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March 9, 2022 
 
Stephanie Rice, Willow Master Development Plan Project Manager 
Bureau of Land Management, Alaska State Office 
222 West 7th Avenue, #13 
Anchorage, Alaska 99513-7599 
 
Submitted electronically via BLM ePlanning Website:  
https://eplanning.blm.gov/eplanning-ui/project/109410/510 
 
Re:  Comments of Arctic Slope Regional Corporation on BLM’s Notice of Preparation of a 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Willow Master Development Plan 
 
Dear Ms. Rice: 
 
Arctic Slope Regional Corporation (ASRC) submits the following comments regarding the 
Bureau of Land Management’s (BLM) preparation of a Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement (SEIS) for ConocoPhillips Alaska, Inc.’s (CPAI) Willow Master Development Plan 
(Willow).1  ASRC appreciates the opportunity to offer our continued support for Willow and 
requests that BLM work expeditiously to complete the SEIS process so this project that is of 
great significance to the people of the North Slope can move forward without undue delay. 
 
ASRC’s detailed comments on BLM’s prior 2020 Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement for Willow, as well as the comments ASRC submitted during the November 2021 
Alaska Native Corporation and Tribal Consultation process, are attached and incorporated by 
reference into these comments. 
 
ASRC reiterates our steadfast commitment to environmentally responsible oil and gas 
exploration and development on the North Slope, including the development of Willow within the 
National Petroleum Reserve in Alaska (NPR-A).  We continue to expect that BLM will protect, 
through its decision making, the social, political, and economic welfare of the Iñupiat people of 
the North Slope.  Our region and the Native communities within it have thrived with the support 
of resource development in our region.  We know that measured, responsible development can 
proceed in a manner that preserves our subsistence culture, provides benefits through 
technological advancements and scientific research, and supports our community needs, 
including infrastructure. 
 

 
1 Notice of Preparation of a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Willow Master Development 
Plan, 87 Fed. Reg. 6,890 (Feb. 7, 2022) (“Notice”). 

https://eplanning.blm.gov/eplanning-ui/project/109410/510


 
2 of 8 

 
 

I. Arctic Slope Regional Corporation 
 
ASRC is one of twelve land-owning regional Alaska Native Corporations established pursuant to 
the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act of 1971 (ANCSA).2  Congress created Alaska Native 
Corporations and provided for the conveyance to them of certain traditional lands in settlement 
of Alaska Native aboriginal land claims to provide for the economic, social, and cultural well-
being of the Alaska Native people, who became owners of—or shareholders in—the Alaska 
Native Corporations after ANCSA was enacted.  
 
ASRC’s region is the North Slope of Alaska, the northernmost region of the United States.  
ASRC’s shareholders, the Iñupiat of the North Slope, have lived on, and subsisted off the 
resources of the North Slope for over 10,000 years.  The North Slope region spans 55 million 
acres and includes the villages of Point Hope, Point Lay, Wainwright, Atqasuk, Utqiaġvik, 
Nuiqsut, Kaktovik, and Anaktuvuk Pass.  The residents of these villages are also residents of 
the North Slope Borough (Borough), the county-level municipal government for the North Slope 
region.3  The residents of these villages are predominantly Iñupiat, and they comprise many of 
the approximately 13,000 Alaska Native owners of ASRC.  
 
ASRC holds title to approximately five million acres of land on the North Slope, including both 
surface and subsurface lands.  Much of this land holds energy, mineral, and other resource 
potential.  These lands—the ancestral lands of the Iñupiat people—were conveyed to ASRC by 
the United States pursuant to ANCSA to provide for the economic well-being of the North Slope 
Iñupiat.  As noted above, under ANCSA, Congress created Alaska Native Corporations, 
including ASRC, “to provide benefits to [their] shareholders who are Natives or descendants of 
Natives or to [their] shareholders’ immediate family members who are Natives or descendants 
of Natives to promote the health, education, or welfare of such shareholders or family 
members.”4 
 
Consistent with this unique Congressional mandate, ASRC is committed both to providing 
sound financial returns to its shareholders, in the form of jobs and dividends, and to preserving 
our Iñupiat way of life, culture, and traditions, including the ability to maintain a subsistence 
lifestyle to provide for our communities.  ASRC regularly invests in initiatives that promote and 
support education, the preservation of our language, healthy communities, and sustainable local 
economies.  In furtherance of this congressionally mandated mission to provide benefits to our 
shareholders, ASRC conducts, and will continue to conduct, a variety of development and 
construction activities related to natural resource utilization, infrastructure development, and 
other purposes.  ASRC’s perspective is based on the dual realities that our Iñupiat culture and 
communities depend upon a healthy ecosystem and subsistence resources, as well as natural 
resource development as the foundation of a sustained North Slope economy. 

 
2 43 U.S.C. § 1606 et seq. 
3 The Borough is the county-level government for the North Slope region of Alaska.  Although the Borough is a 
municipality, it serves a critical role in defending the interests of its Iñupiat residents, who comprise the large 
majority of its population. 
4 43 U.S.C. § 1606(r). 
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ASRC considers the potential impact of activities on the North Slope to our communities very 
seriously, and we are committed to ensuring that oil and gas development and production 
proceed on the North Slope in a responsible and sustainable manner.  We remain confident that 
the current plan for Willow is sufficiently protective of the traditional use lands of our people—
specifically, those of the village of Nuiqsut—and that our people will share in the significant 
benefits from Willow’s development. 
 
II. Willow Was Developed Through Rigorous Environmental Review with Significant 

North Slope Involvement and Support 
 
Willow represents the type of well-considered, environmentally responsible development that 
ASRC supports.  Willow was evaluated and approved through an exhaustive environmental 
review process that was completed in accordance with the 2013 NPR-A Integrated Activity Plan, 
a land management plan developed and finalized by the Obama-Biden Administration.  
Following an extensive scoping process, environmental review, and refinement of project design 
elements based on feedback from local communities, much of which was based on local 
knowledge, BLM selected Alternative B as the preferred alternative for Willow.    
 
