Department of Natural Resources
OFFICE OF PROJECT MANAGEMENT AND PERMITTING
550 West 7th Avenue, Suite 1430
Anchorage, AK 99501
Main: 907.269-8690
Fax: 907-269-5673

January 22, 2019
Ms. Stephanie Rice
Bureau of Land Management
222 West 7th Avenue
Anchorage, AK 99513
srice@blm.gov
Dear Ms. Rice:
The State of Alaska (State) has reviewed the Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) to evaluate a new Integrated Activity Plan (IAP) for the National
Petroleum Reservice in Alaska (NPR-A, Reserve), published by the Bureau of Land Management
(BLM) in the Federal Register. The Office of Project Management and Permitting (OPMP)
coordinated with the State’s resource agencies to develop scoping comments, which are based
upon the collective technical and regulatory expertise of the:
•
•
•

Department of Natural Resources (DNR)
Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC), and
Department of Fish and Game (DFG)

We appreciate and have accepted the invitation to participate as a cooperating agency in
development of the EIS. The State participated as a cooperating agency during development of the
2012 NPR-A IAP until it became apparent that the Department of Interior leadership at the time
was intent on selectively disregarding congressional direction under the NPR-A statutes, Alaska
National Interest Land Conservation Act (ANILCA), Federal Land Policy and Management Act
(FLMPA), and inappropriately applying BLM policy guidance to the process. We anticipate that
the decision to revise the current NPR-A IAP reflects a willingness to collaborate with the State
on an improved management approach, the foundation for which begins in addressing these key
issues.
The 2012 NPR-A IAP incorrectly framed the purpose of the Reserve and applied administrative
policy developed pursuant to FLPMA Section 202, which does not apply to the Reserve. The
revised plan should clarify the authorities that do apply to the Reserve, including the express
limitations identified in the Naval Petroleum Reserves Production Act of 1976, as amended
(NPRPA or Production Act), FLPMA, and ANILCA, which limit the scope of the NPR-A IAP.
Specifically, the following items were identified in the State’s June 13, 2012 comments on the
draft NPR-A IAP/EIS:
•

The 2012 IAP indicated surface protection across the entire Reserve was an additional
purpose (Page 5, Section 1.5, 2012 NPR-A IAP). The Production Act and implementing
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regulations at 43 CFR 2361 (42 FR 28721, June 3, 1977) provide that mitigation and other
protective measures are secondary to the primary purpose of the Reserve, which is oil and
gas exploration and production. 1
•

The 2012 IAP claimed “broad authority” under FLPMA Section 302 without also
acknowledging FLPMA Section 302 is expressly limited by Section 302(a), which
provides that “where a tract of….public land has been dedicated to specific uses according
to any other provision of law it shall be managed in accordance with such law,” which in
this case is the Production Act, as amended.

•

The 2012 IAP implemented Secretary Salazar’s 2011 wilderness management policy (IM
2011-154) to consider wilderness values in planning decisions, which relies on FLPMA
section 202 authority. This policy, which stems from the highly controversial “Wild Lands”
Policy, was never rescinded and revised manuals were issued to replace the initial manuals
that were put into abeyance and could someday be revived. The 1981 Appropriations Act
exempted the Reserve from FLPMA Sections 202 and 603; therefore, neither the initial or
revised policy direction applies to the Reserve.

•

The IAP indicated BLM had authority to conduct a wilderness review in the Reserve
pursuant to Section 1320 of ANILCA but chose instead to implement the Salazar “Wild
Lands” policy. The authority granted BLM in Section 1320 of ANILCA to conduct
wilderness reviews relies on FLPMA Section 202, which does not apply to the Reserve. 2

•

The IAP included a wild and scenic river study to determine if any rivers within the
planning area should be recommended for designation under the Wild and Scenic Rivers
Act. Section 1326(b) of ANILCA prohibits studies in Alaska for the single purpose of
considering the establishment of a conservation system unit, or for related or similar
purposes, unless authorized in ANILCA or a further a further Act of Congress. Wilderness
and wild and scenic rivers are conservation system units under ANILCA, and the study
was not authorized by Congress in ANILCA or subsequently; therefore, the IAP wild and
scenic river study violated ANILCA Section 1326(b) and should be invalidated.

