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SECTION 2

SECTION 2
ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION

21 INTRODUCTION

This section describes oil and gas development that is currently proposed by the applicant, CPAI, and is
reasonably foreseeable to begin over the next 20 years within the ASDP, hereafter referred to as the Plan Area.
Section 2.2 of this document presents a discussion of how alternatives were developed. Section 2.3 presents a
description of features common to alternatives. Section 2.4 presents detailed descriptions of the alternatives and
of FFD scenarios developed consistently with the themes of several alternatives. Section 2.5 presents a side-by-
side presentation of the features of all alternatives in tabular format for ease of comparison. Section 2.6
describes alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed analysis. Section 2.7 presents a comparison of the
impacts of alternatives. Section 2.8 discusses future inspection and monitoring. Finally, Section 2.9 provides a
description of the need for further analysis under NEPA.

The proposed action consists of the ASDP for five satellite' production pads north, south, and west of the
existing APF-1 at Colville Development Production Pad (CD-1).

The applicant’s proposed action is described as Alternative A. Alternatives B, C, and D, which also fulfill the
purpose and need of the proposed action, were presented and evaluated in the Draft EIS (DEIS), as was
Alternative E, the No Action Alternative. Alternative E serves as a benchmark, enabling the public and decision
makers to compare the magnitude of environmental effects of the action alternatives. The Final EIS (FEIS)
presents Alternative F, the Preferred Alternative. It also presents an additional sub-alternative (C-2) to consider
the impacts of utilizing a possible alternative access road proposed by the State of Alaska from the existing
oilfields east of Nuigsut. These alternatives cover the full range of reasonable development alternatives.

2.2 OVERVIEW OF ALTERNATIVES

2.2.1 Overview of EIS Alternatives and Permitting Process

The alternatives developed in this EIS respond to a request by CPAI to develop oil and gas leases it holds in
whole or in partnership with Anadarko Petroleum Corporation. CPAI provided an initial description of its
proposed action in September 2002 and refined it in the course of the development of the DEIS. CPAI
submitted permit applications to the federal, state, and NSB permitting agencies on January 16, 2004, and a
revision to those applications on January 30, 2004. CPAI provided additional clarification of its application to
the USACE, which the USACE reflected in its Public Notice of Application for Permit (POA-2004-253-2) (See
Appendix L) issued April 9, 2004. Alternative A as described in the FEIS reflects the applicant’s proposed
action as of March 2004.

The alternatives presented in the DEIS provide for development of all five oil accumulations proposed for
development by CPAI The decision BLM will make regarding the applicant’s proposed action is limited to
BLM-managed lands; i.e., CD-6 and CD-7 and roads and pipelines eastward from those pads to where BLM-
managed land abuts Kuukpik Corporation land. The cooperating agencies will make permitting decisions within
their respective authorities (see Section 1.1.3) on federal, state, and private lands.

NEPA regulations issued by the CEQ require the identification of an agency-preferred alternative in the FEIS,
unless another law prohibits the agency from expressing a preference. The BLM, as the lead agency, and the

1n oil and gas terminology, a “satellite” is a separate hydrocarbon accumulation that shares processing facilities and infrastructure with a nearby
established oil and gas development.
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cooperating agencies for this NEPA process have reviewed the information in the DEIS, comments received on
the DEIS, and other pertinent information. On the basis of this review, the BLM, with the involvement of the
cooperating agencies, has developed the agency-preferred alternative described below. The BLM intends to
issue permits for actions on lands it manages consistent with the analysis contained in this EIS. After
consultation with the cooperating agencies, the BLM determined that the provisions of the Preferred Alternative
(Alternative F) are most consistent with the cooperating agencies’ regulations. The USACE, however, is
prohibited by law from identifying a preferred alternative prior to issuance of its ROD on the applicant’s
pending permit application. Accordingly, although the BLM has involved the USACE in its decision-making
process to identify the Preferred Alternative, the regulation dictates that the USACE must reserve its decision
pending issuance of the FEIS and its own independent review.

