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decisions of the U.S. government regarding revenue sharing,
leasing, owenership, and development orfAthe coastal plaxn;

and

WHEREAS Alaska®s economy is iIn bad condition, with high
unemployment, property foreclosures, and shrinking

investment;

BE 1T RESOLVED that the Alaska State Legislature adop’s
the following consensus points on management of the coastal

plain, and strongly urges Congress to act on them:

(O the U.S. Congress should open the coastal plain to
environmentally responsible oil and gas exploration,
development, and production under the authority of the

Mineral Leasing Act of 1920;

(@ the U.S. Congress should provide for maximum
participation and job opportunity for Alaska residents in
coastal plain exploration and development; and

|

(3 the U.S. Congress should carefully review any
legislative or administrative proposal that diverge
from established oil and gas law or policy, “and-shoulcLjtreat

-Alaskans—fai-r-1-y-and—-equai-ly] -

Send copies to

«



DRAFT

JOINT RESOLUTION

WHEREAS i1n 1980 the U.S. Congress suspended the
operation of the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920 on the coastal
plain of the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge to allow for

the study of management alternatives; and

WHEREAS the coastal plain has been found to have the
best potential for onshore oil and gas discoveries in the

United States; and

WHEREAS Congress recognized the environmental
importance of the coastal plain by placing it in the
national wildlife refuge system in 1980, and the wildlife
and habitat deserve a high standard of protection should oil

exploration and development proceed;

WHEREAS exploration and development of oil and gas on
the coastal plain could reduce the nation®s trade deficit,
increase energy security, prevent erosion of our oil and gas
industry, improve the national and state economies, and

occur with full environmental protection and safeguards; and

WHEREAS the people of Alaska deserve to be treated

equally and fairly in the legislative ind administrative



decisions of the UyS. government,regarding revenue sharing,
leasing, j*”ersh”~7Jand development on the coastal plain;

and

WHEREAS Alaska®"s economy 1is in bad condition, with high
unemployment, property foreclosures, and shrinking

inT astment;

BE 1T RESOLVED that the Alaska State Legislature adopts
the following consensus points on management of the coastal

plain, and strongly urges Congress to act on them:

(€@)) the U.S. Congress should open the coastal plain to
environmentally responsible oil and gas exploration,
development, and production under the authority of the

Mineral Leasing Act of 1920;

() the U.S. Congress should provide for maximum
participation and job opportunity for Alaska residents in

coastal plain exploration and development; and

(3; the U.S. Congress should carefully review any
legislative or administrative proposal that would diverge
from established oil and gas law or policy, and should treat

Alaskans fairly and equally.

Send copies to



DRAFT
JOINT RESOLUTION

ARCTIC NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE
EXPLORATION AND DEVELOPMENT

WHEREAS 1i1n 1280 the U.S. Congress suspended the
operation of the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920 on the coastal
plain of the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge to allow for

study of management alternatives; and

WHEREAS the coastal plain has the best potential for

onshore oil and gas discoveries in the United States; and

WHEREAS exploration and development of hydrocarbons in
the Arctic Refuge could reduce the nation®"s trade deficit,
increase energy security, prevent continued erosion of our
oil and gas industry, improve the national and state
economies, and occur with full environmental protection and

safeguards;

BE IT RESOLVED that the Alaska State Legislature finds
that the State of Alaska supports opening the coastal plain
of the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge to environmentally
responsible oil and gas exploration, development, and

production.

It



COPIES of this resolution shall be sent to the
Honorable Ronald Reagan, President of the United States; the
Honorable George Bush, Vice-President of the United States
and President of the Senate? the Honorable Jin Wright,
Speaker of the House of Representatives; che Honorable
Robert Byrd, Senate Majority Leader; and to members of the

Alaska congressional delegation.



PROPOSED RESOLUTION NO. LE-14

URGING THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT TO ENCOURAGE THE
PRUDENT USE OF DOMESTIC ENERGY RESOURCES

(Introduced by the Land and Energy Committee)

WHEREAS, in 1986 the United States”™ reliance on imported oil increased to
thirty-seven percent, the highest percentage in seven years, and while the
United States®™ demand for oil increased at a rate of two percent per year,
exploration and production capacity has been crippled by predatory pricing

on the world oil market; and

WHEREAS, national energy security deoends on the development and
transportation of domestic oil and gas

reserves; and the United States must prepare to develop domestic resources
if it is to prevent overwhelming dependence on foreign energy sources in the

21st century; and

WHEREAS, natural gas consistently provided one-fourth of the United States”

energy mix since the late 1960"s; and

0042A (09/20/87-2)



WHEREAS, the nation®s current level of dependence on foreign energy sources
poses a threat to the national energy security, balance of trade, and the
general economic well-being of the United States. This 1is partly a result
of constrained natural gas pipeline capacity in the northeastern U.S.,
unused capacity ,in the Western States, and the inability to transport
natural gas "ifron the North Slope of Alaska to wherever markets may be

economically found; and

WHEREAS, a large proportion of the nation"s undiscovered oil and gas
deposits are likely to be found offshore on the outer continental shelf
where exploration and development is risky and capital intensive. The risks
in high cost, high potential areas, such as the deep water outer continental
shelf and Alaskan arctic waters, are unacceptable because of current world

market conditions and federal tax structures;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Western Legislative Conference of

the Council of State Governments encourages Congress, Administrative and

Executive Branch Agencies to develop a consistent /federal policy maximizing

the efficient, environmentally sound exploration, development, “and”j
jroductiop of domestic energy resources, including:

A -\ m

Approval of exploration, development, and production of oil and gas
"~ C At-—

resourcet located in the/ non-wilderness areas\ of the Arctic National

Wildlife Refuge;

0042A (09/20/87-2)



Page 3

| "Expeditedl”~ review of open-access pipeline applications under the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission Order 436 with resolution of take or pay issue

in the final rule as mandated by the Washington, D.C. Court of Appeals;

Options to make available unused pipeline capacity and encourage new

domestic capacity through projects to stimulate enhanced oil recovery;

Action to ensure that foreign gas producers and gas transporters do not

undercut domestic producers through government subsidies;

tax encourage oil and gas exploration and

development in high cost areas;

Approval of construction of a gas transportation system to bring Alaska

North Slope natural gas to world markets; and
Consider the formation of a Pan American Energy Alliance to provide

reciprocal aid among the U.S., Canada, Mexico, Venezuela, and other American

nations to counter future disruptions in the world oil market.

0042A (09/20/87-2)
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Referred: Resources

uKri.

IN THE SENATE BY COGHILL
SENATE BILL NO. 289
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FIFTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION

A BILL -
_ 2 . UN
For an Act entitled: "An Act establishing the Arctic National Wi

Refuge Policy Council; and providing for an effective ~/e\ ¢

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1, FINDINGS. The legislature finds that

e
Ihte  F~Lu-opehi roHTtal plain ofjthe Arctic National W ildlife "R”fuge
tchoil. and gas exploration, development, and production?/
u ~1 (2§ the long term effects that Congressional actionwill have on
the citizens of Alaska/requires that tha state properly monitor the federal
public process through a special ad hoc group established for that purpose.
* Sec. 2. ARCTIC NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE POLICY COUNCIL. (a) The
Arctic National W ildlife Refuge Policy Council is established and consists
of the governor, the commissioner of natural resources, one person ap-
pointed by the governor, the president of the senate, the chairman of the
senate resources committee, one person appointed by the president of the
senate, the speaker of the house of representatives, the chairman of the
house resources committee, and one person appointed by the speaker of the
house of representatives.

(b) The Arctic National W ildlife Refuge Policy Council shall seek to
achieve a consensus in the state on issues relating to the Arctic National
W ildlife Refuge and advocate those positions hefore thv. Congress and other
forums that the council considers desirable.

SB0289a -1- SB 289



DRAFT FOUR 5/13/87

ANWR Resolution

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

Refuge; and

WHEREAS, the U.S. Department of the Interior, the State
of Alaska, and the oil iIndustry consider the coastal plain
to have the highest potential for discovery of very large

oil and gas accumulations in North America; and

WHEREAS, the nation will benefit from oil and gas
exploration and development on the North Slope, bscau®e the
trade deficit can be reduced, employment created, and energy

security enhanced;

WHEREAS, the biological and recreational resources of
the Arctic Refuge are highly valuable and protection of them
with adequate development safeguards is iIn the national and

Alaskan iInterest;

WHEREAS, a decision to permit oil and gas exploration,

development, and production on the coastal plain will



facilitate the development of other highly prospective lands
on the North Slope, extending the economic life of the
Trans-Alaska pipeline and reducing tariffs which are

expected to balloon in about twenty years; and

WHEREAS, any development of oil and gas in the Arctic
National Wildlife Refuge should and will be subject to
stilct environmental safeguards, including those protecting
water, Qland, air, and important wildlife habitat which
supports subsistence resources used by Alaska and Yukon

residents; and

WHEREAS, the permanent protection of large areas of
Arctic Alaska is assured by park, reserve, and refuge
designations encompassing over 35 million acres of federal

land in arctic areas;

WHEREAS, land trades with private corporations, as
proposed by the Interior Department, need further review and
discussion by Alaskans and Congress before a consensus

policy can be reached; and

WHEREAS, Congress may consider reducing che state of
Alaska™s existing entitlement to oil and gas revenues within
the Refuge, even though this might violate the Statehood
compact, discriminate against Alaska as compared to other

states, and reverse decades-long policies of the federal



government regarding the management of public domain lands

within the states;

WHEREAS, the State of Alaska iIs a vast and underserved
state with basic needs for education, improvements, and
public service?, and any reduction in revenues IS a serious

matter for the state®s citizens; and

WHEREAS, any development of coastal plain oil and gas
resources can and should be conducted by Alaska corporations
and workers, who have the expertise to bring the resources

to market; and

WHEREAS, Alaska"s oil and gas industry and employment
have been severely affected by reduced activity in recent
years, with broad implications for the Alaska economy as a

whole;

BE 1T THEREFORE RESOLVED that the Legislature of the
State of Alaska adopts the following consensus points
regarding management of the coastal plain of the Arctic
National Wildlife Refuge:

1. Under the terms of the Mineral Leasing Act, the
United States Congress should promptly open the coastal
plain of the Arctic National Refuge to oil exploration,

production, and transportation, directing the Department of



Interior to defer any leasing activity in the core caribou
calving area for ten years to allow further study;

2. The U.S. Congress should require the protection of
ANWR"s environmental and subsistence resources, including
wildlife habitat, air, and water, in the event of oil and
gas development on the coastal plain;

3. In recognition of Alaska"s economic situation and
the need for long-term economic development in Alaska, the
Congress should require that exploration and development
activity in the Refuge shall be conducted by Alaska work

forces.

