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1.0 A Note from the Director  
The Division of Spill Prevention and Response (SPAR) had a very busy year. So busy, we canõt share 

everything in this document. Major accomplishments for the Division may be found within the 

FY17 budget narrative at https://www.omb.alaska.gov/html/budget-report/fy2017-budget.html 

but most accomplishments are listed within the separate program sections of this annual report. Iõd 

like to draw your attention to three important highlights from FY15:  

 

¶ Reorganization 

¶ Legislation and Funding 

¶ Prevention Initiatives  

 

Reorganization 

Why did we choose to take on a substantial restructuring effort? Because we need to be more 

efficient with our resources and to provide better service to our customers. 

 

Our main source of revenue ð per barrel surcharge on oil - was declining as production waned. This 

fund source has sustained our efforts to prevent spills, respond when they occur, and address long 

term contamination for many years but was no longer adequate. The Division needed to find ways 

to reduce our use of limited revenue while still providing the services our customers need. 

 

Restructuring allowed us to reduce costs by eliminating positions without reducing service delivery. 

The restructuring reduced our budget by $520 thousand. Simultaneously, we dramatically improved 

our accounting and billing procedures so that we are recovering response and oversight costs for 

spills and contaminated sites from responsible parties. We also took an additional cut of $208 

thousand imposed by the legislature. Overall, we eliminated six positions and reduced our annual 

budget by $728 thousand.  

 

We were also able to identify direct savings in other areas. In the preceding two fiscal years, we 

underspent our allocated spending authority, resulting in unspent revenue being returned to the 

Prevention Account to be available for future years. In FY14 we lapsed over $200 thousand and in 

FY15 it was $800 thousand. This was primarily accomplished by leaving positions vacant as we 

restructured. With the new combined program in place, we are filling vacant positions and do not 

expect this lapse to occur again. We will continue to look for ways to streamline our processes so 

that we rely on less revenue. 

 

Restructuring was also necessary to improve the service we provide to the companies we regulate 

and the communities we help support. There was a significant disconnect between the planning 

group and the response team, one that manifested itself most profoundly during drills and exercises. 

The SPAR prevention team was requiring companies to prepare for spills in specific ways. Then, 

during drills or actual events, the SPAR response team would not utilize that planning and would 

instead use government plans to manage the response. We needed to accomplish greater consistency 

https://www.omb.alaska.gov/html/budget-report/fy2017-budget.html
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between planning and response and reduce the burden on regulated entities. By combining the two 

programs so that just one team is undertaking both activities, we are achieving alignment. 

 

It is hard to change organizational structures in government. We work within a complex personnel 

system which can make it difficult to quickly shift substantial workloads. Involving employees in the 

process was important. Every employee weighed in on our new structure with adjustments made 

throughout the process based on their input. We will continue to fine-tune our organization as 

improvements are identified.  

 

Other restructuring changes were also implemented in the Division over the past year. This included 

combining the Response Fund Administration and the Directorõs Office in a single unit, and 

restructuring the Contaminated Sites Program to reclassify some vacant positions and more evenly 

distribute project work on all sites (brownfield, federal, state, local government and privately) to 

maximize available staff capacity, as well as expand and diversify the knowledge base of individual 

staff.  

 

Legislation and Funding 

Since it is clear the Division provides important services, legislation was introduced that provides 

more revenue to support our work. A surcharge on refined fuel was proposed because the majority 

of spills and contaminated sites in Alaska are related to fuel usage. This new funding stream is 

deposited in the Prevention Account of the Oil and Hazardous Substance Prevention and Response 

Mitigation Fund. To sustain the life of this new revenue source, the Division was asked to work on 

several things:  

 

¶ Make drills and exercises more efficient. Drills and exercises are an important part of the 

regulatory paradigm and allow the Department to verify a companyõs ability to adequately 

respond to a spill. They are also expensive for the company and the State, and occur on a 

frequent basis. The Department is in the process of considering improvements to this 

process to make drills and exercises more efficient while still achieving that important 

verification step.  

 

Improvements to the drill process are dependent upon changes to community preparedness 

planning, or ògovernment planning.ó The Department is working to develop an annual drill 

schedule for regions of the state that would incorporate multiple companies within the area. 

Tying government òregionaló plans and individual company response plans more closely 

together will reduce duplicative contingency planning work for industry while improving 

response preparedness. We also believe this will not reduce environmental protection. 

Therefore, shifting how government planning is done is a necessary first step so drill and 

exercise schedules can reside in regional government plans.  