For the reasons described more fully in our previous comments, ASRC continues to support 
Willow’s current proposed footprint as set forth in Alternative B in the 2020 Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) and subsequent Record of Decision (ROD) as representing the best 
plan for the project.  The current plan for Willow’s footprint was specifically designed to protect 
surface values and to protect the Iñupiat way of life, including our reliance on subsistence 
harvesting.  We remain satisfied that the mitigation measures are adequate to protect the land, 
water, and wildlife resources of the North Slope, as well as community health and wellbeing.  
Accordingly, additional mitigation measures are not necessary.  Willow’s current design is the 
culmination of a years-long process involving local stakeholders, and it reflects the input and 
values of the Iñupiat people of the North Slope on CPAI’s overall project design and in the 
alternatives presented in the EIS.   
 
Challenges to economic development projects on the North Slope—challenges focused on 
stopping all development rather than improving the design of locally-supported and 
economically critical projects—do not reflect an understanding of or appreciation for this 
thorough environmental review process, which was informed by decades of environmentally 
responsible oil and gas exploration and development in Alaska.  It is unacceptable to us that 
many critics of these projects purport to speak for the Alaska Native people of the North Slope, 
while in reality they are ignoring years of substantive engagement by our elected Native leaders, 
thus dismissing Alaska’s Iñupiat population whose livelihoods are inextricably linked to oil and 
gas development within the region. 
 
The reality is that Willow has significant support from the Alaska Native community.  
Organizations representing over 150,000 Alaska Native shareholders throughout the State of 
Alaska have offered strong public support for Willow given its extensive environmental review 
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and public comment process, and the significant economic benefits that will flow to state and 
local economies.  The united position of the Alaska Native community on this important issue 
demonstrates how powerfully the public interest is served by allowing Willow to move forward. 
 
III. BLM Should Limit the Scope of Its Supplemental Review of Willow to the Issues 

Specifically Identified by the District Court of Alaska for Reevaluation 
 
As described in its Notice, BLM is preparing this SEIS to address the deficiencies in the 2020 
Willow Final EIS and ROD identified by Alaska District Court Judge Sharon Gleason in her 
August 2021 opinion,5 and to ensure compliance with applicable law.  In that lawsuit, 
environmental groups raised myriad claims challenging Willow, and Judge Gleason rejected the 
majority of those arguments—including those claims relating to the Teshekpuk Caribou Herd, 
claims that BLM lacked sufficient baseline information necessary to take a hard look at Willow, 
claims that BLM did not adequately consider Willow’s potential cumulative impacts, and claims 
that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ review of Willow and subsequent issuance of a Clean 
Water Act (CWA) permit did not comply with the CWA.  Instead, Judge Gleason identified only a 
few discrete areas that needed further analysis before Willow could proceed, and BLM initiated 
this SEIS process to address those issues.   
 
ASRC understands that several environmental groups are now attempting to leverage this SEIS 
process to reopen the entire environmental review of Willow.  Such groups conveniently 
disregard the comprehensive years-long environmental review process that Willow has already 
undergone, as well as the broad local support for and involvement in the development of this 
project.  They only seek to delay projects like Willow to the point of economic infeasibility.  
ASRC vigorously disagrees with assertions that Willow’s environmental review was deficient 
and rejects the position that the review process must be redone.  We respectfully request that 
BLM limit its supplemental review to address only the issues specifically identified by Judge 
Gleason as in need of supplemental analysis before Willow can proceed: namely, those issues 
related to BLM’s greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions analysis, BLM’s NEPA alternatives analysis 
(specifically, the issues Judge Gleason identified related to BLM’s authority to restrict CPAI’s 
lease rights and the Teshekpuk Lake Special Area), and the agency’s reliance on the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service’s Biological Opinion for polar bear. 
 
IV. Willow is Critically Import to the U.S. Energy Supply and Security 
 
Though our comments have focused primarily on the interests of the Iñupiat people of the North 
Slope of Alaska, Willow’s expeditious development should be of interest to all Americans, 
particularly in light of recent events impacting global energy supply and security.  Curtailing 
energy production in the United States forces our country and our allies to purchase oil and gas 
from countries like Russia, even as these countries impose economic sanctions on Russia for 
its attacks against Ukraine.  The United States should be supporting the development of our 

 
5 Sovereign Iñupiat for a Living Arctic v. Bureau of Land Management, No. 3:20-cv-00290-SLG (D. Alaska Aug. 
18, 2021) (“Opinion”).  
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domestic energy resources to bolster our national security interests and to ensure that the 
benefits of resource development flow to U.S. communities instead of foreign enemies. 
 
Until the President’s recent announcement 
that the U.S. will prohibit imports of Russian 
oil, the United States had become the 
single largest buyer of Russian heavy-oil 
products and Russia was supplying more oil 
to the United States than any other foreign 
producer aside from Canada.6  There is no 
question that domestic production directly 
influences foreign imports.  A cursory 
review of California’s oil imports over a 
period of 30 years (see insert) shows that 
as Alaskan oil imports to California 
decreased, imports increased from foreign countries that have neither the environmental rules 
nor the human rights standards that we prize in America.7   
 
In 2021, the United States imported an average of 670,000 barrels of oil and petroleum 
products, with a high of 848,000 barrels per day in June 2021, with imports up 24% in 2021 over 
2020.  The development potential at Willow and elsewhere on the North Slope could play a 
critical role in reducing these foreign imports and meeting our domestic energy needs. 
 
It is an undeniable truth that oil and gas remain a critically important part of America’s economy 
and of our national security strategy.  BLM is in a position to ensure that the North Slope can 
supply much of these energy needs, and our Iñupiat communities will greatly benefit from that 
work.  There is no question that America can and should focus on reducing its dependence on 
oil and gas.  But that path is a long one, and the energy resources we continue to need should 
come from American communities that will receive the greatest benefit while reducing our 
dependence on and economic support of countries like Russia. 
 