BE 1T FURTHER RESOLVED that copies of this resolution
be sent to President Ronald Reagan, Secretary of the
Interior Donald Hodel, Governor Steve Cowper, Senator Ted
Stevens, Senator Frank Murkowski, Congressman Don Young, and
all other members of the 100th Congress of the United

States.



COMMONWEALTH
NORTH

TOWARD A CONSENSUS ON
THE ARCTIC NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE

A proposal by the Commonwealth North
ANWR Committee

It is in the best interest of both Alaska and the
nation to permit responsible o il and gas exploration
and development of the Coastal P lain of ANWR.

- N ationally, o il and natural gas imports have
risen 37% from last year, contributing to the
nation's $60 b illion trade deficit and making the
U.S. increasingly vulnerable to foreign o il
suppliers.

- ANWR is wuniversally recognized as the most
promising onshore o il and gas frontier in North
America. At least 26 identified geological
structures in ANWR have o il and gas potential
which may rival Prudhoe Bay's giant fie Id

The Arctic Coastal Plain must be developed, as Prudhoe

Bay has been, with utmost care for environmental and
w ild life values.

- Alaskans are rightfully proud of the record

established on the North Slope whereby resource

development and the care and protection of
w ild life, including thn Central Arctic Caribou
herd, have gone hand in hand.

Time is of the essence. Congress must be encouraged
act.

- The Secretary of the Interior, after a 5 year
study by the U.S. Fish & W ildIlife Service, has
recommended to Congress that o il and gas

to

exploration and development be allowed in ANWR's

1002H area (roughly 8% of the 18 m illion acre

fiit T it si. St 1 g LS '
Millrll hrllre ®Mmin Im"h% |i* ‘§i;>§.1// '
[Liti!™ HUnl/ili \linnI\ i dmn f X Uihtilin 1%
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&)

- Once Congress gives the "go-ahead"™ and if o il is
discovered, it w ill take approximately 10 years
to produce ANWR o il.

4. Exchanges of public or privately owned .inholflingg. .In.
Federal Conservation System Units for leases iIn.ANWR
should be encouraged as part of an open, competitive

bidding process-

5. The state should encourage a high level of Alaska,hire
and a fair wage during ANWR exploration and
development.

6. zhg-gtatg-gt-Alflgtei. wlth-th? 5<vernpr.tflKing fchg lgad/
must mount,a maior educational campaign to inform.
Congress and the American people about ANWR.

- The citizens of the State should be encouraged to
participate in this campaign by rallying support
fmong their friends and contacts across the
nation.

RESOLUTION: Be it resolved that Commonwealth North w ill
actively solicit support for this consensus
from the Governor of Alaska, the state's
congressional delegation, the state
le gislature, concerned interest groups and
all citizens of the state.

The above resolution was approved by the Commonwealth North
Board of D irectors on June 2, 1907.



June 11, 1987

Mr. V. M. Withington
2840 Pelican Drive
Anchorage, AK 99515

Dear Mr. Withington:

I am writing on behalf of Governor Cowper in response to
your letter of June 4 regarding the exploration and develop-
ment of ANWR.

Unfortunately, you have been seriously misinformed. I was
personally involved in working with both the Senate and
House Resources Committee iIn support of House Joint Resolu-
tion 7. With exception of the language pertaining to land
exchanges, we were verysupportive of the resolution.

Since your source of iInformation is apparently not reliable,
I would strongly encourage you to contact Representative Sam
Cotton regarding the facts in this matter. You can also
contact Ms. Becky Gay, Executive President of the Resource
Development Council, or Mr. Al Fleetwood, Chairmanof the
Alaska Energy Coalition, who Iworked closely within
support of this legislation during the final days of the
legislative session.

Sincerely,

Red Swope
Special Staff Assistant
to the Governor

cc: Representative Sam Cotton

Becky Gay
Resource Development Coyncil

Al Fleetwood
Alaska Energy Coalition

RS:MW:tb 1016



A June 4. 1987

VM Withington
2840 Pelican Dr
Anchorage, Alaska 99515

Steve Cov ‘nor
Office of or
Third Floor, State Capital
PO Box A

Juneau, Alaska 99811
Dear Steve Cowper,

| understand that Senate passed resolutions supporting the exploration and
development of ANWR have been (at your direction) held up In the House by
Sam Cotton’s House Resource Committee. [am sure that your must realize
that presenting anything less than a united front on this subject to the US.
Congress only serves to delay If not Jeopardies the opening of ANVR to oil
and gas exploration.

| have written you In the past promoting economic develogment In the state.
Those resolutions promote broadening Alaska's economic base. |strongly
urge you to rethink your position and pr mote the passage of the Senate
passed resolutions supporting the exploration and development of ANWR

Sincerely

Iy
VM Withington



From: GASCCAB — JDCVM1 Date and time 06/16/87 17:02:43
To: GASCWW — JDCwWMI Michele Watts

From: Lynn Bartlett
Office of the Governor
465-3500

Subject: SJR-7: Pierce and ANWR

Rod-

At today"s coalition meeting, Al Fleetwood read the letter
you wrote to the guy Wimpsey?) re the Governor blocking passage
of SJR-7.

Drew Pierce was attending the meeting, and in the course of
the discussion following the letter reading she said that the
source of the rumor about the Governor®s opposition to any
ANWR resolution passage was Sam Cotten who told the House
Resources Committee in the last hours of the session that

the "third floor™ was not interested in such a resolution.

I told her that you had worked with Cotten and his staff on
getting an acceptable resolution passed, that we were opposed

to the land swap concept, and t-.at Cotten had told the coalition
that Coghill refused Cotten"s request to delete that section.

So the rumor marches on.

Also, Al Fleetwood wants to invite you officially to talk to
the group. He said he would be happy to send you a letter if
you like. 7?7?77

11l send you a separate message on today"s meeting, which
was primarily a report by Roger Herrera on his Washington DC
trip.

Ben

cc: GASCTMC — JDCVMI GASCCLG — JDCwMI
Lynn



Ned Farguhar Noverber 16, 1987
c/o0 J. Katz
Govermor™s Office

Staffing 1ewels for
ADEC"s North Slope
District Office

Larry Dietrick, Director
Division of Envirommental Quality

As requested following are estimates of the Department™s current and needed
spending levels for North Slope activities. The North Slope 1s gererally

defined as the area north of the Brooks Range. Cost estimates In each
category mciuaes personrel, rotational travel, office supplies, sampling
equipment, ground and air transportation, maintenance of a field office at
Prudhoe Bay and training. Costs for legal support or clean-ups are not in-
cluded, The needed funding level category IS an estimate of what IS necessary
to carry aut our real workload. As showmn we currently have about half of the
resources actually needed to carry out our workload under existiny statutes.

The Needed Funding Level does not include resources necessary to conduct
additional work for ANAR.

Current Funding Level

Staff Total Estimated Dollar Cost
4.0 FTE Professional Staff $315,000
4.5 Total Staff

Needed Funding Level

Staff Total Estimated Dollar Cost
8.0 FIE Professional Starr $300,000
2.0 Clerical

10,0 Total Staff

Please aotact, m f you have any questions,
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Alaska has stxbng environmental and public health statutes
and a strong commitment to providing sanitation facilitie s .
The key challenge facing this department is to balance the
job we are expected to do with the resources available to

it . Most programs are inadequately funded to uphold the
legal responsibilities set out in the statutes. This has
serious repercussions for this agency and the administration
from policy, lia b ility , and management perspectives.
.This-memorandum lays out the major areas of need for the

-- -agency.
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Jay Hogan -3- September 21, 1987
In question. It is essential that the laboratory be
moved from the present facility.

A capital request of about $5.8 m illion w ill be
proposed for a new laboratory.

Air Quality - We are responsible for permitting and

m onitoring sources of air pollution, monitoring ambient
air quality, and developing strategies to address areas
where federal standards are not met. A critical need
is to develop a program to manage large scale burning
to prevent health effects from smoke inhalation.
Current staffing levels do not allow inspections of all
stationary sources each year, issuance of permits

w ithin statutory time |I|im its, compliance actions for
all facilitie s not meeting standards, control of toxic
air contaminants, or development of a management system

for emissions from areawide burning.

Hazardous Waste - DEC currently
cooperative agreement with EPA;
have federal approval to manage

A dditional demands are placed on
by the statutory requirement that

operates

the

this
the
the state

under a

state does not yet

program .
for PY
assume

agency

85"
the

federal hazardous waste program and by the need for
additional effort to find sites in-state for hazardous
waste management fac ilitie s . Moreover, if the state s
truly to assume responsibility for the program, a
greater inspection and enforcement presence ill be
needed. Also, industry's need to obtain permits would
not be met for five to ten years at the continuation

le vel. There w ill likely also be increased needs for

assistance to the regulated community.

Emergency Response - DEC has never had a budget for
staff to respond to emergencies Ilike the Cook Inlet o il
s pill and the chemical release from the tank car at
crown Point. Time spent in performing response activi-
ties comes from programs budgeted for other purposes.
An emergency response capability should be planned and
budgeted -for. These responsibilities simply cannot bs
sandwiched in between and taken from a ll other agency
function™*. The result i3 inadequate response and the
exposure of Alaskans to needless risks.