The objective of this subpart is to provide for the protection of the environmental, fish and wildlife, and
historical or scenic values of the Reserve so that activities which are or might be detrimental to such
values will be carefully controlled to the extent consistent with the requirements of the Act for
petroleum exploration of the reserve. (Emphasis added, 43 CFR 2361.0-2]

1

Notwithstanding any other provision of law, section 603 of the Federal Land Policy and Management
Act of 1976 shall not apply to any lands in Alaska. However, in carrying out his duties under section
201 and 202 of such Act and other applicable laws, the Secretary may identify areas in Alaska which he
determines are suitable as wilderness and may, from time to time, make recommendations to the Congress
for inclusion of any such area in the National Wilderness Preservation System, pursuant to the provisions
of the Wilderness Act. [Emphasis added, ANILCA Section 1320]

2
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To remedy these issues, the revised IAP should address:
•

The primary purpose of the Reserve is oil and gas exploration and production,
protection of surface values is secondary to that purpose.

•

The caveat in FLPMA 302(a) clarifies the Reserve is managed under the Production Act
and implementing regulations at 43 CFR 2361.

•

All resource management planning related policies derived from FLPMA Section 202,
including the Salazar “Wild Lands” policy and its successors, are not applicable to the
Reserve or the scope of the IAP.

•

ANILCA Section 1320, which is derived from FLPMA Section 202, does not grant BLM
authority to conduct a wilderness review in the Reserve.

•

ANILCA Section 1326(b) prohibits wild and scenic river studies (or other studies intended
to establish a conservation system unit, or for other related or similar purposes) in the
Reserve unless authorized in ANILCA or in a subsequent Act of Congress. Protective
measures in the 2012 IAP that stem from the unauthorized wild and scenic river study
should be nullified.

In developing a new IAP, BLM must re-evaluate all management policies based on a Secretarial
Order, Instruction Memorandum, or other policy guidance document that has since been amended
or revoked. BLM should also consider existing informational resources associated with
complementary planning efforts. The State is currently working with North Slope communities to
identify transportation corridors and community infrastructure projects, including in NPR-A, as
part of the Arctic Strategic Transportation and Resources (ASTAR) planning initiative.
To supplement these holistic recommendations, which are focused on clarifying the scope of the
NPR-A IAP/EIS and how NPR-A statutes should be considered and applied by BLM throughout
the EIS development process, State agency commenters have further provided technical feedback
about how to address specific issues with the 2012 NPR-A IAP/EIS and 2013 Record of Decision.
Please contact me directly at faith.martineau@alaska.gov or (907) 269-0949 for questions.
Sincerely,

Faith Martineau
Executive Director
Attachment:

SOA NPR-A IAP Scoping Comments Matrix
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Ecc:

Corri Feige, DNR Commissioner (corri.feige@alaska.gov)
Jason Brune, DEC Commissioner (jason.brune@alaska.gov)
Doug Vincent-Lang, DFG Commissioner (douglas.vincent-lang@alaska.gov)

National Petroleum Reserve‐Alaska Integrated Activity Plan EIS
State of Alaska Scoping Comments
Resource/Topic
Oil and Gas Leasing and Infrastructure

Energy Resources

Energy Resources

Caribou

Scoping Comment
Major Land Allocations
During the 2017 NPRA Lease Sale, BLM offered all 900 tracts available for development under the current IAP/EIS, the
largest number of tracts ever offered within the Reserve. The sale generated only seven total bids from a single bidder.
The 2018 NPRA Lease Sale had similarly underwhelming results, generating 16 total bids. Based on these results, and
in acknowledgement that the majority of the available tracts have low resource potential and are unlikely to generate
industry interest, BLM should evaluate whether defining areas in northeastern NPR‐A with high resource potential as
"Unavailable for leasing or exploratory drilling" and "Unavailable for leasing and no new non‐subsistence
infrastructure or exploratory drilling" is consistent with the DOI and Related Agencies' FY 1981 Appropriations Act,
which specifically directs the Secretary to undertake "an expeditious program of competitive leasing of oil and gas" in
NPR‐A. BLM should conduct this evaluation with full awareness that areas made available for oil and gas leasing, which
may have surface resources of concerns, are subject to project‐specific assessment of potential impacts under the
National Environmental Policy Act, at which time the agency can develop appropriate mitigation measures that still
allow access of subsurface resources.