V. The SEIS Process Should Not Unjustifiably Delay the Benefits of the Willow 
Project to North Slope Communities 

 
As more fully described in ASRC’s prior comments, Willow is slated to bring significant benefits 
to North Slope communities in the form of economic benefits, employment, and infrastructure.  
We understand that CPAI is prepared to start construction by the 2022-2023 winter season to 
bring this project to fruition and to start bringing the benefits of this development to the people of 

 
6 See Sheela Tobben and Jeffrey Bair, Bloomberg News, Russia Captures No. 2 Rank Among Foreign Oil Suppliers 
to U.S. (Aug. 4, 2021). 
7 See Robert Rapier, Forbes, California’s Oil Hypocrisy Presents A National Security Risk (Jun. 21, 2019) (citing, as 
source for image, California Energy Commission), available at 
https://www.forbes.com/sites/rrapier/2019/06/21/californias-oil-hypocrisy-presents-a-national-security-
risk/?sh=71a83dc2252a. 
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the North Slope as soon as this year.  Every delay of Willow consequently delays Willow’s 
benefits to North Slope communities and our people.  ASRC reiterates the message that timely 
completion of the Willow SEIS is essential, and that BLM should complete its SEIS as 
expeditiously as possible in order to allow this important project to move forward.   
 
As with previous oil and gas development projects on the North Slope, Willow is slated to bring 
significant economic benefits to the North Slope and to ASRC’s Native shareholders.  Oil and 
gas revenues have compromised 80% of the State of Alaska’s general fund revenue since 
1977, and oil and gas property taxes annually account for more than 95% of the Borough’s tax 
receipts.  BLM estimates that Willow will result in approximately $6 billion from federal royalties 
and state and local taxes for the State of Alaska and the North Slope’s regional government 
alone.  Such tax revenues from oil and gas development enable the Borough to provide and 
invest in public infrastructure and utilities and other services across multiple communities, 
including education, health care, and emergency services.  Running water, reliable power, 
education, modern health care—things that most U.S. citizens take for granted—can be 
furnished in our region only if there is a tax base for our regional municipal government.   
 
Additionally, North Slope communities—Nuiqsut in particular—will benefit from Willow’s 
mandated contributions to the NPR-A Impact Grant Program.  Willow is projected to add over 
$2.5 billion to the Program, and those funds will be available for local grant requests.  These 
increased revenues translate into increased social services support, and this new funding will 
allow Nuiqsut to seek funds for projects driven by local needs that will provide long-term quality 
of life improvements.   
 
Willow will also bring jobs to the state and to local communities.  Oil and gas development 
projects on the North Slope present significant employment opportunities for ASRC and our 
shareholders through opportunities for ASRC’s subsidiaries, including ASRC Energy Services, 
LLC, to contract with project operators such as CPAI.  This, in turn, translates to meaningful, 
long-term employment for many of our Alaska Native shareholders.  In addition to increased 
employment, these contracting opportunities would result in increased dividends provided 
directly to ASRC shareholders, which help our shareholders pay for housing and defray the high 
costs associated with life on the North Slope.  Such economic relief is desperately needed as 
Alaska Native communities devastated by the COVID-19 pandemic struggle to get back on their 
feet. 
 
Critically, oil and gas development projects like Willow also offer opportunities to alleviate some 
of the inherent hardships of life living in a remote Arctic region.  For example, exploration and 
development require construction of roads and other local infrastructure that has intrinsic benefit 
to the local communities.  Road connectivity in particular is viewed by many local residents as a 
significant benefit, and is supported by our elected leadership, because it lowers the cost of 
goods and services and provides greater access for subsistence activities.  Willow will bring 
increased road connectivity and improved access to subsistence resources to the village of 
Nuiqsut, providing the community with year-round road access for subsistence activities.  
Construction of gravel roads also enables communities to capitalize on gravel cell openings by 
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industry, which would be cost prohibitive for our communities to obtain without industry 
involvement. 
 
To this end, we ask BLM to commit to a timely SEIS process that will not cause any further 
unwarranted delay of this project, and we ask BLM to hold firm to its expected Q2 release of the 
draft SEIS. 
   
VI. BLM Must Continue to Consult with Affected Alaska Native Corporations in the 

Supplemental Review of Willow 
 
We appreciate that BLM has sought to work with affected Alaska Native Corporations 
throughout Willow’s development, and that BLM’s Notice indicates that it will continue to consult 
with Alaska Native Corporations under the Department of the Interior’s Policy on Consultation 
with Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act Corporations (Aug. 10, 2012).  We encourage the 
agency to continue to ensure that consultation with Alaska Native Corporations is more than 
merely a check-the-box exercise, because although legally mandated,8 consultation is ultimately 
intended to inform and improve federal decision making.  Former President Barack Obama 
captured this sentiment in his 2009 Presidential Memorandum on Tribal Consultation: 
 
History has shown that failure to include the voices of tribal officials in formulating policy 
affecting their communities has all too often led to undesirable and, at times, devastating and 
tragic results.  By contrast, meaningful dialogue between Federal officials and tribal officials has 
greatly improved Federal policy toward Indian tribes.  Consultation is a critical ingredient of a 
sound and productive Federal-tribal relationship.9 
 
This sentiment is especially apparent when considering development projects on the North 
Slope.  As described above, many critics of these projects purport to speak for the Alaska 
Native people of the North Slope, ignoring years of substantive engagement by our elected 
Native leaders, thus dismissing Alaska’s Iñupiat population whose livelihoods are inextricably 
linked to oil and gas development within the region.  ASRC appreciates its working relationship 
with BLM, and we encourage BLM to continue to collaborate with affected Alaska Native 
Corporations through active consultation during its supplemental review of Willow. 
 