In addition, it w ill be necessary to request in the
operating budget continuation of the reappropriation

for the statewide emergency response
-r .-coordinate an emergency planning
-?ru L*tater.cliQ eial*:~ancUfederal government
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Jay Hogan -5- September 2.1, 1987
site cleanups, and the workload that w ill result from
recently-adopted regulations addressing the disposal of
drillin g wastes. There is no federal counterpart
program .

Site Investigation and Cleanup - A large number of
past improper disposal sites have been identified over
the last two years. The department has addressed some
of these— such as the Alaska Gold site in Nome and the
Childs Equipment site in Deadhorse— by working with the
owner or another party to achieve a cleanup. This
approach saves the state considerable expense over the
long term, because the state does not have to directly
pay for remedial action and then attempt to recover
costs. However, it requires substantial staff time to
oversee or conduct any needed site investigation?™*,
identify needed cleanup actions, negotiate an agreement
w ith the responsible party and oversee the <cleanup
operation. (At times, site investigations can b« paid
using Superfund dollars.) At least 120 known sites
cannot be quickly addressed with existing staff.
Roughly 40 new sites are being identified each yea?-
Some sites receive considerable public concern. Staff
tim e, except to the 1lim ited extent associated with the
O il and Hazardous Substances Release Response Fund, has
never been budgeted for this purpose.

Q uality Assurance - As the complexity of the agency's
technical responsibilities has grown, a need for an
in-house capability to address field sampling protocols
and methods has become clear. This must be budgeted so
that field sampling can achieve the results neec7ted to
address environmental and public health problems.
Water P ollution Control - DEC's programs to control
water pollution from a variety of sources have

lim itations. We are not now able to work with the
timber industry in monitoring and correcting non-point
source problems. Disposal of sewage from homes in
areas without sewer systems is being addressed to
varying degrees around the state. In some areas, such
a* Ketchikan and Homer, improper sewage disposal has
resulted in surface contamination.

Placer Mining - The Governor t«is requested a briefing
on our progress in addressing his seven point plan for
placer mining. His policy decisions in response to
that briefing w ill determine what budget w ill be

. needed.

e -'V./HS.0- IPX- 0f Wm. *e 1
) I"tB g tfB lvlaioa(~of EnvironmentallHealth FSC-I'
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to: J*°/ Hogan DATE:
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technical and enforcement agency. Our
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Conservation
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September 21, 1987

465-2600
Agency Budget Issues
Memorandum (A -4)

(DEC) is a
goals are

environment by

water pollutionj 1
products for

consumers; enforcing basic standards of sanitation for.

Alaskans and tourists in public facilities; and providing'
technical and financial assistance to m unicipalities «af
communities for water, sewer and solid waste facilitE «rif» *
The department is responsible for both fundamental health
programs and the complex regulatory needs associated with

advanced industrial development.

My approach is to emphasize a positive working relationship
with regulated communities and the public while insisting on
a technically competent approach to fu Ifillin g our mandate.
| believe that an effective DEC is essential to sound
development in Alaska, so that needed perm itting may be
conducted in a timely fashion and so that the public may be
confident that environmental impacts w ill be properly

managed.

Il Key Policy Issues Facing the

Department—

Short-Term

Alaska has strbng environmental and public health statutes
and a strong commitment to providing sanitation facilitie s .
The key challenge facing this department is to balance the
job we are expected to do with the resources available to do
it . Hoet programs are inadequately funded to uphold the
legal responsibilities set out in the statutes. This has
serious repercussions for this agency and the adm inistration
from policy, lia b ility , and management perspectives.

.This memorandum lays out the major areas of need for the
«.-agency. - Jcruccura.
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Jay Hogan 2 September 21, 1987

The D ivision of Environmental Q uality (DEQ) has the broadest
responsibilities for protection of public health and the
environment. It is responsible for environmental programs
ranging from disposal of sewage to regulation of toxic
substances. These are the most technically complex programs
in the agency. The sophistication of environmental programs
dealing with hazardous waste, site cleanup, toxics, and
complex chemicals in drinking water has increased tremen-
dously over the last five years. M oreover, increased public
awareness that Alaska has real environmental problems has
led. to increased demands on the agency.

The D ivision as a whole is extremely strapped. The staff
available is far from adequate to carry out all responsi-
b ilitie s . One acute example is the solid waste program,
solely a state responsibility, which is supposed to persulLt
and oversee all solid waste disposal facilitie s in th« 4
state. It has the equivalent of 3ix personnel statewide.
As a result, only a small percentage of sites are getting
the kind of attention they should. For others, disposal
practices today w ill likely <create sites that w ill require
cleanup in the future, with associated drinking water and

groundwater problems.

Another example is emergency response capability. The
department has never had funding available to develop an
emergency response capability. Instead, emergency response

is accomplished by taking personnel from other programs.

Following is a brief discussion, of the key needs.

Douglas Laboratory - The Douglas Laboratory analyzes
wastes and suspected hazardous substances for all DEC
program s. The laboratory needs additional technical

and support staff to perform the needed analyses
guickly enough for the agency to address threats to the
public health and the environment. Funds necessary to
properly train staff are also essential. During the
last year, the laboratory has designed and implemented
guality assurance and safety programs to ensure that
data are reliable and employees are safe. These
essential tasks have taken resources from analytic
rork.

The laboratory is housed in a grossly substandard

facility originally constructed in the 1930's to serve
A, as a school. The move to this facility ten years ago

s was. intended to be temporary. Physical space, layout,

-andjXentilation are a ll inadequate. Structural

2Eft, "PS9ferem»sawith”tte building.,pose./long-teriiuliability
state, as the safety the building is
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in question. It is essential that the laboratory be
moved from the present facility .
A capital request of about $5.8 m illion w ill be

proposed for a new laboratory.

Air Quality - We are responsible for perm itting and

m onitoring sources of air pollution, monitoring ambient
air quality, and developing strategies to address areas
where federal standards are not met. A critical need

is to develop a program to manage large scale burning
to prevent health effects from smoke inhalation.
Current staffing levels do not allow inspections of all

stationary sources each year, issuance of permits
w ithin statutory time |im its, compliance actions for
all facilities not meeting standards, control of toxic

air contaminants, or development of a management system
for emissions from areawide burning.

Hazardous Waste - DEC currently operates under a
cooperative agreement with EPA; the state doe3 not yet
have federal approval to manage this program.

A dditional demands are placed on the agency for PY B9
by the statutory requirement that the state assume the
federal hazardous waste program and by the need for
additional effort to find sites in-state for hazardous

waste management fac ilitie s . Moreover, if the state s
truly to assume responsibility for the program, a
greater inspection and enforcement presence w ill be
needed. Also, industry's need to obtain permits would
not be met for five to ten years at the continuation

le vel. There w ill likely also be increased needs for

assistance to the regulated community.

Emergency Response - DEC has never had a budget for
staff to respond to emergencies like the Cook Inlet o il
s pill and the chemical release from the tank car at
crown Point. Time spent in performing response activi-

ties comes from programs budgeted for other purposes.
An emergency response capability should be planned and

budgeted -for. These responsibilities simply cannot be
sandwiched in between and taken from a Il other agency
functions. The result i3 inadequate response and the

exposure of Alaskans to needless risks.

In addition, it w ill be necessary to request in the
operating budget continuation of the reappropriation
for the statewide emergency response commission to

-r -coordinate an emergency planning function between the
-?If. Latater.ci03alr-=an(iUf®<3ecal government levels; citizen
AlflrogpsLr.aodufrfifecitftd®industrial fa c ilitie s

=-rill's res>_r -
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Drinking Water - Safe drinking water is essential to
public health. In Alaska, responsibility for ensuring
that providers of drinking water supply pure water is
performed by the state. (In other states, this
function rests with county health departments.) Alaska
has more than 1600 water systems which require

m onitoring, proper operation, and safe design and
construction. Many are in remote areas and operated by
employees with minimal training. Alaska has the lowest

rate of compliance with drinking water requirements in
the nation.

We are only able to ensure that a portion of the
m onitoring needed to ensure safe water is done.
C ritical parameters simply have not received the

necessary attention. M oreover, essential activities
are plainly inadequate: surveys DF drinking water .
systems to ensure integrity, review of plans for
drinking water systems, follow-up to contaminated
systems, training for operators, and technical
assistance. Some systems are not addressed at all.

The discrepancy between the needed level of effort and
the state's capability at the continuation level will
increase with the implementation of new standards for
toxic compounds established under the federal Safe
Drinking Water Act.

O il Pollution Control - The o il pollution control
program is responsible for ensuring that facilitie s
storing or transporting large quantities of petroleum
products have adequate facilities,, plans to minimize
the potential for o il spills and to respond to them
when they do occur, and adequate resources to address
spills. The program also addresses underground storage
tanks in concert with the federal program. O riginally,

the program funding was adequate to meet the needs.
However, funding has eroded by about fifty percent over
the last eight years, and the number of facilitie s
affected has increased. This has resulted in
inadequate staffing to review o il s pill contingency
j>I-ana and to perform needed field work. (Lack of staff
directly contributed to our ability to respond to the
problem at the MAPCO refinery).

Solid Waste - The level of effort devoted to the solid
waste program is far from what is required to provide
sound disposal methods and to avoid creating

environmental and health problems in the future. O f
particular concern are <che serious inadequacies in
* -rural Alaska, increased demands from the disposal of

9t;ci3.kc*inatefiala-cleaned utwai&a result of Superfund or other
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site cleanups, and the workload that w ill result from
recently-adopted regulations addressing the disposal of
drillin g wastes. There is no federal counterpart
program .