Recommended Source(s)
BLM Alaska Press Release, "BLM
offers largest number of tracts ever
for oil & gas lease sale within the
NPR‐A," dated 10/25/2017; 2017
NPR‐A Lease Sale Bid Recap; 2018
NPR‐A Lease Sale Bid Recap

Special Areas
The Colville River Special Area is, along the eastern NPRA‐boundary covers high‐potential areas for oil resources. A
new plan should remove restrictions on oil and gas exploration and development within this area.
The area surrounding Teshekpuk Lake Special Area has high potential for oil discovery due to its perceived favorable
geology, relative proximity to existing developments, and proximity to recent discoveries. Consider modifying
restrictions that will encourage leasing and exploration in this area.
SOA Comments DEIS 13 June 2012;
The Utukok River Uplands Special Area was established in 1977 because of its importance to the Western Arctic
SOA NPRA Scoping 1 Oct 2010
Caribou Herd (WAH). The calving area of the WAH occurs within the Utukok River Uplands Special Area. The WAH is
used as an important subsistence resource for approximately 40 communities in the Northwest Arctic and North Slope
boroughs. Protective measures, many of which are present in the current Lease Stipulation K‐11, should be adopted to
ensure continued use of caribou habitat, particularly calving and insect relief habitat, within the Utukok River Uplands
Special Area. Traditional hunting camps and locales must be reserved for continued use. Cumulative effects on current
and future subsistence opportunities, including access for all hunters, must be addressed. Mitigation measures for
direct and indirect effects on subsistence resources must be flexible and established with community approval and
cooperation.

National Petroleum Reserve‐Alaska Integrated Activity Plan EIS
State of Alaska Scoping Comments
Resource/Topic
Geese

Scoping Comment

Recommended Source(s)
Special Areas (continued)
The Teshekpuk Lake Special Area (TLSA) was designated primarily to conserve important nesting, staging, and molting SOA Comments DEIS 13 June 2012
habitat for a large number of waterfowl. Conservation of this area for geese is of greater consequence than any other
waterfowl habitat issue on the North Slope. The goose molting area of Teshekpuk Lake Special Area is most critical for
Pacific black brant. On average, this region supports up to 30 percent of the entire population for several months; it
has been a long‐ term historical molting area for brant from all breeding grounds including the Yukon‐Kuskokwim
Delta (75 percent of Teshekpuk molters), North Slope, Canada, and Russia. The area is also the primary molting site for
the North Slope segment of mid‐continent greater white‐fronted geese (MCWFG). The presence of MCWFG in the
TLSA has grown from less than 5,000 birds in the 1980s to an average of over 20,000 in the past 10 years; the 2002
count of 35,000 geese approached 6 percent of the continental population.
Given the importance of goose molting traditions in this area and the vital behavioral and nutritional requirements
provided by unique habitats, it is critical that stipulations be adopted to minimize impacts to these important habitats.
The crucial impediments to compatible development within the goose molting area of the TLSA are the extremely
limited extent of sites suitable for roads and facilities and the levels of disturbance that can be expected from even the
best oilfield management practices currently in use. Lease stipulation K‐4a contains provisions that may reduce some
of the projected impacts to molting geese.

Geese

SOA Comments DEIS 13 June 2012
ADF&G recommends BLM adopt the conditions originally set forth in the State's 1998 comments for the NE NPR‐A
IAP/EIS and reiterated in our August 23, 2004 comments on the draft Amended NE NPR‐A IAP/EIS, in our February 25,
2005 comments on the final Amended NE NPR‐A IAP/EIS, in our June 23, 2008 comments on the NE NPR‐A Final
Supplemental IAP/EIS for inclusion into the Record of Decision, and again in our June 13, 2012 DEIS NPR‐A IAP/EIS
comments. These comments requested:
A. Make leasing available in the Goose Molting Area with the caveat that no permanent oil and gas facilities are
allowed until the consultations described below are conducted:
1. Goose disturbance studies, designed and implemented by a joint State, federal, NSB, and industry research and
monitoring team are conducted.
2. A consultation [collaboration] process focusing on designing and using appropriate technologies to avoid impacts to
molting geese is developed and the results of this process successfully "implemented in conjunction with an NPR‐A
exploration and development planning process.
3. The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and BLM, in consultation with ADF&G and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS), develop and implement appropriate helicopter planning and routing restrictions for this area to
prevent disturbance during the critical goose molting period.

