secretary shall make recommendations on the
need for redirecting the United States Arctic research policy and the

role of the NARL facilities in developin
policy. -

g and implementing that

(b) The Secretaries shall assess the future use of NARL in-
(T). developing relevant scientific information on the Arctic
environment and utilizing applied research to (A) deal with the
unique problems the Arctic presents in providing public services;
(B) minimize the impact of resource development on the environ-

94 STAT. 2453

recgmmendatlons
to Congress.

16 USC 3145.

Consultation
|t?1 %anadlan
overnment.

16 USC 3146.

*

16 USC 3147.

aval Arctic
eBearc

d ,
assessment.



P.L. 9G-487

Consultation.

Public review
and comment.

Study submittal
to Congress.

16 USC 3148.
30 USC 181 note.

LAWS OF 9Gth CONG.— 2nd SESS. Dec. $
ment and the culture of the Native people; and (C) promote
international cooperation among .the Nations which share

resgonsibili;y for the Arctic environmient; _

(2) assessing the impact of oil and gas exploration, develop-
ment, and transportation on the Arctic environment, including
impact on fish, marine and land mammals, and migratory
waterfowl: ) ) )

(3) developing advanced design technologies, operational prac-
tices, and transportation systems to improve the environmental
safety and efficiency of oil and gas exploration and production in'
the Ar'tic, including offshore activities; o -

(4) enlarging the body of knowledge on Arctic ice conditions
and developing practical and efficient means of dealing with
pote. -tial oil spills and other hazards associated with resource
developmentin Alaska’s Arctic; and ) A

(5) developing a comprehensive Arctic policy for the Federal .
Government that will accommodate the need for development
and use of Arctic resources with appropriate recognition and
consideration given to the unique nature of the Arctic environ-
mentand the needs ofits Native residents. _ -

(c) After completion of the study, the Secretaries shall make

recommendations on- J

(1) changes in the mission and management of NARL neces
saré/ to accomplish the research and policy goals addressed in the
study;

(Zythe appropriate Federal agency or agencies that should
have primary responsibility for management of NARL; r,

(3) changes in the organizational structure of NARL that
would allow greater involvement by State and private organiza-
tions in the use, management and/or fun_dln? of NARL; and

(4) the appropriate level of Federal funding for scientific and
technological research on the Arctic environment and its uses/

(d) In the course of the study, the Secretaries shall consult with
representatives of the Department of Navy, the National Oceanic and

Atmospheric Administration, the National Science Foundation, the

Smithsonian Institution, the State of Alaska, local governments,

representatives of public and private institutions conducting Arctic

research, and Native Village and Regional Corporations in the area”
now affected by the activities of NARL. The Secretaries shall provide
an opportunity for public review and comment on the draft report
and proposed recommendations prior to final approval, and shall
include any recommendations of the- local community in the final

study.
) (enghe Secretaries shall submit the study and their recommenda-
tions to the Congress no later than one year after the date of

enactment of this Act. ) )

(f) Pendingsubmission of the study to the Congress, the President is
directed to continue the operation of NARL at the level of funding
provided for in fiscal year 19.79.

OIL AND GAS LEASING PROGRAM FOR NON-NORTH SLOPE FEDERAL LANDS

Sec. 1008. (a) The Secretary shall establish, pursuant to the
Mineral Leasing Act- of 1920, as amended, an oil and gas leasing
program on the Federal lands of Alaska not subdect to the study-
required by section 1001 of this Act, other than lands included in the
National Petroleum Reserve- Alaska. Such program shall not be
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undertaken by the Secretary on those lands where applicable law
Bl’ohlblt such leasing or on those units of the National Wildlife

efuge System where the Secretary determines, after having consid-
ered the national interest inJ)roducing oil and gas from such lands,
that the exploration for and development Of oil or gas would be
incompatible with the purpose for which such unit was established.

(bXIXA) In such areas as the Secretary deems favorable for the Study,
discovery of ail or gas, he shall conduct a study, or studies, or collect
and anac?/ze information obtained by permittees authorized to con-
duct studies under this section, of tne oil and gas potential of such
lands and those environmental characteristics and wildlife resources
which would be affected by the exploration for and development of
such oil and gas. ) ) ] ] ) ,

(B)  The Secretary is authorized to Issue permits for study, including Permits,
geological, geophysical, and other assessment activities, if such activi-
ties can be conducted in a manner which is consistent with the

rposes for which each affected area is managed under applicable
aw.

(2 The Secretar?/ shall consult with the Secretary of Energy Consultation,
regarding the national interest involved in exploring for and develop-
ing oil and gas from such lands and shall seek the views of the
Governor of the State of Alaska, Alaskan local governments, Native
Regional and Village Corporations, the Alaska Land Use Council,
reﬁresentatlves of the oil and gas industry, conservation groups, and
other interested groups and individuals in determining which land
should be studied and/or leased for the exploration and development
of oil and gas.

(-3 The Secretary shall encourage the State to undertake similar
studies on lands associated, either through geological or other land
values or because of possible transportation needs, with Federal
lands. The Secretary shall integrate these studies, to the maximum
extent practicable, with studies on Federal lands so that needs for
cooperation between the Federal Government and the State of
Alaska in managing energy and other natural resources, including
fish and wildlife, can be established early in the program.

(4)  The Secretary shall report to the Congress by October 1, 198!, Report to
andyearly thereafter, on his efforts pursuant to this Act regarding Congress,
}hedleasing of, and exploration and development activities on, such
ands.

(c) At such t:me as the studies requested in subsection (bX4) are
completed by the Secretary, or at sl ;h time as the Secretary deter-
mines that sufficient interest has been indicated in exploring an area
for oil or gas,.and leasing should be commenced, he shall identify
those areas which he determines to be favorable, for the discovery of
oil or gas (hereinafter referred to as "favorable petroleum geological
provinces”). .In making such determination, the Secretary shall
utilize all information obtained in studies conducted under subsec-
tion (b) of this section .as well as any other information he may

develop or require by r(,ev?_ulation to be transmitted.
<d) Pursuant to the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, as amended, the. 30 USC 181 note.

Secretary is authorized to issue leases, on the Federal lands described
in this section, under such terms and conditions as he may, b
re%ulati_on_, prescribe. Areas which are determined by the Secretary .
to be within favorable petroleum geological provinces shall be leased
only by Competitive bidding. . .

()  Atsuch time as paying quantities of oil or gas are discovered
under a noncompetitive lease issued pursuant to the Mineral Leasing
Act 0f1920, the Secretary shall suspend ull further noncompetitive
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leasing in the area and shall determine the favorable petroleum
geological province in proximity to such discovery. All further leasing
in such area shall be in accordance with the requirements of subset
tion (d) of this section. o v )

(f) Prior to any exploration activities on a lease issued pursuantto
this section, the Secretar?/ shall reciuwe the lessee to describe explore,
tion activities in an exp oratlon(JJ an. He shall approve such plan if
such activities can be conducted in conformity with such require-
ments as may be made by the Secretary for the protection and usejof
}he land for the purpose for which it is managed under applicable
aw.

(9) Subsequent to a discovery of oil or gas in paying quantities, and
prior to developing and producing such oil and gas, the Secretary
shall require the lessee to describe development and production
activities in a development and production plan. He shall approve
such plan ifsuch activities may be conducted in conformity witn such
requirements as may be made by the Secretary for the protection and
use of the land for the purpose for which it is managed under
applicable law. _

{E]) The Secretary shall monitor the performance of the lessee and,
if he determines that due to significant changes in circumstances
regarding that operation, including environmental or economic
changes, new requirements are needed, ne may require a revised
deve ofpment and production plan. ) _ ) ft

(i) If the Secretary determines that immediate and irreparable
damage will result from continuation in force of a lease, that the.
threat will not disappear and that the advantages of cancellatibn
outweigh the advantages of continuation in force of a lease, he shall
suspend operations for up to five years. If such a threat persists
beyond such five-year susEension period, he shall cancel a lease and
provide compensation to the lease under such terms as the Secretary
establishes, by regulation, to be appropriate.

OIL AND GAS LEASE APPLICATIONS

Sec. 1009. (a) Notwithstanding any other provision of law or
regulation, whenever the Secretary receives an application for an oil
and gas lease pursuantto the Mineral Leasin? Act of 1920 for lands in
Alaska within a unit ofthe National Wildlife Refuge System which'
are net also part of the National Wilderness Preservation System he
shall, in addition to any other requirements of applicable law, follow
the procedures set forth in this section. )

(b) Any decision to issue or not to issue a lease shall be accompanied
by a statement setting forth the reasons for the decision, including
the reasons why oil and gas leasing would be compatible or incom-
patible with the purposesofthe refuge. _ )

(c) If the Secretary determines that the requirements of section
102(2)(C) of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 do Jiot
apply to his decision,, the Secretary shall render his decision within
six months after receipt of a lease application. If such requirements
are applicable to the Secretary's decision, he shall render his decision
within three months after publication of the final environmental
impact statement.

ALASKA MINERAL RESOURCE ASSESSMENT PROGRAM

Sec. 1010. 1a) Mineral Assessments.—The Secretary .shall, to the
full extent of his authority/ assess the oil, gas, and other mineral
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potential on all public lands in the State of Alaska in order to expand
the data base with respect to the mineralpotential ofsuch lands. The
mineral assessment program may include, but shall not be limited to,
techniques such as side-looking radar imagery and, on public lands
other than such lands within the national park system, core and test
drilling for geologic information, notwithstanding any restriction on
such drilling under the Wilderness Act. For purposes ofthis Act, core
and test drilling means the extraction by drilling of subsurface
geologic samples in order to assess the metalliferous or other mineral
values of geologic terrain, but shall not be construed as including
exploratory drilling of oil and gas test wells. To the maximum extent
practicable, the Secretary shall consult and exchange information
with the State of Alaska regarding the responsibilities of the Secre-
tary under this section and similar programs undertaken by the
State. In order to carry out mineral assessments authorized under
this or any other law, including but not limited to the National
Uranium Resource Evaluation program, the Secretary shall allow for
access by air for assessment activities permitted in this subsection to
all public lands involved in such study. He shall consult with the
Secretary ofEnerggl and heads of other Federal agencies carrying out
such programs, to determine such reasonable requirements as may be
necessary to protect the resources of such area, including Fish and
wildlife. Such requirements may provide that access will not occur
durln? nesting, calving, spawning or such other times as fish and
wildlife in the specific area may be especially vulnerable to such
activities. The Secretary is authorized to enter into contracts with
public or private entities to carry outall or any portion ofthe mineral
assessment program. This section shall not apply to the lands
described in section 1001 ofthis Act.

(b) Regulations- Activities carried out in conservation system
units under subsection (a) shall be subject to regulations promulgated
by the Secretaiy. Such regulations shall ensure that such activities
are carried out in an environmentally sound manner-

(1) which does not result in lasting environmental impacts
which appreciably alter the natural character of the units or
biological or ecological systems in the units; and

(2) which is compatible with the purposes for which such units
are established.

presidential transmittal

Sec. 1011. On or before October 1, 1982, and annually thereafter,
the President shall transmit to the Congress all pertinent public
information relating to minerals in Alaska gathered by the United
States Geological Surveys, Bureau of Mines, and any other Federal
agency. - - .-

TITLE XI- TRANSPORTATION AND UTILITY SYSTEMS IN
AND ACROSS, AND ACCESS INTO, CONSERVATION
SYSTEM UNITS

FINDINGS '

Sec. 1101. Congress finds that-

(a) Alaska's transportation and utility network is largely undevel-
oped and the future needs for transportation and utility systems in
Alaska would best be identified and provided for through an orderly,
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of each claim allowed and the name and address of the claimant. The
Secretary of the Treasury shall pay to such claimant from the Alaska
Xativc Fund the amount certified. No award under this subsection
shall boar interest.

TAXATION*

«Sec.2l. (&) Revenues originating from the Alaska Xativc Fund
shall not be subject to any form of Federal."State, or local taxation
at the time of receipt by a Regional Corporation, Village Corporation,
or individual Xativc through dividend distributions or in any other
manner . This exemption shall not apply to income from the invest-
ment of such revenues.

() The receipt of shares of stock in the Regional or Village Cor-
porations by or on behalf of any Xativc shall not be subject to any
form of Federal, State or local taxation.

(©) The receipt of land ov any interest therein pursuant to this Act
dr of cash in order lo equalize the values of properties exchanged pur-
suant to subsection 22(f) shall not. be subject to any form of Federal,
State or local taxation. The basis for computing gain or loss on sub-
sequent sale or other disposition of such land or interest in land for

-purposes of any Federal, State or local tax imposed on or measured by
income, shall bé the fair value of such land or interest in land at the
lime of receipt.

(d) Real property interests conveyed, pursuant to this Act. t a
-Native individual, Xativc group, or Village or Regional Corporation
which are not. developed or leased to third parties, shall be exempt
from State and local real property taxes for a period of twenty years
after the date of enactment of this Act: Provided. That munic-
ipal taxes, local real property taxes, or local assessments may he
imposed upon leased or developed real property within the jurisdic-
tion of any governmental unit under te. laws of the State: Pro-
vided further.That easements, rights-of-way, leaseholds, and similar
interests in such real property may be taxed in accordance with State
or local law. All rents, royalties, profits, and other revenues or pro-
ceeds derived from such property interests shall be taxable to the
same extent as such revenues or proceeds are. taxable when received
by a non-Xative individual or corporation.

(©) Real property interests conveyed pursuant to this Act to a
Native individual. Native group, or Village or Regional Corporation
shall, so long as the fee therein remains not subject to State or local
taxes on real estate, continue to be regarded as public lands for the
purpose, of computing the Federal share of any highway project pur-
suant to title 24 of the United States Code, as amended and supple*
mented. for the purpose of the.Tohnson-OMalley Act of April 10,19:14,.
as amended (25 U.S.C. 452). nnd for the purpose of Public. Laws 815
an(] £74, ,aist Congress (04 Stat. 007, 1100). and so long as there are
JK» no substantial revenues from such lands, continue to receive forest

"~ 1C P,bu FFion services from the United States at no oost.
MISCELLANEOUS

Sec. 22. (a) None of the revenues granted by section 0, and-none
of the lands granted by this Act to the Regional and Village Corpora-
tion and to Native groups.and individuals sliall be subject to any
contract which isbased on a percentage fee of the value, of all .ar some
portion of the settlement granted by this Act. Any such contract shall
not be enforceable against any Native as defined by this Act or any
Regional or Village Corporation and the revenues and lands granted
by this Act shall not be subject to lien, execution or judgment, to fulfill
such a contract. *
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(b) The Secretary is directed to promptly issue patents to all per-
sons who have made a lawful entry on the public lands in compliance
with the public land laws for the purpos *of gaining title to home-
steads, headquart rs sites, trade and manufacturing sites, or small
tract sites (43 U.S.C. 682), and who have fulfilled all requirements of
the law prerequisite to obtaining a patent. Any person who has made
a lawful entry prior to August 31, 1971," for any of the foregoing
purposes shall be protected in his right of use and occupancy until all
the requirements of law for a patent have been met even though the
lands involved have been reserved or withdrawn in accordance with
Public Land Order 458, as amended, or the withdrawal provisions of
this Act: Provided, That occupancy must have been maintained in
accordance with the appropriate public land law: Provided further,
That any person who entered on public lands in violation of Public
Land Order 4.3, as amended, shall gain no rights.

(©) On any lands conveyed to Village and Regional Corporations,
any person who prior to August 31, 1971, initiated a valid mining
claim or location under the general mining laws and recorded notice
of said location with the appropriate State or local office shall be pro-
fited in his possessory rights, ifall requirements of the general min-
ing laws are complied with, for a period of fivwe years and may, if
all requirements of the general mining laws are complied with, pro-
ceed to patent.

(d) The provisions of Revised Statute 452 (43 U.S.C. 11) shall
not apply to any land grants of other rights granted under this Act.

-.©® If land within the National Wildlife Refuge System is selected
by a Village Corporation pursuant to the provisions of this Act, the
secretary snail add to the Refuse System other public lands in the
State to replace the lands selectea by the Village Corporation.

(P The Secretary, the Secretary of Defense, and the Secretary of
Agriculture are authorized to exchange any lands or interests therein
in Alaska under their jurisdiction for lands or interests therein of
the Village Corporations, Regional Corporations, individuals, or the
State for the purpose of effecting land consolidations or to facilitate
the management or development of the land. Exchanges shall be on
the basis of equal value, and either party to the exchange may pay or
accept cash in order to equalize the value of the properties exchanged.

(@) IT a patent is issued to any Village Corporation for land in
the National Wildlife Refuse System, the patent shall reserve to the
United States the right of first refusal if tne land isever sold by the
Village Corporation. Notwithstanding any other provision of thisAct,
every patent issued by the Secretary pursuant to this Act— which cov-
ers lands lying within the boundaries of a National Wildlife Refuge
on the date of enactment of this Act shall contain a provision that
such lands remain subject to the laws and regulations governing use
and development of such Refuge.

() O All withdrawals made under this Act. except as otherwise
provided in this subsection, shall terminate within four veals of the
date of enactment of this Act: Provided, That any lands selected by
Village or Regional Corporations or by a Native group under section
12 shall remain withdrawn until conveyed pursuant to section® 14.

* (2 The withdrawal of lands made by subsection 11(a)(2) and
-section 16 shall terminate three years from.the date of enactment of
this Acti ‘ .

(3 The provisions of this section shall not apply to any withdraw-
alsmade under section 17 of thisAct.

(4 The Secretary isauthorized to terminate any withdrawal made
by or pursuant to this Act whenever he determines that the withdrawal
isno longer necessary to accomplish the purposes of thisAct. _nm

b5 PTAT. 714
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(@) Prior to ikconveyance pursuant to section 14, lands withdrawn

their authority to make contracts and to grant leases, permits, rights-
of-way, or easements shall not be impaired by the withdrawal .

@) "'fn any area of Alaska for which protraction diagrams of the
Bureau of Land Management or the State do not exist, or which does
not conform to the United States Land Survey System, or which has
not been surveyed in a manner adequate to withdraw and grant the

" lands provided for under this Act, the Secretary shall take such
actions as are necessary to accomplish the purposes of this Act, and
the deeds granted shall note that upon completion of an adequate
survey appropriate adjustments will oe made to insure, that the bene-
ficiaries of the land grants receive their full entitlement.

(k) Any patents to lands under this Act which are located within
the-boundaries of a national forest shall contain such conditions as the
Secretary deems necessary to assure that:

(€)) the sale of any timber from such lands shall, for a period
of fiwve years, be subject to the same restrictions relating to the
export of timber from the United States as are applicable to
national .forest lands in Alaska under rules and regulations of tre.
Secretary of Agriculture; and

(22 such lands are managed under tre. principle of sustained
yield and under management practices for protccrion and enhance-
ment of environmental quality no less stringent than such
management practices on adjacent national forest lands for a
period of twel vo years.

(@)) Notwithstanding any provision of this Act, no Village or
Regional Corporation shall select lands which are within two miles
from the boundary, as it exists on the date, of enactment of this Act,
of any home, rule or firstclass city (excluding boroughs) or which are
within six miles from the boundary of Ketchikan.

REVIEW BY CONGRESS

Sfc.23. The Secretary shall submit to the Congress annual reports
On implementation of this Act. Such reports shall be filed by the Sec-
retary annually until 1984. At the beginning of the first "'session of
Congress in 1985 the Secretary shall submit, through the President,
u report of the status of the Natives and Native groups in Alaska,
and a summary of actions taken under this Act, together with such
recommendations as may be appropriate.

APPROPRIATIONS

Sec.24. There are authorized to ke. appropriated such sums as may
- be. necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act.

PUBLICATIONS

Sec. 25. The Secretary is authorized t issue and publish in the
Federal .Register; pursuant to the Administrative Procedure Act,
such regulations as may be necessary to carry out the purposes of this

Act.
SAVING CLAUSE

Sec.2G. To the extent that there is a conflict between any provision
of this Act and any other Federal laws appllcable to Alaska, the pro-
visions of this Act shall govern.
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(b) During a period of three years from the date of enactment of
this Act, each Village Corporation for the villages listed in subsection
(@ shall select, in accordance with rules established by the Secretary,
an area equal to 23,040 acres, which must include the township or town-
ships inwhich all or part of the Native village is located, plus, to the
oxteut necessary, withdrawn lands from the townships that are con-
tiguous to or corner on such township. All selections shall be contig-
uous and in reasonably compact tracts, except as separated by bodies of
water, and shall conform os nearly as practicable to the United States
Lands Survey System.

(©) The funds appropriated by the Act of July 9, 1968 (82 Stat.
307), to pay the judgment of the Court of Claims in the case of The
Tlingitand Haida Indians of Alaska, etal. against The United States,
numbered 47,900, and distributed to the Tlingitand Haida Indians pur-
suant to the Act of July 13, 1970 (84 Stat. 431), are in lieu of the 25 USC 1211.
additional acreage to be conveyed to qualified villages listed in sec-
tion 1L

JOINT FEDERAL-STATE LAND USE PLANNING COMMISSION FOR ALASKA

Sec.17. (@ (1) There ishereby established the Joint Federal-State Establishment.
Land Use Planning Commission for Alaska. The Planning Commis- Membership.
sion shall be composed of tenmembers as fol lows:

(A) The Governor of the State (or his designate) and four mem -
bers who shall be appointed by the Governor-. During the Planning
Commission” existence at least one member appointed by the Gov-
ernor shall be a Native as defined by thisAct.

(B) One member appointed by the President of the United States
with the advice.and consent of the Senate, and four members who shall
be appointed by.the Secretary of the Interior.

(@ The Governor of the State and the member appointed by the
President pursuant to subsection (@) (1) (B) ,shall serve as cochairmen
of the Planning Commission. The initial meeting of the Commission
shall be called by the cochairmen. All decisions of the Commission
shall require the concurrence of the cochairmen.

(@) Six members of the Planning Commission shall constitute a
quorum. Members shall serve at the pleasure of the appointing
authority. A vacancy in the membership of the Commission shall not
affect its powers, but shall be filled in the same manner in which the
original appointment was made.

(%) (A) Except to the extent otherwise provided in subparagraph Compensation.
(B) of this subsection, members of the Planning Commission shall
receive compensation at the rate of $100 per day for each day they are
engaged in the performance of their duties as members of the Com-
mission. All members of the Commission shall be entitled to reim-
bursement for trawel, subsistence, and other necessary expenses
incurred by them in the. performance of their duties as members of the
Commission.

(B) Any member of the Planning Commission who is designated ~
or appointed from the.Government of the United States or from the
Government of the State shall serve without compensation in addition
to that received in his regular employment. The member of the Com-
mission appointed by the President pursuant to subsection (@) (1) (B)
shall be compensated as provided by the President at a rate not in
excess of that provided for level V of the Executive Schedule in title
5, United States Code. * 80 Stat. 463}

(5) Subject to such rules and regulations as may be adopted by the <83 Stat. 84. .
Planning Commission, the cochairmen, without regard-.to the provi- 5 USC 5316.

sions of title 5,.United States Code, governing appointments in the 5USC 101 ,
et seq.
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competitive service, and without regard to the provisions of chapter
51 and subchapter 111 of chapter 53 of such title relating to classifica-
tion and General Schedule pay rates, shall have the power—
(A) toappoint and hx the compensation of such staff personnel
as thev deem necessary, and
(B) toprocure temporary and intermittent services to the same
extent as is authorized by section 3109 of title 5, United States
Code, but at rates not to exceed $100 a day for individuals.
®) (A) The Planning Commission or, on tne authorization of the
Commission, any subcommittee or member thereof, may, for the pur-
pose of carrying out the provisions of this section, hold such hearings,
take such testimony, receive such evidence, print or otherwise repro-
duce and distribute so much of its proceedings and reports thereon,
and sit and act at such times and places as the Commission, subcom-
mittee, ormember deems advisable.

() Each department, agency, and instrumentality of the execu-

tive branch of the Federal Government, including independent agen-
cies, is authorized and directed to furnish to the Commission, upon
request made by a cochairman, such information as the Commission
deems necessary to carry out its functions under this section.

(7)) The Planning Commission shall-

(A) undertake a process of land-use planning, including the
identification of and the making of recommendations concerning
areas planned and best suited for permanent reservation in Fed-
eral ownership as parks, game refuges, and other public uses, areas
of Federal and State lands to be made available for disposal, and
uses to be made of lands remaining in Federal and State owner-

= ship: “F

(B) make lecommendations with respect to proposed land
selections by the State under the Alaska Statehood Act and by
Village and Regional Corporations under this Act;

(C) be available to advise upon and assist in the development
and review of land-use plans for lands selected by the Native
Village and Regional Corporations under this Act and by the
State under the Alaska Statehood Act;

(D) review existing withdrawals of Federal public lands and
recommend to the President of the United States such additions
to or modifications of withdrawals as are deemed desirable;

(E) establish procedures, including public hearings, for
obtaining public views on the land-use planning programs of the
State and Federal Governments for lands under their adminis-
tration;

(F) establish a committee of land-use advisers to the Commis-
sion, made up of representatives o.f commercial and industrial
land users in Alaska, recreational land users, wilderness users,
environmental groups, Alaska-Natives, and other citizens;

(G) make recommendations to the President of the United
States and the Governor of Alaska as to programs and budgets”
of the Federal and State agencies responsible for the administra-
tion of Federal and State lands; - -

(H) make .recommendations from time to time to the President
of the United States, Congress, and the Governor and legislature
of the State as to changes m laws, policies, and programs that the
Planning Commission determines are necessary or desirable;

() make recommendations to insure that economic growth and
development is orderly, planned and compatible with State and

-national environmental objectives, the public interest in the pub-
lic lands, parks, forests, and wildlife refuges in Alaska, ana the
economic and social well-being of the Native people and other

. residents of Alaska; "L ?
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(@) make recommendations to improve coordination and con-
sultation between the State and Federal Governments in making
resource allocation and land use decisions;and

(K) make recommendations on ways to avoid conflict between
the State and the Native people in the selection of public lands.

@) (A) On or before January 31 of each year, the Planning Com-
mission shall submit to the President of the United States, the Con-
gress, and the Governor and legislature of the State a written report
with respect to its activities during the preceding calendar year.

(B) The Planning Commission shall keep and maintain accurate
and complete records of its activities and transactions in carrying out
its duties under this Act, and such records shall be available for pub-
lic inspection.

(C) The principal office of the Planning Commission shall be
located in the State.

(@ (A) The United States shall be responsible for paving for any
fiscal year only 50 per centum of the costs of carrying out subsections
(@ and (b) for such fiscal vear. -

85 STAT. 708
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(B)  For the purpose of meeting the responsibility of the United\ppropriation.

States in carrying out the provisions of this section, there isauthorized
to be appropriated $1,500,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,1972,
and for each succeeding fiscal year.

(10) On or before May 30,1*976, the Planning Commission shall sub-
mit its final report to the President of the United States, the Congress,
and the Governor and Legislature of the State with respect to its
planning and other activities under this Act. together with its recom-
mendations for programs or other actions which itdetermines should
he taken or carried out by the United States and the State. The Com-
mission shall cease to exist effective December 31,1976.

(b)) The Planning Commission shall identify public easements
across lands selected by Village Corporations and the Regional Cor-
porations and at periodic points along the courses of major water-
ways which are reasonably necessary to guarantee international treaty
obligations, a full right of public use and access for recreation, hunting,
transportation, utilities, docks, and such other public uses as the
Planning Commission determines to be important.

(@) In identifying public easements the Planning Commission shall
consult with appropriate State and Federal agencies, shall review
proposed transportation plans, and shall receive and review statements
and recommendations from interested organizations and individuals
on the need for and proposed location of public easements: Provided,
That any valid existing right recognized by this Act shall continue
to have whatever right of access as isnow provided for under existing
law and this subsection shall not operate in any way to diminish or
limitsuii right of access.

(3) PriorTto granting any patient under this Act to the Village Cor-
poration and Regional Corporations, the Secretary® shall consult with
the State and the Planning Commission and shall reserve such public
easements as he determines are necessary .

(© In the event that the Secretary withdraws a utility and trans-
portation corridor across public lands in Alaska pursuant to his exist-
ing authority, the State, the Village Corporations and the Regional
Corporations shall not be permitted to select lands from the area
withdrawn. [ I | . - -

(d)(@) Public Land Order Numbered 4582, 34 Federal Register
1025, as amended, ishereby revoked. For a period of ninety days after
the date of enactment of this Act all unreserved public lands in Alaska
are hereby withdrawn from all forms of appropriation under the pub-
lic land laws, including the mining (except locations for metalliferous
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withdrawal .
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minerals) and the mineral leasing laws. During this period of time
the Secretary shall review the public lands in Alaska and determine
whether any portion of these lands should be withdrawn under author-
ity provided for in existing law to insure that the public interest in
these lands 1is properly protected. Any further withdrawal shall
require an affirmative act by the Secretary under his existing authority,
and the Secretary is authorized to classify or reclassify any lands so
withdrawn and to open such lands to appropriation under the public
land laws in accord with his classifications. Withdrawals pursuant to
this paragraph shall not affect the authority of the Village Corpora-
tions, the Regional Corporations, and the State to make selections and
obtain patents within the areas withdrawn pursuant to section 11.

@ (A) The Secretary, acting under authority provided for
existing law, isdirected to withdraw from all forms of appropriation
under Die public land laws, including the mining and mineral leasing

72 stat. 339. laws, and from selection under the Alaska Statehood Act, and from

48 030 selection by Regional Corporations pursuant to section 11, up to, but

prec. 21 note. _not to cxcee(j?eighty million acres of unreserved public lands in the
State of Alaska, including previously classified lands, which the Sec-
retary deems are suitable for addition to or creation as units of the
National Park, Forest, Wildlife Refuge, and Wi ld and Scenic Rivers
Systems:Provided, That such withdrawals shall not affect ";he author-
ity of the State and the Regional and Village Corporations to make
selections and obtain patents within the areas withdrawn pursuant to

section 11.
(B) Lands withdrawn pursuant to paragraph (A) hereof must &
Final with- withdrawn within nine months of the date of enactment of this Act.
duawal date. All unreserved public lands not withdrawn under paragraph (A) or

subsection 17(d) (1) shall be available for selection by the State and
for appropriation under the public land laws.

Report to (C) Every six months, for a period of two years from the date of

Congress. enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall advise the Congress of the
location, size and values of lands withdrawn pursuant to paragraph
(A) and submit his recommendations with respect to such lands. Any
lands withdrawn pursuant to paragraph (Al not recommended for
addition to or creation as units of the National Park, Forest, Wildlife
Refuge, and Wild and Scenic Rivers Systems at the end of the two
years shall be available for selection by the State and the Regional Cor-
porations, and for appropriation under the public land laws.

(D) Areas recommended by the Secretary pursuant to paragraph
(C) shall remain withdrawn from any appropriation under the-public
land laws until such time as the Congress acts on the Secretary”™ rec-
ommendations, but not to exceed five years from the recommendation
dates. The withdrawal of areas not so recommended shall terminate at

< theend of the two year period.

(E) Notwithstanding any other provision of this subsection, initial
identification of lands desired to be selected by the State pui“suant to
the Alaska Statehood Act and by the Regional Corporations pursuant
to section 12 of thisAct may be made within any areawithdrawn pur-

m suant to this subsection (d), but such lands shall not be tentatively,
approved or patented so long as the withdrawals of such areas remain
in effect: Provided, That selection of lands by .Village Corpora-

- - tions pursuant to section 12 of this Act shall not be affected by such

withdrawals and such lands.selected may be patented and such rights

granted as authorized by this Act. In the-event Congress enacts legis-
. - lation setting aside any areas withdrawn under the provisions of this -

- - - subsection which the Regional Corporations or the State desired to

<elect, then other unreserved public lands shall be made available for

< altemative selection.by the Regional Corporations and the State. Any
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INTERIOR DEPARTMENT SEEKS PUBLIC COMMENTS ON DRAFT REPORT REGARDING
OIL AND GAS POTENTIAL ON ARCTIC NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE

The coastal plain of the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge in Alaska 1is
"the most outstanding oil and gas frontier remaining in the United States,”
according to a draft report released to the public today by the Department of

the Interior.

William P. Horn, Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks,
said he was making the draft report and legislative environmental impact
statement (LEIS; on the oil and gas potential of the Arctic refuge available
for public review so that public comments can be considered before a final
report and LEIS are submitted to Congress next spring.

The report, "Arctic National Wildlife Refuge, Alaska, Coastal Plain
Resource Assessment,' predicts that the 1.5-million acre coastal plain area
within the 19-million-acre refuge could contain more than 29.4 billion barrels
of oil and 64.5 trillion cubic feet of gas in-place. The refuge coastal
plain, which constitutes about 8 percent of the Refuge, also has outstanding
wildlife values and is perhaps best known to the public as part of the calving
grounds for a large, migratory caribou herd. Other species us. ng the area
include musk oxen, polar and brown bears, and many kinds of migratory birds.

The Interio Department prepared the report to fulfill the requirements
of Section 1002(h) of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act
(ANILCA). Section 1002(h) required the Interior Department to study the
wildlife and energy values of the coastal plain and report to Congress on the
study results. Section 1002(h) also asked the Secretary of the Interior to
make recommendations to Congress concerning future management of the coastal
plain.

Since ANILCA was enacted in 1980, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has
studied the biological resources of the area extensively, and the U.S.
Geological Survey, the Bureau of Land Management, and exploration crews from
private industry have conducted surface geologic studies. Approximately 1300
gravity readings and more than 1300 line miles of seismic data also were
acquired by industry under special-use permits issued by the Fish and Wildlife
Service, which administers the refuge. The analyses of these biological and
geological data represent the efforts of more than 50 Interior Department

scientists.

(over)



Horn said the range of alternatives identified iIn the draft report
includes leasing the entire area for oil and gas development; leasing a limited
area; permitting additional exploration, including exploratory wells; taking
no action regarding oil and gas activity but including the area in the
comprehensive conservation planning process for the Arctic refuge; or
designating the coastal plain as wilderness. The report also examines the
potential environmental consequences of each alternative.

Horn said that, on the basis of the draft report®"s findings, he is
proposing to recommend that the entire coastal plain be made available for oil
and gas leasing, with necessary environmental safeguards. Horn"s proposed
recommendation is being circulated as a part of the draft report and LEIS for
public review and comment. He emphasized that the final recommendation to
Congress will be made by Secretary Hodel and that the final decision about
management of the area will be made by Congress.

"Based on the analyses presented, on the national need for domestic
sources of oil and gas, and on the ability of industry to minimize damage as
learned from oil and gas activities elsewhere in the Alaskan arctic, 1 am
proposing full leasing of the coastal®plain,* Horn said. "To afford the
special protection necessary to conserve the high natural resource values of
the coastal plain, the recommendation usks for authority to impose
restrictions to ensure environmental integrity during oil and gas operations.
Development must result iIn no unnecessary adverse effects, and unavoidable
habitat losses should be fully compensated.

Public comments are being solicited to assist Secretary Hodel in making
his final recommendation. Comments will be included as a part of the final
report and LEIS to Congress. By releasing the draft report and LEIS at this
time, the Interior Department iIs commencing the administrative requirements
imposed by the district court"s February 25, 1986, order 1in Trustees for
Alaska, et al. v. Donald Hodel, et al., (D.AK), a case brought under the
National Environmental Policy xct (NEPA) to challenge the Department®s plans
for the preparation of the report. The district court ruled that the
Department i~ required by NEPA to provide the public an opportunity to
participate in the preparation of the report “n advance of its submission to
Congress. The Department has appealed the district court"s order to the ninth
circuit court of appeals, but no decision on the appeal has been rendered yet.
In initiating the steps necessary under the court®s order to permit the
submission of the final report and LEIS by next spring, the Department does
not feel that its action makes the appeal moot.

Copies of the report may be obtained from Clay Hardy, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, 1011 East Tudor Road, Anchorage, Alaska 99503; or from
Noreen Clough, Division of Refuge Management, Room 2343, U.S. Department of
the Interior, 18ch and C Streets NW., Washington, DC 20240. Written comments
should be sent to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Attention; Division of
Refuge Management, 2343 Main Interior Building, 18th and C Streets NW.,
Washington, DC 20240, by January 20, 1987.