Site Investigation and Cleanup - A large number of
past improper disposal sites have been identified over
the last two years. The department has addressed some
of these— such as the Alaska Gold site in Nome and the
Childs Equipment site in Deadhorse— by working with the
owner or another party to achieve a cleanup. This
approach saves the state considerable expense over the
long term, because the state does not have to directly
pay for remedial action and then attemr to recover
costs. However, it requires substantial staff time to

oversee or conduct any needed site investigations,
identify needed cleanup actions, negotiate an agreement
w ith the responsible party and oversee the cleanup
operation. (At times, site investigations <can be paid
using Superfund do llars.) At least 120 known sites
cannot be quickly addressed with existing staff.
Roughly 40 new sites are being identified each year.

Some sites receive considerable public concern. Staff
tim e, except to the Ilim ited extent associated with the
O il and Hazardous Substances Release Response Fund, has

never been budgeted for this purpose.

Q uality Assurance - As the complexity of the agency's
technical responsibilities has grown, a need for an
in-house capability to address fie Id sampling protocols
and methods has become clear. This must be budgeted so
that fie Id sampling can achieve the results needed to
address environmental and public health problems.

Water Pollution Control - DEC's programs to control
water pollution from avariety of sources have
lim itations. We are not now able to work with the

timber industry in raonitoring and correcting non-point

source problems. Disposal of sewage from homes in
areas without sewer systems is being addressed to
varying degrees around the state. In some areas, such
as Ketchikan and Homer, improper sewage disposal has

resulted in surface contamination.

Placer Mining - The Governor has requested a briefing
on our progress in addressing his seven point plan for
placer m ining. His policy decisions in response to
that briefing w ill determine what budget w ill be
needed.

ir~»ivli .

I - Jjar.. .
of 'would meet M0~ ia’recommendsc
1nrB 'thivision o f Environmental rHealth —eau; .
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The D ivision of Environmental Health (DEH) is responsible

for inspection programs for the dairy, meat, seafood, and
shellfish industries. It inspects public facilities and
implements the pesticide program. The sanitation and
shellfish programs are of most concern because of acute
shortfall in program <capacity.
Sanitation in public facilities - The sanitation
program is responsible for inspecting public facilities
to ensure that public health standards are met. In the

Fairbanks area and the Matanuska Susitna Borough,
inspection levels have declined to one inspection every

two years. This is well below the minimum needed to
enssure that public health can be protected. This has
serious im plications for the Alaskan public, as well as

for the tourism industry.

The rest of the State falls below minimum inspection

rates with approximately one inspection per year. In
order to achieve even this level of inspection the
sanitation component has excluded 1259 facilitie s fro>*
the regular inspection program and responds only in.
case of complaints. In another 526 public

accommodations, the statutorily required inspection and
permit processes are simply not implemented.

For purposes of comparison, the M unicipality of
Anchorage and the State of C alifornia inspect food

service facilitie s four times per year and the State of
W ashington three to four times per year. The federal

Food and Drug Administration (FDA) recommends a minimum
of two inspections per year. The greater effectiveness

of higher inspection rates is clearly demonstrated by
contrasting the results of the state's program with

those of the M unicipality of Anchorage. In a city with
a population base of 250,000 people and 1780 public
facilities, there were no disease outbhreaks in the last
year. By contrast, in the Fairbanks and

M atanuska-Susitna Borough areas, there were three
disease outbreaks in tour groups, an outbreak in a
pool/spa facility and one in a day care facility. The
-+ M unicipality of Anchorage has 197 facilities per
inspector in contrast to the state which has 435 per
inspector and a greater geographical area to cover.
The municipality spends $604,000 per year to conduct

its inspection program versus the $920,000 the state
expands for about 5000 facilitie s .
1c -+ 1|
eSleCaliC tf'i iilirsMao"' "'Vj Jvi i - Vi
constructed may -fcd tfeeb™* systems
tunctionijnj&g*n AFDA'-atecctamerided MEINnimum

=] "ars. ipgcti O0"tt"leVeld"F W IC N peiry«si& #lonl "dVrequire nine
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new positions at approximately $531,000. For the State
to reach the more effective level of quarterly
inspections, 15 new positions would be required at
$884,000 per year.

Support of the S hellfish Industry - The s hellfish
industry is experiencing ma”“or growth. Under federal
Food and Drug Administration regulations, shellfish
cannot be sold in interstate commerce unless the state
has a federally approved program for shellfish. This

requires review and certification of harvest areas,
supervision of the catch, and testing of product for
paralytic shellfish poisoning (PSP.) Since 1985, the
number of certified harvest areas has increased from 5

to 13. An additional 38 areas have been proposed and
are in some stage of review. The department has only
one position for all work associated with shellfish. ¢
The workload already exceeds the capacity of this one
position. The federal program review confirms that the
existing staff has reached full capacity. A dditional

resources are essential to allow more areas to fc*
certified and e ligible to participate in interstate
commerce, thereby enabling this industry to develops

In addition, growers have expressed strong interest in
obtaining more laboratory facilities to test for
paralytic shellfish poisoning (PSP). This is required
before shellfish can be sold. The department has
determined that it is possible to certify private
laboratories for this purpose. The certification
process would require 1lim ited additional resources.
C. D ivision of F acility Construction and Operation -

The D ivision provides technical and financial management of
capital grants to communities for sanitation projects.
Specialized assistance is available for villages. (The
capital budget-la addressed in the attachment.)

. COre Programs - For the D ivision to accomplish its <core
program, funds are needed to allow staff working with
-coral villages to travel; timely auditing of projects

*“ and payment to communities; timely award of funds for
projects, particularly to the M unicipality of
Anchorage; and timely implementation of the revolving
loan fund.

- Rural Water and Wastewater Systus Management - More
grain, assistance.'in-managing” projects after they are
syeeconAtmoted”may -be -be”ded”-to*keefr*community systems
Jting functibhlfag-dhrihgi?the-decline”HP available- state

*3. dollars T his IftSue-I"bfeihg'dlisdhssed: at'the Economic
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Dislocation Task Force. U tility management assistance
to communities would help them e ffectively run their
utilitie s to reduce the potential for system failure
resulting from lack of resources like fuel o il. This
would ultim ately eave the state money. We w ill pursue
this through the task force.

The Governor has asked that DEC determine what would be
required to provide maintenance assistance to rural
water and wastewater systems and to protect the state's
investment. Several elements are needed to accomplish
this on a statewide basis. The Legislature has also
asked that we assess the need for remote maintenance
workers statewide. This report is due on January 1. I
would anticipate that the report, when completed, could
result in a proposeil for additional funding.

D. A dministrative Services/Commissioner's O ffice *

Budget reductions and new statutory responsibilities during

recent years have led to erosion of administrative functions

and the department's ability to inform the public. In order
to support field operations and new programs, these
functions have been cut so severely that the departmentrs
overall performance is im paired. In addition, funds are not
available to address safety of our employees as they work in
potentially risky areas as with hazardous m aterials, toxic
substances, and site cleanup.
A dministrative and C lerical Support - Two issues exist
for administrative andsupport services within the
agency. First is the need to budget administrative
support commensurate with increases in programs.
Second is the need to budget for clerical support
commensurate with the needs of the professional staff.
The urgency of these needs reflects prolonged Ilosses
from successive budget reductions.
*
Public Inform ation - The Department addresses a large
number of issues and implements a large number of
requirements that interest and affect the public. O nly
a very low level of funding remains for the public
infornatdjom o ffic e . This has considerable effects on
the ability of the agency to design and implement
workable public participation programs and to help the
public understand the issues affecting them.
eofor;jr.' @W--loy cee o1
cvatior Safety - The Department has no organized safety
around Apzogram, even.-though activities wundertaken by the
N I T N a v e a | ABN.4&*I$ri.hY®*tigations and in
snrr.o_n>»ajure >&rfchr9.<rwdtrna2ardou8d8 m aterials, may pose substantial
risks?7 The State also has increased responsibility to
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employees, as a result of OSHA regulations and require -
ments under the federal Superfund b ill. It is
essential that a safety program be designed and
implemented to minimize both risks to employees and

lia b ility of the State.

Underfunding of Personnel Costs - The budget process
over the last several years has not allowed the fu Il
costs of authorized positions to be budgeted. This is
due in large part to the failure to budget increases
provided in union contracts. In a Il divisions, this
has created chronic "underfunding.” Needed positions
are left vacant for extended periods to adjust for this
shortfi.- .l It would be advisable for your o ffice to

address this on a statewide basis.

I'l1'l. Long Term Key Policy Issues Facing the Department -

A . M ariculture - The State's approach to rariculture <coaid
have a major impact on the budget. The department iir
working with the fisheries mini-cabinet on this- issue..”
The development of mariculture would have substantial

effects on the seafood program. A site certification
process sim ilar to that employeed for shellfish growing
areas would likely be needed. M onitoring of chemicals

used in operations would be needed as would a
regulatory approach to discharges.

B . Pesticides - The state is reviewing its pesticide
program . Nrw regulations w ill be proposed this fa ll.
There is increasing public awareness of issues related
to pesticide application and use. A dditional effort

may be needed in the future for this program.

C. Indoor Air Quality - Research B increasingly demon-
strating that indoor air quality may have greater
impacts cm public health than previously thought.
Especially in cold climates, where buildings are well
sealed and insulated, levels of carbon monoxide and
other pollutants may reach unacceptable levels. There
.IS no state program to address this issue at present,
but initiatives may be appropriate in the future.

D. Groundwater - Groundwater is a crucial water resource
that has never received the kind of attentir n from

M- "environmental agencies that surface water has.

————— N ational initiatives are being proposed for
groundwater. Mc-eover, experience in Alaska is

eqal.Asg”ygaflirtg -that*current”prO-“rams *~-dc*nCt”*provide a fu Il
epnncm*oaasWe -protection. =s we
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In FY 88, the State w ill prepare a strategy on how to
address groundwater issues, based on analyses of
current problems and the present regulatory structure.
The approach w ill be to rely upon existing authorities
to maximum extent. This may have im plications for
future budget years.