National Petroleum Reserve‐Alaska Integrated Activity Plan EIS
State of Alaska Scoping Comments
Resource/Topic
Geese, Caribou

Caribou

Scoping Comment

Recommended Source(s)
Special Areas (continued)
SOA NPRA Scoping 1 Oct 2010
If portions of the Teshekpuk Lake Special Area are proposed for leasing, a thorough interagency review, including
workshops similar to those held in 1997, should be conducted to develop proposed stipulations that are likely to
effectively address protection of molting geese, caribou, and other subsistence resources within this portion of the NE
NPR‐A. Such a process should involve an open and inclusive approach and should not be based on draft stipulations
developed for the full leasing alternative in the 1998 EIS. We believe a more rigorous approach to developing
stipulations for this area is warranted if it is determined that leasing this area is in the national interest.

SOA NPRA Scoping 1 Oct 2010
We recommend the BLM fully evaluate the potential effects of oil and gas development in the Teshekpuk Caribou
SOA Comments DEIS 13 June 2012
Herd (TCH) calving areas, insect relief areas, and migratory corridors. The evaluation should include the potential
effects on caribou survival and productivity, and on subsistence harvest associated with the TCH. An evaluation of the
potential effects of seismic exploration activities also should be conducted. In addition, we request the BLM
thoroughly address the findings of the National Research Council (2003) in their report "Cumulative Environmental
Effects of Oil and Gas Activities on Alaska's North Slope" as they apply to resource protection measures in the NE NPR‐
A.
The effect of infrastructure and activity on distribution of caribou, irrespective of population level effects, is a concern.
Although changes in population level would have more serious consequences, issues with access to caribou are
extremely prominent among the concerns of local residents. Increased attention needs to be paid to the influence of
both static infrastructure and aircraft on distribution and movement. The vast majority of information relating to the
former issue comes from calving studies. To that end, we encourage the inclusion of information relating to the effect
of infrastructure on the distribution and movement of the Central Arctic Caribou Herd outside of the calving period,
and the potential for focused studies on the effect of aircraft disturbance on caribou. These two issues appear to be
the major unanswered questions for caribou in general when it comes to mitigating disturbance that may not explicitly
result in population level effects.

Kasegaluk Lagoon

SOA Comments DEIS 13 June 2012
Because of the presence of significant concentrations of biological resources in Kasegaluk Lagoon, notably brant and
waterbirds, beluga whales, spotted seals, important subsistence harvest areas, as well as its low oil potential, ADF&G
recommends that if the area is made available for leasing, the State continue to recommend the area be available for
oil and gas leasing but under the condition that no permanent surface facilities be allowed in Kasegaluk Lagoon Special
Area.

National Petroleum Reserve‐Alaska Integrated Activity Plan EIS
State of Alaska Scoping Comments
Resource/Topic
Best Management Practices, Plans

Scoping Comment

Recommended Source(s)

Lease stipulations and best management practices
Because the NPR‐A IAP is a programmatic EIS, BLM must balance transparency with flexibility in developing lease
stipulations, best management practices, and mitigation measures. The 2012 NPR‐A IAP and 2013 ROD were overly
prescriptive, resulting in a lengthy list of measures with widely varying degrees of effectiveness, including a series of
required plans: (1) BMP A‐2, Comprehensive Waste Management Plan, (2) BMP A‐3, Hazardous Materials Emergency
Contingency Plan, (3) BMP A‐4, Comprehensive Spill Prevention and Response Contingency Plan, (4) BMP A‐8, Bear‐
Interaction Plan, (5) BMP A‐10 Emissions Reduction Plan, (6) BMP E‐4, Pipeline QA/QC Plan, (7) BMP E‐8, Gravel Mine
Site Design and Reclamation Plan, (8) BMP E‐17, Visual Resource Management Plan, (9) BMP F‐1 Flight Route Plan,
Aircraft Use and Monitoring Plan, (10) H‐1 Plan of Operations and "Good Neighbor Plan," (11) BMP K‐4a, Vehicle Use
and Monitoring Plan, (12) BMP K‐5, "Stop Work" Plan, (13) BMP L‐1 Summer Tundra Vehicle Access Plan, (14) Invasive
Species Prevention and Weed Control Plan. There are multiple other BMPs that require use or monitoring plans for
aircraft or ground‐based vehicles. Some of the listed plans are already required and must be approved by a different
agency with regulatory authority. Recommend that BLM revise to reflect what is required under the agency's own
regulatory authorities for NPR‐A.