To be approved, CPATI’s applications must be consistent with the requirements of the agencies’ regulations. The
agencies are reviewing the applications and additional information provided by the applicant as part of their
permit review. The agencies will develop their decision documents, including RODs and permits, based on (1)
findings of this review, and (2) additional information contained in the FEIS.

2.2.2 CPAI Development Plan Alternatives

Alternatives to the CPAI proposed action presented in the DEIS were developed based on public comments
from public scoping comments, tribal consultation, and the purpose and need of the proposed action. (The
alternatives are summarized in Table 2.2.2-1.) Most comments focused on specific options for different design
components of the applicant’s proposed action (for example, gravel roads instead of aircraft, pipelines of
different heights, etc.). When grouping these components into action alternatives, the BLM conducted a series
of working meetings with the cooperating agencies to develop a range of “themes” under which to place the
various potential components. Each theme represented a certain goal, such as maximizing local economic
benefit, minimizing environmental and cultural impacts, focusing on subsistence and community needs, and
maximizing the safety and reliability of the development. The components selected for inclusion in each theme
supported the theme’s respective goal.

TABLE 2.2.2-1 ALTERNATIVES

Alternatives Themes

A Applicant’s Proposed Action: This is the CPAI project as proposed.

Conformance with Stipulations: All activities must be conducted and facilities sited in accordance with the

B ROD for the Northeast National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska IAP/EIS development stipulations.

Alternative Access Routes: This alternative has two Sub-Alternatives, both of which include alternate road
routes and bridge locations to those proposed in the ASDP. A road connection to Nuigsut and higher

C pipelines are included. Under Sub-Alternative C-2, some access roads and bridge locations have been
changed from the locations in Sub-Alternative C-1 to reflect access to National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska via
the proposed State Colville River Road.

Roadless Development: This alternative has two Sub-Alternatives. Under Sub-Alternative D-1, the

D production pads would be developed with gravel airstrips. Under Sub-Alternative D-2, the production pads
would be developed with gravel helipads. Gravel roads would be limited to those roads necessary for access

from the airstrips or helipads to the drill sites.

No Action: CPAI would not be authorized to develop the five oil accumulations for which they have applied.
E No new oil and gas production or processing facilities would be developed in the near future in the Plan Area.
Production, operation, and eventual abandonment would occur at the existing facilities (CD-1 and CD-2).

Agency Preferred Alternative: This is the agency preferred alternative. It requires that bridges over the
Niglig Channel and the Ublutuoch River be from bank to bank* and that their approaches provide for natural
F flow. It relocates the road to CD-4, accommodates natural water flow and fish passage, and removes
substantial infrastructure from the 3-mile Fish Creek Buffer Zone. This alternative also requires that all
powerlines be on cable trays, that the pipelines be 7 feet above the tundra, and that lighting on higher
structures address bird strike issues.

Notes: * “bank to bank” is explained in detail in Section 2.4.6.5
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Many components were common to multiple themes and many of the themes could be combined without
conflict among the respective goals. The BLM grouped design components and themes that were not in conflict
into discrete alternatives. The grouping of components and themes into discrete alternatives was accomplished
by applying these themes and associated design components to the applicant’s proposed action. This activity
produced the set of alternatives introduced in Section 2.1 and described in more detail in the following text.

This “component approach” addressed a range of alternatives for individual elements of the applicant’s
proposed action, such as production pad access by gravel road or gravel airstrip, powerlines on power poles or
cable trays mounted on vertical support members (VSMs), and specific roadway routing and river crossing
locations. These components were combined into complete concepts based on unifying themes. For example,
Alternative C includes a roadway connection to Nuigsut and other features that would enhance Nuigsut
economic development and subsistence-hunting access to the development area, and roadless development
Alternative D includes other components intended to minimize surface disturbance.

Following the public comment period on the DEIS, BLM and the cooperating agencies created the Preferred
Alternative and a new sub-alternative of Alternative C. The Preferred Alternative and Sub-Alternative C-2
respond to comments received during the comment period and are further variations of components and themes
considered within the range of alternatives presented in the DEIS. They are described at 2.2.2.3 and 2.2.2.6,
respectively.