E Risk Assessment - Increasingly, decisions on how to
manage environmental problems are incorporating
consideration of levels of risk actually posed to the
public by various alternatives. The state has little
current technical capacity to participate in ris k
assessments. This capacity may need to be developed in
the future.

P. Hazardous Waste Disposal - The department is <continuing
w ith its process to identify possible sites for A
hazardous waste facilitie s . If a decision is made for
the state to select and then operate a site,
considerably more funds w ill be needed.

G. A ssistance to Rural Sanitation Projects - As mentioned
briefly under short term issues, the role of the state
in providing technical operational and management
assistance to small communities with sanitation
projects is an important issue. Experience has shown
that projects without maintenance assistance experience
catastrophic failures that may destroy the state's
investment. Experience is also showing that management
assistance on how to run facilities as wu tilities ~can
result in better operational resources. A policy
decision on the role the state should play in these
areas, to protect its m ulti-m illion dollar investment
and the public, is needed.

H . Emergency Response Planning for Hazardous M aterials
Spills - In FY 88, the State w ill begin to address the
requlreeynts in the federal Superfund b ill for local
planning for emergency response. This may require
additional resourcee in the future.

r. Quality Assurance - Increasing attention is being paid
nationally to the accuracy oi data generated by
environmental agencies. States and EPA are reviewing
and improving quality assurance and quality control
procedures. The State has begun to address this issue.
Further-, enhancements and improvements w ill be needed in
future ears.

. ;.ve Support Al

J. nailLtegadaAaaistance - Legal assistance, (available to the

lie

ilj'ep'matanant for legal actions, as erli as administrative

% Cer HH =
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and regulatory proceedings, must

agency actions. This issue needs

Arctic National W ild life Refuge -
would be needed to address any detailed

review on development associated

Approximate A dditional Funding Needed

D ivision of Environmental Q uality

Douglas Laboratory Operations

Q uality Assurance

A ir Quality Control fi Monitoring
Hazardous Waste -

Facility S iting and Regulation

Emergency Response C apability
Emergency Response Commission
Drinking Water

O il Pollution Control

Solid Waste

Site Investigation/Cleanup
Water Pollution Control
Placer Mining

Clerical and Contractual

Subtotal

D ivision of Environmental Health

Environmental S anitation
S hellfish Program

Subtotal

n! r o>>

Av-ITacility Construction and O peration

F-C&XM Prggpram Support
Opexj8tifenal Assistance to Systems

Subtotal

be

September 21, 1987

adequate

A dditional

to support
addressed.

resources
environmental

this area.

for Core

580

122.0

Adsdnistrative Services/Coaosiasioner'S O ffice

A dministrative Support (Fiscal)
Clerical Support

Public Inform ation

Safety O fficer

60.
40.
50.
80.

o O o o

Programs

8,868,000

604,000

122,000
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Subtotal 230,000
TOTAL 9,824,000

* Policy decisions to be made in other forums w ill
prescribe any budget needs here.

Attachments

cc: Janet Clarke
Amy D. Kyle
D ivision Directors

DDX/ADK/pc/art
ad/ «3

\dvan:.a . tv peccent grant program il
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ATTACHMENT

CAPITAL BUDGET ISSUES

Three Issues showuld be considered in the development of the
capital budget and the appropriation process for the
Facility Construction and O peration D ivision:

® Use of the Alaska Department of
Environmental Conservation (DEC) grant
programs as the funding mechanism for
sanitation projects,

* Matching federal funds for the Alaska Clean j
Water Fund, and W
f m *
. Funding for the C apital ImprovementP roject 7.0%
component in the operating budget. L*
Use of DEC grant programs - -£.

The primary funding avenues to send state capital monies to
local governments to meet their sanitation needs are:

1. Direct grants administered by the Department of
A dministration (AS 37.05).

2. Fifty percent Matching Construction Grants
Program administered by DEC (AS 46.03).

3. V illage Safe Water Program administered by DEC
(AS 46.07).

During the last six years, $431,000,000 in State money has
bmaakmfOTgprimgsmd for water, sewer, and solid waste
project*;/ AE£ £fck>ximately eighty percent has been in the form
of d&rset grants (AS 37.05) and only twenty percent has been
idm $j» istered;Jfrf DEC.

/M

At a“tlme-when*state revenues have declined, it is necessary
for state capital dollars to be used to the greatest
advantage of both the State and local governments. To fund
sanitation wu tility development and to stretch the state's

dollars and assure attention to the most pressing needs, the
state should use the fifty percent Matching Grants and
Village Safe Water programs.

v “ Advantages of the fifty percent grant program include:
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‘Local participation in financing;
eTechnical assistance;

ePayment scheduling;

eProject auditing;

‘Local financial planning.

Advantages and services of the V illage Safe Water
Program include:

‘Project planning;

‘Technical assistance;

'V arying construction techniques (force
account labor);

‘N egotiating agreements;

‘Financial accountability;

This approach is consistent with past policy ofv-~ i

Governor Cowper. This w ill require local financial V.C-—

participation in projects (fifty percent Matching

Grants Program), or if the community is not f|n|2&E££«|2y Vo

capable of paying a percentage, that the grant jfcalj]equ
go through a systematic process with direct ass aSﬂee
from VSW Program staff. "*

b . Alaska Clean Water Fund

W ith passage of SB 167, the Alaska Clean Water Fund was
established. This revolving loan fund w ill be
capitalized from both federal and State sources. The
federal government is making money available to Alaska;
however, the state must provide twenty percent match.

The Department's FT 89 capital budget w ill contain a
request for this necessary match. W ith state match,
the fund could be as much as $83 m illion over an

eight-year period. —

c . CIP Component revenue

The capl!tad budget request w ill propone necessary
revenue fund the CIP component in the F acility
ConjrtrtSstiin and Operation D ivision. This division
adm imletw fu both the fifty percent Matching Grants
"Iftrograii and the V illage Safe Water Program. The FT 89
capital budget proposal w ill request monies that w ill

r the cuag*r*. -v«ji = acic. cur:-:-.’%

be the revenue source for the component.

v d L4
e, ~ CNS e icy m*7
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4) The technology to achieve successful restoration of
developed areas on the North Slope over the long term has not
been effectively demonstrated for large scale projects.

5 Major data gaps exist on environmental iImpacts and
compliance on the North Slope due to a systematic failure in
monitoring on the part of the resource agencies. These gaps seem
unlikely to be filled in the foreseeable future given the" current
level of monitoring activity.

A. Compliance Issues

The oil and gas industry responds to many of the serious
potential environmental impacts of oil and gas development on the
North Slope by pointing to the extensive regulatory system that
iIs designed to prevent or to mitigate those impacts. As we noted
in our July testimony, we believe the present regulatory system
is not sufficient to protect the air, water and wildlife habitat
of the North Slope. Even iIf these regulatory controls are
tightened, they will only beeffective if compliance with them is
greatly improved. Our July testimony demonstrated just the
opposite — there has been widespread noncompliance with many
aspects of the regulatory program designed to protect the North
Slope environment.

A few of the most notable examples of the industry"s failure
to comply with environmental laws and regulations are:

1. Waste discharges to the tundra from fully one half of
the drilling mud reserve pits that were dewatered in 1986
violated state effluent limits. In 1985 and 1984 the situation
was even worse, with discharges from 85 percent and 100 percent
of pits violating permit standards.

2. State records document between 400-600 reported spills
of oil and other chemicals per year associated with oil
development on the North Slope and the northern portion of the
haul road.

3. In 1985, the only year for which the state has compiled
black smoke reports in a data base, 150 black smoke incidents in
violation of state air quality regulations were reported.
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4. There have been a number of hazardous waste violations
on the North Slope. In 1983, a major hazardous waste event
occurred at the site of North Slope Salvage, Inc., which stored
and disposed of drums from North Slope operators.l During the
cleanup, over 58,000 gallons of contaminated liquids were
recovered. Extensive soil and water contamination was documented
and the site was determined to pose a 'serious environmental and
human health hazard.'2

Nor is this an isolated incident of improper storage and
disposal of hazardous substances. Of 29 hazardous waste
inspections by EPA and DEC, 11 revealed violad-ons.3 ADEC has
closed two unpermitted qily waste pits with hD ~ories of leaking
and overtopping Ffluids. Most recently, ADEC has discovered
additional problems on Deadhorse lease tracts. For example, ADEC
discovered more than 500 drums of unidentified petroleum liquids
and several tons of other waste on a pad leased to Child"s
Equipment Services, which has filed for protection from creditors
in U.S. Bankruptcy Court. Some of the drums were leaking.5

Notably, the industry has done little to respond to these
charges. They have not attempted to explain the many violations
that are revealed iIn state and federal agency files. More
importantly, they have given no assurances that this violation
history will improve in the Prudhoe Bay region, and that such
violations will not be repeated in the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge.

In fact, rather than giving assurances that this past
disregard for existing environmental standards will be corrected,
the industry has continued to press for less stringent
environmental protections on the North Slope. For example, in a
letter written to the Alaska Office of Management and Budget in
April of this year, the Alaska Oil and Gas Association attacked
many of the regulations designed to protect the.North Slope

1 ADEC, 1984. Report on the Occurrence, Discovery, and
Cleanup of an Oil and Hazardous Substances Discharge at Lease
Tract 57, Prudhoe Bay, Alaska.

2 Clar, J.M., 1984. An Evaluation of theEnvironmental and
Human Health Hazards of Chemicals found at North Slope Salvage,
Inc. (prepared for ADEC).

:3 The results of most of these hazardous waste iInspections are
unavailable in the public record because they are pending review
or compliance action.

4 The Pingut Oily Waste Pit and Drill Site 1C.

5 Anchorage Daily News, 7/19/87.



environment.6 This hardly provides reasonable assurance that the
industry is willing to improve its environmental compliance
efforts on the North Slope.