(continued)



The Fish and Wildlife Service plans to hold public meetings in Anchorage
and Kaktovik, Alaska, and Washington, DC, to receive public comments. The
Washington, DC, meeting will be held January 9, 1987, at 1:30 p.m., 1in the
Interior Building auditorium. Dates and locations of the Kaktovik and
Anchorage meetings will be announced at a later date.

The final report and LEIS is scheduled to be released to the public in
March 1987, after which it will be forwarded to Congress.



PRELIMINARY PETROLEUM RESOURCE APPRAISAL

OF THE

WILLIAM 0. DOUGLAS

ARCTIC WILDLIFE RANGE IN ALASKA

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

JULY 1980



Preliminary Petroleum Resource Appraisal
of the William 0. Douglas
Arctic Wildlife Range, Alaska
U.S. Department of the Interior

July 1980

Summary

The Department of the Interior has completed a preliminary petroleum
resource appraisal of the William 0. Douglas Arctic Wildlife Range as
requested by the Chairman of the U.S. Senate Committee on Fnergy and
Natural Resources. The appraisal was conducted by two teams of geologists
assembled by the U.S. Geological Survey, a Geologic Assessment Committee
and a Resource Appraisal Review Committee, using a methodology developed
for the economic and policy analysis of the National Petroleum Reserve

in Alaska (NPR-A).

The petroleum potential of the Wildlife Range is highly uncertain. With
no subsurface geologic and seismic data for that area, the appraisal is
based almost entirely on extrapolation from data acquired in areas
adjacent to the Range. The appraisal was further complicated because
the Wildlife Range may lie in a major geologic transition zone.

The results of the preliminary appraisal are a range of probabilities

that certain amounts of oil and gas in place exist in the Wildlife

Range. As shown in Table 1, there is a 50 percent chance that there®" ---,
would be at least 2.7 billion barrels of oil in place, a 5 percent

chance of 17.0 billion barrels of oil in place, and a 95 percent chance

of .16 billion barrels of oil in place. By way of comparison, the most
recent appraisal for the National Petroleum Reserve in Alaska, based

on suostantial geologic and seismic data, indicates a 50 percent chance \
that there would be 5.2 billion barrels of oil in place.

It must be emphasized that these estimates are for resources in place.
The average recovery rate for conv_ntional crude oil is about 52 percent.
However, based on speculation that oil in the Wildlife Range may be
heavier than conventional crude oils, only about 20 to"25 percent of
this oil might actually be recovered. Furthermore, no estimates have
been made of the probability that oil and gas might be discovered.

Geologic Assessment

rlethodoloqy. A Geological Assessment Committee, a team of geologists
with expertise in the geology and geophysics of northern Alaska, reviewed
all available surface geological data and magnetic anomaly data which
have been compiled over the years from field studies in the Wildlife
Range. The committee also examined all available geologic information:

on areas adjacent to the Wildlife Range, extending west of its boundaries



into the Prudhoe Bay area and eastward into Canada. Information relating
to the geology of the petroleum-producing areas of the Mackenzie Delta
and the Canadian part of the Beaufort Sea was provided by the Canadian
Geological Survey and Dome Petroleum of Canada. Through representation
on the Geological Assessment Committee, data were also provided by the
State of Alaska. The most recent seismic data collected by the USGS in
the Beaufort Sea offshore from the Wildlife Range was carefully reviewed
in light of the possible continuity of the geology onshore into the
Wildlife Range.

Wo subsurface geologic or seismic data exist for the Wildlife Range
itself. Subjective extrapolations of the geology to the west, co the
east, from offshore and from analogous areas had to be considered. The
diversity in the interpretations of the subsurface geology, in the
absence of subsurface data, and the related potentials for the probable
occurrence of petroleum, account for the large range in uncertainty in
the estimates.

Findings. The area of the Wildlife Range that may have petroleum lies
between the Brooks Range and the Beaufort Sea and covers roughly 3,000
square miles, or less than one-third of the total Wildlife Range (see
Figure 1). This area is about one-tenth the size of the National Petroleum
Reserve in Alaska, much of which is believed to have petroleum potential.
The potential sedimentary section may consist of from 15,000 feet to

25,000 feet of sediments in some parts of the Wildlife Range.

The Wildlife Range is located in an area where there may be a major
transition in the geology from a Mesozoic-Paleozoic rock sequence similar
to the Prudhoe Bay area to that of a major Tertiary sequence similar to
the geology of.the Canadian Mackenzie Delta-Beaufort Sea petroleum
province. Tnis generates two different sets of geologic scenarios and
great uncertainty as to which might actually exist. If the Mesozoic-
Paleozoic rock sequence similar to the Prudhoe Bay area should have a
major extension into the Wildlife Range, it is possible that Prudhoe
Bay-type conditions may exist. On the other hand, if the major Tertiary
rock sequence occurs similar to the conditions in Canada just east of
the Wildlife Range and to the geology immediately offshore in the
Beaufort Sea, then the conditions that provide the petroleum potential
of the Canadian Mackenzie Delta-Beaufort Sea areas may occur in the
Wildlife Range.

Resource Appraisal

Methodology. The methodology used for this preliminary petroleum resource
appraisal had earlier been developed by the Interior Department®s Office
of Minerals Policy and Research Analysis for use in the economic and
policy evaluation studies of the National Petroleum Reserve in Alaska.
These studies, required by Section 105(b) of the Naval Petroleum Reserves
Production Act of 1976, were used in developing recommendations to the
Congress on development of the Reserve.

-



This methodology first requires a determination of the number of possible
petroleum plays within the Range; subjective probability estimates

are then made of various geologic parameters to determine the number of
prospects that might exist in each play and which of those prospects
might contain oil and gas. The Geologic Assessment Committee defined 1G
plays within the Wildlife Range and compiled subjective estimates of the
values of each of the geologic parameters for each of the 10 plays.

These estimated geologic values were entered into a computer model to
calculate the petroleum resources.

A Resource Appraisal Committee, consisting of some of the geologists

from the Geological Committee and additional USGS staff knowledgeable in
resource appraisal methods andprocedures, then reviewed the geology and
geologic assessments of the 10possible petroleum plays. It also

reviewed and further refined the estimated distributions from the computer
model for each of the 10 individual playsand for the aggregated resource
estimates for the Wildlife Range.

Findings. As can be seen in Table 1, the wide range of geological
interpretations and the uncertainties that went into the resource
appraisal process are reflected in the range of probabilities for
occurrence of oil and gas. There is a 50 percent probability that at
least 2.7 billion barrels of oil are in place, a 95 percent chance of
.16 billion barrels and a 5 percent chanceof 17.03 billion barrels.
Similarly, estimates of gas inplace range from a 95 percent probability
of 1.4 trillion cubic feet (tcf) to a 5 percent probability of 33.9 tcf,
with a 50 percent chance that 8.4 tcf of gasare in place.

No estimates were made of the probabilityof actually finding the resources
nor were predictions made of recovery rates. The Geological Survey team

of geologists, however, indicated that recovery rates may be lower than

the average rate of recovery for conventional crude oil, which is normally
about 32 percent. They speculate that there may be heavier crude oils in
the Wildlife Range with recovery rates in the range of 20 to 25 percent.

Full documentation of the geologic data for each of 10 exploration plays for
the William 0. Douglas Arctic Wildlife Range and the individual resource
assessments for each of the plays are being prepared by the U.S. Geological
Survey and will be available upon request.

A play is defined as a geologic formation or stratigraphic unit consisting
of one or more prospects in a common or relatively homogeneous geologic
setting which can be explored for by using geological, geochemical, and
geophysical techniques. A prospect is a potential hydrocarbon accumulation,
or field.



TABLE 1

Preliminary Distribution of Estimated
Oil and Natural Gas Resources In Place
in the William 0. Douglas Arctic Wildlife Range
(June 1930)

Probability

that Quantity Oil In Place Gas In Place Barrels of Oil

is at Least (Billions of (Trillions of Equivalent In Place*
Given Value Barrels) cubic feet) (Billions of Barrels)

95% .16 1.44 .86

1.12 4.33 2.48

2.71 8.41 4.74

25% 5.87 15.14 8.52

5% 17.03 33.93 20.53

hean 4.85 11.90 6.94

Barrels of oil equivalent are obtained by converting the estimated
gas in place to the energy equivalent in oil and adding the resulting
value to the estimated oil in place.
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN THE
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
AND THE STATE OF ALASKA

.0 Parties.

The parties to this Memorandum of Understanding

hereinafter MOU) are:

1.1

1.2

The United States Department of the Interior
(hereinafter Interior), acting by and through

the Secretary of the Interior (hereinafter

the Secretary). As used in this MOU,

"Interior” means any of the component bureaus

and offices of Interior which has expertise 1in, or
responsibility for, oil and gas assessment or land
management, and which has a need for access to the data
and information subject to this MOU in connection with

the performance of the official business of Interior.

The State of Alaska (hereinafter Alaska),
acting by and through the Alaska Department
of Natural Resources (hereinafter DNR) and
the Commissioner of Natural Resources. As
used iIn this MOU, "DNR™ means the Division

of Geological and Geophysical Surveys
(hereinafter DGGS) or the Division of Oil and

Gas (hereinafter DO&G) or both and their line



precludes an agreement on oil and gas data
sharing between Interior and another division
or office within the Department of Natural

Resources or another state agency.

2.0 Premises.

2.1

Section 1002 of the Alaska National Interest
Lands Conservation Act of 1980 (hereinafter
ANILCA), 94 Stat. 2449, as amended by section
110 of Pub. L. 97-394, 96 Stat. 1982, 16
U.S.C. 8§ 3142, provides for a comprehensive
a.,d continuing inventory and assessment of
the fish and wildlife resources of the
coastal plain of the Arctic National

Wildlife Refuge (hereinafter ANWR). It also
authorizes surface geological and geophysical
exploration for oil and gas within the
coastal plain in a manner that avoids
significant adverse effects on the fish and
wildlife and other resources. As used 1In
this MOU, '"coastal plain” means the area
referred to in section 1002(b)(1) of ANILCA
and described in Appendix 1 to 50 C.F.R. Part

37.



2.2

2.3

Under 50 C.F.R. 8 37.53 any person authorized
pursuant to section 1002 of ANILCA and 50
C.F.R. Part 37 to conduct exploratory
activities on the coastal plain is required
to submit to the Regional Director, Region 7,
United States Fish and Wildlife Service
(hereinafter FWS) free of charge all data and
information obtained as a result of carrying
out such activities at the time and iIn the

form specified therein.

Section 1002(h) of ANILCA requires the
Secretary to submit to Congress, not earlier
than December 2, 1985 nor later than

September 2, 1986, a report containing:

2.3.1 The identification, by means other
than drilling of exploratory wells, of
those areas within the coastal plain
that have oil and gas production
potential and estimate of the volume

of the oil and gas concerned;

2.3.2 The description of the fish and
wildlife, their habitats, and other
resources that are within the areas

identified under paragraph 2.3.1;



2.3.3

2.3.4

2.3.5

2.3.6

An evaluation of the adverse effects
that the carrying out of further

exploration for, and the development
and production of, oil and gas within
such areas will have on the resources

referred to iIn paragraph 2.3.2;

A description of how such oil and gas,
iIT produced within such area, may he

transported to processing facilities;

An evaluation of how such oil and gas
relates to the national need for
additional domestic sources of oil and

gas; and

The recommendations of the Secretary
to Congress with respect to whether
further exploration for, and the
development and production of, oil and
gas within the coastal plain should be
permitted and, if so, what additional
legal authority 1Is necessary to ensure
that the adverse effects of such
activities on fish and wildlife, their
habitats, and other resources are

avoided or minimized.
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2.4

FWS, which has the lead responsibility within
Interior for administering the section 1002
program, has through a tripartite agreement
established interagency procedures enabling
It to use the technical assistance of the
Geological Survey (hereinafter GS) and the
Bureau of Land Management (hereinafter BLM)

in analyzing data and information obtained as
a result of exploratory activities authorized
by FWS pursuant to section 1002 of ANILCA

and iIn preparing the report to Congress
required by section 1002(h) of ANILCA. Under
the agreement, GS has the lead role in
providing assistance to FWS in completing
those portions of the report addressing the
requirements of section 1002(h)(1), and BLM
has the lead role 1in providing assistance

to FWS in completing those portions of the
report addressing the requirements of
sections 1002(h)(4) and (5). In addition,
FWS has delegated to the Alaska State
Director, BLM, the responsibility for the
storage, physical security, transfer, and
disclosure of such data and information, with
the stipulation that, whenever BLM transfers
any proprietary or confidential data to any

other agency or party, the transferee must



2.5

assume sole responsibility for maintaining

the confidentiality of such data at the time

of transfer.

DGGS and DO&G have the expertise to
determine, examine, classify and evaluate
geologic structures and mineral resource
production potential, including the oil and
gas production potential of ANWR. DGGS and
DO&G have developed an extensive professional
staff and the technical means and
methodologies for such evaluations, and have
already assembled some oil and gas data and
information for areas in and offshore of

Alaska adjacent to ANWR.

2.6 Under section 1003 of ANILCA, 94 Stat. 2452,

16 U.S.C. § 3143, oil and gas production,
leasing and any other development leading to
production within ANWR are prohibited until

authorized by an act of Congress.

2.7 The United States and Alaska each have

important and distinct interests which
will be affected by executive and

congressional decisions on the future



use and administration of ANWR. These
interests will best be served by seeking to
ensure that such executive and congressional
decisions are based upon information which is
as comprehensive and reliable as current
technology, data, science and law will allow.
Both Interior and DNR have access to
important oil and gas data and information
not readily available to the other.
Therefore, to the extent that Interior and
DNR share such data and information, each
agency"s knowledge and capacity to make sound
administrative decisions about the lands and
resources for which each is responsible will
be enhanced. It is the purpose of this MOU
to advance these governmental interests by
providing for the sharing of oil and gas data
and information and geophysical and
geological expertise and analyses to the
fullest extent permissible under Alaska and
federal law. By executing this MOU, it 1is
not Interior"s intent to seek, nor is it
DNR"s intent to offer, DNR"s advice or
recommendations on either the content of the
section 1002(h) report or on the Secretary"s

recommendations to Congress concerning any



further exploration for and development and
production of oil and gas within the

coastal plain. However, nothing iIn this

MOU is intended to preclude Alaska from
participating in public discussions over the
future use and management of the ANWR"s
coastal plain to the extent that Alaska®" . use
and disclosure of any oil and gas data and
information obtained by it pursuant to this
MOU are consistent with section 1002 of

ANILCA, 50 C.F.R. Part 37, and this MOU.

3.0 Authorities.

This MOU is authorized by 50 C.F.R. § 37.54(b)
and (c), AS 38.05.020, AS 41.08.040 and 11 AAC 96.220(2) and 1is

entered into with the following understandings with respect to

these authorities:

3.1 To the extent that under this MOU DNR
inspects and/or obtains any data and
information which qualifies as "raw data
and information™ as that term is defined in
50 C.F.R. 8 37.2(p), 50 C.F.R. 8§ 37.54(b)
shall govern DNR"s access to and use of such
data and information and DNR"s compliance

with the terms, and conditions of this MOU



3.2

shall be deemed to satisfy DNR's obligations
thereunder not to disclose such data and
information, and any interpretations and
analyses derived therefrom, to any third
party without Interior's consent. DNR shall
be liable to Interior and the permittee that
submitted such data and information to
Interior for any unauthorized disclosure

of such data and information and any
interpretations and analyses derived
therefrom which divulge confidential data
and information to and any unauthorized use
thereof by third parties. Whenever DAR
inspects and/or obtains such data and
information directly from the permittee,
rather than indirectly through Interior,
DNR's exercise of such direct access shall
constitute notice to the permittee of
Interior's disclosure of such data and
information to DNR.  Whenever DNR inspects
and/or obtains such data and information from
BLM, BLM shall, if practicable, give advance
notice of such disclosure to the permittee.

To the extent that under this MU D\R
inspects and/or obtains any data and
information which qualifies as "processed,
analyzed and interpreted data or information"



Data

(hereinafter processed data) as that term Iis
defined iIn 50 C.F.R. 8 37.2(0), 50 C.F.R. 8
37.54(c) shall govern DNR"s access to and use
of such processed data and DNR"s compliance
with paragraph 4.7 hereof shall be deemed to
constitute a proper request thereunder. DNR
shall be responsible for maintaining the
confidentiality of such processed data and
any interpretations and analyses derived
therefrom which divulge such processed data
in accordance with section 1002 of ANILCA, 50

C.F.R. Part 37, and this MOU.

and Information Sharing by Interior.

To the extent that Geophysical Service Inc.
(hereinafter GSI) 1is required by 50 C.F.R.

§ 37.53, 1its exploration plan or its special
use permit to submit such data to FWS without
charge, Interior hereby authorizes DNR to
obtain directly from GSI, provided that DNR
pays GSI for its costs in duplicating such
data and information, duplicates of all
processed data obtained by GSI as a result of
its exploration of the coastal plain pursuant
to section 1002 of ANILCA, including, but not

limited co, full-scale final stack and



4.2

migrated seismic sections, half-scale velfilt
seismic sections, half-scale velocity
analyses and its velocity tape with tape
format, processed gravity data, and shot-hole
sample geochemical and paleontological
analyses, and duplicates of all data, whether
raw or processed, obtained by GSI from its
exploration of the coastal plain which are
essential to DNR"s use of such processed
data, including, but not limited to, its
navigation tape with tape format and a

reproducible shot-point base map.

To the extent that International Technology,
Ltd. (hereinafter Itech) 1is required by 50
C.F.R. 8 37.53, 1its exploration or its
special use permit to submit such data to
FWS without charge, Interior hereby
authorizes DNR to obtain directly from
Itech, provided that DNR pays Iltech for

its costs in duplicating such data and
information, duplicates of all processed
data obtained by Itech as a result of its
exploration of the coastal plain pursuant to
section 1002 of ANILCA, including, but not
limited to, processed gravity data, and

duplicates of all data, whether raw or

11



4.3

4.4

processed, obtained by Itech from its
exploration of the coastal plain which are
essential to DNR"s use of such processed
data, including, but not limited to, its

navigation tape with tape format.

At its option, DNR may obtain duplicates
of the data and information described in
paragraphs 4.1 and 4.2 hereof directly from
BLM, provided that DNR pays BLM for its

duplication costs.

To the extent that DNR wishes to obtain from
GSI or Itech data and information obtained as
a result of 1i1ts exploration of the coastal
plain in a format or medium different than
that in which such data and information are
required to be submitted to FWS, DNR may
request GSI or Iltech to reproduce such data
and information iIn such format or medium,
provided that, if GSI or Itech grants DNR"s
request, DNR shall pay both the costs, if
any, for altering their format or medium and

the duplication costs.

12
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4.5

4.6

4.7

Nothing in this MOU shall be construed to
authorize DNR to obtain oil and gas data and
information obtained as a result of the
exploration of ANWR from other FWS
permittees, including, but not limited to,
the participants to GSI"s special use permit,
or to require such permittees to furnish such
data and information to DNR. In addition,
nothing in this MOU shall be construed to
limit DNR"s ability otherwise to obtain such
data and information iIn accordance with

applicable law.

Whenever arrangements can be made to the
mutual satisfaction of DNR and BLM or the
permittee actually furnishing DNR with access
to oil and gas data and information under the
terms and conditions of this MOU, DNR may, if
it wishes, inspect and use such data and
information on the premises of BLM or the

permittee.

Nothing iIn this MOU shall be construed

to require GSI, Itech, FWS, GS or BLM

automatically to share with DNR oil and

13



gas data and information obtained from
exploration of the coastal plain upon their
becoming available to that permittee or
bureau. Rather, in order to maintain
accountability and security, DNR shall in
writing notify GSI, Itech, or BLM, as
appropriate, whenever it wishes to inspect
and/or obtain duplicates of such data and
information iIn accordance with this MOU,
reasonably describe the data and information
to which it seeks access, and provide the
Alaska State Director, BLM, with an
informational copy of such notice. Upon
DNR"s request, BLM will assist DNR in
identifying oil and gas data and information
obtained from exploration of the coastal
plain pursuant to section 1002 of ANILCA
which DNR may wish to obtain under paragraphs
4.1, 4.2, 4.3 and 4.4 hereof. Upon the
receipt of DNR"s written notice and
description, the appropriate permittee or BLM
shall within 30 days therefrom, if
practicable, make the requested data and
information available to DNR in the manner
requested by DNR, 1i.e., by affording DNR the
opportunity Lo inspect if the requirements of

paragraph 4.6 hereof have been satisfied, or

14



by providing duplicates of such data and
information if the requirements of paragraph
4.1, 4.2, 4.3 or 4.4 hereof, whichever
paragraph is applicable, have been satisfied,
or both. Whenever DNR inspects or receives
duplicates of any data and information from a
permittee pursuant to this MOU, DNR shall
thereafter promptly provide the Alaska State
Director, BLM, with an itemized inventory of
such data and information which has been
verified and countersigned by the entity
disclosing such data and information to DNR.
Whenever DNR inspects or receives duplicates
of any data and information from BLM pursuant
to this MOU, BLM shall make an itemized
inventory of such data and information which
shall be verified and countersigned by

DNR. BLM shall provide a copy of such
countersigned inventory to the permittee(s)
that originally submitted the data and
information covered thereby to FWS as soon

thereafter as is practicable.

Nothing in this MOU shall be construed to
require Interior to exercise any authority or
remedy available to it to obtain data and

information required to be submitted to it by



5.0

4.9

Data

5.1

section 1002 of ANILCA and 50 C.F.R. Part 37
in order to enable it to perform its
obligations to DNR under this MOU or to
ensure that it does iIn fact perform such

obiigations.

Nothing iIn this MOU shall be construed to
require or affect the sharing by Interior
with Alaska of any oil and gas data and
information which may be obtained from any
area within ANWR and submitted to Interior
pursuant to any legislation that may
hereafter be enacted by Congress to permit
any further exploration for or development or

production of oil and gas within ANWR.

and Information Sharing by Alaska.

DNR shall use its best efforts to provide
Interior to the maximum extent possible

with access to all oil and gas data and
information obtained from state and private
lands, including, but not Hlimited to all
geological, geophysical, geochemical and
paleontological data and information, and all
ancillary data and information, such

engineering and economic data, whether such

16



data and information were submitted to Alaska
by a state contractor, permittee, licensee,
or lessee, or derived by Alaska or its agent
from data and information so submitted, which
are not required to be held confidential by
DNR under state law or the terms of any
permit or any agreement to which Alaska 1is a
party, and which in the judgment of Interior
are relevant to the evaluation and adminis-
tration of the hydrocarbon resources of
federal lands within Alaska and of the
federal Outer Continental Shelf offshore of
Alaska. DNR shall provide such access to
Interior by cooperating iIn the identification
of the existence and location of such data
and information, permitting Interior to
inspect such data and information on DNR"s
premises or, 1i1f mutually satisfactory
arrangements can be made between Interior and
the person or organization submitting them,
on the submitter’s premises, and providing
Interior with such duplicates thereof as
Interior may request, provided that Interior
pays the costs of duplicating any materials
normally not distributed to the public or
Interior free of charge. DNR shall provide

Interior with access in the manner requested

17



5.2

by Interior to such data and information in
its possession within 30 days, if practi-
cable, of receiving Interior®s request
therefor. However, 1f DNR has already
provided duplicates of the requested data and
information to a component bureau or office
of Interior and there is no limitation or
prohioition on the subsequent transfer of
such data and information within Interior,
DNR may meet 1its obligations under this
paragraph by notifying the requesting bureau
or office within 30 days, 1if practicable, of
the 1identity and location of the Interior
bureau or office to which such duplicates
have already been provided. Where the data
and information described herein are held by
another agency, DNR shall, at Interior"s
request, use its best efforts to assist
Interior iIn obtaining access thereto from

that agency,

DNR shall use its best efforts to assist
Interior iIn obtaining access to all oil and
gas data and information obtained from state
and private lands which are required to be
held confidential under state law or the

terms of any permit or any agreement to which

18



Alaska 1is a party, 1including, but not limited
to, all confidential geological, geophysical,
geochemical and paleontological data and
information, all confidential ancillary data
and i1nformation, such as engineering and
economic data and information, and all

data and information derived from such
confidential data which must also be held
confidential under state law or the terms of
any permit or any agreement to which Alaska
IS a party because they divulge the original
confidential data and information from which
they were derived, that in the judgment of
Interior are relevant to the evaluation and
administration of the hydrocarbon resources
of federal lands within Alaska and of the
federal Outer Continental Shelf offshore of
Alaska. Such assistance shall, upon
Interior®"s request, include cooperating 1in
the i1dentification of the existence and
location of such data and information to the
extent that DNR is able to do so without
divulging data and information required to be
held confidential under state law or the
terms of any permit or agreement to which
Alaska is a party? 1identifying the person or

organization thought to have the authority to



waive or modify any provisions of state law
or the terms of any permit or any agreement
to which Alaska 1i1s a party which would
otherwise preclude or inhibit Interior®s
access to and use of such data and
information, including, but not limited to,
provisions relating to the requirement for
the submitter®s consent to such disclosure,
the identity of the bureaus to which such
data and information can be disclosed, the
site of inspection, duplication, and

other procedures for disclosure; and
cooperating in the development and/or
negotiation of such waivers or modifications
and stipulations concerning Interior®s

use and disclosure of such data and
information with the appropriate persons and
organizations. Where such data and
information are held by another state agency,
DNR shall, at Interior"s request, use Iits
best efforts to help Interior to obtain that
agency"s assistance 1In obtaining access to
such data and information. DNR shall provide
such assistance as is requested by Interior
under this paragraph within 30 days, if
practicable, of receiving Interior®s request.

Nothing in this paragraph shall require DNR

20



or any other Alaska state agency to disclose
confidential data or information to Interior
unless state law or the terms of permit or
any agreement to which Alaska is a party
permits such disclosure or a valid waive*. of
state confidentiality requirements has been

obtained.

At Interior™s request, DNR shall provide
Interior with its appraisal of the oil and
gas production potential of the ANWR"s
coastal plain, which appraisal shall include
DNR"s identification of the areas within the
coastal plain thought to have oil and gas
production potential and its estimates of the
volume of oil and gas iIn such areas, and a
description of the methodology and sources of
information used to arrive at such appraisal.
Unlless Interior otherwise stipulates to a
later date or dates by 30 days advance notice
to DNR, DNR shall provide such appraisal to
Interior no earlier than January 1, 1986, and
no later than March 1, 1986. In addition, at
the time of DNR"s disclosure of its appraisal
to Interior, all reports setting forth,
summarizing, and explaining DNR"s appraisal

then in existence shall be provided to



Interior and any additional reports,

revisions and supplements thereto as may at
any time thereafter be prepared for a period
up to two years TfTollowing the termination of
this MOU pursuant to paragraph 9.8 hereof,
which use or reflect data and information
obtained by Alaska under this MOU, shall be
provided to Interior as soon as possible,
provided, however, that DNR may segregate and
delete therefrom any specific data and
information required to be held confidential
under state law or the terms of any permit or
any agreement to which Alaska is a party.

DNR will use its best efforts to prepare such
appraisal, reports, revisions and supplements
thereto iIn a manner such as to facilitate,
and to obtain whatever waivers of state
confidentiality requirements that are
necessary to facilitate, their maximum
disclosure to Interior, while at the same
time maintaining their credibility. To the
extent that such appraisal, reports,
revisions or supplements divulge data and
information submitted to FWS under section

1002 of ANILCA, Interior shall apply the same



measure of confidentiality thereto as it 1is
required to apply to the underlying section

1002 data or derivative information.

Any appraisal, report, revision or supplement
thereto generated by Alaska which concerns
the oil and gas production potential of the
ANWR"s coastal plain will not be disclosed by
Alaska to any person or entity outside of the
government of the State of Alaska other than
Interior until after the Secretary has
formally submitted to Congress the report
required by section 1002(h) of ANILCA, and in
no event shall Alaska disclose to any person
or entity other than Interior in such
appraisal, report, or revision or supplement
thereto any data or information obtained by
Alaska pursuant to this MOU which are
required by federal law or this MOU to be
held confidential. Before Alaska discloses
any such appraisal, report, revision or
supplement thereto to any person or entity
outside of the government of the State of
Alaska other than Interior, Alaska shall
afford Interior the opportunity to review it
for the purpose of commenting on whether in

Interior®s judgment such document divulges



data or iInformation obtained by Alaska
pursuant to this MOU which are required by
federal law or this MOU to be held

conf idential.

6.0 Consultation.

It is agreed that intergovernmental consultation may enhance
the quality of mi.ieral resource assessments performed by both
Interior and Alaska. Accordingly, it is agreed that, upon the
effective date of this MOU, personnel of Alaska and Interior
authorized to have access to any confidential oil and gas data
and information that are covered by this MOU will beavailable to
consult with each other with regard to the iInterpretation and
analysis of those data and information which are authorized to be

shared under this MOU.

7.0 Confidentiality.

7.1 To the extent permitted by law, Alaska
and Interior each agree to maintain the
confidentiality of any data or information
obtained from the other pursuant to this

MOU, which are required by the laws of
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the party transferring such data or
information to be held confidential, 1in
accordance with the requirements for
preserving such confidentiality applicable

to the transferring party and this MOU. In
addition, Alaska shall not make any
commjrcial use of, or allow any person or
entity who obtains such data or information
from Alaska to use for any commercial

purpose, including, but not limited to,
participation in a lease sale including the
area from which such data or information were
obtained, any data or information required to
be submitted to FWS by 50 C.F.R. S 37.53 and

obtained by Alaska pursuant to this MOU.

DNR and Interior each shall use such
standards of care for maintaining the
security and confidentiality of any data

and information shared under this MOU which
are required to be held confidential by the
laws of the transferring party as are
equivalent to or more stringent than the
standards and procedures for maintaining the
security of Proprietary/Confidential
Information sat forth in BLM Manual Section

1273, a copy of which is attached hereto as
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Appendix 1 and incorporated herein, to the
extent that such BLM standards and procedures
are not inconsistent with this MOU, section
1002 of ANILCA or 50 C.F.R. Part 37.
Whichever DNR division initially receives
such data or information from Interior or a
FWS permittee pursuant to this MOU and
whichever Interior bureau initially receives
such data or information from Alaska or a
state contractor, permittee, licensee or
lessee pursuant to this MOU shall be regarded
as the "Office of Control™, as that terra is
used iIn BLM Manual Section 1273, for those
data or information. DGGS and DO&G may share
confidential data and information obtained
pursuant to this MOU with each other and with
their line supervisors within the government
of the State of Alaska, but DGGS, DO&G, and
their line supervisors shall not divulge such
data and information, and any interpretations
and analyses derived therefrom which divulge
such data and information, to any other
division or office within the Department of
Natural Resources or any other state agency

without obtaining Interior”s prior written



consent and without giving prior written
notice to the FWS permittee that originally
acquired such data and information. Upon
request, Alaska and Interior shall each be
provided theopportunity to review and comment
upon the facilities, standards and procedures
the other uses for maintaining the security
and confidentiality of such data and

information.

7.3 DNR and Interior each shall, upon written
request, promptly provide to the other a list
showing the name, title, organization and
locale of each person authorized to have
access to or use any data or information
obtained under this MOU which are required by
the laws by the transferring party to be held
confidential, and describing for each person
listed the type of data and information to

which 3uch person is authorized to have

access oOr use.

8.0 Retention of Data and Information.

Any data or information obtained by DNR or Interior pursuant
to this MOU may be retained and used by each to carry out its

authorized activities, subject to the continuation cf all



applicable obligations established hereunder concerning the
confidentiality and commercial use of such data or information.
Such data and information may be destroyed whenever in the
judgment of the party possessing them they are no longer needed,
provided that, when data or iInformation required to be held
confidential under the terms and conditions of this MOU are being
destroyed, such party documents the dates of their destruction,
the specific data or information destroyed, whether thereare any
remaining copies thereof under that party®s control, and, ifso,

by whom they are possessed.

9.0 Other Administrative Matters.

9.1 Alaska agrees to be responsible for its own
acts and the results thereof, and assumes all
risk and liability to itself, its agencies,
officers, employees, and agents, Interior,
iIts. officers and employees, GSI and Itech,
and their officers and employees, for any
injury to any person, organization or
property resulting in any manner from the
conduct of its own operations, and the
operations of 1its agencies, officers,
employees or agents, under the MOU, and for
any loss, cost, damage or expense resulting
at any time from any and all causes due to

any act or acts, negligence, or the failure
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to exercise proper precautions, of or by
itself or its agencies, officers, employees
or agents while using any data or information
or otherwise acting under or pursuant to thi3
MOU . In any action commenced against Alaska
pursuant to this paragraph, Alaska shall not
raise as a defense any claim of sovereign
immunity or any claim that any officer,
employee or agent who revealed data or
information required foy this MOU to be held
confidential was acting outside the scope of
his employment or agency in revealing such
data or information. Interior™s liability
shall be governed by the provisions of the
Federal Tort Claims Act, as amended, 28

U.S.C. S 2671 et seq- (1982).

The parties agree that non-compliance with
this MOU on the part of either party hereto
shall be subject to those judicial remedies

available at law and iIn equity.

The parties may severally and jointly take
those steps that are necessary and proper to
carry out the intent of this MOU, provided
that they are not contrary to this MOU or

applicable law.



9.4

9.5

9.6

9.7

9.8.

Implementation of this MOU shall be subject
to the availability of appropriated funds and
personnel. Each party shall bear its own

costs for implementing this MOU.

This MOU shall be modified only by a written

document executed by both parties hereto.

No member of or delegate to Congress, or
resident commissioner, shall be admitted to
any share or part of this MOU or to any
benefit that may arise therefrom; but thi3
provision shall not be construed to extend to
this MOU if made with a corporation for its

general benefit.

This MOU shall be effective on that date upon
which the last of the signatories hereto

signs the MOU.

This MOU may be terminated by written notice
of either party to the other party hereto at
any time after the Secretary formally submits
the report required by section 1002(h) of
ANILCA to Congress, provided that, as to any
data or information obtained hereunder, those

terms and conditions of the MOU concerning
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the confidentiality and commercial use
thereof shall continue in effect until the
underlying laws on which they are based are
no longer applicable to such data or
information, and provided further that such
termination shall not extinguish any claims

or remedies accruing hereunder.

THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT

OF THE INTERIOR

February 19, 198S

(Date) By: Donald Paul Hodel

Secretary of the Interior

THE STATE OF ALASKA

March 5, 1985

(Date) By: Esther C. Wunnicke

Coraraissioner of Natural

Resources

Attachment
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PECE've™ I__G-RH _ filed

DEC 23 1986
UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE NINTH CIRCUIT O AR

TRUSTEES FOR ALASKA, et al.,
Plain tiffs-Appellees,

No. 86-3738

Vs,
DC No. CV-A-85-551

DONALD P. HODEL, Secretary,

United States Department of the OPINION

Interior, et al._,

Defendants-Appellants.

Argued and Submitted:
September 3, 1986 — Anchorage, Alaska

Before: Joseph T. Sneed, Anthony M. Kennedy and
Charles E. Wiggins, Circuit Judges.

Appeal from the United States District Court
for Alaska
Laughlin E. Waters, District Judge, Presiding

WIGGINS, Circuit Judge:

Lection 1002(h) of the Alaska National Interest Lands
Conservation Act (ANILCA) , 16 U.S.C. 8§ 3142(h) , concerns the
resources of the 1.5 million acre coastal plain of the Arctic
National Wildlife Refuge (ANWR). Section 1002(h) requires that
the Secretary of Interior (Secretary) submit a report to Congress
(1002 report) containing: (@D specific information about
potential oil and gas production and fish and wildlife within the

coastal plain of~e ANWR; and (@ recommendations concerning
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possible exploration, development, and production of oil and gas
within the coastal plain, and what additional legal authority
would be necessary to protect fish and wildlife if such
development were to take place.17. The Secretary had five years
and nine months from the effective date of the statute to complete
the 1002 report, which was due no later than September 2, 1986.2/
The Secretary and the Fish and Wildlife Service seek review
of the district court®"s order enjoining them from submitting the
1002 report to Congress until they comply with the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, 42 U.S.C. 88 4321-4370(a)
(NEPA), and its implementing regulations. The Secretary and the
Service contend that: "1) the environmental gr :ups lack standing;
(2) the 1issues are not ripe for review; and (3 NEPA and its
implementing regulations do not require public comment on a
legislative proposal before its submission to Congress. We

disagree on all three grounds and affirm.