VII. Conclusion  
 
Willow was developed through a robust environmental review process that involved the input 
and support of local communities, particularly the local Iñupiat community of Nuiqsut, whose 
traditional land use area will be most impacted by the project.  In its supplemental environmental 
review for Willow, ASRC encourages BLM to preserve the work that has been done and to act 

 
8 As BLM is well aware, the agency has a legal obligation to consult with Alaska Native Corporations “on the same 
basis as” federally recognized tribes.  In 2004, Congress directed federal agencies to “consult with Alaska Native 
corporations on the same basis as Indian Tribes under Executive Order No. 13175.” Pub. L. No. 108-447, 118 Stat. 
2809, 3267 (2004) (amending Pub. L. No. 108-199, 118 Stat. 3, 452 (2004)). 
9 Presidential Memorandum on Tribal Consultation (November 5, 2009). 
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expeditiously in order to move forward with this important project.  Willow represents an 
opportunity for North Slope communities to begin rebounding from the pandemic-induced 
economic hardship, and it should not be unduly delayed by unnecessarily reopening the 
environmental review process.  
 
We look forward to continuing this dialogue with BLM on how the voices of the Iñupiat people 
will be represented as we chart a shared path forward for resource development on the 
traditional lands of the Iñupiat people. 
 
Sincerely, 
ARCTIC SLOPE REGIONAL CORPORATION 

 
Bridget Anderson 
Vice President, External Affairs 
 
Enclosure 
 
cc: Thomas Heinlein, Acting State Director, BLM Alaska 
Raina Thiele, Senior Advisor for Alaska Affairs & Strategic Priorities, U.S. Department of the 
Interior 
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March 9, 2022 

 

Ms. Stephanie Rice 
Project Manager for Willow Project Remand & Additional NEPA Analysis 
Bureau of Land Management Alaska State Office 
222 West 7th Avenue, Mailstop #13    
Anchorage, AK 99513 
 
Submitted by e-mail to: srice@blm.gov 
 
 Re: Supplemental Kuukpik Corporation Comments on the 
  Scope of the BLM’s Remand/Supplemental Willow NEPA Process 
 
Dear Ms. Rice: 

 These comments on the forthcoming second Supplemental EIS for the Willow Master 
Development Plan are submitted by Kuukpik Corporation (“Kuukpik”) on behalf of Kuukpik and 
our shareholders in Nuiqsut and beyond.  These comments are intended to add to, not replace, 
our letter dated December 13, 2021, which is incorporated by reference here and attached for 
convenience and to ensure that it is included, considered, and responded to during this official 
Scoping Process for the second Supplemental EIS. 

Kuukpik is the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (“ANCSA”) village corporation for 
Nuiqsut.  As an ANCSA village corporation, one of Kuukpik’s primary goals is protecting the 
subsistence lifestyle and culture of the Native residents of Nuiqsut.  We are also the only private 
landowner in the immediate Willow area, with thousands of acres of land that will be impacted if 
Willow is constructed.  The attached December 13 letter describes Kuukpik’s participation and 
interests in the NEPA process in more extensive detail.1  Suffice to say that there are very few, if 
any, interested parties who have more at stake in this process than the people of Nuiqsut, and 
fewer still who have worked harder to protect those interests than Kuukpik.   

 
1 See Attachment 1, Kuukpik Comment Letter, Dec. 13, 2021, pp. 2-5. 

mailto:srice@blm.gov
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Kuukpik’s position throughout this process has been that we could support Willow if it 
was balanced and environmentally responsible.  But we continue to believe that the version of 
the Project that was approved in 2020 will cause unreasonable and avoidable impacts on 
subsistence resources that are vital to Nuiqsut and other communities on the North Slope.  
Kuukpik therefore does not support the approved version of the Willow Project at this time.  
That said, Kuukpik wants to see BLM and Conoco find a version of the Project that we can 
support: one that doesn’t inflict unnecessary and unreasonable impacts and risks on Nuiqsut, its 
subsistence resources, and Kuukpik’s land.  We look forward to continuing to participate in that 
effort over the coming months. 

 Before providing our substantive comments, we want to acknowledge BLM’s decision to 
undertake a more inclusive and open public scoping process.  Kuukpik was concerned that the 
previous unofficial “scoping” process would not facilitate broad participation, was being carried 
out without basic information on potential new alternatives, and was being rushed to try to help 
Conoco receive a decision in time for the 2022-2023 winter construction season.  BLM’s 
decision to take a step back and engage in a more normal scoping and NEPA process suggests a 
commitment to doing this process right rather than just doing it fast, which Kuukpik appreciates. 
The NEPA process will be complete in a year or two and BLM and others will move on; but the 
Project would be with Nuiqsut for decades, and its impacts felt for generations.  We urge BLM 
to continue to take the time it needs to study and analyze the Project and develop an alternative 
that can work for all stakeholders. 

 Development of Alternatives 

 The most important thing to get right at this stage is to develop alternatives for analysis 
that will allow and facilitate an improved version of the Project.  Kuukpik believes the 
Supplemental EIS should examine, at a minimum, (i) Conoco’s Alternative B, (ii) Conoco’s 
Alternative BT2N, (iii) Kuukpik’s Northern Satellite Drill Site Alternative, and (iv) the 3 drill 
site version of Willow BLM approved in the 2020 Record of Decision (ROD).  We know the 
first two will be examined, but it’s important to consider why the latter 2 alternatives should be 
included.   

Kuukpik has long urged BLM to examine an alternative where the northernmost Willow 
drill site is not connected by road to the other Willow drill sites (like CD-3 is not connected to 
the other Alpine drill sites).  BLM declined to examine that alternative under the previous 
administration and before the U.S. District Court remanded the EIS to BLM to consider, among 
other things, alternatives that would reduce impacts in the Teshekpuk Lake Special Area 
(TLSA).  In light of the District Court’s order, and the shortcomings of Alternative BT2N that 
will obviously be used against it (such as the inability to reach all the resource Conoco wants to 
extract), it now seems even more obvious that the second Supplemental EIS should examine a 
Northern Satellite Drill Site alternative.  
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A Northern Satellite Drill Site alternative would not only comply with the Court’s order, 
it might allow Conoco to access more oil than their proposed Alternative BT2N.  Constructing 
the northernmost drill site as a satellite would eliminate about 9 miles of road and over 300,000 
cubic yards of gravel from the TLSA compared to Alternative B.  There is simply no reasonable 
argument that, at a conceptual level, a drill site that could be constructed with 9 fewer miles of 
gravel road in the TLSA would reduce impacts to caribou in the TLSA, which is precisely the 
kind of analysis the District Court will want to see when this SEIS ends up back in court.2  