 

The Department is working closely with the U.S. Coast Guard and EPA (our federal 

partners in government preparedness planning) to make these adjustments. A formal 

proposal that describes all the steps the Department will be taking to reduce the costs of 

drills and exercises will be available by February 1, 2016 at http://dec.alaska.gov/spar/ppr/. 

http://dec.alaska.gov/spar/ppr/
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¶ Recover as much costs as possible. Action is ongoing to increase cost recovery in the 

Division. The Department has taken steps to increase recovery wherever possible. New 

regulations have been drafted describing how cost recovery will occur, and are working their 

way through the process now. Statutory language requesting these regulations has existed for 

10 years, but has not been implemented until now.  

 

Several improvements to the billing process have been implemented as well, including: 

automated billing so bills are generated monthly rather than on an ad-hoc basis; 

development of procedures that remove discretion from staff who previously had autonomy 

deciding when bills would be issued - which allowed significant variability; established a legal 

process for determining if a responsible party can pay without undue hardship; and updates 

to the staff time tracking system. These changes have reduced human errors, result in 

timelier billing, and provide better customer service. In the two years since we have 

implemented changes to our cost recovery efforts, we have increased the amount recovered 

dramatically, an estimated 48%.  

 

We are committed to recovering response costs when possible. But actual response is only a 

part of what we do on a daily basis. We will never recover 100% of our costs for several 

reasons: Many of the activities we perform are not cost recoverable. For example, ALL our 

prevention work (contingency plan review and approval, drills and exercises) are not billable 

services. That accounts for about 30% of our budget. Additionally, government planning 

efforts to help communities prepare (the unified plan and sub-area plans) are not billable. 

We also spend a significant amount of effort determining who responsible parties are and 

characterizing contamination. And sometimes, responsible parties do not have the resources 

to pay us back. 

 

¶ Prevent more spills from occurring. 

 

Prevention Initiatives 

The following SPAR initiatives are examples of prevention efforts currently being developed for 

consideration: 

 

Medium Sized Tank Spill Prevention Initiative 

Medium sized fuel storage facilities, 1,300 gallons to 420,000 gallons, are a significant source 

of spills in Alaska. SPAR currently regulates facilities that are 420,000 gallons or larger by 

requiring prevention and response capacity which has been extremely effective in preventing 

spills. Our regulatory paradigm for large facilities is significant and understandably extensive 

considering the potential risk. But we have no standards for medium sized facilities or 

smaller tanks such as those commonly used for homes and small businesses. Spills are 

frequent with medium sized facilities, and usually cannot be cleaned up quickly and closed  

with initial response.  Rather, they become contaminated sites and require extensive cleanup 

to mitigate the effects of the spill. The entities that own these tanks typically do not have the 

resources to clean up the contamination, which quickly becomes costly running into many 



A Note from the Director  6 

thousands of dollars. It would be much more cost effective to prevent these spills from 

occurring. Most of these facilities are in small villages and communities where compliance 

with standard regulatory burdens are often ineffective. Therefore, SPAR is working with 

stakeholders to determine how we can add value by reducing the number of spills at these 

facilities. This winter we will host a stakeholder meeting to discuss the topic. We recognize 

the problem and want to address it, but know this isnõt something we can do on our own.  

 

Reciprocal Port Prevention Agreement proposed 

One of the greatest risks to Alaska from a SPAR perspective is vessels, including oil tankers 

transiting near our coast in innocent passage. To mitigate some of this risk, SPAR has 

proposed the U.S. Coast Guard, Canadian Coast Guard, and Canadian Department of 

Transportation develop a reciprocal port prevention agreement that requires vessels leaving 

either countriesõ ports to comply with some basic prevention requirements.  

 

This is similar to Alternative Planning Criteria (APC), but different in one important way: It 

would cover vessels leaving Canadian ports as well which is critical because traffic to and 

from Canada is increasing substantially. Canadaõs crude is finding its way to western ports 

and is expected to quadruple in coming years. Container ship traffic is also dramatically 

increasing from Canadian ports. 

 

A reciprocal port prevention agreement would include common sense prevention measures 

such as vessel routing, early notification when problems arise, and the use of a vessel 

tracking service. These services would need to be supported by a new fee but would provide 

protection against a threat with high risk and high potential. 