BACKGROUND

On October 2, 1985, five environmental groups -- Trustees for
Alaska, American Wilderness Alliance, Defenders of Wildlife,
Northern Alaskan Environmental Center, and the Wilderness Society
(the Trustees) - filed an action Tfor declaratory and injunctive
relief against the Department of Interior, the Secretary, the Fish
and Wildlife Service, and the Director and Regional Director of
the Fish and Wildlife Service (the Department). The Trustees

sought a declaration requiring the Department to submit an
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environmental impact statement (EIS) pursuant to section 102(2)(©
of NEPA, 42 U.S.C. 8 4332(2) (C), before the Secretary submitted
the 1002 report to Congress. The Trustees also sought a mandatory
injunction requiring that the Secretary follow all necessary
public participation procedures in preparing the EIS. The
Trustees alleged that under NEPA and the regulations of the
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), the Department must
circulate a draft EIS for public notice and comment before
submitting the 1002 report to Congress. Finally, the Trustees
alleged that the Department failed to comply with the Freedom of
Information Act (FOIA) , 5 U.S.C. § 552."»

All parties filed motions for partial summary judgment on the
NEPA claims. In the amended answer, the Department alleged that
it would prepare a legislative environmental impact statement
(LEIS), but would not circulate tne 1002 report and LEIS for
public comment until the report was submitted to Congress. After
oral argument, the district court granted the Trustees®™ motion for
partial summary judgment. The court determined that the
Department™s decision to submit the 1002 report and LEIS without
first providing an opportunity for public notice and comment
violated NEPA and its implementing regulations. “The court”s order
3irected the Department to prepare a draft 1002 report and LEIS,
and provide for full public review and comment of the draft
documents. The order further directed the Department to respond

0 and #@incorporate the public comments and suggestions into the
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report. The court ordered the Department to publish its responses

locally before or at vhe time it released the final 1002 report.
The district court determined that there was no just reason

for delay and entered judgment for the Trustees pursuant to Fed.

R. L. /. p. 54(b) on March 6, 1986. The Department filed a timely

notice of appeal on April 4, 1986.

ANALYSIS

Standard Of Review
Wo review the district court®s grant of partial summary
judgment do novo. See Lo-jek v. Thomas. 716 F.2d 675, 677 (9th
C;r. 1983) . We review the Secretary"s action to see if It was
"arbitrary, capricious, an abuse of discretion, or . . . without
observance of procedure required by law.”™ 5 U.S.C. 88 706(2) (A/,
(D); see Sagebrush Rebellion, Inc. v. Hodel. 790 F.2d 760, 763

(9th Cir. 1986) .

11
Stand ing

The Department contends that the Trustees lack standing
because actual or potential iImpairment of their members® use of
the coastal plain can only be accomplished by Congress choosing to
eliminate the current statutory prohibitions against gas and oil
development iIn the ANWR. The Department argues that mere
speculation on the contents of the 1002 report and its effect on

Congress does not confer standing.
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The Department®s characterization of this case 1Is incorrect.
The Trustees alleged iIn their complaint that their members had a
procedural right under NEPA and the CEQ regulations to comment on
the LEIS and 1002 report before the Secretary submits the report
to Congress. The Trustees have standing to challenge alleged
agency violations of these procedural rights. See Western Oil &
Gas Ass"n v. EPA, 633 F.2d 803, 808 n.4 (9th Cir. 1980); Citv of
Davis v. Coleman, 521;F.2d 661, 671-72 (9th Cir. 1975).

1
Ripeness

The Department contends that the issues raised by the
Trustees®™ claimed rights to comment on the draft LEIS are not
ripe. It argues that the 1002 report may recommend that Congress
take no action concerning the coastal plain. As current law
prohibits production of gas and oil iIn the ANWR, 15 U.S.C. § 3143,
the no-action recommendation would mean that the 1002 report would
not contain a "proposal for legislation.” If the report does not
contain a "proposal for legislation,”™ then no LEIS 1is required
under NEPA, see 42 U.S.C. 8 4332(2)(C), and the Trustees"™ claims
are not ripe.

The doctrine of ripeness is intended 'to prevent the courts,
through avoidance of premature adjudication, from entangling
themselves iIn abstract disagreements over administrative policies,
and also to protect the agencies from judicial interference until
an administrative decision has been formalized and its effects

felt In a concrete way by the challenging parties.”™ Abbott
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Laboratories v. Gardner, 387 U.S. 136, 148-49 (1967). Ripeness
requires an evaluation of "the fitness of the issues for judicial
decision and the hardship to the parties of withholding court
consideration.”™ Id. at 149. A claim is fit for decision if the
issues raised are primarily legal and do not require further
factual development and the challenged action 1is final. See
Friedman Brothers Investment Co. v. Lewis. 676 F.2d 1317, 1319
(9th Cir. 1982) .

Under Abbott Laboratories, this case is ripe for review. The
disagreement here 1is concrete. The Department will not provide
presubmission public review and comment. Its decision is clear
and final and the issue 1iIs therefore fit for judicial review.
Moreover, a denial of review at this point may impose substantial
hardship on the Trustees. Once Congress acts on the information
submitted to it, the Trustees will lose their right to comment on
the draft LEIS at the administrative level.

The Department is being less than candid in arguing that the
1002 report may not contain a "proposal for legislation.” The
Department has already decided to provide an LEIS with the 1002
report, presumably because it expects the 1002 report to contain a
"proposal for legislation."4~ Further, an LEIS appears necessary,
because the no-action alternative 1is unlikely. The express
language of section 1002(h) provides for a five-year study and
requires specific recommendations on the future use of the coastal
plain. Since the purpose of the 1002 report is to determine

either to allow further oil and gas development or to designate
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the coastal plain for wilderness preservation, see S. Rep. No.
413, 96th Cong., 2d Sess. 240-41, reprinted in 1980 U.S. Code
Cong. & Ad. News 5070, 5184-85, the report will likely recommend
some change in the status quo and so will likely contain a
"proposal for legislation ."5/ Waiting until the Department
actually submits the 1002 report to Congress could cause the
Trustees to lose their claimed rights to presubmission comment.
Waiting 1is also unnecessary in"view of the Department®s decision

to submit an LEIS with the report.6/

v
Procedural Rights Under NEPA

NEPA 1is essentially a procedural statute designed to insure
that environmental issues are given proper consideration in the
decisionmaking process. See City of Davis v. Coleman. 521 F .2d
661, 670 (9th Cir. 1975). Section 102(2)(©) of NEPA requires
agencies to include a detailed environmental iImpact statement with
"proposals for legislation and other major federal actions
significantly affecting the quality of the human environment

42 U.S.C. 8 4332(2)(). Congress has directed that the
policies, regulations, and public laws of the United States shall
be interpreted and administered iIn accordance with the policies of
NEPA "to the fTullest extent possible.”™ 42 U.S.C. 8§ 4332; Lathan
v. Brineaar. 506 F.2d 677, 687 (9th Cir. 1974) (en banc).

By Executive Order, the CEQ issued regulations to federal
agencies fTor implementing NEPA. Exec. Order No. 11991, 42 Fed.

Reg. 26,967 (1977). The CEQ regulations are binding on all
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federal agencies and provide formal guidance to the courts for
interpreting NEPA requirements. 43 Fed. Reg. 55,978 (1978). The
CEQ1s interpretation of NEPA is entitled to substantial deference.
Andrus v. Sierra Club. 442 U.S. 347, 358 (1979) . Thus, the
Trustees may have a right to comment on the draft LEIS before the
Secretary submits the 1002 report to Congress if the CEQ
regulations require such a procedure.

A. Modified Procedures for Legislative Proposals

The CEQ regulations provide for several stages iIn the
preparation of an EIS. Generally, an agency must prepare a draft
EIS and obtain comments on the draft from the appropriate federal
agency. 40 C.F.R. 8 1503.1 (1985). An agency must also request
comments from state and local agencies, and the public, and
affirmatively solicit comments from interested or affected persons
and organizations. Id. In preparing a final EIS an agency must
consider and respond to the comments. 40 C.F.R. § 1503.4 (1985).
The comments must be included with the final EIS. 1d.

Section 1506.8 establishes a modified procedure for preparing
an EIS on legislative proposals. Except for specified exceptions,
section 1506.8 permits an agency to transmit a single LEIS to
Congress and to federal, state, and local agencies, and the public
for review and comment. No final, revised EIS is necessary.

43 Fed. Reg. 55,978, 55,987 (1978).
B. Exception to Modified Procedures for Study Processes
The Trustees contend that the proposal here falls within one

af the specified exceptions set forth iIn section 1506.8 and
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federal agencies and provide formal guidance to the courts for
interpreting NEPA requirements. 43 Fed. Reg. 55,978 (1978). The
CEQ1s interpretation of NEPA is entitled to substantial deference.
Andrus v. Sierra Club. 442 U.S. 347, 358 (1979). Thus, the
Trustees may have a right to comment on the draft LEIS before the
Secretary submits the 1002 report to Congress if the CEQ
regulations require such a procedure.

A. Modified Procedures for Legislative Proposals

The CE2 regulations provide for several stages iIn the
preparation of an EIS. Generally, an agency must prepare a draft
EIS and obtain comments on the draft from the appropriate federal
agency. 40 C.F.R. 8 1503.1 (1985). An agency must also request
comments from state and local agencies, and the public, and
affirmatively solicit comments from iInterested or affected persons
and organizations. Id.. In preparing a final EIS an agency must
consider and respond to the comments. 40 C.F.R. 8§ 1503.4 (1985).
The comments must be included with the final EIS. Id.

Section 1506.8 establishes a modified procedure for preparing
an EIS on legislative proposals. Except for specified exceptions,
section 1506.8 permits an agency to transmit a single LEIS to
Congress and to federal, state, and local agencies, and the public
for review and comment. No final, revised EIS is necessary.

43 Fed. Reg. 55,978, 55,987 (1978).
B. Exception to Modified Procedures for Study Processes
The Trustees contend that the proposal here falls within one

of the specified exceptions set forth iIn section 1506.8 and
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therefore the Department must provide presubmission public
comment.  Subsection 1506.8(b) (2) (ii) provides that proposals
resulting from a "study process required by statute" must follow
the normal draft/final procedures established in section 1503.

The Department contends that the 1002 report is not a "study
process required by statute" within the meaning of the
regulations. It asks the court to contrast the 1002 report with
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act', 16 U.S.C. 8§ 1271-1287, and the
Wilderness Act, 16 U.S.C. 88 1131-1136, the two examples of a
"study process” given in subsection 1506.8(h) (2) (ii) . The
Department contends that unlike section 1002(h), these Acts
require outside participation in formulating their respective
studies. Here, the Department argues, Congress does not desire
outside participation but has specifically requested information
and recommendations from the Secretary alone. ®

We find that section 1002(h) is a study process required by
statute under subsection 1506.8(b) (2) (11)- Section 1002(h)
contains a "study process" within the ordinary meaning of the
term.  Section 1002(h) sets forth detailed requests for
information that require research, and grants the Secretary five
years and nine months in which to gather the information and
present it to Congress. The example Acts contain similar requests
for information within set time frames and also require submission
of various reports to Congress. See 16 U.S.C. 8§ 1132, 1136,
1275(a). The detailed research request and the extended time
provided for that research in section 1002(h) convinces us |

- 9 -
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that the 1002 report is part of a "study process required by
statu te.""

Moreover, the CEQ regulations make clear that the main reason
for following a modified procedure for legislative statements 1is a
concern that the LEIS be submitted to Congress before Congress
acts. In its summary of major innovations in the regulations, the
CEQ states that the regulations provide accelerated procedures for
legislative proposals "to fit better with Congressional
schedules.”™ 43 Fed. Reg. 55,978, 55,979 (1978). In its comments
to section 1506.8, the CEQ states that the timing of votes and
hearings for legislative proposals is not within the agency®s
control. 43 Fed. Reg. 55,978, 55,988 (1978). Section 1500.5(>
states that agencies shall reduce delay by using accelerated
procedures for proposals for legislation. 40 C.F.R. § 1500.5Q()
(1985) . This time concern does not exist when a "study process”
includes a set time frame that permits the agency to anticipate
and plan for congressional schedules. In fact, it is doubtful
that when Congress specifically requests information and
recommendations from an agency iIn the context of a study process -
- as it did here and iIn the two example Acts — that Congress will
act without the agency"s report.

Congress requires federal agencies to comply with the
policies of NEPA to the fullest extent possible. 42 U.S.C.
5 4332. One of the policies of NEPA is to encourage and
facilitate public involvement in decisions concerning

anvironmental issues. 40 C.F.R. 8 1500.2(d) (1985). In fact, the

10
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CEQ regulations interpret NEPA to require public comment

generally. See, e.g.. 40 C.F.R. 88 1500.1(b), 1500.2(b), (@),
1503.1, 1506.6. The modified procedures for legislative proposals
appear to be a narrow exception, not the norm. In view of the |
stated purpose of NEPA, we hold that the Department failed to

comply with subsection 1506 .8(b) (@ (ii) by deciding to submit the

1002 "report without an opportunity for public comment.

\Y
Attorneys” Fees

The claim by the Trustees for attorneys®™ fees is denied. The $

claim is made under the Equal Access to Justice Act (EAJA), 28 J
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U.S.C. § 2412(d). EAJA provides that attorneys®™ fees are

available to a prevailing party in a civil action against the

United States unless ™"the position of the United States was

substantially justified.”™ 28 U.S.C. § 2412(d)(1)(A). Although we

rule against the Department, it argued forcefully and well for its

position. Its position was at all times justified, although
erroneous.
AFFIRMED.

- 11 -
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FOOTNOTES

Section 1002(h) provides:

Not earlier than five years after
December 2, 1980, and not later than five
years and nine months after such date, the
Secretary shall prepare and submit to Congress
a report containing—

(@D the identification by means other
than drilling of exploratory wells of those
areas within the coastal plain that have oil
and gas production potential and estimate of
the volume of the oil and gas concerned;

(@ the description of the fish and
wildlife, their habitats, and other resources
that are within the areas i1dentified under

paragraph (1);

(3 an evaluation of the adverse effects
that the carrying out of further exploration
for, and the development and production of,
oil and gas within such areas will have on the
resources referred to iIn paragraph (2);

(4@ a description of how such oil and
gas, 1If produced within such area, may be
transported to processing facilities;

(B) an evaluation of how such oil and gas
relates to the national need for additional
domestic sources of oil and gas; and

() the recommendations of the Secretary
with respect to whether Tfurther exploration
for, and the development and production of,
oil and gas within the coastal plain should be
permitted and, if so, what additional legal
authority Iis necessary to ensure that the
adverse effects of such activities on fish and
wildlife, their habitats, and other resources
are avoided or minimized.

16 U.S.C § 3142(h).
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2/ The Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks
stated in a letter to the Chairman of the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs that the Secretary intends to withhold action
on the 1002 report until the outcome of this case.

3/ The complaint consists of two counts: the first count
alleges NEPA violations and the second count alleges violations of
FOIA. At the time of this appeal, the FOIA claim and additional
FOIA claims contained in the amended complaint are still pending
before the trial court.

a” The Department intends to prepare an LEIS, which will be
integrated 1into the 1002 report.

5/ The congressional request for specific recommendations within
a specific region distinguishes this case from Klegoe v. Sierra
Zlub. Tne 427 U.S. 390 (1976), a case 1in which the Court
determined that the contemplation of a project 1is insufficient to
require an EIS under NEPA. It is also significant that here the
Secretary has already agreed to submit an LEIS, thus disposing of
the Court®"s concern in Klecoe that premature and unnecessary

statements will be filed. 427 U.S. at 406.

5/ The Department relies on Bennett Hills Grazing Ass"n v.
Jnited States. 600 F .2d 1308, 1309 (9th Cir. 1979), for its
argument that this case is not ripe. This court®"s decision in
3ennett Hills 1is, however, distinguishable. In Bennett Hills,

Lhis court vacated the district court"s order enjoining the Bureau
af Land Management (BLM) from preparing a TFfinal EIS until the
appellees had ninety days®™ in which to comment on 3LM"s draft

statement. In Bennett Hills, however, the BLM complied®™ with the
regulations and solicited comments on its draft EIS. 600 F.2d at
L309. Here, the Department has made 1its position clear that it

«/ill not permit any public comments on the draft LEIS before it is

submitted to Congress.

The Department also relies on CEQ regulation section 1500.3,
«/hich states that "tilt is the Council®s intention that judicial
review of agency compliance with the regulations [providing for
aublic comment on draft statements] not occur before an agency has

Eiled the final environmental impact statement . . . ." Ripeness
is, however, a constitutional doctrine. Here, there 1is no
Indication that in creating the CEQ Congress intended to give the
;ouncil the power to limit judicial review. See 42 U.S.C.

i8 4342, 4344.



7/ Section 1506.8(b)(2) provides that the procedures requiring
both a draft and final EIS with agency requests for public comment
shall be followed when":

(i) The proposal results from a study
process required by statute (such as
those required by the Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act (16 U.S.C. § 1271 et seq.) and
the Wilderness Act (16 U.S.C. § 1131 et

seq.) ) -

40 C.F_.R. & 1506. 8(b) (2@ (ii) (1985).

8/ The Department also contends that by preconditioning the
Secretary®"s report to Congress, the district court®"s injunction
unconstitutionally hinders the legislative process. This argument
assumes, however, that the district court®s injunction requires a
procedure not found 1in the CEQ regulations. IT the CEQ

regulations require public comment at the administrative level,
then the district court®s order simply enforces Congress®s mandate
under NEPA and does not violate the separation of powers doctrine.

9/ Section 1002(h) 1is also part of a larger study, the Federal
North Slope Lands Study Program. S. Rep. No. 413, 96th Cong., 2d
Sess. 239-43 , 292-96, reprinted in 1980 U.S. Code Cong. Ad. News
5070, 5183-87, b5236-41. That study is indistinguishable from the
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and the Wilderness Act in that it too
provides for outside participation in certain section.". See,
e.g., 16 U.S.C. § 3142(c), (e)(2). To require specif. ife"-"nce
to outside participation in section 1002(Ch) 1itself, how.ver,
interprets the term "study process required by statute™ too
narrowly.

10/ The Department argues that the Chairman of the CEQ agrees
with 1its interpretation of subsection 1506 .8 (b) (2) (ii) and that
the court must give the Chairman®s interpretation of the CEQ

regulations "controlling weight." Compare Udall v. Tallman. 380
u.s. 1, 16-17 (1965); Sierra Club v. Clark . 756 F .2d 686 , 690 (9th
Cir. 1985). Although asked to do so repeatedly at oral argument,

the Department was unable to point to any basis for the Chairman®s
authority to interpret the regulations, other than the affidavit
of the CEQ"s General Counsel stating that the current CEQ Chairman
has assumed sole responsibility for issues involving NEPA and that
the General Counsel consults with the Chairman on the

interpretation of the CEQ regulations. The statute creating the

Chairman®s position makes no reference to his duties. 42 U.S.C.

§ 4342. The statute designating the duties of the Council refers
to the Council as a whole. 42 U.S.C. 8§ 4344. Executive order

- 14 -
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11991 authorizing the Council to promulgate regulations does not
grant the Chairman any special powers to interpret or administer
the regulations. Exec. Order No. 11991/ 42 Fed. Reg. 26,967-68
(1977). Thus, we are not convinced that the Chairman®s
interpretation 1is "controlling"” or correct in this case.
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Trustees for Alaska.v. Hodel - No. 86-3738 CATH/A.CATHrF_RSON.ALERK
US. COURT Or APPEALS
SNEED, Circuit Judge, Dissenting:

I respectfully dissent from the portion of the opinion
that concludes that the 1002 report is a "study process'™ within
the meaning of 40 C.F.R. 8 1506.8(b)(2)(ii1).

The majority decides that the Secretary must prepare a
draft LEIS, request comments, and respond to the comments in its
final LEIS in order to comply with I.EPA. See 40 C.F.R. 8§88 1503.1-
1503.4. This is a considerable gloss on the language of NEPA,
which asks only for "a detailed statement by the responsible
official” describing the environmental impact. 42 U.S.C.

8§ 4332(2)(©). The only authority for the gloss is the CEQ
regulations. The chairman of the CEQ, however, has determined
that only one LEIS is necessary under section 1002(h). 1 E.R. at
48. Because the chairman of the CEQ is an officer charged with
administering the regulation, his interpretation of the regulation
has "controlling weight.” Udall v. Tallman, 380 U.S. 1, 16

(1965); Buschmann v. Schweiker. 676 F.2d 352, 355 (9th Cir. 1982).
No additional basis for the chairman®s interpretative authority Iis
necessary, contrary to the majority"s intimations in footnote 10.

Even without the chairman®s guidance, |1 would be
reluctant to conclude that the 1002 report is a study process.

The language of section 1002(h), augmented by the pertinent
legislative history, is too slight a skeleton to bear the weight

of the procedures that the majority imposes. The regulation gives

two examples of statutes that require a study process. One



explicitly provides for public participation. 16 U.S.C.

§ 1132(d). The other explicitly mentions "studies"™ and provides
for participation by the heads of other federal agencies and state
governors. 16 U.S.C. 8 1275. The statute at issue here briefly
outlines the cont snts of the required report and names no
participant except the Secretary. 16 U.S.C. § 3142(h). Despite
the generous length of time that the statute gives the Secretary
to complete his report, 1 do not find that Congress here describes

a study process.



November 14, 1986 \

Dr. Kuth Frye

U.S. Department of Energy
Route 118

Germantown, .Maryland 20874

Dear Ruth:

Tlilo letter Is written in reference to publication cf ’Struccuro,
Stratigraphy, and Generalised Geology of the Kost-central Arctic Slops,
Central Brooks Range, and Eeatern Koyukuk Basin: A guide to the Geology of
the Dalton Highway Corridor, Yukon River to Prudhoe Bay, Alaska.” This
report represents & substantial contribution to the understanding of Ch«
oii-and-gas potautial of the North Slope of Alaska, ind as such, nay fsll
within the parameters of Annex V of the Memorandum of Understanding signed
between the State of Alaska and the U.S. Department of Energy In August 1985.

The volume was prepared for the 60ch annual meeting cf the Pacific Section cf
the American Association cf Petroleum Geologists, the Society of Economic
Paleontologists and Mineralogists, and the Society of Exploration Geophys
cists hold in Anchorage in May 1985. Ir. conjunction with the meetings, the
conference conducted a four-day field crip from Fairbanks to Prudhoe Bay that
included a tour of the Prudhoe Bay oil field. A preliminary draft of the
volume was presented to each participant on the- field trip.

The report was initially prepared as part of Lhe Division of Geological and
Geophysical Surveys aeries cf guides to the geology of various parts of
Alaska, particularly as a companion volume tc Guidebook 4, ’Elliott and
Dalton Highways, Fox to Prudhoe Bay, Alaska: Guidebook to Permafrost and
Related W* anticipate that it will ba the primary source document
for a geologic field trlp conducted in northern Alaska ia conjunction with
tha International Geological Congress, which will meet: ir. the United States
in 19872.

Even more significant than the "guidebook®" aspect of this document in the
fact chat the report represents a significant contribution to the geologic
knowledge of the North Slope of Alaska. In addition to a road log and
geologic maps from the Yukon River to Prudhoe Bay, it contains 19 chapters by
12 authors from the Alaska Division of Mining and Geological and Geophysical
Surveys, the University of Alaska, Atlantic Richfield Company, Standard
Alaska Production Company, and Scandard Cii Production Company. Three
chapters describe the generalized structural and atratigraphic framework of
the east-central Arctic Slope, the central Brooks Range, and the eastern



Koyukuk basin. Other chapters contain descriptions of tha Nanuahuk. Croup,
which Is the reservoir horizon at the Uniat oil field ca Che North Slope; the
Fortress Mountain Formation, which was the drilling objective of two deep
teat sells on MPRA and has produced gao or testa of industry wells in the
Brooks Range foothills; the Shublik (Otuk) Formation, considered by come to
be the source of abac hydrocarbons in the Prudhoe Bay oil field (it nay also
be the reservoir for ;aa in the Knvik gus field in the Brooks Range
foothills); the Echooka Formation of the Sadlerochit Group, which is present
in the Prudhoe Bay field; and the Lioburne Group, which is one of the major
reservoir horizons in the Prudhoe 3av oil field. These strata are also
present in the subsurface of the Arctic Slope and correlate with strata in
the Prudhoe Bay area and the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge. These chapters
represent the most up-to-date compilations of geologic data for the scudv
area and contain discussions of the relationships between the structure and
stratigraphy of the Brooks Range and the Arctic Slope. Chapters on the
geologic evolution of the Brooks Range and the origin of and deposition into
the Colville basin complete the detailed geologic discussions.

Aloe included in the report are a generalized geologic map of northern
Alaska, a regional cross section of the 5rool. Range and Arctic Slop*. a
generalized structure map of the Prudhoe Bay lield, and the only ..i:n i
section available in the public record for the area between the Colvill* and
Canning River3 . In addition to the technical discussions, four chapters
summarize the physiography, vegetation, climate, glacial geology, permafrost,
and history of oil exploration in the Prudhoe Bay area. The volume contains
227 illustrations, including 137 photographs and 64 line drawings 3nd
generalized maps. The road log includes 26 geologic strip maps (in color)
that cover the Dalton Highway.

Unfortunately, DhGGS does not presently have the resources to complete the
final edit of the volume or to cover printing cost;. Because the state bud-
get process does not allow us to collect receipts from the sale cf reports,

it is particularly difficult to publish sizeabla documents such as the afore-
mentioned volume (printed copy about 250 pages). To date, the StalLe of
Alaska has contributed approximately $175,000 in personnel costs to prepare
the report. Ninety percent of the artwork is complete, and some revisions
(based on peer reviews) have keen made to the manuscript und maps.

I will have a copy of the report with me when we meet on November 21.

It would appear that the document could be published jointly under the
Memorandum of Agreement. Receipts from sale of the report will more than
cover final editorial, typing, and printing costs and (per the KOA) could be
used to fund other joint projects.

Projected costs to publish the document are listed below:

Geologist VI (3 vk) $ 6,000

Editor (2 mo) 10,800

Clerk-typist (2 mo) 5.200

Student intern to finalize 5.200
drafting and copy edit text (. mo)

Printing (2,500 copies) 45,000

M iling 7,500

Total cost $ 79,700
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Projected receipts:
2,500 volume* @ $45 /volum<s $117?,500

Should DOE decide to fund the project, the volume would be print-ready four
montha from receipt of funding. Production of the document will not
interfere with completion of work, specified in the ANWR date-base proposa?. of
November 12, 19S6. In fact, the information presented in this report
compliments that cf the ANWR project.

Thank you for your consideration of this additional cooperative effort.

Sincerely,

Cheri L. Daniels, Chief
Resource Information Section

cc: Keith Fry
Carolyn Klya
Laura Jones
Joseph Lagler
Dick N£ve
Laurel Kurphy
Rich Kornbrath
Wyatt Gilbert
Dick Reger
Gil Mull



BILL SHEFFIELD, GOVERNDOR

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAE RESOURCES

O PO. BOX 708 oED
DIVISION OF GEOLOGICAL « GEOPHYSICAL SURVEYS PHO\E: 197) S61-200

74 NIVERSITY AVENLE, BASEVENT
FAIRBANKS,, ALASKA 99740
PHONE: @) 474-147

November 12, 1986

Joseph Lagler

Deputy Associate Director

Office of Technical Management

U.S. Department of Energy
Morgantown Energy Technology Center
P.O. Box 880

Morgantown, West Virginia 26505

Dear Joe:

Enclosed is the implementation plan for the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge
on-line data base and folio. This project is being proposed as a joint ef-
fort by the U.S. Department of Energy and the State of Alaska under the Memo-
randum of Understanding signed in August 1985. The project specifically ad-
dresses Annex V, "Assessment and characterization of Alaskan fossil energy
resources.”

Pursuant to our meeting on October 9, 1986, 1 have outlined a plan to compile
an on-line nongraphic data base, a graphic data base, and basin analysis
folios for the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge (ANWR). The objectives of the
plan will be met by four subprojects; timelines and approximate costs are

included.
Subproject Cost __ Nimeline
1. On-line North Slope bibliography $ 50,200 J months
2. On-line ANWR nongraphic data base $ 28,900 9 months
3. ANWR graphics data base $161,100 12 months
4. Basin analycis folios $148,700 12 months/volume

All subprojects ca.n be accomplished simultaneously; specified timelines desig-
nate time to _n-li.ne capability after acquisition of the necessary equipment.
Subproject 4 includes production of annual “Accomplishments®™ volumes that

will consist of topical studies on ANWR and several detailed geologic maps

(in color).

During the 1985 and 1986 field seasons, the State of Alaska spent approximate-
ly $400,000 in direct field support of ANWR studies. To date, $154,000 has
been expinded to process analytical data. Personnel costs (field time only)
total $691,000, including $557,000 at the Senior Geologist level and $134,000
at the Geologist level. During 1985, a crew of 39 (with two helicopters)
spent 45 days on ANWR-related studies. During 1986, a crew of 50 (with one
helicopter) spent 45 days in the field. Approximately $1,245,000 has been
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spent by the State of Alaska to collect geologic data related to ANWR. As
mentioned above, personnel costs are for field-time only; this figure could
easily be quadrupled if year-round personnel costs are included.

Collection and analysis of data from ANWR is presently the highest priority
project for DMGGS. We envision a 45-day field season for a helicopter-
supported crew of 20 to 30 geologists during the summer of 1987. Prospects
for poet-1987 field work are promising but will depend on priorities set by
the Legislature and Governor.

Per Annex V, proceeds of the sale of the on-line data and documents will go
into a "joint fund® especially designated for use in future mutually benefi-
cial and agreed-upon joint projects. Revenues to the cooperative project
will be realized through user charges and subscription fees for the on-line
data bases and sale of the maps and "Accomplishments®" volumes. User charges
and subscription fees for the on-line data bases will produce estimated reve-
nues of between $20,000 and $40,000 per year. From experience with potential
users over the past 2 years, wr anticipate a user group of between 150 and
250 subscribers. A yearly subscription fee of $120 would allow on-line ac-
cess of 720 minutes per year. Additional on-line time would be charged at
$0.10 per minute. Pricing of the "Accomplishments® volumes and detailed geo-
logic maps (see Implementation "Plan) is comparable to that of similar docu-
ments published by other organizations. Any profit that is realized will
help defray unexpected expenses and pay for initial equipment costs.

I look forward to meeting with you in mid-November. As | mentioned to Laura
Jones, 1 will be in the Washington, D.C. area from November 17-21, and avail-
able to meet with you late that week, perhaps November 20 or 21. Please
don"t hesitate to contact me about the attached implementation plan.

Sincerely,

L. Daniels, Chief
. Information Section

Director
Alaska Division of Mining and Geological
and Geophysical Surveys

CLD/ram
Enclosure

cc: Keith Frye
Ruth Fry
Dick NEv&
Ri~h Kornbrath
R,,L. Reger
John Decker

W.G. Gilbert



IMPLEMENTATION PLAN
AK31C NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE ON-LINE DATA BASE AND FOLIO

OBJECTIVES

Consolidate relevant geological, geochemical, and nonproprietary geophysical
information bearing on the development of oil-and-gas resources in the Arctic
National Wildlife Refuge (ANWR).

Develop a graphic, and on-line nongraphic ANWR data base for use by
developers, investors, government decisionmakers, scientists, and
private-interest groups.

Produce an annual "Accomplishments® volume for ANWR that will include
geologic reports and color maps in a saleable form.

CONTENT

The compilation will include an on-line nongraphic data base, a graphic data
base, and an annual edition of a basin analysis folio that will consist of
two detailed geologic maps and an T“Accomplishments®™ volume for the Arctic
National Wildlife Refuge. The computerized data base will consist of (but
not be limited to) the following items:

Bibliography of geologic references
Microfossil data

Megafossil data

Petrographic data

Porosity and permeability data
Thermal-maturation data
Geochemical data

Radiometric age data

Oil and gas well locations

10. Well-log data

11. Facies and basin evolution models
12. Preliminary reports

13. Digitized products

CENOHODNpE

a. Detailed geologic maps

b. Isopach maps for reservoir units

c. Depth-to-basement and depth-to-reservoir maps
d. Pre-Mississippian basement lithofacies map

e. Net sand maps

f. Gravity maps

g~ Aeromagnetic map(s)

h. Detailed structure maps and sections

i. Other derivative maps

j* Regional correlation diagrams

k. Time-temperature diagrams

1 . Paleogeographic reconstructions

m. Thermal evolution models

n. Correlation diagrams and isopach maps that integrate ANWR,

Prudhoe Bay, and Canadian stratigraphy
0. Measured stratigraphic sections



An annual edition of the basin analysis folio V7111 include two detailed

geologic maps (in color) and an "Accomplishments” volume.

An appendix to the

folio will include selected stratigraphic sections, isopach maps, summaries
of fossil data and chemical analyses, and RASP (Resource Assessment

Simulation, for Petroleum) evaluations.

PRODUCTION

The objectives described in this plan will be met by four subprojects:

On-line North Slope bibliography;
On-line ANWR nongraphic data base;
ANWR graphic data base; and

RSN

ANWR basin analysis folios (produced annually) that consist of an

"Accomplishments®™ volume and two detailed geologic maps.

SUBPROJECT 1. On-line North Slope bibliography

Task:

Revise and update present Division of Mining and Geological and

Geophysical Surveys North Slope bibliography so that

it is available

a standard format that is easily indexed and readily available via

modem to call-in users.

Time:
3 months

Equipment:
Compaq 386 microcomputer
130 megabyte internal hard drive
Color graphics monitor with EGA
8 megabj tes of memory
2 floppy drives
Multitasking operating system
20 + 20 megabyte Bernoulli Box
Laser printer witr graphics capabilities
2400 baud auto-answer modem
dBase 111 Plus
Microsoft Word
Communication software
Uninterruptible power supply
dBase class
Optical disk on-line mass storage system
9 Bernoulli 20 megabyte cartridges

Personnel:

Geologist IV to coordinate implementation (1 mo)
Analyst Programmer for installation, maintenance,

upgrade of system (2 mo)

Student Intern for data entry (3 mo) .
Data-entry clerk to answer requests (1 mo)

$ 10,000
100
3.000
4.000
1.000
500

400
1,000

1,000
2,500
700

$ 25,200

6-400

7,800

2888

f aintenance and upgrade in succeeding years (per year) 7,800

Da*:a-entry clerk in succeeding years (per year)

3,000

in



Total Initial cost $ 50,200

Ceut- to maintain (per /ear) $ 10,800
SUBPROJECT Il1. On-line ANWR nongraphic data base
Task:

To develop and update an on-line nongraphic data base for ANWR that will
include (but not be limited to) microfossil data, megafossil data,
porosity and permeability data, thermal-maturation data, geochemical
data, radiometric age data, well-log data, petrographic information, and
oil and gas well locations. This data base will be readily available
via modem to call-in users.

Time;

9 months

Equipment:
Equipment to complete this project is included in Subproject 1.

Personnel:
Geologist 1V to coordinate implementation (1 me) $ 6,400
Analyst Programmer for iustaliation, maintenance, and
upgrade of system (3 mo) 11,700
Student Interm for data entry (3 mo) 7,800
Daca-entry clerk to answer requests (1 mo) 3,000
Maintenance and upgrade in succeeding years(per year) 7,800
Data-entry clerk in succeeding years (per year) 3,000
Total initial cost $ 28,900
Cost to maintain (per year) $ 10,800
SUBPROJECT I11l. ANWR graphics data base
Task:

To develop and update a graphic data base for ANWR that will include
(but not be limited to) the following digitized products. Graphic files
will be installed on the on-line data-base computer for public access on

an experimental basis.