B. Hazardous and Solid Waste

As reported in our July testimony before this Committee,
tremendous quantities of solid and hazardous waste are generated
in conjunction withoil and gas development and productionon the
North Slope of Alaska. To date, the industry has not
demonstrated that it can dispose of these wastes in an
environmentally acceptable manner.

Much of the waste material produced on the North Slope 1is
the inevitable result of any major industrial undertaking of this
magnitude. Solid waste generated by the oil industry includes
wrecked vehicles, airplanes, used batteries, styrofoam pipeline
insulation, tires, prefabricated scrap construction materials,
large quantities of scrap metal, and over 10,000 used drums per
year.7 As an example, a three-year pipeline construction project
can generate over 500 destroyed vehicles, 3,000 batteries, 10,000
tires, 20,000 tons of scrap construction materials, 6,000 tons of
equipment components, thousands of used drums, thousands of cubic
yards of various camp-related wastes, hundreds of prefabricated
buildings, and large quantities of unused pipe.®

Perhaps more importantly, North Slope activities generate
tremendous quantities of liquid industrial wastes, some of which
are hazardous. A review of North Slope liquid wastes by ADEC
documented the following volumes of wastes disposed of on the
North Slope in 1986:*

6 Letter dated 4/2/87 from the Alaska Oil and Gas Association
to the Alaska Office of Management and Budget.

7 ADEC, 1987(a)-. Solid Waste Management Standards for Arctic
and Subarctic Alaska, page 2.

8 ADEC, 1986(a). Environmental Information Relative to Air
and Water Quality, Solid Waste Disposal and Oil Spill Contin-
gencies for the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge, page 25.

ADEC, 1987(b). A Review of Liquid Waste Production and
Disposal at Oilfield Facilities on the North Slope of Alaska.



Subsurface disposal

Injected wastes - ARCO Pad 3 3,649,422 gallons
CPF 1&2 disposal wells 23,753,907 gallons
Annular injection 116,006,142 gallons

Surface disposal

Reserve pit fluids to tundra 64,568,520 gallons
Road discharges 36,924,594 gallons
Excavation dewatering 369,500,000 gallons
Hydrostatic testing discharges 3,056,119 gallons
Domestic wastewater discharges 1,032,650 gallons

TOTAL 617,861,300 gallons

Many of these wastes have the potential to cause
environmental degradation whether or not they are legally defined
as hazardous. But the question of which North Slope wastes are
hazardous 1is complicated by the fact that wastes uniquely
associated with oil and gas exploration and development are
currently exempt by law from classification as hazardous waste,
whether or not the materials are in fact RCRA-hazardous. (RCRA

§3001(b) (2) (A)).

Nevertheless, biennial hazardous waste generator reports on
file at EPA indicate that large quantities of potentially
hazardous waste are generated on the North Slope. Total volumes
of wastes reported were 16,673,685 gallons in 1983 for all North
Slope oilfields, and- 166,669 gallons for the North Slope fields,
not including ARCO Kuparuk, in 1985.10

As explained in the compliance history section above, the
disposal of solid and hazardous waste materials on the North
Slope has been problematic, and in many cases has resulted in
direct contamination of land and water. Industry responds with
excuses TfTor several of the individual incidents. For example,
problems documented at Deadhorse lease tracts are blamed on
small, independent oilfield service companies. By bringing such
lease tracts under direct oil company control, as has been done
at Kuparuk, industry claims that such problems will be avoided.
The oil companies also assert that no sites on the North _.Slope
have actually been listed on the National Priority List for
cleanup under the Superfund. Both ARCO and Standard now propose
to dispose of hazardous wastes on the North Slope through deep

The Kuparuk report could not be located in EPA"s files.
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well injection,11 a disposal technique they assert will reduce or
eliminate haz~ dous waste problems.

We respond to each of these points below.

It is entirely disingenuous for the major oil companies to
disclaim responsibility for the large volumes of wastes generated
as a direct result of their profitmaking activities on the North
Slope, regardless of the fact that, in the past, these wastes
were transferred to smaller companies for handling. The iIndustry
will continue to generate significant quantities of hazardous and
other liquid wastes on the North Slope, and will generate
additional wastes i1f they are allowed to operate in the Arctic
National Wildlife Refuge. These wastes will continue to be
handled both by the major oil companies and by smaller,
independent companies, whether or not support and production
facilities are consolidated.

The overriding question is where and how these massive
quantities of wastes will be disposed of if development 1is
allowed in the refuge. The burden of proof is on the oil
industry to demonstrate that they can permanently and
successfully isolate these wastes from the fragile North Slope
environment. To date, they have failed to make this showing.

EPA is just beginning to review the industry®s proposals for deep
well injection of wastes, and there is no guarantee that this
practice will be allowed.

In fact, there are serious potential problems with deep well
injection of wastes. A study by NRDC of deep well injection of
wastes around the country documents numerorte cases in which
underground injection wells have failed, resulting in extensive
groundwater contamination.1? Indeed, injection even of
supposedly innocuous "brines™ at oil and gas wells have resulted
in significant problems; over one half of 32 oil and gas
producing states reported groundwater contamination from
underground brine disposal.1” The Office of Technology
Assessment agrees that underground iInjection poses a potential

11 ARCO engaged in deep well injection of hazardous and other
wastes at Pad 3 from 1976 through 1935, when ARCO stopped
accepting hazardous waste for injection at the facility, 1In part
because i1t did not have "interim status,” or authority to operate
without a RCRA permit.

12 Gordon and Bloom, Deeper Problems: Limits to Underground
Injection as a Hazardous Waste Disposal Method (NRDC, 1986).

13 Donald V. Feliciano, "Underground Injection of Wastes. Mini
Brief Number MB83238," Congressional Research Service, Oct. 15,
1983, cited in Deeper Problems, supra.



threat to groundwater, and identified 8 possible contamination
pathways.14

Nor has the oil industry demonstrated how it will dispose of
the large quantities of nonhazardous wastes generated by North
Slope oil and gas operations, including oily wastes. In fact,
five supposedly nonhazardous waste disposal sites have been the
subject of "preliminary assessments'™ under the Superfund
Program.16 The industry disclaims the importance of this by
noting that none of theses sites have actually been listed on the
National Priority List (NPL) for Superfund cleanup. This claim
is highly misleading. Due to the slow pace of the Superfund
process i1n Alaska, none of the iive sites have proceeded to the
more detailed Site Assessment phase, which is necessary to
determine the extent of contamination at any given site. But the
five sites have been chosen for further evaluation:

1. ARCO Prudhoe Bay received a "medium' priority
assessment.16 The site allegedly contains 10,000 - 80,000 buried
drums, some containing drilling muds, and has received "a
substantial volume of industrial (oil drilling-related)
wastes."17 The preliminary assessment recommends that '"the risk
to nearby water resources should be further evaluated.'16

2.  Mukluk Dump - Prudhoe Bay (medium priority assessment)
may include "small quantities™ of hazardous materials, iIncluding
drilling muds, mud additives, some heavy metals, and solvents.
The preliminary assessment refers to the potential for leaching
to the Sagavanirktok River, and potential contamination of a
human drinking water source.10

14 Technologies and Management Strategies for Hazardous Waste
Control, Office of Technology Assessment, U.S. Congress (1983),
at 192, cited in Deeper Problems, supra.

15 Preliminary Assessment of 45 Potential Hazardous Waste Sites
in the State of Alaska. Tetra Tech, Inc. 1984.

16 Four.recommendation levels are possible In the Tetra Tech
report:

None - no further action recommended
Low - inspection recommended on a time-available basis
Medium - inspection recommended on a scheduled basis
High - iInspection recommended promptly.

17 1d.

16 Id.

10 Id.



3. Mukluk Freight Lines (medium priority assessment) has
been a storage site for a large number of industrial chemicals,
and survey results indicated that some chemicals were leaking
from drums or escaping from damaged and weathered sacks. The
assessment also indicated that the site had insufficient
structures for groundwater protection.30

4. North Slope Borough Landfill (medium priority
assessment) accepts wastes from a large number of entities on the
North S. ope, and is currently the only operating landfill at
Prudhoe Bay. The assessment refers to possible previous disposal
of "oils, heavy metals and solvents,” and recommends that the
"risk to nearby water sources ... be further evaluated.™3l

5. Sand Dunes Landfill (medium priority assessment) also
served as a major waste disposal site for North Slope oil and gas
activities. Like the other landfills, this site may have
received drilling muds, mud additives, heavy metals, solvents,
and other hazardous materials. Previous EPA surveys mention
potential leaching to the nearby river and possible contamination
of potable water.33

These problems with sites that have been used for solid and
liquid waste disposal in the past underscore the serious waste
disposal problems that will be presented should oil and gas
development be allowed in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.
To date, neither the oil industry nor the Interior Department
have presented a satisfactory plan for how these massive
quantities of wastes will be handled in a national wildlife
refuge, without posing a long-term contamination threat to the
land and water resources of the refuge.

C. Reserve Pits

Built directly on the tundra, reserve pits are designed to
contain drilling mud and other wastes with gravel dikes.
Individual reserve pits on the North Slope can contain up to 13
million gallons of waste materials. Drilling wastes may contain
toxic components such as heavy metals, hydrocarbons, and

30 1d. Standard claims that this site was incorrectly included
in the preliminary assessments, and that an EPA official has
recommended removal from the program. Standard Oil, 1987. Oil
and Gas Development in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge 1002
Area; Issues Raised by Environmental Groups During Testimony
Before Congress, page 16.

31 Id.

33 Id.
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additives in varying amounts. Many of these components are toxic
to a variety of organisms. Disposal of accumulated drilling
wastes and contaminated fluids which exceed reserve pit
capacities is a major problem on the North Slope.