A discussion of alternative components that the BLM considered but eliminated from detailed analysis is
provided in Section 2.6. These components either were suggested by members of the public, tribes, or agency
representatives during the scoping process or are options that have been considered in other North Slope
developments.

2.2.21 Alternative A — Theme: Applicant’s Proposed Action

This description is consistent with the applicant’s proposed action as of March 2004. Five production pads, CD-
3 through CD-7, would be built, and produced fluids would be transported by pipeline for processing at APF-1.
The five proposed pad locations correlate with former CPAI exploratory well locations, as indicated in Table
2.2.2-2. Gravel roads would connect CD-4 through CD-7 to the existing Alpine Field road. CD-3 would be
constructed with a gravel airstrip but without a gravel access road. Gravel used for construction of roads, pads,
and airstrips would be obtained from the existing ASRC Mine Site and the Clover Potential Gravel Source
(Clover) (referred to as Clover A Mine Site in Appendix O). A bridge across the Nigliq Channel near CD-2
would accommodate road traffic and the pipelines. Aboveground pipelines would be supported on VSMs and
would be at elevations of at least 5 feet above the tundra. Powerlines in general would be supported by cable
trays placed on the pipeline VSMs. Cable trays would not hang below the pipelines. Industry, local residents,
and government would use the gravel roads. CD-6 and its access road and pipelines and the powerline from
CD-6 to CD-7 would be within a 3-mile setback from Fish Creek, in which the BLM’s Northeast National
Petroleum Reserve — Alaska IAP/EIS ROD (BLM and MMS 1998b) (Stipulation 39[d]) (see Appendix D)
prohibits permanent oil facilities. This alternative would provide an exception to this provision to allow location
of CD-6 and its associated road and pipeline and the powerline within the setback. Additional exceptions would
be required to locate oil infrastructure within 500 feet of some water bodies (Stipulation 41) and to locate roads
between separate oilfields (Stipulation 48). In addition, although BLM does not interpret the first sentence of
Stipulation 48 to apply to the applicant’s proposed action (i.e., the agency does not consider the road between
CD-1 and CD-2 or the additional road to CD-4 to constitute a connection to a “road system” outside the
Northeast National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska planning area), out of an abundance of caution, if it is determined
that this sentence applies in this case, the BLM would modify Stipulation 48 to allow the road from public land
connecting to the existing road at APF-1. Finally, the USACE would have to determine that the applicant's
proposed alternative for a road to CD-4 met the intent of Special Condition 10 of its 1998 permit that authorized
the placement of fill associated with the construction of the Alpine Development Project. Special Condition 10
required roadless development in the Delta, unless an environmentally preferable alternative is available or
roadless was infeasible, and that any alternative dependent on roads must be approved by the USACE as
preferable to a roadless alternative. (See Appendix L for Special Condition 10.)
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TABLE 2.2.2-2 PRODUCTION PAD NAMES FOR CPAI’'Ss PROPOSED ACTION

Production Pad Name in this EIS Former CPAI Exploration Well Designation
CD-3 Fiord or CD-North
CDh-4 Nanuq or CD-South
CD-5 Alpine West
CD-6 Lookout
CD-7 Spark

Notes:

Existing CD-1 and CD-2 produce from the reservoir or hydrocarbon accumulation commonly referred to as “Alpine Field”.

Proposed production pads CD-3, CD-4, CD-6, and CD-7 are near the locations of former exploration wells that tap reservoirs
other than the Alpine Field. CD-5 will tap the Alpine Field.