But perhaps just as important, a northern satellite drill site could likely be constructed 
farther north than the proposed BT2N drill site, which would likely allow Conoco to reach more 
oil in the northern reaches of the TLSA than Alternative BT2N.  A northern drill site with no 
permanent gravel road connection could probably be built closer to Conoco’s original proposed 
BT4 location because the impacts from locating the drill site in a more sensitive area (to the 
north) should be offset by completely eliminating the road.  So the Northern Satellite Drill Site 
alternative might very well achieve what we’re all looking for: reduced impacts on caribou 
and within the TLSA, and more complete access to the resource.  These factors should make 
both Conoco and BLM interested in analyzing the impacts, costs, and practicalities of developing 
the northernmost drill site as a roadless satellite.   

Including Kuukpik’s proposed alternative in the upcoming SEIS is also much more likely 
to satisfy the District Court when this SEIS inevitably ends up back there.   The court may not 
look favorably on an SEIS that only adds one additional alternative---an alternative proposed by 
the Project proponent.  BLM really needs to include at least two new alternatives in the 
upcoming SEIS to avoid the perception (and reality) that it is only comparing and choosing 
between two alternatives, both of them put forward by Conoco (Alternatives B and BT2N).3    

 
2 BLM’s preliminary belief that a Northern Satellite Drill Site Alternative would involve unacceptable air 
traffic puts the cart before the horse and wouldn’t be persuasive to the District Court anyway.  BLM can’t 
weigh the impacts of reduced gravel and reduced barriers to migration against increases in air traffic 
without, at a minimum, modeling the air traffic a satellite alternative would require.  That’s never been 
done.  So BLM’s basis for not examining this alternative is not supported by any data and would be 
considered arbitrary.  Moreover, examining alternatives that reduce gravel and impacts on caribou and the 
TLSA is exactly what the District Court ordered BLM to do, regardless of whether there are offsetting 
impacts to hunters that may, after the option is fully examined, ultimately make that alternative less 
appealing.   
 
3 Because BLM has already expressed and articulated a rationale for preferring Alternative B over 
Alternatives C and D, BLM cannot legally go back now and prefer Alternative C or D unless the 
underlying analysis of at least one (or more) of those alternatives changes dramatically.  Otherwise, BLM 
would be accused of changing its earlier decision arbitrarily because the agency cannot reach a different 
decision than it did before unless the underlying data or analysis changes enough to support such a 
change.  So unless BLM radically alters its impact analysis of any of these alternatives, it is unrealistic – 
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Effectively comparing just two alternatives would not satisfy NEPA’s legal requirements 
or goals of examining a full range of alternatives, particularly on a Project of this magnitude.4 
Including Kuukpik’s proposal along with Conoco’s second proposal makes the SEIS more likely 
to survive the inevitable court challenge than just analyzing Alternative BT2N.  And more to 
Kuukpik’s concerns, including other alternatives is more likely to result in a preferred alternative 
where everyone can win: Conoco gets more oil, BLM survives a court challenge, and subsistence 
hunters and community members in Nuiqsut are not unnecessarily impacted.  Kuukpik’s 
proposed Northern Satellite Drill Site Alternative remains a very reasonable option to attempt to 
achieve that goal. 

Kuukpik would also like to see an analysis of the version of Willow that BLM approved 
in the 2020 Record of Decision.  If BLM doesn’t analyze that alternative, this process could 
result in a step backward rather than an improvement if it undoes one of the good outcomes of 
the previous NEPA process: the decision to authorize only three of the proposed five originally 
proposed drill sites.  Only one of those drill sites was in the TLSA, and it was farther south and 
in a less sensitive area than the northernmost drill site in Alternative BT2N.  So in some ways, 
the three drill site Willow Project that was approved in BLM’s ROD – standing alone, and 
without taking into account the other two drill sites that could have been approved later – may 
actually be preferable to the four drill site Alternative BT2N Conoco is suggesting now.  

 It would be ironic (and bad form) if the court’s remand and instruction to develop a new 
alternative focused on reducing impacts in the TLSA resulted in BLM approving an alternative 
that includes more drill sites than the previous ROD, not less, one of which is in a more sensitive 
area farther north than the previously approved northernmost site.  Kuukpik isn’t saying we 
would oppose Alternative BT2N on that basis alone; we never take a position on new 
alternatives until the EIS is complete.  But if BLM intends not to take a step backward, the SEIS 
should include an analysis of the three drill site Alternative that BLM approved in the ROD.  
This would not only provide a lower impact development alternative for analysis than 
Alternative B (thereby filling out a better range of alternatives for comparison), it would be the 
first analysis of the version of the Project BLM actually approved in 2020.  Legally and 
practically, that alternative should be included in the SEIS if BLM wants to preserve the ability 
to make the same decision it made last time and so stakeholders can more accurately compare 

 
and probably unlawful – for BLM to select Alternative C or D.  They are effectively strawmen in the 
process at this point, and probably not even really worth talking about unless BLM intends to closely re-
examine them (which seems unlikely, but please let us know if otherwise). 
 
4 As Judge Gleason noted, “[A]n EIS must consider alternatives “varied enough to allow for a real, 
informed choice. The existence of a viable but unexamined alternative renders an environmental impact 
statement inadequate.” August 18, 2021 decision, p. 36. 
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any new alternatives to the three drill site alternative that should serve as the baseline or floor for 
any future project approval.  

Analyzing Proposed Project Changes 

 Kuukpik wants to see a preferred alternative comprised of the Project elements that 
provide the most benefits with the least impacts.  In order to do that, stakeholders need to 
understand the differences between specific proposed elements of the Project.  