 

Management of State-owned and State-lead Contaminated Sites 

The Division is no longer able to rely on Capital Improvement Program (CIP) funds to 

address contaminated state property or orphan sites where the responsible party cannot be 

located. A 1997 Memorandum of Agreement between the department and the majority of 

other state agencies called for SPAR to annually request a CIP appropriation to fund the 

investigation and cleanup of these sites. Both regulatory oversight and contract management 

of this important work was provided by SPAR, placing the department in conflicting roles as 

both site manager and regulator. Since CIP funding has been substantially reduced, SPAR is 

developing a new approach to address this issue. A successful solution will involve all 

impacted state agencies. Working to reduce this liability is also important for state bond 

ratings. 

 

The Division of SPAR is committed to improving the services we provide Alaska. We welcome 

feedback and suggestions as we head down the path of continual improvement. 

 

 
   Kristin Ryan, Director 
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2.0 Report Overview  
About this report: 

This report is intended to be a public resource describing the work performed by the Division of 

Spill Prevention and Response within the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation. It is 

also an internal working document used by division staff to evaluate alignment and progress on 

priorities. It represents significant and important work performed by SPAR. 

 

The mission of the Division is to prevent spills of oil and hazardous substance, prepare for when a 

spill occurs and respond rapidly to protect human health and the environment, while managing the 

long term cleanup of contaminated soil and groundwater in Alaska. This report details how we fulfill 

our mission. Its contents are not privileged or limited to industry or government subject matter 

experts. While our work is highly technical and scientific, readers should easily be able to digest the 

information in this report to gain a general and basic knowledge of the work we perform. The report 

is a tool for measuring accomplishments, reporting projects and activities, planning future work, and 

ensuring alignment between programs. We constantly strive to work smarter, more efficiently, and 

cost-effectively. We are very proud of the work we do and we want others to have easy access to 

information about our division. 

  

Please review our website http://dec.alaska.gov/spar/index.htm for additional information and let 

us know if we may assist you with topics of interest or concern.  

 

We hope the FY15 SPAR Annual Report is valuable not only to division staff but also to legislators 

and the general public.  

 

Goals of this report include: 

 

¶ Explain the complexity and importance of the work we do;  

¶ Be transparent about how we are accomplishing our tasks; 

¶ Share trends we are observing; and 

¶ Establish goals and measure our effectiveness in achieving them.  

 

The report pertains to the 2015 fiscal year from July 1, 2014 through June 30, 2015. It is a 

compilation of information gathered from three separate programs: Contaminated Sites (CS) 

Program, Prevention, Preparedness and Response (PPR) Program, and Response Fund 

Administration (RFA) Program ð which represents the entire Division. 

 

The report details the following for each of the three programs in SPAR: 1) regional efforts 2) 

program highlights ð data analysis, accomplishments, and 3) priorities.  

  

There are several electronic hyperlinks within the report or contained in the appendices that refer 

you to additional information. This allows the reader to delve deeper into subjects of interest (i.e. 

performance measures, the budget, various charts or graphs), while keeping our report to a 

http://dec.alaska.gov/spar/index.htm
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manageable volume of pages and refraining from duplication of information contained in other 

reports.   

 

A note to the reader: The Acronyms and Abbreviations section is comprehensive and not all terms 

contained in this section are referenced in the report narrative. This section is intended as an aid to 

help you decipher terms we use frequently. Photos contained in the report are available for reuse if 

you provide proper photo credit.  
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3.0 Division Structure (Functional Org Chart) 
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4.0 Major Matters by Region 

 

4.1 Northern Area 

4.1.1 PPR Major Matters - Northern Area  

 

Wiseman Corner Rollover 

On December 14, 2014 a Big State Logistics, Inc. (BSL) tractor-trailer hauling fuel from Fairbanks 

to Deadhorse departed the highway at Mile Post 189 of the Dalton Highway. During the rollover, a 

rock ruptured the front and rear storage compartment of the trailer, causing a release of 

approximately 1,200 gallons of ultra-low sulfur diesel (ULSD). After transferring fuel into the empty 

tanker, the damaged tractor and trailer caught fire. Remains of the burned vehicle were recovered on 

December 16, 2014, but further assessment and cleanup operations came to a halt soon thereafter 

due to fire and ignitable product still remaining subsurface. In April 2015, BSL conducted removal 

of affected soils and collected confirmation samples from excavation. Unfortunately, groundwater 

began infiltrating the excavation at approximately seven feet below ground surface, which led to 

additional site characterization requirements before the Bureau of Land Management (BLM -

landowner) will approve backfill and rehabilitation activities of the affected area.  