Detailed geologic maps

Isopach maps for reservoir units
Depth-to-basement and depth-to-reservoir maps
Pre-Mississippian basement lithofacies map
Net sand maps

Gravity ma?s .-
Aeromagnetlc map(s)

Detailed structure maps and sections
Other derivative maps

©®ND O WN



10. Regional correlation diagrams

11. Time-temperature diagrams

12. Paleogeographlc reconstructions

13. Facies models

14. Correlation diagrams and isopach maps that integrate ANWR,
Prudhoe Bay, and Canadian stratigraphy

15. Measured stratigraphic sections

Time:
12 months

Equipment:
Compag 386 microcomputer
130 megabyte internal hard drive
8 megabytes of memory

2 floppy drives $ 10,000
High resolution graphics monitor with EGA 3,500
Multitasking operating system 100
20 + 20 megabyte Bernoulli Box 3,000
Auto Cad System 2,500
PC Arc GIS system 8,000
Graphics laser printer 4,000
2400 baud auto-answer modem 1,000
Large format flat-bed plotter (HewlettPackard) 5,000
Large format digitizing tablet 3,500
Section balancing program 12,000
Contouring program c 000
Optical scanner 0,C00
9 Bernoulli 20 megabyte cartridges 700
dBase 111 plus 500
Lotus 1-2-3 500
Communication software 1,000
Uninterruptible power supply 1,000
$ 67,300
Personnel :

Geologirt 1V to coordinate implementation (2 mo) $ 12,800

Two Analyst Programmers for installation, maintenance, and
upgrade of system (6 mo each) 46,800
Two student interns for data entry (12mo each) 31,200
Data-entry clerk to answer requests (1 mo) 3,000
Data-entry clerk in succeeding years (per year) 3,000
Maintenance and upgrade in succeeding years (per year) 15,600
Total initial cost $161,100

Cost to maintain (per year) $ 18,600



SUBPROJECT 1V: Basin analysis folio for ANWR

Tesls,

TFfroBjjile and print an annual
gca&ogic maps (in color; scale 1:63,360).

will
fossi
will
with

Time:

include selected stratigraphic sections,

"Accomplishments® volume and two detailed
An appendix to each volume

isopach maps, summaries of

I data and chemical analyses, and RASP evaluations. The documents
be published in the DMGGS Professional Report series 1In cooperation

the U.S. Department of Energy.

12 months per volume (includes two maps)

Equipment:
Compaq 386 microcomputer

70 megabyte internal hard drive
Color graphics monitor with EGA
3 megabytes of memory

2 floppy drives $ 10,000
Multitasking operating system 100
dBase 111 Plus 500
Desktop publishing software 2,500
Laser Printer with graphic capabilities 4,000
Uninterruptible power supply 1,000
2400 baud auto-answer modem i,000
20 + 20 megabyte Bernoulli Box 1,000
Communication software 3,000

$ 23,100
Report and map preparation:
Personnel:
Geologist 1V to prepare report and maps (4 mo) $ 25,600
Geologist | to assist with report and
map preparation (3 mo) 11,000

Editor (2 mo) 10,800

Cartographer to prepare maps (5 mo) 24,000

Clerk-typist to type manuscript and

map explanations (2 mo) 5,200

$ 76,600

Cartographic supplies: $ 7,000
Printing:

Two color maps (3,000 copies each) $ 12,000

Text (250 pages; 6 sheets; 3,000 copies each) $ 30,000
Total cost $125,600
Sales per year

Accomplishments volume ($30 each) 90,000

Color maps ($8 each) 48,000

$138,000



PROPOSED
Resolution of the Interstate Oil Compact Commission .
regarding the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge

WHEREAS, the U. S. Congress has reserved the right to permit further
exploration for, and development and production of, oil and gas within the
coastal plain of the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge, Alaska;, and

WHEREAS, the oil industry, the State of Alaska, and the Department of the
Interior consider the coastal plain to have the highest potential ior
discovery of very large oil and gas accumulations on the North American
continent; ad

WHEREAS, a decision to permit oil and gas exploration development ard
production on the coastal plain will increase the value and facilitate
develonment of highly prospective state omed tidelands and federally owred
OCS lands offshoiu of the Refuge; ad

WEEREAS, facilities developed to transport petroleum resources discovered on
the coastal plain to the Trans-Alaska Pipeline System (TAPS) may allow
marginal discoveries located between the Refuge and TAPS to be developed ad
produced and may prolong the economic life of TAPS; ?nd

WHEREAS, oil and gas exploration and dev 'lopment of the coastal plain ad
adjacent lands could result in mgjor discoveries that could,reduce our
nation's future needs for imported oil, help balance our trde deficit, ad
significantly increase the national security; and

WHEREAS, the 1.5 million acre coastal plain comprises only eight percent of
the 19 million acre Refuge, and development of any oil and gas reserves
subsequently discovered will affect an even smaller percentage of the coastal
plain; and

WHEREAS, the oil Inc ..try has shoan at Prudhoe Pay, as well as at other
locations along the Arctic coastal plain, that it can safely conduct oil ad
gas activity without adversely affecting the environment or wildlife
populations;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that tie Interstate Oil Compact Commission
urges the Congress of the United States to open the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge (AWR) Coastal Plain t environmentally responsible oil and gas
exploration, development and production.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that tte Interstate Oil Compact Commission recommends
that each of the mamber status urge their Congressional delegations to support
the opening of ANVR.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Executive Director is hereby directed to
furmish a duly certified copy of this resolution to the Secretary of Interior,
the Chairman and ranking member of the Committee on Energy and Natural
Resources of the Senate, and the Chairman and ranking member of the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs of the House of Representatives, and the
Govermors of the Compacting States.

0437E



Roi-

RESOLUTION ON THE ANWR COASTAL PLAIN [ 'X|_

mREAS, Alaska"a Arctic National Wildlife Refuge includes more
than 19 million acres of land, amounting to approxima-
tely five percent of the entire state landmass, and

1 -0/ the Coastal Plain 1is approximately eiaht percent of the
refuge, 1t is considered to be highly prospective for
the discovery of -large quantities of oil and gas; and

WHEREAS, Congress has reserved the discretion to decide if the

1.5 million acres will be opened to further exploration,
development and production; and

WHEREAS, the petroleum industry has consistently demonstrated its
abilitv to operate in conditions similar to those found
on the coastal olain in a sara, responsible manner
without significant adverse environmental impacts, a.nc

WHEREAS, the United States must prepare to develop domestic
petroleum resources if 1t is to preclude overwhelming

dependence on foreign petroleum sources in the 21st
century; and

WHEREAS, the value and development potential of state-owned
tidelar.ds and federally-owned OCS lands offshore of the
ANWR Coastal Plain would be enhanced by a Congressional
decision to open the coastal plain to further
exploration, development and production; and

WHEREAS, facilities developed to transport petroleum resources
on the coastal plain to Pump Station Cue may allow
marginal discoveries between the ANWR Coastal Plain and
Prudhoe Bay to be developed; and

WHEREAS, national energy security depends on the development of

domestic oil and gas resources to replace depleted U.S.
reserves; and -

WHEREAS, the nation stands to derive revenues including portions
of bonuses, royalties and rents from oil and-gas =
......... cevelopement; and

WHEREAS, opening the ANWR Coastal Plain to further exploration,
- development and production will generate increased

employment ana business opportunities for all Alaskans
A: - and all Americans; Vv -

THEREFORE BE 1T RESOLVED THAT the 15th Alaska Legislature strongly
urges the Congress of the United States to open the ANWR Coastal
Plain to environmentally responsible oil and gas exploration,
development and production.



PROPOSED A/T
RESOLUTION REGARDING THE "
ARCTIC NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE
NT .

WHEREAS, the U.S. Congress has reserved the right to permit
further exploration for, and development and production of,
oil and gas within the coastal plain of the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge, Alaska; and

WHEREAS, the oil industry, the state of Alaska, and the
Department of the Interior consider the coastal plain to have
the highest oil and gas potential of any onshore area in North
America; and

WHEREAS, the proximity of the coastal plain to the
Trans-Alaska Pipeline System enhances both production in the
coastal plain and nearby areas and the longevity and
usefulness of the pipeline; and

WHEREAS, oil and gas exploration and development of the
coastal plain and adjacent land®™ could result in major
discoveries that could reduce or nation’s future needs for
imported oil, help balance our trade deficit, and
significantly iIncrease national security; and

WHEREAS, the value of federally-owned Outer Continental Shelf
lands offshore the coastal plain would be enhanced by a
decision to open the coastal plain to further exploration,
development and production; and

WHEREAS, the nation stands to derive revenues including
portions of bonuses, royalties and rents from oil and gas
development; and

WHEREAS, the 1.5-million-acre coastal plain comprises only 8
percent of the 19-million-acre refuge, and development of oil
and gas will affect an even smaller percentage of the coastal
plain; and

WHEREAS, the oil industry has shown at Prudhoe Bay, as well as
other locations along the Arctic coastal plain, that it ";an
safely conduct oil and gas activity without adversely
affecting the environment or wildlife populations; and

WHEREAS, after fully assessing the environmental resources,
the oil and gas potential, and the effect of development on
the coastal plain, the Department of the Interior has
determined that development can be achieved iIn an
environmentally sound manner and has recommended full leasing;

THEREFORE BE 1T RESOLVED THAT the Committee on Energy, Natural
Resources and Environment recommends to the NCSL and to
Congress that ANWR be opened for oil and gas leasing.
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Jacob Adams, President of the Arctic Slope Regional
Corporation (ASRC), a corporation ovmed by the Eskimo
people on Alaska®"s North Slope, stated today that '"the
Federal Government"s estimates of the crude oil potential
of the 1.5 million acre Coastal Plain constitute the most
significant energy development in this country since the
discovery of Prudhoe Bay in 1968."

"The potential reserve estimates contained 1iIn the
Department of the Interior"s draft report on the Coastal
Plain of the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge (ANWR) have
major significance for our Nation"s national security

and economic well-being,” Adams said. "These estimates,
if proven true by a program of commercial exploration
anddevelopment, will enable the Nation to maintain a
reasonable level of domestic crude oil production and

to avoid excessive and growing reliance on iInsecure sources
of imported oil from the Middle East."

"This development could also,” Adams said, ™enable
the 3,700Eskimo shareholders of ASRC for the first time
to derive direct economic benefit from crude oil production
on Alaska"s North Slope.™ ASRC, together with the Eskimo
Village of Kaktovik, owns 92,000 acres of prime oil and
gas lands both within and adjacent to the 1.5 million
acre Coastal Plain.

Adams warned the Nation"s oil companies, the Federal
Government and the national environmental organizations
that ™"all decisions on the future of ANWR"s Coastal Plain,
whether for crude oil development or the preservation
of fish, wildlife or environment, must 1include Tfull
consultation with the Eskimo people on their vital

interests.”

ANAKTUVUK PASS ATKASOOK BARROW KAKTOVIK NUIQSUT PT. HOPE PT. LAY WAINWRIGHT



"We are the stewards of the lands of the North Slope.
We are the users of the land"s subsistence resources. This
iIs our ancestral home. The North Slope and the Coastal
Plain will be our land Ilong after the oil 1is gone. We
want the land to remain productive for fish and wildlife
and for our culture and traditions.”

"The draft report indicates that the Coastal Plain
may contain Middle East-class, giant reserves which could
far exceed Prudhce Bay"s original ten billion barrels
of reserves. I have been deeply concerned,”™ Adams said,
"that the national environmental organizations, which
have advocated Jlocking up the 1.5 million acre Coastal
Plain by designating the area as "Wilderness™, would
persuade Congress to do so without Tfull and careful
consideration of this matter. The magnitude of the draft
report projections of potential crude oil reserves gives
me confidence that Congress will Tfully and carefully
consider the benefits of development.™

Adams said that "the crude oil potential of the Coastal

Plain can and should be developed. This must, however,
be done with the best Arctic planning, engineering and
technology avaj able. I am confident, based upon my careful

observations over the past twenty years, that the Coastal
Plain can be explored, developed and produced in a manner
fully compatible with the use of the same area by the
caribou and other fish and wildlife which my people depend
upon for subsistence purposes.™

Adams said that 'the Congress now faces an extremely
important decision on opening the Coastal Plain to
development. This decision must be balanced and rational.
It must be made with full appreciation of the major national
secwgity consequences involved."

I also call upon the Administration and the Congress
to carefully consider the human element of this decision.
Development will benefit the Eskimo people of the North
Slope. Protection of the fish and wildlife resources
of the Coastal Plain through appropriate regulation will
also benefit my peopole. Impact aid will be essential
to our local governments - the Village of Kaktovik and
the North Slope Borough — to properly control development
and to preserve the quality of Eskimo life."

Local Contact:

Bill Van Ness or Alan Mintz
202/331-9400
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE

Contact: Brian Coughlin eWashington, DC Contact:

(713) 652-8738 %36 l2< ) Sﬁ%%elllg 58

Houston, Texas, November 24, 1986— The U. 5. Department of Interior’s
recommendation that the Coastal Plaln ot .the>rctic,.Hatlonal KudlIlfe”Refuge

be opener for.olL.and .gas®xploration is #rislgnlfleant, i*J"=~Qr-the.i
U. S. oil 1ndustry( William J. Johnson, president of Standard 011 Production
Company said today.

Commenting on the release of the draft report ca ANWR, Johnson said:
aThe ANWR Coastal Plain 1s undoubtedly one of the best oil prospects on the
North American continent.”

"The U." S. oil Industry has already demonstrated Its ability over the
last 20 years to explore and develop oilfields 1n environmentally-sensltlve
Arctic areas,' Johnson said.

"We have yet to review this draft report 1n detail, but It would be
unfortunate If 1t contains excessively restrictive conditions which could make

economic exploration and production for oil and gas unfeasible,’ Johnson ssld.

Staodcves Oil PfCdwCNc* Co”po”y ii u
giw o* il ofg njl Stirdfiv 0*i Company



The Arctic National WIId11f* Refuge ft located In the northern corner
of Alaska and Is approximately 60 miles to the east of the largest oilfield in
North America, the Prudhoe Bay oilfield, which currently supplies
approximately 20 percent of U. S. domestic crude oil production, The Coasts
Plain, which Is the éﬁbject of the report, accounts for only 8 percent of the
19 million-acre refuge. Almost half, (@bout 44 percent) of ANWR 1s already
set aside as permanent wilderness,

"The ANWR Coastal P’aln 1s of critical Importance to the U. S.," added
Johnson. "'Since 1t takes 12 to 15 years to bring new Arctic discoveries Into
production, it 1s unlikely that any ANWR discovery could contribute to U. S.
crude supply before the year 2000."

"At the same time, production from currently develop? U. S. oilfields
will have dropped from almost 9 million barrels a day to > than 4 million
barrels a d*y, as currently producing oil fields are depleted. Unless we find
sizable new oil reserves, we will have no alternative but to Increase crude
oil Imports significantly,” Johnson said.

Standard Oil Production Company 1s the wholly-owned oil and gas

exploration and production subsidiary of The Standard Oil Company.

1414y
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news release

Fat Immediate Release
WASHINGTONr November 24 — The American Petroleum Institute

today released the following statement about the Interior
Department®™s draft report on the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge and
its oil and natural gas potential!

"We are pleased that the Interior Department has taken the
first important step toward opening the coastal plain of Alaska to
oil and natural gas exploration and development.

"This area of the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge offers the
brightest prospect a. the North American continent for the discovery
of substantial new domestic reserves of crude oil because of
favorable geological conditions and proximity to the giant field at
Prudhoe Bay. This is our best hope for additional giant new Ffields
which are needed if U.S. oil production is not to decline

dramatically by the turn of the century.

"Experience has shown that exploration, production and
transportation of oil from Alaska can be carried out safely and with
minimal disturbance to the environment and the wildlife. The
development of Prudhoe Bay, construction of the Trans-Alaskan
pipeline and other petroleum-related activities are examples. We are
confident that operations in the coastal plain could be conducted in
a way compatible with the natural values of the area.

“Careful and orderly development of the coastal plain is iIn
the nation®s economic and energy security interests. We must take
the steps now to assure adequate and secure oil supplies iIn the

future, and this project presents the opportunity to do so."

11124186 (F)
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SLOfiii ISOROUGH

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

P.0. Box 69
Barrow, Alaska 99723

Phone: 907-852*2611
George N Ahmaogak, Sr., Mayor

Policy Statement From the North Slope Borough Mayor’s Office
On Qil Exploration and Development on the Coastal Plain
of the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge

Legislation. currentl e Congress. would designate the 15
mrlron gacre %oas al Larn op he ArctrcgNatro Iu OII tge Lrefue

ernﬁsg | oll end gas ex []atron and devepopment ctivities wou?a
% pro Lrte. The M@or ?] the North Slope oro@ug ﬁeorg N.
Ahmaoga r., recognizes the pot entral economic and ~social bénefits

devedlopment in this region could bring to the North Slope Borough and its
residents

AL 0 3 G L A
Ul t a Co prehen Ve netwo f01‘ SC o{) , roa s ousing and fcr tjes an

SErvices o man Isun ds In a[ Its vill ron% secureJ ase |s
necessary t pport these facrlrres In h future cluding during

time  when produc lon at Prudhoe Bay begins to wrnd down OrI
exploration and development within the ANWR Coastal Plain would provide a

significant portion of that tax base,

?ny iwﬁahts of the North Slope. Boroug are shareh Iders in Natj ve

i i Rl Bl e Pt Gt i rrfhrh o
frgm or? geee?o ment o? ﬁeer own Ianrs The congP 10NS yan8 pherr

Individual shareholders stand  to rea? substantral enefits from such
development, which would be positive for the Bcrouqh as a whole, It is

the feeling of the North Slope Borough Ma or that Tegislation reventin
the Natrvg shareholders frone developg’rng thieir own Ie(‘rJnds andpresourceg

would constitute a grave injustice.

The State of Alask has bu t an econom largely dependent upgn oil,
End stapds suf r when h gnos |ar} y Fp nf}w |o&oastal
lain 0 ho ds the o reaF[ %te o anot er ol ﬂ gas
recovery of reserves om ara II rrwl ote aﬁ/ Ohe e and a tﬁ
citizens stang Pfe It rﬁ rom ft n deve opment of suc
reserves, and to sutfer if [eServes are oce up,
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AN\NR Policy Statement
Page 2

Qil pro uctron in he United States h?s been geclrn even as oil
conﬂrm trog Hsen Percen}tage of ol producS domesticall roR
smaller” an smafe WOrsen g e balance o]f rag a{r lac no
ener oy se%urr% the Nation ver more INto a\ S 0 ot er nations,
such e rstats of The Coastal Plaim. of ANWR ha:
reater P etra 0es othe on-shore . region rn ne Unite
ags estrmates o entra reserves in ANWR in rfate they
cou exceed one third or all current U.S. reserves, and are likely greater
than were the reserves at Prudhoe Bay when first drscovered The
development of oil and gas reserves in the Coastal Plain is vital t

energy security.

T gL, e
gevelopmen the Coastai Plain %f AW/&

The, Mayor is deeply concerned that North Slope residents who  wil
feel he imp agts o? H pgvelo ment most stron P n%mel (he residents o#
the vil age of Kaktovrk on Bar ter Island, airly inc uded in revenue
sharing to offset these impacts and to enhance the qualrty of vrIIa? e life.
The ayor and his office will strive to see that an equitable me hod of

rrngOl I pre-determined ercent] es.of federal rn raI re%errn]

ecte ocaI over men& catrn the u H
B %esprror {0 %ﬁ edera ease 5 es hs vvrI requrre cose work wrt

tate and federal governments.

The Mayor is _also deePIy concerned with the wildlife and natural
resources of the Coastal Plain.  The Borough erI undertake whatever
steps are necessary to ensure that development takes place in an
ecologically sound manner, resulting in minimal effects upon the wild
resources of the ANWR Coastal Plain.

the policy of M
"0 IC¥ 0theay?r &Peorgexmoréqonnaog%d



December 1, 1986

Congressman Sam Cotton
P.0. Box 770296
Eagle River, Alaska 99577

Re: AM® Leasing and Exploration
Dear Congressman:

I am writing to you on a very significant issue- the opening of the Coastal
Plain in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge T"NWR). Probably no resource
development issue will occur in Alaska iIn the next decade that is as important
to Alaska and the United States as opening the ANWR Coastal Plain.
Development of the ANWR Coastal Plain can mear *he creationof thousands of
jobs and the expenditure of billions of dollars— not just in Alaska, but also
nationwide. Since 1975, oil development on Alaska®s North Slope has produced
$24 billion of activity, with 37,000 vendor companies located in 49 states.
Major activity on this scale can be expected to continue as a result of
development in AM®. Jobs iIn manufacturing, engineer.!-g, agricultural,
shipping and technical field will be created by developing the AM® Coastal
Plain. There is no more significant issue iIn Alaska.

The attached briefing paper outlines the significant facts relating to

AM®-— that i1t is the single most likely oil exploration target in Alaska, that
development there can occur promptly, and that development does not pose
significant environmental risks because of the oil iIndustry®s proven track
record on the North Slope.

Alaskans have been V\l "ghard on this issue.Now, YOU need to take the
initiative- 1t is important that we have YCUR active assistance NCW in getting
Congress to open AM®. Not only should you contact Senators and
Representatives, we need you to inform your friends and business associates iIn
Alaska and iIn the Lower 48 so that we can get the story out, and so that these
persons can contact their Congressmen to encourage the passage of legislat:-on
opening AM®.

This issue will come before Congress iIn the next six months. We need ycur
assistance. Please read the attached 'Ten Questions About AM®,' and then
copy that document and send it to interested persons, companies or
organizations in Alaska and in the Lower 48. With your help, we can be
successful.

Sincerely,

Gary McCarrell
Division Manager
Alaska Division

GMC/pb
PARKER DRILLING COMPANY «PARKER BUILDING «THIRD AND MAIN «TULSA, OKLAHOMA 74103 «918 /585-8221



TEN QUESTIONS ABOUT TOE ANWR COASTAL PLAIN

1. what is ai®?. what .is..the.-ANWRGeLOtal. . plain?

AM® (An® - Wahr) is the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge, located in
the northeastern corner of Alaska. The ANWR Coastal Plain is the relatively
small part of ANWR lying north of the Brooks Range along the shores of the
Beaufort Sea. AM® covers 18 million acres, am area about the size of South
Carolina; the AM® Coastal Plain covers about 1.5 million acres, or about 8%
of the total,

2. What is the issue?

Whether Congress will open the AM® Coastal Plain to oil and gas
exploration and development. [In 1980 Congress closed the AI® Coastal Plain to
oil and gas exploration and development until the Secretary of the Interior
completed a report on its oil and gas potential and its compatibility with
such development. That report is being finalized now; Congress will decide
whether to open the AM® Coastal Plain in early 1987. Congress also faces an
alternative proposal to designate the Coastal Plain as wilderness.

3. Whv Explore AM®/

ANWR has the highest oil and aas potential of any unexplored region iIn
the U.S.

4. How Much Potential for Oil and Gas Does AM® Offer?

An almost unprecedented potential. AM® lies between the giant Prudhoe
Bay and Kuparuk oilfields, on one side, and large oil discoveries in the
Canadian Arctic on the other; the same hydrocarbon-bearing geologic strata of
the Prudhoe Bay oilfield and the Point Thompson gas/condensate field are
believed to occur iIn the subsurface of the AM® Coastal Plain.

Geologists agree that the hydrocarbon potential of AM® is
exceptionally high: the Uni ted States Geological Survey (U9GS) mean estimate
for oil resources in the ANWR Coastal Plain is 6.9 billion barrels of oil in
place. That is an extremely large potential accumulation of oil, large enough
to serve the national interests and the interests of the State of Alaska.



5. How Will National Interest be Served by ANWR Exploration and Production?

By reduced dependency upon foreign oil, by producing federal revenues
and producing jobs nationwide.

@ Reduced-Dependency on. Foreign ..Gil.

Preventing disruption of oil supplies is a key factor in the national
interest. The U.S. 1is wvulnerable to serious economic and security
dislocations if it allows itself to be unnecessarily dependent on unstable
sources of foreign oil. Also, at this time 1/3 of the nation®s trade deficit
results from imported oil {net payments for imported oil amounted to almost
$53 billion in 5.984).

Our dependence on foreign oil is increasing: an American Petroleum
Institute (AP1) survey indicates that domestic crude oil production would fall
29% by 1991 if oil prices remain at $15 per barrel. Domestic production is
forecast to fall at least 60% by the year 2000, the earliest any ANWR
discovery is likely to be producted.

(G JFtihaDgsg Federel Revenue?

Oil production from the ANWR Coastal Plain would also serve the
national iInterest by providing revenues to the federal government and thus
reducing the federal deficit. Leases on federal lands are a major source of
revenue for the government; in 1984 the federal government received $1 billion
in oil and gas lease bonuses, rentals, and royalties, as well as about 25% of
the revenues generated by North Slope State leases through federal excise and
federal income taxes.

© Jobs Will be Produced Nationwide.

Since 1975, oil development on Alaska®s North Slope has produced $24
billion of activity, with 37,000 vendor companies located in 49 states. Major
activity on this scale can be expected to continue as a result of development
in AWR. Jobs in manufacturing, engineering, agricultural, shipping and
technical fields will be created by developing the ANWR Coastal Plain.

6. How Will the State of Alaska®s Interest be Served bv Opening ANWR?

By providing jobs and revenues.



@ FEeaBDUSB*

The state of Alaska derives about 90% of its reveue from oil and gas
activities related to the North Slope. The state spends much of this money in
the State and Federal economy. The State faces severe revenue shortfalls in
future years. Oil and gas activities in ANWR would be subject co State
severance taxes, corporate income taxes, and property taxes. In addition,
Alaska presently receives a share of federal bonus and royalty revenues. Such
payments ficm ANWR may provide additional revenues to the State. This would
significantly increase the amount invested in the Permanent Fund.

|
® Jobs.

Exploration and production activities provide jobs. Thirty percent
of Alaska households have members holding jobs iIn the oil and gas industry;
decline in Cook Inlet and North Slope construction work will significantly
affect statewide unemployment levels; opening additional lands to exploration
and potential development will have an important positive effect on employment
in the State.

7. This is a gaaeJRefHfle; 1s Qil. and_Gas-Development Appropriate?

Yes. Oil and gas exploration, development and production are now
occurring in the Swanson River Field iIn the Kenai National Wildlife Refuge in
southcentral Alaska and many other refuges in the United States; production
has continued In the Kenai refuge since 1962 without adverse iImpacts to moose
that browse throughout the Refuge and to salmon that spawn in the Swanson
River and its tributaries.

Many of the same species found In ANWR now utilize habitats in the
Prudhoe Bay and Kuparuk oilfields west of ANWR, where crude oil has been
produced since 1977. Such species include migratory waterfowl and caribou.
The Central Arctic Caribou herd, whose summer range includes the Prudhoe Bay
and Kuparuk fields, has approximately tripled- it has grown from about 3,500
animals in 1975 (before oil production began) to about 13,000 in 1985. S

8. 1S-0il and Gas Development Safe in the Arctic?

Yes. The ANWR Coastal Plain is very similar to the Prudhoe Bay and
Kuparuk areas. There is an unprecedented record of safe and environmentally
harmonious operations iIn those areas. Application of forty years of
engineering experience in Arctic Alaska culminating in developments in the
Prudhoe Bay and Kuparuk oil fields demonstrate that oil development can and
does exist in harmony with the environment.



For instance/ directional drilling techniques have been developed
that allow consolidation of facilities to minimize the amount of surface area
impacted by exploration and development facilities, and developers routinely
c insider wildlife habitat, drainage, and wildlife usage in selecting sites for
production facilities, roads and pipelines.

9. Why Must the Decision to Omen the ANWR Coastal Plain be Hade New?

Lead times are long in frontier Alaska regions— at least 10 years
frcm discovery to First production, and sometimes 15 years. If a sale In ANWR
were held today, oil would probably not be produced until the year 2000.
Without significant new discoveries, our nation could be dependent upon
foreign sources for 60% of its demand by the year 2000.

The argument has been presented that present depressed oil prices
will result in bids at less than fair market value for oil and gas leases in
AIMMR. However, this argument ignores that the federal government can and does
reject bids of less than fair market value, and that royalties, not bonuses
provide the major source of revenues over time.

10. What Can I Do?
A lot.
(@ Contact Your.Congressman.

Contact your Senators and Congressman and tell them you favor
opening the Coastal Plain of the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge to oil and
gas exploration and development. Also tell them you oppose legislation that
would lock this area up as wilderness.

(® Contact Other Interested Parties.

Contact others in Alaska and the Lower 48 and tell than about the
significant economic effects that AM7R will have on jobs, on federal and state
revenues, on the Permanent Fund, and on national security, and encourage them
to contact thelr Senator or Representative.

© Writ? the alliance.

Write to the Alliance, P.O. Box 100100, Anchorage Alaska, 99510 for
further information, and to tell us of others who should receive this
information. A wide variety of information is available for groups: we can
help you by providing speakers, slide shows, and video programs.
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Alaska®a Arctic National
than 19 million acres of land, amounting to approxima-
tely five percent of the entire state landmass, and

the Coastal Plain is approximately eight percent of the
refuge, 1t is considered to be highly prospective for
the discovery of--large quantities of oil and gas; and

Congress has reserved the discretion to decide if the
1.5 million acres will be opened to further exploration,
development and production; and

the petroleum industry has consistently demonstrated its
ability to operate in conditions similar to those found
on the coastal plain in a safe, responsible manner
without significant adverse environmental iImpacts, and

the United States must prepare to develop domestic
petroleum resources if it is to preclude overwhelming
dependence on foreign petroleum sources iIn the 21st
century; and . . .

the value and development potential of state-owned
tidelanas and federally-owned OCS lands offshore of the
ANWR Coastal Plain would be enhanced by a Congressional
decision to open the coastal plain to further
exploration, development and production; and

facilities developed to transport petroleum resources
on the coastal plain to Pump Station One may allow
marginal discoveries between the ANWR Coastal Plain and
Prudhoe Bay to be developed; and

national energy security depends on the development of
domestic oil and gas resources to replace depleted U.S.
reserves; and - JELE

the nation stands to derive revenues including portions
of Donuses, royalties and rents from oil and-gas < ve

developement; and -’

opening the ANWR Coastal Plain to further”exploration,
development and production will generate increased
employment and business opportunities for all Alaskans
and all Americans; KV e -

BE IT RESOLVED THAT the 15th Alaska Legislature sstrongly
Congress of the United States to open the ANWR Coastal

Plain to environmentally responsible oil and gas exploration,”." e
development and production.



THE
COASTAL PLAIN
AND
FORMAT ION
OF THE
COALITION FOR AMERICAN ENERGY SECURITY

A New Coalition of Member Organizations Dedicated To Seeing
That Public Lands on Alaska®s North Slope Containing The
Nation®s Most Valuable Prospects For Major Nev Oil and Gas
Discoveries Are Opened To Exploration and Development Under
Proper Environmental Regulations

1. Introduction and Summary

One of the most significant energy policy and national
security 1issues of recent decades will be decided iIn the
remaining months of this Congress or in the next Congress. At
issue is whether 1.5 million acres of the nation®s most highly
prospective oil and gas lands, located on Alaska®s North Slope
near Prudhoe Bay and the Trans Alaska Pipeline, will be
legislatively opened to exploration and development or, on the
other hand, designated as "Wilderness"™ and, therefore,
permanently closed.

This 1issue will see many national environmental
organizations strongly advocate Wilderness designation for this
area. Presenting the case for orderly development, with
prudent environmental regulation, of the Coastal Plain®s
potentially huge oil and gas resources will be an Eskimo owned
corporation which owns substantial private property within the
area and a new Coalition -- the "Coalition for American Energy
Security.”

The Coalition will advocate opening this small (by Alaska
standards) extremely promising area to oil and gas exploration
and development. The Coalition urges national associations,
labor unions, companies, governmental organizations and other
groups who are concerned about America’s growing dependence on
insecure sources of foreign crude oil to join the Coalition for
American Energy Security.



Set forth below is background information about the
Coalition, 1its objectives, and its organization.

2. Background

During Congressional consideration of the Alaska National
Interest Lands Conservation Act of 1980 (ANILCA), one of the
significant issues considered was the creation of the 18
million acre Arctic National Wildlife Refuge (ANWR) on Alaska®s
North Slope and the designation of some areas of ANWR for
"Wilderness" management. Congress resolved this issue, in
part, by creating an 18 million acre Refuge and designating 8
million acres of the Refuge as Wilderness. These designations
were primarily in areas that were considered to be of Ilow,
moderate or moderate-high interest for oil and gas potential.

3. The Coastal Plain Study

Congress also provided in 1980 that a 1.5 million acre
area of ANWR known as the "Coastal Plain” be made the subject
of a special in-depth study of its fish and wildlife resources
and of 1its promising oil and gas potential by the Department of
the Interior. This study is known as the AN"LCA
"Section 10Q2(h)" study and report. It was designed to provide
Congress with all relevant information necessary to make an
informed decision on the future management status of the 1.5
million acre Coastal Plain. This area has the very highest
interest for major new oil and gas discoveries of any frontier
area in the nation. In general, the alternatives available to
the Congress for the Coastal Plain are: (1) to open the area
for oil and gas exploration and production; () to close all or
part of the area to any exploration or development by
designating it for Wilderness management; or (3) to designate
some other status for the area with defined permissable uses.

The Section 1002(h) report was scheduled for delivery to
the Congress together with the Secretary of the Interior"s
recommendations by September 2, 1986. The report, however, has
been delayed by litigation brought by a number of national
environmental organizations which is now pending in the Ninth
Circuit Court of Appeals.

4. H.R. 4922 - Wilderness Legislation

On June 3, 1986, Congressmen Udall and Seiberling,
together with 25 cosponsors, prior to the release of the
Section 1002(h) report which Congress mandated, introduced
H.R. 4922. This bill would designate the whole 1.5 million
acre Coastal Plain of ANWR as Wilderness and prohibit all oil
and gas exploration and development. Subsequent to its
introduction, 30 more cosponsors have been added to H.R. 4922.
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successftul relationship between oil development
and prospering fish and wildlife resources at
the nearby Prudhoe Bay oil *<elds?

7. Formation of Coalition
A broad-based Coalition -- th« "Coalition for American
Energy Security” — 1is being formed to educate the Congress and

the public on the significance of the future status of ANWR and
the Coastal Plain to the nation®s national security and energy
independence. The Coalition will consist of companies,
associations, Qlabor unions, consumer groups, concerned State
and local governments and others who support the opening, by
appropriate legislative action, of the highly prospective 1.5
million acre Coastal Plain to oil and gas exploration and
development. The Coalition will operate informally and will be
loosely organized and ad hoc in nature.

8. Coalition®s Purpose

The primary purpose of the Coalition will be to secure
Congressional enactment of legislation which will authorize and
direct that all of the 1.5 million acre Coastal Plain of ANWR
be opened for oil and gas exploration, development and
production. The Coalition will seek to achieve this purpose by
developing objective factual iInformation, by coordinating
member activities, and by serving as a central point for
developing and sharing relevant information on the status of
the Coastal Plain decision among Coalition members and
supporters.

9. Nature of Coalition

Arctic Slope Regional Corporation, a North Slope based
Corporation with 3700 Eskimo shareholders, has taken a lead
role in calling for the formation of the Coalition. The
Corporation owns substantial private lands within the
boundaries of ANWR and within and adjacent to the Coastal
Plain. Wilderness designation would prevent the development of
these private Eskimo owned lands. The corporation®s
Washington, D. C. law firm of Van Ness, Feldman, Sutcliffe &
Curtis has agreed to provide office space, conference rooms and
other facilities for the Coalition®s use. The law firm will
also provide secretarial services and a full-time dedicated
paralegal to serve as the Coalition®s Executive Coordinator.
The Executive Coordinator will keep Coalition Members fully and
currently informed of developments and to assist coordinating
efforts undertaken by the Coalition to achieve agreed upon
objectives.