Despite a number of regulations and permit stipulation
requiring reserve pits which store drilling wastes to be
impermeable®, numerous leaking pits have been documented. Waste
fluids also escape due to overtopping or breaching of reserve pit
walls. Drilling wastes are disposed of by pumping reserve pit
fluids directly onto the tundra, spreading them on gravel roads
which are not designed to be iImpermeable, and injecting them
underground. In 1986, 64 million gallons of drilling waste
fluids were discharged directly to the tundra from reserve pits
and an additional 37 million gallons were applied to roads.Z3

In response to testimony presented by NRDC, Trustees and NWF
in July, the oil industry has argued that reserve pit fluids are
not RCRA-hazardous but instead are "'generally innocuous,"24 that
new state solid waste regulations will effectively deal with the
problem of leaking reserve pits, that state-of-the-art disposal
practices have reduced or eliminated altogether the need for
reserve pits, that underground iInjection poses no threat of
environmental harm, and that a U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
study of reserve pit fluids we cited was only a draft and is
technically flawed.

We address each of these points below.

In a study mandated by 88002(m) of the Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act (RCRA), EPA is presently evaluating whether or
not petroleum extraction waste should be regulated as hazardous.
EPA has not yet determined what percentage of drilling and
production waste is RCRA-hazardous; it is thus impossible to
confirm industry"s assertions that these wastes are not RCRA-
hazardous. However, even if such liquids were not hazardous as
defined by RCRA, they can in no event be termed 'Innocuous.'
Common types of pollutants found in reserve pits include salts,
additives, oil and grease, and dissolved heavy metals,2 many of

23 See pages 4-7 of NRDC/Trustees/NWF testimony presented
before this Committee on July 21, 1987.

24 Standard Oil, 1987, supra.
25 EPA, 1987 in prep. Management of Wastes from Oil

Exploration, Development and Production, August, 1987, page
111-13.
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which are toxic to a variety of organisms.2* Pit fluid analyses
performed by numerous investigators, including the industry, show
concentrations of half a dozen metals at levels that exceed EPA"s
acute and/or chronic toxicity level for aquatic life.

The FWS study of reserve pit fluids, referred to as a
“"draft™ by the iIndustry, has been finalized and iIs now going to
press.2/ The study found that reserve pits are the most likely
source of metal and hydrocarbon contaminants that are spreading
through tundra wetlands and that are associated with reduced
biological diversity and abundance in associated tundra ponds.
Presumably, the U.S. Fish and wildlife Service, which is the
expert agency in these matters, did not reach this conclusion
lightly.

After years or opposition by the oil industry, the Alaska
Department of Environmental Conservation developed new solid
waste regulations which went into effect in September of this
year. These regulations will require that new reserve pits be
designed not to leak. While industry has begun to submit new
designs for reserve pits, these designs have yet to be proven
effective, the numerous existing leaking pits have yet to be
corrected, and the effects of long-term open pits have yet to be
determined. While some of these designs rely on lining reserve
pits, the technological feasibility of using liners in arctic
conditions has yet to be demonstrated.

26 See, e.g.,:

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 1987 1in prep.
Waste from the Exploration, DoveiOpment ana Production of Crude
Oil, Natural Gas, and Geothermal Energy, Interim Report. April
30, 1987.

Strosher, M.T., W.E. Younkin and D.L. Johnson, 1980.
Environmental Assessment of the Terrestrial Disposal of Waste
Drilling Muds in Alberta: Chemistry of Sump Fluids and Effects on
Vegetation and Soils. A Report prepared for the Canadian
Petroleum Association, December, 1980.

Land, Bernard, 1974. Toxicity of Drilling Fluids to
Aquatic Biological Systems, A Literature Review. Environment
Canada, Fisheries and Marine Service Report 487.

U.S. Department of the Interior, 1987. Final Coastal
Plain Resource Assessment, Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.

27 West, R.L. and E. Snyder-Conn, 1987 in press. Effects of
Prudhoe Bay Reserve Pit Fluids on Water Quality and
Macroinvertebrates of Arctic Tundra Ponds in Alaska. Only after
a Freedom of Information Act Request and a subsequent appeal was
Trustees able to obtain a copy of the final U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service study.
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The other solution to problems posed by reserve pits
proposed by the industry, underground injection, 1is not without
its problems, as discussed above. These problems can be expected
to be aggravated in the case of annular injection, where waste is
disposed down the outside, as opposed to the inside, of the well
casing, thereby increasing the opportunity for wastes to escape.

Industry claims that volumes of drilling wastes requiring
disposal iIn reserve pits can be dramatically reduced or
eliminated altogether and point to the Endicott project offshore
Prudhoe Bay in the Beaufort Sea. While it is true that iIndustry
does not need to use reserve pits at Endicott, this is because
Standard dumps some 4,600 tons of drilling mud and 31,700 barrels
of cuttings per year from Endicott wells into the Beaufort Sea
under an NPDES permit issued by EPA,20 a practice which can
entail very significant impacts to aquatic life. Thus, 1t is
disingenuous for the iIndustry to cite Endicott as evidence
supporting the claim that it can eliminate reserve pits.

Industry also claims that it has reduced the use of chromium
additives to drilling mud, which will reduce the heavy metal load
in reserve pits. While it is true this may reduce the chromium
content of muds disposed of in reserve pits, levels of other
metals, including lead, mercury, cadmium, copper, aluminum,
nickel, zinc, and other mud contaminants will presumably remain
unaffected. Moreover, metals are not the only problem related to
reserve pit fluids. Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, which can
be toxic to aquatic life at the parts per billion level (ppb),
are apparently migrating from reserve pits and are accumulating
in tundra soils near .pits. On the North Slope, 'considerable
amounts of hydrocarbons were found in the tundra soil hur'reds of
feet from reserve pits."29

In our July testimony, we noted that discharge permits
issued by ADEC allow discharges of cadmium, copper, lead and
mercury at levels that exceed EPA"s acute and/or chronic toxicity
criteria for the protection of freshwater aquatic life. |In
addition, ADEC"s permit places no limits on reserve pit
discharges for a number of other metals, which, based on data
developed by the industry, occur in reserve pit fluids at
concentrations that exceed EPA®"s acute and/or chronic toxicity

20 NPDES permit No. AK-003866-1. DMRs submitted to EPA by
Standard indicate that in 1986, some 22,000 barrels of mud and
31,700 barrels of cuttings were discharged into the ocean.
Assumes a mud weight of 10 lIbs/gallon.

20 EPA, 1987 in prep., supra.
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criteria.30 The fact that millions of gallons of reserve pit
liquids that may contain levels of metals that are acutely toxic
to aquatic organisms raises very serious questions about the
ability of existing state and federal regulatory controls Iin
place to adequately protect the tundra ecosystem.

D. Air Pollution

Oil and gas facilities emit large amounts of air pollutants.
For example, ADEC estimated of NOX permitted to be emitted on the
North Slope is greater than 90,000 tons, and that actual
emissions are 70-90% of the permitted values3l - or 63,000-
81.000 tons of NOX. ARCO estimates that permitted NOx emissions
in the Prudhoe Bay region at 74,368 tons per year, with actual
emissions ''somewhat less"™ then those indicated.32 This contrasts
with Standard®"s assertion that Prudhoe Bay facilities emit only
20.000 tons per year.3 By way of comparison, the Argonne
National Lab estimates that Washington, D.C. emits approximately
23.000 tons of NOX per year.34

The industry argues that although ambient concentrations of
NOv have doubled at Prudhoe Bay between 1980 and 1987, this is
not a "significant change,"3 and further imply that because
ambient concentrations of air pollutants are below national
standards, there is no environmental problem. While it is true
that NOx and SO02 levels emitted by Prudhoe Bay facilities have
not exceeded the NAAQS, arctic species are known to be more
sensitive to air pollutants than are mid-latitude species which
have been used to establish standards.36 Moreover, ARCO"s air
quality monitoring data from Kuparuk indicates that average
annual concentrations of NO2 and SO2 in 1986 — the main
precursors of acid deposition — have increased as much as 3-10

0 See pages 6-7 of NRDC/Trustees/NWF July 21, 1987 testimony.

3l ADEC, 1986(a), supra.

P ARCO, 1987. Air Issues on the North Slope of Alaska.
3B Standard Oil, 1987, supra.
A

Argonne National Laboratory, 1984. Estimated Monthly
Emissions of S02 and NO2 for the 48 Contiguous States, 1975-1984.

3 Standard Oil, 1987, supra.

3% ADEC, 1986(b). Response to ARCO"s Comments on the
Preliminary Air Quality Analysis for Kuparuk CPF-3, April 1986.
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fold In certain areas over levels reported by the industry in
1980. 37"

These pollutants are of concern due to their potential to
acidify the sensitive arctic tundra. The iIndustry argues that
because only 618 tons of S02 is permitted to be emitted on the
North Slope, acidification should not be of concern. However,
industry conveniently ignores the fact that NO2 is also an
acidifying pollutant, and that further S02 and NO2 together have
at least an additive effect, and usually more than additive
effect.38

Moreover, EPA has raised concerns that acidification of
turdra may result even if ambient air quality standards are being
met. The Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation has
noted that negative impacts have been known to effect lichen at
concentrations at least as low as 39 ug/m3 and that short term
concentration are known to be more important to adverse effects
than long term averages.39 Maximum one hour S02 levels measured
at the Kuparuk Field were 52 and 186 ug/m3.40 The U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service has also expressed concern about the short term
and long term impacts of S02 on lichens, which are an important
food source for North Slope caribou. The effects of NOx and
other pollutants on plant species which serve as caribou forage

37 In 1979-1980, ambient air monitoring was conducted to
establish baseline data for the North Slope. Standard Oil, 1987
page 22. The following is a comparison of the annual average
ambient concentration of NOx and SO02 measured as background for
the North Slope in the 1979 and 1980 monitoring, and 1986
monitoring at the Kuparuk River "maximum impact' station.

1979-1980 1986*
1st qtr 2nd qtr
NO2 (annual average) 3.5**, 4.0** 11 19
S02 (annual average) 0.4**, 0.5** 3 5

From: ARCO, 1987, supra-, pages 8-9.
* Includes monitoring data collected from June - December,
1986.
** Below the minimum detection limit of the analyzer.