2222 Alternative B — Theme: Conformance with Stipulations

All activities would be conducted and facilities sited in accordance with Northeast National Petroleum Reserve-
Alaska IAP/EIS development stipulations, as requested by many local residents and others. The location of CD-
6 and its associated access road would be moved south, outside the 3-mile setback for Fish Creek. A gravel road
would connect CD-4 with CD-1 and CD-6 with CD-7, but CD-3 and CD-5 would be roadless. Only CD-4
would be connected by road to existing Alpine Development Project. Airstrips would be required at CD-3, CD-
5, and CD-6. Permanent oil infrastructure would be located at least 500 feet from water bodies to the maximum
extent possible. Traffic on gravel roads would be open to industry and government and closed to local residents.
The bridge crossing the Nigliq Channel near CD-2 would be for pipelines only. Powerlines would be buried in
roads or at the toe of the slope of road, everywhere there is a road. Where there are no roads, powerlines would
be buried in tundra adjacent to the pipelines. Powerlines would be hung off pipeline bridges at stream crossings
and trenched across minor drainages. All other construction and operation strategies described for Alternative A
would generally apply. The USACE would have to determine that the alternative for the road to CD-4 met the
intent of Special Condition 10 of its 1998 permit that authorized the placement of fill associated with the
construction of the Alpine Development Project.

2.2.2.3 Alternative C — Theme: Alternative Access Routes

Alternative C includes alternate road routes and bridge locations that differ from those proposed by the
applicant. All pads would be accessed by gravel roads and would be sited in the same location as in Alternative
A. Roads to CD-3 and CD-4 would connect to the Alpine Development Project. Roads to CD-5, CD-6, and CD-
7 would connect to either the Alpine Development Project (Sub-Alternative C-1) via a road and pipeline bridge
near CD-4 or to existing oilfields east of the Colville River using the state’s proposed Colville River Road (Sub-
Alternative C-2). To address interest by some local residents, both sub-alternatives would provide road access
from Nuigsut to the oilfields. To take better advantage of the state road under Sub-Alternative C-2, a bypass of
Nuigsut would be constructed from the state road to the satellite road of the applicant’s proposed action (and the
spur from the latter road to the north end of the village would be deleted) and an approximately two-acre pad
would be added along the bypass primarily for vehicle storage. Powerlines would be hung from power poles.
No new airstrips would be constructed. Aboveground pipelines would be supported on VSMs and would be at
elevations of at least 7 feet above the tundra, as measured at VSM locations. (Local residents and others had
requested pipelines be elevated more than the 5 feet proposed by CPAI) Use of roads on BLM lands would be
unrestricted; all other roads would be open to industry, local residents, and government only. Both sub-
alternatives would require the same exceptions to BLM stipulations as Alternative A; however, Sub-Alternative
C-2 would also require that BLM modify Stipulation 48 to allow connection of roads on BLM-managed lands
with the state’s proposed road. The USACE would have to determine that the roads to CD-3 and CD-4 meet the
intent of Special Condition 10 of its 1998 permit that authorized the placement of fill associated with the
construction of the Alpine Development Project.
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2224 Alternative D — Theme: Roadless Development

In Alternative D all gravel roads are eliminated and the production pads would be accessible only by air, ice
road, and low-pressure vehicle. Air access would be via fixed-wing aircraft or helicopter. Because of different
implications of the mode of air access, Alternative D is separated into Sub-Alternative D-1, fixed-wing aircraft
access, and Sub-Alternative D-2, helicopter access. All pad locations would be the same as those for Alternative
A, and this alternative would provide for the exceptions to Stipulations 39[d] and 41 of the Northeast National
Petroleum Reserve-Alaska IAP/EIS. The pipeline crossing across the Nigliq Channel near CD-2 would employ
horizontal directional drilling (HDD) in lieu of a pipeline bridge. Aboveground pipelines would be supported on
VSMs and would be at elevations of at least 7 feet above the tundra as measured at VSMs. Powerlines between
pads would be in cable trays mounted on the pipeline VSMs. All other construction and operation strategies
described for Alternative A would generally apply.

2.2.2.5 Alternative E — No Action

Under this alternative, CPAI would not be authorized to develop the five oil accumulations for which it
currently seeks authorization. No oil in the Plan Area, except that extracted from CD-1 and CD-2, would be
produced in the near future, and no new roads, airstrips, pipelines, or other oil facilities would be constructed
beyond what is authorized in connection with CPAI’s current development at CD-1 and CD-2.