Commitments by ASRC and other founding member3 have been
made to cover the Coalition®s expenses, on a minimal budget
basis, through the balance of calendar year 1986. This budget
will cover the Coalition activities discussed above. Once the
Coalition i1s formed and active, other companies, associations
and groups may wish to contribute toward meeting some of the
Coalition™s operating expenses for the balance of this year and
into the next Congress. Such contributions are welcome. It is
assumed that major contributions to the effort for calendar
year 1987 will continue to be made by ASRC, other founding
members, and other interested companies, associations and
groups.

11. Coalition Offices

The Coalition for American Energy Security has offices at
1050 Thomas Jefferson Street, N.W., Sixth Floor, Washington,
D.C. 20007. The Coalition®s telephone number 1is (202)333-7484.
Ms. Isabelle Tapia serves as the Coalition®s Executive
Coordinator.



COALITION FOR AMERICAN ENERGY SECURITY
COORDINATING COMMITTEE MEETING
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AGENDA

Reports and developments

(@ Documents and Projects
(b) New Projects (ho change as of 10/31/86)
(c) Materials Ready for Coalition Use

(no change as of 9/18/86)

(d Hill Developments
(i) House and Senate Committees
(@ Senate Energy Committee
(b) Senate Environment and Public Works

DOl 1002(h) Report Released on November 24

(@ DOl Press Release and Executive Summary

(b) Press Release Responses to Report by
Coalition Members

(©) Press Stories on Draft Report

(d) Op-ed piece

(e) Editorial Boards - Mailing

() Environmental Organization Report

Hearings on Draft LEIS

(@) Federal Register
(b) January 5, 6 and 9, 1986
(i) Kaktovik
(i1) Anchorage
(iii) Washington, D.C.

Budget 1987
(@ Timing

(b) Public Relations and Grassroots capacity
(¢ Other Contributors

D.O.E. Interagency Review of U.S. Energy Policy and
National Security

(@ Meeting with William Martin, Deputy Secretary DOE
(b) Coordinate responses to reference ANWR issue



10.

11.

12.

DOE Decembgr 1986 NEP Report
(@ Draft testimony to submit
State of Alaska role and involvement

(@ Draft State Report on ANWR
(b) Computer file and Publications

(© North Slope Geology Update Publication
(d Conferences

North Slope Borouyh Policy Statement
Coalition Committee Status

(@ New Members?

(b) Monthly Meeting of Coalition Members
(1) 12/74/86 Coalition Meeting at NAM
(¢) Coalition Membership Status

Other matters

(@ Report on AEl Conference (Publication)

(b) Nat"l Leagus of Cities (11/29-12/3/86 - San Antonio)

(¢ U.S. Conference of Mayors (6/13-17/87 - Memphis,

(d Alaska Coalition
(i) Seattle Chamber of Commerce
(i1) Portland Chamber of Commerce

Status Report on Caribou Treaty Deliberations

Legislative Strategy for 100th Congress

(@ Status of Draft Bill
(b) DOl Proposed Bill

™)

language for Alaska delegation



COALITION FOR AMERICAN ENERGY SECURITY

November 25, 1986

CURRENT STATUS REPORT ON ASRC. AOGA,
AP1 AND COALITION RELATED DOCUMENTS AND PROJECTS

Set forth below for your use and information 1is a report
on the status of a variety of different documents and projects
which ASRC, AOGA, APl or the Coalition have underway or have
recently completed.

An asterik (+) by an item indicates that a new document or
project has been undertaken or that a new development has
occurred with respect to the document or project since the last
meeting.

1. Background Papers on Environmental/Cultural Issues

An advocacy paper and supportive background papers on the
following topics have been prepared by AOGA and are in final
form.They have been approved by the AOGA Executive Committee
and approved for use by the Committee in connection with the
Coalition advocacy efforts. The papers cover the following
subjects:

A. AOGA Advocacy Paper

B. Briefing and Background Papers
1. Petroleum Potential of ANWR
2. Protecting the Natural Environment: Minimizing

Impacts to Arctic Coastal Plain Vegetation,
Soils, Water Bodies and Streams in the Course of
Oil and Gas Exploration and Development

3. Wildlife and Habitat Protection During Petroleum
Exploration and Development

4. History and Culture of ANWR"s Native Inhabitants

5. Resource Exploration and Aesthetic Values in
ANWR

6. Compatibility of Oil and Gas in and Adjacent to
Wildlife Refuges and Conservation Units

This information is available iIn notebook form from AOGA
and from North Slope Task Force members.

(Status as of July 31, 1986)



2. Advocacy Paper

A draft position paper advocating the opening of the
Coastal Plain has been prepared by AOGA for approval by the
AOGA Executive Committee.

(Status as of July 31, 1986)
3. Coastal Plains Slide Show

The slide show presentation prepared by AOGA is complete
and has beeneapproved for use by AOGA. Copies have been made
available to the APl committees and individual companies.
Additional copies are available from AOGA. The format was
expanded for presentation to I0CC Convention attendees at
Prudhoe Bay on June 29, 1986. The text of the presentation to
the 10CC Convention attendees can be modified for presentation
to other groups.

(Status as of July 31, 1986)
4. ANWR Bibliography

A consultant®s draft is complete and is currently under
review by environmental experts serving on the AOGA Task Group.

(Status as of July 31, 1986)
5. Bird Impact Study

Fourteen companies have committed $162,000 toward an
approved budget of $170,000. Field work is now underway.

Standard Alaska Production Company will formalize an agreement
with AOGA setting out their responsibilities as operator of the

study.
(Status as of July 1, 1986)
6. Preparation of Film

A draft script has been submitted for review by the AOGA
Task Force. On July 7, 1986, the script will be submitted to
the Executive Committee for review and approval. The project
iIs on schedule and should be complete by early September.
(Status as of July 1, 1986)
7. Field Guide Book

The field guide Book on the geology and petroleum
potential of the Coastal Plain is complete. One thousand



copies have been printed. The AOGA Task Force has requested
the approval of the AOGA Executive Conmittee to use the Guide
Book in the advocacy effort.

AOGA has made copies available for use iIn the Washington,
D.C. advocacy effort.

(Status as of July 31, 1986)
8. ANWR Report

A privecely sponsored Report on ANWR and the Coastal Plain
has been prepared by Arctic Slope Regional Corporation. The
Report was publicly released in Alaska on July 18, 1986.

Copies are available from the Coalition and from ASRC.

Jacob Adams, President of ASRC, 1is sending a letter and
copies of the Report to every Member of Congress, to members of
the Administration, to the national press and to prospective
Coalition members.

(Status as of July 31, 1986)
9. ANILCA Legislative History

APl has had a legislative history of ANILCA prepared and
has made a copy available for the use of the Coalition. The
document 1is very useful for seeing what members said about the
Coastal Plain during the ANILCA debate and how they voted.

(Status as of August 7, 1986)
10. ANWR Visits and Briefings

On June 23 and 24, 1986, Under Secretary Ann McLaughlin
was provided a tour of Prudhoe Bay and the ANWR Coastal Plain.

On June 29, 90 I0OCC Convention attendees were briefed on
the Coastal Plain issue and asked to support AOGA"s efforts
with their Congressional delegations.

On July 8, 1986, AOGA Task Force members participated in a
briefing for DOE Secretary Herrington and Senator Murkowski.

On July 11, House Members of the Energy & Commerce,
Interior and Insular Affairs, Armed Services and Appropriations
Committees toured the North Slope, ANWR and the Coastal Plain.

On July 19-20, 1986 Congressman Ralph Regula (R OH)
visited Alaska.



On August 18 the House Merchant Marine Committee visited

ANWR . !
TR - Ko
On August 20 Administration officials visited ANWR.

The late August tentative trip planned for a group of
Senators to visit ANWR was postponed.

On September 2 the National environmental organization
leadership visited Alaska, ANWR and the Coastal Plain.

(Status as of September 3, 1986)

*0n November 18, 1986 Americans for Energy Independence
hosted a Congressional Conference on the Coastal Plain of ANWR

*0n November 24, 1986, DOl released Draft LEIS
recommending that Coastal Plain of ANWR be opened to oil and
gas exploration.

*12/4/86 - Coalition "Membership”™ meeting at offices of
NAM (2:30 p.m.).

*12/11/86 - API-AOGA meeting in San Francisco, California
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A COALITION FOR AMERICAN ENERGY SECURITY Im
Mm”Mma
DRAFT

November 12, 1986
Coalition Membership

Set forth below is the current status of the Coalition
membership campaign.

1. Organization Granting Permission to Go on Letterhead

Alaska Oil & Gas Association
(kVOCO Corporation (awaiting confirmation)

American Petroleum Institute

Americans for a Rational Energy Policy
Arctic Slope Regional Corporation
Association of American Petroleum Landmen

*BP Alaska
~Chevron U.S_A. Inc.
*Dresser Industries

Highway Users Federation

independent Petroleum Association of American
(awaiting confirmation)

International Association of Drilling Contractors
international Association of Geophysical Contractors
*Joint Maritime Congress
*Marine Engineers Beneficial Association
sNational Association of Manufacturers
National Tour Association, Inc.

National Ocean Industries Association
*Rocky Mountain Oil and Gas Association

— VvThe Standard Oil Company
*Sun Company

The National Grange
* S. Chamber of Commerce
Western Oil and Gas Association

2. Organizations Active 1in Coalition Efforts, But Not on
Letterhead

Alaska Coalition for American Energy Security

3. Organizations Cooperating and Assisting with Coalition®s
Ef forts

State of Alaska
Americans for Energy Independence
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"mAlch supports gas development In the- ANWR, told Outlook," that reduced oil prices will "after some delay"
~m GRAM: "The understanding we got In dealing with Inte- improve US. economic growth and the growth of other oil-
™ r on ANWR was that the Atininistratlon would be leaning importing nations, thereby providing Inroads for reAicing the

more to recommending oil and gai activities at the refuge."
The coastal plain It tho main calving area for a large
herd of carfcou, and Adler said he hat yet to see any pos-
sible stipulations that would provide adequate protection for
the herd.
which  Mgsports gas development' -In the .ANWR, told
OILGRAM: "The understanding we pot in dealing with Inte-
rior on ANWR was that the Adknhlitration weuld be leaning
more to recommending ol and gas activities at the refuge.”
The coastal plain Is the main calving area for a large
herd of carfcou, and Ader said he hat yet to see any pot-
sfcle stipulations that would provide'adequate protection for
the herd.

WATCH TNE RAILROADS. GASLMES TOLD

Washington 11/13— US. Interstate gas pipeline industry
should look to federal regulation of raVoadt for lessons on
how to operate In a newly deregtdated market, a study
commissioned by the Interstate Natural Gas Assn. of Amer-
ica says.

National Economic Research Assoc, said In Its study
that pipelines should take fid advantage of their ready
acquired rate flexfcRIty In order to compete with alternative
fuels. This rate flexMty should enable pipelines "to re-
spond to rapid dianges In market conditions and peak -load
problems. .l Hoe/ever, the study notes that Judging from the
interstate Commerce Commission's trouble with setting rate
guidelines for captive customers, the Federal Energy Regu-
latory Commission Is Ifcety to find setting rate boundaries
under Order 436 "arduous and controvertlaL™

Tho report, "Lesions for the Interstate Get Pipelines
from Railroad Deregulation,” notes that take/pay obligation
"won't be remedied easily through govwrantnt kiteoention.

trade deficit. [ITA cautioned, however, the "net effect on
the US. trade balance of these various crosscurrents Is
dtfflcult to project.”

ITA estimates that for each fl/bbl reduction In crude
prices, the trade deficit will decline by about 62-bfllion/vr.
but even with the benefits of price reductions,’ "U.S. oil
Import bBI wfti stay vary large." ITA noted that if crude
prices stabMize at 620/bbl, the US. ol MS would still be
about 643-bMkxi annuity. .

ITA explains that eoe cause for the large ol import hin
and lack of a matching dedine with crude price drops Is
that more expensive ol products arc being brought In.

Copies of the report (stock number 003-009-00461-1)
may be ordered for $6.30/copy from the US. Government
Printing Office, Washington, D£. 204Q2.

F64ANOAL REPORTS

(Total Net Fferes fa MRIlon 6)
1966

965
Ciioo
3rd gtrnet T18.38 (7.1)
Net per share (62.17 61.06)
9 mo net (49.13 53.75
Net p* share (66.22 67.60)

Corrections 1 OwMcatiens

The ON 11/13 story on DOE's contract to buy cl from
Mexico for the Strategic 'Petroleum Reserve should have

said that the department does Intend to exercise an option
to buy an additional 6,300 b/d from Mexico, above the con-
tracted 65,00 b/d.

JttjThe lesson for pipeline regulators Is that govcrnmwt bt-
HBbivemcnt, oven the possfcMty of involvement, can lave an
Aenportant, but-net -necessarily positive, effect on (ontract

disputes.”

The report also notes that:
— Increased competition may cause plpeilne-distrbutor
relationships to evolve from seller-buyer to joint ventures
offering bundled services to the end-usw;
— Network access problems could occur as competition
increases for the transportation business because disincen-
tives will exist to continue pipeHne-f»-pipeline exchange
systems; and
— Service obligations should be revised to reflect changing
market conditions with pipelines recognizing the opportunity
costs of.existing residual obligations and pressing for their
removal, relaxation or "at least knprovod rate treatment.

ERA HAS CHANGE OF HEART ON
COhDEMNNG RECYCLED OIL AS HAZARDOUS

Washington 11/13— The Environmental Protection Agency
has decided not to list recycled used oil as a hazardous
waste requiring expensive controls. The agency had origi-
nally proposed last Nov. 29 to list used oil, Including
crankcase oil from automobiles, but changed Its mind after
deciding that such a move would "seriously discourage"
recycling.

EPA estimates that If It had listed recycled used oil as
a hazardous waste 61- to 128-mRlion gal of used on would
have been dumped into US. waterways. Of the 1.1-billion
gal of used oil consumed annually, nearly 700-mlllon gal
are recycled.

The agency is proceeding with development of standards
to entire safe management of the recycling process, but
firm rules aren't expected for several years. The agency
also It considering regulating used oH that Isrft recycled.

AJTA: OIL IMPORT PRICE DROP WONT
N E eSU-T M LIKE DROP N DEFICT

Washington 11/13— Declining -imported-ei prices won't
result In an equivalent reduction In the US. trade deficit
because key US. export markets in Mexico, Venezuela,
Canada and the Mideast will have less aMlty to buy Im-
ports, the International Trade AdnMstration reports.

+ ITA says, In "US. Trade: Performance In 1985 and

LATE NEWS

KHASHOGGI SELLS EDGMGTON TO SKYHGH
K DEAL THAT MAKES HM SKtttiGHS CHEF

San Francisco 10/13— SkyNgh Resource Ltd. of Van-
couver has purchased Long Beach-based Etitington OK Co.
from Triad Energy Corp subsidiary of AAutn KhashoggPs
Triad Holding Corp. SkyNgh, originally s mining company
erflich wants *o diversify Into ofl, bid In excess of 6100-
mWlon for the asphalt and aviation fuels company, beating
out about six others for the sale.

Triad will receive 635-mllion In cash and 645-millon in
debentures. It will also receive 2£-mffk>n shares of
SkyNgh stock giving Khashoggl about a 149 stake in the
company. Khashoggl, who Is already on the.SkyNgh board,
will now became SkyNgh chairman, although company offi-
cials say Skyblgh and Triad Holding win remain totally in-
dependent.

Triad Energy had put Edgington on the market In Octo-
ber,"arranging the sale through First Boston. Edgington,
with 6780-mlllion sales In 1985, has a 41600 b/d asphalt
refinery In Long Beach and Is said to be the leading sup-
plier In the Southern California region. It also has the Triad
Aviation fuel wholesaling business and is building a 35-
mllion gal/yr ethanol plant for gasoline blending In Iberia
Parish, La.

SkyNgh officials say their company, wNch also has
computer holdings, -is looking for further oil refming and
production Investments.
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at 187-mHlon b/d in «rst-
mWbn b/d tn forath-quarter-19

This higher demand fIRjre/fa/ the flrit quarter and the
fact that the ovarsupply be absorbed by then could
give OPEC a chance to the production celtng and
membersl quotas In the firs qirter. However, that couid

rter 19ft, up from 186-

be threatened "if markets to stabllie and prices
erode*  triggering  hcrta: stockdraw and  Htting
demand.

COME BY CHANCE BUYER <Ab ONLY SELL
PRODUCTS N NEWFOUMX V4 AN3 US.

Montreal 11/13— Petro- Zitl da's agreement last week to
seil its Come by Chance M finery to US.-owned New-
foundland Energy Ltd. (Oh 0/28) 1s conditioned on NEL's
only being allowed to sett frodiets to Newfoundland and the
us

However, the Combses Investigation Branch in
Ottawa said It wfll investiil ate _the deal once consummited
in case it restricts argeition th the Canadian
market.

International Items

CANADA: MebS 08 Cuuia says It wfll spend C$12-
mllkm developing a heavy iteam stimulation pilot project
in the Cold Lake area of xv thtaitem Alberta. The Cam-
piny says the 160-acre ot consisting of 23 dkectional
and slant weils, wfll prov It with technical information
needed for potential fuft- + development of Its Cold
Lake resources. Mobi sayslli plans driHing and consmic-
tion in 1987 and expects the\(flot will produce 1,490 b/d of
ol when operations befln In

CHINA: The first Chines® designed-and-bult offshore
production platform wll go kit strvicn this month in Bel>u
Bay, South China Sea, the Daly reports. The plat-
form can produce up to 4000V ifd of crude and 40,000 cu
meters/d of gas. It was bufltito standards of the Ameri-
can Petroltun Institute, the Aaerlcan Welding Society and
the American Bismu of SNpp g, and wfll be operated by
the Chengbei Oil Development Cirp. of Japan. It sits above
23 wells sunk 1680 meters h» the bed of Befcu Bay.
The platform was btilt In Dlllai shipyard, under supervision
of the China Offshore Piatfotn Engineering Corp. and was
designed by the Shanghai Offslire Engbseering Corp. Chi-
nese authorities now want to sqq iM r platforms Interna-
tionally.

SPAN  Spanish refiner Explol (vos Rio Tinto has deckJ-
ed to go ahead with plans to Q' tvt Its ammonia plant at
Palos <lela Frontera in southern kt to LNG at a cost of
US$22-m8lkm using basic tecl ogy provided by M. W.
Kellogg. The company wil Insi  a radial synthesis con-
vector, molecular sieve driers and  high pressure condens-
er-stripper. A LNG terminal wfl so be buflt. A spokes-
man for ERT said energy costs be reduced by 1591 and
the company hopes to be able compete with products
from EC countries.

USSR-UK: The UK (Nrc of E Orgy's Offshore Supplies
Office (OSO) and the Soviet Sta>elCommittee for Science
A Technology wfll shorty comm the first meeting of a
joint Oil A Gas Working. Grot?, INIMr.g the signing last
April of a memorandun of.underst inging, UK Energy Minis-
ter Ailck Bochinan-Smith said xby he said although
significant offshore work It unlike y t >emerge In the USSR
until the 1990s, "limited opporturitie ~ for the UK si?pty
Industry already exist under the pre era Soviet five-year
plan. He urged UK offshore stgjty tompanlei to cornier
the present crisis by looking "beyand the North Sea' The
best immediate.opportunities lie n A igoia, he said, noting
the country's low-cost reserves, Its | eeper water potential
and its Impending loss of US. export credit. He also cited
Canada, Brazl, India and China as pfime markets for UK
offshore technology.

Friday, November 14, 1906

Page J Vol. 64

No. 222

IMTED STATES

COASTAL DROPS SUTTlaGAMST PDVSA

Houston 11/13— TI
mRlion damage stdt i
grounds that It wit
for Moble Bay Re
month (ON 10/6L

"We have no
It a Coastal spokesi
ward to a profitable
now."

The lult was filed tiy by Coastal and Mobile Bay in
September 1984 In U  District Court In Beaimont, Tex.
(ON 9/13/84). It acc( ed PDVSA ol reducing Coastal's
30,000'b/d contractual liftings by over 50H from Oct.
1, 1980, to the data oflthe suit, it also, alleged violation
of US. antitrust laws, racketeering and inducement to
breach contracts under T sxis common law.

PDVSA countered tha the suit was groundless and was
filed after “ramerous itiessiefforts to obtain additional
volumes of Venezuelan h*avy
able, due to otr level,
and cvr OPEC obiigft*nt.

Coastal Corp. withdrew Its $450-
st Petroleos de Venezuala on the
Imarly a dispute over crude supply
whose assets Coastal acquired last

Interest In the suit, so we dropped
said, adding: "We're looking for-
iness relationship with those people

os, which were not avall-
uetiofi under national policy

AT UTAH REFNERY
iTRATOR'S RUNG

AMOCO DRUG-TES
HALTED PENPNG

Denver 11/13— 'Se Oil, Chemical A Atomic
Workers Union said, a federal judge enjoined Amoco
from implementing a aruij and- alcohot testing program
at Its Salt Lake City, Utah, refinery until an arbitra-
tcr can consider If th) new policy violates.the union
contract.

US. District Judge J. Thomas Greene granted the
injunction on OCAWSI motion, which asked only a
stay of the program until tfm”grlevance/arbltration
procedure outlined In he contract Is completed. A
union spokesman Md t wUKbe several weeks before
an arbitrator Is scleWt 1 t»> consider the case.

DOI TO RELEASE DRAFT RECOMMEMJATIONS
ON ANWR DEVELOPMENT FOR PUBLIC COMMENT

Washington 11/13— The Interior Dept. Is planning to
release a draft report containing recommendations about
oil/gas development on the Alaska National Wildlife Refuge
coaJtal plain, OILGRAM NEWS teams, even though Its ap-
peal of a federal court order directing release of such a
report Is stiB pending.

The report Is scheduled to be released for public com-
ment Nov. 24 A US. district court directed the depart-
ment to receive public comments before it submits a final
report to Congress on whether to open the irei for devel-
opment (ON 9/2). Interior appealed the ruling and main-
tains that the Confessional debate would provide a "full
and open forum for public participation.”

The appeal Is before the US. Court of Appeals for the
Mnth Circuit In San Francisco. An attorney for the de-
partment said that while the release of the draft report
"‘commences procediros laid out by the district court, that
Is not to say the department would recommend withdrawal
of the appeal” There are requirements lit the coin order
"we don't feel are required by law,” and several Issues still
need to be resolved.

Development Go-Ahead Seen Likely

There reportedly win be a 33-day period for public
comment after the report Is Issued Robert Adler, an at-
torney for Trustees for Alaska, one of several parties suing
the department, said 30 days Is simply not enough time to
respond to such a *complex Issue” and he hopos for at
least 63, If not 90, days.

Both Interkr Secretary Hodel and Energy Secretary
Herrington have cited the Immense hydrocarbon potential of
the AbftVR, and Adler said that given the philosophy of the
Reagan Administration, "It's a fair assumption the report
WIET recommand either exploratory driling or full-scale oil
exploration and development."

Jacob Adams, president of Arctic Slope Regkxtil Corp,



SENATE ENERGY COMMITTEE

Democrats

J. Bennett Johnston
Dale Bumpers

Wendell H. Ford
Howard M. Metzenbaum
John Melcher

Bill Bradley

Jeff Bingaman

* Conrad

* Fowler

* Wirth

Republicans

Have not made
announcement



Alaska Coalition for American Energy Security

P.O. Box 10-1515 Anchorage, Alaska 99510-1515 (90 7)561-8641

As Chairman of the Alaska Coalition for American Energy Security, 1 am asking
for your help in developing grassroots support for opening the Coastal Plain of
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge (ANWR) to oil and gas exploration, develop-
ment and production. ANWR®"s Coastal Plain is the nation®s best oil prospect,
yet a strong environmentalist movement 1is underway to close the Coastal Plain
to exploration, development and production.

On November 24, 1986, the Department of the Interior released its long-awaited
report on the Coastal Plain as required by Section 1002(h) of the Alaska

National Interest Lands Act. This report confirms the very high potential of
the Coastal Plain for holding giant reserves of petroleum with a mean estimate
of 13.8 billion barrels of oil in-place. The report contains an assessment of

the Coastal Plain®"s wildlife and environmental resources and the possible
impact of oil and gas exploration, development and production on these
resources. Most 1importantly, the report contains the proposed recommendation
of the Secretary of the Interior that the Coastal Plain be opened to oil and
gas exploration, development and production under appropriate measures to
assure the protection of the environment.

Ultimately, this issue will be decided by the Congress of the United States.
However, before final report and recommendation are submitted to the Congress,
the Department of the Interior will receive public comment on the report.

Hearings are being held 1iIn Anchorage, Kaktovik, and Washington, D.C. in
January. Written comments on the report will be accepted until January 23,
1987.

Your expression of support for the opening of the Coastal Plain at the
Anchorage or Washington, D.C. hearings would help counter the expected oppo-

sition from the environmental organizations. I would also appreciate your
writing to the Department of the Interior expressing your support for opening
the Coastal Plain. Letters of support must be received in Washington, D.C. on

or before January 23, 1987.

A sample letter showing the proper address for the submittal of your letter is
shown on the reverse side of this letter.

Your support on this important issue will help strengthen Secretary Hodel"s
recommendation to open the Coastal Plain to oil and gas exploration, develop-
ment and production. It is expected that the Tfinal report and recommendation
will be submitted to the Congress during the Spring of 1987. At that time,
your support will also be needed.

If you desire further information on this important issue, please contact the
Alaska Coalition for American Energy Security.

Sincerely,

\

Boyd Brownfield
Chairman, Alaska Coalition for
American Energy Security

BB:tp:nsd:499
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of__ nq . U.S./CANADA DRAFT OF DEC. %
b
AAEMEFErWPPM® OMMDERSTAN&UIT &
BETWEEN
THE GOVERNMENT OF CANADA
AND
THE GOVERNMENT O~ THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

CWe&NGERTrfN6 THE CONSERVATION OF THE PORCUPINE CARIBOU HERD

The Government of Canada and the Government of the Un ited States of
America, hereinafter called the "Participants':

Recognizing that the Porcupine Caribou Herd regular lu m igi.atej across the
international boundary between Canada and the United States™dn®"S t*fiat caribou in
their large free-roaming herds comprise a unique and irreplaceable natural
resource of great value which each generation should maintain and make use cf so
as to preserve them for future generations;

Ackncwledging that there are various human uses of caribou and that for
generations certain peep le of the Yukon Territory and the Northwest Territories in
Canada have customarily and traditionally harvested Porcupine Caribou to meet
their nutritional, cultural and other essential needs and certain rural residents
of the State of Alaska in the United Stales cf America have harvested Porcupine
Caribou for customary and traditional uses and will continue to do so in the
future, and that these peep le should participate in the conservation of the.
Porcupine Caribou Herd and its habitat;

Recognizing the importance of conserving the habitat of the Porcupine
Caribou Herd, including such areas as calving, pest-ca lving, migration, wintering
and insect relief habitat;

Understanding that the protection of the Fcrcupine Caribou Herd and its
habitat requ irjs gcodw ill among landowners, wildlife managers, users of the
caribou and other users of lhe area;

Recognizing that Porcupine Car ibou should be conserved according to

ecological pr inciples &and that actiogsfor the protection of caribou to the
long-term detriment of ott.ar indigenous specie”™ of wild fauna and flora should be

avoided;”n,

Reccgn izing lhal the part icipants wish to estab lish cocperat ive bilatera l
mechanisms to coordinate their activities for the long-term conservation of the
Porcupine Caribou Herd and its habitat:

Grin and ignore it.

ﬂ)A\Q“ﬁ\G‘—
a -
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"WZrtse* Ar-VAVY:
- o e €3 yr-C g de e ;

LA Ajretrtcd’
\A™N a Reccgnizing sthat cooperation and ccordinat icn under th is-ficmorond an op
tftrctergfcand -ng should nof alter dcroest ic authorities regarding management

of the Porcupine Caribou Herd and its habitat and should be implemented by
existing rather than new management structures;

(AN Have reached the following hntcrstuiid iHgRN/-etN«/N ™.

Def in it iens

A f\rcovr-"CA-
For the purpose of this Ttenrofand €©f-c f-L'ndcryren-dHg only:

"Porcupine Caribou Herd" means the migratory barren ground caribou
found north of 64 degrees, 30 minules north Ilatitude and north of
the Yukon River which usually share ccmmcn and traditional calving
and post-calving aggregation grounds between the Canning River in
the State of Alaska and 1lhe Babbage River in the Yukcn Territory and
which historically migrate-w ifh in the State of Alaska, the Yukon
S92/ t* Territory, and the Northwest Terr iter ies, for tho wirt-er®
“'"Ccnse-rvat icn'' means the management and use cf the Porcupine Caribou
Herd and its habiiat utilizing all methods and procedures which
gnsure the long-term productivity and usefulness of the Porcupine
Caribcu Herd. Such methods and procedures include, but are not
limited to, activities associated with scientific resources
management such as research, law enforcement, census, habitat
maintenance, monitoring and public informal icnancf cluc<a™r,,

C\" N "Habitat" means the whole or any part of the £ccsystemfj; ire lud ing
summer, winter and migration rangt-)used by the Porcupine Caribou
C&r O r- Herd during the course of its long-term movement patteins3as
C& - general Iy cut lined on the att.—é&un! mapirtta.cLJ. c.. a* ,4o0*cx.

I Object ives
The objectives of the paii iciponts are;

a. To conserve lhe Porcupine Caribou Herd and its habitat through
international cooperation and coordination of actions sc that the
risk of irreversible damage or long-term adverse effects as a result
of use of caribou or their habitat is minimized;

b. To ensure opportunities for custcmary and traditional uses cf the
Porcupine Car ibou Herd by:

(€)) in Alaska, rural Alaska residents in accordance with 16 U.S.C.
3113 and 3114 ~ AS 16.05.940(23), (28) and (32), and$AS
16.05.258(c); and

[ J

(&) in Northwest Territories and Yukon, Native users as defined by
sections A8 and A9 of the Porcupine Caribcu Nanogement
Agreement (Canada Octobe” 26, 1985) and these ncn-Native
subsistence users identified pursuant to the prccess in
section E2(e) cf said Agreement.



international coordination cf the ccnservation of the Porcup ine
Caribou Herd and its habital.

_ . «f*
To encourage cooperation and conrr.un icat icn among government s3cf i+x*e
Porcupine Caribcu and others usete to achieve the above objectives.

3. Conservation
Qi/~ a. The part ic ipants w il Itake apprepi iate act icn to conserve
/ the Pcicupine CaribcuHerd and its h?bitat-

b. The pari ic ipants will ensure that Porcupine Caribcu, their habitat
and the inlcrests cf users of Pcrcupine Caribcu are given effective
cons iderat icn in evaluating proposed activities within the range of
the Herd.

/ctivities requ:ring participant approval having a potential impact
on the conservation cf the Porcupine Ciribcu Herd.£«F its habitat
will be subject to impact asi-cssment aud review consistent with
domestic laws, regulations and processes*

AcflvVify ) ) o

e Where an foctrcis/is determined 1o be likely to cause significant
leng-term adverse impact cn the Pcrcupine Caribcu Herd or its
habitat, the ether participant will be notified and given an
opportunity to consult prior to final decision.

Act/J'itics + . L
e. Pe—+1 ic p™nl S upp “cvtH— cFacl w 3t with potent iai significant

impact cn the conservation cr use of lhe Pcrcupine Caribcu Herd or
its habital may require mitigation.

Participants should avcid or minimize activities that would
significantly disrupl migration or other important behavior patterns
of the Porcupine Caribcu”or that would otherwise lessen the ability
of users cf atw Forcupine Caribou to use the Herd.

When evaluating lhe environmental consequences of a proposed

activity, the participants will consider and analyse potential

impacts, including cumulative impacts, to the Porcupine Caribcu

Herd, 1its habitat and affected users of tfe*Pcrcup ine Car ibou.
Jvitrei*-A

The part icipants wi prchibit the”sa le of meat from the Porcupine

Car ibcu Her d.

International Porcupine Caribcu Beard

a.

The participants will establish an advisory beard, to be known..as
the Inter riat icna I Porcupine Caribcu Beard, hereinafter called-tho
Board.

The participants will cach appoint four members of the Beard within
a reasonable period after lhe present LiKWw\itrtn becomes effective.
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The Beard will adept:

(@)) rules and procedures for the operation of the Beard except
that a recommendation will require ~concurrence by a majority
iQSS cf each pari icipanfs appointees”™; and

() rules governing the chairmanship of the Beard.

The Beard, seeking, where appropriate:, iInformat icn available frcm
management agencies, local communities, users of Porcupine Caribou,”
scientific and other interests, will make recommendations and
provide advice cn thc;o aspecf s cf the conservation of the Porcupine
Caribcu Herd and its habitat fhaf require internet icnal

coord inat icn, including but not limited iothe following:

(O the shai ing of informai ion and consideration of actions to
furfher the objectives of to*- 1h i yxreen"JL"mat lhe
international level;

(@ the actions that art necessary cr advisable tc conserve the
Pfacup ine Caribou Her t uxci its habiiat;

(@ ccopor ative ccnservaticn planning for the Pcrcupine Caribou
Hera throughout its range;

® the review of available date and, when advisable to conserve
1ho Porcupine Caribou Herd, recommendations cn overall harvest
and uppi opr li e harvest limits for each cf Canada and the

/) . United States cf America taking into account patterns of
customary and -traditional uses and other factors the J?card

y— - dcomsappr cpr iete.

(®B) the identification of sensitive habitat deserving special
ccns iderat icn; and

® reccmmcr .dat icns, whe®e necessary, tiirough the participants as
required, to other beards and agencies in Canada and the
United States cf America on matters affecting the Porcupine
Caribcu Herd cr its. habitat.

It is understood that the advice end recommendations of the Board

are nc-t binding cn the participants; however, by virtue of th isAjrtt~ud”
Monr—rr.rmktm, Tt ha;, been accepted that the participants will support

an_(?l participate in the operation of the Beard. In particular they

Wl

@ provide lhe Beard with information regardifig the conservation
and use of the Porcupine Caribou Herd and its habitat;
[ J
() promptly notify the Beard of proposed activities that could
significantly affect the ccnservat icn of the Porcupine Cc.ribou
Herd or its habitat and provide an opportunity to the Beard to
make reccmmendat icns;



(@) consider the advice and respond +o the rc-ccmmendat icns of the
Beard; and

(@)) provide written reasons for the rejection in whole or iIn part

of conservation a reccrnmendat iens W0 do
made by the Beard.

Internat icnal Respons ibil ity

The participants will consult promptly to consider appropriate action in
the event cf:

a. significant damage tc the Fcrcupine Caribou Herd or its habi“at for
which there is responsibility under international Ilaw; or ~T
b. significant disruption cf migration cr other important behavior

patterns of ihe Porcup ine Caribcu Hero that would significantly
lessen the ability cf users cf Pcrcupine Caribou to use the //erd.

6. Imp lemenieticn
e
y*p] O/r" “Cccperat icn and coordination underthis HTU? nwill be In accordance
- with the laws and regulations of thepapttaiicipants and is subject to the
availability of funding.
7. Interpretation and Application
s £k All questions related to the interpretation or application of the
/jr, <1~ to&eccrosrn will be settled by consultation between the participants.
8. Effective date; Amendments
a. This will take effect cn the dote cf the signature of the
r last part icip .t and continue iIn effect until one year from the date
on which c-ithe. participant has given written notice tc the other of
its desire tc terminate this
At the request of either participant, consultation will be held with
a view to convening a meeting of the representatives of the
participants tc amend th is Jre.ftOf00dffty A | re< @xrOt,
FOR THE GOVERNMENT FOR THE GOVERNMENT
OF CANADA OF THE UNITED STATES
OF AMERICA
(Date) (Date)



STATE NEGOTIATING POSITION
FOR A
UNITED STATES-CANADA
PORCUPINE CARIBOU HERD AGREEMENT

March 7, 1986

GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS.

The Porcupine Caribou Herd (PCH) Agreement should not

alter existing domestic authorities and responsibilities of
the State of Alaska, the United States, or other entity
regarding management of the PCH in Alaska.