0D EPA, 1982. Air Quality Criteria for Oxides of Nitrogen.
EPA-600/8-82-026, page 1-31.

39 ADEC, 1986(b), supra.

ARCO, 1987, supra., page 9.
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are not known and there are no studies underway which evaluate
potential effects. -

Industry has responded with claims that North Slope lichens
are not affected by industrial air pollution, in part because the
North Slope is a desert and all precipitation, including-acid
precipitation, is low. While the North Slope®s annual
precipitation is low and comparable to desert regions, acid
precipitation is not the only process by which acidifying
substances can be added to water or land. Dew, -frost, frequent
fogs and dry deposition through gravitational sedimentation of
particles, impaction of aerosols, and adsorption of gases
contribute to acidifying effects.

E. Land and Habitat Impacts

Sixty million cubic yards of gravel have been used to
construct facilities including over 300 miles of roads and 5,500
acres of gravel pads in the Prudhoe Bay area. Pads and roads are
used to support facilities such as drilling sites, housing, .and
other facilities. Open gravel mines cover approximately an
additional 720 acres. An additional 3,400 acres of habitat have
been flooded due to the impounding of roads and pads in one of
the region"s oilfields alone.

The industry claims that only a small percentage of the
oilfield are affected by development by only counting land
surface which has been directly covered by oil facilities.
However, the oilfields sprawl over a large area with development
and support facilities connected by roads, pipelines, and
transmission lines. While a relatively small amount of the total
area affected by oil development is actually covered by gravel
fill, additional habitat is altered by oilfield activities, as 1is
demonstrated by the avoidance of maternal groups of caribou of
pipelines, roads and other facilities, particularly during
calving. An Alaska Department of Fish and Game researcher has
concluded that:

even if the amount of direct habitat loss (i.e., vegetation
covered by gravel were an order of magnitude larger it would
be of minor significance when compared with the amount of
habitat that would become unavailable because caribou avoid
developments .4l

41 Shideler, Richard T., 1986. Impacts of Human Developments

and Land Use on Caribou: A Literature Review, Vol. 2. Impacts of

Oil and Gas Development on the Central Arctic Herd, Technical

Report #86-3. Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Habitat.
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The habitat within the oilfield may also be altered by
flooding caused by impoundments associated with roads, dust which
coats vegetation and changes snowmelt patterns, fragmentation of
habitat, and human disturbance.

While recent evidence indicates that a few small sites have
been the subject of revegetation efforts, no large scale, long
term rehabilitation efforts have been attempted, much less
demonstrated effective. In addition, there is no assurance that
monies have been set aside for what industry predicts to be
astronomically high costs of restoration. For example, a letter
from the Alaska Oil and Gas Association (AOGA) dated 4/3/87 to
the Alaska Office of Management and Budget, claims that removal
of facilities constructed for exploratory drilling and
rehabilitation of the site will cost 1.5 to 2 times the original
construction costs. While industry claims that all si".es are
still in use and so not available for restoration, state records
show that 326 wells have been plugged and abandoned on the North
Slope.42 Presumably, a few of these lie within the Prudhoe Bay
area.

F. Implications for the ANWR Decision

The issue of whether a core calving ground exists within the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge, and the magnitude of impacts of
oil and gas development on the Porcupine Caribou Herd has
consumed the vast majority of attention in this debate. Most
people agree that there will be impacts on wildlife as a result
of major toil and gas development in the coastal plain. Even the
section 1002 report, which recommends full oil and gas leasing in
the area, acknowledges that some of these impacts will be major.
8n;y E?e precise magnitude of the impacts can seriously be

ebated.

While not wishing to minimize the critical importance of
these issues, the NRDC/Trustees/NWF study, as well as critiques
of the section 1002 report by CRS, EPA, and other entities,
indicate that the chronic, long-range threats to the integrity of
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge include other far more
subtle, less press-worthy, but equally serious issues. The
following fundamental questions deserve attention by this
Committee. Yet most of them were either not considered or
received only cursory treatment in the section 1002 report.

42 Alaska Oil and Gas Conservation Commission printout, 5/21/87.
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Re ANWR land exchangee

This issue 1s shaping up to be the keyone 1in the
Legisiature’s consi(deration of HJR Addressing it openly
and completely is onV; way to win on /t.

The public has a lot of questions”™/as do legislators. For
instance, where are trae exchangesjf how does Interior come up
with subsurface apprailsals, wha”Tdo the agreements say (on
7(1) and reverter clauces, for A nstance) ?

The Legisiature/Resouraes Com/ittee should be seen as having
all the information and\alldjdlng all the affected parties to
speak up before passing\put/language. This will certainly
be a different approach \rdrn Stevens” pig-poke hardsell.

So in about two weeks, pejfhaps around February 1S, 1°d
recommend having a Commiiraee meeting on the topic of
exchanges! / \

1. U3DOl should cstme And explain what they’re doing.
What’s in the agreements? kVuch lands are involved? Are
the State’s lands DeiNQ seriously considered? Is it all
legal?

2. The State should coma and explain clearly what they
want out of land e:yrhanges. (Jowper’s "retreat into
obscurity”™ at his jSress conference cannot last for long; he
has to say whethew or not he can live with the agreements
under consideration by DOI. A™ we deserve to know how much
he really knows Jfbout them. \

3. The AI\$SA corporations Ehould bring their arguments
into public. Jan Huhndorf reallv convince people of the
points iIn his Jielegram? Will he|be as threatening in
public? Are fnere good reasons -fxr the state to endorse
some of the iarades?

4. Th* environmental ists anil the State might share
some common®ground5 w,, all want ~o retain public ownership,
and preserve revenue streams (some of which might be
dedicated to conservation purposes, according to Audubon’s
Anchorage people) -

5. According to Drue the repubs might be willing to
accept some kind of compromise language on land exchanges.
This might help take some wind out of Stevens” sails.

6. This is the kind of oversight/review that Congress
will conduct, but maybe too late. Elsewise no one else 1is
going to be watching Interior closely enough.



I think you can address these issues without getting into a
dogfight, and without addressing them you will not be able
to develop a true consensus position. We>d need to start

preparing pretty soon \o beysure that DOl would come out
here.

Ned
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5-0180Pd
Bannister

AMENDMENT

O ffered in the HOUSE By Adams

' TO: HCS CSSJR 7 (Resources)
Page 2, line 5, after "investment;":

Insert "and"

Page 2, following line 5:
Insert "WHEREAS the United States Department of the Interior is ex-

ploring a number of legislative r-r*"posals for the early oil and gas devel-

opment of the coastal plain;

Page 2, line 22, after "(43 U.S.C. 1653)":

Insert "; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the Alaska State Legislature wurges the state
administration to be involved in all aspects of the Alaska National W ild-

life Refuge oil and gas development process to ensure that the best inter-

ests of the state are protectedll

-1- 2112188



tattle . " " POUCH V' STATE CAPITOL
¥OL 1L10gGJirMl 8

LEGIANVE AFFAIRS AGENCY

MEMORANDUWM February 15, 1988
SUBJECT: Compliance with Uniform Rule 49(5)
TO: Representative Mike Navarre

FROM: Theresa L. Bannister'll

Legislative Counsel

This memo accompanies the amendment that you have requested
to change the resolve clause on page 2* at line 7, to refer
to oil and gas exploration, development, and production in
the coastal plain of ANWR. The accompanying amendment w ill
bring HCS CSSJR 7 (Resources) into compliance with Uniform
Rule 49(5) by bringing the resolution’s content within its
title .

If I may be of further assistance, please advise.
Enclosure

TLB:bb
wkb2/092



5-0180Pe **
Bannister

I
A MENDMENT
Offel’ed in the HOUSE By N avarre
TO: HCS CSSJR 7 (Resources)
Page 2, line 7, after "onM:

Delete "management of t-he coastal plain

Insert oil and gas exploration, development, and production in the

coastal plain of the Arctic National W ildlife Refuge"

-1 2/15/88



STATE OF ALASKA
1988 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

No. 1

billversion-HCS SJR 7(RES)
PUBLISHDATE:HOUSE 2/1/88

FISCAL NOTE

EQUEST:

Revision Date: _U22J*2. _
Title: oil s Gas Exolor. and Dev. ANWR

Sponsor: Resources Committee
Requestor: Hnnse Resources Commiittee

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES:  (Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING Fy 88 FY 89

PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING -0- -0-

CAPITAL

REVENUE

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERALFUND
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER
TOTAL

POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

ANALYST* (Attach a separate page if necessary)

Prepared by: miltm racnr
Division : .Oil end Ga

m Uik ~

of Natural Resources

Approved by Commission
Agency: _ Deoart

Distribution (by preparer):
Legislative Finance
Legislative Sponsoi
Requestor
Office of Management and Budget
Impacted Agency(ies)

Agency Affected: N atural Resources
ggjj. Petroleum Management

Components

FY 91 FY 92 FY 93

Phone 465-7. 400

Date:
Dnte:V27/8e_

!//\



ASSUMPTIONS ON STATE REVENUE PROJECTIONS
FOR OWNERSHIP SCENARIOS (]
$10.00/hbl flat well head price rising with inflation.

Production and development scenario is a 3.5 Billion barrel
discovery.

Royalty percentage is 12.5% irrespective of royalty owner.
Bonus Value of $600MM on the producing tracts.
Severance taxes under current law.
Two scenarios were developed and the states revenue fran Bonuses,
Royalty and Severance tax were calculated.
20% FEDERAL OWNERSHIP
Severance = (total sev. tax x 20% x 87.5%) + (tota

Royalty = total royalty x 20% x 50%
Bonus = total bonus x 20% x 50%

Severance = (total sev. tax x 20% x 87.5%) + (tota
Royalty = total royalty x 20%
Bonus = total bonus x 20%

These calculations do not take into account the iInpacts on State revenue
of other taxes such as the AD Valorem tax or the Income tax