2.2.2.6 Alternative F — Preferred Alternative

The Preferred Alternative modifies key components of the applicant’s proposed action to minimize, mitigate, or
avoid certain potential environmental impacts identified by the BLM or the cooperating agencies or by the
public through the NEPA process while achieving the purpose and need described in Section 1 of this EIS. The
modified elements of Alternative F — the Preferred Alternative have either been adopted directly from
alternatives analyzed in detail in the DEIS or reflect measures identified through the DEIS comment process or
additional agency review of the applicant’s proposal.

Alternative F modifies the applicant’s proposed action (Alternative A) by the following:
¢ Requiring that the road and pipeline bridge across the Nigliq Channel extend from bank to bank
e  Requiring that the road and pipeline bridge across the Ublutuoch River extend from bank to bank

e Requiring that approaches to both the Nigliq Channel and Ublutuoch River bridges provide for natural
water flow

e Requiring that the road to CD-4 be either relocated around Lake 9323 or engineered to provide for natural
water flow and fish passage

¢ Removing substantial infrastructure from the Fish Creek 3-mile setback, while allowing CD-6 to be located
as requested by CPAI

¢ Increasing the elevation of pipelines to 7 feet minimum at the VSMs
e Requiring that powerlines between CD-6 and CD-7 be placed on cable trays

e Requiring lighting of higher structures to address bird strike issues

This alternative is described in greater detail in Section 2.4.6.
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2.2.3 Full-Field Development Scenario

The concept of combining alternative development components into discrete development scenarios based on
common themes also was applied to the identification of scenarios addressing reasonably foreseeable future oil
and gas development throughout the Plan Area. In this manner, through this EIS process, the BLM, the
cooperating agencies, other agencies, and the public will be better able to assess the total potential impact of
development in the Plan Area and consider adoption of appropriate protective measures.

Potential production pad and processing facility locations were situated to allow consideration of effects to a
wide range of environmental settings. Sites were located based in part on government and industry knowledge
of oil resources, but purposely altered and masked to prevent revealing confidential or proprietary information.
Sites were also located to ensure that a representation was provided of different habitats and use areas. This
approach for locating sites was used to help elicit impact analysis of the widest range of potential impacts. The
consequence was the identification of a number of hypothetical sites well beyond any present industry plan for
development.

Once the potential sites were identified, the development themes and associated development components
defined for the ASDP alternatives were used to construct comparable FFD scenarios. The resulting FFD
scenarios explore a full range of potential environmental issues and encompass an aggressive level of potential
development to help identify important environmental issues and associated mitigation measures that might be
overlooked if a more limited review of the proposed action were implemented.

The FFD presented here is for analytical purposes only; no Preferred Alternative or ROD will be developed for
FFD. The number and location of analysis sites were developed to protect proprietary geologic data, provide for
consideration of potential impacts to a broad range of resources, and portray one of an infinite number of
potential future development pictures. The BLM does not imply that development will or will not occur at any
of these specific locations or on this scale. This analysis is not intended to result in agency approval of a
specific FFD site analysis pad.

Although not proposed for development at this time, it is likely that currently undiscovered additional resources
will be proposed for development in the Plan Area in the reasonably near future. This EIS examines various
development approaches for FFD that are similar to those examined in each alternative for the proposed ASDP.
Because they are similar to the FFD scenarios evaluated in other alternatives, no FFD scenarios are developed
for Sub-Alternative C-2 or Alternative F. By examining these different FFD approaches, analyzing their
impacts, and considering mitigation for them in the EIS process, the BLM and the cooperating agencies can
provide the public and decision-makers with a more complete understanding of potential environmental issues
associated with future potential long-term oil and gas development in the Plan Area. Any future proposal for
development of the Plan Area will be subject to additional NEPA analysis. Such future analysis of impacts and
potential mitigating measures will occur before issuance of any permits or approvals for future proposed oil
and/or gas development in the Plan Area.

The FFD could entail development of additional production pads whose drilling product would flow back to the
APF for processing or production pads that require additional hypothetical processing facilities (HPFs) at new
locations in the Plan Area. It be