Best Management Practices, Duplication

BLM's recent coordination with cooperating agencies during development of the Greater Moose's Tooth 2 (GMT2)
Supplemental EIS and the associated Record of Decision included review/comment of proposed new mitigation
measures, some of which were unintentionally duplicative of terms and conditions imposed by the primary regulatory
authority, such as the State of Alaska. BLM's intensive coordination with the cooperating agencies and willingness to
amend or remove duplicative requirements, as appropriate, should be used as model for future NEPA efforts,
including for the NPR‐A IAP EIS. Duplicative regulatory requirements, including but not limited to BMPs in the 2013
ROD, are by definition unnecessary (have no added value) and increase risk of non‐compliance for the regulated public
(may cause harm).

Best Management Practice A‐5

40 CFR Part 112
For example, Best Management Practice A‐5 (pages 47‐48 of the ROD) requires that "refueling of equipment within
500 feet of the active floodplain of any water body is prohibited... the authorized officer may allow storage and
operations at areas closer than the state distances if properly designed to account for local hydrologic conditions." The
density of lakes within northeastern NPR‐A make it nearly impossible to conduct refueling activities in compliance with
this BMP, as currently written, which results in regulated parties consistently request a waiver and proposing
secondary containment as an alternative method of accomplishing the objective to "minimize the impact of
contaminants from refueling operations on fish, wildlife, and the environment." Recommend BLM also refer to EPA
requirements for Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) plans to ensure that any modifications to this
BMP does not duplicate existing agency requirements.

National Petroleum Reserve‐Alaska Integrated Activity Plan EIS
State of Alaska Scoping Comments
Resource/Topic
Best Management Practice A‐10

Scoping Comment
Lease stipulations and best management practices (continued)
On pages 49 – 51 of the Record of Decision, Best Management Practice A10(a) notes “Prior to initiation of a NEPA
analysis for an application to develop a central processing facility, production pad/well, airstrip, road, gas compressor
station, or other potential substantial air pollutant emission source (hereafter project), the authorizing officer (BLM)
may require the project proponent to provide a minimum of one year of baseline ambient air monitoring data for any
pollutant(s) of concern as determined by BLM if no representative air monitoring data are available for the project
area, or existing representative ambient air monitoring data are insufficient, incomplete, or do not meet minimum air
monitoring standards set by the Alaska DEC or the EPA. If BLM determines that baseline monitoring is required, this
pre‐analysis data must meet the Alaska DEC and EPA air monitoring standards, and cover the year immediately prior to
the submittal.” We question the authority that BLM asserts when requesting baseline ambient air monitoring data and
air quality modeling. The authority and technical expertise for baseline ambient air monitoring and air quality
modeling rests with the Environmental Protection Agency and the DEC Air Quality Division, as was identified during
recent correspondence between the DEC and the Department of Interior.

Recommended Source(s)
Official correspondence from DEC to
DOI, subject line "Alaska Gasline
Development Corporation ‐ Alaska
LNG Project," dated June 27, 2018;
official correspondence from DOI to
FERC, subject line "Docket No. CP17‐
178‐000 Alaska LNG Project" dated
July 17, 2018.

Best Management Practice E‐4

On pages 57 of the Record of Decision, BLM Best Management Practice E4 notes “All pipelines shall be designed,
constructed, and operated under an authorized officer‐approved Quality Assurance/Quality Control Plan that is
specific to the product transported and shall be constructed to accommodate the best available technology for
detecting and preventing corrosion or mechanical defects during routine structural integrity inspections.” We
question the authority that BLM asserts when requiring that all pipelines be approved by BLM. The authority and
technical expertise for pipeline best available technology, corrosion protection and pipeline inspections rests with the
federal Department of Transportation’s Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA) and the DEC
Spill Prevention and Response Division.

Best Management Practice E‐13

Request consideration of clarification of language in BMP E‐13. The current BMP inadvertently suggests to the average
reader that as long as the lessee conducts a cultural study prior to ground‐disturbing activity and they do not find
anything they can proceed. This should be clarified, the survey conducted must be reviewed by the appropriate staff
(qualified cultural resource professionals) at BLM, who then will comply with federal law under the Section 106
regulations‐‐which may or may not require consultation with our office and other consulting parties depending on the
circumstances. Suggest including direct mention and citation of all applicable historic preservation laws in this BMP.