2. The PCH Agreement would be binding on its Parties.
3. Implementation of an Agreement would be designed to work .
smoothly with existing management structures. New

management structures would not be created by the Agreement.

B. PURPOSES.

1. To Conserve the size, health, and productivity of the PCH
and its habitat.

2. To ensure the continued availability of Porcupine caribou
for use by Alaska residents and by other user groups
consistent with the conservation of Porcupine caribou.

3. To help ensure the continuing health and welfare of local
communities significantly dependent upon the PCH for
subsistence.

4. To set forth the administrative and procedural mechanisms
for ensuring:

a. the international coordination of management and
conservation of the PCH and its habitat; and

b. the cooperation and communication among
governments and users necessary to achieve the
above purposes.

C. SCOPE.

1. The Agreement would apply to the PCH and its habitat north
of 64 degrees 30 minutes North latitude, and north of the
Yukon River:*

2. The Agreement would be limited to those issues germane to
the purposes stated above.



D.

GENERAL CONSERVATION STANDARDS.

The Agreement would provide for the sound ecological
management of the PCH and its environment.

Parties should agree to avoid, where possible, activities
which may significantly impede, delay or disrupt the
migration or other essential behavior patterns of the PCH,
or which lessen the ability of Alaska residents to utilize
Porcupine caribou.

The Agreement should include procedures to ensure that
Porcupine caribou and their habitat requirements are given
effective consideration in evaluating proposed activities
within the range of the PCH.

HABITAT PROTECTION.

1.

Government approval of activities with potential
significant impacts on the conservation or use of the PCH
or its habitat would require:

a. the use of the best available technology, mitigating
measures aud methods of operation, so as to avoid
adverse impacts where possible and to minimize
unavoidable impacts;

b. the rehabilitation of disturbed areas; and

C. scheduling of activities so as not to interrupt the
seasonal patterns of the PCH.

The Agreement should address the issues of liability and
compensation TfTor significant damages to the PCH, its
habitat, or the ability of Alaskans to continue to harvest
Porcupine caribou.

PORCUPINE CARIBOU HERD ADVISORY BOARD OR COUNCIL.

1.

The Agreement would establish an advisory U.S./Canada
Porcupine Caribou Board or Council to facilitate its
implementation.

The Board or Council would Tfairly represent state, local
and federal interests in the PCH.

The Board or Council would:
[ _ J

a. provide the vehicle for formal sharing of information
and consideration of actions that may be taken to
further the purposes of the Agreement at the
international level;



on

recommend those actions which are necessary o
advisable to conserve the PCH and its habitat

encourage and make recommendations for cooperative
research and management planning for the PCH throughout

its range;

review availaole data and, when advisable to conserve
the PCH, recommend an overall herd harvest limit and

appropriate harvest limits for the United States and

Canada;

identify sensitive habitat components deserving
special consideration; and

establish advisory committee(s), as needed, to provide
expertise offered by management agencies, user
communities, scientific and other interests.

G. GOVERNMENT RESPONSIBILITIES.

1.

Governments would agree to participate in and support the
bilateral PCH Board or Council; and

a.

provide the Board or Council with data and information
regarding the conservation and use of the PCH and its
habitat;

promptly notify the Board or Council of proposed
activities which could significantly affect the
conservation or use of the PCH or its habitat, and
provide an opportunity to make recommendations;

to give effective consideration to the advice and
recommendations of the Board or Council:

(1) the Board®"s or Council®s advice and
recommendations will not be binding;

(2) governments would consider the findings and
advice, and respond to the recommendations of the
Board or council; and

(©)) rejection of a recommended harvest quota, caribou
conservation measure, or habitat recommendation
would indicate the reason(s) why the
recommendation was not accepted.

When evaluating the environmental consequences of a
proposed activity, government agencies should consider and
analyze potential impacts, including cumulative impacts, to
the PCH, 1its habitat, and affected users throughout the

herd"s range.



H.

OTHER PROVISIONS.

1.

The Agreement should recognize the special significance of
the PCH for the economic and cultural well-being of local

-— communities within the range of the PCH.

The Agreement should provide that subsistence shall be

given preference among the beneficial uses of caribou from
the PCH.

The Agreement should prohibit the commercial sale of meat
from the PCH. "Commercial sale”"™ will be defined to exclude
traditional barter iIn accordance with state law.

The Agreement should call for subsequent bilateral
discussions to consider the future designation of

appropriate lands as the Arctic International Porcupine
Caribou Range.
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JUNEAU — State geophysicists. m C Om m e nt pe“Od eXte n d ed

said Thursday their studies back
up the federal government’s pre-
diction that the Arctic National
Wildlife Refu_?e could contain.huge
reserves of oil and gas. *

The report by the Alaska’; De-."f

partment of Natural Resources
says the refuge’s . coastal plain
could contain from 80 million to
458 billion barrels of oil. N
The state said ,there’s a 5 per-
cent chance the 15 million-acre

plain holds 26.5 billion barrels of >

oil, and a 9% percent chance it
hoids at least 80 million barrels.

“Assuming a recovery factor of
35 percent for oil, up to 16 billion
barrels of recoverable oil may be
present. This compares favorably
with the original recoverable oil
reserves of about 10 billion barrels;
in the Prudhoe Bay field,” wrote
co-authors and' dgeoWsmlsts
James Hansen and RW. Kom-
brath. _ )

The state report is considerably
more conservative than federal es-"
timates of the refuge’ oil poten-
tial, Hansen noted.

A federal report by the Depart-
ment of the Interior, now under
public review, gives,a 19 percent
chance for finding oil. If there is
oil, the federal report said, there’s .
a % percent chance the coastal

. Jo-oo LA -
yi Juanes. mienod - Departm ent; has -
\% €N the »public,v.two”extra't

iw .The Jan;,23 deadline for.com-,
ments has been-extended to Feb.
6, said Robert Gilmore, regional.

» The report “has stirred much
.interest in/Alaska and the Low-
er 48,” Gilmore said Thursday.

Gov. Steve Cowper requested
the extension, he said. : |

Cowper also had'asked that
the; department -hold public
hearings'in Fairbanks and Arc-
tic Village, besides the: three’
held last .week.

) ., beaufortsea..

Anchorw Defy N»wi/P«tor Dunlap-ShoN

s'-But . Gilmore said no additional public hearings will be,.

scheduled.

v Comment: should be sent to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, |

Division df Refuge Mangement, 2343 Main Interior Buildi
and C Streets NW, Washington, D.C., 20240.. :

lain contains at least 600 million
arrels of recoverable oil, and a 5
percent chance it contains 9.2 bil-.

g, 18th
o 180 g
lion barrels,

The state report was finished
last March, but its release was

| IESEIVeS

:l 1 .l r
delayed until'the Interior Depart-
» ment issued its findings, said Bob
Butts, natural resource manager in
the state Division of Oil and Gas.

Alaska Oil and Gas Director
James Eason said the report is
important because it confirms the
potential for large reserves of oil.
~ “Since the probability of find-
ing a_commercial discovery in any
frontier area is usually small, gen-
ierally no greater than one in 20
wells, oil companies normally pro-
ceed only when there is a chance
of finding a lot of oil,” Eason said.

The director of an.environmen-

:tal organization that opposes ex-
ploration of the coastal plain said
the report is significant for other
reasons.

“| think the significance is two-
fold,” said Bob Adler, director of
Trustees for Alaskg. “One is that
the federal government predic-

.tions are subject to a considerable
amount of uncerta '%y _

“The second significant thing to
me is that the federal government
has had this state report since last
March, and yet there is absolutely
nothm% in the draft, (federal) re-

ort that (says) state geologists
ave much more conservative pro-
jections,” Adler said. “I think it
was deceptive, to say the least, for
the federal government to exclude
these lower estimates when it sub-
.mitted its draft review.” .
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March. The process is still in the very earlv
stages, she said, and people have until Jan.
23 to submit written, comment to the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, which coor-
dinated the report.
Should Co(ggress decide to open the area
;to ail and Q& leasing, a series of public
hearings and environmental impact state-



Dick Lefebvre," a member of and 18 individuals lhat

both pro-development and envl-
rcnmentalists groups, told a U.S
Department of Interior hearing/;
In Anchorage on Monday.

oW, M« »» -BD e —
testified
at the hearing at the William A
Egan Civic & Convention Center
were either pro-exploratlon or

>y e vironmentallst. As the testl-

Lefebvre, an anomaly at the - mony droned on during the day-

hearing because of his member- Jong hearing,

ship In both the Wilderness So-.
clety and the Resource Develop-
ment Council for Alaska,' urged

the department to recommend to'-,

Congress that exploration be al-
lowed in the 12million-acre
coastal plain. -

"l; support the protection of
the . environment,” Lefebvre
said, "and | also support the wise
use of our resources. | believe
that responsmle development of

ANWR: Battie Ilnes

Continued from page A-l . . .

- Susan Alexander, Alaska re

middle  ground
seemed Impossible. ~ "' m.

The hearings continued today;, j state.
In the North-Slope village of Kak*'!-:

tovik and move to Washington,
D.C., on Friday. The public com-
mcents will be Incorporated Into
die department’s final report lo
Congress, which Is expected to
vote within the next few years on
whether to open the coastal plain
lo exploration or Iock it up as a
wilderness..#; i. / i
[

Territory Joined environmental-
ists in criticizing the draft report.

1 Steve Fuller, a policy adviser of

the Govtrment of the Yukon re-

glOnal director for the Wilder-, i newable resources department

ness Society, however, «joined
other environmentalists who said
. Interior overemphasized
probability of finding oil and

also chastised federal officials
Monday for claiming they had

the « contacted his government prior

.to releasing the U.S. Fish & Wild-

overestimated the amount of re-  |ife draft report.

serves in the coastal plain area.
nly upon delving de”p into
the ]IIE

reader find that there Is an
percent chance tlrnt no economi-

cally recoverable oil at all lies , canada.”

within the refuge,” she said.
Alexander also criticized the
Interior report for Its understat-
ing of the impact that oil explora-
; tion would have on the n-
imals that make the up the Por-:
cuplne Caribou Herd. .
i | im i
‘" "For example, careful read-
ing of the report reveals such
' conclusions as 'mitigation’ of the
loss of caribou habitat in (the
core calving area) is not possi-
ble,” said Alexander, citing from
the Interior report. "Further-
more, the report repeatedly cites

the lack of information and ex-.;

report itself does the ¢ cjals, But, he claimed,

¢ Fullersaid the report refers to
communication with Yukon offi-
"fire
was no direct contact with any
group, village or government In

’v‘

The lack of communication
has now been partially rectified,
Fuller said. The two govern-
ments have scheduled a meeting
for Jan. 23 the last day Interior
will accept written public com-
ments on the report.

'ti Yukon officials also are con-

cerned with the impact that oil
and gas development may have
on wildlife that inhabit the ref-
uge, Fullersaid.

Canada several years ago set
aside a portion of the area bord-
ering northeast Alaska as a
wilderness area. Oil develop-

pcrience required for an accu- - ment is specifically barred from

..-rate assessment of the Impacts.”
A representative of the Yukon

. the 3 million acres of the North-
ern Yukon National Park.

CHVV) UL UGVIIV] VI sMEVIIVI) sV~ 1 OMIM,

commended In a draft report
(hat a full, but staggered, leasing
' program be permitted on ethe
coastal plain, which Is part of the
Bmilllon-ncre refuge. Environ-
mental groups challenge the re-
commendation, arguing that the
area should be left Ina pristine

Cindy Lowry, Alaska repre
sentatlve of Greenpeace USA,
said that both the onsho.l and
offshore ecosystems of the
coastal plain would be threat-
ened by development. Oil facill-
ties deplete the water resources,
pollute tundra ponds, threaten
air quality and ﬁganvely affect-

drawn

g

“We are concerned there Isno .

adequate treatment, of trans-

ffufov

vE Qil _idustry:executives have
argued strenuously that operat-

Ing at Prudhoe Bay has given

them the experience and tecnnol-

' ogy to safely explore and develop
the coastal plain. /
i <Jamle Unxwiler, representing
the Alaska Coalition for Ameri-
can Energy Security, a group of
five pro-development groups and
; the Arctic Slope Regional Corp.,
focused fhis; testimony on the

United States' need to lessen Its

dependence on Imported oil.

I~ “The United States presently
Imports 4Bpercent of Its dally du-

-mesdc oil supply,” Linxwller
said. "By the year Zm roughly

the timye that production from

boundary consequences (of de-5

velopment) Inthe report,”
said.

and other wildlife, such as snow

geese and musk oxen, are "solely

based” on changes In Alaska.
Fuller said dJpercent of the

Fuller 3
Future population esli-;
mates on the Porcupine caribou '

[—

subsistence use of the Porcupine .

herd is by the residents of Old
Crow, a Yukon village located
about 80 miles southwest of the
southwestern comer of the arc-
tic refuge. Residents of the AJas-
kan village of Arctic Village also
depend on the herd for subsist-
ence.

Others testifying Monday in-
cluded Kenai Mayor John Wil-
liams, whose city council In De-
cember unanimously passed a
resolution supporting the opening
of ANWR, and Bob Grogan, di-
rector of the Office of Govern*,
mental Affairs

in Gov. Steve N
Cowper's office. -

Grogan said the administra- -
tion was disappointed that hear-"1

ings will not be held In Arctic VII-!
lage and Fairbanks and that Inte-
rior has refused to extend the.
comment period from Jan. 23 to.
Feb. 15 as requested by the gov-i
emor.

ANWR would come Into the mar-
eketplace, the United States will
Import upwards of /5 percent of
Ils dally supply of crude oil. His-
tory Isan excellent teacher, and
thus we know what the Implica-
tions are of such a high degree ol
dependency on foreign oil."

He cited the last Syears of
manipulation by the Organlza
tion of Petroleum Exporting
Countries, and said the develop
ment of the coastal plain Would
lessen the Impact the oil carte’
has had on the United States.

John Merrick, represenlinf
the Koniag Native Corp., one o
several native corporations sup
porting drilling In the coasta
plain, reiterated Llnxwller'
point by saying oil exploratlo'
“Isnecessary and essential to th
good of the national Interest."

Sec ANWR, page A



pany officials and pro-develop- and oranges,” said Randy Rog-.
ment groups sare;telling Gov.- ;i).ers.vdirector -o fthe; Northern
Steve Cowper to press for devel-.:/ Alaska Environmental Center, in
opment?of ;the-Arctic .National>r. Fairbanks.ilrVI.A"V:
Wildlife Refuge’while federal of-T.wtf He said a.much smaller num:;
ficials are amiable taward the ber of caribou are affected by.
{ d e a . Iy-f the'pipeline and Prudhoe Bay,
Cowper:met for a half-hour and thewrefuge -development
Monday with advocates of a ref-!1? would cut them off not only from
uge development group “mostly /migration routes, but also from,
as a courtesy" so they could air »breeding and feeding grounds. J
their views, said the governor’s < ; A Cowper administration task
spokesman,-!, David Ramseur.ifq force is working on the state’s re-
Cowper supports refuge develop-,--:;if)onse to the Interior report.;, f,
ment as long as it is environment Y [ Responses .were due Jan.- 23/
talgl safe and Alaskans are hired-,fc but,Cowper is seeking the exten-
to do the work. sion in response to complaints by
| The governor also on Monday environmentalists and rural, resi/
wroteTo Interior Secretary Don-:/ dents that they need more'time
aid Hodel, asking that the federal /toc o m m e n t f « 1
governmentl hold .four public iTf~ Hearings now'are scheduled
hearings on the issue in Alaska in Anchorage Jan. 5and in Kak-
and extend a deadline for public m tovik, an Eskimo village on the
comment from Jan. 23to Feb. 15,  coastal plain, Jan. 6. Cowper
1 Cowper’s meeting included wants hearings added in Fair-
ARCO;Alaska president.Harold ,-banks and Arctic Village.1 .
Heinze,” ' former Gov." Wally “In the event that exploration
:Hickel, who’s also aionner sec-jii and development does occur in.
retary of the-Interior,:and Maxo/ ANWR, both, these communities
Hodel, representing the Anchor!wi could'potentially be impacted,”;
age-based development group::)1Cowperwrote.;!# *v
Commonwealth North. The pres- The Interior report said the.
ident of Standard Alaska Produc-... plain should be opened to devel--
tion Co., George Nelson, was opment, butj warned it could
weathered out,of/Juneau and harm the.'Arctic ecology and-
could not attend as planned. - wildlife in the 19 million-acre ref-1
i Heinze said oil companies rou- uge, .located along the Arctic{-
tinely accommodate most of the:" Ocean innortheast Alaska. 1.
,30-odd ' environmental stipula-'- <The report said the refuge’!
Stios that the Interior Depart- ".coastal plain could contain up to!
ment attached to a pro-develop- 9.2 billion barrels of recoverable,
ment report, Ramseur said. ::;:0il.  Environmentalists ' say
"Heinze and Hickel :told/ there’s' only‘a 5 percent'chance '
Cowper that in recent visits to / the.plain .contains that much oil.'
Washington, they iound senti-. The report pegged the average

I “Hickel said The’wind is with / uled a meeting with environmen-
us’.'in Washington, D.C. He says/ talists who oppose development,
itjilooks pretty .good,” .Ramseur abut Ramseur said someone in the
- XlwWadministration is sure ;to meet-
*f-1But Cowper said he.’il need the * with them;before the state Tes- .
.0il companies’ help proving ref-'- , ponds to the federal report. D
uge development need not harm . The ,governor’s. ANWR task

rfro"IQA fWIl onimolp in tho Dnr/'ti-iil-fnrno mill nnlimrriloj-\

vide data on the management o f/ issue, Ramseur said. The group j
caribou,at Prudhoe Bay and includes representatives of the
around the trans-Alaska pipeline, - governor’s office, Lt. Gov. Steve
swhich was built so caribou could MeAlpine, and the departments'-;
pass overbr under the pipe. -S', of economic'conservation, natu-
. #mThe /director*i'of*an:environ- ral resources, fishand game, and

mem?_l,g!roup,- op-pos\lng-develoP-. law. 'a/'_.ii‘v .\k-.> j 0 1°L -



ByWnpLER ee eser with A

Daily News business reporter the YukonT

Oil

development in 'the sources depai

Arctic National Wildlife Ref- a draft repoi
uge met international opposi- gas potentla
tion Monday, from Canadian refuge, sayir
yofficials'who fear .develop- | s'does not ai
'ment will devastate an impor- «m the internati
tant caribou eherd 'shared by i !'of the ANW,
m'the'UnitedfStates and Cana SOL'fEIifeI'V\BS

S.P. F.ufieiv a policy advi- * people who o

T*

A “
\ I Continued from Page A-L k-

-The .report,:-more than .five.:
years in the making, recom-.;
-mends'opening up the coastal
plain rfor oil Teasing. It also f.
includes, a draft environmen-';'.
tal Impact statement detailing
anticipated effects of oil de-:\
velopment and ways to lessen *
adverse effects. vtV-i*
The Yukon government, for
one, believes the environmen- ;
tal study Is seriously flawed o
in several areas, so much so r
that the U.S. government 1
should "decide .in .favour of i-
increased and enhanced pro- x
tection of (the coastal plain),” i
Fuller testified. ;-5 ,. v'SI-'K |
He took exception to ea ;:|
statement in ;the draft report
that said,'in part, oU develop-"?1
ment"'would “proceed wlth"."Susai
the goal of no net loss of . wilde
habitat: qugligy .and that un-V;. car|bo
necessary *adverse effects™ .. |
would not.be allowed to oc: ;.
cur." -riftjl - "™vY.i ..S:He
"We do not believe ... that.. act, w
such a goal is even remotely . refuge
achievable,” .Fuller said, .",'and - emme,
the statement stands.as a,-.yda abc
poor representation of the re-refuge
ality of the situation."; T; er hapi
Fuller also was critical of _ Alth
the report because it consld- emme
ers only effects on the wild- many
life in Alaska, despite the fact most o
that the Porcupine caribou the fac
herd annually crisscrosses po-  tions |
litical oundaries as it mi- couple
grates from Canada to Alaska  familia
and back. Although the report  debate.
says the herd could decrease Outs
by as much as 40 percent due Eganr C
to oil development, Fuller labor j
said, it gives only passing signs |
mttention to what that would believe
mean in Canada, where the record t
most subsistence hunting of Haro,
the herd occurs. ARCO I
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md producUon’m the refuges ; company officj say devel- tected for] S DeeEReEs agla £ t tify~at the
milllon‘acre coastal..plain. - opment is need¢d to §aVE the ues and |F§ lmportance %ﬁ %CQNJ 89Ah9/%?§ f¥ glnte-
m owing depen calvmg ground andsummer. rjQrD ep”n”t isconducting

Tig plam MHW -Hiiilits W f U«Ublhl GRS
jte siee:mi@; perhaps latePthis A A;mumm agmigwg@@m@ntg .f|\rf§[rag_st cra?l ol thSFbvﬂ],@ﬁy contreversial it feporiis

ear, "whether to lift
action of the coastal
The'oil
he refuge
m n
|———raorn|ng sessfoh/~w ith
warning that a new national "
- report indicates.the decline in j
domestic -oil production s j
/.-""'more serious than “at first|
. thought. .The report, by the"
«National Petroleum Council,
| points out the "national need
lcc;for ANWR oil,” he said.
"We’re five years behind
where 'we ought to be,” i
.Heinzesaid.. . .
| >Jv The oil company president
/. sported a caribou lapel pin on
m  his gray business suit, identi-
I'Wcal to the one wormby.Susan
-'‘Alexander of The Wilderness
1:> Society on her gray business
| ;. ?2jsuit.'” ip: .
-*The entire refuge, |nc|ud|ng

Heinze. VTt’s hard for us to |
see that alternative use in a 4
very'small fraction of the i

8.‘Aicoastal plain habitat will i
have any effect at all,” he ;

Is  said.

ic-\.  But the National Audubon 4§
.Society, which had been hesi-

i--"' tant to join other conserva-

e tion groups in opposing devel-
‘opment, said It is now
convinced "it is not in the
long-term conservation, eco-

t nomic'or national security in-
terests of the United States to

[ open the coastal plain to leas-
ing at this time."

Dave Cline, head of the
society in Alaska, said his
group had wanted to thor-
oughly review the Interior
Department report before
taking a stand on oil develop-
ment. But, he said, "serious
shortcomings” in the report®,
and in the way the “govern-"'
ment is handling the issue j
have led the group to oppose
ANWR development, I. o«



ANWI*hearings
to start Jan.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
will hold hearings next month on a
draft report on wildlife and oil values
of the coastal plain of the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge in northern

Alaska.

January hearings have been set for
Anchorage and Kaktovik, as well as
Washington, D.C., officials said.
They noted that persons unable to at-
tend the hearings may send their writ-
ten comments on the report by Jan. 23.
to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
— Attention: Division of Refuge
Management, 2343 Main Interior
Building, 18th and C Streets, N.W.,
Washington, D.C. 20240.

The meetings include:

“Anchorage, Jan. 5, Egan Civic
and Convention Center, all-day hear-
ing beginning at 9 a.m.

*Kaktovik Jan. 6, City Council

Building, 7 p.m.

*Washington, D.C., Jan. 9, In-
terior Building Auditorium, Depart-
ment of Interior, 18th and C Streets

N.W., 1:30 p.m.

Public comments on the report are
being solicited to assist the Interior
secretary in making his final recom-
mendation to Congress on how the
coastal plain of the refuge should be

managed.

His comments will be included as
a part of the final report and legislative
Environmental Impact Statement to

Congress.

Court finds refuge report bypassed public comment

Afederal appeals court, upholding a
district judge’s ruling, says the US.
Fish & Wildlife Service should have
sought public comment for its report to
Congress favoring oil and gas explora-
tion In the coastal plain of the Arctic
National Wildlife Refuge.

The 9th US. Circuit Court of
Appeals ruling will not affect debate
over the arctic refuge, because the
agency of the Department of Interior
has scheduled three hearings on the re-
port. Those meetings will be in Anchor-
age on Monday, Kaktovik on Tuesday
and Washington, D.C., on Jan. 9. More
hearings may be scheduled as Gov.
Steve Cowper on Monday asked that

hearings be scheduled in Arctic Village
and Fairbanks.

The a1ppeals court ruling, however,
could affect future federal reports for
areas and activity governed by the 1980
ﬁlaska National Interests Land Claims

ct.

Several environmental groups in Oc-
tober 1980 sued the federal govern-
ment, seeking a court order requiring
an environmental impact statement
and public comment on any draft re-
port before it was submitted to Con-
gress.

In February, a federal district judge
ruled in favor of the environmental
groups. The appeals court last week re-

jected the government’s argument that
ublic comment was not required on a
egislative proposal before it was sub-
mitted to Congress.

The court said Fish & Wildlife failed
to comply with the National Environ-
mental Policy Act when it decided to
submit the report without public com-
ment. The court said Congress in-
tended that the public have a key role
in environmental debates concerning
public lands.

The Interior agency issued a report
last week saying that oil and gas explo-
ration should take place on the 1.5-mil-
lion-acre coastal plain of the arctic ref-,
uge.
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Congressman foresees oil exploratioi

By DAVID WHITNEY
Daily News reporter

WASHINGTON - House
Interior Committee Chairman
Morris Udall, who in the last
Congress introduced a bill to
designate as wilderness the
Arctic National -Wildlife Ref-
uge’s coastal plain, says he
thinks oil development there
should be allowed L, the fu-
ture.

But the Arizona Democrat
said in an interview this
week that exploration and de-

velopment should be delayed,
perhaps into the next century,
sc that drilling technology
can be improved to better
protect the area’s wildlife.
‘Udall said that while he
will reintroduce his wilder-
ness bill in the 100th Con-
gress, there is the possibility
of modifying it to "accommo-
date" future exploration and
development. )
"At worst, there’s a big

chunk of oil there and we’re:

going to have to get it out

a Paso
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UDALL: Wilderness hill to be modified

1 Continued fran Page A-1

environmentalists, would pro-
hibit drillin([:; in the area,
which th6 oil companies say
is one of the best oil-produc-
ing bets in the.country.

Several pro-development
lobbyists said this week they
expected Udall and his_Demo-
cratic-controlled committee to
be the main obstacle to the
opening of the coastal plain
for oil and gas leasing.

Randall Snodgrass, Alaska
program director for' The Wil-
derness Society in Washing-
ton said he saw no change In
Udall's position.

"I don’t think this is any
change from what President
Carter or Rep. Udall said
when the Alaska lands act
was passed,” Snodgrass said.
"Theyve always said this is
the last place we should go to
develop oil and gas.”

Udall said he sees his wil-
derness bill, which he intends
to reintroduce after consulta-
tion with cosponsors and con-
servationists, as a *“clean-cut
forum for debate” rather than
his ultimate goal.

“1 dont think we’re so
short of oil and so desperate
to find out what’s there that
wedhave to do it now," Udall
said.

_"It’s one of the most frag-
ile, important environmental
areas, In the while state,"
Udall said. “I°ve tried to be
honest with myself. I'm not
citing excuses to put this off.
| just don’t think this is the
time."

"And when is the time?”
he asked. “Well, maybe in
this century. But before we

et too much further down
the road we’re going to have
to do some drilling and take a
look at it." _

Udall said there is prece-
dent for his committee to in-
clude special exemptions for
development in wilderness ar-
eas.

"We've worked out some
special things, some special
eals here ‘and ’here," he
said. He mentioneu "curving
the boundaries a little bit or
making some special provi-
sions.

~ "That’s what | keep hear-
ing that hopefully we would
do —is look at the possibili-
ties for accommodation,”
Udall said. “There are all
sorts of concessions that could
be made.”

Earlier, Udall said that if
Congress were to lock up the
coastal plain as wilderness, it
could "years from now” re-

open it for exploration and
development.

“I don’t know why we
have to have a decision now,”
he said. “Maybe Eevelopment
Broponent_s)_ think this is the

est administration they will
have to make this decision.”

Udall said an Interior De-
partment preliminary recom-
mendation last week that
Congress immediately open
the coastal plain to leasing
was no surprise, given the
pro-development attitude of
the Reagan administration.
_Udall said he will not con-
sider exempting Native-held
lands within the coastal plain
from wilderness designation
in his_bill, as some develop-
ment interests have hoped he
might.

The Interior Department is
engaged in land exchange ne-
gotiations with Native corpo-
rations in the coastal plain.
That could increase their
holdings of subsurface rights
beyond their current 92,000
acres, bringing with it addi-
tional development pressure.

"l don't think we ought to
let the Natives resolve this,”
Udall said. "These tricky
trades and switches always
make me a little nervous.”



Interior accused. of mis| adiansq
oroll, g

public on potential

By GUY DARST
The Associated Preps

WASHINGTON - Six envi-
ronmental groups accused the
Interior Department on Mon-
day of misleading the public
about the chances of finding
oil and gas under the Arctic
National Wildlife Refuge on
Alaska’s northern coastal
plain.

Interior Secretary Donald
P. Hodel said the accusation
was "totally preposterous.”

The groups wrote Hodel
protesting that a Nov. 24
press release and summary of
a draft report on the chances
of finding oil did not state
there was only a 19 percent
chance' that an economically
recoverable reserve of oil lies
under the refuge.

Instead, the press release
and summary said there was
a 9% percent chrnce that at
least 600 million barrels of oil
could be recovered from the
refuge, a 5 percent chance
that 9.6 billion barrels could
be recovered, and a mean
estimate of 3.2 billion barrels.

Only in the draft report

SJa?*

itsel Whs it _explained that
theiw probabilities apply af-
ter the 19 percent cutoff. In
other words, there’s a 19 per-
cent chance that there’s an
econ_omlcaIIY recoverable pool
of oil at all and if there is,
there’s a 95 percent chance
that the amount is at least 600
million barrels.

Reporters had to ask for
,the report, which was not
distributed. “l think it was
deceitful,” said Randall Snod-
grass, director of Alaska pro-
grams for the Wilderness So-
ciety, the organization
distributing the letter.

The description of the ref-
uge in the press release as the
"most outstanding oil and gas
area remaining in the United
States” was “misleading to
the press and to the American
public,” the letter said

~The other organizations
signing the letter were the
Sierra Club, the Natural Re-
sources Defense Council, De-
fenders of Wildlife and two
Alaska organizations, the
Trustees for Alaska, an envi-

SSa® £ Continued from Page A-l

ronmental litigation group,
IasEa EFr)1

arid the Northern A
vironmental Center.

The refuge is adjacent--to'
the prudhoe, Bay oil field to
the west, -which supplies
abbut one barrel in five of
dorriestic production.

The Interior Department
placed the chance of finding
oil'in tht Mukluk area of the
Beaufort Sea off Alaska at 70
percent before oil companies
drilled an exploratory well
wh(ljch proved dry, Snodgrass
said.

In federal waters off cen-
tral; and northern California,
the department puts the
chance at 60 percent or better.

An oil ggmpany, faced with

a 19 percent chance of finding
a giant field, might find the
gamble worth taking. The

raft report from William
Hom, assistant secretary for
fish and wildlife and parks,
recommended opening the ref-
uge to drilling.

Hodel said in a statement
through spokesman David
Prosperi: "This is totally pre-
posterous. There are people
who have sent a clear signal
that their intention is to
blindfold America as to what
resources may exist. ... It
would be better if we could
have some genuine discussion
and input about what the
concerns are rather than red
herrings about whether the
press release contained every
single piece of information;”



FAIRBANKS - The Alaska AFL-CIO and
Teamsters Local 959 say they will support oil
exploration in the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge only if the oil industry agrees to hire
Alaskans and pay the grevalllr_\g wage.

Last week, the U.S. Interior Department
released a draft report recommending that the
wildlife refuge’s 1.5-million acre coastal plain
be opened to exploratory drilling. Congress
eyintually will decide the issue.

In a news conference Monday, the Team-
sters and the AFL-CIO said the use of non-res-
ident workers by the oil industry has under-
cut wages and benefits for all Alaskan
workers:

“With this deplorable record, we must
resolve that the oil industry must first correct,
to the satisfaction of the Alaskan people, the
lack of Alaskan hire, and that a fair prevail-
mP wa%e be established by the State of
Alaska for all classifications of workers em-
ployed in the region before the industry is
allowed to extract Alaskan oil in the ANWR,”
the unions said in a written statement.

Mano Frey, head of the Alaska AFL-CIO,
said he expected some people to be “aghast”
over the unions’ position. But he said the
issue is “a matter of survival to our people.”

Frey said the unions * 1lseek support from
the Alaska congressiomu delegation.

Daily News business reporter

The U.S. Arctic Research Commission could
become a key player in the debate over oil
development “on the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge. . . )

Commission Chairman James Zumberge
said Thursday the panel could serve as a
clearinghouse of impartial, scientific research
that would help Congress decide the con-
troversial issue of whether to allow oil explo-
ration and production on the coastal plain of
the refuge. ) o

Last month, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service released a draft report recommending
the 15 million-acre coastal, plain be opened to
the oil industry. The éggort said preliminary
studies indicate some 600 million to more than
9 billion barrels of recoverable crude oil could
be buried beneath the coastal plain.

Conservation groups strongly oppose devel-
opment of the refuge because of its wildlife
and environmental values. ] )
_ Both sides —environmentalists and the oil
industry —have cited scientific and biological
studies that each says support its position.
For example, the oil industry says studies of
caribou herds show the animals and the
industry can easily share the same ground, as
they do at Prudhoe Bay. But conservation
groups say similar reports warn oil develop-
ment will harm the caribou.

Zumberge said the commission, whose
members are appointed by President Reagai\
could easily serve as the entity that recom-
mends research to help answer controversial
questions about coastal plain development.

“We want to find out if research needs
loom,” he said, "if gaps of a scientific nature
exist."

For example, Zumberge said, “we’d like to
know if the (coastal) plain is a huge maternity
hospital for the Porcupine caribou herd.”

umberge, who has spent )éea_rs studying
the Arctic, said some scientists believe caribou
normally calve in areas other than the coastal
plain, so oil development might not interfere
with the herd’s growth.
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WASHINGTON (AP) - Energ
Secretary John S. Herrington told lead-
ers of ;the natural gas industry Thurs-
day they must find more domestic re-
serves In the face of the natior/s in-
creasing dependence on foreign oil and
gas.

"This isn’t just a problem for do-
mestic energy producers or for Texas,
Louisiana and Oklahoma; and it’s not
just a short-term problem. This is a na-
tional problem with potential long-term
consequences,” Herrington told the
annual meeting of the Natural Gas Sup-
pliers Association.

He compared the situation facing
the country to that of the late 1970s,
when manipulations by a single set of
energy suppliers nearly tripled the

Continued from page C-I

hard/look"at opening access to

these" huge .tthiaI oil and gas
Serves—MIC
her thSn Piftdhoe Bay.”

I|i?cse Becauld féa}bpggrcgr]ﬁrg\gf
is pro-
duced irufhiV'countiwd and with

Mnatisus”™S felly

could be much

price of oil, and promised the admin-
Istration would press Congress for der-
egulation to help free the.market,

"Our prosperity and security de-
pend on a constant flow of reasonably
priced energy from reliable suppliers,
and there is a risk that our security
could be challenged by growing com-
placency about our energy future,”
Herrington said.

Describing the state of the oil and
gas industry as devastated, Herrington
predicted oil imports, primarily from
the Middle East, would rise sharply by
the mid-1990s unless more domestic
fuel is unearthed.

"There are more than 800 fewer rigs
at work than a ?/ear ago, and we hit a
46-year low earlier this year. Produc-

total proven gas reserves of ap-
proximately 200 trillion cubic
feet, the country has the equiva-
lent of about 35 billion barrels of
oil, Herrington said.

“I am here today to tell you
that this administration intends
to carry into the 100th Congress
its commitment to natural gas
legislation, including price de-
control, transportation reform

tion is flat.and falling. Exploration
bu_((jjgets have been cut,” the secretary
said.

“By the end of the year, it is es-
timated that this industry will have lost
a cl]]laarter of a million jobs. Capital €X-
penditure programs for exploration
and development have dropped 50 per-
centsince 198L.”

He urged further drilling and cited a
draft study recently released by the ad-
ministration that recommends the en-
tire 1.5 million-acre coastal plain of the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge in
Alaska be opened to oil and gas leasing.