 

Colville Dalton Highway MP 86 Tanker Rollover 

On February 25, 2015, a northbound fuel tanker, owned by Colville, Inc., loaded with 9,852 gallons 

of Ultra Low Sulfur Diesel (ULSD), departed the Dalton Highway at Mile Post 86, releasing 

approximately 2,802 gallons of product onto an upland snow-covered boreal. The driver walked 

away without injury, the truck remaining on its top, the trailer attached. Southbound empty tanker 

operators assisted with lightering product. The cargo was owned by a North Slope producer and 

hauled by a tanker-truck fleet owner. Letters of Interest were sent to the potentially responsible 

parties, but the trucking company assumed the duties of responsible party.  
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Corrective actions for response 

were coordinated through DEC 

with permits and coordination 

from Alaska Dept. of 

Transportation & Public Facilities 

(ADOT&PF) and BLM. The 

response contractor mechanically 

removed contaminated snow, 

surface vegetation and soil. Two 

hundred eighty-four truck loads 

moved 6,069 tons of contaminated 

material from the site hauling it to 

Organic Incineration Technology, 

Inc. in Moose Creek. The last load 

of contaminated soil was hauled on 

March 29, 2015. The analytical 

confirmation samples, aqueous and 

solid matrix, obtained after the excavation tactics were completed demonstrated a satisfactory 

cleanup. BLM approved the restoration plan, backfill material source and the plant community; and 

ADOT&PF approved the activities in the Dalton Highway right-of-way. 

 

Milne Point Tract 14 Production Line Release 

On February 28, 2015 a produced water leak from a pipeline outside of Hilcorp Milne Point Tract 

14 module was reported to DEC. The produced water was 66% water and 34% hydrocarbon, and 

impacted 40,000 square feet, which included both gravel pad and tundra. Hilcorp responded along 

with their contractors. Contaminated snow was removed from the site and placed in a temporary 

containment area for snow melting operations. Following the removal of snow, the tundra cleanup 

efforts began by dividing the site into grids with ice berms. The individual sections of tundra were 

then flushed using warm water. Waste water was recovered using direct suction from a vacuum 

truck. The most heavily impacted areas of tundra were addressed with hand tools for chipping away 

the frozen produced water and a bobcat with trimmer attachment. In some cases the trimmer 

attachment was used to extend into the mineral soil layer. The trimming tactic was also used to 

address the contamination on the gravel pad and hand tools were used to address locations near 

infrastructure. In total, 8,960 barrels of contaminated snow were melted and disposed of downhole 

and 449 cubic yards of contaminated solids was disposed of at the Grind and Inject Facility in 

Greater Prudhoe Bay. Cleanup was guided through visual observations and field screening by a 

photo-ionization detector and conductivity analysis. At the conclusion of response activities, 

confirmation sampling found five sample locations to be above cleanup levels. Water sampling 

occurred during the summer of 2015 and results are now being reviewed by DEC to determine the 

effectiveness of the cleanup. 

Colville tractor-trailer involved in the incident, February 25, 2015. 
(Photo/Alaska Dept. of Transportation & Public Facilities) 
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Pogo Mine Paste Backfill 

On May 7, 2015 Sumitomo Metal Mining Pogo, LLC. (Pogo) discovered a òpaste backfilló release 

within the mine site of their Pogo Gold Mine, located approximately 100 miles southwest of 

Fairbanks. The release occurred from two different locations: the primary release point was an eight-

inch line used to inject the paste backfill underground, while the second release occurred from a 

valve inside one of the pump houses. òPaste backfill,ó which contains between 1-3 parts-per-million 

weak acid dissociable (WAD) Cyanide (CAS # 57-12-5) and has a pH of 10-12, is used to backfill 

the underground tunnels for disposal and support, after the extraction of gold-containing ore has 

occurred. Pogo estimated a loss of somewhere between 80,000 and 135,000 gallons, with 56,000 to 

94,500 gallons released outside impermeable secondary containment. Due to the high viscosity of 

the paste, as well as its automatic solidifying mechanism, the released product remained on gravel 

pad; soil and water sample results confirmed that off-pad migration through naturally occurring 

processes had not occurred. After the solidifying process was completed, Pogo personnel removed 

the released product using various response tactics and by using resources such as heavy equipment, 

hand tools, and high pressure washers. Confirmation samples from the affected area were collected 

by a third party qualified individual, and all results were below 18 AAC 75.341 established cleanup 

levels. 