Caribou

ADF&G supports protective measures for caribou calving areas, insect relief areas, and movement corridors around
Teshekpuk Lake as supported by Stipulations K‐5, K‐9, and K‐10. Recent calving survival studies indicate calf survival
within areas encompassed by the K‐5 Teshekpuk Lake Caribou Habitat Area, the K‐10 Southern Caribou Calving Area,
and the no leasing area of Alternative B (2012) that encompasses the Teshekpuk Lake Special Area is higher than that
for calves born outside of these three areas. The areas outlined in Alternative B do encompass much of the calving
activity observed both historically and recently. As such, this area represents a valid area for placement of caribou
related stipulations with respect to calving and insect relief.

Caribou

Expand the Caribou Movement Corridor the entire width of the corridor between Teshekpuk Lake and the Kogru River SOA Comments DEIS 13 June 2012
or to a distance of six miles, retaining a pipeline corridor along the eastern margin of the Caribou Movement Corridor
(currently unavailable for leasing under the 2013 ROD). K‐5 and K‐9 BMPs currently apply in this area.

SOA Comments DEIS 13 June 2012

National Petroleum Reserve‐Alaska Integrated Activity Plan EIS
State of Alaska Scoping Comments
Resource/Topic
Caribou

Caribou

Subsistence

Aircraft/Roads/Caribou

Roads/Caribou

Scoping Comment

Recommended Source(s)
Lease stipulations and best management practices (continued)
Northwestern caribou migration corridor. We recommend continuation of NSO under 1998 ROD and expansion of the SOA Comments DEIS 13 June 2012
NSO to the northeast, with counsel from State resource agencies regarding the extent of the expansion.
Establish a three mile wide corridor along the south and west shores of Teshekpuk Lake and along the coast from Cape SOA Comments DEIS 13 June 2012
Halkett south to the Kogru River where no permanent oil and gas facilities would be allowed unless it can be
demonstrated to the satisfaction of the BLM State Director in collaboration with State resource agencies, that
proposed oil and gas activities will not negatively impact wildlife resources. (The K‐6 lease stipulation in the 2013 ROD
provides a one mile buffer.)
We recommend reasonable protection of subsistence use, users, and resources within NPR‐A focusing on stipulation SOA Comments DEIS 13 June 2012
and ROP [Required Operating Procedures] performance over time through a locally accepted, independent
monitoring, assessment and evaluation program of key subsistence protection provisions. A rigorous subsistence
stipulation and ROP monitoring, assessment and evaluation program, coupled with baseline studies, should yield
information that can be used to protect these surface resources.
Baseline studies, oversight and effectiveness monitoring
In the vein of full evaluation of the potential effect of development on the Teshekpuk Caribou Herd (TCH), much
greater efforts could be made with respect to evaluating traffic levels, both aerial and road‐based. Many questions
with regard to air traffic and its effects on people and wildlife remain unresolved. We are unlikely to make much
progress without improved data on when and where air traffic is occurring. The vast majority of traffic in the NE NPRA
is agency or industry, and could be accounted for in a much more comprehensive manner. Similarly, with new roads
being planned, we are presented with a unique opportunity as the GMT and Willow developments move forward in
terms of evaluating new roads in situations where we have a long history of pre‐development data. We, as a scientific
agency, do not want to be in the position 10 years from now, wishing that we had better data on traffic levels in
relation to the things that we are observing. If improved mitigation is a primary goal of studies, understanding traffic
levels seems like an obvious metric we will want to capture.

In terms of evaluating/predicting effects of new developments, it is germane to mention that many of the studies that
have occurred in the Kuparuk oil fields to date may not carry over as well as we might hope, west of the Colville River.
Both avian and terrestrial mammal studies in the Kuparuk area were generally conducted in circumstances where
hunting was not allowed, and off‐road traffic was highly restricted; the situation west of the Colville currently appears
as though it will be much different. In‐so‐far as we typically think of the Prudhoe Bay area infrastructure being
inherently different from the Kuparuk area because the latter developments were constructed specifically with
caribou passage in mind, the circumstances west of the Colville are likely to present yet another paradigm. ADFG has
an interest in providing predictable and ample access to wildlife. Understanding the cost‐benefit relationship with
regard to new roads and changing access to caribou will presumably be an important aspect of understanding the
effects of new developments west of the Colville. Continued monitoring of subsistence harvest will be a necessary
component of monitoring studies, both locally, and in areas that could be influenced by changes in movement
patterns.