"This draft study is now in a 60-day
public comment period, and | believe it
Is essential that Congress take a good,

See Energy, page G5

and repeal of demand res-

traints,” he said.

Meanwhile, on Thursday, Sen.
Lloyd Bentsen, D-Texas, cited a
Library of Congress study that
projected the nation can expect
to lose 232 million barrels of ail
production a year by 1990and 532
million barrels a year by the tum

of the century.
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By DAVID WHITNEY

| Daily News reporter mee.. ag ' ;
~ WASHINGTON - Callin
it the “most outstanding ol
and gas frontier in the United

States,” the Interior
Department on Monday
released a preliminary

, recommendation to open the
coastal plain of the Arctic
National Wildlife Refuge on
Alaska's North Slope for
full-scale leasing.

The department believes it

fr o«

])car AlerS

.?(

is possible, although unlikely,
that the coastal plain may
have as Much recoverable oil
as was at Prudhoe Bay before
development there.
Environmentalists noted
‘the report’s more pessimistic
finding — the 95 percent
likelihood of only 600 million
barrels of recoverable oil, an
amount far smaller than
Prudhoe Bay. Such an oil
deposit is too.small to justify

... See Back Page, INTERIOR
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Continued from Page Al

ris_léing the fragile ecosystem through development, they
said.

The recommendation, which must be approved by Interior
Secretary Donald Hodel after a 60-day comment Iperlod,
touches off what promises to be a bitter congressional battle
between development advocates and environmentalists.

Development forces, includin% the Alaska congressional
delegation, argve that the area should be opened for leasin
because the country is growing more dependent on foreign oi
while its own reserves dry up, a situation that presents a
serious national security problem.

“Without the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge’s resources,
this nation faces the threat of a precarious future in which
OPEC nations would be able to hold another and perhaps
more serious oil embargo over our heads,” Alaska Sen. Ted
Stevens said. ) )

Another catalyst for development is the current economic
crisis in Alaska, which is suffering the effects of recent,
severe declines in the price of oil. The state could stand to
collect billions of dollars in revenues if a major oil field is
found and developed.

Environmentalists claim development wou’d endanger the
180,000-head Porcupine cari?ou herd to reach oil reserves that
amount to only a few months’ supply for the-country. ]

The Interior report was suspect because it was compiled
in Washington, D.C., by an administration well-known for its
policies of resource exploitation and development,” said the
Alaska Coalition, an alliance of 11 environmental
organizations. ) . .

he controversy will be decided by Congress, which has
sole authority under the Alaska National Interest Lands
Conservation Act to permit development or convert the
coastal ﬁlaln into wilderness —the approach favored by Rep.
Morris K. Udall, D-Ariz., chairman of the key House Interior
Committee.
_Based on seismic tests, the Interior Department concluded
it is 965063er_ce_nt certain the 1.5-million-acre plain contains
about million barrels of recoverable oil. By comparison,
Prudhoe Bay’s recoverable reserves at the time of
development were figured at 9.6 billion barrels. The report’s
most optimistic projection —with a 5 percent probabllgt?{ —
is that the coastal plain contains as much as 9.2 billion
barrels of recoverable oil.

Estimates vary widely because deposits cannot be
measured precisely without further exploration.

“We won’t know until we drill,” said William P. Horn,
assistant Interior secretary for fish, wildlife and parks,
whose office issued the report. "There’s the potential for
super giant-sized fields.”

If substantial recoverable reserves are found, Alaska and
thr Native populations with subsurface rights in the area
stand to share a financial windfall. The state ip entitled to 90
percent of on-shore development royalties, traditionally
about one-eighth of the per-barrel price. But its share could

. FTEIMINary e
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dwindle as the Interior |
negotiations to trade its subsurl
to Native corporations for Nat
around the state. Critics say tl
increases the political pressure

It is possible that Congress v
with the state is too generoi
report recommended no form
Horn said Hodel would make
releasing the final report, pr%
hearings in_January in
Washington, D.C.

The Interior Department, us
billion barrels of recoverable
projects a yield of at least $79.4
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*as $325 hUliorf~jf the long-shot projection of 9.2 billion
recoverable barrels were sold at $40 each.

These per-barrel.prices, though more than double the
current price, are the department’s estimate of what oil could
sell for in 10to 12 years —the earliest the coastal plain could
be producing if opened for leasing this year. )

“I'm not interested in the value of oil, I'm interested in the
amount,” said Alaska Rep. Don Young. “And the report is
just about whati bcpected. It is one of the largest fields in
the free world. The economics is up to the oil companies. If
it’s feasible, the'oil companies will do it.” .

But Jack Session, Alaska representative of the Sierra
Club, said the report’s 95.Ipercent probability of 600 million
barrels of recoverable oil may well tilt the development
debate in favor of preservation.”

“Six hundred-'million barrels is only about a month and
half worth of consumption,” Hession said. “There’s just no
justification for development. | dont think Congress wdll be
stampeded into developing the coastal plain for that.’ )

Feasibility is one is .ue the oil companies did not discuss in
reacting to the report. William J. Johnson, president of
Standard Oil Production Co., said one key factor in the
economics of exploration and recovery would be the
conditions imposed on development.. _ .

"We've yet to review this draft in detail but it would be
unfortunate if it contains excessive restrictive conditions
which would make economic exploration and production for
oil and gas ungeaflble," Johnson said in a prepared
statement. A ) ) )

The report recommends 32 stipulations, some of which
appear to be specifically designed to mitigate the effect on
caribou, a key concern of environmentalists. One
recommendation Is that work cease during sensitive times for
wildlife, including the May and June calving of the
Porcupine caribou, )

In addition, Hom said, the department would recommend
that exploration and development along the upper Jago
River, which the Porcupine caribou use most heavily during
calving, be stalled as long as possible so that further studies
crz]in Ltjesdone on the herd, which migrates between Canada and
the U.S. o

AccordinF to the report, full leasing in the coastal plain
would result in the construction of 100 miles of pipeline, 180
miles of main and spur roads, two large permanent airfields
?no_llj[v_vo small permanent airfields, along with various other
acilities.

Environmentalists contend *that the Porcupine caribou
would be frightened by such development, even if there were
no activity during calving. )

Dave Heatwole, vice president of external affairs for
ARCO Alaska Inc., said the report “recognizes the fact that
oil and gas development can take place in the Arctic without
any detrimental effects.” o )

I would expect some negative impact,” Hom said
Monday. " The questionlis; at what level. e have another 12
or 15years to develop mitigating technology.”
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The conflict in Alaska’s northeastern corner looms as large
as the land involved. Should we keep a Delaware-size expanse
of tundra pristine or open it to oil exploration? Two partici-
pants in the debate, each in his_element, tell what they would
do. This is'the first of three stories™on wildlife, wilderness and
oil development in the Arctic. ;j -

By DAVID FOSTER

The Associated Press
AKE SCHRADER —
.. Wilderness guide Roger
Rom and oil. executive
~IHarold Heinze agree on
this much: The Arctic Nation-
al Wildlife Refuge represents

alast hope. .

The agreement ends there. .
From where Roger Rom
sits ['at the moment, on a
lichen-covered tolk in the
heart of the refuge —this cold
and lonely comer of Alaska

has value as the nation’s —

northernmost tract of wilder-
ness. It is a home for polar
bears, waterfowl and 180,000

caribou; a place, where visi-
tors can soak up the undi-
luted essence of nature.
_From where Harold Heinze
sits — 600 miles to the south
in _an office atop the tallest
building iu Anchorage — the
beauty of the refuge lies be-
neath the surface. Its coastal
plain may hold the conti-
nent’s best and last chance for
amajor oil discovery.,-vi

For "yeais, environmental-'1l i u

ists like Rom have wanted
Congress to make the refuge’s
Delaware-size coastal plain an
official wilderness area,
closed to roads, settlement
and, oil exploration. Heinze

A «4-- — *£ -** W
& -t

e ———— TheAssociatedPress/DavidFoster-"
Wilderness guide and coa*stal plain defender Roger Rom -J;

LD : >
and others in_the oil industry . the lobbyists. ha\enot,mel-"-
have wanted it opened to dril- j- lowed with age. j :

A VSThe'.conflict’s™ grand  scale-*
_ Congress put off the issue has made it,a top,concern'<}fN
in 1980 by ordering a study of; national groups on .both sides*.
the area’s oil potential and - of the-wildemess:deyel6pjs-;
wildlife resources. But now ment debate,
that study is nearly finished

the debate has revived, and See Page D2, ARCTIC:-:
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Continued from Page D-2

“Caribou lare the main fo-

cus of the argument,” Rom

_ says. “But there are probably
J-a "hundred other arguments
~ for preserving the wilderness,
9§ Aesthetics, recreation, the im-
portance to the polar bear,

‘ the brown bear, musk ox,
Dali sheep, snow goose. This
is an extremely important
habitat area for animals.” -1
_An example soon presents
'itself. Cresting a small ridge,
the hikers come upon a griz-
zly bear prowling the tundra.
A’ small bear, Rom4s$ays, not

L 1 J

* created.:

Some clues about .the
plain’s geology have been pro-
vided recently by surface
samples and seismic testing, a
stethoscopic thumping of the
land that produces a rough
sketch of rock layers below.
_ The clues have been posi-
tive, Heinze says. But the
Broper reservoir rock may not
e present, or the oil,”ma
have migrafed away. Suc
factors are elusive. As Heinze
says: "You don't get a handle
on them until you put it to
the drill.” D2

Drilling doesn’t have to

L ThisconceptthatAlaska needs
to be preserved as wilderness for

visitors is a crock.

Most visitors

wantto have some reasonable

access. 9

more than 300 pounds. Rom’s
companion deems it large
enou?_h, here where the. near-
est climbing tree is 50 miles
south.

The bear spots the two hu-
mans and dashes away, up
the mountainside. It watches
as they pass, then lopes in

closer. For more than a mile, »

it follows about 100.yards
behind. ]

Roger Rom is unconcerned.
"He’s just ,gr?lng the same
wal%lwe are,” he says.

Wilderness may put the ro-
mance in Alaska, but oil fills
its bank accounts.

Anchora%e sprawls at the
feet of high-rise office build-
ings built by oil companies —

and the highest of all belongs
to Arco Alaska Inc, £

There,' in a many-win- .

dowed suite on the 21st floor
company president Harol

Heinze is holding forth on the
coastal plain’s amazing geolo-

. <
gy“Thls is not a boring area
of rock,” Heinze. says, his feet
Pro ped up on a glass coffee
able. “There are oil seeps on
the. surface. There are out-
crops that, if you smell them,
you get,the smell of meth-
ane.”

Heinze, 43 has dark, slick-
ed-back hair. His speech com-
bines the refinement of a
Long Island upbringing with
an aw-shucks casualness bom
.of. years working In the West-
em oil capitals. ‘

Schooled as a petroleum
engineer, he speaks with ani-
mation about the coastal
plain, and with frustration at
not being, allowed to explore
its potential. *; o

eologists started finding
the' refuge’s more ..obvio-S
signs of all 70 ¥ears ago. But
exploratory drilling has been
banned since 1960, when the

refuge’slpﬁaﬁmg?r,bthe Arctic

{ e

— Harold Heinze

;.-i_ L]

harm wildlife, he says, noting
Arco’s.operation at’ Prudhoe
Bay. There, 60 miles west of
the wildlife refuge, America’s
largest oil field produces 20
ercent of the nation’s domes-
ic oil." But waterfowl. still
nest on .the lake-dotted tun-
dra, and the resident Central
Arctic caribou _herd has tri-
pled in size during the past 10
years. ) )

~ A Prudhoe Bay-size oil
field would cover” about 10
percent of the coastal- plain,
and less than 1 percent would
be covered by roads or struc-
tures, he says.

"Prudhoé Bay Is a huge
development, but on the scale
of the coastal plain, it is
nothing." There will be plenty
of room for caribou and wa-
terfowl on the North Slope.”

*Alaska has more than
enough _designated . wilder-
ness, Heinze says. It is beauti-
ful land, he says, but accessi-
ble only to those with money
for air charters and with ener:
qy to hike in primitive condi-
tions.;' . . *. "

"Backpackers are not rep-
resentative f the U.S. popu-
lation,” he says. "This con-

. cept that Alaska needs to be

preserved -as-wilderness for
visitors is a crock. Most visi-
tors -want to have some rea-
sonable access." <

The feet are off the table

. now, as Heinze leans into his
‘ subject. He says nearly all
> Alaska is wilderness, without

need 'of congressional man-
date, simply. because so few
people inhabit so much land.
"Alaskans have a better
understanding of wilderness.
We know that you can go over
a hill and be away from the
presence of man. I"don't have
to go 200 miles away from,
.People to be In wilderness.
ts.0OK for me to go two
miles and not see them.” ; |
Harold Heinze Is no back-

J
1
[
!

nonlror hiif ho onlnvc tho nltf. .
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he as orie as

a. ©
doors. He owns a rustic cabin * ~ ;.. LI ahead. e need to expand our
a few hours’ drive northlof >t is Roger Rom’s turn to  'vision." e A
anchorage. be frustrated." He has heard  mHe says Congress showed

"l can drive to it. But | canygOil coOmpanies vaunt the po- meuch vision when it passed .
out of my car and | can be)™tential of other areas that " the Wilderness Act of 194
na place that’s as pristine as  turned up df}/ —the Atlantic,
any other place in this, state. ~ coast, the Gulf of Alaska. 'm  *vowed to preserve some lands
It’S pristine enough thatil ®fM-bwmany times are they  as nature had made them; in
worry ‘more ‘about”the bears g\?\lgg to cry wolf?” he asks.  the words of Congress, as

than ‘about other people.” keep blundering blindly  areas "where the Earth and

,For the first time, a nation.,

Sunday;'October 12)1986 D3

last chance

its community of life are un-
trammeled by man, where
man himself is a visitor who
does not remain.”

The nation’s wilderness
system started 22 years ago
with 91 million acres. It has

rown to 835 million acres, or

.8 percent_of the count%’s
total area. Two-thirds of the
wilderness is in Alaska.

Some suggest that is
enough, but Rom sees it dif-
ferently.

"Every time we set a block
of concrete, we should set a
block of wilderness. Every
time we develop, we should
counteract it."

Wilderness provides a ref-
erence point that may prove
useful if manmade develop-
ments change the world In
unewgcted ways, he says.

"We have fo realize that
man is not the king of the
hill. We are FEJart of a larger
community. People like Har-
old Heinze will never under-
stand that. They want tc
stand alone on the horizon
and be masters of the land-
scape, and the rest of.us will
suffer for it."

]

_ They may be representa-
tive, but Rom and Heinze are
not the only voices crying in,
or about, the wilderness. ~

The Group of 10, a coalition
of national environmental
leaders, made the refuge one
of its first stops on a recent
tour of Alaska’s environmen-
tal hot spots. Most politicians
in this _oil-powered state,
meanwhile, support opening
the refuge to exploration. '™

Each “side of the debate
accuses the other of not
waiting for the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service’s report on
the refuge, which is expected
out next _spnné;. . }

" The oil industry says wil-
derness advocates ~ have
jumped the gun by supportin
a U.S. House bill that woul
designate the coastal plain a
wilderness. The House has
not acted on the bill.

_The Fish and Wildlife Ser-
vice, meanwhile, is_negotiat-
ing with Alaska Native corpo-
rations about land swaps
involving the coastal plain,
Wilderness supporters say the
agency cannot conduct an ob-
{ectlve study while trying to
trade off the plain to parties
interested only in its oil por
tential. )

Whatever Congress finally
decides, one thing is certain.
Someone will not be happy. #

Harold Heinze:

"We've horsed 'around so
long we’re in trouble, Ve had
betier get going, or figure out
how to make Saudi Arabia
the 51st state. Lacking that, 3
think we had better4get with
the program.”

oger.Rom:

“Are we going to bum up
all the Earth’s resources until
we have to come up with
alternatives, or are we going
to have the guts to make
stand before we run out?
there’s a will, we can develop
alternatives to oil and egasf
and we can keep treasures
like this.” :

i*r



Joe Soplu, left, and Mayor Loren Ahlers attend broken water pump

¢ clutching a ork-
thickened hands. He is. Kaktovlk sbowheads Is the highlight ol vil-

fulUtlme utility nlanagerlébndéJ' Ia*a,,fe% /
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KAKTOVIK,”Alaskai-+A chlll-
Ing log blew In Irom the pack ice
onshore, shrouding ‘the,
hut that sen-esras” this'village's
community hall.

It was a Tuesday night, and the
city counciT was meeting — time,

once again, to knock against the
elimits "ol how much ‘control

village ol 200 on the' Arctic coast?

-has over its bwn destin
[ D %e meeting Is’' caYIed to 'or-
-de

announced’ Loren -Abler*;
a coffer cgp In wo

art-time ma
P Thl.ll heate |ybeh|nd him rumbled ,

to life. A fluorescent light glared
down , from the arched celling

Most of the dozen people crowded

around the table werei familiar:.

counlcn members the lire chlef a
ewhaling captain Kk

But there were visitors, too, A
man from Chevron USA Inc. want-
ed to tell of his' company’s plans'l
' for more offshore seismic testing..",
A scientist wanted to explain a
government-funded study on bow-
head whales and oil development.

| Kaktovik, a speck bOf civiliza-
tion on the vast, uninhabited tun-
dra of Alaska's northeastern cor-

quonset .

*wmoom-

M@fmum P

growing debate. The oil industry
Says the coastal plain this village
clings to may hold the continent's
last chance lor a major oil discov-
Cry. Environmentalists say the
wide-open tundra south ol Kaklo-
vlk should remain Iree ol oil
r.evclopment,' preserved as part ol
the Arctic .National Wildlife Ref-

.uge

Sometlmes JAvillagers complain;
the tug OF wdr By autsiKlers ne:
glects those who willlbe stuck
with the decision — the people
who live here. ; )

J?hn, Rlchardson representlng

Y B SR Shur S e Shpa.

ny's study ol bowhead whales 0|I
Kaktowk,rpald lor by the federal-

a«f:.MI«™|s Management Sendee,

-The government s ntercsted In
,he 'f'hale b r~g?!

e
'1 gered species. Kaf<tov k reS|dents

? Interested lor another reason.

2
B el TS
jS.P

ulv. B ;
belP determine whether 0|I dr||-

weuld havE an e" Kt
. head whaxe,, ichardson sal
PuUed °ut a radi® ‘|?ns™mar;
attached to an arrowhead and said.

adeptl? culd ,*» Pow?r!
boatsn then dlspatch two peoplev\{n

lhayraH to sneak WP and dart the;
whale.

Nolan Solcmon, whaling cap”
tab,,”had a question! "First,- you;
say boats .wouldn't bother the'
whales, now you say a boat would',
bo by them. Wouldn't that hurt;
oar whaling?”

He

I
' Sea Page C-2 KAKTOVC

KAKTOVIK: Trying to deal with future

| Continued from Pago C-1 ﬁ

Richardson assured him the
researchers would-leave the
area if villagers' whaling
boats showed up.

Kaktovik’s uneasy rela*

tionship with oil development :

started in the early with
establishment of the Prudhoe
Bay oil fields, ]Z)mlles to the
west.

Oil money - channeled
through the North Slope Bor-
ough, the Arctic Slope Re-
glonal Corp. and the state -
has given villagers new jobs,
new homes, a huge new
school, a fire station and a
medical clinic.

They like the new wealth.
But they don't want to sacri-
fice the old wealth —the land
and sea that yield caribou,
whale, fish and waterfowl for
their tables.

"We're trying to preserve

our ability to travel across
the country, to be able to
hunt in the areas where we
.know are the best hunting,”
Ahlers had said before the
meeting. "It’s the freedom to
do what you want."

mA survey conducted by
the state Institute for Social
and Economic Research
showed that Kaktovik resi-
dents tended to think health
care, schools, shopping and
homes were better than they
were in before oil mon-
oy started flowing. But villag-
- ers perceived a change for the

.+worse in hunting and fishing,

helping and sharing, and
overall village life.

The Arctic Slope Regional
Corp., representing Inupiat
Eskimos across the-North
Slope, vigorously supports
opening the coastal plain to
oil development. But Kakto-
vlk residents appear more

ambivalent.

Fire Chief George Taga-
rook, for example,
ates his new fire station but
would like to keep develop-
ment at arm's length.

"We don't need another
Prudhoe Bay here," he said —
alter the meeting. For now,
he listened polltely to Rich-
ardson.

Tom Cook, from Chevron,
was next on the agenda. The
oil company drilled an explor-
atory well last year 14 miles
southeast of Kaktovik,' on
lands owned by the,village
and regional corporations. It
was now disassembling the
drilling platform. The next
step, Cook said, would b.--
seismic testing of the ocean
floor off Kaktovik.

Ahlers thanked him for the
presentation and opened the
meeting to village concerns.

The

appreci-'

Many In town weren’t work-
ing, and new ones needed to
be installed. Ahlers told 'he
public works man he should
get going, despite foot-drag-
ging from borough offices In
Barrow.

“You have the authority to

do it, if it's needed,” Ahlers
said. "Just do it and sny 'l
. did it, it’s done, it looks
good." "

The meeting, lasted two

hours. It was typical, Ahlers
said. The council had made no
decisions after the visitors’
presentations,

"We’re not in a position to
say yes or no," Ahlers said,
Outside forces bring change
to Kaktovik as surely as the
pack ice grinds in to shore
each fall. To many villagers,
political activism seems as
foreign as challenging the
wind, or the coid, or the

ig topic was culverts. * snow.
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Area proposed for?d development
overs 1J million acres.

U.S.Proposing
D rilling for
In ArcticRefuge

By PHILIP SHABECOFIr

Special (0 v * New Yor* Time*

WASHINGTON, Nov. 24 — The In-
terior Department, sefting the sta?
for a battle with conservatlomss
tentat|ve| proposed today to allow oll

dri |mg m a hu%e wildlife refuge on
A e et i by the
Dep artment? Fish ang \%/?dll gerv
Ice recommended thatall o the coastf'i

lain within the Artie National Wildlite
efuge be opened for oil and gas devel-

opment

pWﬁham P. Hom, Assistant Interior
Secretary for Fish and Wildlife, said at
3 new? conference that the Ar?ﬁc wild-
life refuge offered the possibility of "a
superﬁtant oil field that does not eX|st
anywhere else in the United States.”

National Security Interests Cited

The draft report said the large oil

and gas potenPlaIs of the %e?dgwere

Beeded fo the country's economic well
or nation

e"j%eannum IS Sa lt?]eaiu{fllt re
%00 prosp%OYEeSrgl YEI’U&hOGE dlhoe

the coast just to the west of the Arcttc
Wildlite efuge now supplies about 20
Percent of domestlc oll Broductton In

he United ﬁt
The 15 million-acre Arctic plain is

Gntanuedan Page A3, Collum 1



U.S.ProposestoOpenArct

Continued From Page Al

the calving ground of North America's
ar est herd of mrgratory canbou an

ontains large populations of polar and
?rrzzy bears, musk ox, wolves, arctic
ama and. In.warmer weather, mrllrons
cI nesting hjrds.

I Conser atronrsts said ol drrlIrntq
v ouId tlgsnecessan y threaten the exis
ehce of the great "Porcupine. caribou
tierd, which riow numbers 180,000 anl
mats along with other wildlife.

The recommendation must be aB
R/rove by Interior Secretary Donald

(f)de an éhenb Con?rless Mr. Hodell
sl forn>pr Secreto nergy who Is
ssr advrPchte of d‘onXestrc ene %/ devel-
ccmen IS expected to back he plan.
n]t It faces a stiff battle In C%n ress,

where there IS considerable

tected wilderness area.

tThe public has 60 daxs to comment n

t the proposal. The | terror Depart-
ment rntends to send Its formal recom-
mendation to Congress in March.

e draft report quotes estimates
that ?00 mrIIron harrels to 92 billion
barrels of oil under the ref u?e arc

‘recoveraple,” given economic and
technologrca}l restraints. The "mean”
estimate; the report said, was that
there are 3.2 hillion barrels of recover-
able oil In the urea. At today's grrce of
SIS a harrel, the ol would be worth $48

b
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retvI
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Interior O fficials Recommend Allowing
Oily Gas Explorationin Arctic Refuge

By Robert E. Taylor
Staff Reportero/Thc W all Sm rcTJournal
WASHIN TON - To In error De art
ment of |crfts reco me
tIr e cpasta lain of the Arctrc Natronal
life Refuge be opene to oil and gas
exploration and d eve ﬁmen
The Fecommen dation came in a draft
reporf Tforwarded t(f Interior Secretan{
Donald Hodel !Wr jam Hom. assistari
secretarY for Fish. Wildlife and Paries. Af-
ter ¢ons enn% hlic.comments..Mr. Ho-
del 15 expected to maice a_forma] recom-
men atron next spnn %o Congress, which
will decrde the a ea ture.
T e release of the de artments
gna psrs IS the o(penr [g salvo J
attle between advocates of ener%y
opment and_ envrronmenta protection. The
stakes are inflated é)yt e areas | h re
source potential and"its ragrle eco
The rep rt called the 15 million- acre
area In northeast Alaska the most promis-
Ing unexplored onshore oil prospect In the
U.S. It estimated there Is a 5% chance of
frndrn% reserves even Iarger th?n the
B e B d, which urrenéy con-
tributes abo tZOAJ 'of U.S. oll_proddction.
The potential for harm to wildljfe is un-
Clear. the r?port said, bu{ It noted that ang
ne a]trve effects on wildlife are outwelghe
e potential energ Ybenefrts and could
be rﬁduc%d h)/care Ul plannin
ected, t e ag enczs stand
drew st ongo position from: several envi-
ronmenta rg[;]roups These critics fear irrep-
araple ar to wildlite, especially a herd
of 180,000 migratory cariboll that produce
caIves In the"area during the arctic sum-

Amy Skilbred, chairman of the Alaska
Coalition, an association of Alaskan and

nationft envrronmental groqus called the
coastal plain "a national treasure.” She
apd |td"shoujd be the last place to go for

The oll industry Welcomed the report

errca(p Petro eum Instrtutg >1

presse confidence that petroleum deve

opment * coul Reconduc edi awagco -

?éale with the natural values of the

Oil executives have been ex}pressrng
rowrnﬂ eag?erness to expore t

ow

e ar
hich figs Hetween a cluster of oll |e?s
arop nd Prudhoe Bag to the west and sev-
eral large discoveries of natural gas near
the Canadian coast to the east. Qil se eps fo
the surface In areas of the coastal plain
an IS found In surface rock outcroppings

Thrs IS our best hop e for additional g g
ant new fields, which are needed It U.S.
Broductron IS 'not t0 decline dramatrcall
y the turn of the century,” said the petrg-
leum " institute, an  Inustrywide trade

rou
! R de%artment said the odds are even
of frn ing 3.2 billion barrelﬁ of recoverable
reserves morle than one-t érg bt| rudhoe
s orgina reser illjon har-
reﬁg ere |3f1¥‘%chanceo né]
more]tan million barre. , It said.
The 1960 Alaska Lands Act est ablished
the 19-million-acre Arctrc National Wildlife
5 uge, reseryin amoat half Lrt S Wil-
erngss. But the awca d_ for the depart-
ment to recommend an Conﬁresst (e-
cide whether to develop the refuge's
coaTsrt]allptaln Department tiati
e Interior Department is negotiatin
to trad? ?]ubsurfﬁ g rights on thegplam tg
some of t eAa? ann trve cor orﬁ 1ons In
exchange for title to other lands, This "m e
gatae won't be consummated. Mr. Hom
without congressiona approval
But environmentalists Worrp that this
trade will reduce environmental protection
and will steert e native Alaskans info sup-
ortrn development in the area. One of
e 3 natrve corporatr ns, the Arctrc alop
%rona Corp,, alrea thaf endorsed de-
velopment of thelcpasa ain. t t
nyironmentalists wam against arc |c
arr ollytion anoti the sp readcgt
o muds Bio ogrstT wam about harm to
various \grlghe includin mu%k 0xen, mi-
gratory birds, bears anc” caribo
Inte |or Department brologrsts recom-
mended last eart %alrllasrtnart]h/ evelopment

tgnthﬁse%mo e migrator 4 IcSJrcnuosrtn(r)ef
caribou erg to0 roduéJ ks

ec%ves Mr. orns
FROhteRrs Al aree o0 G
hou be the fast to Ibegtijl veﬂope

toxrc drill-
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U.S.Study Urges Alaskan O il Drilling

Associated Press

An Interior Department draft
study. recommende esterda that
the orI rich Coastal Plain of north
eastern Alaska be opened to oil and
gas development if the frigid tundra
and its diverse wildlife™are pro-

cted.

The study, released by Assrstant
Secretw iliam P. Hom said the
15 Ion -acre  parce aton% the
Arctic Ocean. may contarn
lion to 29.4 brIIron barrels of ol and
huge reserves of natural gas.

he areg is clearly thé most out-
standing oil and gds frontier re-
maining in_the United States and
could contribute substantially to our
domestic energy supplies,” the stu-
dy says.

Horn said he is recommendrng
that any energ%/ exploration on the
Coastal” Plain e restricted to en-
sure that development not result in
unnecessary adverse environmental
effects. Horn also recommended
that unavoidable wildlife ~habitat
losses be fully compensated.

The study_says, “Qil and gas de-
velopment Will result in wideSpread,
long-term changes in, wildlife_hab-
ItafS, wilderness environment and
native community activities (f

e draft recommendation will
be 0 en to public comment before
Interior Secretary Donald Hodel
makes a decl srﬂn and_sends It to
Congress, which has final respon-
sibility for authorizing_energy de-
velopment in the area. The parcel is
east of the Prudhoe Bay energy
fields, which have Produc d oil and
natural gas for the last decade,

The question of Coastal Plain de-
velopment is expected to set off a
major hattle on Capitd! Hill, where
en ronmentalists Hope to persuade
awmakers to bar drilling in the
ahea and make the acreage part of

e 19 mrllron -acre Aftskd National
Wildlife Re %e which abuts the
area on the sout

‘There Is a battie of monumenta|
proCPortrons rewrng on this 1ssue,”

Sen. Ted Stevens (R-Alaskal,
wno calls the Coastal Plain “tne
Saudi Arabia of North America.”

Experts say the Coastal Plain’s
untapped oil perhaps rivals the 9.6
billion” barrels orrgrnaII)( contained
In the Prudhoe Bay Geld, the con-
trnentslar([reRst ! (o

Geologist Roger Henera of Stan-
dard Agsi P%oductron Co. said
there 1S unanimous agreement
among his colleagues: “This area
withoUt a doubt ISthe area wrth the
greatest oil and gas J%otentra that
asn't been explored. The chance of
finding s Hper rgrant 0l Gelds in this
tjrny patch of real estate Is tremen-

oS
Where development advocates
see black gold, environmentalists
see wrdrfe wolves, polar bears
mr%ratory birds and a growing herd
0f 500 musk oxen whose ancestors
were nearly made extinct by gun-
totrng hunters early this centdry.
The area, envi onmentalrsts ar-
ug, Is a critical habitat for a car-
ibou herd estimated at 160,000 to
0:000. It Is where they breed|
calve and find relief from p tentraly

fes N%t?o?rsa? L\“/\Itr?gﬁ eSEI%IedJear)a,rtroalr o
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aging about 13000 b/d, reported® hit ftw drMlof plans.
1t reported to lave negotiated tho second iU« of Its
production sharing agreement wifch takas Into account tha
fall in prkas and cSsappointioi performance of Its Oguendjo
Field.

Tsnnaco plans to brln* on stream In third-quarter 1987
tha offshora Octopus darkt Field on Its Obando _Markt
Block. Conoco and Faxon ara dua to start mid-1987 off-
shore exploration on tha Sknba marina permit In tha south.
Sun Oil, which recently concluded a rroduetlon shark*
agreement, Isn't expected to start drRUng until

Ministry of Minas Is said to ba still appraising bids from
about companies for offshora and three onshore
blocks covering some 30,000 sq km. Companies are irging
the government to relax fiscal terms In the new production
sharing agreements to reflect "market realities.”

Financial Status

Gabon this week slashed Its 1987 budget by 0% to
$11-bUllon - from  12-bHlon,-- according' la  government
spokesman Zacharle Myboto. Qil receipts, which account
for fM of revenue, are estimated to have fallen 2% this
year and will continue to drop sharply In 198/ Prices of
Gabonese crudes have averaged bbf in 1986 down 0
from lest year.

Crude export earnings are officially forecast to fall al-
most to Just under O-mMlon In Crude nor-
mally accwxiti for tome 805 of total exports and yielded
gljS-blllion in Exports are officially forecast to fal
by 386 to 7.7-million tonnes this year. The balance be-
tween output and exports Is absorbed by the Sogarx refin-
ery, which doubled Its added value to $4§-mKIIon in 1988

While tha RaM and other finds over tha last three years
by. EIf and Tenneco have ensured that Gabon will remain a

significant of producer untl at least the end of
the century, It must first past through a difficult
period of austerity tmtl crude prices recover, analysts

conclude.— Peter Blackbtrn

. IMTED STATES

OOl TO RECOMMEND DEVELOPMENT OF ARCTIC
WILDLIFE REFUGE. BUT WITH RESTRICTIONS |

Washington 11/21—The Interior Dept, draft report ol
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge win recommend that the
entire coastal plain of the ANWR, some 13 mfllon acres,!
be made available for oll/gas leasing,.

The recommendation was tho most sweeping development
alternative available. Assistant Secretary for Fish, Wildlife
S Parks! William Korn will release the report Nov. 24 (ON
11/19. There will be a 6)day comment period and a
series of public hearings. Interior Secretary Model will
make the final recommendation when tho report Is submlt-
, ted to Congress early next year.

A Congressional source said the report may be a "mixed
bag" because he inderstood It will alto recommend "sub-,
tuntil! restrictions” on when drilling activities can take
place in an effort to protect wildlife In the area, particular-/
ly the caribou herds. Such restrictions could ultimately bJ
a disincentive to 08/ gat development and production. |

The entire refuge, Just east of Prudhoe Bay and west of
,the Mackentla oilfield In Canada, covert 19m8ken acreu
Tha U.S. Geologic Survey said there's a mean probability

_the coastal pfakt could contain AJtJ-bflllon bbl, and a M
"probabfity It could 'cwitakfugi to 17- Witken bbl of oil.  J

ARCO SHAREHOLDER SUES OVER
PROPERTY SALE TO FORMER CEO

San Francisco 11/21—An Arco stockholder, Rodney B.
Shields, has filed suit in Lot Angelas Superior Court
charging Impropriety In the .ale of oil and gat properties
by the company last month to a group heided by former
Arco chairman Robert 0. Anderson (ON 1029).

Arco Immediately said It would dispute the charges,
which It considers "without merit* and also asserted tha
auction sale of attett, conducted for It by First Boston,
had been "competitive and fair to afl."

In the suit, Shields alleged that among the 600 holdings
In 11 states aegilred In the auction by Anderson's Diamond
A Cattle Co. In a Joint ventire with Lonrho, Were some
deep drilling rights In west Texas. However, he said, An-
derson knew of those properties through Ms previous con-
nection with Arco, while other bidders didn't. Shields al-

ety Neeer 2, 96 Rap5

\d_ et No. ZB

leged tNs allowed Anderson's group to bid lower than It
otherwite might have to win the sale.

Arco said In a statement that It beilevee It received
"the maximum value for the assets" and It doeifl't consider
that "the value of the deep. ckMteg rights obtained by Dia-
mond A Cattle Is material to the total value of the package
sold.”

CAUF. AIR CLEANUP PLAN MAKES SOME
CONCESSIONS TO MXISTKY ON EMISSIONS

Sacramento 11/21—The California Air Resources Board
has submitted to the Environmental Protection Agency a
tougher Kern County air deamg) plan opposed by Indus-
try, but Indicated It might use some proposed offield con-
trols.

Industry officials appe* pleased that tha state Is giving
them more dme to gather scientific evidence to dispute the
need for further cuts in nitrogen oxide emissions In Kern
County's west side, where some of the nadonfl richest
olflelds, such at the Ek HMt Naval Petroleum Reserve, are
located. Oil kiterests stM strongly oppose NOZ2 emission
controls recommended in the plan for the centrd county
region, which surround o3-prodocing properties near Ba-
kersfield.