The introduction of Alternative BT2N underscores how important it is to analyze discrete 
elements of each alternative, not just compare the overall impacts of each.  The Conoco-
developed Alternative BT2N includes several significant changes to the original Alternative B 
that Conoco clearly wants to include in the Project, and which they will urge BLM to include in 
the Preferred Alternative (whatever that may be).  These include elements like eliminating a 
standalone Willow Mud Plant in favor of processing mud at the Kuukpik Pad and processing oil 
produced at GMT2 at Willow.  These and other changes will significantly affect estimates for 
things like vehicle and truck traffic and water usage.  But BLM cannot analyze whether these 
proposed changes have more or less impacts than Conoco’s original proposal without 
understanding how each proposed change affects the estimated impacts.  So the SEIS should 
analyze, for example, how many additional mud and chemical delivery truck trips between K 
Pad and Willow will be generated if Conoco is allowed to expand the current K Pad mud plant 
instead of simply building one right next to the Willow facility.  Otherwise, BLM will not know 
which of those features to include in a preferred alternative. 

 And that’s only at a micro level.  Big picture, failing to individually account for the 
different impacts of significant design changes would make it difficult or impossible to 
accurately compare the existing Alternatives with any new alternatives, including Alternative 
BT2N and a Northern Satellite Drill Site Alternative.  As just one example, we note that Table 
2.10-1 of Conoco’s EED (p. 2-66) states that Alternative B will require approximately 3,188,910 
one-way vehicle trips over the life of the field.  It states that BT2N would require about forty-
three thousand less.  This might be viewed as a pretty minor difference in vehicle trips over a 30 
year period, and might lead decisionmakers to think that eliminating an entire drill site does not 
have a significant impact on vehicle traffic.5  But there are other design changes in Alternative 

 
5  The EED attempts to take that position, stating that the new mud processing location will cause a 
“minor” reduction in construction traffic and a “minor” increase in drilling truck traffic.  EED, p. 4.  This 
partly illustrates Kuukpik’s point: we can’t be satisfied with just characterizing the differences as 
“minor”, because who knows that that means?  We want to see the data to support CPAI’s statement so 
we can evaluate it for ourselves, determine if it is realistic, and then decide for ourselves whether the 
changes are “minor”.  That’s part of the point of the public process.  Having said that, we acknowledge 
that the proposal to process mud at the K Pad may reduce some impacts by eliminating construction 
traffic to Willow that would otherwise be necessary to construct the standalone mud plant there.  But the 
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BT2N that could account for the relatively similar traffic estimate, such as the proposal to 
process drilling mud at K Pad instead of Willow---a proposal that would require all the drilling 
mud to be trucked between those two locations.  In short, there’s no way to know what impact 
consolidating BT2 and BT4 into BT2N has on vehicle traffic without determining, at a 
minimum, what impact changing the mud plant has on that same estimate. 6 

Kuukpik believes that many of the vehicle trips that would be avoided by eliminating 
BT4 would be added back into the Project if CPAI processes drilling mud almost 30 miles away 
at K Pad because the latter requires transporting all that mud 30 miles to Willow by truck.7  
Worse still, that truck traffic would be heavy duty vac trucks right through the heart of some of 
Nuiqsut’s most heavily used subsistence areas along the GMT1 and GMT2 road.  This is not 
only a substantive problem that needs to be examined (since BLM could design a preferred 
alternative that looks similar to BT2N but requires mud to be processed at Willow instead of K 
Pad), it prevents an “apples to apples” comparison between Alternatives B and BT2N.  Only 
Alternative BT2N includes the very roughly 1,217 vehicle trips that would be caused solely by 
Conoco’s new proposal to process mud at K Pad, which makes Alternative BT2N look worse by 
comparison for reasons that are wholly unrelated to the main design difference of consolidating 
BT2 and BT4 into BT2N.  That’s misleading.  

Again, the point isn’t that 1,217 additional vehicle trips is, by itself, a determinative 
factor between two alternatives; but rather, that failing to at least try to account for differences in 
impacts caused by major design differences between alternatives makes it that much harder to 
conduct an “apples to apples” comparison.  The SEIS needs to analyze the differences between 
processing locations if stakeholders are to understand which location would have fewer impacts.  

 
question is whether that short-term decrease is offset or outweighed by the increased and longer-term 
traffic needed to support drilling operations between K Pad and Willow.  We suspect it is, but need to see 
the data to reach a definitive conclusion.   
 
6  We have a similar question regarding anticipated air traffic. The reduction in fixed wing flights between 
Alternative B and BT2N is negligible in the grand scheme of the Willow Project, only about 118 flights. 
Given Alternative BT2N’s somewhat smaller construction and operating scope, we would have expected 
the reduction in flights to be more significant.  This is another instance where more specific information is 
needed if we are to understand what specific project elements are contributing to the flight total under 
each alternative.  That will allow stakeholders to identify the specific elements from each alternative that 
result in fewer flights and, ideally, combine those elements into a preferred alternative. 
 
7  Kuukpik estimates that something like 1 vehicle trip every 3 days will be needed on average to 
transport drilling muds and fluids between Willow and the K Pad for a 2 rig drilling program.  That’s 121 
vehicle trips per year during the 7-10 year drilling period at Willow, totaling approximately 1,217 vehicle 
trips between Willow and the K Pad that are caused by the proposal to process mud at K Pad instead of 
Willow. 
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Kuukpik believes processing at Willow is likely to be preferable, but only a detailed analysis in 
the SEIS can say for sure. 

The same goes for the other major design changes that are included (or omitted) in 
Alternative BT2N, but which are unrelated to the major change in drill site location. These 
include processing GMT2 oil at Willow, eliminating the CFWR8, locating BT5 further east9, and 
building a diesel pipeline from CD1 to Willow (a design feature that is included in Alternatives 
C and D, but not in B or BT2N).10  These differences between these design elements are 
significant enough individually and cumulatively to distort the comparison between alternatives.  
Each of them could --- and should --- also be “mixed and matched” with other elements to create 
a preferred alternative that has the lowest possible impact.  These elements therefore need to be 
analyzed and accounted for, very specifically.  Stakeholders deserve (and BLM needs) to know 
the specific impacts of these major design changes, not just see the final estimates that don’t 
allow us to understand what impacts are caused by which design changes.  