 

Shishmaref Native Store Mystery Sheen 

On June 4, 2015 it was reported to 

the United States Coast Guard 

(USCG) and DEC that there was a 

sheen on the melting sea ice located 

by the community of Shishmaref. 

The USCG, DEC and a response 

contractor responded to this 

location on June 7, 2014, June 24, 

2014, December 15, 2014 and June 

4, 2015. The cause for responding 

each time was a report of a sheen 

on the sea ice/ocean water adjacent 

to the community. During the 

December 15, 2014 response, 

product was found to be bubbling 

to the surface from beneath a 

frozen rock that lay directly below 

the marine header system. Samples collected from the water at this location determined the product 

to be fresh gasoline with small traces of a heavier petroleum fraction. The June 4, 2015 response 

found there to be a swath of gravel and sand along the beach saturated in gasoline. Strong wave 

action at the time prevented cleanup of the sheen. The marine header and piping system (the 

Emerald Alaska personnel collecting free petroleum product from water using 
absorbents, Dec. 20, 2014 (Photo/DEC-Jessica Starsman) 
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believed source) that runs from the header to the tank farm were also inspected during this 

response. Heavily contaminated soil was found around the marine header. The Shishmaref Native 

Store was identified as the primary responsible party. The USCG placed a Captain of the Port Order 

requiring a hydrostatic test of the marine header and pipe system. The test discovered that the 

header was not completely connected to the gasoline line, and was repaired. DEC and the USCG 

will work with the responsible party to develop a plan for addressing the gross contamination that 

remains in place. No sheen or petroleum odor has been reported since the June 4, 2015 response. 

 

Wales Kingkinkgin Rd. Leaking AST 

A phone report was made to DEC on June 4, 2015 notifying the State of a large abandoned above-

ground storage tank (AST) leaking diesel and an adjacent tank that was severely corroded with the 

potential to leak. The ASTõs belong to the City of Wales and are located on City of Wales land. The 

tanks are located next to the beach surrounded by a sand dune and raised concern for further 

impacts. Immediate initial response was performed by the Wales Native Corporation. DEC 

responded on June 5, 2015, along with local responders, applying a temporary patch after locating 

the source of the leak. An unknown quantity of diesel was released to the adjacent sand 

environment. Both the leaking AST and the adjacent tank were de-inventoried by cutting a hole into 

the tank and pumping the product out into a separate tank. Both diesel and water were recovered. 

The volume of recovered diesel and water from the ASTõs was estimated to be 350 gallons. No 

removal of contaminated sand has occurred as removal of the sand could cause the sand dune to 

fail, risking impact to the community from strong coastal storm surges. 

 

2015 Interior Alaska Building Association Home Show 

PPR staff participated in the Interior Alaska Building Association Home Show in Fairbanks during 

the weekend of March 20 - 22, 2015. The focus of the DEC booth was to educate the public on 

how to inspect and maintain their home heating oil tanks. Pamphlets and materials on tank 

inspection, installation, maintenance, and information for home-buyers were distributed.  

 

4.1.2 CS Major Matters - Northern Area  

 

Eielson Air Force Base (AFB)  

CS continued its regulatory oversight and partnership with the U.S. Air Force to support their day-

to-day management of the baseõs contaminated sites. A major unexpected development at Eielson 

Air Force Base was the discovery of widespread contamination in soil, groundwater, and surface 

water by perfluorinated compounds (PFCs). PFCs were a once component of fire-fighting foams 

used to suppress aviation-related fires at Eielson AFB. While no longer in use due to possible 

adverse human health effects, PFCs are an emerging new contaminant of concern requiring further 

research to determine their specific impact. Meanwhile, initial sampling of four suspected PFC 

source areas in July 2014 revealed considerable contamination on base at Eielson. Concern over the 

initial results prompted the Air Force to sample the baseõs main drinking water supply wells. Several 
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wells had to be taken off-line when 

sampling revealed PFCs exceeding EPA 

Provisional Health Advisory (PHA) levels. 

Concern that PFCs could be moving 

through ground water off base led the Air 

Force to sample residential drinking water 

wells in the nearby Moose Creek 

subdivision, resulting in the discovery of 

widespread PFC contamination. To date, 

131 of 150 wells in Moose Creek have 

tested above the EPA PHA level. CS is 

working closely with the Air Force to 

carefully manage the site with the Air Force 

providing bottled drinking water to affected 

residents. The Air Force is also installing drinking water treatment systems at residences. The plume 

(or plumes) of contamination in the groundwater span more than six miles. Further delineation of 

PFC contamination on and off base is ongoing, and CS staff continues to monitor this rapidly-

evolving situation.  