In 1 concession to the indusry, the state board agreed
to consider a so-called "trigger* amendment that would
give the county a two-year parted to prove It can meet the
federal air tgiallty standard for orone. The bigger would
be pulled— Implementing tougher olfield controls for NO2—
If the county exceeds the national orone standard of Q13
parts per million on fotr separate days during
Since that standard already was exceeded «ico tNs year, It
meant the limit can be reached ne mere than twice bi tha
nut months.

Orone Reduction Issue

In a further concession, the board agreed to ask EPA to
delay final approval of the county's air cleanup plan untl
March 3L , to allow mere technical analysis of the
benefits of reducing NO2 emissions. EPA told the board
the federal government would delay final action on the
county air plan. The board doesn't have "a closed mind,"
noted a Chevron official involved with rrguiitcry matters.

The county's air exceeds federal standards for orone,
carbon monoxide and suspended pardctdaus. The county
faces possible federal economic sanctions, such as an In
dustrial bUtdksg ban or cutoff of federal Ngheray funds, If
the local air plan Isn't toughened to'reduce ozone.

Industry officials note that the county meets federal
NO2 standards, but state researchers bdleve a further
reduction might reduce ozone. The Industry contends that
reducing NOZ hasn't been proved to reduce ozone In Kent.

Some 0% of Kern's NO2 emissions come from steam
generators and Internal combustion engines In olflelds.
Industry  officials say NO2 controls on  steam
generators—which can cost up to $00,000 apiece— could
mean the difference betwe .n profit and loss.

NYMEX CRUDE FUfURES DAILY REPORT

New York 11/21—Futures prices on the New York
Mercantile Exchange dosed up today vs Nov.

The settlement prices (5P.) are official. Volume
figures are estimates. AN flgirei art of crude fu-
tures contracts for the fosw nearest open tradin:g
months. The benchmark crude on the Exchange
West Texas Intermediate. Following Is such data for
January-AprR
se. o1 s M iR
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union Texas sells properties

Houston 11/21—uUnion Texas Petroleum said It's agreed
to sell Its Interests In seven of and gas producing proper-
ties In western Texas to an undisclosed buyer for about
)& miften. Total proved reserves Involved in the sale are
about 9-mfllon bbl or 08 equivalent.

The sale stif Is subjtct to completion of a defWte
agreement but It expected to be closed ki January 1967
Union Texas said the S83mllllon will be used to prepay
senior bank debt and to develop oH and gas reserves.
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ARGENTNA: Sbta Yaekntentos Petrollferos Fiscal*!
said It dlscovwad natural gas In northwest Ntuquen Prov-
ince In Patagonia. A S-mm-dUmeter well, drilled to depth
of 1’00 metart at Pehuenehes, /30 km west of Buenos
Aires, yielded 11400 cu m*ters/d of gas. A ,2-mm-
dlamater well, the FBo Morado, drilled lator produced
30000 cu meters/d of (1. YPF said Fllo Morado will be
drilled to depth of 3000 meters.

e . *

VENEZUELA: Luoverfs Furrlal-2 well, 3 km south-
west of Matu-In In Monagas state, produced 5940 b/d of
Bgravity crude and 3200 Mcf/d of |as from a depth of
14,8(15 ft.  Th* And, which raises Lagoven's proved
lliht/medlum crude reserves by some 150mIMon b/d, Is
locatad within th* new eastern oil province discovered last

year by Latoven (ON 124/85. Th* province holds an
estimated 1-billion tp- of crude.

FNANCIAL REPORTS

1986 1%
Lear Petroletm 69 131
3rd qtr net (. l
Net per share 2 - &0.36’
9no net (1149
Net per share ($7.35 ($1 7L
British Petroleun
3rd qtr net* 51 52
Net per ACRx $112 $1.24
Exploration - B 476
Gat International 5 37
Oil International :]EllB 0%
Shipping *
Chemicals International l 58>
Standard Oil 13 3

(*) After tax but before extraordinary ltems.
(*+) ADR represents foix BP ordinary shares.

OILGRAM NEWS/WIRE

Is the postal service letting you down? Can't get
your energy news on time? Try th* OILGRAM
NEWS/WIRE. This dally summary of th* most sig-
nificant petroleum developments worldwide wilt be
telexed to you direct, If you can't afford to wait for
tha mai.

For a free trial, call Brian Shelley In London
(Phone 01-493 1481; Telex 892]59]2 or Michael
Burylk In New York (Phone 212/512- 4385 Telex
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LATE NEWS: DOE announced Friday khese«- \/

tended o Dec. 1adeadlire far investmant bank-

irg firms to sumit progosals o help tteagency. \ tional Wildlife Refuge [( NW

sl tre Great Plains Coal Gesificadon Platt, tre

Naval Petroleun Resenes and the Natioal Irsti-

tute for Petroleum Research. The arigiral dead-

lrewas Nov. 2.
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HORN: LEASE ENTIRE COASTAL PLAIN OF ANWR

'Oil-and-gas leasin alonﬂ the entire coastal plain of the Arctic Na-
Ii | ) is urged by Interior Assistant Secretary
William Hom in a draft report to Congress, which is slated for release
today (Nov. 24), according to an informed source.

~ Hom's findings are to be presented for Publlc comment before In-
terior Secretary Donald Hodel makes his final recommendation on
ANWR to Congress next spring. The ANWR issue is vital to Interior,
which considers the refuge’s coastal plain the most promising oil-and-
gas frontier remaining in the U.S. _

Horn's preliminary findings are certain to cause a furor among
some environmental groups that argue the wildlife and scenic values of
ANWR would be irreparably harmed by extensive energy development.

That much is ackowledgied by the department. The draft report to
Congress says that long-term losses of wilderness values, native subsis-
tence uses and fish and wildlife resources would result from a long-term

commitment to energy development of the coastal plain, the source said.
(continued on page 13) 7

-BKATI*APriTUDY WARY OF GOVERNMENT ACTION

~Although domestic oil production is suffering hecause of low
prices, any decision to exercise government intervention should be
weighed carefully, warns a draft energy-security study by the American
Petroleum Institute. _ _ _ _
~ The study, “Domestic Energy Production and National Security,"
IS _under?omg internal review within API and may be changed before
being released in final reform. The current draft, a cop¥ of which was
obtained by Irsick ErergyAvith Feckral Lards, makes few policy recom-
mendations and barely touches on a controversial topic in industry cir-
cles: an oil-import fee. _ o

One source familiar with the study said at present it is intended
mfore as an “educational tool" than as an effort to advocate any course
of action.

API President Charles DiBona has said the association wants to
complete two sections of the report — which will address the condition
of the oil industry and import levels — in time for Reagan administra-

(continued on page 4i

RUSCHE INSISTS WASTE PLANS STILL CREDIBLE

To hear Ben Rusche tell it, the credibility of DOE's nuclear waste
program lies in the eyes of the beholder. And from his vieWPoint, the
program has lost none of its integrity — never mind the hailstorm of
congressional and state criticism that followed the agency's decision last
May to postpone work on a second repository. _ _

“I'don't know of any objective test of credibility, and if there is
none, then | think that whether the program has maintained its credibil-
ity depends on whom you ask," the director of DOE's Office of Civ llian
Radioactive Waste Management said last week in an interview with In-
sick BrergyAvith Feckral Larcs.

For Rusche, who has largely been cast as the villain by Western
congressmen and the three states named as potential repository sites,
questions of credibility are more than just rhetorical and seem certain to



play an important role in determining whether the program as outlined by the department will succeed. Strong
doubts have been raised by a number of House and Senate members, and the agency's mtegrl? was most recently
the target of an attack by Rep. Morris Udall, P-Ariz., who charged that the deﬁart_ment based many of its deci-
sionsabout the program on political considerations (related story elsewhere in this issue)

“There is no doubt inmy mind that there are many people who suggest that the course we have taken
leaves ﬂuestlons,. .. and there are some people who want to suggest to me that it relates to honesty,” he added.
"And it my honesty is in question, then I'm the wrong guy to do the joh." .

“It may turn” out that mr view of a set of facts or circumstances is different from your view, but I'll guaran-
tee that I'm telling you with all the sincerity and honesty that | know how,” Rusche said. "If | conclude that there
I not integrity in the program, then that means thrt there is not integrity in me and I'm going to head south. If |
come to the conclusion that we've lost that internal cohesiveness that | call integrity, then | don't want to be a
part of it anymore." . . .

Criticism of the program has been characterized as a “nightmare” by John Herrington, and Rusche tends to
agree with the energrv secretary. “| would say that the intensity of reaction has exceeded what | expected. It's not
so much a matter of new and different things as it is the intensity of the reactions.

"From a management standpoint it's one of the most challenging things I've ever attempted to get a hold of,
and | guess one could always look back and think that he could ~econd-guess the situation. But in this particular
set Ot: circumstances, I'm hard put to identify some subsequent event or set of events that would have suggested
another course.”

The department, Rusche said, didn't have the opportunity to pick the time of its recommendation and was
compelled to act when the final determinations were completed. The decision was not something that could have
been scheduled with any great precision and the delays, he explained, forced the department to act at a time that
was “ perhaps inopportune in comparison with the work that we were doing with the second repository.”

“On the other hand, it did provide us with the opportunity to look at the timing of the second repository,
and maybe the convergence of events was helpful. It would have been difficult, I think, to have reached a decision
on the second repository in the absence of knowing what our confidence was on the first repository program. And
our confidence derived primarily from getting the president's consideration and acceptance.

“Many people want to look at the decision and say that if you had just known people were going to get in-
tense and the outcry was going to reach this level, would you have done something different? But outcry was not
the criteria for the choice,” Rusche said. o o _

Rusche expects that the department will submit a revised “mission ﬁlan" to Congress at about the same rime
the administration presents its next budget and said that he is confident that despite the criticism on the Hill, the
program as now constructed does have enoug?_h supﬁort to win approval. _ .

~ The mission plan, which in essence outlines the agency's administration of the program, will contain its ra-
tionale for postponing the second repository and Rusche defended the decision. "We exercised discretion because
we helieved there was room for discretion — in fact we -lieved there was an obligation for us." .

"Our objective is to find a way for us and for then, :Congress] to reach a clear and common understanding
of the program's direction." Rusche said he believes there is sufficient support in Congress for the program. “We
may be wrong, but we've got to find that out." . N

The decision b Conﬂress late this session to cut funding for the program to S499 million (the department
had originally sought roughly S770 million) was a serious blow to the Frogram and will mean that the department
E un“kely. éo meet many of the deadlines under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act that it had earlier hoped it would,

usche said.

“The original budget request recognized that we were about nine months behind schedule if we still planned
to make a recommendation of a site to the president by late 1991," he explained. “We had hoped to accelerate
some of the things and catch that up, but we obviously won't do that now. _ o

"What we have to do now is move as vigorously as we can and try to get the site characterization plans to
the point where we can beﬁin shaft work," he said. . . _

Rusche added that the funding cut is unlikely to translate into any particular parts of the program being cut
off entirely, and su%gested instead that the pace of the work would be slowed. “We will not catch up unless we are
able to accelerate the funding in future gears, and that's a question that we and the Congress will have to face.”

Although a number of critics of the program have suggested that Congress' ban Frecludlng the department
from conducting any shaft work at the three sites in this fiscal year was largely symbolic because current problems
with the agency's quality assurance problems would have ||kel?</ delayed shaft work next year in any event, Rusche
dismissed such arguments. "We had hoped to begin shaft wor ] . .
ford, and a little bit later but still in the fiscal year in Nevada — and | think People make a mistake to say that it
[Congress' prohibition] was a hollow statement. What it did was preclude us from doing something that was an
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late In the fiscal year — about late August in Han-
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HORN: LEASE ENTIRE COASTAL PLAIN OF ANWR begins on page 1

ANWR flies in the northern-most fart of Alaska and borders the Beaufort Sea.

The Hom recommendation, therefore, is couched in conditional language. The source noted the report asks
that Congress give Interior the authority to impose any restrictions necessary to aviid adverse environmental ef-
fects and to require compensation for any significant losses of wildlife-habitat quality. Horn is assistant secretary
for fish and wildlife and parks. _ _ _

Horn's conclusions were based on analyses of the national need for domestic sources of oil and gas and on
the belief that industry can minimize environmental damage with the experience gained from energy development
elsewhere in Alaska, the source said. _ . -

_ The report says there isa 5% chance that the coastal plain area could contnin more than 29.4-hillion barrels
of oil and more than 64.5 Tcf of gas. It gives a 95% chance that the area could ct ntain more than 4.8-billion bar-
rels of oil and 115 Tcf. The coastal plain totals about 1.5-million acres out of 19-Million acres in the entire refuge.

The report identifies 26 structural traps that could indicate potential for “giant" (100-million barrels or
more) or "supergiant" (500-million barrels or more) oil fields. . . . .

The range of choices for ANWR's future identified in the draft report include: leasing the entire area for oil
and gas development, as Hom recommended; Ieasmg? a limited area; permitting additional exploration, including
exploratory wells; taking no action with regard to oil and g{as activity but including the area In a comprehensive
plannln% process for the refuge; and designating the coastal plain as wilderness. _

The report also looks at the potential environmental consequences of each of those alternatives.

It was earlier thou%ht the report would not be released until next year. But the Interior source said the de-
partment was unveiling the draft study now to fulfill requirements of a Feb. 25 federal district court rulmg._That
court decision said the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) required that Interior provide the public an
opportunl_ty to comment on the ."ePort prior to its release to an?ress. _ _

While Interior has appealed that ruling, department officials decided to proceed with release of the draft
now so the final legislative report and final environmental impact statement can be sent to Congress b{ sprlng.

The report was prepared to fulfill the requirements of section 1002 of Alaska National Interest Lands Con-
servation Act. That section required Interior to study the wildlife and energy values of the coastal plain and for
the secretary to report the results and ANWR-management recommendations to Congress. _

Some environmentalists are concerned about potential effects oil-anc-gas development would have on cari-
bou herds that use the coastal plain as a calving ground. . _ .

Interior plans three public meetings on the report. One will be Jan. 9 in Washington, D.C. T ~ Il be an-
nounced later on meetings in Anchorage and Kaktovik, Alaska. — SeryiMorris

CHEVRON'S PLATFORM GAIL GETS GO-AHEAD IN CALIFORNIA COASTAL AGREEMSrrtT

Chevron U.S.A. Inc. can haul the superstructure for its Platform Gail out of storage in Los Ange,
Harbor and begin iO install it off the California coast following an agreement with the California Coastal
Commission and the Interior Dept. _ _ o

~ The state commission had objected to Chevron’s oil-and-gas production plans for the Gail project,
forcing the company to postpone them pending resolution of the dispute ([IE/RL, 22 Sept, 12). The agree-
ment negates the need for U.S. Commerce Secretary Malcolm B_aldnfge to arbitrate in the matter. Chevron
had a%)ealed to the Commerce Dept, against a commission denial ot consistency for the Chevron project
~ Consistency refers to the provision under the Coastal Zone Management Act that oil-and-gas opera-
tions in federal waters be consistent with state coastal zone management Plans. o

Industry has urged the Reagan administration to watch more closely how states use their consistency
authority. Some industry spokesmen complain the consistency process gives states too much leeway to inter-
fere with projects outside of state waters. N .

An Interior official praised the Chevron agreement as recognizing "the importance cf the federal off-
shore leasing program.” Interior Assistant Secretary J. Steven Griles said, "This agreement demonstrates
that solutions regarding offshore development and Productlon can be negotiated."

The agreement means that Interior's Mmeras_Manaqement Service will strove Chevron's amended
development and production plan for Gail, Griles said. It also would prevent the state commission from ini-
tiating any further administrative or judicial challenges to MMS approval of the amended plan. The agree-
ment also would set aside a legal challenge filed by Chevron against the state commission. -

The Platform Gail issue drew widespread public attention when Chevron ended up paying what it said
was 5200,000 a day to tow the platform's jacket in circles offshore California as a temporary measure during
the dispute with the state commission. The jacket was later moved to harbor storage. _

he oil company had given the go-ahead for delivery of the superstructure from Japan this past JuI?/.
But when the structure arrived, the disagreement with the state commission left Chevron unable to instal
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the jacket at the operations site in the Santa Barbara channel.

A Chevron spokesman said the Platform Gail dispute was not a * good test case" on the consistency is-
sue, terming the difficult history of the project an "aberration."

"The breakthrough was pretty much that we were able to meet the commission's environmental con-
cerns, even though that was beyond what some people thought we should have to do,", the spokesman said.
"And we were able to do it in a manner that would not establish a precedent for other projects.”

Chevron will now proceed with pipeline construction for the project, the spokesman said. Barge
launching of the superstructure mag take ﬁ)lace in late February. Chevron estimates the delay may have cost
the company about S10 million to $15 million, mostly from the cost of holding a launching barge on standby.

OSMRE HAS PUBLISHED A LIST OF REGULATIONS IT PLANS TO SUSPEND on Dec. 19. 30 days alto

the formal suspension notice was published in the Feceral Regiter
~ The action complies with two 1985 U. S. District Court decisions issued after many of the regulations
implementing the Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act of 1977 were challengg7ed by states, coal in-
dustry representatives and citizens and environmental groups. Portions of both the 1979 regulations and the
1983 revisions of the regulations were challenged. o _
~ The Nov. 20 Feckral Ragisternotice also details the status of the regulations implementing SMCRA

while the Office of Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforcement is developing rules to replace the suspend-
ed rules. “This suspension notice Is an interpretative statement that describes how the Secretary [ of the Inte-
rior] is alread% implementing the court's decision," the published notice says. _

For each of the 57 regulations to be sus,oended, the notice contains an explanation of the rule, the ba-
sis for the court's action on the rule, and the legal effect of the suspension.

According to the notice, state programs based on 1983 revisions will remain in effect until the
OSMRE director determines if changes are necessary and he has notified state regulatory authorities.
~ The sections of the Code of Federal Regulations affected include such definitions as affected area, pre-
viously mined area, and valid existing rights. _ o
It also addresses the Indian lands_program, federal lands program, the requirement that historic places
|be gubllcly owned, areas where mining is prohibited, and variances from approximate original contour of the
and.

A DISTRICT COURT HAS REFUSED TO REOPEN A TWO-ACRE-EXEMPTION CASE against the Interior

THE

Dept, that was settled out of court in 1985, an agency spokesman said at press time. The court decision
came Thursdaﬁ. _ _ o _ o o _
Judge Charles RlcheY declined plaintiffs" motion to reopen at this time, but he indicated further briefs
would be necessary and called for presentation of oral arguments in the spring, the spokesman said. Interior
expects to receive a written confirmation of the order in about two weeks. .
Plaintiffs in the case were Save Our Cumberland Mountains, Virginia Citizens for Better Reclamation
and the Council of Southern Mountains. N _ .
~The Elamuﬁs cited the Office of Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforcement's * systematic non-com-
Pllance with the earlier settlement” as reason for reopening the case. In its motion, the plaintiffs also asked
or more Interior inspectors and more inspections of two-acre Sites in Virginia and Kentucky. The judge re-
fused hoth requests. . S
~ The out-of-court settlement called for an inventory of two-acre sites in Virginia and Kentucky and for
the inspection of sites and appropriate enforcement actions. Interior reported quarterly on its actions to both
the court and the plaintiffs.

SUPREME COURT WON'T HEAR A CASE INVOLVING INDIAN ROYALTIES for resources recovered
from a reservation in New Mexico, in which the 10th U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals ordered several oil com-
games to pay the Jicarilla Apache Tribe 5343,738 on land leased since the early 1950s for oil-and-gas pro-

uction.

~ The tribe brought suit against the companies, including Exxon, Southland Royalty and Unicon Pro-

ducing, on several charges. The tribes charged that the amount of royalties due their members should have
beﬁn calculated under a dual accounting method, which bases the royalty on the higher of two pricing
schemes.

In its appeal to the high court, the oil companies claimed it was the government's responsibility to
make sure the method most advantageous to the tribe was used in calculating the royalties and, therefore,
the government was at fault and should pa? the money to the tribe. The Supreme Court decision against re-
viewing the case allows the appeals court ruling to stand.
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i)urtf)ord [ stees| o Aleske, et Refuge headqyarters in Fairbanks, and  transported 1o processing faciltes;
ona ode ea,, v, No, A85- a||r ional offices oftheHsh and (5) An evaluation of how this oil and
bl e L
ates has appealed the district court's
ruling to thepnenth circuit court of ®Arc e &rlrlbandh&%%el ltge%J tr?ne gas; and

a}%)eals ecause thegovernment feels ( )
t tha district court'imposed,, .
admrnrstratrve requrrem nts in.the |
re ara |0no the report/LEIS not., tele
aw T egovernm%nts f
ea wa argue tem Lf ife
6 but a date for the minth Ui %Pquerque
ecrsron is not known and no decision

(8{) The recommendations of the

an ||f Servce R nd  Secretary with respect to whether
?ﬁ‘? |e f g&? ?0% further e)>/<plorat|onpfor and the

T

'2% é sand g d, 1f so. what additional IegaFf
\13 telép e 788- authority i |s necessa g to enstre that the
adverse effects of such activities on fish
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conten

uhlicconungstncgva
submittal to Gragré« nd
any,comments receivedan
Depertmenntieepoasee su

ental_grgups In

IV.No.-A
S ans
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to Errward
gsequently)

-VAL-fil* Na. z& tMorohyi* No*wtofaar

failed tn foll¥ comply with-tha National.
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and
tha Department muet provids an
opportunity far public partici atron In
preparation of Uiereport/LE
advance of its submittal to Conqress
The courtruled in favor of the plaintiffs
end by court order dated February 25.
1986, dlirected the Department to prepare
both'a draft and final report/LEIS's, and
permit publrc review and comment on
the drait LEIS. The court further directed
that public meetings on the draftreport/
Sbe held in Alaska and elsewhere
and that the Department's res onses to
Bublrc comments be publ |she locall
efore or at the time the final report
LEIS Is submitted to Congress. It is the
gosrtron of the Department and the
ervice thata draft report/LEIS need'
not e crrculated in advance and that a
single detailed regort LEIS, as provided
forin 40 CFR 1500.8 fuIIy complies
with the requiremen s o NEPA
Therefore, the Department has appealed
the court's decision.

The aR‘peaI was argued on September
3.1986, No decisign Rias been issued yet
and It s not ossrble to ascertarn when
‘the court of appeaswr rub. Section
1002(h) of ANILCA re?urres the report
be submrtted by Congress no later than
September 2,1906, However, as a result

of the lawsuit and appeal, submission of
the report has been delayed To afford
the new Con%ess adequate Hmp to
consider the Ending san
lecommendationa o f the Department of
the Interior, the decision has been made
to proceed with the administrative
process Imposed by the district court By
Initiating the steps necessary to permit
the early submission of the report/LEIS
to the upcomrnd session of Congress, tha
Dnetgrartrtnoent 0 0he {nterroor dor%senpt
| digavow v N
position in ?arustees oA faéh ﬁodel
not has it reduested the Department of
Justice to withdraw its appear

Ur]rletss the publrc {s noti |ed otherwrse
in a future public notic
comment* \F/)vrﬁbe Incl udgdl together
with the De artmentsresponses in the
final report/LEIS and forwarded
concurrently to the Congress with the
Secretary's final report/LEIS and the
Record of Decision far consideration by
Congress in deciding the future
manage entof the Arctic Refuge
coastal plain.

Dated: November 19,100Z.
Bruce BlaachuA.
Drreotor 0 ffice ofEnvironmentalProject

[FR Doc 66-26480 Filed 11-21-86; Ad5am]
KUINO C00S 4510-U-U

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

Lodgrng of Content Decree; Western
Send and Qravet, Inc. et aL

In accordance with Departmental
policy, 28 CFR 50.7, notice is hereby
given that on November 14,1

ro osed Cons entgecref%r |t

ta esv. estern and 6-Gravel, Inc,
CrvrIActron No. 8 Qg IB w‘r
gons lidated iaseo 0letv. Western

rave Inc CrvrIActron No. 83-

0788- B was lodged with the United
States District Court for the District of
Rhode Island The proposed consent
decree concerns the discharge of
pollutants from a hazardous waste site
In Burrillville and North Smithfield,
Rhode Island. The proposed consent
decree requires the defendants to
undertake certain site cleanup actions,
prepare and implement a long-term
groundwater contamination Study, and
reimburse the United States and State of

Rhode Island for costs incurred and to
be |ncurred|n cleaning up the hazardous
waste site and ensunn sae drinking
water supplies for neighboring
residences.

The Depav ment of Justice will receive,
for a period of thrrtr{ (30) days from the
date ofthis puMfcatfon comments
relating to the proposed Consent Decree.
Comments should bt addressed to th-
Assistant Attorney General of the Land
and Natural Resources Drvrsron
De rtmento Justrce Wa

and shoul

0 el \?er?gtares-
estem an an raVe

nc., DJ

Ref #90-11-2

The proposed Consent Decree may be
examined at the Office 0l the Unite
States Attorney, Room 208 Federal
Building and Courthouse, Kenned
Plaza, Providence, Rhode Island 02903;
at the Region | Office of the
Environmental Protection Agen%
Office of Regional Counsel, 20th Floor,
John F. Kennedy Federal Building,
Boston, Massachusetts, 02203 and at the
Environmental Enforcement Sectron
Land and Natural Resources Division of
the Department of Justice. Room 1515,
10th Street and Penn%ylvanra Avenue

Washington, DC 20530c A copy of

he propoead onsent Decree may be
ol ained in person or by mail from the
Environmental Enforcement Section.
Land and Natural ResourcesDivision of
the Department of Justice at the above
address. In requesting# copy, please
encloses cheek in the amount of $18.40
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Arctic National
Wﬁcllclfe Refuge
And America's

W
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ANWR

What you should know

The securith/ of the United States is in jeopardy
as a result of the dramatic rise in the level of oll
imported from the Middle East.

The nation's most promising area for new oil
discoveries lies in northeastern Alaska, on the Coastal
Plain of the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.

Congress created the 9 million-acre Arctic
National Wildlife Range in 1960. In 1980, Congress
passed the Alaska National Interest Lands Conser-
vation Act renaming the area the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge and doubling the acreage which is
now ever 19 million acres. A. ‘he time. Congress
recognized the need to assess th nil and gas poten-
tial of the Refuge's Coastal Plain —a 1.5 million-acre
section of ANWR.

The Department of Interior was directed to
conduct a study of the Coastal Plain's potential.

Soon, the question of what to do with ANWR
will come before Congress again. The right decision
will be to maintain the Coastal Plain a' a refuge
which could be explored for possible petroleum
development under environmentally responsible
measures. The wrong decision would be to classify
it as wilderness and lock up the region altogether.

We urge you to consider these critical points:

« REMEMBER THE OIL EMBARGO:
National security and economic stability depend
on sufficient on-going quantities of domestic oil
production.

« ANWR's OIL POTENTIAL IS HUGE:
The Coastal Plain of the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge is America's best prospect for new
discoveries of domestic petroleum to replace
dwindling supplies.

STATE OF ALASKA

COASTAL PLAIN

M aRcTIC NATIONé

L
WILDLIFE REFUGE

« TO EXPLORE IS NOT AN :ITHER/OR
DECISION: The environmental record in Arctic
Alaska provides positive proof that sensible
de.|\éelllfopment can coexist harmoniously with
wildlife.

« OIL PIELD CARIBOU THRIVE: Caribou
in North Slope oil fields have tripled in population
size since development and biologists expect
ANWR caribou to adapt as well.



A national neecf

~ North Slope production provides .his country

wflthllmore than 20 percent of its domestic supply
of oll,

However, with the recent decline in oil prices,

oil imports have increased alarmingly to 44.5 per-

cent as of September, 1986. This amount will grow,
as dwindling domestic reserves are not replaced.
Who can forget the long gfas lines of 19737 Most
of the free world’s proven oil reserves still exist in
the Middle East, a region that is no more politically
stable today than it was during the oil embargo in
1973, or in 1979 when prices escalated as a r.suit
of the Iran/lraq conflict.
~According to the Secretary of Energy and an
interim report by the National Petroleum Council
(NPC):
« "The positive trends of 1981-1985 toward reduc-
ed US. dependence on imported oil, particularly
from the Middle East, are being reversed. Imports
from the Miduie East more than doubled during the
first seven months of 1986."

+ "The recent severe ail price decline_has resulted
in significant reductions in U.S. exploration, produc-
tion, and drilling acfivity; these reductions cannot
be quickly reversed.

« "Lower oil prices are encouraging .Prowth in
energy demand while reducing US. oil and gas
production.”

« "Until oil prices increase appreciably, U.S.
exploration will remain stagnant, our dependence
on imports will continue to increase, and our

vulnerability to oil price shocks and possible oil shor-

tages or stoppages will rise to an excessively
dangerous level. All of this could seriously affect our
strategic and national security as well as our
economic stability.”

Economic benefits

Virtually every state in the Union has experienc-
ed the economic benefits of oil production from
Aiaska's North Slope. But future gobs will depend on
new discoveries of oil, since the major planned
facilities are now in place. In addition to the money
the federal government receives from petroleum
lease bonuses, rentals, royalties and excise and

income taxes:

FUTURE SUPPLY/DEMAND OUTLOOK

Net U.S. Oil Imports .is .1 Percenlirc’ v Ol Consumption

NOTE: ftilenli.il impon level* .ire biw d on responses lo .in NPC suney at
future supply'derm mioutlooks Ih.it utilized two oil price trends provided Hv
the,Depa[tmevntofEnergy: an upper price trend starting at SIfl'barrel in 10ri(«
an.i grmsmg it 1real rate of 5%/year to $36 in 2000, jnd a lower price trend
starzttl)% at 512/barrel in 1986 and growing at 1 real rate or 4V year to $21
in .

FUTURE ALASKA NORTH SLOPE PRODUCTION

Million Iliirrcls Per Q jy

1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010

« The oil industry in Alaska has spent more than
$25 billion on North Slope development in goods
and services purchased in all of the 50 states during
the last five years.

* In Alaska, the oil and gas. industry provides
almost 90 percent of the state’sincome, and is the
largest private employee

Gigantic potential

_ Situated between North America's largest ol
field at Prudhoe Bay, and significant commercial
discoveries in the Canad.nn Beaufort Sea and
MacKenzie River Delta region, the geology of the
Coastal Plain looks encouraging:

+ Thema orﬁeologlc trends and rock formations
of known North Slope reserves are helieved to ex-
tend into ANWR.

« The US. Geological Survey estimates that
ANWR's Coastal Plain may equal or exceed Prudhoe
Bfa1y)fvh|ch is expected to'recover 9.6 billion barrels
of oil.

An excellent record

The industry's proven commitment to
environmental protection, and stnngent state and
fedel.il regulations would ensure that petroleum
development in the Coastal Plain of ANWR would
be carried out in a prooer manner.

+ Fifteen years of studying the North Slope near
Prudhoe Bay, and more than fortY. years of engine.r-
ing in Arctic Alaska will_he applied to exploration
and production in ANWR in amanner that protects
the environment.

« Developer routinely consider wildlif' use,
habitat and drainage in Selecting sites for produc-
tion facilities, roads and pipelines. Directional drill-
ing allows for the consolidation of facilities, preser-
ving acres within the oil field for wildlife habitat.

» Millions of barrels of oil are produced every day
in sensitive environments around the country,
including other national wildlife refuges.

A caribou success story

The caribou of the Central Arctic Herd caivt and
spend their sumr ers on the coastallr)llam of Alaska
— in the Kuparuk and Milne Point oil fields. There's
every reason to helieve the PorcuEme Caribou Herd,
whose summer range includes the Coastal Plain of
ANWR, would likewise adapt and prosper.

+ The last Alaska Fish and Game census shows the
Central Arctic Herd iscontinuing lo grow at a healthy

rate, and in fact has tripled since development
began.

*  During calving and insect harrassment periods,
oil field activity is routinely curtailed.

« Caribou ramps have been installed over
ipelines, even though years of study have shown
that caribou do not need ramps in order to cross.

An urgent decision

Ir frontier Alaska, production usually takes 10
to 15 years after discovery. In 10 years, domestic
production will have mgmflcantly diminished without
new exploration and development.

~ The ANWR Coeval Plain holds the greatest pro-
mise to supply the domestic reserves necessary to
reduce our increasing dependency on foreign oil.

The nation,, 1security and energy independence
of the United States will"be greatly eénhanced if ma-
jor Petroleum reserves are discovered and
developed. .

_Petrol -un development in the ANWR Coastal
Plain could provide jobs and economic benefits
throughout the country.

+  The ANWR decision Congress makes today will
affect all our futures. If you agree that our codntry
needs energy security through sensible develop-
mgnt, write” your Congressional representative
today.



ANWR — perspective from Katz' office
DATE: Oct. 28, 1986

| spoke with Eric Laschever in Katzl office in Washington.
He's been following the ANWR issue there for the quv.

The first thing to be aware of is that ANWR won't be open for
exploration until Congress acts. And it could take 2 to 4
years to work out a bill.

Congress won't officially start looking at the issue until the
Dept, of Interior (Fish & W ildlife Service) finishes the 1002
report — probably in early spring or summer. The state s
also working on its own report and supplying information to
the Dept, of the Interior. Most of this information 1is
confidential until the report will be made public.

It is generally expected that the Dept, of the Interior will
recommend allowing exploration and development. The difficult
part is setting restrictions on the development.

Of critical concern to the state is the potential for land
swaps. Katz' office is regarding land trades as the number
one issue to keep on top of. In particular, the state is
worried that if the federal government trades ANWR land for
native corporation .land, then the state could be out of luck
as far as collecting royalties, rents and bonu'ies. Any land
exchanges will have to be approved by Congress,

National environmental groups are already organizing their
opposition to opening up ANWR and it is being regarded as the
environmental battle of the decade. On the pro-open-ANWR side
is the Coalition for American Energy Security. (The state
isn't a member of this coalition and hasn't yet been

actively lobbying yet.)

A related issue is a lawsuit by Trustees of Alaska against the
Dept of Interior. If the trustees win, then an EIS has to
accompany the study along with the entire public hearing
Erocess. In this case, the debate will take place in Alaska
efore it proceeds to Congress. If the Trustees lose, then
the debate will take places simultaneously in Alaska and in
Congress and probably take less time.



The state is in danger of losing its 90% share of royalties,
rents and bonuses of ANWR., Time is very short if the state
wxshes to rettin any or all of the 90% share.

The USF&WS is currently involved in land exchange pioposals
with several native corporations. F&WS wants to exchange
ANWR subsurface rights for native corporation inholdings in
federal wildlife refuges.

The state has heen in communication with Interior
undersecretary Bill Horn on this matter. Horn has assured the
?overnor that the state would be apprised of details regarding
and exchanges. Unfortunately, this information seems not to
have filtered down to the individuals responsible for
implementing the exchanges. Land exchange agreements with
Koniag and CIRI are already at a very advanced stage and the
state has been unaware of this until this maonth.

John Doebel, F&WS' land exchange man, had his first official
meeting with the state today, Nov. 14. He wouldn't elaborate
details of the land agreements but did give an idea of the
time schedule, which 1s very accelerated. He said agreements
with native corporations could be signed as soon as next
spring. He also mentioned that tract selection would take
place very soon — and that it was almost too late for the
state to get involved ir the exchange process.

From the state's perspective, it is of the utmost importance
to be able to be in the "game" with all the cards before tract
selection takes place. Whoever gets to pick first will ?Et
the best tracts — so getting to "play" first is critical,
(The native corporations have oil companies advising them.)

The state needs to act quickly if it wants to prese:.*ve its
options in ANWR.

DNR is going to recommend that the state create a special ANWR
task force.

ldeally, it would be nice if this could be announced next
week. The RDC is having a noon forum on ANWR next Friday
(Nov. 21) and this would be an ideal time. What is needed is
for both Sheffield and especially Cooper to endorse this.

The time is so critical because on Nov. 24 the Dept, of the
Interior is issuing a draft 1002 (h) report — the report that
begins the debate on opening ANWR.
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