Specific Data Related to Vehicle and Air Traffic 

In addition, we want to emphasize that it’s not just the raw numbers of vehicle trips or 
flights that matters; location matters to Kuukpik and Nuiqsut.  A vehicle trip between Willow 
and GMT2 will not have nearly the same impact on subsistence hunters or Kuukpik-owned land 
as a trip between Willow and K-Pad or Willow and Alpine.  So Kuukpik and Nuiqsut might be 
able to support an alternative with similar or even more total vehicle trips if those trips were 
predominantly outside our most heavily used subsistence lands.  It would be helpful for the SEIS 
to not just estimate how many total trips will occur under each alternative, but estimate where 

 
8  The EED doesn’t explain why Alternative BT2N doesn’t require a CFWR.  We hope the EIS will 
explain the rationale for that, in addition to providing some of the more detailed information on the 
anticipated different impacts between using or not using the CFWR (which we realize is articulated in the 
first Supplemental EIS to some degree, but may need to be refreshed and specified in context in order to 
facilitate a thorough understanding of the issue). 
 
9  See EED, p. 2-53. Describing BT2N, the EED states “BT5 would be located east of the location 
proposed for other action alternatives to avoid two yellow-billed loon nest setbacks, which would also 
reduce the length of the BT5 road and infield pipelines.”  Kuukpik would like to understand if BLM 
and Conoco intend to make this change regardless of what alternative is selected, whether there are 
any other consequences from that change, and what specific changes in pipeline and road lengths 
would occur.  
 
10  The truck trips needed to haul diesel out to Willow would likely be significantly more than those 
needed to haul drilling muds.  For context, Kuukpik believes approximately 3.5 million gallons of diesel 
was used to support Alpine operations in 2003.  Trucking that amount of diesel to Willow would require 
somewhere around 490 tanker trips per year, or 1.3 round trips per day.  The number is likely higher for 
the larger Willow Project. Nearly all these trips could be avoided if a diesel line to Willow is constructed.  
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those trips will occur and to show that information with more detail than NEPA documents have 
in the past.   

Similarly, Willow is far enough west of Nuiqsut that a certain amount of air traffic to and 
from the Project (or between the Project and a roadless satellite) might be preferable to impacts 
on the ground that are closer to home or which threaten the migration of caribou towards 
Nuiqsut, like a permanent gravel road to the northernmost drill site.  Calculating where air traffic 
would occur and providing both the data and a “hot spot”-type graphic showing those estimates 
would help locals evaluate the tradeoffs.   

And as we’ve said many times, when those calculations are complete, we ask BLM to 
listen and defer to the community’s opinion of whether the expected flights for each alternative 
would be more or less disruptive than a permanent gravel road and associated vehicle traffic.  No 
reasonable alternatives should be screened out before the Draft SEIS stage based on BLM’s 
opinion of whether certain tradeoffs would be acceptable to the community or have worse 
impacts on subsistence.  Nuiqsut must be allowed to reach that conclusion for themselves. 

Economic Feasibility of Other Alternatives 

 The most obvious billion-dollar question raised in Conoco’s EED is whether Alternative 
BT2N would allow Conoco to fully develop its oil and gas leases.  Kuukpik understands this 
question to turn essentially on whether a particular alternative would strand an economically 
viable amount of oil.  The key to that analysis is not what “economically viable” means since 
that is clearly a term that is incapable of precise definition.  Rather, the key is whether any oil is 
actually permanently “stranded” under a particular alternative.   

At this stage of development, there is virtually no risk that any oil will be permanently 
stranded under any of these alternatives because the Willow development is just getting started 
and this isn’t a one-shot deal.  Conoco has already indicated it intends to expand from Willow to 
access oil that won’t be reachable from the drill sites it’s currently proposing even under 
Alternative B.11  So even Conoco acknowledges that they expect to be back in a few years asking 
BLM to approve more drill sites in this area.  Therefore, BLM can rest assured that approving 
just three or four drill sites during this process will not permanently strand any oil; it will just 

 
11 See EED, Map 2.8-1, where Conoco shows future locations for “Greater Willow 1” and “Greater 
Willow 2”.  Amazingly, both of these potential pad locations are in the TLSA (and one is either in or on 
the boundary of the TLCHA).  The fact that Conoco anticipates seeking approval for those drill sites in 
the TLSA at some point in the future further confirms that it could just as easily seek authorization for a 
more northern drill site later to access any oil that can’t be reached from the northern BT2 option.  It also 
further confirms Kuukpik’s other point, above, that the EIS should include a three drill site option like the 
one approved in the earlier ROD because nothing prevents BLM from approving fewer than 4 or 5 drill 
sites now and requiring Conoco to come back later to seek authorization for additional drill sites.   
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require Conoco to seek further authorization prior to proceeding with additional development 
later. 

More specifically, even if Conoco’s position that they will be able to access about 26M 
fewer barrels of oil under Alternative BT2N is correct, that’s not determinative because those 
barrels can be accessed from a different drill site later.  Only if that oil would become 
inaccessible would it qualify as permanently “stranded”.  But nothing in the Willow area will be 
stranded until there is no possibility of accessing it, which is a long way off.  At a minimum, 
technological advancements in drilling in the coming years will continue to reduce the amount of 
oil that isn’t accessible from the drill sites that are permitted in this process.  And any argument 
claiming it would never make economic sense to build another drill site farther north than BT2N 
is too hypothetical to support a conclusion that the oil would be permanently stranded.  Kuukpik 
suspects that if oil prices remained at current levels, for example, it wouldn’t take long at all for 
Conoco to apply to build a small drill site north of BT2N after all.   