 

Galena Former AFS 

CS approved and is 

overseeing a 

Comprehensive 

Environmental 

Response, 

Compensation, and 

Liability Act of 1980 

(CERCLA, also 

known as Superfund 

Act) Time Critical 

Removal Action of 

an old disposal area 

at the former Galena 

Air Force Station 

(AFS). Remedial 

investigations at the 

disposal site west of 

the dike (Site 

DSWD) found the 

area contained large numbers of buried drums including waste oil filled drums, transformers, 

polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) contaminated soil, and a large volume of metal debris. The removal 

Site work underway on Eielson AFB 

Time Critical Removal Action at Galena former AFS. Phase 1(Photo/DEC) 
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action expects to remove approximately 5,000 cubic yards of contaminated soil and debris to 

mitigate the threats to the public health, welfare and the environment. The Air Force has issued a 

performance based contract for the cleanup and remediation of 33 contaminated sites at the former 

Galena AFS. 

BP RCRA Administrative Order on Consent for North Slope Sites 

In 2007, British Petroleum (BP) entered into an Administrative Order by Consent with the EPA 

under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act. The Order defines requirements that must be 

met by BP as operator of the Prudhoe Bay Unit (PBU) facility. Regulatory management of BPõs 

operations require continuous oversight by CS and EPA to ensure work is accomplished correctly 

and in accordance with supporting documentation, including some documents that are still under 

development such as the Site-Wide Conceptual Site Model and Screening Levels portion of the Site-

Wide Project Work Plan. Finalizing documents such as these requires extensive coordination by the 

CS with EPA and BP, BP partners, BP consultants, as well as DECõs Solid Waste Program (SWP). 

In FY15, CS met regularly with EPA, DEC SWP as well as BP and their representatives to revise 

project documents, discuss comments, and prioritize and plan future work at sites in the PBU 

including the following: 

Tuboscope - The AMF Tuboscope Company conducted operations from 1978 until February 1982 

when a fire caused a release of solvents used during pipe cleaning. A preliminary 1982 investigation 

showed evidence of tetrachloroethane contamination in the surface water surrounding the pad, as 

well as lead contamination in soil. Further investigations performed by BPXA from 1983 to 1986, 

discovered diesel contamination. Numerous investigations have been conducted at the former 

Tuboscope site since the 1982 facility fire and a treatment system has been used as an interim 

measure. 

 

Pad 13 - Pad 13 was used for storage and staging of equipment, components of drilling mud, and 

debris from approximately 1971 until 1978. During this time material was burned and buried, 

including plastic and aluminum-containing items. The site was cleared in 1982, and since then has 

not been used except a portion 

which was incorporated into Drill 

Site 4.  

 

Sand Dunes Landfill - Sand Dunes is 

a 5.8 acre landfill that was operated 

from 1969 to 1980, and closed in 

1985. During its operation scrap 

metals, drilling muds, sewage, ash, 

and up to 80,000 crushed barrels 

were buried there.  

 

BP and DEC at Sand Dunes Landfill (Photo/DEC) 
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Kotzebue IHS/BIA Pipeline Release 

Ten acres of land in the vicinity of the former Indian Health Service (IHS) hospital and Bureau of 

Indian Affairs (BIA) School is contaminated with diesel heating fuel that was released from the 

1950s until 1980 by a ruptured fuel distribution line. Following initial fuel recovery, cleanup and 

limited site investigations between the late 1980s and 2009, CS was successful in 2012 at 

coordinating and overseeing the resumption of site investigative field work, finally resulting in a 

more definitive site characterization completed during August 2014. The site is comprised of the 

former IHS hospital site, industrial/administrative office areas, utility rights of way and the present-

day Kotzebue Elementary, Middle and High Schools. The results of the August 2014 site work 

reinforced findings from previous investigations, in terms of both contaminant locations and levels, 

that while no free product was encountered, there remain hot spots of soil and groundwater 

petroleum contamination that will require remedial action. So the focus of future site work will be to 

devise the best means by which the area can be made safe to human health and the environment, 

likely through a combination of specific soil removal actions and implementation of site institutional 

controls. 

 

  

Site Characterization Work, Kotzebue Elementary School, August 2014 (Photo/DEC) 




































































































