National Petroleum Reserve‐Alaska Integrated Activity Plan EIS
State of Alaska Scoping Comments
Resource/Topic

Scoping Comment

Recommended Source(s)

Baseline studies, oversight and effectiveness monitoring (continued)
Cultural Resources/Historic Preservation Law 54 USC 306102 of the National Historic Preservation Act includes a requirement for federal agencies to establish
programs for the identification, evaluation, nomination to the National Register, and protection of historic properties
that are under the jurisdiction or control of the agency. To accomplish this specific goals and objectives of cultural
resource identification, site monitoring/condition assessment, and evaluation should be provided for in the plan.
Roads/Caribou

Energy Resources

BLM Legal Authority and Responsibilities

Document Length and Review Timeline

Similar to the comments on the need for goose disturbance studies prior to the construction of permanent oil and gas
facilities in the Goose Molting Area, an argument could be made that studies on the effects of newly developed roads,
particularly in areas that caribou will encounter them in seasons that are less‐well studied, should be conducted prior
to the development of additional roads. For example, the Kuparuk road system is primarily within caribou calving and
insect relief areas; little development has occurred on wintering grounds or in spring or fall migration areas. To the
extent that new developments will be conducted under a different paradigm with respect to hunting, and in novel
situations, studies should be conducted to evaluate those effects in order to enable adaptive planning with respect to
road siting, orientation, and traffic management on future roads.

Alternatives
Alternatives should consider a range of options covering the full range of development scenarios, which prioritize the
intended purpose of the petroleum reserve ‐ to develop oil and gas resources.
Applicable laws, regulations, and other requirements (i.e. consultation)
2012 NPR‐A IAP/EIS ROD, Ch. 3
The guiding legislation for management of NPR‐A is the Naval Petroleum Reserves Production Act (NPRPA). The DOI
Management Considerations
and Related Agencies' FY 1981 Appropriations Act exempts NPR‐A from Section 202 of the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act (FLPMA). Section 202 of FLPMA (43 USC § 1712) and BLM's adopted regulations (43 CFR Part 1600),
which describe the process for preparing a resource management plan. The 2012 ROD states that, "While the IAP
analyzed a range of possible future BLM management practices for the NPR‐A in a manner similar to that done in a
resource management plan, it was developed consistent with NEPA regulations—40 CFR Parts 1500‐1508—rather than
FLPMA regulations." BLM IDT members and any support contractors, notably those from outside of Alaska and/or
unfamiliar with the unique guiding legislation and specific exemptions to other federal laws for NPR‐A, should ensure
that management considerations are consistent with NPRPA, which mandates oil and gas development while
protecting surface values. Furthermore BLM should follow the clear Congressional intent behind this exemption and
ensure the NPR‐A IAP is not developed in a manner and/or with outcomes identical to resource management plans for
federally managed lands that have not been expressly set aside for oil and gas development.

SO 3355
DOI Secretarial Order 3355 requires that EIS documents be no more than 150 pages in length, not to include
appendices, and result in a ROD no later than 12 months following the Notice of Intent. In order to meet these
requirements, BLM should incorporate 2012 NPR‐A IAP/EIS Chapter 3, Affected Environment, by reference and provide
a brief update describing which, if any, resources have changed significantly over the past six years.

National Petroleum Reserve‐Alaska Integrated Activity Plan EIS
State of Alaska Scoping Comments
Resource/Topic

Scoping Comment
Recommended Source(s)
Applicable laws, regulations, and other requirements (i.e. consultation) (continued)
Cultural Resources/Historic Preservation Laws As a federal agency BLM is responsible for compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act (54 USC 300101 et
seq.) Primary regulations include the 36 CFR 800 regulations commonly known as Section 106. BLM may do this by
following the terms of any active Programmatic Agreements with our office that apply, or if the project does not meet
the terms of those agreements by following the standard 36 CFR 800 process. The Alaska Historic Preservation Act (AS
41.35.070) also applies if there is State involvement, however, typically by BLM meeting the requirements of the 36
CFR 800 regulations they meet or exceed the requirements of that Act. BMPs and lease stipulations should reflect
these obligations