 The point is that BLM doesn’t need to authorize every drill site in the BTU now in order 
to avoid stranding oil.  Just because Conoco may not be able to reach all the oil in the Unit from 
one of the drill sites BLM authorizes in this process doesn’t mean they will never reach it.  
Conoco practically acknowledged as much when they asked BLM to approve just three drill sites 
in the 2020 Willow ROD.  The fact that Conoco requested that limitation -- and BLM approved 
just the three sites -- implicitly demonstrates that the current process does not need to result in a 
ROD that gives Conoco access to all the oil it will ever drill in the Willow area.  We therefore 
urge BLM to focus on reducing impacts even if it means Conoco needs to go through additional 
applications or NEPA process to obtain approval for additional drill sites later on.  The oil will 
still be there. 

Additional Issues for Analysis 

 Kuukpik provides the following additional points for consideration: 

1.  Conoco states that Alternative BT2N would include 219 wells compared to Alternative B’s 
251. (EED, p. 2-6)  Despite the reduced number of wells, Conoco indicates that Alternative 
BT2N would require one more year of drilling (7) than all other alternatives (6). (EED, p. 2-
30)  The vague explanation for this longer drilling time is that there would be more wells 
drilled at BT1 and “one fewer pad on which to place rigs and equipment.” (EED, p. 2-30).  
These statements require further explanation since it’s not self-evident that either factor 
should slow Conoco’s progress down by an entire year.    

2.  Alternative BT2N does not include the Constructed Freshwater Reservoir (CFWR) that is 
proposed for all other alternatives. (EED, p. 2-19 – 2-20)  Kuukpik would like to understand 
more about why the CFWR isn’t needed for Alternative BT2N, what the relative advantages 
and disadvantages are, and what changes in impacts result from the decision to construct or 
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omit the CFWR.  The properties and ability of Lake M0015 to be the source of significant 
freshwater also need to be studied and understood. 

3.  Conoco states multiple times in the EED that Willow will comply with the 2013 and 2020 
NPR-A IAPs. (See, e.g., EED, p. 2-32, 2-62)  This language has never made much sense to 
Kuukpik because the 2013 and 2020 IAPs are different in many respects, and it is not always 
clear (nor should it be up to Conoco to decide) which requirements are more protective in a 
particular instance.  But this appears to be a moot point now because its Kuukpik’s 
understanding that the 2020 IAP is being withdrawn and will no longer have any legal or 
practical effect.  This makes thing very clear and simple for Conoco and BLM: the Willow 
Project should comply with the 2013 NPR-A IAP Best Management Practices and other 
requirements (including applicable Special Areas that would have been eliminated under the 
2020 IAP).  References to the 2020 IAPs only seem to cause confusion at this point and, we 
believe, should be eliminated. 

4.  The use of single and multi-season ice pads has become increasingly common.  To Kuukpik’s 
knowledge, there have not been any studies of the impacts from these pads or formal efforts to 
observe the time it takes for the tundra to recover after the pads are allowed to melt.  Our 
experience is that the tundra under these pads is impacted for at least a couple of years, and 
there are some instances of more significant tundra damage (believed to have been caused by 
vehicles on the saturated tundra after the pads have melted).  We encourage BLM to require 
more methodical analysis and studies regarding the impacts and recovery times for tundra 
affected by ice pads, and to develop any criteria that may be needed to ensure that these areas 
are rehabilitated as thoroughly and promptly as possible.  We also need to begin to understand 
whether it is preferable to have a single area used multiple times for ice pads or whether it is 
better to move these pads around and allow the used areas to recover.  Finally, Conoco states 
that 10 multi-season ice pads would be needed to support both Alternatives B or BT2N, but 
only 7 are listed in the tables. (EED, pp. 2-46 and 2-52)  Are the other 3 related to sealift 
module delivery (EED, p. 2-69) or something else? 

4.  Please note again that additional requirements have been imposed on the Project since BLM 
last analyzed it and issued the ROD.  Please see Kuukpik’s December 13, 2021 letter, page 9 
and Attachment 2.  In particular, the North Slope Borough imposed several requirements in 
response to concerns raised by Kuukpik on behalf of Nuiqsut during the Willow Rezone 
process.  It makes sense to incorporate and consider these requirements into the SEIS analysis 
since they are effectively regulatory requirements that affect the design and/or operations of 
the Project.  

5.  Alternative BT2N includes 200 foot tall communications towers at each drill site. (EED, pp. 
2-6 and 2-9)  We believe existing communications towers are 140 feet tall.  While we 
understand Willow is farther from existing infrastructure, could these proposed towers be 
reduced in height by, for example, using the standalone 200 foot tall tower at the WOC as a 
repeater for smaller drill site towers? 
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6. What “emergency” would justify discharging wastewater on the tundra? (EED, p. 2-20)

7. Are the pipeline valves on either side of Fish Creek and Just Creeks automatic or manual?
(EED, p. 2-27)  Manual valves would have a significantly longer shutoff response time than
automatic ones.

8. We continue to urge BLM and Conoco to explore the use of drones for pipeline inspections,
particularly where infrared technology is being used and visual inspection is not as critical or
can be done by camera in conjunction with infrared.  (See, e.g., EED, p. 2-28)

Finally, Kuukpik refers again to our December 13, 2021, and ask that it be considered 
incorporated here in full as all of our concerns from December still stand.  In addition, we 
reiterate our earlier requests that BLM hold in person meetings in Nuiqsut at every key stage of 
this process so community members can participate in a meaningful way. 

We appreciate the effort to develop a new alternative that might reduce Willow’s impacts 
on Nuiqsut and our subsistence resources.  But as we’ve made clear throughout this letter, 
Kuukpik will not support that alternative just because it has one less drill site than Conoco’s 
earlier preferred alternative.  We will wait, as we always do, for BLM to conduct a thorough 
analysis and then decide whether any of these alternatives, or a customized version of one, 
strikes a reasonable balance between development and our community’s needs and well-being.  

We look forward to continuing that process with BLM and appreciate the ongoing 
opportunities to discuss the future of the Willow Project. 

Sincerely, 

KUUKPIK CORPORATION 

By: 
Joe Nukapigak 
President 

cc:  Kuukpik Board of Directors 
City of Nuiqsut 
Native Village of Nuiqsut 
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