Hardrock mineral resources

All other resource concerns
Document "Notice_of_Intent_for_NPR‐A_IAP‐EIS.pdf" states that this "IAP/EIS will address a narrower range of
multiple use management than a resource management plan (e.g., it will not contemplate opening lands to hard rock
or coal mining)." Despite this restriction on hardrock‐resource consideration, the BLM needs to acknowledge in the
upcoming IAP/EIS the 1) known presence of hardrock mineral occurrences, 2) areas determined to have mineral
potential, and 3) geochemical anomalies, which may indicate the possible presence of undiscovered mineral
resources. Documentation of these items exists, and the following references should be cited. The Alaska Resource
Data File (ARDF) database of hardrock mineral occurrences is located at: https://ardf.wr.usgs.gov/index.php. The
Geochemical Atlas of Alaska shows geochemically anomalous areas and is located at:
https://pubs.er.usgs.gov/publication/ds908. Additionally, a probabilistic mineral‐resource assessment for hardrock
mineral potential covering part of the southern NPR‐A assessed the potential of this land for its multi‐commodity
mineral potential, and is located at: http://dggs.alaska.gov/pubs/id/2532. The 30 known hardrock mineral
occurrences in the NPR‐A include: 1) very large and economically significant deposits of bedded barite hosted in the
Lisburne Group (with a minimum resource of 4.5 million metric tonnes, and more than 38 million metric tonnes being
distinctly possible; https://pubs.usgs.gov/pp/1760/c/); 2) the Drenchwater zinc‐lead‐silver massive sulfide deposit
hosted in the Lisburne Group; 3) numerous sediment‐hosted zinc‐lead‐silver occurrences broadly related to the Red
Dog district deposits and hosted in the Endicott Group; and, 4) bedded phosphate occurrences with elevated
chromium, vanadium, nickel, zinc, copper, silver, and thallium hosted in the Lisburne Group
(https://pubs.usgs.gov/pp/1776/c/). The Geochemical Atlas of Alaska shows large areas of NPR‐A have elevated
chromium, indicating the potential for alluvial deposits of chromium. Southern NPR‐A is anomalous in zinc, lead, silver,
and antimony in the area of known base‐metal mineral occurrences. The western and northwestern parts of NPR‐A
are anomalous in gold. The U.S. Geological Survey, Alaska Science Center staff in Anchorage are also currently
evaluating the critical mineral potential of Alaska; they should be consulted for NPR‐A's critical mineral potential.

https://ardf.wr.usgs.gov/index.php;
https://pubs.er.usgs.gov/publication
/ds908;
http://dggs.alaska.gov/pubs/id/2532
; https://pubs.usgs.gov/pp/1760/c/;
https://pubs.usgs.gov/pp/1776/c/

Energy Resources

Recent revisions by the US Geological Survey to the assessment of oil and gas resources in certain formations found in https://pubs.er.usgs.gov/publication
the NPR‐A should be included in the analyses. These significantly increase the amount of potentially discoverable oil. /fs20173088

Energy Resources

The area available for lease should expand to the west and south. Recent discoveries and known geologic trends
suggest exploration success will continue in those directions. The paucity of available geologic information limits
reliable resource estimation, and there is insufficient geologic information to determine the western and southern
boundary of the region prospective for oil development.

National Petroleum Reserve‐Alaska Integrated Activity Plan EIS
State of Alaska Scoping Comments
Resource/Topic
Energy Resources

Scoping Comment
All other resource concerns (continued)
In comparison to other areas of NPRA, the northeast quadrant is recognized by USGS, State of Alaska, and industry
geologists as having by far the greatest undiscovered oil resource potential, but a majority of this acreage has been
unavailable to leasing under the 2013 record of decision. Sparse bidding on the areas that have been offered for lease
in the last two years reflects the broadly understood difference in the geologic factors that contribute to successful oil
exploration compared to the lands in northern NPRA that have been off limits to leasing. In a nutshell, the factors that
make the northern and northeastern parts more valuable from a petroleum perspective are 1) appropriate thermal
maturity of the oil source rocks, 2) better reservoir quality due to the fact that these areas have never been excessively
buried in the geologic past, 3) favorable location high on the major subsurface structural feature known as the Barrow
Arch, long recognized as the greatest single control on oil migration and accumulation in Northern Alaska, and 4) the
recently documented occurrence of very large accumulations in this area in stratigraphic traps within shallow marine
reservoirs of the Nanushuk Formation (e.g., Willow, Pikka‐Horseshoe/Narwhal) and time‐equivalent turbidite
reservoirs of the Torok Formation (e.g., Smith Bay, Cassin, etc.).
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